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Overview

How do you measure justice? Despite the philosophical, methodological, and logistical difficulty
of this question, law enforcement executives are increasingly asked to turn over data with the
aim of evaluating how fairly they are doing their jobs. At the same time, many community
members perceive law enforcement activities to be targeted toward—and biased against—non-
White people. Communities plagued by mass incarceration and highly publicized police
shootings have called for greater transparency and accountability on the part of the police. And
research shows that positive police-community relationships are crucial for safer communities:
residents are more likely to engage as witnesses and as partners in crime reduction if they
believe in the legitimacy of police as equitable and impartial agents of the law.?

Increasingly, then, courageous and forward-looking law enforcement executives seek hard
metrics on current practices as a way to identify effective policy reforms aimed at reducing bias
and improving police-community relations. They are seeking out partnerships with prominent
researchers to solve this riddle, and to lead policing in the nation with respect to civil rights and
public accountability.

Data collection and analysis can be essential tools that reveal empirical realities and illuminate

options that might advance equity in public safety. Too often, law enforcement data have been

captured with'an eye toward accounting or litigation, without leveraging the data to optimize
performance. But just as CompStat ushered in a new era where police could be accountable for (  )
crime rates, data on racial disparities—and the inferential analyses we pair with them here— -
can be used to identify opportunities to improve public trust and safety. Consequently, in

addition to specific policies designed to address opportunities for improvement revealed by

these analyses, we routinely recommend including better data accountability as part of the

path forward.

The aim of this report is to begin to provide the Berkeley Police Department (BPD) a valuable
resource toward that end. it is intended as a preliminary guide to illuminate options that might
advance equity in public safety, providing straightforward statistical answers to some of the
most pressing questions facing BPD and other law enforcement agencies.

The Center for Policing Equity (CPE) aims to address the needs of both law enforcement and
communities, who can avail themselves of the CPE’s National Justice Database (NJD). The NJD
collects policing data to measure fairness and improve policing equity, and to make its findings
transparent to law enforcement and to communities. The NJD offers a rigorous analytic
framework to make sense of policing data, seeking to identify and understand the

2 See Tom R. Tyler, Why People Obey the Law (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2006). U
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consequences of policing activities and the sources of racial disparity.? In this research brief, we
present empirical documentation of the degree of racial disparity in BPD’s policing practices, as
well as analysis and interpretation of the factors that might contribute to such disparity. While
the results are mixed, our analysis reveals encouraging findings and heartening trends. It also
flags questions and disparities that warrant further investigation and reform.

Our purpose is to demonstrate what can be learned by thoroughly analyzing policing data. This
report, like those produced for other NID participants, aims to offer law enforcement officials a
road map toward greater transparency and accountability in police practices, so they can
transform agencies and adopt more just and equitable means of promoting public safety.

National Justice Database Framework

The NJD analytic framework aims to distinguish among three broad types of explanations for
racial disparities in policing, any or all of which can play a role in producing racial disparities in
the City of Berkeley, as elsewhere:

1. Disparities that arise from community characteristics. For instance, high crime rates or
poverty within a community may draw increased police attention. Individuals within a
community may place disproportionately more calls for service to police.

2. Disparities that arise from police characteristics. For instance, police may patrol some
neighborhoods with less commitment to the dignity of those who live there. Or,
deploying more officers to high-crime neighborhoods may produce disproportionately
more interactions between police and non-White communities.

3. Disparities that arise from the relationships between communities and police. For
instance, mistrust of law enforcement may incite members of some communities to flee
approaching officers or resist arrest more than members of other communities do.
Similarly, a sense that communities do not trust or respect police may cause officers to
feel unsafe or defensive in some neighborhoods.

While the whole story likely incorporates elements of each of these explanations, the
comprehensive NIJD framework allows departments to learn about how all three contribute to
racial disparities. By combining police administrative data with population data (e.g., income,
education, racial demographics), police department climate surveys, and community surveys,

I”

3 In this report, “racial” is used as a shorthand for the demographic groups described in BPD records as Asian, Black, Hispanic,
White and Other/unknown. When our analyses compare BPD policing statistics to census data, the first four of these categories
are mapped onto the following census categories, respectively: non-Hispanic Asian, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic {any race), and
non-Hispanic White. All other ethnoracial census categories are mapped onto Other/Unknown. This simplified terminology
does not represent a claim that such persons belong to monolithic “races,” or indeed that the category of “race” has objective
meaning independent of its social context. Furthermore, it should be noted that BPD racial categories describe the officer’s
perception of the individual’s race or ethnicity. This perception may or may not match the individual’s own racial or ethnic
identity.
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we can examine the role that each explanation plays in the disparities that both police ( )
departments and communities want to reduce.

This report carefully analyzes the role that community- and police-level factors {explanations 1
and 2) may contribute to racial disparities. The resulting analyses can be used to steer
community engagement, relationship building, and continued departmental reform. It is
important to emphasize that the persuasive power of analytics grows substantially the longer a
department measures and analyzes important indicators. As a result, we encourage BPD, the
people of Berkeley, and all law enforcement agencies involved in the NID to see these analyses
as an initial benchmark against which future progress can be measured. With many
departments set to receive similar briefs in the coming months and years, we hope this analytic
framework will serve as a road map for police and communities—establishing where they are
now and charting a path toward a more just future.

It should be noted that no police department in the country currently collects all the data

recommended by the NJD analytic framework (although several depai’tments collect each

element of non-survey data). BPD has been very forthcoming in response to CPE requests for

data-sharing and information. We encourage BPD to continue its collection of vehicle stop

analysis, and to include information on stops that do not lead to citations, including information

on whether these stops lead to searches or seizures of passengers or searches of the vehicle.

‘We also encourage BPD to continue its collection of use of force data, and to include

comprehensive data on the use of firearms and on incidents of deadly force. In addition, we ( )
encourage BPD to indicate in field card data the basis for the stop, in order to enable similar :
analysis. This information will allow more powerful and comprehensive analyses to be

conducted on a larger dataset that could identify trends and policy effects across multiple years

of BPD practice. Expanded data collection and analysis will also afford a significant opportunity

for greater clarity about fairness in policing that could be afforded by further collection and

release of policing data. This will benefit not only BPD and the communities it serves, but law

enforcement agencies and communities nationwide.
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Executive Summary

This report provides feedback on Berkeley Police Department (BPD) data on vehicle stops,
pedestrian stops, and reported use of force. BPD shared these data with CPE as part of its
National Justice Database (NJD). This report presents descriptive statistics and inferential
analyses with respect to vehicle stops conducted from 2012 through 2016, pedestrian stops
conducted from 2015 through 2016, and use of force reported from 2012 through 2016.

Our analysis of BPD vehicle and pedestrian stops found that Black and Hispanic persons were
more likely than White persons to be stopped by BPD. Black persons in Berkeley were about 6.5
times more likely per capita than White persons to be stopped while driving, and 4.5 times
more likely to be stopped on foot. Hispanic persons were about twice as likely, per capita, as
White persons to be stopped while driving, and slightly less likely to be stopped on foot.

In addition to their much higher stop rates, Black and Hispanic drivers (and pedestrians) were
also searched at much higher rates. Once stopped, Black drivers were searched at a rate four
times higher than their White counterparts (20% compared to 5%), while Hispanic drivers were
searched at three times the White rate (15%). Search-rate disparities were similar among
White, Black, and Hispanic pedestrians. The higher rates at which Black and Hispanic drivers
and pedestrians were stopped and searched are consistent with the possibility that Black and
Hispanic persons were treated with greater suspicion by BPD officers.

Because they were stopped at higher rates and were more likely to be searched once stopped,
Hispanic persons in Berkeley are, per capita, 4.5 times more likely to be searched by BPD
officers than White persons are, and Black persons in Berkeley are 20 times more likely to be
searched by BPD.

Nonetheless, Black and Hispanic persons who are searched are /ess likely to be found
committing a criminal offense than their White counterparts are. Searches of Black individuals
yield arrests only half as often as searches of White individuals do; searches of Hispanic
individuals yield arrests 39% less often than searches of White individuals do. (Because BPD
does not track data about whether contraband was found during searches, arrest was used as a
proxy measure of whether a search uncovered criminal behavior.) Nonetheless, because they
are stopped so much more often, Black and Hispanic persons are arrested at much higher per
capita rates than Whites are.

Racial disparities in stops, searches, and arrests can be attributed to at least two competing, but
not mutually exclusive, possible explanations: a community-level explanation (e.g., crime rates),
and a policing-level explanation (e.g., officer discretion). The community-level explanation
could posit that the higher stop, search, and arrest rates of Black and Hispanic drivers
(compared to Whites) reflect higher levels of traffic violations and/or criminal behavior among -
such drivers. This hypothesis, however, cannot explain our findings with respect to Asian-
American drivers: they are stopped less frequently than Whites, are searched at the same rate
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once stopped, but are arrested at three times the rate of White drivers. BPD searches appear to (W
be more effective at detecting criminal wrongdoing by White and Asian persons, yielding a

higher proportion of arrests of White and Asian persons without searching as many innocent

people in those groups.

Another finding that is inconsistent with the community-level explanation is that Black and
Hispanic drivers are much more likely than White drivers to be stopped and searched, but much
less likely to be arrested after a search. That is, Black and Hispanic drivers who are searched are
more likely to be innocent than White (and Asian-American) drivers who are searched. It is
unclear whether, if Black and Hispanic drivers were stopped and searched at the same high rate
of suspicion that seems to be applied to their White and Asian-American counterparts (that is, if
they were stopped and searched as infrequently as White or Asian-American drivers), searches
of Black and Hispanic drivers might produce a yield rate as high as searches of White and Asian
drivers do.

The policing-level explanation for these disparities might posit that stop, search, and arrest

decisions could all reflect discretionary decision-making that operates differently on drivers of

different races. The higher overall rates of stop, search, and arrest of Black and Hispanic drivers

could reflect a pattern of policing discretion that is less forgiving of minor crime. Our findings

are consistent with the possibility that Black and Hispanic drivers might face criminal charges in
circumstances where a White driver might have received only a citation. Despite their lower

rate of arrest after a search, Black drivers stopped by BPD are overall twice as likely as White (w
drivers to be arrested, and they are half as likely as White drivers to receive a citation without
being arrested. Without information about the charges that are filed at vehicle stops, neither
the policing-level nor the community-level explanation should be uncritically accepted.

Unexplained disparities were also observed in BPD use of force. Black people, who comprise
only 8% of the population of the City of Berkeley, made up 46% of individuals who were
subjected to use of force by BPD. Compared to White individuals in Berkeley, Black individuals
were nine times more likely per capita to have force used upon them. Our analyses found that
these disparities are not explained by poverty, neighborhood crime rates, or neighborhood
demographics, and are not attributable to chance. These disparities, like the disparities in BPD
pedestrian and vehicle stops, are unexplained, and warrant further investigation.

It is likely that both community-level and policing-level factors may contribute to the racial
disparities observed in BPD stops, searches, and use of force; the collection and analysis of data
about the charges filed at vehicle stops and after use of force incidents might help to illuminate
the relationship between the two.

Overall, our findings revealed reasons for optimism, as well as opportunities for improvement.

Reasons for optimism included BPD’s overall number of reported use of force incidents. BPD’s

rate of reported use of force incidents compares favorably to other departments of similar size,

although BPD policy does not require comprehensive reporting of weaponless hands-on force.

Despite a policy that does not appear to require that every weaponless hands-on force incident L“)
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be reported, a large majority of force incidents reported by BPD officers involved no weapon
other than the officer’s hands or body. Together, these findings may be consistent with a
culture of restraint within BPD with respect to use of force. Racial disparities in arrests and
citations at pedestrian stops are also fairly small, and the Black-White racial disparity in vehicle
stops declined slightly between 2012 and 2016 (but it remained large, and was accompanied by
a moderate increase in disparities affecting Hispanic, Asian-American, and Other groups).

Another notable finding could be read as reason for either optimism or concern. The
percentage of BPD vehicle stops resulting in arrest increased nearly sixfold across the
observation period, from 0.7% in January 2012 to 4.1% by November 2016. Most of this
increase occurred in 2015 and 2016. This could be read as reason for optimism, in that BPD
vehicle stops have become more effective at detecting crimes that warrant arrest. Or, if it
indicates that BPD officers have begun making discretionary arrests in circumstances that might
previously have been addressed by only a citation, it could be read as reason for concern. The
increase in arrest rates warrants analysis to identify the causes and consequences of this
increase. This analysis could be enhanced by collection and analysis of data about charges filed
at vehicle stops.

The unexplained racial disparities in BPD stop and search rates and in use of force offer
additional opportunities for improvement. The Black-White racial disparity in use of force is a
matter of special concern, as it appears to have increased between 2012 and 2016, and is not
explained by factors such as neighborhood poverty, crime rate, or demographics. These

“disparities warrant further analysis and attention.

The presentation and analysis of observed racial disparities in this report is limited by the data
that BPD collects and shares with researchers. Several of our most important recommendations
concern the importance of increased data collection and analysis, which will, in turn, enable
more accurate and effective initiatives toward reform and accountability. The disparities
identified in this report could be better understood and addressed by changes including the
collection and analysis of data with respect to contraband found in searches at police stops;
comprehensive data regarding BPD use of forcé; and charges filed against persons who are
stopped by BPD or subjected to force.

In this report, we advance thirteen specific recommendations. While not an exhaustive list of
possible solutions to the issues raised in this report, these thirteen recommendations represent
straightforward first steps toward addressing each of them.

Recommendations

1. We recommend changing the use of force data capture protocol to register every use of
force by BPD officers, regardless of weapon use, injury, or complaint.

2. We recommend that BPD monitor search and disposition outcomes across race, and
arrest and disposition outcomes associated with use of force. In particular, BPD should
collect and share data with respect to contraband (distinguishing among drugs, guns,
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non-gun weapons, and stolen property) found during vehicle or pedestrian searchés, m
and that it analyze data about charges filed resulting from vehicle and pedestrian stops.

3. We recommend that BPD collect and share more detailed data with respect to use of
force. In particular, we recommend that it collect and analyze data about whether the
and how the person resisted arrest, and about charges filed against persons involved in
use of force incidents.

4. We recommend that BPD more clearly track, analyze, and share data with respect to
whether law enforcement actions are officer-initiated, or responses to calls for service.

? 5. We recommend that BPD continue to affirm that the egalitarian values of the
department be reflected in the work its officers and employees do.

6. We recommend that BPD consult and cooperate with the broader Berkeley community,
especially those communities most affected by observed racial disparities, to develop
and implement policy and practice reforms that reflect these shared values.

7. We recommend BPD track yield rates (of contraband found at searches).

8. We recommend that BPD monitor patrol déployments, using efficient and equitable
deployment as a metric of supervisory success. One way to promote equitable contact
rates is to monitor racial disparities (not attributable to non-police factors such as crime)
and to adjust patrol deployments accordingly.

9. We recommend that BPD track crime trends with neighborhood demographics in order
to ensure that response rates are proportional to crime rates.

10. We recommend that BPD engage in scenario-based training on the importance of
procedural justice and the psychological roots of disparate treatment in order to ( )
promote the adoption of procedural justice throughout the organization, and to protect
officers from the negative consequences of concerns that they will appear racist.

11. We recommend that values-based evaluations of supervisors be developed to curb the
possible influence of social dominance orientation on the mission of the department.
CPE research has found a significant relationship between social dominance orientation
and negative policing outcomes in many police departments.

12. We recommend that BPD trainings include clear messaging that racial inequality and
other invidious disparities are not consistent with the values of BPD.

13. We recommend leveraging the Police Review Commission, as well as ensuring inclusion
from all groups in the community, to help review relevant areas of the general orders
manual and provide a more integrated set of policies with clear accountability and
institutional resources.

While not an exhaustive list of possible solutions to the issues raised in this report, these
thirteen recommendations represent straightforward first steps toward addressing each of
them.
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History of City Involvement in the National
Justice Database Project

In this sectlon we describe how the relationship between BPD and CPE began, and why BPD
chose to participate in the National Justice Database.

The City of Berkeley is home to one of the nation’s leading research universities, and is
renowned as a bastion of liberal values and egalitarian culture. Over the past decade or so, the
current and prior leadership of BPD have implemented their commitment to equitable policing
by introducing multiple policy and training initiatives designed to reduce racial disparity and
bias. These initiatives have included enhanced data collection, a “fair and impartial policing
program,” anti-racial-profiling training, and crisis intervention training to prepare officers to
deal with people in mental health crisis, and the public posting of stop data on an open data
portal. The current police Chief, Andrew Greenwood, has been leading the department since
October 2016, and has committed to “building community trust” as one of the primary goals of
his leadership.

Nonetheless, BPD has not been immune to allegations of racial inequity nor excessive force.
Like many other urban police departments, BPD has faced litigation and experienced criticism
from Berkeley residents who raise concerns about racial disparities, use of force in response to
(’V protests, and relationships with LGBTQ communities. CPE hopes that the empirical findings of
‘ this report can assist BPD and the people of Berkeley to analyze and address these and other
police-community concerns.

In 2015, CPE began working with BPD on a comprehensive data analysis plan, but limited data
were provided to the researchers. When Chief Greenwood was appointed Interim Chief, he
vowed to provide more comprehensive data, asking to broaden the scope of the study to
include analysis of BPD use of force data. Data-sharing efforts grew rapidly, and researchers
completed their data collection in February 2017. Analysis continued from there, and an interim
report was delivered in May 2017. Additional, more varied data has now been provided, and is
included in this final report.

After reviewing the 2017 interim report, Chief Greenwood decided that, rather than publicizing
the Interim Report, he would wait for CPE to produce a final report. Chief Greenwood has
continually committed to CPE to provide the most current and comprehensive data possible,
reflecting his stated interest in CPE’s final report serving as a milestone from which community
discussion about race and disparity in police interactions will flow. The Department has
provided invaluable support to assist CPE with the review and interpretation of data from BPD
systems. Despite the many other claims on the time of Departmental staff and leadership, BPD
has remained responsive to CPE requests for data and interpretation throughout this study.
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We note that the Department’s formal mission statement was completely revised at the end of m
2016. The new statement emphasizes treating diverse community members with dignity and

respect, focuses on safe-guarding the community, and includes Diversity among the

Department’s five core values, along with Integrity, Respect, Safety, and Professionalism. Social

Media use was expanded. As a result, in 2017, BPD actively focused on strategies for building

trust and community engagement. The Chief held large-scale community forums and now holds

regular community engagement activities such as Coffee-with-a-cop.

The Department also expressed its support of the LGBTQ community during Pride month 2017,
including the Department’s first-ever formal participation in the SF Pride Parade. The
Department is also finalizing a body-worn camera program, and anticipates Department-wide
implementation in mid-2018.

The current report now includes data from 2012 through 2016 and contains analysis of BPD
stop'and force data as well as a series of recommendations that, CPE hopes, can assist BPD in
building on its strengths and addressing the concerns raised by our findings.

Center For

POLICING EQUITY




(A\

Section 1;: Data

In this report, we focus on two sets of BPD data made available through the NJD: vehicle stops
between 2012 and 2016, pedestrian stops between 2015 and 2016, and reported incidents of
police use of force between 2012 and 2016. This section sets out total counts for both sets of
data as they affect persons of Asian-American, Black, Hispanic, White, and Other or unknown
ethnicity.

The BPD employs approximately 170 sworn officers and another 100 civilian employees, serving
a city of approximately 118,585 people. According to the American Community Survey
population estimate for 2016, the racial distribution of the City of Berkeley is as follows:

e 55.5% of Berkeley residents are non-Hispanic White (“White”);

e 11.1% are Hispanic or Latino;

® 8.2% are non-Hispanic Black (“Black”};

e 19.1% are non-Hispanic Asian (“Asian-American”);

e 5.2% identify with multiple racial categories; and

¢ Less than 1% identify as non-Hispanic American Indian/Alaska Native, non-Hispanic
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, or non-Hispanic “Some other race.”

BPD is also home to the University of California Berkeley campus. During the time of this data
collection, it was home to about 35,000 students (about 25,000 undergraduates and nearly
10,000 graduate students). Of these students—most but not all of whom live in the City of
Berkeley—about 31% identify as White, 34% identify as Asian, 11% identify as Chicano/Latino,
3% identify as African-American, and less than 1% identify as each of Indigenous or Pacific
Islander.* That is, the population of the campus is less African-American, less White, about as
Hispanic, and more Asian-American than the population of the City of Berkeley itself.

BPD policing data must be understood in context: In Berkeley, as in any other police
department, it cannot be assumed that all the persons with whom the department’s officers
interact are necessarily residents of the jurisdiction served by BPD, nor of the neighborhood in
which an encounter takes place. Nonetheless, jurisdiction-wide and neighborhood
demographics provide the best available benchmarks for sketching the demographic outlines of
the population from which people who interact with police are drawn.

Racial differences in policing data must-also be contextualized with other contributing factors,
including neighborhood characteristics, crime rates, and other factors modeled in the
regression analyses presented in this report.

4 Source: University of California Berkeley Office of the Vice Chancellor for Equity and Inclusion, Diversity Snapshot (Fall 2013),
Tables 1 and 2, at https://diversity.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/diversity-snapshot-web-final.pdf.
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Data Provided ' m

This section describes the data BPD provided to CPE for analysis. It also identifies a few sources
of information that might have facilitated more rigorous analyses, but were not included in the
datasets shared with CPE, or could not be analyzed in the time available to prepare this report,
and recommends more comprehensive data collection practices in the future.

BPD provided data from the following categories:
e Call for service (374,849 cases from January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2016)

o The data contained the following fields: incident number, id number, create
date, year, call source, call type, priority, @1 unit dispatch time, address,
address location type, latitude, longitude, stop disposition note, disposition code
type, disposition codes for up to 7 persons, number of persons, pedestrian stop
indicator, vehicle stop indicator, reason for stop code.

o We used “call type” to determine which of these represented pedestrian or
vehicle stops.

o There was data for 40,594 vehicle stops.

o There was data for 3,010 pedestrian stops, but only 32 during 2012, 27 during
2013, and 44 during 2014; we analyzed the more complete data from 2015-
2016.

e Use of force data from January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2016 (174 incidents; one ( ‘)
incident was dated as having occurred during 2010 and was removed); subject race data "
was missing for 2 incidents; 2 incidents occurred outside the city of Berkeley 10
incidents could not be geo-located to a census tract.

o The data contained the following fields: unique id, date, time, day, nature of
contact, disposition/subj arrest, force reason, officer injured, officer hospitalized,
officer department years, officer age, officer race, officer sex, subject date of
birth, subject race, subject sex, subject hospitalized, subject injured.

e Crime report data from January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2016 (416,649 crimes
reported to BPD) \

o These data contained the following fields: case number, reported date, address,
location type, latitude, longitude, officer id number, incident type, statute,
statute type, crime code, statute description, UCR return a code, location/scene,
bias motivation, case subject type victim, jacket type, age, race, sex.

o We used crime data in multiple regression analyses predicting use of force
incidents by race. For these analyses, we selected crimes that were in the Part 1
crime category using the “offense” indicator; we selected crimes from 2012 to
2016 to match the timeframe of use of force data. Because the overwhelming
majority of use of force incidents involved persons who were Black (47%) OR
White (35%), we analyzed those incidents to more directly assess the
hypothesized relationship between racial differences in use of force and crime.
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Data Not Provided

Much of the racial analysis in this report focuses on results for Black and White individuals, who
together account for the great majority of stops (69%) and use-of-force incidents (82%).
Although Asian-Americans comprise nearly one fifth of the Berkeley population, they account
for relatively few vehicle stops (9% of the total), pedestrian stops (4%), or recorded use-of-force
incidents (3%). Statistics for groups with smaller numbers tend to be “noisier” (that is, they
fluctuate more over time because of random chance) than statistics with larger groups of
observations (e.g., stops or force incidents involving White or Black people).

A Note on Racial Disparities in Berkeley

The charts and analyses in this report show evidence of racial disparities in policing. Two
important caveats should be kept in mind when evaluating these statistics. The first urges
caution about drawing conclusions based on local population data. The second involves the
limitations of causal inference.

Firstly, our methodology for measuring racial disparities is based on an assumption about the
size of the underlying population of each racial group. If a racial group comprised 10% of the
city’s population but accounted for 30% of the traffic stops in the city, this difference could—
but does not necessarily—indicate racial disparity in traffic law enforcement. The caveat is this:
not all people who interact with BPD officers will be residents of Berkeley or of the
neighborhood in which they were stopped. Data shared with CPE does not identify whether
persons who were stopped were residents of Berkeley or not. Because people driving or
walking in Berkeley at any given time may come from other neighborhoods, towns, states, or
countries, their demographics may not precisely reflect the demographics of Berkeley. We
cannot know, for example, whether miles driven or walked differ between racial groups. It is
impossible to estimate with precision what the racial distribution of police encounters might be
if race were not a factor.

At this time, census data provides the best available benchmark for analysis of police stops and
use of force, as there is no other reliable way to benchmark the effective representation of
each racial group among persons with whom BPD officers may interact. As a result, census-
based comparisons are essential, but should be interpreted with caution.

-The second caveat is that, even if all police encounters reported by BPD officers involved

residents of Berkeley, observed disparities would not necessarily indicate that police officers
have engaged in biased or discriminatory behavior. We cannot know, for example, the racial
distribution of drivers or pedestrians who engage in behaviors (e.g., infractions) that might
result in a police stop or in use of force. There is also no reason to believe that racial disparities
observed in law enforcement are isolated from disparities in education, housing, employment,
wealth, home ownership, healthcare, or any other factors that may influence the trajectory of
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people before they ever come into contact with an officer. The statistical analyses presented in (’)
Parts I.C and 111.B are designed to assess such complex relationships, but this caution should be
kept in mind when interpreting the observed disparities presented in this section.
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Section II: Racial Disparities in Vehicle and
Pedestrian Stops

In this section, we present a descripfive analysis of vehicle stop, pedestrian stop, and use of

force data that BPD shared with CPE through the National Justice Database. This section
presents counts of vehicle stops, pedestrian stops, and use of force, both for the department as
a whole and by race/ethnicity. This section categorizes race/ethnicity using the categories used
by BPD: Asian, Black, Hispanic, White and Other/unknown. Subjects in the Hispanic category
could be of any race.

Section 2A presents the total number of vehicle stops, the number of vehicle stops at which a
citation is issued or an arrest is made, the racial distribution of such stops and outcomes, and
the “yield rate” —that is, the likelihood that a search yield an arrest—for different racial groups.
Section 2B presents the total number of pedestrian stops, the number of pedestrian stops at
which a.citation is issued or an arrest is made, the racial distribution of such stops and
outcomes, and the yield rate for pedestrian searches.

Section 2A: Racial Disparities in Vehicle Stops

This section presents information extracted from BPD’s vehicle stop data for January 2012
through December 2016. It presents aggregate vehicle stop trends over time, noting the overall
numbers of stops, citations, and arrests. It then presents stop and outcome data disaggregated
by race, overall and as compared to the population of Berkeley, and analyzes the “yield rate”
for BPD vehicle searches (using arrest rate as a rough proxy for contraband found).

It should be noted that 7% of all vehicle stops recorded by Berkeley officers

occurred outside the City of Berkeley. These incidents are excluded from the inferential

analyses presented in this report. A table showing the geographic and racial distribution of

these incidents is attached to this report at Appendix A. Of the 2,728 out-of-jurisdiction BPD
vehicle stops, 73% occurred in Oakland, 21% in Emeryville, 5% in Albany, and 1% in Kensington.
The racial disparity in these stops was higher than that observed in stops within Berkeley: 58%
of persons stopped outside Berkeley were Black, 21% were White, 10% were Hispanic, 7% were
Other, and 4% were Asian-American. CPE has not received information about any enforcement
agreements between Berkeley and the adjoining cities, and received no data indicating whether
these incidents involved a pursuit.

Summary of findings:

Across the observation period (2012-2016), the number of vehicle stops by BPD increased
moderately. Throughout the observation period, Black drivers were stopped by BPD at rates
that could not be explained by reference to their share of the population: Black people

comprise 8% of Berkeley residents, but made up the largest group (36%) of drivers stopped by

Center For

POLICING EQUITY




BPD. Using population as a benchmark, Black drivers were much more likely (6.5 times more) (-W
than White drivers to be to be stopped by BPD. Over the five-year observation period, the total

number of Black drivers stopped by BPD was 14,441, which is nearly 150% of the entire non-

Hispanic Black population of Berkeley (9,737 people, including children). By comparison, the

total number of White drivers stopped was 13,166, which is 20% of the non-Hispanic White

population (65,771, including children).> A Black adult driver would face a likelihood of being

stopped more than once in Berkeley between 2012 and 2016, while it seems that most White

drivers who reside in Berkeley would not have been stopped during this time.

Nearly half of White and Asian drivers who were stopped received a citation (without any
arrest), compared to about a third of Hispanic drivers and a quarter of Black drivers.

Once stopped, Black and Hispanic drivers were much more likely than White drivers to be
searched. Black drivers were four times more likely to be searched at a vehicle stop (20%) than
White drivers were (5%); Hispanic drivers were three times more likely to be searched at a stop
(15%). These disparities held true for Black, Hispanic, and White drivers in every age category.
The least-stopped age group of Black drivers (those 40 years and older) was stopped more
often than the most-stopped age group of White drivers (those under 18 years old). The
collection, sharing, and analysis of data about whether contraband was found could help to
determine whether drivers of different racial groups were searched at differing levels of
suspicion.

The percentage of stops resulting in arrest showed a large increase from January 2015 to the

end of the study period. Overall, less than 2% of vehicle stops resulted in an arrest. Arrest rates

at vehicle stops were much higher for drivers who were described as Asian (2.5 times higher),
"Hispanic (80% higher), or Black (70% higher) than for stopped drivers who were White.

S Source: United States Census Bureau, American Community Survey Demographic and Housing Estimates, 2012-2016 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Berkeley City, California. U
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r ‘ Figure 1. Vehicle Stops per Month, 2012-2016
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Figure 1. This chart displays the number of vehicle stops recorded by BPD for each month of the
, observation period. The number of vehicle stops per month varied over time, with the fewest
( stops recorded in December 2014 and the largest number of stops recorded in April 2016.
Overall, the trend line rose moderately upward, increasing 68% from the start to the end of the
observation period.
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Figure 2. Number of Stops with and without Citations per Month, 2012-2016
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Figure 2. This chart displays the number of vehicle stops by whether or not a citation was ,
issued. The percentage of stops resulting in a citation ranged from 20.6% to 50.7% across the ( )
observation period, averaging 35.7% per month. Although the number of stops increased '
moderately over time (see Figure 1), the percentage of stops resulting in a citation was nearly

the same for the first and last months of the observation period.
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Figure 3. This chart displays the percentage of vehicle stops at which an arrest was made.

As is to be expected when the monthly number of arrests is low, the percentage varied
considerably from month to month. A spike was observed in January 2016, when more than 1
in 20 vehicle stops (5.1%) resulted in arrest. The percentage of stops resulting in arrest
averaged 1.6% across the observation period. From 2012 to 2014, the trend line was fairly flat,
but a steep increase was observed from January 2015 to the end of the study period. The
percentage of stops involving an arrest increased from 0.7% in January 2012 to 4.1% by
November 2016. '
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Figure 4. Percentage of Stops Involving Searches, per Month, 2012-2016 m
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Figure 4. This chart displays the percentage of vehicle stops that involved a search. The search ( \)
percentage varied over time, with the fewest searches per stop recorded in July 2013 (6.8%)

and the most searches per stop in June 2015 (17.3%). Across the observation period, the

percentage of stops involving a search increased slightly. Arrests were made in 12.1% of all

stops.
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( \ Figure 5. Number of Vehicle Stops per Month by Driver’s Race, 2012-2016
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( Figure 5. This chart displays the number of vehicle stops per month by race of the driver. More
than two thirds of BPD vehicle stops (about 69%) involved either White or Black drivers. Stops
of Hispanic (13%), Asian-American (9%) and Other (10%) drivers accounted for the balance of
BPD stops. Although the Berkeley population is about 56% white and 8% Black, BPD stopped a
greater number of Black drivers than White drivers. 33% of BPD stops involved White drivers,
while 36% involved Black drivers.

The number of vehicle stops increased greatly across the observation period for every racial
group. The percentage increase from the beginning to the end of the observation period was
somewhat greater for White drivers (67%) than for Black drivers (56%). Greater increases were
observed for other groups of drivers (stops of Asian-American drivers increased 98%, stops of
Other drivers increased 104%, and stops of Hispanic drivers increased 120%), but these
numbers should be viewed with caution as statistics are “noisier” for groups that experience
smaller numbers of stops. ’
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Figure 6. Percentage of Stops Resulting in a Citation Without an Arrest, by Driver Race, 2012- ( /
2016
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Figure 6. This chart displays the percentage of stops that resulted in a citation without an ( ,,)
arrest, by race of the driver. Compared to stopped White drivers (46% of whom received a

citation without being arrested), stopped Black drivers were about half as likely to receive a

citation without arrest (24%). Stopped drivers who were described as Asian (43%), Other (41%)

or Hispanic (32%) were slightly less likely to receive a citation than stopped White drivers were.
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Figure 7. Percentage of Stops Resulting in an Arrest, by Driver’s Race, 2012-2016
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Figure 7. This chart displays the percentage of stops that resulted in an arrest, by race. 1.2% of
White drivers who were stopped by BPD were arrested. Compared to stopped White drivers,
stopped Asian-American drivers were more than twice as likely to be arrested (2.9%). Arrest
rate disparities were also moderately high for Hispanic (2.1%) and Black (1.9%) drivers. Drivers
in the “Other” racial category (0.9%) were slightly less likely than Whites to be arrested at a

vehicle stop.
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Figure 8. Percentage of Stops Resulting in a Search, by Driver Race, 2012-2016
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Figure 8. This chart displays the percentage of stops that involved a search, by race of the
driver. Compared to White drivers (5.3% of whom were searched at a vehicle stop), Black and
Hispanic drivers were much more likely to be searched at a vehicle stop. Stopped Black drivers
were nearly four times more likely to be searched than stopped White drivers, and stopped
Hispanic drivers were more than three times more likely to be searched. Put another way, one
in five BPD stops of a Black driver resulted in a search; one in seven stops of a Hispanic driver
did; and one in 20 stops of a White driver resulted in a search.

Search rates for stopped drivers who were Asian-American or Other were similar to those for
stopped White drivers.
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f Figure 9. Vehicle Stop Rate per 1,000 Population, by Race, 2012-2016
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( Figure 9. This graph displays per-capita vehicle stop rates for each major racial group for each
year of the study period. These rates were calculated by dividing the number of vehicle stops by
census estimates of the number of Berkeley residents of the same racial group during this time
period. (As noted above, the demographics of drivers in Berkeley may differ from the
demographics of the City of Berkeley itself.) Per-capita vehicle stop rates showed wide
disparities in every year of the study period. Compared to the per capita rate at which Whites
were stopped while driving, Black drivers were 6.5 times more likely to be stopped, Hispanic
drivers were twice as likely, and Other drivers were nearly three times as likely. Relative to
population, Asian-American drivers were slightly less likely to be stopped than White drivers
were. :
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Figure 10. Rate of Stops Resulting in a Citation without Arrest, by Race per 1,000 Population, m
2012-2016
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Figure 10. This graph displays the number of stops resulting in a citation per 1,000 residents of
the same racial category. These rates were calculated by dividing the number of vehicle stops
by census estimates of the number of Berkeley residents of the same racial group during this
time period. Even though Black drivers received citations at about half the rate of White drivers
(Figure 6), Black persons were stopped so much more often (Figure 5), and represent such a
small proportion of the Berkeley population, that the per capita rate of citations at vehicle
stops is much higher for Black than White drivers. On a per capita basis, Black persons were
more than three times more likely to receive a citation while driving in Berkeley than White
persons were, and Hispanic persons were 50% more likely than Whites to receive a citation.
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Figure 11. This graph displays the number of stops resulting in an arrest per 1,000 residents of
the same racial category. These rates were calculated by dividing the number of vehicle stops
by census estimates of the number of Berkeley residents of the same racial group during this
time period. On a per-capita basis, Black and Hispanic drivers were much more likely to be
arrested at a vehicle stop than White drivers were. These disparities were evident in every year
of the observation period, and they increased over time. By 2016, compared to their share of
the Berkéley population, Black persons were more than 13 times more likely per capita than
Whites to be arrested at a vehicle stop, and Hispanic drivers were nearly four times as likely.
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Figure 12. Rate of Vehicle Stops Resulting in a Search per 1,000 Population, by Race, 2012- ' (\)
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Figure 12. This graph displays the number of stops resulting in a search per 1,000 residents of
the same racial category. These rates were calculated by dividing the number of vehicle stops
by census estimates of the number of Berkeley residents of the same racial group during this
time period. On a per-capita basis, Black and Hispanic drivers were much more likely to be
searched at a vehicle stop than White drivers were: per capita, Hispanic drivers were searched
at vehicle stops 4.5 times more often than Whites, and Black drivers were searched at nearly 20
times the per capita rate of Whites. These disparities were evident in every year of the
observation period, and they increased over time. ‘
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Figure 13. Percentage of Vehicle Stops Resulting in a Search, by Race and Age Group, 2012-

2016
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Figure 13. This graph displays the number of stops resulting in a search by race and age group.
Within every racial group, drivers under 18 years of age were more likely to be searched, and
the likelihood of a search decreased with age. However, the Black-White disparity was so large
thateven the oldest Black drivers were more likely to be searched than any age group of White
drivers. Once stopped, 16% of over-40 Black drivers were searched, compared to only 12% of
under-18 White drivers.

Within each age group, Black and Hispanic drivers were much more likely to be searched at a
vehicle stop than were their White counterparts. For example, Black drivers under age 18 were
2.4 times more likely to be searched than White drivers the same age. The Hispanic-White
disparity for the youngest drivers was nearly identical: Hispanic drivers under 18 were 2.3 times
more likely to be searched. In the oldest age category (over 40 years old), disparities were even
greater: Black drivers were 4.3 times more likely to be searched than their White counterparts,
and Hispanic drivers were 2.6 times more likely to be searched.
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Section 2B: Racial Disparities in Pedestrian Stops ' (W

This section presents information extracted from BPD’s pedestrian stop data for January 2015
through December 2016. We begin by presenting aggregate pedestrian stop trends over time,
noting the overall number of stops, citations, and arrests. This section then presents stop and

outcome data disaggregated by race, then presents stop and outcome by race as compared to
the population of the City of Berkeley.

It should be noted that 1% of all pedestrian stops recorded by Berkeley officers

occurred outside the City of Berkeley. A table showing the geographic and racial distribution of
these 36 incidents is attached to this section at Appendix A. CPE has not received information
about any enforcement agreements between Berkeley and the adjoining municipalities, and
received no data indicating whether these incidents involved a pursuit. These stops are not
further analyzed in this report.

Summary of findings:

The average number of pedestrian stops recorded by BPD declined moderately across the study

period. Black citizens, who comprise 8% of the City population, accounted for 33% of pedestrian

stops. If they were stopped, pedestrians of all races were about equally likely to receive

citations or to be arrested. But, compared to their White counterparts, Black and Hispanic

pedestrians who were stopped by BPD were much more likely to be searched. The finding that

stopped Black and Hispanic pedestrians were more likely than their White counterparts to be ( ’ )
searched without being arrested may raise doubt about the utility of the higher search rate in .
detecting criminal behavior. Because they were 4.5 times more likely (per capita) to be

stopped, Black pedestrians represented a disproportionately large number of citations and

arrests.

CPE did not receive data from BPD regarding whether contraband was found in these searches.
The collection, sharing, and analysis of data on contraband found could help to determine
whether drivers of different racial groups were searched at differing levels of suspicion.
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F\ Figure 14. Number of Pedestrian Stops per Month, 2015-2016
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Figure 14. This graph displays the number of pedestrian stops per month recorded by BPD
during 2015 and 2016. After starting out at 61 per month in January 2015, the number peaked
at 214 in April 2015. From the April 2015 peak, the number of pedestrian stops declined greatly
{more than 50%) over the following seven months until it stabilized in December 2015 and held
roughly steady through 2016 (with the exception of a smaller spike in September 2016).

P
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Figure 15. Number of Pedestrian Stops by Race and Month, 2015-2016 - ‘ m
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Figure 15. This graph shows the number of stops per month by racial group. As shown in Figure

14, the number of pedestrian stops was relatively low at the beginning of 2015, peaked during ( )
April 2015, dropped steeply, then stabilized (with a smaller peak in September 2016). White '
pedestrians were stopped more frequently than pedestrians of other racial groups. As with

vehicle stops, however, stops of Black pedestrians were nearly as frequent as stops of White

pedestrians, even though Black persons comprise only 8% of the Berkeley population, while

White persons comprise 56%. Pedestrians described as Asian, Hispanic or Other were stopped

at similar, low rates.

Center For

POLICING EQUITY




Figure 16. Pedestrian Stops per Capita by Race, 2015-2016
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Figure 16. This graph displays per-capita pedestrian stop rates for each BPD racial classification,
calculated by dividing the number of stops in each racial group by census estimates of the

. number of Berkeley residents of the same racial group during this time period. (As is noted

Y above, the racial distribution of persons walking in Berkeley may differ from the population of
the City of Berkeley itself.) Using this benchmark, Black pedestrians were much more likely to
be stopped by BPD (4.5 times more likely) than White pedestrians were.
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Figure 17. Number of Pedestrian Stops With and W‘ithout a Search, by Race, 2015-2016
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Figure 17. This graph shows the number of pedestrian stops with and without a search, by
racial group. The figure in the box above each bar indicates the percentage of stops that
involved a search. More than one third of Hispanic and Black pedestrians who were stopped by
BPD were searched, compared to less than a quarter of White pedestrians. Black pedestrians
who were stopped were 49% more likely to be searched than White pedestrians. The number
of Hispanic pedestrians who were stopped was much lower, but Hispanic pedestrians who were
stopped were also much more likely—70% more likely—to be searched, compared to White
pedestrians who were stopped. Search percentages for Asian and Other pedestrians were
slightly lower than those recorded for White pedestrians.
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Figure 18. Pedestrian Stop Outcomes, by Month, 2015-2016
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Figure 18. This graph displays the number of pedestrian stops that resulted in a citation
{without arrest) or an arrest, by month. The number of arrests remained relatively constant
over time, averaging 9.8 per month. The number of citations varied greatly across the
observation period, ranging from peaks of 93 in April 2015 and 101 in July 2015 to fewer than
10 citations at pedestrian stops in October, November, and December 2016.
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Figure 19. Pedestrian Stop Outcomes by Race, 2015-2016 (‘W
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Figure 19. This graph displays the number of stops that resulted in a citation only or an arrest ( )

by racial group. The number of stops that did not result in a citation or arrest is presented in the
boxes above each bar. White pedestrians, who comprise 56% of the population, were cited and
arrested more frequently than pedestrians of other racial groups. Rates of arrest (between
1.4% and 2%) and rates of citation only (6.1% to 6.8%) were similar across racial groups. The
much higher stop rate for Black pedestrians (see Figure 16), though, resultedina
disproportionate number of citations and arrests of Black pedestrians relative to their share of

the population.
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Section 2C: Interpretétion of Racial Disparities in Vehicle and
Pedestrian Stops

In this section, we assess racial disparities in vehicle and pedestrian stops by comparing arrest
rates across racial groups. Because CPE received no data as to whether BPD searches uncovered
contraband, the arrest rate (at stops involving searches) is used as a proxy for the yield rate.
Ideally, the yield rate would be measured using the percentage of stops that revealed
contraband. The aim of yield rate analysis is to identify how much of the racial disparity in
search rates might be attributable to differential rates of criminal behavior. Racial disparities in
the yield rate that are unexplained by differential rates of lawbreaking may be (but are not
necessarily) attributable to racial bias, and warrant further investigation.

Yield rate analyses posit that if members of different racial groups are subjected to equal levels
of suspicion and equivalent treatment, then stops of members of each group should be equally
likely to uncover illegal activity. On the other hand, if one group is more likely to be stopped at
lower levels of suspiciousness, “yield rates” (or in the case of this report, arrest rates) for this
group are likely to be lower. The analyses below present and discuss the yield rates of
pedestrian and vehicle stops, measured by arrests. Although equivalent search and yield rates
across racial groups are not sufficient to conclude that a department is free of racial bias,
observed differences in search and yield rates are an indicator of disparity that indicates the
likely utility of further investigation.

Yield rate analysis examines the outcomes of stops once they occur. If officers stop and search
all drivers at the same level of suspicion, regardless of race, then arrest rates—the rate at which
stops and searches uncover illegal activity—should be similar for each racial group. Where the
arrest rate resulting from a search is lower for one racial group than it is for another, that
finding suggests that the group with the lower yield rate is being stopped and searched for

~ lesser reason (i.e., at a lower level of suspicion) than a group with a higher yield rate: that is,

members of the first group are more likely to be stopped while they are engaged in no unlawful
conduct. Yield rates can also be used to assess the efficiency of policing resource allocation: to
the extent that searches of a particular group are frequent but yield a low yield rate, officers’
time and attention is being spent on behavior that fails to detect or deter criminal activity.

Our use of arrest as a proxy for the “yield rate” assumes that, if an officer discovers evidence of
any unlawful activity, s/he will arrest the driver. A limitation of this assumption is that officers
almost certainly do not exercise their discretion in this mechanical way. An officer who
discovers evidence of a minor crime—say, finds a marijuana cigarette in the car—might not
invariably arrest the driver. The use of arrest as a proxy for unlawful behavior will necessarily
miss any racial disparities in officers’ discretionary decision-making about whether or not to
make an arrest. Conversely, a driver could be arrested without the car being searched, or for
reasons unrelated to the search (e.g. an outstanding warrant). To more precisely assess the
productivity of BPD searches, BPD should track and share information about whether its
searches uncover contraband. \
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Figure 20. Percent Arrested Among Individuals Searched (\3
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Figure 20. This graph displays the percentage of persons who were arrested, among those

stopped and searched by BPD. Overall, 20% of White persons who were searched by BPD were L
arrested. Substantial disparities in yield rates were observed with respect to Hispanic persons ( )
(12% of whom were arrested after a search) and Black persons (10% of whom were arrested

after a search). That is, searches of Black and Hispanic individuals were less productive at

uncovering criminal behavior. Searches of Black individuals were only half as likely as searches

of Whites to yield an arrest, and searches of Hispanic individuals were 39% less likely to yield an

arrest. Although Black and Hispanic drivers and pedestrians were more likely to be stopped and

searched than their White counterparts were, Black and Hispanic persons were more likely to

be found doing nothing wrong.

Arrest rates were much higher among Asian-Americans searched by BPD. Asian-American
drivers and pedestrians were much less likely than other groups to be stopped or searched, but
once searched, they were arrested at a higher than their White, Black, or Hispanic counterparts.
24% of Asian-Americans who were searched by BPD were charged with a criminal offense.

Overall, then, these data reveal considerable variation in stop, search and arrest rates among
White, Black, Hispanic, and Asian-American drivers:
- once stopped by BPD, about one in 20 White drivers is searched, and about one fifth of
these drivers are charged with a criminal offense.
- Hispanic drivers are about twice as likely as White drivers to be pulled over (Figure 9).
Once stopped, Hispanic drivers are searched at 2.5 times the rate of Whites. But, once
searched, they are charged with a criminal offense 36% less often than White drivers

who are searched. A
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- Black drivers are about 6.5 times more likely than White drivers to be pulled over
(Figure 9). Once stopped, Black drivers are searched at four times the rate of Whites.
But, once searched, they are charged with a criminal offense half as often as White
drivers who are searched.

- Asian-American drivers are less likely than White drivers to be pulled over. Once
stopped, they are searched at the same rate as White drivers, but, once searched, they
are criminally charged at a rate 55% higher than that of Whites.

These yield-rate disparities are not consistent with the application of similar, nonracial levels of
suspicion to Black, Hispanic, Asian, and White drivers. The higher stop and search rates for
Black and Hispanic drivers do not appear to reflect higher rates of unlawful conduct by Black
and Hispanic drivers. They appear to be consistent with Black and Hispanic drivers being
searched at a lower level of suspicion, so that more innocent persons in these groups
experience searches by BPD.

It is unclear why higher search rates would be required to detect criminal behavior by stopped
Black and Hispanic drivers as compared to stopped White or Asian drivers. It is unclear why
Asian and White drivers’ criminality can be more effectively detected with fewer searches of
innocent persons in those groups. Put another way, these findings raise the question: if White
drivers were stopped and searched at rates as high as those experienced by Black and Hispanic
drivers, would their arrest rate increase? If Black and Hispanic drivers were searched at a level
of suspicion as high (that is, as infrequently) as White and Asian drivers, would a higher
percentage of those searches reveal criminal wrongdoing?

While BPD’s Black-White and Hispanic-White disparities in stop and search rates may be

- partially attributable to higher rates of criminal behavior among those communities, the

experience of many other US jurisdictions suggests that another explanation should also be
considered: because stop, search and arrest are all discretionary decisions by the officer, it is
possible that Black and Hispanic drivers might be subjected to a less forgiving exercise of
discretion compared to White drivers. It is possible, for example, that Black or Hispanic drivers

‘might be arrested for minor offenses for which a White driver might receive a citation or a

warning. This would be consistent with the finding (Figure 6) that White drivers are more than
twice as likely as Black drivers to receive a citation without an arrest. To confirm or rule out
either the “best-case” or the “discretionary” explanation, BPD would need to share, and CPE
would need to analyze, data about whether searches reveal contraband, and data about the
charges that are filed against drivers who are arrested during vehicle stops.

By contrast, Asian-American individuals were less likely than White individuals to be stopped,
and they were about equally likely to be searched. Nonetheless, the yield rate for Asian-
Americans was 20% higher than for Whites (and double that for Hispanic individuals, and more
than double the yield rate for Black individuals). The low stop rates of Asian-American drivers
and the high percentage of arrests are unexplained, and warrant further investigation.
Information about charges filed against drivers who are arrested at stops might help to
illuminate the respective roles of community behavior and officer discretion in these results.
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Part lll: Racial Disparities in Use of Force .

This section presents data received from BPD about reported use-of-force incidents. BPD
provided a dataset of force incidents reported by BPD officers between January 1, 2012 and
December 31, 2016. Section lil.A presents aggregate trends in use of force incident rates over
time, then presents descriptive statistics on force type, BPD beat, and race/ethnicity. Section
[11.B presents multivariate regression analyses designed to assess how much of the observed
racial disparity in BPD use of force can be explained by neighborhood characteristics, including
poverty, crime rates, and neighborhood racial demographics.

Descriptive statistics presented in this section reflect data shared by BPD with respect to use of
force reports filed by its officers across the 60-month observation period. This data must be .
viewed in the context of BPD departmental policy, which requires the completion of a use of
force report whenever an officer uses lethal force, discharges a firearm, or uses a nonlethal
weapon (e.g. oleoresin capsicum spray or baton).® BPD departmental policy does not explicitly
require that use of physical force be reported (in a Use of Force Report or Incident Report)
unless the officer uses a weapon, the individual is injured, or the individual complains. As a
result, incidents of hands-on force not involving a weapon may not be comprehensively
reported or tracked by BPD, and may not be fully reflected in the data presented in this section.

Where multiple types of force were reportedly used on a person during the same incident, or -
when multiple officers reported using the same type of force during the same incident, our ( )
analysis counts the event as a single incident, classified according to the most severe force type o
used. A single incident, then, could include multiple force types, multiple applications of force,

or multiple officers.

Most, but not all, people who were subjected to BPD force were arrested. Of persons subject to
force for whom officers recorded a racial identity (only 1.2% of force incidents were missing
racial data), arrest rates were similar: 84.8% of Black persons, 81.4% of White persons, 83.3.3%
of Hispanic persons, and 88.9% of Other persons who were subjected to force were also
arrested. Among Asian persons subjected to force, only 40% were arrested. CPE researchers did
not receive information about the charges filed against persons subject to force, nor did we
receive information about what happened to the approximately one in six persons subjected to
BPD force who were not arrested. '

Most arrests, of course, do not involve any reported use of force. Among persons arrested by
BPD between 2012 and 2016, the percentage subjected to force was higher among White
(1.7%) and “Other” persons arrested (1.6%) than among those described as Asian, Black or
Hispanic (all 1.3%). These data also show that 50.5% of persons arrested by BPD are Black, and
29.7% are White.

6 BPD General Order U-2, s5.23 and 24. , ‘ U

Center For

POLICING EQUITY




CPE did not receive any information about whether or how persons involved in force incidents
had resisted police officers.

Summary of findings:

Compared to other departments of similar size, BPD records show relatively few use-of-force
incidents (2.9 per month, on average), a finding which may be partly attributable to the use- -of-
force reporting policy described above. Despite the fact that BPD policy does not appear to
require reporting of every incident of hands-on force, hands-on force without use of any tool or
weapon was by far the most frequent force type reported by BPD officers: 76% of incidents
reported by BPD officers involved only hands-on force.

Although Black people comprise 8% of the Berkeley population, they comprised nearly half
(46%) of all persons subjected to force by BPD officers. Per capita, controlling for other factors,
the use of force incident rate was more than 12 times higher for Black persons than for White
persons in Berkeley. This disparity was not explained by differences in crime rates, poverty, or
neighborhood demographics. This large unexplained racial disparity warrants further
investigation.

Section 3A. Use of Force Counts and Racial Disparities

CPE received records of 173 discrete incidents of force being used upon a single individual. in
38% of cases, a single officer was involved. Most force incidents—62% of them—involved more
than one BPD officer. 83% of reported incidents involved use of a single force type being used
(as noted above, the most common reported force was hands-on); 17% of force reports
indicated that more than one type of force was used in the incident.

Some of the data on incident locations were contradictory. For example, in 10 cases the “City”
indicator located the incident in a city other than Berkeley; however, 6 of these were geo-
located by address to a census tract within Berkeley. A total of 10 incidents could not be geo-
located to a census tract, and 2 incidents occurred outside of Berkeley (one occurred in
Hercules, in Contra Costa County, and one occurred in Dublin, in Alameda County).
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Figure 21. Use of Force Incidents by Month, 2012-2016 ( \
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Figure 21. This graph displays the number of force incidents reported by BPD per month. The )
number of incidents reported monthly was low and variable, ranging from one to six incidents ( ‘\)
per month across the five-year study period, and averaging three incidents per month and o
holding fairly steady across the observation period. BPD also shared one report of discharge of

a firearm, but it is not presented here because no demographic or location data was provided

for it. '
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Figure 22. This graph displays the number of force types reported in force incidents reported by
BPD officers. As noted above, a single incident may be counted multiple times in this graph if
multiple force types were used. As can be seen, even though BPD policy does not require
comprehensive reporting of hands-on weaponless force (see footnote 6, on p. 42), and
accompanying text), hands-on force was by far the most frequent force type reported by BPD
officers during the observation period. Most force incidents that reported use of a weapon
(67%) also reported use of hands-on force.
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Figure 23. Number of Force Incidents by Beat, 2012-2016 (‘\
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Figure 23. This graph displays the number of force incidents reported by each BPD beat. As can
be seen, Beat 4 reported the most incidents (31), followed by Beat 6 (20) and Beat 3 (15). Beats

1 and 13 each reported fewer than five force incidents during the five-year study period. ( )
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( \ Figure 24. Frequency of Force Types Reported, by Beat, 2012-2016
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Figure 24. This graph displays the number of force types reported in incidents reported by
officers from each BPD beat. As noted above, a single incident may be counted multiple times:
in this graph if multiple force types were used. As can be seen, hands-on force accounts for
most incidents, but most beats also reported incidents of baton use, and each of Beats 4 and 8
reported more than one O.C. spray incident.
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Figure 25. Number of Force Incidents by Race 2012-2016 _ (—‘\
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Figure 25. This graph displays the number of force incidents per quarter by race. As can be 7
seen, in nearly every quarter, force incidents involving Black and White individuals were more ‘ (
frequent than force incidents involving Hispanic, Asian, or Other individuals. Although the

White population of Berkeley is seven times larger than its Black population, BPD officers

reported more incidents of use of force on Black individuals than on White individuals.

—

Black persons, who comprise 8% of the Berkeley population, were the subjects of 46% of
reported force incidents. White persons, who comprise 56% of the Berkeley population, ‘
accounted for 35% of reported force incidents. 11% of reported force incidents involved
Hispanic individuals, 5% involved Other individuals, and 3% involved Asian individuals.
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( ‘ Figure 26. Force Types Used, per 10,000 Population, by Race 2012-2016
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Figure 26. This graph displays the number of force incidents reported by BPD officers,
benchmarked against the resident population by race. The rate of hands-on force used against
Black persons, per capita, was much greater than that for White persons. For every 10,000
White residents of Berkeley, BPD reported 8 uses of hands-on force on a White person. For
every 10,000 Black residents of Berkeley, BPD reported 73 uses of hands-on force on a Black
person—a rate 9.1 times higher than for White individuals.

Rates of baton use (6.4 times greater) and O.C. spray (5.3 times greater) were also much higher
for Black persons than for White persons. Disparities were also visible with respect to Hispanic
persons, who were moderately more likely than White persons to be subjected to use of hands-
on force, baton, and O.C. spray.
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Section 3B. Interpreting Disparities in Use of Force (\7

As the data in the graphs and tables above show, Black individuals in Berkeley are much more
likely to be subjected to police use of force than White individuals are. As is mentioned above,
not all observed disparities result from biased or unjust decision-making by police officers or
executives. As is mentioned in the Introduction, above, our analysis seeks to distinguish, as
much as possible, three possible explanations for disparate policing outcomes: (1) disparities
that arise from community characteristics (such as poverty, high crime rates, and calls for
service); (2) disparities that arise from police behavior (such as policing practices or individual
officer biases); and (3) disparities that arise from the (trusting or wary) relationship between
communities and police. '

These factors cannot be precisely disaggregated using the limited dataset available to
researchers for this report. To begin to quantify the effects of race on policing outcomes, we
use statistical analysis techniques called “regression analysis.” Regression analyses allow for
estimates of how much of the observed racial disparity is accounted for by racial or nonracial
community-level factors that can influence law enforcement patterns, and how much of the
racial disparity is unexplained (and possibly attributable to policing policy and practice).

In the data we have received from BPD, one major question to be investigated was the effect of

race on the likelihood that a person would be subjected to police use of force in Berkeley. The

BPD datasets provided information about use of force incidents. The BPD use of force report ( - )
form contains a field for the location at which the force incident occurred. For the 161 reported

incidents that contained geographic information and occurred within the Berkeley city limits,

geocodes were developed using the longitude and latitude or street intersection information in

the records. Using these geocodes, researchers were able to ascertain the Berkeley census tract

in which each stop or incident took place. (Incidents for which geolocation data was

unavailable, or which occurred outside Berkeley, were not included in this analysis.)

Using data from the decennial census and the American Community Survey (ACS), researchers
were able to ascertain demographic information about the census tract in which each stop or
incident took place. BPD shared data on all arrests made, including geographic location, which
enabled us to match the number of Part 1 crimes reported in each census tract for the same
time period. For each census tract, researchers were able to assess how much of the racial
disparity in use of force was attributable to neighborhood factors such as poverty, racial
demographics, or the Part | crime rate.’” The existing research literature has found relationships
between all of these factors and policing outcomes. :

7 “part | crime” refers to the categorization scheme used by the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reporting
Statistics. The FBI’s “Part |” category consists of the following eight types of crime: criminal homicide, forcible rape/sexual )
assault, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft {(except motor vehicle theft), motor vehicle theft, and arson. ( )
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( Table 1. Descriptive Statistics on Use of Force by Individual Race

Hands-On 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
Asian 0 0 1 1 1 3
Black 15 17 - 13 14 15 74
Hispanic 4 4 5 4 0 17
Other 3 1 1 3 1 9
White 13 13 . 9 10 9 54
Total 35 35 29 32 26 157
Baton 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
Asian 1 0 0 1 0 ’ 2
Black 2 2 2 2 3 11
Hispanic 1 1 1 0 0 3
Other 0 1 0 0 0
White 3 0 2 4 2 11
Total 7 4 5 7 5 28
(\ 0.C. Spray 2012 2013 +2014 2015 2016 Total
Asian 0 0 0 1 0 1
Black 3 0 0 1 1 5
Hispanic 1 0 1 0 0 2
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
White 3 0 0 2 1 6
Total 7 0 1 4 2 14
Projectile 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
Asian 0 0 0 0 0 0
Black 0 0 0 1 2 3
Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0
White 0 1 0 0 0 1
Total 0 1 0 1 2 4

NOTE: There was one firearm discharge reported in 2012, but race data was missing, so it is not shown in this
table.

L
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Table 1. This table displays the number of reported uses of each force type, by race of the (W
‘person subjected to force. In this table, a single force incident may be counted more than once,

if multiple force types were used. As can be seen, the most common force type reported by

BPD officers was hands-on. The next most frequent type of force reported by BPD officers was

the baton, followed by OC spray.

As noted above (Figure 25),.the White population of Berkeley is seven times larger than its
Black population, but BPD officers reported more force incidents involving Black individuals
than White ones. This pattern held true for the most common force type reported (hands on)
and for projectile use: each of these force types were reportedly used more frequently on Black
than White individuals. The numbers of reported use of batons (11 each) and OC spray (6
White, 5 Black) were roughly equal for Black and White persons.
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For the purpose of our regression analysis, we combined incidents for subjects in Asian,
Hispanic and Other racial categories into a larger Other category in order to form a group of
comparable size to those of White and Black racial categories.

In order to assess the probability that people of different racial groups in Berkeley were
subjected to force at equal rates, we geocoded use of force incidents and other data at the
census-tract-level. We use census tracts as a rough approximation of neighborhoods, and
consider whether neighborhood-level effects may account for any apparent racial differences in
the per-capita rate of use of force incidents. We use a type of regression analysis—multi-level
negative binomial regression modelling—to compare racial groups with and without controlling
for tract-level factors. Use of force data were aggregated at the incident level (sometimes
multiple types of force were recorded for the same incident}. Of the 173 use of force incidents
recorded within the City of Berkeley from 2012-2016, 161 contained race data as well as
geolocation data that allowed for the incident to be located within one of the 54 census tracts
within the City of Berkeley. '

Typically, statistical significance tests and confidence interval calculations incorporate the
likelihood that differences found in the observed data could be due to chance, based on an
assumption that the data are randomly selected from a larger population. However, since the
data in these analyses arise from police administrative records, they violate that assumption,
and thus sample-based significance tests and confidence intervals have an imprecise meaning.
Nevertheless, we use these calculations heuristically as a way to guard against accepting all
associations as meaningful.

The overall aim of the regression analyses was to identify the degree to which the Black-White
disparity in BPD use of force might be attributable to chance, or to characteristics of a
neighborhood such as its poverty rate, its racial demographics, or its Part | crimes.? The
following table summarizes the census tract data that was used in the regression models:

Table 2. Census-Tract-Level Summary Information

Variable Minimum Maximum Average %i/iation Variance
Number of use of force incidents 0 26 3 5 20

Total population 1,414 8,448 3,473 1,314 178,181
Non-Hispanic Black population 0 2,305 377 480 | 230,441

Percent non-Hispanic Black 0 40 on 12 151

8 For these regression analyses, the measure of Part | crimes was the number of Part | crimes recorded by BPD as having
occurred in each census tract.
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Non-Hispanic White population 567 3,484 1,840 703 493,891 m

"Other" racial category population 316 5,373 1,255 834 : 695,127

Number of Part 1 crimes (2012-
2016) ‘ 0 4,335 544 770 593,061

Percent living below federal
poverty level 0 57 16 13 166

Table 2. Typically, statistical significance tests and confidence interval calculations incorporate
the likelihood that differences found in the observed data could be due to chance, based on an
assumption that the data are randomly selected from a larger population. However, since the

~ data in these analyses arise from police administrative records, they violate that assumption,
and thus sample-based significance tests and confidence intervals have an imprecise meaning.
Nevertheless, we use these calculations heuristically as a way to safeguard against accepting all
associations as meaningful.

The five regression analyses that we conducted assessed the relationship between the Black-

White disparity in use of force and the census tract characteristics described above. We

conducted five statistical calculations, or “models,” to assess whether and how much certain ( ' \)
variables affected the Black-White racial disparity. For each of the models presented, use of /
force incident rates for those in the Other racial category were not meaningfully different from

those in the White category. The discussion of these analyses will therefore address the Black-

White disparity only.

In sum, after controlling for local levels of crime, poverty, and neighborhood demographics,
Black persons in Berkeley experienced BPD use of force at a rate about 12 times greater than
for their White counterparts. This difference is not attributable to random chance, and is not
explained by local levels of crime, poverty or resident racial composition.

The table below presents the results of five regression models. Model 1 uses only individual
race as a predictor. Model 2 controls for the number of Part 1 crimes reported (2012-2016).
Model 3 controls for the percentage of the tract living below the federal poverty level. Model 4
controls for the percentage of the tract population that is non-Hispanic Black. Model 5 includes
all these controls.
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Table 3. Regression Model Results

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Use of Force | Use of Force Use of Force Use of Force Use of Force
Incident Ratio Incident Ratio Incident Ratio Incident Ratio Incident Ratio
Parameter (95% Cl) (95% Cl) (95% Cl) (95% Cl) (95% ClI)
Racial Category )
Black 10.8** (6.4, 18.2) | 10.5%* (6.3, 17.4) | 10.5** (6.2, 17.7) | 12.3** (7.3, 20.8) [ 12.6** (7.6, 21.0)
Other -0.7 (0.4, 1.4) 0.7 (0.4,1.2) 0.7 (0.4, 1.3) 0.8 (0.4, 1.4) 0.7 (0.4, 1.3)
White 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Number of Part 2.4** (1.8, 3.2) 2.2%*(1.7, 3.0)
1 Crimes, + 1 SD ’
Percent living 1.7%* (1.2, 2.6) 1.0(0.7, 1.4)
below federal
poverty level, +1
SD
Percent of ‘ 0.5**(0.3,0.8) | 0.6**(0.4,0.8)
population that
is Black, +1 SD

*%p <0.01

- Cl = confidence interval; SD = standard deviation

Model 1 finds that, controlling for the variation in use of force incident rates that is accounted
for by members of different racial groups residing in the same census tracts, the Black resident
population experienced 10.8 times the use of force incident rate as that of the White resident
population. The greater rate of use of force incidents for Blacks is not likely to be due to chance.

Model 2 controls for reports of Part 1 crime. This analysis only slightly attenuates the use of
force incident rate ratios: after controlling for the rate of [arrests for/reports of] Part | crime in
each neighborhood—that is, taking into account that Black people are disproportionately
represented among persons arrested for Part | crimes—Black people remain 10.5 times more
likely to be subjected to force than their White counterparts. While high-crime neighborhoods
(tracts with Part | crime counts one standard deviation higher than average (representing 770
additional crimes) experienced larger numbers of force incidents, local crime rates explain very
little of the Black-White racial disparity in BPD use of force. This finding is not likely to be due to
chance.

Model 3 controls for the percentage of the tract population living under the federal poverty
level. Controlling for the neighborhood poverty rate only slightly attenuates the racial disparity
observed at Model 1. High-poverty neighborhoods (population living under federal poverty
level one standard deviation higher, or 13 percentage points greater) experienced more use of
force incidents, but the poverty rate explains very little of the Black-White racial disparity in
BPD use of force. This finding is not likely to be due to chance.

Model 4 controls for the percentage of the tract population that was non-Hispanic Black.
Controlling for the percentage of Black residents in a neighborhood increased the disparity
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predicted by this model. Census tracts with a Black population percentage one standard m
deviation higher (12 percentage points) experienced, on average, half as many force incidents

per person. Black neighborhoods had fewer use of force incidents per person, but the Black-

White racial disparity in use of force incident rates is greater when the racial composition of

neighborhoods is factored into the analysis. Controlling for neighborhood percentage Black

resulted in a rate ratio for Blacks that is 12.3 times greater than that for Whites. This finding is

not likely to be due to chance.

Model 5 includes all of the statistical controls from Models 1-4 in the same model _
simultaneously. In this combined model, crime and the population percentage Black remain
important predictors of use of force incident rates, but the percentage living in poverty was no
longer significant. (Other analyses (available from authors) showed that the poverty effect seen
in Model 3 was explained by the number of Part 1 crimes. In other words, neighborhoods with
higher poverty levels had more frequent use of force incidents, but only because they had more
Part 1 crimes.) Controlling for all three factors, Black persons were 12.6 times more likely than
Whites to be subjected to BPD use of force.
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Appendix A.

Table 4. Vehicle Stops Outside Berkeley, 2012-2016

City Asian Black  Hispanic Other White Total
Albany 7 32 18 17 62 136
Emeryville 25 322 65 36 120 568
Kensington (Contra Costa) 4 5 2 2 17 30
Oakland 72 1220 192 138 372 1994
Total 108 1579 277 193 571 2728
Table 5. Pedestrian Stops Outside Berkeley, 2015-2016
City Asian Black Hispanic Other White Missing Total
Albany 0 1 0 0 4 0 5
Emeryville 0 3 0 0 1 1 5
Oakland 1 19 0 0 5 0 25
Kensington (Contra Costa) 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total 1 23 0 1 10 1 36
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Lee, Katherine

From: Williams-Ridley, Dee

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 5:29 PM

To: Williams-Ridley, Dee

Cc: Lee, Katherine; Greenwood, Andrew; Grogan Jovan; Chakko, Matthai; Gan,
Yvette

Subject: Center for Policing Equity Report

Attachments: Berkeley Report - May 2018.pdf

Dear Mayor and Council,

Chief Greenwood would like to share a copy of CPE’s report with all of you. Please see attached report
and his comments below. Should you receive media requests or concerns, Matthai is available to assist.

Dee

Dear Mayor and Council,

I wanted to provide you with the new report from the Center for Policing Equity, titled “The Science of
Justice: Berkeley Police Department,” which at BPD's request, examined 5 years of BPD's stop and use of
force data. CPE representatives will be presenting the report on Wednesday’s PRC meeting at 7pm at the
South Berkeley Senior Center, and I encourage you and any interested community members to attend.
This is an opportunity to hear directly from CPE and ask questions.

For our department’s part, we are always seeking to improve. In the case of this report, that means
looking for opportunities to improve equity in policing and guard against bias. Constitutional, fair and
impartial policing are values that our department has long held, supported by policy and training for
many years, We value diversity in our department and community. We train on recognizing and reducing
bias, using de-escalation tactics, fair and impartial policing and crisis intervention skills. We do all this
with the goal of building stronger relationships with the community we serve. We see this report as
something that can help guide us as we stay committed to inquiry and understanding. I myself was at
last week’s CPE's annual conference, to which I invited and brought PRC chair Sahana Matthews.

As we anticipated, the report highlights a variety of data we could collect, which would support more
rigorous analysis and a deeper understanding of the data. This data would get us closer to understanding
how we are doing in terms of reducing any disparities over which we mlght have control, and continue to
increase trust within our communlty

We understand that BPD had the smallest amount of disparities of any agency CPE has studied. Given
that CPE examined five years of data (2012-2016), this low disparity is a testament to the high degree of
professionalism that runs through our officers’ work every day at BPD, and consistent with our long-
standing tradition and practice of constitutional policing, while treating people with dignity and respect.
Among the challenges in CPE’s data analysis is that they measured disparity using Census tract
information, which assumes that every person stopped, cited or arrested was a Berkeley resident, We

know that’s not the case. More analysis and data are needed to discern what disparities exist and how
they may relate to residency.

I anticipate that this report will help us focus on how we can gain greater clarity and understanding by -
identifying how to better collect and analyze relevant data, and how we may be able to reduce any
disparities over which we may have control. The report contains recommendations that we'll be looking at
along with those coming from the PRC and Council. Many of the recommendations mirror steps that BPD
is already working towards.



Finally, I see this report as a milestone in an important conversation about equity in policing and
community trust. This has great potential for gaining understanding moving forward. Even while I may
disagree with aspects of the report, I'm reminded of a quote I saw at the conference, that, “what we
need is collaboration where tension, disagreement, and conflict improve the value of the ideas, expose
the risks inherent in a plan, and lead to enhanced trust among participants.” .

Andrew Greenwood
Chief of Police
Berkeley Police Department
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2018 Annual NACOLE Conferénce

POSTED BY ANONYMOUS 48C ON APRIL 10, 2018

Sustaining Reform. Advancing Justice.

Over the last year, we have experienced a difficult political and social climate and
increasing division between communities and their police agencies. However, we have
also seen a level of commitment to civilian oversight of law enforcement, to implement
and sustain reforms, and to advance more just communities.

Join us September 30th - October 4th in St. Petersburg; Florida as NACOLE and the
greater oversight community come together to discuss the continued need to work
toward change and the methods by which we can all work to affect real and sustainable
reform. This year's conference will feature four tracks that contain information that
touches on all of the Core Competencies for Civilian Oversight Practitioners:

« Training for Oversight

¢ Correctional Oversight

¢ Building Public Trust

« Sustainable Reform Efforts

Within these four tracks conference attendees will be able to choose from 31 different
plenary and concurrent sessions covering topics such as less lethal policies and tactics;
sexual harassment; assessing institutional culture; best practices for volunteer review
boards; and the anatomy of police-community relations.

In addition to attending sessions like those noted above, attendees will have the
opportunity to network with hundreds of others in the ever-growing community of civilian
oversight practitioners, community members, law enforcement officials, journalists,
elected officials, students and others working for greater accountability, transparency,
and trust. They will be a part of a learning and networking event that will provide

inspiration, ideas, and practical knowledge to overcome challenges and continue the
work.
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Lee, Katherine

From: C schwartz <cschwartz29@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 09, 2018 10:21 AM

To: , Lee, Katherine

Subject: Correction of error in Statement made by Christine Schwartz during opening
comment before item 22a re Proposed Charter Amendment for PRC Meeting
on 5/7/18

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

May 9, 2018

Katherine J. Lee

Police Review Commission Officer
1947 Center Street, 1st Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

Dear Police Review Commission,

|-just wanted to correct an error | made during open comment. | agree and align myself
with Terry Roberts who was not at the last meetings. | think | made the comment for 22a
re Chief hire and fire process on how the Mayor and Council should have say and not
the Commission. However, at the time, | thought that they already did have this power
(this was not clear to people in the public).

If this were to occur, | think that this set-up would actually cause great concern to the
Chief at the time and confusion on who he/she is supposed to report to etc. In addition,
this would be legally challenging as to the liability of who is responsible for him as his
employer. In addition, to seek outside legal council (consultation) would be beyond the
scope of the Commision and its needs. Not to mention the cost involved. | do not think it
rational that the City of Berkeley to sue the City of Berkeley. We can utilize our funds for
a lot more useful and humane things like affordable housing.

Respectfully,
Christine Schwartz
Long-term tenant in District 7
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rom: Stines, Christian O.
- ent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 4:58 PM
N H All PRC; All Police
" jubject: GO N-18_20Nov14.docx
ittachments: GO N-18_20Nov14.docx
follow Up Flag: . Follow up
Flag Status: _Flagged

Please find enclosed the newly revised General Order governing the Situational Awareness Group. This order is in effect as
of November 20, 2014. '

-Sgt. Stines

- COMMUNICATION No. /299






DATE ISSUED: Nov. 20, 2014 .
SUBJECT: SITUATIONAL AWARENESS GROUP

1-

X

PURPOSE

The purpose of this General Order is to set forth procedtires regarding the
collection, analysis, retention, dissemination and disposition of criminal
intelligence.by the Berkeley Police Department Situational Awareness Group
(SAG)

~ Criminal intelligence shall be handled in a manner that ensures the legality and

integrity of the process and safeguards the constitutional rights of individuals,
groups, associations, and other legal entities.

This policy also describes the purpose and structure of the Sltuatronal
Awareness Group :

- POLICY

It is the pdliey of the Berkeiey Police Department to lawfully and appropriately
collect, analyze, retain, and disseminate criminal intelligence for the purpose of
carrying out efforts to protect the public and suppress criminal activities.

All Department personnel shall adhere to guidelines established in this policy to
ensure the security, confidentiality, proper maintenance and dissemination of
criminal intelligence. :

' The Sitiaional Awareness Grotip has primary responsibiiity for thé processing

and handling of criminal intelligence.
DEFINITIONS

The following terms pertaining to this policy are defined:

(a) Criminal Intelligence: Information compiled, analyzed and/or disseminated

in an effort to anticipate, prevent, or monltorl,crrmlnal andlor terrorism

related activity. , aldzel 1! ! W 2!

(b) Strategic Intelligence: Information concerning existing patterns or
emerging trends of criminal activity designed to assist in criminal
apprehension and crime control strategies, for both long and short-term
investigative goals. :

(c) Gar\g: An ongoing association, organization, or group of three or more
persons who have a common interest and/or activity characterized by the
commission of or the involvement in a pattern of criminal or delinquent
conduct.

(d) Gang Intelligence: Information gathered, analyzed or disseminated of
potential and validated gang members and their organizations.
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'GENERAL ORDER N-18 '

131



i

DATE ISSUED: Nov. 20, 2014 | * GENERAL ORDER N-18

e
B

W\"M 1.

(e) Tactical Inte"igence: Information regarding specific criminal events that
can be used immediately by officers to further a criminal investigation,
plan tactical operations and provide for officer safety. :

) Suspected Criminals: Persons whose conduct and actions would lead a
reasonable and prudent law enforcement officer, based on personal -
knowledge or information from a reliable source, to believe that the person
is probably engaged, or planning to engage, in criminal activity.

() Known Ciiminal Offender: Person who has been arrested for a';criminal
offense. A Person whose criminal conduct has been verified through

S(,*a personal knowledge of a member of the Department, or through a reliable

information source.

'(h)  Reasonable Suspicion o’f.Criminal Activity: “Reasonable suspicion” is

present when sufficient facts are established to give a trained law
enforcement officer a particularized and objective basis to believe that
there is a reasonable possibility-that an individual or-organization is
involved in a definable criminal enterprise or activity. ' '

(i) | Criminal Intelligence File: 'Criminal inteiligence information that has been
collected, processed and retained in an informational file or database, and
that may be shared within the law enforcement community.

() Processing: When a Situational Awareness Group (SAG) officer -
establishes; maintains or updates a criminal intelligence file or database to
‘énsure accuracy, security and proper dissemination of criminal
intelligence. '

(k)  Analysis: When 4 SAG officer obtaips, researches and interprets criminal
information from various sources to idenj disrupt, arrest and prosecute e

habitual offenders.

()] Dissemination: The product of analysis can be disseminated in verbal or-
written form. A SAG officer exchanges criminal intelligence to other
bureaus and details within the Department, along with other allied
agencies that have a need to know, in an effort to work collaboratively
towards a common crime suppression goal. '

PROCEDURES

Situational Awareness Group Purpose -

The Situational Awareness Group will provide support to all functions of the
Berkeley Police Department and maintain working relationships with surrounding
allied agencies and courts in order to maximize the sharing of criminal
intelligence. The mission of the Situational Awareness Group is to support
criminal investigations and enhance officer safety within the Berkeley Police
Department. The Situational Awareness Group will gather, analyze, retain and
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disseminate criminal intelligence to aid patrol and investigative personnel.

Situational Awareness Group' Structure

7-  The Situational Awareness Group is under the Command of the Operations
Division Captain. The Operations Division Captain will deS|gnate an Operations
Division Lieutenant to provndeTuncﬁtonal command of the SAG, along with the
additional duty as the NGRIC TLO Coordlnator The Operations Division Captam
will also designate an Operatigns Division- Sergeant to serve as the SAG
Sergeant who will be second inN¢ommand under the SAG Lieutenant..

. - _— 7

S 2L
(1) Responsible for ensuring the cedures and processes of the SAG
are followed regularly and reviewed at least annually.

(@)  SAG Lieutenant Duties:

(2) Responsible tor ensurtng all SAG persennel maintain current
training on Local, State and Federal standards regarding the
procedures and processes of dealmg with criminal intelligence

information.

(3) The edr'nihistration'and céordinatidn of criminal intelligence files.
The SAG Lieutenant may designate the SAG Sergeant with the
responsibility of overall file coordination.

4) ResponSIbIe for ensuring the Operations Division Captain_is. .
informed of any criminal intelligence or SAG investigation that deals
with a threat where the commumty city, or any officer is at risk.

(b) SAG Sergeant Dutle

(1) Responsible for coordinating and overseeing the _enterir-tg of all
criminal intelligence received and/or developed into a file or
computerized information file.

(2) Ensure group personnel attend continuing educatlon _pertaining to
thelr group duties. : :

(3) Provide periodic training to-department personnel regarding areas
of expertise within the group.

(4) Maintain a file of criminal intelligence that comes into the
‘Department. The file shall contain information received from
‘Department sources, allied agencies, and citizens. This file shall
be secure and available on a need to know basis to persons
~ requesting the information. : :

(5) Prepare a monthly report to the SAG Lieutenant regarding the
status of active investigations that TI_O or Gang Information Group
(GIG) members are actively investigating or supporting.
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(6) See General Order N-17 for further details regarding Supervisor
responsibilities. ‘ o

(c)  Duties of TLO and GIG Personnel:

(1) Responsible for the collection, processing, analysis, and .
" dissemination of criminal intelligence concerning activities within the
City of Berkeley. .

(2) Review of police reports, including but not limited to Berkeley Police
Department police reports, to glean information for analysis and
maintain necessary notes or documentation for later processing,
analysis and dissemination.

(3) The collection, processing, analysis, entering and dissemination of
information by SAG personnel shall be done in compliance with all
guidelines set forth by 28 Code of Federal Regulations Part 23, and
General Order C-1. ‘

- (4) Proactively assists with investigations upon explicit request from the
- handling officer, Detective Bureau, Special Enforcement Unit, or
other department personnel. All such requests will be reported to
- the SAG chain of command. :

8-  The SAG is-comprised of the Terrorism Liaison Group and the Gang Information
(@)  Terrorism Liaison Officers (TLO) Group:: TLO Officers or Sergeants will
work under the supervision of the SAG Sergeant. TLO Officers have
received fraining in the identification, handling and reporting of potential
terrorism related incidents. TLO's will be available as a resource for
Suspicious Activity Reports related incidents. See General Order N-17 for
further details regarding TLO responsibilities. :
(b) %gw: GIG Officers or Sergeants will work under
the supervision of the SAG Sergeant. Officers or Sergeants assigned to
the GIG will have specialized gang knowledge and training with a ,
particular focus in one of the identified gangs in our area. All GIG Officers
will gain expertise in gang member investigations through training and on
the job experience. GIG Officers will attend local and regional gang task
force meetings upon approval of the SAG chain of command.
9-°  Members of the Terrorism Liaison Officer Group and the Gang Information Group
will be selected by the Operations Division Captain or his/her designee with final
- approval made by the Thief of Polic8. The format for the selection process of
TLO or GIG Officers is also at the discretion of the Operations Division Captain.
10-  Membership in either the TLO or GIG Groups is an ancillary duty to the officer’s
regular assignment. . '
* Bold Text is new. 4
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Criminal Intelligence Handling

11- The Department shall only collect or maintain criminal intelligence concerning an
individual or organization if there is reasonable suspicion that the individual or
organization is involved in criminal conduct or activity and the information is

- relevant to that criminal conduct or activity. The existence of reasonable
suspicion will be based on specific, articulable facts that will be documented in
the criminal intelligence file. Criminal intelligence files shall be maintained by the
SAG Lieutenant or his/her designee. Criminal intelligence files as described
in this order are separate from Confidential Reliable Informant files
maintained by the Spec|a| Investigations Bureau as described in General

Order D4. Wg

12- The SAG shall review all information r%ed to determine the accuracy of the
information and ensure that it relates tg/criminal conduct or activities that present
a potential threat to the community prior to including this information in the
cnmmal intelligence files.

(@)  Criminal Intelligence Files include information regarding:
(1) Individuals who: |

i. are suspected of being or havmg been involved in the actual or
..-—attémpted planning, organizing, financing, or commission of
criminal acts, or

. : w a0 / 4sy /fwﬁcz/r"‘—&
i are suspected of being or having been involved in crlmlnal
activities with known or suspected crime figures

(2) Organizations, busmesses or groups that:

i.  are suspected of being or havmg been involved in the actual or
attempted planning, orgamzung, or commission of criminal acts,
&dt‘f//‘f"W

o \l'a,wf

ii. are suspected of being or having been illegally operated,
controlled, financed, or infiltrated by known or suspected crime
~ figures; or

ii. useillegal actlvmes and/or enterprises as a principal means to
obtain resources, support for their existence, or further their
organizational goals.

(3) No intelligence data will be gathered, collected, or maintained on
religious, political, racial, ethnic, sexual, or any other constitutionally
-protected status or activity which does not relate to criminal conduct or
suspect identification and associations with mdnvnduals which may be
of a criminal nature.
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(b)  Authorized Criminal Intelligence:

(1) The Criminal Intelligence File provides for the addltlon deletion, or
updating of the following information: :

i.  Case Number

ii. . Reporting Ofﬁcér
ii.  Date of Entry

iv.  Offense Location
V. Offense Description

Vi. Names, Addresses, Identifying Informatlon and other Physical
Descriptors

vii.  Aliases

viii. Veﬁicle Information
ix.  Narrative

X. Evidence

13-+ Criminal intelligence activities performed- by the Berkeley Police Department
shall mclude

(@ The gatherlng of mformatlon from conf dentlal mformants other reliable
sources; and sources of unknown reliability. -

(b)  Analyzing the value, quality, and reliability of information réceived.

(¢) Dissemination of the information to the appropriate Departmental
personnel.

(d) = Dissemination of the information to allied law enforcement agencies.

14 -  Information sources must be protected to maintain their reliability, safety, and
future usefulness. All policies and procedures set forth in General Order D-4
must be adhered to. '

15 - To ensure the protection of innocent persons, it is imperative that the legality and
integrity of the Department’s intelligence effort be continually monitored for
compllance by the Operathns Division Captaln

\ # )\/LR:(.
G Ther a’(‘?w’d:} H“‘
) /LO C&‘O WW N ', / .
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16-  Criminal Intelligence will be submitted to the SAG for potential inclusion into the
intelligence files by the following methods: o

(a) Memorandum

(b) Field Interview Card

(c) Police Report

(d) E-mail

(e) Telephone

® Polic;e Radio
(9) Verbal.

17- Retention and Purging of Criminal Intelligence:

- (@)
w‘Wi? -
S )

©

(d)

“"reasonable suspicion that the individual and/or organization continues to

) s based, in part, upon "unproven” or “unknown”
& content |&@_ﬂy of the information is “unknown” or “undetermined”. All’
/Teﬁba"aj criminal intefligence files shall be specifically designated as

Criminal intelligence may be retained for up to five (5) years for adults and
two (2) years for juveniles. At that time, criminal intelligence will be
purged unless new criminal intelligence has been developed establishing

be involved in a definable criminal activity or enterprise.

is based, i unk

.such-and must be reviewed by SAG personnel every sixty (60) days for
validity. Temporary criminal intelligence files shall be retained no longer
that one (1) year,” At that time, a temporary file must be either purged or
converted into a permanent criminal intelligence file: Ammpop‘ra'wg%iles
‘must be kept distinctly separate from the general criminal intelligence files.

The SAG Lieutenant shall ensure out-of-date criminal intelligence is
‘pu_rged from the file in accordance wﬁﬁe’ﬂeraﬁnd state guidelines.

Documents within the criminal intelligence files shall be reviewed in an-on-
going basis to ascertain whether a higher degree or lesser degree of
document security is required and to ensure that information is released
only when appropriate. Any information received and entered into any
criminal intelligence file must have the source and content reliability
verified. '

* Bold Text is new. 7
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18 - Release of Criminal Intelligence Information:

(a)  SAG personnel shall organize and analyze criminal intelligence
information received, and shall prepare and release criminal intelligence
reports to various Departmental units and allied agencies on a need/right
to know basis only. '

(b)  Criminal intelligence may not be released if the disclosure of such
information: ' ‘ '

(1) Interferes with an active investigation

(2) Constitutes an invasion of privacy |

(3) Discldses’ the identity of a confidential source

(4) Discloses a,conﬁdentiél investigatibn technique or procedure |

(5) Endangers the life or safety of a law enforcement officer -

19- The 'Berkeléy Police Department will only cooperate with outside agencies

consistent with this policy, the California Attorney General's Criminal
Intelligence Guidelines and Title 28 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 23. -

Ofﬁders will follow this policy at all times when engaged in cooperative
efforts with another agency.

O SecuntyProcedures o e et
(@)  Criminal Intelligence files shall be .se.cured, or in the event of computer
files, shall be password protected. The files and databases will be
-secured during off-duty hours and when SAG personnel are away from
their work station. ' , '
(b)' Access to Criminal Intelligence Files for the purpose of adding, deleting, or
moadifying information shall be restricted to: '
(1) SAG Personnel
(2) Other personnel authorized by the Chief of Police
(c) Acceés to.Criminal Intelligence Files for read only access is granted to:
(1) Operations Division Captain
(2) Other personnel authorized by the Opéra'tioné Division Captain
(d) Computer access to Criminal Intelligence Infonnatioh shall be available
only to Department employees who have been trained and have security
authorization to access the Criminal Intelligence Files.
* Bold Text is new. ' 8

138



DATE ISSUED: Nov. 20,2014 . GENERAL ORDER N-18

21-  Criminal Intelligence provided to, or developed by the SAG will be processed in
: the following manner: ' ‘ '

@

(b)

(o)

(d)

< Y

(f)

(9)

Tips from citizens pertaining to suspected suspicious behavior will be
documented and developed to the point where there is no additional
investigative ieads to be pursued. The results will be kept in the SAG
database. . : :

Operations Division Officers will do nreliminary investigations as

prescribed in General Order C-2. If the need arises for SAG officer ‘
involvement, the SAG officer shall assist in the investigation under the
supervision of the Operations Division Superwsn,r.\ S Lhe @a7, /.,w,;‘_?

Should the information from the preliminary investigation become
immediately actionable, Operations Supervisors will ensure the correct
enforcement action is taken and the appropriate chain of command
notifications are made. SAG officers must immediately report criminal

- intelligence that relates to a current investigation to the case officer.

Should the information from the preliminary investigatidn require further

- investigation, SAG officers will ensure.the information is given to the . . ch*'-/
appropriate investigative' unit in the department. ‘/78,4\/"
: . - . - . - . . . . . 1 f J .ﬂ/
If the 'pre'limin"ary investigation reveals information that requires M"i/ el
submission to the Northern California Regional intelligence Center P o

_(NCRIC), the SAG representative will prepare the information as a - ]\}C/u

Suspicious Activity Report and notify the SAG chain of command for
submission to NCRIC according to guidelines set forth in General Order
N-17. ' '

‘Named criminal subjects will be documented on a Berkeley Police Subject

Workup Sheet which includes identifying numbers and criminal records’
checks. A copy of this form will be submitted to the SAG Sergeant for
inclusion into the SAG database. o

In situations where an arrest is made in which the follow-up responsibility
goes to the Detective Bureau, the SAG officer shall inform both the initial
handiing officer and the responsible detective detail regarding the
information that is SAG related. The SAG officer will serve in a support
role if requested.

* Bold Text is new. 9
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22- Gang Intelllgence Officers may support gang related mvestlgatlons according to
: the following:

(@) GIG officers may be asked for assistance, or may offer assistance with
~ criminal investigations which appear to be gang-related. qun case officer
approval, the GIG officer may support an investigation through sharing
gang-related intelligence, preparation of predicate statements, and related
activities supporting the successful investigation, charging and
prosecution of gang-related crimes. GIG officers may not conduct
investigations independently of the case officer.

(b)  GIG officers tasked with writing gang enhancement predicates for crimes
~ “being investigated by the Berkeley Police Department shall do so under
the supervision of the case officer's supervisor. This includes writing gang
predicates for arrests later determined to be gang related. The
involvement of the SAG member will be documented and retained by the
: SAG Lleutenant

(¢) Inthe event there is a conflict between SAG personnel and another
‘department: detail, bureau or unit in regards to case handling
-resporisibilities, involved personnel mustfirst attempﬂo resolvethe -
.conflict at the line level. If there is not an agreeable resolution, then both

parties-must advise their respective supervisors: SAG staff must seek
remedy from a higher ranking officer in the SAG chain of command to
resolve the dispute. In all cases, the case officer's Division Captain will -
have authority to dictate the final course of action at any level.

General

23 - Members of SAG will share criminal intelligence on a regular basis with the
Department concerning on-going issues, threats or concerns through a
departmental intelligence briefing on the Crime Forum, at Crime Analysis and
Response Strategies (CARS) meetings and as needed at team briefings.
Members of SAG must ensure the accuracy of the criminal intelligence shared.
Members of SAG who present training courses related to their SAG duties must
ﬁrst seek approval from the Operations Division Captaln

24 - SAG personnel shall document the dissemination of any criminal mtelhgence to
allied agencies in the Intelligence Dissemination Log ‘maintained by the SAG
Sergeant.

References: General Orders C-1, C-2, D-4 and N-17
- * Bold Text is new. 10

140



((2; centerforconstitutionalrights

on the front lines for social justice

Racial Justice Groups Sue
DHS to Release Contents of
Fully Redacted “Race Paper”

Contact: press@ccrjustice.org

Document Raises Questions About Escalating
Government Surveillance and Criminalization of
Black Activists

March 19, 2018, New York, NY - Today, racial justice organizations filed a
lawsuit against the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to release the
contents of the agency’s blacked-out memo referred to in government documents
as the “Race Paper.” The Center for Constitutional Rights (CCR) and Color of
Change, the groups suing today, first uncovered the existence of the “Race Paper”
via a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to DHS, which sent them a fully
redacted version with only the name of the attachment visible. Advocates argue
that the existence of the “Race Paper,” among other documents they obtained,
confirms the targeted surveillance that many Black activists and organizers
around the country have reported, and raises alarming questions about the

- agency’s approach to Black people engaging in protected First Amendment
activity. ’

“The FBI and Department of Homeland Security are at war with Black activists,”
said Rashad Robinson, Executive Director of Color of Change. “The documents
we've forced the federal government to release expose how these agencies are
demonizing and intimidating Black activists — people who are rightly demanding
that our country be more just — through coordinated and systemic surveillance.”

The redacted “Race Paper” is the newest of a slew of documents the groups have
obtained that reveal how DHS and the FBI have both monitored and surveilled
the Movement for Black Lives and pushed a state-sanctioned narrative that
criminalizes Black protestors. The documents the groups received consist of a



number of emails from the DHS sub-agency, the Office of Intelligence and
Analysis, each with an attached, fully redacted, version of the “Race Paper.”

Another set of DHS and FBI documents revealed in November 2017 show how
federal agencies characterized Black protestors as “Black Supremacist
Extremists” and portrayed protected First Amendment protest activity as
violence-inciting as a justification to surveil activists. The documents were in
stark contrast with the agencies’ communications regarding white supremacist
groups, whom they deemed as engaging in “lawful” protest activity. Between May
and December of 2017, DHS and the FBI turned over hundreds of pages of
emails, reports, policies, and surveillance documents to the Center for
Constitutional Rights and Color of Change as a result of the FOIA request, many
partially or fully redacted. Briefing guides are available online.

“Black and brown activists and the public in general should not be left to
speculate as to why DHS prepared a document called the ‘Race Paper,’ circulated
multiple versions of it, and called for in-person meetings to discuss its contents,
but now fights to keep every word from seeing the light of day,” said Omar
Farah, Senior Staff Attorney at the Center for Constitutional Rights. “But given
the long-standing and unconstitutional pattern of state surveillance of Black-led
political movements, it bears repeating that FOIA is about transparency, not
protecting government agencies from embarrassment.”

The Color of Change and the Center for Constitutional Rights first filed the FOIA
request to the agencies in October 2016 to uncover how DHS and the FBI were
monitoring and surveilling the Movement for Black Lives, and Black protestors
and organizers exercising their First Amendment constitutional rights at protests
across the country. The request was specifically directed at the monitoring of
protest activity whose subject matter or theme involved police violence, criminal
justice, racial injustice, or the Movement for Black Lives. The request followed
the many instances over the previous two years of military and counterterror
resources being used to surveil protests as well as first-hand accounts of
surveillance of protests and activists.

Color of Change’s Rashad Robinson continued, “Black communities know all
too well how poisonous this kind of surveillance and intimidation is for social
justice movements. During the civil rights era, agents with the FBI’s
COINTELPRO program vigorously sought to discredit and destroy Black leaders
and movements while they did nothing to address the injustices our communities
were protesting. We can’t allow the FBI to essentially operationalize
COINTELPRO for the twenty-first century without a fight. Up until recently,
we've known very little about the government’s surveillance of our communities.
But, by forcing the disclosure of more information about these surveillance
efforts, including our demand today for the full and unredacted ‘Race Paper, we
can better understand these attacks on Black activism and fight to prevent a new
generation of Black activists from demonization, incarceration, intimidation, and
punishment.”



“The very purpose of FOIA is to inform the people, check government corruption,
and ensure accountability. DHS’s refusal to share any information without
adequate explanation about the ‘Race Paper’ undermines the law’s critical
principles, so vital to a democracy,” said Avidan Cover, Professor at the Case
Western Reserve University School of Law. “Without more, we should be highly
“skeptical of the government’s invocation of national security as the basis for

secrecy when it comes to surveillance, race, and the right to speak, assemble, and
protest.” | -

For more information, visit CCR’s case page. See also, the briefing guide to the

“Race Paper” documents and the briefing guide to all of the documents obtained
under this FOIA.

Color Of Change is the nation’s largest online racial justice organization. We
help people respond effectively to injustice in the world around us. As a national
online force driven by over one million members, we move decision-makers in
corporations and government to create a more human and less hostile world for
Black people in America. Visit www.colorofchange.org. '

The Milton A. Kramer Law Clinic Center has provided legal assistance to
individual clients and organizations for over 45 years. A hallmark of the
educational experience at Case Western Reserve University School of Law in
Cleveland, Ohio, the clinic trains students for the legal profession by giving
them the opportunity to work with real clients on real cases under faculty
supervision. Each year, the clinic handles over 100 cases in many different
areas of law, including human rights, immigration, criminal justice, civil
litigation, intellectual property, health and community development. Visit
law.case.edu and follow @ CWRU_Law.

The Center for Constitutional Rights is dedicated to advancing and protecting
the rights guaranteed by the United States Constitution and the Universal

Declaration of Human Rights. Founded in 1966 by attorneys who represented
civil rights movements in the South, CCR is a non-profit legal and educational

organization committed to the creative use of law as a positive force for social
change.
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