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Executive Summary 

Measure Y is a voter-approved initiative that provides funding to violence prevention programs and 

community policing in the City of Oakland. Passed in 2004 as a 10-year parcel and parking tax, the initiative 

was renewed in November 2014 as Measure Z. Measure Y funding to the Oakland Police Department 

(OPD) supports the personnel costs of Problem Solving Officers and Crime Reduction Team Officers, as 

well as related training and equipment costs. Measure Y also mandates an external evaluation of funded 

services, which the present document provides for the funded community policing activities.  

Since 2008, the evaluation team has provided recommendations to OPD to strengthen the alignment and 

integration of its Measure Y investments with research and best practices in community policing. The 

evaluation focuses on the deployment of resources and quality of implementation in three major areas of 

best practice in community policing: Organizational Transformation, Problem Solving, and Community 

Partnerships. Evaluations in prior years examined Organizational Transformation and Problem Solving. 

This year’s evaluation focuses on Community Partnerships, examining the quality of relationships 

between OPD and Oakland residents, particularly those in flatland neighborhoods.1 The evaluation also 

provides an update on progress toward developing accountability measures for the Problem Solving 

Officer (PSO) Program, and documenting the activities and approaches of Crime Reduction Teams (CRTs). 

Community Partnership: A core tenet of community policing is developing effective and collaborative 

relationships between residents and police. Police departments in diverse, urban cities like Oakland have 

struggled to attain legitimacy in the eyes of the community. For African American and Latino communities 

in particular, racial profiling, corruption, and abuse have eroded trust that police will treat them fairly and 

humanely. More broadly, when police departments fail to keep down crime, the public begins to doubt 

their effectiveness. Conversely, from a law enforcement perspective, officers interact with the most 

criminal and deviant elements of society. If officers do not receive recognition for their efforts to protect 

public safety, acknowledgement of the risks they take, or cooperation from residents in solving crimes, 

they develop a cynical perspective towards the community.  

In light of such challenges, a core goal of community policing approaches like Measure Y is to repair and 

strengthen community-police partnerships and police legitimacy. Measure Y’s current investments reflect 

two primary strategies drawn from the research on community policing: first, to strengthen police-

resident relationships through problem solving and community engagement; second, to restore 

community trust by bringing order to violence-plagued neighborhoods through violence suppression 

activities.2 As Oakland moves into the next phase of the initiative, it is critical to ensure that OPD strategies 

reflect prevention and intervention approaches—through community engagement on the one hand and 

violence prevention on the other.  

                                                           
1 Local usage distinguishes between “the hills” and the “flatland” neighborhoods of Oakland. Broadly speaking, the 
former are more affluent neighborhoods on the northeast side of Oakland, while the latter are relatively less 
prosperous and are closer to San Francisco Bay.  
2 Kraska, P.B. (2007). “Militarization and Policing—Its Relevance to 21st Century Police”. Oxford Journals. 
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Drawing on a variety of data sources, the 2014 evaluation presents the following findings and 

recommendations. 

 
Measure Y Investments ~ Findings  

 Measure Y has provided $80 million dollars to community policing efforts since 2006. In 2013-

14, OPD spent $13 million dollars on CRTs and PSOs, an increase over previous years. 

 Measure Y-funded officers spend the majority of their time on Measure Y activities. On average, 

PSOs spent 75% of their regular duty time engaged in Measure Y activities and CRTs spent 64%. 

 
Problem Solving Officers ~ Findings  

 PSOs have opened more than 500 projects since 2011 and closed approximately 80%. The most 

commonly reported problem type is narcotics.  

 OPD made progress in adopting accountability metrics this year, closing old projects and 

assessing them prior to closure. 

 More consistent management is needed to develop SMART goals, ensure at least one open 

project per Neighborhood Crime Prevention Council (NCPC) beat, and monitor the quality of 

projects and response plans. 

Recommendation: Continue to monitor adherence to PSO accountability protocols and 

strengthen management of problem solving resources. OPD has made progress developing PSO 

Program accountability protocols, closing old projects, and assessing projects prior to closure. However, 

it needs to monitor implementation of these practices more consistently. Sergeants’ role in ensuring a 

minimum level of service to all NCPC beats needs to be articulated more clearly and managed more 

actively. At a minimum, all NCPC beats should have at least one open project; goals should be specific, 

measurable and achievable; and projects should advance neighborhood, Area, and Department priorities 

and objectives.  

 
Crime Reduction Teams ~ Findings  

 The primary impacts of CRT activities include: 

 Arrest and prosecution of suspects involved in serious crimes; 

 Removal of guns from the streets of Oakland; 

 Improved perception of public safety among residents; 

 Deterrence of criminal activity, including reductions in shootings and homicides. 

 CRTs do not partner regularly with the community, though they are expected interact 

professionally with the community at all times. 

 CRTs desire additional training. While 64% of CRTs have attended at least one type of training 

relevant to their duties, most training happens on the job. 

 CRT officers have differing views of their primary role, suggesting a lack of clarity from higher-

ups in communicating their mission.  
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Recommendation: Focus CRT activities on violence reduction. OPD should deploy CRTs to activities 

and efforts known to reduce violence. CRTs support the work of Operation Ceasefire, which has been 

credited with preventing shootings and homicides in East Oakland and is thus consistent with Measure 

Y’s objectives. However, CRTs may also be overly focused on narcotics arrests, which are not directly 

related to reducing violence. While the high number of narcotics arrests may reflect responsiveness to 

NCPC project priorities, CRTs have an obligation to educate NCPCs and bring their priorities into closer 

alignment with violence reduction goals. 

Recommendation: Direct training dollars to preparing CRTs. As Measure Y investments shift 

towards increased funding for CRTs, more money should be allocated to strengthen CRT capacity to carry 

out their duties. Specific needs identified by CRTs include interrogation, interviewing, and California 

Narcotics Officer Association trainings. 

Recommendation: Develop plans for reporting CRT activities and outcomes. In partnership with 

the evaluation team, OPD should develop a plan for capturing CRT activities and outcomes in order to 

meet Measure Y evaluation requirements. The Department should establish practices and procedures to 

quantitatively and consistently report the activities and impact of CRTs across Oakland’s five Areas. The 

plan should minimizr additional administrative burden on officers, leverage existing data collection 

practices, and take into consideration the sensitive nature of CRT work. 

 
Community Partnership & Legitimacy ~ Findings   

 Overall, a minority of respondents to the 2014 Resident Survey reported feeling safe in their Oakland 

community. White and African American respondents were more likely to feel safe, while Asians and 

Latinos were less likely. 

 A minority of respondents reported friendly or casual interactions with OPD. Respondents also 

concurred that they rarely observe officers walking in their neighborhood, although OPD is a presence 

in their neighborhood on a weekly basis. 

 A minority of respondents were satisfied with OPD’s level of competence. In addition, when asked 

whether police in Oakland treat residents fairly or with respect, residents were equally divided. 

African American respondents were least likely to view OPD as a positive presence, while Asians were 

most likely to do so. 

Recommendation: Identify strategies to build partnerships with residents in addition to 

collaboration through the NCPCs. This recommendation also appeared in the 2012-13 evaluation. The 

2014 Resident Survey found that a majority of respondents did not receive information or education from 

OPD and only 13% attended an NCPC meeting when faced with a neighborhood problem. There are many 

opportunities to expand resident and police collaboration outside the NCPC forum; for example, through 

partnerships with community-based organizations, faith-based organizations, schools, and use of social 

media and electronic communication. Some but not all command Areas have adopted Nixle and Next 

Door. OPD and Community Policing and Neighborhood Services (CPNS) should identify additional 

strategies for PSO and resident collaboration across all Areas. 
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Recommendation: Continue to strengthen police legitimacy and community partnership 

through trainings, development of performance metrics, and a total community policing 

approach. OPD has taken many steps to build more trusting relationships between police and residents, 

including training the entire Department in procedural justice. OPD should continue to invest in such 

training in community policing approaches. It should also develop metrics to monitor the quality of 

interactions between police and residents and continue to review policies and procedures that lead to 

disproportionate minority contact or otherwise erode community trust. Finally, OPD should adopt a total 

community policing approach, which implies a department-wide focus on customer service, fairness, and 

problem solving in partnership with residents. This focus should extend beyond PSOs and CRTs. 

Recommendation: The City of Oakland should continue to allocate Measure Y resources in a 

way that reflects commitment to problem solving and community engagement, not just 

suppression and enforcement. Since 2011, OPD has steadily increased the proportion of Measure Y 

funding that goes to CRTs and decreased investment in PSOs. The first increase was in 2011 and the second 

occurred this past year, when Measure Y funds covered the costs of 36 CRT officers who were deployed 

in Units to each of the City’s five Areas and to Ceasefire support.3 OPD faces competing demands, which 

are broadly describable as enforcement versus relationship-building, or intervention versus prevention. 

While not mutually exclusive, there can be tension between the two goals, and striking a balance is 

important. On the one hand, stemming violent crime is critical to legitimacy. On the other hand, so, too, 

are proactive efforts to transform police-resident relationships through partnerships. OPD should 

continue to invest in community engagement and problem solving and as a strategy for achieving greater 

community partnership and legitimacy. 

                                                           
3 Since Operation Ceasefire began in 2013, Oakland has experienced its lowest homicide rate since 2010, and the 

longest period of time without a homicide in 2014. 
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1.  Introduction 

Measure Y is a voter-approved initiative that provides funding to violence prevention programs and 

community policing in the City of Oakland. Passed in 2004 as a 10-year parcel and parking tax, the initiative 

was renewed in November 2014 as Measure Z. Measure Y funding to the Oakland Police Department 

(OPD) supports the personnel costs of Problem Solving and Crime Reduction Team Officers, as well as 

related training and equipment costs. Measure Y also mandates an external evaluation of funded services, 

which the present document provides for the funded community policing activities. See Appendix A for a 

description of the roles and responsibilities of Problem Solving and Crime Reduction Team Officers.  

Bright Research Group (BRG) and Resource Development Associates (RDA) are currently conducting a 

three year evaluation of Measure Y-funded Community Policing Neighborhood Services. The external 

evaluation focuses on assessing the deployment of Measure Y resources and the quality of 

implementation in three major areas of best practice in community policing: Organizational 

Transformation, Problem Solving, and Community Partnerships.4  

Organizational Transformation: A best practice in community policing is transforming the structure of 

police departments to support the goals and practices of community policing. Organizational 

transformation involves Department-wide changes around policies, organizational structure, personnel 

practices, and information technology systems to support the goals and principles of community policing. 

This also includes organizing departments around geographically-based assignments, as Oakland has. 

Problem Solving: A central practice of community policing is to shift away from reactive, call-driven 

policing towards more proactive police work focused on solving problems in partnership with residents 

and other stakeholders. Problem solving can contribute toward improved neighborhood safety by 

focusing on identifying and addressing root causes rather than symptoms. Evidence-based approaches to 

problem solving include the SARA process, which involves Scanning, Analysis, Response and Assessment. 

Appendix A describes the SARA approach to problem solving.  

Community Partnership: A primary goal of community policing is to enhance relationships between police 

and community members. This is achieved in part through more intentional collaboration with residents 

and other stakeholders to identify and solve problems that are impacting their communities. 

The three-year evaluation is designed to answer the following questions in each of the above areas: 

                                                           
4 A separate report on best practices in community policing was developed as part of the evaluation. See What 
Works in Community Policing: A Best Practices Context for Measure Y Efforts, Resource Development Associates, 
2013.  
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Community 
Policing Area 

Question 

Organizational 
Transformation 

 What services are provided with Measure Y resources? 

 Are services delivered as planned? 

 What preparation do PSOs and CRTs receive to fulfill their duties? 

 Is the current structure of Measure Y effective for achieving public 
safety goals?  

 Is the strategy of confining community policing work to a specialized 
force effective, or is it better to integrate community policing into 
regular beat work? 

Problem 
Solving 

 Are PSOs implementing the SARA problem-solving model in alignment 
with best practices?  

 Can the SARAnet database be used to discern connections between 
OPD’s problem solving activities, differences in implementation across 
beats, and any diminution in crime? 

Community 
Partnership 

 What are resident perceptions of Measure Y, community policing, and 
PSOs? 

 What is the quality of relationships between OPD and Oakland’s 
diverse residents and communities? 

 What strategies is OPD implementing to strengthen community 
partnership and police legitimacy? 

Prior evaluations focused on the implementation of the PSO Program and efforts at organizational 

transformation, which represent the bulk of Measure Y’s community policing resource investments. This 

year’s evaluation focuses on documenting the activities and approaches of CRTs—reflecting OPD’s shift in 

resources towards these units—and examining community partnerships through a resident survey. An 

additional area of focus in 2013-14 has been building OPD’s capacity to develop and implement 

accountability measures in relation to the PSO Program. The purpose of the present report is to provide 

Oakland residents, decision-makers, and other stakeholders with information about the progress and 

impact of Measure Y-funded activities. The evaluation findings are organized as follows: 

 Description of Research Methods 

 Community Partnership in the Literature 

 Measure Y Investments and Expenditures 

 Problem Solving Officers 

 Crime Reduction Teams 

 Community Partnership and Police Legitimacy
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2.  Methods 

To answer the evaluation questions outlined above, this evaluation relies upon a variety of methods, 

described below. 

Data Review and Technical Assistance Activities: Key methods include a review of OPD documents and 

reports; bi-monthly and semi-annual audits of the SARAnet database; meetings with Special Resource 

Lieutenants and upper-level management; and technical assistance with PSO training and development 

of accountability measures. 

 Personnel and payroll data provided by OPD were reviewed to determine how Measure Y funds 

were expended and how Measure Y-funded officers were deployed. 

 The SARAnet database is the primary source of information about problem solving and contains 

quantitative and qualitative information about activities. The evaluation team conducted front-

end audits of the system to determine the quality of data entry and problem solving activities and 

to report on outputs. RDA also worked with OPD to continue to upgrade the SARAnet database 

to improve management reporting capability, add features to support data integrity, and respond 

to additional feature requests.  

 The evaluation provided technical assistance to OPD in developing accountability metrics for the 

PSO program and designing and delivering PSO training to officers and Sergeants. This training, 

attended by 40 officers and co-facilitated by OPD and the evaluation team, was designed to 

strengthen PSO and Sergeant capacity to implement best practices in community policing. Regular 

meetings were held with Department staff to review progress towards implementing 

accountability metrics and prior year recommendations. 

Crime Reduction Team Evaluation: CRTs were evaluated to learn more about their approaches, activities, 

and deployment, as well as potential tracking measures and outcomes. Key methods included surveys, 

interviews, ridealongs, and observations of line up and other OPD meetings. The evaluation team also 

reviewed relevant literature to understand and situate Oakland’s CRT efforts within the broader field of 

police research.  

Table 1. CRT Research Methods 

Activity Description  Number 

Ridealongs A two to three hour ridealong with a CRT officer to review 
key areas of focus and learn about CRT roles and activities. 

 5 

Interviews Key informant interviews with CRT officers and Sergeants 
covering role, impact, tracking, and training. 

 12 

Survey A web-based survey covering CRT role, impact, training, 
tracking and outcomes 

 22 CRTs  

2014 Resident Survey: Over the past two years, the evaluation has examined community-police 

partnerships, beginning with an NCPC survey in 2013 to ascertain residents’ perceptions of community 



City of Oakland City Administrator’s Office 
Community Policing Evaluation Annual Report 2014 

  November 2014 | 10 

policing, knowledge of Measure Y, views on public safety, and collaboration with OPD. That survey, 

administered solely through the NCPCs and their contacts, generated responses primarily from White 

residents and those who live in relatively wealthy Oakland neighborhoods. There was limited participation 

by residents of Oakland’s communities of color and flatland neighborhoods. At the direction of the 

Measure Y Oversight Committee, the evaluation team developed another survey and used a targeted 

outreach campaign to reach a more diverse group of respondents. In collaboration with community-based 

organizations, faith-based organizations, Oakland public schools, and Measure Y-funded Violence 

Prevention Programs (Oakland Unite), the evaluation team administered a survey on community-police 

partnership and perceptions of public safety primarily to residents of Oakland’s flatland neighborhoods. 

Paper surveys were available in English, Spanish and Chinese and an online version was available in English 

and Spanish. For more information on the organizations that assisted with administration, respondents, 

and survey results, see Appendix C.  

3.  Community Partnership in the Literature 

A core tenet of community policing is developing effective and collaborative relationships between 

residents and police. Police departments in diverse, urban cities like Oakland have struggled to 

attain legitimacy in the eyes of the community. For African American and Latino communities in particular, 

racial profiling, corruption, and abuse have eroded trust that police will treat them fairly and humanely. 

More broadly, when police departments fail to keep down crime, the public begins to doubt their 

effectiveness. Conversely, from a law enforcement perspective, officers are regularly exposed to the 

criminal and deviant elements of society and may experience trauma from repeated exposure to violence. 

When police do not receive recognition for their contributions in protecting public safety, 

acknowledgement for the risks they take on a daily basis, or the cooperation of residents in solving crimes, 

they develop a cynical attitude towards the community. Further, organizational culture or policies and 

procedures may perpetuate disproportionate minority contact and further polarize community-police 

relationships. A core goal of community policing approaches, including Oakland’s Measure Y-funded 

investments, is to repair and strengthen community-police partnerships and legitimacy. These strategies 

are supported by the literature and described further below.5 

Problem Solving and Community Engagement Approach: One strand of community policing scholarship 

posits that traditional policing fails because it does not 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 underlying conditions, the effects are more longstanding and more responsive to community 

need. Multiple research studies demonstrate that “citizens are more likely to comply and cooperate with 

police and obey the law when they view the police as legitimate.”6 In addition, research indicates that 

                                                           
5 Kraska (2007), infra. 
6 Mazerolle, L., S.Bennett, J.Davis, E.Sargeant, and M.Manning (2013). Legitimacy in Policing. No. 10, Crime 
Prevention Research Rev. Washington, DC: U.S. Dept. of Justice, Office of Community Oriented Policing Services 
(COPS). 
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“when people perceive the police as legitimate, they are more likely to report higher levels of satisfaction 

and confidence in the police (both for individual officers and the institution), perceive the police as 

effective in their crime-control efforts, and are more willing to assist police and accept the manifest 

outcomes of an interaction with police.”7 

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. Oakland’s PSO program is structured to facilitate this type of collaboration via the NCPCs. 

Under this model, the PSO serves as a project manager, garnering resources and supports in partnership 

with the community. When communities partner with police to address community problems, both law 

enforcement and residents are accountable for meeting public safety goals. A meta-analysis of policing 

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

reductions in crime than concentrated increases in traditional policing activities in crime-ridden hot 

spots.8  

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

researchers also find that when crime levels and violence cannot be controlled in certain neighborhoods 

the view of police as a legitimate agent in protecting public safety is compromised. Put simply, people lose 

faith in police when levels of violence and crime are too high. As high-crime neighborhoods are saturated 

with a law enforcement presence, bad actors and criminal elements are eliminated.  

Beginning in the 1980s with the war on drugs, police departments across the country began 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. 

The shift towards more militarized approaches to suppress violence has led to the proliferation of SWAT 

teams and other similar units.9 Under this approach, police are held accountable for bringing order to high 

crime neighborhoods while residents are accountable for community development once order has been 

established.10 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. 11  

CRTs fall within the violence suppression strain of community policing: they are tactical teams designed 

to root out perpetrators of violent crime within specific geographic areas. They do not include approaches 

designed to build community-police partnership, relying on proactive law enforcement tactics to achieve 

public safety goals. 

                                                           
7 Ibid. 
8 Braga, A.A., A.V. Papachristos, and D.M.Hureau (2012). Police Programs to Prevent Crime in Hot Spot Areas. No. 7, 
Crime Prevention Research Rev.. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of Justice, Office of COPS. 
9 Ibid. 
10 Kraska (2007), infra. 
11 ACLU (2014). “War Comes Home: The Excessive Militarization of American Policing”. 
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4.  Strengthening Measure Y Community Policing Investments 

What services were provided with Measure Y Funding? 

This section addresses the expenditure of Measure Y funds to support CPNS and OPD’s progress 

implementing prior year recommendations.  

Measure Y Expenditures 

Since 2006, the earliest year for which records are available, Measure Y has supported over $80 million in 

community policing programs and services. The bulk of this investment has been towards deploying PSOs 

to every community policing beat in Oakland. In the early years of the initiative, Measure Y also supported 

officers within the Youth and Family Services Division and Special Victims Unit of OPD. After a Department 

re-organization, OPD consolidated the number of community policing beats to 35 and redirected 

resources towards CRTs in response to surging violence in East and West Oakland. Figure 1 shows annual 

Measure Y expenditures on community policing. 

Figure 1. Measure Y Expenditures, 2006-2014 

 
Source: Oakland Police Department Fiscal Services 

Shifts in Funding over the Past 10 Years:  Measure Y authorizes funding for CRTs and PSOs. In the 

early years of the initiative between 2004 and 2010, Measure Y funds covered the costs of one to two CRT 

units of six to twelve officers. Since 2011, OPD has steadily increased the proportion of Measure Y that 

goes towards CRTs and decreased its investment in PSOs. In 2011, following an OPD reorganization, the 

number of CRT officers funded through Measure Y increased to 22. This shift reflected shrinking 

organizational resources and a greater appetite among the public and elected officials for proactive efforts 

to stem violence in Oakland.  
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The second spike occurred in the 2013-14 fiscal year, when Measure Y funds covered the costs of 36 CRT 

officers, who were 

deployed as one CRT 

Unit to each of the 

City’s five Areas and 

one Ceasefire CRT 

unit. As the 

allocation to CRTs 

has increased, there 

has been a 

corresponding decrease in the number of PSOs funded through Measure Y, from a high of 58 officers in 

2011 to 34 in 2013-14 (see Figure 2). 

The Department expended approximately $13 million in 2013-14 towards the personnel, equipment and 

training costs of 106 officers. “Carry-forwards”, more consistent deployment of officers to Measure Y 

duties, and improved accounting led to an increase in the amount billed to Measure Y during the past 

fiscal year. According to personnel data provided by OPD, Measure Y funds were used to cover payroll 

costs for an average of 70 positions per month during 2013-14, an increase of seven positions over 

previous years.12  

Table 2. Average Number of Positions Billed to Measure Y per Month, 2013-14 

Officer Category Positions Billed Percentage 

CRT 36 51% 

PSO 34 49% 

Total 70 100% 

Table 3 below documents the breakdown of charged to Measure Y during the 2013-14 fiscal year. The 

bulk of Measure Y funds covered officer salaries.13  

Table 3: Measure Y Expenditures, 2013-14 

Measure Y 2013-14 Expenditures Amount 

Salary $11,804,893 

Overtime $680,050 

Equipment and Office Supplies  
(e.g. Training books, SARAnet database maintenance, supplies, equipment) 

     $107,653 

Service Expenditures 
(e.g. Cell phone bills) 

       $28,327 

Contract Service Expenditures 
(e.g. California Partnership for Safe Communities) 

     $138,155 

Travel and Education Expenditures 
(e.g. Training and Conferences) 

       $54,902 

                                                           
12 On average, Measure Y covered 70 positions per month; however, 106 individual positions (officers) were billed 
to the fund throughout the year due to turnover and re-assignment.  
13 Source: Oakland Fiscal Services Division, Measure Y Expenditures 7/1/12-6/30/13. 

•6-12 
CRTs

•57 PSOs
2004-
2011

•22 CRTs

•35 PSOs
2011-
2013

•36 CRTs

•34 PSOs
2013-
2014

Figure 2. Number of CRT and PSO Officers over Time 
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Measure Y 2013-14 Expenditures Amount 

Internal Service / Work Order Expenditures: 
(e.g. Vehicle Rental, Radio Rentals, Contract Compliance) 

     $235,889 

Capital Acquisitions/Computers        $19,903 

Other Expenditures and Prior Budget Accounts        $15,599 

Total $13,085,373 

Deployment: According to personnel records, no Measure Y-funded positions were vacant during the 

year. On average, PSOs were deployed to active, Measure Y-funded activities 75% of their regularly 

scheduled work hours, while CRTs were deployed an average of 64%. There are three primary reasons 

that officers get pulled off regular duty: deployment to protests and other emergent needs, special 

assignment, and leave. While OPD has made progress limiting the percentage of time PSOs are pulled 

from regular duty, Measure Y-funded positions are one of the few flexible resources available to OPDto 

respond to protests, shootings and other Department needs. As OPD has relied less on PSOs, it has 

increased reliance on CRTs to respond to protests and other needs. The Department has been on 

mandatory overtime to meet staffing and oversight requirements over the past 18 months. During 

overtime, Measure Y funded officers are deployed to non-Measure Y funded activities.  

The number of officers who spent less than 60% of their time on regular Measure Y duty was also 

examined. Consistent with Department reports, PSOs are being used less frequently for non-Measure Y 

activities; CRTs are being more heavily relied on to support other Department needs, as reflected in Table 

4. Twenty-nine percent of CRTs were on regular duty less than 60% of the time, compared to 13% of PSOs.  

Table 4. Number of Measure Y Funded Officers on Regular Duty Less than 60% 

Officer Category Officers with 
<60% Regular 

Time 

Proportion of 
Total 

CRT14 17 29% 

PSO 6 13% 

Total 23 22% 

5.  Problem Solving Officers 

PSOs are deployed to community policing beats to work in partnership with residents and NCPCs to solve 

neighborhood problems. This year’s evaluation focused on building OPD’s capacity to deliver a more 

consistent and accountable PSO program. Key activities included: updating the SARAnet database to 

improve the quality of data collection; developing and delivering a full-day PSO and Sergeant training 

attended by 40 officers; regularly auditing the SARAnet database to inform the Department of progress 

towards meeting accountability metrics; and providing technical assistance with developing quality 

metrics for the PSO Program. This section reports some of the findings from this year. 

                                                           
14 Includes Ceasefire CRT Unit. 
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Problem Solving over the Past Three Years: The SARAnet database is the primary source of information 

about problem solving and contains both quantitative and qualitative information. The database has been 

updated once to ensure better alignment with the SARA problem solving method and is currently 

undergoing an update to support management oversight of projects and ensure that data is specific to 

PSOs and not to other officers who are now using the system. The current version contains data on 

problem solving since 2011.  

Since 2011, 549 projects have been opened and 451 have been closed, reflecting a close rate of 82% over 

the last three years. Figure 3 below shows the number of projects opened and closed by year. The number 

of opened and closed projects in 2014 is less than previous years, reflecting (1) a decrease in the number 

of PSOs, (2) closure of old projects that had remained open, but were not being worked upon, and (3) 

removal of school safety officer projects from calculations of PSO outputs.15 There are currently an 

average of 1.9 projects open per NCPC beat, suggesting that improvements are needed in the areas of 

tracking, ensuring accountability and maintaining oversight of projects.  

Figure 3. PSO Projects Opened and Closed, 2011-2014 

 

Problems related to narcotics are the most common project type, followed by “other,” “unknown,” and 

“blight” (Figure 4). Prior SARA audits found that most projects categorized as “other” fit within existing 

categories. The current database upgrade is removing “other” as an option, as recommended in prior 

evaluation reports.  

                                                           
15 The audit was conducted on September 24, 2014. 
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Figure 4: Opened Projects by Type, 2011-2014 

 

Progress on Accountability Metrics: Over the past several years of evaluation, the need to strengthen 

accountability to meet performance benchmarks consistently emerged with respect to problem solving 

activities. Prior audits found that some beats had more than five projects open at a time, while others had 

none. Further, projects were remaining in a sustained enforcement mode, never progressing towards 

closure. Last year’s evaluation noted that PSOs were not establishing specific or measurable goals, nor 

were they regularly assessing progress towards those goals. In partnership with OPD, the evaluation team 

developed a SARA accountability protocol to help bring greater consistency of program implementation 

across beats, Areas, and Bureaus (see Table 5). The evaluation team shared the protocol with PSOs at 

Department trainings and conducted quarterly meetings with Captains to provide updates regarding 

progress in meeting these metrics.  
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Table 5. SARA Accountability Metrics 

Area Metric 

Open Projects Maintain at least 2-3 open and active projects per PSO 
Maintain at least 1 open and active project per NCPC beat (e.g. 27X and 27Y) 
Maintain at least 1 project that is an NCPC priority 
Open at least one new project annually in each NCPC beat 

Assessment Assess all open projects quarterly  
Assess projects open for 12+ months to determine whether to keep open 

Project Closure Close projects that are not being actively worked on. 
Complete all steps of the SARA process prior to closing 

Project Transfer Reassign projects to new PSO or close within 30 days of position turn over 

Data Entry Update SARAnet database at least once a month 

Project Assessment: Assessing projects on a quarterly basis is important to determine whether progress 

towards the goal is being achieved and whether the response plan is being implemented as designed. 

Regular assessment encourages creative problem solving, collaboration with other stakeholders, and 

greater accountability. Further, assessment can prevent open projects from languishing in a sustained 

enforcement mode.  

Beginning in 2013, the evaluation team began providing OPD with information about the percentage of 

projects that were being assessed on a quarterly basis and prior to closure. The Department has made 

good progress in assessing projects prior to closure, as shown in Figure 5.  

Figure 5. Proportion of Projects Closed with Assessment 

 

However, fewer than half of open projects are being assessed on a quarterly basis (Figure 6). Qualitative 

audits of the SARAnet database found that while the overall quality of data entry and project selection 

has improved during the past year, clear articulation of specific, measurable, and attainable goals is an 

area where improvement and greater supervision are needed. Given that many PSOs are working on one 

to two projects at a time, regular assessment should be attainable.  
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Figure 6. 2011-14 Open Projects with Assessment in the Last Quarter 

 

Progress by Area: The evaluation team has provided each of the five Area Captains and Special Resource 

Lieutenants with a scorecard of progress on a quarterly basis. Table 6below summarizes the most recent 

audit. As of September 2014, twelve NCPC beats had no new projects opened this year and eight had no 

projects currently open. Ensuring the number and quality of open projects in each NCPC beat is an area 

where additional management is needed.16 

Table 6: Projects Opened and Closed by Area, 2011-2014 

 Total 
Projects 
Opened 

Projects 
Currently 
Open 

Projects 
Closed 

Closed with 
Assessment* 

Open with 
Assessment in 
Last Quarter* 

Average 
Projects 
Per Beat** 

n= % n= % 

Area 1 137 19 118 77 65% 10 53% 1.9 

Area 2 131 21 110 47 43% 16 76% 1.8 

Area 3 110 13 97 56 58% 10 77% 1.0 

Area 4 73 15 58 45 78% 6 40% 1.5 

Area 5 98 30 68 58 85% 6 20% 2.5 

Total 549 98 451 283 63% 48 49% 1.7 

*Goal for assessment of closed projects is 100%; all open projects should be assessed quarterly. 

** Average calculated using 57 NCPC beats; goal is at least one project per NCPC.  

 

PSO Recommendations 

Recommendation: Continue to monitor adherence to PSO accountability protocols and 

strengthen management of problem solving resources. OPD has made progress developing PSO 

Program accountability protocols, closing old projects, and assessing projects prior to closure. However, 

it needs to monitor implementation of these practices more consistently. Sergeants’ role in ensuring a 

                                                           
16 NCPC beats with no new projects in 2014: 13Y in Area 2; 16X, 16Y, 20X, 21X, 21Y in Area 3; 23X, 25X, 25Y, 28x in 
Area 4; and 31Y, 31Z in Area 5. NCPC Beats with no currently open projects include: 31Y, 31Z, 35Y, 16X, 16Y, 18X, 
18Y, and 13Y.  
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minimum level of service to all NCPC beats needs to be articulated more clearly and managed more 

actively. At a minimum, all NCPC beats should have at least one open project; goals should be specific, 

measurable and achievable; and selected projects should advance neighborhood, Area, and Department 

priorities and objectives.  

6.  Crime Reduction Teams 

What is the role of CRTs and how do they support the broader goals of the Measure Y 

Community Policing Program? 

The 2013-14 evaluation focused on learning more about the implementation of the CRT program through 

ridealongs, interviews, meetings with OPD, and a CRT survey completed by 22 respondents. The purpose 

was to learn about CRT roles, preparation, deployment, and impact. Department practices for tracking 

CRT activities were also studied. 

CRTs are flexible tactical units that can be deployed to complete short-term tasks and operations, 

including issuing arrest warrants; completing investigative activities 

after a shooting to relieve patrol; or gathering intelligence on known 

or potential suspects involved in shootings, homicides, or narcotics 

sales. CRTs also staff protests and respond to other emergent 

Department needs. CRTs are one of OPD’s few resources to conduct 

proactive police work with the goal of detaining suspected 

perpetrators of serious crimes. Tactics they employ include 

surveillance operations, walking stops, buy/busts, undercover 

operations, high visibility enforcement, and others to develop 

intelligence on suspects. CRT officers work individually, in teams, and 

as a squad to conduct law enforcement activities that result in the identification, charging, and 

prosecution of suspects involved in serious crimes.  

Supervisors exercise considerable flexibility in deploying CRTs, though they are consistently deployed to 

high-crime areas or hot spots. When not responding to immediate priorities, CRTs may conduct self-

initiated intelligence-gathering activities to develop profiles of gangs and individuals with known 

involvement in criminal activity. OPD views CRTs as an important resource in improving public safety 

because they can (1) conduct investigative and enforcement activities, that (2) lead to the identification, 

arrest, and potential prosecution of suspects, and (3) reduce the number of shootings and other serious 

crimes in areas of Oakland that experience the highest levels of crime.  

Table 7: Crime Reduction Team Roles and Outcomes 

CRT Roles Outcomes 

 Support Ceasefire 

 Gather intelligence or apprehend 
suspects based on direction from 

 Increased intelligence on perpetrators 
of serious crime 

“CRTs are the enforcement arm 

of OPD. The citizens want to 

see OPD challenging the corner 

drug dealers to get off the 

corners. The CRT is the only unit 

that does this. “ 

CRT Officer 
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Criminal Investigation Division (persons 

with a warrant), Supervisor/Upper 
command, or CRT observation (self-

initiated) 
 Staff protests and other emergent 

needs 

 Respond to major incidents requiring 
additional resources citywide (e.g. 

sideshows, protests, street racing) 
 Provide assistance to patrol 

 Work as the enforcement arm on PSO 
projects 

 Recovery/removal of guns for Oakland 
streets 

 Detention of suspects and/or known 
perpetrators of shootings, homicides, 
narcotics sales, robberies/burglaries, 
prostitution, and other serious crimes 

 Interruption of narcotics sales 

 Interruption of retaliatory shooting 

 Deterrence or reduction of crime 
 

Operation Ceasefire: Ceasefire couples a violence and crime suppression approach with community 

partnerships and rehabilitation. Ceasefire aims to bring gun violence under control, restoring order to 

crime-ridden neighborhoods and improving legitimacy. Ceasefire partners use data and intelligence to 

identify those at highest risk for violence. With new and renewed partnerships and commitments from 

the Mayor’s Office, OPD, community leaders, local clergy, community-based organizations, Alameda 

County, the District Attorneys’ Office and state and federal law enforcement partners, Oakland began 

implementing this strategy in Fall 2012.  

The focus area for the strategy is currently East Oakland (High Street to the San Leandro border) where 

2012 data indicated more than 60% of homicides in 

Oakland occurred. Data also demonstrated that 

individuals within approximately 15 groups and gangs in 

the area were connected to the majority of these 

homicides, making their members highly likely to be 

suspects or victims of a shooting or homicide. As such, 

the strategy focuses on non-fatal shootings and 

homicides in East Oakland by communicating directly 

with the active groups and gangs in the area.17 High-risk 

individuals are offered the opportunity to connect with 

services, supports, and employment using a call-in or 

notification meeting format. Those who reject assistance 

become the focus of coordinated inter-agency law 

enforcement efforts to remove them from the streets. The Ceasefire model is depicted in Figure 7. 

                                                           
17 Source: Oakland Police Department, 2013. “Ceasefire Lifelines.” 

Ceasefire Goals 

Reduce shootings and homicides through 

respectful direct communication and 

follow-through with those at highest risk 

of violence. 

Decrease recidivism and incarceration 

rates of individuals participating in the 

intervention.  

Strengthen police-community relations. 
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Figure 7: Oakland Ceasefire Model 

 

Implementation of CRT Program in Oakland  

Training and Preparation: On average, CRT officers have between three and six years of experience in 

OPD, according to the CRT survey, and nearly all (90%) voluntarily transferred into the position. Interviews 

with CRT officers and Sergeants indicate that CRTs are comprised of officers who have excelled in patrol, 

gang units, problem solving, or other law enforcement roles. For CRT officers, the opportunity to gain new 

competencies and skills, conduct proactive police work, and apprehend suspects are the primary reasons 

to join a CRT.  

Most training for CRTs is on the job training. OPD does not offer a school for CRTs as it does for PSOs, 

though the Department offers a variety of tactical trainings both in-house and through other law 

enforcement agencies and programs. Two-thirds (64%) of CRTs have attended at least one type of training 

to further develop skills necessary for the performance of their duties. Interviews with CRTs suggested a 

desire for additional access to external trainings, such as the California Narcotics Officer Association 

training, though CRTs also appreciate the skills they gain through working with other officers and more 

experienced Sergeants. CRT training needs are outlined in Table 8. 
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Direct 
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Tailored services 
are available to 

direct 
communication 
to participants 

that express 
interest

Specific Law 
Enforcement 

follow-through on 
the first and worst 

groups that 
continue to engage 

in violence

Ongoing 
outreach & 
relationship 

building through 
Night Walks in 

focus area
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Table 8: CRT Training Needs 

“Now that you are working as a CRT, in 
which areas do you need more 
training?” 

Adequately 
prepared 

Somewhat 
prepared 

Not well 
prepared 

Mission & Goals of Community Policing 68% 27% 5% 

Surveillance 64% 23% 14% 

Tactical training 64% 27% 9% 

Working with Oakland’s diverse 
communities 

64% 36% 0% 

Working with other law enforcement 
agencies 

59% 37% 5% 

Undercover work 41% 36% 23% 

Roles & Responsibilities of CRTs 41% 50% 9% 

Search Warrants 32% 59% 9% 

Intelligence gathering 27% 59% 14% 

California Narcotics Officers Association 
Training 

27% 41% 32% 

Using Forensic Logic or other software 
for analysis of crime data 

27% 27% 46% 

Interviewing and interrogation 18% 59% 23% 
Source: CRT Survey, November 2013; n=22 

Roles and Deployment: Each of the City’s five Areas was assigned a CRT unit in 2013-14, with an additional 

Ceasefire Unit focused on East Oakland. However, spikes in violence in East Oakland resulted in a rotating 

schedule, with CRT units from Bureau of Field Operations 1 (Downtown and West Oakland) being 

deployed to East Oakland every two weeks. Interviews and ridealongs suggested that Area command 

exercises considerable control over the deployment of its units and the types of priorities that CRTs work 

on. Supporting Ceasefire operations, responding to protests, and focusing on narcotics sales within hot 

spot areas were the primary focus of CRT operations this year. Other areas of focus include developing 

profiles of and dismantling gangs; arresting pimps; and gathering information on suspects involved in 

homicides, robberies/burglaries, and prostitution.  

While some CRTs and their supervisors described supporting PSO projects 

and operations as a primary role, many others did not. In fact, some CRTs 

reported playing no role in supporting PSO projects; rather, PSOs have 

supported CRT operations instead. CRTs have collaborated closely with 

other law enforcement agencies. While command reported a clear 

articulation of the CRTs role in supporting Ceasefire to achieve reductions 

in shootings and homicides (via their 90-day violence reduction plan), CRTs 

varied significantly on the ground. Some described the focus of their work 

as supporting PSO projects; others identified dismantling gangs as their 

primary focus; still others said their work focused on narcotics arrests. The 

diversity of perspectives suggests a high degree of flexibility within the program, but also indicates that 

broader organizational goals may not be consistently communicated through the chain of command.  

“The value of the squad 

to the Department is that 

CRTs are the only flexible, 

crime-specific, or mission 

specific squad.” 

Special Resource 

Lieutenant 
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As a tactical unit, CRTs are intended to be highly flexible, responding to shifting priorities and emergent 

needs. The chart below reflects this flexibility, depicting the ways in which CRTs report spending their 

time.  

Table 9: CRT Roles, Activities, and Deployment 

Question: “How much of your time do you spend on each of the following 
activities?” 

Average 

Work as the enforcement arm on PSO projects 26% 

Gather intelligence or apprehend suspects based on direction from Criminal 
Investigation Division (persons with a warrant) 

38% 

Gather intelligence and apprehend suspects for serious crime based on 
supervisor or upper command direction. 

38% 

Gather intelligence and apprehend suspects for serious crime based on crime 
analysis or CRT observation (self-initiated) 

49% 

Build relationships with community residents (i.e. walking or riding beat; attending 

NCPC meetings) 
27% 

Respond to major incidents requiring additional resources citywide (i.e. 

sideshows, protests, street racing) 
32% 

Provide assistance to patrol 30% 

Source: CRT Survey, Nov. 2013; n=22 

Challenges: The biggest challenges identified by CRTs in doing their work include too few computers; 

antiquated vehicles; no access to Forensic Logic software in their cars; heightened scrutiny because of the 

nature of pro-active work; and a rotating deployment schedule. Some officers complained that they do 

not get the support of supervisors, command, or the community in moving criminals off the streets. Some 

CRT officers expressed frustration that rotating out of their Areas every two weeks prevented them from 

giving sustained attention to problem spots in their own Area.  

Impact: The primary contribution of CRTs is the removal of perpetrators of crime and violence from 

Oakland streets through arrest and detention. CRTs concurred that removing these individuals, 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; it also enhances resident perceptions of public safety. 

Examples of other CRT contributions include: apprehension of violent gang members; removal of guns 

from the street and narcotics arrests. In addition, CRTs play a role in implementing and supporting 

Ceasefire operations. In 2014, Oakland has had its lowest homicide rate in five years, as well as a six-week 

stretch in August and September with no murders, the longest in 15 years.18 OPD credits Ceasefire with 

these reductions. On the ground, CRTs share a common belief that their activities contribute to improved 

public safety in Oakland.  

Tracking of Activities and Impact: While OPD documents CRT activities, outputs, and outcomes, data is 

not readily available to the evaluation. Sergeants are responsible for reporting CRT activities and impacts 

                                                           
18 “Oakland Goes 6 Weeks without a Murder; the Longest Stretch in 15 Years.” Oakland North; September 24, 
2014. 
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to the Special Resource Lieutenant in their Area. CRTs report that they spend a significant amount of time 

on administrative paperwork. While some Areas use CRT stat sheets, there is no system for tracking 

activities and outcomes that is easily accessible to external stakeholders. As OPD shifts its Measure Y 

investments towards CRTs, documenting CRT program outputs and outcomes is a challenge that needs to 

be addressed. 

Partnering with the Community 

While OPD expects CRT officers to interact in a respectful and professional manner with Oakland 

residents, CRTs do not specifically build relationships with the community. CRTs fall within a tactical 

approach to crime reduction that focuses on violence suppression, as opposed to traditional community 

policing approaches where community partnership is an explicit part of the theory of change. Under the 

tactical approach, a neighborhood, targeted area, or gang is saturated with a law enforcement presence 

with the goal of removing bad actors from the community and deterring others from engaging in criminal 

activity.  

Many of the CRTs’ tactics, including undercover work and surveillance operations, are not conducive to 

officers being a known and recognizable face in the community. A concern raised in the literature is that 

these types of tactics tend to disproportionately target communities of color, potentially resulting in 

unnecessary contact between residents of those neighborhoods and the police, further eroding public 

trust in the police.19 When individual officers have a significant amount of discretion in initiating and 

conducting their daily activities, protocols for ensuring that residents rights are protected become all the 

more important. That said, OPD’s deployment strategy includes a targeting of known and suspected 

criminals based on intelligence data. From an officer perspective, serving as a CRT comes with a risk of 

greater scrutiny. Several described serving as a CRT as a “career reduction team” because of the increased 

scrutiny. 

CRT Recommendations 

Recommendation: Focus CRT activities on violence reduction. OPD should deploy CRTs to activities 

and efforts known to reduce violence. CRTs support the work of Operation Ceasefire, which has been 

credited with preventing shootings and homicides in East Oakland and is thus consistent with Measure 

Y’s objectives. However, CRTs may also be overly focused on narcotics arrests, which are not directly 

related to reducing violence. While the high number of narcotics arrests may reflect responsiveness to 

NCPC project priorities, CRTs have an obligation to educate NCPCs and bring their priorities into closer 

alignment with violence reduction goals. 

Recommendation: Direct training dollars to preparing CRTs. As Measure Y investments shift 

towards increased funding for CRTs, more funding is needed to strengthen CRT capacity to carry out their 

duties. Specific needs identified by CRTs include interrogation, interviewing, and California Narcotics 

Officer Association trainings. 

                                                           
19 Kraska (2007), infra.  
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Recommendation: Develop plans for reporting CRT activities and outcomes. In partnership with 

the evaluation, OPD should develop a plan for capturing CRT activities and outcomes for the purposes of 

meeting Measure Y evaluation requirements. The Department should establish practices and procedures 

to quantitatively report on the activities and impact of CRTs that are consistent across the five areas. This 

plan should focus on minimizing additional administrative burden on officers, leverage existing data 

collection practices, and take into consideration the sensitive nature of CRT work.  

7.  Community Partnership and Police Legitimacy 

What is the quality of relationships between police and community residents in 

Oakland’s flatland neighborhoods? 

This section provides a review of the issues in community/police partnership and legitimacy based on a 

review of the literature and describes the results of the 2014 Resident Survey.  

Department Efforts to Strengthen Community Partnership 

In addition to implementing the programs supported through Measure Y investments, OPD has made 

strengthened community partnership a key part of the re-organization that began in 2013 in response to 

the Bratton/Wasserman recommendations and reports. OPD continues to use the Bratton/Wasserman 

recommendations to guide decisions, as outlined on OPD’s website, and has reported progress in 

implementing many decisions related to building community trust.  

Table 10. OPD Progress Implementing Wasserman/Bratton Recommendations 

Recommendations to Build 
Communities of Trust 

Progress 

Implementation of Legitimacy 
Training 

All officers are receiving training in procedural justice 
to strengthen officers’ capacity to deliver a high level 
of customer service in every interaction with the 
public. The goal is to have the entire Department 
trained in procedural justice by March, 2015.  

Training for officers in interaction 
with community members 

 OPD has integrated community interaction training 
into regular officer training, focusing on tactical 
communication to diffuse and de-escalate interactions 
with citizens. 

Roll Call Appearances by Chief and 
Asst. Chief 

Implemented 

Organization of Community Advisory 
Councils in Districts 

Each of the five Area commanders has established an 
advisory council to bring together community leaders. 
All are holding bi-monthly or monthly meetings. 

Bringing community into all aspects 
of the Department 

In progress  
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Recommendations to Build 
Communities of Trust 

Progress 

Annual survey of community 
confidence and satisfaction with 
police service delivery 

Completed in 2013 

Invite community representatives 
into the CompStat process 

In progress; quarterly presentations to Public Safety 
Meeting as a means of updating the public on the 
CompStat process. 

Involve the community 
(neighborhoods) in crime analysis and 
crime strategy development 

In Progress 

Ensure that the relationships with 
Ceasefire community participants is 
seamless 

Implemented 

Limit the use of Problem-solving 
officers as a personnel pool for 
special events 

In Progress; reliance on PSOs has decreased in 2013-14 

When personnel are required for an 
event, use beat officers, not PSOs 

In Progress; reliance on PSOs has decreased in 2013-14.  

Resident Survey Findings 

As part of the assessment of community/police partnership, the evaluation conducted a survey of Oakland 

residents in 2013 and again in 2014. OPD conducted a similar survey in 2013 as well as part of the 

Bratton/Wasserman study and re-organization. All three surveys focused on perceptions of public safety, 

competence, and interactions with OPD. As noted previously, the 2013 survey was administered via the 

NCPC listservs and did not generate a respondent pool reflective of Oakland’s demographics. This year’s 

survey enlisted community based organizations, Oakland public schools, and Oakland Unite programs as 

catalysts for reaching Oakland residents in 

flatland neighborhoods. An important limitation 

to make note of-- random sampling 

methodologies were not used, as they were not 

deemed feasible. Survey results were analyzed 

by ethnicity and by age to determine whether 

there were significant differences in responses 

based on these factors.  

A total of 537 surveys were collected, with 

female respondents representing 59% and male 

respondents representing 41% of the pool. As 

reflected in Table 11. Ethnic Composition of 

Survey Respondents 2014 v. 2013 Table 11 

below, the current survey captured a more 

diverse demographic than the NCPC survey.  

84%

16%

Flatlands Other Areas

Figure 8. Survey Responses by Area of Oakland 
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Table 11. Ethnic Composition of Survey Respondents 2014 v. 2013 

Race/Ethnicity 2014 Resident Survey 2013 NCPC Survey 

  n= % n= % 

African American/Black 123 23% 179 16% 

American Indian or Pacific Islander 3 1% [16] [2%] 

Asian 134 25% [78] [7%] 

Hispanic or Latino 118 22% 59 5% 

Multi-Racial or Ethnic 23 4%   

White 71 13% 671 61% 

Decline/Blank 65 12% 119 11% 

The paper-based outreach campaign also resulted in the participation of Oakland residents of diverse age 

ranges. Please see Appendix C for additional details on respondent characteristics and survey results.  

Survey results provide insights into the quality of relationships and community partnerships between 

OPD and Oakland’s diverse communities, particularly those that reside in flatland neighborhoods. East 

Oakland, Fruitvale, and West Oakland zip codes were most heavily represented among survey 

respondents.  

Public Safety: Perceptions of public safety point are an indicator of crime levels, neighborhood cohesion 

and police legitimacy. If residents feel safe, they are more likely to view the police as competent in 

maintaining order and public safety. The resident survey asked respondents questions relating to how 

safe they feel in their community and 

whether safety had improved or not 

in their neighborhood over the past 

year. The survey found that a 

minority of respondents feels safe in 

their Oakland community. Important 

differences emerged among the 

respondents: 

 Respondents from flatland zip 

codes felt significantly less safe than 

those from other zip codes. Less than 

a third of residents in flatland zip 

codes (32%) reported feeling safe, 

while almost two-thirds of 

respondents from other zip codes reported feeling safe (58%). 

 About a third of Asian and Hispanic reported feeling safe in their Oakland Community, while over 

half (60%) of white respondents felt safe. Nearly half of African American respondents (45%) felt 

safe.  

 Asian respondents were most likely to feel safer when OPD was present, while African American 

respondents were least likely.  

8%

42%
35%

15%

Under 20

20-34 Years

35-49 Years

50 & Over

Figure 9. Age Ranges of Survey Respondents 
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 Overall, a majority of respondents felt that safety in their neighborhood had stayed the same over 

the past year (54%). No significant differences were noted. 

Table 12. Resident Perceptions of Overall Safety 

  “I generally feel 
safe in my Oakland 
community.” 

 “I feel safer when 
OPD officers are 
present.” 

 
 

Agree Disagree  Agree Disagree 

All All respondents  37% 53%  50% 27% 

R/E African-American/Black  45% 46%*  41% 36%* 

Asian/Pacific Islander  24% 66%*  72% 16%* 

Hispanic/Latino  31% 59%  53% 36% 

White  60% 31%*  47% 29%* 

Area Flats  32% 58%*  53% 32%* 

Other Oakland Area  58% 35%  56% 19% 
Source: Resident Survey 2014, n=537  

 

Two common themes emerged in the qualitative responses from residents. Some residents described 

Oakland as a crime-ridden city, with police doing the best they can and serving as a positive presence in 

promoting public safety. Others felt that the police posed a threat to their community and that they would 

not be treated fairly.  

Visibility and Accessibility: Maintaining a visible, accessible presence in the community is a means of 

building positive relationships with residents, not only in responding to calls for service, but in day-to-day 

interactions with residents as police go about their work. When residents don’t feel that services are 

responsive and accessible, their perception of police competence decreases. The resident survey asked 

respondents about how they get information from OPD, how accessible and visible the Department is in 

their neighborhood and the nature of their interactions with OPD.  

On items of visibility and accessibility, a majority of respondents concurred that they have had few friendly 

conversations with police and only a quarter know an officer in their neighborhood by sight.  
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Figure 10. Accessibility and Visibility: Proportion who Agree 

 

Residents concurred that they have primarily observed police driving in their neighborhood on a weekly 

basis, but rarely have observed them walking in their neighborhoods. Qualitative responses pointed to a 

general sentiment that OPD is under-staffed and unable to respond in an adequate time to calls for 

service. “They don’t come when you need them” was a sentiment echoed in many surveys. Others had a 

more cynical or pessimistic view of OPD as a force unable to control violence or crime or respond promptly 

to resident concerns. Several respondents reported having received prompt and professional service from 

the Department.  

Figure 11. Presence in the Neighborhood: Proportion who Agree 

 

The ways in which residents receive information and are able to access help from OPD also impacts the 

quality of relationships between police and residents and is an indicator of the level of accessibility. While 

some Areas within the Department are testing innovative methods to communicating with residents (such 

as Nixle, Next Door, and Twitter), traditionally the NCPCs have represented the primary method for OPD 

to get information and updates to residents. When the police have multiple forums outside of a call for 

service to interact with residents, provide information and receive input, they are more likely to be viewed 

as a positive, versus occupying force. 
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The survey focused on reaching residents who may not be connected with an NCPC. In general, 

respondents did not rely on their NCPCs as the primary avenue for getting information and assistance with 

a problem from OPD, suggesting that web and social-media-based avenues may respond more accurately 

to the preferences of Oakland residents. Over half of respondents (54%) had not received information 

from OPD before.  

Figure 12. How have you received information or education from OPD? 

 
When faced with a problem, most respondents reported calling 911 or the non-emergency number. 
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Figure 13. When faced with a problem in your neighborhood, which of the following have you done? 

 

Competence and Effectiveness: As noted above, perceptions of public safety, accessibility and 

responsiveness, and real and perceived quality of interactions between residents and police all impact 

whether police are viewed as competent and effective. External factors like the size of the force, ability 

to respond to calls for service, and crime trends in the neighborhood also influence whether police are 

viewed as effective and competent. When communities doubt the competence of their police, engaging 

residents as partners in promoting neighborhood safety becomes all the more difficult.  

The Resident Survey also included questions about OPD’s level of competence, contributions to 

neighborhood safety, and how respectful and fairly the Department treats their community. The survey 

also asked residents how confident they were that they or their children would be treated fairly in an 

interaction with police.   

 When asked if satisfied with OPD, almost half of respondents (46%) disagreed.

 When asked about whether they agreed with the statement that OPD contributes to making their 

neighborhood safer, equal percentages of respondents agreed (34%) and disagreed (36%). 

 While some residents gave examples of positive interactions with OPD, a majority of qualitative 

responses were examples of where OPD had failed to meet resident expectations.  

 An important limitation to make note of is that the resident survey focused on perceptions versus 

actual interactions. OPD’s survey administered in 2013 focused on actual interactions on similar 

items and yielded a much more positive response. 
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Table 13. Resident Perceptions of OPD as a Positive Presence in the Community20 

  

“OPD officers are 
genuinely concerned 
for my safety.”  

“OPD is a positive 
presence in my 
community.” 

  Agree Disagree  Agree Disagree 

All All respondents  40% 28%  40% 34% 

R/E African-American/Black  35% 34%*  29% 46%* 

Asian/Pacific Islander  48% 15%*  56% 15%* 

Hispanic/Latino  36% 32%  40% 38% 

White  49% 28%  31% 41% 

Table 14. Resident Perceptions of Police Fairness21 

 
 “OPD treats residents 

in my community 
fairly.” 

 “I am confident that, 
during a police 
contact, OPD would 
treat me and/or my 
children fairly.” 

  Agree Disagree  Agree Disagree 

All All respondents  30% 33%  41% 29% 

R/E African-American/Black  27% 45%  30% 38% 

Asian/Pacific Islander  31% 12%  47% 12% 

Hispanic/Latino  32% 37%  42% 33% 

White  31% 32%  51% 29% 

These quotes and findings point to what many in and outside of OPD already know. When it comes to its 

relationships with black, brown, and low-income communities, the Department faces serious challenges 

in being viewed as a legitimate partner or resource. The sources of this legitimacy challenge are myriad- 

including an inadequate size of the sworn force, which leads to an inability to respond to calls for service; 

high crime levels; a history of abuse, scandal and unfairness in its treatment of residents of color; and, 

insufficient forums for police and residents to interact. Qualitative responses point to diversity among 

respondents in Oakland’s flatland neighborhoods- many residents want and expect OPD to control crime 

in their neighborhoods and to provide consistent and fair customer service to all residents. When OPD 

provides the type of service residents are expecting, residents feel safer and come to view the Department 

more favorably. For others, interactions with the Department have been consistently negative and hostile. 

When asked to provide examples of the ways that OPD has worked well with their community, numerous 

respondents stated that they could not think of any positive interactions. 

                                                           
20 “Agree” and “Disagree” responses do not sum to 100% due to “I don’t know” responses. An asterisk (*) 

indicates statistical significance at a p-value of .01 or less using χ² analysis for the group in that row compared to all 
other groups combined. See Appendix C for additional details. 
21 Ibid. 
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Community Partnership and Police Legitimacy Recommendations 

Recommendation: Identify strategies to build partnerships with residents in addition to 

collaboration through the NCPCs. This recommendation appeared in the 2012-13 evaluation and still 

stands. The 2014 Resident Survey found that a majority of respondents did not receive information or 

education from OPD and only 13% attended an NCPC meeting when faced with a neighborhood problem. 

There are many opportunities to expand resident and police collaboration outside the forum of the NCPCs, 

such as through partnerships with community-based organizations, faith-based organizations, schools, 

and use of social media and electronic communication. Some but not all command Areas have adopted 

Nixle and Next Door. The Department and Neighborhood Services should identify additional strategies for 

PSO-resident collaboration across all Areas. 

Recommendation: Continue to strengthen police legitimacy and community partnership 

through trainings, development of performance metrics, and a total community policing 

approach. OPD has taken many steps to build more trusting relationships between police and residents, 

including training the entire Department in procedural justice. OPD should continue to invest in training 

in community policing approaches. It should also develop metrics to monitor the quality of interactions 

between police and residents. As part of this effort, it should continue to review policies, procedures, and 

practices that lead to disproportionate minority contact and/or erode community trust. Finally, OPD 

should adopt a total community policing approach, which implies a department-wide focus on customer 

service, fairness, and problem solving in partnership with residents. This focus should not be confined to 

specific positions such as PSOs and CRTs. The evaluation team has made this recommendation before and 

reiterates it here. (Appendix B provides an update on the Department’s progress in implementing prior 

year recommendations.) 

Recommendation: The City of Oakland should continue to allocate Measure Y resources in a 

way that reflects commitment to problem solving and community engagement, not just 

suppression and enforcement. Since 2011, the Department has steadily increased the proportion of 

Measure Y funding that goes to CRTs and decreased its investment in PSOs. The first increase was in 2011, 

when the number of Measure Y funding CRT officers increased to 22. This shift reflected shrinking 

organizational resources and a greater appetite amongst the public and elected officials for proactive 

efforts to stem violence. The second increase occurred in 2013-14, when Measure Y funds covered the 

costs of 36 CRT officers, who were deployed in Units to each of the City’s five Areas and to Ceasefire 

support.22  

OPD faces competing demands—broadly, the demands of focusing on relationship-building versus 

enforcement or prevention versus intervention. Stemming violent crime, shootings, and homicides is 

critical to legitimacy. So too are proactive efforts to build the community’s capacity to promote public 

safety goals and to transform police-resident relationships through problem-solving. OPD should continue 

                                                           
22 Since Operation Ceasefire began in 2013, Oakland has experienced its lowest homicide rate since 2010, and the 
longest period of time without a homicide in 2014. 
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to invest in community engagement and problem solving and as a strategy for achieving greater 

community partnership and legitimacy. 

8.  Conclusion 

The external evaluation focuses on the deployment of Measure Y resources and the quality of 

implementation in three major areas of best practice in community policing: Organizational 

Transformation, Problem Solving, and Community Partnerships. This year’s evaluation focused on 

assessing community partnership; the evaluation also examined PSO progress on accountability 

measures, documenting the activities and approaches of CRTs, reflecting OPD’s shift in resources towards 

these units, and assessing the quality of community partnerships through a resident survey. The 

Department has implemented most of the Wasserman/Bratton recommendations23 for building 

community trust, though the results of the 2014 Resident Survey affirm OPD’s challenge with being seeing 

as a legitimate presence in flatland neighborhoods. This challenge should be taken seriously. While OPD 

has made progress in implementing prior year recommendations for strengthening accountability and 

training in the PSO program, these improvements should be applied to the CRT investment. As OPD weighs 

its allocation of Measure Y resources, attention should be given to strategic investments that strengthen 

community/police partnerships and police legitimacy alongside violence reduction efforts. Investments in 

CRTs should be strategically deployed to meet Measure Y goals of decreasing violence, shootings and 

homicides.  

                                                           
23 See Table 11 infra.  
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Appendix A: Background on Community Policing in Oakland 

The Role of the PSOs in Implementing Community Policing: In the Oakland Police Department, PSOs are 

each assigned to a neighborhood beat and work collaboratively with Neighborhood Crime Prevention 

Councils (NCPCs) to address community-identified problems. PSOs have myriad roles and responsibilities: 

law enforcement, community organizing, public relations, problem solving, crime analysis and 

investigation, and collaboration with city agencies and staff. They are also responsible for becoming 

familiar with their beat, including getting to know neighborhood and community-based groups and 

organizations and understanding crime trends and sources of criminal activity on their beat. They are 

charged with mobilizing and educating residents about their role in making their communities more 

livable, as well as garnering city and 

community resources to solve problems. 

They represent a bridge between the 

Department and residents in their beat; interactions with residents can strengthen or weaken that bridge, 

the public’s trust in the Department, and 

ultimately, how safe residents feel in 

their neighborhood. 

The SARA Problem Solving Process: 

SARA is a multi-step process that PSOs 

use to address issues and concerns in 

their beats. The SARA process 

emphasizes an analysis of the nature of 

the problem and consideration of 

multiple solutions before a response is 

implemented. An evidence-based 

practice used in many communities across the country, the SARA-based approach to problem solving 

helps officers move away from reactive policing by promoting a critical analysis of the nature, source, and 

potential resolution of a problem.  Each step is described below: 

 Scanning:  The purpose of scanning is to identify the nature of the problem, it includes scanning 

the physical location, as well as talking with residents, gathering information, and reviewing data 

to understand the source of the problem. 

 Analysis:  The purpose of analysis is to identify the range of responses that may address the source 

of the problem; it involves analyzing multiple sources of information, including resident 

information, intelligence, crime trends, and other incident data to inform the development of 

potential responses.  It includes the articulation of project goals and measures. 

 Response: Response is the development and implementation of a response plan, with timelines 

and stakeholder roles articulated.  

 Assessment:  Assessment is an analysis of whether the response was implemented as planned 

and whether project goals have been achieved. If goals have not been achieved, additional 

Scanning

Analysis

Response

Assessessm
ent

Figure 14. The SARA Process 
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analysis of the sources and potential responses are conducted and response plan updated; 

alternatively, the project goals may be modified. Assessment is also critical to determining 

whether continued law enforcement resources should be dedicated to the selected project. 

The SARA process may be implemented multiple times before a problem is closed. For example, an initial 

scan and analysis of a blighted property leads to the property being boarded up; however, an assessment 

indicates that people are still loitering in front of the property, which leads the PSO to complete the SARA 

process a second time to develop and implement an additional response given the shifting nature of the 

problem.  Further, an officer may implement a response for several months and continue to monitor the 

resolution of the problem before closing it.  

The Role of Neighborhood Crime Prevention Councils (NCPCs): NCPCs are the primary forum for PSOs to 

collaborate with residents to identify and collaboratively solve problems in the beat. PSOs are expected 

to open projects on selected NCPC priorities, educate NCPCs about the crime trends and sources of 

criminal behavior in their neighborhoods, regularly attend NCPC meetings in their assigned beats, and 

update residents on their progress in solving problems. 

Linkages/Collaboration with Other City Services: Effective community policing connects communities 

with needed city resources (e.g., Public Works, Planning, etc.) and also results in stronger partnerships 

between residents and local government leadership (e.g., City Council representatives), neighborhood 

schools, small businesses, churches, and other agencies working toward common goals. Linkages with 

other city services are frequently made at NCPC meetings through the Neighborhood Services Department 

staff and programs (in particular, the Neighborhood Services Coordinators), through the Service Delivery 

Systems, and through the offices of City Council members. Working closely with Neighborhood Services 

Coordinators, PSOs bring together the resources and solutions to confront neighborhood problems. PSOs 

coordinate their efforts with the City Attorney, the Alameda County District Attorney’s office, and other 

law enforcement agencies.   

The Role of Crime Reduction Teams: The primary responsibility of Crime Reduction Teams (CRTs) is to 

suppress violence through proactive police work that results in the identification and arrest of individuals 

suspected of perpetrating serious crime. CRTs are deployed to assist PSOs with implementing law 

enforcement responses to identify the perpetrators of serious criminal activity and gather the information 

needed to successfully prosecute them.  CRTs may conduct surveillance, gather intelligence through 

undercover operations, write warrants, and identify suspects.  Because they work in teams of six or more 

officers, they are able to carry out law enforcement operations that a PSO cannot conduct by him or 

herself.  CRTs gather intelligence that can lead to the identification, arrest, and conviction of robbery or 

burglary suspects, perpetrators of shootings or homicides, and individuals responsible for the sale of 

narcotics in specific locations within the neighborhood. CRTs also have a high level of flexibility in terms 

of their deployment: command may use the team to conduct enforcement in areas experiencing 

particularly high spikes in violent crime or to assist a PSO with providing a law enforcement response to 

help solve an open problem.
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Appendix B: Update on Prior Year Recommendations 

Area Recommendation Progress Partial 
Progress 

No 
Progress 

Community 
Relations  

OPD and the Neighborhood Services Division should 
identify additional strategies to build partnerships 
with residents in addition to collaboration through 
the NCPCs (2012-2013). 

 X  

Coordination Align Measure Y’s community policing investment 
with other public safety initiatives and funding 
sources (2011-2012). 

  X 

Information 
Management 

Continue to strengthen reporting and tracking 
systems, in particular the SARAnet database. 
Develop procedures and protocols for entering and 
closing projects into the database, including 
clarifying what does and does not constitute a 
project. Continue to refine the system so that data 
entry is user-friendly and the system has the 
capacity to generate meaningful reports to PSOs, 
their supervisors, and Department leadership 
(2009-2010). 

X   

Develop metrics for measuring CRT impact on public 
safety early on in the fiscal year, should the 
Department decide to re-deploy CRTs (2011-2012). 

  X 

Continue to develop accountability protocols for the 
PSO Program and monitor their implementation. 
Specific protocols need to be established to 
delineate the role of PSOs, Sergeants, and Special 
Resource Lieutenants in maintaining data quality 
and ensuring effective practices in problem solving 
(2012-2013). 

 X  

Personnel/ 
Deployment 

Develop Department procedures to provide 
consistent coverage to each beat should a 
temporary reassignment occur. Create a process to 
transfer beat information between PSOs (2009-
2010). 

 X  

Continue to establish and monitor Department-
wide standards in relation to coverage during 
extended PSO absences; the number and type of 
projects PSOs should be working on; and the 
implementation of each phase of the SARA process 
(2011, 7-15). 

 X  

Establish expectations regarding the management 
and supervisory role of Sergeants and Lieutenants 

 X  
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and regularly monitor the extent to which those 
expectations are being met (2011, 7-15). 

Balance the need to provide PSO service to each 
NCPC beat with the need to respond to surges in 
violent crime through the deployment of Crime 
CRTs (2011-2012). 

X   

PSO Program 
Management 

Build on efforts to articulate a vision of community 
policing by defining the percent of time PSOs should 
dedicate to each of their assigned duties. 
Incorporate principles of adult learning into PSO 
trainings and activities. Strengthen management 
and accountability systems for PSOs (2009-2010). 

 X  

Monitor the evenness of program implementation 
across Police Service Areas and neighborhood beats. 
While OPD has developed protocols and procedures 
to standardize the PSO program and improve 
accountability, it will be important to monitor their 
integration into the Department as the program 
moves into implementation (2011, 4-15). 

 X  

Given the reduction in resources, the Department 
should continue to ensure that problem-solving 
resources are deployed in a manner that is likely to 
result in reduced crime and improved public safety. 
The re-organization of beats has resulted in a more 
strategic deployment of resources towards those 
beats that experience higher crime rates, while 
continuing to ensure that each beat and NCPC has 
PSO coverage. In addition, OPD should develop 
mechanisms to examine whether selected problems 
contribute significantly to crime in the beat and 
whether problem-solving strategies are likely to 
result in problem resolution (2011, 4-15). 

  X 

Ensure better alignment of effort across Areas 1 and 
2, particularly in relation to meeting the training 
needs of PSOs, and provide Department-wide 
training in community policing and problem solving 
approaches (2011-2012). 

X   

OPD and other stakeholders should reassess the 
extent to which the current structure of Measure Y 
facilitates problem solving, enhanced community 
partnerships, and improved public safety given the 
constrained fiscal environment and reduced size of 
the sworn force (2012-2013). 

X   

Equipment 
and Training 

OPD should identify a plan for ongoing professional 
development for PSOs and their supervisors, 
focused on strengthening PSO capacity to 

 X  



City of Oakland City Administrator’s Office 
Community Policing Evaluation Annual Report 2014 

  November 2014 | 39 

implement the SARA process and other evidence-
based problem solving strategies (2011, 4-15). 

Offer a PSO School annually and ensure that PSOs 
across OPD have access to the training topics 
identified through the PSO survey (2011-2012). 

X   

Expend Measure Y Equipment and Training funds to 
upgrade laptops, particularly in Area 1 and identify 
opportunities for external training (2011-2012). 

 X  

Identify funds to train PSOs, Sergeants, and Special 
Resource Lieutenants in problem-oriented policing, 
the SARA process, and community policing. 
Participation in the community-oriented policing 
and problem-oriented policing annual conferences 
and trainings would strengthen the Department’s 
problem solving efforts (2011, 7-15). 

 X  

Offer the 40-hour PSO School annually and require 
Measure Y-funded Sergeants to receive training 
using a train-the-trainer approach. Consider 
expanding community policing training to additional 
units, including patrol, to promote Department-
wide integration of community policing principles 
(2012-2013). 

 X  
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Appendix C: 2014 Resident Survey Analysis 

The evaluation team created a survey to learn about Oakland residents’ perception of the Oakland Police 

Department (OPD). The evaluation team fielded a similar survey in 2013 that was promoted to residents 

who attend NCPC meetings or receive emails via the NCPC listserv.24 This year’s survey contained 

questions on additional topics and the survey outreach strategy was also different in order to obtain more 

responses from individuals who identify as non-White or reside in the “flatland” neighborhoods of 

Oakland.  

Design: The questions in the survey examine the relationship between diverse Oakland communities and 

OPD, specifically the Department’s legitimacy and the sense of partnership that exists. Beginning with the 

questions in the NCPC Survey and OPD’s Resident Survey, the evaluation team drew on existing questions 

and added additional ones to solicit information in six recognized domains of police performance25: 

1. Attentiveness: A visible police presence 

2. Reliability: A quick, predictable response 

3. Responsiveness: Attempts to satisfy people’s requests and explain reasons for actions and 

decisions 

4. Competence: Ability to handle criminals, victims, and the public 

5. Manners: Respectful treatment of all people 

6. Fairness: Equitable treatment for all—especially racial equality 

The questions are listed in Table 15. Response options were “Agree”, “Disagree” or “I don’t know” 

unless noted otherwise.  

Table 15. Questions Contained in Resident Survey 2014 

Question 

I generally feel safe in my Oakland community. 

I feel safer when OPD officers are present. 

During the past year, safety in my neighborhood has: 
Decreased, Stayed the Same, Increased, Other (please specify) 

I see OPD driving around my neighborhood approximately __. 
Weekly, Monthly, Yearly, Never, Other (please specify) 

I see OPD walking around my neighborhood approximately ____. 
Weekly, Monthly, Yearly, Never, Other (please specify) 

I know how to report a non-emergency problem to OPD.  

I am satisfied with OPD officers' level of competence. 

OPD contributes to making my neighborhood safer. 

OPD treats residents in my community with respect. 

                                                           
24 OPD also fielded a Resident Survey earlier in 2014. The evaluation team thought it was important to conduct a 
survey that was clearly labeled as independent of OPD. The results of the two surveys are largely consistent. 
25 Davis, R. C. (2012). Selected international best practices in police performance measurement. Rand Corporation. 
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OPD treats residents in my community fairly. 

I am confident that, during a police contact, OPD would treat me and/or my children 
fairly 

OPD officers are genuinely concerned for my safety. 

OPD is a positive presence in my community. 

OPD and members of my community work together to solve problems. 

I know a police officer in my neighborhood by sight. 

I have had a casual/friendly conversation with an OPD officer. 

I know someone who has had a casual/friendly conversation with an OPD officer. 

How have you received information or education from OPD?  

 Neighborhood Crime Prevention 
Council (NCPC) Meeting 

 Other Community Meeting 

 Email/phone from an OPD Officer or 
Other Staff 

 The Internet 

 Next Door 

 Facebook 

 Nixle 

 Twitter 

 Another source (please 
specify) 

 I've never received 
information from OPD 

 

When faced with a problem in your Oakland neighborhood, which of the following 
have you done? 

 Called 911 

 Called OPD’s non-emergency  

 Called the drug hotline 

 Attended a Neighborhood Crime 
Prevention Council (NCPC) meeting 

 Formed or participated in a 
Neighborhood Watch Group 

 Contacted the police via email 

 Contacted a Neighborhood Services 
Coordinator 

 Reported concerns to a 
Problem Solving Officer 

 Contacted a City Council 
member 

 Contacted another City 
agency 

 Other (please specify): 

 I have not been faced with a 
problem in my neighborhood 
number 

 

Methods: To recruit survey respondents, the primary outreach technique was to contact community-

based organizations (CBOs) in Oakland and ask for their assistance publicizing the survey to their clients 

and stakeholders. In most cases, the organizations requested paper copies of the survey. In a few, the 

organization preferred to publicize a link to an online version of the survey. Paper surveys were available 

in English, Spanish, and Mandarin Chinese and distributed to CBOs during the month of September 2014; 

online, respondents could take the survey in English or Spanish on the survey hosting site SurveyGizmo. 

In all, the evaluation team contacted more than 40 organizations, many of which promoted the survey. 

The evaluation team also attended several community events where we asked community members to 

participate in the survey. The events were two Oakland Friday Summer Night events, several “Back-to-

School” Nights, and the “For a Safe Town” community festival. Table 16 lists the organizations that helped 

publicize the survey and the events at which the evaluation team sought responses. 

Table 16. Survey Outreach Events and Organizations 

Event/Organization  Date, if Applicable 
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United for Success Academy  9/3/2014 

Lincoln Elementary  School (Grade 2-3)  9/10/2014 

CLEVELAND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  9/11/2014 

Lincoln (Grade 4-5)  9/11/2014 

Brookfield Elementary School  9/17/2014 

Fruitvale Elementary School  9/18/2014 

Lafayette Elementary School  9/18/2014 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Elementary School  9/22/2014 

"For a Safe Town" Community Festival  9/6/2014 

Friday Summer Nights – West Oakland  8/1/2014 

Friday Summer Nights – East Oakland  8/14/2014 

California Youth Outreach   

Family Violence Law Center   

The Unity Council   

Civicorps Schools   

OUSD - Alternative Education   

Youth Uprising   

Asian Health Services (CHAA)   

HOPE Collaborative   

Oakland Fund for Children and Youth   

East Bay Housing Organization   

Oakland Unified School District   

Analysis: There were 537 responses to the survey, including both paper and online versions. The 

evaluation team used SPSS statistical software to analyze the results. In the results section that follows 

below, we report for each question: the number of people who answered the question; the percent of 

respondents who selected each response (usually “Agree”, “Disagree”, or “I don’t know”); and a “break-

down” of responses by race/ethnicity, by area of residence in Oakland, and by age range. The 

race/ethnicity and age categories will be familiar to readers. The area of residence refers to the ZIP code 

in which respondents live. In the analysis, we categorize respondents as living in the so-called “flatlands” 

of Oakland—which roughly coincide with the areas designated as East Oakland and West Oakland—or 

not. Table 17 lists the ZIP codes considered to be part of each area. 

Table 17. ZIP Code Categorization: “Flatland” Area vs. Other 

Flatland Non-Flatland 

94601 
94602 
94603 
94604 
94605 
94606 
94607 
94612 
94621 

94609 
94610 
94611 
94618 
94619 
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In addition to the number and proportion of respondents who selected each response to each question, 

we also tested the statistical significance of differences in responses between groups (by race/ethnicity, 

area, and age range). This information is contained in the column labeled “p-value” in the results table for 

each question. P-values are reported for χ² (Chi-squared) analysis, where the group indicated in the 

column was compared to all other respondents combined.  

To give an example, refer to Table 18, which shows responses to the statement, “I generally feel safe in 

my Oakland community.” Among respondents who identified themselves as White, 60% agreed with the 

statement, 31% disagreed, and 9% selected “I don’t know”. A total of 70 respondents (“n=70”) described 

themselves as White. (Due to rounding, some percentages may not sum to 100%). To test for significance, 

responses from Whites were compared to the combined response from African American/Blacks, 

Asian/Pacific Islanders, and Hispanic/Latinos, and Whites. Values in red signify results that are statistically 

significant at the p-value of .10 or less. Prior to the analysis, “I don’t know”, “other”, and blank responses 

were excluded. No p-values are reported for questions that did not have a dichotomous "Agree/Disagree" 

structure. Results are reported beginning on the next page.  

Table 18. Response Results Table, “I generally feel safe in my Oakland Community” 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

White 60% 31% 9% 70 0.000 

African American/Black 45% 46% 9% 115 0.048 

All Responses 36% 53% 11% 513  

Hispanic or Latino 31% 59% 10% 115 0.112 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 31% 52% 18% 85 -- 

Asian or Pacific Islander 24% 66% 9% 128 0.000 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 37% 53% 11% 513 

Blank (no response)    24 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

White 60% 31% 9% 70 0.000 

African American/Black 45% 46% 9% 115 0.048 

All Responses 36% 53% 11% 513  

Hispanic or Latino 31% 59% 10% 115 0.112 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 31% 52% 18% 85 -- 

Asian or Pacific Islander 24% 66% 9% 128 0.000 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Non-Flatland Areas 58% 35% 7% 72 -- 

All Responses 37% 54% 9% 437  

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 36% 46% 18% 76 -- 

Flatland 32% 58% 10% 365 0.000 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

20-34 years 43% 49% 7% 190 0.036 

50 & Up 41% 53% 6% 66 0.625 

All Responses 37% 53% 10% 450  

Decline/Blank 35% 51% 14% 63 --  

35-49 years 29% 59% 11% 157 0.024 

Under 20 27% 49% 24% 37 0.575 
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All Respondents  Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know 
(IDK) 

n= 

Responses 54% 29% 17% 497 

Blank (no response)    40 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

Asian or Pacific Islander 72% 16% 13% 127 0.001 

All Responses 54% 29% 17% 497  

Hispanic or Latino 53% 36% 11% 109 0.349 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 51% 29% 20% 82 -- 

White 47% 29% 24% 68 0.723 

African American/Black 41% 36% 23% 111 0.024 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 57% 21% 21% 75 -- 

Non-Flatland Areas 56% 19% 25% 72 -- 

All Responses 54% 30% 16% 422  

Flatland 53% 32% 15% 350 0.094 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank 68% 14% 18% 56 -- 

35-49 years 68% 15% 18% 154 0.000 

50 & Up 59% 21% 20% 66 0.088 

All Responses 52% 31% 17% 441  

20-34 years 43% 41% 16% 185 0.000 

Under 20 22% 61% 17% 36 0.000 
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All Respondents Decreased Stayed the 
Same 

Increased Other n= 

Responses 27% 54% 14% 4% 528 

Blank (no response)     9 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Decreased Stayed the 
Same 

Increased Other n= 

Asian or Pacific Islander 41% 51% 5% 3% 133 

All Responses 27% 54% 14% 4% 528 

White 26% 45% 20% 9% 69 

Hispanic or Latino 22% 57% 19% 2% 116 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 22% 58% 16% 4% 90 

African American/Black 22% 58% 16% 5% 120 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Decreased Stayed the 
Same 

Increased Other n= 

Flatland 29% 55% 13% 3% 372 

All Responses 28% 54% 14% 4% 444 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 23% 54% 18% 6% 84 

Non-Flatland Areas 22% 53% 15% 10% 72 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Decreased Stayed the 
Same 

Increased Other n= 

50 & Up 36% 41% 19% 4% 69 

Decline/Blank 32% 52% 12% 5% 66 

35-49 years 30% 54% 9% 6% 162 

All Responses 27% 55% 15% 4% 462 

20-34 years 22% 59% 16% 3% 195 
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All Respondents Weekly Monthly Yearl
y 

Write 
In:  

Daily 

Write In:  
When 

something 
happens 

Never Other n= 

All Responses 49% 15% 16% 7% 3% 8% 3% 530 

Blank (no response)        7 

 
Responses by 
Race/Ethnicity 

Weekly Monthly Yearly Write 
In:  

Daily 

Write In:  
When 

something 
happens 

Never Other n= 

Hispanic or Latino 58% 10% 13% 7% 9% 1% 3% 116 

African American/Black 58% 10% 7% 7% 11% 5% 2% 123 

All Responses 49% 15% 16% 8% 7% 3% 3% 530 

Asian or Pacific Islander 42% 18% 28% 4% 0% 5% 3% 132 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 40% 19% 15% 10% 8% 1% 7% 89 

White 40% 17% 17% 13% 11% 0% 1% 70 

 
Responses by City Area Weekly Monthly Yearly Write 

In:  
Daily 

Write In:  
When 

something 
happens 

Never Other n= 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 54% 13% 13% 8% 5% 1% 5% 83 

Flatland 48% 14% 16% 7% 9% 3% 3% 375 

All Responses 48% 15% 17% 7% 8% 3% 3% 447 

Non-Flatland Areas 47% 18% 19% 10% 0% 3% 3% 72 

 

Responses by Age Weekly Monthly Yearly Write 
In:  

Daily 

Write In:  
When 

something 
happens 

Never Other n= 

Under 20 62% 0% 16% 11% 11% 0% 0% 37 

20-34 years 53% 17% 14% 6% 7% 2% 2% 194 

All Responses 49% 15% 16% 7% 7% 3% 3% 464 

35-49 years 48% 17% 16% 5% 7% 2% 4% 164 

Decline/Blank 45% 11% 18% 9% 9% 3% 5% 66 

50 & Up 36% 13% 20% 13% 6% 7% 4% 69 
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All Respondents Weekly Monthly Yearly Never Write In:  

When 
something 

happens 

Other n= 

All Responses 11% 7% 14% 66% 1% 2% 531 

Blank (no response)       6 

 
 

Responses by 
Race/Ethnicity 

Weekly Monthly Yearly Never Write In:  
When 

something 
happens 

Other n= 

Asian or Pacific Islander 16% 9% 17% 55% 2% 2% 133 

Hispanic or Latino 12% 4% 11% 71% 0% 2% 116 

All Responses 11% 7% 14% 66% 1% 2% 531 

African American/Black 9% 4% 9% 75% 1% 2% 122 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 9% 7% 17% 64% 2% 1% 90 

White 3% 10% 20% 66% 0% 1% 70 

 
 

Responses by City Area Weekly Monthly Yearly Never Write In:  
When 

something 
happens 

Other n= 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 13% 7% 15% 62% 2% 0% 84 

Flatlands 11% 6% 12% 67% 1% 2% 375 

All Responses 10% 6% 14% 67% 1% 2% 447 

Non-Flatland Areas 3% 7% 24% 67% 0% 0% 72 

 
 

Responses by Age Weekly Monthly Yearly Never Write In:  
When 

something 
happens 

Other n= 

Under 20 19% 5% 3% 70% 0% 3% 37 

50 & Up 11% 1% 9% 77% 0% 1% 70 

All Responses 11% 7% 14% 66% 1% 2% 464 

Decline/Blank 10% 6% 15% 64% 3% 1% 67 

20-34 years 10% 9% 16% 64% 1% 1% 192 

35-49 years 9% 7% 18% 64% 1% 2% 165 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 61% 19% 20% 529 

Blank (no response)    8 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

African American/Black 72% 16% 11% 122 0.114 

White 67% 23% 10% 70 0.783 

All Responses 61% 19% 20% 529  

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 57% 20% 23% 87 -- 

Asian or Pacific Islander 57% 14% 29% 133 0.203 

Hispanic or Latino 52% 24% 24% 117 0.062 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Non-Flatland Areas 68% 21% 11% 71 -- 

All Responses 61% 20% 19% 447  

Flatlands 60% 19% 20% 376 0.919 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 59% 13% 28% 82 -- 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

50 & Up 72% 9% 19% 69 0.014 

35-49 years 67% 12% 20% 163 0.006 

All Responses 62% 19% 19% 465  

20-34 years 57% 26% 18% 196 0.003 

Decline/Blank 53% 16% 31% 64 -- 

Under 20 46% 35% 19% 37 0.008 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 23% 48% 29% 526 

Blank (no response)    11 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

Hispanic or Latino 26% 56% 18% 117 0.841 

White 25% 36% 39% 69 0.212 

Asian or Pacific Islander 24% 35% 41% 131 0.080 

All Responses 23% 48% 29% 526 -- 

African American/Black 21% 55% 24% 122 0.320 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 20% 55% 25% 87 -- 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Non-Flatland Areas 27% 34% 39% 71 -- 

All Responses 23% 48% 29% 444 -- 

Flatland 23% 50% 27% 373 0.094 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 21% 50% 29% 82 -- 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank 30% 44% 26% 66 -- 

50 & Up 29% 39% 32% 69 0.069 

35-49 years 24% 44% 32% 161 0.233 

All Responses 22% 48% 30% 460 -- 

20-34 years 20% 53% 27% 193 0.150 

Under 20 11% 59% 30% 37 0.070 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 35% 37% 28% 520 

Blank (no response)    17 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

Asian or Pacific Islander 50% 21% 29% 131 0 

All Responses 35% 37% 28% 520  

Hispanic or Latino 34% 44% 22% 116 0.308 

African American/Black 30% 45% 24% 119 0.079 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 28% 40% 32% 87  

White 27% 36% 37% 67 0.481 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 41% 35% 24% 80 -- 

Flatland 34% 38% 27% 369 0.611 

All Responses 34% 37% 29% 440  

Non-Flatland Areas 32% 31% 37% 71 -- 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank 47% 33% 20% 66 -- 

50 & Up 40% 36% 24% 67 0.357 

35-49 years 37% 29% 35% 161 0.022 

All Responses 33% 37% 29% 454  

20-34 years 30% 43% 28% 192 0.053 

Under 20 24% 53% 24% 34 0.083 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 35% 34% 32% 524 

Blank (no response)    13 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

Hispanic or Latino 40% 38% 22% 117 0.848 

Asian or Pacific Islander 37% 18% 45% 131 0.001 

White 35% 26% 39% 69 0.376 

All Responses 35% 34% 32% 524  

African American/Black 30% 46% 24% 120 0.012 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 29% 43% 29% 87   -- 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 41% 37% 22% 82 -- 

Flatland 34% 35% 31% 373 0.297 

All Responses 33% 33% 33% 442  

Non-Flatland Areas 32% 23% 45% 69   -- 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

50 & Up 48% 22% 30% 69 0.006 

35-49 years 39% 20% 41% 159 0.000 

Decline/Blank 38% 38% 25% 64 -- 

All Responses 34% 33% 33% 460  

20-34 years 29% 44% 28% 195 0.000 

Under 20 16% 57% 27% 37 0.002 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 30% 33% 38% 516 

Blank (no response)    21 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

Hispanic or Latino 32% 37% 30% 115 0.942 

Asian or Pacific Islander 31% 12% 57% 129 0.000 

White 31% 32% 37% 68 0.750 

All Responses 30% 33% 38% 516  

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 27% 40% 32% 84   -- 

African American/Black 27% 45% 28% 120 0.038 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 38% 34% 29% 80 -- 

Flatland 29% 34% 37% 368 0.414 

All Responses 28% 33% 39% 436  

Non-Flatland Areas 26% 24% 50% 68 -- 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

50 & Up 43% 25% 31% 67 0.014 

35-49 years 34% 17% 49% 157 0.000 

Decline/Blank 34% 28% 38% 64 -- 

All Responses 29% 33% 38% 452  

Under 20 25% 58% 17% 36 0.056 

20-34 years 20% 45% 34% 192 0.000 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 41% 29% 30% 523 

Blank (no response)    14 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

White 51% 29% 20% 70 0.268 

Asian or Pacific Islander 47% 12% 41% 130 0.000 

Hispanic or Latino 42% 33% 25% 114 0.696 

All Responses 41% 29% 30% 523  

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 36% 36% 28% 86 -- 

African American/Black 30% 38% 32% 123 0.004 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Non-Flatland Areas 46% 20% 34% 71 -- 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 43% 29% 28% 79 -- 

All Responses 40% 29% 31% 444  

Flatland 39% 31% 30% 373 0.068 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

50 & Up 45% 25% 30% 69 0.335 

35-49 years 44% 17% 39% 158 0.001 

All Responses 41% 29% 30% 459  

Decline/Blank 41% 28% 31% 64 -- 

20-34 years 39% 36% 24% 196 0.036 

Under 20 25% 53% 22% 36 0.003 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 40% 28% 32% 517 

Blank (no response)    20 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

White 49% 28% 24% 68 0.429 

Asian or Pacific Islander 48% 15% 37% 128 0.000 

All Responses 40% 28% 32% 517  

Hispanic or Latino 36% 32% 32% 115 0.221 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 35% 33% 32% 85 -- 

African American/Black 35% 34% 31% 121 0.090 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 49% 24% 27% 78 -- 

Non-Flatland Areas 41% 21% 38% 68 -- 

All Responses 39% 28% 33% 439  

Flatland 38% 30% 32% 371 0.200 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

35-49 years 46% 17% 37% 158 0.000 

Decline/Blank 44% 25% 31% 61 -- 

50 & Up 43% 21% 37% 68 0.194 

All Responses 40% 28% 32% 456  

20-34 years 35% 34% 31% 194 0.017 

Under 20 33% 61% 6% 36 0.004 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 40% 34% 25% 514 

Blank (no response)    23 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

Asian or Pacific Islander 56% 15% 29% 129 0.000 

All Responses 40% 34% 25% 514  

Hispanic or Latino 40% 38% 22% 110 0.788 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 39% 38% 24% 85 -- 

White 31% 41% 27% 70 0.151 

African American/Black 29% 46% 25% 120 0.003 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 46% 30% 24% 79 -- 

Non-Flatland Areas 42% 26% 32% 69 -- 

All Responses 39% 35% 26% 435  

Flatland 39% 37% 25% 366 0.178 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

35-49 years 49% 24% 28% 156 0.000 

Decline/Blank 47% 31% 23% 62 -- 

50 & Up 41% 29% 30% 69 0.410 

All Responses 39% 35% 26% 452  

20-34 years 35% 42% 23% 190 0.014 

Under 20 19% 57% 24% 37 0.002 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 29% 34% 37% 522 

Blank (no response)    15 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

Asian or Pacific Islander 38% 19% 43% 128 0.000 

Hispanic or Latino 30% 44% 26% 118 0.497 

All Responses 29% 34% 37% 522  

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 26% 33% 40% 84 -- 

African American/Black 25% 42% 33% 122 0.242 

White 17% 36% 47% 70 0.155 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 40% 29% 31% 77 -- 

Non-Flatland Areas 29% 23% 49% 70 -- 

All Responses 27% 36% 38% 445  

Flatland 26% 38% 36% 375 0.096 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

50 & Up 33% 32% 35% 69 0.256 

35-49 years 30% 26% 45% 159 0.024 

All Responses 28% 36% 36% 460  

20-34 years 25% 43% 32% 195 0.040 

Under 20 24% 54% 22% 37 0.157 

Decline/Blank 14% 7% 15% 62 -- 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 25% 57% 19% 520 

Blank (no response)    17 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

African American/Black 30% 56% 14% 121 0.286 

Asian or Pacific Islander 29% 52% 18% 130 0.161 

All Responses 25% 57% 19% 520  

Hispanic or Latino 24% 55% 21% 117 0.992 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 20% 54% 26% 84 -- 

White 15% 72% 13% 68 0.014 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Flatland 27% 56% 16% 371 0.005 

All Responses 25% 58% 17% 441  

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 24% 47% 29% 79 -- 

Non-Flatland Areas 11% 69% 20% 70 -- 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Under 20 35% 56% 9% 34 0.290 

35-49 years 27% 53% 20% 161 0.252 

All Responses 25% 58% 17% 458  

20-34 years 24% 61% 16% 195 0.396 

Decline/Blank 23% 48% 29% 62 -- 

50 & Up 11% 16% 16% 68 0.242 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 31% 54% 16% 524 

Blank (no response)    13 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

African American/Black 41% 53% 6% 120 0.076 

White 36% 54% 10% 70 0.578 

All Responses 31% 54% 16% 524  

Asian or Pacific Islander 28% 45% 27% 131 0.638 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 28% 53% 19% 86 -- 

Hispanic or Latino 21% 63% 15% 117 0.007 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Non-Flatland Areas 35% 49% 15% 71 -- 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 32% 52% 16% 81 -- 

All Responses 30% 54% 16% 443  

Flatlands 29% 55% 16% 372 0.312 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

50 & Up 44% 41% 15% 68 0.011 

35-49 years 36% 45% 19% 161 0.026 

All Responses 31% 54% 15% 462  

20-34 years 26% 62% 13% 196 0.006 

Decline/Blank 24% 53% 23% 62 -- 

Under 20 19% 73% 8% 37 0.039 
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All Respondents Agree Disagree I Don’t 
Know (IDK) 

n= 

Responses 36% 40% 24% 519 

Blank (no response)    18 

 

 

 

 

Responses by Race/Ethnicity Agree Disagree IDK n= p-value 

African American/Black 44% 38% 18% 120 0.148 

White 43% 39% 19% 70 0.429 

Other/Multi/Decline/Blank 38% 41% 21% 82 -- 

All Responses 36% 40% 24% 519  

Asian or Pacific Islander 33% 31% 36% 130 0.409 

Hispanic or Latino 26% 53% 21% 117 0.001 

 

 

 

Responses by City Area Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

Non-Flatland Areas 43% 33% 24% 70 -- 

All Responses 37% 39% 24% 443  

Flatland 36% 40% 24% 373 0.191 

Decline/Blank ZIP Code 33% 45% 22% 76 -- 

 

 

 

Responses by Age Agree Disagree IDK Total p-value 

50 & Up 52% 19% 28% 67 0.000 

35-49 years 39% 35% 26% 161 0.430 

All Responses 38% 39% 23% 460  

20-34 years 34% 45% 21% 195 0.038 

Under 20 30% 59% 11% 37 0.056 

Decline/Blank 24% 47% 29% 59 -- 
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All Responses* % n= 

I've never received information from OPD 50% 267 

The Internet 15% 82 

Other Community Meeting 15% 80 

Neighborhood Crime Prevention Council (NCPC) Meeting 14% 75 

Another source 9% 47 

Next Door 5% 25 

Email/phone from an OPD Officer or Other Staff 5% 25 

Facebook 4% 22 

Nixle 3% 17 

Twitter 2% 12 

* Respondents were asked to check all that apply.  
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All Responses* % n= 

Called 911 45% 243 

Called OPD’s non-emergency number 26% 139 

I have not been faced with a problem in my neighborhood 19% 102 

Attended a Neighborhood Crime Prevention Council (NCPC) meeting 11% 58 

Other (please specify): ___________ 8% 41 

Formed or participated in a Neighborhood Watch Group 7% 37 

Contacted the police via email 5% 27 

Reported concerns to a Problem Solving Officer (PSO) 5% 26 

Contacted a City Council member 5% 25 

Contacted a Neighborhood Services Coordinator (NSC) 4% 24 

Contacted another city agency 4% 20 

Called the Drug Hotline 2% 10 

* Respondents were asked to check all that apply.  

 


