
Committee Staff:


Committee on Public Safety

Brian Crow, Legislative Counsel
Beth Golub, Legislative Analyst
Laurie Wen, Legislative Policy Analyst
Ellen Eng, Legislative Financial Analyst
[image: image1.png]



THE COUNCIL

BRIEFING PAPER OF THE GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS DIVISION

Matt Gewolb, Legislative Director

Rachel Cordero, Deputy Director, Governmental Affairs

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC SAFETY
Hon. Vanessa L. Gibson, Chair
March 3, 2015
Oversight: Examining Community Policing in New York City
I. INTRODUCTION


On March 3, 2015, the Committee on Public Safety, chaired by Vanessa Gibson, will hold an oversight hearing entitled, “Examining Community Policing in New York City.” During this hearing, the Committee will explore the New York City Police Department’s (NYPD) policies and practices regarding community policing and how they have changed in recent years. This inquiry will focus on efforts to improve police-community relations, lessons learned from previous community policing initiatives, in particular neighborhood-based foot patrol programs, current efforts and immediate plans, and interagency coordination to strengthen community policing.

Those expected to testify include the Administration, civil rights organizations, criminal justice scholars, advocates representing various community interest groups, legal service providers, and members of the public. 
II. BACKGROUND
The term “community policing,” coined and popularized in the 1980s, has been interpreted in various and sometimes contradictory ways. The United States Department of Justice created the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) in 1994 to support “the concept that trust and mutual respect between police and the communities they serve is critical to public safety.”
 COPS defines community policing as “a philosophy that promotes organizational strategies that support the systematic use of partnerships and problem-solving techniques to proactively address the immediate conditions that give rise to public safety issues such as crime, social disorder, and fear of crime.”


The emphasis on community partnerships is echoed by many other practitioners and researchers, including the authors of a 2014 systematic review of 25 studies on community policing. The meta-analysis states that community policing “emphasizes community involvement in crime prevention efforts, in contrast to the focus of traditional policing on law enforcement and order maintenance.”
 That framework is explained more specifically in The Last Neighborhood Cops as an effort to “integrate officers into communities… to solve problems (rather than merely responding to emergency calls) but also… [to collaborate] with community leaders to define the department’s priorities and allocation of resources.”
 On the ground, as described by a sergeant in Florida, this can mean that “[i]nstead of merely responding to emergency calls and arresting criminals, community policing officers devote considerable time to performing social work, working independently and creatively on solutions to the problems on their beats. It follows that they make extensive personal contacts, both inside and outside their agencies.”
 One could think of a traditional police officer who focuses on responding to 911 calls as akin to an emergency room physician, while a community patrol officer (or a “neighborhood beat cop”) is analogous to a primary care doctor who knows a patient well and takes care of him or her on a long-term, sustained basis.
Community policing has also been interpreted to include the idea that minor quality-of-life offenses can lead to social disorder and major crimes. George L. Kelling, one of the two social scientists who first used the term “broken windows” as a policing theory, considers it a tactic of community policing.
 He stated that community policing “emphasized neighborhood problems—analyzing crime incidents not as isolated events but as symptoms of underlying causes…”
 He asserted that “mature” community policing focused on prevention by “attempting to anticipate security breakdowns and crime opportunities and interfere with their progression.”

In contrast to these broad and ambitious interpretations, community policing has also sometimes been understood more narrowly to refer to specific programs instituted by police departments to build relationships with communities, including midnight basketball games and community meetings. This approach has been criticized by some as a merely superficial tactic, in contrast to an overall philosophy that informs all the work of a police department.
 “[U]nlike other police innovations like hot spots or problem-oriented policing, [community policing] is a philosophy or guiding framework for implementing strategies, and not a strategy in itself.”
 Critics attribute this confusion to the ambiguity of community policing’s mission, resulting in many practitioners seeming “unsure of who to serve and how to serve them. Approaches range from ardent neighborhood advocacy to aggressive street crime suppression.”

The lack of consistency in defining and implementing community policing has led many stakeholders, including the National Research Council, to the conclusion that evaluating its effectiveness is extremely difficult.
 This frustration has also been expressed by the authors of the 2014 systematic review of 25 studies on community policing, who identified the obstacles to include “a broad interpretation of its scope … substantial heterogeneity in the types of strategies that are classified as [such], and the lack of a clear logic model or accepted structure for implementation.”
 Despite the challenge, the authors reported several main findings: that community policing has positive effects on citizen satisfaction, perceptions of disorder, and police legitimacy, but limited effects on crime and fear of crime.

While it is difficult to define community policing and to assess its effectiveness, three-quarters of police departments across the country claim to have implemented the approach.
 Much of this popularity has been attributed to the creation of COPS by the U.S. Department of Justice,
 which distributed $8.8 billion in federal grants from 1995 to 2011.

III. POLICING MODELS BEFORE COMMUNITY POLICING
The history of community policing is deeply rooted in reactions to earlier periods of policing in the United States, which scholars generally divide into two eras: political (1840s to 1920s) and reform (1920s to 1970s).


During the era of political policing, police departments were “adjuncts” to the political machines that ruled local precincts, and they delivered services to the politicians’ constituents that included street cleaning and housing the homeless. The officers had close ties to the communities they policed, but they were accountable to ward bosses, who controlled their patronage jobs.


The reform era was born out of the desire to eliminate the corruption that dominated political policing. Police departments moved away from local ward bosses toward centralized hierarchies and scientific management, including a new-found focus on measuring crime statistics.
 Technology also played a large part in this transformation, as the advent of the telephone allowed residents to call the police, the radio allowed officers to be dispatched, and the introduction of patrol cars allowed for timely arrival of officers to an incident. The reform era had three signature elements, known as the “three R’s”: rapid response, random patrol by car, and reactive investigation.


The goals of professionalism pursued by reform policing had many supporters, but critics came to see the new approach as one that alienated officers and communities from each other. They contended that the police, in their newly narrowed mission, only had contact with the public when there was a conflict, and that a focus on statistics conditioned officers to internalize the idea that an arrest or a citation was always the best way to solve a problem.


To many observers, the negative consequences of reform policing became tragically exposed during hundreds of riots that took place in the 1960s across the country, almost all precipitated by incidents of perceived police misconduct.
 Tasked with exploring the cause of the riots, the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders (also known as the Kerner Commission) concluded in its 1968 report that a deep animosity had grown between poor urban communities and the police. Police practices specifically cited to have caused antagonism included “aggressive preventive patrol… [which involves] a large number of police-citizen contacts initiated by police rather than in response to a call for help or service. One such practice utilizes a roving task force which moves into high-crime districts without prior notice, and conducts intensive, often indiscriminate, street stops and searches…. Such task forces are often deliberately moved from place to place making it impossible for its members to know the people with whom they come in contact.”


Out of the tensions between political policing and reform policing came calls in the 1960s and 1970s for a new model—one that addressed the following concerns: (i) how can police departments assign officers to long-term beats that foster neighborhood ties and knowledge without generating opportunities for corruption, and (ii) how can policing effectiveness be measured without a focus on crime and arrest data, which has sometimes created perverse incentives that led to animosity? 
IV. COMMUNITY POLICING IN NEW YORK CITY 
Community policing was developed amidst this complex context in the early 1980s. The first pilot project in New York City, called the Community Patrol Officer Program (CPOP), began in 1984 in one precinct in Brooklyn and expanded to all precincts by 1988. Each precinct was usually divided into ten beats, with one officer assigned to each beat as a walking patrol officer.

A 1990 study by the Vera Institute of Justice found that CPOP improved police-community relationships, created opportunities for officers to solve neighborhood problems that improved quality of life, but did not have a statistically significant impact on crimes such as robberies and burglaries.
 Community leaders gave strong positive assessments of the program, and the officers were found to have a more positive attitude toward the community than when they began the program. Specifically, the officers reported that the most valuable features of CPOP were: 1) it gave them a deeper understanding of the community, 2) it allowed them to follow through in addressing the community’s problems, and 3) it elicited significant support from residents and community leaders.
 The officers credited the program for putting them in contact much more fully with large numbers of community members who wanted to solve the neighborhoods’ problems, though the study also found that the police could benefit from training in community organizing in order to utilize local contacts and work with the community to solve problems in a sustained fashion.
 Sergeants remarked that CPOP officers quickly became the recipients of information normally not shared with the police, and attributed this success to the trust built up by patrol officers known personally by the residents.

Among other improvements recommended by the report was the need for more practical training on accessing non-police resources, as some officers indicated that they did not know how to interact with various city and state agencies offering services. Of the officers who solved neighborhood problems by working with agencies, they found the Department of Sanitation, the Department of Housing Preservation and Development, and Community Boards to be particularly helpful.

The philosophy behind CPOP—sustained, personal interaction with the community to proactively solve problems together—found an ardent supporter in Lee Brown, who expanded the approach beyond the program to the whole NYPD when he became police commissioner in 1990. Brown had previously served as Houston’s chief of police from 1982 to 1990, where he was an early adopter of community policing.

When Brown became New York City’s police commissioner in 1990, crime was at a record high, and he implemented community policing as the centerpiece of then-Mayor David Dinkins' Safe Streets, Safe City program. Brown believed that the police could be most effective when they were a visible part of day-to-day neighborhood life, and that officers and community members who interacted regularly on a personal basis not only fostered trust but could solve public safety problems together. To properly carry out his vision, Brown needed to dramatically expand the police force, since a part of the force had to be freed up from having to respond to constant 911 calls.  By the time he stepped down in August of 1992, he had increased the total number of officers from 25,465 to 29,144, and the number of foot patrol officers from 750 to 3,000.
 Brown credits this approach of adequately staffed community policing for the success seen after just one year: crime went down in every one of the seven major felonies, the first time in almost 40 years.
 The murder rate dropped from a record of 2,245 in 1990, when Brown took office, to 2,154 in 1991 and further to 1,995 in 1992.

Raymond Kelly succeeded Lee Brown in 1992, becoming Mayor Dinkins’ second police commissioner. Kelly continued the expansion of Safe Streets, Safe City, increasing the force to 32,000 officers.
 Speaking in 2000 of his first tenure as police commissioner, he said: “A large reservoir of good will was under construction when I left the department in 1994. It was called community policing. But it was quickly abandoned for tough-sounding rhetoric and dubious stop-and-frisk tactics that sowed new seeds of community mistrust.”
 Some observers have remarked on the irony of how Commissioner Kelly, during his second tenure as police commissioner (2002 to 2013, under Mayor Michael Bloomberg), embraced the broken windows strategy and oversaw the dramatically increased use of stop and frisk,
 which peaked at close to 700,000 stops in 2011.

In late 1992, Kelly appointed Aaron H. Rosenthal to assess the ongoing effort to change the whole police department to community policing. Rosenthal’s results in early 1993 identified the lack of proper training as one of the most serious obstacles to effective implementation.
 He found that officers were not trained in case studies and role-playing workshops that would help them gain an understanding of how to work with residents in addressing problems like drug dealing and burglaries. Moreover, much of the training was inserted haphazardly during the officers’ daily roll-call sessions.
 Michael Clark, then-president of the Citizens Committee for New York City, emphasized the need for training: “Community policing is not just the cop on the corner waving … That's public relations. It means sitting down with residents for hours at a time and planning strategies. You can't do that if you haven't been taught the skills to do it."

From 1994 to mid-1996, Mayor Giuliani and his first Police Commissioner, William Bratton (who returned to serve in 2014), embraced the broken windows theory. While Bratton claimed to be a strong believer in community policing, he found “the idealized notion of [it], in which beat cops organize a community to solve its problems…unrealistic.”
 Focusing on police operations and wanting a model that could deliver more measurable results, he developed CompStat, which gave more power to precinct commanders and made them more accountable for their own statistics. Crime continued to drop dramatically in New York City, and many other police departments across the country started their own version of CompStat.
From 1996 to 2001, Commissioners Howard Safir and Bernard Kerik introduced other initiatives aimed at improving community relations, including the Courtesy, Professionalism and Respect (“CPR”) Campaign, new training curricula, and regular meetings with communities. During these years, crime rates continued to decline, but tensions with communities, especially communities of color, continued to build. High-profile cases of police brutality, including the abuse of Abner Louima and the killings of Amadou Diallo and Patrick Dorismond, galvanized communities into organizing for police reform.
The terrorist attacks on September 11th, 2001, changed policing in New York City. NYPD officers’ responsibilities became increasingly complex, including a growing need for counter-terrorism policing. Throughout the first decade of the 2000s, civil rights advocates challenged the Bloomberg administration and alleged civil rights abuses against targeted groups of Muslims, Arab-Americans, South Asian-Americans, peace activists, and others. Entering the 2010s, crime continued its long decline, but police-community relations remained significantly strained, and the use of stop and frisk soared. 
In August of 2014, an unarmed black man named Michael Brown was killed by a police officer in Ferguson, Missouri. A strong protest movement built locally and spread nationwide, and when a grand jury decided in late November not to indict the officer involved in that incident, the movement intensified, in New York and elsewhere. The non-indictment came just four days after Akai Gurley was killed by an officer in Brooklyn, and nine days before a grand jury in Staten Island declined to indict the officer whose alleged chokehold led to the death of another black man, Eric Garner. In December, police officers Weijian Liu and Rafael Ramos were killed while sitting in their patrol car in Brooklyn, after the shooter posted anti-police rhetoric online. Police-community relations were further burdened by distrust and hostility.
In this environment, current Police Commissioner Bratton has publicly spoken of the need for the police and protesters to “see each other.”
 He has also stated that “[w]e as a society cannot police or arrest our way out of these problems; police need partners to help solve or manage complex social issues. A vision of collaborative community policing is emerging, in which police work closely with local communities, social-services providers, business-improvement districts, district attorneys’ offices, and other government entities to control crime and disorder.”

A year ago, when Bratton first returned to be police commissioner, he created the new office of Collaborative Policing and appointed Susan Herman Deputy Commissioner. He pledged to improve victim services and provide appropriate interventions to youth at risk of turning to crime. He said these efforts had been neglected by a "city that has been so focused on crime reduction and terrorism prevention."
 

V. Interagency Collaborations 
There have been and are currently multiple interagency collaborations aimed at connecting crime reduction to a holistic network of programs addressing community development, education, public health, and social services. In January of 2015, working with the Brooklyn and Manhattan District Attorney offices, Deputy Commissioner Herman announced a pilot program to help eligible 16- and 17-year-olds. Teens who are charged with certain low-level crimes can avoid being processed at the precinct or going before a judge; rather, they can opt into an early intervention program, which aims to put them on a more positive path.

The NYPD has also partnered with the Department of Education (DOE) through the School Safety Division. According to the Office of the Mayor, the division’s violence-prevention approach has lowered crime in public schools by 49% in recent years.
 The DOE’s Office of Safety and Youth Development (OSYD) analyzes crime data, helps schools identify trends, and allocates resources to address needs.

Another interagency effort, the Neighborhood Opportunity Networks (NeONS), was launched in 2011 by the Department of Probation and the Center for Economic Opportunity in the Office of the Mayor. The initiative links government agencies, community organizations, and other stakeholders to bring education and employment services to probation clients to reduce recidivism. 
CureViolence is one of the most well-known interagency collaborations to address violence. Formerly called CeaseFire, the model has been shown to reduce shootings in a number of cities by 16-34%.
 First implemented in New York City in 2009, the program is overseen by the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene (DOHMH), in partnership with the Council and the Office of the Mayor. It uses a public health approach to violence: like an infectious disease, violence can spread if not stopped, and the most effective way to curb its spread is to focus on changing the community norms and individual behaviors of those most at risk.
 Armed with data from the NYPD that identify gun violence “hot spots,” DOHMH recruits “Violence Interrupters” from the most at-risk communities and trains them to mediate disputes, prevent retaliatory shootings, and link residents to needed services.
 
An evaluation conducted by the Center for Court Innovation found that after the 2010 implementation of a CureViolence program in Brooklyn’s Crown Heights, gun violence was 20% lower than what it would have been had trends paralleled those of similar precincts.
 The initiative’s success led Mayor de Blasio and the Council to expand it in August of 2014, to the 14 precincts that account for 51% of shootings in the city.
 This expanded effort, named the “Gun Violence Crisis Management System,” is operated by the Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice, the Departments of Education, Health and Mental Hygiene, Probation, Youth and Community Development, and the City University of New York.
VI. Criticisms of Community Policing

Just as there are strong supporters of community policing, there are critics who doubt its effectiveness. One common criticism is that this approach is soft on crime, focusing too much on forging relationships with the community and too little on crime fighting.
 This belief can create rifts within a police force, where community police officers may be resented for facing fewer dangers on the job than their counterparts.
 Another concern is that the various interpretations of community policing have led to the implementation of divergent tactics;
 for example, a community might be highly supportive of a neighborhood foot patrol program like CPOP, but very resistant to broken windows policing, even though both are claimed by practitioners as approaches to community policing. In addition, the decentralization of decision-making power and the long assignments to specific neighborhoods raise the potential of increased corruption,
 a fear that has lingered since the 19th-century style of “beat cops” was criticized by reformers as highly corrupt.

VII. MOVING FORWARD
An analysis conducted by the Council in 2007 identified six common themes from prominent reports making recommendations to improve community policing in New York City:
1. Improve the “Courtesy, Professionalism, and Respect” Initiative
2. Re-envision Precinct Community Councils
3. Increase department diversity and residency to reflect served communities
4. Increase non-English language capabilities
5. Increase interactions with communities
6. Rethink quality-of-life strategies and localized/specialized staffing imperatives

The Public Safety Committee is interested in learning from the NYPD and relevant agencies what steps have been taken in recent years within each of these themes. In addition, the Committee would like to discuss with the NYPD and relevant agencies, especially the New York City Housing Authority (NYCHA), what lessons they have learned from the experiences of the New York City Housing Authority Police Department (HAPD), which was an autonomous police force from 1952 to 1995, before merging with the NYPD. Some scholars assert that the HAPD pioneered community-based crime-fighting strategies decades before the term “community policing” was born. While the HAPD had its challenges, its successes included enjoying significant periods of warm relations with many NYCHA residents. Recalling in 2011 how she and her neighbors in her South Bronx public housing development had felt about the HAPD at the end of the 1960s, an elderly resident said, “The officers were like family.”
 The committee is interested in discussing whether this type of relationship between the NYPD and communities can be achieved again, and what steps the Council can take to help in this endeavor.
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