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Note: Due to a loss of support from the US Department of Justice the International
ProblemOriented Policing Conference and the Herman Goldstein Awdld
unexpectedly, not be held in 2014. However, this award application was prepared in advance
of this notification and represents a significant investment in time and energy documenting
this project. It also represents a commitment by the PPB to efdciisnefforts at
ProblemOriented Policing, as required in its proposed settlement with the Department of
Justice. To meet these requirements it is being posted on the PPB website for public review.

SUMMARY

This award application detadlsprobleroriented policing initiativéead by the Albina
Killingworth Safe Neighborhood Commission (AKSNC) in partnershighaitRortland

Pol i ce (PPB)Nerth lP@anct, residents, schools and business groups near the
intersection of North Albina Street and tioKillingworth Avenue in Portland Oregon.

The AKSNC, established in 2006 by a group of neighborhood business people, residents,
educators and other stakeholders, had worked for a number of years to improve the area
surroundi ng Por t IrttaStrdedand NohrAtbina AkenuBespite thes w o
presence of several schools and a vigorous neighborhood asdbgsainbdersection lola
experiencedhronic disorder and violence for over twenty years.

To address the problems at this intersection, memttbe AKSNC andNorth Precinct
engaged in a classic probtamnted policing approgcworking in collaboration with
community stakeholdem@nd using the SARA problesolving approach to identify and
address issues in the neighborhodtis partnetsip was named the North Albina and
Killingsworth Collaboration (or simply the Collaboratidif)e initial survey of the area
revealed that the area was plagued by gang viafeidrig dealingas well gsjuality of

life issues such as street drinlkang graffiti. Despite these problethss phase also
identified community resources suchaatve neighborhood associations, a community
college with a strong interest in improving the safety and sense of security jashealrea

as local businesses willing to work with the police to improve livability in the neighborhood.

The analysis phase focused on-teng issues in the neighborhood. Analysis revealed that
the area was among the most prolific in Portland for shootings andié®ifsiee Appendix

A). Additiondl, anindependent risk analysis by Portland State Uniidesitified the

area as being at exceptionally high risk for future street robberies.

In response to these findind$orth Precinct worked practively with nghborhood

groups to address concerns around disorder and violence. This included partnering with
Portland Community Coll egebds Cascade Campus
their video and security resource to increase surveillance and gipaafighsharea,

utilizing crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) to remove attractive
nuisances which brought street drinking and drug use into the neighborhood, enforcement

l15Forecasting Risk for Street Robbery in Portland, Oregond, Graduce



of street drinking lawe discourage arntbcial behavior and alish presocial norms of
behavior for the area (which included a community college, and tachbigg)and other
activities.

Finally, t he PP BEAU)@nductect a sénontghl agsessnsent bf rihie t
initiative as well as a otyear follomup. These assessments included examinations of both
criminal incidentand possible negative outcomssch as use of force by the police or
complaints.

Figure one (see page 4) displays the area associated with the Collaboration.

FIGURE ONE 6 ALBINA-KILL INGSWORTH AREA

Portland Police Bureau
Crime Analysis Unit




SCAN

The area surrounding North Albina Avenue and North Killingsworth Street is a diverse
neighborhood consisting of residential, business and educational facilities. It has several
schoolsa community college campausd public library. The area also serves as a major
Tri-Met transit hub serving the busy #72 and #4 bus lires.area alsmontainsan

assortment dbusinesses such esffee shops, restaurgtisd media outlets. Finatlye

areas set in and surrounded by residential neighborhoods, including both houses and multi
unit dwellings.

Despite a vibrant and diverse community this area has been plagued with gang violence, drug
dealing, and quality Ide issue$i.e.street drinking and graffitiA 2011 analysis by the

Crime Analysis UnfCAU)identified this area surroundthg Collaboratioas a leader

among those with the most shootings and homicides between 2006 and May of 2011 (see
AppendixA).

Thelocationisalso within thgeographiarea designated by the Portland City Council as a
ofirear m fdruee tmonéene preval ence oCfityfseer ear m vi
Appendix B) A previousanalysis identified the areas irtl&wod with the highest

prevalence of firearms related crime and homicides. This analysis, while not conducted
specifically for this location, revealed that concerns around gun violence foereecl|

For instancaheanalysis revealed that this asshexperienced four of the forty (10%)

homicides involving a firearm between July1st, 2007 and Octh2€1R0 The same

analysis revealed the area to be a oOoOhot spot
Appendix B).

The firearmanalysishddead t o the city instituting three
police, workingvith the courts and parole and probation officers to prohibit individuals

with convictions for certain offenses involving firearms from entering theseit@ats

an approved reason (such as to access housing or social services). This area was in the

center of the North/Northeast firearm free zone.

In the year prior to the initiatitbe area had experienced a homandemultiple
shootingscreatingaclimate of fear. In addition to these serious crime isgigdgborhood
residents and business complained about an environment in which street drinking was
tolerated directly across the street from a local high. d8ieiness owners and customers

felt harassed and the level of social disorder added to the concerns about serious violence.
This discouraged active civic engagement in the area.

To gather this subjective ddarth Precinct Sergeant Mark Friedman met with community
groups, religious leadesshoobfficials, students, and lobakiness owner&gt. Friedman
also revieweskeveral years of meetingauteprovided bythe Albina Killingwdh Safe
Neighborhood Commissigio gain historical perspective on these issues. While these
concerngre more subjective than crime statjstissthorough review of qualitative data
helped provide invaluable context regarding the history of the area and concerns of
community members.

Despite these issyd®e scarfin particular the more qualitativeiees of minutes from
various meetings and interview of stakeholésesled a number of potential strengths.
Among these strengths were a diverse group of stakeholders committed to improving the



area. These stakeholders inclutiedAlbina Killingswai Safe Neighborhood
Commission, the Humboldt Neighborhood Association, Portland Community College,
Rosemary Anderson High Schdefferson High Schotthe 11:45 initiativ@ collation of
churches who organize community outreach and mentoring oftegdfoougang activity)
the Oregon Liquor Contr@ommissiofOLCC) and the Office of Neighborhood
Involvement (ONI).When contacted these groups expressed a strong interest in
collaborating with police to improve the area.



ANALYSIS

After the initial scan of the ar&ergeant Friedman and other effidn North Precinct
begarto gather both objective crime dasmwell gsubject data from community members
about their experiences in the area.

A review of criminal activity priop tJanuary 2012 (the official start of the police
involvementalthough most of the scanning and some analysis have been complete prior to

this period) revealed thie area was calling for police service frequently and reporting a
significant glume of aminal activity(see Appendix C)The activity consisted of both

serious crime (such as aggravated assaults involving firearms and sexual assaults) as well as
less serious crimes (such as drinking in @uididisorderly conduct). In, alfer 30 Part |

and 41 Part 1 crimes had been documented w
Avenue and N. Killingsworth Strde#tween August and November of 2011. Additionally,

police responded to on over 100 calls for service from citizens in the ased# and

di spatched themselves on over 140 additional
spotdé for criminal activity and police invol

Officers initially identified a number of stakeholders in theTdreaCollaboration partners
can be fond in Appendix G.

The officers then worked witetakeholdersand identified several factors that the
stakeholderbelieved contributed to the areas crime prokdsmeell as concerns they had
about how police would be involved in addressing these i$keeanalysis revealed the
following issues in the area:

1) The Wall

0The Wall 6 was an attractive nuisance whi
congregate for many of the chronic street drinkers in the neighborhood. This in turn
created a sense of lawlessness which, in the opiGiollabbratiompartners,

provided covefor and facilitated other illegal activity.



0The Wall é Photograph Taken December, 201

FIGURE TWO®& THE WALL

2) A telephone both with was used by narcotics traffickers to avoid having to use cell
phones:

FIGURE THREES PROBLEM TELEPHONEBOOTH




Not only did it facilitate the actual transactibos also served as a landmark and
meeting locations for both drug users and deals. This created opportunities for drug
related violence to occur.

3) Businesses with poor lighting and/or other featwhich either failed to discourage
criminal activity or even actively encouraged it.

4) Poor access control at some of the area schools that either allowed students to exit
the premises at inappropriate times or allowed access to the schools by individuals
who did not have a reason to be at the location.

5) Businesses withpaofit model built on the sale of féigd wines and other low cost
intoxicants which attracted street drinkers.

6) A onormo6 of behavior for the awseand whi ch
sale, allowed gang members to actively recruit and operate in the area.

This issue was particularly troubling as the area housed the only large public high
school in the State of Oregon where Afrigarerican/Black students represented

the lagestpercentage of students. This created legitimacy issues for the PPB as
some residents felt that this behavior would not be tolerated near othemstthools

a different racial maksp.

7) While the neighborhood had concerns about sstfgtgholders weretinterested
in a o0stop and friskodé& mo dprbbabtefaudeha ensi v e
crime occurring. Given the large number of young males (particularly minority
males) the area was not interested in an enforcement approach based upon
orsecanabl e suspiciond but instead wanted
occurring. Given the issues with street drinking and other illicit activity there was no
shortage of actual crime.

The analysis phase revealed that the firspfoblemitemson this listwere largely due to

the physical environmenEstablishing lonterm improvement to the area would require
modifying the physical space. Items five and six involved expectations about behavior and
would require working with area residentsstablish more preocial norms of behavior.

The first six items would also require police enforcement of existing las@stabligh

order and foster a sense of safety in the neighborhood more conducive to the desired pro
social norms.

However, the yppes of enforcement acceptable tite Collaborationpartners were
constrained by item sevehhe Collaboratiopartners wanted focused enforcement of the
livability concerns identified, namely street drinking, drug aatidityang violence. They

did ot want indiscriminate stops and searchesto the fact that, they wex@ncerned

about reduced police legitimacy. The large number of students in the area made it more
difficult to determine who had legitimate business in the neighhodreatingthe

potential founwarrantegolicecontact

To address this issubke police decided to focus enforcement on the crimes identified by
the Collaboratiopartnersand to use a probable cause based model of enforcement. This

9



resulted on less reliance maughjective standards of evidence, such as reasonable
suspicioh This did not mean that all the stops occurring in the area involved probable
causghowever, this meatttat the primary mechanism for enforcement would be based on
probable cause arrests and citations.

2Probably cause and reasonable d suspicion are | edilkelyhaat andards of
not 6 or while reasonable suspicion requires | essadafi dence than pr
evidence than probable cause it enables officers to stop individuals when it is less than 50% likely that ey wereriimve. This

is done to enable officers to determine if a crime has occurred and can be a valuable tool. In this instance ¢hned€biiabarartit

students regularly stopped while on their way to high school or community college.
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RESPONSE

The PPBIin conjunction with community partners had been involved attempts to restore
order and improve livability to this area for over 15.yéldrese attempts occasionally

resulted in temporary improvements, rarely lasting more than several months. The attempts
were characterized by sporadic enforcement efforts aimed at temporarily reducing violence,

however, these efforts often petered odtthe public safety gains in the neighborhood
were lost. Based on the above analysis and additional conversations with stakeholders
Albina and Killingsworth Collaboration decided on the follgaifgsophy:

Collaboration Philosophy

V  Work with commuily members to identify acceptable behavior for the area
surrounding North Albina Avenue and Killingsworth Street.

V Use probable cause arrests to discourage behaviors identified as problems by the
community members.

V In partnership with community members gaga intensive problem solving to
reduce the need for ongoing enforcement.

V Maintain ongoing partnerships with the community to ensure continued
improvements in the area.

Additionally, the vision for police involvemerthaCollaboratioprecluded cerita
activities or assumptions. Specifically:

V. The program is not a ostop and frisk©o
o Emphasis on probable cause arrests of problem behaviors identified by the
community.
V. The program is not a |imited duration
o0 Emphasis on ongoingm@erships.
V The program is not police directed.
0 The key to obtaining community support for ongoing partnerships.

In addition to reducing livability and crirhevas hoped that throcess would build

legitimacy and encourage cooperation between citizens and police officers. An intensive
initial effort coupled with problem solving would encouragsopral behavior allowing for
reduced police involvement. This effort would fugtiengthen police legitimacy and

allow for closer and more letegm partnerships.

Specificallyhe Collaboratioaddressed the points identified in the initial analysis by:
1) 0The Wall 6

Community members had identified the wall as an attractive nyisandang a
space for drug deals and street drinkers to congregate. This causes isgu@s by bri
individuals who behaved in ani-gocial manner into the neighborhood. Solving
this problem involved both strict enforcement of street drinking(émially in

the initial phases die Collaboratignas well aphysically redesigning the space. A
fence was added (see photographs below):
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0The Wall 6 December 2011:

FIGURE FOUR® THE WALL BEFORE IMPROVEMENTS

0The Wall 6 August 2012:

FIGURE FIVE 8 THE WALL AFTER IMPROVEMENTS
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

The Problem Phone Booth

Other environmental redesign included removing the pay phone. This was also done
in conjunctiorwith increased enforcement of drug crime.

The Physical Environment

The Collaboratiopartnered with the Paatid Develpment Commissio(PDC}o
address issues related to lighting, signagehett. might attract criminal behavior.
The Collaboration worked with tlRRDC to provide lowinterest loans to local

busines owners to address issues such as ligitingg pl ant .60 grTeheen wal

later item involves planting vines or other grgembichwill growvertically on a
wall. Itpotentiallyhelps eliminate graffiti by creating a barrier over the wall.

The first hreeinitiatives (physical improvements te Hrea) were coupled with
increased practive police enforcemeparticularly of drug and alcohol offenses.
Theseeffortsincluded over 120 charges for alcohol related offenses and nearly 30
charges on drug related offenses (Appendix E provides the breakdown of arrests
within the area from January to July, 2012).

Based upon conversations with stakeholders and analysis of pasthefforts
Collaboratiorrealized that simply conducting increased enforcement, without also
making changes to both the physical and social structure of the area, would result in
only a tempary improvement in public safety. However, it was also realized that
initially intensive enforcement would be required to help support -the re
establishment of preocial norms in the neighborhood.

Poor Access Control at Schools

The Collaboration workedittv the area schools to improve physical security and
ensure that entrances and exits were controlled. This helped improve the security of
the schools themselves and also helped prevent truancy in the secondary schools.

Businesses Attracting Street Dnigke

Officers worked with the Oregon Liquor Control Commission (OLCC) and local
business owners to developed abetment agreements precluding the sales of certain
types of fortified wines and malt liquors popular with street drinkers due to their low
price andelatively high alcohol content. It was hoped that improvement to the area
would increase business traffic and help mitigate the financial impact caused by the
reduced sales of these kinds of products.

Behavioral Norms

This item was addressed by inctepséce presence. While North Precinct had a
dedicated team of officers working on this project the pr€omehander also had

each of the shifts (Day, Afternoon and Night) be responsible for conducting some
activity aimed at improving the area. Tlais mot necessarily enforcement hased
although it did generate increased police activity (see the following items).

1c



7) Community Sensitivity to Police Tactics

To address thisoncern the enforcement efforis the area relied on increased
surveillance and guianshipconducted primarily though increased police presence
or the use of monitored CCTV. As mergidrabove the North Precinct
Commander, Mike Leloff, had each shift be responsible for working in the area daily.
The commitment from the shifts wast intense, simply conducting andibute
walking patrol wodl qualify, but did increase police visibility in the afés
approach (consistent with a mipadicing hot spot initiative) generated increased
police surveillance of the area. In additdhis the police officerpartnered with
security at Portland Community College to utilize their network of-alosgd
televisions. This allowed for low ¢dmit increased surveillance of the,drea
ensure that behaviors in the area (particandalism and street drinking) were
within the bounds found acceptable by the area stakeholders.

This system was particularly poweifulthat it eliminated the need for more
subject, stop and frisk type, interventions. Officers enforced existiray thes
direction of the area stakeholder® manner consistent with how they woakeh
been enforcedhad the arelaeensurroundedy amore affluent high school.

Importantly, while thaitial police involvement relied heavily oroesgment, the
volume ofarrestsdecreased quickly. In faby the fifth month of the project
charged offenses were beneath the five year average (see Appandiuly-pf

2012, the number arrests in the area had fallen to zero.

Oversight provided byraups such as the AKSNC, the Humbolt Neighborhood
Association, Portland Community College and others helped ensure that the tactics
used by police were effective for the neighborhood, but just as importantly, did not
damage the legitimacy of police inn®ighborhood. In fact, increasing legitimacy

was necessary to ensure that improvements to the behavioral norms of the area
persisted after intensive police presence ceased.

Perhaps not surprisingly, the area around N. Albina and N. Killingsworth rstdlatomn

of issueshathad to be addressed simultaneously. Previous @floitsssing only some of

these concerh®ften failed to take hold in the longer term. The active response phase,
which began in January of 20&4&ted six months. An initevaluation was conducted in

July to assess the impact of the efford a followup evaluation was conducted after one

year (see Assessment section). Importantly, while the active enforcement ceased after six
months, officers remained engaged in tbeaad maintained the partnerships tied

developed during the initial phases of the intervention. These partnerships acted as guardians
for the area and informed police when issues began to arise. This allowed for police to
intervene earlier and in asg invasive manner to maintain the gains made by the
Collaboration.

The Collaboration itself consisted of large number of community stakeholders (see

Appendix G). These groups workigectlywith police officers in many cases. This activity
includedowalk and tall&in the area, helping determining the kinds of police activity in the

14



area and perhaps most importantly supplying a sense of legitimacy to the police presence in
the area.

This direct support was supplenmeenby activities takeon by variousstakeholders,
independent of police, but consistent with the dhasen. This included outreach to
juveniles in the area, work by Portland Office of Neighborhood Improv@h&#hcrime
prevention specialists to improve the physical environment bodioess practices in the
area and community building activitiesich as fairs and social events. These events
occurred with direct police involvemantiwere necessary components idefening how

the residentand stakeholdevgewed the collaborah area.

Groups such as 11:45 (see Appendixc@iducted gang outreach in the area. Members of
the Multnomah County District Attorneyods
Multnomah County Health and Human Servases community members the Gang
Impacted Families Team (GIF1Q provided opportunities to former gang members and
their familes(see Appendix G)Portland Community College Security assisted police with
resources and by helping monitor the area when police were not pfésertibina
Killingsworth Safe Neighborhood commission help keep police informed of the issues in the
neighborhood, workedith the policeto improve the physical environmeantd werelso

active in mobilizing neighborhood resources.



ASSESSMENT

The Colhboration had several quantifiable metrics which needed to be assessed in order to
determine if the intervention had the desired effects. Police and other stakeholders wanted
to reduce calls for service and Part | crimes (murder, rape, robbery, agsaalted
burglary, larceny, motor vehicle theft and aisowgver, they did not want to accomplish

this at the cost of increased use of force by the police or increased complaints against the
police.The population of the area consisted of a dispropaté number of minorities
therefore arrests and other metrics may not be proportionate to theCiyepalbulation
demographicsThus,the hope was that increased use of more objective hsefritsas

probable cause arrestsght reduce disparitiesarrest rates.

January to July Assessmeli2012)

An initial evaluation was conducted in August of 2012 using data through July, 2012. This
assessment resulted in the following findings (see Appendix G for graphs):

Part | Offenses

Part | offensesonsist of crimes such as Murder, Rape, Aggravated Assault, Robbery,
Burglary, Larceny, Motor Vehicle Theft and ArsBart | crimes near t@®llaboration
between January and July of 2012:

V Decreasd16.1% compared with 2011
V Decreased 27.4% comparethaifiveyear average (2007 to 2011)
V Citywide crime Part | crimes were upa%he time of this evaluation.

Radio Calls

Consistent with other indicators there was a marked reduction in radio calls over the course
of the collaboration. While initidliigh due to increased police preseheenumber had
fallen to about 1/3 of the historic average by July. Radio calls:

V Decreased 8.8% compared with 2011

V Decreased 15.3% compared with theyidae averad2007 to 2011)

V Decreased to 22 in Jaympared with 58 calls in 2011 and 66 calls being the five
year average

Use of Force

Force used during ti@ollaboratiorby police was minimal. To determine thes Portland
Police BureaCAUe x ami ned custody cases with 50060

3 Reporte as of August 2012.
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Killingsworth Street to determine the percentage of cases where police used force of any
typeé. There were three usesfofce inthe area during the period oé thitiative (one

more tha in 2011) howeverthe ratio of forcdo-arrests was reduced considerably (see
AppendixH).

Use of Force Summaries

In addition to examining force in the ateaCAU examined force used specifically by
officersassigned to work in ti@ollaboratiorfnot all of these incidents occurred in the area

of N. Albina and N. Killingsworth)ncluded is a summary of those incideniss

providesa qualitative examination of the reasons why officers used force and the types of
force employedThe followingcases are summaries of the force used by officers involved in
the Collaboratiorand in (or near) the area of @llaboration

Use of Force Incident One

Officers observed a twerdyeyear old male selling narcotics. Officers attempted to
contact thendividual who fled. An officer pushed the suspect as, k@oaking him to
the ground. The suspect admitted to selling imitation crack cocaine.

Use of Force Incident Two

Officers received information that suspects from an earlier fight were loakingdov e n g e 0
and possibly armed with a handg@fficers located the individuals and performed a
traffic stop. During the course of the stop firearms were pointed at the individuals.

Use of Force Incident Three

Officers observed a vehicle parked at aghlanlown at the time for selling narcotics
paraphernalia (this issue subsequently addressed via an abetment agreement). Officers
observe the vehicle which had multiple individuals getting in and out of the back seat. As
many as six individuals eatithe car and it fethe area.

Officers attempted a traffic stop on the vehicle and two occupaitite fliehicle. One of
the suspects, a ninetgararold male, attempted to run past two officers and was pushed
down onto the grass. Officers recoveredra Bandgun.

Use of Force Incident Four

A thirty-two-yearold male suspect in a domestic violencewhseavas a designated gang
member and allegedly armeds arrested. During the arrest officers pointed a firearm at
the suspect.

Complaints

Officers associated with tBellaboratiorid not received any complaints about their
behavior during the period studied

4 Police use of force can be confusing. The PPB captures actions such as strikes with fists, feet, baton, Taseetegorikasalso

action such as pointing a firearm at a suspect as force. In fact nearly hatfeofiséidaonsists of pointing firearms.

5 Two cases were excluded because they occurred outside the area of the collaboration and one case was excludedbeerese the rep
not available The excludedasevasclassified as Forfieearm pointed, mesng they did not involve strikes, applications of the Taser or
other more extreme uses of force.

6 Information obtained from reports and email correspondence with Sgt. Mark Friedman
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One-Year Assessmen2012)

T h e PRJABdoisducted an analysis of crime (Part | and Il crimes) and calls for service
for the full yar of 2012 and well as the July through December time period (this was the
stage at which police transitioned out of daily involvement in the area and instead focused
on maintaining community contact and monitoring the area).

Because the relationshipsasstn the PPB, AKSNC, PCC security and other partners had
been strengthened by work on this project, the need for daily police involvement was
diminished. This allowed police to shift resources to other areas (currently the initiative is
being replicateadh ithe Cully neighborhood) and for groups such as the AKSNC to act as
guardians, in place of the police.

Part | Offenses

V Decreasd34.4% for 2012 comparedth 2011

V Decreased 32.2% for 2012 compaiiddan average for 2007 to 2011

V Part I violent criméell by 70% for 2012 compared with 2011

V Part I violent crime fell by 67% for 2012 compared with an average for 2007 to 2011

Crime reductions remained strong after active enforcement efforts ceased (July of 2012)
This is important as it demonstratespitential for residual returns on the intensive police
efforts during the initial stages of the Collaboration. This allowed the officers assigned to
problemsolving efforts in this area to refocus on other problem locations and work with the
community tanonitor the Collaboration area.

Part Il Offenses

V Increase@®5.3% for 2012 comparedth 2011

V Increased 84.7% for 2012 comparitil an average for 2007 to 2011

V Part Il offenses generally not associated with-offizeed calffell by 9% for
2012 comared with 2011

V Part Il offenses generally not associated with-offiged calls fell by 37% for
2012 compared with an average of 2007 to 2011

The increase in Part Il offenses was driven by dffitiated arrest for warrants, drugs,
firearms and mogxtensively alcohol offenses (see AppendikEith Part | crimeshe
volume of these offenses decreased substantially after officers ceased the more active
enforcement efforts associated with the first six months of the Collabdrattbermore,

Part Il crimes associated with citizen reports of crime fell both when compared with 2011
and with an average of 2007 to 2011.

7 Confirmed by Internal Affairs as of August, Z®12
8 This includethe offense groups of: simple assault, forgery/counterfeiting, fraud, stolen property, vandalism, sex crimes, kidnapping and
trespass/threats.
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Radio Calls

V Decreased 18.9%r 2012 comparedith 2011

V Decreased 31.4% for 2012 compared with an average for 2007 to 2011.

V Decreased 25.1% for 2Qdfferdaily involvement in the arradedJuly through
December) when comparing 2012 to 2011

As with the other metrics examined the benefits &diaborationvere retained after
active enforcement efforts ceased.

Conclusions

It appears that crime reductions realized during the intensiwéqookes phase of the
Collaboratiompersisted for the July to December period, despite a substantial reduction in
police presence.

Two-Year Assessment2013)
Part | Offenses

V Decreasdl.7% for 2013 comparedth 2011(this represents one Part | crime and
should be interpreted as remaining flat)

Was consistent for 2013 comparéd an average for 2007 to 2011

Part | violent crime decreased by 50% for 2013 compared with 2011

Part | vioknt crime decreased by 44% for 2013 compared with an average of 2007 to
2011

< <<

For the 2012013 yeathe benefits of heavy police enforcement on ofanall crime

appear to have largdigsipated As will be discussing in the next segbiolice

enforcement levels fell far below previous ydanuld appear that heavy police presence
may have suppressed Part | crandthat this effect lasted for through 2012 and then Part
| crime levels returned to leteym averages in 20a8er police lefthe area

Howeverthere appears to be a positive effect on the distribution of crime in the area.
Crimeshifted from violent person crime to larcerk@sthermore, @mny of these larcenies
were associated with construction and increased online gefbartfinof which were less
prevalent in 2011) and mayalfenction of increased opportunity for such crimes in the
areaand/or improved ability to report crime

Part Il Offenses

V Decreased by %bfor 20B comparedvith 2011
V Decreased by %for 201Zompared with an average for 2007 to 2011

1<



V Part Il offenses generally not associated with-offizeed calffell by33% for
2013 compared with 2011

V Part Il offenses generally not associated with-offizged calls fell 2% for
2013 compared wit an average of 2007 to 2011

As mentioned aboyi appears that in 2013 the area saw a dramatic reduction in police
enforcement. Despite this reduction in enforceRahtl crimes, particularly crimes such

as vandalism, liquor offenses, disorderguctand trespass remained well below

previously reported numbers. This is heartgnititat it may represent a real shift in the

area where quality of life gains made durir@alfeboratiorave been maintained for over
two-yearsdespite a redtion in police resources to levels beneath those invested in the area
precollaboration (2007 to 2011).

One goal of th€ollaboratiorirom the police perspective was to effect real change in the
area by investing heavily on the fiemd of theCollabordon. The hope was that by

increasing community guardianship in the area, police could eventually move resources to
other locations and repeat the process. This appears to have been the case, where police
now dedicate substantially less time to actmeement efforts (such as arrests for drugs

or alcohol related crimes) to the aresmissues arise the Collaboration partners are able to
notify police, who can intervene at an earlier stage in the problem. The effectiveness of the
approach is demonated by a dramatically reduced need for civilians to call police over
problems in the area (see the next section on Radio Calls).

Radio Calls

V Decreased®b for 2013 comparedith 2011
V Decrease83% for 20B compared with an average for 2007 to 2011.

As with Part Il crimes the area saw a large reduction irticitizéed radio calls when
comparing both 2013 to 2011 and when comparing 2013 to the average for 2007 to 2011.
This represents a substantial reduction in the need for police resoueca®amdhd is
consistent with the vision of the Collaboration.

Conclusion

While reduction in overall Part | crime appear to have returnedollatgoration levels

the composition of this crime has shifted away from person crime and toward property
crime. Additionally, some of this increase in reported property crime may be the result of
increased reporting.

The need to police, as measured both by Part Il crime and calls for service, has fallen
dramatically. This represents a real ongoing savipgbd®and allows police to shift
these resources to other areas.

9 This includes the offense groups of: simple assault, forgery/counterfeiting, fraud, stolen property searataties, kidnapping and
trespass/threats.
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CONCLUSION

The North Albina and Killingsworth Collaboration was a community and police partnership
aimed at improving the quality of life in the area surrounding the intersection of North
Albina Avenue and North Killingsworth Steet. This area had been subject to both serious
violence and egoing quality of life issues for over two decades. The Collaboration was
able to both improve the safety of the ,aae@ the quality of lifevithout generating
complaint®r increasinghe use of force

By working with community stakeholddhe police were able to help coordinate a
communitycenteregdproblemoriented approach to neighborhood crime and disorder. This
led to combination of respa@ssincluding: changes to the physical environment, changes to
behavioral norms in the neighborho@hd improved community police relations.
Ultimately crime was reduceahdthe need for police (as measured by calls for service) was
reducedThis wasccomplished without substantial increases in use of force by police or the
generation of complaints.

Finally, since adopting this strafegp B6 s Nort h Precinct has reduc
this area. This has allowed officers to replicate theggtrdhe strategy has been
successfully deployed to address a strip mall which had a large humber of legal gambling
establishments and is now being replicated in an area which shdeefiomas and

subsidized housing
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APPENDIX A

Portland Police Bureau Crime Analysis Unit
Homicide and Sh

TP |

This analysis was conducted prighéoCollaboratioand was used in the scanning phase.
Approximate area of involvement (circle and arrow added for this document).



APPENDIX B

This analysis was conducted prighéoCollaboratioand was used in the scanning phase.
Approximate area of involvement (circle and arrow added for this document).
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