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Backgroundc The Lack of Data on Police Use of Force

In response to a recent serieslmfhly publicized police shootings, the public and policy
makers are demanding that law enforcement be more accountable and transparent about its use
of force, particularly with regards to the impact on communities of coBut, as made clear in
a 2013 srvey by the U.Department of Justicéthere is wide variance in agency approaches to
tracking force, a lack of idepth review of force within many individual police departments, and
simply no data allowing for a meaningful evaluation and comparisamsefof force practices
across the United StatesUnderstanding police use of force in all its complexity requires a
systematic examination of when, where, how, and why force is used in the approximately

800,000 annual force incidents involving nearly0D8), police agencies throughout the country.

While the FBI has attempted to collect information on justifiable homicides by police
officers, this amounts to an extremely small percentage of all police uses of force that occur each
year and the data is liméd and incompleté. There are no reliable and comprehensive data
sources available that could be used to develop eviddrased best practices for use of force
As a result, there currently exists a plethora of policies, training programs and procedures
designed to guide officers on how to appropriately use for&nce none of these policies or
programs have been evaluated for their effectiveness, agencies have no way of knowing whether
their existing practices should be maintained, modified or over@uSome organizations such
as the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF) have attempted to develop guidelines on how
officers should appropriately use foréeUnfortunately with no data or evidence to back up the
effectiveness of these new proposalsethare often met with skepticism and resistance by the

law enforcement community. By issuing recommendations for sweeping reforms without
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3 Guiding Principles on Use of Force, Critical Issues in Policing Series, Police Executive Research Forun&. March 201
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http://www.policeforum.org/assets/30%20guiding%20principles.pdf
http://www.iacp.org/Portals/0/documents/pdfs/UseofForceStatementfromIACPandFOP.pdf
http://www.iacp.org/Portals/0/documents/pdfs/UseofForceStatementfromIACPandFOP.pdf

providing any data to support those recommendations, the chasm between the public and police

may actually widen ase@vdebate how the police should reform themselves.

The lack of evidenebased policies for use of force is quite shocking when you consider
that these policies are being used to guide officersakinglife and death decisions that could
have criminal cosequences and expose departments to significant liabilitys inconceivable
that we would allow policies to govern the practice of medicine without ensuring that those

policies are backed up by solid scientific research and constant evaluation asgrasse

The Department of Justice (DOJ) has attempted to reform dozens of law enforcement
agencies over the last 25 years through a series of consent decrees and collaborative reform
projects Consent decrees can cost local governments millions ofrdadlad it can take up ta
decadeto reach compliance with court ordered mandatebnfortunately, one thing that all
consent decrees have lackedasystematic and comprehensive data collectipmogramthat
would be able to assess the effectivenessti# reforms and the longerm impacts of the
decrees A few studies by academic researchers have determined that the benefits of consent

decrees are mixed at beS&t.

In May 2015 the Obama Administration launched the Police Data Initiafives initiatie
was the result of recommendations from the Task Force chCdntury Policing and it lsawo
primary goals: (1) Use open data to build transparency and increase community trust, and (2)
Provide internal accountability and effective data analy$ise d the data elements collected
by the initiativeis police use of force This data is currently available on an open data portal
managed by the Police Foundati®rOnly 24 law enforcement agencies have provided their data
on use of force incidents and daof those agencies has a different method for reporting their

stats Some agencies only include 3 fields of information while others have more than 30 fields

5 Protocol for reducing police shootings drawsklash from unions, chiefs group, Washington Post, March 31, 2016.
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May 24, 2017.
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Someagenciesonly report on officer involved shootings while others report on all uses otfor
including the pointing of a firearmUnfortunately, the use of force data provided the Police
Data Initiative provides very little insight into how officers are using force and wdféyes on

reform need to bdocused.

The State of California recdy adopted one of the most comprehensive use of force data
collection programs in the countyyThe URSUS system uses an online reporting°tmotollect
data from all law enforcement agencies in the staide California DOJ recently released it fir
report on use of force data from 20£6.The main limitation of URSUS is that it only collects data
on use of force incidents that result in serious bodily injury or death of a civilian or officer or the
discharge of a firearmIn 2016 there were jus?82 incidents that met th&JRSUS3eporting
criteria which is less than 2% of the estimated 45808es of force that occur in the state each
year hyte& wp 2F GKS adrasSQa png 16 SyF2NOSYSyi
to URSUS in 2016 @more than half the agencies in the statidd not have any incidents to
report. While the URSUS system is a good first step, the limited amount of data it contains will

provide little guidance talepartments that want to implement datdriven reforms

While URSUS captures data on all firearms dischargest, officers will go their entire
careers without ever discharging their firearms in the lineofdutg O2 Yy U N} 4G > KIF f F 2
800,000 law enforcement officers will use some type of force at least tinsgear. We need
to begin collecting and analyzing data on all use of force incidents so that agencies can craft

evidencebased best practicesnd closely monitor officer behavior in the field.
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10 california Department of Justice URSUS Use of Force Incident Reporting

11 California DOJ URSUS 2016 Report

12 This estimate of the total number of use of force incidents in the state was derived from the total number of

arrests in 2016 (1,120,759) multiplied by 4% which is tlezame use of force rate per arrest of the 32 law
SYFT2NODSYSyid |3SyOASa Ay (GKS t2ft A0S C2NOS !ylrfeara {eai
force to overcome resistance and/or the use of any weapon.
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Early Intervention (Early Warning) Systems

Many law enforcement agencies have developed Early Intervention Systems (EIS) to
identify potentially problematic behavior among their officers at an early stagbat corrective
measures can be taken before a serious incident, complaint or lawsuit occmsmber of these
systems include use of force dada oneof the risk componentsTypically, some type of trigger
will be set based upon the frequency of ¢er(e.g 3 or more uses of force in arionth period)
and when an officer meets that triggeghey will be flagged for additional review he efficacy of
EIS systems has been challenged and there is little evidence to demonstrate that they are
effectiveat identifying high risk officerS. The Los Angeles Police Department spent millions of
dollars developing its TEAMS Il system as part of a federal consent deeaeh month the
system flags about 190 officers for additional review based in part orfrédgriency of use of
force incidents In 70% of the flagged cases supervisors did not findaaya dzSa 6A 0K GKS
use of forceand only 3% of the flagged officers were ordered to undergo retraining, were
reprimanded or had some other action také&h. As will be discussed later in this report,
YSIF&ad2NAYy3d GKS FNBIljdzSyoe 2F Iy 2FFAOSNNA dzasS 2

that force.

Building the Data Infrastructure to Support Democratic Policing

The core function of the police in a m@cratic society is to protect life, liberty, and
property, and coercion is the fundamental means by which they achieve those democratic goals
While the police perform many complex and important roles within the communities they serve,
the single definig characteristic of the police is their capacity to both verbally and physically
coerce individuals to do things that they are not otherwise inclined to do, particularly those
individuals who are not obeying the rule3o be able to do thisfficiently ard effectively, the
police must be viewed as a legitimate authority by the citizens they seiM@s perceived

legitimacy is driven by transparency in police decisitaking, the presence of sufficient
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https://www.cna.org/cna_files/pdf/CRM-2015-U-012182.pdf
http://www.latimes.com/local/la-me-lapd-problem-officers-20140826-story.html

accountability structures, and perhaps most importamtidamental fairness in the distribution
of coercive authority.

Democratic policing is thus a process rather than an achievable end in itself, and it can
only be demonstrated through constant evaluation in order to ensure that these democratic
ideals arebeing satisfied This process of evaluation requires adequate information about
coercion Recent tragic higiprofile events have renewed our focus on an old problem: the fact
that we simply do not have sufficient data about police coercidihe most imprtant task to
improve the quality of policing in the United States is to systematically collect and report data on
police coercion, and to understand the distribution of coercion across people, places, and time.

1 Who is being impacted by police usecokrcion and why?

1 Are some communities disproportionately impacted by police use of coercive authority?

f Howdoed & dzirhdft& be@th status affect police decisiomaking?

1 Are marginalized populations, such as the homeless, at riskdproportionate force?

f§ 5254 2FFAOSNI {y2¢ftSRIS 2F | &adzoaSoiQa LGS
their use of coercive authority?

Police Strategies LLC has partnered with the Center for the Study of Crime and Justice at
Seattle Universityo develop comprehensive information about the intersection of individual and
contextual factors that explain situational, temporal, and spatial variation in the distribution of
police coercive authority with attention to the ways in which demographidofacsuch as
race/ethnicity, gender, and age, situational/historical/individual characteristics such as mental
illness, homelessness, and location impact petitezen interactions and police coercive control
Data from this system will produce researahd support community engagement about the

relationship between the intersection of race, age, gender, and status on police coercion.
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Police Strateqies LLC

Police Strategies LLC is a Washington State based company that was formed in February
2015 Thecompany was built by law enforcement professionals, attorneys and academics with
the primary goal of helping police departments use their awcident reports to make data
driven decisions and develop evidedsased best practicesTheO 2 Y LJI thyfée Qatners are
all former employees of the Seattle Police Department and were directly involved with the
5SLI NIYSYyd 2F WdzAGAOSQa LI GGSNY 2NJ LINY OGAOS A
the federal consent decree that followedlrhey wanted to ta& the lessons learned from that
experience and provide other police departments with the tools they need to monitor use of
force incidents, identify high risk behavior and evaluate the outcomes of any reforms that are
implemented The company has a partrehip with the Center for the Study of Crime and Justice

at Seattle Universityo assist in the analysis of the data

t 2f AOS C2NOS !yl feara {eaidsSyp
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(PFAS)PFAS combes peefreviewed research with statef-the-art analytical tools to produce
a powerful data visualization system that can be used by law enforcement, policy makers,
academics, and the publi€. The core of PFAS builds upon the research work of Professdf G
Alpert and higorce Factomethod. Force Factok y I f @ aA a4 FT2NXYSR GKS ol aAa
Hannn 06221 a! YRSNABGF ycRAFWR OSNEAEO S d2a 4 Be@ddthasC 3 RO v ¢
been the subject of several scholarly articlés.

PFAS is a relational database that contains 150 fields of information extractedainom
Sy 2 NDS Y S yexisting hSdgrdrepgdris @nd officer narrativeBhe data is analyzed using

legal algorithms that were developed from the evaluation critenglined in the United State

15 apitola Police creates online database to track use of force statsa €aor Sentinel, August 2016.

16 Understanding Police Use of Forc®fficers, Suspects, aiEeciprocity, Cambridge Studies in Criminology, 2004.
17 See, e.g.Reliability of the=orce FactoMethod in Police Usef-Force Research, Police QuarteBgcember

2015.
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Supreme Court case Gfraham v Connor 490 U.S386 (1989) The Court adopted an objective
reasonableness standard which evaluates each case basedhgparformation thatthe officer

was aware of at the time the forcewdgd SR ' yR (G KSy O2YLI NAy3a (KS 2
reasonable officer would have done when faced with the same situatiBRAS uses Force
Justification Analysis to determine the risk that a use of fonmédentwould be found to be
unnecessary anétorce FactoAnalysis to evaluate the risk that the force would be found to be

excessive.

Graham v. Connor
1989

Objective Reasonableness Standard

> Was the force necessary? > < Was the force excessive? <

Force
Factor
Analysis

Force
Justification
Analysis

sisAleuy jeuonninsuod

<

PFAS examines relevant temporal data from immediately before, during and after an

application of force.

Force & After
Resistance Force
Incident Suspect Officer
* Date * Demographics * Demographics
e Time e Threat » Justification
* Address * Resistance * Force Used
¢ Location Type * Injury ® Injury
« Call Type « Disposition * Rank & Unit
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PFAS uses powerful data visualization software to aysfite information on dynamic
dashboards These dashboards can be used by police management to identify trends and
patterns in use of force practices and detect high risk behavior of individual offi€hessystem
can also be used to spot officers whansistently use force appropriately and effectivelyince
the system can find both high risk and low risk incidents, PFAS can be used both as an Early
Intervention System to correct problematic behavior as well as a training tool that highlights
existingbest practices.

PFAS contains several years of historical dataeach agencynd is designed to be
updated on a regular basisThis allows the department to immediately identify trends and
patterns as well as measure the impacts and outcomes of anygesthat are made to polgs,
training, equipment or practicesFor example, if a department provides crisis intervention and
de-escalation training to its officers, the system will be able to evaluate whether that training has
hadany impact on officebehavior.

PFAS currently has use of force data from 32 law enforcement agencies in five states
involving more than 5,000 incidengsd 2,500 officersvho used force a total of 13,000 times
PFASs the largest database of its kind in the natiokithoudh the incident reports from each of
these agencies uses a different format, all the data extracted and entered into the system has
been standardized which allows us to make interagency comparisims Police Force Analysis
bSGE2N) o I 20 parelthi@iBysddf Brie pindiceOWitN other agencies in the
system

¢tKS t2f A0S C2NDS !'ylfeara {&aiSYp LINRPOARSA
of coercive authority, and permits the study of the intersection of individual and contextual
factors that explain situational, temporal, and spatial variation in the distribution of police
coercive authority PFAS supports meaningful community engagement about police coercion by
providing comprehensive and relevant data to address and inform commemitgern regarding

policecitizen interactions.
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Under our partnership with the Center for the Study of Crime and Justice at Seattle University,

we are continuously analyzing the use of force data fraithe agencies in PFAS to identify

trends, patterns, correlations and outcomeldere are some of our initial key findings:

1. Uses of Force are Linked to Arrests

Almost all use of force incidents amssociated with an attempt by an officer to bring
an individual into custodylf a suspect resists a lawful arrest or detention, then it is usually
necessary for the officer to use sortyge of force to gain control of the suspectoreduce
the need to use forcemany agenciefiave sent some oall their officers through crisis
intervention and deescalation training These courses help officers identify individuals with
mental health issues and provides them with the verbal andrpeesonal skills needed to
help deescalate and gain control of problematic situations without having to use force
While there are no comprehensive studies that have linkeeksiealation training with a
reduction in use of force incidents, it is likelyat these programs do provide officers with
valuable skills that they can use to resolve conflicts

While many people view any use of force by police as a negative outcome regardless
of how or why the force was used, our data shows that officers canmtieir jobs effectively
without using some amount of force in appropriate circumstandgs.matter how much de
escalation training an officer receives, there will always be a certain percentage of arrestees
who will resist or fleaegardlesswhat the oficer says or doesPFAS data shows that on
average 4% of all arresitsvolvein a use of force.

Some departments have seen dramatic declines in uses of force when consent
decrees are imposed or when departments come under intense public scrutiny or veldgn b
cameras have implementedHowever, these declines in uses of force are almost always
associated with a corresponding decline in arrests as officers become less proacttheynd
are more reluctant to engage situations involving minor crimes, infrthonsor suspicious

circumstances
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There is a strong correlation between the total number of uses of force a department
has and the total number of arrests their officers mak&milarly, the more proactive and
productive an officer is, the more arressthey will make and the more uses of force they will
have Rather than simply measuring the frequency of force, a better metric to assess risk is
the use of force rate compared to arrestSsor example, i officer who makes 10 arrests and
uses force agast 4 of those suspects (40% use of force rate) is a much higher risk than an
officer who makes 300 arrests and uses force against 12 suspects (4% use of force rate).

When an agency begins to analyze its use of force incidents, the focus should be on
the use of force rateper arrest the necessity of the force used (i.eshether the force was
justified) and the proportionality of force to resistance (ivehether the force was excessive)
Unfortunately, most departments and most Early Intervention Systemply look at the
frequency of force anavork from the assumptiorthat more force is bad, and less force is
good This type of simplistic analysis tends to penalize more productive and proactive officers
and could lead to public safety problems if offis are encouraged to disengage and make

fewer arrests.

. Officers that use force more frequently, tend to use force more appropriately
PFAS examines not only the frequency of force that an officer uses, but also the risk
that an individual force incidenwould be found to be unnecessary and/or excessive under
the Graham vConnoilegal standard We have found that officers who rarely use force tend
to have higher risk scores than officevho frequently use force This igprobably becausan
officer who has more experience using force in the field will learn how to use force more
appropriately than an officer who has only used force during training exercises
This finding has significant implications for existing Early Intervention i8gsthich
rely solely on the frequency of force to identify potentially problematic behavibhese
systems flag officers with the highest number of force incidents as high @sk findings
suggest that the opposite is true and that ithe officers who rarely use force who represent
the greatest risk to the departmenfThis may explain why most EIS systems have a very high

false positive rate (See the LAPD TEAMS Il discussion above).
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3. Less experienced younger officers are more likely to find theiwss in

situations where use of force is required

On average about half the officers in any given police department will use force at
least once each yeaMost of the officers who uséorce will be assigned to patrol and these
officers tend to be the yougest and least experienced officers in the departmekd we saw
in the previous finding, the less experienced the officer, the more likely it is that the officer
will engage in high risk use of force behavidihis has implications for officer deploynte
and training As a risk management strategy, it may be prudent to partner more experienced
officers with less experienced ones until they have had enough practice in using force in the
field. From a training perspective it would be advisable to foouservice use of force
training on younger and less experienced officers and have each of their use of force incidents

thoroughly reviewed and discussed with their supervisors.

4. Members of the public tend to be more concerned about the fact that force

wasused at all rather than the level of force that was used

Someof the agenciesve are working witthave providedus withdata on complaints
about uses of forcand this data has beeincorporated into PFASANn analysis of that data
has shown that Wwen individuals complain about an officer using excessive force against
them, it is more common for these incidents to have a laustification Scoreather than a
high Force Factoscore Therefore, it appears as if theotivation for thecomplaint is not
about the level of force that was usedbut rather the fact that force was used at all
Complaintsabout use of forceare most common when low levels of force are used against
individuals who are engaged in minor crimes or infractionsvben they are incorectly
suspected of criminal behaviorWhen these individuals fail to cooperate, the officer can
usually gain control with a minimal amount of force and no juiowever, the suspestin
these types of situations tend to view any force used againsintlzes unwarrantedand
therefore any amount of force used is likely to generate a complaintsituations where a

suspect was engaged in serious criminal behavior, threatened the officer, actively resisted
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and/or tried to flee, suspects are less likelydommplain even if the officer used a very high

level of force and the suspect sustained an injury.
This finding is consistent with a recent study from the JohriRn Institute for

Public Safety:

GLY 2dzNJ NBOSyGfteée LlzofAaKPoike daGdzRe 2F Lk
WSF2N)¥Yz ¢6S F2dzyR GKIFG OAGAT SyaQ lFaaSaay
are shaped much less by how officers use their enforcement
powerst such as using physical force or conducting searches
OKFY GKSUKSNIWRIDARIBL I IRFFXOSNEQ RSOAAA
whether to use their coercive authority matter far more to public
LISNOSLIiA2ya 2F LREAOS #S3IAdGAYlI O GKIyYy K
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College, July 18, 2017.
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Data Collection fronthe San Jose Police Department

Police Strategies LLC began working with the San Jose Police Depd@dfen) in May
2017 hdzNJ FANRG GFail sra G2 O2RS (GKS 5SLI NIYSylQ:
SYGiSNI 64KS RFEGlF Ayid2 GKS t2ftA0S C2NOS !ylteara
SJPD provided two types of reports for coding: (1) General Offense Hardcopy (GO) reports
and (2) Force Response Reportiese reports were received as Adobe Acrobat.filesddition,
SJPD provided electronic data on some of the incident details (date, time, address, etc.) and
suspect details (age, race, gendefhere were 727 incident ports from 2015 and 617 from
2016 Some of these incidents involved more than one suspect that had force used against them.
Police Strategies LLC began coding the cases in July Z8&re were five coders that
reviewed the reports and entered the datato PFASEach coder has successfully completed a
three-month training course and has passed a series of exams to ensure that their coding is
consistent and meets the standards required for the systamy’ | RRAUGA 2y X SI OK O;
spot checked to esure accuracy and consistendyata entry was completed in early September
HAaMT YR (GKSY GKS AYyTF2NXIGA2Y 6l & GKSY. LINROS
Finally, the interactive dashboards were built for SJRDthe data entered into the syasm was
3S202RSR YR {Wt5 gla FofS (2 LINPOARS akKkl LIS 7T
and grids This enabled us to prepare several customized dashboardsptiesentthe use of
force data geographically
The Department has also coacted for quarterly updates of PFAS using 2017 déta
February 2017 SJPD stopped using the hariden Force Response Reports and officers began
entering the data into a new electronic databaseJPD sent us the records from that electronic
databasefor entry into the system The first six months of reports from 2017 have been entered
into the systemand the dashboards have been updatdgleports from the third quarter of 2017
are currently being coded and the updated dashboards will be ready madag018 Moving
forward, the dashboards will be updated every quarter within 6 weeks of receiving the reports

from the preceding quarter.
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San Jose Police DepartmeRrbrce Response Report from 2007

The last use of force report created by SIPD usedfdatta 2007 and used about 20 data
fields taken from the Force Response Repovile not all this data is directly comparable with
the data contained in PFAS, we were able to make direct comparisons with the data taken from
the Force Response Reportsrfrd2015 and 2016 The following is a comparison of the data
O2y Gl AYySR Ay GKS {Fy w2asS t2fA0S 5SLI NIYSy
5SLI NIYSyiQa dzasS 2F F2NOS RFEGF FNBY Hamp YR
{eaidSyp
1. Arrests and Usg of Force
From 2007 to 2016 the number of annual arrests made by SJPD fell by 58% from 35,998
arrests to 15,229 arresitsAt the same time the number of uses of force fell by 45% from
1,156 in 2007 to 639 in 2016n 2007 the use of force rate (uses of force per 100 arrests) was
3.2% and by 2016 it hatento 4.2% This modest increase in the use of force rateslated
to the lower number of arrestd&Vhenthe department makegewer arrests, officers will focus
on more serious incidents particularly those involving violent crimes and weapons offenses.
Suspects involved in these types of crimes tend to be less compkgetrating a higheuse
of force rate. Thereforgheincre&d S Ay (G KS RSLI NGYSydQa dzasS 27

increasing percentage of violent crimes in overall arr€s®8% in 2015 to 23.3% in 2016)

Arrests and Uses of Force Use of Force Rate per 100 Arrests
40,000 2,000 4.5% 4.2%
35,000 1,800 4.0% 3.9%
30,000 1,600 3.5%
s 2% 0
% 1,400 3.2%
E 25,000 1200 3:0%
Tg 20,000 1,000 2.5%
|_
15,000 800 5 0%
600
10,000 1.5%
400
5,000 200 1.0%
2007 2015 2016 0.5%
mmm Uses of Force 1,156 741 639 0.0%
Arrests 35,998 19,179 15,229 2007 2015 2016
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2. Location of Force Incidents

Over the last 10 yearthere has been a dramatic shift the location offorce incidents
within the City of San Joséhe City is divided into 17 police districts and the proportion of all
uses of force each year were examined for each distiit007 Edward District alone had 20%
of all the force incidents in the CityBy 2016 that percentage had fallen to 129y contrast
[ AyO2fy B5AAGNAOG KIR @ 2F GKS [/ A0&QaOvdeda Sa
thelast 10 NE (G KS LISNOSydGl3sS 2F GKS / AGédQa dzasSa
and Charle Districts while falling by more than 40% in Yellow and Edward Distrdishe
districts had double digit percentage changes except for David, King, Mary and Victor Districts
which remained relatively unchangedhese dramatic shifts in the location$ use of force
incidents may be a result of deployment and staffing changes or varying crime patterns or a

combination of multiple factors.

Uses of Force by District

20%

15%

10% ]

% OF ALL INCIDENTS
]

5% ]

0% - .
Edward Lincoln Charles X-ray Sam Mary King Paul Frank Victor Yellow William Robert Adam Nora Tom David

02007 19.8% 9.3% 6.6% 7.1% 7.0% 7.3% 6.0% 52% 6.1% 4.6% 53% 35% 32% 3.0% 25% 3.4% 0.1%
02015 11.9% 12.0% 11.2% 7.6% 8.4% 6.9% 62% 54% 3.6% 4.6% 43% 45% 39% 34% 38% 23% 0.1%
02016 11.6% 12.8% 10.2% 8.8% 7.8% 6.7% 59% 6.7% 3.9% 42% 3.0% 42% 4.1% 47% 3.0% 23% 0.0%

© 2018 Police Strategies LL




Percentage Change in Uses of Force from 2007 to 2016

William

Percentage Change

509 [ . A 0%

3. Entertainment Zone
It appears that most of the decline in force incidents with the followdhgracteristics is due
to a dramatic decline in force incidents in the Entertainment Zone:

Friday and Sunday

12am to 4am

OnViews

Alcohol related calls and assaults on citizens
Edward District

= =4 -8 8 -
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In 2015 and 2016 there were 144 uses of force in the Entertamt Zone These incidents
had characteristics that were different from incidents that occurred in other areas of the city:
T On Vievs were more commoin the Entertainment Zone 42% vs28%for the rest
of the city
9 Violent crimes were more comman the Ftertainment Zoneg 40% vs32%for the
rest of the city
1 Disturbances and suspicious circumstances were more conmibie Entertainment
Zoneg 22% vs15%for the rest of the city
1 99% of incidents occurred outside (street or park) or inside a businedshors. 71%
in other areaof the city
1 Between lam and 2am was the most common hour for force incidents to octtue
Entertainment Zonébetween 10pm and 11pm wdke peak timein other areasof
the city)
9 Half theuse of force incidents in the Entertainment Zooecurred on Saturday and

Sundays.35% in other areasf the city

Percentage of Force Incidents
Occurring in the Entertainment Zone

18%
16%
14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

Percentage of All Force Incidents

2007 2015 2016
Entertainment Zone 16.4% 11.1% 9.7%
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4. Day of the Week

Over the last 10 years the proportion of weekly incidents has incceésen Mondays to

Thursdays while it has declined on Fridays and Sundggfsirdays have remainedieady

Day of Week
20%
n
|_
&
Q 15%
8]
P
3 10%
<
LL
o
S 5%
0% .
Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat Sun
2007 11% 12% 10% 11% 17% 20% 20%
2015 13% 9% 10% 13% 16% 19% 19%
m 2016 12% 14% 13% 14% 14% 20% 14%
5. Time of Day

Between 2007 and 2016 the most significant change in the time that force incidents occur
was from 12am to 4amin 2007 nearlone-third of all force incidents occurred during this

time but by 2016 this was down to 14% of all incidents

Time of Day
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%

10%
N
0%

% OF ALL INCIDENTS

12am-4am 4am-8am 8am-12pm 12pm-4pm 4pm-8pm 8pm-12am
2007 32% 5% 7% 11% 20% 25%
2015 21% 7% 10% 11% 23% 29%
m 2016 14% 7% 13% 13% 24% 29%
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6. Source of Call

Over the last 10 yearsse offorce incidentsresultingfrom dispatcled calls have become

more commonwhile On Views have dectd. In 2007 force incidents from Dispatched calls

and officer initiated stops were nearly equal at 45% ed8 2016 Dispatched calls made up

57% of all force incidents while officer initiated stops were only 33% of force incidents.

% OF ALL INCIDENTS

Source of Call

60%

50%

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Dispatch On View Self Initiated
2007 46% 33% 12%
m 2015 53% 24% 12%
m 2016 57% 18% 15%

Flag Down
4%
3%
4%

Emergency

Assist Other
3% 2%
3% 5%
3% 3%
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% OF ALL INCIDENTS

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

2007
m 2015
m2016 10.0%

7. Incident Type

The following types of incidents have become more commonly associated with force

incidents over the last 10 years:

i Domestic Violence
i Pedestrian Contacts
1 Crime in Progress

1 Suspicious Persons

Incidents where the suspect is under the influence of alcohdhersuspect has assaulted a

citizen are less likely to be associated with a use of force in 2016 compared to 2007

Incident Type

Domestic Pedestria  Foot Alcohol = Crime in Assault on Suspicious Vehicle Assaulton Mental Drug Suicidal
Violence n Contact Pursuit Influence Progress Citizen Persons Pullover Officer liness Influence Person
8.2% 4.3% 5.9% 10.1% 4.6% 8.0% 4.1% 5.6% 3.2% 2.4% 2.0% 1.1%
8.4% 8.3% 7.9% 5.3% 8.0% 5.6% 4.5% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 3.1% 1.2%
7.8% 6.6% 4.9% 7.5% 5.5% 6.3% 4.5% 2.7% 2.4% 1.4% 0.9%
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8. Number of Suspects
In 2007 officers reported that 34% of force incidents involved multiple suspBgt2015 that
percentage had droppedybnearly twathirds with only 13% of incidents having more than

one suspect involved.

Number of Suspects
E 90%
Z 80%
Q 70%
% 60%
= 50%
;(' 40%
L 30%
g 20%
S 10%
0 _ -~ In
Single Multiple
2007 66% 34%
m 2015 87% 13%
m 2016 86% 14%

9. Genderof Suspects

The gender of suspects involved in force incidents has not changed significantly over the last

10 years with roughly one in eight incidents involvanfgmale suspect.

Gender of Suspect
90%
0,
0 80%
& 70%
S 60%
Z 50%
—
< 40%
S 30%
S 20%
0%
Male Female
2007 87.3% 12.7%
m 2015 86.0% 14.0%
2016 86.4% 13.6%
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% OF ALL INCIDENTS

10.Age of Suspects
The proportion of suspects under age 25 that were involved in force incidents has decreased
from 44% in 2007 to 29% in 2Q16his has caused the average age of all suspects to rise from

28.6 years to 32.6 years.

Age of Suspect

30%
25%
20%

15%

10%

10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70+
2007 1.8% 16.0% 26.3% 17.3% 11.4% 9.3% 7.3% 5.6% 3.1% 1.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%

= 2015 0.8% 12.6% 18.4% 15.9% 16.1% 11.0% 6.9% 7.7% 6.8% 2.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.4%
m 2016 0.3% 11.1% 17.1% 19.9% 13.5% 13.3% 6.1% 5.8% 6.6% 4.7% 0.3% 0.5% 0.6%

Average Age of Suspects

35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0 2007 2015 2016
= Average Age 28.6 32.0 32.6
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11.Suspects Under the Influence or Mental Health Issue

Since 2007 the percentage of suspects who are under the influence or experiencing
mental health issues has declined steadiBuspects with mental health issues dropped
by nearly 50% from 2007 to 2016.

Signs of Chemical Influence or Mental Health
80%
70%

60%

n
|_
prd
'-éJ 50%
@)
z
= 40%
<
LL
(@)
© 30%
20%
10%
Chemical Influence Mental Health None
2007 66.7% 13.9% 19.4%
m 2015 62.5% 8.5% 29.0%
m 2016 54.8% 6.7% 38.5%
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12 Assaults on Offices

From 2007 to 2016 fewer officers reported being assaulted by the suspect during a use of

force incident.

Percentage of Officers Reporting Being Assaulted During
a Force Incident

25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

2007 2015 2016
Assaulted 20.2% 16.3% 13.5%
13.Officer Assignment

Over the last decade, fewer officers assigned to specialty units were using force and most
of the force used by the department shifted to patrol officerBy 2016,85% of all the

force incidents in the department were initiated by officers assigned to patrol.

% OF ALL INCIDENTS

Officer Assignment

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10% -

% Special EnteMznt e Se(My
Patrol Operations Zone Other Employment BOI

2007 70.9% 11.9% 12.7% 1.6% 2.3% 0.5%
m 2015 79.0% 12.6% 1.8% 3.6% 1.8% 1.2%
m 2016 84.6% 8.8% 1.0% 2.6% 1.8% 1.1%
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Analysis of Use of Force Frequency by Officer Characteristics

As ofJune 2017the San Jose Police Department had 915 sworn officers on its fdster
From January 1, 2015 to June 30, 2017 abouttiwals of the officers in the department (613
officers) used force at least onc®n average each of these officers used forcein@s. During
this sameperiodthere were 62 officers who are no longer with the department and these officers
used force 148 times.

The Use of Force Disparity Index is the percentage of all use of force incidents involving a
group of officers divided bthe percentage of all officers in the department that are associated
with that same group. A score above 1 indicates that uses of force are over represented in the
group. A score of less than 1 indicates that uses of force are underrepresented in tipe Eoou
example, San Jose PD has 180 sergeants making up 16.3% of all the officers in the department.
These sergeants used force 191 times which is 6.1% of all the uses of force used by all the officers
in the department. The Disparity Index for sergearst€i37 (6.1%/16.3%) which means that
sergeants are underrepresented in uses of fofice. sergeants are 63% less likely to use force
than you would expect based upon the number of sergeants in the departmBwptontrast,
officers with less than 5 yeads experienceare overrepresented in uses of force. These officers
make up 20% of the department but they are involved in 40% of all uses of force so they are twice
as likely to use force as you would expect based upon their numbers in the departmeritegnd t
have a Disparity Index of 2.

The following graphs examine how frequently officers with different characteristics use

force 20

19 All the use of force analyses involving officearacteristics includes both active and inactive officers except for
GKS Ftylrfteaira NBfFIGSR (2 (G4KS 2FFAOSNNa OdzZNNByid aaradayys
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Officer Gender

There are 111 female officers in the San Jc .
Police Department representing 10% of Officer Gender
the sworn officers Between January 1, 201! 100%

and June 30, 2017, female officers used for
216 times which was 6.9% of all the forc
used during theveriod. Female officers were 80%
31% less likely to use force than would | 70%
expected based upon their percentage of tt
police Drce.

90%

60%

50%
Over the last two and a half years, 54%
female officers used force at least onc
compared to 61% of male officers On

average, female officers who used force we 20%
involved in 3.6 incidents compared to 4.
incidents for male officers.

40%

Percent of Total

30%

10%

0%

Male Female
m Officers = 1,114 90.0% 10.0%
m Uses of Force = 3,130 93.1% 6.9%
Percentage of Officers Using Force and Disparity Index = % of All Uses of Force / %
Average Number of Uses of Force per Officer of All Officers

70% 6 1.1

60%

5
o R

50%

4
40%
3 0.9
30%
2
20% 0.8
10% !
0.7
0%
Male Female
0 ) .
@ % of Officers Using 61% 54%
Force 0.6
e Average UOF per 48 36 Male Female
Officer ' ' W Disparity Index 1.03 0.69
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Officer Race

The amount of uses of force b
White, Hispanic, and Asian officel
areproportionate to their share of 60.0%
all officers in the department

Black officers are 46% less likely
: ) 50.0%

use force and Native Americal

officers are 61% more likely to us
force than would be expected 20.0%

based upon their percentage o

the police force.

30.0%

About 60% of White, Hispanic

Asian, and Native Americal
: : 20.0%

officers in the department usec

force at least once during the las
two and a half years while 49% c 10.0%

Officer Race

Percent of Total

Black officers usedorce. On

average each White, Hispanic ar

Asian officer using force use 0.0% Nat
force about 5 times while Blacl Amer
officers used force 3 times ant  mOfficers =1,114 53.3%  249% 16.2%  4.3% 1.2%
Native American officers use( m Uses of Force = 3,130 52.6%  25.3%  17.8% 2.3% 2.0%
force 7 times.

White  Hispanic  Asian Black

Percentage of Officers Using Force and Disparity Index = % of All Uses of Force /
Average Number of Uses of Force per Officer % of All Officers
70% 8 1.8

o
60% 1.6
50% 6
1.4
5
40%
4 1.2
30%
3 10 — N
20%
0 2
10% L 0.8
0% 0 0.6
Nat

White Hispanic Asian Black

Amer
@ % of Officers Using Force 60% 59% 62% 49% 62% 0.4 White | Hispanic  Asian ook | Nat Amer
e Average UOF per Officer 4.6 4.9 5.0 3.1 7.4 H Disparity Index ~ 0.99 1.02 1.10 0.54 1.61
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Officer Age

Officers under 40 years of age have
greater percentage foall uses of force
than would be expected based upon th 45%
number of officers in the department
Younger officers are 80% more likely

use force than would be expected base 35%
upon their proportion of the
department. 30%
, . 25%
The younger the officer, the moiéely
he/she is to use force About 82% of 20%
officers under 30 used force at leas
once in the last two and half years whil 15%
only 42% of officers over 50 used forc
Those officers who used force and wel 10%
under 40 years on average used fort 50
about 6 timeswhile older officers used
' 0%

force only about 3 times. 22.29 30-39 40-49 50+

m Officers = 1,114 10.8% 22.1% 41.4% 25.7%
m Uses of Force = 3,130 19.3% 39.5% 30.7% 10.6%

Officer Age

40%

Percent of Total

Percentage of Officers Using Force and Average Number Disparity Index = % of All Uses of
of Uses of Force per Officer Force / % of All Officers
100% 7 2.0
L

90% 18

6
80% 16
70% 1.4
0,
60% 1.2
50%
1.0
40%
0.8
30%
0.6
20%
0.4
10%
0.2
0% 0

22-29 30-39 40-49
m % of Officers Using Force 82% 76% 57% 42% 0.0 22-29 30-39 40-49 50+
® Average UOF per Officer 6.1 6.6 3.7 2.8 m Disparity Index 1.8 1.8 0.7 0.4
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Officer Years of Experience

Officers with less than five years c
experience have a greater percentage
all uses of force than would be expecte
based upon the number of officers in th
department The least experiencec
officers in the department are more thar
twice as likely to use force than would b
expected based upon their proportion o
the department. The less experienced
the officer, the more likely he/she is tc
use force

Percent of Total

About 82% of officerswith less than 5
@S NBQ SusdadIoide Sy 1€aSt
once in the last two and half years whil
only 38% of officerswith 25 or more
@S NARQ S iskdS fdkeS ya@nS
average those officers who used forc
and had less than & S I ékpefience
used force on average 7 times, whil
officers using force with more than 2!
&SI NAQ SusddSakk $nfyCrS
times.

Percentage of Officers Using Force and Average
Number of Uses of Force per Officer
100%
90%
80%
70%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

10-14 15-19 20-24 25+
m % of Officers Using Force82% 63% 74% 60% 46% 38%
® Average UOF per Officer 7.1 4.7 4.9 4.2 2.6 2.5

m Officers = 1,114
m Uses of Force = 3,13@#1.9% 5.2% 18.7% 19.2% 10.0% 5.0%

&)

i

w

N

I

Officer Years of Experience
45%

40%
35%
30%

25%

20%
15%
10%
5%
0% .

<5 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25+
20.3% 4.9% 14.4% 21.6% 23.9% 14.9%

Disparity Index = % of All Uses of Force /
% of All Officers

25
2.0
15
o 0o
0.5

0.0
<5 59 10-1415-1920-24 25+

m Disparity Index 2.1 1.0 13 09 04 03
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Officer Rank

Officers are 20% more
likely to use force than
would be expected basec
upon their proportion of
all sworn pesonnel in the
department  Sergeants,
lieutenants, captains and
chiefs are all much les:
likely to use force than
would be expected basec
upon their numbers in the
department.

About 67% of officers in
the department used
force at least once in the
last two and half years
On average each of thos:
officers used force about
5 times About 44% of
sergeants in the
department used force at
least once in the last two
and half years On
average each of those
sergeants used force
about 2 times Less than
20% of lieutenants,
captains and chiefs use
force and on average
they used force less thar
2 times each.

Percent of Total

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Officer Rank

-

Officer Sergeant Lieutenant  Captain Eief
m Officers = 1,114 78.0% 16.3% 3.7% 1.0% 0.9%
m Uses of Force = 3,130 93.5% 6.1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0%

Disparity Index = % of All Uses of Forc®&/of All Officers

14
12
1.0
0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2
0.0

H Disparity Index

Officer
1.20

Sergeant Lieutenant Captain Chief
0.37 0.10 0.06 0.04

Percentage of Officers Using Force and
Average Number of Uses of Force per Officer

100% 6
90%
g0 @ 5
70% 4
60%
50% 3
40%
30% ° 2
20% ® 1
M
o 8 = o
Officer ~ Sergeant Lieutenant Captain Chief
@ % of Officers Using Force 67% 44% 15% 18% 10%
® Average UOF per Officer 5.1 2.4 1.8 1.0 1.0
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Analysis of Use of Force Ratbg Type of Crime

Most uses of force are associated with a custodial arresP015 and 2016, SJIPD made a
total of 34,4(8 arrests and force was used 1,380 timekhis producedin average use of force
rate per arrestof 4% Whenthe type of crime involved is taken into consideration, we see a
large range of use of force rates

Arrests are concentratedroundfour main crimeswarrants (22% of all arrestsjiolent
crimes (19% of all arrestsrug crimes (15% of all arrests), anproperty crimes (13% of all
arrests) By contrast, uses of force are primarily focused around violent crimes (39% of all uses
of force) and every other type of crime is involved in less than 10% of all force incidents.

Arrests by Crime as a Percentage of All 34,406 Arrests
Uses of Force by Crime as a Percentage of All 1,380 Uses of Force
2015 and 2016

40%
— =
< 35%
o
~ 30%
©  25%
(0]
% 20%
GC_, 15%
S 10%
- =) I
0% o R FE3 -
Probation Disorderly Trespass Weapon Violent Other Liquor  Property  Drugs Sex Warrant  Traffic

EArrests%  0.6% 0.5% 1.1% 2.5% 18.9% 10.0% 3.7% 13.3% 15.5% 2.4% 21.5% 10.1%
BUOF % 2.5% 1.8% 3.8% 5.4% 39.3% 15.4% 3.3% 8.9% 8.8% 0.9% 6.7% 3.0%

Use of Force Rate per Arrest by Type of Crime Charged
2015 and 2016

18%
16%
14%

12%

10%

8%

6%

4%

I B

0% | |

Probation Disorderly Trespass Weapon Violent Other Liuor  Property  Drugs Sex Warrant  Traffic
®UOF Rate 16.5% 16.0% 13.9% 8.7% 8.4% 6.2% 3.6% 2.7% 2.3% 1.6% 1.2% 1.2%
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Suspects who arengaged irdisorderly conduct or trespassing are more tHam times
more likely to have force used against them during an arrest than suspects who are involved in
property crimes, drug crimes, nernolent sex crimes and traffic offense$his suggests that
suspects who are disorderly or trespassing are more lioelgsist arrest than suspects
engaged in other types of crimetndividuals committing disorderly conduct are probably in an
FIAOGFGSR adladS yR | NB f Saa. lfdvifluSld whoare2 O2 Y LI &
trespassing will usually be orderedl leave the area and if they refuse then force will need to

be used

While the crimes of disorderly conduct and trespassing have high use of force rates, the
offenses make up less than 2% of all arrests made by the department eachAyessts for
violent crimes generate a much higher number of uses of foldse of force rates for violent
crimes and weapons offenses are just over 8% which is more than double the force rates of
most other crimes Individuals committing violent crimes may have morg@gsion and anger

and therefore will be less amenable to officer commands

Suspects who were in violation of their probation had the highest use of forcefatie
the types of crime$16.5%). An individual who is in violation ¢iie conditions of fs or her
probationis probably acutely aware that any contact with the police could have serious
consequencesTherefore, these types of individuals are the most likely to resist offidgys
contrast individuals with warrants had a very low use oféarate of 1.26 This may be
becausemany individuals with outstanding warrants may not even know that a warrant had
been issued for their arrestTherefore, they may be less cautious whercounteringthe

police.

© 2018 Police Strategies LL



Analysis of Use of Force by Susp&ttaracteristics

Whenever the issue of police use of force is discussed or debated, one of the fundamental
questions is whether police officers treat individuals differently based upon their personal
characteristics (e.g. age, race, gender, ed/g usedthe Pearson correlatioio evaluate the
linear relationship between individual suspect characteristicstagt-riskuse of force behavior
(e.g. lowJustification ScorehighForce Factoscore and high injury rate). A strong correlation
between a suspeatharacteristic and &ighrisk behaviormay indicate that officers are taking
that suspect chaacteristic into consideration when making use of force decisions or aciides.

following suspect characteristics were measured:

Gender

Age

Race

Height

Weight

Officer believed suspect was under the influence of drugs or alcohol

Officer believed suspect had a mental health issue

© N o o bk~ W DdPE

Residence (San JogaotherCity, orHomeles}

The following suspect behaviors were also examined in relation toFogte Factoscores and
high injury rates’!

9. The sriousnesdevelof the suspected crime

10. Whether the suspect fleffom the officer

11. Whether the officer believed the suspect was armed

21 Comparisons were not made with Justification Scores because each of these elementsp®aant of the
Justification Score.
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Suspect LowerJustification Score HigherForce Facto6core Higher Injury Rate
Characteristic| (Higher Risk of Unnecessary Forg (Higher Risk of Excessive Forg
Age Older Suspect*** Older Suspect** ns
Gender ns Male Suspect*** Male Suspect***
Weight ns Heavier Suspect*** ns
Drugs/Alcohol ns Not Under the Influence*** ns
Mental Health ns No Mental Health Issue*** ns
Race ns ns ns
Height ns ns ns
Residence ns ns ns
Flight Suspect Fled*** Suspect Fled***
Armed Armed Suspect** Armed Suspect***
Crime More Serious Crime** M%?infgious

*** p < .001- Correlationis Significant at the 0.1% Level
**p < .01- Correlation is Significant at the 1% Level
ns = Not Significant

A statistically significant correlation found in this table could be caused bytimoipal factors

or a combination of the two factors

1. The suspect characteristic is associated with a certain type of suspect behaviaiderg
suspectaremore likely to threaten the officethan younger suspects heavier suspects
presenta higher level of resistance than lighter suspects), or

2. The2 FFAOSNI GNBIF1ad (GKS &adzAaLISOUG RAFFSNBwWwiOEE ot
officer ismore reluctant to use force against a juvendlaspector a female suspect than

an older suspect or male suspect).

TheJustification Scoeare based upoall the relevant legal factor®utlined inGraham
v.Connorthat3 2 Ay id2 Fy 27F7FAOSND@usHiGtoh Schrégansihataza S T 2
officer decided to use force when the suspect was involved in a lower level crime, the suspect
did not present a significant threat, the suspect did not ffeem the officer,and there was very
little resistance An incident with a lowedustification Scores at greater risk of being found to

be unnecessarybut it does notnecessarilynean that the forceusedwas unlawful The only
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characteristic that had a statistically significant correlation with aJostification Scoreasthe
ageof the suspect Officers are more likely to use force with a lowdistification Scoragainst
an older suspect than younger suspectJuveniles tend to have the highekistification Score
GKAOK YI@& 0SS RdzS G2 Iy 2FFAOSNR&a NBf dzOGl yOS
warranted.

TheForce FactoBcores are based upon the proportionality of the level of force used to
the level of resistance presented\n incident with a higheForce Factoscore is at greater risk
of being found to be excessiMaut it does nonecessarilynean that the force usgwas unlawful
TheForce FactoScore controls for the level of resistance present@tkerefore a statistically
significant correlation is more likely to be caused by the officer behaving differently based upon
0 KS adza LIS Oi Q&her®Weredelve@isuSpedt dhardcteristics that had a statistically
significant correlation with a higit Force FactoBcore Officers are likely to use a higher level of
force against males, older suspeasd heavier suspectsOfficers may feel the need to use a
higher level of force to control these types of suspects and/or they may be more reluctant to use
higher levels of force against femalg®unger suspects and lighter suspedBificers aranore
likely to use higher levels of force against individuale warenot under the influence of alcohol
or drugsand do not presensome type of mental health issu@hs means that when officers are
faced with a resistant suspect who is obviously under the influence and/or has an observable
mental health issue, thefficer is going to try and control the suspect with a lower level of force

CKA& YIFI& 0S RdzS (2 (GKS 2FFAOSNRA LISNOSLIIAZ2Y

l.j

FYR LINBaSyid tSaa 2F I GKNBFG G2 GKS 2FFAOSNDA

When a suspect is involved in a more serious crime, or when a suspect flees, or when a
suspect is armed, an officernsore likelyto use a higher level of force tharhena suspectioes
not presentany ofthese conditions Similarly, these suspebehavorsare also associated with
a higher injury ratdor the suspect Onlyone other characteristiovasassociated with a higher

suspect injury rate Male suspects are more likely to be injured than female suspects

There were three suspect characteristeosaminal that did not have any correlation with

Force Justification-orce Factoor Force Injury Rateshe suspecf eace,the suspecf height
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andthe suspecQi@sidence ¢ KA 4 FTAYRAYy3d ada3dsSada dKIadG +Fy 27F°F
level of brce that an officer chooses to use are not influenced bydtdza L& ibrthdight or

whether the suspect is homeless or a resident of another. citigis finding also suggests that

suspect behavior in use of force incidents does not varthbyrace @ the suspect Additional
correlations were conducted between suspect race and other behaviors and the only statistically
significant correlation was between Hispanic suspects and fliglgpanic suspects were more

likely to flee from the police than Wie suspects
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Racial Disparity Analysis

While census data of the residential populatiemsometimesused as a benchmark for
disparity analysis, it does not provide an adequate measure to assess the possible impacts of
racial bias by police officer3here are many factors that could affect the racial disparity between
uses of force and the population that have nothing to do with officer bBiash ascrime rates,
compliance ratespossession of weaponppverty rates, deployment strategies, ettvhenthe
racial composition of suspects involved in use of force incidents is compared to the demographics
of the population there are some disparitiggresent Hispanic and Black suspects are
overrepresented in the use of force numbers when compared to tipeircentage of the
population, while White and Asian suspects are underrepresented.

A better benchmark for measurirdgmographialisparities irpoliceuses of force is arrest
data. Almosteveryuse of force incidenis associated with an arrestAll things being equal, we
would expect to see the sanpmroportion of suspect characteristics for those who are arrested
as those who have force used against thelhthere is racial bias presente wouldexpect to
seeracial disparities between uses aire and arrestsWhen we calculate the Racial Disparity
Index using arrests as the denominator rather than population, any racial disparities with uses of
force are virtually eliminatedThis means that when suspects are arrested by SJPD officers, they
are no more or less likely to have force used against them based upon their race or ethnicity.

The Use of Force Disparity Index is the percentage of all use of force incidents involving
each racial group of suspects compared to their proportion of allstsreA score above 1
indicates that uses of force are over represented in theialgroup. A score of less than 1
indicates that uses of force are underrepresented in theialgroup. As an exampleilispanic
suspects make up 56.2% of all arrests dmelytare involved i$0.1% ofall uses of force The
Racial Disparity Indebor Hispanicsuspectds 1.07(60.1% + 56.2%yhich means thaHispanic
suspectsare 7% more likely to be involved iruge of force incident than you would expect based
upon their proportion of thearrestees Hispanic and Black suspects are slightly overrepresented
in uses of force when compared to arrestdVhite and Asian/Other suspects are slightly

underrepresented iruse of force incidents compared to arrests
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Percentage of All Arrests in 2015/2016 by Race of Suspect
Percentage of All Uses of Force in 2015/2016 by Race of Suspect
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Hispanic White Black Other
Arrests 56.2% 20.3% 12.2% 11.3%
m Uses of Force 60.1% 16.6% 12.7% 10.6%
Racial Disparity Index
Percentage of Uses of Force / Percentage of Arrests
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m Disparity Index 1.07 0.82 1.04 0.93

Use of force rateguses of forcer per 10C
arrests)also had minor variations by race
For White suspects, 3.29% of all the
arrests resulted in a use of force, whil
Hispanic suspects had a usefarfce rate

of 4.29% Black suspects and Asian/Othe
suspects had use of force rates betwee
Hispanics and WhitesThe use of force
rates for all races were separated by le

than one percentage point.

Use of Force Rates by Rac2015 & 2016

6%
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Use of Force Rate

Hispanic  White Black Other

BUOF Rate 4.29%

3.29% 4.17% 3.51%
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Trends inthe Race oSuspecs$ Involved in Uses dforce

Over the last decadéhe race of the majority of suspects involved in force incidéats been
Hispanic.In the first nine months of 2017 aboute in five suspectwas White and one in six
was Black. Asian suspects have consistently made up less1@®% of alsuspects. White and
Black suspects make up a higher percentage ofnmesident suspects than suspects who are
residents of San Jose. Nearly half of mesidents suspects were either White or Black compared

to 33% of suspects who were residsmf San Jose.

Race of Suspect
60%
50%
n
|_
Z
W 40%
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Z
-
I 30%
LL
o)
O\O
20%
0% B : . -
Hispanic White Black Asian Other
2007 54.0% 19.2% 14.8% 57% 6.3%
2015 62.5% 16.1% 11.3% 8.2% 1.9%
m 2016 57.4% 17.2% 14.2% 8.0% 3.1%
m 2017 53.8% 21.7% 16.1% 7.4% 1.1%
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Race of SuspecBan Jose Resident
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% OF ALL INCIDENTS INVOLVING SAN JOSE RESIDEN

Hispanic White Black Asian Other

2007 58.6% 19.9% 10.9% 4.9% 5.6%
2015 66.5% 15.0% 8.4% 8.0% 2.1%
m 2016 62.9% 14.5% 11.7% 8.2% 2.6%
m 2017 57.4% 18.9% 14.2% 8.5% 0.9%

Race of SuspeeNon-Resident
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% OF ALL INCIDENTS INVOLVINGRESIDENTS

Hispanic White Black Asian Other

2007 41.9% 17.4% 24.8% 7.8% 8.1%
2015 52.8% 18.5% 18.5% 8.8% 1.4%

m 2016 43.3% 24.2% 20.8% 7.3% 4.5%
m 2017 45.7% 28.6% 20.0% 5.0% 0.7%
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Interagency Comparative Analysi$sing the
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data fromother agenciess y (G KS adeadsSY GKNRdAAK (GKS t2fA0S (
PFAN currently has use of force data from 32 law enforcement agencies in five states involving
more than 5,000 incidents with 2,500 officeso used force 13,000 timesThis is the largés
database of its kind in the nationAlthough the incident reports from each of these agencies
uses a different format, all the data extracted and entered into the system has been standardized
which allows us to makeneaningful interagency comparisons The Police Force Analysis
bSGB2N)l o lfft26a F3ISYyOASa (2 O2YLI NB GKSANI dza ¢
system

© 2018 Police Strategies LL



1. Force Tactic€omparisons

PFAN contains data on all the force tactics and weapons that affiser The system allows
department wide usage rates to be compared across agendibe following table lists the
usage rates for weapons and physical tactics by SJPD officers and then compares that with
the averages from other agencieSJPDfficersuse impact weapons and projectile weapons
morefrequentlythan officers fromother agencies in the systenkor physical tactics San Jose

PD officers use their weight, strikes and pushing nfeeguently than officers from other

agencies an&JPD officerare less likely tend upwrestlingwith suspecs.

Electronic Control Devic
Impact Weapon 17%

Projectile Weapon 4.6%

Canine Bite 4.2% Average
PepperSpray 4.2% Average

Takedown
Used Weight 40%

Strike 32%

Push 21%

Pain Compliance 16% Average
Wrestle 10% Below Average
HairHold 2.5% Average
Lateral Neck Restraint 0.7% Average
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2. Risk Factor Comparisons

PFAN provides a comprehensive comparative risk analysis of relevant factors involved in use

of force incidents The primary risk areas are:

1. Frequency of Force The moreuses of force an agency has the greater the risk of
injuries, complaints and lawsuits resulting from these incidents

2. Force Justification anéorce Facto Force incidents with low Forcéustification
Scores are at higher risk of being found to be unassary while incidents with high
Force Factoscores are at higher risk of ing found to be excessive.

3. Injury Rateg; Higher injury rates pose risks to the health and safety of officers and

suspects and are more likely to result in complaints and lawsuits

Foreachof the risk factors examined, SJPD is within one standard deviation of the
meanfor all the agencies in the systerThis means that the department is generally within
the expected nornifor allits use of force practicesThere are some areas where SJPD is above
or below the average fothe other the agencies This indicates a highdower risk than
average Of all the areas examined, the highest figikthe department is related tthe injury
rates for both suspects anafficers SJPD has a suspect injury rateld¥ compared to an
interagency average @0% and an officer injury rate of 19ébmpared to 13% for other

agencies

SJPD is doing better than average in some risk afead/t 5 Q& dzaS 2F F2 NDS
population is half of the interagency rate and SJPD officers are less likely to be involved in
high Force Factomcidents Perhaps most importantly, only 0.7% of SJPD incidents involve
both a lowJustification Scorand a highForce Facto&core which is hlf of the interagency
average Theselow Justification/High Force Factor incideatsate the highest level of risk

for an agency.
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Risk Factors Interagency| Standard
San Jose Pl L

Force Frequency Average | Deviation
Annual Number of Uses of Force per 1,Gpulation 0.6 1.2 Within 1 SD
Annual Number of Uses of Force per 100 Arrests 4.2 4.1 Within 1 SD
Percentage of All Officers in the Department Using Force Each Y 50% 49% Within 1 SD
Average Number of Uses of Force per Officer 2.6 2.1 Within 1 SD

Risk Factors San Jose P Interagency| Standard

Force Justification anéorce Factor Average | Deviation
Percentage of All Force Incidents with a Lustification Score 16% 17% Within 1 SD
Percentage of All Force Incidents with a Higince FactoBcore 6% 8% Within 1 SD
Percentgge of All Force Incidents with Both a Uostification Score 2 6% 2 6% Within 1 SD

and a HighForce Factocore

Percentage of Officers with Multiple Low Justification Incidents 6.0% 6.0% Within 1 SD
Percentage of Officers with Multiple Higforce Factomcidents 0.7% 1.3% Within 1 SD

Rl_sk Factors San Jose Pl Interagency Stangrd

Injury Rates Average Deviation
Suspect Injury Rate _ 30% Within 1 SD
Officer Injury Rate 19% 13% Within 1 SD

3. Suspect Injury Rate Comparisons

SJPD is above average for all types of suspect injuries except for loss of consciousness

For fractures, SJPD is more than one standard deviation above the mean for all the agencies

which indicates that the department is atlier in this area.

Using PFAS we can conduct a more detailed analysis of tfereiincidents that

resulted in asuspect fracture More than twothirds of the suspect fracture incidents are

associated with a physical strike and/or the use of an ichpaeapon Incidentsthat involve

a suspect fracture have a long duratiasith half the cases taking 5 or 6 force sequences to

bring the suspect under controA high number of force sequences suggdistd the officers
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are in a protracted struggle witthe suspecs. As aresult,the officer injury rate for this type

of incident is 40% which is more than twice the department aver&geir out of five of these

incidents involve two or more officers using force and the use of both physical force and a

weapon.

Although impact weapons were usedamajority of suspect fracture cases, a fracture

injury is still a rare occurrencémpact weapons were used 283 times in the last two and half

years and only 10% of those incidents resulted in a sudpsziure.

Suspect Injury Rates San Jose Interagency Star_1d<'_:1rd
PD Average Deviation
Scrapes and Bruises 20.1% 13.7% Within 1 SD
Cuts 10.7% Within 1 SD
Canine Bites 2.7% Within 1 SD
Fracture (includes broken teet
Pepper Spray Within 1 SD

Unconsciousness

1.2%

Within 1 SD

Force Tactics Used that Resulted in a Suspect Fracture

7%

67%

53%

51%

23%

23%

21%

19%
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4. Other Force Characteristics

C2NJ Y2ad 2F GKS ONARGSNRAI YSIadNBR o6& GKS C2)
average range of the other agencie¥he following tabldists those force characteristics
which are significantly different in San Jose compared with the other agenClesse are

simply descriptive measures and are not necessarily associated with increased risk.

Characteristics of Force Incidents that are Characteristics of Force Incidents that are

More Common Less Common
in San Jose than Other Jurisdictions in San Jose than Other Jurisdictions
Officer used force after a@n-Viewevent Officer used force after a dispatched call

Three or more officers wengresent when force| Only one officer was present when force wa

was used used

Three or more officers used force Only one officer used force

The reason for the contact was a violent crim¢ The reason for the contact was a welfare

or a traffic offense checkor a warrant arrest

The most serious crime referred was a violent .
. _ There was no charge referred for prosecutio
crime or a drug crime

Suspect is homeless Suspect was a resident of another city

Suspect presented a higher level of resistanc{ Suspecpresented a lower level of resistance

Suspect was neklvhite Suspect was White

Suspect was not suicidal Suspect was suicidal
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Sample Dashboard8 N2 Y (KS t 2f A0S C2NDS

Time and Location of Use of Force Incidents

Division District

Incidents Per Year
Incidents per Season

2015 2016 2017 Sspring  Summer
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Gender
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