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Overview 

How do you measure justice? It is a question that has confounded scholars, activists, and 

public servants since before it was even asked. Yet, despite the inherent philosophical, 
methodological, and logistical difficulties, law enforcement executives are increasingly asked 
to turn over data with the aim of evaluating how fairly they are doing their jobs. Rather than 

shrink from this task, courageous executives are seeking out partnerships with prominent 
researchers to solve this riddle and lead policing in the nation with respect to civil rights and 
public accountability. 

The aim of the city reports is to provide law enforcement with a powerful tool towards that 
end. They are intended as a kind of roadmap of options towards the goal of ensuring equity in 

public safety. Too often law enforcement data are captured with an eye towards accounting or 
litigation, and without leveraging the data to optimize performance. The city reports are 
designed to help fill that gap, providing straightforward statistical answers to some of the most 
pressing questions that cut across law enforcement agencies. 

Consequently, we have organized the reports to address the most frequently asked questions 

we receive from both law enforcement executives and communities over our decades 
working with both. The questions that motivate the city report are: 

What data should a department collect? 

Are the racial disparities we observe evidence of racial bias? 

If there are biases, does department leadership need to train/select officers differently or 
should they focus on department policies? 

If a department does need to train or select its officers differently, what are the factors 
leadership should consider? 

And, if a department does need to focus on its policies, how should it do that? 

Finally, the most common questions we receive from law enforcement executives are: How am 

I doing? And how do I compare to everybody else? Given how pervasive these questions are, 
we wanted to provide law enforcement with the analytic tools necessary to understand the 
world in which they are operating. We have avoided unnecessarily complicated quantitative 

techniques where possible in order to allow for ease of comprehension and to position 
departments as best we can to track their progress themselves. 

Section 1 outlines the data a department gave us, and identifies additional data that would help 
to further contextualize what we were given. 
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Section 2 prepares a department for what others will see. The analyses do not provide a 
strong basis for determining whether or not disparities result from bias—particularly the 

population benchmark analyses. But they do offer a snapshot of what an interested community 
might see with widely available data. In addition, Section 2 provides information on disparities 
in treatment after a stop that may warrant a department’s attention. 

Section 3 uses four techniques to help a department decide whether or not any disparities 
that may have been observed in Section 2 warrant concerns related to biased behavior and/or 

policies. This section also features comparative analyses of these four indicators, revealing 
where the department’s results stand relative to both national trends and regional ones (where 
data are available).  

Section 4 provides measurements of the extent to which observed disparities are due to 
officer variation as opposed to district or department-wide behaviors. 

Section 5 reveals how the attitudes of officers influence their orientation towards the 
department, its policies, and the community. 

Section 6 provides a unique set of analyses to assess how departmental policies advance the 
goals of fairness in policing. 

And, finally, Section 7 provides a summary of the report findings and how the department 
results compare to regional and national trends for departments who provided the same data. 

Taken together, we hope that the city report will serve as a step forward in using law 
enforcement data analytics to shape policing equity. 
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A Note on Department Selection and 
Methodology 

What follows is a hybrid report written to the chief of “Everytown Police Department” (EPD). 
The report combines analyses from multiple departments across the country. The purposes in 

producing a hybrid report are both to protect the identity of individual departments and to 
provide the most comprehensive report possible. Because very few departments across the 
country collect all the data points we analyze, it would not have been possible to provide a 

comprehensive single city report from almost any single city. Ironically, the few cities that could 
provide sufficient data might therefore be identifiable by virtue of the completeness of their 
data. 

Additionally, where certain data analyses would either suggest a particular department (e.g., 
spatial analyses using maps) or were not well represented by existing department data, we 

have generated sample analyses using dummy data (i.e., not based on data from any actual 
department). The goal of including analyses featuring dummy data is to provide readers with a 
clear idea of what reports would look like if participating departments included the relevant 

data. No dummy data analyses are included in any report delivered to a participating city. 
Dummy data analyses are clearly marked as such in this report. 

The resulting “EPD” report is comprehensive but, at times, contradictory. For instance, in 
Sections I and VII, the report notes that EPD failed to provide data necessary to conduct 
analyses on racial disparities in the application of force, controlling for the severity of the crime 

alleged. In Section III, that precise analysis is mocked up using dummy data. Again, the goal is 
to provide examples of each analysis so that departments will know what to expect. It is 
important, however, to know that most departments will have sections missing due to data 
they do not collect. 

Finally, in order to avoid overgeneralizing our findings, all regional and national comparisons 
are based on dummy data. 
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Executive Summary 

This report provides feedback on EPD stop, force, policy, and climate survey data provided as 
part of the Center for Policing Equity’s National Justice Database (NJD).  The document begins 

by describing your department’s role in the project.  Then results and recommendations are 
provided in seven sections. 

Overall, the results suggest reasons for optimism and opportunities for improvement. The 
reasons for optimism are found in some of the analyses of racial bias. Specifically, both the 
Officer Discretionary Index (see Section 3A) and the analysis of officer contributions to 

disparities (see Section 4) suggest that officer-level bias is a relatively small factor in the 
observed racial disparities. In these analyses, disparities appear more likely to originate at the 
community and district/organizational level. 

Areas for concern include department-wide patterns of treatment, policies, and officer 

attitudes. Specifically, the racial disparities revealed in Sections 2 and 3 suggest that 
disparities exist based on the population of your jurisdiction—and that controlling for crime 
does not always eliminate disparities. For instance, racial disparities in use of force rates 
cannot be explained by racial disparities in arrest rates. Similarly, search rates of Black and 

Hispanic residents are higher than would be expected given the rate at which they are 
stopped. Additionally, analyses revealed that searches of Black and Hispanic residents 
produced lower “hit rates” than did searches of White residents. This means that, without a 

reason to stop and search those who do not have contraband, officers are less efficient when 
they stop Black and Hispanic residents than when they stop White residents. In terms of 
policies, despite recent attempts to improve police/community relationships, the department 
policies around community policing do not yet demonstrate strong support for either the 

principle or the divisions responsible for overseeing it. Finally, officers’ explicit endorsement of 
group-based hierarchy predicts their endorsement of unreasonable force and their rejection of 
the department’s use of force policy and the principles of community policing. 

Overall, the analysis of EPD’s indicators revealed that it has fewer indicators of bias and 
disparity than roughly 75% of both regional and national departments participating in the NJD. 
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History of City Involvement in the National 
Justice Database Project 

In this section, we will describe how the relationship between CPE and your agency began, 
and why your agency chose to participate in the National Justice Database. 

As the Everytown PD report serves primarily as an example of what a participating agency 

could expect to receive from the NJD, it is worth noting what will be included in future reports. 
The date and public reason given for joining the NJD will appear first, followed by the length of 
time from initial contact to complete data capture. Any particular requests for focus areas (e.g., 
contact with juveniles, use of restraints, the clarity of racial profiling polices, etc) will also be 

highlighted. Additionally, any input from non-law enforcement stakeholders into the process 
will also be highlighted. Next, any critical incidents that may have influenced the data collected 
or may influence the reception of the report will be noted. Finally, the timeline of the climate 
survey and the date on which the report are delivered will be documented. 
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Section I: Data 

This section describes the data your department provided, lists information that would enable 
additional analyses but was not included in your data, and discusses how the data you 
provided compare to other departments in your region of the United States. 

 

DATA PROVIDED 

Your department provided 3 main data sources: 

1. Vehicle and pedestrian stop data from 1/1/2010- 11/30/2015, 

2. Use of force data from 1/1/2010- 11/29/2015, and 

3. A 20-page “Workforce Demographics” document dated 2/19/2016. 

 

The vehicle and pedestrian stop file contained 673,193 observations and the following 20 data 
fields: 

• Pedestrian Stop (0, 1) • Officer Rank (32 Categories) 

• Vehicle Stop (0, 1) • Officer DOB 

• Incident Number (8-digit identifier) • Officer Service Years (Ranges from 
-4 to 44 years) 

• Date of Stop • Suspect ID (7-digit identifier) 

• Time of Stop • Suspect Race Code (10 
Categories) 

• Stop Location (Address or Intersection) • Suspect Race (Asian, Black, Black 
Hispanic, Hispanic, Indian, White, 
White Hispanic, Other, Unknown) 

• Officer ID (4-digit identifier) • Suspect Gender (Female, Male, 
Unknown) 

• Officer Race (American-Indian, Black, 

Chinese, East Indian, Filipino, Korean, 
Mexican, Peruvian, Puerto Rican, White, 
Other, Other Asian, Other Hispanic) 

• Stop Reason (Driving Violation, 

Vehicle Equipment Violation, 
Investigative Stop, Field Interview, 
Other)Suspect DOB 

• Officer Rank (32 Categories) 
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• Officer Gender (Female, Male)  

• Officer District (195 Categories)  

• Disposition (10-29, Arrest, Criminal Citation, 

Report Order, Traffic Citation, Verbal Warning, 
Other) 

 

 

The use of force data contained 615 observations and the following 7 data fields: 

• Date Received • Officer Gender (Female, Male) 

• IAD Number (9-digit identifier) • Citizen Race (Black, Hispanic, White, 
Unknown) 

• Incident Type (Use of force only) • Citizen Sex (Female, Male, Unknown) 

• Officer Race (American-Indian, Black, 

Chinese, Filipino, Peruvian, Puerto 
Rican, White, Other Asian, Other 
Hispanic) 

 

 

The Workforce Demographics document contained information on active (sworn) employees’ 
race/ethnicity broken down by office/section/district and position title (rank).  Aggregate counts 

of employees’ gender by rank were also included.  Gender counts were not broken down by 
office/section/district. 

 

DATA NOT PROVIDED 

The data you provided did not include the following information: 

• Vehicle Stops 

o Searches, results of searches 

• Pedestrian Stops 

o Searches, results of searches 

• Use of force 

o Type of force used 

o Outcomes:  citizen injuries, officer injuries, arrests  



Science of Justice: City Report  
  

 
                           

12 

Web: www.policingequity.org 

o Officer age, rank, tenure, badge number 

o Citizen age 

 

COMPARISON TO OTHER DEPARTMENTS 

Relative to other departments in your region, the information you provided on pedestrian 

stops was fairly comprehensive, as were the characteristics of officers involved in vehicle and 
pedestrian stops.  In particular, your inclusion of officers’ rank, tenure, and district enable us to 
examine how these factors relate to race and gender disparities in stop outcomes.  However, 
the use of force data lacked some important details that could have helped us determine the 

extent to which disparities were attributable to officer discretion or factors outside officers’ 
control.  We are also unable to determine whether the outcomes of use of force incidents 
differ based on officer- or citizen-level characteristics other than race and gender. 

 

Section II: Descriptive Statistics and 
Disparities 

In this section, we present processed information based on the stop and force data your 
agency provided.  We begin by presenting counts of vehicle stops, pedestrian stops, and use 
of force incidents, both for the department as a whole and separately by citizen race/ethnicity 
and by work unit.    We also describe disparities that emerge when incidents are compared 

across race/ethnicity groups.  In Section III, we will provide context and support for interpreting 
these statistics.  

In keeping with your agency’s records, we categorize race/ethnicity into 6 groups: White, non-
Hispanic; Black, non-Hispanic; Hispanic; Asian; American Indian; and other or unknown.  We 

also use the 4 age categories captured in your vehicle stop data:  under 18, 18-29, 30-39, and 
40 or above.  Unfortunately, these age ranges may obscure some important variation 
occurring within each category (e.g., ages 18-24 v. ages 25-29).   

 

NOTES ON RACE AND ETHNICITY 

For clarity, we refer to black, non-Hispanic citizens as “Black” and to White, non-Hispanic 
citizens as “White.”  In discussing findings by race, we focus on results for Black and White 
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citizens, who together accounted for nearly 94% of the city’s population as of 2014.  Results for 
Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian citizens and citizens of other races are typically 

presented only in tables and not discussed in the text.  Please note that statistics for these 
groups tend to be “noisier” (fluctuating more over time) than are statistics for White or Black 
citizens because the number of citizens stopped in these groups is often quite small. 

 

NOTES ON WORK UNIT 

In some analyses, we break down statistics by work unit.  Activities of non-geographically 
based work units are combined.  For some incidents, your agency’s records show the work 
unit as “unknown;” we report these incidents as their own category.  Thus, we present results 
for a total of 11 work unit categories: 

• District 1 • District 7      

• District 2 • District 8 

• District 3 • Freeway Patrol Unit 

• District 4 • All Other Work Units 

• District 5 • Work Unit Unknown 

• District 6  

 

Section 2A:  Vehicle Stop Counts and Racial Disparities 

This section presents information extracted from your agency’s vehicle stop data.  We begin 
by presenting aggregate vehicle stop trends over time, and then present differences by race – 
measured in terms of both the total number of stops, and population-adjusted stop rates. We 
then disaggregate these numbers and differences by departmental work unit, in order to 

identify if observed disparities are concentrated in particular units. We then examine trends 
and racial disparities in stop procedures (e.g., whether a stop included a search) and 
outcomes (e.g., whether stops end in arrest, citation, or some other outcome). Finally, we 
conclude with an assessment of the relative magnitude of observed racial disparities. 
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Figure 1a shows the total number of vehicle stops made by your agency from January 2010 
to December 2015, by quarter.  Over time, the number of stops decreased dramatically, from 

nearly 25,000 per quarter in early 2010 to slightly more than half that number by the end of 
2015.  The data also show a steep drop in vehicle stops during the final months of 2014.  
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Figure	1a.	Quarterly	Vehicle	Stop	Counts,	2010	-
2015
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Figure 1b shows the number of vehicle stops made by your agency by quarter separately for 

Black and White drivers.  Over the entire time period, your agency stopped more White 
drivers than Black drivers in each quarter, which we would expect given your city’s 

population.  However, most of the decline we observed in Figure 1a is driven by decreased 

stops among White drivers.  Stops of Black drivers held fairly constant over time.  The data 

also show a steep drop in vehicle stops among both White and Black drivers during the 
final months of 2014.  There is also seasonal fluctuation, with the volume of stops generally 

lower during the 4th quarter (Oct-Dec) than earlier in the year. 
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Figure 2 displays vehicle stop rates per 100,000 residents by citizens’ race and ethnicity.  

Stop rates were highest for Black citizens throughout the entire time period, beginning at 
10,834 per 100,000 residents in 2010, peaking at 12,045 per 100,000 residents in 2013, and 

declining to 8,422 per 100,000 residents in 2015.  The horizontal line displays the citywide 
average for all years, which is 7,916 per 100,000 residents.  
 

*Statistics for Black residents include Black Hispanic residents in the population counts (denominator), but exclude 
them in the vehicle stop counts (numerator).  Consequently, these statistics underestimate the rate of vehicle stops 
among Black, non-Hispanic residents.  

Stop rates are calculated by dividing the number of all stops for each group by the total population for that group in the 
city, multiplying by 100,000, and rounding to the nearest whole number.  Population estimates for 2010, 2014, and 
2015 were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Population estimates for 2011, 2012, and 2013 were interpolated 
using 2010 and 2014 estimates.  The citywide average for all years was calculated by dividing the 475,825 total vehicle 
stops for all years by the number of years (6), dividing by the 2014 Census estimate for total population (1,001,876) and 
multiplying by 100,000. It is important to note that while racial disparities in stops relative to the population is 
reason for concern, it is not conclusive evidence of racial bias on the part of law enforcement. 
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Figure 3 displays the information on vehicle stops made in 2015 by work unit.  (We could 

not provide this information for earlier years because work unit was not recorded in the 
vehicle stop data for 2010-2014.)  The height of each bar represents the number of vehicle 

stops made by the work unit in 2015.  The shading within each bar shows the breakdown of 
stops across Black drivers, White drivers, and drivers of other races. 
 

 

District 1 made the largest number of vehicle stops, recording 9,175 vehicle stops in 2015, an 
average of 765 stops per month, or 25 stops per day.  District 7 and District 4 also generated 
relatively large numbers of stops.  Stops of Black drivers were most common in District 1, 
District 8, and District 2.  Stops of White drivers were most common, particularly in District 7, 
District 4, and District 6.    
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Figure 4a presents information about the share of vehicle stops that resulted in searches.  
The height of each bar indicates the total number of vehicle stops in a given quarter.  The 

darker portion of the bar represents the number of stops that resulted in a search.  The 
lighter portion of the bar represents the number of stops that did not result in a search.  

From 2010 through 2012, the search rate hovered around 12%, or roughly 1 in 8 vehicle stops 
resulting in a search.  By the end of 2015, not only had the number of vehicle stops declined 

(see the darker line), but the search rate had also declined to roughly 10%, or 1 in 10 stops 
resulting in a search. 
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Figure 4b shows the percentage of vehicle stops that resulted in searches broken down by 
drivers’ race.  In general, search rates were higher for Black and Hispanic drivers than for 

White drivers.  The Black search rate peaked in late 2010 and early 2011 at 18%, or nearly 1 in 
5 stops resulting in a search.  The Black search rate was lowest in July-September 2015, 

when 1 in 10 stops of Black drivers resulted in a search.  Search rates for Hispanic drivers 
were generally higher, peaking at 23%, or nearly 1 in 4 drivers, in early 2010 and 2011.  

Search rates for White drivers were much lower, peaking at 1 in 10 through much of 2010-
2012, and declining to roughly 1 in 12 drivers throughout 2015. 
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Figure 5 displays the percentage of drivers searched in 2015 by work unit.  Of the 8 
geographically-based districts, officers in District 8 were most likely to conduct a search, 

with nearly 1 in 5 stops resulting in a search.  The search rate was also high for the non-
geographically based work units.   
 

  

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Pe
rc
en

t	o
f	S
to
ps
	R
es
ul
tin

g	i
n	
Se
ar
ch

Figure	5.		Vehicle	Stops	Search	Rates	by	Work	
Unit,	2015



Science of Justice: City Report  
  

 
                           

21 

Web: www.policingequity.org 

 

Table 6.  Annual Non-White:White Ratios* in Vehicle 
Stop Search Rates, 2010-2015 

 

         2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Black-White 1.72 1.70 1.54 1.52 1.59 1.48 

Hispanic-White 2.03 2.13 1.95 1.66 2.00 1.38 

Asian-White 0.45 0.45 0.43 0.43 0.63 0.26 

American Indian-White 2.20 1.63 1.44 1.09 1.63 0.75 

Other/Unknown-White 0.64 0.82 0.62 0.82 0.56 0.48 
 

*Numbers larger than 1 indicate that drivers of other races/ethnicities were more likely to be searched than 
were White drivers.  Numbers smaller than 1 indicate that White drivers were more likely to be searched than 
were drivers of other races.   

 

Figure 4b showed the percentage of stops resulting in searches broken down by driver’s 

race.  Table 6 presents these data another way, as racial disparities in vehicle stop search 

rates by year.  If Black and White drivers stopped by your agency were equally likely to be 
searched in a given year, the Black-White search ratio would be 1.0.  If Black drivers were 

more likely than White drivers to be searched when stopped, the ratio would be higher 
than 1.  If White drivers were more likely than Black drivers to be searched when stopped, 

the ratio would be lower than 1.  The Black-White ratio ranged from 1.72 in 2010 to 1.48 in 
2015.  The Hispanic-White ratio ranged from 2.13 in 2011 to 1.38 in 2015. This reveals that 
Black and Hispanic drivers were more likely than White drivers to be searched when 

stopped throughout the past 6 years; however the sizes of the disparities declined slightly 

over time. 
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Table 7. Non-White:White Ratios* in Vehicle Stop Search 
Rates, by Work Unit 2015** 

      

  
Black- 
White 

Hispanic- 
White 

Asian- 
White 

American 
 Indian- 
White 

Other/ 
Unknown- 
White 

District 1 0.83 0.58 0.00 0.71 0.53 

District 2 0.83 0.80 0.11 0.00 0.14 

District 3 1.31 1.04 0.69 
 

0.85 

District 4 1.14 0.96 0.00 
 

0.58 

District 5 1.88 5.87 1.92 
 

1.14 

District 6 3.32 0.00 0.60 
 

0.63 

District 7 1.61 1.30 0.00 
 

0.47 

District 8 0.52 0.89 0.24 
 

0.00 

Freeway Patrol Unit  0.62 1.15 0.00 
 

0.00 

All Other Work Units 1.79 
    Work Unit Unknown 3.13 
     

Note:  Blank cells did not have enough stops to support comparisons (i.e., involved groups with 
fewer than 10 stops in a given work unit). 

*Numbers larger than 1 indicate that drivers of other races were more likely to be searched than 
were White drivers.  Numbers smaller than 1 indicate that White drivers were more likely to be 
searched than were drivers of other races.   

**Work unit information not provided for 2010-2014 data.  

 

Table 7 displays racial disparities in vehicle stop search rates by work unit in 2015.  As the 

first column shows, Black-White search rate disparities were highest in District 6, where 
Black drivers were more than 3 times more likely than White drivers to be searched when 

stopped.  As the second and third columns show, Hispanic-White and Asian-White 

disparities were highest in District 5, where Hispanic drivers were nearly 6 times more 
likely than White drivers to be searched when stopped and Asian drivers were nearly twice 

as likely as White drivers to be searched when stopped.  While overall numbers of stops 
involving Hispanic and Asian drivers were low in District 5 (87 and 19, respectively, in 2015 – 

also see Figure 3), the likelihood of search was relatively high for Hispanic and Asian drivers 
who were stopped there. 
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In each NJD city report, this data will be presented in a series of maps shaded by district. We 

have not done so here to protect the identities of the departments whose data are included 
in this report. 

 
 

 

 

Figure 8a shows the results of vehicle stops by year.  (To produce this figure, we combined 
the 4 categories in the “results of stop” recorded by your department – no action, warning, 

citation, or other – with the indicator of whether an arrest was made.  If an arrest was 
made, the stop was counted in the “arrest” category regardless of whether a warning or 

citation was also issued.)  Warnings and stops ending in no action became more common 

over time, increasing from 26% and 5% in 2010 to 33% and 9% in 2015.  Citations became less 
common, declining from 62% in 2010 to 52% in 2015. 
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Figure 8b shows the results of vehicle stops in 2015 separately by drivers’ race.  Arrest rates 
were highest for Black drivers (7%) and lowest for Asian drivers (1%).  White drivers were 

most likely to receive a citation without being arrested (55%). American Indian drivers were 
most likely to receive a warning without being cited or arrested (40%).  Hispanic drivers and 

drivers of other races were most likely to have no action taken when stopped. 
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Figure 9 displays the results of vehicle stops in 2015 by work unit.  Arrests were most 

common in District 5, where nearly 1 in 8 of drivers stopped (12%) was arrested.  Citations 
were most common in District 6 (74%) and the Freeway Patrol Unit (73%) and were lowest in 

District 8 (36%).  In District 4 (53%) and District 8 (52%), more than half of all vehicle stops 
ended in a warning or in no action. 
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Section 2B:  Pedestrian Stop Counts and Racial Disparities 

This section presents information derived from your agency’s pedestrian stop data.  As with 
vehicle stop data, these figures and tables capture stops occurring between January 1, 2010 
and November 29, 2015. As with vehicle stops, we begin by presenting aggregate trends in 

pedestrian stops over time, followed by differences by citizen race, both in terms of the total 
number of stops and population-adjusted stop rates. We present these numbers and rates 
disaggregated by work unit, followed by trends and disparities in stop procedures (e.g., 
searches) and outcomes (e.g., arrests, citations, others). Finally, as in Section 2A, we provide 
an assessment of the relative magnitudes of observed racial disparities. 

 

 

 

Figure 10a shows the results of quarterly pedestrian stop counts by year.  
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Figure 10b displays the results of quarterly pedestrian stops separately for Black and White 
drivers. 
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Figure 11 shows the results of pedestrian stop rates per 100,000 residents by race/ethnicity 

and by year. The 2015 statistics include stops recorded through November 29, 2015.  Rates 
are higher for Black citizens than for White citizens in all years.  In 2014, the stop rate for 

Black citizens increased dramatically, to 21,341 per 100,000 residents – a rate higher than 
21%.   Again, it is important to note that while racial disparities in stops relative to the 

population is reason for concern, it is not conclusive evidence of racial bias on the part of 

law enforcement. 
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Figure 12 displays the information on pedestrian stops made in 2015 by district. The figure 

includes stop data recorded until November 29, 2015. The height of each bar represents the 
number of pedestrian stops made by the district in 2015. The shading within each bar shows 

the breakdown of stops across Black pedestrians, White pedestrians, and pedestrians of 
other races.  
 

Pedestrian stops were most common in District 1, District 7, and District 2.  Stops of Black 
pedestrians were most common in District 7 and District 1, while stops of White pedestrians 
were most common in the District 2, District 1, and the Freeway Patrol Unit.  
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Figure 13a This Figure uses dummy data. The Figure presents information about the share 

of pedestrian stops that resulted in searches. The height of each bar indicates the total 
number of pedestrian stops in a given quarter.  The darker portion of the bar represents the 

number of stops that resulted in a search.  The lighter portion of the bar represents the 
number of stops that did not result in a search.  From 2010 through 2012, the search rate 

hovered around 10%, or roughly 1 in 10 pedestrian stops resulting in a search.  
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Figure 13b uses dummy data. The Figure shows the percentage of pedestrian stops that 
resulted in searches broken down by citizens’ race.   
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Figure 14 uses dummy data. The figure displays the percentage of pedestrians searched in 
2015 by district.  	
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Table 15.  Annual Non-White:White Ratios* in Pedestrian Stop 
Search Rates, 2010-2015 

         2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Black-White 1.67 1.62 1.74 1.63 1.66 1.59 

Hispanic-White 2.00 2.01 1.93 1.85 1.81 1.67 

Asian-White 0.72 0.67 0.69 0.52 0.64 0.71 

American Indian-White 1.80 1.53 1.61 1.02 1.48 1.53 

Other/Unknown-White 0.84 0.79 0.55 0.65 0.72 0.71 
 

*Numbers larger than 1 indicate that pedestrians of other races were more likely to be searched than 
were White pedestrians.  Numbers smaller than 1 indicate that White pedestrians were more likely to 
be searched than were pedestrians of other races.   

 

Table 15 uses dummy data. The Table presents search data broken down by the pedestrian’s 
race, shown as racial disparities in pedestrian stop search rates by year.  If Black and White 

pedestrians stopped by your agency were equally likely to be searched in a given year, the 
Black-White search ratio would be 1.0.  If Black pedestrians were more likely than White 

pedestrians to be searched when stopped, the ratio would be higher than 1.  If White 
pedestrians were more likely than Black pedestrians to be searched when stopped, the ratio 

would be lower than 1.  The Black-White ratio ranged from 1.72 in 2010 to 1.48 in 2015.  The 
Hispanic-White ratio ranged from 2.13 in 2011 to 1.38 in 2015. This reveals that Black and 

Hispanic pedestrians were more likely than White pedestrians to be searched when 

stopped throughout the past 6 years. 
.  
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Table 16. Non-White:White Ratios* in 
Pedestrian Stop Search Rates, by District, 
2015** 

      

  
Black- 
White 

Hispanic- 
White 

Asian- 
White 

American 
 Indian- 
White 

Other/ 
Unknown- 
White 

District 1 1.54 1.68 0.45 1.04 0.50 

District 2 1.37 1.40 0.32 1.08 0.43 

District 3 1.93 1.47 0.51 1.01 0.49 

District 4 1.21 1.21 0.49 1.27 0.73 

District 5 1.16 1.58 0.53 1.15 0.61 

District 6 1.23 1.46 0.50 1.13 0.65 

District 7 1.36 1.45 0.52 1.05 0.52 

District 8 1.52 1.31 0.46 1.07 0.50 

Freeway Patrol Unit 1.41 1.42 0.48 1.12 0.65 

*Numbers larger than 1 indicate that pedestrians of other races were more likely to be searched 
than were White pedestrians.  Numbers smaller than 1 indicate that White pedestrians were more 
likely to be searched than were pedestrians of other races.  

 

Table 17 uses dummy data. The Table displays racial disparities in pedestrian stop search 

rates by district in 2015.  As the first column shows, Black-White search rate disparities were 
highest in District 3, where Black pedestrians were nearly twice as likely to be stopped as 

White pedestrians. 
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Figure 17a uses dummy data. The Figure shows the results of pedestrian stops by year.  As 

with vehicle stop outcomes presented in Figure 8a, this figure shows a dramatic uptick in 
missing disposition data between 2010 and 2014.  In 2014, more than 2 in 4 pedestrian stops 

(78%) did not include information about the disposition of the stop.  As with vehicle stops, 
the share of stops resulting in a 10-29 records check increased over time relative to the 

share of stop resulting in a verbal warning. Citation and arrest rates are so low – each near 
0% – that those values are not visible at the top of each bar.   
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Figure 17b uses dummy data. The Figure shows the results of pedestrian stops in 2015 

separately by race.   
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Figure 18 uses dummy data. The Figure shows the results of pedestrian stops in 2015 by 
district.  
 

 

Section 2C:  Use of Force Counts and Racial Disparities 

This section presents information gleaned from your agency’s use of force data.  Your agency 

provided data beginning in January 2011 and ending in December 2015.  However, we believe 
that some incidents are missing between January 10, 2011 and February 19, 2011.  In quarterly 
analyses, we omit statistics from Jan-March 2011 and begin quarterly statistics in April 2011.  In 

yearly analyses, we begin annual statistics in 2011, with the caveat that 2011 counts may be 
underestimates. As with vehicle and pedestrian stops, we begin by presenting aggregate 
trends in use of force incidents over time, followed by differences by citizen race, both in 

terms of the total number of incidents and population-adjusted use of force rates. We present 
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these numbers and rates disaggregated by work unit. In addition to aggregate statistics, we 
provide an assessment of the severity of recorded force incidents, and racial disparities in 
force severity. 

 

 

 

Figure 19a shows the total number of use of force incidents documented by your agency 

from January 2010 to December 2015, by quarter.  Over time, the number of incidents 
declined from over 100 in early 2011 to roughly 60 per quarter in the second half of 2015.  

The data also show a spike in use of force incidents during the final months of 2014.  
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Figure 19b shows the number of use of force incidents documented by your agency 
separately for Black and White citizens.  Over most of the time period, your agency recorded 

more incidents involving Black citizens than White citizens per quarter, which we would 

not expect given your city’s population (70% White and 24% Black as of 2014).  The data also 
show temporary drops in force incidents involving Black citizens in late 2012 and White 

citizens in late 2014.   
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Use of force rates are calculated by dividing the number of force incidents for each group by the number of Part I 
arrests for that group in the city, multiplying by 1,000 and rounding to the nearest whole number. Arrest counts were 
obtained from the Bureau of Justice Statistics and were averaged across 2008-2012. The citywide average for all years 
was calculated by dividing the 1,608 total force incidents for all years by the number of years (5), dividing by the Part I 
arrest count for all residents (23,261), and multiplying by 1,000.  

*Statistics for Black and White residents include Black Hispanic and White Hispanic residents in the arrest counts, but 
exclude them in the use of force counts.  Therefore, these statistics underestimate the use of force rate among Black, 
non-Hispanic and White, non-Hispanic residents.   

 

Figure 20 displays use of force rates per 1,000 Part I arrests by citizens’ race and ethnicity.  

Use of force rates for Black citizens were higher than for White citizens throughout the 
entire time period, beginning at 17 incidents involving use of force for every 1,000 arrests in 

2011 and declining to 13 per 1,000 arrests in 2015. By comparison, the highest use of force 

rate for White citizens was 14 per 1,000 arrests in 2013. The horizontal line displays the 
citywide average for all years, which is roughly 14 per 1,000 arrests. 
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Table 21. Annual Use of Force Counts by Work 
Unit, 2011-2015 

  
          2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

District 1 
 

111 77 101 57 67 413 

District 2 
 

14 20 21 20 18 93 

District 3 
 

36 23 48 24 24 155 

District 4 
 

85 80 60 49 38 312 

District 5 
 

6 13 17 11 7 54 

District 6 
 

4 5 6 7 6 28 

District 7 
 

16 22 22 13 22 95 

District 8 
 

42 41 42 27 23 175 

Freeway Patrol Unit 1 1 3 1 0 6 

Canine Unit 
 

14 18 26 26 17 101 

Marked Unknown 
 

0 0 0 0 0 18 

        Other Work Units 
 

18 33 23 58 26 158 

   Auto Crime 
 

0 0 0 1 1 2 

   Burglary Unit 
 

0 1 1 0 0 2 

   Police Academy 
 

0 0 0 0 1 1 

   Child Abuse Unit 
 

0 0 1 0 0 1 

   City A 
 

0 7 0 0 0 7 

   Conveyance 
 

0 1 1 1 0 3 

   Drug Enforcement 
 

6 11 12 26 7 62 

   Homicide Robbery 
 

0 0 0 2 1 3 

   Intelligence 
 

0 1 0 1 0 2 

   Public Transit Unit 
 

7 4 5 7 3 26 

   NET 
 

0 0 0 13 8 21 

   Other 
 

2 0 0 0 0 2 

   Security Services 
 

0 0 1 1 0 2 

   Sex Offender Registration 0 1 0 0 0 1 

   Special Investigations 
 

0 0 1 0 0 1 

   Tactical Operations 
 

3 7 1 6 5 22 

        Total   347 333 369 293 248 1,608 
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Table 21 presents use of force counts by work unit.  Between 2011 and 2015, District 1 

recorded the highest number of use of force incidents at 413, or more than 82 incidents per 
year.  District 4, District 8, and District 3 recorded the next highest totals of use of force 

incidents. District 6 recorded the lowest total of any geographic work unit, documenting 
just 28 incidents across the 5 years. 
 

 

Table 22a. Highest Level of Force Used (Agency Categories), 
2011-2015 

 
          2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total 

Firearm  
 

3 4 10 8 5 30 
Less Lethal 

 
0 2 1 25 2 30 

Taser 
 

172 161 167 104 131 735 
Canine 

 
13 13 20 17 15 78 

Pepper Spray 
 

46 48 37 47 23 201 
Baton 

 
6 1 2 1 0 10 

Physical (Striking) 
 

12 21 33 20 20 106 
Physical Restraint 

 
95 82 94 66 50 387 

Other  
 

0 1 5 5 2 13 
Total   347 333 369 293 248 1,590 
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Figure 22b shows use of force rates per 1,000 Part I arrests by severity and citizens’ race.  

Use of force rates for Black citizens were higher than for White citizens for each level of 
severity.  
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Section III: Interpreting Disparities 

In Section II, we provided descriptive statistics on, and measurement of racial disparities in,  
vehicle stops, pedestrian stops, and use of force incidents occurring in your department from 

2010-2015.  In this section, we present several additional analyses that better allow you to 
interpret the results in Section II, particularly with regard to the presence of unwarranted racial 
disparities.   

We begin in Section III.A. with an examination of officer discretion, which we use as a metric by 
which to assess racial disparities. Most simply, we compare the racial composition of officer-

initiated stops to the racial composition of stops resulting from calls for service. Because 
officers are required to respond to calls for service, we treat calls for service as a benchmark 
against which to measure more discretionary stops. In other words, if officers’ discretionary 

stops include a greater proportion of stops of minorities than “calls for service” stops, this 
disparity may warrant further examination. We measure differences between racial 
composition of discretionary stops and calls for service for each individual department, and 
also compare each individual department to the distribution of differences across 
departments. 

We then, in Section III.B., assess disparities in vehicle and pedestrian stops by comparing the 
“hit rate”, or the rate at which stops uncover illegal activity, across racial groups. Hit rate 
analyses posit that if members of different racial groups are subjected to equal levels of 

suspicion and equivalent treatment, then stops of members of each group should be equally 
likely to uncover illegal activity. On the other hand, if one group is more likely to be stopped at 
lower levels of suspiciousness, “hit rates” of this group are likely to be lower. The analyses 
below examine the hit rates of both stops (measured by the probability of arrest) and searches 

(measured by the probability of uncovering contraband). Although equivalent hit rates across 
racial groups are not sufficient to conclude that the department is free of racial bias, observed 
differences in hit rates are an indicator of disparity that indicates the likely utility of further 
investigation.  

In Section III.C. we examine racial disparities in the use of force by identifying differences in 
the severity of force used against members of different racial and ethnic groups. These 
analyses posit that controlling for legally relevant factors such as the articulable circumstances 
of each encounter, use of force incidents, and specifically the severity of force used, should 

not be systematically related to the race of the individuals involved, or the racial composition 
of the neighborhoods in which force is used. We therefore estimate the extent to which racial 
indicators at the individual or neighborhood level are predictive of force severity. 

Finally, in Section III.D., we contextualize observed racial disparities in stop activity by 

examining stop counts in their broader neighborhood context. Vehicle and pedestrian stops, 
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and disparities therein, may be a byproduct of targeting high-crime neighborhoods, coupled 
with residential racial segregation; if minority neighborhoods are higher in crime than other 

parts of a city, minority residents may be at greater exposure to police stops based on officer 
targeting of these high-crime areas. However, if racial disparities in stop rates are wholly the 
result of the targeting of high crime areas, then we posit that controlling for local crime rates, 
police activity in each neighborhood should be independent of neighborhood racial 

composition. We therefore estimate a series of regression models to predict neighborhood 
stop counts or rates as a function of local crime and other neighborhood characteristics. The 
extent to which stop activity is associated with racial composition, net of legally relevant 
factors such as local crime, is cause for concern.  

 

A.  OFFICER DISCRETIONARY INDEX 

This analysis examines the role of officer discretion in deciding whether to make a stop. 

Specifically, it examines whether racial disparities in officer-initiated stops are greater than 
racial disparities in calls for service.  This index will be repeated for 4 race groups: Black, 
Hispanic, Asian, and other race. 

Taking Black residents as an example, the discretionary index (DI) is calculated as follows: 

 

!" = $%%&'()	"+&,&-,(.	/,012	0%	34-'52
644	$%%&'()	"+&,&-,(.	/,012 − 	8(2&.(+,	"+&,&-,(.	/,012	0%	34-'52644	8(2&.(+,	"+&,-,(.	/,012 	 

 

A positive result indicates that Blacks comprise a greater proportion of “discretionary” stops 
than resident-initiated stops.  A null result (0) indicates that there is no evidence that biases of 
officers are out of pace with biases of residents.   

In general, we conduct this analysis separately for vehicle and pedestrian stops.  However, for 

this agency, we do not have adequate pedestrian stop data to conduct the analysis. Within the 
vehicle stop data, the “Reason for Stop” variable distinguishes only between “Traffic Violation” 
and “Investigative Stop.”  This does not enable us to separate officer-initiated stops from 

resident-initiated stops.  Instead, we substitute traffic violations for resident-initiated stops, and 
investigative stops for officer-initiated stops.  Results are presented in Table A1.  
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Table A1.  Officer Discretionary Indices, 
2010-2015 

   

         2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Black-White -0.07 -0.14 -0.19 -0.18 -0.15 -0.12 

Hispanic-White 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Asian-White 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

American Indian-White 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Other/Unknown-White 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
* Positive numbers indicate greater disparities in stops for Traffic Violations than in Investigative 
Stops. Negative numbers indicate greater disparities in Investigative Stops than in stops for Traffic 
Violations.   

 

Next, we can compare Everytown PD’s Officer Discretionary Index to that of other participating 
departments in the region. Of participating departments in the region, 25% have an ODI that is 
lower than that of Everytown PD.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Science of Justice: City Report  
  

 
                           

47 

Web: www.policingequity.org 

Regional Comparison of Everytown PD’s Officer Discretionary Index 

(Again, all regional and national comparisons are based on dummy data) 

	

When we compare Everytown PD’s ODI to that of other participating departments in the US, 
50% of police departments in the United States have an ODI that is lower than that of 

Everytown PD.  

 

National Comparison of Everytown PD’s Officer Discretionary Index 
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B.  HIT RATES FOR STOPS 

This analysis examines the outcomes of stops once they occur.   

If officers are stopping Black, Hispanic, and Asian drivers and pedestrians with a lower level of 

suspicion than that with which they are stopping White drivers and pedestrians, the hit rate for 
those stops should be lower, because it implies they are being less careful. 

Table B1 presents descriptive statistics on stop outcomes – searches, arrests, and searches 
yielding contraband – by citizen race and gender.   

Table B2 presents results of regressions predicting contraband found during vehicle stop 
searches occurring between 2010 and 2015 using citizen race and gender, with and without 
controls for reason for stop and reason for search.  

Table B3 repeats the regressions presented in Table B2, limiting the sample to incidents 
occurring during the most recent year of data (2015).  The results of Table B3 are largely 
consistent with those of Table B2 (although the reduced sample size increases standard 
errors).  

Taken together, Tables B2 and B3 show that, while the overall volume of vehicle stops has 

decreased over time (see Figure 1a in Section II) and the overall likelihood of stops resulting in 
searches has also decreased, racial disparities in hit rates have been persistent over time and 
cannot be explained by the reasons for the stop and the search.   
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Table B1.  Descriptive Statistics on Vehicle Stop Results by Citizen 
Race and Gender 

     

  
Number 
of Stops 

Share of 
Stops 
Resulting in 
Search 

Share of 
Stops 
Resulting in 
Arrest 

Number of 
Searches 

Share of Searches 
Yielding 
Contraband 

All Drivers  
       Black 146859 0.15 0.08 21718 0.20 

  White 314117 0.09 0.04 29211 0.24 

  Hispanic 6339 0.18 0.05 1115 0.08 

  Asian 4559 0.04 0.02 187 0.12 

  American Indian 333 0.14 0.07 45 0.16 

  Other/Unknown 3618 0.06 0.01 226 0.11 

  All drivers 475825 0.11 0.05 52502 0.22 

      Male Drivers  
     Black 88136 0.21 0.10 18155 0.20 

White 195354 0.11 0.05 22254 0.24 

Hispanic 5098 0.20 0.06 1019 0.08 

Asian 2879 0.06 0.02 162 0.13 

American Indian 195 0.18 0.09 35 0.14 

Other/Unknown 2672 0.08 0.02 205 0.10 

All male drivers 294334 0.14 0.07 41830 0.22 

      Female Drivers 
     Black 58723 0.06 0.05 3563 0.16 

White 118763 0.06 0.03 6957 0.25 

Hispanic 1241 0.08 0.03 96 0.09 

Asian 1680 0.01 0.01 25 0.08 

American Indian 138 0.07 0.05 10 0.20 

Other/Unknown 946 0.02 0.01 21 0.19 

All female drivers 181491 0.06 0.04 10672 0.22 
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Table B2. Predicting Contraband Found Using Citizen Race-Gender 
and Reason for Stop and Search, 2010-2015 

   

 

Model 1: 
Race-Gender Only 

 

Model 2: 
With Controls 

 
  Coeff SE p value   Coeff SE p value 

  

Citizen Race and Gender 
        White male (omitted)       

 
      

 Black male -.034 .004 .000 * -.043 .004 .000 * 

Hispanic male -.161 .013 .000 * -.130 .012 .000 * 

Asian male -.109 .032 .001 * -.083 .030 .006 * 

Other/Unknown race male -.131 .027 .000 * -.110 .025 .000 * 

White female .010 .006 .075 
 

.015 .005 .004 * 

Black female -.079 .007 .000 * -.065 .007 .000 * 

Hispanic female -.145 .042 .001 * -.129 .039 .001 * 

Asian female -.159 .082 .054 
 

-.137 .077 .073 
 Other/Unknown race female -.045 .074 .539 

 
-.055 .069 .424 

          Search Cause 
        Consent (omitted) 
    

      
 Drug dog 

    
.356 .022 .000 * 

Incident to arrest 
    

-.043 .005 .000 * 

Inventory 
    

.016 .009 .072 
 Odor 

    
.255 .005 .000 * 

Other 
    

.188 .016 .000 * 

Plainview 
    

.738 .010 .000 * 

Reasonable suspicion of weapon 
    

.084 .010 .000 * 

         Reason for Stop 
          Traffic Violation (omitted) 
    

      
   Investigative Stop  

    
.015 .005 .003 * 

         
Number of observations 52,502       52,502     

  

 
 

        

Note:  Regressions are limited to vehicle stops that resulted in a search.  The dependent variable is a binary 
indicator of whether contraband was found during the search.  The "Other/Unknown race" category includes 
American Indian drivers. 
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Table B3. Predicting Contraband Found Using Citizen Race-Gender 
and Reason for Stop and Search, 2015 Only 

   

 

Model 1: 
Race-Gender Only 

 

Model 2: 
With Controls 

   Coeff SE p value   Coeff SE p value   

         Citizen Race and Gender 
        White male (omitted)       

 
      

 Black male -.023 .013 .082 
 

-.031 .013 .013 * 

Hispanic male -.121 .050 .016 * -.069 .047 .139 
 Asian male -.143 .143 .317 * -.125 .133 .348 
 Other/Unknown race male -.054 .096 .574 

 
-.055 .089 .535 

 White female .025 .019 .174 
 

.018 .017 .283 
 Black female -.052 .024 .034 * -.053 .023 .021 * 

Hispanic female -.111 .162 .492 
 

-.103 .150 .492 
 Asian female -.254 .247 .304 

 
-.188 .229 .412 

 Other/Unknown race female .079 .247 .749 
 

.176 .229 .441 
 

         Search Cause 
        Consent (omitted) 
    

      
 Drug dog 

    
.366 .074 .000 * 

Incident to Arrest 
    

-.007 .015 .639 
 Inventory 

    
.076 .027 .005 * 

Odor 
    

.222 .015 .000 * 

Other 
    

.127 .054 .019 * 

Plainview 
    

.730 .028 .000 * 

Reasonable Suspicion of a weapon 
    

.153 .033 .000 * 

         Reason for Stop 
          Traffic Violation (omitted) 
    

      
   Investigative Stop  

    
.049 .014 .001 

 

         Number of observations 5,246       5,246       
 

Note:  Regressions are limited to vehicle stops that resulted in a search.  The dependent variable is a binary 
indicator of whether contraband was found during the search.  The "Other/Unknown race" category includes 
American Indian drivers.  
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Next, we can compare Everytown PD’s Stops Hit Rates to those of other departments in the 
region. In this analysis, 50% of other participating departments in the region have hit rates that 
are lower than that of Everytown PD.  

 

Regional Comparison of Everytown PD’s Stops Hit Rates 

 

 

When we compare Everytown PD’s Hit Rates to that of other departments in the US, 25% of 
participating departments have Hit Rates that are lower than that of Everytown PD.  
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Section 3.C: Sample Results Regression Models Predicting Severity of Use of Force 
Incidents, Based on Incident and Contextual Characteristics 

 
Model 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 

  

OLS Model 
Predicting 
Force Severity   

Ordered Logit 
Models 
Predicting 
Force Severity   

Logit Models 
Predicting 
Specific Type 
of Force Used   

Incident Characteristics 
      Citizen Black (vs. White) .260 ** .237 ** .279 

 

 
[.068] 

 
[.060] 

 
[.064] 

 Citizen Hispanic (vs. White) .172 ** .183 ** .027 * 

 
[.084] 

 
[.055] 

 
[.052] 

 Citizen Asian (vs. White) -.056 
 

-.032 
 

-.076 
 

 
[.072] 

 
[.060] 

 
[.065] 

 Citizen Other Race (vs. White) .769 ** .445 ** .407 
 

 
[.212] 

 
[.157] 

 
[.065] 

 Neighborhood Characteristics 
     Local Crime .172 ** .183 ** .027 * 

 
[.084] 

 
[.055] 

 
[.052] 

 % Black .260 ** .237 ** .279 *** 

 
[.068] 

 
[.060] 

 
[.064] 

 % Hispanic -.023 
 

.021 
 

.031 
 

 
[.072] 

 
[.063] 

 
[.074] 

 Unemployment Rate .257 * .159 
 

.198 * 

 
[.131] 

 
[.086] 

 
[.082] 

 Poverty Rate .014 
 

.015 
 

.198 
 

 
[.325] 

 
[.510] 

 
[.130] 

 % Foreign Born -.056 
 

-.032 
 

-.076 
 

 
[.072] 

 
[.060] 

 
[.065] 

 Racial Entropy .090 
 

.082 
 

.085 
 

 
[.066] 

 
[.050] 

 
[.059] 

 Log Population .769 ** .445 ** .407 ** 

 
[.212] 

 
[.157] 

 
[.065] 

 2015 FE 
  

.460 ** .451 ** 

   
[.060] 

 
[.065] 

 2014 FE 
  

1.590 ** 1.585 ** 

   
[.078] 

 
[.083] 

 Constant -.003 
 

2.600 
 

1.002 
   [2.323]   [1.727]   [1.729]   
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National Comparison of Everytown PD’s Stops Hit Rates 

 

 

 

C.  USE OF FORCE CONDITIONAL ON STOP SEVERITY AND CHARGING OFFENSE 

SEVERITY 

Here we calculate the probability of Use of Force conditional on reason for stop and charging 
offense.  Does the probability vary by citizen race?  Like the hit rate analysis above, we will 
use regressions. 

  

Table C1 uses dummy data. The Table shows the racial disparities in use of force relative to 

neighborhood crime. Models may be updated to reflect the availability of different data at 

either the incident or neighborhood level. 
 

Observations N 
 

N 
 

N 
 Neighborhood FE? No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 Year FE? No   Yes   Yes   

* p < .05;  ** p< .01 
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Next, we can compare Everytown PD’s racial disparities in use of force rates conditional on 
stop severity to that of other participating departments in the region. In this analysis, 25% of 

participating departments in the region have racial disparities in use of force rates conditional 
on stop severity that are lower than that of Everytown PD. 

 

 

Figure 27. Regional Comparison of Everytown PD’s Use of Force 

	

When we compare Everytown PD’s racial disparities in use of force rates conditional on stop 
severity to that of participating departments across the US, 75% of participating departments 
rates that are lower than that of Everytown PD.  
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  Figure 28. National Comparison of Everytown PD’s Use of Force 

 

 

D.  DISPARATE ANALYSIS AT THE DISTRICT OR TRACT LEVEL 

This analysis examines the extent to which neighborhood stop activity is associated with local 

racial composition, net of legally relevant factors such as local crime rates. Here we regress 
stop rates or counts in each area on crime rates and local population demographics (% white, 
% black, % Hispanic, % other).  The analysis presented in Table D1 examines annual stop totals, 
but could be modified to a quarterly or monthly analysis given appropriate data. 
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Table D1: Sample Poisson Regressions Predicting Stops per 
Neighborhood, Controlling for Social Structure and Crime 

 
Model 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 

  

No Time or 
Neighborhood 
FE   Year FE   

Neighborhood 
FE   

Local Crime .172 ** .183 ** .027 * 

 
[.084] 

 
[.055] 

 
[.052] 

 % Black .260 ** .237 ** .279 *** 

 
[.068] 

 
[.060] 

 
[.064] 

 % Hispanic -.023 
 

.021 
 

.031 
 

 
[.072] 

 
[.063] 

 
[.074] 

 Unemployment 
Rate .257 * .159 

 
.198 * 

 
[.131] 

 
[.086] 

 
[.082] 

 Poverty Rate .014 
 

.015 
 

.198 
 

 
[.325] 

 
[.510] 

 
[.130] 

 % Foreign Born -.056 
 

-.032 
 

-.076 
 

 
[.072] 

 
[.060] 

 
[.065] 

 Racial Entropy .090 
 

.082 
 

.085 
 

 
[.066] 

 
[.050] 

 
[.059] 

 Log Population .769 ** .445 ** .407 ** 

 
[.212] 

 
[.157] 

 
[.065] 

 2015 FE 
  

.460 ** .451 ** 

   
[.060] 

 
[.065] 

 2014 FE 
  

1.590 ** 1.585 ** 

   
[.078] 

 
[.083] 

 Constant -.003 
 

2.600 
 

1.002 
   [2.323]   [1.727]   [1.729]   

Observations 165 
 

165 
 

165 
 Neighborhood FE? No 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 Year FE? No   Yes   Yes   

* p < .05;  ** p< .01 
       

Table D1 uses dummy data. The Table shows the extent to which stop activity is unequally 

distributed by neighborhood racial composition, given the level of crime within each 
neighborhood. These models may be updated to reflect the inclusion of additional relevant 

data. 
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Next, we can compare the extent to which neighborhood stop activity in Everytown is 
associated with racial composition, controlling for crime, to that of other participating 

departments in the region. This analysis revealed that 50% of participating departments in the 
region have racial disparities in stops rates are lower than that of Everytown PD controlling for 
crime.  

 

 

Figure 29 Regional Comparison of Everytown PD’s Stops Disparities 
Controlling for Crime 

 

 

A national comparison of participating departments reveals that 75% of police departments in 

the United States demonstrate racial disparities that are lower than that of Everytown PD 
controlling for crime.  
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Figure 30 National Comparison of Everytown PD’s Stops Controlling for 
Crime 
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Section IV: Officer-Level Analyses 

OFFICER-LEVEL FINDINGS ON VEHICLE STOPS 

This section addresses the question: “If my department has racial disparities in our stop and 

use of force activity, and these disparities cannot be explained by legally relevant factors, 
should I train/select my officers differently, or should I focus on my policies?” Your agency 
provided officer identifiers (DSN) for vehicle stops occurring in 2015 only.  Fortunately, DSN 
was provided for all vehicle stops in 2015, so we are able to present accurate statistics about 

how these stops were distributed across officers.  Unfortunately, officer demographic data 
were not provided in vehicle stop data, so we cannot disaggregate these statistics by officer 
race and gender for vehicle stops. 

A more sophisticated analysis of how officers varied in the racial distribution of drivers stopped 

would account for two important facts.  First, some officers stopped far more drivers than did 
others.  At the extreme, an officer who stopped only one driver would have stopped 100% of 
their drivers in the same racial/ethnic category.  Stopping just one additional driver in another 
racial/ethnic group would lower the percentage dramatically to 50% in one group and 50% in 

another.  The more drivers an individual officer stops, the more reliable and stable a given 
officers’ percentages are as they stop additional drivers.  

Second, officers are embedded within districts that serve distinct communities and 
populations.  An officer working in a predominantly Black district would be expected to stop 

predominantly Black drivers, whereas an officer working in a predominantly White district 
would be expected to stop predominantly White drivers.  Table 4.4 shows the racial 
breakdown of drivers stopped varied across districts and work units. 

Among the 709 officers in your agency who stopped at least one vehicle in 2015, the total 
number of vehicle stops made in 2015 ranged from just 1 to a high of 2,277, or 190 per month.  

The average across all officers was 80 stops during the year.  Because many officers stopped 
just a few drivers and a small number of officers stopped many drivers, considering the 
median or “typical” officer may be more useful than looking at the average per person.  Lining 

up all 709 officers from least to most stops, the median or “middle” officer stopped 36 
vehicles, or 3 per month.  Ninety-nine percent of officers who made any vehicle stops (702 of 
the 709) made fewer than 500 stops throughout the year (see Figure 4.1). 
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The racial breakdown of drivers stopped by the median officer was as follows:  70% White, 
22% Black, and 0% in each of the other 4 racial groups.  (The means were 56% White, 40% 
Black, and 5% total across the 4 other groups.)  

However, many officers tended to stop primarily White drivers, while others stopped primarily 

Black drivers.  Figures 4.2 and 4.3 show the distributions of officer by percentage of White 
drivers stopped and percentage of Black drivers stopped, respectively.   
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Table 4.4. Officers' Racial Distribution of 
Drivers Stopped by Work Unit, 2015 

  
Number of 
Officers 

Average Share 
of Stops 
Involving White 
Drivers 

Average Share 
of Stops 
Involving Black 
Drivers 

1 88 0.17 0.82 

2 46 0.40 0.55 

3 52 0.81 0.14 

4 60 0.82 0.15 

5 20 0.90 0.07 

6 33 0.92 0.05 

7 55 0.84 0.10 

8 26 0.10 0.89 

9 14 0.27 0.72 

10 5 0.75 0.21 

11 1 0.18 0.81 

12 6 0.50 0.48 

13 3 0.21 0.79 

14 2 0.84 0.13 

15 1 0.92 0.00 

Total 471 0.57 0.40 

 

 

Based on these two facts, we conduct a more sophisticated analysis that accounts for the 
number of stops made by each officer – giving more weight to those who stopped more 
drivers – and then controls for the district in which each officer is working.   

Figure 4.5 presents these results, examining the percentage of Black drivers stopped by each 
officer as the key outcome of interest.  The top portion of the figure adjusts the findings 
presented in Figure 4.3 to account for the fact that some officers stopped more drivers than 
did others.  This curve shows that, once we adjust for the fact that some officers stop very few 

drivers, officers tend to cluster into two groups (the two highest parts of the curve), stopping 
either a small percentage or a large percentage of Black drivers. 
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Figure 4.5. Kernel density plot displaying percentage of Black drivers stopped, with 
empirical Bayes adjustment for number of stops made by each officer and including district 

fixed effects. 
 

 

 

The bottom half of the figure includes the adjustment in the top portion of the figure and also 
accounts for the fact that officers are working in different districts.  The bottom portion of the 
figure can be interpreted to show how different each individual officer is from the other officers 

in his or her district.  Comparing the top and bottom portions of the figure, we see that the 
variation in officers’ percentages of Black drivers stopped decreases dramatically when we 
account for the districts in which they work.  Not controlling for district, an officer that stops a 

higher percentage of Black drivers than 90 percent of other officers is 4.1 times as likely to 
stop a Black driver as is an officer that stops a higher percentage of Black drivers than 10 
percent of other officers.  Once district is taken into account, this ratio drops to 1.6. In other 
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words, few officers differ greater from the other officers in their district in terms of the 
percentage of Black drivers stopped.  This means that, to the extent that racial disparities in 

vehicle stops are driven by police behavior, this issue is occurring primarily at the district level 
rather than among individual officers.   
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Section V: Climate Survey 

The goal of the climate survey is to help answer two distinct sets of questions. First, what are 
the important and/or troubling predictors of positive officer experiences? Second, what are the 

important and/or troubling predictors of unfair officer behaviors? This second question is a 
variant of one of our organizing questions: “If I do need to train or select officers differently, 
what the are the factors I should consider?” To that end, we have focused on three predictors: 
procedural justice (feeling that one is fairly treated), stereotype threat (concern that one will be 

stereotyped as racist), and social dominance orientation (the belief that some people and 
groups are just better than others). The outcomes we focused on were, for positive officer 
experiences: job satisfaction, job stress, and compliance with Everytown PD regulations. And, 

for unfair behavioral: endorsement of EPD’s use of force policy, endorsement of the principles 
of community policing, and explicit support for police brutality/unnecessary use of force. 
Below, we provide a full list of latent scale factors and the correlation matrix. 

A wealth of evidence suggests that the behaviors of individual officers are influenced by 
interdepartmental concerns of fairness, transparency, and equity, calling for a greater 

assessment of the ways in which officers interact with one another, supervisors, as well as 
interdepartmental policies. Moreover, the focus on internal climate can be attributed to two 
key explanations. First, the behavior of an officer on the street reflects the environment within 

the department as much as it does the environment outside the department. And, second, a 
supportive internal climate can much more easily streamline policy communications down the 
chain of command, compelling officers to buy in to new policies implemented by the 

administration. Given these imperatives, CPE designed a survey intended to address the 
concerns and issues specific to Everytown PD. Internal climate was measured through five 
independent variables and twelve dependent variables outlined as follows: the independent 
variables used are supervisory/local procedural justice, structural procedural justice, 

stereotype threat, metastereotype threat, and toughness; and, the dependent variables 
utilized are job satisfaction, job stress, compliance, police identification, officer ratings of the 
so-called “Ferguson Effect,” community trust, cynicism, community policing, pro-active policing, 

support for use of force policy, support for reasonable force, and support for unreasonable 
force. Below, we outline the findings of the online climate survey.  
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Table 1. Officer-Level 
Descriptive Statistics      

  

Number of  
Officers 

Mean Minimum Median Maximum 

Predictors      
Supervisory/Local PJ 291 4.0 3.5 4.1 4.2 

Structural PJ 290 3.2 2.6 3.0 3.3 

Stereotype Threat 274 2.8 2.4 2.8 3.9 

Metastereotypes 267 3.9 3.9 4.1 4.6 

Toughness 238 4.0 3.7 4.0 4.6 

Social Dominance Orientation 228 3.2 1.0 3.3 5.6 
 
Outcomes      

Job Satisfaction 308 3.0 2.6 2.8 3.2 

Job Stress 302 2.9 2.6 2.9 3.3 

Compliance 294 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.6 

Police Identification 246 5.4 5.0 5.5 5.8 

“Ferguson Effect” 255 2.8 2.3 3.1 3.3 

Community Trust 277 2.9 2.3 2.9 3.1 

Cynicism 277 3.5 3.0 3.5 4.1 

Community Policing 269 4.0 3.6 4.0 4.2 

Pro-Active Policing  266 3.5 2.9 3.6 4.0 

Support for Use of Force Policy 294 4.0 3.6 3.8 4.3 

Support for Reasonable Force 258 4.5 4.3 4.5 4.7 

Support for Unreasonable Force 258 1.8 1.2 1.8 2.0 

 

 

Table 1 shows a distribution of the responses that officers provided to questions 

corresponding with the independent and dependent variables used in the survey on a scale 

of 1-7. On average, most respondents found their identity as a police officer was central to 
their lives, with a mean of 5.4 and a median score of 5.6 out of 7. The lowest scores were 

found among those who supported the use of unreasonable force, with both a mean and 
median of 1.8 out of 7.    
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Table 2. District-Level 
Descriptive Statistics 

     Minimum Median Maximum 

Predictors 
   Supervisory/Local PJ 3.5 4.1 4.2 

Structural PJ 2.6 3.0 3.3 

Stereotype Threat 2.4 2.8 3.9 

Metastereotypes 3.9 4.1 4.6 

Toughness 3.7 4.0 4.6 

Social Dominance Orientation 2.8 3.3 3.6 
 
Outcomes 

   Job Satisfaction 2.6 2.8 3.2 

Job Stress 2.6 2.9 3.3 

Compliance 4.1 4.3 4.6 

Police Identification 5.0 5.5 5.8 

“Ferguson Effect”  2.3 3.1 3.3 

Community Trust 2.3 2.9 3.1 

Cynicism 3.0 3.5 4.1 

Community Policing 3.6 4.0 4.2 

Pro-Active Policing  2.9 3.6 4.0 

Support for Use of Force Policy 3.6 3.8 4.3 

Support for Reasonable Force 4.3 4.5 4.7 

Support for Unreasonable Force 1.2 1.8 2.0 

 



 

Table 3.  Officer-Level Correlation Matrix	
           

  Supervisory/ 
Local PJ 

Structural 
PJ 

Stereo-
type 
Threat 

Meta-
stereo-
types 

Tough-
ness 

Social 
Dominance 
Orientation 

Job 
Satis-
faction 

Job 
Stress 

Compli-
ance 

Police 
Identifi-
cation 

Community 
Relations 
since 
Ferguson 
Protests 

Community 
Trust Cynicism 

Commu-
nity 
Policing 

Pro-Active 
Policing 

Support 
for Use 
of Force 
Policy 

Support for 
Reason-
able Force 

Support for 
Unreason-
able Force 

Supervisory/L
ocal PJ 1.0000 

                 

Structural PJ 0.3784 1.0000 
                

Stereotype 
Threat -0.2959 -0.3344 1.0000 

               

Metastereo-
types -0.1910 -0.3045 0.3042 1.0000 

              

Toughness -0.0305 -0.1476 0.2277 0.1954 1.0000 
             

Social 
Dominance 
Orientation 

-0.1098 -0.1543 0.0827 0.2207 0.2464 1.0000 
            

Job 
Satisfaction 0.4563 0.6900 -0.3433 -0.1615 -0.1498 -0.0143 1.0000 

           

Job Stress -0.3491 -0.3977 0.4286 0.1738 0.1038 -0.0093 -0.4951 1.0000 
          

Compliance 0.2653 0.3555 -0.2292 -0.2001 -0.2212 -0.1792 0.3285 -0.2004 1.0000 
         

Police 
Identification 0.2184 0.1648 -0.0142 -0.1247 0.0433 -0.1463 0.2774 -0.0618 0.1000 1.0000 

        

 “Ferguson 
Effect” 0.1377 0.2719 -0.2259 -0.2897 -0.0822 -0.0954 0.3224 -0.3075 0.1498 0.0170 1.0000 

       

Community 
Trust 0.1576 0.3149 -0.2662 -0.4029 -0.2668 -0.1845 0.3230 -0.2538 0.1621 -0.0069 0.5303 1.0000 

      

Cynicism -0.1929 -0.4235 0.3033 0.3353 0.2558 0.1431 -0.4032 0.3491 -0.3187 0.0372 -0.5610 -0.6643 1.0000 
     

Community 
Policing 0.2382 0.3362 -0.1552 -0.2445 -0.1382 -0.3688 0.2495 -0.1426 0.2687 0.2017 0.2267 0.2681 -0.2781 1.0000 

    

Pro-Active 
Policing 0.2250 0.1956 0.0118 -0.0192 0.1272 -0.0484 0.1714 0.0139 -0.0395 0.3390 -0.1317 -0.1881 0.1122 0.1691 1.0000 

   

Support for 
Use of Force 
Policy 

0.0733 0.1675 -0.1887 -0.2991 -0.2374 -0.2267 0.0982 -0.1000 0.4263 -0.0200 0.2033 0.2619 -0.2142 0.1205 -0.1622 1.0000 
  

Support for 
Reasonable 
Force 

0.1550 -0.0358 0.0070 0.0194 0.0609 0.0418 -0.0373 0.0525 0.0050 0.1335 -0.0746 -0.1950 0.1704 0.0293 0.2502 -0.0326 1.0000 
 

Support for 
Unreasonable 

-0.0079 -0.1012 0.1529 0.1156 0.2054 0.2490 -0.0639 0.0939 -0.2771 0.0748 -0.0846 -0.2087 0.1487 -0.1544 0.2453 -0.2292 0.1289 1.0000 
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Table 3 displays a correlation matrix demonstrating the level of correlation between predictor and outcome variables. 
The greatest level of correlation was found in structural procedural justice and job satisfaction. Furthermore, 

procedural justice at the structural level had the highest positive impact on compliance, community policing, 
community trust, and community relations respectively. That is, as the level of structural procedural justice increased, 

so too did the other variables. We also found that supervisory and local procedural justice had a broad impact on a 
number of variables, showing positive correlations with structural procedural justice, job satisfaction, compliance, and 

community policing.  Some additional noteworthy positive correlations include officers endorsements of the so-called 

“Ferguson Effect,”and community trust, stereotype threat and job stress, and level of compliance and support of Use of 
Force policies.

Force 



Recall that the two primary questions of concern were what predicts positive officer 
experiences and negative officer behavior. In terms of positive officer experiences, the above 

analyses, consistent with previous research, demonstrates that experiencing procedural 
justice is strongly associated with job satisfaction and compliance with the department. 
Similarly, procedural justice predicts decreased stress. Conversely, concerns with appearing 
racist predict depressed job satisfaction and departmental compliance as well as elevated job 
stress. 

In terms of negative officer behavior, those who expressed higher social dominance 
orientation also expressed greater reservations about the department policy regarding use of 
force and the principals of community policing. Conversely, higher levels of social dominance 
were associated with greater endorsement of unreasonable police use of force.  

Section VI: Policy Analyses 

OVERVIEW OF THE CPE POLICY ANALYSIS PROCESS 

To the degree that department policies are implicated in the preceding sections, which 
policies? And how should you go about addressing them? Over the fall 2015 and spring 2016, 

the CPE Justice Database policy analysis team conducted a thorough review of policy 
documents made public by your agency, as well as a number of supplemental materials that 
were shared directly with CPE upon request. The analysis of these materials entailed the 

creation of an inventory of relevant documents and a systematic assessment of policies and 
procedures related to five key objectives:  

1. promoting unbiased policing 

2. improving community relationships 

3. reducing use of force 

4. strengthening oversight and accountability 

5. improving internal data collection and management 

 

In order to organize and guide its assessment of these substantive policy categories, the team 
has developed a three-dimensional analysis framework that organizes over 40 specific 
operational components (e.g., stop data reporting, reasonable suspicion training, residency 

requirements, psychological assessments, review schedules) that are likely to promote the 
achievement of those five broad objectives into seven policy domains (e.g., mission, training, 
recruitment and screening). The team evaluated the clarity, prescriptiveness, and robustness 

of the documented policies and procedures related to each operational component. The team 
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also analyzed the degree of saturation of key objectives across various policy domains and 
components (for example, the extent to which the objective of promoting unbiased policing 
resonates across recruitment, training, and supervision). 

The figure below provides a schematic of this three-dimensional framework to illustrate how 
the objectives, domains, and components relate to each other. The figure shows how 
components in different policy domains (such as training on bias awareness and management, 
on the one hand, and the consideration of discriminatory patterns in stops and arrests, on the 

other) can both work toward achieving the common objective of promoting unbiased policing. 
Although each policy component is categorized within one domain, it may be relevant to 
multiple objectives. For example, training on bias awareness and management is applicable 

to both the promoting unbiased policing and the improving community trust and relationships 
objectives. (Note that the figure below contains only a subset of the individual policy 
components, domains, and objectives – it is intended to describe the structure of the 
framework more than its content.)  
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Based on this analytic framework, a department with numerous policy components working 
toward a common objective across multiple policy domains would be rated highly in terms of 
the saturation of emphasis on that objective. In future reports, quasi-quantitative ratings (e.g., 

on scales from low to high performance) will be provided for each policy component and 
domain on the criteria of clarity, prescriptiveness, and robustness.  Similar ratings for 
saturation will be given for the policy objectives.  At this point, based on the number of 
documents reviewed and the ongoing development of CPE’s analytic framework, it would be 
premature to make these ratings, and so this report will be largely narrative in nature. 

This report provides a narrative overview of CPE’s analysis of the policies and procedures that 
appear in the documents provided by your agency, based on the analytic framework and 
criteria described above.  

 

Training	

Oversight	and	Accountability	

Recruitment	and	Screening	

Mission	

Units	and	Ini<a<ves	

Organiza<onal	Domain	
(7)	

Sample	Policy	Components	(40+)	

Mission	includes	explicit	commitment	to	equity	

Screening	includes	commitment	to	racial	diversity	

Training	on	bias	awareness	and	management	

Use	of	force	training	includes	de-escala<on	strategies	

Body	Worn	Camera	program	

Disciplinary	process	for	discriminatory	stops	

Specialized	community	engagement	units	

Policy	Objec<ves	(5)	

Promo%ng	Unbiased	Policing	

Improving	Community	
Rela%onships	

Reducing	Use	of	Force	

Strengthening	Oversight	and	
Accountability	

Improving	Data	Collec%on	
and	Management	

Personnel	Management	 Performance	evalua<ons	assess	community	engagement	
efforts	

Figure	1:	CPE	Policy	Analysis	Framework	
	

Hiring	materials	emphasize	goals	of	community	policing	

Ins<tu<onal	Learning	 Process	for	tracking	demographic	paYerns	in	stops,	use	of	
force,	and	arrests	
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OVERVIEW ON THE ANALYSIS OF YOUR AGENCY’S POLICIES 

Based on its initial review of your department’s documents, the policy analysis team 

communicated with your agency in March 2016 in order to request additional documentation, 
learn more about ongoing policy shifts and new initiatives, and fill in gaps in understanding 
based on what was reviewed in the first round. Your agency submitted a number of additional 
files following this discussion, and these additional documents were added to the analysis of 
your agency’s policies. This report is based on both rounds of material reviews. 

Table 1 reports the number of relevant documents touching on each policy objective. 
(Appendix A lists the key documents that were reviewed, as well as the objective(s) that each 
advances.) The primary document type reviewed for this analysis was the General Order, as it 

is typically the clearest and most direct statement of department policy. However, a number of 
training materials, department initiatives, meeting notes, and special orders were also 
reviewed for this analysis. Table 1 represents both types of sources, presenting counts of 
documents relevant to each objective. 
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Table 5: Number of Department Documents Per Policy Objective 

  
Policy Objective 

Number of Related 
General Orders 

Additional related 
documents* 

 Promoting Unbiased Policing 6 7 

 Strengthening Community-Oriented 
Policing 

4 4 

 Reducing Use of Force 4 7 

 Strengthening Oversight and 
Accountability 

2 3 

 Improving Internal Data Collection and 
Management 

3 1 

 Total 20 22 

* Additional documents typically consist of training materials and materials describing specific 
department initiatives. 

 

The table above shows the number of documents directly related to CPE’s key objectives of interest. The remainder of 
this report offers additional detail on the content of these policies and initiatives (and the degree to which they 
advance the key objectives), while also considering additional remaining gaps that limit a full analysis of policies and 
procedures.  

 

PROMOTING UNBIASED POLICING 

The key relevant documents related to race and bias were those associated with staff training. 
The department mandates officer training on racial profiling and bias, consisting of 4 hours in 
academy plus an hour per year of refresher trainings. From the documents provided by your 

agency, the exact sequence of these trainings is unclear. It is also unclear which specific 
trainings officers receive, because the requirements stipulate a certain number of hours from 
broad training categories. None of the documentation addresses whether or how officers are 
evaluated on their content knowledge following the conclusion of the trainings. 

There does not appear to be a significant cross-policy emphasis on reducing the influence of 
racial bias on enforcement, use of force, and community engagement, based on review of the 
documents provided; the department’s policy and procedure documents contain few explicit 
references to the ways in which race factors into the job of policing, or how biases can affect 

officers’ work. Overall, 6 general orders and 1 special order reviewed at this stage are relevant 
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to the objective of minimizing the influence of racial bias on policing. These include policies 
relating to: 

• Body Worn Cameras (special order) 

• Citizen Contact and Traffic Stops 

• Crime Analysis 

• Guidance Program 

• Neighborhood Policing Committee 

• Promotions 

• Selection Process 

In addition to its trainings on racial profiling and the influence of bias in policing, the 
department also includes a Planning and Analysis Unit that is charged with compiling and 

distributing regular reviews of stop patterns with the express goal of detecting discriminatory 
patterns at both the officer and departmental level. The exact influence of these reports on 
policy and practice, however, is not clear from simply reviewing the documents. 

 

STRENGTHENING COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING PROCEDURES 

Based on the policy materials reviewed, it was difficult to discern exactly how the commitment 
to community policing manifests in your agency and how much institutional support the 
objective receives.  The best evidence of an emphasis on community policing is the presence 

of a neighborhood policing committee. This committee consists of staff representatives from 
each district, and from the Planning and Analysis Unit, Municipal Services, and the Office of the 
Chief.  The committee is specifically charged with liaising with community groups, surveying 
and responding to community members’ concerns, and seeking out improvements in 

department procedures based on community outreach. Additional materials submitted in a 
second round of analysis include documentation of a working group aimed at improving 
understanding between the police and a range of service and community groups, as well as 

evidence of outreach to the NAACP and community groups to increase diversity in 
recruitment. 

The performance evaluation process in your agency does include explicit evaluations on 
criteria considered to be “community policing.”  These criteria include ability to identify 
problems and concerns, knowledge of available resources, problem-solving and decision-

making ability, and professionalism. This definition is the only clear statement of how the 
department defines community-oriented policing and it is not clear exactly whether or how 
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officers are assessed on the nature or quality of their outreach and engagement with the 
community. 

 

REDUCING USE OF FORCE 

The first review included a number of policy documents related to the use of force, most 
notably:  

• Field Training and Evaluation  

• Guidance program (for officers demonstrating patterns of discriminatory or other 
inappropriate behavior) 

• Use of Force general order 

• Verbal Judo and Tactical Communication training materials 

The materials reviewed to date include training materials that emphasize verbal ways to 
control and stabilize conflicts without resorting to force. It is unclear, however, how this 
approach and this principle is reflected in field training exercises and guidance, in 
performance reviews, and in reviews of use of force incidents. 

Following a specific lethal force incident in your community, a new division was created which 
will investigate with a higher degree of scrutiny every officer-involved shooting. This unit is 
limited to investigations of shootings, however, and it is not clear what additional investigatory 

or preventative practices have been put in place around non-shooting lethal force and non-
lethal force. What language does exist in the policy documents submitted to date advises 
officers to use the minimal level of force necessary to control a situation.  The department also 
has an explicit policy on use of force that outlines what kinds of actions are appropriate 

responses to certain types of provocations, but the materials do not include scenarios, 
exercises, or instruction on de-escalation. 

STRENGTHENING OVERSIGHT AND ACCOUNTABILITY 

The most explicit articulation of the department’s approach to discipline and oversight can be 
found in the Conduct and Discipline manual. The field training and evaluation manual and the 
promotional policies also assess officer performance and screen for compliance and behavior 
in line with your agency’s broader expectations of conduct. As noted, it is difficult at this stage 

to discern the exact ways in which your agency monitors and follows up on patterns of 
inequity and use of force, beyond what has already been described regarding the role of the 
Planning and Analysis Unit.  However, the Guidance Program general order describes one of 

the ways in which the department attempts to respond to and remediate patterns of poor 
performance or discriminatory behavior among its officers. 
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The Conduct and Discipline procedures overview provided by your agency includes a specific 
article related to excessive use of force, but the files reviewed to date do not include special 

procedures for determining when excessive force has been committed, nor do there appear 
to be any unique disciplinary procedures related to this article. As with other disciplinary 
procedures, the process appears to begin with a complaint and end with a discretionary 
determination by the supervisor or, in egregious circumstances, by the Bureau of Professional 

Standards or the newly established Force Investigation Unit (in the case of officer-involved 
shootings). 

 

IMPROVING INTERNAL DATA COLLECTION AND MANAGEMENT  

As noted, your agency includes a Planning and Analysis Unit specifically charged with tracking 
and analyzing data on stops, use of force, and patterns of discriminatory behavior on the part 
of specific officers. Three general orders, one focusing on the role of the Planning and 
Analysis Unit, one focused on Crime Analysis, and one focused on the procedures to be 

followed—and information to be gathered—during traffic stops and citizen contacts, most 
directly speak to the department’s priorities with regard to internal data collection and 
management. The Planning and Analysis Unit produces regular reports on these topics for 

both the chief as well as the State Attorney General. One particular area for further analysis is 
the role of this unit’s staff in informing policy development, as well as the extent to which a 
formal review and feedback process exists for responding to the findings generated in the 
unit’s reports. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The descriptions laid out here are part of an ongoing process in developing a system for 
analyzing how department policies advance the five key objectives of interest in the CPE 

National Justice Database. As noted, it is premature at this stage of the analysis process to 
assign ratings on your agency’s policies; instead, this analysis is intended as a narrative 
overview of which department policies and initiatives advance these objectives and where 
there may be room for additional clarity or policy development. As CPE continues to 

collaborate with and review policies, procedures, and practices of your agency, and as CPE 
reviews the policy landscapes of a growing number of law enforcement agencies, it will be 
possible to more concretely assess how likely your agency’s policies are to advance the 
stated objectives and what specific areas may warrant further development.   
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Section VII: Review and Recommendations 

Review and Recommendations 

So, how is EPD doing in terms of protecting the citizens of Everytown? And how does it 
compare to departments across the region and nation? In the six previous sections, the EPD 
NJD City Report provides analyses designed to equip you with analytic tools to ensure that 

EPD policies and practices are consistent with the democratic values of Everytown. This final 
section briefly summarizes the previous ones, provides comparative context at both the 
national and the regional level, and highlights areas that EPD should either continue to 
emphasize or target for change. 

 

Section I Review 

EPD’s data were relatively comprehensive in the context of both national and regional 

comparisons. This was particularly true in the domains of vehicle stops. This is an area of 
strength that should continue. The use of force data however, while consistent with regional 
practices, lacks information about arrest charges, reason for contact, and important officer and 

civilian demographics beyond race and gender (e.g., age). The lack of data in these domains 
made it impossible to determine the degree to which officer discretion was responsible for 
observed disparities in use of force. As a result, we recommend changing the use of force 
data capture protocol. 

 

Section II Review 

EPD’s vehicle stops revealed steady declines over time, though the decline was mostly 

attributable to a decline in stops of White drivers. Analyses further revealed large racial 
disparities in stops (compared to resident population), moderate racial disparities in the 
likelihood of being searched once stopped, and small racial disparities in the disposition of 
those who were stopped. Each of these disparities favored Whites over Blacks. 

EPD’s pedestrian stops revealed relatively stable stops over time with a surge during the 2014 

calendar year. This surge was driven by stops of Black pedestrians. Racial disparities were 
large relative to Everytown’s population. Moreover, the likelihood of being searched was 
moderately higher for Black than White pedestrians. However, there was no evidence of racial 
disparities in the disposition of pedestrian stops. 
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Finally, EPD’s use of force declined steeply over the period for which data were provided. This 
decline was relatively proportional across races. However, controlling for racial disparities in 

arrests, EPD officers still used disproportionately more force against Black than against White 
residents at every level of force. 

The report highlights seven indicators to assess stops and use of force disparities by race. 
When these indicators are taken together, 50% of participating departments in Everytown PD’s 
region have a lower overall score of disparities by race.  

Regional Comparison of Everytown PD Stops Disparities by Race 

 

When we use the same seven indicators to understand how Everytown PD scores nationally, 
75% of participating departments in the US have a lower overall score than Everytown PD.  
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National Comparison of Everytown PD Stops Disparities by Race 

 

DISPARITIES  

 

VEHICLE STOP SUMMARY: INDICATORS OF RACIAL DISPARITIES 

 

Indicator #1: Racial disparities in vehicle stop counts 

Disparity present? Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Large 

Supporting statistics: Figure 2   

 

 

Indicator #2: Racial disparities in vehicle stop searches 

Disparity present? Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Moderate 

Supporting statistics: Figure 4b and Table 6  
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Indicator #3: Racial disparities in vehicle stop dispositions 

Disparity present? Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Small 

Supporting statistics:  Table 8b 

 

 

PEDESTRIAN STOP SUMMARY: INDICATORS OF RACIAL DISPARITIES 

 

Indicator #4: Racial disparities in pedestrian stop counts 

Disparity present?  Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Large 

Supporting statistics: Figure 11 

 

Indicator #5: Racial disparities in pedestrian stop searches 

Disparity present?  Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Moderate 

Supporting statistics:  Tables 15 and 16 

 

Indicator #6: Racial disparities in pedestrian stop dispositions 

Disparity present?  No 

Magnitude of disparity:  N/A 

Supporting statistics:  Figure 17b 
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USE OF FORCE SUMMARY: INDICATORS OF RACIAL DISPARITIES 

 

Indicator #7: Racial disparities in use of force counts 

Disparity present?  Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Moderate 

Supporting statistics:  Table 20 

 

Indicator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disparity 
Present? 

Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes 

Magnitude of 
Disparity 

Large Moderate Small Large  Moderate N/A Moderate 

Table/Figure  
Figure 
2  

Figure 4b, Table 
6 

Table 
8b 

Figure 
11 

Table 15 
Table 
17b 

Table 20 

 

As a result, we recommend EDP monitors search and disposition outcomes across race and 
arrest and disposition outcomes associated with use of force. Using a decline in these 
disparities as a metric of success for district and patrol command staff may improve the quality 
of service EPD delivers. 

 

Section III Review 

Four analyses provided a better set of tools for assessing the degree to which the disparities 
observed in Section II may constitute department or officer-level bias. The Officer 
Discretionary Index revealed no evidence of racial disparities. Nor was there evidence that 

officers applied force in a racially disparate manner once the severity of the offense was taken 
into account. 
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However, analyses of hit rates revealed that officers were less efficient when stopping both 
Black and Hispanic residents in their vehicles. Similarly, analyses of geocoded crime data 

reveal that officers’ patterns of stops in Black and Hispanic neighborhoods cannot be 
explained by crime rates in those neighborhoods. 

There are four inferential statistics highlighted in the report to distinguish racial disparities 
grounded in legally relevant factors from those that cannot be so explained. When examining 
these indicators together, 25% of participating departments within its region have a higher 
score of overall disparities than Everytown PD.  

 

Regional Comparison of Everytown PD Overall Disparities in Stops 

 

When examining these indicators together, 25% of participating departments across the nation 
have a higher score of overall disparities than Everytown PD.  

 

 

 

 

 

   



Science of Justice: City Report  
  

 
                           

86 

Web: www.policingequity.org 

 

National Comparison of Everytown PD Overall Disparities in Stops 

                    

INFERENTIAL ANALYSIS 

Indicator #8: Officer Discretionary Index 

Disparity present?  No 

Magnitude of disparity:  N/A 

Supporting statistics:  Table A1 

 

Indicator #9: Hit rates for vehicle stops (Hit rates are higher for White women than 
any other group. Five-year average is bad. 2015 is only bad for Blacks but no one 
else): 

Disparity present?  Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Moderate 

Supporting statistics:  Table B1 
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Indicator #10: Use of Force Comparison (matching for severity of the incident):  

Disparity present?  Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Moderate 

Supporting statistics:  Table C1 

 

Indicator #11: Use of Force Comparison (matching for severity of the incident):  

Disparity present?  Yes 

Supporting statistics:  Table D1 

 

Indicator 8 9 10 11 

Disparity Present? No Yes No Yes 

Magnitude Of 
Disparity 

N/A Moderate Moderate  

Table/Figure Table A1 Table B1 Table C1 Table D1 

 

As a result, we recommend that EPD affirms that the egalitarian values of their officers are 
visible in the work they do. We also recommend EPD tracks hit rates and monitors patrol 
deployments, using efficient and equitable deployment as a metric of supervisory success. 

 

Section IV Review 

The analyses in Section IV reveal that officer-level variance is a relatively weak predictor of 
racial disparities after controlling for where the officer is assigned. In other words, the 

disparities observed in Section II cannot easily be reduced to difference in the behaviors of 
individual officers. Rather, the disparities are driven more strongly by differences in the ways 
that each district is policed. This strengthens our recommendation to affirm the values of EPD’s 
officers. 
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The share of department disparities that is attributable to officers is lower in EPD than in 50% 
of participating departments in Everytown PD’s region.   

                           

 

Regional Comparison of Officer Level Disparities 

 

Nationally, the share of department disparities that is attributable to officers is lower in EPD 
than in 50% of participating departments overall.   
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National Comparison of Officer Level Disparities 

              

 

OFFICER LEVEL ANALYSIS 

 

Indicator #12: Officer level: 

Disparity present?  No 

Magnitude of disparity:  Small 

Supporting statistics:  Figure 4.5 

Indicator 12 

Disparity Present? No 

Magnitude Of 
Disparity 

Small 

Table/Figure Figure 4.5 
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As a result of these analyses, we further recommend that EPD tracks crime trends with 
neighborhood demographics in order to ensure that response rates are proportional to crime 
rates. 

 

Section V Review 

EPD officers completed a survey that assessed the climate within the department. For 

purposes of this report, there are two factors of interest: officer morale and officer support for 
fair policing. The first factor, officer morale, was significantly predicted by concern with 
appearing racist and the feeling that they are treated fairly within the department. More 

specifically, elevated concerns with appearing racist predicted higher job-related stress and 
lower job satisfaction and compliance with police rules and regulations. Conversely, 
experiencing relatively more procedural justice within the department predicted higher job 
satisfaction and compliance and lower job-related stress. 

The second factor, officer support for fair policing, revealed that officers’ desire for group-

based hierarchy, what psychologists refer to as Social Dominance Orientation, predicts a 
moderate rejection of fair policing. Specifically, higher social dominance scores predict a 
rejection of principles associated with community policing, a rejection of the use of force 
policy, and support for unreasonable use of force. 

When examining the results of officer surveys, 75% of participating departments in Everytown 
PD’s region had fewer relationships between social dominance and fair policing than 
Everytown PD. 
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Regional Comparison of Everytown PD Climate and ABM Responses

 

Looking across the nation, 75% of participating departments had fewer relationships between 
social dominance and fair policing than Everytown PD. 

 

National Comparison of Everytown PD Climate and ABM Responses 
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CLIMATE SURVEY  

 

Indicator #13: SDO predicts community policing:   

Disparity: Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Small 

Supporting statistics:  Table 3 

 

Indicator #14: SDO predicts support of force policy: 

Disparity: Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Small 

Supporting statistics:  Table 3 

 

Indicator #15: SDO predicts support of unreasonable force:  

Disparity: Yes 

Magnitude of disparity:  Small 

Supporting statistics:  Table 3 

 

Indicator  13  14  15 

Disparity  Yes  Yes  Yes  

Magnitude of Disparity Small  Small  Small  
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As a result, we recommend that EPD engage in scenario-based training on the importance of 
procedural justice and identity traps in order to promote the adoption of procedural justice 

throughout the organization and protect officers from the negative consequences of concerns 
that they will appear racist. Additionally, we recommend that trainings include clear messaging 
that group-based hierarchy is not consistent with the values of EPD. Finally, we recommend 
that value-based evaluations of supervisors be developed to curb the possible influence of 
social dominance orientation on the mission of the department. 

 

Section VI Review 

CPE’s policy analysis team reviewed over 40 policy components of the EPD general orders 
manual along five dimensions: 1) Promoting unbiased policing, 2) Improving community 
relationships, 3) Reducing use of force, 4) Strengthening oversight and accountability, 5) 

Improving internal data collection and management. Each dimension was evaluated using 
both quantitative and qualitative techniques and all were summarized with an evaluation of 
either “weak,” “moderate,” or “strong.” Most of EPD policies were evaluated as moderate, 
suggesting room for improvement before they are judged to be excellent. Of particular 

interest are the policies around improving community relationships. While EPD’s recent 
innovations in this domain are to be commended, analyses of policies currently in the general 
orders manual suggest there is significant room for improvement in both integrating these 

policies across the general orders and providing clarity around what institutional resources are 
available for achieving improved community relationships. 

There are five dimensions we assess regarding departmental polices. When examining the 
policies of Everytown PD, 50% of participating departments in its region have stronger 
policies.   
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Regional Comparison of Everytown PD Departmental Policies 

 

Examining how Everytown PD’s policies score nationally, 75% of participating departments in 
the US have stronger policy scores than Everytown PD.  

 

National Comparison of Everytown PD Departmental Policies 
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POLICIES 

Indicator #16: Promoting unbiased policing (Weak, Moderate, Strong): 

Strength of Policies:  Moderate 

 

Indicator #17: Strengthening community oriented policing (Weak, Moderate, Strong):  

Strength of Policies:  Weak 

 

Indicator #18: Reducing use of force (Weak, Moderate, Strong): 

Strength of Policies:  Moderate 

 

Indicator #19: Strengthening oversight and accountability (Weak, Moderate, Strong):  

Strength of Policies:  Moderate 

 

Indicator #20: Improving internal data collection and management (Weak, Moderate, 
Strong): 

Strength of Policies:  Moderate 

 

Indicator  16 17 18 19 20 

Strength of 
Policies 

Moderate Weak Moderate Moderate Moderate 

 

As a result, we recommend leveraging existing relationships (e.g., community advisory board) 
and new guidance to help review relevant areas of the general orders manual and provide a 
more integrated set of policies with clear accountability and institutional resources. 
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CONCLUSION 

Finally, looking across each of the above six comparative analyses, 75% of participating 
departments across EPD’s region had more problem indicators than did EPD. 

Regional Comparison of Everytown PD Aggregate Problem Indicators

 

Looking across the nation, 75% of participating departments also had more problem indicators 
than Everytown PD. 
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National Comparison of Everytown PD Aggregate Problem Indicators 

 

 

Recommendations 

Across the six sections of this report we advance nine specific recommendations: 

1. We recommend changing the use of force data capture protocol. 

2. We recommend EPD monitors search and disposition outcomes across race and arrest 
and disposition outcomes associated with use of force. 

3. We recommend that EPD affirms that the egalitarian values of their officers are visible in 
the work they do. 

4. We recommend EPD tracks hit rates and monitors patrol deployments, using efficient 
and equitable deployment as a metric of supervisory success. 

5. We recommend that EPD tracks crime trends with neighborhood demographics in 
order to ensure that response rates are proportional to crime rates. 

6. We recommend that EPD engage in scenario-based training on the importance of 

procedural justice and identity traps in order to promote the adoption of procedural 
justice throughout the organization and protect officers from the negative 
consequences of concerns that they will appear racist. 
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7. We recommend that trainings include clear messaging that group-based hierarchy is 
not consistent with the values of EPD. 

8. We recommend that value-based evaluations of supervisors be developed to curb the 
possible influence of social dominance orientation on the mission of the department. 

9. We recommend leveraging the existing community advisory board to help review 
relevant areas of the general orders manual and provide a more integrated set of 
policies with clear accountability and institutional resources. 

 

While not an exhaustive list of possible solutions to the issues raised in this report, these nine 

recommendations represent straightforward first steps towards addressing each of them. 
CPE’s intention in limiting the number of recommendations is to aid the department in both 
conceptualizing the changes and in messaging about the changes both internally and with the 

broader community. We stand ready to help if we can be of further assistance and look 
forward to producing our next report for EPD next year. 
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OVERVIEW OF YOUR DEPARTMENT’S PERFORMANCE 

Indicator  Disparity  Magnitude of Disparity Strength of Policies 

1 Yes  Large  

2 Yes Moderate  

3 Yes Small  

4 Yes Large  

5 Yes Moderate  

6 No   

7 Yes Moderate  

8 No   

9 Yes Moderate  

10 No   

11 Yes   

12 No Small  

13 Yes Small  

14 Yes Small  

15 Yes Small  

16   Moderate 

17   Weak 

18   Moderate 

19   Moderate 

20   Moderate 
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Appendix A: Key Department Policy 

Documents Reviewed 

Policy Component Document Type Organizational 
Domain 

Promoting 
Unbiased 
Policing 

Strengthening 
Community 
Relationships 

Reducing 
Use of 
Force 

Strengthening 
Oversight and 
Accountability 

Improving Data 
Collection and 
Management 

Body Worn Cameras Special Order Oversight and 
Accountability ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Citizen Contact and 
Traffic Stop 
Information 

General Order Oversight and 
Accountability ✓   ✓ ✓ 

Citizen Police 
Academy Alumni 
Association 

General Order Units and Initiatives  ✓    

Conduct and 
Discipline Manual Manual Oversight and 

Accountability ✓  ✓ ✓  

Crime Analysis General Order Institutional Learning ✓  ✓  ✓ 

Cultural Diversity Training 
Presentation Training ✓ ✓    

Employee Suggestion 
Award General Order Personnel 

Management  ✓    

Field Training Manual Manual Training ✓ ✓ ✓   

Guidance Program General Order Personnel 
Management ✓ ✓ ✓   

Neighborhood 
Policing Committee General Order Units and Initiatives ✓ ✓    

Performance 
Evaluation Report Manual Personnel 

Management ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  

Promotional Policy General Order Personnel 
Management ✓   ✓  

Racial Profiling Training 
Presentation Training ✓     

Rights of Victims and 
Witnesses General Order Oversight and 

Accountability     ✓ 

Selection Process General Order Recruitment and 
Screening ✓  ✓   

Surviving Verbal 
Conflict 

Training 
Presentation Training  ✓ ✓   

Use of Force General Order Oversight and 
Accountability   ✓   

Vehicle Stops Training 
Curriculum Training ✓  ✓   

Verbal Judo and 
Tactical 
Communication 

Training 
Curriculum Training   ✓   
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