
A = Action Item          I = Informational Item          AD = Administrative Item 

ITEM TIME TYPE ATTACHMENTS 

1. Call to Order AD 

2. Roll Call 2 Minutes AD 

3. Open Forum 10 Minutes AD  

4. Approval of Minutes
February 9, April 22 and May 18, 2015

5 Minutes A Attachment 1,2,3 

5. Coordinator’s Announcements 5 Minutes AD 

6. Evaluation of Measure Y – Police Services 22 Minutes I Attachment 4 

7. Evaluation of Measure Y – Oakland Unite
Programs

22 Minutes I Attachment 5 

8. Annual Audit 22 Minutes I Attachment 6

9. MY Closeout 10 Minutes I 

10. Adjournment A 

VIOLENCE PREVENTION & 
PUBLIC SAFETY OVERSIGHT 

COMMITTEE 
Monday, February 1, 2016 

6:30-9:00 p.m. 
Hearing Room 1 

1 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, City Hall 
Oakland, California 94612 

 

Oversight Committee Members:  Chair José Dorado, Qa’id Aqeel, Vice Chair Peter Barnett, Jamila 
Edwards Brooks, Ryan Hunter, Kisha Jackson, Lanenna Joiner, Melanie Shelby,  
Mara Velez, Lirio Zepeda. 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  The Oversight Committee welcomes you to its meetings and your interest is appreciated. 

 If you wish to speak before the Oversight Committee, please fill out a speaker card and hand it to
Staff of the Oversight Committee.

 If you wish to speak on a matter not on the agenda, please sign up for Open Forum and wait for your name
to be called.

 If you wish to speak on a matter on the agenda, please approach the Committee when called, give your
name, and your comments.

Please be brief and limit your comments to the specific subject under discussion.  Only matters within the Oversight 
Committee’s jurisdictions may be addressed.  Time limitations shall be at the discretion of the Chair. 
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MEASURE Y OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE MEETING 
February 9, 2015 

Hearing Room 1, First Floor 

ITEM #1: CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order at 6:33pm 

ITEM #2 ROLL CALL 

Present: Chairperson Jose Dorado 
Vice Chairperson Peter Barnett 
Commissioner Joanne Brown 
Commissioner Ryan Hunter 
Commissioner Melanie Shelby 
Commissioner Lirio Zepeda 

Excused: Commissioner Mara Velez 
Commissioner Lanenna Joiner 
Commissioner Jamila Edwards Brooks 

Absent: Commissioner Qa’id Aqeel 
Commissioner Kisha Jackson 

ITEM #3: OPEN FORUM 

Samuel P. Word shared that she had funds available for the committee if they wanted them. 

ITEM #4 APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Corrections to the December 15, 2014 minutes: 
• Page 4 – line #4 – residents as opposed to residences

ITME #9 – ITEM (typo) 
• Page 6 – Add draft letter from Chairperson Dorado to minutes

Line #24 MUOC – MYOC (typo) 

Commissioner Hunter moved to accept the minutes as corrected; seconded by Commissioner Brown; 6 Ayes 

ITEM #5 AGENDA DISCUSSION 

None 

ITEM #6 COORDINATOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS – Chantal Cotton Gaines 

Ms. Cotton Gaines clarified that the new measure is referred to as the Safety and Services Act.  There is already 
a Measure Z that has nothing to do with the new measure so it could get confusing.     

There has been outreach to the council members regarding nominating names to the new Commission.  Staff 
had hoped to get all the names by the end of January, but is still working on the nomination process.  No one 
has been scheduled for Council approval to date.  The goal is to have all members approved by February with 
an orientation for the new members in March.  They need to hold their first meeting by the end of April 2015. 

Commissioners recommended the following topics be covered during this orientation 

• How City does contracting and RFP process
• Goal and Scope of Committee
• Ethics
• Open Meetings Act
• Come prepared to meetings
• How to get items on the agenda for Public Safety Committee or Council Meetings
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• Reviewing staff reports (Ms. Cotton Gaines noted that this might be hard to accomplish)

ITEM #7: OPD QUARTERLY REPORT (Donneisha Taylor) 

Ms. Taylor briefly reviewed the reports that were submitted as Attachment 2. 

Chairperson Dorado was pleased to see that the percentage of time the PSOs are reporting is going up. 

Ms. Taylor indicated that they are trying to keep PSOs at this assignment as much as possible, because for 
November and December the numbers will go down, as many were redeployed for daily protests. 

Ms. Taylor noted that software is included in the education totals along with training and conferences.  It also 
includes about $10,000 for the SARAnet software upgrade. 

Ms. Taylor stated that originally 21 PSOs were scheduled to go to the training but only about 4 or 5 attended 
(she did not have the names). 

ITEM #8: HSD QUARTERLY REPORT (Peter Kim) 

Mr. Peter Kim, HSD Oakland Unite Manager, briefly reviewed the report submitted in the agenda packet. 

Commissioner Brown asked if any funds were held back from any provider. 

Mr. Kim affirmed that some groups have been given an additional quarter if they under perform. This has 
occurred with the Oakland Private Industry Council as well as the Unity Council. HSD takes actions to help the 
organizations meet their contractual obligations.  

ITEM #9: UPDATE FROM HSD ABOUT STATUS OF 6 MONTH EXTENSION REQUEST 

Mr. Peter Kim, HSD Oakland Unite Manager, explained that HSD needs to get the 6-month extension request 
approved by the Safety and Services Oversight Commission (Measure Z). They need the commission to go 
approve contract extension until December to pay for the existing contracts to go through the end of the year 
and to allow time to effectively execute the RFP process for new contracts under Measure Z.  

Commissioner Hunter noted that the community organizations would need to know ASAP if they are extended 
for 6 months so that they can properly plan.  

Chairperson Dorado noted that this item should be a standing item at upcoming meetings for the Committee 
to get regular status updates.  

ITEM #10: UPDATE ON STATUS OF RFP FOR MEASURE Z 

Mr. Peter Kim, HSD Oakland Unite Manager, stated that HSD has started collecting input from focus groups (8-
18 people per focus group), staff retreat, and other meetings to know about program strengths and 
weaknesses to date. They are currently doing a literature review. HSD will synthesize all of this information to 
help in the RFP creation. He noted that HSD has also brought in Urban Strategies and another consultant to 
help with analysis.  

Chairperson Dorado noted that the information from the focus groups and research should be shared with 
NSCs and NCPCs. He also noted that the NCPCs should be consulted for input.  

ITEM #11: AD HOC COMMITTEE UPDATE 
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Commissioner Brown reported that the committee had not met, but that she will be sending out a draft to the 
members, which they will give input on.  A document will be ready for the next meeting in May. 

ITEM #12: MYOC QUARTERLY REPORT TO PUBLIC SAFETY 

Vice Chairperson Peter Barnett moved that the MYOC authorize Chairperson Dorado to write a letter to the 
Public Safety Committee of the critical importance of each council person appointing a member to the Safety 
and Services Oversight Committee.  The letter should include the potential disruption of services, the need for 
training new appointees, by-laws, etc.  

Commissioner Hunter noted that the results of the Ad Hoc Committee should go to the Public Safety 
Committee. 

Mr. Dorado gave an update that the SARAnet letter to the Public Safety Committee went well. 

ITEM #13: AGENDA BUILDING 

• Update from Peter Kim regarding extension progress
• Update on RFP process
• OPD & HSD quarterly reports (October – December)
• RDA - scope of evaluation
• Transition impacts to OPD and HSD
• Ad Hoc Committee Update

ITEM #14: ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved by Vice Chair Barnett to adjourn the meeting; seconded by Commissioner Hunter. 
6 Ayes.   Motion passed. 

Adjourned at 7:45pm 
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MEASURE Y OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE SPECIAL MEETING 
Wednesday, April 22, 2015 
Hearing Room 1, First Floor 

ITEM #1: CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order at 6:33pm 

ITEM #2 ROLL CALL 

Present: Chairperson Jose Dorado 
Commissioner Ryan Hunter 
Commissioner Melanie Shelby 
Commissioner Lirio Zepeda 
Commissioner Mara Velez 
Commissioner Lanenna Joiner 

Excused: Vice Chairperson Peter Barnett 
Absent: Commissioner Qa’id Aqeel 

Commissioner Kisha Jackson 
Commissioner Jamila Edwards 
Brooks 

Resigned: Commissioner Joanne Brown 

ITEM #3: OPEN FORUM 

No speakers 

ITEM #4 COORDINATOR’S ANNOUCEMENTS– Chantal Cotton Gaines 

The Safety and Services Oversight Commission (SSOC) was officially appointed yesterday, April 21st.  A hold up 
on the process was the term limits for the members.   Staggered 2 –year terms have been established.   Half of 
the commissioners will start with 1-year terms while the other half will have 2-year terms.  The Commission 
has a wide variety of experience: 3 have backgrounds in law enforcement or criminal justice; 2 with non-profit 
management experience; 2 reflect the service eligible population; and 2 with general experience. 
Ms. Shelby will be serving on the new committee. 

Item 7.24 of the Council Agenda from April 21st, has all the members resumes if you are interested. 

The first Safety and Services Oversight Commission meeting will be on April 27th at 6:30pm in Hearing Room 1. 

In an informal conversation, the members of the SSOC were open to a joint meeting with MYOC on May 18th.  
Staff will formally request this at the first SSOC meeting. 

ITEM #5 MEASURE Y OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT 
FOR YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2014 

Paige Alderete representing the City of Oakland Controller’s Bureau explained that in accordance with 
Government Code and the City’s ordinance, an independent audit is performed annually to ensure 
accountability, proper disbursement of tax proceeds, and proper program status. 

The independent accounting firm Patel & Associates, a sub-contractor to Macias Jeannie O’Connell, the City’s 
external auditor, conducted the audit. 

Mr. Ramesh Patel presented their report.  The 2014 report was performed In accordance with both general 
and governmental accepted auditing standards. 

During compliance testing they had a finding in the area of Police payroll.  This is identified on page 9 of the 
audit report as a significant deficiency.  The controls over OPD payroll have not been implemented effectively 
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as recommended during last year’s evaluation.  It appears there continues to be issues with charging the 
correct funding source for the Problem Solving Officers (PSOs).  A response has been received, but they have 
not audited this response to see if any correcting action has taken place, as this will be reflected in the next 
year’s audit. 

Chairperson Dorado inquired if they have seen any improvement to the significant deficiencies.  Mr. Patel 
responded that there has been some improvement from Fiscal Year 2012-13 to 2013-14. 

Nell Taylor, OPD Fiscal Manager concurred that the discrepancies with reconciliation as reported were 
accurate.  As was noted in their response, reconciliation was hampered due to staff turnover and new 
employees hired in the middle of the fiscal year.   OPD Fiscal brought in a temporary employee in May to assist 
with the reconciliation, but at that time, there were only 2 months to complete an entire year.   

They have implemented this year, payroll adjustments every 2 weeks.  Overtime is done annually, to make 
sure all overtime slips have been turned in.   

Ms. Taylor stated that the training provided to anyone charging to Measure Y proved to be helpful.  They also 
began internal audits and more frequent coordination with Operations, Payroll and Personnel.  A bi-weekly 
assignment list is generated, which makes reconciliation easier. 

Ms. Cotton Gaines added that this report would be presented at the Public Safety Committee Meeting on April 
30th.   

ITEM #6 HUMAN SERVICES DEPARTMENT (HSD) PLANNING PROCESS UPDATE 

Peter Kim, HSD Oakland Unite Manager, went over the RFP process and timeline PowerPoint.  With the 
Measure Z  (Safety and Services Oversight Commission, SSOC) members just being approved, the earliest 
contracts would be able to start would be January 2016.  HSD will formally asking the SSOC on Monday, April 
27, 2015 for a 6-month extension of contracts, until the new contacts can be delivered. 

Commissioner Hunter appreciates the work already done and the identification of what still needs to be done.  
What does Urban Strategies think is well covered and where are the gaps?  Will the RFP be ready by July 1st? 

Mr. Kim replied that if all goes well it would go to City Council on June 2nd.  It is cutting it close.  Poses a 
difficultly for grantees as they are left in limbo until the approval from the SSOC for the 6-month extension.  
The new SSOC members are loosely aware of the need for the 6-month extension. 

Commissioner Joiner inquired if any current grantees address LGBTQ youth. 

Mr. Kim noted that none of the current grantees currently focus exclusively on LGBTQ.  Assessing the needs of 
the clients was difficult as identification has been difficult.  Training was provided to assist in identifying and 
creating a safe environment.   

Commissioner Zepeda noted that the focus is on work force development.  Some non-profits have connections 
with corporations but it would be nice to see more small business leaders connect with corporation leaders. 

Mr. Kim stated that communication, coordination, and collaboration have improved. He gave the example of 
how seven (7) years ago the JJC system wrap around model the coordination and collaboration wasn’t there.  
Previously there had been resistance in getting everyone together.  Each agency was used to doing things as 
they used to do them.  Once the group owned the meeting, they began to engage one another in trying to 
come up with different plans for the youth.  The schools have a more buy-in as they are part of the process in 
getting the youth back in school quickly after being released from the JJC.  
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Related to employment opportunities, Mr. Kim said many clients have trouble doing months of training 
without pay. Additionally, the high school diploma or GED, Math Test or a CDL are also barriers to employment 
that sometimes occur.  

ITEM #7 AGENDA BUILIDING 

• Presentation of advice (RE Ad Hoc Committee)
• Update on the 6-month extension
• Urban Strategies gap analysis

ITEM #8 ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved by Commissioner Shelby to adjourn the meeting; seconded by Commissioner Hunter. 
6 Ayes.   Motion passed. 

Adjourned at 7:30pm 
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MEETING MINUTES FOR JOINT MEETING AND MYOC MEETING 

MEASURE Y OVERSIGHT and SAFETY AND SERVICES OVERSIGHT COMMISSION 
JOINT MEETING 
May 18, 2015 

Council Chambers 

ITEM #1: CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order by SSOC Chairperson Curtis Flemming at 6:05PM 

ITEM #2 ROLL CALL – MYOC 

Present: Chairperson Jose Dorado (late) 
Vice Chairperson Peter Barnett 
Commissioner Ryan Hunter 
Commissioner Lirio Zepeda 

Excused: Commissioner Mara Velez 
Commissioner Lanenna Joiner 
Commissioner Melanie Shelby 

Absent:  Commissioner Qa’id Aqeel 
Commissioner Kisha Jackson 
Commissioner Jamila Edwards Brooks 

ROLL CALL – SSOC 

Chairperson Curtis Flemming 
Vice Chairperson Jennifer Madden 
Commissioner Rebecca Alvarado 
Commissioner Letitia Henderson 
Commissioner Tony Marks-Block 
Commissioner Kevin McPherson 

Excused: Commissioner Jody Nunez 
Commissioner Gary “Malachi” Scott 
Commissioner Melanie Shelby 

ITEM #3: AGENDA APPROVAL 

MYOC Vice Chairperson Peter Barnett made a motion to table item #7.  No second was made.  Motion failed. 

ITEM #4: COORDINATOR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS – Chantal Cotton Gaines 

Ms. Cotton Gaines addressed the concern that members of the SSOC had with possible conflict of interest 
while serving on the Commission.  She has forwarded these concerns to both the Public Ethics Commission and 
the City Attorney’s Office, and is awaiting their opinion on the matter.  She thanked the members for being 
conservative with these concerns while preserving the public trust. 

Ms. Cotton Gaines spoke with SSOC Chairperson Curtis Flemming regarding On-line tools.  A website similar to 
the MYOC will be set up for the SSOC to house all documents for the public to view.  In addition staff will add 

ATTACHMENT 3

8



an on-line calendar and a possible Dropbox for other documents to be housed.  If you have any other items 
you are interested in, let her know. 

Ms. Gaines addressed the MYOC Upcoming Agendas.   Due to the volume of this joint meeting’s agenda, the 
Quarterly Reports from HSD and OPD will have to be discussed at the August 17th MYOC meeting. 

ITEM #5: OPEN FORUM 

Several members of the public spoke in the support of extending MYOC programming for 6 months, while 
allowing staff time to work on the RFP. 

ITEM #6: MYOC AD HOC COMMITTEE UPDATE 

MYOC Chairperson Dorado shared a document prepared by members of the MOYC .  The document provides 
advice from MYOC to the SSOC which included: 

• Be prepared for meetings
• Advise City Council and focus on public attention
• Give your advice
• Engage with City Staff
• Have trainings in the ordinances and state laws which pertain to your Commission
• Set your own priorities
• Define what your roles are

The MYOC respectfully asked that the SSOC takes the guidelines under advisement, and are willing to assist in 
any way possible. 

ITEM #7: MEASURE Y EVALUATOR PRESENTATION -  Dr. Patricia Bennett and 
  Dr. Mikaela Rabinowitz 

Dr. Bennett and Dr. Rabinowitz provided a Powerpoint presentation which summarized their findings in the full 
report, which all members have been previously provided. 

MEASURE Y OVERSIGHT COMMISSION MEETING 
May 18, 2015 

Council Chambers 

ITEM #1: CALL TO ORDER by Chairperson Dorado at 7:05pm – No Quorum established 

ITEM #2: AGENDA APPROVAL  

Not discussed 

ITEM #3: APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Minutes for February 9, 2015 and April 22, 2015 meetings cannot be approved, as a quorum has not been 
established. 
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ITEM #4: AGENDA BUILDING 

• HSD & OPD Quarterly Reports
• Gap analysis from Urban Strategies
• 6 month extension report

ITEM #5: MYOC QUARTERLY REPORT 

Include guidelines presented to SSOC as well as concerns regarding lack of data in the Evaluation as well as 
concerns with OPD payroll. 

Meeting adjourned. 
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Evaluation of Measure Y/Measure Z 
Police Services  

Prepared by: 

Bright Research Group and Resource Development Associates 

December 2015 
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City of Oakland  
Community Policing Evaluation 

Prepared by Bright Research Group and Resource Development Associates December 2015 | 1 

Executive Summary 

Beginning in 2004 Measure Y provided up to $13 million annually in funding to support community 

policing and neighborhood services. In 2014, Measure Y was replaced by a new ballot initiative, Measure 

Z. In July 2015 the City began collecting the tax. This report describes the Department’s strategic directions 

and resource allocation under Measure Z. The evaluation also looks at the organizational factors and 

context in which Measure Z supported services are delivered and Department progress in implementing 

these services. This report provides recommendations to the Measure Z oversight committee—the Public 

Safety and Services Oversight Committee (SSOC)—for evaluating police services supported under the 

initiative going forward. The evaluation was designed to answer the following questions: 

 What is the Department’s strategic direction for Measure Z policing and services?  What is the 

role of community policing under Measure Z?  

 What organizational factors impact the delivery and success of Measure Z? 

 What are the strengths and challenges with Measure Z supported services, including Crime 

Reduction Teams (CRTs), Community Resource Officers (CROs), and CeaseFire?  

Findings and Recommendations 

Strategic Vision & Leadership 

Measure Z funded services occur within in broader Department, City and community contexts. The 

Department has prioritized strengthening community partnership and trust as a core strategic direction 

and led in the area of integrating procedural justice training for all staff.  

Finding 1:  While the Department has established objectives for Measure Z funded services and has 

expressed commitment to the core tenets of community policing, including community partnership, 

organizational transformation, and problem solving, Measure Z no longer legislatively mandates 

community policing.  

Finding 2: There are a number of external factors that impact the successful implementation of Measure 

Z funded efforts in Oakland, including staffing and other resourcing shortages, inconsistent directives from 

various political leaders, and frequent changes in Department staffing and leadership, among others. 

Finding 3: The Department has established itself as a leader in addressing issues of police legitimacy 

through the adoption of Department wide training in procedural justice to address unconscious bias. 

Leadership has also communicated a consistent vision internally and externally around the CeaseFire 

strategy and procedural justice trainings. However, the evaluation found a lack of a consistent vision 

regarding the role of Community Resource Officers and Crime Reduction Teams across the Department.  
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City of Oakland  
Community Policing Evaluation 

Prepared by Bright Research Group and Resource Development Associates December 2015 | 2 

1. Oakland should develop a plan for community policing that 

integrates Measure Z funded strategies, as well as other 

investments and activities that support the goals of 

community partnership, problem solving, and organizational 

transformation. Oakland should also identify a body 

responsible for ensuring the City is adhering to its community 

policing mandate. 

2. The Department should develop a more robust 

communications strategy to communicate organizational 

priorities and strategic directions both internally and 

externally. Localized efforts to expand the Department’s 

social media presence and bring residents and officers 

together in new ways should be scaled and expanded. 

3. The Department should develop a more coherent strategy 

around CRO and CRT investments, including articulating objectives, priorities, and accountability 

standards and communicate that strategy internally and externally. The same is true for 

procedural justice, which is currently being implemented as part of CeaseFire.  

Data & Learning Infrastructure 

For stakeholders to have access to information about Measure Z supported services, the infrastructure 

for collecting data and the practice of analyzing and making meaning of it need to be in place. The 

Department collects data for compliance purposes and to drive decision-making. 

Finding 4: The Department collects extensive data for compliance purposes and has a number of different 

systems in which data are stored. The Department has made progress in using the SARANet system and 

uses data on crime to inform area and Department wide priorities. However, the Department has limited 

infrastructure and only an emerging practice of using data for performance management and learning 

purposes. 

Finding 5: There are a lack of established accountability metrics and related data collection and analysis 

processes for most Measure Z-funded police services. Although the Department collects data on CRO 

activities, they do not have metrics to assess CRO outcomes. Accountability metrics for CRTs are under 

development. Accountability metrics for Ceasefire CRTs are collected, but were not made available to the 

evaluation.  

4. The Department should ensure that the infrastructure (i.e. data collection methods), standards, 

and practices are in place to continuously improve the efficacy and efficiency of Measure Z-

“Community policing is a 

philosophy as well as a way of 

doing business. The 

commitment to work with 

communities to tackle the 

immediate and longer-term 

causes of crime through joint 

problem solving reduces crime 

and improves quality of life. It 

also makes officers safer and 

increases the likelihood of 

individuals to abide by the 

law.” 

 

President’s Task Force on 21st 

Century Policing 

Implementation Guide 
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supported investments. This means having a mechanism for tracking what officers are doing, how 

they are spending their time, and the outcomes of their efforts. The Department should consider 

a pilot effort with CROs, where teams come together to look rigorously at the quality of selected 

problems, learn from each other, and design and implement approaches to solve problems with 

residents.  

5. Measure Z Oversight should regularly request reports of CeaseFire, CRT, and CRO activities and 

outputs to determine whether current resource allocation furthers Measure Z goals and 

objectives. 

Implementation of Measure Z Funded Services 

The City and the Department are currently defining their public safety objectives and strategic directions. 

During this time of transition to Measure Z, the City has the opportunity to revisit its approach to 

community policing and violence reduction. It is also a time to examine and address implementation 

challenges with Measure Z supported services.  

Finding 6:  Measure Z supports both violence suppression and problem solving strategies through its 

CeaseFire, CRT and CRO investments. While all have significant potential for improving public safety, 

organizational, resource and implementation challenges limit their impact. In determining the use of 

Measure Z resources, the City must transparently weigh the costs and the benefits of violence suppression 

techniques, including CRTs both within and separate from CeaseFire. Violence suppression strategies lead 

to disproportionate contact between African American residents and police, a real cost that must be 

considered. 1 

6. In interviews conducted through this evaluation, Ceasefire clients reported that they were unable 

to access many of the resources advertised during call-ins. To sustain client participation, the 

program should ensure that advertised resources are readily available.  

7. CeaseFire should continue to work on long-term strategies for moving participants into 

sustainable employment. CeaseFire clients reported that subsidized training and work experience 

programs are an inadequate substitute for living wage jobs. Long term and sustainable 

employment was identified as a primary goal by CeaseFire clients. 

8. The Department should work toward a sustainable integration of procedural justice by building 

procedural justice elements into officer supervision, review, and promotion processes, and by 

establishing structures and processes for officers to address trauma experienced on the job. 

9. The Department is currently examining how law enforcement techniques employed by CRTs such 

as traffic stops contribute to disproportionate and unnecessary contact between African 

American residents and the police. The results of this study should be used to assess and change 

Department practices. Police Departments around the country concerned about unfair and biased 

                                                           
1 Kraska, Peter B., “Militarization and Policing—Its Relevance to 21st Century Police”. Oxford Journals 2007. 
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treatment of African Americans are changing their policies around their use of traffic stops as a 

crime prevention and intervention strategy.  

10. The Department should update its standards of practice and accountability metrics for CROs 

under Measure Z and determine how much of CRO time should be dedicated to problem solving. 

The Department should scale efforts to expand the number of forums that residents can engage, 

provide feedback, and partner with police beyond NCPCs. 
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Introduction 

Police departments across the country face many of the same challenges Oakland faces—limited 

resources, intractable poverty and crime, and a lack of respectful and trusting relationships between 

residents and police. Like many other cities, Oakland must make strategic decisions about where to invest 

limited resources to promote public safety and strengthen police legitimacy. Cities and Departments may 

question if their limited resources are best spent on upstream, preventive efforts like neighborhood 

problem solving that transform community/police relationships one step at a time or whether resources 

should target those problem types, like gun violence, that represent the greatest threat to public safety. 

Should resources be deployed on prevention, intervention or a combination of the two?  Should resources 

be spread throughout the City or targeted in areas with the highest level of crime?   

For over ten years, Oakland has benefited from voter-approved ballot initiatives designed to provide 

guaranteed funding to strengthen community-police relationships and reduce crime and violence. For 10 

years, Measure Y resources were a key funding source for addressing violence and crime in Oakland, 

providing up to $13 million annually to support community policing and neighborhood services. In 2014, 

Measure Y was replaced by a new ballot initiative, Measure Z. In July 2015 the City began collecting the 

tax. This report explores some of the transitions underway as a result of the passage of Measure Z. 

While Measure Z preserves some elements of the prior legislation, Measure Z prioritizes violence 

suppression and intervention approaches for both the Oakland Police Department (OPD) and the Human 

Services Department (HSD). Measure Z focuses on individuals at the greatest risk for perpetrating or being 

victimized by violence and reductions in shootings, homicides, and burglaries as its key goals. A critical 

change is that the language of Measure Z no longer prioritizes community policing as a core objective. For 

the Department, Measure Z also means greater flexibility in the deployment of officers and more 

discretion to define its strategic direction and priorities in how it deploys Measure Z resources.  

This report describes the Department’s strategic directions and resource allocation under Measure Z. The 

evaluation also examines the organizational factors and context in which Measure Z supported services 

are delivered and the Department’s progress in implementing these services. Finally, this report provides 

recommendations to the Measure Z oversight committee—the Public Safety and Services Oversight 

Committee (SSOC)—for evaluating police services supported under the initiative going forward.  
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Data and Methods 

The evaluation was designed to answer the following questions: 

 What is the Department’s strategic direction for Measure Z policing and services?  What is the 

role of community policing under Measure Z?  

 What organizational factors impact the delivery and success of Measure Z? 

 What are the strengths and challenges with Measure Z supported services, including Crime 

Reduction Teams (CRTs), Community Resource Officers (CROs), and CeaseFire?  

Key methods include a review of the Department documents and reports, semi-annual audits of the 

SARANet database, a review of personnel and payroll data, and a range of field research activities. Field 

research activities consisted of interviews, meetings, observations, and/or focus groups with a range of 

stakeholders within and outside of the Department. Department staff interviewed for this report included 

the Police Chief and the Assistant Chief, CRTs, CROs, five Sergeants, five Special Resource Lieutenants, and 

the CeaseFire Program Manager. In addition, the evaluation team conducted interviews with public safety 

stakeholders in Oakland, including Mayor Schaaf, several members of the City Council’s Public Safety 

Committee, and key individuals who were invited to participate in Oakland’s Community Safety Plan 

planning group to understand their priorities related to Measure Z and local public safety efforts.  

To better understand CeaseFire-related services specifically, the evaluation team conducted a number of 

qualitative research activities, including observations of a call in and a procedural justice training, and 

focus groups with the CeaseFire partnership, with CeaseFire clients, and with CeaseFire case managers. 

Although different CeaseFire partners—including the Department; the Human Services Department; and 

the California Partnership for Safer Communities, which provides data analysis and technical assistance 

for Oakland CeaseFire—collect a range of quantitative metrics for assessing the program’s performance, 

these metrics were not included in this evaluation since different elements of the CeaseFire partnership 

are participating in or preparing to participate in other evaluation activities.2   

The previous evaluation report prepared this year examined the differences between Measure Y and 

Measure Z from a legislative perspective and also informed the development of this report. 

Table 1 below provides an overview of data collection activities. 

  

                                                           
2 The HSD-delivered services, many of which are being funded by a California Gang Reduction, 
Intervention and Prevention Program (CalGRIP) grant, are being evaluated as part of that grant. In 
addition, the CeaseFire Program Manager is currently preparing a Request for Proposals to evaluate the 
program.  
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Table 1: Data Collection Activities 

Evaluation Activities # Conducted 

Interviews with CRT and CRO Officers 10 

Meetings with Sergeants (5 Sergeants) 2 meetings 

Meeting with Special Resource Lieutenants (5 SRLs) 1  meeting 

Meeting with Chief and Assistant Chief 2 meetings 

Interviews with Chiefs from other local Police Depts.  2 interviews 

Meeting with Mayor 1 

Interview with Public Safety Committee members and Community 
Safety Planning Group 

3 

CeaseFire Client Focus Group 1 (10 participants) 

Interview with CeaseFire Program Manager 1 

Focus Group with CeaseFire Case Managers 1 

Focus Group with CeaseFire Partnership members, including 
California Partnership for Safe Communities 

1 

Observation of Procedural Justice Training 1 

Observation of CeaseFire Call in 1 

SARANet Audit 2 

OPD Payroll Audit 1 

Background and Overview 

Department Goals and Objectives under Measure Z 
The Department has outlined three core objectives to be achieved through the deployment of Measure 

Z resources: 1) Reduce Homicides, Robberies, Burglaries and Gun-Related Violence; 2) Improve Police 

Response Times and 3) Invest in Violence Intervention and Prevention Strategies. While the evaluation 

has focused primarily on those activities designed to impact Objective 1, Table 2 below describes key 

Department strategies outlined in the Measure Z spending plan. 
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Table 2: Oakland Police Department Strategic Objectives: 2015-16 Measure Z Spending Plan 

Objective Strategy 

1) Reduce Homicides, 
Robberies, Burglaries and 
Gun-Related Violence 

Community Resource Officers: Deploy CROs to partner with residents 
to solve problems, respond to calls for service, and to meet other 
Department needs such as protest coverage and serving as Field 
Training Officers. 

Crime Reduction Teams:  Deploy CRTs to investigate and respond to 
violent crimes in hot-spots using intelligence-based policing 
approaches, with a focus on East and West Oakland. 

CeaseFire: Communicate directly with young people at highest risk 
for violence through call-ins, custom notifications, linkages to social 
services and case management, and targeted law enforcement 
responses. 

2) Improve Police Response 
Times 

Use Measure Z dollars to sustain current staffing levels.  

Increase staffing levels through other revenue streams. 

3) Invest in Violence 
Intervention and Prevention 
Strategies.  

Collaboration with Oakland Unite on CeaseFire, Bay Area Women 
Against Rape (BAWAR), and Family Violence Law Center 

 

During 2015, the City continued to collect 

and expend Measure Y dollars through the 

end of the fiscal year (June 30, 2015) and 

began collecting Measure Z dollars July 1, 

2015. The Measure Y expenditures in 

2014-15 mirror previous years as captured 

in the 2014 Annual Evaluation Report. A 

2015-16 strategic spending plan has been 

submitted to the Public Safety Committee 

for review, but as of the writing of this 

report, has not yet been approved. The 

Department has submitted a budget of 

$13.1 million, with the bulk of 

expenditures ($12.5 million) going 

towards personnel costs. A review of the 

spending plan and conversations with 

Department leadership indicate a 

commitment to continue to invest in the 

Department Strategic Directions under Measure Z 

 Targeted Intervention: Greater focus on solving violent 

crime through CeaseFire and CRT investments 

 Problem Solving: Sustain problem solving through CRO 

investments 

 Department-Wide Community Policing Approaches: 

Incorporate community policing approaches and 

strategies throughout the Department, such as 

procedural justice training. 

 Increased Collaboration: Increase collaborative work 

between CROs, CRTs, CeaseFire and other Department 

Units 

 Flexible Deployment: Deploy CRT and CRO officers to 

meet other Department resource needs (i.e. protest 

response) 
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strategies supported under Measure Y, with several important shifts. 

Community Policing Under Measure Z: The Department remains committed to community policing as an 

organizational philosophy and, for the past couple of years, community partnership has been a core 

organizational priority. However, the Department sees the changes in Measure Z as an opportunity to 

incorporate the principals and approaches of community policing throughout the organization, rather 

than maintaining a separate unit responsible for the implementation of community policing. As noted in 

a previous report, the Department is looking to become more customer-focused and has invested in 

training all staff in procedural justice. The Department is also in the process of developing a strategic plan, 

which includes community partnership as a key organizational objective. It is important to note that 

nothing in Measure Z prohibits the use of funds to support community policing activities; rather, the 

measure no longer legislatively mandates that the Department use these funds towards community 

policing activities. 

Flexible Deployment:  Measure Z grants the Department greater flexibility in deploying its resources. In an 

under-resourced Department, the Department relies on Measure Z funded officers as flexible units that 

can be used to meet long-standing and emergent Department needs. The evaluation found that the 

Department is benefiting from this flexibility, using Measure Z funded officers to serve as Field Training 

Officers, to respond to protests, and to work in more collaborative teams in their areas. Oakland has relied 

on a geographic deployment structure for many years, where command in each area has significant 

discretion to establish and respond to priorities within his/her area. Under Measure Z, Captains and 

Special Resource Lieutenants are now able to deploy resources based on need and engage CROs, CRTs, 

and other officers in collaborative activities to address public safety concerns. 

Shifts under Measure Z 

The past year, 2015, has represented a transition year, as the Department shifts from Measure Y to 

Measure Z funding. An earlier report prepared by the evaluation analyzed the key changes from a 

legislative perspective. (See “Measure Y to Measure Z Transition: Summary of Key Changes and 

Recommendations.”) The strategic imperative of Measure Z—to reduce homicides, burglaries, robberies, 

and other gun-related violence—is likely to result in practical changes on the ground. Among the key 

highlights: 

 Measure Z emphasizes violence suppression and more targeted intervention activities. The

legislation no longer references Measure Z supported services as advancing community policing

goals. While other City resolutions mandate community policing in Oakland, Measure Z permits a

wider range of activities and does not identify community policing as a key strategy.

 Measure Z replaces Problem Solving Officers with Community Resource Officers.

 Measure Z provides the Department with greater flexibility around how it uses its funds in terms

of staffing.

 Measure Z provides the police with greater flexibility around deployment of Measure Z-funded

officers and less guidance around required activities.

 Measure Z adds funding for CeaseFire Project Management and Data Analysis functions.
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Investing in Prevention, Intervention and Suppression 

Oakland’s strategic shift towards intervention and suppression under Measure Z in many ways mirrors 

shifts that have occurred nationally since 9/11 and reflects two strands of community policing strategy in 

the literature: 1) Problem Solving and Community Organizing Approach and 2) Violence Suppression and 

Crime Reduction Approach. 

Problem Solving and Community Organizing Approach: One strand of community policing posits that 

traditional policing fails to engage residents as partners in solving neighborhood problems and promoting 

public safety. There is recognition within and outside of law enforcement that when communities and 

police partner together to solve neighborhood problems and address the underlying conditions, the 

effects and impacts are more longstanding and more responsive to community need. As residents and 

police come to view each other as assets in improving public safety, their trust in each other 

increases. They come to rely on each other for improving and maintaining the health of the neighborhood. 

Empowering communities as agents alongside police holds both Departments and residents accountable 

for public safety goals, recognizing that police alone cannot fight and prevent crime. A meta-analysis of 

policing strategy research reveals that community-based, problem-oriented policing interventions lead to 

larger effects in crime reduction than concentrated increases in traditional policing activities in crime-

ridden hot spots in the community.3 The PSO program (now referred to as CROs) fall under this approach. 

Violence Suppression and Crime Reduction Approach: Community policing and police legitimacy 

researchers have also posited that when crime levels and violence cannot be controlled in certain 

neighborhoods that the view of police as a legitimate agent in protecting public safety becomes 

compromised. Simply put, people lose faith in police when levels of violence and crime become intractable 

and police/community relationships deteriorate. As high crime neighborhoods are saturated with a law 

enforcement presence, bad actors and criminal elements are eliminated. Since the 1980s, beginning with 

the war on drugs, police departments across the country began adopting more tactical approaches, 

borrowing tactics used by the military to suppress violence and reduce crime in crime-ridden areas. 

Department of Justice initiatives like the Weed and Seed programs posit that once a neighborhood is rid 

of criminal elements, community members can work together to seed positive elements and develop the 

community. This shift towards more militarized approaches to suppress violence had led to the 

proliferation of SWAT teams and other similar units. 4 Under this approach, police are held accountable 

for bringing order to high crime neighborhoods; while residents are held accountable for community 

development once order has been established.5 However, violence suppression interventions tend to 

disproportionately impact communities of color and can further erode community trust if not 

implemented with care. Further, evidence of long-term impacts on crime within specific neighborhoods 

has not been established. 6 Crime Reduction Teams fall within the violence suppression approach. 

3 Braga, Anthony A., Andrew V. Papachristos, David M. Hureau. 2012. Police Programs to Prevent Crime in Hot Spot 
Areas. No. 7 of Crime Prevention Research Review. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of 
Community Oriented Policing Services. 
4 Ibid. 
5 Kraska, Peter B., “Militarization and Policing—Its Relevance to 21st Century Police”. Oxford Journals 2007. 
6 ACLU “War Comes Home: The Excessive Militarization of American Policing” June 2014 
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CeaseFire, Oakland’s strategy to solve the problem related to shootings and homicides has elements of 

prevention—connecting the highest risk individuals to case management, employment, and other 

resources—and intervention—focusing intensive surveillance and law enforcement action on those who 

refuse to disengage from street violence. 

Services supported through Measure Z can be viewed through a similar prevention to intervention lens, 

as outlined in the visual below. 

 

Figure 1: 2015-16 Planned Measure Z Investments in Prevention and Intervention Strategies 

 

While Measure Z no longer mandates community policing, the services supported by Measure Z arguably 

fall into one of these two buckets of community policing found in the literature. Further, Measure Z 

supported strategies are but one Oakland investment designed to impact violence. The question Oakland 

must weigh, within and outside the oversight of Measure Z investments going forward, is how heavily the 

City wants to invest in each of these strategies to achieve its public safety goals? What are the costs and 

benefits of each? Whatever the Department, City leadership, and other stakeholders decide, it will be 

important for the City’s strategic directions to be communicated to residents. 

 Findings & Recommendations 

As the Department and the City move to implement Measure Z, an understanding of the organizational 

context in which Measure Z is implemented, the Department’s infrastructure for collecting and using data, 

Prevention 
Investments

Intervention 
Investments
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and the key strengths and challenges within each of the supported strategies can improve oversight of 

the investment. This section of the report reports on findings and recommendations in each of these areas 

as follows: 

 Strategic Vision & Leadership 

 Infrastructure for Data Collection & Learning 

 Implementation of Measure Z funded services 

Strategic Vision and Leadership 

Finding 1: While the Department has established objectives for Measure Z funded 

services and has expressed commitment to the core tenets of community policing, 

including community partnership, organizational transformation, and problem 

solving, Measure Z no longer legislatively mandates community policing .  

While Measure Z no longer mandates community policing, Community Policing remains a mandate under 

two resolutions: 1996 City Council Resolution No. 72727 and a 2005 City Council Resolution No. 79235. 

The Department also remains committed to the core tenets of community policing and has prioritized 

community partnership as an organizational objective within and outside of Measure Z. Strategies such 

as procedural justice training, NextDoor (a social media channel for connecting with residents), and other 

City, Department, and community efforts to promote more trusting relationships between residents and 

police all have the potential to contribute towards fulfilling Oakland’s community policing mandate. The 

Department’s draft strategic plan prioritizes strengthening community trust and relationships. Many of 

the strategies the Department is supporting through Measure Z dollars fall within the prevention and 

intervention strands of community policing as noted above. 

At the same time, Measure Z no longer provides a guaranteed funding stream, an organizing framework 

to support community policing practices and approaches, nor evaluation and oversight. A question for 

Oakland going forward is how stakeholders will know that the Department is adhering to its community 

policing mandate? An equally important question for the Department, the City and Oakland residents to 

consider is what brand of community policing does the City want to invest in- prevention, intervention, 

neighborhood-based problem solving, targeted enforcement, or a combination of the above? Interviews 

with City leadership, stakeholders and the Department indicate that while many practices and efforts in 

Oakland align with the principles and values of community policing, there is no shared definition of 

community policing for Oakland.  

A Department strategic plan, as well as a citywide public safety plan are currently under development; 

conversations with the City and the Department indicate that both these plans will include activities 

aligned with the values and approaches of community policing. Given Measure Z’s shift away from an 

explicit focus on community policing, it will be important to codify the City’s vision and plan for community 

policing going forward and to identify a body responsible for verifying adherence to Oakland’s mandate. 

The plan should include a clear set of objectives, outcomes, accountability metrics and funding streams. 

The Draft Strategic Plan represents a strong first step in this direction. A shared definition of community 
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policing, based on the Department of Justice’s 21st Century Policing framework should also be developed. 

While Oakland may not need to develop an entirely separate plan given the plans currently under 

development, there should be some thought given to articulating a coherent vision for community 

policing across public safety investments.  

Finding 2: There are a number of external factors that impact the successful 

implementation of Measure Z-funded efforts in Oakland, including staffing and 

other resourcing shortages, inconsistent directives from various political leaders, 

and frequent changes in Department staffing and leadership, among others .  

Interviews with officers and management from all levels of the organizations indicate that Measure Z 

services are provided within a context that presents many challenges to successful implementation. 

Internal and external factors, such as having one of the lowest numbers of sworn officers per capita in the 

Country, the highest rate of violent crime per sworn officer, and frequent protests impact Oakland’s ability 

to implement services as planned and fosters a reactive, versus pro-active culture. Spikes in violence lead 

to the need to redeploy resources from one area to another one day to the next, interrupting problem-

solving efforts and planned CRT operations. The Department must comply with specific mandates outlined 

in the Negotiated Settlement Agreement (NSA). Union agreements mean that officers can only remain in 

their assignments for a limited term. Pressure from elected officials to address specific constituent 

concerns pulls the Department away from implementing and adhering to their strategic directions, often 

undermining the local command structure. Captains may have to abandon planned operations because a 

new City Council-initiated priority comes through the chain of command. CROs may have to place their 

projects on hold because they are called in to respond to a protest.  

Figure 2: Context of Police Services within Oakland   

Oakland 
Police 

Department

Leadership 
Changes

Under-
resourced 

Dept.

NSA
Political 

pressures

Police 
Union 

Priorities

Protests
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As a whole, the organizational culture is a reactive one, focused on compliance and immediate fires, as 

opposed to long-term strategic goals. Because the Department has undergone a number of re-

organizations over the past ten years, new initiatives and approaches do not have time to be tested, 

refined, and evaluated. Taken together, these factors impact the implementation of the Department’s 

core Measure Z promoted strategies and limit innovation. 

While these conditions limit efficiency and efficacy, the Department should still be held accountable for 

meeting Measure Z objectives and identifying continuous improvement objectives for the factors that 

they can control. For example, a consistent theme in interviews with Department staff was that an 

insufficient number of officers is the source of resident dissatisfaction with police. A 2013 survey 

conducted with residents pointed to a lack of respectful interactions with police, in addition to slow 

response times.7 Factors like a lack of staffing resources do influence the extent to which programs can 

be implemented efficiently and effectively. While the conditions in which police services are delivered are 

complex and multi-faceted, a key question for the Department going forward is how it can be responsive 

to the needs of different stakeholders, while ensuring the organizational discipline and leadership to 

adhere to its own strategic directions. 

Finding 3: The Department has established itself as a leader in addressing issues 

of police legitimacy through the adoption of Department wide training in 

procedural justice to address unconscious bias. Leadership has also communicated 

a consistent vision internally and externally around the CeaseFire strategy and 

procedural justice trainings. However, the evaluation found a lack of a consistent 

vision regarding the role of Community Resource Officers CROs and Crime 

Reduction Teams CRTs across the Department.  

A long-standing finding of the evaluation has been the lack of a coherent vision behind services supported 

by Measure Y and now Measure Z, specifically the CROs (previously Problem Solving Officers, or PSOs) 

and CRTs. The evaluation has recommended that the Department develop more coherent programs, 

including codifying accountability structures, quality standards, and the role of each level of the 

organization in carrying out these programs successfully. Interviews with officers, CRTs, CeaseFire clients, 

and other stakeholders found that there was a shared understanding of the purpose of the CeaseFire 

program and their role in it. The Department’s articulation of CeaseFire as a problem solving strategy to 

address shootings, homicides, and gun-related violence reflects a coherent strategy around the theory of 

change, rationale and expected outcomes of this investment.  

Similarly, while there are varying levels of buy-in to the procedural justice training, there is a shared 

understanding of the intended goal and value of this type of training across the organization, although 

there are not yet a set of accountability metrics to ensure that procedural justice becomes a department-

                                                           
7 “Measure Y 2012-13 Community Policing Neighborhood Services Annual Evaluation Report.” RDA and Bright 
Research Group, 2013.  
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wide approach, rather than a series of isolated trainings. Although the intervention and suppression 

elements of CeaseFire appear to have clear accountability standards, there does not appear to be a 

strategic vision around how to implement and ensure the adoption of procedural justice beyond providing 

one-time trainings. The Department is a leader among law enforcement agencies in adopting procedural 

justice as a minimum competency for all staff within the organization; developing metrics for monitoring 

progress and impact will be critical going forward. The Department reports that over the last five years 

use of force has declined by 72%, while complaints are down 54%, a positive sign. In recent years, the 

Department has adopted transparency measures, participating in the White House’s Open Data Initiative. 

CRO and CRT programs could benefit from a similar type of articulation in terms of how these investments 

fulfill Measure Z and overall Department objectives. CRT and CRO officers are a flexible, but limited 

investment. Under a more flexible Measure, these resources are being used to fulfill a variety of urgent 

needs, which means less time on problem solving and proactive police work. A review of payroll data, 

SARA audits, and interviews with CROs and CRTs indicate that officers are working more collaboratively 

on area concerns and fulfilling urgent Department needs, however officers report and the SARA audits 

confirm that time dedicated to NCPC based problem solving is decreasing. The Department and the 

Oversight Committee should define what the strategic imperative is for CRT and CRO investments and 

how the Department should be using these resources, including key outcomes and quality standards. The 

Department has a real need for a flexible resource that it can deploy to meet emergent needs, such as 

responding to protests, which according to the Department, have declined this year. If Measure Z officers 

are to be used regularly to fulfill this function, then this should be planned for and communicated to 

stakeholders. If NCPC-based problem solving is no longer a core Department investment or strategy, this 

should also be communicated. 

Recommendations: 

1. Oakland should develop a plan for community policing that integrates Measure Z funded

strategies, as well as other investments and activities that support the goals of community

partnership, problem solving, and organizational transformation. Oakland should also identify a

body responsible for ensuring the City is adhering to its community policing mandate.

2. The Department should develop a more robust communications strategy to communicate

organizational priorities and strategic directions both internally and externally. Localized efforts

to expand the Department’s social media presence and bring residents and officers together in

new ways should be scaled and expanded.

3. The Department should develop a more coherent strategy around CRO and CRT investments,

including articulating objectives, priorities, and accountability standards and communicate that

strategy internally and externally. The same is true for procedural justice, which is currently being

implemented as part of CeaseFire.
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Data & Learning Infrastructure 

Finding 4:   The Department collects extensive data for compliance purposes and 

has a number of different systems in which data are stored. The Department has 

made progress in using the SARA system and uses data on crime to inform area and 

Department wide priorities. However, the Department has limited infrastructure 

and only an emerging practice of using data for performance management and 

learning purposes.  

For both Measure Z and non-funded Measure Z services, the Department has a number of different 

systems in place to collect and analyze data. Shooting reviews, which are used to inform priorities under 

CeaseFire, and reviews of calls for service to inform CRO priorities are examples of ways in which the 

Department regularly uses data to drive its priorities and resource allocation. Given crime levels, staffing 

challenges, and established best practices in policing, data-driven allocation of resources is a necessity. 

The Department has made strides in complying with the terms of the NSA and has expressed a 

commitment to continuous improvement. Moving from a compliance mindset to a continuous 

improvement organization requires the data collection infrastructure along with an organizational culture 

that prioritizes the practice of looking at data from a continuous improvement perspective. When it comes 

to managing the performance of Measure Z-funded officers and using data for learning, there is a lack of 

infrastructure in place.  

How CRTs and CROs spend their time is not collected in a format that can be used to examine what 

activities Measure Z funds are supporting and to make strategic decisions about resource allocation. That 

is, the Department does not currently look at the percentage of time CRTs are spending on operations 

versus protests nor does it make intentional decisions about where to place that resource. When it comes 

to CROs, the Department has several years of data stored in the SARA database that could be examined 

on a short and long term basis to assess best practices in problem solving or to generate quality 

improvement ideas. Moreover, while the Department reports collecting a significant amount of data on 

CeaseFire CRT activities and their contributions towards broader program objectives, capacity issues, 

including a shortage of certified crime analysts, limits the Department’s ability to analyze this data. The 

lack of certified crime analysts within the Department also limits the Department’s ability to make 

informed decisions about resource allocation, both for Measure Z-funded services and more generally.8 

Without these practices, it is difficult for the Department to make progress on the areas of improvement 

that remain within their domain of control; the issues and challenges identified in previous evaluations 

will continue to be areas of concern going forward.  

 

 

                                                           
8 The Department recently hired a crime analyst manager and is trying to hire additional crime analysts, but for much 

of 2015, this position was unfilled or under-filled.  
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Finding 5: There are a lack of established accountability metrics a nd related data 

collection and analysis processes for most Measure Z -funded police services. 

Although the Department collects data on CRO activities, they do not have metrics 

to assess CRO outcomes. Accountability metrics for CRTs are under development. 

Accountability metrics for Ceasefire CRTs are collected, but were not made 

available to the evaluation.  

The table below outlines the data collection infrastructure in place for Measure Z funded services and 

recommended minimum performance metrics, outputs and outcomes for each.  

 As noted above, data are not currently collected on the amount of time Measure Z-funded officers 

are spending on different activities. 

 For CROs, the SARA database stores outputs and some outcomes of problem solving activities. 

SARA audits are conducted semi-annually to report on key metrics. Sergeants and Special 

Resource Lieutenants have access to reports real time. See appendix for the most recent SARA 

Audit. 

 Although CRTs do collect data on many of the recommended indicators, this data is not stored in 

a unified location that can be easily queried and analyzed. The CRT stat sheet is currently in the 

process of being refined; the evaluation team has provided data collection recommendations to 

the Department.  

 To date, the evaluation team has conducted qualitative data collection activities on CeaseFire, but 

has not had access to CeaseFire performance measurement data. Measures of CeaseFire 

performance are being tracked by different partners; some will be included in upcoming 

evaluations supported by other funders that focus on distinct components of CeaseFire.  

Table 3: Performance, Output and Outcome Measures for Measure Z Supported Investments 

 CRTs CROs CeaseFire CRTs 

Performance 
Management: Time 
on Activities 

Time on Operations 

Time on Protests 

Time on Proactive 

Enforcement 

Time on Other 

Time on Problem Solving 

Time on Protests 

Time Community 

Meetings 

Time on calls for service 

Time assisting CRTs 

Time on Other 

Time on Operations 

Time spent on shooting 

reviews 

Time identifying potential 

CeaseFire clients 

Time spent on custom 

notifications 

Time spent on call ins 

Time spent building 

community partnerships 

Time spent on procedural 

justice training  

Current 
Infrastructure: Time 
on Activities 

Not tracked 

Not available to evaluation 

Not tracked 

Not available to 

evaluation 

Not tracked 
Not available to 

evaluation 

28



City of Oakland  
Community Policing Evaluation 

Prepared by Bright Research Group and Resource Development Associates December 2015 | 18 

 CRTs CROs CeaseFire CRTs 

Performance 
Management: 
Outputs 

# of Operations Conducted 

#Buy Busts 

# of Walking Stops 

# Traffic Stops 

# Warrants served 

#Suspects detained 

# Problems Opened and 

Closed 

# Problems per Beat 

Problem Type 

# Days open 

# Beats no project 

Assessment of Open 

Project 

# of Operations 

Conducted 

# of shooting reviews  

# of custom notifications 

# of call ins 

# of clients enrolled 

# of officers participating 

in procedural justice 

trainings 

Outputs: Current 
Infrastructure 

Some items tracked 

Under development 

Not available to evaluation 

Tracked (SARA database)  Tracked 

Not available to the 

evaluation 

Outcomes #Weapons recovered 

# Cases charged 

# Changes in shooting, 

homicides, robberies, 

burglaries 

Recovery rate of traffic 

stops by ethnicity 

Outcome of operation 

Reason for Closure 

Achievement of SMART 

goals (#  and type of 

problems solved) 

Reductions in quality of 

life concerns 

Residents perceptions of 

public safety and police 

Reductions in crime & 

public safety concerns 

# shootings, homicides 

citywide 

# of shootings by 

CeaseFire targeted 

groups/gangs 

# CeaseFire clients 

rearrested 

 

Outcomes: Current 
Infrastructure 

Some items tracked 

Under development 

Not available to evaluation 

Tracked (SARA database) Tracked 

Evaluations under 

development 

As noted in previous evaluations, the Department has a limited practice of looking at data for continuous 

improvement purposes. This is likely due to many of the factors noted above that promote a compliance 

versus improvement organizational culture.  

Recommendations 

4. The Department should ensure that the infrastructure (i.e. data collection methods), standards, 

and practices are in place to continuously improve the efficacy and efficiency of Measure Z-

supported investments. This means having a mechanism for tracking what officers are doing, how 

they are spending their time, and the outcomes of their efforts. The Department should consider 

a pilot effort with CROs, where teams come together to look rigorously at the quality of selected 

problems, learn from each other, and design and implement approaches to solve problems with 

residents.  

5. Measure Z Oversight should regularly request reports of CeaseFire, CRT, and CRO activities and 

outputs to determine whether current resource allocation furthers Measure Z goals and 

objectives. 
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Implementation of Measure Z Funded Services 

Finding 6: Measure Z supports both violence suppression and problem solving 

strategies through its CeaseFire, CRT and CRO investments. While all have 

significant potential for improving public safety, organizational, resource and 

implementation challenges limit their impact. In determining the use of Measure Z 

resources, the City must transparently weigh the costs and the benefits of violence 

suppression techniques, including CRTs both within and  separate from CeaseFire. 

Violence suppression strategies lead to disproportionate contact between African 

American residents and police, a real cost that must be considered .  9 

Measure Z investments reflect the tension between the two strands of community policing being played 

out nationally—violence suppression through targeted law enforcement and problem solving in 

partnership with residents and communities. Each has its costs and potential benefits, which should be 

known and understood by residents, the Measure Y and Measure Z Oversight committees, and other 

stakeholders vested in making Oakland safer, so that strategic and informed decisions about resource 

allocations can be made. Under Measure Z, Oakland prioritizes violence suppression strategies, with the 

hopes that these strategies will create an immediate and short-term reduction in violent and serious 

crime. While CeaseFire and CRT investments offer greater promise in terms of reductions in crime, 

violence, and homicides, they come with tradeoffs. Both are relatively costly to implement and target a 

narrow subset of individuals or areas. Further, CRT investments employ strategies such as traffic stops, 

buy busts, and/or walking stops that often lead to disproportionate contact between African American 

residents and police. Saturating a specific neighborhood with law enforcement presence means that 

residents within that neighborhood are more likely to be stopped and potentially fined for minor traffic 

violations than residents in other areas of the city. Further, a review of police-led prevention and 

reduction strategy based on the literature notes that increased traffic stops in specific high crime beats 

did not lead to a reduction in crime or violence.10  

CRO investments offer residents across the City the opportunity to problem solve with their officers, build 

positive respectful relationships, and improve quality of life issues in their neighborhoods. However, 

audits of the SARANet database indicate that the quality of problem solving is inconsistent and point to a 

limited role for residents in solving problems. Interviews with officers suggest that the flexible deployment 

structure results in inefficiencies. In sum, strategies supported by Measure Z have the potential benefit of 

reducing violence and crime over the short term and strengthening community partnership over the long 

term, but are not consistently implemented to achieve their intended result. Organizational factors make 

it hard to implement strategies as planned, which limits the overall impact of Measure Z investments. 

The costs, benefits, and implementation challenges with each of the primary Measure Z strategies is 

discussed below. 

9 Kraska, Peter B., “Militarization and Policing—Its Relevance to 21st Century Police”. Oxford Journals 2007. 
10 “Comprehensive Law Enforcement Review: Police-Led Crime Prevention and Reduction Strategies Summary.” 
Community Oriented Policing Services. 
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The strategy focuses on non-fatal shootings and homicides by communicating directly with the active 

groups and gangs in the area. Individuals with a history of involvement in street violence and the criminal 

justice system are contacted by a coalition comprised of law enforcement officers, social service providers, 

and faith- or community leaders using a call in or notification format. Through the call in or notification, 

these individuals are warned about the high-level of law enforcement surveillance that they are under 

and given the opportunity to engage in supportive services as a way of changing their lives away from 

crime and violence. Those who ignore the warning to desist from criminal activities become the focus of 

coordinated inter-agency law enforcement efforts to remove them from the streets. Measure Z funding 

is specifically designated to sustain CeaseFire through project management and crime analyst positions. 

In addition, two of the Measure Z funded CRT units are dedicated specifically to CeaseFire related 

activities, including intelligence gathering and operations, call ins, and custom notifications. The vast 

majority of individuals identified by police to be at risk for shootings or homicides are African American; 

as a result, the majority of stops by Ceasefire CRTs are African American.  

Client Feedback on CeaseFire: The evaluation conducted a focus group with ten CeaseFire clients to discuss 

the benefits of the program, what it was like to be a part of the program and ideas for improvement.  

Clients noted several benefits to being a part of CeaseFire: 

 Call-ins were described as an effective wake up call for CeaseFire clients interviewed through the 

evaluation: Call-ins encouraged participants to take the next step to access services. CeaseFire 

clients who joined the program via a call in note that the call in experience was a “shake up” that 

made them realize that “they aren’t playing in Oakland anymore.”  

 CeaseFire clients highly value the Case Manager relationship and appreciate the concrete 

resources case managers have been able to broker:  CeaseFire clients report that the primary 

benefit to program participation is their relationship with their case manager. Many CeaseFire 

participants noted that the program has successfully helped them obtain employment and other 

types of support necessary to make life changes. They appreciated the support and motivation 

that case managers are able to provide, their around the clock availability, and their ability to help 

them navigate the legal system, regain their license, access stable housing, and resolve 

transportation challenges. Resolving these types of system barriers takes time, access to 

information, and an experienced ally. The fact that Case Managers share their life experiences 

was cited as particularly important for CeaseFire clients. Among the key benefits of the CeaseFire 

case manager relationship: 

 A positive, motivational force and voice in clients’ lives 

 Relationships with employers and ability to secure living wage jobs 

 Ability to broker access to real resources, such as income, jobs, food, housing 

 Ability to resolve key challenges, such as court fines, lack of a driver’s license, child 

support, and other issues that get in the way of obtaining full time employment 

 Accountability driver for CeaseFire clients to stay away from violence and negative 

influences. 
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CeaseFire clients also noted a number of challenges they continue to face: 

 Lack of Long-Term, Sustainable Employment for Individuals with a Felony Record: Several 

participants pointed out that months after enrolling in the program, they still could not find a job 

that pays a livable wage or access affordable, safe housing. They emphasized how challenging it 

is for people with a felony record to obtain housing and employment. Some reported that they 

have taken advantage of job training and group services available through Measure Z, but wanted 

concrete access to long term, non-subsidized employment.  

 Limited Community Resources Accessed After Call-ins: There was consensus among participants 

that attempts to access resources advertised by community partners at call-ins, were 

unsuccessful. According to participants, the role of community partners was for the most part 

limited to a presence at the call-ins. The Department reports that new contracts with Measure Z 

violence prevention providers will hopefully address some of these challenges.  

 Continued Interaction with Police: Finally, clients stated that their interactions with law 

enforcement outside the call-in had not changed in their day-to-day life. There was near 

consensus among clients interviewed as part of the evaluation that they continue to be the 

subject of significant interaction with police even when they are complying with the terms of the 

program. They reported that they are frequently the target of traffic stops and searches. In these 

instances, they did not feel that their interactions with police had become more respectful. 

Table 4: Overview of CeaseFire Opportunities and Implementation 

Strategy Potential 
Benefit 

Potential Costs Implementation Challenges and 
Successes 

CeaseFire Violence 

interrupted 

Lives saved 

Reductions in 

shootings and 

homicides 

Re-engagement 

with 

employment 

Expensive intervention 

Does not address issues 

with disproportionate 

minority contact 

Short term impacts 

Successes 

Positive experience with case manager 

Access to legal services and assistance 

navigating public systems 

Employment training and some job 

opportunities  

Challenges 

Difficulties finding high-quality 

employment for individuals with felony 

convictions  

Limited role of community partners 

beyond call-ins 

Lack of resources may lead to 

disengagement 

Negative, frequent and disrespectful 

interactions with police continue outside 

call-ins 
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Procedural Justice: As an additional component of the City’s CeaseFire efforts, the Department is training 

all officers in procedural justice as a strategy to improve relationships between residents and police. 

Procedural justice is a framework for increasing the public perception of police legitimacy by using 

procedures that treat all citizens fairly and with respect. Because neutrality and unbiased decision-making 

are principles of procedural justice, raising officer awareness of unconscious bias through training about 

the science behind bias is a key aspect of this training. The goal of procedural justice is to improve 

relationships between law enforcement officers and highly policed communities by increasing community 

members’ perceptions that they are being treated fairly. Procedural justice is recognized by the US 

Department of Justice as an effective strategy for improving interactions between law enforcement 

officers and community members.  

By requiring procedural justice training of all sworn staff in the Department, the Department is making an 

important commitment to improving how officers interact with and understand residents in the 

communities they serve. At the same time, however, it is unclear what mechanisms are in place to ensure 

that officers follow the tenets of procedural justice or to support them in doing so. The Department must 

establish mechanisms to ensure its implementation, including incorporating procedural justice tenets into 

the process of reviewing and promoting officers.  

In addition, the Department does not have structures in place to support officers in using procedural 

justice on an ongoing basis. Procedural justice trainers repeatedly underscored how hard it is to treat all 

residents respectfully and fairly all the time while working in a city where a lot of people do not trust the 

police. Trainings highlighted the trauma that law enforcement officers experience on a regular basis, but 

did not offer many strategies for addressing this trauma. Establishing structures to help officers maintain 

their own mental health and well-being is critical to the successful implementation of procedural justice.  

CRTs use law enforcement techniques targeted at perpetrators of crime and violence to remove suspects 

from the streets. There is a recognition among CRTs that arresting suspects while not a permanent 

solution to Oakland’s crime problem, sends a message to other criminals that the police is a legitimate 

agency that will enforce the law. According to CRTs, when residents see the Department enforcing the 

law, they have enhanced feelings of public safety. As noted in previous evaluations, CRTs have 

considerable flexibility in their activities and do not have a uniform tracking system. Through traffic stops, 

buy-busts, surveillance and other operations, CRTs remove weapons, arrest high priority suspects, and 

recover contraband such as narcotics. CRT activities result in more intelligence that may be used to charge 

suspects. CRTs target East and West Oakland. While Department data on traffic stops shows that CRTs 

have a higher recovery rate during traffic stops than officers in other units, a review of Department data 

indicates that traffic stops bring African American residents into contact with law enforcement at 

disproportionately high rates. Other cities, such as Greensboro, North Carolina, are reconsidering their 

use of traffic stops as a prevention and intervention techniques in order to reduce disproportionate 

contact.11    

                                                           
11 “The Disproportionate Risks of Driving While Black.” The New York Times. October 24, 2015. 
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Table 5: Overview of CRT Opportunities and Implementation 

 
Potential Benefit Potential Costs Implementation Challenges and 

Successes 

CRTs Suspects identified 

Cases solved 

Weapons recovered 

Decreases in violent  

and serious crime 

Targets low income areas, 

leading to increased 

interaction between 

African American 

residents with law 

enforcement 

Does not foster 

community partnerships 

Short term impacts 

Successes 

CRTs are taking guns off streets 

Suspects are being identified 

 

Challenges 

Reliance on traffic stops contributes to 

disproportionate minority contact and 

fines to African American residents 

Some strategies like buy busts do not 

lead to reductions in crime 

Sustained reductions in crime have not 

been demonstrated 

 

Under Measure Z, Oakland has maintained its deployment of one CRO to each NCPC beat and has 

continued to rely on general fund dollars to sustain this investment. According to interviews with 

Department staff, an analysis of payroll data, and the SARA audits, the more flexible role of CROs under 

Measure Z means that they are responding to calls for service, covering protests, supporting CRT 

operations, serving as Field Training Officers, and working in collaborative teams on area problems. This 

is a valuable change for the Department. CROs are meeting real Department needs for a variety of 

functions.  

An ongoing issue under Measure Y was the quality of problem selection and the impact of CRO-led 

problem solving efforts. This is a continued challenge that should be addressed if there is a decision to 

continue to make investments in NCPC-based problem solving in every community-policing beat. Going 

into Measure Z, there are several important questions that the oversight committee and OPD will need to 

consider: How much of CRO time should be spent on problem solving? What are the minimum metrics in 

terms of open projects? What are the minimum quality standards at each phase of the SARA process? 

What constitutes a good project? 
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Table 6: Overview of CRO Opportunities and Implementation 

Strategy 
Potential Benefit Potential Costs Successes and Challenges 

CROs Strengthened 

community police 

partnerships in 

every beat 

Improved quality 

of life  

Long term 

improvements in 

conditions that 

foster crime and 

delinquency 

May not address 

serious crime and 

violence 

Inefficient: not all 

areas or beats have 

same level of need 

Positive police/community interactions and 

relationships 

Significant variability in quality of problems 

Community role in solving problems is limited 

Time on problem solving has decreased under 

Measure Z 

Impact on serious issues has not been 

demonstrated 

Recommendations: 

6. In interviews conducted through this evaluation, Ceasefire clients reported that they were unable 

to access many of the resources advertised during call-ins. To sustain client participation, the 

program should ensure that advertised resources are readily available.  

7. CeaseFire should continue to work on long-term strategies for moving participants into 

sustainable employment. CeaseFire clients reported that subsidized training and work experience 

programs are an inadequate substitute for living wage jobs. Long term and sustainable 

employment was identified as a primary goal by CeaseFire clients. 

8. The Department should work toward a sustainable integration of procedural justice by building 

procedural justice elements into officer supervision, review, and promotion processes, and by 

establishing structures and processes for officers to address trauma experienced on the job. 

9. The Department is currently examining how law enforcement techniques employed by CRTs such 

as traffic stops contribute to disproportionate and unnecessary contact between African 

American residents and the police. The results of this study should be used to assess and change 

Department practices. Police Departments around the country concerned about unfair and biased 

treatment of African Americans are changing their policies around their use of traffic stops as a 

crime prevention and intervention strategy.  

10. The Department should update its standards of practice and accountability metrics for CROs 

under Measure Z and determine how much of CRO time should be dedicated to problem solving. 

The Department should scale efforts to expand the number of forums that residents can engage, 

provide feedback, and partner with police beyond NCPCs. 
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Conclusions 

This report provides oversight with a review of resource allocations under Measure Z and discusses the 

organizational factors that influence the impact of Measure funded services. The evaluation also looks at 

Department progress in implementing supported services and provides recommendations to the Measure 

Z oversight around key issues going forward. The goal of this report is to provide Measure Z Oversight, the 

Department and other stakeholders with information about the key issues that the City need to grapple 

with going forward.  
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