Reimagining Public Safety Task Force

REIMAGINING PUBLIC SAFETY TASK FORCE

MEETING
Thursday, September 9, 2021
6:00 PM
District 1 - Margaret Fine Youth Commission - Vacant
District 2 - Sarah Abigail Ejigu Police Review Commission - Nathan Mizell
District 3 - boona cheema Mental Health Commission - Edward Opton
District 4 - Paul Kealoha Blake Berkeley Community Safety Coalition - Jamaica Moon
District 5- Dan Lindheim Associated Students of U. California -  Alecia Harger
District 6 - La Dell Dangerfield At-Large - Alex Diaz
District 7 -  Barnali Ghosh At-Large - Liza Lutzker
District 8 - Pamela Hyde At-Large - Frances Ho
Mayor - Hector Malvido

PUBLIC ADVISORY: THIS MEETING WILL BE CONDUCTED EXCLUSIVELY THROUGH
VIDEOCONFERENCE AND TELECONFERENCE

Pursuant to Section 3 of Executive Order N-29-20, issued by Governor Newsom on March 17, 2020, this meeting of the
Reimagining Public Safety Task Force will be conducted exclusively through teleconference and Zoom videoconference.
Please be advised that pursuant to the Executive Order, and to ensure the health and safety of the public by limiting human
contact that could spread the COVID-19 virus, there will not be a physical meeting location available.

To access the meeting remotely using the internet: Join from a PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone, or Android device: Use URL
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81983354907. If you do not wish for your name to appear on the screen, then use the drop down
menu and click on "rename" to rename yourself to be anonymous. To request to speak, use the "raise hand" icon on the
screen.

To join by phone: Dial (669) 900 9128 and Enter Meeting ID: 819 8335 4907. If you wish to comment during the public
comment portion of the agenda, press *9 and wait to be recognized by the Chair.

Please be mindful that all other rules of procedure and decorum will apply for Commission meetings conducted by
teleconference or videoconference.

AGENDA
Preliminary Matters
1. Roll Call
2. Public Comment (speakers will be limited to two minutes)
3. Approval of Minutes

Draft minutes for the Commission's consideration and approval

o Meeting of July 29
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Subcommittee Reports
Each report should be limited to 15 minutes.

¢ Policing, Budget & Alternatives to Policing — Members Opton, Ghosh, cheema, Dangerfield,
Lindheim, Mizell, Harger, Hyde

e Community Engagement — Members Fine, Harger, Malvido, Lutzker, Ejigu, Blake
o |mprove and Reinvest — Members Ho, Lutzker, Fine, cheema, Malvido, Diaz
Discussion/Action Items

The public may comment on each item listed on the agenda. Public comments are limited to two
minutes per speaker.

e Copwatch Presentation — Andrea Prichett
e (Calls for Service Report Presentation — NICJR
¢ Alternative Responses Draft Report Discussion — NICJR

e Task Force Discussion regarding Reimaging Public Safety Task Force - Chair and Vice Chair
o Scheduling additional meetings in September and October
o Input for Chair and Vice Chair
= What ideas or suggestions do you have to improve the process?
= What additional information do you need to see?
= What questions or concerns do you have from staff, community groups or the
consultant team?

Items for Future Agenda

Adjournment

This meeting will be conducted in accordance with the Brown Act, Government Code Section 54953. Any member of the public
may attend this meeting. Questions regarding this matter may be addressed to Mark Numainville, City Clerk, (510) 981-6900.

Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Reimagining Public Safety Task Force regarding any item on this
agenda are on file and available upon request by contacting the City Manager’s Office attn: Reimagining Public Safety Task
Force at rpstf@cityofberkeley.info, or may be viewed on the City of Berkeley website: http://www.cityofberkeley.info/commissions.

Written communications addressed to the Reimagining Public Safety Task Force and submitted to the City Manager’s Office by
5:00 p.m. the Friday before the meeting will be distributed to members of the Task Force in advance of the meeting.
Communications to the Reimagining Public Safety Task Force are public record and will become part of the City’s electronic
records, which are accessible through the City’s website. Please note: e-mail addresses, names, addresses, and other contact
information are not required, but if included in any communication to the Reimagining Public Safety Task Force, will become
part of the public record. If you do not want your e-mail address or any other contact information to be made public, you may
deliver communications via U.S. Postal Service to the secretary of the task force. If you do not want your contact information
included in the public record, please do not include that information in your communication. Please contact the secretary for
further information.
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COMMUNICATION ACCESS INFORMATION:
To request a disability-related accommodation(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary aids or services,
b please contact the Disability Services Specialist at (510) 981-6418 (V) or (510) 981-6347(TDD) at least three
business days before the meeting date.

Reimagining Public Safety Task Force Contact Information:
David White and Shamika Cole

Co-Secretaries, Reimagining Public Safety Task Force

City of Berkeley

2180 Milvia Street, 5th Floor

Berkeley, CA 94704

rpstf@cityofberkeley.info (email)




Reimagining Public Safety Task Force

REIMAGINING PUBLIC SAFETY TASK FORCE
Draft Meeting Minutes

Thursday, July 29, 2021

6:00 PM
District 1 - Margaret Fine Youth Commission - Vacant
District 2 -  Sarah Abigail Ejigu Police Review Commission - Nathan Mizell
District 3- boona cheema Mental Health Commission - Edward Opton
District 4 -  Paul Kealoha Blake Berkeley Community Safety Coalition - Vacant
District 5- Dan Lindheim Associated Students of U. California - Alecia Harger
District 6 - La Dell Dangerfield At-Large - Alex Diaz
District 7 -  Barnali Ghosh At-Large - Liza Lutzker
District 8 - Pamela Hyde At-Large - Frances Ho
Mayor - Hector Malvido

PUBLIC ADVISORY: THIS MEETING WILL BE CONDUCTED EXCLUSIVELY THROUGH
VIDEOCONFERENCE AND TELECONFERENCE

Pursuant to Section 3 of Executive Order N-29-20, issued by Governor Newsom on March 17, 2020, this meeting
of the Reimagining Public Safety Task Force will be conducted exclusively through teleconference and Zoom
videoconference. Please be advised that pursuant to the Executive Order, and to ensure the health and safety of
the public by limiting human contact that could spread the COVID-19 virus, there will not be a physical meeting
location available.

To access the meeting remotely using the internet: Join from a PC, Mac, iPad, iPhone, or Android device: Use URL
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84701596327. If you do not wish for your name to appear on the screen, then use the
drop down menu and click on "rename" to rename yourself to be anonymous. To request to speak, use the "raise
hand" icon on the screen.

To join by phone: Dial (669) 900 9128 and Enter Meeting ID: 847 0159 6327. If you wish to comment during
the public comment portion of the agenda, press *9 and wait to be recognized by the Chair.

Please be mindful that all other rules of procedure and decorum will apply for Commission meetings conducted by
teleconference or videoconference.



Roll Call: 6:18 p.m.

Present: Fine, cheema, Blake, Lindheim, Dangerfield, Ghosh, Hyde, Mizell, Opton, Harger,
Malvido, Lutzker

Absent: Ejigu, Diaz, Ho
Public Comment on Non-Agenda Matters: 4 speakers

Minutes for Approval
Draft minutes for the Commission's consideration and approval.

Action: M/S/C (Mizell/Harger) to approve the minutes of 7/8/21. Vote: Ayes — Fine, cheema,
Blake, Lindheim, Dangerfield, Ghosh, Hyde, Mizell, Opton, Harger, Malvido, Lutzker; Noes —
None; Absent — Ejigu, Diaz, Ho

Commission Action Items
Action: M/S/C (Mizell/Fine) to reorder the agenda; Alternative Responses presentation to
occur prior to Community Engagement Update. Vote: Ayes — Fine, cheema, Blake, Lindheim,

Dangerfield, Ghosh, Hyde, Mizell, Opton, Harger, Malvido, Lutzker; Noes — None; Absent —
Ejigu, Diaz, Ho

Public Comment on Agenda/Discussion Matters: 11 speakers

Items for Future Agenda

e Presentations from community-based organizations

Adjournment
Action: M/S/C (Mizell/Malvido) to adjourn the meeting.

Vote: Ayes — Fine, cheema, Blake, Lindheim, Dangerfield, Ghosh, Hyde, Mizell, Opton,
Harger, Malvido; Noes — None; Absent — Ejigu, Diaz, Ho, Lutzker
Adjourned at 10:26 p.m.

Next Meeting — September 9, 2021.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct record of the Reimagining Public Safety Task
Force meeting held on July 29, 2021.

Respectfully Submitted,

David White — Commission Co-Secretary
Shamika Cole — Commission Co-Secretary

Communications

Communications submitted to the Reimagining Public Safety Task Force are on file in the City Manager’s
Office at 2180 Milvia Street, 5th Floor, Berkeley, CA and are available upon request by contacting the
City Manager’s Office at (510) 981-7000 or rpstf@cityofberkeley.info.

Thursday, July 29, 2021 Draft Minutes Page 2



NGJR*

National Institute for . .
Criminal Justice Reform Berkeley Calls for Service Analysis

Executive Summary

The Berkeley City Auditor conducted an extensive report on Berkeley Police Department (BPD)
calls for service (CFS or events) which was published in July of 2021. This report has been
prepared to illustrate the application of NICJR’s CFS classification methodology to BPD CFS data.
To the extent possible, the City Auditor’s analyses have not been replicated.

Specific Analysis Objectives

1. Provide an analysis of BPD calls for service according to NICJR’s Crime Categories

2. Map NICJR’s Crime Categories to NICJR’s proposed Community Emergency Response
Network (CERN)

3. Identify which calls for service should be responded to by a non-BPD alternative

Findings
A review of over 358,000 calls for service covering the period 2015-2019 found that over 81
percent of BPD calls were for Non-Criminal events. Only 7.4 percent of calls were associated

with felonies of any kind.

Figure 1. Calls for Service by Crime Category
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Although the BPD utilized nearly 200 call types during the study period, just ten comprised over
half of all events.

Table 1. Top 10 Call Types, Auditor Report

The top 10
Traffic Stop 44,795 | T calitypes
Disturbance 35,696 ;Zﬁ/m;?zlffr
Audible Alarm 19,920 events.
Noise Disturbance 15,773
Security Check 15,262
Welfare Check 15,030
Suspicious Circumstance 11,547
Trespassing 11,058
Theft 10,556
Wireless 911 9,899

NICJR has developed a tiered dispatch model for CFS, one that includes a robust, structured,
and well-trained team of community responders —a Community Emergency Response Network.
Pursuant to the NICJR methodology, CFS are initially.allocated to CERN Tiers based on a
standardized approach outlined below:

Tier 1: CERN dispatched only
Event type: Non-Criminal

Tier 2: CERN lead, with officers present
Event type: Misdemeanor with low potential of violence
If CERN arrives on scene and determines there is low potential for violence and an
arrest is unnecessary or unlikely, officers leave.

Tier 3: Officers lead, with CERN present
Event type: Non-Violent Felony or an arrest is likely
If officers arrive on scene and determine there is no need for an arrest or an arrest is
unlikely and violence is unlikely, officers step back and CERN takes the lead.

Type 4: Officers only
Event type: Serious Violent Felony or high likelihood of arrest

Default Tier assignments are adjusted based on factors including call type arrest rates and a
gualitative assessment of whether specific call types would benefit from an alternate response;
the arrest analysis typically results in CFS “moving up” a Tier, whereas the alternate response
benefit analysis generally results in CFS moving down a level. In Berkeley, application of the
default Tier assignment, adjusted to take into account arrest rates and alternate response



benefit, results in 50 percent of BPD events being categorized as Tier 1; CERN would play a lead
role in responding to over 64 percent of all CFS.

Table 2. Recommended Tiered Dispatch Model

Tier 1 Only 50% 92
Tier 2 Lead Present 10% 19
Tier 3 Present Lead 18% 33
Tier 4 Only 21% 39

Of the top ten call types by call initiation source, 100 percent of On-View, and 80 percent of 911
and Non-Emergency event types are assigned to CERN Tier 1.

Table 3. Top Ten Call Types by Initiation Source and Tier

Traffic

Disturbance

Disturbance

Security Check

Wireless 911

Audible Alarm

Pedestrian Stop

Ascertain 911

Noise Disturbance

Circumstances

Officer Flagged Welfare Check Welfare Check
Down
Suspicious Vehicle Suspicious Trespassing

Parking Violation Battery Petty Theft
Bike Stop Suspicious Person Advice
Abandoned Vehicle Family Disturbance Suspicious

Circumstances

Found Property

Petty Theft

Parking Violation

Disturbance

Mental lliness

Suspicious Person

An average of slightly more than 2 officers responds to each CFS, spending an average of .61
hours event, as measured by arrival on-scene to call clearance.




Table 4. Time Spent Responding to Events

Non-Criminal 98,119 .38 52.3%
Misdemeanor 20,414 .53 10.9%
Non-Violent Felony 33,836 .79 18.0%
Serious Violent Felony 35,275 74 6.9%

Total 187,644 .61 18.8%

Key Recommendations

Analysis of BPD CFS data for the period 2015-2019 indicates that over 81 percent of CFS were
for Non-Criminal events, and that the non-emergency line was the single largest event
generating source. Although the vast majority of CFS'during the analysis period were Non-
Criminal, an average of 2.4 officers was dispatched per event response. NICJR’s assessment of
viable alternate responses indicates that 50 percent of CFS can be responded to with no BPD
involvement, with another 18 percent requiring BPD to be present, but to serve in a support,
rather than a lead, role.

With these results in mind, NICJR recommends that alternative response options be developed
for the 50 percent of CFS that do not require a law enforcement response. This process should
involve an assessment of both relevant municipal and community-based resources that can
serve as the basis for the Berkeley CERN.

Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

This report is designed to:

1. Provide an analysis of BPD CFS according to NICJR’s Crime Categories

2. Map NICJR’s Crime Categories to NICJR’s proposed Community Emergency Response
Network (CERN)

3. Identify which calls for service should be responded to by a non-BPD alternative

NICJR has developed a tailored approach to the analysis of CAD (Computer Aided Dispatch) calls
for service data based on hands-on experience in multiple cities nationwide. NICJR CFS analyses
use the following categorization of final disposition CAD events: Non-Criminal (NC),
Misdemeanor (MISD), Non-Violent Felony (NV FEL), and Serious Violent Felony (SV FEL). NICJR
categories are aligned with state specific penal codes and their associated penalties. If a call
type is not found in the penal code, it is placed into the Non-Criminal Category.



NICJR uses this method of categorizing events because it affords the most linear correlation
between the event and its associated criminal penalty. By categorizing events in this manner,
NICJR can clearly identify the portion of CFS that are either non-criminal or are for low-level and
non-violent offenses. Categorizing call data into a simple criminal vs. non-criminal, violent, vs.
non-violent, structure also supports conversations with the community about alternatives to
policing for specific call types grounded in easily understandable data.

NICJR’s methodology was informed by an assessment of the limitations of other approaches
to categorizing CAD data. Alternative approaches include matching CFS to Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) Uniform Crime Report (UCR) categories or to the newer National Incident
Based Reporting System (NIBRS) categories. Both options have serious limitations. The UCR
data set only includes violent and property crimes, while the more expansive NIBRS platform
has not been widely adopted by policing agencies. In 2018, for example, UCR data was
submitted for 16,659 (out of 18,000) law enforcement agencies across the country, while
only 7,283 reported crime data via NIBRS.?

With respect to the present analysis, the BPD provided NICJR with a comprehensive CFS data
set for calendar years 2015-2019, representing 358,269 unique calls for service.

Each year’s worth of data included the call type descriptions for the respective reporting
period. There were 183 available call type descriptions for each year. The data set included 18
non-traffic related disposition codes by which calls were cleared or disposed. There were also
numerous Racial Identity-and Profiling Advisory (RIPA) Board disposition codes as required by
Assembly Bill 953, which requires law enforcement agencies to collect “perceived
demographic and other detailed data regarding pedestrian and traffic stops.”

NICJR consolidated these call types into four descriptive Crime Categories for reporting
purposes: Non-Criminal, Misdemeanor, Non-Violent Felony, and Serious Violent Felony. Call
types were assigned to Crime Categories based on mapping to the California Penal Code Part 1,
Title 1-15. A crosswalk of BPD call types used during the 2015-2019 period, and Crime
Categories, is provided in Appendix A.

1dd number of leas enrolled part status and method of data sub by pop group-2018 final.pdf (fbi.gov)




Table 5. NICJR Crime Categories

Non-Criminal (NC) Any event not identified in the California
State Penal Code

Misdemeanor (MISD) Any event identified in the California
State Penal Code as a Misdemeanor

Non-Violent Felony (NV FEL) Any event identified in the California
State Penal Code as a Non-Violent
Felony

Serious Violent Felony (SV FEL) | Any event identified in the California
State Penal Code as a Serious Violent
Felony

Call type description variables also allowed NICJR to determine CFS initiation source — BPD
Public Safety Communications Center, officer-initiated activity or On-View, CHP transfer,
telephone, VOIP, or other source.

In addition, CFS response time data was used to determine how long it takes BPD officers to
respond to CFS and how much time officers spend on CFS by incident type once they arrive on-
scene. There were five-time variables provided in the data. To determine how long it took
officers to respond to CFS, NICJR assessed the length.of time between call dispatch and an
officer arriving on-scene. To determine how long officers spent responding to events, NICJR
analyzed the length of time between an officer arriving on-scene and clearing the call. NICJIR
was also able to use CAD data to determine the mean number of officers responding to each
type of call by Crime Category.

Table 6. Berkeley CAD Data Time Variable Descriptions

CreateDateTime Time call first came into the
Communications Center

DispatchTime Time call was first dispatched to an officer

EnRouteTime Time officer is enroute to the scene of a
call

OnSceneTime Time officer arrived on-scene

ClearTime Time officer is back in service to take new
calls




Characteristics of Calls

Analysis of 358,269 events from 2015-2019

NICJR analyzed the CFS data set across a number of metrics including overall call type
frequency, call initiation source, and call Crime Category. Figures and tables in this section draw
from a sample of 358,269 unique calls for service covering the period 2015-2019 within the CAD
files NICJR obtained from BPD. As noted in the Objectives, Scope, and Methodology, section
above, BPD used 183 unique call types during the reviewed period. This section provides
various analyses of this data.

Event Initiation

Calls for service may be initiated in three primary ways: by calling 911, by calling the BPD non-
emergency line, or by officer-initiated call. The other ways in which a CFS may be initiated are
through a CHP transfer, telephone, VOIP, alarm, cell phone, on view, traffic stop, or other
means. Figure 1 shows the proportion of events by initiation source. Over 55 percent of all calls
during the 2015-2019 period were initiated through the non-emergency line.

Figure 2. Events by Initiation Source
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* Does not include calls with missing values

Top Ten Events
Table 7 provides the top ten events by Initiation Source. Together, these call types comprised
68 percent of all BPD events over the study period.



Table 7. Top 10 Calls by Initiation Source

Traffic Disturbance Disturbance

Security Check Wireless 911 Audible Alarm

Pedestrian Stop Ascertain 911 Noise Disturbance

Officer Flagged Welfare Check Welfare Check

Down

Suspicious Vehicle Suspicious Trespassing

Circumstances

Parking Violation Battery Petty Theft

Bike Stop Suspicious Person Advice

Abandoned Vehicle | Family Disturbance Suspicious
Circumstances

Found Property Petty Theft Parking Violation

Disturbance Mental Illness Suspicious Person

Events by Crime Category

Figure 2 shows the frequency of call types by Crime Category. BPD averaged 71,654 events per
year during the analysis period. The vast majority of these CFS, 81.3 percent, are classified as
Non-Criminal; as reflected in Appendix B, Non-Criminal CFS consistently comprised a majority of
events during the 2015 to 2019 period.

Figure 3. Percent of Events by Crime Category
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During the five-year period reviewed, at least 96.7 percent of On-View events were Non-

Criminal and over 76 percent of 911 calls comprised Non-Criminal events. Interestingly, Officer-

Initiated calls were the most likely to be Non-Criminal.

Table 8. Percent of Non-Criminal Events by Initiation Source

2015 | 2016 | 2017 2018 2019
911 Calls 77.5% | 76.6% | 76.6% | 76.7% | 72.7%
Non-Emergency Calls | 72.3% | 72.7% | 72.8% | 73.5% | 71.1%
Officer-Initiated 98% | 98.3% | 98.1% | 96.7% | 96.9%

Figure 3 identifies the number of events by Crime Category over the review period. The total

number of events across all categories declined between 2015 and 2019.

Figure 4. Number of Events by Crime Category
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Number of Responding Personnel

The number of personnel who responded to CFS varied depending on the event type. Table 9
shows the average number of personnel who responded to a CFS by Crime Category. As
expected, when dealing with a call that is more serious in nature, the average number of
responding officers was higher than for a less serious event. The average number of responding
personnel across all event types was 2.4.

Table 9. Responding Personnel by Crime Category

2015 1.8 1.7 1.9 4.2
2016 1.8 1.7 1.7 4.5
2017 1.8 1.7 1.9 4.4
2018 1.7 1.7 1.8 3.7
2019 1.7 1.7 1.9 3.8

Time Spent Responding to Calls

Tables 10 and 11 outline the total amount of time spent on CFS by Crime Category. In
determining the time spent on event response, NICJR analyzed two time periods. First, the time
period beginning when an. officer arrived on-scene to when the officer closed or “cleared” the
call and was back “in-service” and able to take other calls. Using this methodology, NICJR was
able to identify how much time officers actually spent handling a specific call. An alternate and
more comprehensive view of officer response time accounts for the time from event initiation
to close.

Table 10. Time Spent Responding to Events, On-Scene to Close

Non-Criminal 98,119 .38 52.3%
Misdemeanor 20,414 .53 10.9%
Non-Violent Felony 33,836 .79 18.0%
Serious Violent Felony 35,275 74 6.9%
Grand Total 187,644 .61 100.0%

Note* Excludes calls with missing on-scene or clear times.
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Table 11. Time Spent Responding to Events, Initiation to Close

Non-Criminal 266,832 1.0 42.1%
Misdemeanor 120,063 2.9 18.9%
Non-Violent Felony 161,656 4.8 25.5%
Serious Violent Felony 85,703 2.5 13.5%
Grand Total 634,254 34 100.0%

Note* Excludes calls with missing on-scene or clear times.

NICJR CERN Categorization

In our work to Reimagine Public Safety and transform policing, NICJR has developed a tiered
dispatch system to provide alternatives to police response to CFS, increase public safety, and
improve the quality of emergency response. This model, the Community Emergency Response
Network (CERN), builds upon NICJR’s CFS classification structure.

Once each call type is associated with one of NICJR’s four CFS Categories, an additional step is
taken to do a default assignment of CFS to CERN Tiers as follows:
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Figure 5. Tiered Dispatch
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Table 12. CERN Tier Default Assignment Table

Officer Only

Serious Violent Felony

Tier 1 Only 50% 92
Tier 2 Lead Present 14% 25
Tier 3 Present Lead 9% 16
Tier 4 Only 27% 50

CERN default Tier assignments for the 2015-2019 BPD CFS analyzed are outlined below.
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Default Tier Assignment Modified Based on Arrest Data and Other Factors

A. Arrest Rates
Subsequent to the default classification, NICIR examines arrest data to determine if
adjustments to default Tier assignments are warranted. Most typically, this results in CFS
“moving up” a Tier based on the likelihood of arrest. The arrest analysis includes the
identification of the overall jurisdiction arrest rate, as well as the high-end of that rate, below
which the vast majority of CFS arrest rates fall. For Berkeley, 10 percent was set as the arrest
rate triggering Tier assignment review; only 6 of 91 CFS that resulted in'an arrest had an arrest
rate in excess of 10 percent in the years 2015 to 2019. Call types with arrest rates that
significantly exceed the triggering arrest rate generally moved to higher Tiers. For example, the

Non-Criminal CFS warrant service was moved from Tier 1 to Tier 4 based on arrest rate data.

Figure 6. Total Arrest Rate Count Dispersion Scatterplot
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Source: NICIR Analysis of BPD Calls For Service Data
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Table 13. CFS CERN Tier Assignments After Arrest Review

Tier 1 Only 50% 91

Tier 2 Lead Present 13% 24

Tier 3 Present Lead 9% 16

Tier 4 Only 28% 52
B. Alternate Response Warranted

Beyond arrest data, CERN Tier assignment is modified based on NICJR’s assessment of call types
that would benefit from an alternate response. Some Serious Violent Felony call types typically
move from Tier 4 to Tier 3 pursuant to this aspect of the analysis, in order to allow for a CERN
response with an officer leading. For example, the call type assault, gang related has been
downgraded from a Tier 4 to a Tier 3 in order to allow the CERN to assist officers involved.
Warrants have similarly been downgraded from a Tier 4 to a Tier 3 with this rationale in mind.
Conversely, some call types moved from lower to higher Tiers as a result of this aspect of the
default Tier assignment modification methodology. Various events that fall under the assist call
type, for example, are allocated to Tier 4 even though these CFS are Non-Criminal in nature.
The rationale here is that if the BPD is being asked to assist another law enforcement agency,
for example, a BPD response is required.

Table 14. CFS CERN Tier Assignments After Alternate Response Review

Tier 1 Only 50% 92
Tier 2 Lead Present |10% 19
Tier 3 Present Lead 18% 33
Tier 4 Only 21% 39

Based on NICJR’s analysis, and as reflected in Table 14, 50 percent of BPD CFS could be handled
solely by a community-response, reflecting 76 percent of BPD calls for service.
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NICJR appreciates that there may be questions about the assignment of certain call types to
Tier 1. Selected Tier 1 event types have been tagged for additional explanation of Tier
assignment in that vein; the explanations can be found following in Appendix C.

As a final cut of the data, Table 15 depicts the top ten call types by initiation source and CERN
Tier. One hundred percent of the top ten On-View event types, and 80 percent of top ten 911
and Non-Emergency event types, are assigned to CERN Tier 1.

Table 15. Top Ten Call Types by Initiation Source and Tier

Traffic 1 Disturbance 1 Disturbance

Security Check 1 Wireless 911 1 Audible Alarm

Pedestrian Stop 1 Ascertain 911 1 Noise Disturbance

Officer Flagged 1 Welfare Check 1 Welfare Check

Down

Suspicious Vehicle 1 Suspicious 1 Trespassing

Circumstances

Parking Violation 1 Battery 3 Petty Theft

Bike Stop 1 Suspicious Person 1 Advice

Abandoned Vehicle 1 Family Disturbance 1 Suspicious
Circumstances

Found Property 1 Petty Theft 2 Parking Violation

Disturbance 1 Mental lliness 1 Suspicious Person
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Recommendations and Conclusion

Analysis of BPD CFS data for the period 2015-2019 indicates that over 81 percent of CFS were
for Non-Criminal events, and that the non-emergency line was the single largest event
generating source. Although the vast majority of CFS during the analysis period were Non-
Criminal, an average of 2.4 officers was dispatched for event response. NICJR’s assessment of
viable alternate responses indicates that 50 percent of CFS types, representing 76 percent of all
calls for service, can be responded to with no BPD involvement, with another 18 percent
requiring BPD to be present, but to serve in a support, rather than a lead, role.

With these results in mind, NICJR offers the following recommendations:

Key Recommendations
1. Alternative response options should be developed for the 50 percent of CFS that do not
require a law enforcement response or are appropriate for a dual response by law
enforcement and a community-based/non law enforcement service provider.

Data-Specific Recommendations

2. Develop a mechanism for clear identification of mental health related calls within the
data including ones that overlap with homelessness.

3. Provide a coding element.in the data that allows a researcher or analyst to identify
those types of calls'that result in a use of force including the type of use of force.

4. Create a publicly accessible data key for all of the variable code types in BPD data.

16



ALTERNATIV
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Introduction and Report Overview

In the effort to provide meaningful information and recommendations to the Berkeley
Reimagining Public Safety process, the National Institute for Criminal Justice Reform
(NICJR) was tasked by the City Manager’s Office to conduct research and analysis to
produce a series of reports for the Taskforce, City of Berkeley (City) leadership, and the
public. NICJR reviewed the City Auditor’s Calls for Services assessment, conducted
further analysis of Berkeley Police Department Calls for Service (CFS), used the
previously submitted New and Emerging Models of Public Safety report, and drew upon
our team'’s experience and expertise, to develop this Alternatives Responses report.

This report provides an actionable roadmap for providing community and other non-law
enforcement alternatives to a police response for 50 percent of CFS types to which the
Berkeley Police Department (BPD) currently responds.

The initial section of this report presents the NICJR analysis of BPD's CFS and
compares that analysis to the Berkeley City Auditor’s report. The next section provides
an overview of NICJR’s alternative response model — Tiered Dispatch, which includes
the Community Emergency Response Network (CERN) — and describes how specific
call types are assigned to CERN tiers.

The report concludes with an overview of a framework for the City’s alternative
response model, drawing upon both existing and planned City resources. The specific
parameters and scope of the Specialized Care Unit (SCU) have not yet been defined.The
present analysis assumes that the SCU’s role will be focused on mental-health and
substance abuse related call responses.

Calls for Service Analysis

Summary of City Auditor Findings, NICJR Category Assignment and
Crosswalk

The Berkeley City Auditor (Auditor) recently conducted an analysis of over 350,000 BPD
calls for service covering calendar years 2015-2019. The BPD CFS audit, which can be
found here, focused on the following questions:

1. What are the characteristics of calls for service to which Berkeley Police
respond?

2. What are the characteristics of officer-initiated stops by Berkeley Police?

3. How much time do officers spend responding to calls for service?

4. How many calls for service are related to mental health and homelessness?



5. Can the City improve the transparency of Police Department calls through the
City of Berkeley’s Open Data Portal?

The Auditor categorized over 130+ call types into 9 categories in an effort to answer
these questions: Violent Crime (FBI Part 1), Property Crime (FBI Part I), FBI Part Il
Crimes, Investigative or Operational, Medical or Mental Health, Information or
Administrative, Community, Traffic, and Alarm.

Figure 1. BPD Calls by Auditor Call Categories

Traffic
Q“:: 89,165 88,031 Community
Zhe20 i FBI Part Il Crimes
M Property Crime (FBI Part | Crime)
[l Medical or Mental Health

W Alarm

26421 25797 21317
12,434 10,350
- 2465 [MInvestigative or Operational

4% 3% 07% M Violent Crime (FBI Part 1 Crime)

B Information or Administrative

Between 2015 and 2019 the Auditor found that BPD responded to an average of 70,160
CFS annually, and that ten call types accounted for 54 percent of all CFS.




Table 1. Top Ten Call Types, Auditor Report

Traffic Stop 44,795
Disturbance 35,696
Audible Alarm 19,920
Noise Disturbance 15,773
Security Check 15,262
Welfare Check 15,030

Suspicious Circumstance 11,547

Trespassing 11,058
Theft 10,556
Wireless 911 9,899

The top ten call types fell into four categories: Traffic, Community, Alarm, and Property
Crime. Mental health related CFS accounted for approximately 12 percent of all call
types, while homelessness CFS accounted for 6.2 percent of all events. These types of
CFS were identified by looking at keywords in narrative reports, disposition codes, call
types, and/or Mobile Crisis Team response.

During the period reviewed, BPD officers spent most of their time (69 percent)
responding to CFS that were categorized as Traffic (18 percent), Community (30
percent), or FBI Part Il crimes (21 percent). Seven percent of BPD officers' time was
spent handling Medical Mental Health CFS, another 9 percent on Property Crime CFS,
and 2 percent on Alarms. The remainder of BPD officer time (14 percent) was spent on
Information or Administrative, Investigative or Operational, and Violent Crime CFS.



Figure 2. BPD Officer Time Allocation, Auditor Report

B Community
Il Traffic
| _IFBI Part ll Crimes
Medical or Mental Health
B information or Administrative
B Alarm

B Investigative or Operational

B Violent Crime (FBI Part | Crimes]) 4%

Property Crime (FBI Part 1) 9%

NICJR Expands Upon Auditor’s Analysis

As a first step in developing this Alternative Response Report, NICJR reviewed the CFS

analysis completed by the Auditor and compared the results of that analysis to its own
CFS classification resuilts.

As outlined above, the Berkeley City Auditor aggregated all BPD call types into 9
categories, while NICJR uses 4 Categories to organize the same events. A crosswalk
between the Auditor’s 9 and NICJR's 4 CFS Categories is outlined in Table 2. NICJR
categories are aligned with state specific penal codes and their associated penalties. If
a call type is not found in the penal code, it is placed into the Non-Criminal Category.



Table 2. Crosswalk, Berkelei Citi Auditor and NICJR Call Tiie Cateiories

Violent Crimes (FBI Part ) Serious Violent Felony: Any event identified in
the California Penal Code as a Serious Violent
Felony

Property Crimes (FBI Part I) Non-Violent Felony: Any event identified in the
California Penal Code as a Non-Violent Felony

FBI Part Il Crimes Misdemeanor: Any event identified in the
California Penal Code as a Misdemeanor
Non-Violent and Serious Violent Felony

Community

Medical or Mental Health

Traffic

Non-Criminal: Any event not identified in the

Informational or
Penal Code

Administrative

Investigative or Operational

Alarm Calls

NICJR uses this method of categorizing events because it affords the most linear
association between the event and its associated criminal penalty. By categorizing
events in this manner, NICJR can clearly identify the portion of CFS that are either
non-criminal or are for low-level and non-violent offenses. Categorizing call data into a
simple criminal vs. non-criminal, violent, vs. non-violent, structure also supports
conversations with the community about alternatives to policing for specific call types
grounded in easily understandable data.



Figure 3. BPD Events by NICJR Crime Category’

BPD Percent of Events by
Crime Category

291,127

Non Criminal
B Misdemeanor
Il Non Violent Felony

Il Serious Violent Felony

15,973

4.5%

There were 22 call types? (11 percent) that differed in assignment when comparing the
Auditor’s report to NICJR results. A summary of these variances is outlined in Table 3

and described below.

! Figure excludes null or missing values in the dataset.
2 There is a discrepancy in the number of call types evaluated by the Auditor versus NICJR. The Auditor

evaluated approximately 130 CFS types; NICJR, 183. Part of this discrepancy is due to the fact that the
Auditor and NICJR reviewed slightly different data sets. Additionally, NICJR reviewed all CAD data while
the Auditor only reviewed those CFS resulting in a sworn response.



Table 3. Key Variances, NICJR vs. Auditor Call Type Categorization

Non-Criminal FBI Part Il Crimes 7
Serious Violent Felony Traffic, Property Crimes (FBI |10
Part |, FBI Part Il Crimes
Non-Violent Felony Investigative/Operational 1
Misdemeanor Traffic, Informational or 4

Administrative

Of the 22 call types, 7 (31.8 percent) were assigned to NICJR’s Non-Criminal Category
whereas the Auditor classified the same 7 as FBI Part Il Crimes. For example, family
disturbance is classified by the Auditor as an FBI Part Il Crime while NICJR places it in
the Non-Criminal Category. The largest source of variance between NICJR’s
Non-Criminal Category and the Auditor’s classifications relates to the call type
disturbance, which the Auditor classifies as an FBI Part Il Crime while NICJR categorizes
it as Non-Criminal. The disturbance call type accounted for nearly 10 percent of the
360,242 CFS reviewed in the Auditor's analysis.

Four out of the 22 (18.1 percent) differing call types were assigned to NICJR’s
Misdemeanor Category while the Auditor assigned them as Traffic and Informational or
Administrative. These call types include reckless driver, hit and run with injuries, and
exhibition of speed. Both reckless driver and hit and run with injuries were assigned as
Traffic by the Auditor while NICJR assigns them as Misdemeanors. Property Damage
was classified by the City Auditor as Informational or Administrative. NICJR classifies
this call type as a Misdemeanor.

One out of the 22 (4.5 percent) differing call types, lo jack stolen vehicle, was assigned
to NICJR’s Non-Violent Felony Category while the Auditor assigned it as Investigative or
Operational.

A final source of the variation in call type categorization between the Auditor and NICJR
stems from NICJR’s Serious Violent Felony assignment. The auditor used FBI UCR
categories while NICJR used the California Penal Code to determine the penalty
associated with the qualifying offense. Ten out of the 22 (45.4 percent) differing call
types were assigned to NICJR’s Serious Violent Felony Category. Out of the total
360,242 calls for service analyzed, NICJR classified 2.9 percent in the Serious Violent
Felony Category. The Auditor only classified 0.7 percent of CFS in its Violent Felony
Category. The variance is due to the fact that 9 call types classified by the Auditor as
Traffic, Property Crime (FBI Part I), and FBI Part Il Crimes fall into NICJR’s Serious



Violent Felony Category. This scenario is illustrated by the call types hit and run with
injuries and vehicle pursuit. Both are classified by the Auditor as Traffic. NICJR classifies
both calls in its Serious Violent Felony Category. Another example is arson, which is
classified by the Auditor as Property Crime (Part I) while NICJR classifies arson as a
Serious Violent Felony. Other call types generating this variance include battery, bomb
threats, kidnapping, spousal or domestic abuse, child abuse, and sexual molestation.

The complete crosswalk is provided as Appendix A.

NICJR CERN Categorization

In our work to Reimagine Public Safety and transform policing, NICJR has developed a
tiered dispatch system to provide alternatives to police response to CFS, increase public
safety, and improve the quality of emergency response.? This model includes the CERN,
which builds upon NICJR’s CFS classification structure.

Once each call type is associated with one of NICJR’s four CFS Categories, they are
given a default assignment on the Tiered Dispatch depicted in Figure 4:

® https://www.vera.org/downloads/publications/understanding-police-enforcement-911-analysis.pdf.

The Community Responder Model. Center for American Progress. The Community Responder Model - Center for American Progress

How Cities can Send the Right Responder to Every 911 Call Introducing Community Responders: How To Dispatch the Right Response to Every
911 Call - Center for American Progress

Developing and Implementing your CO-Responder Program. Developing and Implementing Your Co-Responder Program (csgjusticecenter.org)



Figure 4. Tiered Dispatch
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The Tiered Dispatch assignments for the 2015-2019 BPD CFS analyzed are outlined

below.

Table 4. Tiered Dispatch Default Assignment Table

Tier 1 Only 50% 92
Tier 2 Lead Present [14% 25
Tier 3 Present |Lead 9% 16
Tier 4 Only 27% 50

Default Tier Assignment Modified Based on Arrest Data and Other Factors



A Arrest Rates
Subsequent to the default classification, NICJR examines arrest data to determine if
adjustments to default Tier assignments are warranted. Most typically, this results in
CFS “moving up” a Tier based on the likelihood of arrest. The arrest analysis includes
the identification of the overall jurisdiction arrest rate, as well as the high-end of that
rate, below which the vast majority of CFS arrest rates fall. For Berkeley, 10 percent was
set as the arrest rate triggering Tier assignment review; only 6 of 91 CFS that resulted in
an arrest had an arrest rate in excess of 10 percent in the years 2015 to 2019. Call
types with arrest rates that significantly exceed the triggering arrest rate generally
moved to higher Tiers. For example, the Non-Criminal CFS warrant service was moved

from Tier 1 to Tier 4 based on arrest rate data.

Table 5. CFS CERN Tier Assignments After Arrest Review

Tier 1 Only 50% 91

Tier 2 Lead Present 13% 24

Tier 3 Present Lead 9% 16

Tier 4 Only 28% 52
B. Alternate Response Warranted

Beyond arrest data, CERN Tier assignment is modified based on NICJR’s assessment of
call types that would benefit from an alternate response. Some Serious Violent Felony
call types typically move from Tier 4 to Tier 3 pursuant to this aspect of the analysis, in
order to allow for a CERN response with an officer leading. For example, the call type
assault, gang related has been downgraded from a Tier 4 to a Tier 3 in order to allow the
CERN to assist officers involved. Warrants have similarly been downgraded from a Tier
4 to a Tier 3 with this rationale in mind. These call types would be led by police only, but

members of the CERN would be present to provide family members with information
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and support. Conversely, some call types have been moved from lower to higher Tiers
as a result of this aspect of the default Tier assignment modification methodology.
Various events that fall under the assist call type, for example, are allocated to Tier 4
even though these CFS are Non-Criminal in nature. The rationale here is that if the BPD
is being asked to assist another law enforcement agency, for example, a BPD response
is required. Additionally, traffic-related calls are in Tier 3 or 4 due to current state law
requiring sworn officers, but in the event that state law is amended as envisioned in
some of the discussion related to BerkDOT, the calls would move to Tier 1. Appendix D

includes calculations of calls and expenses with traffic calls shifted to Tier 1.

Table 6. CFS CERN Tier Assignments After Alternate Response Review

Tier 1 Only 50% 92

Tier 2 Lead Present |10% 19
Tier 3 Present |Lead 18% 33
Tier4 Only 21% 39

Based on NICJRs analysis, and as reflected in Table 6, 50 percent of BPD CFS could be
handled by a community-response, only. A detailed breakdown of Berkeley CFS by
CERN Tiers can be found in Appendix B.

Fiscal Imelications of CERN Assignment

A maijor driver of the police reform conversation has been the desire to shift resources
from traditional law enforcement to alternative, more appropriate, responses for specific
types of calls for service. As Table 6 illustrates, the City can realistically expect to divert
nearly 50 percent of call types from the BPD to an alternate response that requires no

law enforcement involvement. In order to understand the potential fiscal impact of the

"



adoption of this type of alternate response model, various analyses of the BPD budget

were conducted.

As outlined in Table 7, the BPD budget grew from approximately $61 million to $69
million during the period of CFS review, reflecting a nearly 15 percent increase; CFS
remained steady during the same period, experiencing a slight decline of approximately
4 percent. The Police Operations Division budget, which houses costs associated with
Patrol, comprised between 52 and 60 percent of the Department’s budget during the

review period; Patrol is responsible for responding to CFS in the City of Berkeley.

Table 7. BPD and Patrol Operations Division Budget, 2015-2019

Total Budget $60,832,054 [$63,115430 [$66,428,530 (566,351,534 ($69,567,103

General Fund (GF) [$57,057,838 ($59,074,465 |$62,156,096 |$62,628,518 |$65,493,664

Police Operations  |$34,781,350 |$37,050,106 ($39,867,224 ($39,673,087 |$36,284,878
(OPS)

Division

OPS Division % of 57.2% 58.7% 60.0% 59.8% 52.2%
Total Budget

In order to determine the proportion of Operations Division expenses that are directly
attributable to responding to CFS, NICJR undertook several analyses:
Calculating Officer Time:

e Responding to CFS: On-Scene to Close. The time between when an officer arrives
on-scene to a particular CFS and closes the call. This time frame is used to
measure the actual time officers spend on calls for service. This calculation does
not include travel time; the time officers take to write incident reports is only

accounted for if the officer does this before a particular CFS is closed.
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e Responding to CFS: Event Creation to Close. The time between when a call

comes in and is created in the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system and when

an officer closes the call. This time period is used to capture the total amount of
time from when a caller calls into the Communications Center to when an officer
closes the call, accounting for the totality of time it takes to complete a CFS.

e Officer Time. Under either the On-Scene to Close or Event Creation to Close
approaches, officer time is calculated based on the number of responding

officers to a unique call multiplied by the amount of time spent on the call.

Identifying Median Officer Hourly Rates:
e Median hourly rates were generated from the City of Berkeley's Salary List for
benefited employees. The minimum salary (step 1) in that schedule is $49.73/hr
and the maximum, (step 7), $61.90/hr. The median salary is $56.24 (step 4).

Applying Applicable Overhead Rate to Median Officer Hourly Rate:
e As of the City’s 2021 Benefiis and Compensation Matrix, this rate was 110

percent.

The results of this analysis are provided in Table 8.



Table 8. Cost of Responding to CFS: On-Scene to Close and Create to Close

Total Hours 2015 - 2019, CERN Tier 1 Calls (BPD Response Hours) 98,119

Total Hours 2015-2019, All other CERN Tiers (BPD Response Hours) 89,525

Median BPD Officer Salary $56.24

BPD Officer Salary Range $49.73-$61.90
Berkeley Composite Fringe Benefit Rate 110%

Calculation of CERN Tier 1 Costs (# of hours * Median Salary * Benefit Rate) [$11,587,854

Calculation of All other CERN Tier Costs (# of hours * Median Salary * $10,572,903
Benefit Rate)

Average Annual CERN Tier 1 Officer Costs, On-Scene to Close $2,317,571
Average Annual Officer Costs Tiers 2-4 $2,114,581
Total Hours 2015 - 2019, CETier 1 Calls (BPD Response Hours) 266,832

Total Hours 2015-2019, All other CERN Tiers (BPD Response Hours) 367,422
Median BPD Officer Salary $56.24

BPD Officer Salary Range $49.73-$61.90
Berkeley Composite Fringe Benefit Rate 110%

Calculation of CERN Tier 1 Costs (# of hours * Median Salary * Benefit Rate) [$31,512,859

Calculation of All other CERN Tier Costs (# of hours * Median Salary * $43,392,538
Benefit Rate)

Average Annual CERN Tier 1 Officer Costs, Create to Close $6,302,572

Average Annual Officer Costs Tiers 2-4 $8,678,508

*Note: Berkeley PD salaries used for this analysis are based on the MOU which expired June 30, 2021. A new MOU has resulted in
a salary increase not reflected in this report.



Depending on the officer time calculation used, and using 2019 budget data alone, the
costs associated with responding to Tier 1 CFS range from between approximately 7
(On-Scene to Close) and 19 (Create to Close) percent of the Police Operations Division
budget, and 4 and 10 percent of the total BPD budget. Costs associated with
responding to CFS Tiers 2-4 comprise between approximately 5 (On-Scene to Close)
and 23 (Create to Close) percent of the Police Operations Division budget and 3 and 12
percent of the total BPD budget.

Table 9. Tier 1 CFS as % of Operations Division and BPD Overall Budgetimplementation
converts the estimated number of officer hours saved into FTEs as reflected in Table 10

on the following page.

Table 10. CFS FTE Analysis

1 53,366 2080 25.7
2 24,012 2080 11.5
3 32,331 2080 15.5
4 17,140 2080 8.2

Redirection of Tier 1 CFS to a CERN would thus generate approximately $6.8 million in

annual BPD savings annually, equating to slightly less than 26 FTE.

42080 is the standard number of working hours per year for a full-time equivalent position; BPD actual
annual hours/FTE may vary.
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Building the Alternative Response Infrastructure

In order to facilitate the development of Berkeley’s own alternate response network or
CERN, NICJR further analyzed the 92 CFS in CERN Tier 1. Although an alternate
response is also contemplated in response to CFS in Tiers 2 and 3, as the CFS category
which contemplates no corresponding police response, Tier 1, is an appropriate focal
point for initial alternate response analyses.

To facilitate this assessment, Tier 1 CFS were divided into 11 topical/activity- based
sub-categories as outlined in Table 11.
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Table 11. CERN Sub-Cateiori

Administrative

Calls that involve administrative
duties

subpoena service; VIN
verification; information bulletins,
test call, report writing

Alarm Calls that involve activation of residential alarm, commercial
alarms alarm, bank alarm, audible alarm,
GPS alarm
Animal Calls that involve animals stray animals, barking dogs, cat in

atree

Investigation

Calls that require some form of
investigation to ensure all is in order

investigating an open door,
residential welfare checks,
business premise checks, follow
up on previous crime to collect
evidence (witness statements,
video footage, etc.)

Medical or Mental
Health

Calls that require or involve medical
or mental health assistance

mutual aid medical support,
gunshot victim, suicide, 5150
transport

flow of society

Municipal Calls that involve municipal issues  |fall on city property;
COVID-related violations; BPC
violations - signage, lighting, etc;
sidewalk regulations

Other Call types that do not fit into any of |create new call; no longer used,

the other CERN categories wireless 911 call got dropped

Public Order Calls that interfere with the normal [demonstrations, civil unrest

Quality of Life

Calls that create physical disorder or
reflect social decay

loitering (homeless), panhandling,
noise, trash/dumping, urinating in
public

Substance Use

Calls that involve substance use

open air drug use and distribution,
overdose related, down and out,
public intoxication

Traffic

Calls that involve traffic or vehicle
related concerns

abandoned vehicles

17



Leveraging Existing and Planned City Resources and Ideas from New and
Emerging Models Report

CERN Team Types
The Community Emergency Response Network may need to have different types of
teams that respond to certain calls.

SCU: Respond to Mental Health & Drug issue calls
Mediation Team: Respond to Disturbance and Noise calls

o Possibly include specialists in Family Disturbance calls
Report Takers/Technicians: Take crime reports

o Specialists for evidence collection as the City has now
Outreach: Respond to non-MH homeless calls, welfare checks, etc.
BerkDOT: Respond to traffic calls

o Including technology

In an effort to identify existing and planned resources by Tier 1 Category, NICJR
reviewed:

The list of City-funded community-based organizations (CBOs) provided in the
City Manager’s Proposed Annual Budget Fiscal Year 2022, submitted to the City
Council on May 25, 2021

City Boards, Commissions, and Departments, as identified on the City’s website
Relevant examples of potential programs or approaches as provided in the New
and Emerging Models of Community Safety and Policing Report

Other relevant local CBOs/resources

Table 12, which can be found on the next several pages, summarizes the results of
NICJRs services scan; a list of the specific CBOs identified by Tier 1 sub-category can
be found in Appendix C. A detailed description of each Table 12 organizing category
follows.
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Existing City-Contracted Community Based Organizations

NICJR reviewed all City-contracted CBOs and, where possible, aligned CERN Tier 1
sub-categories with community-based organizations; identified organizations are those
that could potentially be leveraged to build out the CERN approach. Although the City
has contracts with a number of CBOs, there is a significant concentration in homeless
services, with few contracted providers in many of the other CERN Tier 1
sub-categories. Where able to identify, NICJR has lifted up those CBOs working in any
area that appear to be doing some type of case management or street outreach work,
as well as those that have experience with a criminal justice population. These
organizations are likely best positioned to serve as the starting point for the
development of the CERN infrastructure. There is at least one City-contracted CBO that
NICJR is aware of that engages in case management and outreach work and has
extensive experience with justice-involved community members; that organization,
Building Opportunities for Self Sufficiency (BOSS), is an obvious candidate to serve as
one of the City’s anchors and foundational CERN partners. BOSS is an example of a
capable organization, but there are others in Berkeley as well. The City would need to
conduct a Request for Proposals process to select the most appropriate service
provider(s).

The Downtown Berkeley Association (DBA), an independent non-profit organization that
has recently contracted with the City, provides a variety of services including but not
limited to cleaning and beautification, hospital and outreach, marketing and business
support, and prevention of crime and other threats to merchants.® Positions encompass
hospitality workers, cleaners, social workers, and trained guards, known as Safety
Ambassadors. Safety Ambassadors carry batons, pepper spray, and handcuffs and are
outfitted with neon vests.

Safety Ambassadors often have backgrounds in law enforcement and are required to
undergo an 8-hour general training along with additional trainings covering topics such
as sexual harassment, mental iliness, and de-escalation tactics. The stated objective of
this program is to increase the quality of life in downtown Berkeley and ensure that any
potential disturbances are curtailed.® Low-level municipal or quality of life violations,
open use of illicit drugs, and threats to businesses are all addressed by the Safety
Ambassadors. As such, the DBA itself may serve as an important CERN resource.
However, it is important to note that many community members and organizations have
expressed concerns with the enforcement-type equipment that Safety Ambassadors
carry.

Lastly, the Mental Health Division’s (MHD) Mobile Crisis Team provides immediate crisis
intervention services for the community and supports BPD in capacities including
co-responding to calls for service upon BPD request. This Team, as well as the MHD'’s

® https://www.downtownberkeley.com
®https://www.berkeleyside.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Safety-Ambassador-Pilot-Program-2-Month-
Report.pdf
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Crisis, Assessment, and Triage Team, are obvious foundations for the SCU which is
currently under development. The Mobile Crisis Team has very limited resources and
available hours. At the time of this report, the Team only has two members. In Listening
Sessions held with BPD officers, many expressed the need to expand the work of the
Mobile Crisis Team.’

Existing City Departments

There are a number of City Departments that are either currently deployed, or could be
deployed to address CERN Tier 1 sub-categories. For example, the BPD currently
partners with the Mental Health Division's Mobile Crisis Team, and the Code
Enforcement Unit within the City Manager’s Office is responsible for addressing illegal
dumping. The roles and responsibilities of existing City Departments could be expanded
to support absorption of specific Tier 1 CFS. BPD also employs civilian technicians who
could be used to take reports or collect evidence in cold CFS that may not need an
officer present.

Existing Berkeley Commissions, Boards and Departments

NICJR reviewed the City’'s Boards and Commissions to identify those that might be
most appropriate for supporting the development and oversight of various components
of the CERN. While ultimately the effort is likely most effectively administered by a
single oversight body, the development of various components of the alternate
response model may lend itself to disaggregation by topic, although an effective
coordination and overall project management approach should be employed from the
outset.

Planned City Resources
The City has two significant alternative response initiatives currently underway: the

Berkeley Department of Transportation (BerkDOT) and the Specialized Care Unit (SCU).
While the scope of these efforts is unclear, NICJR has assigned Tier 1 sub-categories to
these City-initiated alternate responses as follows:

e BerkDOT:  Alltraffic CFS

e SCU: All mental health and drug use CFS

The following relevant excerpts from the City Manager's Proposed Annual Budget Fiscal
Year 2022 suggest that the 2021-2022 budget year is a planning period for BerkDOT,
while the SCU is on more accelerated implementation timeline:

BerkDOT
“The Public Works Department is evaluating the potential to create a Berkeley
Department of Transportation to ensure a racial justice lens in traffic and parking

” Community members have expressed concerns about the Mobile Crisis Team'’s ability to properly assist
with calls for service.

27



enforcement and the development of transportation policy, programs, and
infrastructure.®
e Estimated Budget: $75,000
e Description: Develop plans for establishing a Berkeley Department of
Transportation to ensure racial justice and equity in Transportation policies,
programs, services, capital projects, maintenance, and enforcement. Coordinate
this with the Reimagining Public Safety effort.”

Current state law does not allow non-law enforcement to conduct traffic stops. Given
the City’s decision to establish BerkDOT, in Appendix D we have assigned all traffic CFS
to CERN Tier 1.

SCuU
“The Health, Housing and Community Services Department is working with a steering
committee to develop a pilot program to re-assign non-criminal police service calls to a
Specialized Care Unit.”
o 88 million is currently allocated for programs addressing community safety and
crisis response.®
o Before the SCU is deployed, community safety concerns have been proposed to
be addressed through:
m Expanding prevention and outreach
e Leverage existing teams and CBOs
e Address basic needs (i.e., wellness checks, food, shelter)
e Equipment and supplies
e Estimated budget: $1.2 million
m Crime prevention and data analysis to support data driven policing
and identify areas of community need
e Establish data analysis team (2 non-sworn positions)
o Deploy Problem Oriented Policing Team (overtime)
¢ Estimated budget: $1.0 million

Other Relevant Resources

NICJR has identified three non-City funded CBOs as potential alternate response
providers related to Tier 1 sub-categories: the New Bridge Foundation (NBF); Bonita
House's Community Assessment and Transport Team (CATT) and Bridges to Recovery
In-Home Outreach Team (IHOT); and the University of California's Community Service
Officer Program. Again, these are examples, the City would need to conduct a Request
for Proposals process to select the most appropriate service providers.

& Page 24, Proposed Annual Budget Fiscal Year 2022

° Page 24, Proposed Annual Budget Fiscal Year 2022
®https://www.cityofberkeley.info/uploadedFiles/Clerk/Level_3_-_City_Council/FY%202022%20CM%20Pro
posed%20Budget%20Recommendations.pdf
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Members of the RPSTF have compiled a master list of local community-based
organizations to assist in the CERN build-out process as well. This list can be found in
Appendix E.

New Bridge Foundation

NBF was identified as a possible alternative solution by Berkeley Reimagining Public
Safety Task Force Members. NBF is a residential and outpatient addiction treatment
center that provides comprehensive services and has a community outreach
component to their program. NBF was assigned to the Tier 1 sub-category, substance
use.

Bonita House

While Bonita House receives City funding for its Creative Wellness Center (CWC) which
serves as an entry point for recovery and supportive services for people with mental
health needs and co-occurring conditions, it does not currently receive financial support
for its Community Assessment and Transport Team (CATT); a crisis response system to
get clients “to the right service at the right time”, or its Bridges to Recovery In-Home
Outreach Team (IHOT); a short-term outreach, engagement and linkage to community
services program for individuals with severe mental iliness. Both of these teams could
potentially play important roles in a new alternate response network.

University of California Police Departments (UCPD)

Most University of California Police Departments (UCPD) have some type of Community
Service Officer (CSO) Program."' CSQOs are uniformed, civilian personnel comprised of
students that assist the UCPD in a variety of ways. They provide evening and night
escorts, patrol campus buildings and residence halls, perform traffic control duties, and
act as liaisons between university students and their corresponding police
departments.’> CSOs generally carry pepper spray and work anywhere from 10-20 hours
each week. The majority of UCPD CSO Programs also employ tasers." Some are trained
to aid in cases of medical emergencies. General security and deterrence of crime are
the goals of the CSO program.'®

At UC Berkeley, the CSO Program is made up of 60 part-time students. CSOs offer the
BearWalk, a night escort for all faculty and students at the University. Berkeley CSOs are
also contracted to patrol residence areas and university buildings. Often, CSOs assist in
special events or sports games to promote safety and security. Applicants to the CSO
Program must be in good academic standing, undergo a background check, and an oral
board interview as part of the hiring process.'® Because the CSO program is already

""It's important to note that there have been use of force concerns expressed by UC students about the
UCPD CSOs. This should be taken into account by the City when allocating Tier 1 responsibilities.

2 https://www.police.ucla.edu/cso

'3 https://dailybruin.com/2006/11/28/a-closer-look-uc-campuses-exhi

% https://police.ucsd.edu/services/cso.html

'S https://www.police.ucla.edu/cso/about-cso

'® https://ucpd.berkeley.edu/services/community-service-officer-cso-program
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established in the campus area, it may make sense for the City to partner with the
University to expand the responsibilities of this student-staffed community service to
include for example responding to suspicious circumstances or vehicles CFS. Other
example CSO activities include processing complaints and taking reports.

New and Emerging Models

In addition to reviewing existing and planned local resources, NICJR reviewed the New
and Emerging Models of Community Safety and Policing Report, to identify programs
that might be appropriate for Berkeley implementation. Five initiatives were identified
pursuant to this review: San Francisco’s Street Crisis Response Team (SCRT); Olympia,
Washington'’s Crisis Response Unit (CRU); Mayor’s Action Plan (MAP) for New York City;
The Arlington Opiate Outreach Initiative; and NYPD Staten Island’s Motor Vehicle
Accident Pilot Program. Seattle, Washington’'s new Specialized Triage Response System
is also highlighted.

The Street Crisis Response Team (SCRT) is a pilot program administered by the Fire
Department in San Francisco, California, for individuals experiencing a behavioral health
crisis. SCRT Teams consist of a behavioral health specialist, peer interventionist, and a
first responder who work in 12-hour shifts. 911 calls that are determined to be
appropriate for the SCRT are routed to SCRT by dispatch. A team responds in an
average of fifteen minutes.

The City of Olympia, Washington implemented their Crisis Response Unit (CRU) in April
of 2019 to serve as an option for behavioral health calls for service. The CRU teams
consist of mental health professionals that provide supports such as mediation,
housing assistance, and referrals to additional services to their clients. Calls for service
for the CRU originate from community-based service providers, the City’s 911 hub, and
law enforcement personnel.

The Mayor’s Action Plan (MAP) for New York City (NYC) was launched in 2015 in fifteen
NYC Housing Authority properties with high violence rates in order to foster productive
dialogue between local residents and law enforcement, address physical
disorganization, and bolster pro-social community bonds. MAP’s focal point is
NeighborhoodStat, a process that allows residents to have a say in the way NYC
allocates its public safety resources. Early evaluations show a reduction in various
crimes as well as increased perception of healthier neighborhoods.

The Arlington Opiate Outreach Initiative was established in 2015 in Arlington,
Massachusetts and brings together social workers, community-based organizations,
and public health clinicians housed in the Arlington Police Department in order to foster
relationships with residents of the community and then connect them to treatment and
supports. Individuals in the community are identified for possible treatment after
frequent police encounters, prior history of drug usage, or previous hospitalization
related to overdoses.
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NYPD Staten Island’s Motor Vehicle Accident Pilot Program is aimed at reducing the
number of calls for service related to minor collisions. When a call for service comes in
regarding a collision, dispatch will determine if the collision is minor or serious enough
to merit police response. If the collision is deemed to be minor, all individuals involved in
the crash will simply complete a collision report and then exchange contact information.

In partnership with the City of Seattle, NICJR produced a report analyzing the 911
response of the Seattle Police Department and suggested CFS that can be addressed by
alternative community response. This analysis was instrumental in Seattle’s new
commitment to a Specialized Triage Response System, a response that at full
operational capacity will be able to potentially respond to 8,000 to 14,000
non-emergency calls. This new department will be receiving training from CAHOOTS
and STAR staff."

Communitz Survex

In partnership with the City of Berkeley’s (City) Reimagining Public Safety Task Force
and the City Manager’s Office, Bright Research Group (BRG) conducted an online-based
community survey (survey) in both English and Spanish between May 18 and June 15,
2021. The survey was disseminated by the City of Berkeley, the Reimagining Public
Safety Task Force, community-based organizations, and other key partners. The survey
was designed to gather insight into residents’ perceptions and experiences in three
primary areas: the Berkeley Police Department (BPD) and crisis response; priorities for
reimagining public safety; and recommendations for alternative responses for calls for
service.

Survex Summarx

Community Safety

While most survey respondents indicated that they view Berkeley as safe or very safe,
these results were not consistent across all demographic groups. Slightly over 30
percent of respondents perceived Berkeley as safe or very safe; an additional 46.4
percent of respondents perceived Berkeley as somewhat safe. White residents were
more likely to perceive Berkeley as safe or very safe; Black, Latin, Asian and Other
Non-white residents were more likely to perceive Berkeley as unsafe or very unsafe.

"https://durkan.seattle.gov/2021/07/mayor-jenny-durkan-announces-proposal-to-create-a-new-specialized-triage-response-to-provi
de-alternative-to-sworn-police-response/
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Figure 5. How safe do you think Berkeley is?

(weighted) (N = 2,197)

Very unsafe (154)

Unsafe (427)

Somewhat safe (1019)
W Safe (519)

M Very safe (79)

Table 12. How safe do you think Berkeley is? By race and ethnicity.

Very unsafe 4.0% 14.4% | 9.7% 7.5% 15.5% 19.5%
Unsafe 147% | 25.9% | 25.2% | 24.5% 23.2% 34.9%
Somewhat 50.5% | 36.0% | 46.4% | 45.3% 46.4% 33.1%
safe

Safe 26.2% | 22.3% | 13.1% | 20.8% 13.1% 10.0%
Very safe 4.6% 1.4% 1.8% 1.9% 1.8% 2.5%

Key Public Safety Concerns
Survey respondents ranked homelessness and sexual assault as the most important

public safety concerns. These were followed by shootings and homicides and mental
health crises. The lowest priorities were substance use, drug sales, and police violence.
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Figure 6. How important are the following issues to community health and safety in
Berkeley to you? (weighted)'®

Homelessness Sexual assault Shooting and Homicides Mental Health Crisés B child Abise

B Robheries Burglaries and breakins B Hurman trafficking B Domestic abdse and Intimate partner violence B Thefiz

W Traffic safety [ Police Viclence B Drug sales B Substafce Use

Nearly half of survey respondents reported experiencing street harassment, and 41
percent reported being the victim of a crime. Black survey respondents reported
experiencing higher rates of mental health crisis, homelessness, and family
victimization, as well as police harassment and arrest, than did other survey
respondents.

Patterns in priorities for safety were consistent across race and ethnicity, except for
survey respondents with an undisclosed race and ethnicity.

When assessing the findings on priorities of Berkeley residents for community health
and safety, survey respondents ranked investments in mental health, homeless and
violence prevention services highest. There are differences along race and ethnicity for
investment priorities, with White respondents rating all listed programs higher overall.
Black respondents were also rated an investment in mental health services higher in
comparison to other prevention services.

'8 4: very important; 3: important; 2: somewhat important; 1: not important
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Figure 7. How important is it to you for the City of Berkeley to invest in each of these
programs and services to ensure a public safety system that works for all?
(weighted)™®

Mental health services Homeless services program Violence prawention programs

Substance use services B Youth employment and opportunities programs B Trafic safety programs

Table 13. How important is it to you for the City of Berkeley to invest in each of these
programs and services to ensure a public safety system that works for all? By race and
ethnicity.?

Not effective at 6.8% 8.8% 4.9% 5.2% 10.2% 5.2%
all

Somewhat 36.3% | 36.0% | 41.7% | 43.5% 30.5% 35.9%
effective

Effective 43.4% | 27.2% | 32.0% | 35.1% 39.5% 34.0%
Very effective 13.4% | 27.9% | 21.4% | 16.2% 19.8% 24.9%

1% 4: very important; 3: important; 2: somewhat important; 1: not important
20 4: very important; 3: important; 2: somewhat important; 1: not important
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Views on the Berkeley Police Department

A majority of respondents (53.3 percent) perceived the BPD as being effective or very
effective. Only 6.7 percent of respondents perceived BPD as being not effective at all.
Nonwhite respondents were more likely to indicate that BPD is not effective at all, while
White respondents were more likely to indicate that BPD is effective.

When assessing experiences of residents when contact is made with BPD, survey
results found that almost 75 percent of respondents who indicated they’'ve had contact
with BPD indicated their experience was positive or very positive, while Black and Asian
residents were more likely to report negative experiences with BPD.

Table 14. When it comes to public safety, how effective is the Berkeley Police
Department? By race and ethnicity.

Not effective at 6.8% 8.8% 4.9% 5.2% 10.2% 5.2%
all

Somewhat 36.3% | 36.0% | 41.7% | 43.5% 30.5% 35.9%
effective

Effective 43.4% | 27.2% | 32.0% | 35.1% 39.5% 34.0%
Very effective 134% | 279% | 21.4% | 16.2% 19.8% 24.9%

Views on Alternative Responses to Calls for Service

A large majority of survey respondents (81 percent) among all racial and ethnic groups
indicated a preference for trained mental health providers to respond to calls related to
mental health and substance use, with most also indicating that police should be
available to support a response to those calls if needed.

An even greater percentage (83.6 percent) of survey respondents indicated a preference

for homeless services providers to respond to calls related to homelessness, with police
present when necessary.
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Figure 7: Who should respond to calls related to mental health and substance use?

(N = 2,224, weighted)

65.9%

CHI T T T S

Trained mental health providers with support from police when needed (1465)
Trained mental health providers with no police involvement at all (331)

Police with support from trained mental health providers (332)

B Police who have received additional training (91)

I Mo one should respond (5)

Figure 8. Who should respond to calls related to homelessness?

{weighted)

63.6%

a2 o )

Homeless service providers with support from police when needed (1408)
Homeless service providers with no police involverment at all (445)
Police with support from homeless providers (258)

B Police who have received additional training (92)

B Mo one should respond (14)
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Focus Group Feedback

In collaboration with NICJR, Bright Research Group facilitated a series of focus groups
to gather data on community sentiment regarding the current state of public safety, the
role of the Berkeley Police Department (BPD), and the future of public safety. Outreach
to Black, Latino, system-impacted, and unstable housed/ food-insecure residents was
facilitated by the McGee Avenue Baptist Church, Center for Food, Faith, and Justice, and
the Berkeley Underground Scholars. Researchers conducted four focus groups
comprised of 55 individuals.

Youth under the age of 18 and Latino residents are underrepresented in the focus
groups. The qualitative data collected is also not necessarily representative of Black.
Latino, formerly incarcerated, or housing-insecure residents.

Table 15. Focus Group Participants

Black Residents 18

Housing- / Food-Insecure Residents |27

Black and Latin Youth 4

Justice-System-Impacted Students |6

Total Stakeholders 55

Focus group participants shared concerns regarding gang involvement, racism, and the
availability of guns in Berkeley. Black and Latino youth and Justice-System-Impacted
students expressed significant concerns about their personal safety and police
violence. Participants identified homelessness and the housing crisis as critical public
health and safety issues. Black residents, housing-insecure residents, and
system-impacted individuals all expressed distrust in the City government. Black
residents, youth, system-impacted students, and low-income residents also expressed
that policing in Berkeley allows for race and income-related profiling. Focus group
participants also stated that police resources are mismanaged.

Diverse perspectives were collected regarding the future role of BPD. Youth would like
police officers who are part of the community and interact positively with young people.
Participants who discussed divestment from police recommended investment in trained
peacekeepers and community safety patrols as alternatives.

With regard to mental health crises and homelessness, focus group participants across
demographic groups suggested that clinicians and social workers play a role in
interventions. Focus group participants expressed broad support for the power of
community-driven crime prevention strategies and expressed trust in community-based
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and faith-based organizations; conversely, there was some suspicion expressed
regarding the idea that BPD functions would simply be performed by another
government agency.

Proposal: Tiered Dispatch System

Based on the information and analysis described above, and in accordance with City
Council ordinances and the Berkeley Reimagining Public Safety Process, NICJR and its
team recommends that Berkeley initiate a phased implementation of a Tiered Dispatch
system, reflecting the CERN framework described above, and tailored to the needs of
the City.

The Tiered Dispatch model contemplates diverting a substantial portion of calls for
service that are currently handled by BPD sworn officers to a newly-established CERN
that leads with a non-law-enforcement response. This diversion includes “Tier 1"
responses, which do not include dispatch of law enforcement officers (at least at the
outset), and “Tier 2" responses, which are led by alternative responders but include
presence of officers as a precaution. The model also includes non-law-enforcement
participation in “Tier 3" responses that are led by sworn officers.

The CERN — which should be robust, structured, and well-trained — will have radio
connection directly into BPD dispatch in order to be able to call for an officer if needed.
On Tier 2 responses, the alternative responders leading the team will determine the
necessity for active engagement of the on-site officers. During the pilot phase, the
frequency of active police assistance can be assessed and certain call types can be
moved to different tiers based on the assessment.

Our analysis of call-for-service data indicates that over 80 percent of the calls are for
non-criminal matters (see Fig. 3, above). A substantial subset of these calls can be
handled as Tier 1 and Tier 2 responses, led by alternative responders.

Alternative responders may include: non-governmental entities, including
community-based organizations retained by the City through service contracts; City
employees, who are staff of departments other than BPD; and/or BPD employees who
are not sworn officers. Each arrangement presents a variety of benefits and challenges,
and different approaches can be adopted for different elements of the Tiered Dispatch
program. The new BerkDOT and the SCU may be integrated as appropriate, as these
new arms of City government get off the ground. These decisions can be made during
the phased implementation described below.

Alternative responses should be piloted and scaled after proven effective. As the Tiered
Response system is built out, BPD budget needs will be reduced, and more funds should
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be available to support alternative responses, whether performed by City staff or
community-based organizations under contract with the City.

Development and implementation of the Tiered Dispatch advances the Berkeley City
Council’s July 14, 2020, direction “to evaluate initiatives and reforms that reduce the
footprint of the Police Department and limit the Police’s scope of work primarily to
violent and criminal matters.”?' In addition, phased implementation of the Tiered
Dispatch model would reflect substantial public and community sentiment expressed in
the surveys described above, and in Task Force discussions to date. Finally, the model
builds on innovative best practices being advanced in various cities around the country;
Berkeley can learn from initial experiences in this rapidly-changing field, and develop an
approach suitable to the City’s needs.

Implementation of Tiered Dispatch System

As described above, we recommend that the Tiered Dispatch system be implemented
on a phased basis over time, commencing with a pilot program. This will enable
assessment for efficacy; give time for administrative, employment, and contracting
structures to be put in place; and allow for thorough and focused program development.
NICJR will provide detail on a proposed implementation plan in its final report, but
includes some initial thoughts at this stage for public consideration.

Pilot Program

As a first step, we recommend establishment of an Alternative Response Pilot Program,
focused on a subset of the “Tier 1” calls. The following subset of BPD call types can be
used in the pilot phase in order to work out logistical and practical challenges;
Disturbance, Noise Disturbance, Suspicious Person/Circumstances/Vehicle, Traffic
related CFS that do not require a law enforcement response (Abandoned Vehicle,
Vehicle Blocking Driveway, Inoperable Vehicle), Found/Lost Property, and Report Calls
(Accident report, city manager report, court order report, loud report). Once the pilot has
been initiated then we recommend the following steps:

1) Assess the pilot program, including response times, resolution of emergency,
how often officers are being requested to the scene by the CERN, and other
measures;

2) Evaluate administrative, budget, and staffing implications from the transfer of
services;

21Berkeley City Council, Omnibus Motion on Public Safety Items (Council Agenda ltems
18a-e, Recommendation #2), approved July 14, 2020.
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3) Expand additional alternative response programs, over time, to achieve City
Council’s direction of concentrating police response on violent and criminal
matters;

With the implementation of alternative responses through the phased in Tiered Dispatch
approach, we anticipate that a hiring freeze and natural attrition will reduce the numbers
of sworn officers employed by BPD, as the alternative response system is built out.
NICJR is not recommending layoffs of officers. As alternative response is implemented,
BPD should concentrate its officers’ efforts on serious, violent felonies, with a top
priority on gun crimes. We also recommend shifting BPD resources and staff time
(sworn and non-sworn) to investigations, with a focus on solving violent crimes and
improving clearance rates.

Conclusion

Berkeley is a relatively safe and well-resourced city. However, thefts, robberies, and
incidents involving people with potential mental health and/or substance use
challenges are of significant concern. By reducing BPD's focus on non-criminal and
low-level CFS, the Department can improve its response, investigation, and prevention of
more serious crime. Over time, a transition of responsibility for response to Tier 1 CFS
could generate between $2-§6 million of annual savings to the BPD budget.?? If invested
in the build-out of the alternative response network, these funds would comprise a 35
percent increase in the City Manager's proposed FY22 funding level for
community-based organization, or alternative City staffing. This type of targeted
redirection of BPD resources would represent a significant and meaningful step in the
City’s efforts to reimagine public safety.

These new, reimagined ideas will take time and effort to implement successfully. Any
reduction in policing services should be measured, responsible, and safe. A Final Report
and Implementation Plan will be submitted to the City that includes detailed
recommendations. Financial and organizational impacts and resources for
implementation recommendations as well as a detailed timeline and plan for
implementation will be included.

22 See Fiscal Implications section above, estimating Tier 1 savings at $6.3 million.

40



Appendix

Appendix A. NICJR/ Auditor Crosswalk
Appendix B. Breakdown of Berkeley CFS by CERN Tiers
Appendix C. CBOs by Tier 1 Subcategory

Appendix D. Tiered Dispatch with Traffic Calls as Tier 1

Appendix E. RPSTF-Created Master List of CBOs
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