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Accountability Report Recommendations

Consent Decree Surveys Recommendations:
1) A longitudinal survey should be developed in conjunction with the community to
ensure the questions included are responsive to the community issues identified. A
longitudinal study is the best option to track community perceptions related to the
police reform process over time. The CPC is capable and willing to facilitate the survey
beyond the involvement of the Monitoring Team.
2) The survey should use the original title, “The Cleveland Ohio Community Survey:
Public Perceptions of Safety and Policing.” The survey was initially intended to focus
on community perceptions to aid the CDP and the title should reflect the purpose.
3) Every effort must be made to seek out participants reflecting the actual demographic
breakdown of the community. It is insensitive to maintain 79% straight participants,
when it is common knowledge there is a large LGBTQIA community in Cleveland who
actively addresses issues with the police. This is but one example of the need to
expand the survey’s reach.
Hiring Recommendations:
1) The background process must be evaluated for effectiveness by an independent
consultant, as the City cited “an extensive background check failed to uncover
Simmons felony history in Norway.”
2) The City should include a question regarding overseas residency/criminal history.
3) The City should include a question regarding expungements/sealed records for any
violent or aggressive/threatening charges or convictions.
4) All candidates who have past employment in law enforcement, police departments,
corrections, military or any security-related area, should be required to provide a
copy of their employment history with all performance measures.
5) The City of Cleveland should lead the innovation to create a singular database system
for all police officers employed in the State of Ohio to ensure transparency of
employment history and to improve the transfer process.

Training Recommendations:
1) The CDP should collaborate with locally based experts in adult learning to improve
the skill level of all facilitators.
2) The training should include collaborations with the community, where most
appropriate, to illustrate the perspective of a civilian related to the topic. Ex: Search
and Seizure Training – Allowing a community member to describe their stresstolerance and thought process when being pulled over by a patrol officer and fear
associated with the stop. The CDP spends significant portion of training highlighting
the importance of what an officer may feel during a stop. It is important to build
insight of the reverse.
3) When applicable training should be instructed by or co-instructed by subject matter
experts. As an example, when legal subjects are being taught a J.D. or professor of
law should be present. This is a best practice recommendation of the Ohio Peace
Officer Training Academy.
4) Basic recruit training should be reinforced via a standardized Field Training Program
for new graduates. Field Training Officers (FTOs) should also be trained in methods
for adult education and have a set of universal competencies to evaluate that is
designed in conjunction with the training academy.
5) The city should greatly expand its supervisor training curriculum. Four hours of
training is insufficient to equip a new Sargent or any current supervisor with the skills
required to properly supervise and enforce all the 1,000 pages of policy in the current
General Order book.
Bias-Free Policing Recommendations:
1) Implicit Bias Training should be a mandatory part of the Bias-Free Training. The City
should seek the expertise of local consultants with a proven track record for
addressing and dismantling implicit bias, such as the Gestalt Institute of Cleveland or
The Ohio State University’s Kirwan Institute on Implicit Bias.
2) This section of the training should be taught by a local expert on implicit bias that is
not departmentally based. There is no one training that can be conducted to build the
competency necessary to effectively facilitate the material, successfully challenge
assumptions, and build practical engagement skills.
3) If the department would like some of their facilitators to become trainers, they
should complete a TOT, with minimally one observation by the expert.

District Awareness Training (DAT) Recommendations:
1) The training should be developed in conjunction with local community leaders and/or
citizens who can speak to the specific concerns of the neighborhood that may not be
trackable via a census or demographic data.
2) The concept and definition of the word, “culture,” must be expanded beyond race,
ethnicity or orientation. Culture includes age, income, education, etc.
3) There must be a commitment to update this training annually to reflect in real-time
the culture of the district.

Use of Force Training Recommendations:
1) The Monitoring Team should facilitate a focus group utilizing the same methodology
of the 2018 focus group to assess for change.
2) The Use of Force training should incorporate a section on handling anxiety and
distress, to address the concerns identified in the report.
3) Supervisors should have an additional training section to ensure they understand how
to review and discipline use of force.
4) The CDP should clearly articulate the accountability procedures surrounding the
enforcement of use of force. It is unclear through several observations of training
how this was addressed.
5) The City should submit an RFQ for behavioral health services with the specific
intention of assessing police stress and distress related to use of force to develop a
training focused on helping officers recognize and respond to the symptoms.
Culture Recommendations:
1) The Safety Director, Police Chief, Mayor, City Council, The Monitor Team, Department
of Justice and the CPC should meet with community organizations the CDP has
mischaracterized to discuss how to improve communication and collaboration for the
purpose of increasing positive interactions and mutual respect. These meeting should
be scheduled and maintained semi-annually.
2) The Police Chief should draft a values statement in relation to the reform process and
community collaboration. This statement should be posted on the City’s website.
3) A training booster (defined under the training section) should be drafted clearly
articulating how the Police Chief’s value statement is to be incorporated into daily
police practices. This training booster should be facilitated in conjunction with the
District Awareness Training.

Mental Wellness Recommendations:
1) The CDP should develop a training booster focusing on the connection between
stress, distress, and trauma specific to the demands of policing. The training should
be developed in conjunction with forensic social workers or behavioral health
providers and the district training officers to ensure the language and examples are
relatable.
2) The City and the CDP shall require psychological exams after every crisis interaction,
traumatic event, and every 5 years of service.

Discretion and Use of Force Recommendations:
1) The CDP will clearly define discretion.
2) The CDP will develop a training on discretion in relation to use of force, search and
seizure, and discipline for supervisors. The training will include video and written
scenario-based components.

Professionalism Recommendations:
1) The report identified clear recommendations: a) distinguish high and low performing
districts, b) clarify the relationship between instant arrest – look at perceptions of
police professionalism or satisfaction with the most recent experience, c) understand
different appraisals of the police among arrested suspects vs. community, and d)
invite suspects to give more concrete advice to the Department specific to drug
policy, use of force and relations with the police.
2) This survey should be conducted annually to assess gains, changes or areas of
improvements.
3) The Chief of Police, Mayor, CPPA, FOP and the Black Shield must develop an inclusion
in the Disciplinary GPO for Conduct Unbecoming an Officer. Citizens should not be
held hostage by individuals wearing a badge who clearly exhibit ideology and
behaviors threatening the safety of civilians and officers. Officers with limited training
literally hold the lives of every citizen they encounter in their discretion and
professionalism in the moment. When they have shown signs of incompetence or
impaired judgment, the Chief, Mayor and Unions should act swiftly in the interest of
the community.

City of Cleveland

Collective Bargaining Agreement
Recommendation: The City is the advocate of the community and must not yield on complying
with expectations of the Consent Decree. The collective bargaining agreement must comply with
the Consent Decree and the City should not enter into a contract that does not reflect a 10-year
inclusion of disciplinary records.

Secondary Employment
Recommendation: The City should require all secondary employers to contract directly with the
City of Cleveland to ensure there is effective and consistent oversight and conduct expectations
whenever officers are wearing their CDP badge, uniform, and are carrying department issued
weapons. The benefits of such a move is tangible:
•
•
•
•
•

Promotes transparency.
Ensures consistency of police conduct and expectations.
Increases community trust.
Establishes a clear line of supervision.
Increases revenue for the City which could be applied to the cost of
overtime or hiring of staff to process body worn camera footage.

Collaborating with the CPC
1. The Mayor and key City officials should attend one CPC public meeting to discuss the
state of the Consent Decree.
2. The City should make a commitment to collaborate with the CPC on three public forums
throughout the year, intended to increase the community’s understanding of policy
changes, evaluations, and continued goals.

Department of Justice/Judge Oliver (clear boundaries between CPC and the City)
Recommendations: We ask the Department of Justice to investigate the City of Cleveland’s abuse
of power as it relates to stifling the work of the CPC for “discretionary” reasons rooted in opinion
and not policy or the Consent Decree. In doing so, we request an immediate intervention related
to financial expenditures related to the work of the Commission. This is of critical importance,
because much of the interference has targeted projects with a financial cost.

City Council (Support for CPC to become chartered or separated from City’s oversight)
Recommendation: The City Council must be separate the CPC from the City of Cleveland’s
oversight, even as it pertains to finances, to ensure the CPC remains a separate entity of the City
in thought and actions. This is not an attempt to pursue endeavors beyond the scope of the
Consent Decree, but to be uncrippled by the City to pursue endeavors that drives the reform
process.

Community
At the community forum co-hosted by SURJ and the CPC, featuring a panel with the ACLU, BLM,
PRISM and community activists held on July 17, 2019, a member of the community asked, “How
can someone like me, who doesn’t have a lot of knowledge about policing or policies, make a
difference in this process?” Leaders have done a masterful job of tricking the public into
believing they are powerless and ill-equipped to voice valid concerns in this process. They use
the word “expert” or try to convince the community only law enforcement experience could
offer meaningful solutions. It is time the community, “ordinary” citizens, remind their ELECTED
leaders, just how powerful they can be.
This entire process began with citizens voicing their outrage when members of various police
departments turned the streets into a shootout, releasing 137 bullets into two mentally ill
individuals who were unarmed and posed zero threat. Even though the CDP, the CPPA, and the
City sided with the officers, referring to this as a reasonable response, the community knew
better and demanded more. Nearly 4 years into the process, the City and the CDP have
capitalized on and manipulated the Community’s fatigue. The City has an entire staff dedicated
to pushing the CDP’s agenda and block or significantly delay CPC’s access to public records, court
filings, budget expenses, and even the hiring of staff to assist the volunteers charged with such
an enormous task. Low community participation in CPC meetings are used to support dismissal
of the CPC, as they see no consequence to such behavior.
The CPC’s ability to fulfill our mandate is 100% reliant on the community. We can go as far as you
fuel us. We can pursue the areas you deem most appropriate when you tell us. We can
implement meaningful changes into police reform when you empower us. The CPC belongs to
the Community. In fact, so does the City and the CDP, as they are public servants FIRST and
members of the community regardless of whether they live within city limits or not. It is past
time for a reminder.

Accountability Forum Questions –
May 22, 2019
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Questions from the Accountability Forum 5/22/19

1. What happens when the CRB makes a referral for discipline or action, can the Police Chief
overturn the decision or dismiss the recommendation? If so, what is the potential follow up for
the community?
2. Define Accountability? Posed to each of the panelist.
3. Based on the OPS’s definition of accountability, which included: Write good rules, Training on
Rules, Enforce Rules and Uphold Arbitration, What’s the area that needs more accountability?
4. Who decides who handles the complaints, IA or OPS? What’s the criteria?
5. Why hasn’t the city appealed the arbitrator’s decision to the DOJ, just as the union on behalf
of officers have done?
6. Who helps with the writing of the rules?
7. Is there a process to prioritize and discipline officers with multiple complaints?
8. What is the training implementation of rules and procedures? How is it evaluated, with
objective or observable facts?
9. How many of the complaints would fall into bias police practices?
10. How has the department addressed implicit bias?
11. What options does the complaint have if in the appeal to the Chief?
12. Where are we with collecting data? How will it be utilized and shared?
13. Is there is data from the implicit bias tests completed? What is the point of making it
optional? If you have access to the results from the test, what did you learn? In response to
Captain Simon’s answer, implicit bias testing was made available, but is not mandatory.
14. Citizen’s feel there is a significant disconnect between the CRB process and the complaint’s
concerns, citing they feel unheard. What can the system do to ensure complaints feel heard?
15. What is the follow up with complaints regarding decisions/outcomes of the CRB?
16. How are wearable cameras utilized in the investigation process?
17. How does a complaint’s history impact the CRB decision?
18. How do you address compassion fatigue?

1

Accountability Survey and Results
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Findings of the Accountability Forum Survey part 3 - September
Quantitative
39 responses, 20 in person, 19 online (some respondents did not fill out answers exactly as
intended, so numbers might not always add up).
Neighborhood: 14 West Side, 17 East Side, 3 from somewhere in Cleveland, 4 from the suburbs,
and 1 did not specify. Of the online surveys 13 respondents were from the West Side and 6
were from the East Side.
Question 2, ranking of areas in police reform:
1 - Training and Education of Officers
2 - Complaints, Investigations and Prosecution of Officer Misconduct
3 - Service and Professionalism
4 - Enforcing Laws with Officer Safety
5 - Officer Mental Health
Training and Education is starting to pull away with the top spot, whereas Enforcing Laws and
Mental Health are lagging well behind. 2 and 3 are extremely close.
Question 3, which would you associate most with accountability:
Policy = 2
Training = 15
Civilian oversight = 9
Discipline = 24
Question 5, rate the progress on a scale of 0 to 10:
Use of force = 5.09
Bias-free policing = 4.75
CPOP = 5.49
Qualitative
Question 1, knowledge of the Consent Decree: respondents mentioned things such as the
history of the CDP and its relationship with civilians, historic lack of accountability, the violation
of civil rights, the Tamir Rice and 137 shots incidents. A few said that they did not know,
including one respondent who did not know was the term consent decree meant.
Question 4, officer training: a few respondents suggested that training focus on bias-free
policing and professionalism. Some suggested training focused on courtesy and respectfulness.
Diversity training was mentioned by a few respondents. Others mentioned handling individuals
with mental illness and addressing officer burn out as possible topics. One respondent

suggested regular written exams as a training technique. Another suggested using real life
examples of what merits discipline in the training. One respondent just said “more that what’s
happening.”
Question 5, other questions: respondents were curious how this progress will be tracked and
publicized. Some respondents mentioned needing more officers or more EMTs. Some
respondents reiterated concerns about racial bias, and disparities in how the CDP treats black
and white citizens.

Monitoring Team’s Focus Group Report
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Cleveland Police Officer Focus Groups
Cleveland Police Monitoring Team
June 6, 2018
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Executive Summary
In December 2017, the Cleveland Police Monitoring Team (“MT” or the “Team”) conducted focus
groups of Cleveland Division of Police (“CDP” or “Division”) sworn personnel. This work was
conducted pursuant to the Consent Decree, which requires the MT to conduct a methodologically
rigorous survey of the community regarding their experiences with and perceptions of CDP and of
public safety; and to measure the “attitudes among police personnel, and the quality of policecitizen encounters.”
A total of 68 line officers and detectives, and 10 sergeants participated in eight (8) focus groups.
They provided candid input across a range of topics.
Methodology
The MT worked with CDP to select officers and sergeants to participate in the focus groups. To
ensure that the individuals and their views might be roughly representative of the whole of the
Division, the Team selected officers at random across all of CDP’s Districts and platoons. A total
of 78 officers – approximately 5 percent of sworn personnel – participated.
The focus groups were designed around a set of open-ended, structured questions developed by
the MT. General topics covered during these groups included:
•

Relationships and engagement with the community;

•

Use of force;

•

Discipline and accountability;

•

Supervision and Leadership; and

•

General experiences with the Consent Decree.

Relationships and Engagements with the Community
Officers described a wide range of experiences with community members. Those who described
their interactions with the community as positive tended to focus on the strong relationships that
they had built over time with residents in their zone. Negative interactions included acts like
cussing, spitting, and “mean-mugging” by members of the community. Many officers also
expressed frustration over what they perceived to be low levels of cooperation from the
community, including victims.
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Many officers felt that they do not have sufficient time to engage with residents in a meaningful
way or to build authentic relationships with the community. Officers contended that opportunities
for engagement are especially diminished when the so-called “minimum car plan” is utilized or
there is a major event or incident that spreads officer resources thin.
Officers discussed juveniles as the most challenging population with whom they work. While they
were aware of and sensitive to the trauma that some have encountered by having a parent who has
been arrested or incarcerated, officers also mentioned the challenge they believe they face from
parents telling their children not to speak to the police or that the police will arrest them if they
misbehave. Officers discussed a perceived lack of consequences many youth face in schools, at
home, or in the legal system as an additional and ongoing frustration.
Some officers, recognizing a need to rebuild and renew the relationships, have taken initiative to
engage proactively and develop long-term relationships with youth. However, many expressed
frustration over how running from call to call has restricted their opportunities for engaging in
proactive policing with youth, or the community more broadly. More so, some officers felt that
proactive work was actually being discouraged.
Use of Force
The focus groups revealed a great deal of concern, anxiety, and misinformation related to use of
force and, specifically, the corresponding discipline and accountability procedures surrounding the
enforcement of the use of force policy. In particular, many officers said that they, and their
colleagues are hesitant to go “hands-on” with subjects, even when that is necessary to ensure their,
or the public’s, safety – because they are never sure about whether a supervisor or investigator will
call their use of force as out of policy.
Officers expressed a great deal of confusion surrounding what constitutes force, why certain types
of force warranted a BlueTeam report (i.e., a report on the use of force entered into the Division’s
use of force computer database), and the consequences of accumulating BlueTeam reports on one’s
future and professional development. Indeed, perceptions of the modified use of force policy
suggest that some officers may be hesitating before using any force due to confusion about the
definition and consequences of using force. This lack of clarity and resulting hesitation to act in
the field has made some of the officers that we spoke with uneasy – and concerned about their
safety and the quality of backup they may receive.
CDP policy now requires that officers use de-escalation tactics and techniques, when possible,
rather than immediately relying on force. Many of the officers conceded that they believe deescalation is nothing new, but they feared that they are now being expected to engage in deescalation in situations where it could potentially compromise their safety, the subject’s safety, or
public safety more generally. In an effort to follow the policy, some officers felt that supervisors
5

allow or even require overly protracted efforts to de-escalate, which might place officers, the
subject, and members of the public in jeopardy.
Some officers highlighted CDP’s pursuit policy – revised prior to the Consent Decree and, to date,
not part of the Consent Decree effort – as impeding their ability to engage in some proactive police
work. Specifically, officers expressed frustration that the suspects who they try to pull over during
a traffic stop may take off – and, without chase, may not ever receive a summons. Officers say that
the “no pursuit policy” makes their jobs more difficult, limits their ability to respond to public
safety issues, and limits their ability to be a deterrent to criminal activity.
The MT, in its experience, has consistently seen officers experience similar fears and concerns in
the early stages of a policy change process, only to have those fears alleviated once they gained a
clear understanding of, and experience with, the policies and related practices. In these focus
groups, however, the level of confusion and uncertainty is concerning. From the officers’
perspective, the combination of poor communication and training, coupled with overly zealous
and poorly communicated disciplinary processes, is creating widespread dysfunction in the field,
which clearly is unacceptable.
In this way, it appears that a disproportionate amount of the fear and anxiety stems from officers
not feeling like they have sufficient clarity with respect to what is expected of them and what will
occur if they fall short of those expectations. This suggests that it is less the content of the new
policy – which aligns with the existing policy of numerous other law enforcement departments
across the country – and more ongoing confusion about what supervisors and command staff
expect in terms of enforcing the policy.
Discipline and Accountability
The way that accountability measures and discipline are implemented within CDP seems to be a
source of great anxiety for almost all of the 78 officers who participated in the focus groups.
Officers believe that CDP’s administrators are perpetuating a culture of excessive and inconsistent
discipline to make it appear that reform is taking place, as opposed to using discipline to teach and
impose thoughtful accountability.
They believed this culture is linked to officers hesitating and questioning themselves in the field.
This, they believe, can compromise safety and the willingness of officers to provide backup to
their colleagues.
There was also a demonstrable lack of clarity among officers about what is expected of them in
CDP policy and what the Division’s response will be if policies are violated.
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Officers were unclear on the role that Blue Team is playing in disciplinary and/or accountability
practices. Additionally, many expressed frustrations with how complaints submitted through the
Office of Professional Standards (OPS) are processed, particularly with regard to the many years
that it could take to clear or address a complaint. Further, officers reported that there is a lack of
clarity regarding interpretations and enforcement of general police orders (GPOs) when they are
issued. This makes it difficult for officers to know what the meaning behind the GPO is, and what
they must do to be considered compliant with the new order.
Officers reported feeling a particular level of anxiety about, and feel especially vulnerable to
supervisors being able to identify and punish them for, minor infractions documented in their own
or others’ body camera footage, or through duty sheets. For example, officers had the perception
that higher level commanders, in a misguided effort to find something wrong in a use of force
review, discipline officers for things like uniform violations, even though such violations are trivial
in the context of a use of force analysis.
Supervision and Leadership
Ultimately, many of the officers feel supported by their sergeants and supervisors. However, they
believe that most of the discipline is likely coming down from more senior leadership. Many
expressed that, in order for real reform to take place, the way that the administration and leadership
address discipline, accountability, and supervision issues needs to change. A consistent refrain
from officers was that CDP leadership “did not have their back.”
Experience with Consent Decree
While policies are shared via Divisional Notices, detailed instruction and expectations about
working with new policies seem to be communicated primarily through informal means. Officers
seem to rely on the “grapevine,” rumor mill, or news media to interpret and to provide updates on
the Consent Decree. Others reported that documentation is made available through means such as
SharePoint and the Division’s website but that it is left up to the officer to read it. Still others
stated that some information related to the Consent Decree is communicated from the podium, but
that, in general, “you learn about changes when you get in trouble for it.”
Areas for Department Improvement
Focus group participants were given the opportunity to highlight areas for improving the
Department. Responses highlighted the urgent need for resources, including renovation of
infrastructure, improving the fleet of vehicles and the implementation of new technology, to
intangible improvements, including measures to bolster morale, improve recruitment, and improve
retention abilities.
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One of the areas of greatest concern to all focus group participants was the perception that staffing
is so low that the safety of officers and the public has been compromised. Indeed, officers
indicated that they were concerned that the level of service that they were able to provide was
falling short. It appears that at least the officer perception that the Division is continually
shorthanded has served to further diminish morale and contribute to officer stress. Officers say
that these circumstances – along with the perceived high rate of discipline, some of the lowest pay
in the area, and training for new Academy recruits being held in Columbus at the state Academy
rather than in Cleveland – have contributed to the difficulty recruiting and retaining new officers
Findings and Conclusions
The focus group process has affirmed that much work remains on transforming the Division into
an organization that works both for officers and the community that they serve. As the report that
follows demonstrates, the current culture of CDP has tended to be perceived by officers as one of
“leadership through discipline” rather than one of managing through leadership principles – and
one of responding to crises rather than affirmatively managing public safety. The efforts to improve
working conditions, enhance morale, and improve the job satisfaction of CDP officers requires
strong and sustained leadership to drive and communicate changes with efficiency, consistency,
and clarity.
Police reform is difficult work. Instituting new policies and procedures can be challenging and
frustrating. Changing any organization’s culture can present an enormity of challenges and
resistance, as culture is something that is both informal and the product of years and sometimes
generations of experiences and leaders. The MT recognizes these difficulties, and it believes that
CDP’s current leadership is well-equipped to lead the charge on this front.
City and CDP leadership have the ability to ease many of the growing pains that can accompany
changes to the Division’s policies and practices, by looking for formal and informal ways to both
support their officers and listen to their concerns. To date, however, a perceived lack of effective
communication regarding CDP efforts to change its policies and processes, entrenched morale
issues, and an adversarial relationship between line officers and the administration have tended to
hamper the Division’s internal transformation. Without more sustained and focused efforts to
communicate and receive feedback on new policies and expectations, officers may remain unsure
of how to behave in the field.
To be sure, the Division has made some notable strides in some areas clearly important to officers.
For example, with in-car computers installed in a vast majority of cars used by patrol officers,
officers are seeing and appreciating instantaneous access to technology and better information.
Even as officers say they have concerns about the use of force policy, officers appeared to
appreciate the Division’s extensive use of force training in 2017 and welcome more and ongoing
training and professional development.
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In taking the pulse of police officers in the middle of large-scale reform of a large police
organization, it is common to hear concerns, fears, and growing pains as they adapt to constant
change. Even when reforms involve the implementation of best practices, new policies,
paperwork, and accountability measures can feel overly burdensome early on. Thus, to a certain
extent, the negativity, anxiety, and concern expressed by CDP officers in these focus groups at this
stage in the process is to be expected.
However, the depth of the low morale, the prevalent belief that the Administration is “out to get”
officers, and the level of confusion about performance expectations across a host of fronts is a
source for significant concern. It suggests that CDP has a lot of work to do to train, communicate
with, and support its officers as it continues to adopt policies, processes, and approaches consistent
with best contemporary policing practices.
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Introduction
Pursuant to its obligations under the Consent Decree, the Cleveland Police Monitoring Team
(“MT” or the “Team”) has conducted police officer focus groups with the purpose of gaining a
deeper understanding of the perspective of officers on the community they serve and the
department that employs them. According to Paragraph 361 of the Consent Decree, the MT is,
every two years, to conduct surveys of the community regarding their experiences with and
perceptions of CDP and of public safety. Pursuant to Paragraph 363, the MT is required to measure
the “attitudes among police personnel, and the quality of police-citizen encounters.”
Over a three-day period in December 2017, three MT members – Christine Cole (Director of
Outcome Measures), Charles See (Director of Community Engagement), and Brian Center
(Consultant) – led eight focus groups of Cleveland Division of Police (“CDP” or “Division”) sworn
personnel. In total, 68 officers and detectives, as well as 10 sergeants, provided candid input across
a range of topics.
The report that follows provides a synopsis of the comments, concerns, and feedback that the MT
received. The Monitoring Team has repeatedly stressed that implementation of Consent Decree
reforms will not only improve the quality of police services provided to the Cleveland community
but will improve the Division of Police as an organization.
The focus group process has affirmed that much work remains on transforming the Division into
an organization that works both for officers and the community that they serve. As the report that
follows demonstrates, the current culture of CDP has tended to be perceived by officers as one of
“leadership through discipline” rather than one of managing through leadership principles. The
efforts to improve working conditions, enhance morale, and improve the job satisfaction of CDP
officers requires strong and sustained leadership to drive and communicate changes with
efficiency, consistency, and clarity.
Police reform is difficult work. Instituting new policies and procedures can be challenging and
frustrating. Changing any organization’s culture can present an enormity of challenges and
resistance, as culture is something that is both informal and the product of years and sometimes
generations of experiences and leaders. The MT recognizes these difficulties, but it believes that
CDP’s current leadership is well-equipped to lead the charge on this front.
City and CDP leadership have the ability to ease many of the growing pains that can accompany
changes to the Division’s policies and practices, by looking for formal and informal ways to both
support their officers and listen to their concerns. To date, however, a perceived lack of effective
communication regarding CDP efforts to change its policies and processes, entrenched morale
issues, and an adversarial relationship between line officers and the administration have tended to
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hamper the Division’s internal transformation. Without more sustained and focused efforts to
communicate and receive feedback on new policies and expectations, officers may remain unsure
of how to behave in the field.
As this report makes clear, the focus groups discussed wide-ranging issues. Across the eight
groups, however, some primary areas of concern for officers were consistently raised:
•

A lack of clear communication about use of force policies and accountability measures
have caused officers to grow concerned for safety as they and their colleagues hesitate to
engage with suspects or to provide backup.

•

Low levels of staffing and deployment strategies are causing frustration and leaving
officers stretched too thin to be able to engage in meaningful proactive policing,
community engagement, or provide adequate levels of service.

•

Officers perceive leadership to be inconsistent and, at times, unduly punitive in its
application of discipline.

•

There are concerns about CDP’s ability to recruit adequately because of inconvenience of
training location, poor pay, condition of equipment and low morale.
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Methodology
The MT developed a methodology to align with accepted social science practices.1 First, the MT
sought to ensure that a diverse cross-section of the Division participated in the focus groups.
Currently, CDP employs approximately 1,467 sworn police officers, patrolling approximately 77
square miles, with very diverse residents. Because it was not possible to speak with all officers,
the MT selected a sample of officers to provide input that represents the diverse experiences of
officers. The MT worked with the CDP to select officers randomly and to ensure that the sample
of officers appropriately represented a cross-section of the Division. By utilizing a random
selection process, it was more likely that the final focus groups represent the body of CDP officers
across factors such as years of service, race, which neighborhood the officer patrols, and the like.
The MT created eight focus groups comprised of random samples of individuals who met basic
characteristics for the focus group (e.g. shift, rank, and for some groups, ethnicity). The eight focus
groups included:
•

5 all patrol officer groups (with representation from Platoons A, B, and C);

•

1 all white patrol officer group; • 1 all non-white patrol officer group; and

•

1 all sergeant group.

Division personnel were made aware of the focus groups through a letter sent from the Office of
the Chief that also was signed by the leadership of the Cleveland’s Patrolman’s Association and
the Superior Officers Association. MT members described the process to all parties in advance
and secured their support for the initiative and the process. Once officers were randomly selected,
Sergeant Mark Pesta of the Bureau of Integrity Control notified supervisors as to which officers to
send to focus groups. In this way, then, it is important to recognize that officers were not provided
to the Monitoring Team, specially selected by CDP, or given an opportunity to opt in or volunteer
to the focus group effort. Instead, personnel were identified and expected to participate.
Focus groups were convened during officers’ assigned shifts and those selected were not provided
additional compensation or incentives for their participation. Additionally, in order to facilitate a
--------------------------------------1

See, e.g., Pranee Liamputtong, Focus Group Methodology: Principles and Practice (2011) (outlining parameters for
methodologically-rigorous focus group research); J. Kitzinger, “Qualitative Research: Introducing Focus Groups,”
311 BMJ 299 (1995) (same); Sonya Hanafi, et al, “Incorporating Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) Knowledge and
Skills into the Daily Work of Police Officers: A Focus Group Study,” 6 Community Mental Health Journal 427 (2008)
(applying focus group methods to law enforcement context); Gisela Bichler and Larry Gaines, “An Examination of
Police Officers’ Insights into Problem Identification and Problem Solving,” 51 Crime & Delinquency 53 (2005)
(same).
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frank discussion and elicit the most candid responses possible, participants were informed that
anything stated during the group would be reported anonymously. As such, care has been taken
throughout this report to ensure that the identities of respondents are not revealed. Responses from
line officer and sergeant focus groups are presented together, with respondents generically
identified as “officers”; the rank of the individual(s) who offered specific input are only provided
in cases where it is clearly relevant. Quotes are therefore provided without attribution and may
have been edited for clarity. The report also uses the grammatically incorrect possessive pronoun
“their” in discussion of specific officer comments so as to not reveal the gender identity of the
officer where it is not related to the underlying nature of the comment.
The focus groups ran between one and one-half to two hours in length and were structured on a set
of open-ended questions that was developed by the Team. General topics covered during these
groups included:
•

Relationships and engagement with the community;

•

Use of force;

•

Discipline and accountability;

•

Supervision and leadership; and

•

General experience with the Consent Decree

Sample
In total, 68 individuals at the rank of officer participated in focus groups. These officers included
52 males (76.5%) and 16 females (23.5%). All five police Districts and three platoons were
represented in these groups. Officers’ amount of time on the force ranged from less than one year
to more than 30 years. Beyond the all-white and all non-white groups, the other five patrol groups
were racially and ethnically diverse.
Additionally, 10 individuals at the rank of sergeant participated in the sergeants-only focus group.
The sergeants included males and females. They had an average of 22 years on the force, ranging
from six to more than thirty years on the job. The sergeant focus group included a racially and
ethnically diverse group.
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Relationships and Engagements with the Community
Interactions with the Community
Officers’ descriptions of their interactions with community members ranged from generally
positive to adversarial. Those who described their interactions with the community as positive
tended to focus on the strong relationships that they had built over time with the community
members in their zone.
For example, one officer stated that they had been stationed in the same community their entire
career and had watched the residents grow up from kids to adults with their own kids. Another
officer highlighted that during their time in a zone car they got to know who “the kids, the good
people, and the troublemakers” were, and that they developed a good rapport with the people in
the zone because they were always present.
Some officers felt that the ability to spend their entire career in a single zone was unlikely in CDP’s
current organizational structure, lamenting that: “now your supervisor can switch the whole car
plan and that’s that.” This general perception was consistent with the finding in the Monitoring
Team’s 2016 survey of community members that “most Cleveland residents consider their
relationship with the Cleveland Police to be ‘positive,’ but a majority of Cleveland residents do
not believe that the police have developed relationships with people like them or are
knowledgeable about their communities[.]”1
When officers were asked with whom they had strong or positive relationships, the most common
responses were the elderly and business owners. Older citizens were described as typically having
a strong working relationship with the police based on “mutual respect.” Officers say that they are
the most likely to say that they appreciate that the police are present. Business owners were also
described as being grateful and appreciative of the police’s presence in their area.
Negative interactions with the community included acts such as “people say ‘fuck the police’ and
spit,” and “mean-mugging” as they drive past. When asked about levels of cooperation from the
public, and particularly from crime victims, officers had many examples of low cooperation. Crime
victims electing not to pursue a case creates officer frustration. For example, officers described
instances where, after zone cars respond in the immediate aftermath of an incident and officers
begin collecting evidence and writing reports, victims are not interested in cooperating once
detectives arrive.

1

Dkt. 71-1 at iii.
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One officer estimated that just 20 percent of people are willing to talk, while another 20 percent
are suffering from mental illness and just want to get to the hospital – with the remaining 60 percent
not wanting anything to do with them. Two other officers had similar experiences:
 Half the people that the street officers deal with don’t want to talk to us. Not sure
why. Maybe because they don’t prosecute, but they don’t follow up. You call the
victim, ask about the incident and they just don’t want to do anything. Why? I
couldn’t tell you.
 We can barely get ahold of victims, and they don’t want to do anything about it.
Only about 1 in 10 domestic violence victims want to follow up. It’s frustrating
because after a while, I can only care as much as you care. It’s hard when victims
don’t want to cooperate.
The sense among officers that cooperation from the public is challenging is consistent with findings
from the Monitoring Team’s 2017 community survey in which a number of participants indicated
that they try to avoid interactions with CDP officers. Members of the community said that the
avoidance was largely because they “generally perceive police to be unresponsive or dismissive of
people’s needs, actively profiling people, overly aggressive, corrupt, dishonest, uncaring, or selfinterested[.]”2
Public displays of support for the police are described by officers as varying by district. In some
areas, people are afraid to show their support for the police publicly, but officers say that it is clear
that they want the “criminals off the street.”
Meaningful Engagement with the Community
One sentiment that was repeated in most, if not all, focus groups was that officers do not have
enough time to interact and develop relationships with the community because officers spend so
much time running from call to call. Officers appeared to the MT to be genuinely frustrated that
the need to continuously respond to calls prevents them from engaging with residents in a more
sustained and meaningful way. Officers sensed tension between CDP’s overarching goals of
building relations with the community, and the realities of the job, in which “they keep telling us
to break off, sending out code ones.” Officers repeatedly referenced the frequency with which they
are broken off from one call to address another and have to begin shifts with up to 40 assignments
that personnel on prior shifts were unable to handle (“UTH”). Not only is this situation making it
more difficult for some officers to provide meaningful engagement but also affects the service that
they do provide:

2

Dkt. 143-1 at 40.
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 I was at a scene and getting information and got a break—I had to go to another
scene and couldn’t return for five hours. It’s not good service.
Officers reported that opportunities for engagement are further diminished when the CDP’s
“minimum car plan” is utilized – a staffing scheme in which the bare minimum of officers
necessary are spread out across a geographic area over a given shift. Major events such as
shootings stretch them even thinner.
 We’re constantly running at the minimum car plan, people are gonna be sick, on
vacation. A shooting ties up four or five cars. When a bunch of kids were shot the
other night they were all tied up. Not a lot of time to help people. Put a Band-Aid
on it. Run someone to a shelter. We’re not helping long term and not really
engaging. These are just temporary solutions to long term problems.
Others attributed their inability to engage with the community to their particular assignment. For
example, officers who typically worked on the night shift stated that there are fewer opportunities
for relationship building due to the lack of direct contact with people out walking the street. That
said, they found that they build relationships by routinely checking in on 24-hour stores, and in
their interactions with “regulars” such as seniors who need to go to the hospital. Others who cited
limited work with the public due to their assignment included a sergeant whose interactions were
primarily limited to community meetings and detectives whose high caseloads meant that the
majority of their interactions with the public were when they were obtaining statements.
Building Relationships with Youth
Officers in the focus groups discussed juveniles as the most challenging population with whom
they work. In addition to the trauma that some juveniles face by having a parent who has been
arrested or incarcerated, officers also mentioned the challenge of parents telling their children not
to speak to the police or that “if they [the youth] keep acting up we’re going to arrest them.”
Many officers raised the issue of the perceived lack of consequences many youth face in schools,
at home, or in the legal system. Officers expressed frustration with the juvenile justice system. In
particular, officers observed that they can repeatedly arrest the same teenagers for serious offenses,
but, unless they are one of a select set of crimes, they are likely to soon see the same individual
back in the same environment and engaged in similar behavior.
 Teenagers are difficult. We can arrest them but if it’s not a domestic violence or
gun offense we book them and take them back home, and they go out and do same
thing the next day. It’s frustrating. We arrest the same juveniles monthly for the
same crimes. They can steal a car but that’s not enough to be kept overnight—but
the victim is still traumatized.
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Teenagers described a similar distrust or frustration about officers during the community focus
groups. As summarized in the MT’s Third Semiannual Report, “[t]hese young adults indicated
that they have adjusted their strategies for moving around their neighborhood and community,
including checking social media for police check point locations, avoiding traveling through
certain areas, and memorizing the times of officer shift changes.” 3 A significant number of
teenagers perceived the officers to be overly aggressive and too quick to, in their view,
unnecessarily harass them.
Some officers have taken initiative to engage proactively and build relationships with youth. They
mentioned going to schools and talking to kids each week – even if during their free time – and
“running out of stickers” during visits.
 Me and my partner use our lunch time and go into schools and have lunch with
kids. A lot of times we have to use our own time to build trust with kids. There’s not
enough patrol time because we are so short-handed.
Proactive Policing Strategies
Officers expressed frustration over how running from call to call has restricted opportunities for
engaging in proactive policing. An officer astutely summarized, “zone cars get calls, handle them,
go to the next call… there is no problem solving from zone cars.”
One focus group participant offered the possible solution of returning to the community station
program – in which the Division had established “mini-stations” or small neighborhood-based
stations staffed with a limited number of officers to enhance presence and build relationships –
stating that it could help put officers back out in the neighborhoods and make more time to engage
in problem solving available.
Existing solutions, such as the Community Service Unit (CSU) were generally described with
cynicism – as being the “shiny new thing” ultimately involved in doing a lot of “meet and greet”
rather than problem-solving. Officers discussed CSU responsibilities as serving as a visual
deterrent at schools and keeping an eye out for fights during dismissal, engaging in traffic
enforcement, and attending meet and greet events such as ice cream socials, festivals, and coffee
with cops
 When you’re in a zone car you’re much more attached to the community. CSU used
to be proactive, looking for problems. It was very productive. Took a lot of guns
and drugs off the street. Now cops are tied down to schools.

3

Dkt. 135 at 16.
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 Some reported that officers’ general awareness of social services and other
resources to refer citizens to had improved, but it was also noted that: (1) all
agencies are also overwhelmed by demand or limited resources, and (2) there is no
expectation for police to provide social services – it is “on the back burner” due to
limited manpower.
Nevertheless, there was also a recognition of the value of informal interactions with youths at
community events, particularly for some of the youth likely to distrust the police:
 On CSU you’re dealing with people at a festival—it gives an opportunity to interact
with the kids. You’d be surprised what the kids are seeing at home. Sometimes the
kids won’t interact with you because you’ve taken their parent to jail—it shapes
their perception.
While CSU officers do seem to have more exposure to members of the community, there is a
frustration that CSU units can be reassigned to areas downtown to assist with major events, rather
than being able to provide service to the people in their own zone who may have to wait hours, or
longer, for a police response. As with other areas, officers expressed a frustration with the lack of
adequate time for officers to do proactive work. Some officers even felt that proactive work was
actually being discouraged.
 When I first started it was great because you could be proactive, you could stop
cars or drug dealers with probable cause. Now you are not encouraged to be
proactive. The department thinks that you’re looking for trouble. If you’re more
proactive, you’re more likely to get complaints or get in trouble. Officers right out
of the academy are just looking to answer radio calls, don’t want extra stuff to do,
don’t want to get in trouble, and don’t want complaints.
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Use of Force
Use of Force Policy
Conversations that took place during the eight focus groups made clear that there is a great deal of
concern, anxiety, and misinformation related to CDP’s new use of force policy – particularly with
respect to corresponding discipline and accountability procedures.
In particular, many officers have found that they and their colleagues have become more hesitant
to “go hands-on.” Officers posited that this response reduces the level of policing neighborhoods
receive because “even when cops are afraid they’re going to do something wrong, the bad guys
aren’t.”
There was much confusion surrounding what was considered to be force, why certain types of
force (e.g. pointing a gun, forcing an arm behind back, closing handcuffs too tight) warranted a
use of force report in the Division’s “BlueTeam” computer database system, and the consequences
of accumulating BlueTeam reports on one’s future. While BlueTeam and other accountability
measures will be discussed in greater detail later, the lack of clarity on the topic runs the risk of
directly influencing officer decision-making processes with regard to use of force, and typically
favors inaction.
For instance, one of the less-experienced officers in the focus groups described his mental calculus
in use of force situations, where he considers, “if I pull this gun right now am I going to get in
trouble,” noting that if he is put up on charges he may not be able to advance in his career for two
to three years.
Others described a shared concern that officers’ hesitation to use force will, and already has, made
the job more dangerous for officers on the street. They contended that some patrol officers are
afraid to touch people on the street, which is often a necessary part of the job, and that the
inclination to take a few steps back instead of engaging a suspect can potentially be dangerous. A
specific, recent incident cited by many officers involved a situation in which a patrol officer’s
partner did not assist with a struggle in the field because he did not want to go hands-on and risk a
BlueTeam investigation or risk being “brought up on charges”; that officer’s partner is reportedly
out of duty because they went hands on alone and were injured in the process. While we are not
certain of the facts, the perception that this is happening is important. Other officers say that they
believe that the revised use of force policy is going to have an impact on local crime rates, by
reducing their efficacy as a deterrent, or further straining resources that they believe are already
stretched too thin.
Additionally, officers are self-conscious about appearing weak or otherwise restricted in their
authority during interactions with the public. Together, their hesitation and hesitation of their
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colleagues, and the perception that officers are not supposed to be using force, seems to be making
some of the officers that we spoke with uneasy.
The fear of going hands on appears particularly associated with a perception that the number of
disciplinary actions taken against officers, and the number of unpaid suspension days being issued,
has risen dramatically in recent years. Many officers are particularly wary of receiving discipline,
as it may correspond with a two-year freeze on promotions and can prevent officers from being
hired by other departments.
It should be noted that the MT, in its experience, consistently has seen officers experience similar
fears and concerns in the early stages of a policy change process, only to have those fears alleviated
once they gained a clear understanding of, and experience with, the policies and related practices.
In these focus groups, however, the level of confusion and uncertainty is concerning. From the
officers’ perspective, the combination of poor command-level communication and overly zealous
and poorly communicated disciplinary processes is creating widespread dysfunction in the field.
De-escalation
An important element of the new use of force policies is an emphasis on de-escalating encounters
where safe and feasible to do so. Many of the officers indicated that, although de-escalation was
nothing new, they feared that they were now being directed to de-escalate in situations where it
could potentially compromise their safety, the subject’s safety, or public safety more generally.
 De-escalation is something we’ve always been doing, but now they want us to take
less action, sit back, and listen to what people are saying. I fear some officers will
be hurt because they don’t want to get in trouble.
 I tell younger guys just do your job. Deescalate but not at the risk of your safety. At
the end of the day I have to make sure I get home safe and my partner gets home
safe. They’re teaching new guys different things than we learned. I tell them just be
safe, do what you have to do. I couldn’t hesitate and allow my partner or someone
else get injured because I’m worried about consequences.
 The new class had it beaten into us to deescalate. Don’t know when it’s enough now
that pointing your weapon is considered a use of force. It may take me pulling and
pointing my weapon to get them to drop their weapon. You can only dance around
so much before you begin to risk your life. With the manpower we have, it’s difficult
to have a supervisor on scene. You can hear cars try to get to your location, but it
only takes seconds for something to happen.
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Many officers discussed risks involved in attempting to de-escalate subjects who were mentally
ill. Some officers described situations that may have been carried on longer than necessary because
of difficulties rationalizing with someone in crisis. For example, officers discussed a situation in
which a CIT officer followed a mentally ill man into traffic, and despite opportunities to grab the
individual, the officer was reportedly instructed to continue de-escalation efforts on the chance that
the individual fought back. Officers in the focus group discussed how this extensive effort was
ultimately successful because the individual was ultimately taken safely into custody – but how it
could have easily ended much differently for the subject or officer.
Some officers were frustrated with the review process as it relates to de-escalation, as it is not
possible to have a standardized amount of time that should be spent attempting to de-escalate
someone before force is utilized. Officers stated that after-action reviews that focused on the length
of time spent deescalating were unlikely to appreciate the nuances that influence officer decision
making in each of the specific incidents.
 There is no perfect policy for mental illness. Every run is different, and every
situation is fluid. Someone might be able to deescalate longer than others
depending on the situation. Applying the force continuum is almost impossible
unless you were there.
 You can go in with a schizophrenic who is off his meds, been drinking and smoking
dope all day, and they want you to deescalate him. You wind up in a tussle and they
say nice job, but you should have deescalated longer.
The Monitoring Team observes here that the Division’s use of force policy contains no requirement
on the length of time that an officer must de-escalate. Indeed, there is no magic number of amount
of time. Instead, like the appropriateness of force generally, the appropriateness of de-escalation
efforts depends on the specific circumstances that the officer encounters during the incident.
Indeed, CDP’s general use of force policy lists as many as thirteen factors that may influence an
officer’s determination as to whether de-escalation efforts are appropriate.4 To the extent that
officers are getting the impression that there is a time minimum on de-escalation in all
circumstances, that would not be consistent with the Division’s policy – and emphasizes the extent
to which supervisor enforcement of the policy has a substantial length yet to travel.

4

See Cleveland Division of Police General Police Order 2.01.03, Use of Force General, Section IV(E), available at
http://www.city.cleveland.oh.us/sites/default/files/forms_publications/01.10.2018General.pdf (last visited April 24,
2018).
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Pursuit Policy
Some officers highlighted CDP’s pursuit policy 5 – revised in May 2015 before work on the
Consent Decree began in earnest – as impeding their ability to engage in some proactive police
work. Specifically, officers expressed frustration that the suspects they try to pull over during a
traffic stop may take off without chase and may not ever receive a summons.
Officers reported that the perceived “no pursuit” policy makes their jobs more difficult, not only
because of the way it limits their ability to respond to crimes – that they cannot pursue grand
thefts of motor vehicles (GTMV) – but also in their deterrent ability. According to some officers,
criminals have purportedly become aware of the fact that the police are prohibited from chasing
them and have become emboldened as a consequence (one officer noted “dirt bike riders know
that we can’t chase them, so they’ll give you the finger and spit at you”).
 It’s more important that the criminal element respect you – they’re not watching
news, they text and tweet that, “Hey I just took off, and they didn’t chase me.”
Additionally, as is discussed further below, there seems to be some confusion or inconsistency
related to what the policy says, as well as how it is interpreted and enforced by leadership. This
leads to further confusion in the field when officers attempt to execute their job in a way that is
compliant with policy.
 Policy doesn’t say you can never follow a car specifically. Don’t want the media to
put it out there. Administration hears one thing then goes all the way as far as they
can.
 The “no chase” policy is very, very strict. There are very few instances where the
supervisor says it’s ok.
The Monitoring Team observes here that there appears to be a disconnect between what is in fact
in the pursuit policy and how officers may be understanding that the policy applies. Although the
Court and Monitoring Team have neither reviewed nor approved the Pursuit Policy in the context
of the Consent Decree to date, the existing policy limits vehicular pursuits to instances where the
subject is fleeing (1) for an actual alleged violent felony or operating a vehicle while intoxicated,
(2) “the immediate danger of the pursuit is less than the immediate or potential danger to the public
if the suspect remains at large,” and (3) the officer is operating an authorized emergency vehicle.
By its terms, it appears not that the policy entails an absolute restriction in pursuits but, rather, that

5

See Cleveland Division of Police General Police Order 3.2.02, Vehicle Pursuits, available at
http://www.ohioattorneygeneral.gov/Files/Briefing-Room/News-Releases/Policy-andLegislation/VehicularPursuit/City-of-Cleveland-Pursuit-Policy.aspx (last visited April 24, 2018).
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it limits vehicle pursuits to instances where the individual poses an immediate threat to public
safety.
Nevertheless, culture and informal understandings matter. If discipline in pursuit-related cases
does not closely apply to policy, misperceptions might fester. Even if the policy is being uniformly
and consistently applied, it is clear to the Monitoring Team that the Division has some distance to
travel to having officers believe that the policy on pursuit is intended to balance public safety and
officer safety across multiple dimensions.
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Discipline and Accountability
It appeared to the Monitoring Team that most concerns about the new use of force policy related
not necessarily to the content of the new policy but to fears and anxieties about how the use of
force policy is being enforced in the discipline and accountability process.
The way that accountability measures and discipline are implemented within CDP seemed to be a
source of great anxiety for most all officers who participated in the focus groups. As noted above,
officers believe that an overly zealous, unclear and inconsistent approach to discipline is causing
officers in the field to hesitate and question themselves to such a degree that there is concern that
their safety, and their ability to assist adequately or provide backup, has been compromised.
This purportedly includes sergeants instructing officers “don’t get me any invests today” during
roll call briefings. To the Monitoring Team, this says a lot – both about a culture in which officers
are focused less on fulfilling the Division’s public safety mission than with not screwing up and a
culture in which it appears that at least some supervisors believe that they are doing their jobs so
long as the personnel under the command stay “off the radar.”
During the eight focus groups, no topic was discussed with greater fervor, or conveyed as much
angst or frustration as discipline policies. Generally, officers were frustrated by what they
perceived to be an excessive use of charges and days off for offenses they deemed to be minor or
consistent with policy as they interpreted it.
Overall, there was a lack of clarity about what policies were being enforced and what the
proportionate response was, and if discipline was being doled out in a consistent or systematic way
across supervisors. It seems that many of these issues could be resolved through improved
communication and education – particularly as it relates to the BlueTeam electronic database, and
increased clarity about the nature of new General Police Orders (GPOs) and the consequences for
violating these orders.
Use of Force Accountability Processes
The focus groups made clear that officers do not understand or feel sufficiently comfortable with
the accountability measures associated with the revised use of force policy. In particular, officers
expressed a great deal of consternation about the BlueTeam software that was launched and is
being used to document use of force. Particular areas of concern were:
1. The need to document each individual use of force, down to pointing a firearm at an
individual or forcing a suspect’s arm behind his or her back. Focus group participants were
concerned that it might cause officers to forego force even when necessary or appropriate.
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 If they say “ow” when you put cuffs on or arms behind back, that’s a BlueTeam.
You’re going to have fewer people being put in cuffs.
2. The time required to complete the documentation, and the subsequent rounds of review and
edits.
 Pulling a gun is automatic use of force now – have to fill out BlueTeam – that’s a
lot of paperwork and we’re off the road.
 You can literally pull your gun out and point it at someone a dozen times in one
night. Before you would handle your business and move on. Now where your run
would have been handled and done, you have to fill out a BlueTeam for each one,
rather than move on to another call.
3. The potential for the media to report only on one’s total number uses of force without
taking the appropriateness or necessity of that force into consideration. In particular, by
increasing the scope of types of force being documented, it would look like most officers’
force was increasing.
 Media doesn’t care about the type of district you work in when looking at the
number of use of force write-ups you have. When the media asks for my record it
doesn’t matter how it’s recorded (i.e. if it’s recorded as an appropriate or justified
use of force) the media doesn’t care.
 When we have to do a BlueTeam for doing everything how is that going to make
us look? Media going to spin it and say our force is going up.
4. Total uses of force in one’s record (regardless of appropriateness) would be used against
them if they had one questionable encounter, or if they applied for employment elsewhere.
 If you have seven uses of force and they’re all justified, and then the next month
you have a shooting, the media will just report that you’ve got seven uses of force
and ask why you still have a job.
 People are viewing the BlueTeam as a discipline – they’re looking at how many
BlueTeams an officer has to determine who is a better choice.
5. That if officers had a certain number of BlueTeams that they would be suspended or put
under review, regardless if they were all justified uses of force.
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 Bosses say if you get ten BlueTeams you’re off the street. Kids are afraid to come
in contact with people because they mention it in roll call.
 I’ve heard that DOJ could fire you if you have ten or more BlueTeams because DOJ
monitors it. Ten is the magic number that everyone is hearing. Misinformation is
coming through the chain of command.
The Monitoring Team notes briefly here that the good-faith views and perceptions that officers
have about BlueTeam – the electronic database that captures information about officer
performance in use of force incidents – might change in the presence of additional communication
and outreach to officers about what the system is and does. In particular, the Division and its
supervisors need to clarify that force reporting sets the stage for a standard departmental inquiry
into what happened – not a misconduct investigation and not something that is subject to discipline.
It needs to emphasize that BlueTeam information is not currently being used in the context of an
early intervention system in which a certain number of uses of force triggers the department to do
something. Eventually, an early intervention system will be set up within the Division – but it will
be entirely non-punitive, occur outside of the discipline process, and be geared toward career
development and counseling rather than adverse employment actions. To this end, it may be useful
for the Division to consistently outreach with officers about where the Division is going, not just
under the Consent Decree but per the broader mission and strategic initiatives that the City and
Chief and Police have set, including community and problem-oriented policing.
Office of Professional Standards Complaints
One area of frustration related to officer accountability was with how complaints submitted
through the Office of Professional Standards (“OPS”) are processed. In particular, many were
frustrated with the lag in OPS case processing that caused the time between the complaint being
filed and being handled to be somewhere between two and four years. As with Cleveland
community members, there is a great deal of frustration with the competency and timeliness of
OPS of investigations.
 A ton of complaints were just passed out from two to four years ago. We have to
type on them. We’re supposed to remember this from 2.5 years ago? How do they
expect us to answer this?
 I had to answer on a complaint from three years ago. You have to type it up and if
you make a mistake they put you up on charges. If I get a complaint on Monday I
want to hear about it by Friday. It’s stressful coming to work. I want a right to a
speedy trial so to say. They [OPS] have six months to investigate, but you have 2.5
days to turn it around.
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Once resident complaints are processed and the officers have the opportunity to respond, some
officers reported that they may never find out what the conclusion of the complaint was. As a
result, an officer may be left not knowing whether the complaint was dismissed or whether, after
a delay, there may in fact be charges coming. Officers say that this causes a great deal of anxiety
and unease, particularly given the negative consequences that disciplinary actions could have on
promotions or transfers. One officer stated, “it’s not the days off, it’s the two years living in fear
after that.”
Officers were also frustrated by the lack of penalties for citizens who filed complaints that were
determined to be unjustified.
 If the complaint is unsubstantiated from the beginning, why do I have to go into it?
I got called in front of the Chief for something that was never justified – I was
frustrated to the point where I wanted to quit.
 If it’s proven that the complainant lied, Inspections has said the city will not put the
citizen on charges for making a false report because they don’t want to deter people
from filing complaints.
Disciplinary Measures
Officers described a general lack of consistency across supervisors and across situations with
regard to what constitutes a policy violation that is subject to disciplinary measures. According to
one officer, discipline is handed out with such regularity that the sense within the department is
that “you show up for work, you’re going up on charges.” Further, there is a sense that the issuing
of discipline is somewhat arbitrary, not necessarily proportionate to the violation, and
inconsistently applied. The sentiment expressed by many focus group participants was summarized
by one officer who stated that there is “no rhyme or reason why someone gets a certain number of
days.”
Officers reported that there is a particular lack of clarity regarding interpretations and enforcement
of general police orders (“GPOs”) when they are issued. This makes it difficult for officers to know
what is specifically expected of them as they go about their duties. Many expressed cynicism with
regard to the rationale behind the vagueness behind the GPOs, suggesting that leadership uses the
lack of clarity in CDP policies as a mechanism to assert their control and discipline officers.
 Command staff can make a GPO up that’s so fuzzy and long that it’s impossible not
to go up on charges. They tell us to stay inside of the box, but we don’t know what
the box is.
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Aside from motives behind why the GPOs are so vague, many indicated that part of the issue
could be resolved by improved communication between supervisors and leadership. Rather
than taking time to discuss how GPOs should be interpreted and enforced, many sensed that
each supervisor currently is left to his or her own devices to figure out what a GPO means
and how best to apply or implement it.
 Ask ten supervisors to tell you how to interpret a GPO and you get ten different
answers. If someone different is in charge on a different day you have to adjust to
how they interpret the policy.
 I don’t think the commander gets leadership together to tell them how they think
the GPO should be enforced. The GPO comes down in an email, and there is no
communication amongst the supervisors where they’re all on the same page. If you
ask a question you’d get ten different answers.
One of the sergeants pointed out that they see more experienced supervisors interpret GPOs
differently than newer supervisors. The sergeant suggested that “downtown” could provide better
and more sustained guidance to those in the field and reduce the level of disparity in interpretations
across and within ranks.
Beyond how new policies are communicated and enforced, it seems that much of the cynicism and
anxiety about the disciplinary process is related to what many perceive to be the disproportionate
punishment for minor infractions.
 Our department is reactive in terms of the command staff. They want everything to
be proportional or reasonable to the situation, but if we break a rule their response
isn’t proportional or reasonable to what happened.
 I have issues with disciplinary process being inconsistent in what is handed out. I
have no problem with the disciplinary matrix. It’s the way that it’s dispersed and
handed out to people. You need to have set stuff. Right now, it is too discretionary,
too personal. Personal has no place in discipline process.
Additionally, many officers have perceived a drastic increase in the volume of discipline being
handed down to officers, noting that “discipline reports” have been issued with greater frequency,
coming out every few weeks where they were previously issued every few months. These reports
take the form of Division-wide notices that are circulated and highlighted at roll calls before shifts.
They inventory the nature of discipline handed down to Division personnel in the preceding time
period. A number of officers find these reports reflect the negativity within the department, by
highlighting that more discipline is being issued despite the decrease in the amount of force
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deployed. It must be noted here that no member of the Monitoring Team can recall seeing this
utilized in any other police department that is has run, worked in, worked with, or seen.
Multiple officers provided examples of themselves or colleagues being disciplined for broader or
more general infractions such as “diminishing the esteem of the department.” Examples included
instances in which officers successfully deescalated subjects, in some cases with mental illness
and wary of law enforcement. In these examples, officers explained that after the officer
successfully transported the individual to the hospital or otherwise resolved the situation that the
officer was put up on days after the corresponding body camera footage was reviewed. A similar
occurrence was described in which an officer received an award and then was disciplined for the
same incident. These incidents seem to further contribute to the overwhelming sense shared by
officers that the department is out to get them, and that if it is at all possible to bring them up on
charges that will be done, regardless of circumstance.
 You can be cleared for excessive force, policy violation; they’ll use some minor
uniform violation to say that we’re still holding our officers accountable regardless.
It may have nothing to do with the interaction/complaint but they’ll still find
something.
Body Cameras and Duty Sheets
Some of the perceptions held about the Division being out to get people seem to be largely
informed by experiences with body cameras and duty sheets, which are the daily logs of activity
that officers must still complete by hand and submit at the conclusion of their shift.
 Supervisors used to bring us into the office and say good job, or during roll call.
Now it’s so much about how everything is going and what did you do wrong. They
look at the camera footage for someone who did something wrong. Looking at who
didn’t have their camera on, who was too far to the left, who isn’t wearing a tie,
turtleneck, or wrong length sleeves.
Many officers described body cameras as generally a good, or even great, thing. However, they
were frustrated about how the camera could be used to identify low-level performance or policy
issues, like cursing or being in violation of uniform protocols:
 If you cuss on camera you get in trouble. You cuss because it’s what they know, get
on their level. No disrespect to them, it’s how their parents talk to them.
 We have to curse sometimes, but now we have to use soft words. We have to be a
little hard to shake them out of what they’re doing. Were afraid of being put up on
charges for cursing.
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The sergeant focus group described a similar feeling:
 Officers are afraid to do their job because everything is on camera. It’s not to help
with the court case, it’s to help pick out anything they did wrong. We [sergeants]
have to look for any policy violation. They want us to document any policy violation,
even if it’s unrelated and I can’t get on board with that. Even cussing – sometimes
you have to communicate what you understand. And they put you up on charges for
that. Sometimes it’s what you need to get the person to comply with you.
Officers also expressed concern over the use of duty sheets as a mechanism being used more for
discipline than its intended purpose. The duty sheet was described as a form that is used to account
for officers’ time and location throughout their shift. Officers described circumstances in which
their camera and duty sheet did not line up precisely and receiving discipline as a result. One officer
described the sense that, for supervisors, the duty sheet as an “ace in their back pocket”: if
supervisors are upset with an officer for something they did on their shift, they are almost always
going to be able to use the duty sheet to justify a suspension.
 One of our training modules said the police are supposed to “have autonomy,
freedom and be in a stress-free environment.” Did the powers that be watch this?
They are putting us in no situation to have any of these three things. Every day we
come to work and find a new thing to cause more stress. Supervisors are now
supposed to go through our duty report line by line to see if the camera lines up. If
they don’t line up, they potentially put us up on more charges. We have to make
sure the camera comes up when I said it did and goes off when we said it did.
They’re putting in our brains an additional stress level that shouldn’t be there.
The sergeant focus group reported a related anxiety that, if an impropriety is discovered concerning
one of their subordinates and the sergeant failed to put them up on charges, the sergeant will be
disciplined.
 We’ve been told several times that if we [sergeants] don’t catch something and put
up on charges, then you’re going to be put up on charges. If we don’t catch
something, we’re going to get days off.

30

Supervision and Leadership
During the focus groups, officers discussed the roles and responsibilities of leadership in CDP and
offered input on how the relationship and communication among supervisors, leaders, and line
officers could be improved. At the basic structural level, for example, a number of officers noted
that the individualized organization and culture of each of the five districts is necessary and
appropriate, given the distinct demographics, issues, and nature of the different communities being
policed. These same officers however, expressed frustration and concern that there feels as if there
is too much individualization among supervisors’ interpretation of policy and discipline.
Supervision
While some of the officers’ concerns about supervision within the CDP have been mentioned in
prior sections – e.g. communication and interpretation of GPOs, review of cameras and duty sheets,
and disproportionate application of discipline – it was also noted that supervisors themselves
receive little guidance, training, or formal career development opportunities when they are
promoted.
 You take a test, go to three days of training, and you’re put on the street as a
supervisor. There’s no management training to be a sergeant. The department is
setting them up to fail from the beginning. They’re supervisors with no supervision
training. Officers can be brought up on insubordination charges, not because
they’re insubordinate but because of ineffective supervision.
The guidance that sergeants are provided for how to work with the line officers also varies based
on the experience, and distance from patrol, that leadership has. For example, supervisors who
have not spent much time on the street may have a greater disconnect with the patrol officers.
Additionally, those who are higher up and have not been on patrol in many years may put a greater
emphasis on the importance of not being friends with subordinate officers, and instead being able
to “just supervise them and be able to put them up on charges.”
The assistance provided by supervisors on scene was described as varying – “sometimes bosses on
scene are helpful, sometimes not; it all depends on the boss.” Conversely, the sergeant’s focus
group reflected some concern that officers are calling them to scenes more than ever before, for
less consequential incidents. For example, one sergeant stated:
 We’re getting called out by patrol officers for things I wouldn’t normally get called
to, and we’re getting called out more than ever. It used to be that if there wasn’t a
dead body we wouldn’t get called out. They want to shift some liability over to us.
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Based on the discussion about officers’ fears about discipline and suspension, it seems that this
could be remedied – at least in part – by improved and consistent communication and education
about departmental policies, particularly as they relate to use of force, as well as the objectives and
particulars of other GPOs as they are issued. Some of the officers stated that they figure out how
new policies or rules are being enforced based on disciplinary actions and for what people are
getting in trouble. Generally, new information and new policies seem to be communicated
primarily through informal means, with officers relying on the “grapevine”, rumor mill, or news
media for information related to policies and changes such as the Consent Decree. Others reported
that documentation is made available through means such as SharePoint and the website, but that
it is primarily up to officers to read it.
Sergeants expressed a similar frustration, noting that not all changes to policies will appear in the
GPO – but officers will be held accountable for the changes to the policy anyway. It seems that
this has been done out of the belief that it is easier to change a sentence or paragraph within an
existing policy than have to change an entire policy. However, it is clear that, if this description is
accurate, the Division is risking the imposition of discipline for violations about which officers
may not have had fair notice. With this lack of communication about policies and performance
expectations, many officers feel that they have an adversarial relationship with supervisors, or that
the department is “out to get them.”
 Supervisors look at video and don’t look at if we did a good job, they ding someone
for not having a tie on. Pats on the back are not existent here. You have different
types – the culture has shifted – different type of police running the department.
They don’t want police running the department, they have administrators running
the office. It starts at the top and is systemic from the top down. Somebody has told
somebody that it’s better to lead with rules and discipline. More rules than we’ve
ever had before, more discipline, more crime.
CDP Leadership
Some officers highlighted efforts they saw leadership making as it relates to improving policecommunity relations:
 Our district threw a big Halloween party for all the kids in the neighborhood.
Commander, higher ups, all them were there. I think they try, it’s just busy. Change
should come from the top down, not bottom up.
However, others felt that efforts to improve relationships with the community were going to be
challenging given how the officers were treated within the Division, and the generally poor state
of morale:
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 If leadership was more supportive of us, then we could go out and have better
interactions. What we’re trying to give others, they’re not giving us.
 We’re trying to look like we’re doing more community-based policing, and that’s
fine and dandy, but when you’re constantly grinding your own people into the
ground all the time, and when they’re being mandated to work doubles all the
time—those are cumulative stresses. Then throw them out there tell them to do a
good job and make friends with the community; and by the way here’s the discipline
that just came out.
General Experience with the Consent Decree
When asked about information flow related to the Consent Decree, similar to the discussion above,
officers reported that communication within the Department is poor. Some of the officers stated
that they figure out how new policies or rules are being enforced based on disciplinary actions and
what people are getting in trouble for. Generally, new information and new policies seem to be
communicated primarily through informal means, with officer relying on the “grapevine”, rumor
mill, or news media for information related to policies and changes. Others reported that
documentation is made available through SharePoint or the website, but that it is primarily up to
officers to find documents and read them on their own. Other officers stated that some information
related to the Consent Decree is communicated from the podium, but that in general “you learn
about changes when you get in trouble for it.”
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Areas for Department Improvement
The MT concluded focus groups with officers by giving them the opportunity to suggest ideas for
how the Division should grow and improved. Officer responses highlighted the urgent need for
both resource enhancements, including updates to physical infrastructure and technology, and
more intangible improvements, such as enhanced morale and higher officer retention rates.
Personnel
One of the areas of greatest concern to all focus group participants was the perception that staffing
was so low that officer and public safety may be compromised. Many officers were concerned
that the level of service they are able to provide is falling short. Officers were consistently
frustrated by issues related to short-handedness – including delays in the arrival of backup to the
scenes of emerging incidents, officers being held over to a second or additional shifts without
reasonable notice, arriving at the scene of an incident hours after it was called in because too many
more-urgent calls needed attention first, and having to leave one crime scene to head to another
without being able to provide residents with a timeline on when they or other officers might return.
 It’s always “do less with more”—there can be situations between shifts where you
literally do not have backup. It’s like screw officer safety, it’s about answer the call
and on to the next one. It’s been going on, but it’s severely short now.
 How good are people in their 15th hour of work on the job? How good are they
going to be on that next call? There aren’t enough of us. It’s all bad medicine to
me. How much patience is that officer going to have with a senior citizen who calls
for anything?
 We have to apologize as soon as on scene for something, even when it’s not our
fault that we are responding to assignments hours later.
The general sense of shorthandedness has served to further diminish morale and contribute to
officer stress. Officers cited, again, the perceived high rate of discipline, the low officer pay rate
(especially as compared to neighboring jurisdictions), and the new recruit training now being held
in Columbus at the state academy as being barriers to recruiting and hiring new officers to take
some of the pressure off of existing personnel. Some focus group participants admitted to pushing
their own kids interested in entering law enforcement to take positions with other departments in
the region for these reasons.
 People with kids or a wife aren’t going to take the bus to Columbus for six months
and make $10 per hour. This makes an impact on who we can recruit and the
quality. There’s no way mothers could come on the job.
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 If you’re looking in Ohio, why wouldn’t you go two hours down the street and make
$30,000 more?
 Everything in this city is reactionary. They talk about the lack of manpower. They
know the retirement rate and attrition rate. Now they’re lowering the standard.
Other departments are taking trained recruits away because they don’t have to pay
for academy. A guy with three years on is poached by the suburbs and making
$83,000, which is lieutenant pay in Cleveland.
Equipment and Resources
With regard to resources, officers described stations and vehicles in states of serious disrepair.
Some described the stations as being maintained or receiving critical repairs only through their
own personal donations or grants. Officers observed that vehicles have historically been unsafe
and severely neglected. Officers noted that they do not take some Division cars on the highway,
while some cars already on their third engine or are nearing 150,000 miles. Other officers reported
driving in cars that have mirrors affixed with duct tape.
Many officers were extremely frustrated by the Division’s lack of modern technology – believing
that their jobs could be made better, more effective, and more efficient by the transition of penand-paper processes to electronic systems. Some officers said that it could take hours to upload
video footage because the computers in their station are so old and out of date. The amount of time
required to do this could require them to be held over into the next shift.
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Findings and Conclusions
The goal of the police focus groups was to help measure the attitudes among police personnel, and
the quality of police-citizen encounters. As discussed above, the attitudes of officers were largely
negative with regard to their ability to carry out their mission, as well as how they are treated by
CDP administrators. They exhibited signs of low morale and a lack of confidence in the
organization.
The officers’ concerns were not isolated to specific policies or individuals. Rather, they created
an impression that systemic problems throughout CDP create an ongoing and widespread
dysfunction. For example, officers remain somewhat uncertain about what use of force policies
demand and how to follow them in the field, and their fear about what they perceive to be
indiscriminate and illogical discipline turns that uncertainty into confusion – to the extent that they
are constantly on edge.
As for police-citizen encounters, the statements in the focus groups indicate that officers feel as if
they have little time to establish meaningful, long-term community relationships or to act as
partners with the community. Officers made it clear that, because relationships with many
communities are difficult under any circumstances, their lack of resources and a coordinated
strategy for community policing make change seem far-fetched.
Many concerns expressed by officers are consistent with challenges inherent in changing policies
and practices. It is quite common in any effort, for example, when front line officers are first
required to document their work more thoroughly in a system such as Blue Team, that new
requirements seem cumbersome and that officers may be suspicious about what might be done
with the information.
Similarly, many concerns are to be expected given that CDP is still very much in the middle of
the reform process. For example, CDP has yet to begin to finalize and implement a communityoriented policing plan. This may be the unified strategy that provides officers with a framework,
and resources, to engage with the community in a different and positive way.
In many ways, the statements of the officers should be recorded as a kind of “baseline measure”
of their perceptions. The hope is that, when officers participate in these same focus groups in the
future, there will be positive change and progress.
On the other hand, the widespread low morale, lack of trust within the Department, and the fear
and confusion related to performance expectations and discipline are of significant concern and go
somewhat beyond that with which the MT has seen or is familiar. The opinions expressed by
officers demonstrate that the CDP has a lot of work to do to train, communicate with, and support
its officers through this change process.
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The Consent Decree-required, Court-approved Mission Statement of the Division of Police frames
officers’ jobs as guardians of the Cleveland community, to carry out their mission “in partnership
with the community through professionalism, respect, integrity, dedication and excellence.” While
these focus groups indicated a strong sense of dedication from officers, there is a high level of
misalignment – inconsistent or conflicting views – as to how to fulfill that mission. Such
misalignment is an enormous barrier to success in this reform effort and must become a high
priority for CDP.
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Detainee’s Report
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EXPERIENCES AND
PERCEPTIONS OF THE
POLICE IN CLEVELAND
A Report for the Monitor
Based on Interviews with Arrested Detainees

Abstract
Arrested suspects are not a common source of advice about how to improve policing in the
United States and yet they have a great range of experience with policing -- as victims,
suspects, defendants, witnesses, observers, and callers for service. This report uses interviews
with detainees in the Cleveland City Jail shortly after their arrest to understand change in
people’s experiences and perceptions of the police and also their ideas about how to improve
relations between residents and the police in Cleveland.

Todd Foglesong, Ron Levi, Holly Campeau, Claire Wilmot
Global Justice Lab, http://munkschool.utoronto.ca/gjl/
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Executive Summary
This report uses interviews with 53 detainees shortly after they were arrested by the Cleveland
Police Department to gain insight into the current practice of policing and how it might be
improved. We treated people who have involuntary contacts with the police and who live in
neighborhoods that generate a lot of police work as experts in policing and public safety. We
asked them a battery of questions about change over time in their experiences of policing and
the character of relations between residents and the police. We solicited their views about the
greatest priority for policing in their community, and we asked what they would do first if they
were chief of police. When respondents reported a specific encounter with the police that was
negative, we asked: “what could the officer have done differently to make that a better
experience?” The goal of the research, in other words, was not to ascertain the incidence of
force or violence during the course of arrest or to otherwise document dissatisfaction with
policing in Cleveland but rather to use the experiences of arrested suspects as a source of
advice about how to make the police department better.
Main Findings
Most suspects were disappointed with the police, though they appeared to be less upset by
their arrest or things the police did to them in the course of their arrest than what the police
were not doing in their community – namely, stopping violence, reducing crime, listening to
resident’s needs, treating others with respect. Many suspects said they were frightened by the
violence in their neighborhoods and expected more from police. “You’d think there’d be less
crime, but there’s more,” one person said. “There’ll be five bank robberies, seven tomorrow.
How can you not stop this?! There’s enough manpower out there. I’ve been seeing a lot of
cop cars, but some of them just be chilling, for real.” Several suspects told us they thought the
police “don’t care” about them. One said the police had “given up on our city.”
Many suspects said that reducing crime should be the main priority for the city and they want
policing to be part of the solution. In fact, despite negative encounters with the police, a
majority of the interviewees said they want more policing as well as better policing in
Cleveland. One suspect who reported being slammed against the hood of a police car during
his arrest told us: “I’ll just say the best thing to do is hire more police. More good,
professional police. So they can give more real help. So they can get the real, true criminals
off the street.” Another said: “if you had more cops doing their job, we’d be more crime free.
You know, I’m not a cop fan, but right is right, however you cut it. If we had more officers out
there, it would calm a lot of crime in the area.”
More than half of the suspects we interviewed say they “always” respect the police, and
several registered empathy for the police, despite personal disappointment. “I still respect
them,” one person said. “They human beings; they not perfect.” Another person said: “I
think they’re getting tired of dealing with shitheads all the time and that’s mostly what they
deal with.” Still another said: “I think they’re burned out and some people shouldn’t even be
in this line of work. They don’t feel like they’re making a difference, and they’re not.”
Global Justice Lab Report to the Monitor, August 2017, page 1
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Frustration with policing in Cleveland extends beyond disappointment with the persistence of
crime. Many interviewees said they felt “harassed” and “profiled” by the police, that their
situation or side of a story and conflict was ignored, especially in cases of domestic violence,
and that they were often “treated like shit.” Many were dismayed by the use of force – knees
to the back of the neck, faces shoved into the pavement, guns pointed into faces. “Why you
gotta punch me, buddy?” one suspect asked, recalling an arrest two years ago. “They just
disrespecting me,” he concluded. Some suspects believe the police are indifferent to the
consequences of law enforcement; several speculated that there are arrest quotas which
cause the police to detain people indiscriminately, regardless of the situation and the facts.
Others thought the police are working to rule. “They just at work,” said one person. “They
job is to come on the street. So they come on the street. It’s not like they want to save the
neighborhood.”
Although some suspects had such bitter experiences and perceptions of the police that there
was “nothing to be done,” only a few detainees thought policing in Cleveland could not be
improved or that “the feds” should take over or that another police department in Ohio
should institute reforms. Many suspects had specific suggestions for how to improve policing.
“Stop assuming everybody’s criminals,” one person advised, “and that everyone wants to be a
bad person. Stop assuming that because my cousin do this, I do this. Treat me like a human,
like I wanna be treated.” Another said: “Interact with the citizens more. Like on a social level,
not on a police level. Like I shouldn’t have to see my police in uniform every time. I should be
able to go shoot a hoop or at least have a personal conversation with them.”
Some suspects also had suggestions about how the Cleveland Police Department could realign
its priorities with those of the community: “I would get people’s opinions,” said one suspect.
“I would get research done. If you had a thing that ten people wanted and one that two
people wanted, then you do the thing that ten people wanted.” Another suspect said the
police should seek their advice because “we know everything that’s going on in our
community. We can give them ideas, to help them help us.” When asked to imagine being
chief of police, another person said, “The first thing I would do is hold a city hall meeting, to
give me insight about what’s going on with my police department. That’s important. Once
the community can give you insight, then you can start working on something. And not just
stopping crime, but you can work on police brutality, you can work on relations.”
Several suspects recalled periods of better policing in the past. One person told us that “CPD
officers were way better in the 90s, and that’s sad.… It took a big drop in the 2000s.” Another
said: “Before we had people who would talk to us.” Some suspects were nostalgic about
“corner police,” “little depots in the community,” and bicycle gift programs for kids that
generated positive feelings about the police. Not all suspects believed policing had
deteriorated. Two of the 53 suspects thought it was “much improved” and another 18 thought
it was “somewhat improved.” In other words, 37 percent of respondents believed there had
been at least some forward progress in policing over the last two years.
Global Justice Lab Report to the Monitor, August 2017, page 2
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As this summary indicates, arrested suspects often have constructive ideas about policing, not
just raw criticism of the department. They have hope for the future, alongside concern and
worry about the vitality and security of their neighborhoods, and they want the best version
of policing for the city of Cleveland. A regular review of their experiences and perceptions
might positively supplement other sources of insight about community priorities in policing
and the performance of the Department, including the bi-annual survey of residents’ opinions
about policing and public safety, which was first administered in June 2016 and will be
repeated in 2018. That survey solicited opinions about the police from a representative
sample of all residents, regardless of the extent and cause of their contact with the CPD.1 By
contrast, the detainees we spoke to in the Cleveland jail had recent, direct, and mostly
involuntary experiences of policing.2 It may make strategic sense to pay attention to what
they have to say, especially if interactions with arrested detainees as suspects, victims and
seekers of police services comprise a substantial portion of the Department’s work and they
influence expectations about policing in neighborhoods with the greatest needs.
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1

Less than half of all respondents in that survey reported having any contact with the police; less than onefifth said they had “frequent” contact with the police, and the majority of these respondents said that they
rather than the police had “mostly initiated the contact.”
2
Three of the respondents in our sample had in some way initiated or “caused” the contact with the police –
for example, by calling the police in to report a domestic dispute or by being interviewed first as a victim or
witness and subsequently being arrested. See Appendix 2 for a description of the sample.
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1. General Perceptions of the Police
The first question we asked suspects was: “overall, how well do you think the Cleveland
Police Department is doing its job today?” We posed this general question first, before asking
about any specific experiences of the police, in order to encourage detainees to exercise civic
judgment and put them in a position of authority. As you can see in Figure 1 below, none of
the 53 interviewees said they thought the police are doing an “excellent” job, but nearly a
quarter of the detainees thought the CPD is doing a “good job.” Still, the overall appraisal of
the performance of the police department was not favorable. Over a third of interviewees
said the job the CPD was doing was “neither good nor bad.” Seventeen percent said it was
doing a “bad” job. Nearly a quarter said it was “terrible.”
Figure 1. Responses to Question 1, Global Justice Lab Interview Protocol, Cleveland
Overall, how well do you think the Police Department
is doing its job today?
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35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Excellent

Good

Neither Good Nor
Bad

Bad

Terrible

It is worth emphasizing that the modal response to this question was ambivalent. For many
suspects, the department’s performance was “neither good nor bad.” When asked to explain
this response, one person said: “Like sometimes it’s not good or bad. Sometimes they do it
right, sometimes they don’t. Sometimes they confused on what they want to do.” Another
person who responded this way said: “because sometimes they respond quickly and sometimes they don’t. It’s random. Period.” A third said: “I say you got some good ones, and you
got some bad ones.” In other words, while some suspects’ experiences of police were evenly
split between good ones and bad ones, or good cops and bad cops, others had too many
different kinds of experiences with the police to reconcile them into one feeling or opinion.
So, how should we interpret these results? Should we expect negative, mixed, or favorable
assessments of the police from people in custody? Can we treat responses to this question as
a reliable measure of their estimation of the overall quality of policing? How might their
current circumstances and the conditions of confinement have affected their views?
Global Justice Lab Report to the Monitor, August 2017, page 4
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Some suspects complained about the unhealthy conditions in the jail and ascribed
responsibility for this to the police, believing that corrections officers were police employees.
We corrected this misapprehension whenever it arose, reminding suspects that we wanted to
know their experiences and views of Cleveland police department officers only. Nevertheless,
several suspects complained about bugs and filth as well as delays in response to their
questions and needs by jail staff, and this experience may have influenced their responses to
at least some of our questions about the police.
Some detainees also may have treated the interview in general as an opportunity to express
anger about the police department or frustration about their current situation rather than
reflect on their experience as citizens and share an informed judgement about policing. We
cannot exclude this possibility. And yet most suspects responded to all of our questions
calmly; some asked us to repeat the scale of possible responses in order to calibrate their
answers. The fact that 13 of the 53 interviewees (25%) said at the end of the interview that
they were “satisfied” with this most recent experience of the police, and another 2 (4%) said
they were “very satisfied” suggests to us that the responses to the interview questions were
considered and sincere, not jaundiced by current conditions or prejudiced by their arrest.
Even if we assume the responses to all questions were honest, however, it is difficult to
interpret the answers and response patterns without a baseline measure of such opinions or a
point of comparison. Against what set of expectations should these responses be measured?
At this stage, we only have two possible points of comparison: first, responses to a similar
question in the Cleveland Community Survey of June 2016; second, responses to an identical
question posed to suspects in the Los Angeles city jail in 2009.3 Neither comparison is ideal.
Only the regular administration of the same interview protocol in Cleveland over time would
help the city understand how unusual or common these appraisals are. Nevertheless, in order
to contextualize the responses in the Cleveland jail, we compare the findings from these two
sources of insight about resident’s perceptions of the police below.
In the June 2016 community survey of a representative sample of all residents, respondents
were asked the following question: “When it comes to the Police Department, do you think
they are doing an excellent, good, only fair, or poor job?” The response scale in that survey is
different from the one we used in the interview protocol; the preface “when it comes to the
police department” is also distinct. So the comparison is inexact. Nevertheless, as you can
see in Figure 2 (next page), 18 percent of the respondents in that survey said they thought the
CPD was doing an “excellent job,” and another 37 percent said it was doing a “good job.”

We know of only one other instance of research that asked arrested suspects about their opinions
and experiences of policing. For an account of the responses to questions posed to arrested suspects
in Los Angeles in 2009, see “Policing Los Angeles Under a Consent Decree: The Dynamics of Change
in the LAPD,” Chris Stone, Todd Foglesong, Christine M. Cole, available at:
http://assets.lapdonline.org/assets/pdf/Harvard-LAPD%20Study.pdf
3
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Figure 2. Responses to Question 2C in the 2016 Community Survey
When it comes to the Police Department, do you think they are doing an
excellent, good, only fair, or poor job?
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The differences in the phrasing of the question and the response scale complicate the use of
this survey as a point of comparison, but the Cleveland Police Department still could use the
contrast to generate a partial and imperfect gauge of progress in the future. For example,
going forward, a reduction in the magnitude of the difference in the responses between
arrested suspects and residents might provide the city with one indication of change in the
actual experience of policing rather than fluctuations in public opinion and perceptions. A
further comparison between the 168 residents in the community survey that reported a
“significant interaction” with the police in the last twelve months that was “mostly initiated by
the police,” on the one hand, and those that have been recently arrested on the other, could
help ground this analysis. It therefore may make sense to harmonize the response scales in
the next community survey and arrested detainees study.4
What about comparing the responses of arrested suspects in Cleveland with other cities?
How unusual are the views of arrested suspects in Cleveland? No two cities are alike, of course,
and residents and police departments in Los Angeles and Cleveland might be very unlike one
another. Nevertheless, below we compare the response pattern in Cleveland to the responses
given to an identical question in Los Angeles in the spring of 2009 – that is, nearly 7 years after
the signing of the consent decree in that city. In Los Angeles, as you can see in figure 3 (next
page), fifteen percent of arrested suspects thought the LAPD was then doing an “excellent” job,
and another 41 percent said it was doing a “good” job. A quarter of arrested suspects in Los
Angeles were ambivalent, responding “neither good nor bad.” Just under 10 percent,
respectively, thought the LAPD was doing a “bad” or “terrible” job.
In the Cleveland research, we decided to use the five point scale that was originally devised for
detainees in Los Angeles in order to be able to make consistent and reliable comparisons with Cleveland.
4
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Figure 3. Responses to Questions 1 & 13, Arrested Suspects Interview Protocol, LA and Cleveland
Overall, how well do you think the Police Department
is doing its job today?
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But what is the use of this comparison if the history of policing in Los Angeles as well as the
demographics and socio-economic status of its residents are quite different from Cleveland?
What meaning can be attached to different estimations of police performance in these cities?
First, the comparison shows that it is not unrealistic for arrested suspects to recognize
excellence in the work of a police department, despite their present situation. Second, if two
years from now even a very small percentage of arrested detainees in Cleveland says the
police department is doing an excellent job, or some portion of the responses move from
ambivalent (“neither good nor bad”) to positive (“good”), then there will be credible signs of
improvement in the experience of policing among a section of the population that is
particularly susceptible to harm and also very knowledgeable about policing. So long as the
positive responses are not limited to one district or part of the city, the Monitor and CPD
might then reasonably infer from such a result that the changes in perceptions of the police
reflect genuine improvements in the work of the police rather than changes in the mass or
social media or other influences on residents’ views.
Additional Comparisons with Los Angeles
The two charts below contrast responses to other questions we posed to arrested detainees
in Los Angeles in 2009 and Cleveland in 2017, using nearly identical phrasing.5 They show
marked differences in the assessments of the quality or character of community “relations”
with the police and also the “professionalism” of policing. Notice that the magnitude of the
difference between the responses in Los Angeles and Cleveland is smaller for the question
In Cleveland, we substituted the word “neighborhood” for “community,” believing that the former
would be more familiar to residents and that the latter might sound ideological or linked with a
particular philosophy of policing advocated by officials or outsiders.
5
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about relations between the community and the police (figure 4) than it was for the degree of
professionalism in the conduct of policing (figure 5). One possibility is that the relations
between the police and community in Cleveland were never as bad as they were in Los
Angeles. Another possibility is that they have already improved in Cleveland. Yet another is
that there is a sharp difference in the meaning, experience, and expectation of
“professionalism” in policing in the two cities.
Figure 4. Assessment of Relations with the Police Department, Cleveland and Los Angeles
How would you describe the relations between the Police
Department and the community (neighborhood) where you live?
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Figure 5. Appraisal of Professionalism in Policing, Cleveland and Los Angeles

How would you describe the way the Police Department polices
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The different appraisal of the degree of professionalism in policing in the two cities, captured
in Figure 5 above, may create another useful baseline from which to detect and reward
improvements in policing in Cleveland. Incremental increases in the appraisal of police
professionalism in Cleveland, especially among detained suspects, will likely reflect real changes
in the experience and practice of policing. These increases also may be easier to detect than
changes in perceptions of the quality of “relations” with the community, an important but more
nebulous concept. Furthermore, as we describe below in this report, it was the professional
comportment of cops and the effects of their work on crime and violence in neighborhoods that
appeared to matter most to the arrested suspects we interviewed.
2. The Use of Force, Fear of Police Violence, and Restraint in Policing
The responses to questions about fear of crime and fear of policing in the Cleveland community
survey in June 2016 suggest that a majority of residents in the city at that time were more fearful
of becoming a victim of “excessive force” by the police than of crime. That survey also found a
large difference in the extent of this fear among black and white residents. As figure 6 shows,
nearly 40 percent of black respondents in the community survey said they were “very afraid” of
being a victim of excessive force, compared to 10 percent of white respondents. An even greater
degree of disparity was found in levels of fear of being shot by the police, with nearly 4 times as
many black residents as whites saying they were “very afraid” of this possibility.6
Figure 6. Fear of Crime and Fear of Police Violence, Cleveland Community Survey, June 2016

% respondents saying they are "very afraid" of becoming a victim of ...
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This finding should be considered in light of research that found negligible or non-existent differences
in the experience of lethal force by minorities, combined with marked disparities in the experience of
non-lethal force. See, for example, Roland Fryer, An Empirical Analysis of Racial Differences in Police
Use of Force, NBER Working Paper 22399, July 2016. By contrast, a study conducted by the Center for
Policing Equity found that white suspects arrested for a violent offense were significantly more likely
than blacks to experience violence or force during their detention. See “The Science of Justice: Race,
Arrests, and Police Use of Force, July 2016, available at: http://policingequity.org/wpcontent/uploads/2016/07/CPE_SoJ_Race-Arrests-UoF_2016-07-08-1130.pdf;
6
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We asked no specific questions about the use of force in our interviews; nor did we try to
gauge the validity of the findings from the community survey. And yet suspects brought up
the subject, particularly in response to questions about professionalism, relations with the
police, and their best and worst experiences with the police in Cleveland. For example, when
we asked one suspect why he thought the police were “less professional” today, he replied:
“I think it got worse because more people starting to die from the police. Like sometimes
they think people have guns and they don’t even have guns. You see more on TV about this
stuff. You can get killed for no reason.”
Some of the perceptions about the incidence or appropriateness of the use of force by the
police were influenced by the media, as this remark indicates. Other perceptions, however,
seem to have been rooted in personal observation and experience. “They not so violent
anymore,” one person said. “When they go to arrest people, or when they pull people over,
they’re not as violent. ... They take more caution with their job, they not so quick to pull
tasers, or to pull guns.”
While we cannot gauge the incidence of the use of force during arrest from these interviews,
nor calibrate the degree of fear of police violence among arrested detainees, the interviews
do generate an impression of how an experience of the use of force, as well as observations of
police violence and the exercise of restraint by police in situations that are fraught with
violence, affect residents’ relations with and perceptions of the police. For example, several
of the detainees we interviewed said that they were “scared” to call the police for help for
fear of violence or an escalation of a conflict. One detainee told us:
I'm only 18 and I haven't seen much. But we are scared [of the police]. And we need
protection. It's crazy that people get scared when the police come around -- it's not
supposed to be like that. They afraid of the police. … We get scared when we see police
now. It's always crazy when they come. You got your guard up.
Two suspects raised the specter of vigilantism in response to fear. One said: “Sometimes you be
scared to call because of the aftermath if they come. People get scared because a lot of them are
aggressive, for no reason. A lot of people try to take matters into their own hands be-cause of
that.” Another said: “other people think we can’t call the police because they shoot at us, too.
Now we got to carry guns to protect ourselves not only from the streets but from the police.” “I
need to arm myself, said another, “’cause I don’t feel protected by the police no more.”
Still, fear of police and fear of police violence does not appear to be determinative of people’s
perceptions of the department and the quality of policing in Cleveland. Only one of the 18
detainees who said policing in Cleveland was “somewhat worse” or “much worse” today
emphasized the use of force, and just two of the 15 people who said policing in Cleveland was
“somewhat improved” or “much improved” over the past two to three years specifically cited
changes in police violence when explaining their views. Moreover, the detainee with the
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clearest statement about the value of a reduction in police violence connected that reduction
to important changes in the life of the city overall.
“I feel it improved ‘cause—police brutality. They somewhat improved, even though it’s still
bad. … I haven’t gotten beaten up by the police. That’s an improvement. It’s all about force.
It’s improved since what’s been going on in the streets.”
One possibility for the low salience of police violence and use of force in response to our
question about improvement or deterioration in police performance over the last two to
three years is that violence may have been common, or expected, in the distant past. One
detainee said:
“Like when I was young it was nothing for the police to come and take you down to the lake
and beat the hell outta you. That’s just how it was. They wasn’t going to take you to jail or
nothing.”
Another possibility is that some residents expect rough treatment by the police and have
become inured to violence in the course of encounters with the police. For example, one
detainee, whom we quote below, said he had been slammed against the car by the arresting
officer and yet nevertheless reported being “satisfied” with this experience of policing.
“They’re not too hard on you. But like one of the cops yesterday, he grabbed me and
slammed me, I had my hands up there like [shows position of hands], and he grabbed me
and slammed me, and like I don’t know if that’s necessary but… I really don’t know too
much. This is [just] my second time.”
Our sense from these statements and others is that perceptions of the use of force as a
problem are connected to a negative view of the effectiveness of the police overall, and in
particular the degree of professionalism in their work. Most comments about use of force
and police violence occurred in response to interview questions 3 and 4, which were about
police “professionalism.”
The concern about police violence among arrested suspects also seems to be less about the
actual use of force than a posture of aggressiveness in the conduct of law enforcement. For
example, one interviewee who said policing in Cleveland today is “somewhat worse” than it
was two to three years ago struggled to define what exactly was worse. How he eventually
explained his response suggests to us that dismay at the “aggressiveness” of the police may
be linked to a sense of the ability of police to be discerning in their efforts to fight crime and
catch criminals, and also to exercise restraint and discretion in the course of their work.
Question. Why do you think it’s gotten worse?
Answer. Cause they just… I don’t know, they just got hard. A little bit. I don’t know.
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Question: What do you mean, “they go hard”? Like, they go rough?
Answer. Yeah. A little too aggressive. They arresting the wrong people, like they going after
us and not getting the people they should be going to get.
One detainee described physical aggression in policing and the failure to exercise restraint as
a moral and professional failing:
… when I was in the 10th grade, there was a situation. My friends were fighting and it got
out of hand and one of the girls got hit with a bat. They came in they swept up everybody.
They put them all on the ground really hard. Put them on the ground, fine, put them in the
back of a car, fine. But why are you gotta slam people on the ground? Why you gotta push
their face in the pavement? Why do you have to use derogatory words? That's not right.
The same detainee explicitly connected violence to “professionalism” and wanted officers to
distinguish themselves from residents by not using force or contributing to “aggression.”
Professionalism may have went out the door when they got aggressive. Abuse of authority
and all of that. I understand that sometimes crazy shit happens but in some situations
you're supposed to make people feel secure. You were called, so you're supposed to be a
police officer and not an asshole. I never had a situation where we called and they help.
They always be making the situation worse. We didn't call you to an aggressive situation to
add to the act of aggression.
Q. Was there anything the officer could have done to make that experience better?
A. The officer could've kept his cool. Just like my sister could have but like I said she's 16!
But you're a grown man and a police officer! You're supposed to know better! You're
supposed to keep it together.
Several interviewees expressed admiration for the police when they demonstrated restraint;
some defined it as professionalism. For example, one woman with multiple prior arrests,
most of which she said involved a physical altercation with the police, said that the policing in
Cleveland today was “somewhat improved” and cited the restraint displayed by the arresting
officer: “this time I was going off on him,” she said, “But he stood there and took it. He dealt
with me.” Another said: “professionalism is not about how you look, professionalism is about
what comes out of my mouth and how you respond to things.”
The use of force may be more important to people’s perceptions of the police than we realize
or can tell with these interviews. Still, rarely did suspects treat the use of force as a sole
reason for discontent or separate it from other concerns about policing. One suspect said,
“There’s been less force but no change in relations.” Another person said:
“The beating everyone up and shouting, that’s improved. But not the lying. Force got
better, too, but the way they doing their job is worse.”
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3. Reducing Crime as a Top Priority for the City
After the first two days of interviews in the jail, we added two questions to the interview
protocol, both about the future, both requiring an expression of political preference or
priority. One asked suspects what should be the top priority for the city, and another asked
suspects what they would do if they were chief of police. We describe responses to the latter
question at the end of this report, since it includes suggestions about how the Department
might improve policing in the future. Here we analyze the responses to questions about what
should be the top priority for the city, now.
As the data in Figure 7 below indicate, reductions in police violence are a significant concern
for detainees, but it is not the greatest preoccupation for residents that have a lot of contact
with policing. Only 13 percent of our interviewees said that reducing police violence should
be the top priority for the city of Cleveland. Over a third of respondents said “reducing
crime,” should be the highest priority for the city of Cleveland, compared to 28 percent for
“ensuring the police treat all people with respect,” and 23 percent for “ensuring the
community is heard by the police.”
Figure 7. What should be the highest priority for the city of Cleveland?
What should be the highest priority for the city of Cleveland? (n=39)
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Forcing suspects to choose a priority may have been a mistake; several detainees had
difficulty choosing between the four objectives and many saw them as intimately connected.
“Ah, it’s so hard,” said one detainee, “they like equally the same; all the main problems right
there.” Another detainee refused to choose and insisted on “all of the above.” Even when
suspects expressed a clear preference for one objective, their explanations exposed their
interconnectedness. For example, one suspect who chose “reducing police violence”
answered our follow-up question “why is that so important to you?” this way:
Because if you did that the community would be more willing to interact with the police.
Right now with us and the police, it’s us against them. That kind of mentality.
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For some suspects, reducing crime was especially important in order to improve their own
sense of security. For example, when we asked “why is reducing crime important to you?,”
one suspect replied: “because I feel less protected.” Many others, however, said that
reducing crime was important to them because of concern with the conditions of life in their
community. “Just ‘cause I’m in jail don’t mean I don’t know, like, what’s good and what’s bad
and everything,” one person said, explaining their priority. Another person said:
I just think that too many kids are involved. There’s no reason they should have to be
raised where there’s all this killing, all this violence. Kids be getting killed. People’s lives
would be a whole lot better.
For many suspects, the persistence of crime, especially shootings and other forms of violence,
was tightly related to their appraisal of police performance. One person told us early in the
interview when we asked for an assessment of the job being performed by the Department:
“In my neighborhood we don’t like the police because they don’t do their job. People out
there getting killed.” Another measured the deterioration in police performance by gun
crime: “Now there are more shootings and stuff. So, it’s worse.” Yet another said:
“It’s much worse. Cleveland police don’t prevent nothing from happening. … Like, I live right
around the corner from a police station. They don’t make me feel safe. I still feel like something could happen to me. And stuff be happening. I still hear gunshots every night. People
still getting robbed. I don’t know what they do, to be honest. But they ain’t making things
better. More people getting killed, more stuff getting robbed, that’s why I say it’s worse.”
Several suspects thought the police had intentionally withdrawn from their communities and
“don’t care” about what happens there. One person said he believed that volatility in police
presence and perhaps even a withdrawal from critical areas, was to be blame.
They there but then they ain’t there. Like I live in the C. area. They take a long time to
come and help. Like the Subway just got robbed, like that should never have happened and
there used to be police all near so that it wouldn’t have happened. There’s a decrease in
policing.”
Not all suspects attributed the persistence of violence and crime to poor policing. One made
it clear that she thought the responsibility lay in the community itself: “they make it that
way,” she said, referring to her neighbors. Another added: “well, I mean in the hood … they
gotta do what they gotta do to make money, and sometimes making money in the ghetto
means breaking the law.” But the majority of suspects believed that the police were not
being sincere in their efforts to reduce crime. Some said the police are “just lazy.” Another
person said: “All they care about is getting their checks and meeting their quotas.” In fact,
many suspects believed police were being perfunctory in the performance of their job -- in
effect, working to rule:
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They don’t do anything but write reports and go home…. They write a report, they do
nothing. It wasn’t helpful. They feel like they just doing their job, not trying to feel out
what really happening.
Recently someone broke into my house. They come over to talk to you and then they
leave. Nothing. No reassurance. They just write down the report and then they leave.
They didn’t help me at all.
They not going after the people doing all the stupid stuff. I mean, the first person you
encounter is the suspect?
Some suspects insinuated more cynical reasons for what they considered ineffective police
work. “They out harassing people but they ain’t arresting them,” said one person, referring to
people who commit violent crimes. “Most of the time they search you and they take your
money and your drugs and then they let you go,” said another person, upset by the seizure of
her possessions. “It seems like they just waiting,” said another. “They want you to do the
crime, to bring you to jail. That’s what they most concerned of. They more concerned about
bringing people to jail that actually stopping stuff from happening.”
Some of these explanations sounded self-serving. “They arresting the wrong people,” claimed
one detainee, “like they going after us and not getting the people they should be going to
get.” And yet these same complaints may have reflected a sense of insecurity and a belief
that reducing violence was not a police priority. “See me, our stuff,” one person, explained,
“it ain’t serious. The serious stuff they ignore.” Another said: they don’t arrest anybody they
supposed to be arresting. Same fools running around doing the same shit.”
I mean, to me, why they don’t stop things from happening is that they be harassing people.
They be too busy on petty stuff. They be pulling up on us and stuff, and when something do
happen, they too busy. Like when there’s a shooting, they messing with me over something
petty.
Several people thought there was insufficient incentive for police to be effective in reducing
crime. “If they really want you, they get you,” said one suspect. “But mostly they just drive
on past. They effective when they want to be effective.” Another suspect said virtually the
same thing: “they only catch who they want to catch. If it’s an easy catch they gonna catch
him. But there are so many murderers on the loose in Cleveland it don’t make no sense.”
Another added: “If something gets on TV, they gotta put in the effort.”
At least two people thought fear played a role in the ineffectiveness of the police. “I think
they scared, and the community scared of them,” one person said. “Every day you see there
is a police shooting.” Another said: “Like, where I was staying recently, they were selling a lot
of drugs over there. And it was right by the playground. And the school. The police wouldn’t
do nothing. The police see a big group of guys, and it’s like they scared of them. They won’t
even break them up.”
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But despite largely negative appraisals of police performance and the tinge of cynicism behind
some analyses, most suspects still yearned for more policing in their areas as well as better
policing. “I never really see cop cars around where I live,” lamented one person who
described the police as “mostly unprofessional.” But, he added: “There should be more.
There are lots of shootings. Where are they?!” Even some suspects who treated themselves
as part of the problem with crime suggested that the police could solve this problem by
“getting in the community. Because that’s where it starts at.”
…let me put it like this. The thing about the police… if you can stop it in the community, you
can stop it everywhere else. Like, if people see in the community… like I’ll be honest with
you. If I was in the streets, let’s say, like we would all make phone calls to each other saying
yeah, the police are out here, don’t come out for the day. Don’t do nothing. People know
when the police are out. They notice that. So, that’s what they need to keep doing. Just
make the community… As long as the people see the police everywhere… who will want to
do something stupid with police everywhere? Some people deserve to be in jail, but people
aren’t going to do stupid things if they see police everywhere they go.
We were surprised by these remarks, coming from someone who wanted to evade law
enforcement. But in fact several detainees who acknowledged having offended nevertheless
wanted greater police presence in their community. Sometimes this desire was expressed
haltingly, with ambivalence, as if they were aware of some contradiction in their views. For
example, when we asked what two things the police could do better, one person replied:
I don’t know if I want to say put more police on the streets … but … yeah, patrolling the city.
Because sometimes police are nowhere. For example, there are no fucking police on
Superior and I can do 50 down there and there’s nobody. I guess I’d probably say put more
police on the streets because there just aren’t enough out there.”
The desire for more and better policing, as this remark suggests, did not simply stem from a
belief in the crime-suppressing potential of police. Indeed, many suspects had a more
complex theory of crime and its solution. One suspect told us:
A lot of the criminals are uneducated; they have been alienated by the system in some
way. A lot of criminals I knew were practically illiterate. So that’s the only business they
know. That’s the problem. They’ve learned this business from their parents and it’s all
they can do. It’s kind of fucked up, but that’s the way it is.
The desire for more and better policing was also for many suspects a bit of bind, even an
agonizing dilemma. They didn’t like the current practice of policing and its consequences, but
they also wanted the best policing imaginable. “They lock you up, the police,” said one
person, who said he was being forced to snitch on a friend and expected to pay for it with his
life later, after he got out of prison. But when we asked: what one thing could the police do
to improve life in your neighborhood,” he said:
"Be there. And be there more often. Be out when the Browns are on. They're like ghosts
when the Browns are playing."
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It is difficult to explain or reconcile these views. Suspects were clearly frustrated with the
police, and yet they seemed to want to protect the only respectable source of support and
safety they could think of. For this reason, the recommendation to put more police on the
streets and be more present in their neighborhoods probably should not be read as a request
for more law enforcement services; it also seemed like more than just street-wise advice about
how to reduce crime. It might be best understood as an expression of a belief about what a
good city and community look like, and what role the police could and should play in that ideal.
4. Improving Police-Community Relations
We do not have a reliable way to gauge the extent of the gulf in relations that appears to
separate police and residents, but many suspects believe the gap in social understanding and
recognition is wide. “Police don’t know half of what goes on,” one person said, “and people
are scared to talk. Police don’t understand the position that people are in. They may fear for
their life.” Another person said: "There's a lot of tension. Race and the people and their idea
of what the police are there for. There's a huge social misunderstanding, big disconnect."
Some suspects thought the breach in relations was the result of prejudice: “they already got
their mind made up when they see me,” said one person. “You always fit the description.”
Prejudice wasn’t always racialized, however. One person told us: “When I see a cop
approaching—black or white—I’m not thinking protect and serve, I’m thinking he thinks I’m
doing something wrong, and he’s coming to harass me, profile me. I’m not thinking ‘how you
doing officer? What’s your name?’ No. I don’t do that with Cleveland police.” Others
attributed the gulf in relations to a difference in social class. “They feel like we not nothing
good ‘cause we be in the projects,” said one suspect. “I don’t know. We lower class hoods, so
I don’t know. Not everybody gonna grow up to be rich.”
Most suspects said they wanted improved relations with the police, and thought that being
heard and treated with respect were an important means of achieving this improvement. Of
course, some people wanted better rapport and open lines of communication in order to be
able to convey information to the police, either to help identify culprits or more effectively
communicate their own needs. But closer relations with the police seemed to be part of
suspects’ vision of what policing should be like, not just part of a strategy for achieving
instrumental goals, such as reducing crime. For example, one person, who lamented the
purely formal interactions with cops he had, described what he wanted from “my police.”
Like I shouldn’t have to see my police in uniform every time. I should be able to go shoot
a hoop or at least have a personal conversation with them. Like, “yeah man, things
aren’t going so good at home, me and my girl, I don’t want this situation to get nasty
man, do you have any advice, or can you be on standby for me if I need you?” None of
that. You wouldn’t even know a Cleveland police outside his uniform… that’s how
unfamiliar they are. They have different district and different wards, but like each district
should have a convention, just something to bring the community and the police
together because they have to trust each other.
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When we asked this suspect “why do you think the police aren’t doing these things today?,”
he replied:
They’re going to say because of the funds. That’s what they say. They say that the CPD
spent all their money on body cameras, or new cars or something. And that’s… you
wouldn’t need the body cameras if you had the trust with the citizens, and if people
weren’t getting killed.
Suspects proposed several tactics for improving relations. Providing simple forms of
assistance was one way. For example, one person who told us she had a positive experience
of the police after calling to get help after being locked out of their house by their partner.
“Why was that a good experience?,” we asked. She replied: “Because he helped me get back
into the house.”
Being polite was another way. One person who reported a very positive recent experience
with the police said: “the cops were really nice that did come.” Being rude, by contrast, left a
lasting negative impression. For example, one person described what happened after she had
called the police for help during an “altercation with my significant other.”
The officer came to my door and said ‘can I come in?’ and I said ‘no’ so he stood on my
doorstep and said ‘why do you keep calling if you ain’t ever gonna let us in or press
charges?’ So, then he wanted back out onto my porch and he started saying all this shit
to me. Like, ‘women like you just waste our time, why do you stay with him? You know
[rehearsing her retort to the officer] you may not have to deal with shit like this or you
many never had to grow up hearing shit like this, but I do. So just help me. He stepped
off the porch and said all kinds of ignorant shit to me.
When we asked this suspect “was there anything the officer could have done to make that
experience better?,” she replied:
I would’ve felt better if he said ‘Well, Miss B. we get a lot of calls from you and we can’t
help you if you don’t want to help yourself.’ I’m not dumb. I may do dumb shit but I’m
not dumb. So don’t make me feel like a fucking dumbass.
Brusque explanations of police decisions and actions were especially alienating. “To be
honest, for me, the way that went,” said one person, recalling her arrest, “he coulda
explained to me what’s going on instead of just throw me in the back of the car.” Several
suspects said they were confused and upset by the uncertainty over what would happen next
to them in their case, especially if they had to wait for a detective to show up. “The cops
don’t explain nothin,” complained one person. When asked to describe the worst experience
he had with the Cleveland Police, another person said: “Last night. When I got arrested, I felt
like they should explained things to me because this is my first time, I’ve never been arrested
before. This is my first time and hopefully my last. But they should’ve explained what was
happening to me.”
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The main way that suspects believed relations with the police could be improved was by
having them listen – especially to their own accounts of the conflicts that led to an arrest.
One person who ended up in custody after calling the police for help said: “I was satisfied
with this experience because they wanted to hear my side of the story.” Another explained
what made for a good experience with the police: “just when they talk to me properly, you
know what I mean? We just get along cool. See eye to eye. He talk to me. I talk to him. He
understand where I coming from.”
As this last remark suggests, “listening” usually meant more than just hearing both sides of a
story. Being listened to and heard was a sign of professionalism; it also appeared to indicate a
form of mutual social recognition.
I think if they just listened to what people had to say, you know, talk it out, and get some
kinda patience, ‘cause it’s your job. Make sure everyone listens, has a better
understanding. Conversation. Understanding.
Some suspects thought that being “heard” went both ways, and it might even diffuse conflict
and improve relations. “Because if the police is heard by the community there wouldn’t be so
much police brutality. There wouldn’t be so much killing, you know?” Conversely, not being
listened to could entrench a sense of alienation, reinforcing the breach between police and
community. One person described a negative interaction with an officer this way:
As soon as he came to my house he was just rude and was like “y’all better get it together
or I’m gonna turn this house upside down!” So I was like “if that’s how you’re gonna be
when I called you, you can just leave my house and I can just call somebody else.”
Another person who wanted the police to be “more understanding about the people and the
neighborhood you’re in,” had this advice: “You’re not in the fuckin’ suburbs so don’t act like
you are. You’ve got to give respect to get respect.”
5. Respect and Recognition
There is an urban legend about the meaning of “respect” for the police in poor communities
that suggests it must be reciprocal -- that it has to be given in order to be got.7 So, we asked
arrested suspects two questions about giving and getting “respect” to and from the police.
The first was “Would you say that Cleveland Police officers that you encounter treat you with
respect – always, most of the time, sometimes, rarely, or never?” The second was: “Would
you say that you respect the Cleveland Police officers you encounter -- always, most of the
time, some of the time, rarely, or never”?

For a recent discussion of the role of respect in police-community relations, see Andres Rengifo and
Morgan McCallin, “You Don’t Get Respect if You Give No Respect”: How Black and Latino Youth Make
Sense of Encounters with Police,” Sociological Focus, v. 50, no. 1 (2017).
7
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As the data in figure 8 below show, over half of all suspects we interviewed said they “always”
treated Cleveland police officers with respect. Another 18 percent said they did so “most of
the time.” A much smaller proportion of suspects thought the police treated them with
respect always or most of the time, suggesting there is considerable imbalance in the
relationship of respect for and from the police.
Figure 8. Responses to Questions about Respect for and from the Cleveland Police
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When we asked suspects to explain this asymmetry, some people said they were taught as
children to respect others, “including the police,” so their respect was automatic. Other
suspects said they respected the police out of fear. “Because they’ll just shoot you!”, said one
person, when we asked why she gave respect despite not getting it in return. Another person
added: “People might respect the police better if they didn’t fear for their lives. If you didn’t
fear you might get beat up and killed.” Still another feared the legal repercussions of
disrespect. “If you the law, I ain’t about to mouth off and get another case on me.”
Most of the suspects described a grudging and transactional form of respect – “you only give
back what you get.” But the balance was precarious and easily upset by a police officer.
If I respect them it’s because they respect me. …Police going to tell me to shut up? I’m
not going to shut up. So it escalates.”
As long as I’m being respected I will respect you. I will respect any individual but just
wearing a uniform doesn’t get you respect.
I talk to them respectful and all that but if they disrespect me… Even when the police be
angry, I still try to be nice to them. But I ain’t going to say all the time. If they disrespect
me, I disrespect them right back.
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Sometimes the language and tone of voice used by police could indicate disrespect. “Just stop
talking disrespect,” one person advised, “and you might get a better result. You can't come off
like that to people, that ain't cool. I'm a grown ass man just like you, you just got a badge.”
Other suspects said aggressive policing was a form of disrespect that breached the pact. “I
mean, if you treat people with respect, you’ll get it,” one person said. “But when you come at
them all crazy, you make a person irate.” Another person explained this problem in detail.
I mean, it’s like, they worried they not getting respect, and you have to give respect.
When I first start walking and talking I was taught to respect people. And you know,
you’re going to get respect. But if you don’t give respect you’re not going to get it. How
can police expect to be treated with respect with the way they come at you? You know
they jump out the car calling you all types of assholes… what do you expect from me to
come back at you with?
Some suspects said that officers also could upset the non-aggression respect pact by
accentuating the difference in power between officer and resident. “Because they think that
just because they have authority they can do and say whatever they want,” one person
complained, explaining the imbalance in the relationship of respect. “Because they got that
badge, they feel like they higher than us,” said another. Yet another explained:
Most of the time they come in and it’s like “I have the upper hand!” and they decide
what happens. Like they come in with their authority and say that whatever I think
happened is what I’m going go back and tell my chief.” Authority always have the upper
hand. But sometimes authority has the wrong uniform on the wrong person.”
But respect also appeared to mean a recognition of the racial and social divide between the
communities inhabited by cops and arrested suspects:
I mean, it’s just in the black neighborhoods, you get … not to be, well, … white cops don’t
treat black … neighborhoods the way they should sometime; it’s like you automatically
guilty and then you try to explain it, like what’s really going on, and they just see their
side.
6. If You Were Chief of Police
The final question we asked suspects was: “if you were chief of police, what’s the first thing you
would do?” The range of responses was wide. Two said “I’d resign.” One of the suspects who
said this, however, then said that the second thing he’d do is “change the relationship between
the police and the public.” When we asked how he would do that, he said: “I would get out on
the streets more myself, and I’d watch what my cops are doing. I wouldn’t just be going by like,
‘hey, something on the news today’ this and that.” The other person who said he’d resign
seemed daunted by the scale of the task:
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If it were me, I would be looking at the job I’ve been doing, … I’d quit. I’d resign. I could
not do that job knowing this is the kind of think I could be a part of. Oh, geez. They’d have
to be fucking superhuman. Everything is just so broken. Everything is so broken and they
fix one thing and then something else breaks.
Several suspects imagined their first step as changing personnel. One suspect said: “I’d fire the
police officers and get new ones. And like, police officers who are really police officers, not just
in it for the money. Ones that really care about what’s going on and everything.” Another
suspect said he’d fire everyone, and not just the police. “Fire every police officer on the force
and hire new ones. ... Fire down the judges, too.” Another person was more circumspect, and
said he would align changes in personnel with signs of trouble, such as complaints.
I would keep the best ones but fire all the others. The ones that been getting complaints.
People don’t complain about nothing. I get rid of them. Keep the ones that loyal and do
the job like they should do. And get rid of the ones that’s not.
Several suspects said they would import new practices and good ideas from neighboring
cities, such as Euclid or Cleveland Heights. Another thought that the police in Independence,
Ohio could serve as a model, mentor, and perhaps monitor for the Cleveland Police.
I would take the Independence Police Department. Independence Ohio is the best police
department. They have the lowest crime rate. I would take their coordinators, whoever’s
teaching their cops to do what they’re doing, we need them to come to Cleveland and
show our cops that type of police or whatever you guys are doing.
The majority of respondents saw potential in the existing department, however, and said they
would focus first on forging closer collaborations with the community. One said he would “hire
more police officers” and buy more cars so that “officers could be on the streets more.”
Another said: “I would have the police work in their own communities instead of working in
other communities. Because they know those people, they know their own community. People
would feel safer, they would have someone to go to.” Another person said he would “get more
involved with the community. You need to get back to a place where the police can still walk
down the street, go into stores, talk to people. That’s how you learn what’s going on.”
We wondered what explained this faith in community policing, despite the gulf in
understanding, the asymmetry in respect, and the perceived shortcomings in the performance
of the Department in controlling crime, listening to people’s needs. Some suspects, we think,
simply believed that Department lacked an understanding of the true needs of residents and
suggested that the chief needed to discover them. For example, imagining himself in the role
of chief, one suspect said: “I would try to get people’s opinions. I would get research done.
Kind of like what you guys are doing here now.” Another said: “I would set up a big meeting
where everybody gets to come up and speak about how things are going.” Yet another said:
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I would sit down with my workers and talk to them about what’s going on in the streets. I’d tell
them to go see about that. … The police don’t know. I guess the chief don’t care either. Shit is
worse than 3 and a half years ago. When I got out of prison half my friends were dead.
One suspect couldn’t imagine that the chief of police was unaware of the extent of the problems
in policing.
Q. If you were the chief of police, what’s the first thing you would do?
A: If I knew what was really going on?
Q: Do you think they don’t know what’s going on?
A: Of course they don’t, or they would try to change it. They couldn’t know. If they do
know… [raises eyebrows, shakes his head somewhat incredulously]… If they know, we
need to change them.
Another suspect thought there was insufficient knowledge about what officers were doing
“on the street” as well as a deficit of demandingness.
“I think the people who are higher up should be more aware of what the officers on the street
are doing. Demand more out of them. Because there must not be no repercussions for them,
for real. Cause, it’s terrible in Cleveland. You can see by the statistics. This city isn’t getting
better, it’s getting worse, year after year. … I mean, it’s just, the chief need to make sure that
they people that they hire, be doing what they need to be doing. I think more of the higher
ups need to be out there making sure that what needs to be done is being done.”
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7. Conclusion
This research is exploratory; we know of only one prior study of this kind. Its main purpose is to
provoke new ideas for the city, Department, and the Monitor about the experience of policing
among residents that generate a lot of police work, and how to better relate to their needs,
interests, and views. Because there is little foundation in policy or academic research to draw
on, it would be imprudent to draw firm conclusions about the relationship between suspects’
experiences and perceptions of the police, and in particular about the influence of the instant
arrest on their views of the police Department.
The size of the sample of suspects we interviewed is too small to ascertain whether negative or
positive impressions of police performance and relationships with the community are stronger in
some districts than others. It is also too small to sustain strong inferences about the
relationships between responses to different questions. So, for example, we cannot say that
respondents with more favorable appraisals of police performance tend to have had fewer
contacts with the police in the past, or that they more often report mutual or “symmetrical”
relations of respect with the police. If the city and Monitor wish to be able to make such
inferences, we would have to double the sample size next time.
The search for such inferences, or causal relationships, might be misguided, even with a larger
sample. We left our interviews impressed by how interconnected and complicated people’s
views of the police are, and also by how much the lives of arrested suspects appear to be
imbricated with the police. The responses to any one question we asked exposed merely a slice
of that relationship; people’s views of the police and opinions about their performance were
suffused with feelings about their life, family, friends, and neighborhood as well as their theories
of crime and notions of justice. Genuine insights into the sources of residents’ hopes for renewal
therefore might be missed by trying to isolate a measure of satisfaction with police performance.
No single question, we believe, can generate an indicator of police community relations.
The next iteration of the study should be shaped by how the city and Monitor wish to use the
results. One possibility is that the next study of arrested suspects might be used to help
distinguish high and low performing police districts. Another possibility is that the next iteration
would help clarify the relationship between the instant arrest, on the one hand, and some other
variable of acute interest to the city on the other, such as perceptions of police professionalism
or satisfaction with the most recent experience of the police. A third possibility is to understand
the detainee discount in perceptions of the quality of the police department – that is, how
different appraisals of the police are among arrested suspects and other residents of Cleveland.
A final possibility is that we invite suspects to give more concrete advice to the Department on
issues of current concern, such as drug policy or use of force, or to propose more specific
solution to existing problems, such as relations with the police. We could imagine more detailed
questions about a range of policy concerns; a less structured interview protocol that permitted
more follow-up questions in order to elucidate the theories and reasoning behind certain
preferences and opinions.
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Appendix: 1. Methodology
Interview Protocol
This research used a semi-structured interview protocol, in which closed-ended questions in
fixed sequences were followed by possible prompts and follow-up questions, which were
posed at the discretion of the interviewer. We used a modified version of the interview
protocol that was used by the Program in Criminal Justice Policy and Management at the
Harvard Kennedy School in its research on the Los Angeles Police Department in 2009. We
also added many open-ended questions that invited respondents to explain their reasoning,
such as “why do you think that is important?” and “why do you think the police do that?”
Interview Teams
Instead of conducting the interviews one-on-one, with just one researcher in the room, we
used two interviewees, one who posed the questions in the protocol and another who took
contemporaneous notes. This tactic permitted us to take fulsome notes and also follow
closed-ended questions with additional prompts – such as “why do you think that happened?”
Recruitment and Response Rates
We recruited participants (research subjects) from a list of inmates in custody on the morning
of each day in which we planned to conduct interviews. From this list we removed as
ineligible to participate any detainee whom the staff of the jail had identified as
psychologically unstable, combative, or in need of medical attention. We also did not attempt
to recruit anyone who was sleeping. One member of the team walked up to the cell holding
the individual whose name appeared next on the list; s/he explained the purpose of the
research, including the conditions of consent and guarantees of confidentiality and then
invited the detainee to an interview room. Roughly 20 percent of the detainees declined to
participate – some because we could not offer any assistance, others for no declared reason.
We suspended the interview in one case, when one of the participants (research subjects)
became disoriented and confused.
Interview Timing and Duration
All interviews took place within 24 hours of the detainee arriving at the Cleveland Jail. Most
interviewees had spent the night in the jail before we interviewed them. The average
duration of interviews was 25 minutes. No interview exceeded 30 minutes. Most detainees
wanted to talk for the full length of the interview, mainly because of the animated stories and
experiences they wished to tell. About 15 percent of the interviews were brief, lasting only 15
minutes, because the participants had little to say. We offered interviewees a glass of water
during the interview; upon its completion we offered them one donut. We do not believe the
prospect of this reward influenced their responses, at least not any more than the prospect of
remaining outside of a cell. In two cases, participants said they wanted to talk further
because they didn’t wish to return to the cell.
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Appendix 2. Sample
We did not strive to obtain a representative sample of arrested suspects. That is, we did not
stratify the sample according to statistical information about the profile of inmates booked
into jail in the first three months of 2017. Instead, we recruited participants from the list of
detainees provided to us by the jail supervisor every morning. We have not yet attempted to
measure the degree to which the resulting sample, depicted in Figure A1 below, corresponds
to the race, sex, and residence of all suspects arrested by the Cleveland Police, although we
know already that the proportion of females in our sample is unusually high. This was a result
of the composition of our interview teams, two of whom were female, and who were not
permitted to recruit male interview suspects.
Figure A1. Composition of the Sample
SAMPLE
Race/Sex
Black Male
White Male
Hispanic Male
Black Female
White Female
Hispanic Female
TOTAL

N
30
6
2
11
3
1
53

%
56.6
11.3
3.8
20.7
5.7
1.9
100%

District 1
(N)

District 2
(N)

1
1
0
0
1
0
3

5
3
1
0
2
1
12

Residence
District 3 District 4
(N)
(N)
1
1
0
3
0
0
5

District 5
(N)

13
0
1
1
0
0
15

7
0
0
3
0
0
10

A much smaller portion of our sample had a lot of previous contact with the police department
than we expected. As the data in Figure A2 shows, only a third of the interviewees said they had
been arrested more than once in the prior 12 months. With additional data from the jail and
police department, we would be able to ascertain just how unrepresentative our sample is
compared to the average suspect booked in a calendar year.
Figure A2. Previous Contact with the Cleveland Police Department
Number of arrests in the last 12 months
One
Race/Sex
Black Male
White Male
Hispanic Male
Black Female
White Female
Hispanic Female
TOTAL

N
17
5
2
9
2
1
36

Two
%
57%
83%
100%
82%
67%
100%
68%

N
7
1
0
2
1
0
11

%
23%
17%
0%
18%
33%
0%
21%

Three or More
N
%
3
10%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
3
6%
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Overview
As part of a Settlement Agreement between the United States and the City of Cleveland, the Courtappointed Cleveland Police Monitoring Team contracted with Interviewing Service of America
(ISA), an independent research firm, to conduct a community survey, as required by the Agreement,
to gauge public perceptions of safety and policing. The purpose of the survey was to assess the
Cleveland community’s trust and confidence in the Cleveland Division of Police overall and with
regard to specific areas, including use of force and bias-free policing.
The findings presented below reflect the content of telephone interviews conducted by ISA between
May 4 and May 31, 2016, with a sample of 1,400 adults, 18 years of age or older, living in the City
of Cleveland. A combination of landline and cell phone random digit dial samples (RDD) were
used. To ensure an adequate sample of Latino residents, traditional RDD was augmented with listed
sample, which draws listed telephone numbers based on Hispanic surname. Interviews were
conducted in English and Spanish and averaged 16 minutes in length. The margin of error for the
study as a whole was +/-4% at the 95% confidence interval and takes into account the design effects
of weighting. Analysis and reporting were conducted by Gomez Research, Inc.
Key findings are summarized below for residents overall, followed by any observed differences by
race, ethnicity, geographic area, or age.

Key Findings
Overall Attitudes towards the Cleveland Division of Police


A slight majority of Cleveland residents approve of the job the police are doing. Just
over half of all residents surveyed (55%) believe the Cleveland Division of Police is doing a
“good” or “excellent” job overall. These approval ratings were consistent among men and
women and include 18% of residents who give the Cleveland Police the highest rating of
excellent. Nevertheless, views of the Division of Police are substantially more divided than
other municipal agencies. For instance, more than eight-out-of-ten residents (81%) rate the
Division of Fire as good or excellent and more than two-thirds (69%) give top ratings to the
Department of Public Works.



Cleveland residents are skeptical about police conduct and accountability. Only half of
Cleveland residents (50%) believe police officers follow the law “all of the time” or “most
of the time.” Just under half (48%) believe officers treat people with respect or use the
appropriate amount of force (47%) in most situations. When misconduct does occur, the
majority of Cleveland residents (55%) believe officers are held accountable “only some of
the time” or “almost never.”



Views of the police vary significantly by race and ethnicity. Black and Latino residents
give the Cleveland Police lower ratings overall compared to white residents. Nearly threefourths of white residents surveyed (72%) believe the Cleveland Police are doing a good or
excellent job overall, compared to 60% of Latino residents and 43% of black residents.
i
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Black and Latino residents also gave the Cleveland Police lower ratings across a number of
specific measures. Just over one-third of black residents surveyed (38%) said they believe
police officers follow the law “most of the time” or “almost all the time,” compared to 58%
of Latino residents and 68% of white residents. Black residents are also less likely to agree
that officers treat people with dignity and respect and use the appropriate amount of force all
or most of the time. When misconduct does occur, more than two-thirds of black residents
(69%) believe that the officers are held accountable “some of the time” or “almost never,”
the lowest rating among all groups.


Approval ratings vary by geographic area1. Residents in the Far-West and Mid-West
areas give the Cleveland Police higher ratings serving the City overall compared to residents
from the Mid-East, South-East, and North-East areas. Nearly three-fourths (73%) of
residents living in the Far-West areas and 62% of residents living in the Mid-West areas rate
overall police performance as good or excellent, compared to 49% of residents in the NorthEast, and 44% of residents living in the Mid-East and South-East areas. Residents living in
the Far-West and Mid-West areas also give police higher ratings for serving people within
their neighborhoods compared to those living in the Mid-East and South-East.



Older residents view the police more favorably than do younger residents. The majority
of residents 55 years and older (62%) give the Cleveland Police a rating of good or
excellent, compared to 49% of residents 18 to 39 and 56% of residents 40 to 54.

Perceptions of Public Safety


A majority of Cleveland residents believe the City is safe overall and that their own
neighborhoods are also safe. Seven-out-of-ten residents (70%) report that they feel “very
safe” or “somewhat safe” in the city as a whole and more than three-fourths (78%) feel safe
in the communities where they live. The majority of residents have a positive perception of
public safety regardless of gender or age, although college-educated residents and those
earning above $30,000 feel safer than others. While overall safety ratings were high, more
than half of residents (57%) surveyed said they are “somewhat worried” or “very worried”
about being a victim of crime.



Some differences in perceptions of public safety were identified along racial and ethnic
lines. Black and Latino residents reported lower rates of perceived safety compared to white
residents and were more likely than whites residents to report that they are “very worried”
that they or someone else in their household will be a victim of crime. Black and Latino
residents were also more likely to report that police are doing a “poor job” controlling crime
in their neighborhoods. One quarter of black residents (24%) surveyed give the Cleveland
Police a rating of “poor” controlling crime in their communities.

1

The term area in this report refers to geographic areas and zip codes that coordinate with the police district lines as
much as possible. The collection of zip codes assigned to these geographical areas were created solely for this purpose
and are defined as follows: Far-West: 44135, 44111, 44142, 44130, 44126, Mid-West: 44102, 44144, 44109, 44113,
44134, Mid-East: 44114, 44115, 44127, 44103, 44106, South-East: 44105, 44104, 44120, 44122, 44128, and NorthEast: 44108, 44110, 44112, 44117, 44119, 44121.
ii
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Community Policing


Most Cleveland residents consider their relationship with the Cleveland Police to be
“positive,” but a majority of Cleveland residents do not believe that the police have
developed relationships with people like them or are knowledgeable about their
communities. Two-thirds of Cleveland residents (67%) consider the relationship between
their community and the Cleveland Police as “very positive” or “somewhat positive.”
However, only one-third of residents think the police have taken the time to meet members
of their community (33%) or have developed relationships with people like them (37%).
Nearly one-out-of-five residents (19%) believe that the Cleveland Police is “not at all
knowledgeable about people like them.” The survey also found that while the majority of
residents see police officers patrolling their neighborhoods at least once a week, most
residents do not recognize specific officers or know their names. A total of 40% of residents
reported that they see the same police officers in their neighborhood each week and 13%
know the officers who work in their communities by name.



Findings suggest that community engagement with black and Latino communities has
been less successful than with other groups. Black residents are less likely than white and
Latino residents to view the relationship between their community and the Cleveland
Division of Police as positive, and both black and Latino residents give police lower
community engagement ratings across a number of key measures. More than eight-out-often white residents (81%) view the relationship with police as “somewhat positive” or “very
positive,” compared to 76% of Latino residents and 58% of black residents. Additionally,
black and Latino residents are less likely than white residents to agree that police have taken
the time to meet members of their community and to develop relationships with people like
them. Black and Latino residents were also less likely to know police officers by name
compared to white residents. Further, black and Latino residents are less likely than white
residents to describe Cleveland Police as knowledgeable about the background and
experiences of people like them, 46% and 38%, respectively. Less than half of black and
Latino residents reported that it was “easy” or “very easy” to provide input to the Cleveland
Police, compared to 55% among white residents.



Black and Latino residents are less likely to reach out to police for help compared to
white residents. Nearly nine-out-of-ten (89%) white residents said they would be “very
likely” or “somewhat likely” to ask the police for help compared to 81% of Latinos and 74%
of black residents. White residents are also more likely to report a crime: 94% compared to
85% of Latino residents and 77% of black residents.

Bias-Free Policing


The majority of Cleveland residents believe the police treat all racial and ethnic groups
equally at least “some of the time,” but many believe differential treatment still exists
for some groups. Although 57% of Cleveland residents believe the police treat all groups
equally “always” or “sometimes,” half of the residents surveyed said they believe AfricanAmericans (53%), young people (53%), and the homeless (47%) are not treated as well as
other members of the community.

iii
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Perceptions of differential treatment are more widely held among black and Latino
residents. A total of 70% of white residents believe the police treat all racial and ethnic
groups equally at least some of the time compared to 55% of Latino residents and 49% of
black residents. Two-thirds of black residents (66%) believe they are treated worse than
other members of the community, compared to half (53%) of the city’s general population
who think the same.

Perceptions Regarding the Use of Force


The majority of Cleveland residents are distrustful regarding the use of force by the
Cleveland police. The majority of Cleveland residents (63%) believe that police use
appropriate force only “sometimes,” “rarely,” or “never” and half (51%) are concerned that
they, a family member, or friend will be a victim of excessive force. The majority of
residents (56%) are not concerned about being a victim of an officer-involved shooting.



Black and Latino residents are far less likely to believe that police use the appropriate
amount of force. Less than a quarter of Latino residents (23%) and black residents (18%)
believe the police use the appropriate amount of force “almost always” compared to 46% of
white residents.

Interactions with Cleveland Police


Most contact with police was either initiated by residents or equally initiated by
residents and police, although the type of interactions residents reported varied by race
and age. Black residents are more likely than white residents to report that contact was
initiated by police, 28% compared to 13% respectively. Residents between the ages of 18
and 39 were also more likely to report that contact was initiated by the police (29%)
compared to residents 40 years and older (13%). A total of 39% of residents reported having
some type of contact with Cleveland police in the 12 months prior to the survey, and 78%
said the contact was initiated by them or equally initiated by them and the police.



The study found that based on personal experiences, the majority of residents believe
police are respectful and professional in their interactions with the public. Reflecting on
their contact with police in the 12 months prior to the survey, two-thirds (66%) of residents
reported that they found that “all” or “most” Cleveland officers treat them, their friends, and
family with respect. The majority of residents (69%) “somewhat approve” or “strongly
approve” with how the police handled their situation. Approximately three-fourths of
residents who had interacted with police reported that officers were polite (75%), treated
them with respect (74%), and listened to what they had to say (72%). Two-thirds of
residents (66%) reported that officers answered all their questions, and 62% said officers
explained their reason for stopping or questioning them. A majority of residents also
reported that officers kept them informed about what would happen next (61%), did not use
excessive force (58%), and did not detain them longer than was necessary (57%).



In contrast, residents’ perceptions of police conduct based on what they hear from
others is consistently more negative. When asked about the experiences of family, friends,
or neighbors, only about half of residents agree that officers are polite (52%), treat people
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with respect (52%) and listen to what they have to say (53%) compared to three-fourths of
residents who agree with those statements when reflecting on their first-hand experience.


Word of mouth was one of the most frequently cited sources of information about
police, second only to local television. A total of 38% of residents reported that they learn
about police by talking with others, and 64% said they rely on local television, followed by
social media (32%) and websites (22%).



Black residents are less likely to report that officers treat them with respect and give
lower approval ratings for how police handled the situation. More than three-fourths of
white residents (77%) said officers “almost always” or “mostly” show them respect,
compared to 57% of black residents. When asked about their most significant interaction
with police in the 12 months prior to the survey, just over three-fourths of white residents
(76%) “strongly approve’ or “somewhat approve” of how police handled their situation
compared to 61% of black residents.

Filing of Complaints


Only 24 individuals surveyed reported filing a formal complaint with the Cleveland Police.
Given the extremely small sample size, results cannot be extrapolated to the larger
population. A direct survey with individuals who filed complaints is recommended.
Preliminary findings suggest that the process for filing complaints about police conduct
could be improved.

Summary
The study found that a majority of Cleveland residents approve of the job the police are doing and
feel safe in the City of Cleveland and within their own neighborhoods. Moreover, results suggest
that based on personal experiences, most residents view police as respectful and professional in
their interactions.
Despite these positive indicators, many Cleveland residents are skeptical about police conduct and
accountability, including the use of force. Moreover, residents’ views of the police vary
significantly by race, ethnicity, and area. Black residents, in particular, have more negative opinions
of the Cleveland Police compared to other groups across most measures including overall approval
ratings, perceived safety, community engagement, and perceptions of the use of force. Black and
Latino residents are also less likely to report that they are treated with respect when they interact
with police and are less satisfied with how police handle those interactions. Although a majority of
Cleveland residents believe the police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally at least some of the
time, many believe differential treatment still exists.
Finally, results indicate that residents are more likely to form negative opinions about the police
based on what they hear from others, rather than their own personal experience, suggesting that a
single interaction has an “echo” effect that shapes the perceptions of many people. Future research,
whether through follow-up surveys or focus groups, might explore what makes interactions positive
or negative and how positive and informal contact might improve community-police relations.
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INTRODUCTION
As part of a Settlement Agreement between the United States and the City of Cleveland addressing the
Cleveland Division of Police, the Cleveland Police Monitoring Team contracted with Interviewing
Service of America (ISA), an independent research firm, to conduct a community survey to gauge
public perceptions regarding safety and policing. The purpose of the research was to assess the
Cleveland community’s trust and confidence in the Cleveland Division of Police regarding the police
overall and with respect to perceptions of racial profiling and the use of excessive force. Specifically,
the survey addressed: (1) community perceptions of the police overall; (2) residents’ experiences with
the police; (3) community perceptions of the police with respect to the use of force; (4) citywide
perceptions of police on other issues, including neighborhood service, responsiveness, effectiveness
and general public safety; (5) specific measurements of police/community interactions, particularly the
quality of police interactions based on personal interactions or based on what has been heard from a
third party; (6) how these interactions have played out, including approval/disapproval of how the
police handled situations; and, (7) how the experiences of others influences community perceptions.
The remainder of this report presents the survey methodology and findings that emerged from the data
analyses and is organized as follows:





The Methodology section, which describes data collection and statistical methods;
Detailed Findings;
Summary; and,
The Appendices, which include the survey instrument with frequencies, a demographic profile
of residents surveyed compared to population estimates, and the margin of error for target
populations.

METHODOLOGY
Overview
The findings presented in this report reflect the content of telephone interviews conducted by ISA
between May 4 and May 31, 2016, with a sample of 1,400 adults, 18 years of age or older, living in the
City of Cleveland. Within households, the oldest/youngest method was used to randomly select one
adult aged 18 years or older. A combination of landline and cell phone random digit dial samples
(RDD) were used. A total of 684 respondents were interviewed on a landline telephone and 716 were
interviewed on a cell phone. To ensure an adequate sample of Latino residents, traditional RDD was
augmented with listed sample, which draws listed telephone numbers based on Hispanic surname. All
samples were provided by the Marketing Systems Group. Interviews were conducted in English and
Spanish and averaged 16 minutes in length. The margin of error for the study as a whole was +/-4% at
the 95% confidence interval, which takes into account the design effects of weighting. Analysis and
reporting were conducted by Gomez Research, Inc.
Weighting
Post-stratification weights were calculated by raking (an iterative proportional fitting algorithm).
Weights were generated based on U.S. Census population parameters for the City of Cleveland.
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Telephone use estimates were obtained from the Center for Disease Control based on estimates for the
state of Ohio. The data were weighted for age, race, education, gender, and phone ownership.
Weighting on phone ownership reduces oversampling of dual use (cellphone and landline) households
due to the dual-frame sample. From weighting alone, the design effect of the survey was 2.86 and the
design factor was 1.69. Of the 1,400 total completions, 1,330 had adequate item responses for all
weighting variables. The weight for the remaining 70 cases was set to the mean in order to preserve
cases.
Statistical Comparisons
Statistical tests were conducted for all comparative analyses to identify whether observed differences
among demographic groups or categories were statistically significant.2 All reported differences were
statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level, unless otherwise noted. The margin of error
for these comparisons was not adjusted for design effects.
Definition of Geographic Areas
To help analyze differences by area, residents’ zip codes were organized into the following five
geographic areas which are similar, but not identical, to Cleveland’s police districts.
Far-West
Mid-West
Mid-East
South-East
North-East

Similar to Police District 1:
Similar to Police District 2:
Similar to Police District 3:
Similar to Police District 4:
Similar to Police District 5:

44135, 44111, 44142, 44130, 44126
44102, 44144, 44109, 44113, 44134
44114, 44115, 44127, 44103, 44106
44105, 44104, 44120, 44122, 44128
44108, 44110, 44112, 44117, 44119, 44121

Report Organization
This report has been organized around the following topic areas:








Overall attitudes towards the Cleveland Division of Police;
Perceived public safety;
Community policing;
Bias-free policing;
Perceptions regarding the use of force;
Interactions with Cleveland Police; and,
Filing of complaints.

The next section of this report presents study findings.

2

A statistically significant difference means that the difference between groups is not by chance, and that a real difference
in perceptions exists.
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FINDINGS
Overall Attitudes towards the Cleveland Division of Police
Performance Rating Overall and by Geographic Area
Public confidence in the Cleveland Division of Police was measured using a five question series in
which residents were asked how they would rate the Cleveland Police overall and across specific
attributes, including how frequently police officers follow the law, treat people with respect, and use
the appropriate amount of force. Overall, the survey found that, although a majority of Cleveland
residents have confidence in the Cleveland Division of Police, there were significant areas of
concern. Just over half of all residents surveyed (55%) reported that they believe the Cleveland Police
are doing a “good” or “excellent” job overall. These approval ratings were consistent among men and
women and include 18% of residents who give the Cleveland Division of Police the highest rating of
excellent.
Residents, however, give the Division of Police lower ratings compared to other City departments and
divisions, including the Cleveland Division of Fire and the Cleveland Department of Public Works.
More than eight-out-of-ten residents (81%) rated the Division of Fire as good or excellent and more
than two-thirds (69%) give top ratings to the Division of Public Works, as seen in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Overall Performance Ratings
Cleveland Division of Police Compared to Other City Departments
Overall ratings for the Cleveland Division of Fire, the City of Cleveland
Department of Public Works, and Cleveland Division of Police (n=1,400)

37%

81%

44%

Division of Fire
10%
Department of
Public Works

12%

22%
20%

Division of Police

7%

27%

18%
22%

Excellent

69%

47%

55%

37%
20%

Good

42%

Only Fair

Poor

*Figure based on Q2: “When it comes to [name of department], do you think they are doing an excellent, good,
only fair, or poor job?”
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Overall performance ratings were consistent regardless of whether residents were evaluating police
performance overall or within their own neighborhood (see Figure 2).
Figure 2: Overall Performance Ratings, Cleveland Division of Police
Citywide Compared to within Neighborhoods
Residents rated performance of the Cleveland Division of Police overall
and within their neighborhood (n=1,400)
55%

55%
42%
37%

20%

18%

22%

Citywide
Excellent

42%
33%

22%

16%

26%

Neighborhoods
Good

Only Fair

Poor

*Figure based on Q2c and Q3: “When it comes to [name of department], do you think they are doing an excellent,
good, only fair, or poor job?” “Thinking about the area where you live, how would you rate the job of the Cleveland
Police are doing serving people in your neighborhood?”
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Approval ratings did, however, vary by geographic area, as seen in Figure 3. Residents in the FarWest and Mid-West areas give the Cleveland Police higher ratings for serving the City overall
compared to residents from the North-East, Mid-East, and South-East areas. Nearly three-fourths
(73%) of residents living in the Far-West area and 62% of residents living in the Mid-West area rated
overall police performance as good or excellent, compared to 49% of residents in the North East, and
44% of residents living in the Mid-East and South-East areas.
Residents living in the Far-West and Mid-West areas also give police higher ratings for serving people
within their neighborhoods compared to those living in Mid-East and South-East areas.

Figure 3: Overall Performance Ratings, Cleveland Division of Police, by Area
Ratings of overall police performance by where residents live

26%

Far-West

22%

Mid-West

North-East

73%

47%
62%

40%

10%

49%

39%

Mid-East

15%

30%

South-East

16%

28%

Excellent

44%
44%

Good

*Figure based on Q2: “When it comes to [name of department], do you think they are doing an excellent, good, only fair, or poor job?”
**The sample size for each area varied from 196 to 397, unweighted. This chart does not include 66 residents who live outside of
these main areas.
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Ratings across Key Indicators
In addition to rating the Cleveland Division of Police overall, residents were asked to rate job
performance across several key indicators. Results are presented in Figure 4. Findings suggest that
Cleveland residents remain skeptical about police conduct and accountability in a number of
areas. Only half of Cleveland residents (50%) believe police officers follow the law “all of the time”
or “most of the time” and less than half believe officers treat people with respect (48%) or use the
appropriate amount of force in most situations (47%). When misconduct does occur, the majority of
Cleveland residents (55%) believe officers are held accountable only “some of the time” or
“almost never.”

Figure 4: Ratings of Police Performance across Key Indicators
Overall ratings of Cleveland Police conduct and accountability (n=1,400)

Follow the law

22%
33%

Treat people with
dignity and respect

12%

22%

Almost all the time

47%

26%
34%

19%

13%
19%

29%

Most of the time

49%

13%

20%

Are accountable
when misconduct
occurs

45%
48%

26%
36%

Use appropriate
amount of force

50%

28%

47%

38%
26%

Some of the time

55%

Almost never

*Figure based on Q4-Q7: “I’m going to read some statements about the Cleveland Police. For each one, please tell me whether
you think the statements are true all the time, most of the time, some of the time, or almost never. Cleveland Police…”
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Differences by Race and Ethnicity
Views of the Cleveland Division of Police varied significantly by race and ethnicity. Findings
indicate that black and Latino residents give the Cleveland Police lower ratings overall compared to
white residents. Nearly three-fourths of white residents surveyed (72%) reported that the Cleveland
police were doing a good or excellent job overall, compared to 60% of Latino residents and 43% of
black residents, as seen in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Overall Performance Ratings, Cleveland Division of Police
by Ethnicity
Ratings of overall performance for the city as a whole

30%

72%

42%

White
17%

26%

9%

15%

60%

45%

Latino
22%
11%

13%

35%
43%

31%

Black
26%
Excellent

28%
Good

Only Fair

55%

Poor

*Figure based on Q2: “When it comes to [name of department], do you think they are doing an excellent, good, only fair, or poor
job?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black residents.
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Black and Latino residents also give the Cleveland Police lower ratings across a number of specific
measures. Just over one-third of the black residents surveyed (38%) said they believe police officers
follow the law “most of the time” or “all the time” compared to 58% of Latino residents and 68% of
white residents. The study found that black residents are less likely to agree that officers treat people
with dignity and respect and use the appropriate amount of force all or most of the time. When
misconduct does occur, more than two-thirds of black residents (69%) believe that the officers are held
accountable only “some of the time” or “almost never,” the least favorable rating among all groups.
Responses from black and Latino residents are presented in Figures 6 and 7, respectively.
Figure 6: Ratings of Police Performance across Key Indicators
Black Residents
Black residents rated statements about the Cleveland Police as being true all the time,
most of the time, some of the time, or almost never (n=635)
Follow the law

14%

38%

23%
41%

Treat people with
dignity and respect

13%

Use the appropriate
amount of force

14%

Are accountable
when misconduct
occurs

17%
35%

22%
44%

43%

Almost all the time

14%

18%

62%

19%

61%

33%

19%

11%

59%

25%

33%

Most of the time

69%

36%

Some of the time

Almost never

Figure 7: Ratings of Police Performance across Key Indicators
Latino Residents
Latino residents rated statements about the Cleveland Police as true almost all the
time, most of the time, some of the time, or almost never (n=236)
29%

Follow the law

28%

Treat people with
dignity and respect
Use the appropriate
amount of force
Are accountable
when misconduct
occurs
Almost all the time

33%

5%

28%
27%
19%

22%
27%

Most of the time

56%

28%
11%

39%
45%

25%
30%

58%

29%

13%
24%
15%

44%
46%
42%

Some of the time

Almost never

*Figures 6 and 7 are based on Q4-Q7: “I’m going to read some statements about the Cleveland Police. For each one, please tell me
whether you think the statements are true all the time, most of the time, some of the time, or almost never. Cleveland Police…”
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Differences by Age
Older residents view the police more favorably than do younger residents. The majority of residents 55
years and older (62%) give the Cleveland Police a rating of good or excellent, compared to 49% of
residents 18 to 39 and 56% of residents 40 to 54.
Contact with Police and Overall Ratings
The study found no difference in the overall ratings of the Cleveland of Division of Police
between residents who had contact with the police and those who did not. In addition, no
difference was found between residents who initiated contact with the police compared to those who
did not initiate contact. The survey did not, however, distinguish between formal and informal police
contact.
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Perceived Public Safety
Perceived Safety Citywide and within Neighborhoods
In addition to overall police performance, the survey measured residents’ perceptions of public safety.
The study found that most Cleveland residents feel safe in the City of Cleveland and within their
own neighborhood. Seven-out-of-ten residents (70%) reported that they feel “very safe” or
“somewhat safe” overall and more than three-fourths (78%) feel safe in their own neighborhood, as
seen in Figure 8. The majority of residents have a positive perceptions of public safety regardless of
gender or age, although college-educated residents and those earning more than $30,000 feel safer than
others.
Figure 8: Perceptions of Public Safety
Overall safety in the City of Cleveland as a whole and safety within
neighborhoods (n=1,400)
78%

70%

40%
29%

50%

10%
20%

19%

Citywide
Very Safe

22%
38%

Somewhat safe

8%
13%

Neighborhoods
Not too safe

Not at all safe

*Figure based on Q8 and Q8a: “In general, how safe do you feel in the City of Cleveland?” “In general, how safe
do you feel in your neighborhood?”

Although overall safety ratings were high, more than half of residents (57%) surveyed said they were
“somewhat worried” or “very worried” about being a victim of crime (Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Concerns about Being a Victim of Crime
Proportion of residents concerned that they or someone in their household
will be a victim of crime (n=1,400)
57%
42%
22%
23%
35%
19%

Becoming the Victim of a Crime
Not at all worried

A little worried

Somewhat worried

Very worried

*Figure based on Q11: “How worried are you that you or someone in your household will be a victim of a crime?”

As seen in Figure 10, 83% of residents feel safe walking the streets of their neighborhood during the
day and less than half (44%) feel safe walking at night.
Figure 10: Perceived Public Safety within Neighborhoods
Residents rated how safe they feel walking in their
neighborhood in the day and at night (n=1,400)
83%

36%
47%

44%
26%

27%

18%

20%

12%

47%

8%

In the day
Very Safe

Somewhat safe

At night
Not too safe

Not at all safe

*Figure based on Q9 and Q10: “How safe do you feel walking the streets of your neighborhood…?”

Figure 11 on the following page presents public perceptions regarding the effectiveness of the
Cleveland Police in controlling crime within neighborhoods. Half of Cleveland residents (51%) believe
the police are doing a good or excellent job controlling crime in their community. Notably, 17% of
respondents consider the police to be doing a poor job controlling crime where they live.
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Figure 11: Perceived Effectiveness of Police in Controlling Crime
within Neighborhoods
Residents rated the performance of Cleveland Police in their neighborhoods
(n=1,400)
51%
46%

17%

33%

29%
18%

Controlling Crime
Excellent

Good

Only Fair

Poor

*Figure based on Q12: “How would you rate the job the Cleveland Police are doing controlling crime in your
neighborhood?

Results were largely consistent across geographic areas in terms of perceived safety, however,
residents in some areas gave the Cleveland Police higher marks for controlling crime in their
neighborhoods. Residents in the Far-West and Mid-West areas were more likely than residents from
the Mid-East, North-East, and South-East areas to report that the police were doing a good or excellent
job controlling crime in those areas (Figure 12).
Figure 12: Perceived Effectiveness of Police in Controlling Crime within
Neighborhoods, by Area
Proportion of residents who rated Cleveland Police
crime control as good or excellent

32%

Far-West
20%

Mid-West
Mid-East
North-East
South-East

58%

38%

10%

47%

37%

12%
14%

71%

39%

47%

35%
22%
Excellent

36%

Good

*Figure based on Q12: “How would you rate the job the Cleveland Police are doing controlling crime in your neighborhood?”
**The sample size of the area varied from 196 to 397, unweighted. This chart does not include 66 residents who live outside
of these main areas.
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Differences by Race and Ethnicity
While overall perceptions of public safety were high, significant differences were found along
racial and ethnic lines. Black and Latino residents reported lower rates of perceived safety compared
to white residents and were more likely than white residents to report that they are “very worried” that
they or someone else in their household will be a victim of crime. See Figures 13 and 14.
Figure 13: Perceptions of Public Safety, by Ethnicity
Proportion of residents who rated the overall safety in the City of
Cleveland as very safe or somewhat safe

23%

White

34%

Latino

70%

36%

14%

Black

82%

59%

62%

48%

Very Safe

Somewhat safe

*Figure based on Q8: “In general, how safe do you feel in the City of Cleveland?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black
residents.

Figure 14: Concerns About Being a Victim of a Crime, by Ethnicity
Concerns among Latino and black residents about becoming a victim of a crime

60%

29%

37%

57%
42%
24%
23%

15%

33%

32%

22%

19%

Latino
Not at all worried

A little worried

Black
Somewhat worried

Very worried

*Figure based on Q11: “How worried are you that you or someone in your household will be a victim of a crime?”
**Unweighted sample size was 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black residents.
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Black and Latino residents were also more likely to report that police are doing a poor job controlling
crime in their neighborhoods as seen in Figure 15. One quarter of black residents surveyed gave the
Cleveland Police a rating of “poor” when asked how they would rate job performance. Results are
presented in Figure 15.
Figure 15: Perceived Effectiveness of Police in Controlling Crime within
Neighborhoods, by Ethnicity
Residents rated the performance of Cleveland Police in their neighborhoods

26%

White

21%

Latino

27%

6%

22%

57%

35%
14%

25%

Black

12%

70%

44%

25%
37%
Excellent

39%
37%
61%

24%
Good

Only Fair

Poor

*Figure based on Q12: “How would you rate the job the Cleveland Police are doing controlling crime in your
neighborhood?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black residents.
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Community Policing
Relationship between Cleveland Police and the Local Communities
In exploring residents’ perception of community policing efforts, residents were asked about their
community’s relationship with the Cleveland Division of Police and how frequently they saw police
officers patrolling their neighborhood or attending community meetings. Results are presented for
residents citywide followed by an analysis of differences by race and ethnicity. Overall, the survey
found that most Cleveland residents consider the relationship between their community and the
Cleveland Police to be positive, but fewer residents believe the police have developed
relationships with people like them or are knowledgeable about their communities.
Two-thirds of Cleveland residents (67%) describe their relationship between the Cleveland Police and
their neighborhood as “very positive” or “somewhat positive,” as seen in Figure 16. However, in other
findings, only one-third of residents think the police have taken the time to meet members of their
community (33%) or have developed relationships with people like them (37%).

Figure 16: Overall Relationship between the Cleveland
Division of Police and Local Communities
Residents described their relationship with
Cleveland Police (n=1,400)
67%

48%

27%
8%

19%

19%

Relationship with Police
Very positive

Somewhat positive

Somewhat negative

Very negative

*Figure based on Q13: “Overall, how would you describe the relationship between the Cleveland
Division of Police and the neighborhood where you live?”
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As seen in Figure 17, just over half of the residents surveyed (51%) believe Cleveland Police officers
are “very knowledgeable” or “somewhat knowledgeable” about their community. Nearly one-out-offive residents (19%) reported that the Cleveland Police is “not at all knowledgeable” about people like
them.

Figure 17: Police Knowledge of Local Communities
Residents rated Cleveland Police knowledge about local
community background and experiences (n=1,400)

51%
40%
37%

14%

19%
21%

Cleveland Police Knowledge
Very knowledgeable

Somewhat knowledgeable

Not too knowledgeable

Not at all knowledgeable

*Figure based on Q20: “How knowledgeable are the Cleveland Police about the background and experiences of people like
you?”
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Residents were asked if it is easy for people from their community to give input and make suggestions
to the Division of Police. The survey found that just under half of all residents believe it is “very easy”
or “somewhat easy” to provide input. More than one-third of residents (38%) reported that it was “not
too easy” or “not at all easy” to make suggestions, as seen in Figure 18.

Figure 18: Ease of Providing Public Input
Residents rated how easy it is to give input and make suggestions
to the Cleveland Division of Police (n=1,400)

49%
38%
31%

18%

17%
21%

Giving Input and Making Suggestions
Very easy

Somewhat easy

Not too easy

Not at all easy

*Figure based on Q21: “How easy is it for people from your community to give input and make suggestions to the
Division of Police?”
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Despite perceptions among some residents that the Cleveland Police have not developed
relationships at the community level, the majority of Cleveland residents would still be
comfortable turning to the police if they were in trouble or had witnessed a crime. When asked
how likely they would be to ask a Cleveland Police officer for help, 80% of residents said they would
be “very likely” or “somewhat likely” to ask for help. In addition nearly nine-out-of-ten residents
(88%) said they would be very likely or somewhat likely to report a crime or to provide information to
the Cleveland Police. Results are presented in Figure 19.

Figure 19: Likelihood to Contact Police for Help or to Report a Crime
Residents rated how likely they would be to ask for help or report a crime to
the Cleveland Division of Police (n=1,400)
88%

80%

18%
22%

18%

58%

70%
10%
6%

11%

Ask for Help
Very likely

Somewhat likely

Report a Crime
Not too likely

Not at all likely

*Figure based on Q22 and Q23: “If you were in trouble, how likely would you be to ask a Cleveland Police office for
help?” “If you witnessed a crime or knew about a crime that took place, how likely would you be to report it or to
provide information to the Cleveland Police?”
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Neighborhood Patrols
To document residents’ awareness of community policing activities, the survey asked residents how
frequently they had seen police officers on foot or in a car patrolling their neighborhood and whether
they see the same offices regularly and/or know the names of any officers who work in their
neighborhoods. The survey found that while the majority of residents see police officers patrolling
their neighborhood at least once a week, most residents do not recognize specific officers or know
their names. Results are presented in Figure 20. More than half of residents surveyed reported seeing
patrols in their neighborhoods several times a week or more. A total of 40% of residents reported that
they see the same police officers in their neighborhood each week and 13% know the officers who
work in their neighborhoods by name.

Figure 20: Neighborhood Patrols
Residents described the frequency of Cleveland
Police patrols within neighborhoods (n=1,400)

35%

At Least Once a Day
19%

Several Times a Week

21%

Once or Twice a Week
13%

Less than Once a Week

11%

Never
Don't Know/Refused

2%

*Figure based on Q14:”In the last 12 months, how frequently did you see Cleveland Police officers on foot or in a
car patrolling in your neighborhood?”
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Community Meetings
To help measure community engagement, the survey first asked residents if they were aware of any
community meetings being held in their neighborhood in the last 12 months and how many of those
meetings they personally attended. Just under one-quarter of residents surveyed (23%) reported that
community meetings had been held in their neighborhood. Residents who had attended at least one
meeting were asked how often Cleveland Police officers attended those meetings. Results are
presented in Figure 21. Approximately, two-thirds of residents who attended community
meetings (65%) reported that Cleveland Police attended “some” or “most” of the meetings.
Figure 21: Perceived Involvement of Clevelend Police at Community Meetings
Residents who reported attendance at least one community meeting were asked how
frequently they saw police officers at those meetings (n=152)

31%

Most Meetings

34%

Some Meetings
12%

Rarely

15%

Never
Don't Know/Refused

7%

*Figure based on Q15c: “In the last 12 months, how frequently did you see Cleveland Police officers attend community
stakeholder meetings in your neighborhood?”
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Differences by Race and Ethnicity
Although a majority of residents surveyed characterize the relationship between their
communities and the Cleveland Division of Police as positive, findings suggest that community
engagement with Black and Latino communities could be improved. Black residents were less
likely than white and Latino residents to describe the relationship between their community and the
Cleveland Division of Police as positive and both black and Latino residents gave lower community
engagement ratings across key measures. More than eight-out-of-ten (81%) white residents described
their community’s relationship with the Cleveland Police as somewhat positive or very positive,
compared to 76% of Latino residents and 58% of black residents, as seen in Figure 22.

Figure 22: Overall Relationship between the Cleveland Division of
Police and Local Communities, by Ethnicity
Proportion of residents who described their overall relationship with
Cleveland Police as very positive or somewhat positive

30%

White

Latino

Black

22%

12%

76%

54%

46%

Very positive

81%

51%

58%

Somewhat positive

*Figure based on Q13: “Overall, how would you describe the relationship between the Cleveland Division of Police and
the neighborhood where you live?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black residents.
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Figure 23 presents results from a series of questions regarding police engagement, segmented by
race and ethnicity. Black and Latino residents were less likely than white residents to agree that
Cleveland Police have taken the time to meet members of their community and to develop
relationships with people like them. Black and Latino residents were also less likely to know police
officers by name, compared to white residents.

Figure 23: Indicators of Relationship between Cleveland Police and Local
Communities, by Ethnicity
Proportion of residents who answered yes to statements regarding their
relationship with police

53%
Cleveland Police Develop
Relationships with People

30%
27%
46%

Cleveland Police Take the
Time to Meet People

26%
27%
19%

Residents Know Police
Officers by Name

10%
9%
White

Black

Latino

*Figure based on Q17-Q19: “The following questions are about the relationship between the Cleveland Police and your
community. Do you…?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 635 for black residents, and 236 for Latino residents.
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In addition, black and Latino residents were less likely than white residents to describe Cleveland
Police as knowledgeable about the background and experiences of people like them. Less than half of
black and Latino residents surveyed reported that it was easy or very easy to provide input, compared
to 55 percent among white residents. Results are presented in Figures 24 and 25.
Figure 24: Police Knowledge of
Local Communities, by Ethnicity
Proportion of residents who rated Cleveland Police as very knowledgeable
or somewhat knowledgeable about people like them

White

Black

Latino

20%

11%

46%

35%

13%

64%

44%

38%

25%

Very Knowledgeable

Somewhat knowledgeable

*Figure based on Q20: “How knowledgeable are the Cleveland Police about the background and experiences of
people like you?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 635 for black residents, and 236 for Latino residents.

Figure 25: Ease of Providing Public Input
by Ethnicity
Proportion of residents who rated giving input and making suggestions to the
Cleveland Division of Police as very easy or somewhat easy

White

22%

Black

16%

30%

Latino

16%

29%

Very easy

55%

33%

46%

45%

Somewhat easy

*Figure based on Q21: “How easy is it for people from your community to give input and make suggestions to the
Division of Police?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 635 for black residents, and 236 for Latino residents.
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The study found that black and Latino communities are less likely to reach out to police for help
compared to white residents, as seen in Figure 26. Nearly nine-out-of-ten (89%) white residents said
they would be very likely or somewhat likely to ask the police for help compared to 81% of Latinos
and 74% of black residents. White residents are also more likely to report a crime: 94% compared to
85% of Latino residents and 77% of black residents (see Figure 27).
Figure 26: Likelihood to Reach Out to Police for Help, by Ethnicity
Proportion of residents by race/ethncity who said they were very likely or
somewhat likely to reach out to Cleveland Police

73%

White

Latino

Black

56%

81%

25%

48%

74%

26%

Very likely

89%

16%

Somewhat likely

*Figure based on Q22: “If you were in trouble, how likely would you be to ask a Cleveland Police office for help?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black residents.

Figure 27: Likelihoood to Report a Crime
by Ethnicity
Proportion of residents who said they are very likely or somewhat likely to
report a crime to Cleveland Police

82%

White

Black

Latino

12%

64%

54%

Very likely

85%

21%

22%

94%

77%

Somewhat likely

*Figure based on Q23: “If you witnessed a crime or knew about a crime that took place, how likely would you be to
report it or to provide information to the Cleveland Police?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 635 for black residents, and 236 for Latino residents.
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Differences by Geographic Area
The survey found that Cleveland Police have a better relationship with residents from some areas
than from others. Residents from the Far-West area are more likely than residents from all other
areas to describe their overall relationship with the Cleveland Police as good or excellent. Residents
from the Mid-West area are also more likely to give high ratings compared to residents from the
Mid-East and South-East areas. See Figure 28.
Figure 28: Overall Relationship between the Cleveland Division
of Police and Local Communities, by Area
Proportion of residents who rated their overall
relationship with Cleveland Police as very positive or somewhat positive

31%

Far-West

23%

Mid-West

North-East

15%

Mid-East

15%

South-East

82%

51%
72%

49%

68%

53%

42%

12%

44%
Very positive

57%
56%

Somewhat positive

*Figure based on Q13: “Overall, how would you describe the relationship between the Cleveland Division of Police and the
neighborhood where you live?”
**The sample size of the areas varied from 196 to 397, unweighted. This chart does not include 66 residents who live outside of
these main areas.
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Bias-Free Policing
Overall Perceptions
To gauge public perceptions regarding bias-free policing practices, residents were asked if they believe
the Cleveland Division of Police treats all racial and ethnic groups equally and whether specific
members of the community are treated differently. The majority (57%) of Cleveland residents
believe the police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally at least some of the time, but few
believe that African-Americans, Latinos, Muslims, homeless people, LGBTQ residents and
people with special needs are treated the same as everyone else. Only about a third of Cleveland
residents believe homeless people (32%), young people (34%), and African-Americans (37%) are
treated as well as other groups. Asian-Americans were the only traditionally marginalized group that
the majority of residents believe are treated the same as other members of the community. Results are
presented in Figures 29 and 30.

Figure 29: Overall Perceptions of Bias-Free Policing
Residents rated how often the Cleveland Police treat all racial and
ethnic groups equally (n=1,400)
57%
34%
37%
17%
20%

18%

Equal Treament by Cleveland Police
Always

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

*Figure based on Q24: “Do you think the Cleveland Police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally?”
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Figure 30: Perceived Unequal Treatment towards Specific Groups
Residents rated how well the Cleveland Police treat specific groups compared
to other members of the community (n=1,400)

54%
Asian-Americans

14%
49%

People with Special Needs

33%
44%

Latinos

35%
42%

LGBTQ Individuals

25%
39%

Muslims

28%
37%

African-Americans

53%
34%

Young People

53%
32%

Homeless People

47%
Treats the same

Not as well

*Figure based on Q25: “I’m going to ask you about a number of groups in the Cleveland community and for each one,
please tell me if you think the Cleveland Police treats them the same as other members of the community.
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Differences by Race and Ethnicity
Latino and black residents are much less likely than white residents to believe that the Cleveland
Police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally sometimes or always. As seen in Figure 31, 70% of
white residents believe the police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally at least some of the
time compared to 55% of Latino residents and 49% of black residents. Two-thirds of black
residents (66%) believe they are treated worse than other members of the community, consistent with
general public perceptions. Figure 31a, on the following page, shows results among black residents.
Figure 31: Perceptions of Bias-Free Policing, by Ethnicity
Residents rated how often Cleveland Police
treat all racial and ethnic groups equally
33%

70%

37%

White
11%

9%

20%

21%

Latino

15%
11%

Black

55%

34%
31%

17%

49%

38%
22%

Always

22%

Sometimes

44%

Rarely

Never

*Figure based on Q24: “Do you think the Cleveland Police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black residents.
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Figure 31a: Perceived Unequal Treatment towards Specific Groups
Responses from Black Residents
Black residents rated how well the Cleveland Police treat specific groups
compared to other members of the community (n=635)
47%

Asian-Americans

18%
44%
39%

People with Special Needs

37%

LGBTQ Individuals

29%
35%
34%

Muslims

35%

Latinos
African-Americans
Homeless People
Young People

41%
26%
66%
25%
54%
24%
66%

Treats the same

Not as well

*Figure based on Q25: “I’m going to ask you about a number of groups in the Cleveland community and for each
one, please tell me if you think the Cleveland Police treats them the same as other members of the community.
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Perceptions Regarding the Use of Force
Overall Perceptions
One objective of the study was to measure public perceptions and concerns regarding the use of force
by police. Residents were asked how often they think the Cleveland Police use appropriate force when
they stop, question, or arrest someone and whether residents are concerned that they will be a victim of
excessive force. The study found that a majority of Cleveland residents (63%) believe that the
police use appropriate force only “sometimes,” “rarely,” or “never.” Half (51%) are concerned
that they, a family member, or friend will be a victim of excessive force. The majority of residents
(56%) are not concerned about being a victim of an officer-involved shooting. Results are presented
Figures 32 and 33.
Figure 32: Overall Perceptions Regarding the Use of Force
Residents rated how often they believe the Cleveland Police
use the appropriate level of force (n=1,400)
69%

41%
22%
9%
13%

28%

Appropriate Level of Force
Almost always

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

*Figure based on Q26: “How often do you think the Cleveland Police use the appropriate use of force when
they stop or questions or arrest someone?”

Figure 33: Concerns about Being a Victim of Excessive Force
Residents rated how concerned they are about being involved in an officer-involved
shooting or being a victim of excessive force (n=1,400)

Officer-Involved
Shooting

34%
19%
25%

42%

23%
23%

Excessive Force
24%
Not at all concerned
Somewhat concerned

56%

22%

27%

48%
51%

Not too concerned
Very concerned

*Figure based on Q27 and Q28: “I want to ask you about some of the behavior of the Cleveland Police. How concerned are you
that a family member, a friend, or you will be a victim of excessive force by the Cleveland Police?” “How concerned are you that
a family member, a friend, or you will be a victim of an officer-involved shooting?”
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Difference by Race and Ethnicity
As seen in Figure 34, Latino and black residents are more concerned about the use of force by
police than are white residents. Less than a quarter of Latino (23%) and black (18%) residents
believe the police use the appropriate amount of force “almost always” compared to 46% among white
residents.
Figure 34: Overall Perceptions Regarding the Use of Force, by Ethnicity
Residents rated how often the Cleveland Police use the appropriate level of force

46%

82%

35%

White
12%

7%

23%

63%

39%

Latino
10%

9%

19%

18%

63%

45%

Black
18%

Almost Always

12%

30%

Sometimes

Rarely

Never

*Figure based on Q26: “How often do you think the Cleveland Police use the appropriate use of force when they stop or
questions or arrest someone?”
**Unweighted sample size was 418 for white residents, 236 for Latino residents, and 635 for black residents.
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Interactions with Cleveland Police
Type of Contact and Overall Impressions Based on Personal Experiences
In addition to documenting general impressions, the survey was designed to gauge public perceptions
of the Cleveland Police based on personal interactions and/or the experiences of family and friends.
Residents were first asked if they personally had any contact with the Cleveland Police in the 12
months prior to the survey. Of the slightly more than one-third (39%) of residents who reported that
they had contact with police, a vast majority (82%) described the contact as “occasional,” with 16%
describing it as “frequent.” Most contact was either initiated by residents (41%) or was equally
initiated by residents and the police. One-in-five residents (20%) indicated that their contact was most
often initiated by police.
Based on their personal experiences with the Cleveland Police, two thirds (66%) of residents
believe that “all” or “most” officers treat them, their friends, and family with respect. Results are
presented in Figure 35.
Figure 35: Respect Shown by the Cleveland Division of Police
Based on Personal Experience
Residents rated how many Cleveland Police officers they believe show them
respect during a personal encounter (n=502)
66%

28%

38%

13%

7%

How Many Officers Show Respect

Almost all show respect

Some show respect

Most do not show respect

Almost none show respect

*Figure based on Q32: “Based on your personal experience, how many of the Cleveland Police officers you encounter
treat you, your friends, and your family members with respect? “
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Approval Ratings Based on Personal Experience and the Experiences of Others
Next, residents were asked to recall their most significant interaction with the Cleveland Police in the
last 12 months and whether they approve or disapprove of how police handled their situation. As seen
in Figure 36, two-thirds (69%) of residents said they “somewhat approve” or “strongly approve” with
how the police handled the incident overall.

Figure 36: Overall Approval Ratings Based on Personal Interactions with
the Cleveland Division of Police
Residents rated their approval of how Cleveland Police
handled their situation (n=502)
69%
23%
29%
46%

15%
14%

Approval
Strongly approve

Somewhat approve

Somewhat disapprove

Strongly disapprove

*Figure based on Q35: “Overall, do you approve of how the Cleveland Police handled your situation?”
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In addition to general questions about their most significant interaction with police, residents were
asked specific questions about how police conducted themselves, including whether officers answered
all their questions, listened to what they had to say, and used the appropriate amount of force. In a
parallel set of questions, residents were asked if they knew of family, friends, or neighbors who had
contact with Cleveland Police and their impressions of police conduct based on “what they heard from
others.”
The study found that based on personal experiences, the majority of residents “agree” or
“strongly agree” that police are respectful and professional in their interactions with the public.
Approximately three-fourths of residents who interacted with police reported that officers were polite
(75%), treated them with respect (74%), and listened to what they had to say (72%). Two-thirds of
residents (66%) reported that officers answered all their questions and 62% said officers explained
their reason for stopping or questioning them. A majority of residents also reported that officers kept
them informed about what would happen next (61%), did not use excessive force (58%), and did not
detain them longer than was necessary (57%).
In contrast, residents’ perceptions of police conduct based on what they hear from others is
consistently more negative. When asked about the experiences of family, friends, or neighbors only
about half of residents agree that officers are polite (52%), treat people with respect (52%) and listen to
what they have to say (53%) compared to three-fourths of residents who agree with those statements
when reflecting on their first-hand experience. Results are presented in Table 1.
Table 1: Perceptions of Cleveland Police Based on
Personal Experience and the Reports of Others
Score based on
Personal Experience
(Agree/Strongly Agree)
n=502

Score based on the
reports of others
(Agree/Strongly Agree)
n=384

Officers are polite

75%

52%

Officers treat people with respect

74%

52%

Officers listen

72%

53%

Officers answer questions

66%

59%

Officers offer an explanation of situation

62%

58%

Officers keep people informed about what will
happen next

61%

54%

Officers do not use more force than necessary

58%

42%

Officers do not detain people longer than
necessary

57%

42%

*Figure based on Q34 and Q37: “Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each
statement about the Cleveland Police in general based…”
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How Residents Form Opinions about Police Outside of Personal Experience
The study found that word of mouth (38%) was one of the most frequently cited sources of
information about the police, second only to local television (64%). Results are presented in Figure
37.
Figure 37: Sources of Information on the Cleveland Division of Police
Residents reported which sources they most often use to
learn about the Cleveland Police (n=1,400)

64%

Local Television
38%

Word of Mouth
32%

Social Media
22%

Websites

21%

Cleveland Plain Dealer

19%

Local Radio

18%

Other Newspapers
Other
Don't know/Refused

1%
5%

*Figure based onQ46: From what sources do you learn the most about the Cleveland Police?”

As a follow-up question, Latino residents were asked if they learn about the police through Spanishlanguage media. Nearly half of all Latino residents (47%) reported that they learn about the police
through Spanish-language media “often” or “sometimes.”
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Differences by Race, Ethnicity, and Age
The type of interactions residents have with police varies by race and age. Black residents were
more likely than white residents to report that contact was initiated by police, 28% compared to 13%
respectively. Residents between the ages of 18 and 39 were also more likely to report that contact was
initiated by the police (29%) compared to residents 40 years and older (13%).
When asked to describe how well police treat residents based on their personal experience, 77% of
white residents said officers “almost always” or “mostly” show them respect, compared to 57% of
black residents (see Figure 38).

Figure 38: Respect Shown by the Cleveland Division of Police, by Ethnicity
Ratings among white and black residents who had personal contact with
Cleveland Police, in-person, over the phone, or in some other way
77%
57%

28%

32%
20%

49%
6%

25%
10%

White

Black

Almost all show respect

Most show respect

Most do not show respect

Almost none show respect

*Figure based on Q32: “Based on your personal experience, how many of the Cleveland Police officers you encounter treat
you, your friends, and your family members with respect?“
**Unweighted sample size was 192 for white residents and 216 for black residents. There was not a sufficient number of
Latino residents for comparison.
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Figure 39 presents residents’ approval of police based on their most significant personal interaction.
More than three-fourths of white residents (76%) strongly approve or somewhat approve of how police
handled their situation compared to 61% of black residents.
Figure 39: Overal Approval Ratings Based on Personal
Interactions with Police, by Ethnicity
Approval ratings among white and black residents who had personal contact with
Cleveland Police, in-person, over the phone, or in some other way

76%
61%

16%

37%

28%
21%

60%

23%
33%
14%

13%

White
Strongly approve

Somewhat approve

Black
Somewhat disapprove

Strongly disapprove

*Figure based on Q35: “Overall, do you approve of how the Cleveland Police handled your situation?”
**Unweighted sample size was 192 for white residents and 216 for black residents. There was not a sufficient number of
Latino residents for comparison.
.
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Filing of Complaints
Satisfaction with the Process for Filing a Complaint
To help gauge public satisfaction with the complaint process at the Cleveland Division of Police,
residents were asked if they had considered filing a complaint in the 12 months prior to the survey and,
if so, to rate their experience overall and across specific measures. Less than 10% of residents surveyed
reported that they had considered filing a complaint and, of those, only one quarter actually filed.
Figure 40 below shows ratings across different components of the complaint filing process. Although
residents were asked specifically about formal complaints filed with Cleveland Division of Police, it is
possible that some of the ratings presented here actually refer to complaints filed with the Office of
Professional Standards. In addition, since only 24 residents surveyed filed complaints, results are
presented in terms of cases rather than percentages. It should be noted that due to the extremely small
sample of individuals who filed complaints, results cannot be reliably extrapolated to the larger
population and should be interpreted with caution. Results presented here are not statistically reliable
and should be verified by a future statistical sample of individuals who filed complaints.
Twelve out of the 24 individuals who filed complaints “agree” or “strongly agree” that the staff who
took their information listened to their complaint. However, less than half of residents who filed
complaints agreed that officers or staff treated them with respect, that the steps for filing a complaint
were easy to understand, that the staff kept them informed, and that the staff followed-up to share the
outcome of their investigation.
Figure 40: Ratings of Specific Aspects of the Complaint Filing Process
Unweighted number of residents who strongly agreed, agreed, disagreed, or
strongly disagreed with statements (n=24)

The officer or staff
listened

11

1
6

3

1

The officer or staff
kept me informed

8
9

1

6

3

11

2 11

7
5 13

8
3

11

3 10

7
3

The steps were
easy

9
10

I was treated with
respect

12

6
9

The officer or staff
followed-up
Strongly Agree

Agree

Disagree

9

18

Strongly Disagree

*Figure based on Q40: “We’re interested in what you think of the process of making complaints about the police or the way that
certain police officers have performed. Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the
following statements about your experience. When you filed a complaint…”
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Difficulty with the complaint process and a perceived lack of follow-up by Cleveland Police or the
Office of Professional Standards, affected overall satisfaction ratings. When asked how satisfied they
were with the complaint process overall, the majority of residents reported that they were dissatisfied
with the experience (15 out of 24 cases). See Figure 41.
Figure 41: Overall Satisfaction with the Complaint Filing Process
Unweighted number of residents who said they were very satisfied, somewhat
satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied (n=24)
15

8

10

3
5

5

Satisfaction with Process
Very satisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

*Figure based on Q41: “Overall, how satisfied were you with how the Cleveland Police handled your complaint?”
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Why Some Residents Decide Not to File Complaints
Residents who decided not to file a complaint were asked to describe their reasons. Results are
presented in Figure 42. The most frequently cited reasons for not filing a complaint were the belief
that it would not have made a difference (30 cases), followed by concern regarding backlash from the
police (13 cases).

Figure 42: Reasons Residents Decided Not to File a Complaint
Unweighted number of residents who considered filing a complaint but did not (n=79)

30

It would not have made a difference
13

Concerned about backlash/revenge by police

12

Some other reason
It would have taken too long

7

Issue was resolved

7
6

It wasn't necessary
Did not know how to file complaint

3

I just received forms

2

Don't know/Refused

2

*Figure based on Q42: “Can you briefly tell me why you decided not to file a formal complaint?”
**Totals do not add to 79 since some respondents mentioned more than one reason.
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SUMMARY
Overall, the study found that a majority of Cleveland residents approve of the job the police are doing
and feel safe in the City of Cleveland and within their own neighborhoods. Moreover, results suggest
that based on personal experiences, most residents view police as respectful and professional in their
interactions.
Despite these positive indicators, many Cleveland residents are skeptical about police conduct and
accountability, including the use of force. Moreover, residents’ views of the police vary significantly
by race, ethnicity, and area. Black residents, in particular, have more negative opinions of the
Cleveland Police compared to other groups across most measures including overall approval ratings,
perceived safety, community engagement, and perceptions of the use of force. Black and Latino
residents are also less likely to report that they are treated with respect when they interact with police
and are less satisfied with how police handle those interactions. Although the majority of Cleveland
residents believe the police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally at least some of the time, many
believe differential treatment still exists.
Finally, results indicate that residents are more likely to form negative opinions about the police based
on what they hear from others, rather than their own personal experience, suggesting that a single
interaction has an “echo” effect that shapes the perceptions of many people. Future research, whether
through follow-up surveys or focus groups, might explore what makes interactions positive or negative
and how positive and informal contact might improve community-police relations.
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APPENDIX A:
SURVEY INSTRUMENT WITH FREQUENCIES FOR RESPONDENTS
OVERALL
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Cleveland Ohio Community Survey 2016
Public Perceptions of Safety and Policing
Weighted Results (n=1,400)
INTRODUCTION
Hello. My name is _________. We are conducting a survey with people in your area about the City of Cleveland
and the Cleveland Division of Police. The federal government and the City are interested in improving policecommunity relations. To do that, we need to hear from residents about their experiences with and expectations
for the Cleveland Division of Police. Your answers will be anonymous.
01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11

willing to continue
refusal
call back <at specific time>
call back <no specific time>
no answer
busy
answering machine
disconnected number
language barrier (not Spanish or English)
business number
fax machine

SCREENER QUESTIONS
Landline (Unweighted n=684)
1. May I speak with the [youngest/oldest] adult at home who is 18 years or older?
1
Yes, I am that person (continue interview)
2
Yes, transferring to the person (restart intro)
3
Not available now (If person who answered is an adult, continue interview. If person is who
answered is under 18 arrange a call-back)
9
Refused (terminate)
Cell Phone (Unweighted n=716)
1a. Since you are on a cell phone, I can call you back if you are driving or doing anything else that requires
your full attention. Can you talk safely and privately now, or not?
1
Yes
2
Not right now (try and arrange a time to call-back)
9
Refused (terminate)
1b. Are you 18 years or older? (n=1400)
1
Yes 100%
2
No (terminate)
All Respondents
1c. Are you comfortable taking this survey in English? [DO NOT READ OPTIONS] (n=1400)
1
Yes, comfortable in English 96%
2
No, need survey in Spanish [SWITCH TO SPANISH VERSION]4%
3
No, need other language [TERMINATE]
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1d. What city do you live in? (Don’t Read) (n=1400)
1
City of Cleveland 100%
2
Other (Terminate)
9
Don’t know/refused (terminate)
1e. What is your zip code? [Record 5 digit zip code. Zip code list to be provided. Don’t Know/Refused
Terminate]
1f. So we can represent everyone in the community, can you please tell me what racial or ethnic group you most
identify with? (n=1400)
1 Hispanic/Latino 10%
2 Black/African American 52%
3 Asian-American 1%
4 White/Caucasian 32%
5 Other racial or ethnic background (specify) 2%
9 Refused (Don’t Read) 3%
PERCEPTIONS OF POLICE JOB PERFORMANCE OVERALL
I’d like to ask you some questions about services provided by the City of Cleveland and how good of a job
you think they’re doing.
2. First, when it comes to [INSERT ITEM] do you think they are doing an excellent, good, only fair, or poor
job overall? How about [INSERT ITEM], do you think they are doing an excellent, good, only fair, or poor
job overall? What about [INSERT ITEM]?
SCALE:
1 Excellent
2 Good
3 Only Fair
4 Poor
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read)
ITEMS: (n=1400)
a. The Cleveland Division of Fire (Top 2=81%) 37% Excellent; 44% Good; 10% Fair; 1% Poor; 7%
Don’t know
b. The City of Cleveland’s Department of Public Works (Top 2=69%) 22% Excellent; 47% Good;
20% Fair; 7% Poor; 3% Don’t Know
c. The Cleveland Division of Police (Top 2=55%) 18% Excellent; 37% Good; 22% Fair; 20% Poor;
3% Don’t Know
3. Thinking about the area where you live, how would you rate the job the Cleveland Police are doing serving
people in your neighborhood? (n=1400)
1 Excellent 22%
55%
2 Good 33%
3 Only Fair 26%
42%
4 Poor 16%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 3%
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I’m going to read some statements about the Cleveland Police. For each one, please tell me whether you
think the statement is true almost all the time, most of the time, some of the time, or almost never.
[ROTATE Q4 –Q7]
4. Cleveland Police officers follow the law.
1 Almost all the time 22%
50%
2 Most of the time 28%
3 Some of the time 33%
45%
4 Almost never 12%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 5%
5. Cleveland Police officers treat people with dignity and respect. (n=1400)
1 Almost all the time 22%
48%
2 Most of the time 26%
3 Some of the time 36%
49%
4 Almost never 13%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 3%
6. In general, Cleveland Police officers use the appropriate amount of force. (n=1400)
1 Almost all the time 20%
47%
2 Most of the time 26%
3 Some of the time 34%
47%
4 Almost never 13%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 6%
7. Cleveland Police hold officers accountable when misconduct occurs. (n=1400)
1 Almost all of the time 19%
38%
2 Most of the time 19%
3 Some of the time 29%
55%
4 Almost never 26%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 7%
PERCEPTIONS OF PUBLIC SAFETY
The next set of questions are about public safety.
8. In general, how safe do you feel in the City of Cleveland? (n=1400)
1 Very Safe 20%
70%
2 Somewhat Safe 50%
3 Not too Safe 19%
29%
4 Not at all Safe 10%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) 1%
8a. In general, how safe do you feel in your neighborhood? (n=1400)
1 Very Safe 38%
78%
2 Somewhat Safe 40%
3 Not too Safe 13%
22%
4 Not at All Safe 8%
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9. How safe do you feel walking the streets of your neighborhood during the daytime? (n=1400)
1 Very Safe 47%
83%
2 Somewhat Safe 36%
3 Not too Safe 8%
12%
4 Not at all Safe 4%
5 I don’t walk in my neighborhood (Don’t read) [SKIP to Q11] 5%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) <1%
10. How safe do you feel walking the streets of your neighborhood at night? (n=1400)
1 Very Safe 18%
44%
2 Somewhat safe 26%
3 Not too Safe 20%
47%
4 Not at All Safe 27%
5 I don’t walk in my neighborhood at night (Don’t read) 9%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) <1%
11. How worried are you that you or someone else in your household will be a victim of crime? (n=1400)
1 Very Worried 22%
57%
2 Somewhat Worried 35%
3 A Little Worried 23%
42%
4 Not at All Worried 19%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) 1%
12. How would you rate the job the Cleveland Police are doing controlling crime in your neighborhood?
(n=1400)
1 Excellent 18%
51%
2 Good 33%
3 Only Fair 29%
46%
4 Poor 17%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) 3%
PERCEPTIONS OF COMMUNITY POLICING
The following questions are about the relationship between the Cleveland Police and your community.
13. Overall, how would you describe the relationship between the Cleveland Division of Police and the
neighborhood where you live? (n=1400)
1 Very Positive 19%
67%
2 Somewhat Positive 48%
3 Somewhat Negative19%
27%
4 Very Negative 8%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 6%
14. In the last 12 months, how frequently did you see Cleveland Police officers on foot or in a car patrolling in
your neighborhood? (READ) (n=1400)
1 At least once a day 35%
2 Several times a week 19%
3 Once or twice a week 21%
4 Less than once a week 13%
5 Never 11%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
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16. Can you count on seeing the same police officers in your neighborhood once or twice a week? (n=1400)
1 Yes 40%
2 No 44%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 16%
17. Do you know the names of any of the police officers who work in your neighborhood? (n=1400)
1 Yes 13%
2 No 86%
9 Don’t Know/Refused 1%
15a. In the last 12 months, have there been any community stakeholder meetings in your neighborhood?
(n=1400)
1 Yes 23%
2 No [SKIP to Q18] 48%
9 Don’t know [SKIP to Q18] 29%
15b. How many of those meetings have you personally attended? ________ [99 =Don’t know]
[DK and 0 times SKIP to Q18] (n=358) One or more 42%; Mean=1.2
15c. In the last 12 months, how frequently did you see Cleveland Police officers attend community stakeholder
meetings in your neighborhood? (READ) Did they attend… (n=152)
1 Most meetings 31%
2 Some meetings 34%
3 Rarely 12%
4 Never 15%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 7%
18. Do you think the Cleveland Police take the time to meet members of your community? (n=1400)
1 Yes 33%
2 No 53%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read)14%
19. Do you think the Cleveland Police have developed relationships with people like you? (n=1400)
1 Yes 37%
2 No 54%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 8%
20. How knowledgeable are the Cleveland Police about the background and experiences of people like you?
(n=1400)
1 Very Knowledgeable 14%
51%
2 Somewhat Knowledgeable 37%
3 Not too Knowledgeable 21%
40%
4 Not at All Knowledgeable 19%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 9%
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21. How easy is it for people from your community to give input and make suggestions to the Division of
Police? (n=1400)
1 Very Easy 18%
49%
2 Somewhat Easy 31%
3 Not too Easy 21%
38%
4 Not At All Easy 17%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 13%
22. If you were in trouble, how likely would you be to ask a Cleveland Police officer for help? (n=1400)
1 Very Likely 58%
80%
2 Somewhat Likely 22%
3 Not too Likely 11%
18%
4 Not at All Likely 8%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
23. If you witnessed a crime or knew about a crime that took place, how likely would you be to report it or to
provide information to the Cleveland Police? (n=1400)
1 Very Likely 70%
88%
2 Somewhat Likely 18%
3 Not too Likely 4%
10%
4 Not at All Likely 6%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 3%
PERCEPTIONS OF BIAS-FREE POLICING
The next few questions are about the way police treat people in the community.
24. Do you think the Cleveland Police treat all racial and ethnic groups equally? Would you say… (n=1400)
1 Always 20%
57%
2 Sometimes 37%
3 Rarely 18%
34%
4 Never 17%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) 9%
25. I’m going to ask you about a number of groups in the Cleveland community and for each one, please tell me
if you think the Cleveland Police treats them the same as other members of the community or not as well.
First, when it comes to [INSERT ITEM; RANDOMIZE] do you think the Cleveland Police treat them the
same as other members of the community or not as well? How about [NEXT ITEM]?
[IF NECESSARY: When it comes to [ITEM] do you think the Cleveland Police treat them the same as
other members of the community or not as well?]
ITEMS: (n=1400)
a) African-Americans 37% Treats the same; 53% not as well; 10% Don’t know
b) Hispanic/Latinos 44% Treats the same; 35% Not as well; 22% Don’t know
c) Muslims 39% Treats the same; 28% Not as well; 32% Don’t know
d) Asian-Americans 54% Treats the same;14% Not as well; 32% Don’t know
e) Young People 34% Treats the same; 53% Not as well; 13% Don’t know
f) Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender individuals 42% Treats the same; 25% Not as well; 33%
Don’t know
g) Homeless people 32% Treats the same; 47% Not as well; 21% Don’t know
h) People with mental illness or special needs 49% Treats the same; 33% Not as well; 18% Don’t
know
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SCALE:
1 Treats them the same
2 Not as well
9 Don’t know/refused
PERCEPTIONS OF THE USE OF FORCE
Now, I want to ask you about some of the behavior of the Cleveland Police.
26. How often do you think Cleveland Police use the appropriate level of force when they stop or question or
arrest someone? Would you say… (n=1400)
1 Almost always 28%
69%
2 Sometimes 41%
3 Rarely 13%
22%
4 Almost never 9%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t Read) 9%
27. How concerned are you that a family member, a friend, or you will be a victim of excessive force by the
Cleveland Police? (n=1400)
1 Very Concerned 27%
51%
2 Somewhat Concerned 24%
3 Not Too Concerned 23%
48%
4 Not At All Concerned 25%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
28. How concerned are you that a family member, a friend, or you will be a victim of an officer-involved
shooting? (n=1400)
1 Very Concerned 23%
42%
2 Somewhat Concerned 19%
3 Not Too Concerned 22%
56%
4 Not At All Concerned 34%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
INTERACTIONS WITH CLEVELAND POLICE
I’d like to hear about your experiences with the Cleveland Police and those of your family, friends, and
neighbors.
29. In the last 12 months, have you personally had any contact with the Cleveland Police, in-person, over the
phone, or in some other way? (n=1400)
1 Yes 39%
2 No [SKIP TO Q36] 60%
9 Don’t know/Refused [SKIP TO Q36] 1%
30. How would you describe the frequency of your contact with the Cleveland Police in the last 12 months?
Would you say you have had … [READ LIST] (n=502)
1 Frequent contact 16%
2 Occasional contact 82%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
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31. Would you describe these contacts as mostly initiated by you, mostly initiated by the Cleveland Police, or
about equal? (n=502)
1 Mostly initiated by me 41%
2 Mostly initiated by the police 20%
3 Equally initiated by me and the police 37%
9 Don’t know/Refused 2%
32. Based on your personal experience, how many of the Cleveland Police officers you encounter treat you,
your friends, and your family members with respect? Would you say…[READ LIST. RECORD ONE
RESPONSE.] (n=502)
1 Almost all officers show respect 38%
66%
2 Most officers show respect 28%
3 About the same show respect as do not show respect 19%
4 Most officers do not show respect 7%
13%
5 Almost none of the officers show respect 6%
9 Don’t know/Refused [DO NOT READ] 1%
33. I’m going to ask you to recall your most significant interaction with the Cleveland Police in the last 12
months. First, was that encounter initiated by you or by the police? (n=502)
1 Initiated by me 57%
2 Initiated by the police 31%
3 Equally initiated 8%
9 Don’t know/Refused 4%
34. Still thinking about your most significant interaction with the Cleveland Police in the last 12 months, please
tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each statement as it relates to
that specific experience. Or you can tell me if it doesn’t apply. [ROTATE ITEMS a-e]
SCALE
1 Strongly Agree
2 Agree
3 Disagree
4 Strongly Disagree
5 Doesn’t Apply (Read)
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t Read)
ITEMS (n=502)
a) The officers answered all my questions (Top 2=66%) 36% Strongly Agree; 30% Agree; 12%
Disagree; 10% Strongly Disagree; 9% Doesn’t Apply; 1% Don’t Know
b) The officers listened to what I had to say (Top 2=72%) 38% Strongly Agree; 34% Agree; 13%
Disagrees; 11% Strongly Disagree; 3% Doesn’t Apply; 1% Don’t know
c) The officers kept me informed about what would happen next (Top 2=61%) 32% Strongly Agree;
30% Agree; 18% Disagree; 10% Strongly Disagree; 10% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t Know
d) The officers were polite in how they spoke to me (Top 2=75%) 40% Strongly Agree; 35% Agree;
9% Disagree; 11% Strongly Disagree; 4% Doesn’t Apply; 1% Don’t Know
e) The officers treated me with respect (Top 2=74%) 42% Strongly Agree; 32% Agree; 12% Disagree;
10% Strongly Disagree; 4% Doesn’t Apply; 1% Don’t Know
f) The officers explained their reason for stopping, questioning, or interacting with me (Top 2=62%)
28% Strongly Agree; 33% Agree; 8% Disagree; 6% Strongly Disagree; 22% Doesn’t Apply; 2%
Don’t know
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g) The officers did not detain me for longer than was necessary (Top 2=57%) 29% Strongly Agree;
27% Agree; 7% Disagree; 4% Strongly Disagree; 29% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t know
h) The officers did not use more force than was necessary (Top 2=58%) 28% Strongly Agree; 30%
Agree; 8% Disagree; 3% Strongly Disagree; 30% Doesn’t Apply; 1% Don’t know
35. Overall, do you approve of how the Cleveland Police handled your situation? Would you say you… (n=502)
1 Strongly Approve 46%
69%
2 Somewhat Approve 23%
3 Somewhat Disapprove 14%
29%
4 Strongly Disapprove 15%
9 Don’t know/Refused 3%
36. Do you know of family, friends, or neighbors who had contact with the Cleveland Police in the last 12
months? (n=1400)
1 Yes 30%
2 No [SKIP to Q38] 67%
9 Don’t know/Refused [SKIP TO Q38] 3%
37. I’m going to ask you to recall what you have heard from family, friends, and neighbors regarding their
interaction with the Cleveland Police in the last 12 months. Please tell me whether you strongly agree,
agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each statement about the Cleveland Police in general based on
what you have heard from others.
[ROTATE ITEMS a-e]
SCALE
1 Strongly Agree
2 Agree
3 Disagree
4 Strongly Disagree
5 Doesn’t apply
9 Don’t know/Refused
ITEMS (n=384)
a) Officers listen to what people have to say (Top 2=53%) 19% Strongly Agree; 35% Agree; 27%
Disagree; 15% Strongly Disagree; 2% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t know
b) Officers answer people’s questions (Top 2= 59%) 21% Strongly Agree; 38% Agree; 22% Disagree;
12% Strongly Disagree; 4% Doesn’t Apply; 3% Don’t know
c) Officers keep people informed about what will happen next (Top 2= 54%) 17% Strongly Agree;
37% Agree; 24% Disagree; 12%Strongly Disagree; 4% Doesn’t Apply; 5% Don’t know
d) Officers are polite in how they speak to people (Top 2= 52%) 17% Strongly Agree; 35% Agree;
28% Disagree; 17% Strongly Disagree; 1% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t know
e) Officers treat people with respect(Top 2= 52%) 19% Strongly Agree; 34% Agree; 28% Disagree;
15% Strongly Disagree; 2% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t know
f) Officers explain their reasons for stopping or questioning someone (Top 2= 58%) 18% Strongly
Agree; 39% Agree; 21% Disagree; 13% Strongly Disagree; 5% Doesn’t Apply; 4% Don’t know
g) Officers do not detain people for longer than necessary (Top 2=42%) 15% Strongly Agree; 27%
Agree; 29% Disagree; 16% Strongly Disagree; 7% Doesn’t Apply; 6% Don’t know
h) Officers do not use more force than is necessary(Top 2=42%)16% Strongly Agree; 26% Agree;
31% Disagree; 16% Strongly Disagree; 5% Doesn’t Apply; 5% Don’t know
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38. In the last 12 months, have you considered filing a complaint with the Cleveland Division of Police for any
reason? (n=1400)
1 Yes 8%
2 No [SKIP TO Q43] 90%
9 Don’t know/Refused [SKIP TO Q43] 1%
39. Did you end up filing a formal complaint with the Cleveland Police? (n=103)
1 Yes 24%
2 No [SKIP TO Q42] 76%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) [SKIP TO Q43] N/A
40. We’re interested in what you think of the process for making complaints about the police or the way that
certain police officers have performed. Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or
strongly disagree with the following statements about your experience. [ROTATE ITEMS]
SCALE
1 Strongly Agree
2 Agree
3 Disagree
4 Strongly Disagree
5 Doesn’t Apply
9 Don’t know/Refused
ITEMS (n=24) Unweighted number of cases only.
a. When I filed the complaint, I was treated with respect by the officer or staff taking my complaint.
(Top 2=11) 1 Strongly Agree; 10 Agree; 7 Disagree; 3 Strongly Disagree; 2 Doesn’t Apply; 1 Don’t
Know
b. When I filed the complaint, the officer or staff listened to what I had to say (Top 2= 12) 1 Strongly
Agree; 11 Agree; 6 Disagree; 3 Strongly Disagree; 2 Doesn’t Apply; 1 Don’t Know
c. The steps to filing a complaint were easy to understand (Top 2= 11) 3 Strongly Agree; 8 Agree; 9
Disagree; 2 Strongly Disagree; 1 Doesn’t Apply; 1 Don’t Know
d. The officer/staff kept me informed (Top 2=7) 1 Strongly Agree; 6 Agree; 8 Disagree; 5 Strongly
Disagree; 2 Doesn’t Apply; 2 Don’t Know
e. The officer/staff followed-up to tell me the outcome of their investigation (Top 2= 6) 3 Strongly
Agree; 3 Agree; 9 Disagree; 9 Strongly Disagree; N/A Doesn’t Apply; N/A Don’t know
41. Overall, how satisfied were you with how the Cleveland Police handled your complaint? Were you …
1 Very Satisfied 5 cases
8 cases
2 Somewhat Satisfied 3 cases
3 Somewhat Dissatisfied 5 cases
15 cases
4 Very Dissatisfied 10 cases
9 Don’t Know/Refused
42. [DO NOT ASK IF Q39=YES] Can you briefly tell me why you decided not to file a formal complaint?
(DO NOT READ. Check all that apply. Probe: “Any other reason?”] (n=79)
1 Didn’t know how 2 cases
2 It would have taken too much time 7 cases
3 Concerned that there would be a backlash/revenge by the police 13 cases
4 Didn’t think it would make a difference 30 cases
5 Some other reason (specify) 12 cases
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) 2 cases
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DEMOGRAPHICS
Finally, I’d like to ask you a few general questions to make sure we have a representative sample. Your answers
are anonymous.
43. What year were you born? ______ ______ ______ ______ [Subtract from 2016 to calculate age]
44. [If conducted in ENGLISH, others SKIP] Is English your native language? (n=1400)
1 Yes 93%
2 No 5%
9 Prefer not to answer/refused 2%
45. What is the highest level of schooling you’ve completed? (Don’t Read) (n=1400)
1 Grades 1-8 5%
2 Grades 9-11 17%
3 High School Graduate/GED 31%
4 Some College/Vocational Training 28%
5 College Graduate 10%
6 Post Graduate/Professional School 5%
9 Refused 3%
46. From what sources do you learn the most about the Cleveland Police? (Check all that apply) (n=1400)
1 Local Television 64%
2 Local radio 19%
3 Cleveland Plain Dealer 21%
4 Other newspapers 18%
5 Websites 22%
6 Word of mouth 38%
7 Other source (specify) 1%
8 Social media 32%
9 Don’t know/refused 5%
47. [ASK ONLY IF Q1f = Hispanic/Latino] Do you learn about the Cleveland Police through Spanish-language
media? (n=236)
1 Yes, Often 21%
47%
2 Yes, Sometimes 26%
3 No 48%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t read) 4%
48. How many people live in your household? ___________
49. [Asked of cell phones only] Do you have a landline telephone? (n=716)
1 Yes 24%
2 No 73%
9 Refused 4%
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50. Asked to landline phones only] Do you have a cell phone? (n=684)
1 Yes 79%
2 No 18%
9 Refused 3%
51. [Asked of everyone] Does your household primarily use cell phones or land line phones? (n=1400)
1
2
9

Cell 69%
Land Line 24%
Refused 7%

52. I am going to read some categories of household income. Please stop me when I reach the category of your
total 2015 annual household income, before taxes: (n=1400)
01 Less than $10,000 18%
02 $10,000 to under $20,000 13%
03 $20,000 to under $30,000 16%
04 $30,000 to under $40,000 9%
05 $40,000 to under $50,000 5%
06 $50,000 to under $75,000 6%
07 $75,000 to under $100,000 4%
08 $100,000 to under $150,000 3%
09 $150,000 to under $200,000 1%
10 More than $200,000 1%
99 Refused (DON’T READ) 24%
53. Which of the following do you most identify with? Do you consider yourself to be… (n=1400)
1 Straight 79%
2 Gay 2%
3 Lesbian 1%
4 Bisexual 2%
5 Transgendered N/A
6 None of the above 7%
9 Prefer not to answer (do not read) 9%
54. And are you male or female? (n=1400)
1 Male 47%
2 Female 51%
9 Refused 2%
55. Note Language (English or Spanish) (n=1400)
96% English; 4% Spanish
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APPENDIX B:
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF RESIDENTS SURVEYED COMPARED TO
POPULATION ESTIMATES
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Table 2: Demographic Profile of Residents Surveyed
Compared to U.S. Census Population Estimates
U.S. Census
Population Estimates
for City of Cleveland
6.4%
46.1%
47.5%

Unweighted
Sample
12.7%
55.4%
31.9%

Weighted Sample
6.7%
45.6%
47.7%

48%
52%

42.9%
57.1%

47.6%
52.4%

White/Caucasian
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Other Race

33.4%
53.3%
10.0%
3.30%

30.7%
46.7%
17.3%
5.3%

33.4%
53.1%
10.0%
3.5%

18 – 34 years of age
35 -54 years of age
55- 64 years of age
65+ years of age

34.3%
33.6%
16.1%
16.0%

20.2%
35.4%
19.1%
25.4%

33.1%
34.6%
15.9%
16.4%

Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $49,999
$49,999 to $99,999
$100,000 +

20.0%
54.0%
18.9%
6.9%

15.6%
67.6%
10.9%
5.9%

18.2%
67.1%
10.0%
4.8%

Less than High School
High School
Graduate/GED
Some College
College Graduate +

22.6%

14.9%

22.0%

33.0%

33.9%

29.1%
15.2%

26.6%
24.6%

Population
Characteristic
Landline Only
Dual Use
Cellphone Only
Male
Female

33.8%
28.4%
15.8%

Sources:
http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045214/3916000
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless_state_201602.pdf
*Missing Values in unweighted samples imputed to item median in order to preserve cases
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APPENDIX C:
MARGIN OF ERROR FOR TARGET POPULATIONS
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Table 3: Margin of Error for Target Populations

Sample Size
Margin of Error
418
+/-5%
White, Non-Hispanic
236
+/-6%
Latinos/Hispanics
635
+/-4%
Black, Non-Hispanic
*Margins of Error are based on a 95% confidence level. Subsamples may have larger
margins of error. The margin of error for groups was not adjusted for design effects.
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2018 Biennial Survey Results

160

July 16, 2018
To: Christine Cole / Matthew Barge
Fr: Brian Stryker / Pia Nargundkar
Re: Key Findings and Recommendations from 2018 Survey
This research was commissioned by the federal monitoring team to assess community
perceptions of the Cleveland Division of Police (CDP), gauge the prevalence of community
interactions with the police, and understand the nature of those interactions. The research was
also intended to measure how Clevelanders perceive the police treat people in various racial,
socioeconomic, and demographic groups. This is the second survey of its kind commissioned
by the monitoring team, and it follows a similar survey conducted in May 2016 that asked many
of the same questions to a similar audience.
Anzalone Liszt Grove Research conducted n=1001 live cellphone/landline telephone and textto-web interviews with adults 18 and older in Cleveland. Respondents were selected at random,
with interviews apportioned geographically, by zip code, based on Census information. Care
was taken to get a representative number of interviews via cellphone to insure a survey that was
representative of the city’s population by race, age, and income. The survey was then weighted
to accurately reflect the distribution of the population by various demographic characteristics.
This means that the survey’s respondents are 52% African American, 32% white, 10% Hispanic
and 6% of other or unspecified races. The expected margin of sampling error is + 3.1% at the
95% confidence level for all adults and higher for subgroups.
Some of the key findings of the survey include:
Key Findings
African Americans have a significantly lower view of Cleveland police than white and
Latino adults do. Overall, a majority of Clevelanders rate the Division of Police positively, with
62% saying they do an excellent or good job, and 36% saying they do a not so good or poor job.
However, while 79% of white Clevelanders rate the police positively, and 69% of Latinos do, just
49% of African American adults rate the Division of Police positively. This is in-line with findings
from 2016.
Most residents believe the police do not treat people of all races and groups equally. Only
44% of people say CDP does a positive job of treating people of all races equally. Specifically,
few people think the Division treats African Americans (25%) or Latinos (33%) the same as
other members of the community. This belief extends to other groups as well, as only about a
third believe the police treat those with mental illness or special needs (38%), young people
(35%) or homeless people (30%) the same as everybody else. In the 2016 poll, 37% of
residents thought African Americans were treated the same as others and 44% thought that
Latinos were, so views on equality have worsened since then.
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Forty-five percent (45%) of Clevelanders give CDP a negative rating in using the
appropriate level of force when stopping, questioning or arresting someone. Additionally,
26% of the respondents say they either were the victims of CDP excessive force in the last year
or know someone who was. Among African Americans, 48% give the Division of Police a
negative rating, and 32% know someone or were themselves the victims of excessive force.
African-Americans’ experiences back up the public’s perception that CDP treats them
worse than others. African Americans, or their family or friends, are more likely to report being
stopped by the Cleveland Police in a car (46%), or being arrested (32%), than white (31% car /
16% arrested) or Latino adults (36% car / 22% arrested). Similarly, African Americans who have
been stopped are less likely than other races to say they were treated with respect or not
detained longer than necessary. They are also more likely to report being the victims of
excessive force (32%) and being treated differently because of their race (51%).
Social media and word of mouth help spread negative perceptions of police. After local TV
news, social media and word of mouth are the top ways Clevelanders get news on the Division
of Police, with social media bypassing word of mouth from 2016. The social-media number is
even higher among people who have had a negative interaction with the police in the last year
(48%).
Overall Attitudes towards Cleveland Police
Overall, adults see the Cleveland Division of Police positively (62% positive / 36% negative).
Few people (14%) think CDP is doing an “excellent” job, while 48% say they are doing a “good”
job.
Demographic factors include:
•

Race. Race is the biggest factor that separates views of the police, with 79% of white
adults rating them positively, including almost a quarter (23%) who think they are doing
an excellent job. Meanwhile, 69% of Latinos and less than half of African Americans
(49%) think CDP is doing a positive job.
When looking at intense feelings towards the police, we also see stark gender
differences that are also influenced by race. White women are more than five times as
likely to rate the police as doing an excellent job (26%) than a poor one (5%). African
American men on the other hand are more than three times less likely to say the police
are doing an excellent job (5%) than a poor job (18%).

•

Gender. Both men (59% positive) and women (63%) have positive impressions of the
police, with impressions among women higher in particular because white women (84%
positive) rate the police better than white men (73%).

•

Age. Residents under 35 rate police the lowest of all the age groups (18-34: 53%
positive, 35-49: 62% positive, 50-64 69% positive, 65+ 75% positive). This age pattern is
less stark among whites, where whites 18-34 rate police similarly positive (74%) as
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whites over 35 (81%). The gap is bigger among African Americans (18-34: 37%, 35+
57%). Those poor numbers with young black Clevelanders are worse among men (31%
men 18-34) but also low among women (41% women 18-34)
•

Region. Regionally, the CDP is rated much more positively in the western part of the
city, in the zip codes that roughly correspond to Police Districts 1 (73% positive) and 2
(64%). In the zip codes that roughly constitute Police Districts 3 (59%), 4 (52%), and 5
(59%), where the population is a majority African American, views of the police are lower
(52-59% positive).

While overall CDP’s ratings match the Cuyahoga County Sheriff’s Department, which we also
tested (63% positive / 26% negative), CDP is slightly more racially polarized than the Sheriff’s
Department.
%Positive job rating
Overall
White
Black
Latino

Cleveland Police
62%
79%
49%
69%

Cuyahoga Sheriff
63%
76%
54%
73%

Note, the racial differences are not seen in views of the Cleveland Division of Fire, which
receives uniformly high ratings among Latinos (92% positive), whites (91% positive), and
African Americans (87% positive).
Public Safety
Most Clevelanders say they feel safe in their neighborhood (81%) and in Cleveland overall
(75%), though fewer say they feel very safe in their neighborhood (36%) or their city (23%)
•
•

African Americans are less likely to report being safe, with 67% saying they feel safe in
the city and 75% in their neighborhood.
Whites are the most likely to report feeling very safe in their own neighborhood (55%
very safe) or in the city (35%) than people of color (27% very safe in neighborhood /
17% city).

A majority of adults overall (62%) and across racial lines say the police are doing a positive job
at “serving people in [their] neighborhood,” including 76% of whites, 71% of Latinos and 51% of
African Americans.
Views on the police “controlling crime in your neighborhood” are similarly good (60% positive
job), although residents across racial lines have less rosy views on the job police are doing
controlling crime in Cleveland as a whole (50%). Views are especially low among African
Americans, only 38% of whom say the police are doing a good job at controlling crime in
Cleveland.
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%Positive job rating
Overall
White
Black
Latino

Controlling crime in your
neighborhood
60%
77%
48%
69%

Controlling crime in
Cleveland
50%
68%
38%
62%

If in trouble, most Clevelanders (78%) say they would be likely to ask the police for help,
including 44% who say they would be very likely. A 59% majority of whites report being very
likely to ask the police for help, higher than the 35% of African Americans and 31% of Latinos
who say the same. African Americans report calling the police in the last year at the same rate
(17%) as whites (17%) and Latinos (15%). Note, this number does not reflect what percentage
of crime victims of each race are calling the police, only the rate at which the groups as a whole
call. That is to say, we do not know if the rates are equal because different racial groups
experience crime and report it to the police at equal rates, or because, as data outside this poll
suggests, African Americans are more likely to experience crime but less likely to report it, thus
evening out the percentages. The 21% of Clevelanders who say they are not likely to contact
the police are much more African American (65%) than they are white (18%) or Latino (13%).
Discrimination Ratings
A majority of Clevelanders (52%) give CDP a negative job rating 1 on “treating all racial and
ethnic groups equally,” with over a fifth (22%) saying they do a “poor” job at that. This number is
driven by African Americans’ perceptions. Most white adults (61%) and a majority of Latino
adults (56%) give the Division of Police a positive job rating of treating all racial and ethnic
groups equally, while 65% of African Americans give them a negative job rating on this. In other
words, white adults are twice as likely as African Americans (61% vs. 31%) to think the police
do a good job at treating everyone equally.
African Americans are also more likely to have intense feelings on the issue of the police
treating everyone equally, with almost a third (30%) saying they think CDP does a poor job of
treating all racial and ethnic groups equally. That number jumps to 43% among African
American millennials.
When whites and Latinos are focused in on specific groups, they tend to agree with African
Americans that CDP does not treat people equally. A plurality of Clevelanders overall think the
following groups aren’t treated as well as other Clevelanders:

1

For this question, respondents were given the scale of “excellent, good, not-so-good, and poor.” We
have combined “excellent” and “good” to equal a positive job rating, and “not-so-good” and “poor” to equal
a negative job rating.
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Perceptions of Treatment of Different Groups by Race of Respondent
People with
% Group is not
African
Young
Homeless
mental
Latinos
Treated as Well
Americans
people
people
illness/special
needs
Residents Overall
68%
55%
54%
53%
48%
White Residents
56%
44%
40%
45%
41%
Black Residents
79%
62%
66%
59%
54%
Latino Residents
52%
59%
44%
54%
45%

Interactions with the Police
Four in ten Clevelanders (40%) have had an interaction with the police in the last year, between
being stopped in one’s car, being in an accident or receiving a traffic violation, being questioned
at home, being arrested, or calling 911.
Most people report having positive interactions with police—64% of Clevelanders approve of
way CDP handled their most significant interaction with police in the last few years. There is a
racial disparity between whites (78% approve / 20% disapprove) and African Americans (63%
approve / 34% disapprove). Approval is also lower among men (61%) and people under 35
(57%), but among every group large enough to analyze in the poll, most people approve of their
interactions with police.
As with other measures, race is a significant factor in the frequency of police interaction. African
Americans are more likely to be stopped in their car (28%) than whites (19%) or Latinos (18%).
The racial differences are also stark when it comes to the most serious interactions (being
questioned at home when you did not call the police or being arrested). African Americans and
their family, friends and neighbors are almost twice as likely to have interacted with police in a
serious way (42%) than whites (22%) and far more than Latinos (27%). Almost half of African
American men (48%) report themselves or their friends experiencing one of these two serious
interactions (being questioned at home or being arrested) within the last year, compared to just
18% of white men.
African Americans and Latinos are both twice as likely as white adults to report their interaction
with the Division of Police as being negative2 in some manner (29% of African Americans / 29%
of Latinos / 15% of whites).
On every measure we asked about, African Americans were less likely than whites to report a
positive interaction with the police. The biggest discrepancies were on agreeing that the officer
2

A negative experience is defined as respondents disagreeing with any of the following: the officer
answered all of their questions, officer listened to what they had to say, officer kept them informed about
what would happen next, officer was polite, officer treated them with respect, officer explained the reason
for the stop, officer did not detain them longer than necessary or officer did not use more force than
necessary.
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answered all of their questions (71% white / 54% black), the officer listened to what they had to
say (71% white / 55% black), and the officer was polite (76% white / 60% black). However, there
were also wide gaps on the more serious perceptions of being detained for an appropriate
amount of time (71% white / 57% black) and the officer using an appropriate level of force (67%
white / 60% black).
On other issues in this survey, Latino views towards police skewed closer to the more positive
views of white Clevelanders than the more negative views of African Americans. The exception
appears to be on their satisfaction with their specific interaction with police in the last year.
When asked if they approved or disapproved of how CDP handled their own situation, only 45%
of Latinos said they approved, compared to 63% of African Americans and 78% of whites.

Effects of Racial Disparities in Treatment
When people believe CDP has treated them poorly, people’s friends, family, and neighbors
have heard about it. A clear illustration of this: 20% of Clevelanders report being treated
differently because of their race, while 35% report personally knowing someone else who was
treated differently because of their race. Ten percent of residents report being victims of
excessive force, while 22% of residents say they know someone who was a victim of excessive
force.

Experienced racially different
treatment (self)
Experienced racially different
treatment (someone you know)
Experienced excessive force (self)
Experienced excessive force
(someone you know)

All
Adults

AfricanAmericans

Latinos

Whites

20%

26%

14%

10%

35%

42%

22%

28%

10%

12%

10%

7%

22%

28%

16%

16%

This chart illustrates how deeply one bad incident can affect a community’s opinions of police.
Many more people have heard of someone they know experiencing racial discrimination or
excessive force from CPD than have been personally involved. We have all seen viral videos of
police interactions gone wrong, but even outside of those select instances that galvanize the
nation, stories of negative interactions echo around communities via word of mouth and social
media. People’s negative views of police can be driven by stories they’ve heard just as much or
more than their own interactions with police. Put another way: while 26% of African Americans
report being discriminated against and 12% report being victims of excessive force, over half
(51%) say they or someone they know has been a victim of police discrimination and almost a
third (32%) say they or someone they know has been a victim of excessive force.
This also shows up in the way people get their information about CDP. The department gets
lower overall approval ratings among people who mostly hear about it by social media (51%) or
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word of mouth (55%) than TV (63%), radio (63%), the Plain Dealer (68%), or other newspapers
(64%) online or in print.
Finally, when we asked Clevelanders how CDP handled their most significant interaction with
their family, friends, and neighbor, they are more negative (56% approve / 37% disapprove)
than they are their own interaction (64% approve / 32% disapprove). This disparity is entirely
driven by African Americans: 78% of whites approve of their own interaction and 74% of their
friend/family/neighbor’s. However, among African Americans 63% approve of their own
interaction while 49% approve of their family/friend/neighbors. That number indicates the
positive interactions aren’t being reported or shared within the community, while the negative
ones are being told and retold by people who disapprove of the way the police treated them.
That repetition via social media and word of mouth is taking a toll on overall perceptions of CPD
and of how they treat different groups of people.
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Appendix A: Toplines

CLEVELAND POLICE SURVEY – 2018
(2018 data listed first, 2016 data, if available, listed second)
June 1-13, 2018

N=1001 adults

Q9. Now, I'm going to ask you about a few public agencies. For each one, please tell me if you think
they are doing an excellent, good, not so good, or poor job overall.
2018
2016
Q9A. The Cleveland Division of Police

Q9B. The Cleveland Division of Fire

Q9C. Cuyahoga County Sheriff's Department

Q10. In general, how safe do you feel in the City of
Cleveland? Do you feel very safe, somewhat safe, not
too safe, or not safe at all?

Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good (Fair in 2016)
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know
Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good (Fair in 2016)
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know
Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know
Very safe

14%
48%
62%
24%
12%
36%
2%
30%
59%
89%
4%
2%
6%
5%
15%
48%
63%
19%
7%
26%
11%
23%

18%
37%
55%
22%
20%
42%
3%
37%
44%
81%
10%
1%
11%
7%

Somewhat safe
Total safe
Not too safe
Not at all safe
Total not safe
[VOL] Don't know/refused

52%
75%
16%
9%
25%
1%

50%
70%
19%
10%
29%
1%

20%
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2018

2016

Q11. In general, how safe do you feel in your
Very safe
36%
neighborhood? Do you feel very safe, somewhat safe,
not too safe, or not safe at all?
Somewhat safe
45%
Total safe
81%
Not too safe
13%
Not at all safe
6%
Total not safe
19%
[VOL] Don't know/refused
0%
Q12. If you were in trouble, how likely would you be Very likely
44%
to ask a Cleveland Police officer for help? Would you
be very likely, somewhat likely, not too likely, or not
likely at all?
Somewhat likely
34%
Total likely
78%
Not too likely
13%
Not all likely
8%
Total not likely
21%
[VOL] Don't know/refused
1%
Q13. For each of the following items, please tell me how good of a job you think the Cleveland
Division of Police is doing at that item. Are they doing an excellent job, a good job, a not so good
job, or a poor job?

38%

Q13A. Treating all racial and ethnic groups equally 3

20%
37%
57%
18%
17%
34%
9%
22%
33%
55%
26%
16%
42%
3%

Q13B. Serving people in your neighborhood

3

Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know
Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good (Fair in 2016)
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know

In 2016, used “Always/sometimes/rarely/never/don’t know/refused.”

11%
32%
44%
30%
22%
52%
5%
16%
46%
62%
24%
11%
35%
3%

40%
78%
13%
8%
22%
0%
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2018

2016

Q13C. Controlling crime in your neighborhood

Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know

15%
45%
60%
26%
10%
37%
3%

18%
33%
51%
29%
17%
46%
3%

Q13D. Controlling crime in Cleveland

Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good (Fair in 2016)
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know
Excellent

10%
40%
50%
31%
15%
47%
3%
10%

28%

Good
Total Positive
Not so Good
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know
Excellent
Good
Total Positive
Not so Good
Poor
Total Negative
[VOL] Don't Know

38%
48%
29%
16%
45%
6%
10%
38%
48%
25%
13%
38%
14%

Q13E. Using the appropriate level of force when
stopping, questioning, or arresting someone 4

Q13F. Officer training

4
In 2016, the question used the scale “almost all the time/most of the time/some of the time/almost never/don’t
know/refused.”

41%
69%
13%
9%
22%
9%
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2018

2016

Q14. Next, I'm going to ask you about a number of groups in the Cleveland community and for each
one, please tell me if you think the Cleveland Police treats them the same as other members of the
community or not as well.
Q14A. African-Americans

Q14B. Hispanics or Latinos

Q14C. Young people

Q14D. Homeless people

Q14E. People with mental illness or special needs

Treats the Same
Not as well
[VOL] Don't Know
Treats the Same
Not as well
[VOL] Don't Know
Treats the Same
Not as well
[VOL] Don't Know
Treats the Same
Not as well
[VOL] Don't Know
Treats the Same
Not as well
[VOL] Don't Know

25%
68%
7%
33%
55%
12%
35%
54%
11%
30%
53%
17%
38%
48%
14%

Q15. Now, I am going to read you a list of ways in which some people have interacted with the
Cleveland Division of Police. Please tell me if, in the last year, you have interacted with the
Cleveland Division of Police in this way, or if you know a close family member, friend, or neighbor
who has. [MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED FOR 'YES']
Q15A. Been stopped by the Cleveland Police while
you were in a car

Q15B. Been involved in a traffic accident that was
reported to police, or received a moving violation like
a speeding ticket

Yes, self

24%

Yes, family/ friend/ neighbor
Total Yes
No
[VOL] Don't Know
Yes, self

21%
39%
60%
1%
19%

Yes, family/ friend/ neighbor
Total Yes
No
[VOL] Don't Know

19%
34%
64%
2%

37%
53%
10%
44%
35%
22%
34%
53%
13%
32%
47%
21%
49%
33%
18%
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2018
Q15C. Been questioned by the Cleveland Police at
Yes, self
home, when you did not request them to come to your
home
Yes, family/ friend/ neighbor
Total Yes
No
[VOL] Don't Know
Q15D. Been arrested
Yes, self
Yes, family/ friend/ neighbor
Total Yes
No
[VOL] Don't Know
Q15E. Called 911 or the Cleveland Police to report a Yes, self
crime
Yes, family/ friend/ neighbor
Total Yes
No
[VOL] Don't Know

11%

14%
23%
75%
2%
9%
18%
25%
74%
1%
17%
16%
30%
69%
1%

2016
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2018

2016

Q16. Still thinking about your most significant interaction with the Cleveland Police in the last 12
months, please tell me whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree or strongly
disagree with each of the following statements as it relates to that specific experience. Or you can tell
me it doesn't apply. [ASKED IF 'YES, SELF' IN ANY Q15A-Q15E; N=402]
Q16A. The officers answered all my questions

Q16B. The officers listened to what I had to say

Q16C. The officers kept me informed about what
would happen next

Q16D. The officers were polite in how they spoke to
me

Q16E. The officers treated me with respect

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply
Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply
Strongly Agree

35%
23%
58%
17%
14%
31%
11%
35%
23%
59%
15%
18%
33%
9%
33%

36%
30%
66%
12%
10%
22%
10%
38%
34%
72%
13%
11%
24%
4%
32%

Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply
Strongly Agree

25%
59%
15%
15%
31%
10%
36%

30%
62%
18%
10%
28%
12%
40%

Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply
Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply

28%
64%
16%
14%
30%
6%
40%
31%
71%
12%
12%
24%
5%

35%
75%
9%
11%
20%
5%
42%
32%
74%
12%
10%
22%
5%
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Q16F. The officers explained their reason for
stopping, questioning, or interacting with me

Q16G. The officers did not detain me for longer than
was necessary

Q16H. The officers did not use more force than was
necessary

Q17. Overall, do you approve or disapprove of how
the Cleveland Police handled your situation? [ASKED
IF 'YES, SELF' IN ANY Q15A-Q15E; N=402]

2018

2016

Strongly Agree

42%

28%

Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply
Strongly Agree

25%
68%
15%
8%
23%
9%
40%

33%
62%
8%
6%
14%
24%
29%

Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply
Strongly Agree

21%
61%
15%
9%
24%
15%
39%

27%
57%
7%
4%
11%
31%
28%

Somewhat Agree
Total Agree
Somewhat Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Total Disagree
Don't Know/ Doesn't Apply
Strongly approve

23%
62%
11%
7%
18%
20%
30%

30%
58%
8%
3%
11%
31%
46%

Somewhat approve
Total approve
Somewhat disapprove
Strongly disapprove
Total disapprove
[VOL] Don't Know

34%
64%
16%
16%
32%
4%

23%
69%
14%
15%
29%
3%
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2018
Q18. Overall, do you approve or disapprove of how
Strongly approve
the Cleveland Police handled this situation with your
family, friend, or neighbor? [ASKED IF 'YES,
FAMILY/ FRIEND/ NEIGHBOR' IN ANY Q15AQ15E; N=409]
Somewhat approve
Total approve
Somewhat disapprove
Strongly disapprove
Total disapprove
[VOL] Don't Know
Q19. And to the best of your knowledge, have you or
anyone you personally know believe they have been Yes, self
treated differently by the Cleveland Police because of
their race or ethnicity in the past year?
Yes, someone you know
Yes, both
Total Yes
No
[VOL] Don't Know
Q20. And to the best of your knowledge, have you or Yes, self
anyone you personally know been the victim of
excessive force from the Cleveland Police in the past
year?
Yes, someone you know
Yes, both
Total Yes
No
[VOL] Don't Know

19%

37%
56%
18%
19%
37%
7%

7%

22%
13%
42%
56%
3%
4%

16%
6%
26%
71%
2%

2016
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2018

2016

48%
52%
33%
33%
15%
15%
4%
32%
52%
10%
1%
1%
2%
2%

47%
51%

Q23. From which of the following places do you hear Local TV news
75%
the most information about Cleveland Police?
[MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED]
Radio
26%
The Cleveland Plain Dealer, online 16%
or in print
Other newspapers, online or in
14%
print
Other websites
10%
Word of mouth
35%
Social media
39%
[VOL] Don't know/Refused
1%
Q24. What is the highest level of schooling you've
Grades 1-8
0%
completed?
Grades 9-11
5%
High school graduate / GED
46%
Some college / Vocational
27%
Training
College graduate
16%
Post graduate / Professional School 5%
[VOL] Refused
1%

64%

QUESTIONS FOR CLASSIFICATION
PURPOSES
Q21. Sex
Q22. Age

Q6/7. Race Self-ID

Male
Female
18-34
35-49
50-64
65+
[VOL] Refused
White
African American
Hispanic or Latino
Asian-American
Native American
Other
[VOL] Don't Know Refused

32%
52%
10%
1%
NA
2%
3%

19%
21%
18%
22%
38%
32%
5%
5%
17%
31%
28%
10%
5%
3%
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2018

2016

Q25. Which of the following categories best describes Under $10,000
your total household income in 2017 - just stop me
when I get to the right one?
$10,001-$20,000
$20,001-$30,000
$30,001-$40,000
$40,001-$50,000
$50,001-$75,000
$75,001-$100,000
Over $100,000
[VOL] Don't Know/Refused
Q26. Where would you say most of your ancestors
Puerto Rico
lived? [ASKED IF 'HISPANIC OR LATINO' IN
Q6/7; N=100]
Ecuador
Mexico
Dominican Republic
Guatemala
El Salvador
Other
[VOL] Don't Know / Refused

7%

18%

11%
12%
14%
14%
11%
6%
3%
22%
45%

13%
16%
9%
5%
6%
4%
5%
24%

Q29. Regions

25%

1 - 44102, 44107, 44111, 44130,
44135
2 - 44109, 44113, 44134, 44144
3 - 44101, 44103, 44106, 44114,
44115, 44127
4 - 44104, 44105, 44120, 44122,
44125, 44128
5 - 44108, 44110, 44112, 44117,
44119, 44121
Other

1%
26%
8%
2%
2%
3%
13%

16%
17%
25%
15%
2%
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OTHER 2016 QUESTIONS (with no trendline)
2. First, when it comes to [INSERT ITEM] do you think they are doing an excellent, good, only fair, or
poor job overall? How about [INSERT ITEM], do you think they are doing an excellent, good, only
fair, or poor job overall? What about [INSERT ITEM]?
SCALE:
1 Excellent
2 Good
3 Only Fair
4 Poor
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read)
The City of Cleveland’s Department of Public Works (Top 2=69%) 22% Excellent; 47% Good; 20% Fair;
7% Poor; 3% Don’t Know
I’m going to read some statements about the Cleveland Police. For each one, please tell me whether
you think the statement is true almost all the time, most of the time, some of the time, or almost
never. [ROTATE Q4 –Q7]
3. Cleveland Police officers follow the law.
1 Almost all the time 22%
50%
2 Most of the time 28%
3 Some of the time 33%
45%
4 Almost never 12%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 5%
4. Cleveland Police officers treat people with dignity and respect. (n=1400)
1 Almost all the time 22%
48%
2 Most of the time 26%
3 Some of the time 36%
49%
4 Almost never 13%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 3%
7. Cleveland Police hold officers accountable when misconduct occurs. (n=1400)
1 Almost all of the time 19%
38%
2 Most of the time 19%
3 Some of the time 29%
55%
4 Almost never 26%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 7%
8. How safe do you feel walking the streets of your neighborhood during the daytime? (n=1400)
1 Very Safe 47%
83%
2 Somewhat Safe 36%
3 Not too Safe 8%
12%
4 Not at all Safe 4%
5 I don’t walk in my neighborhood (Don’t read) [SKIP to Q11] 5%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) <1%
9. How safe do you feel walking the streets of your neighborhood at night? (n=1400)
1 Very Safe 18%

44%
47%
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2
3
4
5
9

Somewhat safe 26%
Not too Safe 20%
Not at All Safe 27%
I don’t walk in my neighborhood at night (Don’t read) 9%
Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) <1%

10. How worried are you that you or someone else in your household will be a victim of crime? (n=1400)
1 Very Worried 22%
57%
2 Somewhat Worried 35%
3 A Little Worried 23%
42%
4 Not at All Worried 19%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) 1%
The following questions are about the relationship between the Cleveland Police and your
community.
13. Overall, how would you describe the relationship between the Cleveland Division of Police and the
neighborhood where you live? (n=1400)
1 Very Positive 19%
67%
2 Somewhat Positive 48%
3 Somewhat Negative19%
27%
4 Very Negative 8%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 6%
14. In the last 12 months, how frequently did you see Cleveland Police officers on foot or in a car
patrolling in your neighborhood? (READ) (n=1400)
1 At least once a day 35%
2 Several times a week 19%
3 Once or twice a week 21%
4 Less than once a week 13%
5 Never 11%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
16. Can you count on seeing the same police officers in your neighborhood once or twice a week?
(n=1400)
1 Yes 40%
2 No 44%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 16%
17. Do you know the names of any of the police officers who work in your neighborhood? (n=1400)
1 Yes 13%
2 No 86%
9 Don’t Know/Refused 1%
15a. In the last 12 months, have there been any community stakeholder meetings in your neighborhood?
(n=1400)
1 Yes 23%
2 No [SKIP to Q18] 48%
9 Don’t know [SKIP to Q18] 29%
15b. How many of those meetings have you personally attended? ________ [99 =Don’t know]
[DK and 0 times SKIP to Q18] (n=358) One or more 42%; Mean=1.2
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15c. In the last 12 months, how frequently did you see Cleveland Police officers attend community
stakeholder meetings in your neighborhood? (READ) Did they attend… (n=152)
1 Most meetings 31%
2 Some meetings 34%
3 Rarely 12%
4 Never 15%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 7%
18. Do you think the Cleveland Police take the time to meet members of your community? (n=1400)
1 Yes 33%
2 No 53%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read)14%
19. Do you think the Cleveland Police have developed relationships with people like you? (n=1400)
1 Yes 37%
2 No 54%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 8%
20. How knowledgeable are the Cleveland Police about the background and experiences of people like
you? (n=1400)
1 Very Knowledgeable 14%
51%
2 Somewhat Knowledgeable 37%
3 Not too Knowledgeable 21%
4 Not at All Knowledgeable 19%
40%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 9%
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21. How easy is it for people from your community to give input and make suggestions to the Division of
Police? (n=1400)
1 Very Easy 18%
49%
2 Somewhat Easy 31%
3 Not too Easy 21%
38%
4 Not At All Easy 17%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) 13%
22. If you were in trouble, how likely would you be to ask a Cleveland Police officer for help? (n=1400)
1 Very Likely 58%
80%
2 Somewhat Likely 22%
3 Not too Likely 11%
18%
4 Not at All Likely 8%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
23. If you witnessed a crime or knew about a crime that took place, how likely would you be to report it
or to provide information to the Cleveland Police? (n=1400)
1 Very Likely 70%
88%
2 Somewhat Likely 18%
3 Not too Likely 4%
10%
4 Not at All Likely 6%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 3%
24. I’m going to ask you about a number of groups in the Cleveland community and for each one, please
tell me if you think the Cleveland Police treats them the same as other members of the community or
not as well. First, when it comes to [INSERT ITEM; RANDOMIZE] do you think the Cleveland
Police treat them the same as other members of the community or not as well? How about [NEXT
ITEM]?
[IF NECESSARY: When it comes to [ITEM] do you think the Cleveland Police treat them the same
as other members of the community or not as well?]
a) Muslims 39% Treats the same; 28% Not as well; 32% Don’t know
b) Asian-Americans 54% Treats the same;14% Not as well; 32% Don’t know
25. How concerned are you that a family member, a friend, or you will be a victim of excessive force by
the Cleveland Police? (n=1400)
1 Very Concerned 27%
51%
2 Somewhat Concerned 24%
3 Not Too Concerned 23%
4 Not At All Concerned 25%
48%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
26. How concerned are you that a family member, a friend, or you will be a victim of an officer-involved
shooting? (n=1400)
1 Very Concerned 23%
42%
2 Somewhat Concerned 19%
3 Not Too Concerned 22%
56%
4 Not At All Concerned 34%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
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I’d like to hear about your experiences with the Cleveland Police and those of your family, friends,
and neighbors.
27. In the last 12 months, have you personally had any contact with the Cleveland Police, in-person, over
the phone, or in some other way? (n=1400)
1 Yes 39%
2 No [SKIP TO Q36] 60%
9 Don’t know/Refused [SKIP TO Q36] 1%
28. How would you describe the frequency of your contact with the Cleveland Police in the last 12
months? Would you say you have had … [READ LIST] (n=502)
1 Frequent contact 16%
2 Occasional contact 82%
9 Don’t know/Refused (Don’t read) 2%
29. Would you describe these contacts as mostly initiated by you, mostly initiated by the Cleveland
Police, or about equal? (n=502)
1 Mostly initiated by me 41%
2 Mostly initiated by the police 20%
3 Equally initiated by me and the police 37%
9 Don’t know/Refused 2%
30. Based on your personal experience, how many of the Cleveland Police officers you encounter treat
you, your friends, and your family members with respect? Would you say…[READ LIST. RECORD
ONE RESPONSE.] (n=502)
1 Almost all officers show respect 38%
66%
2 Most officers show respect 28%
3 About the same show respect as do not show respect 19%
4 Most officers do not show respect 7%
5 Almost none of the officers show respect 6%
13%
9 Don’t know/Refused [DO NOT READ] 1%
31. I’m going to ask you to recall your most significant interaction with the Cleveland Police in the last
12 months. First, was that encounter initiated by you or by the police? (n=502)
1 Initiated by me 57%
2 Initiated by the police 31%
3 Equally initiated 8%
9 Don’t know/Refused 4%
32. Do you know of family, friends, or neighbors who had contact with the Cleveland Police in the last
12 months? (n=1400)
1 Yes 30%
2 No [SKIP to Q38] 67%
9 Don’t know/Refused [SKIP TO Q38] 3%
33. I’m going to ask you to recall what you have heard from family, friends, and neighbors regarding
their interaction with the Cleveland Police in the last 12 months. Please tell me whether you strongly
agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with each statement about the Cleveland Police in general
based on what you have heard from others.
[ROTATE ITEMS a-e]
SCALE
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1
2
3
4
5
9

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Doesn’t apply
Don’t know/Refused

ITEMS (n=384)
a) Officers listen to what people have to say (Top 2=53%) 19% Strongly Agree; 35% Agree;
27% Disagree; 15% Strongly Disagree; 2% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t know
b) Officers answer people’s questions (Top 2= 59%) 21% Strongly Agree; 38% Agree; 22%
Disagree; 12% Strongly Disagree; 4% Doesn’t Apply; 3% Don’t know
c) Officers keep people informed about what will happen next (Top 2= 54%) 17% Strongly
Agree; 37% Agree; 24% Disagree; 12%Strongly Disagree; 4% Doesn’t Apply; 5% Don’t
know
d) Officers are polite in how they speak to people (Top 2= 52%) 17% Strongly Agree; 35%
Agree; 28% Disagree; 17% Strongly Disagree; 1% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t know
e) Officers treat people with respect(Top 2= 52%) 19% Strongly Agree; 34% Agree; 28%
Disagree; 15% Strongly Disagree; 2% Doesn’t Apply; 2% Don’t know
f) Officers explain their reasons for stopping or questioning someone (Top 2= 58%) 18%
Strongly Agree; 39% Agree; 21% Disagree; 13% Strongly Disagree; 5% Doesn’t Apply; 4%
Don’t know
g) Officers do not detain people for longer than necessary (Top 2=42%) 15% Strongly Agree;
27% Agree; 29% Disagree; 16% Strongly Disagree; 7% Doesn’t Apply; 6% Don’t know
h) Officers do not use more force than is necessary(Top 2=42%)16% Strongly Agree; 26%
Agree; 31% Disagree; 16% Strongly Disagree; 5% Doesn’t Apply; 5% Don’t know
34. In the last 12 months, have you considered filing a complaint with the Cleveland Division of Police
for any reason? (n=1400)
1 Yes 8%
2 No [SKIP TO Q43] 90%
9 Don’t know/Refused [SKIP TO Q43] 1%
39. Did you end up filing a formal complaint with the Cleveland Police? (n=103)
1 Yes 24%
2 No [SKIP TO Q42] 76%
9 Don’t Know/Refused (Don’t Read) [SKIP TO Q43] N/A
40. We’re interested in what you think of the process for making complaints about the police or the way
that certain police officers have performed. Please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree
or strongly disagree with the following statements about your experience. [ROTATE ITEMS]
SCALE
1 Strongly Agree
2 Agree
3 Disagree
4 Strongly Disagree
5 Doesn’t Apply
9 Don’t know/Refused
ITEMS (n=24) Unweighted number of cases only.
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a. When I filed the complaint, I was treated with respect by the officer or staff taking my
complaint. (Top 2=11) 1 Strongly Agree; 10 Agree; 7 Disagree; 3 Strongly Disagree; 2
Doesn’t Apply; 1 Don’t Know
b. When I filed the complaint, the officer or staff listened to what I had to say (Top 2= 12) 1
Strongly Agree; 11 Agree; 6 Disagree; 3 Strongly Disagree; 2 Doesn’t Apply; 1 Don’t Know
c. The steps to filing a complaint were easy to understand (Top 2= 11) 3 Strongly Agree; 8
Agree; 9 Disagree; 2 Strongly Disagree; 1 Doesn’t Apply; 1 Don’t Know
d. The officer/staff kept me informed (Top 2=7) 1 Strongly Agree; 6 Agree; 8 Disagree; 5
Strongly Disagree; 2 Doesn’t Apply; 2 Don’t Know
e. The officer/staff followed-up to tell me the outcome of their investigation (Top 2= 6) 3
Strongly Agree; 3 Agree; 9 Disagree; 9 Strongly Disagree; N/A Doesn’t Apply; N/A Don’t
know
41. Overall, how satisfied were you with how the Cleveland Police handled your complaint? Were you …
1 Very Satisfied 5 cases
8 cases
2 Somewhat Satisfied 3 cases
3 Somewhat Dissatisfied 5 cases
15 cases
4 Very Dissatisfied 10 cases
9 Don’t Know/Refused
42. [DO NOT ASK IF Q39=YES] Can you briefly tell me why you decided not to file a formal
complaint? (DO NOT READ. Check all that apply. Probe: “Any other reason?”] (n=79)
1 Didn’t know how 2 cases
2 It would have taken too much time 7 cases
3 Concerned that there would be a backlash/revenge by the police 13 cases
4 Didn’t think it would make a difference 30 cases
5 Some other reason (specify) 12 cases
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t Read) 2 cases

ALG Research | 27
DEMOGRAPHICS
Finally, I’d like to ask you a few general questions to make sure we have a representative sample. Your
answers are anonymous.
43. What year were you born? ______ ______ ______ ______ [Subtract from 2016 to calculate age]
44. [If conducted in ENGLISH, others SKIP] Is English your native language? (n=1400)
1 Yes 93%
2 No 5%
9 Prefer not to answer/refused 2%
. [ASK ONLY IF Q1f = Hispanic/Latino] Do you learn about the Cleveland Police through Spanishlanguage media? (n=236)
1 Yes, Often 21%
47%
2 Yes, Sometimes 26%
3 No 48%
9 Don’t know/refused (Don’t read) 4%
48. How many people live in your household? ___________
49. [Asked of cell phones only] Do you have a landline telephone? (n=716)
1 Yes 24%
2 No 73%
9 Refused 4%
50. Asked to landline phones only] Do you have a cell phone? (n=684)
1 Yes 79%
2 No 18%
9 Refused 3%
51. [Asked of everyone] Does your household primarily use cell phones or land line phones? (n=1400)
1
2
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Cell 69%
Land Line 24%
Refused 7%
53. Which of the following do you most identify with? Do you consider yourself to be…
(n=1400)
1 Straight 79%
2 Gay 2%
3 Lesbian 1%
4 Bisexual 2%
5 Transgendered N/A
6 None of the above 7%
9 Prefer not to answer (do not read) 9%

55. Note Language (English or Spanish) (n=1400)
96% English; 4% Spanish

Disciplinary Notices

188

Memorandum to LaToya Logan
Disciplinary Notices (DNs) – Observations so far
There were 950 disciplinary notice cases between December 2013 and December 2018, with
201 in 2014; 165 in 2015; 139 in 2016; 185 in 2017; and 234 in 2018 (the remaining 26 cases
were in the last month of 2013).
Approximately 40% of cases had at least one charge dismissed in 2014, with that percentage
gradually declining to approximately 25% in 2018.
The most common charges by year are:
2014: failure to search or check records, discourteousness, unauthorized secondary
employment, failure to supervise subordinates, use of force violations, and AWOL.
2015: Unprofessional, insubordination, sick leave violations, improper use of LEADS, AWOL,
OVI/alcohol issues, use of force violations, improper handling/loss of evidence, and failure to
appear in court.
2016: AWOL, improper use of LEADS, insubordination, unauthorized vehicle pursuit, use of
deadly force, sick leave violations, refusal of overtime, tardiness, and equipment damage/loss.
2017: Sick leave violations, erroneous/false reports, failure to respond, tardiness,
unprofessional conduct, OVI/alcohol Issues, improper stops, unauthorized vehicle pursuit, WCS
violations, and avoidable motor vehicle accidents.
2018: WCS violations, neglect of duty, use of force issues, unauthorized vehicle pursuit,
unprofessional conduct, unauthorized secondary employment, sick leave violations, and
cheating among academy recruits.
Stacking charges is a fairly common: 27% of cases had stacked charges in 2014; 41% in 2015;
29% in 2016; 29% in 2017; and 41% in 2018. Stacking is somewhat challenging to define in the
DNs, as the format sometimes makes it unclear where a charge is stacked, or that some detail
of the charge is described. As a result, these numbers are subject to change once more data is
available.
Limitations of data drawn from DNs
The DNs made available to the CPC do provide some valuable insights into this particular aspect
of accountability in the CDP. There are however, substantial gaps in the data that will require
additional information; attached is a memo outlining why the CPC has requested Disposition
Letters (DLs). These gaps include: whether or not a civilian was involved in the incident,
mitigating/aggravating factors, the relevant GPOs, and other details that help explain the
rationale behind the final decisions.
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Introduction
On November 13, 2014, Tanisha Anderson died while in custody and care of the
Cleveland Police. Her death was ruled a homicide. The two responding officers, Scott Aldridge
and Bryan Myers were cleared of any criminal wrong doing by a Cuyahoga County grand jury,
though the City settled the wrongful death lawsuit brought by Anderson’s family for 2.25
million dollars1.
In 2018, Scott Aldridge was given a 10 day suspension for his conduct leading up to
Tanisha Anderson’s death. In 2019, the Cleveland Police Patrolmen’s Association (CPPA)
appealed the suspension to an arbitrator, Nels Nelson, who ruled in favor of the union and
Aldridge. The suspension was reduced from 10 days to 3 days. Nelson argued that the 10 day
suspension was not in line with previous suspensions for similar cases and that Aldridge had no
prior disciplinary history on his file. This decision caused controversy in Cleveland, as did the
grand jury verdict four years earlier 2.
In 2018, Timothy Loehmann and the CPPA went to arbitration to contest his firing the
previous year; James Rimmel, the arbitrator, ruled in favor of the City of Cleveland. This March
the CPPA appealed his ruling to Cuyahoga County Common Pleas Court. Loehmann was fired for
providing false information regarding his previous employment. Both the arbitration and this
appeal have caused controversy in Cleveland, as Loehmann is best known for his involvement in
the death of Tamir Rice, which did not result in criminal charges, but the City settled a wrongful
death lawsuit by Rice’s family for 6 million dollars 3.
These two high profile cases, and the amount of commentary they generate,
demonstrate a great amount of public interest in the topic of police discipline. They also reveal
a deep polarization of personal feelings about punishment of Cleveland Police Officers and
organizational justice in the division. These feelings can create perceptions of “systemic”
deficiencies, organizational injustice or spur the growth of urban legends that are
counterproductive to building trust between the police and citizens. The Commission’s
Accountability Work Group seeks to analyze trends in police discipline and determine facts
related to how it is affected by the Consent Decree. This document will look specifically at the
Arbitration process.

Cleveland Plain Dealer, March 3, 2019
Cleveland Plain Dealer, Feb 22, 2018
3
Cleveland Plain Dealer, Feb 19, 2019
1
2
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Background
This report addresses the Commissioners’ questions regarding quantitative and
qualitative patterns in rulings made by third party arbitrators for disciplinary cases brought by
the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) and the CPPA against the City of Cleveland for every year
between 2014 and 2018. This analysis looks for patterns in the rational for dismissing or
sustaining the appeals, either partially or in full. Outcomes and awards will be broken down and
analyzed by arbitrator, year, officer demographics, supervisor, performance history, charges
against the officer, and original disciplinary action, if applicable.
These arbitrations are brought by either the FOP or CPPA against the city, with the
unions disputing particular disciplinary action against one or more of their officers. In 2014,
changes were made to the disciplinary matrix of the Cleveland Division of Police. It is important
to remember that not all disciplines are brought up to arbitration, and that the unions are
careful which cases they send, as these cases can be used as precedent later. The research
questions of which cases are chosen and why is outside the scope of this document.
Methods
Data for this project comes from the arbitrators’ decisions, which are filed with the
court and are publically available. Qualitative analysis for this project was performed in Nvivo.
Quantitative analysis was preformed using a calculator with tables made in Nvivo. As an aside,
the statistical technique used to compare outcomes was a z-test comparing population
proportions. For this statistic two numbers are calculated for each comparison, a p-score and a
z-score. Briefly, the lower the p-score, the more statistically significant the difference between
two populations; for this project, the cutoff point for significance is p=0.10. Inversely, the higher
the z-score the more substantial the difference between two populations. E.g., a low p-score
and high z-score mean that there is a real difference between the two population groups being
compared. For this analysis, only two groups can be compared at once.
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Summary of findings
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The majority of case are sustained, either partly or fully, with the Unions prevailing
approximately 67% of the time.
It is possible that arbitrators’ desire for “balance” might be skewing the cases more in
favor of being sustained.
Evidence suggests that white officers are more likely to have their cases sustained than
officers of color, but more data is needed before any firm conclusion can be drawn.
There is not enough data to determine if there is a difference in outcomes by gender,
but it appears that women might be more likely to have their cases sustained then men.
Rank seems to have little influence on outcome.
The majority of disciplinary procedures were initiated by the administration rather than
the officer’s immediate supervisor.
Despite some arbitrators suggesting that it does not matter, performance history
appears to have a strong influence on outcome; those officers whose performance
history is mentioned by the arbitrator were more likely to have their cases sustained.
Level of discipline had a significant effect, with Class I and II offences more likely to be
sustained than Class III.
The arbitrators’ explicit rational for the decisions were very consistent across the board,
in that almost every arbitrator appealed to both precedent and adherence to the letter
of policies.
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Overall Outcomes
Graph 1: Arbitration Outcomes

ARBITRATIONS
Fully Sustained
15%

Dismissed
(Decision for the
City)
33%

Sustained
(Decision for Union)
67%

Partially Sustained
52%

Overall, 67% (36 cases) of arbitrations were sustained, with 52% (28) partially sustained
and 15% (8) fully sustained; they were dismissed 33% (18) of the time. Sustained means that
the disciplinary action is in some way changed (i.e., the City loses the arbitration), with fully
sustained meaning that the charges against the officer were thrown out completely, and
partially sustained meaning that while the officer still faced discipline, their punishment was
reduced. Some arbitrators use the phrase “sustained in part, dismissed in part,” or something
to that effect, to describe partially sustained. Two thirds of all arbitration cases were won by
the Unions, the CPPA and the FOP.
These results are similar to those in other cities, including Pittsburg (70% sustained)1,
Philadelphia (74%) 2, Columbus (74%) 3, and Oakland (75%) 4.

Pittsburg Post-Gazette
Philadelphia Inquirer
3
Columbus Dispatch
4
CBS - KPIX
1
2
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Arbitrator
Table 1: Outcomes by Arbitrator
Arbitrator
Heekin
Nelson
Cohen
Minni
Alutto
Gerhart
Heron
Stein
Zieser
Rimmel
Allport
Belkin
Kasper
Mancini
TOTAL

Dismissed
7
5
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
18

Sustained
5
4
3
5
3
3
3
3
3
0
1
1
1
1
36

Fully
0
0
3
4
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
8

Partly
5
4
0
1
3
3
3
3
2
0
1
1
1
1
28

Total
12
9
5
5
4
3
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
54

Looking at outcomes by arbitrator, a noticeable pattern emerges. Of the 4 arbitrators
who had more than 5 cases, three of them were fairly even in their rulings, with a roughly
equivalent number of dismissed and sustained cases. Of the 10 arbitrators who oversaw 4 or
fewer cases, all but 2 sustained every case. Only one officer, Rimmel, dismissed all of their
cases. Arbitrators who see only a handful of cases are overwhelmingly likely to rule in favor of
the Unions. Inversely, the more cases an arbitrator presides over, the more likely they are to
rule for the City. One possible explanation for this is that arbitrators naturally try to be
“evenhanded” in their rulings. This tendency has been noted before among arbitrators, so their
decisions trend towards a middle ground or splitting the difference (Iris, 1998 1; 2002 2).
Arbitrators who only preside over only a few cases might perceive the “middle” as partially
sustained, as it is can be perceived as option in between the other two, even if it counts as a
win for the Unions. Arbitrators who rule on many cases might start to interpret the process as
having two, more binary outcomes so their rulings start to reflect an evenhandedness between
wins for the City and the Unions.
Arbitrators are selected in one of two ways. The first option is to have a panel of three
arbitrators decide the case, with on arbitrator chosen by the respective union, one chosen by
the city, and the third chosen by the other two, or the third is selected via the strike off method
from a list of seven arbitrators provided by the American Arbitration Association (AAA). The
second method is to just empanel one arbitrator, chosen via the strike off method from a list of
seven arbitrators provided by the AAA 3. This second option was used for all disciplinary cases.
Police Discipline in Chicago
Police Discipline in Houston
3
Collective Bargaining Agreement between the City and the CPPA (Article XXIII, page 46)
1
2
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Changes over Time
Graph 2: Outcomes by Year

Arbitration Outcomes by Year 2014-2018
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

2014

2015
Dismissed

2016
Sustained

2017

2018

Total

Given the relatively brief period of time and limited number of cases it is not really
possible to discern much of a pattern with this data, other than that there is a fair amount of
fluctuation in the number of cases each year. However, there some interesting anecdotal
observations in the data. The only year that there were more dismissed cases than sustained
was 2014, the last year of the previous disciplinary regime; whereas, the first year after the new
matrix was implemented, 2015, saw the largest disparity: 9 of the 10 case that year were
sustained. 2016 saw only two case, one sustained and one dismissed. 2017 was not so evenly
divided with 10 dismissed and 17 sustained, the year closest to the overall ratio. 2018 saw
fewer cases, with only 1 case dismissed and 5 sustained.
Cases are typically resolved between 12 and 14 months after the disciplinary procedure
is initiated. The AAA guidelines note an average of 297 days between filing for an arbitration
and the decision being issued 1. The city and union have 60 days to file for arbitration after the
disciplinary procedure is initiated 2. Given this time frame, the police disciplinary arbitration
process is close to the AAA’s average.

1
2

AAA Arbitration Road Map
Collective Bargaining Agreement between the City and the CPPA (Article XXIII, page 46)
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Officer Demographics
Race
Chart 3: City of Cleveland, the Police Force, and the Officers seeking Arbitration by Race 1

CITY
Hispanic
11%

Other
2%

POLICE FORCE

White
35%

Hispa
nic Other
1%
9%
Black
26%

White
64%

ARBITRATIONS
Hispanic
4%
Black
22%

Other
4%

White
70%

Black
52%

Table 2: Outcomes by Race
Race
White
Black
Hispanic
Unspecified 2
Total

Dismissed
11
6
1
0
18

S,ustained
27
6
1
2
36

Fully
7
1
0
0
8

Partially
20
5
1
2
28

Total
38
12
2
2
54

As seen in Graph 3, while blacks make up 52% of the population of the City of Cleveland
they make up only 26% of the city’s police officers and 22% of the officers the unions seek
arbitration for disciplinary matters. This is, potentially, an important dynamic to consider when
looking at the differences in outcomes for white officers and officers of color. As seen in Table
2, above, white officers had their cases sustained 27 out of 38 (71%) times, whereas officers of
color only won 7 out of 14 (50%) of the time. This difference approaches statistical significance
(p=0.17, z=1.41) and would likley be statistically significant if there were a few more cases.
Given the small sample size, this is arguably sufficient to say that race and ethnicity likely
influence the outcome of arbitration. The explanation for this is likely straightforward, as bias
against people
1
2

Data from Governing.com
In two cases, race could not be determined.

9

of color is observed in other academic research in criminal justice and law enforcement. Again,
though, more observations will be needed to offer a more definitive answer.
Gender
Table 3: Outcomes by Gender
Gender
Male
Female
Unspecified 1
Total

Dismissed
17
1
0
18

Sustained
30
5
1
36

Fully
7
1
0
8

Partially
23
4
1
28

Total
47
6
1
54

Similar to race, there does appear to be a noticeable difference in the outcomes for men
and women, with women’s cases sustained 5 out of 6 times, compared to men’s 30 out of 47
times (83% vs. 64%). However, because there are comparably so few women, there is not a
statistically significant difference nor does it approach statistical significance (p=0.36, z=0.82).
Gender is, indeed, still likely to be a factor in these decisions, but there is not enough women in
this sample to say that definitively.
Rank
Table 4: Outcomes by Rank
Rank
Captain
Lieutenant
Sargent
Patrol Officer
Cadet
Total

Dismissed
0
0
5
12
1
18

Sustained
1
2
8
22
3
36

Fully
0
0
4
1
3
8

Partially
1
2
4
21
0
28

Total
1
2
13
34
4
54

There is no evidence that rank has bearing on the outcomes of arbitrations. Higher
ranking officers’ (the Captain, Lieutenants, and Sergeants) cases were sustained 11 out of 16
times (69%) and Patrol Officers and Cadets’ cases were sustained 23 out of 38 ties (68%)
(p=0.58, z=0.56). Though, it is worth noting that, the highest ranking officers, the Captain and
two Lieutenants, all had their cases sustained. Still, this is only three cases, so it is hard to draw
any definitive conclusions from this.

1

In one case, gender could not be determined.
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Supervisor
Table 5: Outcomes by Supervisor Status
Recommending
Supervisor
Administration
Total

Dismissed
3
15
18

Sustained
7
29
36

Fully
3
5
8

Partially
4
24
28

Total
10
44
54

The majority of disciplinary procedures were initiated by the administration, usually one
of the disciplinary review boards, rather than the officer’s immediate supervisor. For the ten
cases that were initiated by the superior officer, only Sgt. Shawn Smith, of the Cleveland Police
Academy, who wrote up the three cadets, and Lt. Patrick Petranek initiated the discipline for
more than one officer. Most often when the immediate supervisor was mentioned during the
arbitration, they often seemed to support the officer, but these sentiments were not usually
clear enough to accurately or confidently categorize.
Officer Performance
Table 6: Outcomes by Officer Performance, as noted by Arbitrator
Performance
Positive
Negative
Irrelevant
Not Mentioned
Total

Dismissed
0
21
0
16
18

Sustained
14
2
6
14
36

Fully
1
0
4
3
8

Partially
13
2
21
11
28

Total
14
2
6
30
54

Only four arbitrators mentioned an officer’s poor performance in the explanations for
their rulings. Two of the arbitrators, Minni and Heron, explicitly said that an officer’s previous
record should not weigh on the outcome (if not the punishment), both ruled to sustain in all of
the cases before them. One arbitrator, Heekin, said the opposite: that it is relevant, though he
ruled in favor of the unions and city in about equal measure, 7 cases sustained and 5 dismissed.
Rimmel mentioned it only in the case of the officer involved in the Tamir Rice incident, though
he was the only arbitrator to dismiss every case. Every other time performance history was
mentioned, it was described as a potential mitigating factor regarding punishment.
Interestingly, the city only mentioned negative performance history in 4 cases.
In Table 6, the outcomes by officer performance are broken down by whether the
arbitrator mentioned: (1) something positive about the officer’s previous performance, (2)
something negative about it, (3) said it was irrelevant, or (4) did not mention officer
performance. An arbitrator mentioning performance at all when explaining the rational for
their decision, even if they said something negative about it, had a strong and statistically
significant influence on the outcome, with 22 out of 24 cases (92%) sustained with past
1

Four officers had their disciplinary records mentioned in a negative way by the city.
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performance is mentioned, but only 16 out of 30 cases (53%) sustained when it is not (p=0.005,
z=3.12). Additionally, the two times that past performance was mentioned and the case was
dismissed were cases where past performance was mentioned in a negative context. This
means that every time past performance was mentioned in the arbitrator’s rational in a positive
or neutral way, the officer won the arbitration. Many arbitrators mentioned that they do not
consider an officer’s past when examine the merits of the case, but it seems that even
mentioning an officer’s performance history is a good indication of how they intend to rule. This
is important to consider, because past disciplinary history is supposed to have no bearing on
present discipline.
Class of Offence
Table 7: Outcomes by Class of Offence
Charges
Class I
Class II
Class III
Total

Dismissed
1
3
14
18

Sustained
9
9
18
36

Fully
3
0
5
8

Partially
6
9
13
28

Total
10
12
32
54

As seen in Table 7, class of offence has a significant relationship with outcome. Class I
and II offences are sustained 18 out of 22 times (81%), whereas Class III offences are only
sustained 18 out of 32 times (58%) (p=0.09, z=1.76). Possible explanations for this is that more
serious cases are face a higher threshold of scrutiny from the arbitrator or are supported by
more unambiguous evidence than less serious ones.
Punishment
Table 8: Changes in Discipline by Outcome
Discipline

Termination
Demotion
Susp. 10+
Suspension
Reprimand
Total

1
2

#

10
2
19
19
3
54

Dismissed
(unchanged)
3
0
11
4
0
18

length of demotion was shortened
duration of suspension was reduced

Demotion
1
21
3

Suspension
(10+ days)
5
0
22
7

Suspension Reprimand
0
0
1
72
8

1
0
1
8
0
10

Sustained
(none)
1
0
4
0
3
8
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Table 8.1: Totals, Before and After Arbitration
Discipline
Termination
Demotion
Susp. 10+
Suspension
Reprimand
None

Before
10
2
19
19
3
0

After
3
3
18
12
10
8

Table 8.2: Termination outcomes by Arbitrator and Officer Performance
Case

Outcome

Arbitrator

Brelo
Buford
Diaz
Ereg
Hannah
Loehmann
O’Donnell
Sabolik
Smith
Wilson

Dismissed
Fully Sustained
Partly Sustained
Partly Sustained
Partly Sustained
Dismissed
Partly Sustained
Partly Sustained
Dismissed
Partly Sustained

Heekin
Zieser
Heekin
Heekin
Gerhart
Rimmel
Heekin
Heekin
Alutto
Nelson

Officer
performance
Not Mentioned
Positive
Positive
Positive
Positive
Negative
Positive
Positive
Not Mentioned
Positive

One interesting observation from this data is that of the 10 terminations 7 were
reversed, though this is close to the percent of arbitrations the Union won, this goes somewhat
against the previous results that showed that more serious Class III disciplines are more likely to
be dismissed. However, there might be a link between this and officer performance. Table 8.2
looks at the 10 terminations by outcome, arbitrator, and that arbitrator’s mention of officer
performance. Every case where the arbitrator mentions positive performance the firing is
reversed, if they do not mention past performance or mention something negative, then the
termination is upheld. It could well be the case that the arbitrator is, inadvertently or not,
mentioning the officer’s history to, in effect, humanize them. A terminations has a major impact
on an officer’s livelihood and career, so cases involving a termination may weigh more heavily
on an arbitrator, possibly necessitating a fuller examination of the offer’s past. Quantitatively,
terminations account for 10 out of 54 cases, but account for 7 of the 14 positive mentions; this
means there is a statistically significant difference between the termination and nontermination cases as it relates to positive mentions (70% positive mention for terminations,
16% positive mentions for non-termination cases; p=0.01; z=3.51). Among the arbitrators
Heeken saw the most termination cases, at 5, he was also the only arbitrator to explicitly
mention past performance as a rational for a case’s outcome.
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Rational
So far this analysis has examined what factors might influence an arbitrator’s ruling in a
case; interestingly, what the Arbitrators themselves have to say about their rational is often
rather brief and vague—these rulings alone are not enough to get into their heads, per se.
Almost every arbitrator ruled based on one of two things: they said that they were
ruling in accordance with the letter of the policy based on the available evidence or they
appealed to precedent. The appeal to the evidence and law is frustratingly vague and offers
little depth to their rational, but is not a policy concern. The second type of rational, however, is
a policy concern. Precedent is not supposed to be used as a basis for decision making since the
new matrix was put into place. It is important to know that, the term “precedent” itself is rarely
used by arbitrators, and, if it is, it is for technical issues not explicitly related to their decision.
The precedent being applied to refers to previous disciplinary actions (e.g., to bring this case in
line with previous cases). The majority of cases that reference precedent are from 2014, before
the new matrix was adopted. Two arbitrators, however, Heron and Alutto ruled in arbitrations
that cited some type of precedent after 2015. This was the way they condensed the rational for
their ruling. Only Heeken ever suggested that an individual officer’s past performance was
relevant, and his decisions were more evenly split.
Possible Future Research
This analysis raises many important research questions to delve into in the future. Some
of these possible research questions are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are other possible explanations for the disparity in success rates between the
Unions and the City?
What are the differences between those cases that are sent arbitration and
Looking at disciplinary notifications (DNs) to see if there are racial, gender, and rank
disparities.
Do racial, gender, or rank disparities exist in other aspects of the disciplinary process?
How have the changes made to the disciplinary matrix affected other aspects of the
disciplinary process?
How do supervisors and administrators influence the disciplinary process?
Do externalities influence the disciplinary process?
What could be done to make the City and Unions feel better about the arbitration
process in particular and the disciplinary process in general?
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Accountability Response
The accountability draft should reflect that Cleveland division of police has a history of no
accountability actions when they do things that are unlawful. There has been a history of
86 killings of citizens in Cleveland at the hands of the police an example is Ronald Pipkins
who was choked to death while in police custody in 1987 at fourth district.

Even after 1987, January 2002 Craig Bickerstaff who was shot and killed by police was shot
five times in the back while running away from officers within the same month Jermaine
Sanders was killed by police in a McDonalds Drive Thru. The department of justice was
here with a consent decree, while the consent decree was here in 2007 Angelo Miller was
shot dead by an off-duty officer at the age of 17. Also, Brandon McCloud who was just 15
years old was shot to death in his bedroom, at his grandmother’s house, in 2005. The
officers were cleared with no accountability.

Although the consent decree is here, we agree with the writer. The consent decree needs
not to be so vague, because due to lack of understanding with officers and citizens is a
disadvantage position with one another. For example, in the districts there are the chain of
command, commander, Lt., Sgt, OIC stands for officer in charge of the shift Each person who
is in charge will interpret the rules and policies different to the officer, and if officers are
told different information in a shift by different persons in charge it becomes confusing.
This is why the city law department should be responsible for having meetings with
persons in high ranking positions to be clear on policies and procedures so they can
translate the information to the officers, so the officers will have understanding of the
procedures that are in place so no excuses can be used on what they did not understand.

Training is a very critical tool in police reform. However, this citizen does not agree with
the writer about bringing in consultants from other cities. The Cleveland Police Department
should hand pick officers who have not had any disciplinary problems and is experienced
to teach other officers about, communication skills, use of force, writing reports, dealing
with citizens especially the youth. Using experienced officers, already on the force this can
reduce the costs of paying officers from another city or state, which can be costly. This
citizen believes there are officers who are qualified within the department, with hands on
training about reform.
Officers who are in high ranking positions, needs to have hands off when recommending a
candidate for the Cleveland police department all persons needs to go through a thorough
process regardless of their affiliation and who they know.
Secondary Employment

This citizen does agree with the writer about secondary employment. The writer states that
secondary employment requires officers to use the equipment from the city of Cleveland
and who is paid with taxpayer’s dollars, which should be illuminated. Also, the city should
not carry their own polices because this will reduce the number of lawsuits paid out using
taxpayers’ dollars. For example, each officer should carry a two-million-dollar policy which
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would run them about 50.00 a month. Officers make enough money to pay their own
premium once month paying their own insurance will reduce their attitudes in making
irrational decisions when circumstances occur. Some of their attitudes now are, “it is not
my money, or the city has insurance.”
Discretion and Use of Force

Graham V Conner (1989) this citation is not clear, and it speaks about objectivity
reasonable, and the writer states what is reasonable, which is correct? The Supreme
Court uses this citation to assist officers from prosecution. The CPD is aware of this and is
used as a shield, because it is not clear, what does the term mean.

Families who have lost loved ones by the Cleveland Police still stands on education with the
CPD. Officers needs to have degrees with specialized courses taken, such as psychology and
sociology these are courses will assist officers in their approach in dealing with citizens
with bad behaviors. The academy should use citizens and conduct role plays in scenarios
incidents so they can be better equipped in high tense situations, so deadly force will not be
their first and final option.

The bottom-line here is the Cleveland Police department must break the history in the way they
handle situations among the community in dealing with citizens especially the youth. The
polices, customs and practices must be illuminated in order to have a positive role within the
community and a healthy environment for their work experiences. However, for this to occur
they must be in tune with the understanding of their position as a police officer and know they
are going to be held accountable and suffer consequences for their actions. However, if they are
properly trained, trained, on what they do, and how they approach situations without using
deadly force situations will be reduced. The reform must start from the top not the bottom. High
ranking commanders, captains, Lt, Sgts must be trained, trained, trained in their positions, they
need to take updated courses and seminars in understanding to become an effective supervisor.
This will encourage officers to become better leaders in their community and citizens will
respect their positions.

2

