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ABOUT ANALYSIS GROUP, INC.

Analysis Group, Inc. provides economic, financial, and business strategy consulting to law
firms, corporations, and government agencies. Our staff is experienced in all areas of economics,
including employment, securities, intellectual property, antitrust, health care, energy, and commercial
damages. We often work in partnership with professors from leading universities to develop state-of-
the-art analyses and create a bridge between current academic thinking and real world problems.

We have experience assessing claims of race discrimination in a variety of contexts, including
law enforcement activity, employment, and fair lending. Our project team members have conducted a
number of analyses to determine whether racially biased policing exists in law enforcement agencies.
These include studies of the New York Police Department (New York), Miami-Dade Police
Department (Florida), Washington State Patrol (Washington), Spokane Police Department
(Washington), and Richmond Police Department (Virginia). The academics working on this project
bring special expertise to the subject of race discrimination in the context of law enforcement. Our
academics have researched and published extensively in the area of racially biased policing, as well as
other law enforcement issues. Their work has appeared in numerous peer-reviewed publications. They
have developed innovative approaches for assessing claims of racially biased policing.

Analysis Group has also investigated race discrimination in employment practices such as
compensation, recruitment, hiring, promotion, placement, testing, termination, and enforcement of
disciplinary actions. These studies have addressed alleged discrimination on the basis of age, race,
gender, and national origin.

With regard to fair lending, we have assessed potential race disparities in credit markets. Our
experience includes developing economic and statistical models to assess whether loans are being
extended to minority applicants under terms that are comparable and fair relative to non-minority
applicants.

For our investigation into whether racially biased policing exists in Los Angeles, the Analysis
Group project team consists of in-house and academic experts, including:

* Geoffrey P. Alpert, Ph.D., Department of Criminal Justice at the University of South

Carolina;

* Elizabeth Becker, Ph.D., Managing Principal at Analysis Group;

e Alan P. Meister, Ph.D., Manager at Analysis Group;

* Michael R. Smith, Ph.D., J.D., Department of Criminal Justice at the University of South

Carolina; and
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e Bruce A. Strombom, Ph.D., Managing Principal at Analysis Group.

Biographies for these project members are presented in Appendix .

Analysis Group also retained Lorie Fridell, Director of Research at the Police Executive

Research Forum (PERF), to conduct a peer review of this report.’

' PERF is a national organization of police executives from the largest city, county, and state law enforcement agencies that
conducts and promotes criminal justice research. Chief William Bratton of the Los Angeles Police Department is President

of the Board of Directors of PERF.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In late 2001, the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) embarked upon a project of

systematically collecting information on motor vehicle and pedestrian stops made by its officers, as
required by a federal consent decree. This report describes methodologies recommended by Analysis
Group, Inc., an independent contractor to the City of Los Angeles, for analyzing the LAPD stop data.
The purpose of this analysis is to establish a better understanding of LAPD stop practices in order to
further promote effective, respectful, and non-discriminatory policing within the City.

In developing the proposed analysis methodologies, Analysis Group reviewed the academic
literature on racial bias in policing, court decisions related to racial profiling, and previous analyses of
stop data collected by other law enforcement agencies. In addition, Analysis Group representatives
participated in ride-alongs with LAPD officers to gather data about the context in which stop and
search activity occurs. Information regarding the LAPD, its officers, policing activities, and crime
within the City, as well as demographic, economic, and socioeconomic data, were also reviewed.

Based upon these reviews, Analysis Group proposes three types of analyses to evaluate LAPD

pedestrian and motor vehicle stop data as follows:

1. External Benchmark Study of Pedestrian Stops: This analysis will investigate
whether, after controlling for available legitimate factors affecting stop activity, racial
disparities in stop rates remains. The proposed analysis is based upon the premise that
the race of persons stopped should directly reflect the race of criminal suspects in a
given area. Other factors that may be considered in this analysis include direct and
indirect measures of crime (911 calls, gang crimes, officer deployment, shootings at
officers, vacant/abandoned buildings), measures of economic activity (sales volume and
business tax registration certificates data), and demographic information (gender, age,

and population density).

2. Study of Post-Stop Activity: This analysis will investigate whether, after controlling
for available legitimate factors that may affect police decision-making, different
demographic groups (race, age, and gender) are subjected to disproportionate sanctions
(citations, warnings, arrests) or other burdens (searches) following a stop. Factors that
may be considered in this analysis include characteristics of the encounter (time of day,

day of week, and reason for stop), geographic area (911 calls, gang crimes, officer
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deployment, shootings at officers, vacant/abandoned buildings), officer (race, age,
gender, length of service, commendations, complaints, and uses of force), and suspect

(race, age, and gender).

3. Internal Benchmarking (Officer-to-Officer Comparisons) of Pedestrian and Motor
Vehicle Stop and Post-Stop Activity: This analysis will compare the racial
composition of stops by particular officers or groups of officers, with those of all other
officers in the same area during the same time period. The purpose of this analysis is to
identify officer stop patterns that may warrant closer review. Factors that will be

considered in this analysis include officer characteristics and assignment.

It is anticipated that each of these methodologies will provide a different perspective that will
enhance the understanding of any disparities observed in stop rates or post-stop outcomes among
different demographic groups. Each type of analysis proposed is supported by the available data and
has been previously applied or recommended in some form, either by academic researchers or other
jurisdictions.

It should be noted that statistical methods for evaluating possible race, age, and gender profiling
have important limitations. The methodologies proposed by Analysis Group attempt to account for all
legitimate contextual factors that affect officers’ stop and post-stop activity. However, it may not be
possible to fully account for all such factors within the statistical analysis. Any race, age, or gender
disparities that remain after applying these methodologies should therefore be subjected to a qualitative
review. Such a review will evaluate legitimate factors that cannot be adequately quantified for use in
the statistical analysis.

Finally, it should be acknowledged that even the best statistical and qualitative analysis cannot
assess the thoughts or intentions of individuals. The analyses proposed here are not capable of
providing an assessment of discriminatory intent, because statistical analysis can never reveal the
motivations underlying officers’ behavior. Despite these inherent limitations, Analysis Group
anticipates that the proposed analyses will yield important insights into LAPD stop activities, thereby
further informing the City of Los Angeles’ on-going efforts to promote effective, respectful, and non-

discriminatory policing within the City.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Over the past several years, there has been a growing national perception that law enforcement
actions are all too often based on racial stereotypes or “racial profiling.” This practice of racial
profiling by law enforcement is also commonly referred to as racially biased policing.2 According to a
1999 Gallup poll, more than half of Americans believed that police engage in racial profiling.® This
poll also showed a distinct difference between how whites and minorities view the issue. It found that
77 percent of blacks, compared to only 56 percent of whites, felt that racial profiling by law
enforcement was pervasive. Other studies have found similar differences across races. For example,
blacks and Hispanics who have been stopped are more likely than whites to report being ticketed,
arrested, handcuffed, searched, or threatened by police.* A Washington Post survey found that 52
percent of African-American men believed they have been victims of racially biased policing.’

Within some communities in the City of Los Angeles, there has been a growing concern that
some officers may engage in racially biased policing. Historically, perceptions of racially biased
policing have been largely based upon personal accounts and other anecdotal evidence. As many
Jurisdictions have done recently, the City of Los Angeles began collecting data related to police stop
activity in November 2001,

In accordance with the consent decree entered into by the City of Los Angeles and the U.S.
Department of Justice (DOJ), the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) embarked upon a project of
systematically collecting data on motor vehicle and pedestrian stops in order to establish a basis for
better understanding police contacts and reviewing concerns and perceptions about potential racial
profiling.® Under the procedures agreed to in the consent decree, the LAPD collects information on all
persons stopped who are not otherwise exempt from the data collection requirements. Both officer-
initiated stops and most calls for service-related stops require the completion of a Field Data Report
(FDR). Events that are exempted from the need for an FDR include the following categories:

Exemptions to both vehicle and pedestrian stops:

e prostitution/narcotics task force; and

e arrest/search warrant.

? The phrases racial profiling by law enforcement and racially biased policing are used interchangeably in this report. The
latter is the phrase commonly used in research on the subject.

? Decker, et al. (2001).

* Weitzer (2002).

5 McMahon, et al. (2002).

¢ United States v. City of Los Angeles, No. 00-11769 GAF, consent decree at [1§.H. 102 (C.D. Cal. June 15, 2001).
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Exemptions to vehicle stops only:
e checkpoints/roadblocks;
e commercial vehicle inspections;
e safe-driving award stops; and
e child safety seat giveaways.
Exemptions to pedestrian stops only:
e victims/witnesses;
¢ unlawful assemblies;
» consensual stops (except when followed by pat-down, search, preparation of a field
interview (FI) card, citation, or arrest); and
e certain calls for service (homicide, rape, robbery, assault, domestic violence, shots fired,
armed suspect, kidnapping, bomb threat, child in danger, officer needs assistance,
battery).

Officers collect data on stops by completing an FDR.” Originally, paper FDRs were filled out
by officers in the field and later scanned to create an electronic database. However, it was not until
scanning problems were resolved in July 2002 that complete stop data were available electronically. In
July 2003, the FDR was refined in order to streamline the process of recording data and ensure their
accuracy. Furthermore, in Spring 2004, the LAPD rolled out Portable Officer Data Devices (PODDS)
to officers so they could collect stop data electronically.

As a result of its data collection efforts, the LAPD now has a substantial amount of raw stop
data available. Because a complex array of factors may legitimately influence police stop patterns, this
data must be interpreted carefully. In order to investigate whether racially biased policing exists in the
City of Los Angeles and to promote effective and respectful policing, including compliance with
nondiscrimination policies, Analysis Group was engaged by the City to conduct a fair and unbiased
analysis of the pedestrian and motor vehicle stop data collected by the LAPD.

This report sets forth Analysis Group’s proposed methodologies for conducting the analysis of
these stop data. To that end, Analysis Group reviewed literature on the subject of racially biased
policing, evaluated studies of racially biased policing in various jurisdictions, and conducted ride-
alongs with LAPD officers. The information gained from this research serves as the foundation for

Analysis Group’s proposed methodologies. Specifically, this information has provided valuable

7 See Appendix A for copies of the original and current LAPD FDR.
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insights into the development of these methodologies and demonstrated the strengths and weaknesses
of potential methodologies.

Also included in this report are recommendations regarding the current data collection protocol
of the LAPD and the FDR used to collect stop data in Los Angeles.

This report is organized into six sections (Chapters 2 through 7). Chapter 2 is a review of the
literature. It summarizes the research findings from published literature on racially biased policing.
The literature review also includes an examination of scholarly writings, public policy reports, and
legal decisions.

Chapter 3 is a jurisdictional review. It provides a review of selected studies that have analyzed
stop data from other police agencies. The information provided in both the literature and jurisdictional
reviews has been supplemented with interviews of professionals in the field of racially biased policing,
including researchers and police personnel.

Chapter 4 presents the results of surveys conducted by Analysis Group during ride-alongs with
LAPD officers. This ride-along study was conducted in order to ascertain whether officers could
determine the race of suspects prior to making stops. If race cannot be determined, then it is not
possible to racially profile when making stops. The ride-along study also gathered other data that
provide context to stop and search activity of LAPD officers.

Chapter 5 reviews the data that may be relevant for analyzing pedestrian and motor vehicle
stops in Los Angeles. This review includes determining which data are available, the characteristics of
the available data, the potential usefulness of such data in our proposed analysis, the limitations of
available data, and how such limitations constrain the types of analyses that can be performed and the
conclusions that may be drawn from analyses. Recommendations for future data collection are also
provided. Data reviewed include those collected by the LAPD and various departments of the City of
Los Angeles in the normal course of business, as well as data available from other sources, such as the
federal government.

Chapter 6 presents Analysis Group’s proposed methodologies for analyzing motor vehicle and
pedestrian stop data collected by the LAPD. These methodologies will be used in an attempt to
determine whether racially biased policing exists in the City of Los Angeles and if so, to what extent.
It incorporates a discussion regarding the types of analyses that may be used in order to implement
these methodologies (e.g., potential analytical techniques, potential data to be included in the analyses,

and time period to be analyzed).
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Chapter 7 is a review of the stop data collection methods utilized by the LAPD in light of the
literature review, jurisdictional reviews, ride-along study, and proposed methodologies. Also included
in this chapter are recommended changes to the current stop data collection protocol. These
recommendations are intended to balance the desire to maximize the value of data gathered while

minimizing the resources required to collect such data.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Research on racially biased policing is a new and evolving area of social inquiry. Although
research on the stop practices of law enforcement agencies has proliferated over the last several years,
few studies have appeared in scholarly outlets or peer-reviewed journals. Despite this relative lack of
published, empirical scholarship on racially biased policing,® it is important to review the existing
literature on the subject, recognizing that the body of knowledge related to stop data collection and
analysis is still evolving. This chapter is designed to familiarize the reader with the subject of racially
biased policing and serve as a foundation for our proposed methodologies discussed in Chapter 6. It
provides history and background on racially biased policing, as well as a review of significant court
cases. It also includes discussions of the major themes covered in the literature, such as data collection,
police training, data auditing, types of data analyzed, standards for identifying racially biased policing,
types of data analysis, types of benchmarks, and confounding factors.’

In this review, we document the evolving awareness of the complexity and nuance needed for
accurate and reliable evaluation of data. In short, the simpler approaches adopted in early studies have
been recognized as having severe shortcomings for addressing the issues raised in analyzing potential
race bias in stop activity. In fact, even the more sophisticated empirical approaches have been
recognized as being inadequate to deliver an unambiguous answer to the question: “Is law enforcement
engaging in race profiling?” Nonetheless, the empirical approaches that have been developed have
strong potential for informing us about potential racial bias in stop activity. We conclude our review
with a firm belief that a serious and thoughtful evaluation of stop data can provide invaluable insights
into the practices of the LAPD, even though it cannot provide a definitive conclusion regarding

whether racially biased policing exists.
2.1 History and Background on Racially Biased Policing

The issue of racial profiling by law enforcement gained national attention during the 1990s, due
in part to a number of high-profile court cases and heightened media coverage of the issue.'®
Statements by prominent African-Americans as well as other racial minorities brought the debate over

the prevalence of profiling to the forefront of national politics.

¥ Legal scholars have written extensively on the subject of racial discrimination and racial profiling by police. However,
their work typically does not include analyses of actual stop data.

? This literature review is a review of selected research findings on racially biased policing. See List of Literature and
Reports Reviewed for the research reviewed (presented before the appendices at the end of this report).

' Trende (2000).
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Some of the roots of these public perceptions can be found in the use of racial profiling as a law
enforcement tool in the fledging days of the U.S. government’s “war on drugs.”'' During the 1980s,
the U.S. Customs service was committed to tracking down drug “mules” (anonymous couriers) that
were paid a one-time fee to smuggle drugs into the country. To assist in this process, Customs
developed a drug courier profile. Race was an important factor in defining this profile. Also, in 1985
the Florida Department of Highway Safety issued guidelines titled “The Common Characteristics of
Drug Couriers,” in which race was explicitly mentioned as a characteristic.'?> The typical profile of a
mule was a “black or Latino male, aged 18-25.” Over the years, the strategy of stopping someone who
fit the “profile” evolved into a broader approach to law enforcement and today is often referred to as
racial profiling."

Closely related to the development of the first profiles was the implementation of pretextual
stops — the use of minor violations as a reason to stop persons suspected of more serious violations. In
1986, the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) began a federally-funded highway drug interdiction
program, known as Operation Pipeline.'* This program trained officers nationwide to use minor traffic
violations as a pretext to stop motorists in order to search their vehicles for drugs. Through Operation
Pipeline, the drug courier profiles developed in the 1970s and 1980s were applied throughout the
country.

Since this time, a body of court decisions holding many uses of race in law enforcement
decisions to be unconstitutional, together with a growing public awareness of the dangers of using race
in this manner, have de-legitimized racial profiling as a law enforcement practice. Many citizens and
jurisdictions remain concerned that racial profiling may nevertheless be continuing in police
departments throughout the country. In an effort to determine the continued impact of racial profiling,
many jurisdictions have begun collecting and studying data related to police stops. A body of
academic research relating to such data analyses has emerged, along with an array of jurisdictional
studies. This research and these studies provide valuable context for designing methodologies for data
analysis in the City of Los Angeles. Before turning to a review of this research and these studies, it is
critical to have an understanding of the legal context of race profiling issues. Although many uses of
race in law enforcement have been deemed unconstitutional, race may be a legitimate factor motivating

a stop in some circumstances. In such circumstances, the use of race would not represent racially

'! Buerger (2002); American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California (2002); Engel, et al. (2002).
'2 Engel, et al. (2002).

' Buerger (2002).

'* American Civil Liberties Union (2002).
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biased policing. Any empirical analysis of stops aimed at revealing potential race bias must therefore
distinguish these legitimate uses of race from inappropriate reliance on race as a motivating factor for
making stops. Thus, in order to better understand what kinds of uses of race constitute racially biased

policing, we begin with a review of significant court cases relating to the use of race in stops.
2.2 Significant Court Cases

Profiling-related activities by law enforcement officers usually fall into one of three categories:
(1) cases in which officers use race as the sole reason for making a stop; (2) cases in which officers use
race along with other factors in making a stop; and (3) cases in which officers use race (either alone or
in combination with other criteria) in contacting or investigating a person in a manner that does not
amount to a “seizure” under the Fourth Amendment.'® Stops within each of these three categories can
be further subdivided as discussed below.

With respect to the first category, courts have generally held that stops based solely on a
person’s race or ethnic appearance are unconstitutional. For example, in United States v. Brignoni-
Ponce (1975), the Supreme Court held that the Hispanic appearance of two men driving near the
California-Mexico border did not, by itself, provide U.S. Border Patrol agents with legal grounds to
make a traffic stop. Similarly, the Court held that, even if police have a previous description of a group
of suspects that includes race, they may not stop such persons based on their race alone. For example,
the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals has held that a police officer did not have probable cause to stop a
car containing four black persons simply because the officer was searching for a group of four black
males whom an anonymous caller had described as drinking in public and acting disorderly in the
vicinity of where the traffic stop occurred (United States v. Jones, 2001). Likewise, the Florida Court
of Appeals has twice ruled that racial incongruity (i.e., a person being allegedly “out of place” in a
particular area) does not offer sufficient justification for police to conduct a forcible stop. In
Lafontaine v. State of Florida (2000), a police officer observed a white female seated in her car in a
predominantly black neighborhood talking with two black men who were leaning into the car window.
The officer stopped the woman because she was a white female talking with two black men in a black
neighborhood known for drug activity. In suppressing the fruits from the officer’s search of her purse
(which revealed a crack pipe), the court held that the initial stop of the woman was not based on

reasonable suspicion and thus the subsequent consent search of her purse was unconstitutional.

'* A person is seized under the Fourth Amendment if (1) the person is physically prevented from moving freely about or (2)
if a ““reasonable” person under the circumstances would not feel free to leave and the person submits to police authority.
(California v. Hodari D, 1991).
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In Phillips v. State of Florida (2001), the court of appeals also ruled as unconstitutional the stop
of a black suspect seen in the vicinity of a burglary that had occurred in a predominantly white
neighborhood. The officer who conducted the stop was responding to a lookout broadcast over the
police radio by another officer who had seen the suspect a few minutes earlier and who had become
suspicious because the suspect was a black man walking through a white neighborhood. The court
held that without other indicia of suspicion, “racial incongruity ... cannot constitute a finding of
reasonable suspicion of criminal behavior.”

In contrast, police may, without violating constitutional guarantces of equal protection, consider
race as one physical descriptor among others when searching for a suspect whose race is known to
them (Brown v. City of Oneonta, 2000; Buffkins v. City of Omaha, 1990; United States v. Kim, 1994).'°
For example in Brown, officers searching for the young black male assailant of a 75-year-old woman
attempted to question all young black male students at a local university. Several persons stopped by
the police sued, alleging a violation of their Fourth and Fourteenth Amendment rights. In partially
upholding the district court’s grant of summary judgment to the defendants, the Second Circuit Court
of Appeals held that the actions of the police did not violate the Equal Protection Clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment. The questioning of suspects was not based solely on race, and the plaintiffs
did not sufficiently allege or prove discriminatory intent. Police in Oneonta questioned suspects based
on their race, age, and gender in an attempt to locate a young, black male with a cut on his hand. These
actions, according to the court, did not violate equal protection principles.

However, recognizing that some of the police-citizen encounters in Brown may have been non-
consensual stops, the court of appeals allowed the plaintiffs’ Fourth Amendment claims to move
forward for trial. A non-consensual stop by police must be based, at a minimum, on reasonable
suspicion (Terry v. Ohio, 1968). Although in making a stop “a police officer may legitimately consider
race as a factor if descriptions of the perpetrator known to the officer include race,” (United States v.
Waldon, 2000, p. 604), rarely will suspect race provide sufficient legal grounds, by itself, for making a
stop (Buffkins v. City of Omaha, 1990; United States v. Jones, 2001). Thus, the court’s ruling allowed
for the possibility that some of the plaintiffs were stopped by police without reasonable suspicion and
in violation of their Fourth Amendment rights against unreasonable searches and seizures.

Despite the prohibition against using race as the sole criterion for making a stop, the Supreme

Court has allowed Border Patrol agents to consider race while conducting brief inquiries at checkpoints

' The legal use race in police enforcement, to the extent that it is legal in some circumstances in some areas, should be
considered when examining disparate stop rates.
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geographically removed from the border. Thus, in United States v. Martinez-Fuerte (1976), the court
upheld the constitutionality of such Border Patrol checkpoints even when agents used the Hispanic
appearance of vehicle occupants as the primary reason for referring motorists to a secondary inspection
area for further questioning. However, Martinez-Fuerte is limited to permanently manned Border
Patrol checkpoints and does not overrule Brignoni-Ponce in roving traffic stop situations.

In cases in which law enforcement officers make stops based partially on race and partially on
individualized indicators of suspiciousness and they do not have a previous description of a suspect
that includes race, the nation’s courts have split on the appropriateness of using race in the decision-
making calculus.'” Indicative of this split are several cases from the U.S. Court of Appeals.

Among the cases that have found it inappropriate to use race is U.S. v. Montero-Camargo
(2000), a case that arose when Border Patrol agents stopped two cars because they turned around to
avoid a Border Patrol checkpoint and because they were being driven by Hispanic-looking persons.
The Ninth Circuit stated that the use of race as a factor in making the stops violated the Fourth
Amendment. Nonetheless, the court upheld the stops because it believed that the agents had sufficient
grounds, independent of race, to make the traffic stops. Although the court’s statement about the
impropriety of using race under the Fourth Amendment was a judicial opinion on a point that did not
arise in the case, it remains an indicator of the thinking of the Ninth Circuit on this issue, which is
important because Los Angeles falls within the jurisdiction of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.

In contrast to Montero-Camargo, the leading case in which a court found that it was appropriate
to consider race as an evidentiary factor is United States v. Weaver (1992) from the Eighth Circuit
Court of Appeals. In Weaver, narcotics officers working a drug interdiction detail at the Kansas City
airport stopped a young, “roughly-dressed” black male who had gotten off a flight from Los Angeles.
The agents stopped the man partly because of his race — they had information that black street gangs
were importing drugs into Kansas City from L.A. — and partly because of his suspicious behavior once
he de-planed at the airport. The Eighth Circuit upheld the stop under the Fourth Amendment even
though the suspect’s race played a role in the officers’ decision to detain him. Unlike the Ninth Circuit,
the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals did not object to the use of race as one factor among others in
making a stop when police possessed information that persons of a certain racial group were trafficking
in drugs at a specific location.

The constitutional question presented in Montero-Camargo and Weaver was whether suspect

race or ethnicity was a permissible criterion in developing reasonable suspicion to make a stop under

1" See footnote 16.
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the Fourth Amendment. Other court of appeal cases have addressed the separate question of whether
consideration of suspect race by police violates the Equal Protection Clause.

For example, the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals has held that the use of race by police as one
factor among others in conducting a stop may violate the purposeful discrimination prong of a two-part
test for selective enforcement under the Equal Protection Clause. In Farm Labor Organizing
Committee v. Ohio State Patrol (2002), the Sixth Circuit applied the two-part test for deciding the equal
protection-based racial profiling claim of the plaintiff. This two-prong standard for deciding selective
prosecution claims was first announced by the Supreme Court in United States v. Armstrong (1996). In
Armstrong, the court held that a criminal defendant seeking discovery based on an allegation of
selective prosecution must demonstrate that a prosecutorial policy both had a discriminatory effect and
was motivated by a discriminatory purpose. According to the court’s finding in Wayte v. United States
(1985), purposeful discrimination does not require proof of racial animus but does require evidence that
the decision-maker “selected or reaffirmed a particular course of action at least in part "because of,' not
merely "in spite of,' its adverse effects upon an identifiable group” (quoting Personnel Administrator of
Massachusetts v. Feeney [1979]). Moreover, in proving the discriminatory-effect prong of the test, the
court stated that defendants (or plaintiffs in civil lawsuits) must show that similarly situated persons of
another race were not prosecuted.'®

After Armstrong, most lower courts began applying the two-prong selective prosecution test to
claims of selective enforcement by police in the racial profiling context (dnderson v. Cornejo, 2002,
Bradley v. United States, 2002; Farm Labor Organizing Committee v. Ohio State Patrol, 2002;
Flowers v. Fiore, 2003; United States v. Chavez, 2002). Moreover, as discussed above, the Armstrong
test requires racial-profiling claimants to provide evidence that they were treated differently than
similarly situated persons of another race who were not stopped by the police (i.e., discriminatory
effect). In order to fulfill this requirement, plaintiffs usually must resort to statistical evidence showing
differences in police traffic stop rates among racial subgroups of the driving population (Chavez v.
Hlinois State Police, 2001; United States v. Mesa-Roche, 2003).

In Farm Labor, an Ohio state trooper lawfully stopped a car for a defective headlight. Noticing
that the driver and his passenger were Hispanic, the officer inquired about their immigration status and
ultimately confiscated their valid green cards and held the cards for a period of four days. The trooper
contended that he confiscated the green cards because the two motorists indicated that they had paid for

the cards, which led the trooper to believe that they were forged. In fact, the cards were valid and the

'® See United States v. Armstrong, 517 U.S. at 465 (1996).
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motorists were attempting to tell the trooper that they had paid the required fees necessary to obtain the
residency permits.

In a subsequent lawsuit brought against the trooper and the Ohio State Patrol under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 (Civil Rights Act), the court of appeals held that the purposeful-discrimination prong of the two-
part selective enforcement test requires only that a plaintiff show that a law enforcement action was
taken partially because of the plaintiff’s ethnicity and that the plaintiff need not show that the law
enforcement officer had no race-neutral reasons for his actions. In his deposition prior to trial, the
defendant trooper testified that he would not have acted as he had during the traffic stop if the two
motorists had been white. Thus, under the court’s interpretation of the purposeful-discrimination prong
of the selective enforcement test, a factual dispute existed as to whether the trooper purposely
discriminated against the plaintiffs. This factual dispute meant that the case could not be dismissed on
a summary judgment motion but instead presented a question to be resolved by a jury at trial.

Unlike the Sixth Circuit in Farm Labor, the Seventh Circuit awarded summary judgment to the
defendant officers in Chavez v. lllinois State Police (2001). As in Farm Labor, the principal claim
against the Illinois state troopers in Chavez was an equal protection-based claim of racial profiling.
The plaintiffs (one black male and one Hispanic male) alleged that they were singled out, stopped, and
searched by Illinois State Police because of their race. In support of their claims, they relied on a
comparison of several state police stop databases to the Illinois census (adjusted based on National
Transportation Survey data), which purported to show that minorities were overrepresented among
those stopped and searched.

After reviewing the inadequacy of the police stop data themselves, which were not
representative of all stops and thus problematic, the court turned to the census-based benchmark and
concluded that it was inadequate as a matter of law to support the plaintiffs’ claims. The court noted
that, in addition to being outdated (the 1990 census was used), the “census data can tell us very little
about the numbers of Hispanics and African-Americans driving on Illinois interstate highways” (p.
644). The court held that the plaintiffs had failed to prove discriminatory effect under the two-prong
test from Armstrong because the statistics upon which they based their analysis could not reliably
demonstrate that similarly situated whites were not stopped and searched in the same manner as blacks
and Hispanics. Even if their statistics had been adequate, though, the court also held that the plaintiffs
had not met their burden of proof on the discriminatory-purpose prong of the test because purposeful
discrimination in a police racial profiling case could not be proven by statistics alone. Instead, the

court held that evidence of discriminatory intent required non-statistical proof, which the plaintiffs
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lacked. As a result, the plaintiffs failed to prove either prong of the two-part selective enforcement test
from Armstrong and thus lost their equal protection claim on summary judgment.

A recent decision from the District Court of Kansas serves as an excellent methodological
counterpoint to Chavez. In United States v. Mesa-Roche (2003), the defendant alleged that he was
stopped and searched by a Kansas deputy sheriff because he was Hispanic. He sought suppression of
drug evidence found in his car on equal protection grounds. In support of his claim, he relied on a
study that used traffic observations to establish a benchmark for the racial composition of the driving
population on the stretch of Interstate 70 that the arresting deputy patrolled. The defendant also
compared the percentage of Hispanic drivers stopped by the arresting deputy to that of his fellow
deputies and to Kansas Highway Patrol troopers who patrol a nearby section of [-70. After finding
significant methodological flaws with the observational study,'® the court held that the defendant had
nevertheless proven the discriminatory-effect prong of his equal protection claim through his
comparison of the arresting deputy’s stop percentages to those of the highway patrol. However, the
court dismissed the defendant’s motion to exclude the drug evidence on the ground that he had failed to
prove the discriminatory-intent prong of his claim, which according to the court required a showing of
bad faith beyond the statistics offered.

Applying equal protection principles to consensual encounters between police and the public,
the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals has stated that, consistent with the Fourteenth Amendment, police
may not use race as the sole criterion for conducting even a consensual interview or search (United
States v. Avery, 1997; United States v. Travis, 1995). However, the interviews and searches in this line
of cases were ultimately upheld because the Sixth Circuit found that they were based on factors in
addition to race. Thus, these cases seem to suggest that police may take race into account when
deciding whom to approach and question (at least consensually) so long as they do not use race as the
sole reason for their decision. In fact, the Sixth Circuit discussed this holding from 4very and Travis in
the Farm Labor case but distinguished Avery and Travis as announcing a rule that applied only to
consensual encounters between police and the public.

The Ninth Circuit has taken a different approach in consensual encounter cases under the
Fourth Amendment. In United States v. Kim (1994), the defendant appealed his convictions of drug

and firearm possession on the ground that he was subjected to an illegal, race-based stop by a DEA

' Among the criticisms noted by the court were (1) the observation sites were chosen by the participating agencies rather
than by some neutral selection criteria, (2) the sample size was too small and covered too short a period of time, (3) no
verifications were conducted of observers’ ability to discern race, and (4) the reliability of race determinations across
different observers (i.e., inter-rater reliability) was not adequately tested. (United States v. Mesa-Roche, 2003 WL
22427825 at 12).
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agent. In reviewing the facts of the case, the court of appeals first held that the encounter between Kim
and the DEA agent that resulted in the agent finding drugs was consensual in nature and did not
involve a seizure under the Fourth Amendment. Thus, because the encounter did not violate the Fourth
Amendment, the court stated that the agent’s motivation for approaching the defendant was irrelevant,
even if Kim’s racial appearance was the motivating factor for the stop. The United States District
Court for Hawaii has followed Kim and has likewise stated that a law enforcement officer’s reasons for
approaching a suspect are irrelevant for Fourth Amendment purposes — even if they involve racial
considerations — so long as the encounter between the officer and suspect is consensual (United States
v. Matau, 2002).

In summary, the use of race as the sole criterion for making a stop or an arrest has been deemed
illegal under existing federal law?® and court decisions. However, the nation’s courts are split on
whether law enforcement officers can use race as one factor among others in making a stop. Under the
Fourth Amendment, some courts have permitted the use of race as a permissible criterion in developing
reasonable suspicion while others have not. Under the Equal Protection Clause, most courts have
applied the two-prong test for deciding claims of selective enforcement against the police and often
have found plaintiffs’ evidence inadequate either because they could not establish an appropriate
benchmark or because they could not produce evidence of discriminatory intent. The defendant in
Mesa-Roche solved the benchmarking problem by utilizing what was, in essence, an internal
benchmark in comparing the arresting deputy’s stops to those who were similarly situated — Kansas
Highway Patrol troopers who worked a nearby stretch of interstate highway. However, as Mesa-Roche
and Chavez demonstrate, courts have been reluctant to allow statistical evidence to be used as proof of
purposeful discrimination, which is a necessary component of an equal protection-based claim in most
jurisdictions.

The courts are also divided on whether police may use race as a decision-making criterion in
consensual encounters between police and suspects or in cases in which police never contact a suspect.
Some courts have held that under the Fourth Amendment, subjective motivation (e.g., racial animus)

by officers is irrelevant, at least in encounters between officers and suspects that are consensual. Other

% The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S. Constitution prohibit governmental agents, including law enforcement
officers, from discriminating against persons based upon their race, ethnicity, or national origin. In addition, Title V1 of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. § 2000d) prohibits any recipient of federal funds from engaging in racially
discriminatory practices and allows persons to sue under the statute for damages arising from intentional discrimination
(Guardians Association v. Civil Service Commission, 463 U.S. 582, (1983)). Further, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. § 3789d(c)) applies directly to law enforcement agencies that receive federal financial
assistance and prohibits them from discriminating against persons based on race, religion, sex, color, or national origin.
Finally, 18 U.S.C. § 242 criminally punishes anyone who, under color of law, willfully violates a person’s constitutional
rights or subjects any person to a differential punishment because of the person’s race or national origin.
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courts have held that Fourteenth Amendment equal protection principles preclude officers from
considering a suspect’s race, at least by itself, even when the encounter between a law enforcement
officer and a suspect is consensual. Generally speaking, courts have approved of the police considering
race as a physical descriptor (like height, weight, or hair color) when searching for a suspect whose
race is known to them.

These complexities of the legal status of the use of race in making stops have critical
implications for any empirical analysis of race bias in stop activity. It is clear that there are both
legitimate and illegitimate uses of race in motivating stops. Many of the more simplistic approaches to
analyzing racial bias in policing have focused on identifying simple correlations between race and stop
activity. However, it is clear that these simple correlations of race with stop activity are not necessarily
evidence of racially biased policing. They could be a result of appropriate law enforcement actions. A
proper empirical assessment of racial bias must distinguish the use of race as a legitimate factor (i.e., a
factor reflecting racial differences in suspected criminal activity) from inappropriate racial bias by
officers.

It also is clear from these decisions that any determination of the inappropriate use of race focus
on the specific circumstances of a stop and the particular motivation of the officer(s) involved. No
statistical analysis of stop data will be able to incorporate these specific considerations of particular
circumstance or motivation. At best, any empirical analysis of stop data will reveal patterns of stop
activity associated with race. Thus, we strongly believe that even more sophisticated empirical
approaches will be inadequate to deliver an unambiguous answer to the question: “Is law enforcement

engaging in race profiling?”
2.3 Major Topics in the Literature

The literature on racially biased policing covers a wide range of topics. The major topics of
relevance to the development of data analysis methodologies can be summarized into several
categories: the definition of racially biased policing, data collection, police training, data auditing,
error rates, types of data analyzed, types of analyses, types of benchmarks/baselines, and confounding

factors. The following sections provide a review of these topics.
2.3.1 Definitions of Racially Biased Policing

In order to determine whether racially biased policing exists, it is important to have a clear
definition of what constitutes racially biased policing. Although numerous variations exist, there are

two general definitions of racially biased policing:
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1) Any law enforcement activities initiated at least in part on the basis of race; and

2) Any law enforcement activities initiated solely on the basis of race.

The first, broader definition of racially biased policing includes stop or post-stop activity in
which race is considered to any degree, whether in conjunction with other factors or not. This is the
definition advocated by the ACLU.2' However, as previously noted, it has only been accepted in some
courts.

The second, narrower definition of racially biased policing allows for some consideration of
race in law enforcement activities and is held by the courts that do not accept the first definition.
However, there are variants of this definition. The consent decree entered into by the City of Los
Angeles and the DO states that “LAPD officers may not use race, color, ethnicity, or national origin
(to any extent or degree) in conducting stops or detentions, or activities following stops or detentions,
except when engaging in appropriate suspect-specific activity to identify a particular person or
group.”? The consent decree goes on to explain that officers may consider race or ethnicity only when
searching for specific persons who have been described, in part, by race and then only in conjunction
with other appropriate identifying factors.

Other consent decrees that address racial profiling also allow some consideration of race in law
enforcement activities.” Like the consent decree in Los Angeles, they limit the consideration of
suspect race only to situations in which officers are seeking specific individuals who have been
described according to race.

Recent DOJ-issued guidelines on racial profiling are even broader and expressly allow for
greater consideration of suspect race by federal law enforcement agencies than the consent decrees
permit.* These new guidelines are untested by the courts but appear to adopt a position analogous to
that taken by the Eighth Circuit in its Weaver decision, whereby race can be used as one factor among
others in developing reasonable suspicion or probable cause when race can be linked to a criminal
scheme through information or intelligence. The DOJ guidelines state that officers “may consider race
and ethnicity only to the extent that there is trustworthy information, relevant to the locality or time
frame, that links persons of a particular race or ethnicity to an identified criminal incident, scheme, or

organization.” Moreover, the examples given in the guidelines do not limit the consideration of race

2 ACLU (2002).

Z See footnote 6.

# Ledford v. City of Highland Park, No. 00 C 4212, consent decree at [11.B.4Y 30-31 (N.D. Ill. Oct. 5, 2000); Memorandum
of Agreement Between the United States Department of Justice and the Montgomery County Department of Police and the
Fraternal Order of Police, Montgomery County Lodge 35, Inc., [1I.A.(Jan. 14, 2000); United States v. State of New Jersey,
No. 99-5970(MLC), 1 26-28 (D.N.J. Dec. 30, 1999).

* United States Department of Justice, “Fact Sheet: Racial Profiling” (2003).
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merely to cases of suspect descriptions that include race; rather, they permit officers to take race into
account when they possess information or intelligence linking persons of a certain race to a particular
criminal enterprise.25

PERF also uses a variant of the second definition. It defines racially biased policing as any law
enforcement activities that inappropriately consider race.”® PERF proposes that policies concerning
racially biased policing should:

e emphasize that law enforcement activities must be based on reasonable suspicion or

probable cause;

e restrict officers’ ability to use race in establishing reasonable suspicion or probable cause to
those situations in which trustworthy, locally relevant information links a person or persons
of a specific race to a particular unlawful incident;

o apply the restrictions above to requests for consent searches and non-consensual encounters
that do not amount to legal detentions;

e articulate that the use of race must be in accordance with the equal protection clause of the
14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution; and

e include provisions related to officer behavior during encounters that can serve to prevent
perceptions of racially biased policing.

Given the second definition of racially biased policing, simple correlations of race with stop
activity could indicate appropriate stop activity focused on legitimate law enforcement prerogatives
rather than inappropriate racial animus. Any statistical analysis must allow for legitimate influences of
race on stop activity. Although some of the more sophisticated statistical analyses have incorporated
consideration of legitimate factors that are correlated with race, many of the more simplistic studies
have interpreted simple correlations of stop activity with race as evidence of profiling. Analysis Group
strongly recommends that such simple correlations be interpreted with extreme skepticism and caution.
The methodologies developed in Chapter 6 focus specifically on incorporating consideration of

pertinent factors in the analysis of stop data in Los Angeles.

3 The following is one of the examples listed in the guidelines: “The FBI is investigating the murder of a known gang
member and has information that the shooter is a member of a rival gang. The FBI knows that the members of the rival
gang are exclusively members of a certain ethnicity. This information, however, is not suspect-specific because there is no
description of the particular assailant. But because authorities have reliable, locally relevant information linking a rival
group with a distinctive ethnic character to the murder, federal law enforcement officers could properly consider ethnicity in
conjunction with other appropriate factors in the course of conducting their investigation. Agents could properly decide to
focus on persons dressed in a manner consistent with gang activity, but ignore persons dressed in a manner who do not
abppear 1o be members of that particular ethnicity.”

* Fridell, et al. (2001).
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This review of the legal status of race profiling also indicates that the consideration of many
specific details of particular encounters is required to determine whether or not racial profiling has
occurred. It is only through such a detailed consideration that conclusions regarding the state of mind
or motivation of an officer can be inferred. Even in these circumstances, the actual motive of the
officer may never be known. This supports the conclusion that our proposed methodologies, or any
quantitative analysis of generalized patterns in stop data, will not be able to provide a simple yes or no

answer to the question: “Is the LAPD engaging in race profiling?”
2.3.2 Data Collection

One of the first steps in determining the true extent of racially biased policing during motor
vehicle stops is the systematic collection of data related to police stop activity. Numerous state and
local jurisdictions across the country have mandated data collection protocols. In 2002, a DOJ-
sponsored study reported that more than 400 law enforcement agencies had instituted data collection
measures and 14 states had passed legislation mandating racial profiling policies.?” It also noted that
there were more than 20 published reports that analyzed more than three million records of police stops
from nearly 700 law enforcement agencies. Currently, the Racial Profiling Data Collection Resource
Center at Northeastern University reports that there are about 4,500 to 5,000 law enforcement agencies
collecting stop data.?®

This trend toward the collection of more data has been the result of increased legislative and
judicial mandates, proactive measures by local agencies in response to the national trend, and
recommendations by the DOJ that police departments partner with academics and other social scientists
to analyze police activity.”’ A survey of 49 state law enforcement agencies in 2001 found that 16
agencies required their traffic officers to record the race of those involved in traffic stops.’® Nearly half
of these agencies had initiated data collection programs. Another 23 agencies required officers to
collect information on race in more specific circumstances, such as when arrests were made.

The systematic collection of data related to police stop activity can also serve other functions.’'
First, it can improve police-community relations by demonstrating an interest on the part of local

authorities to explore the issue of racially biased policing. Second, it can serve as part of a training

7 McMahon, et al. (2002).

3 Interview with Jack McDevitt, Director of the Institute on Race and Justice/Director of the Center for Criminal Justice
Policy Research, Northeastern University; Racial Profiling Data Collection Resource Center, Northeastern University,
website (www.racialprofilinganalysis.neu.edu).

» Engel and Calnon (2004).

*® Engel and Calnon (2004).

%' Decker, et al. (2001).
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program to educate officers about the use of racial stereotypes. Finally, the data can be used to monitor
and evaluate the actions of officers.

Although the number of agencies that collect information on race and police stops has grown,
there is no universally accepted set of data elements that are included in these collection efforts.
However, public policy reports and academic studies offer suggestions that can help guide data
collection in the City of Los Angeles. Of particular value are the practices of jurisdictions in similar
areas or of similar size. The data collection efforts of selected jurisdictions are discussed in the
Jurisdictional review in Chapter 3. Whether the reference is academic recommendations or the actions
of other jurisdictions, all comparisons of LAPD’s data collection efforts must be made with regard to

the particular constraints to data collection faced by the City.
2.3.2.1 Federal Guidelines

A recent DOJ-sponsored publication has suggested a number of guidelines for researchers to
consider when designing data collection protocols.’? This guide suggests the collection of information
about the context in which the stop occurs in order to allow for more sophisticated statistical analyses
of stop data (discussed below). The guidelines suggest collecting information about the context in
which the stop occurs that may help explain differences in stop rates, including characteristics of the
suspect (such as age, race, sex, driving behavior, and nature of violations), of the officer (such as age,
race, sex, length of service, training, and current assignment), of the encounter (such as time of day,
day of week, type of vehicle, and volume of traffic), and of the jurisdiction (legal requirements for
stops, departmental policies on stops, population density, and socioeconomic disadvantage). The guide
also suggests that researchers gather data on the driver’s place of residence in order to account for

differences in the demographic characteristics of residents and non-residents.
2.3.2.2 California Guidelines

In 1998, legislation (SB 78) was introduced to require law enforcement agencies to collect data
in order to determine whether minorities are stopped by police at disproportionate rates.”> Although
this legislation passed, then-Governor Gray Davis vetoed it and instead directed the California
Highway Patrol (CHP) to collect stop data. In October 2001, legislation (SB 205, §63) was also
enacted requiring racial and cultural diversity training for law enforcement agencies statewide.>

Although there is currently no mandated statewide data collection protocol, a number of jurisdictions

*2 McMahon, et al. (2002).
¥ Racial Profiling Data Collection Resource Center at Northeastern University (www.racialprofilinganalysis.neu.edu).
3 See footnote 33.
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within California, in addition to the CHP, are gathering data either voluntarily or as the result of
litigation or consent decrees with the DOJ.

In 2001, the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) conducted a survey to identify which
agencies in California were collecting data.* While the survey found that close to 50 agencies were
collecting data, only 11 were collecting what the ACLU considered to be the essential data elements:
the race of the driver; the reason for the stop; whether a search was conducted; what, if anything, was
found in the search; and the result of the stop.

In 2002, California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office conducted a review of several stop data
reports and data from California law enforcement agencies.*® They advised that data collected by
California law enforcement agencies be standardized and that the data be used to improve the
effectiveness of law enforcement training programs. The set of data elements recommended for
collection in traffic stops consisted of information about the stop (date, time, location, length of stop,
and identity of officer), the individual stopped (race, age, and gender), the reason for stop and outcome,
and any search (whether a search was performed, legal basis for search, what was searched, whether
contraband was found, and description of property seized). The City’s data collection efforts should be
evaluated in light of these recommendations and activities in other California jurisdictions. Although
such comparisons may be useful, the City is also subject to the particular constraints of its consent

decree.
2.3.2.3 Consent Decree in City of Los Angeles:’7

The consent decree requires that the LAPD maintain a database containing information about its
officers, supervisors, and managers. The database is required to contain information on police uses of
force (lethal and non-lethal), firearm use, all vehicle pursuits and traffic collisions, and all arrest
reports, crime reports, and citations made by officers.

As of November 1, 2001, the LAPD was required to record certain information each time an
officer conducted a non-exempt traffic or pedestrian stop.”® The reports are to include the officer’s
serial number; the date and time of the stop; the reporting district (RD) where the stop occurred; the
driver’s apparent race, age, and gender; the reason for the stop; whether the driver was required to exit

the vehicle; whether a pat-down was conducted; what action was taken; whether the driver was asked

»* ACLU (2002).

3 Hill (2002).

77 See footnote 6.

* See Chapter 4 for a summary of exemptions for motor vehicle and pedestrian stops.
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to submit to a consensual search; the authority for a search; what was searched; what was discovered

during the search; and what action was taken by the officer.
2.3.2.4 Academic Literature

Like the federal guidelines, the academic literature emphasizes the importance of gathering
information about the context in which stops occur in order to help explain differences in stop rates.
Data elements that have been frequently used in academic research on racially biased policing
include:*

e vehicle information, such as license plate, registration, description;

e driver and passenger characteristics, including race, gender, and age;

e crime problems faced by the neighborhood;

e specific police tactics used,;

o officer characteristics;

e rationale for the stop;

e duration of the stop;

e date, time, and location of stop;

e ype of search (whether of a vehicle, driver, or passenger);

e Dbasis for the search (whether visible contraband, odor of contraband, canine alert);

e officer and suspect demeanor;*

e use of force applied, if any; and

e result of the stop.

The complete list of data elements recommended by PERF can be found in Appendix B.

The key data element in studies of racially biased policing is the race of the person stopped.
Two different approaches to the classification of race have been used in the academic literature. PERF
reports that some researchers have used a simple “black”/*“non-black” dichotomy, while others have
used a larger number of racial classifications, such as black, white, Hispanic, or Asian.*" The former
approach is simpler, allows for easier classification, and may be appropriate for small sample sizes
where more specific race effects cannot be discerned. However, grouping all non-blacks into a single
category may obscure differences in the ways that members of these groups are treated and may not

provide the desired visibility of specific groups in areas with racial diverse populations. We evaluate

* Ramirez, et al. (2000); Fagan (2002); Decker, et al. (2001); and Schafer, et al. (2004).
“ Engel (2003); Lundman (1994); Klinger (1996).
! Fridell (2004).
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the appropriate race classifications for use in our proposed methodologies in Chapter 6, and conclude
that this more disaggregated approach is not only desirable, but also possible, for the City.

A DOJ-sponsored study reports that data pertaining directly to the stop have been linked to
other useful data in order to yield a richer data set for analysis.*? Stop data have been linked by officer,
unit, district, or specific address to enable analyses to be performed at different levels of aggregation.
Stop data have also been linked to other relevant police data, such as arrest reports, citations, and crime
reports. The stop data collected by the City of Los Angeles can be linked to a wide variety of other
data by unique identificrs recorded on the FDR. In Chapter 5, we identify these other data and evaluate
their usefulness in developing methodologies for evaluating the stop data themselves.*> We conclude
that there are considerable opportunities for creating a richer overall dataset for analysis in the City and
detail our reccommended approaches in Chapter 7.

The definition of a “stop” plays an important role in data collection and analysis. It identifies
the situations in which data are to be collected and determines the value of the numerator used to
calculate stop rates. The academic literature generally suggests that only discretionary stops (i.e., those
where officers have discretion in whether or not to stop) be included in any analysis.** The distinction
between traffic stops (i.e., stops in response to a violation of traffic laws) and investigative stops (i.e.,
stops in response to reasonable suspicion of criminal activity) is also considered important. According
to PERF, in theory, researchers should examine traffic and investigative stops separately. * However,
in reality many investigative stops are made under the pretext of being traffic stops and the data may
have to be analyzed together. The proposed methodologies, discussed in Chapter 6, detail our
recommended approaches for distinguishing investigative stops in Los Angeles. Although there is no
single field on the FDR designating a stop as investigative, other information about the stop are useful
in making this important designation.

With respect to the physical gathering of data, most studies have relied on stop data collected by
the officers making stops. Several methods have been used by officers for recording and transmitting
data. After a stop, officers can transmit information by radio to a central location, complete a data

collection form, or input data directly into a mobile data terminal or other computerized device.*®

“2 Ramiirez, et al. (2000).

“ Most of these datasets are collected as a normal part of police work and unrelated to quantitative analysis of race
profiling, but are useful for evaluating the questions of interest.

*“ Fridell (2004); Batton (2004).

S Fridell (2004).

“ Fagan (2002).
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Chapter | details the evolving methods the City of Los Angeles has adopted for gathering stop data.
These efforts have yiclded increasingly reliable data on stop activity.

As with most topics in the study of racially biased policing, recommendations regarding what
stop data to collect and how to collect them have evolved over the past several years. In Chapter 7, we
evaluate the City of Los Angeles’ data collection efforts relative to the current best practices reflected
in the academic literature and in our jurisdictional review in Chapter 3 in order to develop
recommendations specifically for the City. These recommendations are made, of course, with an
understanding that specific constraints may impede the implementation of some of the

recommendations.
2.3.3 Errorsin Stop Data

Erroneous or incomplete stop data can arise inadvertently.*’ The potential also exists for
officers to intentionally misreport data in order to hide inappropriate stop practices. This could include
selectively recording data or making off-the-record stops.

A DOJ-sponsored publication acknowledges that missing data is a major problem in social
science research, especially research on racially biased policing.*® Two types of missing data problems
are discussed in the literature:

1) cases in which certain information about a known and reported stop is missing (“missing

variables”); and

2) cases in which no record exists for a stop (“missing observations™).

There is no consensus in the literature about how best to address the problem of missing
variables. One approach is to exclude these stops from the analysis. Missing variables can arise when
officers report that they cannot determine the race of the person being stopped. Researchers differ over
whether or not to eliminate observations of this type. PERF recommends that data be discarded for
such stops because it is an officer’s perception of race that is central to the issue of whether minorities
are stopped at disproportionately high rates, not the actual race of the suspect.** However, PERF also
notes that some researchers argue against omitting data in cases in which police have not identified a
driver’s race.”® These researchers believe that some community members may question the validity of
officers’ responses because they might claim a driver’s race was undeterminable when the officer

actually thought the driver was a minority.

‘" Buerger (2002).

“ McMahon, et al. (2002).
“ Fridell (2004).

% Fridell (2004).
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For missing variables in general, the DOJ-sponsored study recommends that researchers
consider the extent to which these missing data may affect the conclusions of a study.>' Further, they
advise that studies using stop data report the percentage of observations with missing variables and the
extent to which the results of the study could be affected.

In Chapter 5, we detail the extent of missing data and evaluate the expected impact of such
missing data on the methodologies that we have proposed. Note that the impact that missing data may
have on the results cannot be fully evaluated until the analyses are actually implemented. We believe,
however, that many problems associated with missing data may be mitigated by simply having a large
volume of data. That is, even if some data are missing, there may be a sufficient amount available for
analysis. We are interested in evaluating overall patterns that may reveal race disparities in stop
outcomes. If missing data are not biased, the data that are available will still be valuable for
investigating such patterns. This is the same position adopted by other researchers facing the problem

of missing data.>
2.3.4 Collection and Auditing of Stop Data

One suggestion for avoiding problems of missing variables is for officers to use computerized
devices to input information about stops.>® Such devices can be programmed so that each electronic
stop form cannot be finalized until all necessary data fields are completed. The problem of missing
observations can be addressed with training. For instance, officers must be properly trained with
regards to when to fill out a stop form.

Several data auditing techniques have been suggested to ensure the accuracy of data collected
One such technique involves the installation of video cameras and comparison of selected tapes with
stop data reported by officers. Another method is cross-checking data with other data sources.” This
can include the comparison of officer-reported stop data to citations reports, arrest reports, or calls to
dispatch. A third technique is supervisory checks, whereby supervisors review the data reported by
officers.® A fourth technique is the use of independent observers to ride along with officers and record
data. However, the cost of observers makes it prohibitive to use this approach in all but a small sample
of stops. Furthermore, because observers are not present on all stops, there is a concern that officers

may change their behavior when observers are present. Where digitized driver’s license photos are

5! McMahon, et al. (2002).

*2 Cordner, et al. (2002); Thomas and Hanson (2004); Spitzer (1999).

%3 Fridell (2004).

% Schafer, et al. (2004).

%% Smith and Alpert (2002); Engel and Calnon (2004); Fridell, et al. (2001).
% Fridell, et al. (2001).
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available, information on driver race captured by officers in the field can be compared to driver’s
license photographs for consistency.”’ Finally, surveys can be used to validate data. Using post-stop
surveys, data can be gathered from the public and compared to officer-collected data. Surveys are a
useful way of detecting systematic differences between officer-reported data and public-reported data.
However, because the public does not have complete information concerning all aspects of police
behavior and because the public may have biases, this method must be usedjudiciously.58

A number of these data auditing techniques have been adopted by the City of Los Angeles to
ensure the accuracy of its stop data. The City has also modified its data collection efforts in order to
enhance the reliability and completeness of its stop data. These stop data audits and collection efforts
are reviewed in detail in Section 5.2.1. This section also provides an assessment of the adequacy of the

stop data for use in the analyses developed in Chapter 6.
2.3.5 Police Training Concerning Biased Policing

PERF suggests that, along with collecting data, agencies conduct training and education
programs to reduce the existing prevalence as well as the impression of biased policing.”® It further
recommends that such training include both community and agency perspectives, in order to create a
dialogue between police and the public. PERF strongly advocates that all police personnel (including
command officers) participate in such training. Discussion about racial profiling by law enforcement
should begin with “the core mission and values of policing.”® Included in this discussion are the
notions of equal protection under the law and freedom from unreasonable search and seizure. Training
programs should present survey data on the perceptions of bias among the public as well as statistical
data concerning the demographics of police stops in a jurisdiction.

The authors of a DOJ Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) study note that officers
across the country generally receive high quality training on use of force.®’ However, they conclude
that more training time should be allocated to those areas that impact the decisions to use force, such as
police ethics, cultural diversity, community-oriented policing, and conflict resolution. They also
recommend that training in ethics and conflict resolution be given with the same frequency as training

in firearms and self-defense.

57 Engel and Calnon (2004).
%8 Schafer, et al. (2004).

% Fridell, et al. (2001).

® See footnote 59 at p. 82.
¢ McMahon, et al. (2002).
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As previously noted in Section 2.3.2.2, California enacted legislation (SB 205, §63) in October
2001 to provide law enforcement officers with more training. This legislation required racial and
cultural diversity training for law enforcement agencies statewide.

The manner in which LAPD officers are trained to gather stop data is detailed in our review of
LAPD stop data in Section 5.2.1. We also recommend in Chapter 6 the development of internal
benchmarking (i.e., peer-to-peer comparisons of stop activity), which will be most useful in the context
of a broader training program that can be used to address any identified disparities in stop outcomes for

individual officers.
2.3.6 Types of Data Analyzed

The appropriate type of analyses for investigating questions of racial bias in policing is
determined, in part, by the type of data available. Data related to police stop activity can be classified
using several criteria: pedestrian versus motor vehicle stops; stop data versus post-stop data;

discretionary versus non-discretionary stops; and stops classified by characteristics of the suspect.
2.3.6.1 Pedestrian v. Motor Vehicle Stop Data

PERF conducted a survey of current data collection efforts and found that most agencies that
collect stop data do so only for traffic stops.? They provide two reasons for this. First, because they
occur more frequently than pedestrian stops in most jurisdictions, traffic stops hold the greatest
potential for analysis due to the relative abundance of data on these types of stops. Second, traffic
stops are more likely than pedestrian stops to be used by officers as pretext stops. To date, the majority
of empirical research on racially biased policing has focused on motor vehicle stops. For Los Angeles,
there is the potential to evaluate both pedestrian and motor vehicle stops. This provides an opportunity
to compare outcomes for stops with distinct attributes. We also are able to develop methodologies that

are appropriate for these different types of data (see Chapter 6).
2.3.6.2 Stop v. Post-Stop Data

For both pedestrian and motor vehicle stops, the potential for racially biased policing arises at
two points during the interaction between a suspect and an officer: 1) at the time a stop is made; and 2)
after the stop occurs. In order to assess the behavior of police at these two points in time, different data
must be analyzed. A comprehensive analysis of stop behavior requires data pertinent to the decision to

stop, such as the officer’s assessment of the race of a suspect when deciding to make a stop, the type of

€ Fridell, et al. (2001).
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violation involved, where the violation occurred, and the time of day. An analysis of post-stop
behavior requires data about events after the stop, such as the officer’s assessment of the race of a
suspect after making a stop and the result of a stop (e.g., searches, citations, and arrests). No
Jurisdiction, to our knowledge, distinguishes the officer perception of race at various points in the stop
encounter. The point at which race can be discerned, however, is an important consideration in
developing quantitative approaches. The Ride-Along Study reported in Chapter 4 discusses these
issues. The impact of differences in the ability to perceive race at various points in the stop are
specifically discussed in the development of our methodologies in Chapter 6.

An important question related to the prevalence of racial profiling is whether profiling is even
possible in many cases. If officers cannot make a determination about race when initiating a stop, then
it is not possible to racially profile when making stops.®® Research has indicated that in some
circumstances it may be difficult for officers to make a determination regarding the race of a suspect
before a stop is made.** For example it may be more difficult to determine the race of drivers or
passengers of motor vchicles than of pedestrians. It may also be more difficult to determine race at
night than during daylight hours. [f officers cannot determine the race of suspects before they decide to
make a stop, then racial profiling at the time of the stop is not possible.

However, once a stop is made and officers have initiated contact with a suspect, officers are far
more likely to be able to make a determination regarding the race of a suspect. Therefore, racially
biased policing is possible in post-stop activity of officers. Insight into the point at which an officer is
capable of determining the race of a suspect provides critical guidance as to the appropriate focus of
empirical inquiries of racial bias. The fewer opportunities officers have of accurately identifying the
race of a suspect at the time a stop is initiated, the less important it is to focus on racial patterns in
overall stop activity. Such a finding would suggest that resources would be more appropriately
deployed to study post-stop activity. In order to investigate this question, Analysis Group developed
and implemented a ride-along study specifically for Los Angeles (see Chapter 5). Results from this
study are generally consistent with previous findings reported in the literature.

In most cases, police agencies that collect stop data also collect data on activities and outcomes

following the stop. However, until very recently, most of the research on racially biased policing has

% This does not necessarily mean that officers can correctly determine the actual race of suspects. It merely means they can
make a determination. The perception of the officer is what is important when evaluating racially biased policing. If an
officer perceives a person to be a minority and exhibits bias against that person because of that perceived race it would still
be considered racial profiling regardless of whether that perception is right or wrong. If the person were not actually a
minority, it would just be erroneous racial profiling,

% Smith and Alpert (2002); Engel and Calnon (2003); Fridell (2004); Withrow (2004).
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dealt only with the analysis of stop data.®* The types of analyses that have been proposed or applied to

post-stop data are discussed in Section 2.3.8.2 below.
2.3.6.3 Discretionary v. Non-Discretionary Stops

The authors of a DOJ-sponsored study assert that one important factor to be considered when
analyzing stop data is the discretion officers have in deciding whether to make a stop.66 Situations with
higher levels of discretion (usually violations of less severity) are more susceptible to biased policing.
One method proposed to distinguish the level of officer discretion in motor vehicle stops is to separate
stops into moving violations and non-moving violations.” For non-moving violations (e.g., broken
tail-light, failing to wear a seatbelt, and expired registration) and even minor moving violations (e.g., a
few miles per hour over the speed limit), officers have more discretion regarding whom to stop than
they do for major moving violations (e.g., excessive speeding, running a red light, and failing to stop at
a stop sign). Because officers have more discretion when choosing whom to stop for non-moving
violations and minor moving violations, stops made for these reasons are believed to be more
susceptible to officer bias. We recommend techniques to exploit these differences in discretion in the

development of our methodologies in Chapter 6.
2.3.6.4 Suspect Characteristics

Generally, discrimination may be related to any characteristic of an individual, not just race.
Similarly, biased policing may also relate to any characteristic of a suspect, such as gender and age.
However to date, most published research in the literature on biased policing has focused on race.
Furthermore, although many police agencies collect data on other demographic characteristics of
persons stopped or searched, including gender and age, there has been very little analysis to evaluate
whether policing is biased with respect to these characteristics. As we note in the development of our
methodologies in Chapter 6, some analyses of disparities in stop outcomes with respect to gender or
age may be informative of biased policing. In other circumstances, these characteristics may be

important control variables.
2.3.7 Standards for Judging Policing Activity to be Racially Biased

Currently, there is no generally accepted methodology or analysis by which to judge whether

policing activity is racially biased. In 2001, PERF concluded that there were no satisfactory “best

% Consequently, most of this literature review only provides information as it relates to stop data. Information regarding
&ost-stop data is provided where available.

Ramirez, et al. (2000).
$7 Smith and Petrocelli (2001).
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practices” in the realm of data interpretation and analysis.®® They also concluded that definitive
conclusions cannot be made regarding racially biased policing based on stop data because it is not
possible to separate the impact of race from all legitimate factors that influence police decisions. In
2002, a DOJ-sponsored publication concluded that there was no consistent set of criteria for
determining the nature and extent of racially biased policing.”®

While these statements still hold true, the literature on racially biased policing has continued to
evolve and move closer toward development of standard approaches to stop and post-stop data
analysis. As discussed below, certain techniques and methods of analysis have become more

commonly discussed and used in the literature.
2.3.8 Types of Analyses

There are two general types of analytical techniques that have been suggested or used in the
literature on racially biased policing: bivariate analysis and multivariate analysis. Bivariate analysis
examines the relationship between two variables, such as race and stop rates. They may include simple
analyses, such as summary statistics and cross-tabulations, or more sophisticated statistical techniques,
such as regression analysis. Bivariate analyses identify and quantify correlations between two
variables but do not necessarily allow definitive conclusions about the relationship between those
variables because they do not control for other factors that may explain the relationship between the
variables of interest.” Therefore, for instance, even if a statistical relationship is found between race
and the frequency of stops, it does not necessarily indicate racially biased policing since the
relationship may be explained by other factors that legitimately influence the rate at which different
racial groups are stopped such as differences in calls for service, crime rates, the level of police
deployment and the like.

In contrast to bivariate analyses, multivariate analyses can control for other relevant factors,
thereby allowing more definitive conclusions regarding the relationship between the key variables of
interest. For example, at least one academic study included the type of violation (moving versus non-
moving violations) in a multivariate analysis to examine whether minorities were stopped more
frequently when officers are able to use greater discretion.”' Because other variables can be accounted
for in multivariate analyses, it is possible to test competing explanations for racial disparities in stops

and post-stop outcomes. More important, if after fully accounting for all legitimate factors, there

¢ Fridell, (2001).

% McMahon, et al. (2002).

70 Batton (2004).

"' Smith and Petrocelli (2001).
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remains an otherwise unexplained relationship between race and stops, it may be appropriate to
conclude that the relationship is evidence of racially biased policing.”? It is important to note that if all
legitimate factors cannot be accounted for in a multivariate analysis, it is not possible to draw a
definitive conclusion regarding whether racially biased policing exists. It is anticipated that we will not
be able to account for all legitimate factors given the data limitations set forth in Chapter 5.

Among the studies reviewed by the DOJ-sponsored publication and other articles, bivariate
analyses of stop data are the most prevalent.”” However, it is encouraging to note that, as the literature

on racially biased policing has evolved, multivariate analyscs have become more common.”
2.3.8.1 Stop Data Analyses

There are three types of analyses that are often conducted with stop data: benchmark/baseline
analyses, geographic disparity analyses, and internal benchmarking. All three types of analysis may be

conducted using either a bivariate or multivariate analytical technique.
2.3.8.1.1 Benchmark/Baseline Analyses

In order to examine whether racially biased policing is prevalent in a jurisdiction, researchers
must create a benchmark or baseline against which to compare stop data.”>’® Researchers use
benchmarking as a way of developing a demographic profile of the people who are at risk of
legitimately being stopped. For traffic stops, the demographic profile describes the driving population
atrisk of being stopped. Similarly, for pedestrian stops, it is the pedestrian population at risk of being
stopped. In either case, researchers must ensure that they are comparing the stop data to an appropriate
benchmark. In other words, they must make sure the “numerator” (stop data) and “denominator”
(benchmark data) are for the same group of individuals.”’

To be useful in fully testing whether there is bias in police behavior, a motor vehicle or
pedestrian benchmark must account for the following four possible explanations of differences in stops

across racial groups that do not point to biased policing:

” Only after accounting for all legitimate law enforcement factors influencing stop activity can a conclusive statement
regarding race and stops be made. If a legitimate factor is not accounted for, it is possible that any relationship attributable
to race and stops may be the result of the omitted factor. For a discussion of legitimate law enforcement factors influencing
stop activity, see Section 2.3.10.

> McMahon, et al. (2002); Knowles and Persico (2001); Rojek, et al. (2004).

™ Petrocelli, et al. (2003); Engel (2004); Smith and Petrocelli (2001); Novak (2004); General Accounting Office (2000).
 Fridell (2004).

7 Functionally, a benchmark and a baseline are the same. They are both methods of approximating the population that is at
risk of being stopped. However, the term baseline has been applied to data that are created specifically for comparison
purposes in a study of racial profiling. The term benchmark is applied to previously collected information about a relevant
?opulation. Smith and Alpert (2002).

7 Fagan (2002).
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e racial groups are not equally represented as residents in a jurisdiction;’®
e racial groups are not equally represented as drivers or pedestrians on jurisdiction roads;”
e racial groups are not equivalent in the nature and extent of their traffic or pedestrian law-
violating behavior;*® and
e racial groups are not equally represented as drivers or pedestrians on roads where stopping
activity by police is high.®'
An ideal benchmark will allow the researcher to distinguish between these four alternatives and racially
biased policing.
Identifying a valid benchmark is one of the fundamental methodological issues in the analysis

of stop data. The feasibility of benchmark analyses and alternative benchmarks that have been used in

prior studies are discussed in Sections 2.3.9 below.
2.3.8.1.2 Geographic Disparity Analyses

Stop data can be examined using different levels of aggregation. For example, analyses can be
performed using the individual stop as the unit of observation, or using aggregate statistics for all stops
in a particular geographic area. Aggregating data by area allows researchers to examine whether there
is excessive overall stop activity in areas where minorities represent a disproportionate number of
drivers or pedestrians. One way to aggregate stop data is to examine stops neighborhood by
neighborhood. For example, one study examined whether minority populations are highly
concentrated in areas of heightened police activity.?? Studies can be conducted to determine whether
the racial representation in the neighborhood or traffic corridor is a statistically and practically
significant determinant of overall stop activity, after accounting for legitimate influences on such
activity.

Once analysis has been conducted on a neighborhood level, a particular neighborhood can be
identified as experiencing either more or less stop activity than should be expected. The technique thus
offers evidence as to which neighborhoods are disproportionately the focus of stop activity. If policing

activities are driven by the characteristics of a neighborhood (e.g., crime, business versus residential

7 Fridell (2004); Engel, et al. (2002).

7 Fridell (2004).

% Fridell (2004); Smith and Alpert (2002); Engel and Calnon (2004).
¥ Fridell (2004).

% Miller (2000).
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areas, and traffic levels), then geographic disparity analyses may be used to identify these

characteristics and provide context to the pattern of stop activity within the jurisdiction.®?
2.3.8.1.3 Internal Benchmarking (Officer-to-Officer Comparisons)

Internal benchmarking involves the comparison of similarly situated officers (i.e., officers on
the same shift, in the same division, and/or on the same assignment). This comparison controls for
most factors that influence who is stopped (e.g., location, time of day, and type of shift) so that
researchers can determine whether individual officers or groups of officers stop more minorities than
their peers.®

Comparison of individual officers to their peers is preferable to comparison of groups to other
groups because it is easier to identify “outliers” (i.e., officers who may practice biased policing). To
use this approach to full effect, agencies must be able to associate stop data with individual officers.
However, even if an agency cannot link data to individual officers, it may still be possible to develop
internal benchmarks using data for groups of officers. Researchers must identify groups that cover
similar populations under similar conditions. This may involve comparing the same shifts in different

precincts. The greater the number of groups compared, the more reliable the results.
2.3.8.2 Post-Stop Data Analyses

There are two types of post-stop data analyses that are discussed in the literature: benchmark

analyses and hit rate analyses.®
2.3.8.2.1 Benchmark Analyses

As with stop data, post-stop data must be compared to a benchmark in order to make
determinations about biased policing. For both pedestrian and motor vehicle stops, the benchmark
should reflect the population at risk of being involved in post-stop activity (e.g., citation, search, and
arrest). This is likely to be a subset of all persons stopped because not everyone stopped is at equal risk
of post-stop actions by officers. Given that there is no accessible method for determining persons at
risk of post-stop actions or whether those risks are equivalent among races, researchers have simply
compared the occurrence of post-stop sanctions among racial groups under the assumption that groups

should be treated equally by the police.®

% Meehan and Ponder (2002).
* Fridell, et al. (2001).
8 Geographic disparity analyses and internal benchmarking can be conducted with post-stop data. However, these were not

discussed in the literature. These analyses for post-stop data are akin to those for stop data.
% Withrow (2004).
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2.3.8.2.2 Hit Rate Analyses

One method for evaluating search data is hit rate analysis (sometimes called an outcomes
test).®” Hit rate analysis is used to evaluate whether the outcomes of searches (e.g., discovery of
contraband) are systematically different for minorities and non-minorities. In a typical hit rate test,
researchers calculate the hit rate (i.e., rate of successful searches) as the number of successful searches
divided by the total number of searches. Lower “hit rates” for evidence-based searches of minorities
may be evidence of racially biased policing if officers are conducting a greater number of searches of
minorities and these searches are unsuccessful.

While hit rate analyses can potentially provide evidence of racial bias in policing, the results of
such analyses do not account for legitimate factors that may influence the decision to conduct a search.
Thus, hit rate analyses are less likely to be conclusive than carefully specified multivariate post-stop
benchmark analyses. As a test for disparate treatment of minorities, hit rate analysis can be either
under-inclusive (i.e., showing no disparate treatment when there is) or over-inclusive (i.e., showing
disparate treatment when there is not). Hit rate analysis may be under-inclusive because it may not
indicate racial profiling if officers racially profile but are correct in inferring that minorities have a
higher likelihood than non-minorities of possessing contraband. On the other hand it may be over-
inclusive when a particular observable characteristic is a valid indicator of criminal activity for some
races but not for others. If officers base their decisions on this characteristic, then racially disparate
outcomes may be observed even in the absence of racial profiling. Given that hit rate analysis may be
either under- or over-inclusive, researchers must be cautious in interpreting the results of this type of

analysis.
2.3.8.3 Analyses of Complaints

One type of analysis that has been used to assess whether or not racially biased policing existed
in federal law enforcement agencies is an analysis of complaints by members of the public. In one
example of this type of analysis, the DOJ surveyed large federal law enforcement agencies and/or
agencies with substantial contact with the general public in order to gather data on public complaints
about the agencies.®® The survey results showed that only six of the 18 surveyed agencies reported
having received misconduct complaints in 2000 and 2001 regarding racial profiling allegations.
Furthermore, there were only 300 complaints resulting from the millions of contacts between federal

law enforcement and the public. Based on these results, the DOJ concluded that there was “no

%7 Ayres (2002); Engel and Calnon (2004).
¥ DOJ (2003).
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systemic racial profiling by the federal law enforcement community.”®® Chapter 5 reviews the
potential usefulness of complaint data in various analyses of LAPD stop data, but only as a potential

control variable, not as an indicator of racial profiling.
2.3.9 Types of Benchmarks

One of the most problematic aspects of stop data analysis is the construction of an accurate
benchmark or baseline.”® The difficulty is in determining the population that is at-risk of being
stopped. This is sometimes called the “denominator problem.” One recent study concluded that
racially biased policing cannot be “proven” because it is currently infeasible to accurately determine
who is eligible to be stopped.’’ This conclusion stemmed from the generally accepted belief that
measures of resident population (i.e., census data) are a poor indicator of the population at risk of being
stopped. One study verified this assertion by cross-checking census data with information gathered
from an observational study.92

Several benchmarks for motor vehicle stops have been discussed in the literature and
implemented in studies of actual stop data.”® These include census data, adjusted census data, data
collected by the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), data gathered from blind enforcement

mechanisms, data from observational studies, crime data, traffic accident data, and survey data.
2.3.9.1 Census Data

The DOJ reviewed a number of reports on racial profiling that were based on motor vehicle
stop data and noted that most used a single comparison group, typically the total resident population as
estimated by U.S. Census data.”® The benefits of using census data as a benchmark are that they are
readily available and relatively low cost.”

But there are significant flaws in using census data as a benchmark. One shortcoming is that
they may undercount minorities in the population.”® A DOJ-sponsored publication reports that there

are concerns that the undercounting of minorities limits the reliability of the racial demographics of any

% See footnote 88 at p. 13.

% Schafer, et al. (2004); Withrow (2004).

%' Schafer (2004).

2 Miller (2002).

% Pedestrian benchmarks/baselines are not presented here because they were not discussed in the literature,
% Fridell (2004).

% Fridell (2004); Withrow (2004).

% Fridell (2004).
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benchmark comparison group, including those based on census data.”’ If minorities are undercounted
in the benchmark data, studies will tend to indicate racial profiling when none exists.

Another inherent flaw with using census data as a benchmark for motor vehicle stops is that
resident population is likely not a good indicator of the driving population at risk of being stopped.
This generally accepted conclusion in the literature on racial bias in policing®® implies that census data
are not a reliable benchmark for motor vehicle stops. Several studies have verified this assertion by
cross-checking census data with information gathered from observational studies. One study
conducted by the Home Office, the government entity that deals with national justice, crime, and
policing issues in the United Kingdom, developed an innovative method for identifying the population
at risk of being stopped.” Home Office researchers mounted video cameras on automobiles and used
observers to record the race of pedestrians and drivers in five areas located in four cities in England.
The data collected by the researchers confirmed that the population of persons who frequented an area
was substantially different from the census of the residential population. In most areas, the pedestrian
and vehicular populations included a greater percentage of minorities than indicated by the census.

Researchers in a study of Sacramento, California also found significant differences in the race
of drivers observed at key intersections when compared to the population, as reported by the census, of

the areas in which the intersections were located.'®

At most intersections, minority drivers were
under-represented by their proportions in the relevant census data.

Results from research conducted in Denver, Colorado showed that less than half of the
motorists stopped by police were residents of that city, which suggests that the use of the census as a
benchmark to compare stops would be imprecise.'"’

Overall, census data are considered an imperfect benchmark for use in evaluating motor vehicle
stop data. They address only one of the alternative hypotheses discussed above in Section 2.3.8.1.1 —
namely that there are more stops of minorities than whites because there are more minorities living in
the jurisdiction than whites. But even this hypothesis may not be fully addressed to the extent that
minorities are undercounted in census data. Because census data do not address differences between

groups in driving quantity, quality, or location, researchers cannot use this method of benchmarking

" McMahon, et al. (2002).

% Fridell (2004); Withrow (2004); Schafer, et al. (2004).
* Miller (2000).

'® Greenwald (2001).

"' Thomas (2002).
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motor vehicle stop data to draw definitive conclusions about racially biased policing in most

jurisdictions.'®

2.3.9.2 Adjusted Census Data'®

Some researchers have attempted to adjust census data to more accurately represent the driving
population. One suggested adjustment is based upon age: only individuals of driving age should be
included in the benchmark. In a further refinement, PERF suggests that researchers establish what
percentages of people in each racial group are between the ages of 15 and 24, and what percentage are
over 25. This may be an important consideration because young drivers are more likely to violate
traffic laws and therefore have a greater likelihood of being stopped. Failing to adjust for this age
effect can lead to faulty conclusions about racial bias when one racial group has a significantly larger
percentage of young drivers.

In order to partially control for the possibility that all racial groups are not equally represented
as drivers, additional adjustments must be made to census data. Using the census data on households
without vehicles, researchers can establish the demographics of drivers in a jurisdiction. However, an
additional adjustment must be made to the households without vehicles in order to transform the data
from households to individuals.

Census data reflect the demographic characteristics of the residents of an area. However drivers
may reside outside the areas in which they drive and thus not be included in a census-based benchmark.
To address this potential mismatch between the driving population and the benchmark, some
researchers recommend differentiating between stops of residents and non-residents. By limiting the
analysis to stops involving residents of a given area, the comparability of the benchmark to the
population of interest may be improved.

Alternatively, some researchers recommend adjusting census data to account for the inflow and
outflow of drivers to and from a jurisdiction.'™ One method is to use commuter demographics from
the U.S. Census.'” Because these data are intended to represent those driving in a jurisdiction during
the day, they may serve as a benchmark for police stops made during the day. There are a number of
major shortcomings to this method however. First, it discards data on stops made at night. Second, it
does not account for non-commuters, such as tourists, students, and persons that live and drive in the

area. Third, it does not necessarily account for the frequency with which people drive. Finally,

"2 Greenwald (2001).

'% Eridell (2001 and 2004).

% Fridell, et al. (2001); Rojek, et al. (2004); Farrell (2003).
'% Fridell (2004).
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commuter demographics from the U.S. Census may not be reliable if they undercount minorities, as
previously noted.'%

One recent study used spatial weighting to adjust census data to account for the influx of
persons into a jurisdiction.'” This study obtained estimates of the racial composition of a city by
assigning weights to each racial subgroup in the city of interest and surrounding cities based on the size
of the cities and the distance from the geographic center of the city of interest. Researchers conducting
this study reported that estimates from spatial weighting improved the estimated roadway usage in
some cases, but not all.

Another study used traffic flow modeling to adjust census data to account for the inflow and
outflow of drivers to an area.'® This method accounted for specific factors such as car ownership,
percentage of commuters, travel time, and state economic and travel data, including employment, retail
trade, food and accommodation sales, and road volume. The study found its estimates to be closer to
observed traffic patterns than either census data or census data modified by distance alone.

Overall, in using adjusted census data as a benchmark for motor vehicle stops, researchers are
attempting to address only three of the four alternative hypotheses discussed in Section 2.3.8.1.1.
Adjusted census data cannot account for the fourth hypothesis — namely whether members of different
racial groups are equally likely to violate traffic laws. Because adjusted census data do not address all
the alternative hypotheses, PERF suggests that they not be used to draw definitive conclusions about

the causal link between officer bias and police stop behavior.
2.3.9.3 DMV Data

Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) data on the race of drivers has been suggested as a
possible benchmark for motor vehicle stops.'® Hypothetically, these data should reflect closely the
demographic characteristics of drivers on the road. As with census data, it may be necessary to adjust
for the inflow and outflow of drivers to and from other areas by using methods similar to those used to
estimate the demographic characteristics of commuters.

A number of problems have been noted with using DMV data as a benchmark for motor vehicle
stops. First, the nationwide trend has been to eliminate the reporting of race on driver’s licenses.'"°

Even when race is recorded, there may be restrictions on the use of this information by researchers.

1% See footnote 96,

' Rojek, et al. (2004).
'% Farrell (2003).

'% Fridell (2004).

"% Fridell (2004).
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Second, DMV data, like census data, fail to account for the possibility that members of different racial
groups may violate traffic laws at different rates.''' Third, DMV data do not account for differences in
driving patterns among racial groups and the inflow and outflow of persons to and from an area.
Fourth, researchers have cited national surveys that indicate substantial differences between minorities
and non-minorities in vehicle ownership rates, use of public transportation, miles driven, and motor
vehicle trip frequency and duration.''? It has also been noted that not everyone with a driver’s license
drives and not everyone who drives has a license.

PERF has asserted that DMV data are a better proxy for the driving population than unadjusted
census data.'"® Even so, this approach is subject to the criticisms noted above and may not allow

researchers to draw definitive conclusions about the presence or absence of racially biased policing.
2.3.9.4 Blind Enforcement Mechanisms'"

This method uses information on the race of those ticketed using mechanisms such as cameras
at traffic lights and air patrol radar to measure the demographic characteristics of traffic violators.
Race is typically determined by linking vehicle identification or driver’s license numbers to
demographic information maintained by the DMV. If stops of minorities are disproportionate to their
representation in the population of those who violate traffic laws, the profile of those being ticketed by
the non-human mechanisms will differ significantly from the profile of those being stopped by officers.

The use of blind enforcement mechanisms can give a very accurate profile of drivers, albeit
within a small area. Data from cameras placed at an intersection can be directly compared with officer
stop data at the same intersection. Under these ideal circumstances, conclusions about racially biased
policing can be drawn about a small sub-area because this benchmark addresses all four alternative
hypotheses.

In order to apply this method broadly, it must be assumed that the limited number of blind
observation sites are similar and in direct proportion to other sites not covered by blind enforcement
mechanisms. For instance, stop data may include stop sign violations in addition to the red light
violations captured by traffic light cameras. Implicit in this approach is the assumption that the
demographic profile of those who run stop signs is similar to those who run red lights.

According to the literature, these assumptions may need to be modified when radar is the

“blind” mechanism used to construct the benchmark. In this case, the stop data analyzed may need to

' Fridell, et al. (2001).

"2 Engel, et al. (2002); Smith and Alpert (2002).

"3 Eridell, et al. (2001).

"' Fridell (2004). Fridell also cites to other literature (p. 138) for background.
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be limited to stops for speeding violations in order to improve comparability with the benchmark. The
benchmark and stop data should also be similar in terms of time of day and type of traffic in the area.
The strength of this method is that the benchmark will typically reflect the people at risk of
being stopped. As a result, all four alternative hypotheses are addressed. Yet this method also has
significant drawbacks. First, benchmarking with “blind observation” data is limited in that it can be
applied only to areas that are similar in demographics and traffic type to the test area. Therefore, the
results most likely cannot be generalized to the jurisdiction level. In addition, for traffic-light cameras,
which photograph license plates, the benchmark group is composed of vehicle owners, not necessarily
drivers. Also, if the DMV cannot provide information on race, the method cannot be implemented.
Some researchers have compared high-discretion and low-discretion traffic stops as a proxy for
blind observation.'”® In low discretion stops, such as those for speeding 20 miles per hour over the
limit, officer bias is less likely to influence stop behavior. In contrast, officer bias can play a large role
in high-discretion stops such as those for failing to signal, following too closely, or not wearing a
seatbelt. When conducting the analysis, researchers need to account for different age demographics
between non-minorities and minorities. There is one major difference between blind observation and
the high/low discretion method. The high/low discretion approach does not account for differences
across racial groups in the tendency to violate traffic laws because the stop data and benchmark data

cover different types of traffic law violations.
2.3.9.5 Observational Studies

Observation benchmarking was the method used in early attempts to study racially biased
policing. Using this method, researchers compared the racial profile of drivers or those who violate
traffic laws in specific areas to the profile of drivers stopped by police in the same vicinity.''®

There are two types of observational techniques: stationary and mobile observation.''” Some
researchers have indicated that the use of stationary observers to determine the race of drivers on
highways is unreliable because of the difficultly of seeing occupants of cars passing at high speeds.''®
As an alternative, researchers have created mobile units that travel along roads observing the

characteristics of drivers.'"® Researchers must decide if they wish to collect data on all drivers or on

'3 See footnote 114,

"' Fridell (2004); Smith and Alpert (2002).
"7 Withrow (2004); Fridell (2004).

"'® Smith, et al. (2003).

"9 Smith, et al. (2003).
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traffic law-violators only.'”® In some cases, the mobile observers traveled at the speed limit to identify
the demographic characteristics of the drivers who passed them (speed limit violators). PERF states
that it is preferable to collect data on violators only, because this approach addresses the hypothesis that
different racial groups violate traffic laws at different rates.'> For ease of observation, most studies
that have used the observation method focused on speeding violations. However, in doing so they limit
the amount of stop data they can use in their comparison. If a study observes violators and not just
drivers, this benchmark addresses the hypothesis that racial groups are not equal in their propensity to
violate traffic laws. If a study observes drivers generally, then this benchmark does not address that
alternative hypothesis.

Before setting out to collect observations, researchers must determine the type of location from
which observations will be made. They can choose between “hot spots,” where frequent traffic
violations occur, and areas that are representative of the jurisdiction as a whole. '*> Researchers must
also decide whether to use a random subset of locations that meet their criteria or to choose the
locations systematically. Other items that must be addressed are the time of day of the observation as
well as the time of year. Researchers must attempt to control for temporal and seasonal irregularities.

Several obstacles may arise when researchers use observational studies to generate a baseline
against which to compare stop data. First, it may be difficult to identify the race of passing
motorists.'” The problems associated with identifying motorists’ race can be exacerbated by factors
such as darkness, speed, tinted windows, and traffic volume. To minimize this problem, some studies
have used only two, or in some cases, three categories of race.'* The disadvantage of this solution is
that information about specific racial groups is lost when aggregating to these broad categories.

Another drawback of this method is that the results cannot be generalized to all types of traffic
violations because researchers are able to conduct their observations only at a small sample of
Jurisdiction roads and are limited to the traffic-law-violating activities they include in the data set (e.g.,
speeding violations only).'?

Field observations are also time consuming, labor intensive, and expensive. As a result, they

typically can be undertaken only at a limited number of locations within a jurisdiction.

'20 Fridell (2004).

2! Eridell (2004).

22 Fridell (2004).

2 Smith and Alpert (2002); Engel and Calnon (2003); Fridell (2004); Withrow (2004).
! Fridell (2004); Engel and Calnon (2004).

'3 Fridell (2004).
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2.3.9.6 Crime Data

Crime data have been suggested as a possible benchmark for investigative motor vehicle
stops.'?® However, crime data have not been shown to provide an appropriate benchmark for non-
investigative traffic stops because the demographic profile of people who violate traffic laws is not
necessarily the same as the profile of people who commit crimes.'?’ Crime data may provide a more
accurate benchmark for pedestrian stops than traffic stops because pedestrian stops are more likely to
be based on reasonable suspicion that a crime has or is about to occur.'® Although promising, there
has been little academic research on the analysis and interpretation of pedestrian stops.'?

One potential weakness of this benchmark is that crime data may not represent the demographic
profile of those who actually commit crimes if they are only collected for crimes to which police
respond and an agency practices racially biased policing in responding to crime.'*® As a possible
solution to this problem, a more reliable benchmark may be arrest data for low-officer-discretion
crimes, because these data are the least likely to be influenced by officer bias. Low-discretion crimes
include arson, aggravated assault, auto theft, burglary, false imprisonment, forgery, hit and run,
possession of a dangerous weapon, robbery, sexual assault, manslaughter, and murder. However, in

order to implement this benchmark, agencies must have information about race in crime data.
2.3.9.7 Traffic Accident Data

In this relatively new approach, researchers compare the profile of drivers stopped by police to
that of motorists involved in traffic accidents.'”' Research suggests that data from non-fatal accidents
are preferable to data from fatal accidents because the profile of motorists involved in fatal accidents
differs from the profile of people who drive, or even from that of people who drive poorly.

There are some concerns about using data from non-fatal accidents as a benchmark. First, not
all agencies record the race of drivers involved in traffic accidents. Second, there is evidence that
different racial groups report accidents at different rates. For example, illegal immigrants may be less
likely to report accidents than others. This will tend to reduce the representation of minorities in the

benchmark relative to their true presence in the population. It has also been argued that police may not

2 Connecticut Division of Criminal Justice (2000); Missouri Attorney General's Office (2000) Greenwald (2004); Thomas
(2002); Spitzer (1999); Petrocelli, et al. (2003); Smith and Petrocelli (2001).

27 Fridell (2004); Petrocelli, et al (2003).

128 Alpert, et al. (2004).

'? Fridell (2004).

130 Eridell (2004).

' Withrow (2004); Fridell (2004).
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respond to accidents in the same manner in all sub-areas of a jurisdiction. Busy officers in high-crime
areas may be less likely to take reports on minor accidents than officers in less busy areas.

One variation on this approach is to limit the benchmark to not-at-fault drivers in traffic
accidents.'” Because accident victims are not chosen based on their race, they are expected to
represent an unbiased sample of the racial makeup of a jurisdiction. Researchers in one such study
concluded that not-at-fault drivers appear to represent a reasonable estimate of the racial composition
of drivers on the road at a sample of high traffic intersections.'>® The researchers recommended
aggregating the data at different levels to facilitate comparison to police stops. This method could
account for the theories that different groups drive and violate traffic laws at different rates, but it has

not yet been thoroughly tested.'**
2.3.9.8 Survey Data

Some researchers have attempted to use surveys of residents in a jurisdiction to develop
benchmarks for stops.'* Researchers use responses about race, age, and driving behavior to develop a
benchmark. One advantage of this method over other benchmarks is that surveys can reach people who
have not been stopped by police, as well as some who have been stopped.'*® Some other
benchmarking methods rely on data collected by police, which cover only motorists who were stopped.
Another advantage is that information may be collected on behaviors related to the risk of being
stopped. Therefore, this type of survey can account for the alternative hypotheses related to driving
behavior.

In general, the major drawback of survey data is the fallibility of respondents.'” Respondents
may forget or purposefully mislead researchers with their responses to surveys. Also, many
respondents may actually not know why they were stopped, especially if their stops did not result in a

citation.
2.3.9.9 Internal Benchmarking (Officer-to-Officer Comparisons)

Another potential method of benchmarking stop data is through officer-to-officer comparisons,

sometimes referred to as internal benchmarking. As discussed previously, internal benchmarking

132 Eridell (2004).

133 Alpert, et al. (2004).

* Fridell (2004).

% Fridell (2004).

18 Engel and Calnon (2004).
"7 Engel and Calnon (2004).
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involves the comparison of the stop activity of similarly situated officers (i.e., officers on the same
shift, in the same area, and/or on the same assignment).m

Although internal benchmarking can address all four of the alternative hypotheses explaining
differences in the number of stops across racial groups, this approach has some notable limitations.
First, unless the officers or groups of officers are perfectly matched to peers in their shift, area,
assignment, etc., there may be some systematic differences when compared to one another that are
unrelated to biased policing. '** Researchers must consider this possibility when analyzing results and
drawing conclusions. Another major limitation of this method is its inability to determine if either all
or none of the individuals/groups used in the comparison are practicing racially biased policing since
both the stop and benchmark data come from the same pool of officer stop data.'* In other words, an
internal analysis assumes that the group of officers against which individual officers are compared does

not itself engage in racially biased policing. If an entire police department or shift is racially biased,

then an outlier analysis may not uncover biased individuals.
2.3.10 Confounding Factors

For data analysis, it is important to fully and accurately account for all factors that determine
whether a stop is made or a search is conducted. If some determinants are not properly accounted for,
disparities in the proportion of stops or searches may be incorrectly attributed to racially biased
policing. This is the fundamental reason that multivariate analysis is preferred to bivariate analysis — it
provides a method to control for confounding factors if data are available and usable. Several factors
have been suggested for inclusion in multivariate analyses:

e suspect characteristics — age, race, sex, demeanor, appearance, behavior, nature of

violation;'!

e officer characteristics — age, race, sex, length of service, training, current assignment;

e encounter characteristics — time of day, day of week, type of vehicle, volume of traffic; and

e jurisdictional characteristics — departmental deployment strategy, legal requirements for

stops, departmental policies on stops, population density, socioeconomic disadvantage.'*?

Many early studies of racially biased policing lacked significant contextual variables such as

location. Capturing location may be important for determining whether officers are more likely to

"33 Pridell, et al. (2001).

%% Fridell (2004).

'“* Walker and Alpert (2004).

*! For more on demeanor and behavior, see Engel (2003), Lundman (1994), and Klinger (1996).
4> McMahon, et al. (2002); Engel, et al. (2002); Quinton, et al. (2000).
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conduct a search in a poor, high crime neighborhood or one that is more affluent with lower crime
rates.'*

In order to address the issue of different stop frequencies across geographic areas, PERF
recommends that analyses be conducted on sub-areas of a jurisdiction.'** When dividing a jurisdiction,
the level of stop activity should be fairly uniform within a given sub-area. This will serve as a control
for the volume of stop activity by police.

The severity of the offense may also be an important variable because of its relation to officer-
discretion.'*® For example, officers have much less discretion in stopping someone for speeding 20
miles per hour over the speed limit than for failing to signal. Including the severity of the offense as an
explanatory variable in a multivariate model is an attempt to control for potential differences across
stops in officers’ ability to exercise discretion and therefore to racially profile. Similarly, when
analyzing the outcomes of searches, it may be important to account for the type of search.'*® Some
searches (e.g., those that are incident to arrest, or result from the towing of a vehicle) may involve less
discretion than others (e.g., investigative searches) and should be distinguished for purposes of
analysis. Most studies have treated all searches in the same manner.

There have been only a small number of multivariate analyses that accounted for officer
demographics. Researchers in Richmond, Virginia found that officer race did not predict disparate
treatment of minorities."”” However, one study found that officer characteristics were significant

predictors in some models.'*®
2.4 Findings of Academic Studies Regarding Racially Biased Policing

There is a small, but growing collection of academic studies that have analyzed stop and post-
stop data for evidence of racially biased policing. The jurisdictions studied include Richmond,
Virginia;I49 Overland Park, Kansas;'so the state of Maryland;lsI the state of Missouri;I52 and London,

England, to name a few.'”® These academic studies have been complemented by a number of studies

"> Schafer, et al. (2004).

"4 Eridell (2004).

5 Batton (2004).

16 Schafer, et al. (2004).

"7 Smith and Petrocelli (2001).

"8 Schafer, et al. (2004).

19 petrocelli, et al. (2003); Smith and Petrocelli (2001).
1% Novak (2004).

'*' Gross and Barnes (2002); Knowles and Persico (2001).
'2 Rojek, et al. (2004).

'3 Miller (2002).
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undertaken or sponsored by police agencies, local governments, and other jurisdictions across the
country. Chapter 4 includes detailed reviews of a number of these jurisdictional studies.

Generally, the academic studies have revealed disparities between the rates at which whites and
minorities are stopped.'>* However, most of these studies involved only simple bivariate analyses.
Because bivariate techniques do not allow researchers to control for factors other than race that may
influence the stop decision, the results of these studies have often been inconclusive. Without
controlling for other confounding factors, it has not been possible to determine whether the observed
disparities in stop rates are likely due to racial bias in policing or other legitimate factors that may
affect law enforcement activity. Increasingly, more sophisticated multivariate techniques are being

'3 While these approaches hold promise for advancing our understanding of

used to analyze stop data.
the role of race in the decisions by police about whom to stop, neither a standard analytic approach nor
a consistent set of findings has emerged from the academic literature. In the absence of a standard
analytical approach, it is difficult to make any comparative conclusions about racial profiling in
different jurisdictions. It can only be noted that studies have found diverse outcomes. One author
reviewed 13 studies and found that six concluded that there was racial discrimination in stop activity,
while the other seven concluded that there may have been other factors that the models did not take
into account that explained disparities in stop rates, thus making the findings inconclusive.'*®

With regard to the analysis of post-stop activity, the results regarding racially biased policing
have also been mixed. Some studies found disparities in post-stop outcomes (e.g., search success rates
or hit rates) across races, while others did not. One paper that reviewed 16 studies found that the hit
rate in traffic, pedestrian, and airport stops was higher for minorities (indicating no disparate treatment
of minorities) in one half of the studies and lower for minorities (which may be a sign of disparate
treatment) in the other half of the studies.'”’ The diversity of conclusions may be due to a number of

factors including differences in the quality of data, the analytical techniques used, the legitimate factors

accounted for in the analyses, and police practices across agencies.
2.5 Conclusion

A number of lessons can gleaned from the research that we have reviewed. First, research on

the stop practices of law enforcement agencies as it pertains to concerns about racially biased policing

'* Engel and Calnon (2004); Petrocelli, et al. (2003); Lundman and Kaufman (2003); Gross and Barnes (2002); Engel
(2004); Novak (2004); Rojek, et al. (2004); Smith and Petrocelli (2001).

143 Engel and Calnon (2004); Petrocelli, et al (2003).

16 Engel, et al. (2002).

7 Engel and Calnon (2004).
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is an evolving science. Increasingly, more sophisticated multivariate techniques are being used to
analyze stop data. While these approaches hold promise for advancing our understanding of the role of
race in decisions by police about whom to stop and what actions to take after a stop, a standard
analytical approach has yet to emerge. Nonetheless, a consensus regarding the attributes of a well-
designed study of stop data has begun to emerge. Most analysts concur that:

e idiosyncratic attributes of each jurisdiction must be considered in a study of stop data;

e legitimate factors that may influence stop activity should be captured as carefully and

completely as possible;

e limitations of the existing data for measuring these factors should be considered in the

development of any methodology;

e disparities that remain even after accounting for quantitative influences on stop activity

should be evaluated in the context of qualitative information pertaining to the stops; and

¢ even the most sophisticated empirical analyses may be inadequate to deliver an

unambiguous answer to the question: “Is there race profiling?”

Thus, although no definitive approach to stop data analysis has yet emerged, the careful thought
and increasingly sophisticated analysis developed in the academic literature points to a number of
promising analytical approaches. If properly implemented, these analyses can serve to highlight areas
in which the existence of racially biased policing seems to be a strong possibility, based on persistent
discrepancies in the treatment of minorities that cannot be explained by either quantitative or
qualitative factors. We have a firm belief that such a serious and thoughtful evaluation of stop data can
provide valuable insights regarding the possible presence of racial bias in law enforcement in Los
Angeles. After laying additional groundwork for understanding the challenges in evaluating stop data
(in Chapters 3, 4 and 5), we will return in Chapter 6 to develop the most promising methodologies for

evaluating stop data in the City of Los Angeles.

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 49



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF OTHER JURISDICTIONS
3.1 Background and Purpose

Numerous local and state law enforcement agencies collect traffic stop data. Some collect the
information pursuant to state mandates, consent decrees, or legal settlements, while others collect the
data voluntarily to determine the pattern of stops initiated by their officers. However, only a small
proportion of these jurisdictions have issued reports analyzing their data.'

This chapter reviews, evaluates, and documents the data collection procedures and data analysis
methodologies of a sample of the jurisdictions that collect and analyze stop data. For the purposes of
this project, Analysis Group was interested in reviewing studies completed in jurisdictions that were in
some respects similar to Los Angeles. So for example, jurisdictions that provided policing services in
urban environments were favored over agencies that were limited to freeways. However, it is difficult
to identify law enforcement agencies and associated jurisdictions that are fully comparable. This is
especially true for Los Angeles because of its size, both geographically and in terms of population, its
racial diversity, and the size and composition of its police department. We focused on other
Jurisdictions in California and those agencies with the most current and sophisticated studies on racial
bias in policing. We also considered jurisdictions that, like Los Angeles, are required by a consent
decree to collect stop data.

Based upon the above considerations, Analysis Group, with assistance from City of Los
Angeles officials, selected the following 13 jurisdictions for review:

e California Highway Patrol (CHP);

e Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department;

e Sacramento (CA) Police Department;

e San Diego (CA) Police Department;

e San Francisco (CA) Police Department;

e San Jose (CA) Police Department;

¢ Charlotte-Mecklenburg (NC) Police Department;

e Columbus (OH) Division of Police;

e Denver (CO) Police Department;

e Houston (TX) Police Department;

'*® For a list of agencies that collect stop data and have published reports analyzing the data, see the website for the Racial
Profiling Data Collection Resource Center at Northeastern University (www racialprofilinganalysis.neu.edu).
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e Miami-Dade (FL) Police Department;

e New York City (NY) Police Department; and

¢ Pittsburgh (PA) Bureau of Police.

In compiling this jurisdictional review, Analysis Group synthesized information from each of
the studies conducted by or for the jurisdiction. We treated each one as a case study. We reviewed
data analysis reports when available, and supplemented information with interviews of the police
representatives and/or researchers who conducted the studies. The sections below review the principal
methodologies and findings of these jurisdictional studies. In addition, City of Los Angeles
representatives discussed stop data collection issues with the 13 jurisdictions. A matrix containing all
data gathered from each jurisdiction is set forth in Appendix C. Data for LAPD, where available, has

also been included in Appendix C.'*
3.2 Principal Methodologies and Findings of the Jurisdictional Studies
3.2.1 Number of Studies Completed

All of the 13 jurisdictions selected for review had collected stop data and 10 had completed an
analysis of the data. Two jurisdictions, the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Pittsburgh
Bureau of Police, had not conducted data analysis or published a public report. The Miami-Dade
Police Department has recently completed data analysis and its public report is anticipated to be
released in the near future.'® In these three cases, Analysis Group interviewed the agencies and/or
researchers in order to gather information about their data collection and analysis efforts.

Several of the jurisdictions, including Sacramento, San Diego, San Jose, and Denver, have
analyzed multiple years of data. In these cases, Analysis Group reviewed the most current year’s

report and questioned the agencies or researchers about that time period.
3.2.2 Authorship of the Studies

In terms of authorship, the jurisdictional studies followed one of four models:
1) Internal studies;

2) External consultant studies;

3) Internal and external joint studies; and

4) External non-consultant studies.

' LAPD is included in the appendices (C and D) for comparison purposes only. It is not included in the summaries or
tables in this chapter.

' While we were provided some information regarding the data and methodologies utilized in Miami-Dade, we were not
able to review their findings or conclusions.
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Internal studies are those conducted by the police agencies themselves. Two studies, those by
the CHP and San Jose Police Department, are considered internal studies. External consultant studies
are those that were commissioned by the police agency or city to be conducted by outside consultants
(i.e., consulting firms, academics, or academic institutions). In six jurisdictions, Sacramento, San
Diego, Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Columbus, Denver, and Miami-Dade, external consultants conducted
the studies. Internal and external joint studies are those that were conducted by police agencies in
conjunction with outside consultants. Houston was the only such joint study. External non-consultant
studies are those conducted by other interested parties, not the jurisdiction or consultants commissioned
by the jurisdiction. There were two such studies — San Francisco and New York. The ACLU
conducted the San Francisco study and the New York State Attorney General’s Office with research

support from a team of academics conducted the New York study.
3.2.3 Date of Studies and Time Periods Analyzed

For the jurisdictions that published studies, publication dates ranged from December 1999
(New York) to April 2004 (Sacramento). The Miami-Dade study is expected to be released in the near
future. Although the studies cover what might seem to be a short period of time, the best practices for
evaluating stop data have evolved quickly. Thus, updated references are critical to track changes in
this emerging field of study. Table 3.1 lists the number of completed studies that were published each
year from 1999 through 2004.'¢'

Table 3.1 Year of Publication

Year Numberof % of
Published Studies Total
1999 1 10%
2000 1 10%
2001 0 0%
2002 3 30%
2003 2 20%
2004 3 30%
Total 10 100%

The earliest data analyzed in the studies were collected in 1998 (New York), and the most
recent data were collected in 2002 and 2003 (Sacramento and Denver). Nine of the 11 jurisdictions for

which information was available included an analysis of data that had been collected for a period of at

'®! The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Pittsburgh Bureau of Police had no studies. The Miami-Dade Police
Department study has not yet been released.
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least 12 months.'®? The analysis with the longest data collection time period was New York, with 15
months. The two studies with less than one year of data included the CHP, with 10 months of data, and
Miami-Dade, with seven months. If stop activity varies by season, then it would be preferable to

evaluate a full year of data. Some of these studies involved the analysis of less than a full year of data.
3.2.4 Size of Jurisdictions

The size of a jurisdiction can be measured several ways. Table 3.2 presents the sizes of the
Jurisdictions as measured by the number of stops by police officers, number of officers, population, and
square miles. These varied significantly. As discussed in detail below, there is no single jurisdiction in
the study that is comparable to Los Angeles in all measures of size. Some jurisdictions are comparable

for certain measures, but not others.

Table 3.2 Size of Jurisdiction

Stops

per Square
Jurisdiction Stops Months Month  Officers Population Miles
California Highway Patrol 2,638,589 10 263,859 6,700 33,500,000 15,234
Houston Police Dept. 540,760 12 45,063 4,000 1,941,240 617
Denver Police Dept. 153,560 12 12,797 1,402 550,000 155
New York Police Dept. 174,919 15 11,661 40,000 8,000,000 321
San Diego Police Dept. 121,013 12 10,084 2,104 1,223,400 342
Miami-Dade Police Dept. 66,109 7 9,444 1,659 1,181,612 1,333
San Jose Police Dept. 89,889 12 7,491 1,400 894,943 176
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Dept. 82,774 12 6,898 1,500 650,000 488
Columbus Division of Police 64,089 12 5,341 1,800 771,000 213
San Francisco Police Dept. 50,419 12 4,202 2,300 776,733 47
Sacramento Police Dept. 34,839 12 2,903 651 441,000 98
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Dept. N/A N/A N/A 9,000 2,692,412 3,154
Pittsburgh Bureau of Police N/A N/A N/A 900 335,000 55
Average 365,178 11.6 34,522 5,647 4,073,642 1,710
Los Angeles Police Department 1,256,186 21 59,818 9,000 3,800,000 468

The number of sworn officers in the studies ranged from 651 in Sacramento to 40,000 in New
York. The average size of the jurisdictions was 5,647 officers including New York, and 2,785 officers
excluding New York. The jurisdictions with the police forces most comparable in size to the LAPD’s
(Which has approximately 9,000 officers) were the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department with
9,000 officers and CHP with 6,700 officers.

'** Time period analyzed excludes the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Pittsburgh Bureau of Police, which
had no studies during the period.
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The New York Police Department served approximately 8 million residents, which is the
largest population in our study except for the CHP. Next in size of population served was the Los
Angeles County Sheriff’s Department with 2.7 million residents. The jurisdictions with the smallest
populations were Pittsburgh with 335,000 and Sacramento with 441,000. The average population of
the jurisdictions studied was 4.1 million including the CHP, and 1.6 million excluding it. The
jurisdictions with the most comparable population to Los Angeles (3.8 million) were the Los Angeles
County Sheriff’s Department (2.7 million) and the Houston Police Department (1.9 million).

The largest service areas were the CHP with 15,234 square miles, the Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department with 3,154 square miles, and Miami-Dade with about 1,333 square miles.'®® The
smallest service areas were San Francisco with 47 square miles, Pittsburgh with 55 square miles, and
Sacramento with 98 square miles. The average service area was about 1,710 square miles including the
CHP, and 583 square miles excluding the CHP. The jurisdictions with the most comparable service
areas to Los Angeles (468 square miles) were Charlotte-Mecklenburg (488 square miles) and San
Diego (342 squarc miles).

Although there may be some lessons learned from reference to the studies conducted in these
Jurisdictions, it is clear that a methodology for evaluating stop activity must be tailored to each unique
jurisdiction. The factors that influence stop activity vary with factors described here — force size,
population, population density, geographic area, and the sheer volume of stop activity. Thus, an
analysis that is appropriate for one of these jurisdictions may not serve the City of Los Angeles well

unless adapted to the unique circumstances of Los Angeles.
3.2.5 Number of Stops

There was a large variation in the number of stops analyzed in the various studies. The
Jurisdiction with the largest number of stops per month was the CHP, with about 263,859. However, as
noted before, this was a statewide highway and freeway study. Houston had the largest number of
stops per month for a city police agency, with 45,063. Sacramento had the smallest number of stops
per month, with about 2,903. The average number of stops per month across the studies was
approximately 34,522 including CHP, and 11,588 excluding CHP. The jurisdiction with the number of
stops per month closest to that of the LAPD (average stops per month were approximately 59,818 from

January 2002 through March 2004) was Houston, with 45,063 stops per month.'%

' For Miami-Dade, the size of the unincorporated county is approximately 2,000 square miles, but one-third of the area is
the Everglades National Park.
'8 A's discussed in Section 5.2.1, LAPD officers made 1,256,186 stops over 21 months.
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The number of stops is not always positively correlated with the measures of size of a
jurisdiction (i.e., number of sworn officers, population, and service area). This may be the result of
differences in the definition of a stop, officer compliance rates in completing stop forms, whether
pedestrian and traffic stops were recorded, and other factors affecting the number of stops, such as
crime rates and trends. The variation in the number of stops across jurisdictions indicates a need for

the development of methodologies that capture the realities of stop activity unique to each jurisdiction.
3.2.6 Definition of a Stop

Definitions of a stop varied across jurisdictions. San Jose, Miami-Dade, Columbus, and Denver
recorded only discretionary stops. All of the other jurisdictions were more inclusive in their definition.
For instance, CHP defined stops as all enforcement actions, including non-enforcement-related
services, such as traffic collisions. The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department included calls for
service. Sacramento, San Diego, Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Houston, New York, and Pittsburgh, appear
to have included all types of stops.'®

As noted in Chapter 2, research in this field suggests that an important factor to be considered
when analyzing stop data is the discretion officers have in deciding whether to make a stop.'%
Situations with higher levels of discretion (usually violations of less severity) are more susceptible to
biased policing. Thus, the studies that collect data only on more discretionary stops or those that
distinguish the types of stops in the analysis are likely to offer more reliable evaluations of racial bias.
As noted in Chapter 6, Analysis Group recommends the City follow the path of those jurisdictions that

have made the distinction between discretionary and non-discretionary stops.
3.2.7 Pedestrian v. Motor Vehicle Stop Data

Five jurisdictions -- the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Charlotte-Mecklenburg,
Columbus, Denver, and Houston, -- collected data on both pedestrian and traffic stops.|67 New York
City collected only pedestrian stop data. Table 3.3 details the number of jurisdictions that collected

stop data for pedestrians, motor vehicles, or both types of stops.'¢®

'® Certain exclusions may exist in some jurisdictions.

'% Ramirez, et al. (2000).

'67 Columbus only collects pedestrian stops related to traffic violations (e.g., jaywalking).
'8 Pittsburgh Bureau of Police is excluded.
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Table 3.3 Type of Stops Recorded

) Number of % of
Type of Stop Jurisdictions Total
Pedestrian Only 1 8%
Traffic Only 7 54%
Both 5 38%
Total 13 100%

Of the five jurisdictions with data on both pedestrian and motor vehicle stops, three conducted
separate analyses of the data by the type of stop. Separate analyses may be appropriate since traffic
stops are more likely to be made in response to a violation of traffic laws and pedestrian stops are more
likely to be investigative stops in response to reasonable suspicion of criminal activity.'® As discussed

in Chapter 6, Analysis Group recommends separate analyses of pedestrian and motor vehicle stops.
3.2.8 Data Collection Methods

The jurisdictional studies used three methods to collect stop data. Officers either filled out
paper stop forms, entered data electronically, or communicated data verbally to dispatchers. The
completion of paper forms was the most frequently used method (eight jurisdictions), followed by
electronic data entry (four jurisdictions), and verbal communications (one jurisdiction). See Appendix
D for a matrix containing all stop data elements collected for each of the 13 jurisdictions. Although
many jurisdictions are moving towards electronic data entry, the study of data gathered on paper stop
forms that are then input into an electronic database is considered to be of sufficient reliability for

analysis, provided that input process is carefully controlled.
3.2.9 Characteristics Analyzed

The majority of the studies recorded and analyzed the race as well as the gender and age of
persons stopped (see Table 3.4). Six of the 11 studies recorded all three characteristics.'”® Three

others recorded gender or age with race.

'®> While, the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department and Pittsburgh Bureau of Police collect both pedestrian and motor
vehicle data, no report or analysis was available for either jurisdiction.

' The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Pittsburgh Bureau of Police are excluded because no report or
analysis was available.
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Table 3.4 Characteristics Analyzed

Characteristics Numberof % of

Analyzed Studies Total

Race Only 2 18%
Race and Gender 2 18%
Race and Age l 9%
Race, Gender, & Age 6 55%
Total 11 100%

The majority of the studies collected data about the characteristics of drivers other than race.
However, these characteristics were not included as the variable of primary interest (i.e., the dependent
variable) in a multivariate analysis of stops or post-stop activity. The Charlotte-Mecklenberg study
used gender and age as control variables in multivariate analyses of race. In the other studies, summary
statistics were presented on gender and age.

We anticipate that gender and age will be important control variables in our study of stops in
the City of Los Angeles. Moreover, as noted in our discussion of the literature in Chapter 2, as well as
in the development of our methodologies in Chapter 6, some analyses of disparities in stop outcomes

with respect to gender or age may be informative in an investigation of potential biased policing.
3.2.10 Known Error Rates in the Stop Data

Five of 10 jurisdictions with completed studies acknowledged error rates in the stop data. Three of the
five studies reported the source of error as low officer compliance in completing data forms. The
source of error in the other two studies related to missing and/or inaccurate data.

Two of five studies that documented error rates discussed the potential implications of these
errors. In San Diego, the study noted that the high officer non-compliance rate severely limited the
confidence that can be placed in any findings and conclusions. In San Francisco, the ACLU study
noted that underreporting of stops by officers led to conservative conclusions regarding the existence of
racially biased policing.

We believe that a clear understanding of the implications of the error rate in stop data is critical
to evaluating limitations of any quantitative findings. Therefore, we have reported our assessment of
the quality of the stop data in Chapter 5 in considerable detail. Like other analysts, we recognize that
the LAPD stop data are not perfect, but find them to be of sufficient quality to recommend their use in
our proposed studies. Moreover, we have provided assessments of the quality of the other data that we

intend to use.
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3.2.11 Auditing of Stop Data

Any meaningful understanding of data quality requires some data auditing. Twelve of the 13
jurisdictions employed some sort of auditing technique for stop data.'”’ Nine audits were conducted by
the police departments (CHP, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, San Jose, Charlotte-
Mecklenburg, Columbus, Denver, Houston, New York, and Pittsburgh), while three were conducted by
the outside researchers (Sacramento, San Diego, and Miami-Dade).

Auditing techniques varied from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. The most frequent method
employed was cross-checking electronic stop data against paper stop forms. This auditing technique
guards against data entry errors but does not help catch errors made on the stop forms. A second
auditing technique was cross-checking stop data against other independent data sources. These sources
include citation records, radio calls (confirming a traffic stop with dispatch), information on citizen
contact cards, and officer daily activity sheets. To check for accuracy, the Miami-Dade County study
compared information on driver race captured by officers in the field to driver’s license photographs.
A third auditing approach involved interviewing police officers and drivers who were stopped and
using the interview information to validate the data recorded on the forms. Another approach that
some jurisdictions employed is called the supervisory review process, in which the stop data
coordinator or supervisor reviewed submitted forms for completeness, accuracy, and the
appropriateness of the stop recorded. Finally, in some jurisdictions, suspicious forms that suggest
irregularities were investigated. The auditing techniques used by the City of Los Angeles (as detailed
in Section 5.2.1) are consistent with or superior to the quality assurance measures adopted in these

other jurisdictions.
3.2.12 Feasibility of Determining Suspect Race

In order to conduct a racially biased stop, officers must be able to assess the race of the person
prior to the stop.'” If officers cannot make a determination about race, regardless of whether they are
correct in their assessment, then it is not possible to profile a person racially when making a stop.

Two studies provided analysis of whether race could be identified by officers. Both concluded
that in a large proportion of cases, officers could not identify race. In Sacramento, researchers

concluded that, after ride-alongs with officers, race could not be identified prior to the stop in most

""! Data auditing techniques were not available for San Francisco.
"2 1dentification of race may include the use of indicators other than skin color, including clothing and vehicle
characteristics.
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cases. In Denver, officers self-reported that they could not identify race prior to a stop in 24 percent of
pedestrian stops and 92 percent of motor vehicle stops.

The results of Analysis Group’s LAPD Ride-Along Study are reported in Chapter 4. LAPD
officers were unable to identify race prior to the decision to make a stop in a significant portion of all
stops, particularly stops of motor vehicles. We believe this finding has important implications for

developing a reliable benchmark for a motor vehicle stop analysis.
3.2.13 Types of Analyses Performed

Two general types of analytical techniques were used in the studies: bivariate and multivariate
analyses. As discussed in the literature review in Chapter 2, bivariate analyses examine the
relationship between two variables, and multivariate analyses examine the relationship between more
than two variables. As a result, a multivariate analysis can control for legitimate factors that explain
stops, thereby allowing for more definitive conclusions regarding the relationship between the key
variables of interest. Both bivariate and multivariate analyses may employ simple methods of analysis,
such as summary statistics, or advanced statistical techniques, such as regression or hypothesis testing
(e.g., t-tests or Chi-square tests). A regression analysis identifies and quantifies a relationship between

variables.
3.2.13.1 Stop Analyses

All of the studies for which information was available (11 jurisdictions) conducted stop
analyses of one sort or another. Three types of stop analyses were conducted in these jurisdictional
studies: benchmark/baseline analyses; geographic disparity studies; and internal benchmarking (i.e.,

officer-to-officer comparisons).
3.2.13.1.1 Benchmark/Baseline Analysis

Table 3.5 presents the types of benchmark/baseline analyses used in the studies. All 11 of the

Jurisdictions with available information conducted a benchmark/baseline analysis for stops.'”

" This includes Miami-Dade, where some information about the analyses in the forthcoming study was available.
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Table 3.5 Types of Stop Benchmark/Baseline

Analyses

Types of Techniques # of % of
Analysis Used Studies | Total
Bivariate Descriptive 11 100%
Advanced 1 9%

. Descriptive 8 73%

Multivariate Advanced ] 9%

However, the type and sophistication of the analyses varied widely across the studies. All 11 studies

included bivariate descriptive analyses, such as cross-tabulations of stops by race. Eight of the 11
included multivariate descriptive analyses, which controlled for other relevant factors. Two studies
included advanced techniques, such as regression analysis, in the benchmark/baseline analysis. One of
these jurisdictions conducted bivariate advanced analyses and the other jurisdiction conducted
multivariate advanced analyses.

Based upon Analysis Group’s review of the evolving law and literature, multivariate analyses,
which control for other relevant factors affecting stop activity, are now widely considered a critical
element to any study of potential race bias in policing. Analysis Group strongly recommends that all

legitimate factors that are identifiable and measurable be included in all analyses.
3.2.13.1.2 Geographic Disparity Analysis

Table 3.6 presents the types of geographic disparity analyses that were used in the studies. Of
the 11 jurisdictions for which Analysis Group has information, seven conducted some type of
geographic disparity analysis. Four jurisdictions employed simple descriptive analyses. Three studies

used more advanced techniques.

Table 3.6 Types of Geographic
Disparity Analyses for Stops

Types of Techniques # of % of
Analysis Used Studies | Total
. Descriptive 6 55%
Bivariate I dvanced 2 18%
N Descriptive 7 64%
Multivariate Advanced 3 27%
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In the jurisdictional studies reviewed, the geographic areas used as the units of comparison were
police precincts or districts (in San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, Columbus, and New York) and
census blocks or tracts (in Sacramento and Charlotte-Mecklenburg). These geographic disparity
studies, particularly the ones using more advanced techniques, were instrumental in providing a fuller

evaluation of potential race bias in stop outcomes.
3.2.13.1.3 Internal Benchmarking (Officer-to-Officer Comparisons)

Only the Sacramento study used internal benchmarking to analyze stop data. The study
compared stop activities between officers. Peer groups were developed based on the race of the officer
that initiated the stop. Although internal benchmarking has not been widely implemented in previous
studies, it is now emerging as one of the more frequently recommended types of analyses for the

reasons discussed in Chapter 2 (see Section 2.3.8.1.3).
3.2.13.2 Post-Stop Analyses

Most of the studies (10 of the 11 jurisdictions for which information was available) conducted
analyses of post-stop activities (i.e., searches and/or arrests). Generally, there were three types of
analyses performed on post-stop data: benchmark analysis; geographic disparity analyses; and hit rate
analyses.

It is clear from these studies that a focus on post-stop activities can provide invaluable insight
into the question of potential race bias. Analysis Group strongly recommends conducting analyses of
post-stop activities. Although many of the jurisdictional studies reviewed employed simple hit rate
analyses or descriptive benchmark and geographic disparity analyses, the use of more sophisticated
approaches that allow for consideration of legitimate reasons for post-stop activities by officers was

also prevalent.
3.2.13.2.1 Benchmark Analysis

Table 3.7 presents the types of post-stop benchmark analyses used in the studies. All 10 of the
Jurisdictions that conducted post-stop analyses used bivariate descriptive analyses, such as cross-
tabulations of searches and/or arrests by race. However, four jurisdictions conducted multivariate
descriptive analyses to control for other relevant factors. Two studies conducted advanced analyses,
such as regression analysis, in the benchmark/baseline analysis. One of them conducted bivariate and

multivariate advanced analyses and the other one conducted multivariate advanced analyses.
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Table 3.7 Types of Post-Stop
Benchmark Analyses

Types of Techniques # of % of
Analysis Used Studies | Total
Bivariate Descriptive 10 91%
Advanced | 9%

. Descriptive 4 36%
Multivariate Advanced 2] 18%

3.2.13.2.2 Geographic Disparity Analysis

Table 3.8 presents the types of geographic disparity analyses that were used for post-stop data.

Of the 11 jurisdictions for which Analysis Group has information, four conducted geographic disparity

analyses for post-stop activity. Two studies employed simple descriptive analyses. The other two

studies used more advanced techniques, one of which conducted a multivariate advanced analysis.

Table 3.8 Types of Geographic
Disparity Analyses for Post-Stops

Types of Techniques # of % of
Analysis Used Studies | Total
Bivariate Descriptive 3 27%
Advanced 2 18%

A Descriptive 3 27%
Multivariate Advanced ] 9%

In the jurisdictional studies that conducted post-stop geographic disparity analyses, the
geographic areas that were used as the units of comparison were police precincts or districts (in San

Diego, Columbus, and New York) and census blocks or tracts (in Charlotte-Mecklenburg).
3.2.13.2.3 Search Hit Rate Analysis

Seven of the 10 studies conducted search hit rate analyses (i.e., outcome tests) to analyze

whether outcomes of a search were systematically different for minorities and non-minorities.
3.2.14 Types of External Benchmarks/Baselines

To provide evidence of systematic racial profiling by law enforcement, the agency stop data

must show that members of a certain race are stopped at a disproportionate rate compared to their
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representation in the appropriate population, after controlling for all legitimate factors. Stop rates are

calculated using the benchmark or baseline as the denominator, and the stop data as the numerator.
As discussed in Chapter 2, there have been many proposed benchmarks/baselines. The most

commonly used benchmark in the 11 jurisdictions for which information was available was census

data.'™

All but one of the 11 reports used census data as one of the benchmarks. Many of the studies
acknowledged the shortcomings and criticisms of census data but still used them in at least some
limited way.

In attempts to address the deficiency of the census data, some studies employed other
benchmarks, including state population estimates, traffic crash data, and crime data. The second most
common benchmark after census data was traffic crash data, which was used, albeit differently, in two
of the three studies. Benchmarks based on traffic data, such as traffic crashes, were used only to
evaluate traffic stops. However, in studies that analyzed both pedestrian and motor vehicle stops,
census data were used as a benchmark for both.

The difficulties acknowledged by the authors of many of the jurisdictional studies in utilizing
census data, together with Analysis Group’s review of the literature, supports Analysis Group’s

conclusion that the inherent flaws associated with using census data as a benchmark outweigh any

possible advantages (see Section 6.4 for further discussion).
3.2.15 Other Factors Analyzed

The value of multivariate analysis of stops or searches is its ability to account for relevant
determinants of the dependent variable (i.e., stops in a stop analysis or searches in a post-stop analysis).
If these factors are not explained or accounted for, disparities in the proportion of stops or searches
may be incorrectly attributed to racially biased policing.

" As previously noted, three studies included advanced multivariate analyses. Some of the main
factors that were used to explain stops included crime, geography, police deployment, calls for service,
public complaints, justifications for stops, and socioeconomic variables. Many of these factors were
used in both stop and post-stop analyses.

It is worth noting that some of the studies involved qualitative evaluations of other factors that
were deemed important to determining stops, even though they were not analyzed quantitatively.
Factors that were mentioned but not utilized in quantitative analyses included suspect background,

crime levels, rate of gang offenses, hit and run accidents, geography, deployment of police officers,

' Census data includes population data from the U.S. Census and the California Department of Finance. CHP used the
latter census data.
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levels of calls for service, levels of public complaints, officer commendations, and whether persons

stopped were probationers or parolees.
3.2.16 Conclusions of the Studies

Most of the studies found that minorities were overrepresented in stops, searches, and arrests
when simply compared to benchmarks such as census data. However, in most cases, the authors of the
studies found that legitimate factors affecting law enforcement activity explained the disparities. While
some of the studies controlled for legitimate factors in quantitative analyses, many relied upon
qualitative analyses of these factors. Of the studies in which quantitative and/or qualitative analyses of
legitimate factors affecting law enforcement did not explain the disparities, a few suggested further

investigation before any conclusions regarding racial bias could be made.
3.2.17 Uses of Studies

Despite the fact that many of the studies did not reach definitive conclusions regarding the
existence of racially biased policing, they were still helpful in promoting communication with the
public and media and developing training programs for officers. The results of nine of the studies were
ultimately presented or will be presented to the public through public meetings. The findings from
eight of the studies led to new training programs for police officers. For example, as a result of the
Sacramento study, the Sacramento Police Department began sending officers to racial tolerance
training sponsored by the Simon Wiesenthal Institute of the Anti-Defamation League and developed in-
house racial tolerance training. Other police departments responded by: training officers to take more
time wjth drivers whom they stop and to better explain the reasons for the stops; incorporating the
findings of the study into training programs; and educating police officers as well as the public
concerning the results of the study. Agencies that are continuing to collect data have added training

programs to reinforce the need to complete stop forms properly.
3.2.18 Suggestions for Further Research

Of the 10 jurisdictions with available reports, four provided suggestions for further research
based on their experiences with collecting and analyzing data. These suggestions included: presenting
analyses and results in a manner that is comprehensible to laypersons; validating data and measuring
officer compliance rates for completing stop collection forms; improving benchmarking techniques;
using more sophisticated techniques to analyze data; comparing results to other jurisdictions across the

country; and collecting additional data in order to help analyze issues of racially biased policing.
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Those data suggested for inclusion were: number of persons in stopped vehicles and their race; more

information regarding post-stop outcomes; and additional years of data.
3.3 Overall Themes Emerging from the Review of Jurisdictional Studies

These jurisdictional studies have been performed over a number of years, with different
Jurisdictional attributes, and utilizing varied analytical approaches. Nonetheless, a number of important
themes are shared across these jurisdictional studies. These common threads will help inform the
development of appropriate methodologies for studying stop data collected by the City of Los Angeles.

First, these jurisdictions generally showed evidence of large racial differences in stop rates or
stop outcomes in the raw data. That is, when the data are presented with simple descriptive statistics,
there is an appearance of a race pattern in stop activity.

Second, the authors and researchers recognized the relevance that legitimate law enforcement
activities might have on those patterns observed in the raw data. Although the level of complexity and
sophistication varied across the studies, in most circumstances, the analysts attempted to account for
these factors quantitatively. Most of the studies made a concerted effort to empirically identify and
account for factors that had influenced stops, searches, and arrests, with the quality and the rigor of
those efforts improving over time. For example, there has been excellent progress in the search for an
appropriate and measurable traffic stop benchmark. Traffic crash data have been used in several
studies and appear to hold some promise as a measurable and appropriate benchmark.

Third, as the quality of the data and rigor of the studies improved, the strength of the
conclusions the analysts were willing to draw improved, as well. The researchers generally recognized
the limitations of the data available to them and the inherent weaknesses in some of the methodologies
adopted, and qualified their conclusions appropriatcly. For examplc, although census data continue to
be relied upon by some analysts, its shortcomings have become well known and recognized. Likewise,
over simplified descriptive statistics, while sometimes presented in order to provide context, are not
generally relied upon for making definitive conclusions.

Fourth, when analysts have faced difficulties in reaching conclusions due to the inability to
quantitatively account for all factors that may influence racial patterns in stop activity, they have turned
to more qualitative factors that may shed light on those patterns. The researchers generally treated the
quantitative analyses as one step in a broader analytical process for understanding any observed racial
patterns in the stop data.

Last, definitive conclusions about the presence or absence of racial profiling have been an

anomaly. Most analysts were unwilling to offer definitive conclusions due to concerns regarding the
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reliability of the data studied or the limitations of the methodologies employed. Nonetheless,
researchers were able to offer valuable insight into the patterns observed in the raw stop data that
would not have been available without the analyses they conducted.

We take several lessons from the work of other researchers in these earlier jurisdictional
studies. We recognize the importance of quantitatively accounting for as many legitimate factors as
possible. Nonetheless, we anticipate that constraints on data may limit the extent to which conclusions
can be reached on the basis of empirical analysis alone. We anticipate qualitative approaches may be
needed to round out any findings. Moreover, while we believe a quantitative analysis will provide
enormous insight into the issue, we do not anticipate such an approach will result in a definitive

conclusion as to whether there is race profiling.
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CHAPTER 4: RIDE-ALONG STUDY

4.1 Introduction

Understanding the relationship between the races of persons stopped by the police and the
population that is available to be stopped is critical to any investigation of racially biased policing. As
discussed in the literature and jurisdictional reviews (see Chapters 2 and 3), significant difficulties exist
in developing a reliable benchmark for motor vehicle stops.

The major difficulty is finding a benchmark that accurately reflects the population at risk of
being stopped. However, a more fundamental question is whether LAPD officers can determine the
race of suspects prior to making stops. Simply put, if officers cannot make a determination about race,
then it is not possible to racially profile when making stops. Some previous research has indicated that
law enforcement officers in other jurisdictions were unable to determine race prior to a stop in a
significant proportion of stops.'” In order to investigate whether the identification of race in Los
Angeles is problematic, Analysis Group conducted surveys during ride-alongs with LAPD officers.

This chapter presents the results of this ride-along study. First, we determine whether LAPD
officers can make a determination about the race of suspects prior to stops.'”® Second, given the unique
opportunity to observe officer behavior prior to, during, and subsequent to stops, Analysis Group

gathered other data that give context to stop and search activity of LAPD officers.
4.2 Ride-Along Survey Background and Methodologies

In order to gather data from ride-alongs with officers, Analysis Group developed and
implemented a survey. This section describes the survey methodology, survey instrument, and

implementation of the survey instrument.
4.2.1 Sampling Plan

In order to obtain a reliable sample, 570 hours were scheduled for observing officers in the
field. Because these hours were broken up into five-hour shifts, a total of 114 ride-alongs were
completed. All of the ride-alongs were conducted with patrol officers, whose responsibilities include
patrolling the City, enforcing traffic laws, investigating crimes, and responding to calls for service.

Traffic officers, whose primary responsibilities are only enforcing traffic laws and dealing with

' See Section 3.2.12. Also see Smith and Alpert (2002); Thomas and Hansen (2004); University of Southern California
School of Policy, Planning, and Development (2004).

"7 1t should be noted that the Ride-Along Study did not concern itself with the correctness of officers’ determination of race
since only officer perception is at issue when it comes to racially biased policing.
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accidents, were not observed because motorcycle officers constitute the majority of traffic officers
making stops (approximately 90 percent) and observers could not ride with them. The exclusion of
traffic officers from the ride-alongs is unlikely to have a significant effect on the principal results of the
ride-alongs — whether officers can identify race. Although traffic officers are more likely than patrol
officers to use more objective means of identifying traffic violators (e.g., radar), they have the same
opportunities to identify the race of violators.'”’

The sampling plan was designed to provide a broadly representative cross-section of LAPD
activities during the period of observation. Creating the sampling plan consisted of two steps. First,
the geographic areas were randomly selected. Since stop data is recorded by police RD, Analysis
Group randomly chose 114 RDs with at least 100 stops in the most recent six-month period for which
FDR stop data were available (July 1, 2003, through December 31, 2003).'”® The restriction on the
number of stops ensured that only areas with a significant number of stops were included in ride-
alongs.'” The minimum number of stops was determined by inspection of the stop data in order to
exclude RDs with only minimal numbers of stops.'®

The second step of the sampling plan was the random assignment of each selected RD to an
observer shift consisting of a day of the week and time of day. In order to evenly disperse the ride-
alongs across the days of the week, an equal number of shifts were assigned to each day. Ride-alongs
were conducted every day of the week in order to account for motor vehicle and pedestrian activity that
may be unique to certain days (e.g., weekends). Since there were 114 ride-alongs and seven days of
the week, five days of the week were assigned 16 shifts and two days were assigned 17 shifts. The two
days with 17 shifts (Tuesday and Saturday) were randomly selected. In order to get an even
representation of day and night ride-alongs, the number of day shifts (7 a.m. to 5 p.m.) was set to equal
the number of night shifts (8 p.m. to | a.m.). Day and night ride-alongs were conducted in order to
account for motor vehicle and pedestrian activity and the ability to determine race, both of which are
likely to differ based on lighting conditions. Since observer shifts were only five hours each, the day
shifts were divided into two groups: morning (7 a.m. to 12 p.m.) and afternoon (12 p.m. to 5 p.m.).

Table 4.1 lists the observer shifts by day of the week and time of day.

"7 1£ traffic officers could not identify race as readily as patrol officers, it would have the effect of lowering our reported
rate at which officers can determine race (presented later in this chapter).

' Of the 1,473 RDs, 1,039 had fewer than 100 stops. A large number of these had only one stop recorded.

""* Even if the racial distribution of those stopped is different from that of the City as a whole, there is no reason to expect
bias in the ability to discern race.

" Of the 1,473 RDs in the stop data, 1,039 had fewer than 100 stops. A large number of these had only one stop recorded.
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Table 4.1 Sampling Plan

Time of Day Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday
Morning 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Afternoon 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4
Night 8 8 8 8 8 8 9 8
Total 16 16 17 16 16 16 17 16

4.2.2 Ride-Along Observers

Nine observers conducted the ride-along surveys. The observers were independent contractors
with Analysis Group. Five of them were women and four were men. Five were white, one was black,
and three were Asian. All of them were either in college or had received a college degree. None of
them had any law enforcement background or affiliation, although two had taken courses in criminal
Justice. Observers were screened prior to participating in this project to ensure their impartiality
regarding the subject of racially biased policing.'®'

Ride-along observers were provided approximately six hours of training. This included training
on the ride-along survey instrument, instructions on completing surveys and electronic data entry,
observational techniques, safety procedures, and administrative issues. The observers were not
provided training regarding FDR forms, law enforcement in general, police procedures outside those
necessary for the ride-alongs, or the law. Ride-along observers were randomly assigned to shifts, after

accounting for their availabilities.
4.2.3 Survey Instrument

Analysis Group developed a survey instrument for the ride-alongs utilizing standard surveying
principles and techniques. These principles and techniques have been used by members of the
Analysis Group team for similar purposes in other jurisdictions.'® The survey consisted of 45
questions and was 10 pages in length. Appendix E provides the survey instrument utilized during ride-
alongs.

The survey instrument was reviewed by the City of Los Angeles, the LAPD, and the Police

Protective League prior to its use. The substance of the survey instrument was not altered as a result of

8 Ride-along observers were questioned regarding whether they had ever been a law enforcement officer, whether any
family members had ever been law enforcement officers, and generally if they could be objective in their role as an
observer,

"8 Jurisdictions include Miami-Dade, Florida (Miami-Dade Police Department) and Savannah, Georgia (Savannah-
Chatham Metropolitan Police Department).
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these reviews. The identity of individual officers remained anonymous in order to encourage officer
cooperation and candid responses.

The survey was designed with two purposes in mind. The first purpose was the primary goal of
the ride-alongs — to determine whether patrol officers and observers could determine the race or gender
of suspects before and during stops. This goal was achieved through survey questions 13, 18, and 22.
These questions were asked directly of the officers during or at the conclusion of a stop. Question 13
asked for the determination of race when the officer first formed suspicion or observed the violation.
Question 18 asked for the determination of race when the officer initiated the stop. Question 22 asked
whether the determination of race changed after the officer made contact with the suspect and, if so,
what was the officer’s ultimate perception.

The second purpose was to gain operational context regarding police stops. This included
information relating to the nature of the stops observed, the areas in which they occurred, the outcomes
of stops, and the demeanor of the officers and persons stopped. This objective was satisfied through

responses (o the remainder of the questions on the survey instrument.
4.2.4 Survey Implementation

For each ride-along, the designated observer reported to the area station that served the
randomly selected RD in which the ride-along was scheduled. The observer was assigned by the
division watch commander to a patrol vehicle covering that RD. Observers were assigned only to
patrol vehicles without cruiser shields (i.e., partitions dividing front and back seats), thus allowing for
greater viewing capabilities.

For all ride-alongs, there were two officers per patrol vehicle. Therefore, the observer remained
in the back seat of the patrol vehicle. However, at each stop, the observer exited the patrol vehicle and
remained behind the open back door of the vehicle in order to observe and listen to police-public
encounters. At all times, observers were required to follow all directions of officers regarding safety,
including position within or outside the patrol vehicle. Furthermore, observers were required to wear a
bulletproof vest during ride-alongs. At the conclusion of each ride-along, observers were dropped off
at the area station.

Observers were instructed to complete a field observation survey each time an officer with

whom they were riding observed a violation or otherwise developed suspicion that a traffic or penal
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code violation may have occurred or was about to occur.'®® If a suspicion did not ultimately lead to a
stop, data were recorded regarding only the suspicion (i.e., observers stopped at survey question 16).

The survey instrument was completed by the observer. Many context questions were
completed by the observer during the suspicion or stop. However, many survey questions also required
the observations of the officer. Therefore, observers recorded the responses of officers at the
completion of the stop so as not to distract the officers and create potentially dangerous situations.
Observers asked and recorded answers only to the questions on the survey instrument.

All ride-alongs were conducted between Saturday, May 19, 2004, and Friday, June 18, 2004.
Eleven ride-alongs had to be rescheduled throughout the ride-along program. Only one of the ride-
alongs required a change in the shift (required a change of day but not time or RD). Ten of the 11 ride-

alongs that had to be rescheduled were made up by another ride-along observer.
4.3 Survey Data and Data Auditing

Upon concluding each ride-along, observers reviewed each completed survey for
comprehensiveness and accuracy and entered the data into an electronic database. Each electronic
database was promptly submitted to Analysis Group. Upon receipt, these data were reviewed and
merged into the master ride-along results database at Analysis Group’s office. Appendix E includes
summary statistics for each survey question (in bold italics).

Data were audited by Analysis Group staff to ensure completeness and accuracy. Several data
auditing techniques were applied to the survey data. First, a random sample of electronic data
submitted by observers was verified against hard copies of the completed surveys. The random sample
comprised 8 percent of all completed surveys. Of the nearly 1,290 fields of data audited, only two
errors were found and subsequently corrected. This represents an error rate of 0.2 percent.

The second data auditing technique was a set of consistency checks within each survey to
ensure that survey responses were accurately recorded. In other words, if some survey questions are
answered a certain way, subsequent survey questions must be answered in a particular way. For
instance, if in survey question 11, the answer was greater than zero for a motor vehicle stop (i.e., there
were passengers in the motor vehicle), then survey questions 24, 25, and 26 must have answers of Yes,
No, or Unknown for the Passenger. An answer of Not Applicable would not be valid in this case

because the answer to survey question |1 indicates that there were passengers. If there were no

' In most cases, it was readily apparent to observers when suspicions were being formed (e.g., by the actions of officers or
communications by or between the officers). If there was any uncertainty about whether a suspicion was being formed ina
particular situation, observers were instructed to ask officers.
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passengers, then survey question 11 should have been marked zero. Consistency checks were
conducted as data was submitted electronically. As the first sets of ride-along results were analyzed,
several inconsistencies were found, including inconsistency between survey question 11 and survey
questions 24 through 26. Following discussions with ride-along observers, all inconsistencies were
corrected and clarifications were made to observers to ensure the accuracy of data.

The third data auditing technique was a comparison of survey results to stop data collected by
officers on the FDR forms. Since the FDR number associated with each stop was recorded on each
survey, Analysis Group was able to verify some information across the two data sources. For all data
fields in common between the FDR and survey instrument (1,464 data ﬁelds),I84 the discrepancy rate
was 9 percent.'® For officers’ perception of race alone, the discrepancy rate was 6 percent.'® Because
it is not clear whether the errors were on the completed surveys, the FDRs or both, no changes were
made to the survey data. A detailed analysis of these discrepancies by officer, observer, and area
revealed no systematic patterns.

Diagnostics were also performed to determine whether there were any unusual patterns in the
data that may be indicative of a problem with the responses by observers or officers. First, ride-along
survey results were analyzed by observer in order to determine whether there were any peculiarities or
errors isolated to particular observers. No unusual responses or patterns were found. Second, officers’

answers were compared with those of observers in order to identify any potential errors by the officers

' Nine data fields from the ride-along survey instrument were compared. These include Questions 2 (pedestrian or motor
vehicle stop), 17 (gender of suspect), 18-22 (race of suspect; see description in footnote 186), 24-26, and three pieces of
information from the top of the survey (Date, Reporting District, and Division). Officer’s perception (not observer’s
perception) was used when available. Time of the stop (also from the top of the survey) was excluded from this comparison
because the answers were estimates and unlikely to perfectly match. Since there were 186 observations recorded as stops
by ride-along observers, there were 1,674 potential fields for comparison (9 fields times 186 stops). However, 210 fields
were not available for comparison (135 fields could not be compared because an FDR was not completed by officers for 15
of the ride-along stops; 27 fields could not be compared because the LAPD could not find FDR booklets containing the stop
forms for three ride-along stops; 37 fields could not be compared because the answer to a survey question was not
comparable to the possible choices for an FDR field (e.g., observers recorded unknown or unable to determine); and 11
fields could not be compared because observers were unable to gather the necessary data (e.g., ride-along shift ended before
the entire survey could be completed). See Appendix F for a diagram of the relationship between ride-along observations
and LAPD FDR data.

'** The discrepancy rate for the data field indicating the RD in which the stop occurred was 25 percent. We reviewed these
RD discrepancies and identified likely reasons for one-half of them. Therefore, the unexplained discrepancy rate for the RD
field was 11 percent. The primary reasons for the discrepancies were transposition errors and confusion over the RD in
which the stop took place (i.e., RD communicated to the observer by the officer was adjacent geographically to the RD
recorded by the officer on the FDR). The discrepancy rate for the RD field was consistent with that found in the LAPD
Motor Vehicle and Pedestrian Stop Data Collection Audit, Fourth Quarter — Fiscal Year 2003/2004.

' Race as recorded by officers on FDRs was compared to officers’ perceptions of race as recorded by observers on the
completed surveys. For race recorded on the surveys, the officers’ final perception of race after contact with the suspect
(Question 18 plus Question 22) was used since it appears that officers are more likely to record their final perception of race
on the FDR (see Section 4.4.7 for comparison of race reported by officers on FDRs and officers’ determination of race as
reported by observers on the survey).
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or observers. No meaningful inconsistencies were found. The most common finding was that officers
were better able than observers to discern race at the time of suspicion or stop. This was expected

because officers are highly trained observers.
4.4 Analysis of Survey Results Related to Motor Vehicle Benchmarking

In this section, we present the major findings of our analysis of the ride-along survey data related to
motor vehicle benchmarking, including the following: ride-along summary statistics; context of
observations; perceptions of suspect race when suspicion was formed; perceptions of suspect race when

officer initiated stop; and perceptions of suspect race after officer contacted the suspect.
4.4.1 Ride-Alongs Summary Statistics

Approximately 570 hours were spent observing patrol officers in the field. As shown in Table
4.2, ride-alongs were conducted in all 18 LAPD patrol areas that constitute the service area of the
LAPD. Further, the dispersion of stops across areas closely mirrored the LAPD stop activity from
January 2002 through March 2004.

Table 4.2 Comparison of Ride-Along Observations to FDR Data by Area

Number of Percent of Number of  Percent of

Patrol Observations Total Stops Total Stops  LAPD Stops* Percent of

Area (Stops + Suspicions) Observations  Observed Observed (All FDR data) LAPD Stops*
1 10 4% 7 4% 81,377 6%
2 25 9% 16 9% 69,754 6%
3 13 5% 6 3% 64,734 5%
4 13 5% 7 4% 43,152 3%
5 2 1% 2 1% 47,359 4%
6 24 9% 18 10% 92,158 7%
7 23 9% 15 8% 86,682 7%
8 25 9% 24 13% 72,234 6%
9 11 4% 7 4% 88,835 7%
10 15 6% 12 6% 63,229 5%
11 8 3% 8 4% 48,736 4%
12 19 7% 11 6% 71,424 6%
13 5 2% 4 2% 53,177 4%
14 34 13% 24 13% 126,322 10%
15 8 3% 8 4% 55,641 4%
16 12 5% 11 6% 66,482 5%
17 4 2% 2 1% 74,972 6%
18 13 5% 4 2% 47,211 4%

Total 264 100% 186 100% 1,253,479 100%

* The total number of stops by LAPD officers from July 2002 through March 2004 was 1,256,186. There were 2,707
stops excluded because either no area was reported or stops were made by specialized units (e.g., detective support,
financial crimes, burglary/auto theft, juvenile, narcotics, and air support) not necessarily connected to one of the 18 areas
or stops made by LAPD outside of the City of Los Angeles. Stops made by specialized units represent unique reporting
situations. Percent of LAPD stops may not total to 100% due to rounding.
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The observations (i.e., suspicions plus stops) were also well distributed across the time of day.
Thirty-six percent were conducted during the morning (7 a.m. to 11:59 a.m.), 24 percent during the
afternoon (12 p.m. to 5 p.m.), and 40 percent at night (8 p.m. to 1 a.m.).'"®” As shown in Table 4.3, the

observations were also evenly dispersed across the days of the week.

Table 4.3 Ride-Along
Observations by Day of Week

Day of Number of Percent of

Week Obscrvations  Observations
Sunday 33 13%
Monday 46 17%
Tuesday 31 12%
Wednesday 31 12%
Thursday 35 13%
Friday 37 14%
Saturday 51 19%
Total 264 100%

4.4.2 Context of Observations

Overall, of the 264 observations, suspected traffic violations accounted for the greatest number
of observations recorded (44 percent). Criminal violations (26 percent), pedestrian violations (11
percent), possible crime victims (8 percent), and “other” complainants (12 percent) made up the
remainder of the observations.'®® Approximately half of the observations involved motor vehicles (45
percent drivers, 2 percent passengers) and approximately half involved pedestrians (53 percent).

In about 40 percent of observations, officers received some type of information about the
vehicle or person that led the officer to become suspicious. In most of these cases, this information
came from a radio call to which the officer was directed to respond. Thus, in a significant number of
observations, officers’ discretionary decisions regarding whom to stop were at least partially guided by
information provided to them by dispatch.

Survey questions 6 through 10 asked officers to describe the area immediately surrounding the
location where suspicion was formed or a stop was made. With respect to the predominant racial
makeup of the areas where observations occurred, the most frequently occurring category was Hispanic

(35 percent), followed by other (25 percent), black (20 percent), white (19 percent), and Asian (1

'*” Nighttime observations include one that occurred a few minutes before 8 p.m. (a ride-along shift got started a few
mlnutes early) and another that occurred a few minutes after | a.m. (a ride- -along shift ran a few minutes late).
% Sum of percentages does not equal 100 percent because of rounding.
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percent). Most observations occurred in residential areas (39 percent), followed closely by
observations in commercial areas (36 percent) and mixed-use areas (24 percent). Officers frequently
identified the areas where observations occurred as high crime locations (46 percent) with high levels
of gang activity (38 percent) and drug activity (49 percent). Only 26 percent of the observations
occurred in areas that officers identified as having low or almost no crime.

As shown in Table 4.2 and Appendix F, the majority of observations ultimately led to stops. Of
the 264 observations that were recorded during the ride-alongs, 186 (70 percent) lead to stops. For
suspicions (i.e., observations that did not lead to stops), most were the result of information about the
vehicle, driver, passenger, or pedestrian provided by dispatch or via conversations with the public (53
of the 78 suspicions or 68 percent). Alternatively, a much smaller percentage of stops were the result

of information provided by dispatch or via conversations with the public (53 of the 186 stops or 28

percent).
4.4.3 Perceptions of Suspect Race when Suspicion was Formed

The survey captured officers’ and observers’ perceptions of the race, gender, clothing, and
distinctive features of suspects when officers first formed suspicion or observed a violation. Later
survey questions captured most of this same information at the point when officers made the decision
to stop a person and after officers made face-to-face contact with a person.

As shown in Table 4.4, at the point when suspicion was initially formed or a violation was
observed, both officers and observers were able to assess the perceived race of pedestrians in

approximately 75 percent of the daytime observations.'®

Table 4.4 Daytime Observations of
Pedestrian Race when Suspicion was Formed

Officers Observers
Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 12 15% 12 15%
Black 22 28% 21 27%
Hispanic 21 27% 23 29%
Asian 2 3% 2 3%
American Indian 0 0% 0 0%
None of the above 0 0% 0 0%
Unable to determine 21 27% 20 26%
Total 78 100% 78 100%

' Daytime is considered to be between the hours of 5:45 a.m. and 8 p-m. Nighttime is considered to be between 8:01 p.m.
and 5:44 a.m. Daytime and nighttime hours are calculated using the average sunrise and sunset times from 5/22/04 and

6/18/04, the first and last dates of the ride-alongs.

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 75



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

Not surprisingly, officers and observers were better at assessing race during the day than at
night. As shown in Table 4.5, in just over one-third of the nighttime cases officers or observers were

unable to determine race of pedestrians when suspicion was first formed.

Table 4.5 Nighttime Observations of
Pedestrian Race when Suspicion was Formed

Officers Observers

Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 3 5% 3 5%
Black 18 31% 17 29%
Hispanic 16 28% 16 28%
Asian 1 2% 1 2%
American Indian 0 0% 0 0%
None of the above 0 0% 0 0%
Unable to determine 20 34% 21 36%
Total 58 100% 58 100%

The ability of officers and observers to identify the race of persons stopped was significantly
lower when the suspect was inside a motor vehicle. As shown in Table 4.6, the percentage of officers
and observers who indicated that they were unable to determine the race of a motorist when suspicion
was formed or a violation was observed was 63 percent and 70 percent, respectively, for daytime

observations.

Table 4.6 Daytime Observations of
Vehicle Occupant Race when Suspicion was Formed

Officers Observers
Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 5 7% 5 7%
Black 13 17% 7 9%
Hispanic 10 13% 11 14%
Asian 0 0% 0 0%
American Indian 0 0% 0 0%
None of the above 0 0% 0 0%
Unable to determine 48 63% 53 70%
Total 76 100% 76 100%

As shown in Table 4.7, the percentage of unknowns increased to 65 percent and 74 percent for officers

and observers, respectively, for nighttime observations.
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Table 4.7 Nighttime Observations of
Vehicle Occupant Race when Suspicion was Formed

Officers Observers

Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 4 9% 3 7%
Black 2 4% 2 4%
Hispanic 9 20% 7 15%
Asian | 2% 0 0%
American Indian 0 0% 0 0%
None of the above 0 0% 0 0%
Unable to determine 30 65% 34 74%
Total 46 100% 46 100%

Finally, neither officers nor observers were able to identify suspects’ clothing or other
distinctive features in most cases when suspicion was formed or a violation was observed. Observers
indicated that they could see what the suspect was wearing in only 26 percent of all observations. The
ability to identify distinctive features, such as tattoos or gang paraphernalia, was even lower: 8 percent
for officers and S percent for observers. Out of the 20 cases in which distinctive features were
identified by officers, 15 involved perceived gang-related tattoos, clothing, or hairstyles (including
shaved heads). Each of these 15 persons was identified as either black or Hispanic by both the officers

and the observers.
4.4.4 Perceptions of Suspect Race when Officer Initiated Stop

The point at which officers initiate a stop is perhaps the most crucial decision-making point
because it represents the point at which they actually intervene in a person’s affairs and detain him or

her. Tables 4.8 and 4.9 present observation data on pedestrian stops during the daytime and nighttime,

respectively.

Table 4.8 Daytime Observations of
Pedestrian Race when Stop was Initiated

Officers Observers

Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 1t 27% 12 29%
Black 10 24% 10 24%
Hispanic 17 41% 16 39%
Asian 1 2% 1 2%
American Indian 1 2% 0 0%
None of the above 0 0% 0 0%
Unable to determine 1 2% 2 5%
Total 41 100% 41 100%
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Table 4.9 Nighttime Observations of
Pedestrian Race when Stop was Initiated

Officers QObservers

Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 3 8% 3 8%
Black 16 43% 14 38%
Hispanic 14 38% 13 35%
Asian ] 3% ! 3%
American Indian 0 0% 0 0%
None of the above 0 0% 0 0%
Unable to determine 3 8% 6 16%
Total 37 100% 37 100%

Overall, these findings indicate that officers are usually able to determine the race of
pedestrians when they make the decision to initiate stops. The results also indicate that officers and
observers were much better at identifying race when a stop was initiated (98 percent of daytime stops
and 92 percent of nighttime stops for officers; 95 percent of daytime stops and 84 percent of nighttime
stops for observers [see Tables 4.8 and 4.9]) than when suspicion was initially formed (73 percent of
daytime stops and 66 percent of nighttime stops for officers; 74 percent of daytime stops and 64
percent of nighttime stops for officers [see Tables 4.4 and 4.5]). In most cases, both officers and
observers were able to assess race when a stop was initiated, particularly during daylight hours.
Further, officers were much better at identifying race than were observers. Observers’ inability to
determine race at the time a stop was initiated was twice that of officers. This perception gap between
officers and observers is not unexpected. Officers are trained observers.

The percentage of stops in which race could not be identified when the stop was initiated was
greater for motor vehicle stops than for pedestrian stops. According to Tables 4.10 and 4.11, officers
were unable to determine race at the time a stop was initiated in 21 percent of daytime vehicle stops
and 32 percent of nighttime vehicle stops. As with pedestrian stops, officers and observers were much
better able to identify race when a motor vehicle stop was initiated (79 percent of daytime stops and 68
percent of nighttime stops for officers; 61 percent of daytime stops and S1 percent of nighttime stops
for observers [see Tables 4.10 and 4.11]) than when suspicion was initially formed (37 percent of
daytime stops and 35 percent of nighttime stops for officers; 30 percent of daytime stops and 26
percent of nighttime stops for officers [see Tables 4.6 and 4.7]). Officers were also much better able to

identify race than were observers.

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 78



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

Table 4.10 Daytime Observations of Motor
Vehicle Occupant Race when Stop was Initiated

Officers Observers
Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 17 25% 14 21%
Black 15 22% 12 18%
Hispanic 16 24% 15 22%
Asian 1 1% 0 0%
American Indian 0 0% 0 0%
None of the above 4 6% 0 0%
Unable to determine 14 21% 26 39%
Total 67 100% 67 100%

Table 4.11 Nighttime Observations of Motor
Vehicle Occupant Race when Stop was Initiated

Officers Observers
Race Number Percent Number Percent
White 9 22% 6 15%
Black 8 20% 5 12%
Hispanic 10 24% 8 20%
Asian 1 2% 2 5%
American Indian 0 0% 0 0%
None of the above 0 0% 0 0%
Unable to determine 13 32% 20 49%
Total 41 100% 41 100%

It is worth noting that there were only three cases (three percent of motor vehicle observations
when stops were initiated) where observers perceived a vehicle occupant to be a racial minority when
officers indicated that the person was white. In each of those cases, the observer perceived the person
to be Hispanic. Given the difficulties with identifying Hispanics in an observational setting, this result
is not surprising.'®

4.4.5 Perceptions of Suspect Race after Officer Contacted the Suspect

Question 22 of the survey queried whether officers’ and observers’ racial perceptions changed
after officers made contact with the suspect. In the case of officers, 2 percent changed their minds
about the perceived race of the suspect once they contacted them, while 14 percent went from unable-
to-determine to a particular race. For observers, 5 percent changed their minds about the perceived

race, while 12 percent went from unable to determine to a particular race. No clear patterns emerged

'% Smith and Alpert (2002), Engel and Calnon (2003), Fridell (2004), and Withrow (2004) discuss the difficulties in
distinguishing Hispanics, Asians, Native Americans, and other racial groups given speed of vehicles under observation,
lighting conditions, traffic conditions, and tinted windows.
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from the data regarding how perceptions changed. In some cases, officers and observers initially
perceived the suspect to be a minority but after contact changed their racial perceptions to white. In

other cases, the opposite was true and racial perceptions changed from white to minority.
4.4.6 Change in Officers’ Perceptions of Suspect Race

Officers’ perception of race is a key variable in the analysis of racially biased policing. If
policing is racially biased, that bias may manifest itself in a number of decisions — such as the decision
to stop, search, or issue a citation — depending upon the perceived race of the suspect at the time the
discretionary decision is made.

Table 4.12 presents a comparison of officers’ perception of race when suspicion was formed
(Question 13 on the ride-along survey) to their perception when the stop was initiated (Question 18 on

the ride-along survey).'*'

Table 4.12 Officer Perception of Race in Questions 13 and 18

Question I8 - Decision to Stop

American None of Can’t

S Race White Black Hispanic  Asian Indian Above Determine  Total
k= White 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
& Black 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 35
<@ Hispanic 0 | 41 0 0 0 0 42
< Asian 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
,E American Indian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fd  None of Above 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
S Can’t Determine | 20 13 16 I 1 4 31 86

Total 40 49 57 4 1 4 31 186

As shown in the diagonal of the table (designated by bold italics), officers’ perception did not
change the majority of the time. In 70 percent of the observations (130 of 186 observations), officers’
perception of suspect race when the suspicion was formed was the same as their perception when the
stop was initiated. However, this includes the cases where officers answered “unable to determine” in
question 13 (86 observations). If these cases are excluded, then we have the percentage of observations
in which officers determined the same race in both questions — 99 percent (99 of 100 observations). An
interesting finding is that officers’ perceptions of race changed in only one case. In that instance, the
race was initially determined to be Hispanic and subsequently changed to black at the time the stop was

initiated.

'*! This and the following four tables present only the ride-along observations for which stops were made (186
observations). Suspicions cannot be included because a stop was not made and Question 18 and 22 were not asked.
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Overall, these findings tell us that that there was a significant degree of uncertainty among
officers regarding the race of suspects when a suspicion was first formed (86 of 186 observations, or 46
percent). But more officers were able to determine race at the time a stop was initiated. However, in
17 percent of the cases (31 observations), officers were still unable to determine race when a stop was
initiated."?

Table 4.13 presents a comparison of officers’ perception of race when the stop was initiated
(Question 18 on the ride-along survey) to their perception when contact was made with the suspect

(Question 22 on the ride-along survey).

Table 4.13 Officer Perception of Race in Questions 18 and 22

Question 22 — Upon Contact with Suspect

American None of Can’t

s Race White  Black _ Hispanic__ Asian Indian Above Determine  Total
i White 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 40
= Black 1 48 0 0 0 0 0 49
2 Hispanic 1 0 55 0 0 I 0 57
2 Asian 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4
Q, American Indian 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 l
<d None of Above 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4
@] Can’t Determine 12 5 8 1 0 0 5 31

Total 54 53 63 S 1 5 5 186

As shown in the diagonal of the table (designated by bold italics), officers’ perception did not
change the majority of the time. In 84 percent of the observations (157 of 186 observations), officers’
perception of suspect race when they initiated the stop was the same as their perception when they
made contact with the person. This includes the cases where officers answered “unable to determine™
for question 18 (31 observations). If these cases are excluded, we see that in 98 percent (152 of 155
observations) of the observations officers perceived the same race in both questions. From survey
questions I8 to 22, officers changed their determination of race in only three observations. One
changed from black to white; another changed from Hispanic to white; and a third went from Hispanic
to none of the above.

Overall, the data gathered during the ride-alongs are instructive because they indicate that an
officer’s initial perception of race, which is currently captured on the FDR, may change or become

known once the officer makes contact with a person. Thus, any post-stop decisions will necessarily

"2 Although officers were able to choose “unable to determine™ as an answer to our race questions, they do not have that
option when completing FDRs. Therefore, if officers are unsure of the race, they must wait to fill out the FDR until their
first determination is made or else make their best guess.
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reflect what race the officer perceives the person to be affer the stop occurs rather than when the officer

first perceives the person’s race, which may occur before the stop itself.
4.4.7 When is Race Determined by Officers?

An important question is raised by the foregoing findings: When is race initially being
determined and recorded by officers on the FDR? The answer to this question has meaningful
implications for the types of analyses that should be performed in a study to determine whether
policing is racially biased. The answer to this question may be gleaned from a comparison of answers
to the race questions on the ride-along surveys (questions 18 and 22) and the race recorded by officers
on the FDRs for these stops. Table 4.14 presents a comparison of officers’ perception of race when a
stop was initiated (survey question 18) and that recorded on the FDR. As shown in the table, the race
recorded in question |8 was in agreement 92 percent of the time with that recorded by officers on the
FDRs (127 of 138 observations).

Table 4.14 ldentification of Race at Question 18 vs. FDRs

American None of

o Race White Black  Hispanic _ Asian Indian Above Total
% White 33 0 3 0 0 0 36
2 Black 0 38 2 0 0 0 40
8 Hispanic 4 | 49 0 0 0 54
§ Asian 0 0 0 3 0 0 3
[« American Indian 0 0 0 0 ) 0 ]
c,'_-, None of Above 0 0 | 0 0 3 4
; Can’t Determine 13 8 8 1 0 0 30

Total (Excluding 37 39 55 3 1 3 138

Can’t Determine)

Table 4.15 presents a comparison of officers’ perception of race after contact was made (survey
question 22) and that recorded on the FDR. The table shows that, the race recorded in question 22 was
in agreement 94 percent of the time with that recorded by officers on the FDRs (154 of 164
observations). Compared to the percent of matches between survey question 18 and the FDR data, we
find that the answers to survey question 22 more closely resemble the suspect race recorded on the
FDRs. This implies that officers may already be recording race based on the totality of the information

gathered from a stop, and not just from their initial perception.
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Table 4.15 Identification of Race at Question 22 vs. FDRs*

— American None of
L_f Race White Black Hispanic Asian Indian Above Total
S White 46 0 3 0 0 0 49
= Black 0 43 2 0 0 0 45
58. Hispanic 2 I 57 0 0 0 60
| Asian 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
Ml American Indian 0 0 0 0] 1 0 1
54 None of Above 1 0 | 0 0 3 5
P4 Can’t Determine 1 3 0 ] 0 0 4
é Total (Excluding 49 44 63 4 1 3 164
Can’t Determines)

* When survey question 22 indicated a change in the officer’s perception of race, the new perception of
race was used as the race of the suspect. Otherwise, determination of race for survey question 18 was used.

There is one other interesting note regarding the determination of race. After all was said and
done - after the suspicion was formed, the stop was initiated, and contact was made with the suspect -
race could still not be determined by officers in 2 percent of observations (4 of 164 observations). In
one of these cases, the officer recorded white despite having indicated “unable to determine” in the
ride-along observer’s survc:y.'s'3 In the other three cases, officers recorded black after having indicated

“unable to determine” in the ride-along survey.
4.5 Analysis of Other Survey Results

In this section, Analysis Group presents other findings of our analysis of the ride-along survey
data not directly related to motor vehicle benchmarking. These findings include predictors of officers’
perceptions of suspect race, outcome of stops, and attitude and demeanor of suspects and officers. Due
to the limited sample size for these findings, these results should be evaluated with caution.
Implementation of the methodologies proposed in Chapter 6 will include an analysis of all stop and

post-stop data and yield more meaningful results.
4.5.1 Predictors of Officers’ Perceptions of Suspect Race

In order to better assess the factors that may have influenced officers’ perceptions of suspect
race when stops were initiated, Analysis Group conducted a multivariate logistic regression analysis.
This statistical technique examines the relationships between the dependent variable (i.c., the variable
of interest), in this case race, and independent variables (i.c., other variables that may assist in

predicting the variable of interest). The dependent variable in the regression model was a

'3 On the FDR, “unable to determine” is not a possible choice for officers. They must choose one option for apparent race
even if they are not sure.
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dichotomized version of survey question 18.i. (officer perception of suspect race). For purposes of the
regression, officers’ perceptions of suspect race were recoded as either white or minority (0 and 1,
respectively).'** Responses to ten questions from the ride-along survey provided the independent
variables in the model. The independent variables included:

e Type of stop (vehicle or pedestrian);

e Whether the officer had received any prior information about the suspect;

e Perceived predominant racial composition of area where stop occurred (white or minority);

e Officer’s gender;

o Officer’s education level;

e Officer’s race (two variables — one for black and one for Hispanic);'*®
e Officer’s years of service;
e Perceived amount of gang activity in the area; and
e Perceived amount of drug activity in the area.

The results from the regression analysis are summarized in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16 Predictors of Officers’

Perceptions of Suspect Race'*®
Variable Coefficient P-value Odds
Motor Vehicle Stop 0.379 0.523 1.461
Prior Information 0.440 0.474 1.553
Minority Area* 1.757 0.004 5.792
Male Gender -0.491 0.402 0.612
Officer Education Level -0.077 0.791 0.926
Hispanic Officer 0.986 0.098  2.681
Black Officer 0.213 0.748 1.237
Officer Yecars of Scrvice 0.019 0.694 1.019
Amount of Gang Activity 0.441 0.283 1.555
Amount of Drug Activity 0.089 0.809  1.093

n = 154; Model Chi-Square = 38.43; Pseudo-R Square = .324
*Statistically significant at the 5% significance level (p < 0.05).

The most useful column for interpreting the outcome of this and other logistic regression
analyses is the odds ratio. Odds ratios greater than 1.00 indicate a positive relationship between the

independent variable and the dependent variable — in this case, whether the suspect was perceived by

'% Race was grouped into two categories, white and minority, because of the small sample size associated with some racial
roups.

%s Both officer race variables were indicators that assumed values of 1 if the officer was of the indicated race (black for the

black officer variable and Hispanic for the Hispanic officer variable) and 0 otherwise.

% Excludes observations with at least one “Unable to Determine.”
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an officer as white or minority. Thus, as the dependent variable changes in value (e.g., increases from
0 to 1 or white to minority), an odds ratio greater than one indicates an increased probability that the
value of the dependent variable will increase as well. For example, in Table 12, the Minority Area
variable was coded as 0 if the area where the stop occurred was perceived as mostly white and 1 if the
area was perceived as predominately minority. The odds ratio for the Minority Area variable is 5.792
which is greater than 1. This means that as the value of this variable changed from 0 to | (or from
white to minority), the odds that the person was perceived as a minority increased by more than a factor
of 5 (more than 500 percent).

The column labeled P-value shows whether an independent variable is statistically significant
(i.e., the relationship observed between the independent variable and the dependent variable is unlikely
to be the result of chance). If the P-value is lower than the significance level, typically five percent
(0.05), then the variable is considered to be statistically significant (i.e., not the result of chance error).
The Minority Area variable was the only variable in the model that was statistically significant (P-value
=0.004 < 0.05). Therefore, perception of suspect race by officers is strongly and positively correlated
with the racial composition of the area where the stop occurred. Not surprisingly, officers were much
more likely to perceive a suspect as a minority if the area where the stop occurred was perceived to
consist predominantly of minorities. In other words, the perceived race of those who are stopped is
driven largely by where stops occur.'®’

The Hispanic Officer variable approached statistical significance (P-value = 0.098) and showed
a positive and fairly strong effect (as indicated by the odds ratio). This may indicate that Hispanic
officers are more likely than offices of other races to be assigned to minority neighborhoods where they
are likely to come in contact with minorities. Further analysis on this issue is needed in order to draw
more definitive conclusions.'®®

Another interesting finding is that the regression analysis did not show a relationship between
perceived levels of gang or drug activity and the perceived race of suspects, holding all other factors
constant. According to these limited data, officers were not more likely to stop minorities in areas with
higher levels of perceived gang and drug activity. The relationship between stops and crime will be

explored in greater detail in subsequent analyses utilizing FDR and other demographic/area data.

%7 Caution should be taken when interpreting these results. Inferences to all stops are not necessarily appropriate given the
differences in how the ride-along data and FDR data were recorded. Analysis of all stop data is needed in order to draw
more definitive conclusions about whether racially biased policing exists.

'% Initial conversations with the City of Los Angeles and LAPD have indicated that Spanish-speaking Hispanic officers are
often assigned to Hispanic neighborhoods in order to eliminate language barriers with the Hispanic population.
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4.5.2 Outcome of Stop

Data on outcomes of stops, including pat-downs, searches, voluntary searches, warnings,
tickets, arrests, use of force by officers, and resistance by suspects, were captured on the ride-along
instrument.'® [t is important to note that multiple outcomes are possible for a single stop.

Tables 4.17a through 4.17d identify by race the number of pat-downs and searches that were
conducted by LAPD officers. They also identify by race the persons who were patted down and
searched as a percent of the number of persons stopped. Table 4.17a provides the results for Drivers;
Table 4.17b provides the results for Passengers; Table 4.17c¢ provides the results for pedestrians; and
Table 4.17d provides the results for motor vehicles. Cases in which observers where unable to
determine whether a search occurred or, if so, whether it was voluntary, were excluded from the
analysis. These data are presented for descriptive purposes only and must be interpreted with caution.
There were not a sufficient number of observations regarding the outcome of a stop to yield any

statistical conclusions about the apparent differences between whites and non-whites.

Table 4.17a Affirmative Observations of Driver
Pat-Downs, Searches, and Voluntary Searches by Race

Pre-Stop Post-Stop Pat- Voluntary
Race Race* Race** Downs Searches Searches
White 26 39 2 2 |
Black 23 27 6 3 2
Hispanic 26 30 8 1 1
Asian 2 3 | 0 No Data
American Indian 0 0 No Data No Data No Data
None of the above 4 5 0 0 No Data
Unable to determine 27 4 2 0 No Data

Table 4.17b Affirmative Observations of Passenger
Pat-Downs, Searches, and Voluntary Searches by Race

Pre-Stop Post-Stop Pat- Voluntary
Race Race* Race** Downs Searches Searches
White 3 4 0 0 No Data
Black 10 11 4 2 2
Hispanic 6 6 2 0 No Data
Asian 1 2 0 0 No Data
American Indian 0 0 No Data No Data No Data
None of the above 0 0 No Data No Data No Data
Unable to determine 5 2 1 0 No Data

' For the purposes of the ride-along surveys, certain terms were defined as follows. Use of force was defined as anything

beyond a firm grip, as well as the use or threatened use of any police weapon. This definition does not necessarily
correspond to the LAPD thresholds for filing a report on the use of force. A search was defined as voluntary if the officer

requested permission from the suspect to conduct a search and permission was granted. This definition does not necessarily
comport with that of a consensual search as defined by the LAPD.
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Table 4.17¢ Affirmative Observations of Pedestrian
Pat-Downs, Searches, and Voluntary Searches by Race

Pre-Stop Post-Stop Pat- Voluntary
Race Race* Race** Downs Searches Searches
White 14 15 5 3 3
Black 26 26 19 9 4
Hispanic 31 33 21 11 7
Asian 2 2 1 1 1
American Indian | 1 1 | 0
None of the above 0 0 No Data No Data No Data
Unable to determine 4 | 0 0 No Data

Table 4.17d Affirmative Observations of Vehicle
Searches and Voluntary Searches by Race of Suspect

Pre-Stop Post-Stop

Race Race* Race** Searches Voluntary Searches
White 26 39 2 2

Black 23 27 6 3

Hispanic 26 30 6 2

Asian 2 3 | No Data
American Indian 0 0 No Data No Data
None of the above 4 5 0 No Data
Unable to determine 27 4 2 1

* Pre-stop race represents officers’ perception of suspect race when a stop was initiated (survey question 18).

** Post-stop race represents officers’ perception of race after contact was made. When survey question 22
indicated a change in the officer’s perception of race, the new perception of race was used as the race of
the suspect. Otherwise, determination of race for survey question 18 was used.

Observations involving verbal or physical resistance by suspects against officers were rare.
Overall, only 11 observations of verbal resistance by suspects were recorded (6 percent of all ride-
along observations). Physical resistance was limited to just four cases (2 percent of all ride-along
observations), as was use of force by officers.

Observations involving use of force by officers were limited to just four cases (two percent of
all ride-along observations). Details on these observations are presented in Table 4.18. For the first
observation below, officers had to physically restrain and handcuff a verbally-resistant suspect who had
set her apartment on fire and was trying to kill herself. The use of force involved the restraint of the
suspect and the subsequent handcuffing. In the second instance, the suspect appeared to have
overdosed on drugs. The person was uncooperative and tried to run away from officers. The use of
force involved grabbing the suspect so they could not flee and the subsequent handcuffing. For the
third observation, the suspect, who was found to be on probation, was in a dark alley and appeared to
hide drugs when approached by officers. The use of force involved the handcuffing of the suspect. In

the last observation, stabbing suspects were agitated when stopped by officers. They exhibited both
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verbal and physical resistance against officers. The use of force occurred during the handcuffing since

the suspects refused to be handcuffed.

Table 4.18 Observations in which Force was Used by Officers

Suspect Negatively
Race Verbal Physical Impacted Initial
Suspect  Officer Resistance Resistance Arrested Demeanor of Officer
1 Black White Yes No Yes No
2 Asian Black No Yes No No
3 Black White No No No No
4 Hispanic  White Yes Yes No No

Table 4.19 presents the post-stop activities by race.

Table 4.19 Stop Dispositions by Race of Suspect

Race Stops Warnings Tickets Arrests
White 40 5 25 3
Black* 49 i3 13 17
Hispanic* 57 14 26 13
Asian 4 1 1 1
American Indian 1 1 0 0
None of the above 4 1 3 0
Unable to determine 31 1 26 2

* There were three observations with unknown dispositions: 1 for Warnings
(Hispanic suspect); 1 for Tickets (black suspect); and | for Arrests (black suspect).

Although the ride-along data here are limited, these general findings — that minorities tend to
experience higher warning and arrest rates and lower citation rates than whites — are consistent with the
results of studies of post-stop outcomes in other jurisdictions.?® More analysis of these disparities is
needed using FDR data and additional variables in a multivariate model.

It is interesting to note that these disparities existed even during the ride-alongs, when one
would think that officers would be most conscientious about avoiding behavior that might be viewed as
racially biased. Therefore, assuming that there is no subconscious bias by officers, the ride-along

results may suggest that reasons other than race led to these disparities, at least in part.
4.5.3 Attitude and Demeanor of Officers and Suspects

Questions 28 through 41 of the survey instrument dealt with the attitudes and demeanor of

suspects and officers. Observers were asked to assess officer and suspect demeanor at three points

% See Smith and Petrocelli (2001). Some of the jurisdictional studies reviewed in Chapter 3 also find higher arrest rates for
minorities. See Ohio State University (2003) [Columbus], Schlosberg (2002) [San Francisco], Spitzer (1999) [New York],
and Sam Houston State University (2003) [Houston].
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during a stop: initial contact, during the stop, and at the conclusion of the stop. In addition, officers
were asked to gauge the overall attitude and cooperation of the suspect.

In all but two stops where observations could be made (1percent), observers judged officers’
demeanor as either positive or neutral at the outset of the stop. They assessed suspect demeanor to be
neutral or positive at the beginning of most stops as well but assigned a higher rate of negative
demeanor to suspects than to officers. In 14 stops (8 percent), observers rated a suspect’s initial
demeanor as negative (e.g., rude, non-compliant, or confrontational). Observers also found that
suspects were more likely than officers to change their demeanor during the encounter. Eight officers
(4 percent) were observed to change their demeanor in some way during the encounter, while the
demeanor of 16 suspects (9 percent) was altered.

When officers changed their demeanor, they most often changed from a neutral or negative
demeanor to a positive demeanor (50 percent). One-quarter of officers who showed a change, though,
went from a neutral or positive demeanor to a negative demeanor. When officers changed their
demeanor, however, the officer’s change was in response to perceived lies, non-compliance, or verbal
or physical resistance by the suspect.

Change in suspect demeanor was more often in the positive direction and often in response to
the demeanor of the officer. When suspects changed their demeanor in the negative direction, it was
usually because they were upset with some action taken by the officer (e.g., giving them a ticket,
towing their cars).

Officer demeanor at the conclusion of the stops was assessed positively or neutrally by the
observers in all cases. The final demeanor of suspects was similarly judged to be positive or neutral in
most cases, with seven suspects (4 percent) viewed as having a negative demeanor when the encounter

ended. Details on these observations are set forth in Table 4.20.
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Table 4,20 Observations in which Suspects had a Negative Final Demeanor

Officer Negatively
Suspect’s Demeanor Race Impact Initial Use of
Initial Final Suspect Officer Demeanor of Suspect? Force?
I Negative  Negative Hispanic White No No
2 Negative  Negative White White No No
3 Negative  Negative White Hispanic No No
4  Neutral Negative White Hispanic No No
5 Negative  Negative Black None of Above No No
6 Negative  Negative Hispanic White No No
7 Negative  Negative White Hispanic No No

Searches Outcome

Pat-Down _ Search  Voluntary Warning  Ticket Arrested

1 No No n/a No No No

2 Yes Yes Yes No No Yes

3 Yes Yes Unknown No Yes Yes

4 No No n/a No Yes No

5 Yes Yes Yes No No Yes

6 No No n/a No Yes No

7 No No n/a No Yes No

In each of the cases in which the suspect had a negative final demeanor, the initial demeanor of
the suspect was already negative. Furthermore, the observers noted that officers did not negatively
impact the demeanor of these suspects.

In fact, of all the encounters observed during the ride-alongs, there was only one instance in
which it appeared that the officer negatively impacted the demeanor of the suspect. In that case, the
observer noted that the officer was initially rude and not paying attention to what a gang suspect had to
say. However, the officer’s demeanor changed to positive after he saw that the suspect was very
cooperative. In the end, the suspect’s demeanor was observed to be neutral.

When asked to gauge overall suspect cooperation, officers judged them to be very cooperative
or cooperative in 83 percent of the stops observed. Officers assessed 5 percent as uncooperative.
Officers also believed that 5 percent of suspects were disrespectful, while most (76 percent) were

judged to be respectful.
4.5.4 Officer Demographics

Eighty-three percent of the 186 officers who initiated stops were male; 17 percent were female.
The average length of LAPD service among the sample officers was 7.5 years. All officers had at least
a high school diploma. In addition, 45 percent had an associate’s degree; 33 percent had a bachelor’s

degree, and one officer had a graduate degree. Forty-four percent of officers were white, 13 percent

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 90



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

were black, 35 percent were Hispanic, five percent were Asian, and three percent were self-identified

as some other race or a combination of races.
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CHAPTER 5: REVIEW OF DATA

5.1 Introduction

The methodologies that are appropriate for analyzing pedestrian and motor vehicle stops in any
Jurisdiction are determined, in part, by the type and quality of data that are available for use in the
analyses efforts. In this chapter, Analysis Group identifies potentially relevant data and briefly
discusses their prospective usefulness in the analysis of pedestrian and motor vehicle stop data in the
City of Los Angeles. For data that are available, we discuss how they were collected, their format, the
number of observations, time periods for which they are available, and any inherent limitations that
have been identified.” While unavailable or unusable data cannot be incorporated in quantitative
analyses, they may provide qualitative information for evaluating any disparities in the empirical
studies.

Analysis Group also offers recommendations for improving the availability and reliability of
data that may be collected in the future. We have not attempted to quantify the resources associated
with implementing these recommendations. The City of Los Angeles must consider these resources in
relation to the potential benefits when determining whether to implement these recommendations.

There are two categories of data that are potentially relevant for analyzing pedestrian and motor
vehicle stops in the City of Los Angeles:

e data on law enforcement; and

e demographic, economic, and socioeconomic data.
5.2 Law Enforcement Data

Law enforcement data consist of information on the LAPD, its officers, their policing activities,
and crime in the City of Los Angeles. Most of these data are gathered and maintained by the LAPD.

All data are collected as a normal part of police work.

! We present all data limitations identified thus far. However, further limitations may be discovered during the
implementation of the proposed methodologies for analyzing stop data contemplated in Chapter 6. If further limitations are
found, they will be discussed in the report that presents the results of the data analysis.
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5.2.1 Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stops

Stop data are the data of primary interest in analyses of racially biased policing. LAPD officers
collect stop data by completing FDRs when they conduct pedestrian and motor vehicle stops.’® Data
collected by officers include:

o officer identification number;

e the area to which the officer is assigned,;

e date and time of the stop;

e RD where the stop occurred;

e type of stop (i.e., pedestrian, driver, or passenger);

e driver’s or pedestrian’s apparent descent, age, and gender;

e reason for the stop;

e whether the driver was required to exit the vehicle;

e whether a pat-down search was conducted;

¢ post-stop action taken (e.g., pat-down, search, citation, warning, and arrest);

e whether a search was consensual;

e authority for a search;

e what was searched;

» what was discovered during a search;

e action taken by the officer;

e citation number, if a citation was issued; and

e booking number, if an arrest was made.

While the collection of stop data began in November 2001, the City of Los Angeles initially
encountered problems scanning paper FDR forms that rendered the electronic stop database
incomplete. It was not until July 2002 that these scanning problems were fully resolved. Therefore,

complete stop data are available only for the period beginning July 2002.2*

2 When the LAPD began collecting stop data, the officers completed paper FDR forms, which were then optically scanned
to create an electronic database. In 2004, patrol and traffic officers began completing electronic FDRs on handheld devices,
thus reducing the need for scanning of paper FDR forms. Currently, paper forms are only used by officers who make
infrequent stops, do not have a handheld electronic device, or have a handheld electronic device that becomes inoperable.
See Chapter 7 for a summary of exemptions for pedestrian and motor vehicle stops.

3 Office of the Chief of Police, Los Angeles Police Department, Special Order No. 35, October 19, 2001,

¥ Los Angeles Police Department, “LAPD Motor Vehicle and Pedestrian Stop Data Collection Audit, Fourth Quarter —
Fiscal Year 2003/2004,” p. 5.
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Furthermore, as a result of changes to the data collection process that were implemented in July
2003, there are some differences in data collected before and after this date. In July 2003, the FDR was
revised in order to streamline the process of recording data and to assist officers in ensuring the
accuracy of the data.’”® Copies of the original and current FDR form can be found in Appendix A.
Changes to the FDR included: %

e clarifying the “type of stop” to emphasize the separation of pedestrians and passengers from
drivers;

e revising the “apparent descent” categories to establish consistency across all LAPD data
systems (i.e., “Chinese,” “Filipino,” and “Japanese™ categories were consolidated into a
single new category labeled “Asian” and “Korean” was moved from the “Other” category to
“Asian”);

e revising “age” to reflect age ranges rather than an exact age;

e adding a new question asking whether the driver was asked to exit the vehicle (in addition
to the existing question asking whether the driver exited the vehicle);

e changing the “initial reason for stop” to allow only one answer;

e separating moving vehicle code violations from pedestrian violations under “initial reason
for stop;”

e clarifying procedures for recording a pat-down/frisk versus searches incident to a pat-
down/frisk;

¢ clarifying the language on “warrantless searches;”

e requiring that all applicable “search authorities” be marked;

» changing the choices for “what was searched;”

e changing the choices for “what was discovered/seized;”

e requiring that a booking number be entered when arrest is marked for “action taken;”

* adding release from custody as a choice under “action taken;”?%” and

e changing the layout of the FDR.

The effect of these changes to the FDR on data analysis is uncertain at this time. For this

reason, Analysis Group suggests that the data analysis methodologies set forth in Chapter 6 be limited

to the post-July 2003 time period. In order to assemble one full year of data, Analysis Group has

2 See footnote 204.

f:: Los Angeles Police Department, Planning and Research Division, “Field Data Report,” (presentation to officers).

~" Release from custody can take place if it is determined that an arrestee did not commit a crime or is released on his/her
own recognizance after a low-grade misdemeanor arrest.
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requested additional data through June 2004. The City is currently in the process of fulfilling that
request. 2

The current stop database provided to Analysis Group contains information on 1,256,186 stops
conducted from July 1, 2002, through March 31, 2004.>%® Of these stops, 25 percent were pedestrian
stops and 75 percent were motor vehicle stops.

In order to determine the reliability of the stop data, Analysis Group reviewed several
previously conducted audits of the data. Among other things, these audits evaluated:

e whether FDRs were completed when required;

o if the required information on each FDR was complete; and

o if the data were accurate.

The LAPD has conducted two internal audits of the FDR stop data.>'® These audits were
completed for fiscal years 2002/2003 and 2003/2004. In order to evaluate whether FDRs were
completed when required, a sample of FDRs was compared with daily field activity reports, which
document significant activities during officers’ shifts. According to the audits, the officer compliance
rate for completing FDRs when required was 88 percent for fiscal year 2002/2003 and 94 percent for
fiscal year 2003/2004.2'" To assess the completeness of data, FDRs were reviewed to see if all required
information was filled in by officers. The audits found the completeness rate of FDRs to be 84 percent
for fiscal year 2002/2003 and 85 percent for fiscal year 2003/2004. To evaluate the accuracy of the
stop data, information entered into FDRs was compared to supporting documentation, including daily
field activity reports, to determine if they were consistent.2'? According to the LAPD audits, the
accuracy rate of FDRs was 78 percent for fiscal year 2002/2003 and 86 percent for fiscal year
2003/2004. This included an RD error rate of six percent for fiscal year 2002/2003 and 23 percent for
fiscal year 2003/2004.

The LAPD stop data system provides an additional evaluation of the completeness of FDRs via
an internal logic check. This automated check identifies fields that must be filled in for all stops or as a

result of other information recorded (e.g., if the data indicate that a search was conducted, then an

% Except where noted, summary statistics reported in this chapter do not incorporate data through June 2004. We do not
believe that the additional data through June 2004 will materially change these statistics. Summary statistics for the time
?ogriod ultimately analyzed will be presented in the report detailing our findings.

At the time data were provided to Analysis Group, March 31, 2004 was the last date for which stop data were available.
19 Los Angeles Police Department, “LAPD Motor Vehicle and Pedestrian Stop Data Collection Audit, Fourth Quarter —
Fiscal Year 2002/2003” and “LAPD Motor Vehicle and Pedestrian Stop Data Collection Audit, Fourth Quarter — Fiscal
Year 2003/2004."
2! Some of the increases in completion and accuracy rates in later years may be the result of changes in the data collection
grzocess, including the FDRs, as well as additional training of officers.

Excludes inconsistencies in age, gender, and descent categories since these capture officers’ perceptions.
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officer must also indicate what was searched). In the stop database provided to Analysis Group, the
LAPD internal logic checks found that 0.1 percent of the stops in the stop database were missing at
least one piece of information that should have been recorded.?'

In addition to internal audits by the LAPD, the stop data have also been audited by the
Independent Monitor, who is responsible for ensuring that reforms set forth in the consent decree
between the City of Los Angeles and DOJ, including the collection of stop data, are implemented in an
effective and timely manner. Based on a comparison of a sample of FDRs to daily field activity reports
from April to June 2004, the Independent Monitor found that the officer compliance rate for
completing FDRs when required was 96 percent and the accuracy/completion rate was 97 percent.

In addition to reviewing the aforementioned audits by the LAPD and Independent Monitor,
Analysis Group audited the stop data provided by the City in order to determine whether the data
would be suitable for conducting data analysis. Analysis Group’s auditing procedures consisted of
identifying stops for which critical information was missing, such as suspect race, RD where a stop was
made, and whether a stop was a pedestrian or motor vehicle stop. Our audit found that approximately 2
percent of the stops (25,415 records) had an invalid RD,?'* 0.007 percent (83 records) did not have
information for the driver’s or pedestrian’s apparent race, and 0.002 percent (26 records) could not be
identified as either pedestrian or motor vehicle stops.

To the extent that a specific data element is needed for a particular analysis, records missing
these data must be excluded from the analysis. Missing data can reduce the power of statistical tests by
reducing the number of observations available for analysis. But given the large number of observation
in the stop database, Analysis Group does not anticipate that the reduction in sample size due to
missing stop data will significantly affect the results of the proposed methodologies set forth in Chapter
6. Problems affecting the accuracy of data have the potential to pose more serious problems,
particularly if errors are correlated with another variable of interest. The only complete remedy for
inaccurate data is to ensure that they are properly collected in the future. Based on the fact that the
accuracy rate has been relatively high and increasing over time, we believe that the stop data will be
reasonably reliable for the purposes of implementing our proposed methodologies. It will be important

when evaluating results to judge the strength of the findings in relation to the error rates in the stop data

2" These records were identified as “invalid” in the stop database.
'* We define an invalid RD as one that does not exist. As noted in footnote 185, there are several potential explanations for
these errors (e.g., transposition errors and confusion over the RD in which the stop took place).
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Analysis Group has developed several recommendations regarding the FDR form and stop data
collection protocol used by the LAPD. Given the importance of the stop data in assessing the issue of

racially biased policing, we have devoted Chapter 7 to presenting these recommendations.
5.2.2 Crime

The crime data include crimes reported to the LAPD. Officers collect these data by completing
crime reports when a crime is reported. Crime data are a direct measure of the amount of crime in an
area. Crime data may be used as a control variable in various analyses. In addition, the race of
criminal suspects may serve as a benchmark for pedestrian stops (see Chapter 6 for further
discussion).?'”

The crime database contains information about each reported crime, including:

e date and time;

e RD in which the crime occurred;

e type, class, and reporting category of the crime;

e whether shots were fired;

e whether an altercation took place;

e any unusual occurrences; and

e information about the involved parties, including their role in the incident (e.g., suspect,

arrestee, victim, witness, and reporting party), race, age, gender, and zip code of their
residence.

The crime data received by Analysis Group covers the period from January 1, 2002 through
March 31, 2004. The database contains 694,639 crimes involving 1,460,211 parties (e.g., suspect,
victim, and witness), 366,026 of which are suspects.2I6 There are often multiple parties, including
suspects, for a crime because each party is recorded as a separate record in the database.

In the crime database, 5,686 crimes (approximately | percent of all crimes) list an invalid RD
and are therefore unusable.?'” The remaining 99 percent of crimes may be used to develop a measure

of criminal activity. However, not all crimes with a valid RD can be used to develop a benchmark for

25 The race of criminal suspects is sometimes provided in more detail than the race provided in the stop data (e.g., country
of origin or nationality are listed instead of race). Therefore, in order to make the race categories comparable for these two
data sets, the racial categories for criminal suspects will be aggregated into the racial categories used in the stop data (i.e.,
white, Hispanic, black, Asian, and other).

'® Some non-crime reports (e.g., death reports, evidence reports, missing person reports, and vehicle recovery/impound
reports) were included in the crime database provided to Analysis Group. Since these reports are not crime reports, they
have been excluded.

217 See footnote 214.
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pedestrian stops. Suspect race is available for 252,374 of the 688,953 crimes with a valid RD
(approximately 37 percent). Due to the fact that there are multiple suspects for some crimes, there are
362,841 suspects that can be used to develop a pedestrian stop benchmark. While this limits the
number of observations available for developing a benchmark, there are still a significant number of
criminal suspects available for this purpose. In addition, the crimes that are most highly correlated

with stop activity may be those most likely to contain indications of suspect race.
5.2.3 Gangs

Given the high level of gang activity in the City of Los Angeles, it may be important to account
for gang-related law enforcement activities in any analyses, especially given that gangs in Los Angeles
have tended to proliferate among young, male minorities.?'®

There were three different types of information available on gangs: summary statistics, maps,
and gang crime data. Summary statistics indicate the number of gangs, their racial composition, their
general location, and the number of members in each gang. Maps indicate the number of gangs in
different areas of the City. While both of these types of data may provide valuable information on the
gang problems in the City, they are not in a readily usable format for data analysis. Summary statistics
are only available by police bureau, not RD.2'® For both the summary statistics and maps, there is a
fundamental limitation. Counts of gangs or gang members are not necessarily indicative of the level of
gang activity in an area. Other factors, such as the type of gang, size of the territory, and locations of
competing gangs, may play a significant role in determining gang activity.

A better measure of gang activity is likely to be the number of crimes committed by gang
members. Analysis Group was provided a separate database that identified which crimes in the crime
database were considered to be gang-related. Officers collect these data by indicating that a crime was
gang-related on a crime report.

The data provided to Analysis Group identifies 25,582 crimes as gang-related from January 1,
2002 through March 31, 2004. The gang crime data does not appear to include all gang-related crimes.
Audits by the Audit Division of the LAPD and the Office of the Inspector General for the Los Angeles

Police Commission found that inconsistent coding of crime reports led to underreporting of gang

8 According to the LAPD, as of August 2004, 59.4 percent of gang members were Hispanic, 34.6 percent were black

(Crip and Blood gangs), 3.2 percent were Asian, and 2.8 percent were white (Stoner and white gangs). Source: Los
Angeles Police Department, “Citywide Gang Crime Summary,” LAPD website (www.lapdonline.org under General
Information).

9 Los Angeles Police Department, “Citywide Gang Crime Summary,” LAPD website (www.lapdonline.org under General
Information).
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crimes.?® As aresult, the gang crime database may not be reliable for measuring gang activity in Los
Angeles. Analysis Group will evaluate these data further to determine their reliability.

Analysis Group understands that the LAPD is working to correct the underreporting of gang
crimes. We recommend that the LAPD continue to develop a uniform method for identifying whether
a crime is gang-related. These data have the best chance of measuring gang activity. Given that gang
summary statistics and maps are currently collected, it may be beneficial to refine these data. For both
gang summary statistics and maps, breakdowns by RD would be ideal for stop data analyses purposes.
Gang maps could be further improved by creating a uniform mapping protocol or centralizing the

creation of gang maps.
5.2.4 Shootings at Officers

Data regarding shootings at officers contain records detailing incidents in which a firearm was
discharged at an LAPD officer. These data may be used as a proxy for crime in an area. They may
also indicate areas where officers are likely to feel more threatened and thus may affect their stop and
post-stop activities.

The shootings at officers database includes the following information:

o date of the shooting;

e RD in which the shooting occurred; and

e type of firearm used.

The shootings at officer database provided to Analysis Group contains 332 shootings at officers
in 271 unique RDs. The database covers incidents that occurred from January 1, 2002 through June 1,
2004. Given the relatively small number of observations in this database and the potentially small
degree of variation across RDs (e.g., many RDs have no shootings at officers), it is not clear whether
the number of shootings at officers per RD will be useful in our quantitative analyses. If not, it may be
possible to code RDs as having or not having shootings at officers. Alternatively, shootings at officers

may be considered qualitatively.
5.2.5 Citations

Citations data consist of tickets issued by LAPD officers for traffic and penal code violations.

These data may be used to supplement the stop database. While the stop database identifies whether a

2% Los Angeles Police Department, Audit Division, “Audit of Special Enforcement Unit, Gang Related Crime Reporting
Statistics Procedures, Deployment Period No. 4, 2003,” January 29, 2004; Los Angeles Police Commission, Office of the
Inspector General, “Review of the Department’s Audit of Gang Related Crime Reporting Statistics Procedures,” May 14,
2004.
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citation was given during a stop and the citation number, it does not provide the violation for which a
citation was issued. By using the citation number field in the stop database, it should be possible to
query the citations database and identify the violations for all stops for which a citation was issued.

As noted in Section 5.2.1, the stop database contains 1,256,186 stops conducted from July 1,
2002, through March 31,2004. A further review of this database identified that citations were given in
899,591 of these stops (72 percent of all stops). These figures exclude release from custody (RFC)
citations after July 2003, which are listed separately in the “action taken” section of the FDR but share
the same citation number field with traffic/penal code citations. Prior to July 2003, there is no way of
distinguishing traffic/penal code citations from RFC citations in the stop data since they were not listed
separately on the FDR.

Upon merging the citations database with the stop database for the purposes of extracting the
violations for which suspects were cited, Analysis Group found that 846,662 stops with citation
numbers could be matched to the citations database (94 percent of all stops where citations were
given). Currently, the stops with citations that could not be matched to the citations database cannot be
corrected. The LAPD has identified potential reasons for the discrepancies between the two databases
and continues to review these discrepancies. One explanation is RFC citations. As noted above, there
is no way to identify which citation numbers on FDRs were RFC citations prior to July 2003.22' If they
were identifiable, we would simply count them as stops with RFC citations, not stops with traffic/penal
code citations. Because RFC citations constitute a large proportion of the stops with citation numbers
that could not be matched to the citations database in the post-July 2003 data (14,274 of 26,258 stops
with citation numbers that did not match or 54 percent), Analysis Group believes that they explain a
large proportion of the discrepancies in the pre-July 2003 period as well. Given that they cannot be
linked to a type of violation in the citation database, they will be effectively treated as stops without
citations. We do not expect this to be a significant issue since we do not anticipate including RFC
citations with traffic/penal code citations in any analyses.

The second potential explanation for discrepancies between the stop and citations databases is
parking citations. When a parking ticket is given by an officer, they may put the parking citation
number in the field where the traffic citation number is recorded on the FDR since there is no separate
field for parking ticket number. Upon reviewing this issue, the LAPD determined that it is not possible
to identify which numbers listed in the field for citation number in the stop database are parking

citations. If parking citations were identifiable, we would simply count them as stops with parking

2! As previously noted, RFC citations after July 2003 can be identified and separated from traffic/penal code violations.
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citations, not as stops with traffic/penal code citations. Given that they cannot be linked to a type of
violation in the citation database, they will be effectively treated as stops without citations. Again, we
do not expect this to be a significant issue since we do not anticipate including parking citations with
traffic/penal code citations in any analyses. Also, instances where parking citations are included in the
citation field are not likely to be common since officers do not complete an FDR solely as a result of a
parking ticket, but only when a parking citation is results from an event that requires an FDR.

The third potential explanation for the discrepancies between the stop and citations databases is
typographical errors. The LAPD conducted a cursory review of a sample of the stops with citation
numbers for which Analysis Group could not identify a matching citation in the citations database.
This review found some cases where citation numbers were incorrectly written on FDRs or where they
were unreadable. Given the relatively small number of occurrences and the fact that they must be
reviewed manually by collecting source documents, it is not likely to be worth the time and effort to go
back now and identify and fix these FDRs. Discrepancies resulting from typographical errors are not
likely to pose a significant problem in our overall analyses given the small number of occurrences.

In order to prevent inconsistencies between the stop and citations databases in the future,
Analysis Group recommends that the LAPD initiate an automated consistency check between the stop

and citation databases. This way errors can be immediately identified and resolved.
5.2.6 Arrests

The arrest data consist of information pertaining to each arrest made by the LAPD. Arrest data
are an indirect measure of the amount of crime in an area. Therefore, they may serve as a control
variable in various analyses. The arrest data may also be used to supplement the stop database. While
the stop database identifies whether a person was arrested and if so the booking number, it does not
provide the arrest charge (i.c., the violation for which the person was arrested). By using the booking
number field in the stop database, it should be possible to query the arrest database and identify the
arrest charge for all stops where an arrest was made. The arrest charge will be important since the type
of charges may be indicative of the severity of the crime and its potential relationship with police
activity.

The arrest database contains information about each arrest, including:

s arrest date and time;

e RD where the arrest took place;

e reason for arrest;
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e identification number of the officer that made the arrest; and

e information about the individuals arrested, including race, age, gender, and zip code of their

residence.”

The arrest database reviewed by Analysis Group has 350,891 observations and covers arrests
made from January 1, 2002 through March 31, 2004. There are 103 records in the arrest database that
do not include the RD in which the arrest occurred. Therefore, 350,788 of the 350,891 observations
(99.97 percent) can be analyzed when using the arrest data as a control variable.

As noted in Section 5.2.1, the stop database contains 1,256,186 stops conducted from July 1,
2002, through March 31, 2004. A further review of this database identified that arrests were made in
91,934 of these stops (7 percent of all stops). Upon merging the arrest database to the stop database for
the purposes of extracting the arrest charge, Analysis Group found that 85,545 stops with arrests (93
percent of all stops where arrests were made) could be matched to the arrest database. Currently, the
reasons that some stops with arrest could not be matched to the arrest database have not been
determined. Analysis Group understands that the LAPD is currently working to resolve the
discrepancies between the two databases. Once these discrepancies are resolved, we will evaluate their

impact, if any, on the use of arrest data in the stop data analyses.
5.2.7 Parolees and Probationers

Parolee data, which are maintained by the California Department of Corrections, and
probationer data, which are maintained by several different law enforcement agencies and compiled by
the California Department of Justice, contain information such as last known residence. Therefore, the
number of parolees and probationers in a geographic area could potentially be determined and may
impact law enforcement activities in certain areas.

Analysis Group understands that parolee and probationer data will only be available at the zip
code level. The City is in the process of attempting to obtain these data. When this new data set
becomes available, we will review it and determine its usefulness and any limitations.

In addition to the parolee and probationer data discussed above, it may be possible to identify

parolees and probationers in an analysis of post-stop activity. Parolees in California may be legally

2 The race of persons arrested is sometimes provided in more detail than the race provided in the stop data (e.g., country of
origin or nationality are listed instead of race). Therefore, in order to make the race categories comparable for these two
data sets, the racial categories for persons arrested will be aggregated into the racial categories used in the stop data (i.e.,
white, Hispanic, black, Asian, and other).
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searched by a law enforcement officer at any time and with or without cause.??* California law is
unclear on whether similar rules apply to probationers, but the California Supreme Court has routinely
upheld probation conditions that reach the same result by requiring probationers to submit to searches
at any time and without any evidentiary showing by police.”** In any event, “parolee/probationer”
status is listed as an authority for a search on the LAPD FDR. In the stop database provided to

Analysis Group, there were 33,815 parolees/probationers searched.
5.2.8 LAPD Officers

Officer data contain background information on LAPD officers. These data will allow for
comparisons of officers in internal benchmarking analyses. The officer database includes the following
information about each officer:

o identification number;

e birth date;
® race;
e gender;

e employment start date with the LAPD;

e rank;

e position code;

e employment status;

® unit number to which officer was assigned; and

e start and end dates of assignment to the unit.

Because officers are often assigned to more than one unit during their careers with the LAPD,
there are multiple entries for some officers in the officer database. The officer database provided to
Analysis Group contains 99,282 observations and covers employment from June 24, 1949 through
April 27,2004. These observations correspond to 18,149 unique officer identification numbers. .

As noted in Section 5.2.1, officers must record their officer division number on all FDRs.
Since officer division number takes on different values for each type of officer, traffic and patrol

officers can be separated for any analyses.

3 One condition of parole in California states that person, residence, and property can be searched by a parole agent or any
law enforcement agent with or without a search warrant and with or without cause (see the California Department of
Corrections Parolee Handbook, http://www.corr.ca.gov/parolediv/handbook/conditions_ex.asp).

# See In Re Tyrell J., 876 P.2d 519 (Cal. 1994). Some authority exists in other federal circuits that would permit
warrantless searches of probationers based on reasonable suspicion, even without an authorizing probation condition or state
regulation (see United States v. Keith, 375 F.3d 346 (5th Cir. 2004).
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5.2.9 Specialized Enforcement Units

The LAPD has specialized units that focus on gangs and career/wanted criminals. Since
officers assigned to these units focus on specific types of criminal activity, it may be important to
separate them from officers that do not focus on such activities.

This is especially true for officers assigned to the gang units. Although gang unit officers
record data on stops, their stop activity is very different from that of traffic and patrol officers. First,
because gang unit officers are focused on gangs, they make fewer non-gang-related stops or respond to
fewer calls for service than patrol officers. Second, because gangs in Los Angeles have tended to
proliferate mostly among young, male minorities,” it is likely that gang officers will stop and conduct
post-stop activities more often for young, male minorities. In order to account for the unique stop
patterns of gang officers, it may be important to analyze gang unit officers separately from traffic and
patrol officers. Stop activity of gang officers (i.e., the number of stops by gang officers in different
geographic areas) may also serve as a proxy for gang activity and thus may be included as a control
variable in various analyses.

The SEU officer database contains the following information:

e officer identification number;

e rank;

s assignment; and

e assignment start and end dates.

The SEU officer database provided to Analysis Group includes 908 records and covers

assignments for the years 2000 through 2004.
5.2.10 Police Deployment

Police deployment data provide information on the deployment of LAPD units. These data
provide the number of officers assigned to a given area, day, and time. Generally, the deployment of
traffic and patrol officers is done by area and determined by demand for police services, crime,
population served, size of geographic area covered, and response time. For each shift (i.e., day and
time) in an area, cars are initially assigned to a “basic car area,” which encompasses a group of RDs.
Although officers are assigned a particular area, they are sometimes dispatched to other adjacent areas

when the need arises.

25 See footnote 218.
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The deployment of some centralized LAPD entities, such as Metro and the Community Safety
Operations Center, are done on a citywide basis based on crime and specific community issues and
concerns. Officers in these entities are not necessarily assigned to a specific area but rather a police
bureau, which is made up of multiple areas.

Deployment data may serve as a control variable for analyzing stop patterns across geographic
areas. If there are more officers in an area at a given time and day, then there is the potential for more
stops than if there were fewer officers. In addition, deployment data will be useful in defining the peer
groups for internal benchmarking analyses.

The deployment database contains the following information:

e unit identification;

e start date of the unit’s deployment;

¢ end date of the unit’s deployment;

e time of the deployment;

e area to which the unit is deployed;

e number of officers deployed; and

e identification numbers of the deployed officers.

The police deployment database contains 941,843 observations. The database covers units
deployed from January 1, 2002 through July 26, 2004.

One potential limitation for deployment data is its dynamic nature. Officers may not always be
where they were initially assigned as they are dispatched during their shift to cover other areas in
response to calls for service and specific incidents. Given that officers typically stay in and around
their assigned area, deployment data should still be a good estimate of the number officers in each

general area of the City.
5.2.11 Officer Commendations

Officer commendations data provide all awards received by LAPD officers from the police
department. These data are broken into two databases: major commendations and minor
commendations. Officer commendations may be used as independent or control variables in order to
help explain officer stop patterns.

The major commendations database includes the following information:

o officer identification number;

e type of commendation;
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e initiator of commendation (i.e., department or public);

o date of the event for which the commendation is awarded; and

¢ date the commendation was awarded.

Because officers may receive more than one commendation, multiple entries exist for some
officers in the major commendations database. The major commendations database provided to
Analysis Group contains 527 observations for occurrences from March 15, 1993 through July 5, 2003.
These observations correspond to 494 unique officer identification numbers.

The minor commendations database includes the following information:

o officer identification number;

e type of commendation;

e initiator of commendation (i.e., department or public); and

e date the commendation was reported.

Again officers may receive more than one commendation. Thus there may be multiple entries
for an officer. The minor commendations database provided to Analysis Group contains 69,661
observations for occurrences from July 1, 2002 through October 18, 2004. These observations
correspond to 9,374 unique officer identification numbers. Given the relatively small number of
observations in this database and the potentially small degree of variation across RDs (e.g., many RDs
have no shootings at officers), it is not clear whether the number of commendations per officer or RD

will be useful in our quantitative analyses. If not, commendations may be considered qualitatively.
5.2.12 Complaints

The complaints data contain information regarding all complaints filed against LAPD officers.
This includes sustained complaints (i.e., complaints where wrongdoing was found on the part of an

officer and there was a resulting action against them),?*®

complaints not sustained (i.e., complaints
where no wrongdoing was found on the part of an officer), and pending complaints. The number of
sustained complaints may be used as a control variable in order to help explain officer stop patterns.
Complaints not sustained and pending complaints must be evaluated with great care since no
wrongdoing by officers was found or no determination has yet been made. Further, the type of officer
action for which a complaint was filed should be considered as there are different degrees of

misconduct.

25 The complaint database distinguishes between complaints where wrongdoing was determined internally by the
department (termed “sustained”) and those determined by an independent review (termed “guilty”). For simplicity, this
report refers to both types of resolutions as sustained.

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 106



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

The complaint database includes the following information about each complaint:

e date of the officer action for which the complaint was filed;

e date of complaint;

e date the complaint was closed;

o sourcc of complaint;

e officer identification number, bureau, division, and rank;

e complaint classification;

e result of complaint;

e penalty received, if any; and

e penalty length, if any.

There are some potential limitations inherent in complaint data. Given the seriousness with
which complaints are handled by the department and potentially lengthy administrative processes, it
can take a significant amount of time to resolve a complaint.*’ The number of sustained complaints in
the time period for which Analysis Group has stop data, July 2002 through May 2004, is relatively low.
There were 1,786 misconduct allegations sustained against 1,440 officers in that time period (13
percent of all allegations filed in the time period).

To provide a more complete understanding of officer stop patterns, it may be useful to examine
a longer time period. From January 1, 1997 to September 24, 2004, there were 13,685 misconduct
allegations sustained against 6,133 officers (19 percent of all misconduct allegations filed in the time
period).

It is not clear at this time whether there will be a sufficient number of sustained complaints to
include this variable in any statistical analysis. Further review of the data is needed. Ifit is determined
that there are not enough sustained complaints for a quantitative analysis, they may still be used
qualitatively. The entire complaint database provided to Analysis Group contains 71,835 total
misconduct allegations, including those pending and not sustained, against 10,031 officers from

January 1, 1997 through September 24, 2004.
5.2.13 Calls for Service

Calls for service data should contain information regarding calls from the public for police

services. These data indicate the need for police in different areas and thus explain police deployment

" There is a one-year statute of limitations on misconduct complaint investigations, which can be extended in certain
circumstances (per City Charter, Section 1070).
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patterns. They are also an indirect measure of crime and may serve as a control variable in various
analyses.

The City of Los Angeles is in the process of providing to Analysis Group the calls for service
database, which consists of data on all LAPD dispatch calls, including the reason for the call. These
include calls from the public and officer calls to dispatch. Calls from the public consist mainly of 911
calls. Officer calls to dispatch include those made by officers when making traffic stops, pursuing
suspects, requesting assistance, requesting backup, and notifying dispatch when they are not available
for calls (c.g., lunch breaks).

Analysis Group understands that the public calls for service can be identified and separated
from the officer calls to dispatch. When the calls for service database becomes available, we will

review it and determine its usefulness and any limitations.
5.2.14 Use of Force

Use of force data include all incidents in which an LAPD officer used force on a suspect. Use
of force data may provide an indication of the temperament of suspects and/or officers. They may also
indicate areas where officers are likely to feel threatened, thus potentially affecting their stop and post-
stop behavior.

The use of force database will include, by officer, all uses of force, as defined by the LAPD.
Uses of force include physical force (e.g., wrist locks, kicks, and punches), impact devices (e.g., baton),
chemical agents (¢.g., pepper spray), TASERs, less-than-lethal devices (e.g., beanbag shotguns), and
firearms.

The LAPD has several use of force databases and is currently developing a centralized use of
force database in order to ensure accurate and timely data collection. It is anticipated that this new
database will not be available until early 2005. When it becomes available, Analysis Group will
review it and determine its usefulness and limitations for purposes of analyzing pedestrian and motor

vehicle stop data.
5.2.15 Traffic Collisions

Traffic collisions data have been used to develop motor vehicle stop benchmarks in studies of
racially biased policing in other jurisdictions. Typically, these data include information pertaining to
all types of traffic collisions.

LAPD officers collect data only for injury accidents and specialized types of crashes (e.g.,

crashes involving traffic felonies, crashes of drivers charged with driving under the influence (DUI),
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hit-and-run crashes, and crashes involving City property). Therefore, a significant portion of all traffic
accidents is not captured. Since the available traffic collisions data would not represent all traffic
accidents, these data are not likely to form the basis for a reliable motor vehicle benchmark. Given the
status of these data, Analysis Group did not request or analyze them. Traffic collision data would be of
use as a benchmark for motor vchicle stops only if data on all or substantiaily all incidents were

recorded.
5.2.16 Data from Blind Enforcement Mechanisms

Data from blind enforcement mechanisms, such as air patrol radar or cameras mounted at traffic
lights, have been discussed in the literature on racially biased policing as a potential source of data to

228 traffic

form a benchmark for motor vehicle stops. While traffic light cameras are used in the City,
light camera data cannot be released to the public per California state law.?® Even if data from blind
enforcement mechanisms were available, the results may not be reliably generalized to the driving or
violating population of the entire jurisdiction or to all types of violations because the sample of those

ticketed by blind enforcement mechanisms may not be representative of this larger population.
5.3 Demographic, Economic, and Socioeconomic Data

Demographic, economic, and socioeconomic data provide descriptive information about the
City of Los Angeles and its inhabitants. Some of these data were gathered and maintained by the City
of Los Angeles in its regular course of business. Other information was publicly available through the

federal government.
5.3.1 Census Data

U.S. Census data, which was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau, will be used to provide
certain demographic information for the City of Los Angeles and its inhabitants. Census data will be
used as control variables when analyzing stop patterns across geographic areas. As discussed in
Sections 2.6.10.1 and 4.1.1, census data have serious potential limitations. Therefore, they will not be
used as a stop benchmark.

Some of the variables of interest to Analysis Group include:

e total number of residents (population);

e number of residents by race, age, and gender;

e number of unemployed persons;

328 There are currently 16 locations with traffic light cameras (four per police bureau).
*2 Per California state law (California Vehicle Code Section 21455.5(e)(2)), traffic light camera data cannot be released.
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¢ number of persons living below the poverty line;

e number of families living below the poverty line;

e number of owner-occupied housing units;

e average household income;

e population density;

e residential stability and mobility; and

e number of single-parent households.

Analysis Group expects to use data from the 2000 decennial census because they are the most
current data available. The census data are available at the census tract level. Because the stop data are
collected at the LAPD RD level, we will convert census data from census tracts to RDs. We will
convert the 2000 census data into RDs using the LAPD translation table discussed above for sales
volume data. For each RD that is wholly contained within a census tract, the values for census data
will be set equal to those values for the census tract in which it is contained. For RDs that are in more
than one census tract, the values for census data will equal the average of the values for the census
tracts in which it is contained.?*° |

Census data have two potential limitations. First, they may undercount minorities (see Section
2.3.9.1). Ifthis is the case, then it brings into question the validity of census data. While adjustments
to census data have been proposed in order to eliminate these undercounts (e.g., Accuracy and
Coverage Evaluation Survey [A.C.E.]), the U.S. Department of Commerce has repeatedly decided
against it and this decision has been upheld in the courts.

The second limitation is that the census data do not measure the driving population (see Section
2.3.9.1). Therefore, it makes for a poor motor vehicle stop benchmark. This sentiment has been

widely acknowledged in the racially biased policing literature.
5.3.2 Sales Volume

The sales volume data provided to Analysis Group by the City of Los Angeles consist of total
gross receipts and retail gross receipts by zip code for fiscal year 2003. These data are a measure of
economic activity. They indicate commercial areas where there may be more people during certain

times of day. Sales volume data may be useful as a control variable in various analyses.

29 This conversion process is more straightforward that that for sales volume data or business tax registration certificates
data since the census data will be expressed as percentages (e.g., percentage of whites in an area) or averages that cannot be
divided amongst RDs (e.g., average household income).
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Since the data are identified by zip code, they require conversion to RD in order to be used in
any analysis of stop data. The conversion of sales volume will be a two-step process. First, sales
volume by zip code will be converted to sales volume by census tracts using a translation table
obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau. Second, sales volume by census tracts will be converted to
RDs. This second step will utilize a translation table provided by LAPD. This table identifies the RDs
in each census tract in the City. Therefore, sales volume in each census tract will be divided evenly
across the RDs within the census tract. For RDs that are in more than one census tract, sales volume
will equal the sum of the allocations from each tract it is in.

There is one possible limitation to these data. In order to protect individual licensees’
confidential information, sales volume was not provided for zip codes with three or less business tax
registration certificates. Of the 127 zip codes in the City, total sales volume and retail sales volume
were provided for 118 and 114 zip codes, respectively. For the zip codes without sales volume data,
they will have to be excluded from any analysis. The exclusion of data may limit the usefulness of the

entire data set. This issue will be explored when analysis is conducted.
5.3.3 Business Tax Registration Certificates

The business tax registration certificates database consists of the number of tax registration
certificates in each zip code within the City during 2003. There are two counts given for each zip code:
the total number of certificates and the number of retail certificates only. Analysis Group also has the
number of certificates citywide. These data are measures of economic activity across geographic areas
and possible indicators of commercial and residential areas. These data may be useful as control
variables in various analyses.

Since business tax registration certificates data are identified by zip code, they must be
converted to RD. Analysis Group will use the same conversion process as described for sales volume
data. If the number of business tax registration certificates were available by RD rather than zip code,
it would alleviate the need to reaggregate the data as described above.

While the business tax registration certificates database has the same limitations as the sales
volume database, we have slightly more information. For the zip codes without sales volume data, we
know that there are three or less business tax registration certificates. Therefore, we can estimate the
number of business tax registration certificates per zip code. There are several potential methods for
estimating the number of business tax registration certificates. First, we could use the midpoint of the
range. Since the actual values range from zero and three, the midpoint would be two and one half,

This method is easy to employ but rather simplistic and assumes that all zip codes with three or less
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business tax registration certificates have the same number of licenses. However, since the variation
amongst these zip codes without data is small (from zero to three), this method may yield reasonable
estimates. An alternative method would be to evenly allocate across those zip codes without data the
number of business tax registration certificates not already accounted for in a zip code. In other words,
the value for each zip code without data would be the difference between the total citywide number of
business tax registration certificates and the total number of business tax registration certificates
already assigned to zip codes, divided by the number of zip codes without data. A third potential
allocation method is to weight each zip code by some other variable, such as size or population.
Further review of this database will be required to determine the appropriate estimation methodology.
In the future, Analysis Group recommends that business tax registration certificates for all zip
codes be made available, even if there are three or less business tax registration certificates. No
confidential information would be revealed if the number of business tax registration certificates, but
not sales volume, were provided. This would provide actual information for all zip codes and alleviate

the need to estimate the number of business tax registration certificates for any zip codes.
5.3.4 Vacant/Abandoned Buildings

The vacant/abandoned buildings database identifies properties that were vacant or abandoned
and later boarded up by the City. These data may be used as a measure of disorder and physical decay
and may serve as a control variable in various analyses.

The vacant/abandoned buildings database includes RD of each property and the date when the
property was boarded up. The vacant/abandoned buildings database provided to Analysis Group
includes 7,394 records as of May 12, 2004. The usefulness of this data may be limited given that there
arc no dates indicating when the property became vacant or abandoned or when it was reported to the
City.

For future data collection efforts, Analysis Group recommends that the City collect the date
when a property became vacant (or was first known to be vacant) in addition to the date when the

property was boarded up. This would provide a date range for when a property was left uncared for.
5.3.5 Traffic Volume

Traffic volume data measure the volume of traffic on roads. These data may be useful in
identifying areas with a greater volume of vehicles and potential for more violations. Traffic volume

data could also be useful in developing a motor vehicle benchmark.

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 112



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

In the City of Los Angeles, traffic volume data are collected in order to assist with traffic
planning. However, these data are collected when needed (e.g., for traffic safety and new development
concerns). Therefore, not all roads in the City are included and the available data are not likely to be
representative of actual traffic volume on all roads. As a result, these data are not usable in our
analyses. In order to for these data to be usable, the available data must be representative of the areain
which they are located. Furthermore, there must be data for each area of the City (i.e., RDs or

geographic area that can be converted to RDs).
5.3.6 Other Economic Indicators

As previously noted, measures of economic activity may be useful control variables in analyses
of stop data. Such measures that were provided to Analysis Group were sales volume and business tax
registration certificates data. Measures of economic activity that were not available or useable include
business tax collections and vacant retail/office space.

Business tax collections data measure the amount of business taxes paid to the City of Los
Angeles. Vacant retail/office space data measure the amount of commercial property that is
unoccupied in the City of Los Angeles. Both of these types of data were not available from the City.

Therefore, Analysis Group will consider the other measures of economic activity that were available.
5.3.7 Other Measures of Disorder/Physical Decay in the City

Measures of disorder and physical decay in the City may also be useful control variables in
analyses of stop data. One such measure, vacant/abandoned buildings, was provided to Analysis
Group. Measures of disorder that were not available or in a usable format include health and safety
code violations, abandoned vehicles towed, burned out streetlights, missing or broken signs, and
graffiti.

Data for health and safety code violations, abandoned vehicles towed, missing or broken signs,
and graffiti were not available in a usable format. Data for burned out streetlights were only available
by street and could not be readily aggregated to RDs. As a result of the unavailability of these data,

Analysis Group will consider vacant/abandoned buildings as a measure of disorder and physical decay.
5.3.8 Survey Data Regarding the Public’s Satisfaction with the LAPD

In order to gather some background information on public sentiments about the LAPD,
Analysis Group requested any available survey data that may have evaluated this issue. No survey data

in this regard was available. The only available information on the public’s satisfaction was anecdotal.
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5.4 Conclusion

As noted in Chapters 2 and 3, other academic researchers and analysts conducting data analyses
in other jurisdictions have emphasized the importance of quantifying all influences on police stop
activity before drawing conclusions regarding racial patterns in those stops. This review of the
available data for the City of Los Angeles indicates a wealth of data that we believe are relevant for
such a careful and thoughtful empirical modeling of stop activity. On the other hand, we are also
drawing on the lessons learned by other researchers regarding the potential limitations on the reliability
of data used in quantitative analyses. While we believe there are adequate data to conduct insightful
analyses of stop activity by the Los Angeles Police Department, our findings will be tempered by the
data limitations we have discussed above. Note that although these data limitations may preclude the
use of certain data elements in specific quantitative analyses, those data may nonetheless be valuable in

qualitative analyses.
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CHAPTER 6: METHODOLOGIES FOR ANALYZING PEDESTRIAN
AND MOTOR VEHICLE STOP DATA IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES

6.1 Introduction

A wide variety of quantitative methodologies have been developed and applied in other
Jurisdictions, as well as in academic studies, for evaluating the issue of racially biased policing.231 The
study of racial bias in police stop activity is a rapidly evolving field in which increasingly sophisticated
approaches are adopted with each passing year. There is now wide consensus that some approaches,
such as simple external benchmarking of stop activity to census data, are fundamentally flawed.
However, there is no widespread agreement as to a single analytical approach that should be
implemented. After having reviewed the types of approaches that have been implemented in other
Jurisdictions and considered in the literature, and having reviewed the availability and quality of data,
Analysis Group has reached certain general conclusions regarding the use of quantitative analysis of
police stop data.

First, we believe that no quantitative analysis of stop data can provide a definitive yes or no
answer to the question: “Does the LAPD engage in race profiling?” There will always be a qualitative
element to any conclusion because statistical analyses simply cannot inform us of the motivations of
individuals. We can, however, evaluate whether enforcement outcomes potentially fall
disproportionately on minorities, after accounting for all legitimate factors that drive police
enforcement activity. We can reduce our reliance on purely qualitative evaluation with appropriately
specified and implemented quantitative analyses. Thus, we anticipate that our analyses will be
instructive, rather than conclusive, allowing a narrowing and focusing of any qualitative inquiry.

Second, Analysis Group recognizes that there is a trade-off between analytical sophistication
and ease of implementation. We must be cautious to avoid excessively simplistic approaches that
provide “quick and dirty” answers that are fundamentally uninformative of the important questions
being posed. On the other hand, we should not be paralyzed by the fact that no single study will be
perfect in all dimensions or answer all possible questions. For each type of methodology that we have
proposed, we will discuss both the strengths and purposes of the study, as well as its constraints and
limitations.

Third, the methodologies that are adopted should be tailored to the jurisdiction for which they

are designed. They must be adapted to the specific questions that are pertinent for any particular

2! The discussion in this chapter focuses on evaluation of race disparities in outcomes. To the extent practicable and
relevant, we will evaluate gender and age disparities as well.
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Jurisdiction and attempt to capture the idiosyncrasies of the particular jurisdiction. Further, the
methodologies must take account of both the richness and the limitations of data that are available for
any particular jurisdiction. Analysis Group has reviewed the data, as described in Chapter 5, and will
evaluate its usefulness for each analysis proposed.

Fourth, we anticipate there will be no single study that will provide a complete explanation of
the observed racial differences in the raw stop data. Although we can control for the legally valid law
enforcement activities that may explain raw differences in the stop data, the difference may arise fora
number of unique reasons:

e officers may be more heavily deployed in minority areas of the City and make more stops of

all persons in those areas;

e officers may have an increased propensity to make stops when in such areas; or

» officers may have an increased propensity to stop minorities, specifically, given their

representation in an area.

The first two reasons listed above can lead to racial differences in total stop outcomes across the
City, even if the proportion of minorities stopped in each area is the same as the proportion present in
each area. Thus, a benchmark comparison of the two proportions in each area would not indicate a
citywide racial difference, even if such a difference existed. The third reason would be revealed by a
benchmark comparison of the proportion of minorities stopped in a given area to the proportion of
minorities at risk of being stopped in that area. However, a benchmark comparison relates only ratios
and so would be uninformative of the impact on the absolute number of stops of minorities. A full

understanding of the racial differences in the raw stop data will require more than one type of analysis.
6.2 Summary of Proposed Methodologics for Analyzing Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data

In light of these general perspectives about the usefulness and the constraints of empirical

analysis of stops, Analysis Group proposes the implementation of three types of data analysis

methodologies:
o External Benchmark Study of Pedestrian Stops;
e Study of Post-Stop Activity;
e Search Analyses;
e Enforcement and Other Post-Stop Analyses; and

e Internal Benchmarking of Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stops (i.e., Officer-to-Officer

Benchmarking).

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 116



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

Each of these individual methodologies is anticipated to provide unique insights for
understanding any observed discrepancies in stop rates or in post-stop outcomes between whites and
minorities. Each of these methodologies is supportable by the data that are available and has been
implemented or recommended in some form, either by academic researchers (see Chapter 2) or other
jurisdictions (see Chapter 3). Thus, these approaches are well grounded as acceptable approaches to

investigating the questions at hand. Each methodology is described in detail below.
6.3 Limitations of Statistical Analyses

Statistical analysis of data can provide insights into patterns of behavior, across the City and
over time, that may be informative about the effectiveness and respectfulness of the LAPD’s policing.
Courts have accepted statistical analysis as a means of providing insight into claims of inappropriate
reliance on race by law enforcement officials. As discussed in Section 2.2, the Armstrong test requires
racial profiling claimants to provide evidence that they were treated differently than similarly situated
persons of another race who were not stopped by the police (i.e., discriminatory effect). In order to
fulfill this requirement, plaintiffs usually resort to statistical evidence showing differences in police
motor vehicle stop rates among racial subgroups of the driving population.*?

Statistical evaluation of possible racial profiling has important limitations, however. Even if
officers do not use race as a factor in making a stop, statistical correlations between race and stops may
emerge. If there are racial patterns in the underlying level of criminal activity, then even race-blind
enforcement could generate statistical correlations between race and stops. Therefore, it is critical to
attempt to account for all legally valid influences on stop activity that may yield such spurious
statistical correlations.

The academic literature emphasizes the importance of gathering and evaluating information
about the context in which stops occur (see Section 2.3.10). This information allows researchers to
apply statistical techniques that can help explain differences in stop rates and outcomes. Note that
these efforts to account for all legitimate factors may turn out to be inadequate. Any race differences
that remain may be subject to qualitative explanations. Moreover, none of our analyses are capable of
providing an assessment of discriminatory intent, as statistical analysis will never reveal the motivation

of any officer’s behavior.

22 Chavez v. lllinois State Police, 2001; United States v. Mesa-Roche, 2003.
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6.4 Time Period of Analysis

Analysis Group recommends that the time period for the proposed data analyses methodologies
be July 2003 through June 2004. We propose this period for several reasons. First, this is the latest
time period for which stop data will be available when we begin analyzing the data. Currently, the City
is in the process of providing to Analysis Group all relevant data through June 2004, if available.
Second, as discussed in Section 5.2.1, the more recent LAPD stop data collection efforts have resulted
in increased data accuracy. Third, the proposed time period will provide a sufficient amount of data in
order to yield reliable results. Fourth, a full year of data will overcome any seasonal effects that may
exist in overall stop activity. Fifth, as a result of the FDR revisions in July 2003, stop data before and

after this date differ in terms of type and format.
6.5 Methodologies for Data Analysis

Statistical correlations between race and stop activity or between race and post-stop activities
(i.e., stop outcomes) that are observed in the raw data could arise in a number of theoretically distinct
ways. First, a statistical correlation overall across the City could emerge if the LAPD made more stops
in areas where police contact with minorities is more likely due to a higher representation of minorities.
Even if officers are unbiased in their stop decisions, given their deployment to a particular area, a
stronger presence in minority areas could produce a statistical pattern of disproportionate stops of
minorities. If this is the source of any observed disparity, the question that arises is whether any
“excess” level of stop activity in minority areas can be explained by legitimate law enforcement
prerogatives.

Second, statistical correlations between race and stop activity could emerge if, given a level of
deployment in an area, officers are more likely to stop minorities. That is, of the pool of persons who
potentially could be stopped in a particular area or on a certain roadway for legitimate reasons, are
minorities in that pool of persons more likely to be selected? Minorities could be more likely to be
selected for legitimate reasons if they have a greater propensity to violate traffic laws or engage in
reasonably suspicious behavior. The proposed External Benchmark Studies are designed to investigate
these questions.

Third, racially biased policing may manifest itself in disparate treatment of minorities after a
stop has been made. A wide range of outcomes is possible after the initiation of a stop. Disparities in

these outcomes can be evaluated with the proposed Post-Stop Activity Study.
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Fourth, after having evaluated overall statistical correlations between race and stop activity,
including post-stop behavior, Analysis Group is interested in understanding whether these patterns vary
across particular officers or groups of officers. The proposed Internal Benchmark Study can provide a
more detailed understanding of any overall disparities that are observed. Even in the absence of any
overall patterns, the Internal Benchmark Study can help identify pockets of disparities of interest to the

LAPD or the City.
6.5.1 Geographic Disparity Study

A geographic disparity study is intended to answer the question: Are stops more likely in
minority areas, after accounting for legitimate influences on stop activity? In other words, such a study
seeks to determine whether officers are more likely to be present, and thus available to make stops, in
minority areas. A geographic disparity study is distinct from a benchmark analysis. A benchmark
analysis identifies the minority representation among all persons stopped in an area and compares that
representation to the minority representation in the benchmark population for the area. Because the
analysis compares one ratio to another ratio, it provides no information about the overall level of stop
activity in the area. A geographic disparity study, by analyzing this overall level of stop activity
provides the most broad-based, high-level perspective on stop activity.

Although useful for that high level perspective, Analysis Group does not recommend the
implementation of a geographic disparity study at this time. We believe that the implementation of
such a study in the City of Los Angeles would be subject to some constraints that would render it less
valuable than other studies that could be completed with the same time and resources. For example, a
geographic disparity study would provide little insight into the distribution of many of the motor
vehicle stops throughout the City. These stops are likely to be made on transportation corridors that
traverse the City and are, therefore, unlikely to be influenced by minority representation in the
geographic area. In addition, traffic bureau officers and officers from other units, such a patrol
officers, have significantly different underlying activities and responsibilities. A geographic disparity
study would have to eliminate these stops, which are made primarily for vehicle code violations. These
constraints, as well as the high level perspective of such a study, make it less likely to result in
actionable outcomes for the City. Therefore, Analysis Group recommends a focus on other, more

valuable analyses as described below.

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 119



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

6.5.2 External Benchmark Studies

External Benchmark Studies are intended to answer the question of whether minorities are
stopped disproportionately to their representation in the population legitimately at risk for being
stopped. The evaluation as to whether there are excessive stops may be made relative to either external
or internal benchmarks. As discussed in Section 2.3.9, one of the more difficult aspects of stop data
analysis is the construction of an accurate external benchmark or baseline. More specifically, the
difficulty has been determining the population that is at risk of being stopped. In other words, analysts
must make sure the numerator (stop data) and denominator (benchmark data) are for the same group of
individuals. For motor vehicle stops, the most appropriate benchmark is based upon the population of
traffic violators because they represent the pool of persons most at risk for being stopped. Similarly,
for pedestrian stops, the best benchmark is based upon those pedestrians engaged in behavior or
possessing certain attributes (e.g., youth) that put them at risk for legitimately being stopped by the
police. The methodological difficulties in estimating the appropriate benchmark population can be

substantial and are sometimes referred to as the “denominator problem.”
6.5.2.1 External Benchmark Study of Motor Vehicle Stops

External benchmarking of motor vehicle stops may not hold much potential for meaningful
results if officers cannot determine the race of suspects prior to making stops. Results from the Ride-
Along Study (see Sections 4.4.3 and 4.4.4) indicate that officers often cannot discern the race of
vehicle occupants when forming suspicion or making motor vehicle stops. They are unable to
determine race about two-thirds of the time when initially forming suspicion in a motor vehicle stop,
with slightly more difficulty at night than during the day. They are, however, able to determine the
race of vehicle occupants nearly 70 percent of the time at the initiation of a nighttime stop and nearly
80 percent of the time at the initiation of a daytime stop. Therefore, it is reasonable to consider
whether a reliable external benchmark for motor vehicle stops can be developed.

it is extremely difficult to find or construct a proper benchmark or baseline to which motor
vehicle stop data can be compared. One of the most difficult tasks confronting researchers on biased
policing is identifying an appropriate benchmark or baseline against which to compare stop data.
Without such a benchmark it may not be possible to draw valid conclusions about the actions of law

enforcement officers.
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6.5.2.1.1 Potential External Motor Vehicle Benchmarks

Although research on racially biased policing has a relatively short history, researchers have
used a variety of benchmarks and baselines against which to compare motor vehicle stop data. A major
rationale for such a comparison is to determine whether minority drivers are stopped disproportionately
to their representation in the subject population. Benchmarks discussed or used in the racial profiling
literature have included: adjusted and unadjusted census data;*** licensed drivers;?** data from blind
enforcement mechanisms;>*® data from observational studies;?*® criminal suspects or persons

d;**" and traffic accident data.”®® Although each of these benchmarks has strengths and

arreste
weaknesses, some are better and more appropriate comparison populations for research on racially
biased policing than others. Analysis Group will review each of these potential benchmarks below in

light of the particular situation in the City of Los Angeles and given the available data.
6.5.2.1.1.1 Census Data: Non-Adjusted and Adjusted

Early research on racially biased policing typically used census data as the benchmark for
comparison with motor vehicle stop data. However, it is now generally accepted that measures of
resident population (i.e., census data) are a poor indicator of the population at-risk of being stopped in
motor vehicles.”® As noted in Section 2.3.9.1, census data suffer from several shortcomings, most
notably they may undercount minorities and tend not to be good indicators of the driving population at
risk of being stopped.**® Further, census data do not consider or account for differences in driving
quantity, quality, or location across racial groups.2*'

As a result of these deficiencies, modifications to census data have been suggested (see Section
2.3.9.2). Suggested adjustments have included: 1) restricting census data to only individuals of driving
age; 2) restricting census data to only vehicle owners; and 3) accounting for the inflow and outflow of
persons into and out of a jurisdiction. The latter adjustments have been accomplished by various

means including the use of spatial weighting and traffic flow modeling. While innovative, these

33 Fridell (2001 and 2004); Withrow (2004); Greenwald (2004); California Highway Patrol (2000); Cordner, et al. (2002);
San Jose Police Department (2002); Smith, et al. (2004); Ohio State University (2003); ACLU (2002); Hoover (2003);
Thomas and Hansen (2004); Connecticut Division of Criminal Justice (2000); Missouri Attorney General’s Office (2000);
Smith and Petrocelli (2001); Washington State Patrol (2001).

B4 Eridell (2004); Zingraff, et al. (2000).

35 Fridell (2004).

36 Eridell (2004); Withrow (2004); Smith, et al. (2003); Lamberth (1997); ZingrafT, et al. (2000).

B7 Fridell (2004); Alpert, et al. (2004).

28 Alpert, et al. (2004); Fridell (2004); Withrow (2004).

9 Fridell (2004); Withrow (2004); Schafer, et al. (2004); Miller (2000).

# Fridell (2004); Withrow (2004); Schafer, et al. (2004).

! Greenwald (2001).
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experiments are complicated and most appropriate when applied to limited geographic areas, rather
than a large metropolitan area such as the City of Los Angeles. Moreover, they need further validation
and refinement. Overall, adjusted census data fail to account for whether members of different racial
groups are equally likely to violate traffic laws.

As a result of the foregoing weaknesses with both census and adjusted census data, Analysis

Group has concluded that neither will serve as a reliable benchmark for motor vehicle stops.
6.5.2.1.1.2 Licensed Drivers

A second approach to the development of a benchmark is to use licensed drivers living in the
study area. As with the census data, persons living in a particular location who possess driver’s
licenses cannot serve as a reliable benchmark because this information does not account for differences
in driving patterns among racial groups, nor account for in- and out-migration of residents.
Researchers have cited national surveys that indicate substantial differences between blacks and whites
in vehicle ownership rates, use of public transportation, miles driven, motor vehicle trip frequency, and
trip duration.®*? Also it is known that a smaller percentage of blacks than whites possess driver’s
licenses.*® An implication of these survey results is that in the aggregate, fewer blacks drive compared
to their percentage representation in the population of licensed drivers.

One method that would permit these data to be used as a potential benchmark is to limit the
recorded stop data (the numerator) to stops of residents only. In that way, a residential population
could be compared to a population of residents who have been stopped by the police. However, this
creates an issue by excluding nonresidents and nonresident drivers. In the end, and for many of the
same reasons, using the population of licensed drivers as a benchmark offers only a minimal
improvement over the use of census data.

Even if licensed drivers offered a basis for constructing a reliable benchmark for motor vehicle
stops, it would not be useful for analysis of LAPD stop data because race is not recorded on driver’s

licenses in California.
6.5.2.1.1.3 Data from Blind Enforcement Mechanisms

Another potential benchmark is traffic violators ticketed by blind enforcement mechanisms,
such as air patrol radar or cameras mounted at traffic lights. Using blind enforcement mechanisms may

give a very accurate profile of drivers for certain violations (e.g., speeding and running a red light) in

22 Engel, et al. (2002); Smith and Alpert, (2002).
3 Langan, et al. (2001).
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small or limited areas. However, results cannot be reliably generalized to the driving or violating
population of the entire jurisdiction or for all types of violations because the sample of those ticketed
by blind enforcement mechanisms are not necessarily representative of this larger population.

For the analysis of the LAPD stop data, data from traffic light cameras would be limited to 16
locations citywide. Further, Analysis Group understands that thesc data are subject to legal restrictions
and are therefore not available.** Air patrol radar would not provide a basis for a benchmark of motor

vehicle stops because it is not used by the LAPD.
6.5.2.1.1.4 Data from Observational Studies

Another method for estimating the population of drivers available to be stopped is to observe
and count them.?*> This method of observation can count who is driving and/or who is violating
specific traffic regulations. The purpose for collecting data on both drivers and violators is to
determine whether persons of certain racial groups commit these traffic violations at greater rates than
others. Several studies used roadway observers or cameras to record information on the race of drivers
and spcf:ders.246 The results of this research are mixed and depend on the threshold of the violation.
For example, if speeding were defined as one mile per hour over the limit, the results could vary from
defining speeding as 10 miles per hour over the speed limit.

Although better than static benchmarks (e.g., census data, licensed drivers, or criminal
suspects/persons arrested), use of observational data is not likely to be feasible. Observational data
have several limitations. First, they are labor intensive, and therefore expensive, to collect. Cost
necessarily limits the number of locations that can be observed in any jurisdiction. These sites are
often selected for specific reasons and are not random. Second, just as with blind enforcement
mechanisms, the results cannot necessarily be generalized to the driving or violating population of the
entire jurisdiction or to types of violations. Third, observational data are constrained by the observers’
abilities. Although some black and non-black drivers may be distinguished under the proper conditions
(e.g., during the day, with the proper lighting, and more/less traffic), distinguishing among various
minority groups (e.g., Hispanics) can be difficult or impossible. This limitation would be of specific
concern in the City of Los Angeles since Hispanics are a large minority group.

A variation of the observational study is ride-alongs with police officers. Ride-alongs could be

used to create a benchmark by randomly selecting areas and times to observe. This method has the

4 per California state law (California Vehicle Code Section 21455.5(€)(2)), traffic light camera data cannot be released.
245 Smith and Alpert (2002).
6 Lamberth (1994, 1997); Zingraf¥, et al. (2000); Lange, et al. (2001).
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potential to address all the concerns regarding benchmarks. It can account for the fact that some people
(e.g., those who drive more, drive poorly, and drive in locations where stopping behavior by the police
is high) are at a greater risk of being stopped than other drivers.**’ Furthermore, it allows data to be
collected from real-world activities and from the observations of the officers. However, since this
technique requires observer to keep track of officers’ actions and behaviors, it is labor intensive,
expensive, and reliant on officers acting as they normally would if not being watched. If officers
change their behaviors while being watched, then data collected may not provide an accurate reflection

of the driving population.
6.5.2.1.1.5 Race of Criminal Suspects

Using the racial composition of criminal suspects or arrestees as a benchmark is founded on the
belief that stops should reflect the populations most at risk of committing criminal acts. For example,
in the New York Attorney General’s report on the stop-and-frisk activities of the NYPD,*® researchers
controlled for the involvement of minorities in crime, as measured by arrest rates, and still found a
higher proportion of minorities being stopped relative to non-minorities. In one analysis of traffic stops
in Richmond, Virginia, it was found that when stops were aggregated at the level of census tracts, rates
of serious crime predicted the rate of stops per 1,000 residents, after controlling for other important
factors, including measures of poverty and unemployment and the percentage of blacks in the
population.z"9

Using proxies of criminal involvement as a benchmark makes more sense in studies of
investigative stops or pedestrian stops, than it does for motor vehicle stops. Previous research has
demonstrated that most motor vehicle stops are made for vehicle or traffic-related infractions and not
for suspected criminal behavior.”®® Therefore, using data on the racial composition of criminal

suspects or arrestees to compare to motor vehicle stops is not analytically sound.”’

6.5.2.1.1.6 Traffic Accident Data

Traffic safety engineers have developed another approach that can be used to create a
benchmark for motor vehicle stops. These investigators have utilized automobile crash data to

establish the relative risks of causing a crash or being a crash victim that are associated with driver

7 Fridell (2004).

8 gpitzer (1999).

29 petrocelli, et al. (2003).

0 California Highway Patrol (2000); Connecticut Division of Criminal Justice (2000); Greenwald (2001); Missouri
Attorney General’s Office (2000); San Diego Police Department (2000); San Jose Police Department (1999); Smith and
Petrocelli (2001).

3! Fridell (2004).

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 124



Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

characteristics, types of vehicles, and roadway conditions, among other factors. They conclude that
not-at-fault drivers in two-car crashes can serve as a proxy for at-fault drivers because crash victims are
randomly distributed among drivers. While not-at-fault crash data do not provide information on the
racial composition of traffic violators, they appear to be a good proxy of the driving public, and have
been used as denominators in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg and Miami-Dade jurisdictional studies.?

In many jurisdictions, these data exist electronically or on paper and can be accessed easily and
inexpensively. However, in the City of Los Angeles, crash data are collected only for accidents
resulting in injuries and certain types of crashes (e.g., crashes involving traffic felonies, crashes of
drivers charged with driving under the influence (DUI), hit-and-run crashes, and crashes involving City
property). Therefore, these data are limited in scope. Furthermore, this limited benchmark would not
necessarily be representative of the entire population at risk of being stopped, but only the proportion
that is more likely to be injured in an accident. Because research has shown that minorities are less
likely to wear seatbelts and, therefore are more likely to be injured in a traffic accident, they are likely
to be overrepresented in traffic accident data.>**

As a result of the limited traffic accident data in the City of Los Angeles, they are unlikely to

serve as a reliable benchmark for motor vehicle stops.
6.5.2.1.1.7 Internal Motor Vehicle Benchmarks

An alternative approach to the static and observational benchmarks is internal benchmarking.
Rather than creating benchmarks external to the police department, internal agency comparisons allow
for the use of police-citizen contact data without additional or external data. Internal benchmarking
involves the comparison of similarly situated officers (i.e., officers on the same shift, in the same area,
and/or on the same assignment). This technique can be used for comparing stops, citations, searches,
and arrests. These comparisons are often part of larger management programs called "early
intervention” or "early warning" (EW) systems.

Internal benchmarking cannot determine whether the overall stop rates of the officers are
appropriate. The comparisons can assess only officer-to-officer differences.”* In other words, internal
benchmarking cannot determine whether all or none of the individuals/groups used in the comparison

are practicing racially biased policing because both the stop and benchmark data come from the same

22 Smith, et al. (2004); Alpert, et al. (2004).
3 Fridell (2004). Fridell also cites other literature (p. 220).
4 Walker and Alpert (2004).
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pool of officer stop data. If an entire police department or shift is engaging in racially biased policing,
then internal benchmarking may not uncover biased individuals.

Nonetheless, internal benchmarking is a better option than external benchmarking, given that
there are no reliable estimates of the driving or violating populations. At a recent conference on
racially biased policing in Las Vegas (July 13-14, 2004) sponsorcd by the Police Executive Research
Forum and the COPS office, national experts on the analysis of racially biased policing data were

unanimous in their support for this method of analysis where feasible.
6.5.2.1.2 Recommendations Regarding External Benchmarking of Motor Vehicle Stops

The availability of data and resources must determine the selection of any approach to
benchmarking. Clearly, the census data are the least expensive and easiest to access. However, they
do not measure the driving population. Although there have been attempts to modify census data,
adjustments do not necessarily measure actual driving behavior. The lack of available data for other
potential benchmarks in the City of L.os Angeles, such as licensed drivers, blind enforcement
mechanisms, and traffic crashes, makes them unfeasible as motor vehicle benchmarks. Observational
studies could be undertaken, given a sufficient number of observations at representative locations.
However, this type of effort would be very labor intensive and expensive, cspecially in a city as large
and diverse as the City of Los Angeles. Furthermore, the collection of a sufficiently large sample to
yield statistically meaningful conclusions may also be prohibitively time consuming. Even if such
observational studies werc undertaken, they would have a limited “shelf life” because traffic patterns
and demographics of areas change. Therefore, observational studies would need to be updated on a
regular basis if stop data collection and analysis remain ongoing endeavors.

The motor vehicle benchmark that holds the best potential for the future is traffic crash data if
information regarding all traffic crashes were to be recorded and maintained. However, as noted in
Section 5.2.15, only limited crash data are currently collected in City of Los Angeles. Going forward,
data could be collected for all traffic accidents. However, this effort would take a significant amount of
time and resources to accumulate the quantity of data that would be needed for reliable use as a
benchmark.

Even if a reliable benchmark could be developed for motor vehicle stops, the question as to
whether perceived race could have a significant influence on officer behavior remains. Recall from
Chapter 4 that officers are unable to perceive the race of a vehicle occupant 63 percent of the time for
daytime stops and 65 percent of the time for stops at night at the time suspicion is formed. These

results of the Ride-Along Study provide further support for focusing resources in areas other than the
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development of a motor vehicle benchmark. This finding is consistent with other research that has
addressed the specific question of the feasibility of determining suspect race. Two studies have
provided analysis of whether race could be identified by officers (see Section 3.2.12). Both concluded
that race could not be identified by officers in a large proportion of cases. After ride-alongs with
officers, researchers in Sacramento concluded that race could not be identified prior to the stop in most
cases. In Denver, officers reported that they could not identify race prior to a stop in 24 percent of
pedestrian stops and 92 percent of motor vehicle stops.

Given the problems with many of the available benchmarks, the lack of data for other potential
benchmarks, and the fact that LAPD officers are unable to determine suspects’ race prior to initiating a
stop in a significant number of stops, Analysis Group does not recommend the implementation of an
External Benchmark Study for the evaluation of motor vehicle stop activity. Instead, we highly
recommend that attention and existing resources focus on analyses of post-stop activities, including
searches and arrests, as well as internal benchmarking. These analyses capture a much broader range
of police activities than merely the decision to initiate a stop, and they do not require an external

benchmark. Thus, they can provide the best potential for assessing the existence of biased policing.
6.5.2.2 External Benchmark Study of Pedestrian Stops

Statistical evaluation of pedestrian stops has received much less attention than that of motor
vehicle stops. As noted in Section 2.3.6.1, in 2000, PERF conducted a survey of data collection efforts
and found that most agencies that collect data were doing so only for traffic stops.”® Of the
jurisdictions Analysis Group reviewed in Chapter 3 (see Section 3.2.7), six of the 13 studies indicated
that data were collected on pedestrian stops and only three evaluated pedestrian stops.”® The focus on
motor vehicle stops rather than pedestrian stops may stem from the fact that motor vehicle stops hold
the greatest potential for analysis due to their higher frequency.

External benchmarking of pedestrian stops holds much more potential for meaningful results
than external benchmarking of motor vehicle stops. First, results from the ride-along survey indicate
that officers can identify race in a large proportion of suspicions and stops involving pedestrians. Even
at the time suspicion is formed, officers could discern race about 75 percent of the time during the day

and about two-thirds of the time at night. These percentages rise to over 90 percent at the time of the

23 Eridell, et al. (2001).

6 The six studies that collected pedestrian data were the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Charlotte-
Mecklenburg, Columbus, New York, Houston, and Denver. Note that pedestrian data was collected in Columbus only if a
stop involved a traffic code violation. The three studies that analyzed pedestrian data were Charlotte-Mecklenburg, New
York, and Denver. [t appears that pedestrian data were mixed with motor vehicle data in Columbus and Houston.
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initiation of the stop. Therefore, it is reasonable to ask whether officers stop minorities at
disproportionate rates as compared to non-minorities.

Second, it is easier to find or construct a proper benchmark or baseline for pedestrian stops than
motor vehicle stops. The distinction between stops made in response to a violation of traffic laws and
investigative stops made in response to rcasonable suspicion of criminal activity is an important
consideration in the development of a benchmark. According to PERF, in theory, researchers should
examine these types of stops separately (see Section 2.3.2.4). It is widely recognized that pedestrian
stops are less likely to be a response to observed violations and more likely to be investigative in
nature.”’” Pedestrian stops are also less likely than motor vehicle stops to be used as pretext stops.
Both of these considerations create more potential for developing a reliable external benchmark for

pedestrian stops.
6.5.2.2.1 Potential External Pedestrian Stop Benchmarks

As noted in Chapters 2 and 3 (see Sections 2.6.6.1, 3.2.7, and 3.2.14), very little research has
been done on pedestrian stop benchmarking. Benchmarks discussed or used in the racial profiling
literature have included: adjusted and unadjusted census data;>*® data from observational studies;>
and race of criminal suspects.?® In order to determine the potential usefulness of these external

pedestrian benchmarks in our analysis of pedestrian stop data, we review them below.
6.5.2.2.1.1 Census Data: Non-Adjusted and Adjusted

Analysis Group does not recommend benchmarking pedestrian stops against minority
representation in the residential population as represented by either unadjusted or adjusted census data.
Studies have shown that the resident population is likely not a good indicator of the pedestrian
population, let alone those persons most likely to be stopped. Several studies have verified this
assertion by cross-checking census data with information gathered from observational studies. The
study conducted by the British Home Office identified the population most at risk of being stopped,
based on those frequenting various locations.?®' The data collected by the researchers confirmed that
the population of persons who frequented an area was substantially different from the census of the
residential population. In most areas, the pedestrian populations included a greater percentage of

minorities than indicated by the census. This is consistent with the generally accepted belief that

7 Alpert, et al. (2004).

58 Smith, et al. (2004); Spitzer (1999); Sam Houston Statc University (2003); Thomas and Hansen (2004).
9 Miller (2000).

260 Alpert, et al. (2004); Spitzer (1999).

' Miller (2000).
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measures of resident population (i.e., census data) are a poor indicator of the population at risk of being

stopped.
6.5.2.2.1.2 Data from Observational Studies

As with observational studies of motor vehicle occupants, observational studies have limited
usefulness in developing a reliable benchmark for pedestrian stops. As noted in Sections 2.6.9.5 and
6.5.2.1.1.4, observational studies are expensive and labor intensive to implement, they provide
information at limited and generally non-random sites, they are constrained by the ability of the
observers to determine the race of those persons being observed, and they have a limited “shelf life.”
Even if the pedestrian population could be observed accurately, police stops among the pedestrian
population are not likely to be a random draw from among all pedestrians on the street, but rather
focused on those pedestrians likely to be engaging in reasonably suspicious behavior. For these same
reasons, Analysis Group does not advise benchmarking against minority representation measured in an

observational study of pedestrians.
6.5.2.2.1.3 Race of Criminal Suspects

The race of criminal suspects or arrestees has been rejected as a reliable benchmark for most
motor vehicle stops. The primary reason is that most motor vehicle stops are not investigative in nature
but are made for violations of traffic laws. Thus, the demographic profile of people who violate traffic
laws is not necessarily the same as the profile of people who commit crimes. Many analysts have
confirmed that a large percentage of motor vehicle stops are made for specific moving or non-moving
violations. Even if those stops are a pretext for investigation, a benchmark for motor vehicle stops
must capture minority representation among all drivers committing violations, including minor
violations. As this is likely to be a large percentage of the driving population, representation in the
overall driving population is sometimes considered an appropriate benchmark. However, as previously
discussed, the measurement of this representation is extremely problematic.

However, crime data have been suggested as a possible benchmark for investigative stops made
in response to reasonable suspicion of criminal activity (see Section 2.3.9.6), even including motor
vehicle stops made for these reasons. Analysts recognize that pedestrian stops may be more accurately
benchmarked than motor vehicle stops using crime data because pedestrian stops are more likely based

on reasonable suspicion that a crime has or is about to occur.?? Pedestrian stops are widely recognized

2 Alpen, et al. (2004).
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as being less likely to be in response to violations and more likely to be investigative in nature.’®

Pedestrian stops also are less likely to be pretext stops because fewer are made for specific violations,
either minor or serious. We can, therefore, reject any benchmark that is based on the overall pedestrian
population and focus on the factors that are likely to be associated with reasonable suspicion or
probable cause. The best pedestrian benchmark will therefore be derived from crime data. The most
comprehensive study of pedestrian stops, conducted in New York City, relied on arrest data to form
benchmarks for minority stops.

The use of race information from crime data is premised on the theory that officers engaged in
race-neutral stop activity and acting in response to signs of criminal behavior, should stop persons that

resemble the overall criminal population in the area.
6.5.2.2.1.4 Other Potential Pedestrian Benchmarks

Other benchmarks that Analysis Group has reviewed for motor vehicle benchmarking (see
Section 6.5.2.1.1), such as licensed drivers, data from blind enforcement mechanisms, and traffic
accident data, obviously relate to drivers rather than pedestrians. Therefore, they will not be useful as a

benchmark for pedestrian stop data.
6.5.2.2.2 Recommendations Regarding External Benchmarking of Pedestrian Stops

Despite the fact that there have been few analyses of pedestrian stops in the literature and
jurisdictional studies reviewed, Analysis Group believes an appropriate external benchmark should and
can be developed. First, our Ride-Along Study (see Chapter 4) indicated that race is far more likely to
be discernible in pedestrian stops than in motor vehicle stops. This is true regardless of whether the
stop is made during the day or the night. Officers were able to assess pedestrian race at the time
suspicion was formed 73 percent of the time for daytime stops and 66 percent of the time for nighttime
stops (see Tables 4.4 and 4.5).

Second, a large portion of the pedestrian stops are likely to be more investigative in nature
rather than stops made as a result of a specific violation. Even where a specific violation is cited, the
stop may be considered investigative. A preliminary review of the rate of searches for pedestrian stops
indicates that approximately half result in a search. This rate of searches is substantially higher than
the rate for motor vehicle stops. It suggests that pedestrian stops are investigative, rather than only

opportunities to cite persons for specific violations.

3 Alpert, et al. (2004).
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To the extent pedestrian stops are investigative, crime data offer promise for the development of
a reliable benchmark. Analysis Group recommends the development of an external pedestrian
benchmark derived from reported suspect race in reported crime data. This is an approach similar to
that adopted in the largest, most comprehensive study of pedestrian stops conducted in New York
City.?®

Pedestrian stop activity in the City of Los Angeles, however, may differ in significant ways
from New York. It is generally thought that pedestrian stops for specific violations, such as
jaywalking, rather than for investigative reasons, are more common in Los Angeles. To the extent this
perception is supported by an analysis of the data, it may indicate that some types of pedestrian stops
should be eliminated from any pedestrian benchmark study. For example, a preliminary review of the
data indicates lower search rates for pedestrian stops falling under the vehicle code violations (i.e.,
jaywalking stops).?®® If appropriate, these stops may be removed from the external pedestrian
benchmark study.

The first step in any benchmark study is the determination of the numerator — the minority
representation among those persons stopped. The racial categories on the FDR can be evaluated to find
the proportion of relevant pedestrian stops that are composed of each specific race: white, black,
Hispanic, Asian, American Indian, and other.

The second step in the external benchmark analysis is the determination of the benchmark. For
pedestrian stop activity, Analysis Group will form an external benchmark by analyzing racial patterns
among persons suspected of criminal activity. As described in Chapter 5, data for approximately
689,000 crimes with valid RDs are reported from January 2002 through March 2004. Of these,
approximately 37 percent, or about 252,000, crimes report the race of the criminal suspect. These data
not only provide information about the race of the suspects, but also provide other details about the
crime in question. These data provide an adequate basis for forming a statistical benchmark.

Suspect race from crime data, of course, has limitations. First, reported criminal activity is only
a proxy for actual criminal activity. Some types of crimes are more likely to be reported than others.
For instance, violent crime is more likely to be reported than prostitution or drug crime. Second,
suspect race is more readily identifiable for some types of crimes than others. For example, suspect

race may be infrequently identified for burglaries, as these crimes are typically committed without

84 Spitzer (1999).

%5 In addition to evaluating the search rates for various types of pedestrian stops, we will examine the correlation between
crime and those stops. Higher correlations will assist in identifying the types of pedestrian stops properly considered
investigative.
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witnesses. Third, some types of reported crimes are more likely to result in police-pedestrian stop
activity than others. Violent crimes and property crimes have different effects on public safety, thereby
creating different law enforcement priorities and actions. And last, minority representation among
suspects may vary by crime type. Despite these limitations, suspect race offer the best promise for
developing a reliable pedestrian stop benchmark.

Previous research has demonstrated that certain types of criminal activity are highly correlated
with one another. Weapons violations and violent crime are highly correlated in some jurisdictions, for
example. Although, this multicollinearity will impede attempts to estimate specific effects of particular
types of crime on stop activity, it legitimizes the use of more generalized measures of criminal activity.
In addition, officers’ perceptions of reasonable suspicion may be influenced by knowledge of general
crime patterns in an area. While location alone may not form a basis for reasonable suspicion, it may
be a factor, among others, that is relevant. Thus, attempting to tie stop activity to particular types of
criminal activity may be computationally impossible, but also unnecessary.

Suspect race will be analyzed in a quantitatively objective manner to deal with these statistical
and analytical challenges. The crime data are disaggregated by reported offense type. The correlations
of each type of criminal activity with others in this disaggregated data will be evaluated with principal
components analysis. These principal components can be thought of as different types of crime
categories that capture statistically correlated crimes. These data will then be assessed to identify the
categories of criminal activity that have the greatest impact on overall stop activity.?®® The suspect race
associated with these statistically relevant crime categories will then be used for forming the
benchmark in the stop analyses.

While suspect race is available only in 37 percent of reported crimes in the City of Los Angeles
(see Section 5.2.2), we do not anticipate that this will present any severe limitations in its use. First, if
suspect race were used by police officers to stop pedestrians, only the race of “known” suspects would
be available to them. Thus, the crimes for which suspect race is unknown are irrelevant. Second, even
though suspect race is reported only 37 percent of the time, there is still an extremely large volume of
data for which race information is available. Third, the crimes that are most highly correlated with stop
activity may be those most likely to contain indications of suspect race.

An alternative source of information relating to the racial distribution of criminals is the arrest

data. Analysis Group prefers the use of crime data, as arrests represent the outcome of police activity.

%6 Measuring the relationship between crime and overall stop activity will provide information about the context in which
officers make stops regardless of race.
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As such, the minority representation among those arrested could itself be biased. An agency that
practices racially biased policing in its arrest practices will not have reliable arrest data for
benchmarking purposes. As a possible solution to this problem, arrest data for low-officer-discretion
crimes may be a more reliable proxy for actual offending rates than arrest data for high discretion
crimes because these data are the least likely to be influenced by officer bias. Low-discretion crimes
include the following violent offenses: murder, robbery, aggravated assault, and to a lesser extent,
rape. In addition to the racial composition of reported criminal suspects, we will investigate these low
discretion arrcst rates as an alternative benchmark for pedestrian stops.

The third step in the external benchmark study is to determine whether the proportion of
minorities stopped deviates in a practical and statistically significant way from the proportion of
minorities established in the benchmark. If there is no bias, we expect, on average, the proportion of
minorities among those persons stopped to match the proportion of minorities among persons likely to
be engaging in reasonably suspicious behavior in each enforcement area, as reflected in the benchmark
derived from crime data. That is, we expect minorities to experience only a fair share of stops. For
example, if 40 percent of the persons reported as criminal suspects in an area were minorities, then, on
average, we would expect 40 percent of the pedestrian stops of persons to be of minorities.

As shown in Figure 6.1, this expected relationship is represented by a simple 45-degree line
(the dotted line in Figure 6.1). This line, with an intercept of zero and a slope of one, matches pairs of
values in which the percentage of minorities stopped in RD exactly matches the percentage of
minorities among those suspected of criminal activity in the RD.

In reality, random variation in stops from RD to RD may yield pairs of values that lie off the
45-degree line. That is, in some areas, minorities may make up a somewhat smaller share of stops than
their representation in the benchmark, and in other areas they may make up a larger share. For
example, in one area where minorities represent 40 percent of suspects, they may represent only 20
percent of the stops. In another area where minorities represent 40 percent of suspects, they may

represent 60 percent of the stops.
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Figure 6.1
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Quantitative evidence of biased policing is revealed when these actual observations tend to lie
significantly below the 45-degree line. In other words, a fitted regression line would have a flatter
slope than the 45-degree benchmark. For example, a slopc of 0.72 would indicate that increases in
minority representation among suspects are matched more than one-for-one with increases in stops.
Regression analysis of these shares can inform us whether deviations from the expected proportionate
pairing of stops to minority representation among suspects show a sufficiently strong or statistically
significant pattern to allow inference that there is quantitative evidence of race disparities in stop
outcomes.

The use of regression analysis will enable Analysis Group to investigate other factors that may
be related to police stop decisions. Specifically, Analysis Group recommends the consideration of the
factors that comprise direct or indirect measures of crime or disorder such as:

e calls for service;

e pgang crimes;
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e deployment;
¢ shootings at officers; and
e vacant/abandoned buildings.

In addition to factors capturing direct or indirect measures of crime or disorder in the City,
Analysis Group will also consider data that measure the overall level of economic activity in the
various geographic areas. For example, certain parts of the City with higher levels of business activity
may expect to have higher levels of stop activity. This information will be derived from two sources:
sales volume data and business tax registration certificates data. These data are reported by zip code.
Therefore, they will have to be mapped to the RDs as noted in Section 5.3.2.

Other demographic data not related to race may also influence stop activity. For example, since
population density is likely to influence stop activity, we will measure the influence of the number of
residents in each RD.

The above data related to crime, disorder, economic activity, and population density are not
necessarily considered to be legitimate reasons for stopping minorities disproportionately in a given
RD. However, potential relationships between these data and stop patterns will be investigated on the
theory that an understanding of such relationships may be helpful in sharpening our understanding of
any racial disparities which may be identified.

Certain other factors may be included as potential legitimate reasons for stopping minorities
disproportionately in a given RD. To the extent that gender, age, and other demographic factors are
relevant for explaining minority representation among pedestrian stops, we will include them in our
analysis.

The use of regression analysis in a benchmark study has a unique advantage over more
simplistic benchmarking comparisons frequently used in other jurisdictions. Not only does it allow the
consideration of a wider range of quantitative factors, it can accommodate further consideration of
qualitative elements. As the discussion above indicates, a finding of a fitted regression line with a
slope that is statistically significantly less than one will provide quantitative evidence of an average
difference between the expected proportion of minorities stopped, given their representation among
criminal suspects, and the actual proportion. This average overall difference can be used to draw
general quantitative inferences about possible bias in pedestrian stops.

The analysis also can be used to identify particular outliers. For instance, when this analysis is
conducted across RDs, then the results for any particular RD can be evaluated relative to what would

be expected for that RD. RDs with outcomes sufficiently far from what would be expected can thus be
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identified. This creates an opportunity to consider the influence of more qualitative elements that
cannot be captured in the statistical model. For example, idiosyncratic RDs, such as those with unusual
pedestrian traffic related to tourism or a central business district may appear as outliers, yet be more

clearly understood with reference to qualitative information.
6.5.3 Post-Stop Activity Study

As noted in Section 2.3.6.2, analysts have recognized that for both pedestrian and motor vehicle
stops, there is the potential for racially biased policing at two points in time — when the stop is made
and after the stop has been made. Analysis of stops typically refers to information specific to the
decision by the officer to make a stop. Stop data analysis would include the officer’s determination of
the race of a suspect when the decision to make a stop is made, the violation, where the violation
occurred, the time of day, and the day of the week. Post-stop analysis refers to evaluation of
information specific to the outcome of events after the stop. Post-stop data would include the officer’s
determination of the race of a suspect after a stop is made and the outcome of a stop (e.g., searches,
citations, and arrests). Although the focus of prior research and studies of other jurisdictions has been
the analysis of stops, a number of jurisdictional studies have recognized the value of post-stop
analyses.”” Such studies provide a unique perspective on the potential for racially biased policing after
a stop is made.

The second type of study that Analysis Group recommends, therefore, is a study of post-stop
activities. This study will address the question: Are minorities subjected to disproportionate sanctions
or other burdens following a stop after controlling for available non-racial factors that may influence
police decision-making? Post-stop analyses are particularly useful in understanding whether
enforcement is effective and respectful and compliant with the Department’s nondiscrimination policy.
Such analyses may assist in determining whether investigatory or suspicion-based stops were effective.
Therefore, we propose the development of a methodology for analyzing racial differences in selected
post-stop actions.

The statistical techniques that Analysis Group will use in the analysis of post-stop activity are

appropriate for the study of categorical data. Two techniques that we anticipate using are logistic

37 See Greenwald (2004); California Highway Patrol (2000); Cordner, et al. (2002); Smith, et al. (2004); Ohio State
University (2003); Schlosberg (2002); Spitzer (1999); Alpert Group (forthcoming for Miami-Dade Police Department),
Sam Houston State University (2003); Thomas and Hansen (2004); Smith and Petrocelli (2001). However, the type and
depth of post-stop analyses in these studies varied widely.
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regression and Chi-square analysis.?®® These are techniques that are designed to assess whether there
are racial differences in the occurrence of a particular outcome. Logistic regression is a multivariate
technique that allows an analyst to evaluate the impact of race on discrete, bivariate outcomes (i.e., two
outcomes), such as a yes/no response to a question (e.g., “Did the driver exit vehicle?”), after
controlling for other likely influences on the outcome as well. Chi-square analyses are used to examine
the relationship between two variables, such as race and the decision to search, and may be used to
evaluate whether the distribution of various outcomes differ in a statistically meaningful way by
race.’®

For all post-stop analyses, stops of pedestrians and motor vehicles will be analyzed separately.
As noted in our review of the literature (see Section 2.3.6.1), motor vehicle stops are more likely to be
pretextual stops. Therefore, our expectations regarding post-stop outcomes vary by type of stop.
Likewise, stops resulting from calls for service will be analyzed independently from officer-initiated
stops. Given the lower level of discretion associated with calls for service stops, these stops ideally
should be treated separately from those initiated by officers themselves.

Given that some post-stop outcomes are relatively rare events (e.g., searches), it is possible that
splitting the data as described above would yield too few cases in each category to produce a
meaningful statistical analysis. 1f Analysis Group determines this to be the case after examining the
distribution of the data, then we will consider alternative techniques to increase the size of the sample.
One solution may be to combine stop categories (e.g., pedestrian and motor vehicle stops) but control
for the type of stop by including dummy variables in the logistic regression models that identify
pedestrian and motor vehicle stops or officer-initiated versus calls-for-service stops. Again, the
preferred technique will be to analyze different categories of stops independently because those
analyses will yield more detailed information on each type of stop. However, sample sizes will
necessarily drive the analytic choices that are available as the analysis unfolds.

Once the pedestrian/motor vehicle and calls-for-service/officer-initiated split is accomplished, if
270

possible, stops made by the following categories of officers will be analyzed independently:

o patrol officers;

% An example of a logistic regression analysis is provided in Section 4.4.4 in the evaluation of the ride-along study results.
There we evaluated whether various explanatory factors accounted for the officers’ perception of the race of persons
stopped.

9 Although we considered the appropriateness of nested logistic regression, the data collection protocol makes its
application inappropriate. Nested logistics regression is a technique that allows an analyst to evaluate the probability of a
discrete outcome when the choice made may be contingent on the result of an earlier choice. As Chapter 7 describes, the
current data collection protocol does not allow an analyst to determine from the FDR the dynamics of what occurred
following a stop. Thus, nested logistic approaches cannot be implemented.

% Detective will be excluded unless there are enough stops that allow for a separate analysis.
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e gang officers; and

e traffic officers.

In the case of gang officers, their stops are likely to reflect not only their unique responsibilities and
enforcement strategies but the ethnic and racial composition of the City’s gangs as well. Traffic
officers, too, have substantially difTerent responsibilities from patrol officers, and therefore, it is
appropriate to analyze their stops separately. Generally speaking, stops made by officers assigned to
gang units should be analyzed separately when possible from those made by regular patrol officers.?”"
Finally, as the backbone of any police department and the group that has more contact with the public
than any other, patrol officers represent the remaining and perhaps most important category of officers
to consider in post-stop analyses. As the discussion on combining categories of stops indicates,
however, sample sizes for some outcomes may dictate that the data be aggregated and officer
assignment be controlled in a series of combined models.

In dividing the data according to the strategy outlined above, we hope to develop the clearest
picture possible of the stops made by the various LAPD entities that will comprise the major analytic
categories. In the same vein, we hope to examine post-stop outcomes for each racial category
identified on the FDR so that important differences among minority groups are not masked. However,
and as noted above, whenever data are split into increasingly finite categories, the risk of having an
insufficient number of cases to produce a meaningful analysis increases. We expect that some
categories of analysis may not produce meaningful results — e.g., pedestrian stops by traffic officers.
Without examining the data further and beginning the analytical process, we cannot determine when
these obstacles to an effective analysis may occur. If it appears that a particular type of analysis will
have an insufficient number of cases to produce reliable results, Analysis Group will consult with the

City to determine whether some higher level of aggregation may be advisable.
6.5.3.1 Search Analyses

Most earlier analyses of search activities have relied on one of two approaches: an examination
of overall search disparities by race or analyses of hit rates among racial groups (see Section 2.3.8.2).
With a search disparity analysis, the number of persons searched in each racial category is divided by
the total number of persons stopped from each category. This simple calculation leads to the
percentage of persons searched among those stopped and allows for comparisons across racial groups.

The analysis can be done for all combined searches conducted or for subsets of searches (e.g., searches

7! Spitzer (1999) and Smith, et al. (2003).
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incident to arrest, pat-downs, vehicle searches, or impound searches). As a bivariate calculation,
however, this type of analysis does not take into account legitimate, non-racial factors that may cause
the search rates for one group to exceed those of another.

An alternative method for evaluating post-stop activity is a hit rate analysis or outcome test.
Hit rate analyses have been used to analyze whether outcomes of discretionary searches (i.e., discovery
of contraband) are systematically different for minorities and non-minorities. In a typical hit rate test,
researchers measure the hit rate as the number of successful discretionary searches divided by the total
number of searches for each racial group. Lower hit rates for searches of minorities are generally
interpreted as a possible indicator of racially biased policing. The logic is that if the hit rate is lower
for minorities, a lower standard for initiating the search may have been applied by the officer, thus
implying racial bias by the officer.

Although instructive, particularly in conjunction with multivariate analyses, hit rate analyses
have limitations. As with all statistical analyses, the interpretation of a lower success rate for searches
is, at best, indirect evidence of bias. If hit rates are lower for minorities than for whites, this finding
may indicate that the police are searching minorities under a lower standard of proof than for whites
and are therefore “wrong” more often. However, as simple, bivariate analyses, hit rates do not account
for situational or contextual influences on search decisions that may vary by race. As one example, if
minorities exhibit characteristics that lead police to be suspicious more often than whites, police may
act upon those suspicions, search minorities more often, and end up with fewer “hits” or positive
contraband seizures among minorities. Neighborhood differences also may vary by race, which may
lead to differing search decisions by police and lower hit rates for some racial groups. Although a
useful indicator of possible bias, hit rates are perhaps most instructive when conducted in conjunction
with a multivariate analysis of searches as well.

The nature of the LAPD data imposes one additional limitation on our ability to conduct a hit
rate analysis. When more than one type of search was conducted and contraband was found, we will
not be able to distinguish which search yielded the contraband because LAPD FDRs do not identify
which search yielded the contraband. Because only some searches qualify as probability searches, we
must be able to link any contraband found to those particular kinds of searches. When both probability
and non-probability-based searches (e.g., search incident to arrest) were conducted during the same
stop, we cannot make the necessary linkages and therefore cannot analyze those data for hit rate
purposes. In the end, an insufficient number of probability searches conducted independently of non-

probability searches would preclude us from conducting a hit rate analysis. As a result of the
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aforementioned limitations, a hit rate analysis will not be performed by Analysis Group using LAPD
post-stop data.

Logistic regression provides an alternative tool for examining searches. The purpose for
conducting multivariate assessments of searches is not to determine whether contraband was found but
to investigate racial disparities in the decision to scarch in the first place. The question addressed by
these analyses is whether LAPD officers are more likely to search minorities than whites after
accounting for non-racial factors that may influence the search decision. Thus, these models enable us
to control for explanatory factors that may legitimately influence officers’ decisions to search. The
individual and contextual factors that have been discussed in our proposed stop analyses are important
to consider in a multivariate analysis of searches. Thus, Analysis Group proposes conducting
regression analyses on search outcomes in order to determine whether, holding other relevant variables
constant, race influences the likelihood of officers engaging in discretionary searches.

The FDR generates information on a variety of search outcomes. The analysis of these
outcomes will rely heavily on the data gathered from the FDRs. We make our recommendation after
having determined that the post-stop search data are of sufficiently high quality to warrant a review.
The form that has been in use since July 1, 2003 records a number of possible search activities, once a
stop has occurred. Some of these actions are contingent upon earlier actions having been taken by the
officers. Given a stop, the possible post-stop search actions, along with associated contingencies, are:

e Was a pat-down, search, or frisk conducted?

e Was the detainee asked to submit to a warrantless search?

e [fyes, did the detainee grant the request?

e Was a search conducted?

e [fyes, what was the authority?
e consent
e odor of contraband
e incident to arrest
e parole or probation
e impound authority
e visible contraband
e incident to pat-down or frisk
e other

e If yes to search, what was searched?
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e person
e container
e vehicle
e other
e Ifyes to search, was anything discovered or seized?

= If yes to discovery or seizure, what was found?

e alcohol
e drugs
e money

e other contraband

o other evidence of crime
e other property

e weapons

e vehicle

Although the search data captured on the FDR allow for many different combinations of
analyses, we believe that three in particular will yield useful information on the existence of possible
disparities in search outcomes. Based on our review of the literature and discussions with City of Los
Angeles and LAPD representatives, we intend to conduct three discrete search-related regression
analyses: (1) an analysis of pat-down/frisks, (2) an analysis of high discretion searches, and (3) an
analysis of consent search requests. Pat-down/frisks are limited searches of a suspect’s outer clothing
conducted when officers have reasonable suspicion to believe that a person may be armed and
dangerous (Terry v. Ohio, 1968). They are highly discretionary and are appropriate to assess for racial
differences. They represent the first search analysis that we propose.

Next, Analysis Group proposes aggregating searches into high and low discretion categories
and conducting a regression analysis of the influence of race on high discretion searches. High
discretion searches are those where officers have the greatest degree of freedom in choosing whether to
search. Again, after discussions with City and LAPD representatives, we intend to combine odor of
contraband, parole/probation, and incident to pat-down/frisk searches into the high discretion category
for analysis. The incident to pat-down/frisk category indicates that officers conducted a pat-
down/frisk, felt an object that appeared to be a weapon, and reached inside a suspect’s clothing to
retrieve the item. In order to take a conservative approach with our analysis, we have chosen to include

this type of search in the high discretion category, recognizing that officers will typically err on the side
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of caution and will reach inside a suspect’s clothing to investigate any object that could be used against
them as a weapon. Low discretion searches, which will not be subject to analysis, include searches
incident to arrest, impound searches, and searches based on visible contraband. In these cases, officers
have little or no choice but to conduct a search and therefore any racial differences that may exist in
these searches are not likely to be the result of bias.

Finally, we propose a regression analysis of how race affects the decision by officers to request
consent to search. The FDR captures information on whether officers asked citizens to submit to
consensual searches. The decision to seek consent is highly discretionary and is appropriate to
examine for racial differences. In fact, the decision to seek consent provides for a more straightforward
analysis than whether a consent search was actually conducted, which is also captured on the FDR.
Consent searches indicate that officers conducted a search after they sought and gained permission to
search from citizens. However, as outcomes, they measure citizen acquiescence to a police request,
and acquiescence may itself vary by race. Therefore, the better approach is to explore racial
differences in the initial decision to seek consent rather than using the consent search data themselves
as the variable of interest.

Because the FDR records the race of the person(s) stopped, each of the three search-related
activities (pat-down/frisks, high discretion searches, consent search requests) discussed above may be
analyzed statistically for evidence of disparities. The search analyses that we recommend have
dichotomous (yes/no) outcomes and are appropriate for logistic regression. In conducting these
analyses, Analysis Group will control for the influence of a variety of individual, contextual, and
situational factors as discussed below (see Section 6.5.3.3). As noted earlier, if an analysis yields too
few cases to produce meaningful results, we will consult with the City and recommend a course of
action to address the issue. This may involve a recommendation to aggregate the data or to conduct

additional analyses.
6.5.3.2 Enforcement and Other Post-Stop Analyses

In addition to searches, the FDR also captures information on other stop outcomes and
contingencies. Those outcomes are as follows:
e Did the officer ask the driver to exit the vehicle?
¢ What action was taken?
o field interview completed

e warning
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e none
e arrest
e citation

¢ release from custody

By linking the FDR data to other data sources, Analysis Group can develop a more complete
account of what occurred after a stop. For stops that resulted in a citation, for example, we can link the
FDR data to a City-maintained citations database and determine what particular offense(s) a driver was
cited for. This will allow us to determine not only whether minorities were more likely than whites to
receive citations (after controlling for other factors), but also whether differences exist in the types of
citations issued to minority and white drivers. Likewise, by linking FDR and arrest data, we can
analyze whether minorities were more or less likely than whites to be arrested after holding constant
important variables such as type of offense.

Based on discussions with City and LAPD officials, Analysis Group proposes to conduct
regression analyses on the following FDR outcomes: arrests, citations, no action taken, and whether
the driver was asked to exit the vehicle. We believe that these analyses will be the most fruitful in
uncovering possible racial disparities and assessing the post-stop practices of the LAPD. As with
searches, we intend to conduct separate analyses for each of the four outcomes listed above. Similar to
the high discretion search analysis as well, we anticipate removing non-discretionary arrests from the
pool of arrests subjected to analysis. For example, in cases where persons have warrants on file for
their arrest, officers are typically required by law and policy to take them into custody. Removing
warrant-based arrests from the analysis will allow us to examine the influence of race only on truly
discretionary arrest outcomes. Again erring on the side of caution, only arrests made pursuant to a
warrant will be considered non-discretionary and removed from the arrest pool. Recognizing that other
arrests also may involve low discretion (e.g., violent felonies), we will control for offense type by
creating dummy variables for violent and other crimes as discussed below. Moreover, we will control
for offense type and other relevant variables (see Section 6.5.3.3) in each of the four proposed outcome
analyses. These outcome analyses will be similar to that for searches and will employ logistic
regression techniques to explore race as a possible variable of influence on the probability of the

outcomes occurring.
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6.5.3.3 Independent and Control Variables

As with other regression techniques, these logistic regression approaches enable an analyst to
control for other legitimate influences on the outcome to isolate only unexplained racial disparities. As
with our Pedestrian Benchmark Study, the influence of other factors will be captured in the empirical
models. The factors that Analysis Group will consider in the analyses are broadly classified as:

e suspect characteristics;

¢ officer characteristics;

e encounter characteristics; and

e geographic characteristics.

To the extent these legitimate law enforcement imperatives explain differences in post-stop
activity, these effects will be measured and controlled in the analytical models. After having reviewed
the data that are available, and having reviewed the quality and completeness of the data, Analysis
Group recommends the inclusion of a number of specific control factors.

First, we will account for the characteristics of the specific encounter. These factors are
reported on the FDR — time of day, day of week, and reason for the stop. The time of day and day of
the week may indicate differences in the likelihood of a stop, regardless of race. The FDR also records
the reason for the stop. The likelihood of specific post-stop outcomes also is expected to be related to
the initial reason for the stop. The reasons for the stop identified on the old form are:

e vehicle code moving violation/pedestrian violation;

e municipal code violation;

e suspect flight;

e consensual;

o call for service;

e equipment/registration violation;

e department briefing;

e penal code violation;

e health and safety code violation; and

e other.

When changes were made to the data collection instrument in July 2003, the reasons for the
stop were reclassified to distinguish vehicle code moving violations from pedestrian violations.

Because the FDR also records whether the stop was of a driver or pedestrian, we will disaggregate the
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vehicle code moving violations from pedestrian violations on the old FDRs with reference to the type
of stop.

The inclusion of situational characteristics is important in assessing possible racial differences
in post-stop outcomes. The nature and severity of the offense, or whether the stop was made based on
a department briefing, are important control variables to consider because of their relation to officer
discretion. For example, officers have much less discretion in arresting a suspect when a violent crime
or DUI is suspected. Thus, at a minimum, we anticipate creating dummy variables for violent crimes
and DUIs. We will also investigate the need for creating other offense-related variables, such as
variables for property or drug offenses. Similarly, for the citations analysis, it may be important to
include variables for some lower discretion traffic-related charges — driving with a suspended license or
reckless driving, for example. We will determine how best to classify offenses after running some
descriptive statistics on offense type by race. Although we cannot yet specify all of the offense-related
variables we will use in each model, we recognize that controlling for these and other contextual
factors will help isolate race as a potential explanatory factor for post-stop decisions and will help rule
out the possibility that variables other than race are responsible for any observed differences between
whites and minorities.

Our second set of control factors relate to the geographic area in which the stop occurred. The
FDRs report the RD in which the stop occurred. Therefore, the attributes of the area where the stop
occurred can be readily identified. These attributes are either direct or indirect measures of crime,
disorder, or socioeconomic disadvantage in the City that may influence the decision of the officer to
initiate particular post-stop actions. The factors that Analysis Group will analyze are:

e crime;

e calls for service;

e gang crimes and stops by gang officers;

o officer deployment;

e shootings at officers; and

¢ vacant/abandoned buildings.

Crime data arc available for the City at the RD level. In evaluating post-stop outcomes, we will
control for crime in the RDs where stops occurred. At a minimum, we anticipate controlling for violent
and property crime. We will also investigate the possibility of controlling for other types of crime such
as drug-related offenses. For the purposes of specifying area-level crime rates or counts, we will use

the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) definitions of Part | offenses in identifying violent and property
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crime. Violent crime under the UCR definitions includes the following offenses: murder and non-
negligent manslaughter, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. Part | property crime under the UCR
includes burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft. Because reported crime categories across
geographic areas of a city tend to be collinear (vary together), we may have to develop a composite
measure(s) of crime that avoids the statistical problems caused by including collinear variables in the
same regression models.

In addition to including standard UCR crime categories as control variables in our analysis, we
also believe that it is important to account for the possible effects of gang activity and gang-related
crime on the post-stop behavior of police officers. Although the City maintains a database of gang-
related crimes that is available for analysis, only recently have uniform standards been instituted for the
classification and capture of gang-related offenses. As a result, the current gang crimes database is
probably incomplete, which may limit its utility in the overall analysis. As an additional proxy
measure for gang activity, we also plan to use stops by gang unit officers as an estimate for gang
activity across the City. Neither measure of gang activity or gang-related crime is ideal, but they are
the best that are currently available and we will examine their usefulness and predictive power in our
regression models.

Other geographic variables of interest for which data are available include officer deployment
patterns, calls for service, shootings at officers, and abandoned buildings. The density of police
deployment in a given area may impact post-stop outcomes, as may demand for police services (calls
for service). Data on shootings at officers may provide an indication of how threatened officers feel
and thus may affect their activities on stops in certain locations. Information on abandoned buildings
serves as a proxy indicator for the level of social disorder and physical decay in RDs, which in turn,
may influence police behavior. All of these variables will be included as controls in the regression
models where appropriate.

The third set of control factors that we will use in our analysis are variables relating to officer
characteristics, such as age, race, gender, and length of service. These data may be matched to the
stop, as the identification of the officer is provided on the FDR. We will also evaluate whether
commendations, complaints, or uses of force by officers have explanatory power in the likelihood of
specific post-stop actions. The idea is to control for officer characteristics and their influence on police
decision-making, and to determine whether officer characteristics help explain post-stop outcomes. It
may be useful for the City and the LAPD to know whether certain officer characteristics (complaints,

race, use of force) are associated with an increased likelihood of arrest occurring or a citation being
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issued. There have been only a limited number of multivariate analyses that accounted for officer
demographics. Although researchers in Richmond, Virginia found that officer race did not predict
disparate treatment of minorities, one study found that officer characteristics were significant predictors
in some models.?”?

After having accounted for the contextual factors that may influence post-stop decision-making,
Analysis Group will evaluate whether suspect characteristics — age, sex, and especially race — influence
post-stop actions. The logistic regression models provide estimates of the increase in the odds of
particular post-stop actions occurring, together with measures of the statistical significance of those
racial disparities. As a result, the multivariate analyses will help determine the nature and extent of the
influence that driver and pedestrian race has on post-stop decision-making after holding other
important variables constant. Raw disparities that may be identified through simple descriptive

analyses may no longer hold after the inclusion of other relevant factors in a multivariate model.
6.5.3.4 Limitations of Multivariate Analysis

The post-stop outcome models will help explain whether and to what degree race plays a role in
police decision-making. It is unlikely, however, that the models will explain all of the variance in a
particular outcome. For example, if Arrest/No Arrest are the possible outcomes in a logistic regression
model, the inclusion of driver race and relevant control variables available from City and LAPD
databases in the model may explain only a small percentage of the variance in the outcomes. Although,
hypothetically, the model may show that black motorists are more likely than whites to be arrested afier
holding other influences constant, the model may still leave most of the variance in the arrest outcome
unexplained. This means that additional, unaccounted for variables are exerting an unmeasured
influence on the Arrest variable. As a practical result, one cannot conclude that racial bias explains the
arrest disparity among blacks because other legitimate, unmeasured reasons for the disparity may exist.

In a perfect world, and if all relevant variables were available for inclusion in a multivariate
model, no amount of variance in the outcome would be left unexplained. In the racial profiling
context, this means that we could isolate racial bias by police as the only source of an observed
disparity. Since it is highly unlikely that our analyses will produce a perfectly specified model, a single
model cannot be used, by itself, to prove or disprove the existence of “racial profiling.” Instead, the
models may or may not provide circumstantial evidence of bias, depending upon the strength of the

race effects found and whether patterns exist in the racial disparities, if any, that are identified.

?”2 Smith and Petrocelli (2001) and Schafer, et al. (2004), respectively.
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6.5.4 Internal Benchmark Study

The final study that Analysis Group recommends is an Internal Benchmark Study (i.e., officer-
to-officer comparisons). Such an analysis is not typical of either the academic research that we have
reviewed or other jurisdictional analyses. Of the jurisdictions reviewed (see Section 3.2.13.1.3), one
(Sacramento) prepared an analysis of stops relative to such an internal benchmark. Nonetheless, courts
have held that a defendant can prove the discriminatory effect prong of an equal protection claim
through a comparison of the arresting deputy’s stop percentages to those of the highway patrol overall.
The defendant in Mesa-Roche solved the benchmarking problem by utilizing what was, in essence, an
internal benchmark in comparing the arresting deputy’s stops to those who were similarly situated —
Kansas Highway Patrol troopers who worked a nearby stretch of interstate highway.

Internal benchmarking is a viable alternative approach to the static and observational
benchmarks otherwise recommended for external pedestrian and motor vehicle benchmarks (see
Section 2.3.8.1.3). Rather than creating benchmarks external to the police department, internal agency
comparisons allow for the use of police-citizen contact data without additional or external data.
Internal benchmarking involves the comparison of similarly situated officers (i.e., officers making
stops during the same time of day and in the same location). This technique can be used for comparing
stops, citations, searches, and arrests. These comparisons are often part of larger management
programs, called "early intervention" or "early warning" (EW) systems.

Internal benchmarking cannot be used to determine whether the overall stop rates of the officers
are appropriate. The comparisons can assess only officer-to-officer differences. In other words,
internal benchmarking cannot determine if either all or none of the individuals/groups used in the
comparison are practicing racially biased policing because both the stop and benchmark data come
from the same pool of officer stop data. If an entire police department or shift is engaging in racially
biased policing, then internal benchmarking may not uncover biased individuals.

Nonetheless, internal benchmarking is a better option than external benchmarking, particularly
for motor vehicle stops where estimates of the driving or violating populations are difficult or
impossible to ascertain. Internal benchmarks provide a reasonable and cost effective alternative when
there are no reliable estimates of the driving or violating populations. Although more effective external
benchmarks may be developed for pedestrian stops, an internal benchmark is still informative. Ata
recent policing conference in Las Vegas (July 13-14, 2004) sponsored by PERF and the Office of

Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS), a component of the DOJ, national experts on the
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analysis of racially biased policing data were unanimous in their support for this method of analysis
where feasible.

The purposes of the internal benchmark study are two-fold:

e Identify individual deviations in the racial composition of each officer’s stops relative to

stops made by all other officers in the same RDs during the same time periods.

e Provide summary measures of the extent of the variance in stops across groups of officers

making stops in the same RDs during the same shifts.

The results will provide tools for assessing the stop behavior of individual officers and for
identifying outliers. The identification of outlier officers in this manner can be used as part of a larger
early warning system that ensures review of officers and for assessing the consistency with which
training on stop behavior is implemented in the field.

The internal benchmark will be developed relative to other officers patrolling the same
geographic areas, at the same time of day and with the same general assignment. As in the post-stop
analyses, Analysis Group anticipates analyzing pedestrian and motor vehicle stops separately, and
filtering out stops resulting from calls for service. Within those groupings, gang, traffic, and uniformed
patrol stops will be analyzed independently from each other.?”> The problem of identifying a sufficient
number of stops by each officer to provide for a meaningful analysis is particularly acute with internal
benchmarking. Consequently, we anticipate having to compare officers to others similarly situated
throughout the entire period from July 2003 through June 2004. Even under this approach, some
officers simply may not have recorded enough stops to allow for an individual-level analysis. After
examining the data more thoroughly, we will evaluate whether peer groups may be defined for more
narrow time periods.

The basic unit of analysis for forming peer group comparisons will be the RD. For any RD in
which an officer made stops, the internal benchmark will be the percentage of minority representation
among all stops made in the RD. Thus, the percentage of minorities stopped by each officer in a given
RD will be compared to the percentage of minorities stopped by every other officer in that RD. We
will attempt to develop an RD-specific benchmark for each racial group identified on the FDR.
However, aggregation of stops into minority/non-minority may be necessary to obtain numbers large
enough to analyze. If this becomes necessary, Analysis Group will consult with the City on how the

various racial and ethnic groups should best be collapsed. This benchmark will be further refined to

23 See footnote 270.
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differentiate the effects of the time of the stop on the minority representation among stops. As such,
we anticipate developing both a daytime and a nighttime benchmark for each RD.

After calculating the internal benchmark for each RD and comparing each officer’s stops to it,
we will then assess which officers demonstrate patterns of stop activity that deviate from the behavior
of their peer groups. Some officers will have thec same minority representation in their set of stops as
the RD benchmarks against which they are compared. Some will have higher minority representation
and others less. We will identify specific outliers (i.e., those officers with significant differences in
minority representation among their stops) using a standard difference of proportions test (e.g., t-test).
This test will allow us to determine whether an officer’s proportion of minorities stopped exceeded that
of officers in the same location and at the same general time of day by an amount greater than would be
expected.

We will also evaluate whether stops made by officers within each RD should be aggregated to
increase sample sizes and produce a more robust analysis. This technique would involve aggregating
all stops by an officer regardless of the RD where the stops were made and comparing them against
stops made by all other officers in the same RDs. Under this approach, the internal benchmark for an
officer would be his or her expected racial distribution of stops, which would be derived from (1) the
racial distribution of all stops made by all officers in the same RDs where the officer made stops, and
(2) the actual proportion of stops made by the officer in each RD. The sample figures below serve to
illustrate this technique on a simplified model using only two RDs and two racial groups.

Table 6.1 shows a hypothetical distribution of the stops made by all patrol officers in two RDs.
In RD 1, black motorists comprised 80 percent of the stops, while white motorists comprised the
remaining 20 percent of stops. In RD 2, the percentages were reversed: whites made up 80 percent of
the stops and blacks 20 percent of stops. When stops from the two districts are combined, the overall

percentage of blacks stopped is 56 percent with whites making up the remaining 44 percent of stops.

Table 6.1 Stops by All Officers

RD 1 RD2 Total
Percent Percent Percent
Race Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total
Blacks 480 80% 80 20% 560 56%
Whites 120 20% 320 80% 440 44%
Total 600 100% 400 100% 1000 100%

As depicted in Table 6.2, assume that Officer Z made stops only in these two RDs and that his

total number of stops was 100.
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Table 6.2 Actual Distribution of Stops by Officer Z

RD 1 RD 2 Total
Percent Percent Percent
Race Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total
Blacks 64 80% 10 50% 74 74%
Whites 16 20% 10 50% 26 26%
Total 80 100% 20 100% 100 100%

Using the percentage of black stops from all other officers as a benchmark, the expected

distribution of Officer Z’s stops is shown in Table 6.3.

Table 6.3 Expected Distribution of Stops by Officer Z

RD 1 RD 2 Total
Percent Percent Percent
Race Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total
Blacks 64 80% 4 20% 68 68%
Whites 16 20% 16 80% 32 32%
Total 80 100% 20 100% 100 100%

Note that blacks comprise a greater proportion of Officer Z’s total expected stops (68 percent —
see Table 6.3) than reflected in the total actual stops for all officers (56 percent — see Table 6.1). This
is because Officer Z made a greater proportion of his stops in RD | (see Table 6.2) — a heavily black
area — than did other officers (see Table 6.1). In fact, Officer Z made 80 percent of his stops (80 of 100
stops) in the substantially black area whereas other officers made only 60 percent of their stops (600 of
1,000 stops) in that location. Thus, one would expect blacks to represent a greater proportion of
Officer Z’s stops than among the total stops made in the two RDs. However, the expected distribution
of Officer Z’s stops (Table 6.3) shows that within RDs, his stops should reflect approximately the same
black/white proportions as the stops made by other officers.

Now consider Table 6.2, which depicts Officer Z’s actual distribution of stops. Note that in RD
1, his stops are consistent with the benchmark — 80 percent black and 20 percent white. ButinRD 2, a
mostly white area, his stops are substantially more likely to involve a black motorist than his expected
distribution (50 percent versus 20 percent). Overall, this overrepresentation of black stops in RD 2
places his total proportion of blacks stopped at 74 percent, which is approximately 9 percent higher
than expected (68 percent). The difference between the actual proportion of blacks stopped by Officer
Z and the proportion that he would be expected to stop given his higher number of stops in the mostly
black area of RD 2 can be tested for statistical significance. If that difference is significant (unlikely to

be the result of chance), then Officer Z would be identified by the analysis as an “outlier.” In other
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words, his proportional stops of black drivers are higher than expected given the stops made by other
officers in the same RDs.

The type of analysis illustrated above could be conducted for each officer and possibly for each
racial group represented on the FDR, depending on the number of stops available for analysis. The
technique is uscful if the number of stops made by each officer in each RD is insufficient to provide for
a meaningful analysis at the individual RD level. Again, Analysis Group will investigate the necessity
or utility of this type of analysis as we begin working with the data.

Moreover, it is important to note that simply because an officer may be identified as an outlier
does not necessarily mean that the officer is “racially profiling.” Legitimate reasons may exist for why
an officer’s stop patterns differ from those of other officers. For example, an officer may have been
assigned to a special detail in an area with a substantial minority population or the officer may have
taken it upon himself to concentrate on a particular type of offense that is concentrated in a minority
neighborhood. Internal benchmarking and the identification of outlier officers represents only a first
step in ascertaining whether racially biased policing is occurring. Traditional supervision or even early
identification systems are a logical “next step” in determining whether an individual officer’s stop
patterns are appropriate.

Although not currently possible, if the LAPD is able to track individual officers across shifts
and assignments in the future, then the measurement of minority representation of stops by individual
officers may also be aggregated up to higher levels of command such as a watch or even an area.

Note that in aggregating the average deviation from an internal benchmark to a higher
command level, the analysis would not re-evaluate the internal benchmark for any individual officer.
These internal benchmarks are always formed at the RD level. This ensures that officers’ stop activity
is compared only to those peers facing the same suspect, encounter, and geographical attributes. These
aggregated internal benchmark comparisons could be used to compare the proportion of minority stops
among watches within an area and would allow a division commander to identify a particular watch
that may be an outlier compared to others.

Although Analysis Group has discussed the Internal Benchmark Study with a focus on stop
activity alone, the approach may generalize to other outcomes of the stops (i.e., searches, arrests,
citations, and warnings). The only limitation is that the number of post-stop outcomes recorded by any

individual officer must be sufficiently large for statistical evaluation.
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6.6 Conclusion

Studies of allegations of racially biased policing are a rapidly evolving science. The simple and
traditional approaches of focusing on external census-based benchmarks have been revealed to be
fundamentally flawed analytically, even if they are easy to implement. Analysis Group has
recommended data analysis methodologies that address the identified weaknesses of prior approaches.
Each of the analyses we recommend has been vetted in the academic literature, and tried in at least
some jurisdictions. Each represents a substantial improvement over naive benchmarking approaches,
and each may be implemented given our current understanding of the data. Although any one of the
three studies proposed will provide insight into the potential of racially biased policing in the City,
each addresses a fundamentally different perspective. Therefore, Analysis Group recommends that the
City implement all the proposed methodologies.

The proposed methodologies represent a substantial improvement over most previous studies,
but they too have limitations. Chief among these is the inability of our analysis to provide a simple yes
or no answer to the question: “Does the LAPD engage in racial profiling?” Where it exists, purposeful
discrimination by police is a product of racial animus or stereotyping. Statistical analyses cannot
discover the subjective motivations that underlie discretionary decisions. We cannot “get inside the
minds” of police officers to uncover their true racial feelings and how those feelings may affect their
stop behavior. At most, we can measure racial disproportionality, which depending on its severity may
provide indirect evidence of racial discrimination. However, given the uneven socioeconomic and
criminogenic conditions among racial groups in the United States and the City of Los Angeles, it is
unlikely that perfect racial proportionality could be achieved by the police even if they operated in a
completely race-neutral fashion.

With that limitation in mind, we believe that our proposed analytic strategy can provide the City
with useful information regarding the stop practices of the LAPD. Currently, substantial and
unexplained racial disparities exist in the reported LAPD stop data. Our analyses likely will be able to
explain some of factors that give rise to those disparities and may even be able to account for some of
the disparities on non-racial grounds. Next, our analyses may reveal other disparities or undiscovered
patterns or trends in the data that will shed light on the operations of the LAPD and may suggest
avenues for improvement in policy or training. The officer-to-officer comparisons that we plan on
performing will identify outlier officers, which in turn, will allow the LAPD to examine the reasons

why some officers stop minorities more often than their peers. Finally, our proposed methodologies
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will serve as models for future analyses to build from and improve upon as the science of racial

profiling research develops over time.
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CHAPTER 7: REVIEW OF STOP DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES
7.1 Background and Purpose

The purpose of this chapter is to review and make recommendations regarding the FDR and the
stop data collection protocol used by the LAPD. Detailed below are Analysis Group’s
recommendations regarding data collection and the FDR. Following the recommendations are two
appendices. Appendix G contains sample search and contraband matrices that are more fully discussed
below. Appendix H contains additional observations and comments on the data collection protocol.
The City may wish to consider these observations and comments and discuss them with the DOJ, as

necessary.
7.2 Calls for Service

Racially biased policing data collection protocols necessarily reflect a balance between the
desirability of information for analytical purposes and the organizational costs of the data collection
efforts themselves. Although capturing all potentially relevant information may be desirable from an
analytic perspective, there are very substantial costs associated with data collection requirements
imposed upon police officers. The productivity of line officers is inversely related to the amount of
time spent on administrative tasks such as racially biased policing data collection. Thus, efforts should
be made to streamline the data collection protocol to provide the maximum amount of relevant
information while minimizing the time and effort required by officers to provide that information.

Although racially biased policing data collection is a new and evolving area of police practice,
most agencies that have undertaken data collection have chosen to gather information only from
officer-initiated stops. Analysis Group has reviewed data collection protocols from highway patrol,
municipal, and county law enforcement agencies of all sizes and from all areas of the country and
found none that require racially biased policing data collection on persons stopped in response to
general calls for service. At the most, some agencies’ data collection forms contain a field for “attempt
to locate” when officers are searching for an individual in response to a call for a wanted or suspicious
person. Overall, however, stops that result from dispatched calls for service do not typically trigger
data collection requirements.

Such an approach makes sense from a theoretical and practical perspective. Where it exists,
racially biased policing is the result of the improper exercise of police discretion. When officers are
called to the scene of an event by the public, the opportunity for them to exercise discretion in whom to

contact or detain is significantly diminished, if not eliminated. In contrast, when officers make contact
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with or detain an individual based on their own initiative, they exercise a much greater degree of
discretion and increase the probability that extralegal factors such as race may play a role in their
decision-making. The universe of possible officer-initiated contacts is probably a better indicator of
possible racial bias.

Moreover, from a practical standpoint, the LAPD does not detain many persons as the result of
calls for service. For example, in the last half of 2003, only 1 percent of drivers stopped were detained
based on calls for service. Although the percentage of pedestrians stopped based on calls for service
was higher, at 15 percent of all stops, officers stopped far more pedestrians based on their own
initiative rather than dispatched calls.

Also, the data set for pedestrians stopped pursuant to calls for service does not represent the full
range of LAPD stop activity because many calls for service (see bulleted list in Section 7.1) are already
excluded from the protocol. In addition, stops made as the result of calls for service are driven by
public demand for police service and therefore do not accurately portray discretionary police decision-
making. Even a single unusual event, such as a child abduction, could generate hundreds of stops and
could skew the population of persons stopped of a certain race by the police in a given area. For these
reasons, the time and effort required to complete FDRs for stops made pursuant to calls for service is
probably not worth the additional cases that would be generated, especially if these stops do not
represent the free exercise of police discretion unconstrained by public demands for service.
Consequently, Analysis Group’s recommendation is that the LAPD modify its FDR protocol to
eliminate the data collection requirement for all dispatched calls for service. Only officer-initiated
stops should trigger the completion of an FDR. We note that the current FDR database contains both
officer-initiated stops and stops made pursuant to calls for service. Because of the different
discretionary conditions under which these two categories of stops are made, we intend to analyze them
separately (see Chapter 6) and recommend that this practice be followed so long as calls for service-

related stops continue to be part of the LAPD data collection effort.
7.3 FDR Elements and Layout

Compared to the data collection forms or protocols used by some law enforcement agencies, the
FDR used by the LAPD contains fewer data fields. Many agencies, for example, capture stop
outcomes in greater detail than does the LAPD FDR. Under the uniform data collection elements
recently adopted in the State of Illinois, agencies collect information on specified types of violations
for which a citation was issued: speeding, lane violation, seat belt, etc. When arrests are made, the

more comprehensive data collection forms in use allow officers to specify whether the arrest was for a
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felony or misdemeanor or was made pursuant to a warrant. In addition, racial profiling analysts find it
useful to have information on the nature of the charges for which arrests were made. Generally
speaking, the more detailed the information that can be obtained on stop outcomes, the more
comprehensive and productive the resulting data analysis will be.

Theoretically, data on stop outcomes that are not found on the FDR itself can be obtained by
linking the FDR to other data systems through common identifiers, such as incident, booking, or
citation numbers. Thus, a fuller and more comprehensive data set that contains, for example,
information on citations and arrests can be developed for the purpose of;analysis. In practice, the
various data elements required to develop a comprehensive traffic and pedestrian stop data set are
maintained in separate LAPD or City data systems. The organizational and administrative challenges
in putting together a complete stop data set are formidable, as a host of City and LAPD data systems
must be brought together and processes must be developed for integrating the information contained
within them. Moreover, as problems and limitations in the various data sets are identified (see Chapter
5), it makes sense to streamline the data collection process and capture some of the more important
outcome variables, together with the existing FDR elements, in a single data set.

We believe that some relatively minor changes can be made to the FDR form that will allow
some of these disparate data elements to be integrated within the current FDR database, and this will
reduce or eliminate the need to incorporate some data elements from other systems. Although the need
may still arise to query other data systems, especially if specific analytic questions need further
exploration, the recommended changes to the FDR form that follow will bring together in a single data
system many of the data elements most relevant to an analysis of stops and stop outcomes.

Analysis Group’s recommendations regarding the FDR are organized by the heading of each
separate block of information contained on the current FDR form. We have no comments or
recommendations for headings not mentioned or discussed below. In some cases, we recommend
creating new data fields in addition to the elements already contained on the FDR. These

recommendations appear below in Section 7.4.
7.3.1 Race of Suspects

Under the current FDR data collection protocol, officers are instructed to record race of the
person stopped based on the officer’s initial perception. If an officer discovers that a person’s race is
different than the officer’s initial perception, the initial perception of race is still recorded.

This data collection procedure is problematic for several reasons. First, it may be difficult or

impossible for an officer to clearly distinguish when his or her initial perception is made as the
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observation and identification of suspects is a continuous process. It is reasonable to believe that the
first impression may be influenced by the later face-to-face interaction. Second, because the
identification of suspects is a continuous process, the time at which each officer makes their initial
perception can vary from officer to officer and instance to instance. Therefore, there is not likely to be
a consistent time when the determination of race is made. Third, if an officer discovers that a person’s
race is different from the officer’s initial perception, yet records the initial perception of race as
required, then some of the recorded race data is incorrect in that it does not capture what an officer’s
ultimate perceptions were after making contact with a suspect. Therefore, it may be impossible to fully
ascertain how race affects officers’ post-stop actions (e.g., citations, searches, and arrests) since they
depend upon officers’ perception of race after speaking and interacting with suspects, which is not
currently captured in officers’ initial impressions.

Given the difficulties in identifying an appropriate benchmark for stops, it is probably more
important to have accurate race data for post-stop analyses than for an analysis of stops themselves.
Therefore, Analysis Group recommends that officers record race based on the totality of their
interaction with a suspect, not just their initial perception. This will provide a more accurate data set

for post-stop analysis.
7.3.2 Initial Reason for Stop

Currently, the FDR contains a category titled Suspect Flight under Initial Reason for Stop but
does not contain a broader descriptive category for Investigative Stops, as do almost all other stop
forms currently in use around the country. Flight is one example of suspicious or unusual behavior
that, when combined with other factors, may give a police officer reasonable suspicion to stop and
detain a suspect. In reality, there are many such behavioral cues that trained police officers rely upon
in evaluating whether to stop and detain someone for a suspected or potential criminal violation. This
type of stop was authorized by the Supreme Court in Terry v. Ohio (1968) and is typically described as
an investigative stop on most racially biased policing data collection instruments. It may be
distinguished in training from the current FDR violation categories (Health & Safety, Municipal, Penal,
etc.) by the amount of proof needed for the detention and therefore the greater degree of discretion that
officers have in conducting investigative stops.

The current categories reserved for substantive code violations should be used when officers
have probable cause to believe that a person has committed a violation falling within one of the
specified legislative codes. Analysis Group recommends replacing Suspect Flight with a category

entitled Investigative Stop to capture the broader category of stops based on reasonable suspicion
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that a person has committed or is about to commit a crime. The current Departmental Briefing
category is a special type of investigative stop that merits its own category as opposed to subcategory
because prior descriptions of suspects often include race, which necessarily limit an officer’s discretion
in whom to stop.

The current Vehicle Code violation category Equipment/Registration should be split into two
separate categories: (1) Equipment Violation and (2) Registration Violation. Because non-moving
violations have been shown to disproportionately impact minority drivers in other jurisdictions, a

greater level of detail is warranted to gain as much insight as possible into these phenomena.
7.3.3 Warrantless Searches

Currently, it is impossible to ascertain from the FDR data what type of search authority was
used as the basis for searching a person, vehicle, or container. Based on discussions with LAPD
personnel and our review of the FDR and associated training materials, Analysis Group learned that
officers are instructed to check all search authorities that apply to a given event. Thus, if an officer
seeks and gains permission from a driver to search his person and as a result finds an illegal drug that
leads to a scarch of the vehicle, which in turn leads to the driver’s arrest, the officer will mark Consent
and Incident to Arrest as the justifications for the searches conducted. Under this approach, it would be
impossible to determine which search authority noted on the FDR applied to which search conducted.
Likewise, it would be impossible to determine from where the contraband was seized: the driver
himself or the vehicle. The ability to make these distinctions is important when conducting a search
analysis and in understanding the dynamics of what occurred in the aftermath of a stop. Because of
these limitations in the LAPD search data as they are currently collected, our search analyses will be
less instructive than they otherwise would have been had the data been collected differently (see
Chapter 6). Consequently, Analysis Group recommends that the LAPD modify the FDR to include
search and contraband matrices that identify which search authorities apply to whom (or what) and
precisely from where (or whom) contraband is seized. Examples of these matrices are included in
Appendix G. Matrices similar to the examples provided in Appendix G are currently in use by a
number of law enforcement agencies in the Chicago, Illinois area. Agencies using matrices for data
collection purposes include the police departments in Joliet, Evanston, Kankakee, and Bloomington,
Illinois, among others. The matrices shown in Appendix G are only provided for consideration by the
City, recognizing that the types of data reflected in the matrices can be collected in a variety of ways,

including the use of separate questions for each element.
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We also note that Probable Cause is not listed as a category under Authority to Search.
Probable cause is a necessary descriptive category for warrantless searches, particularly as they apply
to automobiles. The Odor of Contraband category is an evidentiary factor that may provide an officer
with probable cause to conduct a search, but many other factors (together or separately) may also
provide such proof. Thus, Probable Cause is the more accurate descriptor for the legal authority
under which an officer may search a vehicle without a warrant. Analysis Group recommends
adding it as a Search Authority category. Similarly, Visible Contraband is another evidentiary factor
that may provide an officer with probable cause to either seize the item and/or conduct a more
complete search. If the LAPD desires to identify cases in which contraband is visible in plain view or
in which the odor of contraband is present, then Analysis Group recommends that the FDR allow

Jor these choices in the search matrix (see Appendix G).
7.3.4 Pat-Down/Frisks

The LAPD FDR is unique among data collection instruments that Analysis Group has reviewed
in that it captures both whether an officer conducted an initial pat-down/frisk of a person and later
(under the Authority for Search category) whether the officer reached inside the person’s clothing to
retrieve a possible weapon. This latter search authority is entitled “Incident to Pat Down/Frisk.” The
legal authority for conducting a pat-down stems from Terry v. Ohio (1968) and includes the authority
to reach inside clothing if the officer feels what he or she reasonably believes is a weapon. Thus, the
amount of evidence required for conducting the frisk is the same as is needed for reaching inside the
clothing, if necessary, to retrieve a possible weapon. At this point, we express no opinion on the
usefulness of separating the frisk from the weapon retrieval itself for the purposes of data collection
and analysis. However, Analysis Group recommends that for the sake of consistency with the FDR
heading (What Was the Authority for the Search?) and our similar recommendation regarding
“probable cause” above, the City should change “Incident to Pat Down/Frisk” to “Reasonable
Suspicion,” which is the more accurate descriptor for the legal authority under which officers are
permitted to frisk a person, vehicle, or container (e.g., purse or backpack) and to retrieve potential

weapons.
7.4 New Data Fields

The FDR should contain a separate and independent field for stops based on radar and/or
laser speed measurement devices. These devices are often employed by traffic units working problem

areas or special details, and as a result, stops based upon speed determinations from these devices may
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involve little or no discretion. Thus, these stops represent a different analytic category from other
moving violations and may serve as a useful comparative group to assess racial differences, if any,
between high discretion and low discretion stops. Analysis Group suggests that this field be
incorporated as a subcategory of the Initial Reason for Stop block.

Next, the LAPD should consider adding data elements within the Action Taken block that
capture more information on the type of action taken as the result of a stop. Under the Arrest element,
sub-elements for felony and misdemeanor should be added, as should a sub-element for an arrest
made pursuant to a warrant. This latter element is an important control variable in assessing the cause
of any observed racial disparities in arrests because arrests made on warrants usually involve little or
no discretion. Officers would check all arrest sub-categories that are applicable.

Under the Citation element, sub-elements should be considered for the most common traffic
infractions cited by the LAPD (e.g., speeding, improper turns, running a red light, etc.). Officers
would indicate for which of the violations, if any, the suspect was cited and would check an “Other”
box if none applied. In addition, choices for (1) suspended/no driver’s license, (2) failure to provide
proof of insurance (if required by state law), (3) seatbelt violation, and (4) DUI should be
incorporated here or elsewhere on the FDR. In other jurisdictions, and in other contexts, these
violations have been shown to correlate with socioeconomic status and/or race.””* Thus, they are
important dependent, or control, variables in attempting to understand possible disparities among racial
groups.

As noted in Section 5.2.5, parking citation numbers are sometimes entered into the field where
traffic citation numbers are recorded on the FDR because there is no parking citations field. This
causes a problem in matching the stops with citations from the stop data with the citations database
because parking citations are not included in the citations database. In fact, because traffic citations are
not electronically maintained by LAPD, it is difficult to identify which discrepancies between the stop
database and the citations database are the result of parking citations. An option for “Parking Citation”
could be included alongside the “citations” and “release for custody” options.

Finally, Analysis Group recommends the addition of data fields for the number of citations
issued (1, 2, 3, or more), the number of persons in the vehicle (1, 2, 3, or more) and the duration of
the stop (in minutes). Again, these fields have been found to correlate with race in other studies and

are important to consider in a thorough analysis of police stop practices.

74 Braver (2003); Istre, et al. (2002); Wells, et al. (2002).
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7.5 Conclusion

The addition of these data fields may eliminate the need to query the existing citations and
arrest databases. At this point, Analysis Group anticipates using these databases to obtain charge
information for the post-stop multivariate analyses (see Chapter 6). The suggested additions to the
FDR detailed above encompass many important control variables that currently must be extracted from
the citations and arrest data and manually recoded. The adoption of Analysis Group’s
recommendations regarding additional data elements for the FDR will, at a minimum, promote more
efficient analyses in the future and may eliminate altogether the need to link FDR data to arrest and
citation data. Analysis Group may have further recommendations after implementing the

methodologies for analyzing stop data proposed in Chapter 6.
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APPENDIX A: CURRENT AND ORIGINAL LAPD FDRS
(see the following pages)
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APPENDIX B: DATA ELEMENTS & CODING PROPOSED BY
PERF*"

1) Time/Date
2) Location: Beat, division, block, intersection, etc.
3) Age: <18, 18-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50+
4) Gender: Male / Female
5) Race:
White
Black/African-American
Asian/Pacific Islander
Native American/Eskimo/Aleut
Middle Eastern/East Indian
6) Hispanic/Latino: Yes/No
7) Does person live in metropolitan area defined by U.S. Census? Yes/No
8) Reason for Stop
Reactive Stop (e.g., call for service, special detail such as roadblock) vs. Self-Initiated Stop
(e.g., proactive vehicle or pedestrian stop)
Vehicle Code Violation:
Red Light/Stop Sign
Speed [____mph over limit]
Lane violation
Commercial vehicle
Following too closely
Failure to signal
Other moving violation
Hazardous equipment
Seat Belt
Other nonmoving violation
Penal Code Violation
Nuisance (related to quality of life)
Vice
Property Crime
Violent Crime
Violation of Local Ordinance
Be On the Lookout (BOLQ)/Person Wanted
Suspicious circumstances
9) Disposition: Arrest
Ticket/Citation
Verbal warning
Written warning
No Action
10) Length of Stop: 0-15 min.; 16-30 min.; 31-60 min.; 61+
11) Were suspect's characteristics observable before stop? Yes/No
12) Comment Section: [allows for explanations for variables, if needed]

7 Fridell et al. (2001).
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13) Employee ID: [Or at least beat, division, and/or unit]

Search Variables
14) Was a search conducted? Yes/No
15) What was searched?
If just collecting on vehicle stops:
Vehicle
Personal effects
Driver
Passenger(s)
If collecting on both vehicle/pedestrian:
Person: pedestrian, driver, passenger
Vehicle
Building/Residence
Property/Personal effects
16) Authority to Search?
Consent
Reasonable suspicion - weapon
Incident to arrest
Probable cause
Inventory
Plain View
Other
17) Search Results: Positive/Negative
18) What was recovered?
Currency
Weapon (or "gun" and "other weapon")
Stolen property
[llegal drugs/Drug paraphernalia
Other
19) Optional: Additional details

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC.
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APPENDIX C: JURISDICTIONAL STUDIES DATABASE
(see the following table)
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Ag. xC
Review of Jurisdictional Studies
! | Size of Service | ' Number of Stops Analyzed ' Suspect
Namber of Area Thme Period i . | Characteristics
Jurisdiction Sworn Officers Popuiation (square miles) Author of Study Date of Study Analyzed in the Stody Motor Vehicles | Pedestrians Total Analyzed
1|Los Angeles Police Dept.* 9,000 3,800,000 168 ‘Analysis Group N/A NIA NIA NIA NIA N/A
2 Catifarnia Highway Patrol 6,700 33 5 million (207 15,234 Calfornia Highway Patro) Juby 1. 2000 July 1, 1999-Apnil 30. 2000 2,638,589 0 2,638,589 Raoce
million licensed (miles of Gender
drivers; 23.2 million freeway 1n Age
registered vehicles) Califomin)
3|Los Angeles County SheniT's Dept 9,000 2,692.412 3,154 N/A NI/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
4|Secramento Police Dept. 651 441,000 98 University of Southem California April 19. 2004 Judy 1. 2002-June 30, 2003 34,839 0 34.839 Roce
School of Palicy. Planning. ond Age
Development {Professor Hownrd
Greenwald)
5]San Diego Police Dept 2,104 1,223,400 32 Dr. Gary Caordner, Eastern Kentucky' | November, 2002 Jomuary-December 2001 121,013 0 121,003 Race
University; Dr. Brizn Willizms, Gender
Vanderbilt University; Dr. Alfredo Age
Velmsco, San Diego State University
San Francisco Police Dept. 2,300 776,733 47 Mark Schlosberg. ACLU October 7. 2002 July 1, 2001-hme 30, 2002 50419 [} 50419 Race
7|San Jose Police Dept. 1,400 894,943 176 San Jose Police Depi. June 14, 2002 January-December 2001 B9, B8Y (1] 89 889 Race
Gendes
Age
8[Chartotte-Mecklenburg Police Dept 1,500 650,000 488 North Carclina State University, January 16, 2004 2002 77.125 5.649 82774 Race
Dept of Sociology and Anthropology| Gender
(William Smith and Maghew Age
Zingrafl)
9]|Columbus Divition of Police, OH 1,800 771,000 213 Ohio State University, Center for June 24, 2003 Nov, 2001-Oct, 2002 64,089 [} 64,089 Race
Biostatistics Gender
10| Denver Palice Dept. 1,402 550,000 158 University of Colorade a1 Denver, March 2004 June 1, 2002-May 31, 2003 124,104 29,456 153,560 Race
Dept of Geography (Dr. Debornh Gender
Thomas and Richard Hansen) Age
11{Houston Police Dept. 4,000 1,941,240 617 Houston Police Department and Sam| May 2003 Janunry-December 2002 439,086 101,674 540,760 Race
Houston State University, Criminal Gender
Justice Center
12| Mizmi-Dade County Police Dept. 1,659 1,181,612 1,333 The Alpent Group Latz August 2003 "April-October 2001 66,109 0 66.109 Race
(mnticipated) Gender
Age
13|New York Police Dept. 40,000 8,000,000 32 NY Office of the Atlemey Generd i December 1, 1999 | Jonuary 1, 1998-March 31, 1999 a 174,919 174,919 Roce
yunction with Columbi
University's Center for Viclence
Resenrch and Prevention
12| Pittsburgh Bureau of Police. PA 900 335.000 55 NIA NIA NIA N/A NA NIA NIA
N/A = Not Available.

d by Anahvsis Group's are

duded (see Chapter 6 for more details).

* Data for LAPD are provided where available. Dats anatvsis methodologies p
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Review of Jurisdictional Studies

|

. Feasibility of
Jurisdiction Data Error Rates Type of Stop Benchmark ! D, ining Suspect Race Other Factors Anatyzed
1|Los Angeles Police Dept.* Stop forms campleted for 94% of required stops; 85% of forms were  [Race of criminaf suspects (pedestrian stops) N/A Suspect ch istics, officer ch istics,
wplete (Audit of Motor Vehicle and Pedestrian, Stop Data Collection, h istics, geographic ch (stop and post-stop
4th Quarter - Fiscal Year 2003/2004. p 14) analy ses)
ACahfomia Highway Patrol NIA 1999 Califorma Department of Finance N/A N/A
population estimates, meral makewp of non-
enforcement actions and collisions (motor
+ chicle stops)
3[Los Angeles County Sheriff's Depl. NIA NIA N/A N/A
4|Sacremento Police Dept. N/A U.S. Census data (motor vehicle stops) Researcher conducted a few ride- Roce of suspects and victims, locations and mce of
alongs with same ity prob: /parolecs (anly a dit of each)
members; consensus was that officer
could not identify roce priot to the
s10p in most coses
5[San Diego Police Dept. Stap forms were completed for 58% of stops (estimated ngaoinst citation |U.S. Census datn; Census weighted for pre- NIA Suspect background information (stop and pest-stop
records) text and non-pre-text stops (motor vehicle anafyses)
stops)
6 San Francisco Police Dept. 66% of all stops were recorded by officers (eccording to citabon records§U.S. Census data {motor vehicle stops) N/A Probatien/parole status (post-stop analysis only)
7|San Jose Police Dept. N/A U.S. Census and California Dept. of NIA Calls for service, deployment, crime rates, sociceconomec
Finance population dain (motor vehicle factors (only a discussion of exch)
slops)
8] Charlone-Mecklenburg Police Depl. | 10-20% error rate for addresses & other datn on form (method for U.S. Censiss datn {pedestrion and motor N/A Calls for services for cenain offenses (prostitution, drugs,
finding errors unknown) vehicle stops); affic crash data (motor inebriated pedestrians, and fighting), time of day. macial and
vehicle only) nge make-up of neighborhoods, hit mie (stop and post-stop
analyses), type of vehicles stopped, mmnber of residents in
tlock groups, number of drivers in accidenis (stop analysis)
9|Calumbus Division of Palice, OH N/A U.S. Census datn (ai] waffic stops) N/A Crime mte, time of dav, stops on freeways v. streets, number
of officers in precinct, recinl make-up of precincts, resolution
of stops (stop malysis); renson for stops (stop and post-siop
analyses)
10{Denver Police Depl. 5% missing | o1 more field; 1% missing traffic/pedestrian classification; [U.S. Censis datn; victim identified Officers self-reportzd on contact Citizen-initiated cafls, hit and run accidents, ond
0.3% missing rce (method for finding errors unknown) suspects; gang offenses: non-discretionary |cards that, prior o sopping dntions/complaints by citizens
nrrests; citizen complaints of vice and individunls, rmce could be identified iy
narcotic acuvity; firearm offense suspects |84 of motor vehicle stops and 76%
(af) stops) of pedestrian stops
1 1{Houston Police Dept. N/A U.S. Census data (pedestrizn ond motor N/A Officer deployment density, drug-related complaints by
vehicle stops) {citizens, time of day, reason for stops, disposition of stops
(stop analysis); hit mies (post-stop analysis)
12{Miami-Dade County Police Dept. N/A Observed motor vehicle and violation N/A Crime rales, socioeconontic foctors, focation varinbles (stop
|information: not-m-fault twe vehicle crash and pest-stop analyses)
data (motor vehicle stops)
13|New' York Police Dept. Officers filled o1 stop forms for 20-33% of stops (according to U.S. Census datn; roce of persons arrested NA Crime rates, justifications for stops, arvest mies (stop
interviews with officers) (ped stops) znalysis), specinlized units (stop and post-stop onalyses)
14| Pittsburgh Bureau of Police, PA N/A N/A NIA N/A
N/A = Not Available.
* Datn for LAPD are provided where available. Data snalysis methodologies proposed by Anahnis Group's are included (see Chapter 6 for mare detnils)
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| Stop Analyses Post-Stop Analyses
Jurisdiction Benchmark Analysis Geopraphic Disparity Analysit OfTicer-to Officer C tsan , B. k Analyyis Geographic Disparity Anatysis  Hit Rate Analysis
1|Los Angeles Police Dept.® Bivasiate and multivarinte Bivariate and multiveninte descriptive [Bivariate end multivaniate WBivnrime and multivanale N/A Yes
 descriptive anaty ses: lanalyses (pedestrian and motor vehiclddeseriptive analyses (ped descriptive analyses {pedestrizn
|muttivariate advineed analysis [stops); muitivanate advanced analysis |and motor vehicle stops): and motor vehicle stops).
(pedestrian stops) (pedestrian and motor vehide stops) |mulnvanate advanced analysis  |multivanate advanced analysis
(pedestnan and motor vehicle (pedestrian and motor vehicle
stops) stops)
2California Highway Patrol Bivarinte descriptive analysis N/A N/A Bivariate desenptive anatysis N/A N/A
3{Los Angeles County SherifT's Dept. N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A
S Police Dept. Biverinte and mudtivaniate Bivaniate ond multvarnizte descriptive [Multivariate descriptive onalysis | Bivariate descriptive analvsis NIA Yes
|descriptnve analy ses analyses; bivaniate sdvanced mnafysis
5|San Diego Police Dept. Bivariate and multivariae Bivariae and mulnvariate descriptive N/A Bivzriate descriptive anahsis Multivaniate descriptive anatyses Yes
|descriptive annlyses anafyses
San Francisco Police Dept. Bivariate ‘e anatysis  |Mul descnipuve onatyns N/A Bivaniate and muduveriate NIA Yes
descriptive analyses
7|San Jose Police Dept Bivarimie and multivarinte | Bivoniate snd multivariate descriptive NIA NIA N/A NIA
descriptive annlyses anatyses
8| Charlotte-Mecklenburg Palice Dept.  |Bivariate and multivariate Bivasinte and multivasinte descriptive N/A Bivariate end mudtivariate Bivariate and audlivanate Yes
descriptive analy ses (pedestrianjanaly ses; bivariate and multivariate |descriptive anatyses (ped: descriptive analyses (ped:
and motor vehicle stops) nchanced analyses (pedestrian and stops) siops only); bivariate ndvanced
motor vehicle stops) |analysis (pedestrian and motor
vehicle stops)
9|Columbus Divisian of Police, OH Bivariate and multivariate Bivariate and multivarinte deseriptive N/A Bivariate descriptive analvsis: | Bivariate deseriptive malvsis; N/A
descriptive annlyses analyses bivarinte and mudtivariate bivariate and multivariate
advanced analyses odvanced enalyses
10 Denver Palice Dept. Bivariate and multivariate NA N/A Bivariale and mudtivariate N/A Yes
descriptive annlyses (pedestrian descriptive analyses (ped
and motor vehicle stops) and trefTic stops)
11|Housten Police Dept. Bivarigte and multivarinte NA N/A Bivariate descriptive analysis: N/A Yes
descriptive mnalyses: bivarizte bivarinte advinced onalysis
advanced analysis (pedestrian (pedestrian and motor vehicle
and mator vehicle stops) stops)
12{Mizmi-Dade Coumty Police Dept. Bivaniate descriptive analysis; N/A N/A Bivarninte descriptive analysis: N/A Yes
multivariate advanced analysis muttivariate edvanced analysis
13|New York Palice Dept. Bivariate and mudtivoriate Bivarinte and multivarinte descriptive N/A Bivaniate and multivarinte Bivorinte and mustivarinte N/A
descriptive analyses |onalyses; muitivarinte ndvenced descriptive onalyses descriptive annhyses
{enalysis
14]Pitsburgh Burean of Palice, PA N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A
N/A = Not Available.

ok

1
logies proposed by Analvsis Group's are i

duded (see Chapter 6 for more detnils).

* Datn for LAPD are provided where available. Data analysis
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Ap,

«C

Review of Jurisdictional Studies

! Minorities were
i Overrepresented in '
Jurisdiction Limitations of Study Simple Comparisons of: Summary of Study
1Las Angeles Police Dept.* NIA NA N/A
2Califomin Highway Patrot Benchmarks do not accurately: reflect driving population NIA The study found thm were not p d in enforcement stops when compared to thel
rocial makeup of persans involved in non-enfarcement stops.
3|Las Angeles County ShenfT's Dept. N/A NA N/A
Police Dept. U.S Census data does not accurntely reflect driving popud actual neighborhood: Stops The stody concludes that there was no significant mcial profiling problem in the jurisdiction during thy
do pot usually conrespond to census tacts Searches time period studied Overrep ion of Afn Ameri mnupsmdswduumaplmned!r
other factors, soch as demogmphi J records, and suspects’ backg
5|Son Diego Police Dept. Inconsistency/non-campliance of officers filling o1t stop forms: no multivariate analysy Stops The study found of mi in stops and hes when dio US.
census does not accurntely reflect driving population; lzek of individual officer Searches Census data. Howeves, when compared to census datn weighted for pte-texlundmpre—l:ﬂslnps
identifiers; lack of specific location informntion minorities were not foumd 10 be overrepresented.
6{Son Francisco Police Dept Benchmark does not accurately reflect driving population. underreporting of stops by Stops The study found P of mi innnpsmd hes when compared to U S,
officers, no muitivonnte analy s Searches Census data. even after for /parole status. Despite a higher search mte
Arrests for Africon-Americans and Latinas, their hit m: was lower than that of whites.
7|Son Jose Police Dept. Benchmark does nat accumtely reflect driving popul did aot coll fyze Stops The stixhy found p ian of minority stops when compared to U.S. Census datn. However,
b stops nhich itute majority of arrests; some descriptive statistics are when comparing stops by police districts and accounting for factors other than race, the study found
discussed but not fully documented. no multivanate analynis tht minority stops were not overrepresented
8] Charlone-Meckienburg Police Dept. | Tvpe of vehicle in anatvsis may bins results if different ethnic groups faver cenain typds Stops The study found that mee was a statistically insignificant [actor in predicting the likelihood of  persof
of vehicles Searches being stopped after rccounting for other factors, such as U.S. Census population, aceident data, and
citizen-initiated calls to predict the aumber of stops.
HColumbus Division of Police, OH Benchmark does not accurately reflect driving population; U.S. Census dain uses Stops The study showed overrep of mi in stops, hes, and arrests bt did not make
Mamlgcagmphlcmlhmmpdnm(b) precinct) and therefore mist be d| Search amy cenclusive stalements os to whether recially binsed policing existed
porting of hes by officers when arrest made Arrests
10{Denver Police Dept Centus datn not necessarily » good benchmark since it does not accurntely reflect Searches The studies found thal people are genemlly stopped in or around neighborhoods that have the same
driving popudati nodmn aptured for individua! officers: significant propertion of mcial makeup. Minorities were searched 21 a higher rate during traffic stops, but not generally duri
stops were 3 isc all of s1ops 1o police precincts that were pedesirian stops.
redefined since previous nnd\ no mudtivariate analysis
{1}Hoston Police Dept Bmdnmldnanolncunleb reflect driving population: U.S. Census data may Stops Th:md\commmdmcpawunguufobsmedmpsluupmedmplhsndmus Census
P Hi: no separation of vehicle stops from pedestrian stops Search i and found that blacks were overrepresented. However, dnug-related complaints
Artests b)utnmmdpubcedcplu\ml(nmdnsdmmb\ crime rates and calls for service) explain most
this disparity.
12| Miami-Dade County Police Dept. Not able to conduct intemal benchmarking becmrse of deployment patterns: NA Report not yet available (only some i way rel d).
observational component was lirnited to a small number of areas; contact cards onty
collected for 6 months; more cammmity-level variables could have been included
13|New York Police Dept. Nnc\a) stop resulied in the completion of a stop form: crime rute relied on crime Siops The study concludes that minorities were stopped at higher rates than whites relative to their
dainbase although not every crime results in 8 complaint: did not callect or Arrests population proportions even when other potential factors, such as crime rates and hit rotes, were
m:nvzz motor vehicle data taken into considerntion.
14jPistsburgh Bureaw of Police. PA N/A N/A NIA
N/A = Not Availnble.
* Datn for LAPD are provided where avnilable. Data analysis methodolapies proposed by Analvsis Group's are included (see Chapter 6 for more details)
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Ap, .C
Review of Jurisdictional Studies
PR Efforts used to ! Legal Challenges Resulting
Jurisdiction Commsmicate Results of Anatyses Legal Status of Individual Racial Profiling Claims | from Data Coflection or Analyses Training and Monitoring as a Result of Study
1[os Angeles Police Dept.* NIA None Nane NIA
2 California Highwoy Patrol First report made public. some medin covernge |Rodnguez v. CHP settled last year (terms of the setlement) Nane Used for tmining (no specifics given)
have not been redexsed)
3}Los Angeles County Sherif's Dept. N/A NIA NIA NIA
4]Secramento Police Dept. Public presentations N/A None Sending some officers to mcial tolerance training spoasored by the Simon
Wiesenthal Institute of the Anti-Def: ion League. developed deg:
| training based on Is from Simon Wiesenthal
Insti developed a 15 her C Recial Profiling Commission 1
serve ns an advisory body for future studies
51San Diego Police Dept. Results were discussed with Veluele Stop NIA None Used for training (no specifics given)
Advisory Board, provided in routine public
s, and published on d. website
Son Froncisco Police Dept N/A N/A N/A NIA
7|San Jose Police Dep1. Put studies on police depl. website: TV, mdiq, N/A Naone Train afficers to take more time with stopped drivers and better explain the
ond papes § iews; public (ol |rensons for stops {resulied from 2000 study of the jurisdiction)
far 2000 sudy of the jurisdiction)
8 Charfotte-Mecklenburg Police Dept.  [Will present data to commumity N/A N/A Reinforcing the need 1o icte stop forms
9| Columbus Division of Palice, OH Data provided to the media No law suits - only citizen complaints; DOJ inquiry started| None Used for trrining (no specifics given)
with {aim from fiscriminntion byw suit
10]Denver Police Dept. Presentations were made to city where media | There has been 2 lawsuit filed (March/April 2004) Nane Incorparate findings of searches into training; Departmen: created
'were present victim/suspect tvpology (available on internet)
11|Hoaston Police Dept Sunff officer made presentations in public N/A Nane Used for training (no specifics given)
meetings and to city council and police agency
with media present
12|Miami-Dade County Police DeptL. NIA NIA NIA NIA
13|New York Police Dept. Report made avsilable to public A federn! clasy action civi) complaint was initinted on N/A N/A
March 8, 1999 to seck on injunction barring NYPD fiom
stopping people of color withou! reasanable suspicion of
criminal octivity; case wos seitled in late 2002
14] Pittshurgh Bureaw of Palice, PA N/A N/A None N/A
N/A = Not Availohle.
“ Data for LAPD are pr d where ovailable. Data malvsis methodologies proposed by Analysis Group's we included (see Chapter 6 far more detnils).
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App. _aD
Data Elements Collected
I Data Callecti Approach 1 General Contart Information
[
| Officers that Cellect Data Callectinn Police Department Type of Staps |
Jurisdi X } Definition of a Stop Stop Data | Meth Data Auditing Techaiq DatefTime | Recorded Duration of Stop Location of Stop Officer ID
American Cisil Liberties Union (ACLUJ | NIA NIA NIA \ N/A ! NIA ! '
California Legislative Anshst’s (CLA) Officd NIA N/A NIA Use ride-alongs sad/or incar X “All traffic stops. X X X
) video 10 validsie stop data lped:m-im
(optigaal |
U.S. Departmens of Justice (DOS)' Any tme an officer detams 3 motont andfor vehsele N/A enter data mio clectronic Crosscheck stop data to Day of week, All mator vehucle 1~Volume of traffic ;D(l'n:cr age, mez,
devices, can ose existing |dispaich records. DMV data.  umeofdsy  siops —Junsdictional stop kegal  [sex, length of
dxta collection systems  ‘and sunveys of persons {reqairements service, training,
! {c g . dispatch, citations,  stapped —Popalation density current
offices logs) Socil L '
disadvzntage of jursdiction
. 1
Police Exceutive Rescarch Ferum (PERF) All motor vehicle stopy (inclodmy violations of motor vehicks N/A enter dats mto electronc Crosscheck stop dada with X TAll motor vebicle *0-15 min !Bul.di\irinn,hlnck ID. or ot least
‘lammdin\nti;m' stops) | devices citation daia, dispatch data, fopy *16-30 min interseetion bea, division,
| paper forms of oeed. and in- *31-60 min and/or unit
' car video i *61+ min |
\ .
1
|
. | |
| | |
| |
' i
1
|
| |
)
! | !
| ' |
1
' |
|
!
I
Los Angeles Police Dept Any contact that results from regular ficld baw enforcement | All afficers in ficld 1Dmum|nedm Sapervisory review procesy;  |Day, month, |*Driver Reparting district Officer and
duties, which are defined os: responding to calls for service, |operntions 'mgbile electronic check completeness of forms; |vear, hour,  |*Passenger partner name,
ducting traffic and pedestrizn stops for ldnabmmd::ﬁcld verify samples of hard copies |minoie *Pedestrian scrinl numbery,
fi fo igati and assisting membery I 10 sconoed stop data; compare area’div sumber
af the public stop data to arvest records and
I comglaints; forensic andits; Reviewing
sting andits; sapervisor's serial
number
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Ap.  «D
Data Elements Collected

| Daxtas Collection Approsch 1 General Contact Informatisn
i ;
Officers thay Collect | Data Collection Police Department ' Type of Stops . !
Jurisdicti Definition of 2 Stop Stop Data ! Method: Data Anditing Techniques | Datc/Time Recorded |, Du of Stop | Locstion of Stop ! Officer ID
California Highwzy Patrol |Au fi actions, fi related services.  |All road patrol officers | Scanned paper forms | Supervisary review forms for  Day, meath, ll\lntnr\chirlt *1-10 minates 1 Ares location code ;cmwunh for]
and traffic coflision related incrdents . complcteness; system checks  vear, shift start **11-20 minutes narcolics canine
for logical crrors and data ume 121-30 minmes oflicers
campleteness; however, data *31-40 minutes
is not conected sebrequent to *41.50 minutcy
scramng *51-60 minutes
*61> minmtes
|
1
Lot Angeks Coanty SherifT's Dept. Any time » persos is legally detamed, whether officer- 1 Officens in fickd Data entered into Supervisors may reviews System Podestrisn and  [System captures | Intorsection or address s | Not captured os 2
initiated or as the result of a call for service anam(:,;,pmt electronic devices other rvicws indertaken o capoares day, ‘maotor vehicke duration rmanoally entered, o3 well asificld; bowever,
| IgEng wnit). but not an ad-hoc batis (c.3.. 0 month, ycar_ ‘electronically |Reporting District code ~ 'officers can be
Jdetectives response to & complamt) and time dentified bated
clectromenlly - | on the MDT
‘ i
| ! I
I
U '
| |
| | |
| ‘ |
| { t !
' )
| .
' | i [ i ;
| ! \ | !
| ‘ ‘
Sacramento Police Dept. ‘L:pl detention of a motorist fo7 officer-instinted stops All officers {Scanned paper forms System logic cheek is Day. month, |Motar vehicle Tota! minutes District Officer and
) |performed on scannod data |veas, hour, socondary officer
[{researchers checked siop 'minute badge numbers
. ! data against citation records;
i lcompared results to previous | |
| ! | lyear far consisiency | \ |
|
I ]
i )
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App. .«D
Data Elements Collected

| Data Collection Approach 1 Genera! Contact Information
I . | ! |
l | Officers that Collect | Data Cellection Patice Department [ Type of Staps
Jurisd, JOr ! of u Stop | Stop Dats d Data Anditing Technig: Date/Time I Records Daratico of Step ! Locsatina of Stop Officer ID
San Dicgo Police Dept {All stops. trafTic and crime related [AT officers ICompleted paper forms |NJA [rescarchery; cheeked | Day. month, ihluxm\'ehkk |One of 21 potice areas Forms are
stop dxta egxinst citation year, time BOIBYTIONS
records, mienvewed officers !
in focus groups] |
!
1
|
]
|
|
San Francisco Pobce Dept N/A N/IA Completed paper forms N/A Time Motor vehicle iﬁ!l in the blank, including I
Yd‘m' ‘
I
I
f
\ ! [ i
| ! | :
! . . ;

San Jose Police Dept. ,omwmma traflic stops All officers Officer commanicates  Checked forms that looked | "Motor vehicle | Caxn be traced
P o verbally to | e [ . through the
dispaicher; dispatcher | sysicm oo a case-
Jenters daia ! by -cate basiy

)
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Appn. 4D

Data Elements Collected

Dats Coll Approach General Contact Information
| 1 ’ '
Officers that Callect Data Collection Police Department Type of Steps !
Jurisdiction/Qrgnnizeti of a Stop Stop Data Mcthod Daxta Auditing Techniqu Date/Time Recorded I Daration of Step 1 Location of Stop ,  Officer ID

Chariotie-Mecklenbury Police Dept. Anyiime an officer detains a person or requests consent to | All officers Completed cb iCompared called-in stops o |Day, moath, |Pedestrin and ~ Coptored in five-  Block dircction. street,  Code number
isearch 2 person {DW1 end License checkpoini detentions are web-based forms forms; also, compared the  year, how,  !motor vehicle ‘minute increments :lype
‘excioded. unless the detention results in 8 wzrnmng, citation, number of citahons to the mumate up to ane hour, '

‘scarch, seiprre, contraband being found, errest, phyvical mumber of stops; compared with one box to , .
resistance, ose of force, or injurics) aofficer car video to stop forms mdicate stops 0
tn random adity Lasting loager than
onc hour
1
|
1
i 1
' |
I
| !
! I
|
|
, ; ; | I

(Colzmbus Divition of Palice, OH iAay discretinnery trafTic iolation stop (including pedestrian : Patrof end tmaffic Primzary method: data ~ Check stop data/Torms for Day, month, {All traffic code  Beginning and "Cmisad.inn:! |lxd=nlnmba
Javwalking) officers entered into clectronic  internal consisiency;, incase  vew, hour,  'violations :ndmglinuol’nnp"lnmm of violation l:mb:linhdlna
' devices; socondany ,of acomplain, check fora  munnte °L on of stop (if  'p lar police
| method: dta captured on conesponding stop form \,d.iIkrnu) cramer
! paper forms

|
| ; ‘ ‘
| " +
Denver Police Dept. ?oﬁw.uﬁw\ﬁkkmmnmmm Al officers. includmg Scanncd paper forms  Supervisors review forms and [Day, month, | Driver, passenger |°<S minmies |Precioer
ymp,uz:h.dztmﬁnn,wm off-duty and cngaged in }nﬂi\'ilylaywhcn forms are [vear, time as  |und pedestrian *5-9 minntes
secondary emplovment submitted to ensure that forms oae of cight E'ID—Wminm.u
‘ l 'are included for each three hour *20-29 minntes
) id.m:t:bumnog periods *30-39 minntes
I i . 14049 minutes
| ' |*50-59 minutes I
|
| 1 !

Houston Police Dept. | All traffic stops ond pedestrian stops All officers 'Officers entey dxta mto 11 o complaint is filed, check [Fillin the  |Pedestrian and iFill mm the blank PR number for
‘ {Iavln‘pcumw!minlh: lmmm:amdmfmnmblmk motor vehicke t officer | and 2,
| «ficld and transfer data to ‘mmplﬂd, cstmmate | t unit (D

the di 's main 1 levels based on a
computer comparisan with ticket data |
! ! 1
| | | I
Miami-Dade County Police Dept. Al discretionary traffic stops All officers |Paper farms Compared radio calls and Day, month, IMolm vehicke Intersection or address {Nzmefrok,
’ citzion dutalo stop data fvear. time | \ badge, unit
i |[rescarchery: informatian en | | ' oumber
1 Iciﬁzn contact cards was :
cheched to find out if officers
l‘mmu:ﬂ)‘rtwning mee ]
lofdxi\m stopped. coatact | |
cards of officers who stopped !
Black drivery ‘
disproportionately were | |
} compared 1o those of other ]
l officers to sex if the stops of | ) i
Black drivers were , !
‘ ppropriatc] . | : !
l
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App. -xD

Data Elements Collected

Data Collection Approach 1 Genera! Contact Information
I ‘ ' '
| Officers that Callect Data Collection | Polixe Department ! ‘ Type of Stops
Jurisdi /10 . ition of a Step 1 Stop Dats | M Data Anditing Techniqoes . Date/Time | Recorded Duration of Stop Location of Stop Officer ID
New York Police Dept. Anytime 5 person is temporarily detrined for questioning | All officers [Paper forms |Supervisars review and ’Duy.mouu; Pedrstrizn Fillin the blank | Addres or intersection |Name, shield,
‘summorize [orms: forms zre “yea, time [ precinct, post,
used for tracking overal) *Inswdc/outside ]wmdmnl
pelxce activity kevels, to if 1oo * Transivhousing !mbex
few forms wre submated, this '
resulis in follow up Type of location (describe) |
1
Precmet of occusrence .
I
!
1
\ !
i
1
, | ! 1
Pittsbargh Burean of Police, PA "Any stop of a vehicke (includes sobricty checkpomis) All afficers ‘Paper forms Sopervisors are responsible | Day of week, [Motor vehicle  [Start time/end time ‘F:Id Name of officer
for cosuring forms are folly  date, shift, and partoer,
completed ‘n:mlnd time | ! astigned number,
of stop | vehicle/unit,
sector/
i ! sxsignment, Shifl
{ Lioatenant
signature, Shift
I ' ! |Licntenznt
1 ! , 1 assigned number
| 1 | I
! tnfarmatian for ACLU. Califomia Legislative Analyst's Office. DOJ, and PERF are general datians for police agencies. ) : |
* Denotes one of a list of options T i | ) ! N
Notes: Any special instructions are prescted in boid. | I [ I :
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App....xD
Data Elements Collected

Informatian an Ci d Person(s) and/or Vchicke(s) 1 Stop Information | Search Information
i i [ ! ! ' Apything found
Drivers Driver’s Vehicle | Nomberof ) Was there & search and/or pat-down? Of What? and/or seized in
Jurisdiction/Orpoaizath Race/Ethaicity | Am | Sex License/ID | Resid, | lnfc isn | Passengers Rensoa for Stop/Contact | Result of Step \ Search suthority? Consent obtained? X search?
American Civil Liberties Union (ACLUJ X i f X [ X {Scarch? Y/N oaly X
California Legislative Analyst's (CLA) Officd X X X X ) X "X (conseat qacstion ot included) X
U.S. Department of Jusuce (DOJ) X X X X Type of vehick Departmental stop pobicies, driving
behavior, asture of vielations
Police Executive Research Forum (PERF)’ |*Atizn/Pacific Islander  *<I8 MF iln "*Reactive stop (¢ g. call for scrvice. | * Astest Search? YN +*Carrency
'*Black/African American '*18-29 metropolitan roadblock) "*Ticket/citation ILychiclc stops enby: l*Weapon (or gun and
'*Middle Erstern/East *30-39 wrea deflined "*Sclf-mitiated stop {¢.g. proactive  *Verbal wammg *Vehick lather wenpon)
tndisn 4019 b US. -siop) *Wrinen waming *Personal cffects *Stolen property
|*Nane *50+ Census? YN ‘Vehicle code violaton 1*No xction *Driver *lliega) drugs/druy
| American/Eskimo/Alent *Red light/stop sign ' *Passenger(s) hernati
o white i*Speed (__mph over limit] f vehi i *Other
I*Lane violation 1‘Pcmnl:pcd:ltrim.d.l'i\er,;u:sznga
lHirpani:anhmﬁ' YN |*Commercial vehicle ‘*Vehicke
l ~Following too clasch' *Buitdi
i I*Failur to ngnal |*Property/persanal effects
! '*Other moving violation . jty:
! '*Hazardous cquipment |‘Com'cnl
I }*Seat belt ! “Reasonable suspicion - wezpon
f i*Other nonmoving violation I I*Incident o arvest
, Penal code viclation' I “Probable cause
‘I ' *Narsonce (related to quality of life) *Inventory
i'Vux . *Plain view
*Property crime | |*Other
1*Violent erime
| \ 1*Violation of local ordinance | !
' ) | '*Be on the ookout (BOLOYperson | \
! 1 |wanted
| , Sopens i |
\ | ‘ | !
Los Angeles Police Dept Apparcot Descent: “1-17 |MF | 1 1*Health 2nd safety code violation  |°Fl campleted ‘Patfdown friek? YN Search? YN
* American Indian *18-2§ ! ‘ "Depmmx briefing (crime *Waming :Other search? YN Discgvered andlor
*Asian *26-35 | i brondcast, bolleting, and rofl call) | *Asrest peired:
*Black ~3645 f ‘ | |*Conseasnat *Nome *Person * Alccho!
*Hispanic *46-55 ' | , |*Municipa) code violation *Citation *Container l"Drny
*Whitc 56+ L | *Call for service IR:!::B: from custody *Vehick *Moncy
*Noac of the sbove (il in *Penal code violation *Other (fil) in blank) f'Olh:rmntrubmd
blank) [ ! *Suspest Dight ! {*Otber evidence of
| ‘} *Vehicle code violation: moving, Scarch anthority; \crime
equipment/registration, or *Consent 1*Other propesty
| 3 *Odor of contraband *Weapons
' i I‘Ol.m(ﬁllinblnk) *lacident to amest *Vehicke
. ' l(Mnrk initial reason, one reason *Porale/probation
lnnly) *mpound suthority
I “Visible contraband
| *Incident to pat down/Trisk
| ‘ *Other (fill in blank)
‘ } | | Conyenl:
| | } Was consent for warrentless scarch asked for? YN
| ‘ ’ | ! Was consent obtained? YN
i
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App. _.«D

Data Elements Collected
Information on C d Perton(s) and/or V | Stop Information Scarch Information
I ’ ! ] Aanything found
Drivers Driver's Vehicke Number of | ‘Was there a search snd/or pat-down? Of What? and/or scized in
L fOrp; Race/Ethaici x Ape ] Sex License/ID Resid { Inf i | Pussengers Reason for Step/Cuntact { Result of Stop Scarch anthority? Consent obtained? search?

California Highway Patrol Officer personal 'Basedon  [M/F . [*Moving violation (V.C) * Incustody/ancst *No scarchiterry patfirick “Weapons
,abservation only, nnless | persanal *Mechmical or nonmoving *CHP 215, notice to zppear ** Probeble cause (positive) 202D required {*Controlied substaned
a0 arrest is made: observation violztion (V C) *CHP 281, nouce to correcl °Probable canse (negative) 202D required *Cash
*Asian or *DUT check violation *Consent (positine) 202D required *Vehick
'*Blacl/Afncan Amencan - information * Penal code/all ather codes *Vabal waming *Consent (ocgatrve) 202D required t*Otber illegal
*Hispaax collected *Teadfic collision *TrafTic collision *Incidental to erreny |propeny
*Whae from *Motorst/public service *Motorist/public service *Vchick mventory
*Other driver’s *laspection scade acility *CVSA stitcher *Parole/probaticahvarmant

bicense: *Other agency *Turnover/agency assist *Other, 202D required
, *0-14 25ist/BOLO/APBAaamant service '
) *15-24
, *15-31 .
*33-39
*40-43
*49 and
! sbove ‘
\

Los Angeles County Sheriff's Dept. "Offixer perception: Date of birth Fill in the Fuwt and last 1Vehicle My enter op to Conlact bvpe: *Number of persons {The following tearch codes arc captaured separntehy for | Weapons
i'Amuiﬂmlndim ibtmk w'n:m: \information ts  four persons per * Suspect/subject jmrrested for felonics vehicle and personal scarches: *Controlled substance]
|'Axin captared sreen; * Detainec/driver (imvestigative '*Nember of persons '*No search *Cash
{*Black ‘electromeally  oddional staps) 1arrested for misdemennors, | *Contraband visible *Vehicke
i*Hispane when ronning  persons may be * Victim ”cumrm:d by “male *Odor of contraband *Suspicioas property
|Pacific ledmder Nicense plate added by *Witness \adults, female adults, mate | *Consenl search (R/C mrrest)
*Whate | number through crexting oew *{nformant |juvenites, and female +*Pat-down *Illcgal property
'*Otber datzbase secondary entry - Porty (traffic reposts) [juv:nilu" "*Incident to Lywful zrrest {open container)
. *Reporting party (aon-crime dom ‘*Inventory (vehicle impounded) *Nothiny seized

swlence) |Citation info {*Evidence of criminal activity (459 tools)
,* Suspected family ahase |* Hazardons 1*Other (explain i narvetive)
! 'Probable cause for stop: **Noa-hasardous
! 1*Vehicle code violation {*Parking |
*Penal cods violation
) 1*Health & safety code violation ! !
' ! \*Business & profcssions code | }
! ! ' violation 1 '
! , *Welfare & instimticns code secton |
‘ I *Federal code
' *City/county ordinance
i *BOLO/APB binadcast
| . *Consensnal cncounter
i *Reasonable cause (cxplain in .
| , ! ‘namatne) !
! . *Render assistance (disabled
I } I , ‘ !motonst) ]
. . i

S: Police Dept. *Afncan American | Driver year |MIF ‘Drivers license Sm:uf ‘Lmnmber |Nnmbernf :'Hlmdon!\"nlnhnoflh:\'chi:k *Ciution *Driver Discavered of seized
*AsfPac. Isl of birth captured drivers licemseland stase passengers code *Amcn *Passenger (mark afl thay
*Hispanic ‘ | -4 *Violation of the penal code *Report “Vehicle apply):

*Nat. American | I '*Call for service - suspect “Advised “No *Weapons
“White | | | ‘ ‘descriptionfvchicke deseription. |*FC *Drugs
*Other/Not Apparent | ! ‘Prtﬂmm; Starch anthority; *Cash
‘ I | & *Incident to arrest *Vehicle
‘Eqnmmemhrgi:uuionvi:lu'xm 1 *Tow imentory I*Alcobel
| ' | | *Special detail (POP project, DUT *Consent leOther property
, i | checkpoint, crime pattern/series, ' *Pasole/probaticn *Nothing
f : ’ l | narcotic/prostitution supprestion) *Teny cursory
‘ i *Other .
| |
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App.  «D
Data Elements Collected

| Information on Contacted Persan(s) and/or V 1 Stop Informatioa | Search Information

! ' I . [ ) | Anything foand

1 | Driven Driver’s Vchitle | Numberof | ! Was there u scarch and/or pot-down? Of What? and/or seized in
Jurisdiction/O: ‘ Roce/Ef | A | Sa License/1D Resid, Iof iva | P eI Reason for Stop/Contact ] Result of Stop Secarch agthority? Consent obtained? search?

San Dicgo Police Dept. [Perceived [F.u inthe  [Fill in the City of San j "*Moving violation |*Citation YN Contraband found?
*Black blank bizak .Dicgo *Equipment violation '*Written wamning YN
*Chinese resident” YN *Radio callicitizen contact *Verbal warning *Vehicle t
I*Cambodian *Personal Anonledgefinformant *F1 *Driver |Property seized? YN
*Filpino *Saspeet mfo (LS., bullewn, kog)  *Otber (d P
*Guzmanian *Muni, county, H&S code *Amested? YIN !

*Higpzxe (Cheek only onc) (Check uf) that upply) Scarch anthority,

*Indizn **Contraband visible

* Japmest *Canine alert

I*Korem '*4th waiver search

*Lagtisn '*Inventory scarch (prior to impound)

* Pacific Istander '*Obsen ed evidence related to criminal activity
*Gamom *Odot of contraband

)* Hawaiian *Consent search

*Victazmese *Scarch inciden) to srest

*White '+ Other {11 line)

|*Asian indian (Check all that apply)

;*Other Anan

*Other :

| ;Consent search form obiained? Y/N |
, . 1

San Francisco Police Dept. "Fill im the blank ?ﬁuhdz Fill i the *Moving violstion “*Custody Arrest |"No scarch ISame information

) blank blank *Mechanical of non-mover -*Citaticn *Scarch wiont consent lincarpornted with
*DUI check *Waming *Secarch with consent dzta on whether &
‘ +*Penal code violation -*Incideat Report *Search incident to arrest, positive result scarch way conducted
| *MPC violation *Nbo farther action ,*Scarch incident to anest, negative result
*BOLD/APBAwrant -*Vehick inventory, positive resull
*Trafic collison Is ficlds for *Vehicle y. negative resoll,
| 1* Assistance to motorist jinformation on citation t*Searched as resalt of probation/parok dit
\namber and violation :
; ; ! . | ;

San Josc Police Dept T*African-American i I 1*BOLO/APBAwaich ballctin “Ancst made *No scarch of the driver's vebicle conducted Information capturcd
*Asizn |*Mumi eode violation I'An:nb;mml *Scarch of the driver's vehicke condocted - cvidence or - [as past of recording
*European American . , !*Penal code, H&S, B&P violations, | *Criminal citation ‘contrzband found search
*Hispanic | ‘ ctc. “TrafTic citation issued: *Search of the driver's vehicle condncted - no cvidence or |
“Middle Exstem/Eant i *Vehicle code violation ‘hazardous violati i hand found
Indian | *TrafTic citatian issued: non-

*Native Americas ladizn | , | | bazardous violstion | ‘
*Pacific [slender I “Field interview completed |
*Otherfunclassificd ‘ - Courtesy servicc/citizzn or |
ngency assist i
! *Latent prints (report ‘ '
completed) .
; w *Strunded motorist assist l
| . *No repart ‘
*Prior case, follow-up |
‘ i activity only
. *Report taken
1 *Turned over to aother
| egency
*Unfounded evemt
1 *Fill assint only
| | /0 mavint |
i | | '
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App. .D

Data Elements Collected

Inl an C d Person(s) and/or Vehicke(s) | Stop Information | Scarch Information
t i ' ' Anything feund
! Drivery Driver's Vehide Nuomber of l Was there a scarch and/er pat-down? Of What? and/or scizrd in
Jurisdiction/Organk Raco/Ethalcity Age I Sex Liccase1D Resid, | lofermation P | Rensun for Stop/Contact Result of Stop | Search snthority? Consent obtained? ! senrch?
Chartotte-Mecklenburg Police Dept. Captared for driver and [Fillinthe  [M/F State anty *Restdent ['Hi;h Can record |For traffic: *Verba) waming YN "Contraband? Y/N and
|for 2oy other persens blmok {captured for (Mexk) Perfi Imft ton for |*Speed: !*Written waming *Consent idetails of zny
| searched: {apparent} driver and *Non Retident: * Pk Up ap to four *Stop light/sign -*Citatian issned )*Search warrant ‘@uoonts of drogs,
(captured  for any other “Unl M, yek +“additicnal *Driving while mpaired \*Arrest (indicate driver or ' *Scarch incident to arrent alcobol, money,
Apparenl race for driver  perssas “Suv persons” *Safe movement if applicabk P ive frisk wezpans, o ather
'* Agizn aod for any scarched) *Car *Vehiche equipment *No action taken Traffic stops onlfy- ,contraband (oand
*Blxk other *Other *Vehicke regalatorny *Person
*Native Amcrican persons *lmestigation Tegran? Y/N and reason~ *Passenger Seired:
*White searched) State of *Seat bels *Persanal effects *Vehick
'*Otheriunknown registration *Other (w/explanation) *Vehicle (choose ore or more) *Personal property
|‘ Fat nedrsirian: ‘Congent search: +*Other
Apparent ethoicity * lovestigation *Was consent reguested? YN *None
|'Hupa:xi: *Crime o progress *Rexsan for consent to search request (Check all thas
1*Noa-Hispanic *WamantOFA Lexal basis (ureflic stops) ‘spply)
*Other (o7 cxplanstion) } |*Erratic/saspicions bebavior
-Scparztc ficld for trailic & | *Observation of suspected contraband
' pedestrian stops: ‘ '*Saspicions movement
' *Cituzen repont i -*Informant’s tip
! *Seif initized ‘ I*Other afficial’s info
*Law enforcement repostirequest ! )* Witness observation ,
I | *Voluntzry costact (ped stops onby ), ' Legal basis (ped stops): )
| | ‘ 'Probable cavse (requires cxplanation) !
. R by s N N
|* Pursnant o consent !
I ! *Wasrant )
| |*Incident to arrest |
, ! | \*Onher ‘
| : )
Columbus Division of Police, OH 1* Agian ‘M/F ! *Equipment violation !*Verbal warmning J*Vehicle
*Black ‘ '*Moving violanon 1*Traffic citation I*Driver
*Hispanic '* Inxestigatary !*Misd. cite/summons \
“White A ! ( Amest ;
*Otber ! ' | '*Vehicle search
, ' | : |*Driver scarch
| | I ! : “Nonc [
Deaver Police Dept, Identifishke? Y/N Ageficld  [MF "R:nd:m of | ] l'Mminl violation *Ficld interview andfor ~ 1*No search |Anything seized? Y/N
Demer? YN | *Equipment violation clearnee |*Consent
*Ameriran Indimn ‘ | | *Personal observation *Verbal or written waming - *Cursory/pat down
*Asizn {Residentof | *Reccived Information *Citation or order-in *Incident to amrest
*Black inct ar ‘ | {(Mark all that appty) *Arest *Towfinventory
*Hi |odjacens | | i * Detox/MHH/bospitalized  |*Canine alert
*Middk Eastern {precinct? Y/N| ; ! (Mark sl that apply) *Search warrant
*White l 1 ! |iMark a0 that appty) '
| 1
. . . , | |
|Rouston Palice Dept. “Asim i MIF | T i “Tavestigation *Anesicd 1*Na search Contraband? Y/N
*Black i i *Moving trafTic * Arrested and ticketed {*Consent search 'What contraband
* Hispani : I *Non-moving traffic *Released | *Probable cause scarch (text box for mare ifo) ‘l'nnnd,ifmy?
*Native Amcrican 1 *Ticketed '
*White *Misdemennor charges |
§ *Felomy charges
i “Traflic charges ' '
Miomi-Dade County Police Dept. *American Indian ar Date of birth (M/F Last azme, first |Address Year, make, ! *Equipment violstion *Citation issucd (oumber of {Pat down? YN *lostrumentalities of
Alzska Native field azme, oddress, (information  [model. color. *[nvestigative citations) crime
*Black license ocumber, license oumber *BOLO *Custody arrent *Of driver 1*Fruits of crime
*Native Hawaiizn or state and state *Hazardous moving violation *Verbal warning *0f vehicle *Drugs and/or
Pacific (slander *Noa-hazardous moving violation |*Vchicle towed *Of passenger(s) ‘paraphematin
*Oricatal/Asian \ *Traffic detail *Field interview eard *Pat down {*Weapons
*White | *Other (specify) *PTA *Other (specify) *Other (specify)
! 1(Choosr only onc) *Records cheek conducted “ ‘
HispanicT YN | | ) of person or vehicle Duration of search *Plain vicw? YN
R I
! ) ' . *Search made by consent I
| *incident to arrest :
*Ioventory search
| [ i |'Pmbahl: canse i
: | | , 1Otber (specify) i
‘ ( ! ‘Cmu:nl requesied? YN l
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Appe...x D

Data Elements Collected

* Denates one of o list of options

] Information en Ci d Person(s) and/or Vebicie(s) | Stop laformation | Search lnformation
| ’ ! i ] ! 1" Anything found
| i Drivery Driver's V:hkl.: Number of | Was there s scorch and/or pai-dowa? Of What? | and/or sefzed in
t 101 | R L Age | Sex I Licenso/ID Rest Infc P; pers | Reason for Stop/Contact l Result of Stop | Search suthority? Conscai obtained? | scarch?
[New York Police Dept. 1*American Indian/Alaskan|Date of binth |M/F |Name. |Address ICireumytances which bed to gtop:  (Amrest? YIN IMMM Was weapen found?
Native nickname ar  information *Carrying objects i plain view osed *Ineppropriate antire-postibly concealing wexpoa YN, if yes:
) * Asten/Pacific Islander street name, 'm commission of crime {c.g. shm  Offense (fill in the blank)  *Verbal threaty of violenee by suspect .*PistolV/reveher
*Black addrrss, Jim/pry bas) ,"Knowlcdge of suspects prior cnminal viakent [‘Riﬂ:lsholgm
*Black Hispanic telephane *Fits descniption Arrest number behmviarfase of forcefuse of weapons 1* Agzenlt wenpon
*White oumbes, type of * Actions indicative of ‘casing’ *Other reasonable suspicion of weapoas (specify ) 1*Kaife/cutting
*White Hispanic dennfication victim of locahon Sammons? Y/N, offensc, *Fartive movements linstrument
provided, age. * Actions indicative of acting as 8 sunmons number 1*Actians indicatir e of cngaging in violent crimes I‘M-:hmc;nn
herght, weight, fookont *Refusal to comply with officer’s direction(s) leading to I *Other (describe)
hair_ eyes, b balge/ob) descritx ‘reasoanble fear for safcty
boild, other *Actans mdicative of cogagimg in {*Violent crime suspecied |Was other contraband
descnpive info drmg transaction *Suspicious balge/object (describe) found? YN
*Furtrve movementy -Seurch? YN, if vey, cheek o leagt one H yes, describe
*Actions mdicatne of engaging in *Hard object ‘contraband znd
Tiolent crimes *Admission of wrapons pesscssion location (text field)
*Weanng clothes/disgurscy "Onil'mt of weapon ‘
,commonly uscd in commission of ' *Other reasonabie saspicion of weapons (specify )
crime .
*Otber reasonsble suspicion of Pat dowa? YN
| ‘criminal actrvity (specify)
| |(Check ut least one) 'Search inside clothes? YN
l
| ‘Speci.fy which fetony/P.L (
. ‘misdemennor suspected
| ; |
Pittsburgh Burean of Police, PA {*American Indian Driver Name TLicense emmber Number of “Wamed 'Occupants frisked? YN *Wezpons
*Asian (optianal) ,and state occupants” * Arrested (list charges) *Contraband
*Black } *Cited *Evidence
*Hispani . iDriver OLN *Insestigatory stop oahy *NIA
"Whn: | {cptronal)
"Olha | |
‘ ) .
| ; ‘
0 1 '
! +
\ : i !
x | | ' .
! Inf for ACLU. Califomia Legislative Anah st's Office, DO, and PERF are genernl d for police agencies.
] I %

Notes: Any

instructions are

inbold. |
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App.. .xD
Data Elements Collected

Other Informatian
1
Other Data
Jurisdiction/O rganizati Geueral C /Narrative Related Reponts | Otber Data Elements Elemests
|American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU]J
Califomia Legisistive Analyst's (CLA) Officd

US Department of Justice (DOJ)'

Were citizen's characteristics absenvable before the sop”

Police Exocutive Research Foram (PERF)'

Loz Angeics Police Depl.

L
| *Bookmg number \Driver required to exit vehicke? YN

*Release from contody namber Ilnnd:m number
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App.. .«D
Data Elements Collected

{ Other Information
: 1
‘ Other Data
Jurisdiction/Qrennizati: Genernl C /Narrative Retated Reports Other Data Elements Elementy
California Highway Patrol | {Cepture number of reports written Codes capture what the call was aboot (c.g. domestic violence)
sated with inc
Capture bow much ume deputy
spent wTiting reports
Los Angcles County SherifT's Dept. Yes, suggested information includes Cuation sumber(s)
vehicke year, make, mode) & color, COL-
oumber, distmctive fextres and tattoos
)
)
)
i
' I
I
!
1
i
‘ |
. .
|
|
Sacremento Police Dept |V=hnr.keqniypcduuhncma:?YlN )

|
IWu Driver asked to exit car? YN
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App._.&D
Data Elements Collected

Other Information

Tative

Related Reporty . Other Data Elements

San Francisco Palce Dept.

Crtaton aumber o cxptured Additional ficlds tabeled “FST. PAS, and TOW™ are captured

|Szn Josc Police Dept.
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App. <D

Data Elements Collected

Other Information

number of records check

Other Dats
Jurisdictiva/! tenti General Ce rative ‘ Related Reporty Other Data Elements Elements (cunti
Charlotte-Meckleaburg Police Depl, | Tex box |{Complaint samber | Phryyical resistance? YN
Officer mjuny ? YIN
Dmer inpuny? YN
Passeager mjuny? YN
Use of force™ YIN
4
Columbas Diviston of Police, OH i Incident number Initiation: violation oa frecwm? YN
Denver Palice Dept | "ShenifT's dept emplovee? YN
l ‘Officer offduny? YN
1
Houston Pelice Dept. Notes may be added
Mizmi-Dade County Police Dept. Field provided |Primary citation cumber, casc lﬁw off-dnty? YN
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App. .xD
Data Elements Collected

| Other Information
|
| Other Data
JorisdictiontO. | GenerntC /Narrative Related Reports ! Other Data Elemeots | Elements (cuntinued)
[New York Police Dept. ] Complaini repart numbes, juvenile, Period of ebservation prior to stopping \Use of Force?:
report number, aded rpt agmber, Radio run/sprint aumber *Hands on suspect
other rpt {specifyv) Dud officer cxplam reaton fos stop? YN, if no, explam '*Suspect an ground
Were other persuns stapped/questioned/frisked” Y/N, if ves, list pel. scrial numbers * Pointiny firearm at suspect
Demennor of persan after being stopped (text) *Handcuffing snspect
Remzrls by person stopped (tex1) *Suspect agninst wallicar
*Drawing firearm
Offteer in uniform® Y/N. if po, bow ideotificd” *Baton
*Shield *Pepper spray
‘LD eard *Other (deseribe)
*Verba)
Addstioaal k afl that applv]
*Repont from vichmfwitnesy
* Area has high incadence of reported offense of type under investigation
*Tume of day, day of weck. scason conesponding to reports of criminal activaty
*Saspert is assocating with persons known [or their criminal activ ity
* Proximity to cnme location
*Evasne, falic ot & 3 P to officer’s
*Changing direction 21 sight of officer/Tlight
*Ongoing investigations (c.g., robbery patiem) '
*Seghts and sounds of cnmmal activity (¢.g.. bloodstaing, ringing alarms)
*Otber (describe)
Pinsburgh Bureas of Palxcr, PA Optional CCR aumber '
i
i
|
|
1 | |
| l f
' Infe ion for ACLU, California Legislmive Anabyst’s Office, DOJ. and PERF are general dations for police agencics. .
* Denotes onc of 3 list of options I I |
Notes. Aoy special instructions ase presented in bold. ! |
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Proposed Pedestrian and Motor Vehicle Stop Data Analyses Methodology Report

APPENDIX E: RIDE-ALONG SURVEY INSTRUMENT WITH

SUMMARY STATISTICS
(see the following pages)

ANALYSIS GROUP, INC. 200



Date Observer #

Time Observation #
Reporting District FDR#
Division

LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT RIDE-ALONG STUDY

INSTRUCTIONS: This form asks for information about each time an officer forms
suspicion, stops, or searches a suspect. This ride-along instrument should be filled out each
time the officer forms a suspicion or follows a suspect, either in a vehicle or on foot (even if
the officer decides not to stop the suspect). All the information on this form is incident
specific. An officer may give different reasons for different incidents and use different
decision-making criteria. Record only the information given during this specific incident of
“suspicion.” [Bold Italics indicate Summary Statistics]

A. Context:

1. From your observation, what type of suspicion is involved? (circle)

a. traffic violation 115 (44%)
b. criminal suspect 68 (26%)
c. pedestrian violation 29 (11%)
d. victim 20 (8%)
e. other complainant 32 (12%)

other - explain:

2. From your observation, did the suspicion involve: (circle one)

a. driver 116 (45%)
b. passenger 6 (2%)
¢. pedestrian 137 (53%)

3. Did the officer receive any information about the status of the
vehicle/driver/passenger/pedestrian before the officer became suspicious? (circle one)

a. yes 106 (40%)
b. no 158 (60%)

If yes, what information was given to the officer about the vehicle or the pedestrian,
and how was it received? (e.g. radio call, conversation, roll call).




From your observation, did the officer personally observe the events that led to the
suspicion? (circle one)

a. yes ' 153 (58%)
b. no 111 (42%)

Was the location: (circle one)

a. public 202 (77%)
b. private 62 (23%)

How does the officer describe the predominant racial/ethnic makeup of the location
where the observation occurred? (circle one)

a. White 49 (19%)
b. Black 53 (20%)
c. Hispanic 92 (35%)
d. Asian 3 (1%)
e. American Indian 0 (0%)
f. None of the above (specify) 67 (25%)

From your observation, which category best describes the location where suspicion
was formed or the stop occurred? (circle one)

a. residential 104 (39%)
b. commercial 95 (36%)
¢. mixed 64 (24%)
d. other (e.g. park, transportation corridor) (specify) 1 (0%)

Officer’s perception of the amount of gang activity at the location: (circle one)

a. high 100 (38%)
b. medium 78 (30%)
c. low 63 (24%)
d. none 23 (9%)

Officer’s perception of the amount of crime at the location: (circle one)

a. high 122 (46%)
b. medium 73 (28%)
c. low 63 (24%)
d. none 6 (2%)
. Officer’s perception of the amount of drug activity at the location: (circle one)
a. high 130 (49%)
b. medium 58 (22%)
c. low 61 (23%)
d. none 14 (5%)



B. Suspicion

11. How many persons were in the vehicle or how many pedestrians (associated with
suspect) were visible when the officer first formed suspicion or observed a violation?

i. Officer ii. Observer
mean: 0.72 mean: 0.56
median: 0 median: 0

12. Determination of gender of the suspect(s) when the officer first formed suspicion or
observed a violation? (circle the best answer)

i. Officer ii. Observer
Driver/passenger/pedestrian: Driver/passenger/pedestrian:
a. Male 137 (52%) a. Male 126 (48%)
b. Female 36 (14%) b. Female 33 (13%)
c. Transgender 0 (0%) c. Transgender 0 (0%)
d. Unable to determine 89 (34%) d. Unable to determine 103 (39%)

13. Determination of the driver’s/passenger’s/pedestrian’s descent when the officer first
formed suspicion or observed a violation? (circle the best answer)

i. Officer ii. Observer
a. White 24 (9%) a. White 23 (9%)
b. Black 55 (21%) b. Black 47 (18%)
¢. Hispanic 56 (21%) ¢. Hispanic 57(22%)
d. Asian 4 (2%) d. Asian 3 (1%)
e. American Indian 0 (0%) e. American Indian 0 (0%)
f. Noneofthe above: 0 (0%) f. None of the above: __ 0 (0%) __
g. Unable to determine 123 (47%) g. Unable to determine 132 (50%)

14. When the officer first formed suspicion or observed a violation, could you (the
observer) see from the police car what the suspect was wearing? (circle one)

a. yes 68 (26%)
b. no 193 (74%)

If yes, describe the suspect’s clothes (e.g. formal, casual, sloppy, dirty).




15. Did the suspect have or wear any distinctive clothing/ornaments/tattoos/hair (e.g.
gang colors or paraphernalia) that were identifiable when the officer first formed
suspicion or observed a violation? (circle one)

i. Officer:
a. yes 20 (8%)
b. no 241 (92%)

If yes, describe the suspect’s distinctive clothes/ornaments/tattoos.

ji. Observer:

a. yes 12 (5%)
b. no 249 (95%)

If yes, describe the suspect’s distinctive clothes/ornaments/tattoos.

C. Stop

16. Did the officer stop the vehicle/pedestrian?

a. yes 186 (70%)
b. no (If no, questionnaire is complete) 78 30%)

| 7. Determination of gender of the driver/passenger/pedestrian when the officer initiated
the stop? (circle the best answer)

i. Officer ii. Observer
Driver/passenger/pedestrian: Driver/passenger/pedestrian:
a. Male 124 (67%) a. Male 117 (63%)
b. Female 47 (25%) b. Female 43 (23%)
c. Transgender 0 (0%) c. Transgender 0 (0%)
d. Unable to determine 15 (8%) d. Unable to determine 26 (14%)



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Determination of the driver’s/passenger’s/pedestrian’s descent when the officer
initiated the stop. (circle the best answer)
i. Officer ii. Observer
a. White 40 (22%) a. White 35(19%)
b. Black 49 (26%) b. Black 41 (22%)
c. Hispanic 57 (31%) c. Hispanic 52 (28%)
d. Asian 4 (2%) d. Asian 4 (2%)
e. American Indian 1 (1%) e. American Indian 0 (0%)
f. None ofthe above: _ 4 (2%) _ f. Noneofthe above: 0 (0%)
g. Unable to determine 31 (17%) g. Unable to determine 54 (29%)

From the observer’s perspective, length of time between initial observation and
initiation of stop:
sec/min (circle) mean: 2.00; median: 0.50

From the observer’s perspective, total duration of stop:
sec/min (circle) mean: 18.21; median: 11.00

From the observer’s perspective, describe the vehicle that was stopped:

Make

Model

Year

Color:

Distinctive features of the automobile (e.g. condition, loud music, extra lights,
tinted windows, distinguishing markings, etc.)

caec o

Did the perception of the driver’s/passenger’s/pedestrian’s descent change after the
officer contacted the suspect?

i. Officer: (circle one)

a. yes 29 (16%)
b. no 157 (84%)

If yes, what is the officer’s perception after contact with the suspect? (circle one)

a. White 14 (48%)
b. Black 5(17%)
c. Hispanic 8(28%)
d. Asian 1 (3%)
¢. American Indian 0 (0%)
f. None of the above: 1 (3%)



ii. Observer: (circle one)

a. yes
b. no

33 (18%)
153 (82%)

If yes, what is the officer’s perception after contact with the suspect? (circle one)

a. White 13 (39%)
b. Black 8 (24%)
c. Hispanic 10 (30%)
d. Asian 1 (3%)
e. American Indian 0 (0%)
f. None of the above: 1 (3%)___

23. Distinctive features of the driver/passenger/pedestrian (e.g. gang clothing or
paraphernalia, hair, tattoos, clothing, shoes). If none, so state:

Officer:

Observer:

. Searching the Vehicle/Suspect (Fill out this section by checking the appropriate
response if the vehicle/suspect was searched by the officer. If the officer did not search
the vehicle/suspect, go to Section E.)

24. From the perspective of the observer, did the officer conduct a pat-down or frisk?
(check the appropriate box for driver, passenger, and pedestrian)

Yes No Unknown Not applicable
Driver 19 (10%) | 89 (48%) 0(0%) 78 (42%)
Passenger 7 (4%) 18 (10%) 0 (0%) 161 (87%)
Pedestrian 47 (25%) 129 (16%) 2 (1%) 108 (58%)

25. From the perspective of the observer, did the officer conduct a search?
(check the appropriate box for vehicle, driver, passenger, and pedestrian)

Yes No Unknown Not applicable
Vehicle 17 (9%) 90 (48%) 1(1%) 78 (42%)
Driver 6 (3%) | 102(55%) 0(0%) 78 (42%)
Passenger 2 (1%) 23 (12%) 0 (0%) 161 (87%)
Pedestrian 25 (13%) | 51 (27%) 2 (1%) 108 (58%)

26. From the perspective of the observer, did these searches appear to be voluntary?

(check the appropriate box for vehicle, driver, passenger, and pedestrian)

Yes No Unknown Not applicable
Vehicle 8(4%) 3(2%) 7 (4%) 168 (90%)
Driver 4(2%) 1(1%) 1(1%) 180 (97%)
Passenger 2(1%) 0(0%) 0 (0%) 184 (99%)
Pedestrian 15 (8%) 4 (2%) 8 (4%) 159 (85%)




E. Result of the Stop

27. From the perspective of the observer, result of the suspicion/stop: (circle)

i. Did the suspect offer verbal resistance? a. Yes b.No c¢. Unknown
11(6%) 170(91%) 5(3%)
ii. Did the suspect offer physical resistance? a. Yes b.No ¢. Unknown
4(2%) 181(97%) 1 (1%)
iii. Was force used? a. Yes b.No c¢. Unknown
4(2%) 182 (98%) 0(0%)
iv. Was the person issued a warning? a. Yes b.No ¢. Unknown
36 (19%) 149 (80%) 1(1%)
v. Was the person issued a ticket? a. Yes b.No c. Unknown
94 (51%) 91(49%) 1(1%)
vi. Was the person arrested? a. Yes b.No c¢. Unknown

36 (19%) 149 (80%) 1 (1%)
F. Demeanor

Initial Contact

28. In your opinion, was the officer's initial demeanor (that is, their attitude/behavior)
positive, neutral, or negative? (circle one)

Examples
a. Positive Polite, friendly, informative 129 (69%)
b. Neutral Uneventful, unremarkable 53 (28%)
c. Negative Rude, angry, unwarranted aggression 2 (1%)
d. Unknown 2 (1%)

29. In your opinion, did the officer act in any way or do anything that negatively impacted
the demeanor of the suspect in the initial contact? (circle one)

a. Yes 1 (1%)
b. No 180 (97%)
¢. Unknown 5 3%)

If yes, what exactly did the officer do? Be specific.

30. In your opinion, was the suspect's initial demeanor (that is, their attitude/behavior)
positive, neutral, or negative? (circle one)

Examples
a. Positive Polite, compliance with officer orders 90 (48%)
b. Neutral Uneventful, unremarkable 62 (33%)

c. Negative Rude, non-cooperative, non-compliant with officer orders, 14 (8%)
confrontational, physical aggression, suspicious/secretive conduct
d. Unknown 20 (11%)



31. In your opinion, did the suspect act in any way that negatively impacted the demeanor
of the officer during the initial contact? (circle one)

a. Yes 8 (4%)
b. No 164 (88%)
¢. Unknown 14 (8%)

If yes, what exactly did the suspect do? Be specific.

During the Encounter

32. In your opinion, did the officer's demeanor change during the encounter? (circle one)

a. Yes 8 (4%)
b. No 176 (95%)
¢. Unknown 2 (1%)

33. If yes, which of the following best describes the change? (circle one)

From: a. Positive to Neutral 2(25%)
b. Positive to Negative 1(13%)
c. Neutral to Positive 3(38%)
d. Neutral to Negative 1(13%)
¢. Negative to Neutral 0 (0%)
f. Negative to Positive 1(13%)

Explain why you describe the change in this way.

34. In your opinion, did the suspect's demeanor change during the encounter? (circle one)

a. Yes 16 (9%)
b. No 157 (84%)
¢. Unknown 13 (7%)



35. If yes, which of the following best describes the change? (circle one)

From: a. Positive to Neutral 2(13%)
b. Positive to Negative 2(13%)
c. Neutral to Positive 3(19%)
d. Neutral to Negative 3(19%)
. Negative to Neutral 6 (38%)
f. Negative to Positive 0( 0%)

Explain why you describe the change in this way.

Final Outcome

36. In your opinion, was the officer's final demeanor (that is, their attitude/behavior)

o o

38.

positive, neutral, or negative? (circle one)

Examples
Positive  Polite, friendly, informative 136 (73%)
Neutral Uneventful, unremarkable 50(27%)
Negative Rude, angry, unwarranted aggression 0 (0%)
Unknown 0 (0%)

. In your opinion, was the suspect's final demeanor (that is, their attitude/behavior)

positive, neutral, or negative? (circle one)

Examples
Positive Polite, compliance with officer orders 97 (52%)
Neutral Uneventful, unremarkable 67 (36%)

. Negative Rude, non-cooperative, non-compliant with officer orders, 7 (4%)

confrontational, physical aggression, suspicious/secretive conduct

. Unknown 15 (8%)

If you observed any change in the officer’s behavior from the initial contact to the
final outcome, ask the officer what he was concerned about during the encounter,
what he was thinking about, and what he saw the suspect do or say that concerned
him/her (and may have influenced his/her actions or behavior). Explain in detail.




G. Officer’s Assessment of the Stop/Search (Answer only if a stop occurred, and request
information from the officer). Circle the most appropriate response.

39. How did the officer assess the overall cooperation of the suspect(s)? (circle one)

a. Very Cooperative 62 (33%)
b. Cooperative 92 (49%)
c. Neutral 19 (10%)
d. Uncooperative 10 (5%)
e. Very Uncooperative 3 (2%)

40. How did the officer assess the overall attitude of the suspect(s)? (circle one)

a. Very Respectful 48 (26%)
b. Respectful 93 (50%)
c. Neutral 35(19%)
d. Disrespectful 9 (5%)
e. Very Disrespectful 1 (1%)

41. Ask the officer to explain why he or she formed these opinions? (Please explain).

I. Officer Demographics

42, Officer’s Gender: (circle one)

a. Male 154 (83%)
b. Female 32(17%)
43. Years in the Department: years. mean: 7.52; median: 8.00

44. Officer’s highest degree: (circle one)

a. High School Diploma 40 (22%)

b. Associate Degree (2 year degree) 83 (45%)

c. Bachelor Degree (4 year degree) 62 (33%)

d. Masters Degree or higher 1 (1%

45. Officer’s descent: (circle ong)

a. White 81 (44%)
b. Black 25(13%)
c. Hispanic 65 (35%)
d. Asian 9 (5%)
e. American Indian 0 (0%)
f. None of the above: 6 (3%)
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APPENDIX F: DIAGRAM OF RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RIDE-

ALONG OBSERVATIONS AND FDR DATA

264 Ride-Along
Observations

186 Ride-Along 78 Ride-Along
Stops Suspicions
15 No FDRs' 171 FDRs 9 FDRs® 69 No FDRs

180 FDRs

177 LAPD FDRs’

Notes:
instances.

*Some ride-along suspicions were defined as “stops” by the LAPD and therefore FDRs were completed.
The 177 LAPD FDRs included 168 ride-along stops and the 9 FDRs that were counted as ride-along

suspicions.

“FDR booklets containing the stop forms for the three missing stops could not be found by the LAPD.

3 Missing LAPD
FDRs*

' Not all ride-along stops were defined as stops by the LAPD and therefore FDRs were not completed in these
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APPENDIX G: SEARCH AND CONTRABAND MATRICES

Search Matrix

1-Consent, 2-Incident to Arrest, 3-Impound Authority, 4-Probable Cause, 5-Parole/Probation, 6-
Reasonable Suspicion, 7-Other, A-Visible Contraband, B-Odor of Contraband

Person _ P2
Vehicle 2
Container 1 2

1-Alcohol, 2-Drugs, 3-Money, 4-Weapons, 5-Vehicle, 6-Other Evidence of Crime, 7-Other Property

Person 2
Vehicle 2
Container 1 2

Contraband Matrix
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APPENDIX H: ADDITIONAL OBSERVATIONS AND COMMENTS ON
LAPD DATA COLLECTION PROTOCOL

H.1 FDRs for All Detainees

Currently, the LAPD completes an FDR for all persons who are legally detained. This includes
drivers in motor vehicle stops, pedestrians who are stopped based on reasonable suspicion or probable
cause, and vehicle passengers when officers have independent grounds for detaining them. However,
the typical motor vehicle stop in the City of Los Angeles does not involve the detention of passengers.
From July through December 2003, the LAPD detained only 13,277 passengers, which compares to
more than 250,000 drivers who were detained. This represents a driver to passenger detention ratio of
19:1.

H.1.1 Motor Vehicle Stops

First-generation data collection protocols typically captured demographic, search, and arrest
information only for the driver of the vehicle that was stopped. As racial profiling research and
analysis evolved, researchers began recognizing that gathering data on the primary focus or target of
the stop provided a better analytic approach. For most motor vehicle stops, the driver is the primary
target of the stop, usually because he or she committed a moving traffic violation or because the driver
is held responsible for the proper maintenance, registration, and licensing requirements for the vehicle.
On occasion, however, a passenger may be the focus of the stop. A passenger may not be wearing a
seatbelt, for example, or may be engaged in suspected criminal behavior visible to an officer on patrol.
In that case, the passenger, rather than the driver, would be the subject of racial profiling-related data
collection under a protocol that requires capturing information on the person who was the primary
focus of the stop.

Limiting data collection to the primary focus of a motor vehicle stop may make sense for the
LAPD. First, this approach comports with the current thinking on racial profiling data collection and
mirrors other data collection protocols currently in use. For example, the Spokane Police Department
(Washington), which was a recent recipient of COPS office funding to develop a comprehensive
racially biased policing data collection strategy, gathers information only on the primary focus of a
stop. Second, such an approach properly channels data collection efforts onto the party that first drew
the attention of the police and who was the subject of a discretionary decision to initiate a stop. At the

same time, this approach eliminates unnecessary data collection that adds only slightly to the number
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of cases available for analysis — passengers comprised just 5 percent of the total FDRs completed by
the LAPD on motor vehicle stops during the latter half of 2003. As with calls for service, requiring
data collection for all motor vehicle stop detainees may be overly burdensome given the marginal

advantages that such an approach affords.
H.1.2 Pedestrians

As with motor vehicle stops, the current data collection protocol mandates that an FDR be
completed for each pedestrian detained by the LAPD, with a few exceptions. Among the racially
biased policing data collection efforts with which Analysis Group is familiar, the LAPD approach to
pedestrians is quite broad. Many law enforcement agencies that collect racial profiling data do not
even mandate data collection for pedestrians. In group-stop situations, some agencies, like the Spokane
Police Department, limit the requirement for completion of a pedestrian stop form to the primary focus
or target of the stop. It is not unusual for the police to stop groups of people who may be in the same
vicinity, particularly in cities that have active street gangs. Requiring police to complete FDRs for all
persons present in such situations is quite burdensome and may not be worth the effort in terms of data
or the substantive questions that can be addressed with them.

Furthermore, collecting data on all persons detained in group settings may create a data set that
is more reflective of differing social habits among certain groups than of actual police stop practices.
If, for example, some populations are more likely to congregate in groups (as opposed to singly or in
pairs) than others, then requiring police to complete FDRs for all persons in a group who were stopped
may provide a misleading picture of police stop activity for pedestrians. Although police may make a
similar number of stops involving persons of different racial groups, the overall number of persons
stopped may be greater for some racial populations than for others because those populations may tend
to gather in larger groups and in locations where they are more likely to come in contact with the
police. The same also may be true for the number of persons stopped per automobile. Subsequent
analysis may shed further light on this issue and may allow us to make more definitive

recommendations on the completion of FDRs for pedestrians detained in group settings.
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