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TABLE 1

Collective responses to task prioritization in order of weighted average

RANK TASK VX\EI'EGRTGE:
1 122
2 1.44
3 1.56
4 1.89
5 2.00
6 2:44
7 2.56
8 2.67

' 9 2.78
10 2.78

11 2.78

12 2.89

13 3.00

14 3.1

15 311
16 3.22
17 3.33
18 3.44
19 3.67
20 3.78
21 3.89

2 4.00

12.12.\D



TABLE 2
Tabulation of responses; weighted averages

1

5

WEIGHTED
pows | 2 | s | 4| o MO
| 6667% 2222% 11.11%  0.00%  0.00%
6 2 1 0 0 1.44
5556%  83.33%  11.11%  0.00% _ 0.00%
5 3 1 0 0| 156
44.44%  22.22%  33.33%  0.00%  0.00%
4 2 3 0o 0 1.89.
M11%  44.44%  33.33%  0.00%  11.11%
E 4 3 0 1 2.56
2222% 1141% - 33.33%  33.33%  0.00%
2 1 3 3 0 2.78
% 000% 3333%  2022%  3333%
K 0 3 2 3| 367
0.00% 22.22% - 55.56% 111A1%  1111%
0 2 5 1 1 3.11
1M11%  11.11%  22.22%  33.33%  22.02%
1 1 2 3 2 3.44
000% 11.11%  33.33%  0.00%  55.56%
0 1 3 0 5 4.00
0.00%  0.00% 44.44%  22.22%  33.33%
0 0 4 2 3| 389
000% 11.11% 33.33% 2222%  33.33%
0 1 3 2 3 3.78
0.00% 3333% 33.33% 11.11%  22.22%
- 0 3 3 1 2 3.22
T 2222%  11.11%  3333%  33.03%  000%
2 1 3 3 0 2.78
1/2
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2. TABLE 2 ,
' Tabulation of responses; weighted averages

1

5

. WEIGHTED
A R R A
000% 33.33% 33.33% 33.33%  0.00%
0 3 3 3 0 3.00
11.11% 44.44%  0.00% 11.11%  33.33%
1 4 0 1 3 3.11
A%  11.11%  3333% 22.22%  22.22%
1 1 3 2 2| 333
2202%  2220% 3333%  000%  2222%
2 2 3 0 2 278
5550% 1A%  11.11% 2222%  0.00%
5 1 1 2 0| 200
7778%  22.22%  0.00%  0.00%  0.00%
7 2 0 0 0 122
2222% 333%% 2222% 2222%  0.00%
2 3 2 2 0 2.44
0.00% 33.33%  4444%  2222%  0.00%
0 3 4 2 0 2.89
11.11%  33.33%  3333%  22.22%  0.00%
1 3 3 2 . 0 2.67

2/2




TABLE 3

Individual responses
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RO MLLTIG, %F DAL N2 201D
ApCnDa em- 100
To: Police ReView Commissioners
From: Comm|55|oner Kitty Calavita
Re: Reiteration of Select Recommendations in “To Achieve Falrness and Impartiality”, PRC Report from
November 15, 2017, and from the Center for Pollcmg Eqmty Report May 2018 .
Date: December 10, 2018

The Police Review Commission spent many hours in the fall of 2017 writing its analysis of and
recommendations for addressing the issue of racial disparities in BPD-civilian encounters. On pages 2-3
of that report, there were a list of 18 recom_mendatiohs for change. These recommended changes were
not the product of a “Gotcha” spirit; instead, they were driven by a sincere effort to understand how
racial disparities are produced and how we can best address them. After almost one year, we have
heard nothing about whether and/or how.the BPD intends to implement any of these recommended
changes. The PRC report was acknowledged and accepted by City Council at its April 24, 2018 meeting.
At that meeting, Council asked that work on this be complete by the BPD within one year, W|th some
items to be reported on by September, 2018. '

in addition, in May, 2018, the Center for Policing Equity issued its own report and recommendations,
~ many of which mirror those of the PRC. The Berkeley City Council unanimously requested a response to
that report from the BPD, including their plans to implement changes, by September 2018.

The PRC requests that the BPD honor its stated commitment to policing equity and to collaboration with
the PRC, by taking up the following recommendations which had been formulated by both the PRC and
the CPE, and which are. designed to help us understand and begin to address the often elusive process

* by which racial disparities are produced:

1. In an enhanced data collection pracess, report evefy use of force, and track those uses of force

by race, as well as by arrest'and disposition outcome. '

2. Include city of residence, as well as racial identificatiovn_, in tracked data on stops, arrests, yield
rates, and d:sposmon

3. Determine if racial disparities are generalized or concentrated ina subset of the BPD.
Track data (including racial identification data) according to whether an incident is officer-
initiated or aresponse toacall. '

5. Monitor patrol deployments to see to what extent they may contribute to racial disparities in
.stops and, as the CPE put it, * ‘to ensure that response rates are proportlo_nal to crime rates.”

We understand that the BPD has informed the Berkeley City Council that they will have responses to the
PRC and CPE recommendations by March 31:2019. We respectfully ask that the BPD prioritize this, given
the importance of these issues. Further, we hope that as the BPD prepares responses to these
recommendations, it will engage with the PRC in collaborative dialogue.
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Berkeley has an opportunity to be first in the nation to advance significantly racial equity in policing. The
PRC looks forward to engaging with the BPD to make this a reality.






