Review Item #2: Draft Police Department Body Camera Policy Task Force By-Laws
(Feedback as of Sept. 1, 2020)
8/19– community member
Yes on body cameras

8/19– community member
I am in favor of all 3 proposals. I believe the use of the latest technology (body cameras) will be helpful and
should be explored.
8/19– community member
I support a body camera policy

8/21 – community member and supported by 9 other community members
Summary of key recommended changes in this by Law Document:
1. Responsibilities:
a. The Task force Serves at the Discretion of the Geneva City Council.
i. Would like clarification regarding your definition of Discretion.
2. Responsibilities may include,but not necessarily be limited to:
a. .."accreditation requirements applicable to the Geneva Police Department.
i. Who decided what is applicable to Geneva??
3. Membership:
a. I suggest 7 community members of this and NO COUNCIL MEMBERS.
4. Members:
a. Residents of the city for at LEAST 5 YEARS.
Regarding numbers 1-3 We strongly believe that this Council has shown pre-conceived
opinions regarding this issue, along with other issues discussed over the past few months.
Resident should be involved without any Council Members Influence or intimidation. This
SHOULD NOT INCLUDE ANY TRANSIENT RESIDENTS,WHICH WOULD INCLUDE HWS COLLEGE
COMMUNITY AND STUDENTS.

8/22 – community member
If you read your charter, you would know that standing committees are not allowed. Standing committees
have bylaws. Task forces are short-term directed efforts that are spelled out by an enabling resolution.
You already passed a resolution that tells the who, what, when, and why. I am sure you can come up with
the where. There isn't anything left for you to do but do it.
Trying to bury the idea in unneeded bureaucracy doesn't tell the community you're taking it seriously, it tells
us you are trying to use administrative tactics to undo a duly-passed resolution. I'd love *your* feedback on
why that is!

8/23 – community member
I have read and reviewed the draft of “The City of Geneva Police Department Body Camera Policy Task
Force By-Laws.” In general the by-laws and the responsibilities of the task force are clear and
appropriate.
HOWEVER, the statement at the bottom page one, “Recommendations of the Task Forces shall be
advisory only and shall not be binding on the City Administration or the Geneva Police
Department ,” is very troubling. The task-force may come to a consensus that X or Y must be included in
police policy but the police department—or the police union—may object, and not act upon that
recommendation. Thus the whole purpose of the task force is scuttled.
What would be the recourse for the task force? None as far as I can see. This will certainly come up in
regard to public access to recordings of police body-cameras.
Would the public even know if a recommendation was scuttled by the police department—or the police
union? How transparent will these discussions ultimately be? Would the City Council know—besides
those sitting on the policy review board?
As long as this is purely “advisory” there is no guarantee that the Geneva Police Department would even
implement common practice regarding body-cams.
While these “By-Laws” appear reasonable—they are so only in terms of the framework of the task-force,
not in terms of its action and responsibility. That statement, quoted above, is a poison-pill. No
reasonable person, in fact, would bother serving on such a committee if the outcomes could be simply
discarded or ignored by the City Administration or the Geneva Police Department.
A solution: either the recommendations will be binding or the recommendations be brought publically
before the City Council for a vote.

8/23– community member
I strongly support the resolution passed by City Council on a Body Camera Task-Force that will help the
GPD revise its body camera policies so they conform with national standards and best practices. This is a
critical step toward transparency and toward building trust between police and the community.

8/24 – community member
We need an independent Police Accountability Board (PAB) in Geneva, NY because there are too many
incidents in Geneva that I have read about or heard of that involve police violence and harassment.
I know firsthand of continued threats and harassment (on social media, via phone, and in person) of Ward 5
City Councilor Laura Salamendra by recently retired police officer Brian Choffin both before and after his
retirement from the force. I pray that this harassment does not lead to violence. Absolutely nothing has
been done about this harassment.
In addition, another case that really stands out to me is that of Jack Montesanto. Officer Montesanto
chocked a woman who was in police custody for a noise violation inside the Public Safety Building. And for
this unacceptable behavior he has only been charged with a misdemeanor. Are you kidding me? A
misdemeanor? He should have been charged with a felony and this unfortunate turn of events shows me
that there is police bias throughout the department and courts. He was not held accountable to the extent
that he should have been. In addition, since I have followed this case closely, I have been in the court room
and witnessed the treatment of Montesanto by other officers during his court proceedings, specifically
before court begins. Mr. Montesanto is treated like a friend in court, often laughing and talking with the
officers and I even have seen other officers pat him on the back. They have allowed him to interact with his
family seated in the courtroom, and I know of no other defendant who would be treated in such a way or
given such “freedoms” in the court room. It is clear the deck is stacked in Montesanto’s favor, although he
has a history of on the job violence. What he did to that victim is treated like it is no big deal in the court
room, and that is far from the case.
This again shows me that police officers are not held accountable to the extent necessary in the Geneva
Police Department. What is needed is an independent PAB. One that is independent from the Geneva
Police Department, has disciplinary power to the extent of NYS law, has subpoena power, and can review
and make recommendations on police policies.
As I said in public comment, I was brought up to believe we should all be held accountable by someone
other than ourselves, why should the police be any different?

8/24 – community member
Why police need to wear body cams in Geneva, NY
I believe the Geneva police need to wear body cams when they are on duty to help protect everyone
involved in their interactions, including themselves. Body cam footage is not biased, it just gives viewers the
facts of what occurred, and thus can be counted on to show the courts or chief of police what really

happened during an interaction with police. Both police and the people they encounter throughout their
shifts have biased views on what occurs, that is just the nature of being human. The camera does not have
that bias.
In addition, I believe the Geneva police need to wear body cams for the same reasons I believe they need
a Police Accountability Board (PAB).

8/23 – community member
1. I am concerned that the Task Force recommendations are not seen as binding on the city given
that members of the Task Force include members of city council, the Chief of Police, and the City
Manager - in addition to the vitally important community members. It seems to me that this group is
uniquely structured to be able to make meaningful policy that best reflects the needs of all parties residents, police, and the city government - and that therefore best serves Geneva. The Task
Force recommendations need to be binding in order to ensure that special interests do not decide
to ignore them.
2. I don't understand this requirement (especially the second clause): Community members must be
open to learning about the current GPD body camera policy, the underlying understanding how and
why the department arrived at the current policy. Not only do I not understand what the legislation
is requiring, I am perplexed as to why the only emphasis is on understanding current policies in
Geneva. We need to be looking at research into how to make body cameras most useful in
strengthening policing practices so that they do not harm community members and so that there is
both the ability to hold police accountable (both in terms of punishment and acknowledgement) for
their actions. I am not opposed to learning about why past decisions were made (I am, after all, a
historian), but I am opposed to treating past decisions and present needs. We must be looking at
all current given circumstances, including new research, etc.
3. I am very concerned about what appears to be an attempt to predispose the Task Force to support
current policies and procedures. My understanding comes from the repeated statement that
members must be "Willing and able to understand the current G.O. 409 Policy-how it was
developed, when it was adopted, who was involved in the development, etc." and from this
problematic phrase: "Willing and able to have open minded conversations about the policy and not
display a bias towards one side or the other." This language must be removed from the bill.
1. How does one assess whether or not someone displays "bias" towards one side. Would
having spoken at a council meeting in favor of police accountability be used to disqualify
candidates? What about having spoken against one? What about a city council member
who introduced this legislation?
2. It is impossible for people to be entirely objective about things. We always are shaped by
the institutions and structures in which we function. As an educated white person who
grew up middle class, my bias might be towards seeing the police as people who serve the
common good due to the fact that if I call the police they take my concerns seriously and I
have limited interaction with them outside of when I call them. My Black friends, however,
have been pulled over multiple times for no reason and they do not see the police as
community members who protect and serve them. Neither of these opinions constitutes
bias. Nor is it bias to look at research about racial inequities in policing and believing that
we must restructure our police departments to eradicate these differences.

3. This language suggests that there are two sides to body cameras. What on earth are these
two sides?

8/24– community member
I support the convening of a task force to review the Geneva Police Department's body-camera policies and
to recommend improvements.

8/24 – community member
My general comment is that, having observed the Community Compact and how it endeavors to conform to
its founding documents, it is best if the founding document for a new government service is very clear and
concise and does not contradict itself. Fewest number of words, clearest directive.
As such, I want to point out some seeming inconsistencies with the Task Force founding document that
might make the Task Force itself misunderstand its mandate and be at cross-purposes with itself, which
might hamstring the new group out of the gate.
1) The introductory paragraph states that the Task Force will "modify, improve, affirm, or amend" GO409.
This suggests that the Task Force will have the authority and agency to undertake those tasks. This goal is
reinforced in the first two bullets of the "Purpose" section of the document. The third bullet then says that
the Task Force will "submit recommendations to the Police Chief and City Manager" which makes it seem
as if the Police Chief and City Manager will carry out the task and have all the authority, and that the TF is
actually simply a recommendation board. My suggestion would be to change the language of the third
bullet so that it reads "Submit a list of recommended modifications, improvements, or amendments, or an
affirmation of GO409 to City Council."
2) Unfortunately, the first paragraph of "Responsibilities" reads like a new preamble or statement of
purpose. This could be very easily misunderstood. The overall purpose of the Task Force is still to
modify/affirm/improve/amend GO409. As such, I would strongly suggest that the first paragraph of
"Responsibilities" begin with the word "Additionally". I believe that the primary responsibility of the TF
should be to reshape GO409 and the secondary (or concurrent) responsibility would be to provide general
information to the public so they understand what it is and how it works. Another way to accomplish that
effect would be to move the first paragraph of "Responsibilities"
down beneath what is currently the third paragraph.
(Minor note, but the tense is future in the first paragraph, and it looks like it should be present tense to be
consistent internally within this document and also with the Budget Advisory Board. "The Task Force serves
as a source of information...")
3) The fourth paragraph of "Responsibilities" creates another authority puzzle. If the Task Force is an
independent body serving at the discretion of Council, the City Manager and Police Chief should not
"provide direction" (control). Suggested edit: "The City Manager and Police Chief shall provide what they

deem to be helpful information and suggest areas of focus for the Task Force." (Have the executives in a
"suggest and inform" rather than "direction" role.)
4) Similar authority structure point. Last bullet in responsibilities should read "Presenting progress reports
on the work of the Task Force and final report of recommendations to the City Council." (Not also to the
City Manager and Police Chief, who are not in authority over them, but who are to be helpful agents in
assisting them.)
5) The last paragraph here, "Recommendations of the Task Force[s] [s.i.c.] shall be advisory only and shall
not be binding on the City Administration or the Geneva Police Department." is logically and legally
unnecessary. It is already established that the TF makes a recommendation to City Council, who *does*
have legal authority over the administration and investigative/subpoena authority over the police
department. This document already says that the TF serves at the discretion of the City Council, and that
the City Council convenes the task force under its direct authority. Logically, the City Council will determine
whether the Task Force's recommendations shall have a force of changed policy. If you absolutely must
add on a palliative sentence at the end like this that works to qualm people's fears of citizens having
undiluted, direct influence over police policy, it should not be in the passive voice (referencing an advisor
without an advisee) but should read something more like "Recommendations of the Task Force shall be
made to City Council, who shall determine whether any change in city policy should be made; the Task
Force will not have direct authority over City Administration or the Geneva Police Department." Again, this
whole sentence is redundant and, I believe, unnecessary, but if there is a political reason to include it, it
should be in the active voice and not include the non-"binding" stuff, which seems likely to make people
unnecessarily upset.
6) Membership should not include the Police Chief and City Manager, who have already been identified as
advisory to the TF. The Police Chief and City Manager already have the power of investigation and
recommendation and can make such recommendations to Council at any time. The Task Force is special
and will already be swayed by the influence, information, and advice of the chief executive and police chief.
***We as a city need to make sure we don't spend hundreds of hours of people's time creating an
instrument whereby the police and executive make a report to the police and executive on how the police
and executive are doing which is then submitted to City Council, which typically defers to the judgment of
the police and executive.*** If Membership absolutely must include the Police Chief and City Manager, they
might be deemed non-voting members; otherwise the Chief would logically have to recuse himself from
every single vote and the City Manager already has the ear of council and the direct ability to compel the
Police Chief to change policy.
7) Awkward sentence to begin "Membership requirements" ("underlying understanding how" is opaque).
Suggestion: "Community members must be open to learning about the current GPD body camera policy,
and about the history of how and why the department arrived at the current policy."
8) Bullet 5. I think you don't need to have "sides" referenced in the founding document of this task force.
"Willing and able to have open-minded conversations about the policy" should suffice. In addition to being
politically divisive, Bullet 5 would logically disqualify all members of City Council from joining the task force,
since each of them has voted "yea" or "nay" on the process of setting this up, and is therefore biased
toward one "side" or another by their previous votes.

Also, who's to police the idea of "sides"? We're all on the *side* of not turning the city into a garbage dump,
for example, so does that disqualify all of us? "Sides" is too weak a word even for passable journalism most
of the time; it shouldn't be in an official government document forming a government body.
9) Chairperson. I don't think you need this paragraph. It could be "STRUCTURE OF MEETINGS. Unless
the task force shall elect a chairperson, the City Manager shall preside at meetings, take attendance and
roll-call votes, and facilitate the Board's Functions." To reiterate my point #6, I don't think the City Manager
should be a voting member in (or chair of) a body whose powers are entirely redundant with her own
(investigating body camera footage and making recommendations to herself on how to change policy)."
10) Length of Term. Small point, but I think it should be "The Task Force will automatically dissolve after
*the* task has been completed."
(Not "that" task.)
11) Meetings. Quorum math would be affected if the Police Chief and City Manager are (preferably) not
members or (if necessary) non-voting members.
12) In the very last paragraph, it might be helpful to note that the confidentiality issue is one that would
make the meetings not public.
Suggestion: "Task Force meetings are considered public meetings (except when confidential material such
as the appearance of a minor in body camera footage is being presented) and are subject to freedom of
information requests."
13) General note: Editorial: I encourage you to go back and find and replace instances of "task force"
(lowercase) with "Task Force". Uppercase.
8/24 – community member
This is my feedback on the proposed Body Camera Policy Task Force By-Laws.
1) My first comment is a general comment regarding transparency in the stakeholder consultation process.
From the City Manager's Geneva Police Reform Consultation Plan, we know that the City Clerk will be
making available compiled comments, but this begs the question of how the feedback will be compiled for
presentation. Furthermore, the City Manager's Plan states that in consulting with the community, there will
be an emphasis "in areas with high numbers of police and community interactions." The City's Police
Reform Plan Stakeholder Information Page does not indicate how this emphasis will be executed.
2) Second, there is no transparency regarding the need or function of By-Laws for this Task Force. I looked
through the City's webpage for boards and commissions. I did find By-Laws for the Local Development
Corporation, but not other boards or commissions. The Public Arts Committee is an Ad-Hoc Committee
established by City Council in 2012 and has a working document that is dated 2014. For the only task force
listed, the Liveability Task Force Committee, I was not able to find By-Laws. It is necessary for the City to
provide some explanation regarding why By-Laws are being drafted for the Body Camera Policy Task
Force and for the Police Budget Advisory Board.

Now for comments specific to the proposed Body Camera Policy Task Force By-Laws. I reviewed the
resolution that resolved to create the Task Force and I found several discrepancies between the resolution
and the proposed By-Laws. These are the most important discrepancies that I want to emphasize.
3) In the resolution, the function of the Task Force is to provide recommendations to the City Council that
address deficiencies in the current body camera policy. The resolution discusses reviewing national
standards and best practices and aligning the GPD's policy with these standards and practices regarding
the use of body cameras and the retention, storage, and accessibility of footage from body cameras. The
Task Force By-Laws should emphasize as the primary purpose this function stated in the resolution.
4) The resolution discusses footage from body cameras being available for review. This Task Force was
proposed along with a set of proposals that included a Police Accountability Board. From the Public
Comment and Councilor debate at the July 1, 2020 meeting, it was clear that the intended accessibility of
body camera footage included PAB policy review and complaint investigation. The Task Force By-Laws
should emphasize the objective of making body camera footage available for such reviews and
investigations.
5) The resolution did not include senior City staff as members of the Task Force. It is bewildering why the
proposed By-Laws include the City Manager and Police Chief as members. Membership on the Task Force
should only be City Councilors and community members.
6) The proposed By-Laws exclude individuals who display a bias. What is meant by bias is not clear. More
importantly, per the Governor's Executive Order 203, criteria for appointment on the Task Force should
include a willingness and ability to address the particular needs of communities of color and
disproportionate policing of communities of color. It is counter to the statewide goals of police reform to
exclude community members and councilors who have an informed perspective on contributing to
improved policing services in Geneva.

8/24 – community member
I write with deep concerns about the proposed by-laws for the two agencies created by legislation at CC's
July meeting. There are some strange discrepancies between what CC voted on and what the by-laws put
in place. Also, there is some unacceptably subjective and judgmental language written into the by-laws that
has no place there. CC will need to seriously and comprehensively overhaul these by-laws before they can
be successfully adopted within either the statutory guidelines CC set for itself or even best general
practices for constituting organizations. I will try to elaborate my position point by point. My primary concern
is what deliberative procedures, if any, went into adding non-statutory language to the by-laws.
Body Cam By-Laws
—“The Task Force will serve as a source of information for interested community members to foster a
deeper understanding of the Geneva Police Department,” etc… This is language for a PR or community
relations board. If the Police or the City Council wish to establish such a body, they should do so. It is not
the purpose of this task force.
—“serves at the discretion” seems superfluous, what is the intent?

—“The City Manager and the Police Chief shall provide direction…” This is deeply concerning. By what
mechanism are the writer(s) of the by-laws subordinating its work to these two un-elected officials? This is
completely outside the statutory language and intent. The by-laws should instead direct the CM and PC to
provide any necessary information and consultation to the Task Force as needed.
—Under the membership section: there is no statutory language whatsoever including the CM and PC on
the task force. If the Council wished those officials to be on the task force, it could have included such
language via an amendment. It did not, so the membership category is non-statutory and undemocratic.
Furthermore, the statute establishes “no less than” 2 City Councillors and 4 community members. What
was the deliberative process by which the membership was fixed at 3 and 4 respectively?
—Under membership requirements there is a profusion of subjective and non-statutory language that has
to be discarded or rethought from the beginning:
*Why must applicants be registered voters? Shouldn’t residency be the primary requirement?
* WHO will judge applicants on their willingness and ability “to understand the current G.O. 409 policy…,”
etc., and HOW (by what criteria) will their will and abilities be judged. Where did this language come from?
Who suggested it?
*Regarding attendance requirements, organizations tend not to be so categorical. What if a member is sick,
injured, has a death in the family, etc.? This was not properly thought through and appears gratuitous.
*Regarding willingness and ability to have “open minded conversations.” How do the by-laws define “one
side or the other”? (They don’t.) WHO will decide whether an applicant has “bias” and HOW (by what
criteria)? “Bias” is a profoundly subjective judgment. For instance, it is clear that the CM and PC, as paid
servants of the state, have a “bias” towards not diminishing its power or impunity. Will their “bias” exclude
them from the Task Force? What about a public defender who is regularly in an antagonistic relationship
with prosectors and cops? Will they be excluded for “bias”? Will social media posts and school writings be
examined for indices of potential bias? A simple reductio ad absurdam shows that this provision is either a)
meaningless or b) an opening to truly “Orwellian” policing of opinion. To be quite honest, the subjective
language in this section comes across as snide and sneering, which makes its authorship unmistakable.
*”Active participation” and “demonstrating confidentiality” again simply introduce subjective dross. Who will
judge a member for their passivity? If confidentiality is required, the by-laws should require participants to
sign standard NDAs.
—Appointment: I am curious why the non-discrimination language is applied only to those members
recommended by Community Compact. Is it customary for the Mayor to have sole appointment power to
Boards and Commissions?
—The Chair ought to be elected. The CM shouldn’t be a member automatically, as I outlined above.
Placing them as the unelected chair is arbitrary, gratuitous, undemocratic, and contrary to legislative intent.
—The January 21, 2021 end date is arbitrary and non-statutory. If CC wants to place a deadline on the task
force that should be spelled out including procedures for extension if necessary.
—The quorum depends on how you choose to resolve the membership question above. If no quorum is
specified, it is usually a majority. If CM and PC are excluded, as they should be, then 5 is too many. If they
are included, then as written a quorum could be constituted that included ZERO community members.
Perhaps that is the intention. Either way, it is undemocratic. At the very least, the number of community

participants needs to be expanded to counter the non-statutory powers these by-laws grant to the state.
8/24 – community member
My chief concern about the current draft of the policy is that the purpose and responsibilities as written do
not adequately reflect the stated purpose of G.O. 409 “to enhance Officer and public safety, public
trust and provide transparency”, and therefore are not consistent with Resolution #30-2020 passed by
the City Council. The proposed By-Laws seem to have lost sight of the intent of the resolution, which was to
improve accountability, public safety, trust, and transparency. It is not satisfactory, as written. Again, I
support a review of the body camera policy, but a review that is not independent of the GPD and the City
and that does not address the need for strong accountability will be useless and a waste of time for
everyone.
8/24 – community member
Feedback on Review Item #2: Drafted Body Camera Task Force By-Laws
Responsibilities:
“The City Manager and the Police Chief shall provide direction to the Task Force on which areas it should
focus.” - To ensure that it takes place I think this should explicitly state that the focus will include identifying
and fixing any deficiencies in the current body camera policy, and a focus on addressing the needs of our
Black and Hispanic communities.
“Recommendations of the Task Forces shall be advisory only and shall not be binding on the City
Administration or the Geneva Police Department.” - If any recommendations from the Task Force are not
passed by the city council or utilized by the City Administration/Police Department, the Task Force will be
allowed to meet and make amendments to their recommendations and resubmit them.
Membership:
I like the idea of the police chief being present at the Task Force meetings to offer insight but am hesitant to
allow him to vote on any actions as it would be an automatic nay for anything that the police union would be
against. I would instead suggest that the police chief’s membership position be replaced with either an
additional community member or city counselor position. I think it would also be a good suggestion that
each community member is from a different ward (if available) to allow for different perspectives.

8/24 – community member
I write today about the ‘City of Geneva Police Department Body Camera Policy Task Force By-Laws’. The
purpose of the task force is an important one to evaluate the GPD body camera policies through an
analysis of data from national standards, best practices, and accreditation requirements and to submit
recommendations about any deficiencies. These are important roles and responsibilities.
I have a few comments about the wording of the document:

1) Representation on the task force is going to be very important. If it is to be a robust task force
that reflects the community concerns that have given rise to the need for this task force, then it
must truly be representative of the Geneva community.
I have significant concerns with the wording of parts of the resolution which appear to be an attempt to
restrict community participation on the task force. More than once, the membership requirement uses
phrases like ‘must be open to learning’, ‘willing and able to understand’, ‘willing and able to have openminded conversations’, ‘not display bias towards one side or another’ concerning the body camera policy
and how the policy was developed.
-‘openness’ is a vague, unmeasurable concept.
-What does being ‘open’ to a retelling of past decisions have to do with being a good steward of the
task force mission?
-The statement predisposes that there are two ‘sides’ to this issue. What two sides are there in a
review of standards and best practices and recommendations about policies? This seems to be a
biased statement that codifies presumptions about this process and the members of the task force.
- The requirement that someone not display ‘bias’ towards one of these supposed ‘sides’ seems
like a direct attempt to make sure that anyone who has an opinion or an experience that is different
than the people making membership determinations could be considered as having a ‘bias’. Bias is
slippery, and accusations of bias can be used as a way to eliminate participation who may not have
the same opinion as someone else.
All of these additions that have been built into what in actuality should be a succinct, cut-and-dry resolution
seem to be aimed at including some sort of ‘litmus test’ that could be used to justify unfair discrimination
against participants who may be determined to not be sufficiently ‘open’ to someone else’s interpretation of
the history and context of the body camera policy. All of these types of statements should be stricken from
the proposal.
2) The other big concern is around decision-making on the task force. The voting process is
written in such a way that task force decisions could be made without any community voice or say
since it says that the task force requires a quorum and vote of 5 members. There are 5 members
that represent the government and police (3 city council, city manager, police) and 4 members that
are non-governmental representatives of the community. I recommend that a quorum be at least 6
people and recommendations must come from a vote of at least six people which would ensure at
least some representation from the community is involved in every recommendation and decision. I
also recommend increasing representation of community by 1 or 2 members so that the process
has greater community involvement.
3) I recommend that in addition to the task force taking direction from the city manager and
police chief, that it also takes direction from the Police Accountability Board, since this new entity’s
charge is related to examining police policies and practices such as these. The PAB would be
essential to involve in this process in a structured and meaningful way.

4) In terms of referrals to the task force, involving the Community Compact seems to be a good
idea. I also suggest having the ability for community members to self-nominate and be considered
for membership as an independent process, too.
5) The comparative analysis and review looks at national standards. Are there state standards,
best practices, and related data that the task force should also review, too? I don’t know, but given
that the charge comes from NYS, it seems there might be some guidance there, too.
8/24 – community member
I would like to pass on some general thoughts and concerns regarding Items #2 (Body Camera Task Force)
and #3 (Police Budget Advisory Board).
Membership:
Membership should be more open to all those willing to serve. Voting and participating in the City’s Budget
Academy and/or the City’s Citizen’s Police Academy are great endeavors, but they should not exclude
citizens interested in serving on this task force. Someone newly engaged might bring a great perspective
and many years of dedicated service to our city. We should not fall back on only those who have shown
interest in the past.
I am also troubled by the language: "not display a bias towards one side or the other." Good policy and
smart budgeting are complex and do NOT have just 2 sides. One of the most troubling aspects of the past
few months has been watching our country try to cleanly divide into 2 groups who either want to end police
brutality or who support the police. Taking a step back, shouldn't those who support the police be most
eager to end police brutality and protect the honor of the uniform? These drafts set up this dichotomy
before these groups are even formed. It is like demanding a task force on sidewalks exclude any member
who uses sidewalks primarily for walking OR primarily for running because then they cannot impartially
discuss sidewalk improvements. Please strike this divisive language. In interviews Council or the
Community Compact will be able to suss out who wants to do the work and who only wants a soap box.
Responsibilities:
I think that one of the responsibilities of these groups should be transparency, not community relations (ie.
"Assisting in educating the community about the budgeting process"). Their findings and the data that
informs their recommendations should all be publicly available and easy to find. Their findings may not
directly equal changes, but an educated community will be empowered to advocate for smart changes.
A community in the dark will strike blindly, not logically. For these bodies to be useful and trusted, their
work, their research, and their final report must be out in the open for all of us.
Purpose:
These bodies are meant to advise the city and the police force. While assistance from the City Manager
and Police Chief will be valuable and necessary, I do not understand how these bodies will operate. Will the
City Manager and Chief or Police be liaisons, but non-voting members of these groups? It feels pandering
to have community members come to the table, where the data, agenda, and goals are pre-set by those

who want feedback. These bodies must be able to ask their own questions, solicit their own data, set their
own agendas, and make their own recommendations in order to provide a unique and useful perspective to
the city and the police force. Some independence in operation will be important to set up.
8/24-Family Counseling of the Finger Lakes
Item #2: They don’t want anyone with a potential bias as a community representative, so are they excluding
members of communities of color because it would be assumed that they would have a bias? “Qualified
individuals who have been properly screened and recommended….” – what does the screening entail?
“Willing and able to attend ALL meetings”---what happens if they don’t attend all?
8/24 – community member
My first concern is with something that is missing from the current iteration of the by-laws. There is no
mention of the task force actually reviewing body camera footage. I would think that if their aim is to
understand how body cameras function and how they could best be used then the task force would need
to be able to review/familiarize themselves with the footage. I think some provision
to empower the task force to review body camera footage should be added.
My remaining concerns are with things in the current iteration of the by-laws. I have listed them by the
title of the section in which they appear.
“Responsibilities ”
The fourth paragraph reads: “The City Manager and the Police Chief shall provide direction to the Task
Force on which areas it should focus.” Given that the task force is supposed to be focusing on ensuring
that our policy is “consistent with national standards, best practices and accreditation requirements” (as
stated several other times in the document), I feel that the “direction” of the task force should be set by
where the policy is not currently “consistent.” I would recommend removing this sentence as it
obscures how the task force will set its priorities and could serve to derail their work.
“Membership”
I do not know why voter registration is important as a requirement for someone to sit on the task force. It
seems that it would provide no additional qualification or benefit to the member. I would recommend
removing this first requirement for membership.
In addition to these concerns, I would like to bring your attention to some grammatical/copyediting errors
in the text:
1. The second to last line of the “Introduction” section reads “bests practices” instead of “best
practices.”
2. The first sentence in the “Membership” section seems to be missing some words as it
doesn’t make sense as written. It currently says: “Community members must be open to
learning about the current GPD body camera policy, the underlying understanding how and why
the department arrived at the current policy.” I think it should read: “Community
members must be open to learning about the current GPD body camera policy, the and
developing an underlying understanding of how and why the department arrived
at the current policy.”

3. There is an inconsistent use/absence of Oxford (serial) commas throughout the text.

8/25 Peoples Peaceful Protest
Our feedback on the proposed Police Body Camera Policy Task Force (Task Force) By-Laws is
partitioned into two categories: (1) the goals of the Task Force and (2) the membership of the Task
Force. In general, we are of the opinion that the Task Force By-Laws strictly should resemble
Resolution 30-2020.
Aside, explanation has not been given as to why the Task Force requires By-Laws. The resolution passed
by the City Council is unambiguous. The resolution specifies who shall serve on the Task Force, what
review and evaluation the Task Force shall do, what the final product of the Task Force shall be, and to
whom and by when the Task Force shall deliver its final product. Given the precise clarity of the passed
resolution and no proffered procedural requirement, besides delay and redefinition, what is the function of
drafting Task Force By-Laws?
(1) Goals of the Body Camera Policy Task Force
The Task Force By-Laws must be drafted to emphasize the 3 legislated goals of the Task Force
contained in Resolution 30-2020:
i.

Review existing policy guidelines for G.O 409 to identify how the existing policy implementation
is “keeping with” and exhibits “areas of deficiency” regarding the stated purpose of G.O. 409:
“to enhance Officer and public safety, public trust and provide transparency.”

ii.

Address how, “as a normal course of business”, qualitative data from “body worn camera footage”
can augment the collection and reporting of quantitative data.

iii.

Shall be convened “to modify, improve, affirm, or amend G.O. 409” and shall offer
“modifications, affirmations, or amendments to the City Council” on which the City Council is to
debate and take action pursuant to “[s]ections 9-2 and 9-3 of the Geneva City Charter.”

With regard to the unambiguously defined goals of the Task Force, the PPP takes issue with the
Purpose, Responsibilities, and Membership Requirements sections of the draft proposal.
Purpose
The proposed Task Force By-Laws are accurate that Resolution 30-2020 calls for a Task Force that
evaluates GPD policy in relation to national standards and best practices. However, the draft
proposal’s stated purpose of the Task Force neglects or misconstrues the 3 goals. Nowhere in the
resolution does it indicate the Task Force will “[s]ubmit recommendations to the Police Chief and City
Manager”—such language plainly misconstrues the resolved will of the City Council. The resolution is
explicit in stating the end product of the Task Force shall be offering “modifications,
affirmations, or amendments” on G.O. 409 “to the City Council.”

The City Manager and the Police Chief have had the responsibility of implementing and reviewing the
GPD body worn camera policy. Hence, it is clear the Task Force must collaborate with the City Manager
and the Police Chief in so far as having access to the policy and previous reviews; however, it is unclear
why this needs to be stated as a “purpose” instead of merely a “responsibility”. Moreover, the intent of
Resolution 30-2020 is self-evident, so it is unclear what collaboration beyond an understanding of
previous reviews is required. Stating the
purpose of the Task Force is to collaborate with the City Manager and the Police Chief blatantly
misconstrues the goals indicated in the resolution. The Task Force review of the body worn camera
policy must be independent and separate from the annual review of the policy conducted by the
City Manager.
While goal (iii) and the self-evident intent of Resolution 30-200 are misconstrued, goals (i) and (ii) are
noticeably neglected. Evaluating consistency of GPD’s body worn camera policy with national standards
and best practices is the method put forward by Resolution 30-2020 for the Task Force to use in
accomplishing its actual goals. That is, utilizing national standards and best practices is a means, not the
end purpose of the Task Force. The resolution is explicit that the purpose of the Task Force is to
offer alterations to the existing policy that (i) will enhance Officer and public safety, public trust,
and transparency and that (ii) will make accessible qualitative data for policy reviews and
complaint investigations.
Responsibilities
The proposed Task Force By-Laws create responsibilities for the Task Force that are not included in
Resolution 30-2020, neglect Task Force defining responsibilities laid out in Resolution 30-2020, and
drastically misconstrues a Task Force defining responsibility contained in Resolution 30-2020. The
resolution outlines a specific and delimited function of the Task Force; performing this function obviously
necessitates members of the Task Force reviewing
and gaining a deep understanding of G.O. 409. Performing the specific and delimited function does not
entail being a conduit for fostering “a deeper understanding of Geneva Police Department, G.O. 409”
among the broader interested community. It is unacceptable to obligate the Task Force, which has a
limited amount of time to perform a legislatively resolved and delimited task, with the
responsibility of serving a public relations function for the Geneva Police Department.
The areas of focus of the Task Force are described explicitly in Resolution 30-2020. By creating the Task
Force responsibility of receiving direction from the City Manager and the Police Chief, the proposed Task
Force By-Laws subvert the will of the City Council and ultimately undermine the ability of the public to
vest trust in the Geneva Police Reform Consultation Plan. What is the point in participating in the City
governance process if ultimately the City Manager and the
Police Chief will maintain their discretion in determining which areas of focus in policy review are
important? The City Manager already is required to conduct an annual review of all GPD policies; it is
inappropriate to require the Task Force to rubber stamp the policy review agenda
of the City Manager and the Police Chief. The resolution explicitly provides direction for the
Task Force, the Task Force By-Laws must adhere closely to the directive of the resolution,
and any allowance in the By-Laws for a re-orientation of the Task Force is unacceptable.
Not incidentally, it is concerning that the proposed Task Force By-Laws were drafted with a

point of emphasis of “[r]eviewing Accreditation standards”, which is a draft proposal creation and not
dictated by Resolution 30-2020, but drafted with no explicit responsibility to review national standards and
best practices.
Above stated goals (i) and (ii) are Task Force defining responsibilities identified in Resolution
30-2020. Yet, the draft proposal not only neglects to include these goals as stated Task Force
responsibilities, but provides an ambiguous responsibility of priority. Specifically, what defines body
camera procedures? Resolution 30-2020 clearly directs the Task Force to evaluate and recommend
alterations to policy guidelines concerning use of body worn cameras and the “retention, storage, and
access of…the footage recorded by them.” In strict compliance to the resolution, the priority of the
Task Force is making policy recommendations that address “identified areas of deficiency” in
GPD body worn camera policy that are “consistent
with national standards and best practices” to (i) “enhance Officer and public safety, public trust
and provide transparency and (ii) make accessible the “review of body worn camera footage…a
normal course of business.”
Above stated goal (iii) is a Task Force defining responsibility identified in Resolution 30-2020. The last
stated responsibility of the Task Force in the draft proposal drastically misconstrues the directive of the
resolution, which unambiguously states the “task force shall offer” policy recommendations “to the
City Council,” with no stated responsibility to provide non-binding, advisory recommendations to the City
Manager nor the Police Chief. Once provided to the
City Council, as with any proposal brought to a Councilor, it is then the discretion of the City Council
to place the policy recommendations on their agenda, debate the policy recommendations,
consider input from City Administration and public comment, and vote on the policy
recommendations.
Membership Requirements
The Task Force membership requirements contradict the unambiguously defined Task Force goals in
Resolution 30-2020. The goals of the Task Force are to offer policy recommendations to the City Council
that will improve GPD body worn camera policy. The proposed membership requirements either
presuppose the existence of two sides in this policy discourse or implicitly mandate the Task Force
delineate two opposing sides. Assuming the draft proposal was written with full awareness of and
familiarity with Resolution 30-2020, it is impossible to imagine what two opposing viewpoints the
proposal’s author(s) had in mind while scripting “[m]embers should be [w]illing and able to…not display a
bias towards one side or the other.” The City Council passed a resolution that finds “the 2019
policy…is not aligned with best practices” and resolves to “convene a task force to modify,
improve, affirm, or amend G.O. 409
consistent with national standards and best practices.” This is a complex policy discussion and
attempting to reduce it to discernible, opposing sides is disingenuous. Without hesitation,
members of the task force must be willing to follow the City Council’s resolved directive and
contribute to identifying and addressing “areas of deficiencies” in existing GPD
body worn camera policy.
(2) Membership of the Body Camera Policy Task Force

In addition to the 3 above stated goals, the membership directive of Resolution 30-2020 is relevant
to this review:
“The convened task force shall consist of no less than two (2) members of City Council as well
as no less than four (4) members recommended by the Community Compact as expanded per
diversity requirements.”
Also relevant to the Police Body Camera Task Force and this review is the Governor’s
Executive Order 203 which states unequivocally that
“[U]rgent and immediate action is needed…to develop practices to better address the particular
needs of communities of color to promote public safety, improve community engagement, and
foster trust.”
“Each local government entity which has a police agency…must…develop a plan…for the
purposes of addressing the particular needs of the communities served by such police agency
and promote community engagement to foster trust, fairness, and legitimacy, and to address
any racial bias and disproportionate policing of communities of color.”
Neither the Membership nor Membership Requirements section of the draft proposal are
consistent with either Resolution 30-2020 or Executive Order 203.
Membership
The City Council resolved that Task Force members shall come from 2 pools: City Councilors and
individuals recommended by the Community Compact. Resolution 30-2020 unmistakably does not provide
direct membership from the City Administration. According to the resolution, a recommendation from the
Community Compact would be necessary for the City Manager or the Police Chief’s appointment to the
Task Force. However, the City Manager and the Police Chief are required to review all GPD policies and
thus, have their own vehicle for making alterations to the body worn camera policy. As stakeholders, the
City Manager and the Police Chief need no additional mechanism through which to identify and address
areas of deficiency in the existing policy. If the City Manager and the Police Chief were interested in
aligning GPD body worn camera policy with best practices, then such alignment already would have taken
place and
there would have been no basis for City Council finding that the existing policy does not align with
national standards and best practices. Thus, any participation of the City Manager and the Police
Chief should be as non-voting members or consultants available to provide context for and
details of GPD policies and practices, but with no authority to influence the Task Force’s agenda
nor duty to preside at Task Force meetings, to coordinate Task Force functions, or to facilitate
Task Force functions.
The City Manager has placed the Police Body Camera Policy Task Force within the City’s police reform
initiative which is in response to the Governor’s Executive Order 203. As such, the Task Force must be
constituted in a manner consistent with the Governor’s directive. The Governor’s directive calls for action
to “address the particular needs of communities of color” and “to
address any racial bias and disproportionate policing of communities of color.” Hence, the draft
proposal’s membership requirement that “the Task Force shall be representative of the demographics of
the community at large” is inconsistent with Executive Order 203. Membership of the Task Force must

disproportionately represent community members who have awareness of the particular needs
and disproportionate policing of communities of color either through lived experience or
identifiable commitment of concern.
Membership Requirements
The membership requirements unduly emphasize a willingness to learn the existing GPD body worn
camera policy and the process by which it was developed. While certainly willingness to understand the
existing policy and its development is an appropriate membership requirement, the preamble to the
membership requirement should emphasize the over-riding requirement indicated by City Council’s
resolved direction for the Task Force. As stated above, willingness to follow the direction provided
by City Council must be emphasized as the over-riding membership requirement.
The Task Force is charged with comparing existing GPD body worn camera policy with national
standards and best practices in order to arrive at policy recommendations that address
identified areas of deficiencies in the existing policy. Information on the existing policy and its
development should be readily available in documentation from the City Manager’s previous review of
GPD policy. On the other hand, Task Force members must possess deep interest in finding, reviewing,
and understanding national standards and best practices. Thus, to be consistent with Resolution 30-2020,
membership criteria must include a willingness and ability for (a) examining studiously national
standards and best practices for body worn camera usage and footage, (b) learning how body
camera policy can improve Officer and public safety, improve trust, and improve transparency,
and (c) learning how body camera policy can provide qualitative data for police policy review and
police complaint investigation.
And, to be consistent with Executive Order 203, membership criteria must include a willingness and
ability for (a) addressing “the particular needs of communities of color,” (b) learning about the
extent of “racial bias and disproportionate policing of communities of color” in Geneva, and (c)
developing relevant policy recommendations.
The preamble to the membership requirements section states a requirement specific to
“[c]ommunity members” on the Task Force. All membership criteria must be applied
universally to all Task Force members—both Councilors and community members.
The draft proposal’s membership criteria unnecessarily restricts membership to registered voters and in
doing so creates criteria not specified by Resolution 30-2020 and is inconsistent with Executive Order
203. This proposed membership criteria excludes any individual who has chosen not to register or who
has been taken off the voter rolls. Active voter participation is not a prerequisite for awareness of
disproportionate policing nor having an interest in improving policing services in Geneva. This proposed
membership criteria excludes any individual who is yet to have their voting rights restored after a prior
felony conviction or who does not meet the citizen requirement for voter registration; there is no rationale
for such exclusions. Restricting membership on the Task Force to registered voters is
unacceptable.
Lastly, attention must again turn to the draft proposal’s membership criteria that “[m]embers should
be [w]illing and able to have open minded conversations about the policy and not display a bias
towards one side or the other.” The nonsensical nature of presupposing two discernable and apparently

opposing sides already has been discussed. The author(s) of this criteria quite clearly demonstrated an
inability or unwillingness to grapple with the complexity of the policy the Task Force is being convened to
examine; to maintain public trust in the Task Force and the City’s police reform initiative, the author(s) of
this criteria immediately must be disqualified from serving on the Task Force.
Since the “not display a bias towards one side or the other” membership criteria was examined above in
relation to Resolution 30-2020, this review will close with an examination of its inconsistency with
Executive Order 203. While Executive Order 203 mandates developing a plan that addresses “the
particular needs of communities of color” and “disproportionate policing of communities of color,” the
draft proposal creates a Task Force membership requirement of displayed impartiality. Any community
member or Councilor who displays no opinion (bias) as to the particular needs of communities of color,
simultaneously displays no prior interest in addressing the particular needs or disproportionate policing
of communities of color and thus does not surpass the threshold of displayed concern necessary to
perform satisfactorily the challenging function required of the Task Force. Membership criteria must
include an expressed willingness and exemplified ability (a) to learn about and understand
systemic racism in policing and (b) to contribute to the development of policy recommendations
that will address systemic racism in policing.
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City of Geneva Police Department Body Camera Policy Task Force By-Laws Introduction
The Geneva City Council passed a resolution at its July 1, 2020 meeting directing that a task force be
convened to modify, improve, affirm, or amend Geneva Police Department G. O. 409 consistent with
national standards and bests practices, in keeping with the stated purpose of the order and addressing
identified areas of deficiency.
Name
The Task Force shall be known as Geneva Police Department Body Camera Task Force or the “Task
Force”.
Purpose
The purpose of the Task Force is to:
• Work in collaboration with the City Manager and the Police Chief to examine the Geneva Police
Department G.O. 409, “Body Worn Cameras”;
• Evaluate the Geneva Police Department G.O. 409 to determine if it is consistent with national
standards, best practices and accreditation requirements applicable to the Geneva Police
Department;
• Submit recommendations to the Police Chief and City Manager to insure G.O. 409 is consistent
with national standards, best practices, and accreditation requirements applicable to the
Geneva Police Department.
•

The Taskforce process may be utilized on a bi-annual basis to review and update the existing
policy (and revisions) if needed. If it is determined that the GPD policy remains relevant and
equitable for all citizens as compared to national standards, then no revisions shall be required.

Responsibilities
The Task Force will serve as a source of information for interested community members to foster a
deeper understanding of Geneva Police Department, G.O. 409.
The Task Force serves at the discretion of the Geneva City Council.
The priorities of the Task Force are body camera procedures and national standards, best practices, and
accreditation requirements applicable to the Geneva Police Department concerning such procedures.
The City Manager and the Police Chief shall provide direction to the Task Force on which areas it should
focus.
Responsibilities may include, but not necessarily be limited to:
• Reviewing Geneva Police Department G.O. 409 along with other body camera policies and
complete a comparative analysis.
• Reviewing Accreditation standards applicable to Geneva Police Department G.O. 409.
• Recommending amendments to Geneva Police Department, G.O. 409 policy consistent with
national standards, best practices, and accreditation requirements applicable to the Geneva
Police Department.
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• Presenting progress reports on the work of the task force and a final report of
recommendations to the City Council, City Manager, and the Police Chief.
Recommendations of the Task Forces shall be advisory only and shall not be binding on the City
Administration or the Geneva Police Department.
Membership
Membership of the Task Force shall be representative of the demographics of the community at large
and consist of 4 community members, 3 city councilors, Police Chief, and City Manager.
Membership Requirements
Taskforce members must be able to listen and share diverse perspectives on the current GPD body
camera policy without bias (historical context is critical). In addition, members must be able to engage
in productive dialogue with the goal of making the most appropriate recommendations for the GPD
and the citizens of Geneva.
Community members must be open to learning about the current GPD body camera policy, the
underlying understanding how and why the department arrived at the current policy.
Member Qualificationss should be:
• Registered voters. This was not included in the PAB policy, is it necessary in this for this policy?
• Residents of the city for at least twelve (12) months
• Willing and able to understand the current G.O. 409 Policy-how it was developed, when it was
adopted, who was involved in the development, etc.
•
•
•
•

Willing and able to attend ALL meetings
Not a relative of or related to member(s) of the GPD or Geneva City Council.

•

An active participant, demonstrating confidentiality when it is applicable

Willing and able to have open minded conversations about the policy and not display a bias
towards one side or the other

Appointment of Members
Community members will be recommended by the Community Compact and appointed by City Council.
Qualified individuals who have been properly screened and recommended by the Community Compact
shall be accepted as members of the Body Camera Policy Task Force without regard to sex, sexual
orientation, gender identity, race, religion, color, national origin, age, marital status, or disability.
City Council representatives will be chosen by the Mayor.
Chairperson
The City Manager shall be the chairperson. The chairperson shall preside at meetings and coordinate
and facilitate the Board’s Functions.
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Length of Term
Task Force members will serve for the duration of time that it takes to review the current G.O. 409
policy and provide recommendations on changes or in any event no longer than January 31, 2021. The
Task Force will automatically dissolve after that task has been completed.
Meetings
The Task Force will meet at least once a month. The frequency of meetings and times will be
determined by the task force once it convenes.
Five members shall constitute a quorum. Task Force action will be by a vote of five members of the
entire Task Force.
Task Force meetings are considered public meetings and are subject to freedom of information
requests.

Additional Comments;
1. There need to be consistency for all the policies in the areas of
a) Qualifications
b) Removal / Resignation ....one policy states a member can be removed by a majority vote of
council, but no description for justification.
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ONTARIO COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
ONTARIO COUNTY COURTHOUSE
27 NORTH MAIN STREET
CANANDAIGUA, NEW YORK 14424
Phone: 585.396.4010 | Fax: 585.396.4860
Email: James.Ritts@co.ontario.ny.us
JAMES B. RITTS
District Attorney

August 26, 2020
Sage Gerling, City Manager
City of Geneva
47 Castle Street
Geneva, New York 14456
RE:

Reform and Reinvention Collaboration
Stakeholders Meeting
Proposed Local Laws

Ms. Gerling,
Thank you for reaching out relating to the Reform and Reinvention Collaboration.
I want so start by pointing out some of the relevant language and guidance provided by
the Governor’s Office this week. I think it is imperative that we start by understanding the
Governor’s vision and direction as it relates to an amazing opportunity to lead by example
in this collaborative effort and reform and reinvention.
First, it is clear that the Governor recognized the opportunity as well as the
challenges of this effort. “Collaborative is the key word. It would be a mistake to frame
these discussions as an adversarial process or an effort to impose top-down solutions.
Issues must be aired but solutions must be crafted.” The goal here would be to engage
the community and listen to the voices that need to be heard – not through the filter of an
agenda, rather the honest accepting of community input so that we can meet the needs
of all people. This is an opportunity to lead so that there is equal justice for all people, and
the City of Geneva is an amazingly diverse community that should be engaged and, more
importantly, heard to determine how to Reform and Reinvent our relationship with Law
Enforcement as well, and beyond to provide equal opportunities throughout this amazing
community.
I absolutely understand that the City Council was not aware of the Governor’s
recently released guidance. It is a long read, and provides guidance that actually relates
to the three proposed Local Laws from August 7, 2020. I believe before any conversation
moves forward relating to these proposed changes, the Collaborative and Stake Holders
should meet and begin the fast process of inventory before any of these proposals are
brought for a vote before the council.

The Draft Body Worn Camera Task Force should be considered after the meetings
of the Collaborative. I have not seen GO 409, and it would be more beneficial to review
this with the stakeholders and members of the Collaborative. A review of the GO, and
identification of what might need to be changed. It is worth noting that the release of BWC
footage for pending cases is limited. While it might be the subject of a Freedom of
Information Law (FOIL) request, those are limited for pending investigations and/or
prosecutions. The Governor’s proposal specifically suggests that BWC be the subject of
the ongoing conversation for the Collaborative.
Finally, the Draft Police Accountability Board (PAB) is something that absolutely is
contemplated for conversation by the Collaborative. I believe it is important to follow this
plan, as the Collaborative will need to provide a report and recommendations by April 1,
2021. I would also note that the existence of potentially competing investigations (criminal
and PAB) with the specific issues relating to compelled testimony to the PAB will raise
issues with any criminal investigation. This could lead to considerable discovery and
disclosure issues under the Criminal Justice Reform effective January 1, 2020.
The Governor’s guide also identifies other potential opportunities. While PAB’s are
identified by the Governor as existing – mostly in cities with large metropolitan police
forces, the suggestion that a Community Advisory Board be considered should not be
overlooked. Again, PABs exist in larger metropolitan areas. A Community Advisory Board
might be sufficient to report to both the Police Chief and City Council without the legal
hurdles discussed below. The composition of the Community Advisory Board would be
far more comprehensive and inclusive. It would also limit the issues with ongoing criminal
investigations and prosecutions.
I believe that precluding any law enforcement from membership on the board
requires people without training and perspective to make decisions without the benefit of
someone with training and perspective. There should be someone retired from Law
Enforcement – not GPD – to be that resource that can explain training, experience, and
perspective. Members of either Board should be registered voters and permanent
residents of the City of Geneva for more than twelve months. The membership of either
Board should be inclusive, and consistent with the Geneva Community. It should
absolutely include People of Color. The exclusions on either Board should include
persons with pending charges, supervised on parole, probation, or post-release
supervision. The excluded populations should absolutely be heard, but their participation
as voting members should be strongly considered.
There is a lack of identification of an appeals process and/or arbitration. The
providing of Attorneys for the officers is not addressed. There are aspects of the proposed
law that attribute knowledge (i.e. persons with special needs – 15.7(3)) that the officer
may or may not have – but they are required to act as if they have that knowledge and
will be subject to discipline whether or not there is a basis for such knowledge.

I believe that taking a breath and following the Governor’s suggestion – with a
remarkably small and finite time line – is the preferred way to proceed. It permits ALL
voices to be heard, and an informed decision to be made. It takes inventory of the
activities of the officers, their training and further training, and the views and needs of the
community. This is an exciting time, and we are presented daily with the incentive to
improve the relationships between our communities and the police agencies. I look
forward to working collaboratively with the Geneva Community to meet the requirements
of Governor Cuomo.
Thank you for our time and dedication to this important cause.
Very Truly Yours,

James B. Ritts
District Attorney for Ontario County

8/31 – community member
More transparency is never a bad thing and I believe it is more than appropriate to have this task force.

9/1– community member (37 people submitted the below email)
After reviewing the documents and budget I am not in favor of exposing us to lawsuits. Attacking the unions
is a political action and should not be considered. I am not in favor of a Police budget review board. The
GPD's BodyCam Policy is one of the best in the region and is reviewed every year. The budget and the
camera review can be presented to and reviewed by any resident or the Council upon request. These
resolutions do not represent my voice nor has any data supporting or warranting it been provided. Thank
You.

