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Introduction

This binder is not the definitive thing.
This binder is what people have already created, and what we've come across.

It is full of excerpts from resources that we have frequently used as jumping off points when
we think strategically about abolitionist organizing. The excerpts included in the binder
highlight tools that we’ve found helpful when getting into the nitty-gritty of strategizing and
evaluating next-steps: questions to ask, lists to consider, steps to take, charts to consult.

Perhaps this will give you an idea of what to create for your constituencies and groups.

If you have a tool that has helped you get clear on your abolitionist
organizing tactics, email us at info@interruptingcriminalization.org.

Relying on the thinking and work of many, we begin the binder with a list
that we return to, time and time again. We ask of each reform:

1. Does it (as a whole or in part) legitimize or expand the
carceral system we're trying to dismantle?

2. Does it benefit parts of the Prison Industrial Complex, industries that
profit from the PIC, or elected officials who sustain the PIC?

3. Do the effects it creates already exist in a way we have to organize against?
Will we, or others, be organizing to undo its effects in five years?

4. Does it preserve existing power relations? Who makes the decisions
about how it will be implemented and enforced?

5. Does it create a division between “deserving” and “undeserving” people? Does it
leave out especially marginalized groups (people with criminal records, undocumented
people, etc.)? Does it cherry-pick particular people or groups as a token public face?

6. Does it undermine efforts to organize and mobilize the most affected
for ongoing struggle? Or does it help us build power??*

1 From Preserving Punishment Power: A Grassroots Abolitionist Assessment
Of New York Reforms, Survived and Punished New York, 2019.



https://www.survivedandpunishedny.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/SP-Preserving-Punishment-Power-report.pdf
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Organizing Tool:
Questions For
Evaluating Reforms

Summary:

We are living in a historical moment where “reform” means many things—often whatever
is most relevant to the speaker. Abolitionist organizers understand that we must take
steps toward attaining our key goals. In some cases, this means engaging in policy
struggles. As we fight for the vision of the world we want to live in, it's not always clear
which policies move us closer to that vision and which actually move us further away.

That’s where this resource comes in! We hope that it helps organizers
evaluate reforms by providing a list of questions designed to
address issues of structure, implementation, and strategy.

From Preserving Punishment Power: A grassroots abolitionist assessment
of New York reforms, Survived and Punished New York, 2019.

We ask of each reform:

® Does it (as a whole or in part) legitimize or expand the
carceral system we're trying to dismantle?

® Does it benefit parts of the Prison Industrial Complex, industries that
profit from the PIC, or elected officials who sustain the PIC?

® Do the effects it creates already exist in a way we have to organize against?
Will we, or others, be organizing to undo its effects in five years?

® Does it preserve existing power relations? Who makes the
decisions about how it will be implemented and enforced?

® Does it create a division between “deserving” and “undeserving” people? Does it
leave out especially marginalized groups (people with criminal records, undocumented
people, etc.)? Does it cherry-pick particular people or groups as token public faces?

® Does it undermine efforts to organize and mobilize the most affected
for ongoing struggle? Or does it help us build power?
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Challenges and Pitfalls
of Reforms

Summary:

This resource compiles sets of questions for evaluating reforms. “Recuperation”
refers to the neutralization of radical ideas via their mainstreaming. Example:
abolitionist ideas and rhetoric coming to the forefront of conversations about police
violence during the George Floyd uprisings, only to have slogans like “defund the
police” co-opted by those who are not actually advocating for defunding police.

Connecting the dots between recuperation and reforms, this resource offers
multiple framings to evaluate the benefits and risks associated with a reform.

Compiled by Mariame Kaba, Project NIA, and Survived + Punished, August 2018.

Challenges and Pitfalls of Reforms

What is recuperative (mainstreaming)? - putting a legitimizing face on existing harmful
system vs what is liberatory? - leading us towards more justice and freedom.

From Pitfalls of Reforms Outlined by Dean Spade (https://bit.ly/ReformsOutlined).
Is a particular tactic or reform recuperative?

QUESTIONS THAT DEAN SPADE ASKS TO TRY TO ASSESS:

1.
2.

Does it provide material relief?

Does it leave out an especially marginalized group (people
with criminal records, the undocumented, etc ... )?

Does it legitimize or expand a system we are trying to dismantle?

Does it mobilize most affected for ongoing struggle (i.e. Is this building power?)

12



DON'T WANT REFORMS:

That provide no material relief/no reduction in harm

Where relief only reaches least marginalized

That offer window dressing/legitimization of harmful systems and institutions
That tinker, do not reach root causes

That expand harmful systems

S T o

That divides into deserving/undeserving people

PETER GELDERLOOS - IS IT LIBERATORY?
Dean Spade relies on Peter Gelderloos’s work in “The Failure of Non Violence,
How Nonviolence Protects the State.”
1. Does it seize space in which new social relations can be enacted?
Does it spread awareness of its ideas (participatory not passive)

2. Does it have elite support? [if it does, it's probably not liberatory]

3. Does it achieve any concrete gains to improve lives?

ERICA MEINERS’S QUESTIONS:

1. Who benefits from this campaign, initiative, reform,
form of resistance? Who doesn’t, and why?

2. What are the logics, languages, and “commonsense” discourses that initiatives
validate and/or reinforce? Are these logics liberatory or punitive?

3. Who is working on this initiative? Who is not? Why us? Why now?

4. |s this something that we, or others, will be organizing to undo in five
years because it is used to cage or dehumanize people?

13



Guiding Principles
Based in Disability Justice

Summary:

People with disabilities encounter obstacles in the mainstream world that limit their
participation in society. Unfortunately, there are often obstacles to participation in
movements as well. This resource offers a foundation upon which to build an accessible
movement—one that is inclusive of people with disabilities and centers their struggles.

By naming the values necessary to nurture liberatory anti-ablest organizing, this
resource is a helpful starting point for those just beginning to think about disability.
For people with disabilities and their accomplices at any level of experience,

it is a succinct way to stay focused on creating an accessible revolution.

Source: The Abolition and Disability Justice Coalition, 2022.

Guiding Principles Based in Disability Justice

We have been tasked with visioning and building a world where everyone is
empowered to live their best life without fear of policing, discrimination, violence, or
isolation. All of us must participate if we are going to build sustainable communities
that can survive the political, environmental, and social storms surrounding us
globally-communities where we can exist as our whole selves without fear.

The call “we keep us safe” reminds us that solutions should empower all people,
including Disabled and Neurodivergent people, to exercise our self-determination
with care and understanding. We all deserve the resources, support, training
and education we need to love and protect ourselves and one another.

Following the Principles of Disability Justice (/bit.ly/10PrinciplesDJ) outlined by Sins
Invalid, we propose these principles for alternatives to policing and incarceration:

1. Leadership by Our Most Impacted

® Policies, practices and principles must be created by the people most
harmed by the systems of policing and control. There is not a one-size-
fits-all approach that works for all people impacted by ableism and
sanism, and solutions need to meet people where they are.
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All initiatives must be non-coercive and done with consent of
the person who needs support, care, or de-escalation.

Peer-led and -initiated programming, resources, and support should be
funded and prioritized over psychiatric facilities and interventions.

We must validate Neurodivergent and/or Disabled people’s needs,
desires, experiences and leadership over those of professionals.

We must fund and amplify public education and cultural work that is created and led by
people with lived experience to challenge ableist and sanist stigma in our communities.

Every initiative needs to be accessible in and to people’s language,
culture, and identities rather than being an exclusionary, one-size-fits-all,
standardized treatment. We want different kinds of care options instead
of a standardized state framework. Care should be person-centered,
accessible and grounded in a person’s specific needs and identities.

2. Centeredness in Community Support and Intervention: Skilling Up

All kids and adults should have ways to build skills needed for safety. Education
must be free, inclusive and accessible. It should be provided in multiple
languages, including sign languages. People who are Neurodivergent and/

or Disabled should be both teachers and students. It should cover:

O Comprehensive, LGBTQ-inclusive, disability-inclusive,
sex education that centers consent

De-escalation

O Bystander intervention
Mediation and generative conflict

O First aid

O Self-defense

O After-care and continued support

Alternatives should prioritize proactive strategies for safety instead of reactive and
punishment-based strategies. We must focus on solutions that keep people in their
communities, and stabilize them through mutual aid resources, relationships and
community networks, and accessible home, work and public spaces. We should
amplify accessible tools such as Mad Maps, Safety Plans, Pod Maps, and T-Maps.



3. Resourcing People Directly

® We must build community-based supports, services, education, and housing
for everyone, for every occasion. Everyone can live in the community no matter
their disability or any other status (bit.ly/Communitylmperative). We should
prioritize access to affordable and accessible housing, childcare, health care,
transportation and food as building blocks for collective well-being and safety.

® All of these supports and services must avoid causing further harm. They must value
leadership from Black people with disabilities. They must also support leadership from
other marginalized people. They must be provided in ways that work for people and
respect their choices. They must be accessible, and avoid imposing cultural values.

® Collective access and safety should be central in these efforts,
not afterthoughts. The revolution will be accessible.

4. Dismantling Ableism and Decriminalizing Our Lives

® Alternatives should not be rooted in ableism/sanism. This means we must not
pathologize or medicalize people and issues (even incompetent people in power,
or folks who are wildly different from normative embodiment and mental state);
the goal should be not to validate the norm but to question it and shift it.

® We must center harm reduction. We support decriminalizing drug use, sex
work, panhandling, and ending other broken windows policing policies
that disproportionately impact Disabled and houseless people.

® We must fund and expand programs that provide resources and
training in mediation, restitution, and accountability practices and
processes to enable healing and supportive re-entry.

® We must decriminalize and destigmatize suicide. Mandatory reporting and the
criminalization of suicide discourages many people who need support from
accessing resources. Because of the disinvestment in community-based and
peer-led resources, people are often unable to access the support they need
until they are in crisis. We must talk openly about suicide and destigmatize
and decriminalize it in order to offer people the support they need.
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Grassroots Community &&=
Self-Defense Statement
of Principles

Summary:

This booklet provides an entry point for anyone interested in community self-defense,
with an emphasis on the harms perpetrated by the LAPD. It is a clear and comprehensive
statement of values. The principles range from the importance of ongoing self-education
to nurturing a culture of inclusion. Though this resource was created by and for Los
Angeles, the intentions articulated within could be a useful tool for anyone looking

to form a grassroots organization outside of the Non Profit Industrial Complex.

Source: Stop LAPD Spying Coalition (stoplapdspying.org).

Grassroots Community Self-Defense is a labor of love.

It means a group of individuals and organizations coming together to protect the life-
affirming rights and needs of our communities. We join in struggle to resist, organize,
and defend against the national security police state and state-sanctioned violence,

and to advance the following principles grounded in our collective liberation.

Power is within our communities.

We affirm that power is within community and not with state and federal governments, or
profit driven and war mongering corporations. We build power by being clear in our demands
that instruments of state violence be abolished, not just reformed or refined. We commit

to the abolition of all state interventions that prevent our full autonomy and liberation.

An injury to one is an injury to all.

We shall not tolerate any abuse, oppression, repression, or violations
made against any member of our community. We must fight together with
marginalized communities to abolish all systems of oppression.
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Fundamental needs as rights.

From the land to the people, every being has fundamental needs and rights. We honor the
sacredness of life when we fight to ensure everyone’s basic necessities are met, including healthy
food, clean water, housing, clothing, education, healthcare, dignity, safety, movement, expression.

Commitment to assess our language.

We shall build power within our movement and communities by assessing and evaluating our
language and challenging messages that seek to harm. We refuse to use state tactics we've
been taught throughout our lives and work to unlearn what we were conditioned to accept.

Commitment to internal struggle and transparency.

We shall strive, on an ongoing basis, to identify any contradictions within the
various collaborating groups/people, which both protect people from harm and
use transformative/restorative justice to resolve conflict. We shall strive towards
centering survivors and resolving interpersonal and communal violence as it
happens. We remain committed to (un)learning and sharing lessons learned.

Our struggles are interconnected.

We collectively recognize that movements centered around race, class, gendetr,
sexuality, nation, and disability are inseparable and intertwined.

Commitment to Black liberation.

We must confront our personal and our communities’ anti-
Blackness in the fight for Black liberation.

Organize to resist and defeat fascism, colonialism,
imperialism, capitalism, and genocide.

We are committed to organizing from a perspective that understands
the systemic oppression our communities face.

Hold non-profit groups accountable.

We shall call on our communities to hold non-profit groups, foundations, and social
justice and community-based organizations accountable for any collaboration

with the state, which takes power away from our communities and keeps trying to
reform a system that will harm our people, as it was always intended to do.
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Commitment to trans, femme, gender non-
conforming and LGBTQ liberation.

We must confront our personal and our communities’ homophobia,
transphobia, anti-LGBTQ sentiments, and hateful and harmful policies.

Commitment to land recoghnition.

We are migrants, refugees, diasporic, displaced and enslaved people. We respect,
acknowledge, and join the fight by native peoples to preserve their land and its resources.

Commitment to support and fund community
defense and building a culture of resistance.

We will engage in collective learning with our communities about the state
apparatus for surveillance, criminalization, and counter-insurgency. We will
resist and support non-compliance with laws, policies, procedures, and
actions that violate our communities’ rights to live dignified lives.



Section Two:
Policing
& Crisis Response



Reforms to Avoid

Summary

Looking at reforms through a disability justice lens provides us with tools
to assess our priorities and strategies. This resource hames elements
of reforms that are specifically harmful to people with disabilities.

Source: The Abolition and Disability Justice Coalition, 2022.

1. Reforms that replace policing and criminalization
with mandatory social or health services.

® [ncluding those that replace imprisonment with other forms of incarceration,
such as in a group home, nursing home, drug treatment facility, or hospital.

® [ncluding seemingly benign ones like check-ups that are used to surveil and
gate-keep people from getting other services (like education and housing).

Mandatory social and health services are no less damaging than our systems of policing
and cages. In these contexts, people who are Neurodivergent and/or living with disabilities
are systematically abused and prevented from making decisions about our own lives.

2. Reforms that require compliance with medication or any kind
of forced drugging to avoid incarceration/hospitalization in order
to get other services (like housing or Social Security benefits).

People who are Neurodivergent and/or Disabled are just as entitled to make
decisions about what we eat and wear, where we live, and the medications and
treatment we receive as anyone else. Forcing people to stay on medication or in
treatment in order to access their survival needs is abusive and coercive.

3. Reforms that expand funding for mandatory services like psych
hospitals or psychiatrization more broadly, or mandatory check-
ups (by medical professionals, Child Protective Services, etc.).

These systems operate with the same level of power over and lack of accountability
as policing. People who are targeted by these systems have few paths to justice
or equity. All systems must be accountable to the people they serve.
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4. Reforms that rely upon the usage of forced restraint
or corporal punishment, such as tasers.

Ableism enforces the idea that people who are Neurodivergent and/or Disabled are inherently
dangerous and should be subject to forced treatment, institutionalization, restraint and
control. This is violent and coercive. In fact, people with disabilities are much more likely

to suffer violence, and these practices only add to the violence they already endure.

5. Reforms that require registries, monitoring, or surveillance.

These systems position people who are Neurodivergent and/or Disabled as a crisis to be managed
rather than as people who, like all people, best thrive with supportive care systems. Surveillance
and monitoring are seen as care; however, they provide the foundation by which people with
disabilities are often criminalized later. For example, Disabled people are often penalized
(including with monetary fines) for not keeping appointments or complying with treatment plans.
Tracking systems enable carceral systems to more easily criminalize people with disabilities.

6. Reforms that rely upon the use of Mandatory Reporting.

Mandatory reporting in the case of domestic violence has actually increased the amount of
retaliation and violence against survivors. It also takes away survivors’ agency to determine

if they want to go through a criminal legal system and entraps immigrant survivors into
cooperating with ICE and the state. Similarly, mandatory and voluntary reporting and wellness
checks on individuals experiencing suicidal ideation or non-normative behavior can result in
additional harm through the medical and carceral systems they thereby become subject to.

7. Reforms that rely upon the expansion of Adult
Protective Services and Child Protective Services.

These agencies have basically no check on their powers and often target families with
children or caregivers with disabilities. We know that Black and Indigenous families and
other Families of Color; families with Queer and Trans caregivers; Immigrant, Migrant
and Refugee families; and Poor Families have been specifically targeted for removal of
children from the home. Mandatory reporting for Black and brown child sexual abuse
survivors is a pipeline into the foster care system that rips communities and families
apart and exposes children to equally abusive conditions as “wards of the state.”
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8. Reforms that base eligibility for housing or other
services on sobriety, medication compliance, not
engaging in self-harm, or other restrictive criteria.

These kinds of eligibility criteria keep out the people who are most in
need of care and life-sustaining resources. We need to respect people’s
autonomy, coping mechanisms and survival strategies.

9. Reforms that further isolate and segregate people.

People with disabilities are often seen as a social problem to be isolated from society.
Separating and isolating people as a way of “treating” them or addressing crises is a
common approach that endangers vulnerable people and worsens the harms they face.



Reformist Reforms
Versus Abolitionist Steps
In Policing

Summary

This comprehensive chart breaks down common police reforms into 12 categories,
and evaluates each using the same set of four questions. Because this resource
provides explanations along with answers, it is a good tool for those new to thinking
through reforms. It is also a useful compass for organizers of all experiences, in

the spirit of saving time, learning from others, and not repeating mistakes.

Source: Critical Resistance, 2021.
These charts break down the difference between reformist reforms which continue or
expand the reach of policing, and abolitionist steps that work to chip away and reduce its

overall impact. As we struggle to decrease the power of policing there are also positive
and proactive investments we can make in community health and well-being.

(Reformatted chart on pages to follow)
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Body
Cameras

Community

Policing

More Training

REFORMIST REFORMS

Reduce funding

to police?

INCREASES.
Equipping police
officers with

body cameras

will require more
money going toward
police budgets.

Challenge the
notion that
police increase
safety?

NO. Body cameras
are pitched as
making police
more accountable,
increasing the idea
that policing, done
“right,” makes
people safe.

Reduce tools,
tactics,
technology
police have at
their disposal?

INCREASES.
Body cameras
provide the police
with another

tool, increasing
surveillance and
increasing police
budgets to acquire
more gadgets.

Reduce the scale
of policing?

INCREASES. Body
cameras are based
on the idea that
police who do not
use “excessive
force” are less
threatening. But
police can turn off
body cameras and,
when used, footage
often doesn’t

have the impact
that community
members want,

or is used for
surveillance.

NO. This is based
on the belief

that policing is
focused on keeping
people safe, and
the violence of
policing is caused
by a “breakdown

of trust” with the

NO. Advocates

of community
policing argue

that departments
will have to hire
more cops to be in
neighborhoods and
in the community.

INCREASES.

Cops are trained in
additional tactics
and approaches.

NO. More
community police
means that the
scale of policing
will increase,
particularly in
Black, Brown, poor
neighborhoods,
where there

community. is perceived
“mistrust.”

NO. More training NO. This furthers INCREASES NO. This will

will require more the belief that all of these. increase the scope

funding and
resources going to
police to develop
and run trainings.

better training
would ensure that
we can rely on
police for safety,
and that instances
of police harm
and violence
occur because of
lack of training.
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of policing, given
the type of training.
For instance, some
advocate for police
to be trained on
how to respond

to mental health
crises, furthering
the idea that
police are the go
to for every kind

of problem.



Civilian
Review/
Oversight
Boards

“Jail Killer
Cops,”
prosecute
police who
have killed
and abused
civilians.

Reduce funding

to police?

NO. In some cases,
there would be an
increase in funding,
whereas in other
cases, there would
be no change.

Challenge the
notion that
police increase
safety?

NO. Overseeing
the police through
a board presumes
that cases of
excessive force,
killing, lying,
planting false
information, etc.
are exceptional
occurrences rather
than part of the
daily violence

of policing.

Reduce tools,
tactics,
technology
police have at
their disposal?

NO. Some argue
for Civilian Review
Boards “with teeth,”
the power to make
decisions and

take away policing
tools and tactics.
However, a board
with that level of
power has never
existed despite
50+ years of
organizing for them.

Reduce the scale
of policing?

NO. This further
entrenches policing
as a legitimate,
reformable system,
with a “community”
mandate. Some
boards, tasked with
overseeing them,
become structurally
invested in their
existence.

NO. Prosecuting
police does not
lead to changes
in funding or
resourcing police.

NO. Individualizing
police violence
creates a false
distinction between
“good police” (who
keep us safe),

and “bad police”
(who are unusual
cases), rather than
challenging the
assumption that
policing creates
safety or examining
policing as
systemic violence.

NO. Often, media
attention in high
profile cases leads
to more resources
and technology,
including body
cameras and
“training.”

NO. This reinforces
the prison
industrial complex
by portraying
Killer/ corrupt cops
as ‘bad apples”
rather than part of
a regular system
of violence, and
reinforces the idea
that prosecution
and prison serve
real justice.



Suspend the
use of paid
administrative
leave for
cops under
investigation

Withhold
pensions and
don’t rehire

cops involved in
excessive force

Cap overtime
accrual and OT
pay for military

exercises

ABOLITIONIST STEPS

Reduce funding

to police?

YES. This can
INCREASE
community-

based budgets

as municipalities
no longer pay for
policing’s harm
against community
members.

Challenge the
notion that
police increase
safety?

YES. It challenges
the notion

that policing
violence, and the
administrative
costs it incurs, are
essential risks of
creating “safety.”

Reduce tools,
tactics,
technology
police have at
their disposal?

YES. Access to
paid administrative
leave lessens the
consequences of
use of force, and
presumes the right
of police to use
violence at all.

Reduce the scale
of policing?

YES. The less
financial support
for police
undergoing
investigation

for killing and
excessive use of
force, the less
support for policing.

YES. This can
INCREASE
community-

based budgets

as municipalities
no longer pay for
policing’s harm
against community
members.

YES. It challenges
the notion that
killings and
excessive force are
exceptions, rather
than the rule.

YES. It reduces
the ability of

police forces to
move around or
re-engage cops
known for their
use of violence.

YES.

YES. This can
INCREASE
community-based
budgets since we
won’t have to pay
for cops learning
how to better
make war on our
communities.

YES. It challenges
the notion that

we need police

to be trained for
“counterterrorism”
and other military-
style action and
surveillance

in the guise of
increasing “safety.”
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YES. Weapons
trainings and
expos are used to
scale up policing
infrastructure

and shape goals
for future tools,
tactics, technology.

YES. This stops
police from
increasing their
legitimacy, capacity,
and skills as “the
blue line” in order
to expand their
reach over our

daily lives and
community spaces.



Withdraw
participation
in police
militarization
programs

Prioritize
spending on
community

health,
education,
affordable

housing

Reduce the size
of police force

Reduce funding

to police?

YES. This can
INCREASE
community-based
budgets since we
won’t have to pay
for cops learning
how to better
make war on our
communities.

Challenge the
notion that
police increase
safety?

YES. It challenges
the notion that

we need police

to be trained for
“counterterrorism”
and other military-
style action and
surveillance

in the guise of

increasing “safety.”

Reduce tools,
tactics,
technology
police have at
their disposal?

YES. Weapons
trainings and
expos are used to
scale up policing
infrastructure
and shape goals
for future tools,

tactics, technology.

Reduce the scale
of policing?

YES. This stops
police from
increasing their
legitimacy, capacity,
and skills as “the
blue line” in order
to expand their
reach over our

daily lives and
community spaces.

YES. If we decrease
funding for policing,
this will decrease
its resources.

YES. Prioritizing
funding resources
also creates space
to imagine, learn
about, and make
resources that
actually create
well-being.

YES. If we
decrease funding
for policing, this
will decrease the
expansion of tools
and technology.

YES. If we decrease
funding for policing,
this will decrease
the size, scope

and capacity of
systems of policing.

YES.

YES.

YES.

YES.



Problems with "'ff'-_*_%
Community Control of Police
& Proposals for Alternatives

Summary

Flipping the power dynamic between communities and the police is an attractive idea.
That notion has manifested in attempts toward community control of the police, via
mechanisms like police monitors and civilian review boards (CRBs). But historically
and by their very nature, these supposed “checks” on police power serve only to
validate that power. This resource breaks down why that is the case. It breaks down
the problems with CRBs as well as potential solutions, both in accessible list form.

This resource was created by Beth Richie, Dylan Rodriguez, Mariame
Kaba, Melissa Burch, Rachel Herzing and Shana Agid.

Problems With Community Control Of Police
And Proposals For Alternatives

Over the past 50 years, radical Black organizations have consistently demanded community
control of the police. The idea behind this demand is that those most impacted by
oppressive policing should have the power to decide how the system operates in their own
communities, and that community control of police would transform the force from an
occupier into a partner (or bring truth to the ideato idea that the police “protect and serve”).

But the demand for community control ignores the real problem with police and policing; policing
functions to maintain white supremacy and protect property, and its power and violence contribute
to and are part of broader structures of inequality. Instead of promoting the kind of change that
would protect oppressed communities from individual and structural harm, Community Review
Boards (CRBs) legitimize the role of police in this harm. In the current landscape, “community
control” does this by suggesting that under the “right” supervision or control, policing (and police)
can be separated from this institutional violence and the historic function of policing. CRBs cannot
confront the logic or overall function of policing, or reduce the violence inherent to policing.

Oversight of the system does not CHANGE the system. For these reasons, even in best case
scenarios, the institution of policing cannot be reformed because it is tied to the violences
of white supremacy and capitalism. Policing must be abolished in order to end police abuse;
relying on CRBs masks and distracts from this important reality. Instead, we can build on
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historic calls for community oversight to create community- and self-determined capacities
to prevent and address harm in other ways, forging partnerships together to do this work.

Civilian Review Boards and Police Oversight

Most CRBs and other police oversight bodies are usually proposed to produce police
accountability and transparency. CRBs with the weakest control are asked to review
complaints and make non-binding recommendations to the police department or city / local
government. Stronger boards oversee police budgets, sometimes have subpoena power
(can call people to testify), and have authority to hire, fire and discipline police officers.

Proponents suggest that such oversight bodies will increase public trust in policing, because
residents will believe that police are overseen by independent bodies with the power to call out
“bad” police practices and effect changes to policy or discipline that will hold police accountable.
A best case scenario of this kind of CRB might look like this: An independent CRB is elected by
residents (not appointed by a mayor, police representative, or city council, as is often the case).
The CRB has the power to hire, fire, and discipline police of all ranks without police department
interference. Imagine that this board has the power to subpoena people and read classified
documents and holdholds open meetings whose minutes are also available online, or whose
meetings are also broadcast on the radio and internet. And, finally, suppose there is a mechanism
for people harmed by police actions to present directly to and be represented on the board.

But, even if community oversight really did all this, building trust in the institution of policing
tends to legitimize the role police play in our daily lives. If we invest in an oversight body that
is meant to work toward the goal of ending “bad” policing, we simultaneously invest in the
resources, rhetoric, and power of policing and the possibility of police reform. This legitimizes
the things police departments do as a regular part of the work of policing, including using
force to do everything from settle disputes between people to suppress dissent. Increasing
the legitimacy of policing entrenches and enhances police power; improving a system aimed
at genocide merely speeds that death dealing along. This runs counter to abolitionist goals
to make policing obsolete by meeting the needs and desires for community and individual
well-being that, in theory, fall to policing, but in fact are mostly left unmet, anyway.

New York City, for example, established an all-civilian Community Complaint Review Board

(CCRB) in 1993. Routine police violence continued after the CCRB began to meet - including the
infamous police sexual assault of Abner Louima in 1997, the murder of Amadou Diallo by the
NYPD’s Street Crimes Unit in 1999, the murder of Eric Garner in 2014 - a pattern of violence that
continues still. During this same period, with the CCRB in place, Police Commissioners Ray Kelly,
Howard Safir, and William Bratton oversaw the implementation of Stop and Frisk policing and so-
called “Quality of Life” policing, giving officers nearly unrestricted capacities to stop, harass, and
arrest people of color, immigrants, people without homes, and queers, especially young queer
people of color, in the city. Issues that plagued both the NYPD and, more critically, the City of New
York, are as present today as they were in the early 1990s when the CCRB was established.
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So, the trouble with CRBs includes:

1. A lack of power to make any fundamental changes to the practice of policing,
because they are most often merely symbolic and function on the same logic of
punishment as the rest of the PIC - assuming that by punishing individual police
officers, that police violence overall will decrease. When it is the system of policing
that produces the harms we see, a CRB’s power to respond to police violence as the
individual action of one cop undermines any capacity to address the system as a whole.

2. They are most often constituted of people appointed by mayors, chiefs
of police, or other elected officials, and are as often aligned politically,
or in solidarity, with other groups that do not represent the interests
of people most severely impacted by the violence of policing.

3. Even when the members are elected, they are often influenced
by the same power-brokering as other elected officials when it
comes to the cops (for example, from police associations).

4. Simply being local civilians does not ensure that residents will not also be
biased in favor of police (we see this, too, in juries that acquit police and
everyday conversations about policing as dangerous work that involves risk
that justifies “split second mistakes”). The presumption here is that policing
is an exceptional category of employment that, even if it requires special
oversight in the form of a CRB, it also merits allowances for “reasonable”
or “justifiable” violence and other forms of harm as "part of the job.”

5. Police fraternal orders and similar organizations often have power that
overrides any power civilian boards may have with the complete support of local
politicians. Sometimes police officers are even seen as a separate protected,
and targeted, class (#BlueLivesMatter bills are an illustration of this).

6. Even when boards are able to hold individual cops accountable to the policies
governing their practices, the policies themselves often support unacceptable
levels of force and coercion, especially in cases deemed “security” threats.
This goes hand in hand with the elevation of fear reported by police - which
leads them to do even more harm - as being more important and legjtimate than
the fear people who are most targeted by policing have of police contact.
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Here’s what we can do instead:

We know that the surest way to reduce the violence of policing is to reduce contact with
the police. Effective community control over safety and well-being can focus instead on how
to reduce policing power, police presence, and police contact even as we suggest ways we
can continue to build community safety without the involvement of law enforcement at all.

Some starting points to prioritize in our organizing:

1. Shift funding priorities from law enforcement to community health and
well-being, including investments in physical and mental health care, youth
programming, and community mediation and reconciliation programs
(e.g. #FundBlackFutures, Oakland’s People’s Community Medics).

2. Erode the power of police fraternal orders. This would significantly decrease the
power of police by limiting their ability to isolate and protect individual police and
argue for special treatment / indemnity. While we support the right of workers to
unionize, police fraternal orders are not unions so much as social organizations meant
to obscure the violence of policing, and coerce and preserve power structures. This
includes rethinking connections made between labor unions, especially of other
“community” workers, like teachers, and police organizations. How can teachers,
health workers, and others stand apart from police organizations and mobilize
their unions to prioritize preventative and community-building projects and work?

3. Change police policies to make termination of cops involved in repeated incidents
of killing or excessive force automatic, and make them ineligible for rehires or
transfers. Withhold pension payments. Organizers in Minnesota have proposed such
a law (prior to the police murder of George Floyd). The focus of these approaches is
not to act as a symbolic deterrent, echoing a justification for punishment central to
the PIC itself, but to reduce and erode the power of policing to proceed as if violence,
harm, surveillance, and constant contact are a necessary part of creating “safety.”
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4. Instead of CRBs as they are currently formulated, imagine an elected
body that would challenge the overall structural power of police and
ultimately eliminate policing. The CRB could be re-imagined to be a conduit
for organizing in communities to develop mechanisms to deal with harm
in ways that don’t promote violence. Steps toward that goal might be:

Have the power to re-allocate budget and other resources away from policing and
toward other community, neighborhood, and health-building practices, groups, etc.

Have a focus on institutional and systemic harms caused and perpetuated
by policing when instances of particular violence happen, rather
than on individual cases of police violence decontextualized.

Develop systems of community accountability that are sustainable and make
time, space, and resources available to train people in how to carry them out.

Create capacities to share and amplify existing practices, including assistance
to groups interested in adapting practices to their own local contexts.

5. These steps could be part of working toward long term goals, including:
Well-resourced and sustainable access to emergency response and after-care;
Longer-term resources for addressing conflict and harm;

Accessible health and mental health care options;

Shifting resources toward opportunities for meaningful
work, housing, education, and other critical needs;

The abolition of policing



=  Defund the Police—

e

Invest in Community Care:

A Guide to Alternative Mental
Health Crisis Responses

Summary

Many groups are exploring how to create effective crisis response programs that
minimize or do not require police involvement. Currently, crisis response is mired

in the carceral state, and unmet or different mental health needs are criminalized.
When building mental health crisis prevention and response, there are many

aspects to consider. This checklist, which accompanies the report “Defund the

Police - Invest in Community Care: A Guide to Non-Police Mental Health Crisis
Response” (https://bit.ly/NonPoliceResponse) is intended to guide organizers through
key aspects of response that have the potential to be oppressive or liberatory.

Source: Interrupting Criminalization, 2021.

A Checklist For Assessing Mental Health Response Models

This tool offers a set of questions organizers should ask when assessing proposals

for mental health crisis response. It is intended to be used in conjunction with the
Interrupting Criminalization, Creative Interventions and Justice Practice report Defund the
Police, Invest in Community Care: A Guide to Alternative Mental Health Responses.

1. Is the proposed mental health crisis response completely separate from and
out of the control of the police? Or is it a “co-response” or CIT model?

2. Will a police response or “co-response” model remain in
place in addition to a non-police response?

3. Will mental health crisis calls be routed through 911 or a separate number?

If 911.:

O Is it under police control? Can you move dispatch away from police control?

0 What is the relationship between 911 operators and police - are they
represented by the same union? Do they share other interests?

U Who trains 911 operators in implementing the mental health crisis
response protocol? How can you build in training protocols and trainers that
can minimize police response and/or maximize community response?
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If a separate number (like 211, 311, 988, or regular line):
U If a separate number, how is that number being
promoted? Through the police department?

O If a separate number, who runs the response program?

U If a separate number, will callers be routed directly
to non-police mental health response?

U If a separate number, will law enforcement have the ability
to listen in on calls and decide whether to respond?

U How is the separate number being resourced?

. Who is driving and controlling identification, selection, implementation,
and evaluation of alternative mental health crisis responses?

U Are the police involved? If so, how can their control be
significantly diminished, checked, or removed?

U Is control within other government agencies such as a Department of Public Health,
Department of Health/Mental Health, Office of Prevention, Fire Department, etc.?

QO How are these departments still tied to the police or other carceral
responses, e.g., diagnoses, psychiatric institutionalization, involuntary
hospitalization, mandatory reporting, child welfare, etc.?

Q Who is driving and controlling identification, selection, implementation,
and evaluation of alternative mental health crisis responses?

O Is control within large non-profit organizations?

Q How are these organizations tied to police or other carceral responses?

Q How are communities impacted by mental health crisis response represented?



U Who decides what a “non-police” or “unarmed” response
is? The police? Government agencies? Communities?

O Is there authentic community participation and control by
communities impacted by mental health crisis response in:

Program design
Oversight

Crisis response teams
Evaluation

Implementation

©C 0 0 0 0 O

Is community participation and control by communities impacted
by mental health crisis response institutionalized by mechanisms
such as charters, city or county resolutions, etc.?

5. Who is responding to mental health crisis calls?
U Who makes up the crisis response team?
Q Does it include people directly impacted by mental health crisis response?
Q Does it include skilled community de-escalators?
Q Does it include nurses, paramedics, or EMTs?
Q Does it include social workers? What licensing level do they require?
Q Are police ever part of the crisis response team? When? How? Why?

O Will the police department have the ability to listen in on 911 calls and decide
whether to respond to mental health crisis calls on a case by case basis?

O Will the crisis response team have the power to involuntarily commit people?
Q Will that be their primary option?

Q Is the makeup of the team determined by making sure
that someone with that power is on the team?

O Who employs the crisis response team?
U Who trains the crisis response team?
Q How much training do they receive?
Q What will the content of the training be for the crisis response team?

Q Who is responding to mental health crisis calls?



a

a

Is the response team tied to community-based mental health options that
are accountable to communities directly impacted by mental health crisis
response, harm-reduction principles, and self-determined models of care?

Q If not or if there are few, how can you expand or build new options?

Will the crisis response team be able to meet immediate
needs for housing, basic needs such as food, harm reduction
services and resources, voluntary medical care?

6. Criteria for Non-Police Mental Health Crisis Response

Q

a

a
a
a

Does the protocol exclude calls involving people who are “dangerous” or people
who have “weapons” from the non-police mental health crisis response?

O What criteria determine whether a person is deemed “dangerous”?

O What constitutes a “weapon”?

How will the program be evaluated?

Who will collect data on the calls received and call outcomes?
How is the program evaluated?
Who evaluates the program?

What are the evaluation measures? How are they
related to community values and priorities?

8. How will the program be funded?

a

How will mental health crisis response be funded?
QO Federal, state, county, city funds?
Q Private foundations?

Will the police department continue to be funded
to respond to mental health crises?

Does funding directly reduce police budgets (or do
they leave them intact or even expanded)?

Is funding for community-based non-police response:
O Adequate?
Q Multi-year?

Does the police contract contain any provisions

relating to mental health crisis response?



% In Calling to Defund Police,
Don’t Fixate on Costs

of Police Settlements

Summary

In recent years, calls for police “misconduct” settlements from civil court cases to come
directly out of police budgets have been adopted by organizers in many US cities. This
article outlines the danger of this demand, namely, that highlighting the amount of

police misconduct settlements, or shifting the responsibility for payment onto police
departments, profit-driven private insurance companies or different governmental entities
will not stop police from harming people — but it will likely harm people harmed by police.

This resource was created by Andrea J. Ritchie and Maurice BP-Weeks for Truthout, 2020.

Don’t Fixate on Costs of Police Settlements

When someone is harmed, disabled or killed by police, they, and their families,
deserve compensation — for medical bills, lost time at work, emotional and
physical trauma. In fact, as outlined in the Movement for Black Lives’'s BREATHE
Act, they deserve reparations — like those recently paid and made to survivors of
torture by Chicago Police Commander Jon Burge. If anything, police settlements
should be larger than the amounts survivors and families often receive.

In recent years, and most recently in the context of campaigns to #DefundPolice, some
organizers have focused on the amount paid out in settlements for police-perpetrated violence

by municipalities as an indication of how expensive current police practices are. In some cases,
they have demanded regular reporting and transparency around police misconduct settlements.
In others, they have called for these settlements to come directly out of police budgets, as an
incentive for departments to reduce the amount of violence they perpetrate. Some have called for
settlements to come from liability insurance carried by individual officers instead of city coffers.

Each of these approaches stands to harm instead of help the people we are organizing with and
on behalf of survivors of police violence and families of people killed by police. None of them
will put an end to the violence that produces the need to compensate them in the first place.

It is also critical to note that the amounts currently budgeted for police misconduct settlements
are based on past harm — so trying to cut this amount now will directly affect payments to
people who have already suffered police violence, and will do nothing to prevent future harm.
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There is no way to create financial incentives to stop police violence — because violence is
inherent to policing. Highlighting the amount of police “misconduct” settlements, or shifting the
responsibility for payment onto police departments, profit-driven private insurance companies
or different governmental entities will not stop police from harming people — but it will likely
harm people harmed by police. The most likely consequence of focusing attention on these
payments is not that police violence will stop or slow down — because it is a feature, not a bug.

What these approaches will do is simply create stronger incentives to deny or reduce
compensation to the people harmed by police violence — to avoid public scrutiny,
to avoid cuts to departmental budgets, to avoid cutting into the bottom line.

If you are shocked by the amount of money spent on police settlements — and by
the amount of violence and harm they represent — the best response is to work to
decrease the power of police to enact that violence. In other words, the best way
to reduce the amount of police violence settlements is to reduce and ultimately
end policing itself, not the settlements paid to people harmed by policing.

Two years ago, the Action Center on Race and the Economy (ACRE) released “Police
Brutality Bonds: How Wall Street Profits from Police Violence,” which details the way
municipalities use creative financing and deceptive accounting practices to hide the true
cost of police brutality. It is in these municipalities’ interest to try and obscure how big the
settlements are so that they are less likely to face demands to abolish the police entirely.
And of course, whenever money is moving in U.S. capitalism, Wall Street takes its cut.

The ways in which banks profit from the cost of police violence was the primary focus
of the report. However, the report placed a spotlight on the issue of police settlements
more broadly, leading to a focus on the amount cities budget for such settlements

as a target in campaigns for police accountability. The report itself referred to these
settlements as a “burden” on communities that carried opportunity costs in terms of
meeting other community needs, and demanded that this burden be shifted directly
onto police departments and individual officers through liability insurance.

The recent nationwide uprisings in the wake of the police killings of George Floyd, Breonna

Taylor and Tony McDade, and their clarion call to #DefundPolice, have brought police budgets
back into the spotlight. ACRE revisited and re-released the Police Brutality Bonds report in early
June of this year with several critical amendments as a result of further political education

and conversation with the community. The updated report no longer includes demands around
individual officer liability insurance or further shifting of municipal accounting for the settlements.

IN A STATEMENT RELEASED WITH THE UPDATED REPORT, ACRE SAID,

We are clear that those demands fall far short of the world we envision and won’t
result in any change to how police operate. Even worse, they may end up hurting
victims unintentionally and should not be advocated for. Instead demands that
challenge both the power of the police terrorizing communities and Wall Street’s
financial power over communities are better focus areas for efforts to seek radical
change that will seed the end to policing — and of extractive racial capitalism.



IF CAMPAIGNS TO REDUCE THE OVERALL COST OF POLICE MISCONDUCT SETTLEMENTS
ARE SUCCESSFUL, PEOPLE HURT OR KILLED BY POLICE IN THE FUTURE MAY

WELL BE TOLD THAT, BECAUSE THE PUBLIC HAS PROTESTED POLICE BRUTALITY
SETTLEMENTS, THE CITY IS NOT IN A POSITION TO SETTLE THEIR CASES EARLY

ON, AND WON'T COMPENSATE THEM UNLESS ORDERED TO BY A COURT.

This will force more police violence victims into years of costly, exhausting and often devastating
litigation, which often results in compensation simply being denied. Many victims and their
families — including people most vulnerable to police and other forms of violence, such as
homeless and precariously housed people, people with low or no income, queer and trans
people, disabled people and people who are criminalized or use controlled substances —

will give up (or their lawyers will) before they have a day in court. Those who persist will face
ongoing criminalizing narratives and sometimes direct threats of retaliation by police.

DEMANDS THAT THE COST OF SETTLEMENTS COME DIRECTLY OUT OF
POLICE DEPARTMENT BUDGETS SUFFER FROM THE SAME FLAWS.

Departments are deeply invested in continuing the practices that produce police violence

— one need look no further than the New York City Police Department’s resistance at the
highest levels to being told, again, that they can’t choke the life out of someone. As we have
seen in campaigns to #DefundPolice, they are also deeply invested in keeping or increasing
their budgets. So instead of ending police violence or taking the budget cut, they will just
fight even harder against compensation for survivors and families of people killed by police
than they already do, through smear campaigns, concealing evidence and dragging litigation
out over years and years, leaving the people we want to protect with even less recourse.

Calls for police officers to carry individual liability insurance are also more likely to hurt survivors
and families than to reduce police violence or “make officers pay.” First, as anyone who has ever
had to fight for coverage of an injury, treatment or procedure knows all too well, private insurance
companies routinely deny coverage for necessary treatment and claims for compensation,
stonewalling claimants and forcing them to appeal denial after denial, dragging things out for
years in the hopes that they will give up — as many do. They also frequently blame claimants

for injuries they suffer, arguing that people “assumed the risk” of injury when they engage in
particular activities. These companies engage in extensive surveillance and invasion of privacy

in an effort to attribute the cause of any injuries to anything other than the entity they insure.

Where people harmed by police are criminalized, insurance companies will have
even more fodder for these arguments. And, unlike governments, private insurance
companies are solely accountable to their shareholders, not to the public, and
therefore even less susceptible to public pressure than municipalities.



PLACING POLICE VIOLENCE VICTIMS AND FAMILIES OF PEOPLE KILLED BY
POLICE AT THE MERCY OF PRIVATE CORPORATIONS DOES A DEEP DISSERVICE
TO THOSE OUR MOVEMENTS MUST BE MOST ACCOUNTABLE TO.

Secondly, police unions will likely successfully negotiate for cities to take on paying
the cost of insurance premiums as a condition of employment or through wage
increases, much as they have ensured that cities indemnify individual officers
against individual damages assessed in lawsuits. So individual officers will continue
to effectively be immune from paying damages or increased premiums.

Another possible avenue for shifting the cost of police violence onto individual officers is to
eliminate indemnification, meaning that cities would no longer agree to pay judgments against
individual officers. Now, even if a court orders an individual officer to pay damages, it is likely
that the city that employs them will pay them under an indemnification agreement. Eliminating
these agreements could force individual officers to pay for the harm they perpetrate. However,
this approach is also likely to further harm survivors: When protected assets are taken out

of the equation, there is often not enough left for an officer to pay a significant settlement,
and more incentive for officers to move any unprotected assets into someone else’s name

or declare bankruptcy before paying a settlement — particularly where they killed, maimed,
raped or wrongfully convicted someone and compensation could run in the millions.

SO, ELIMINATING INDEMNIFICATION TO REQUIRE OFFICERS TO PAY THE FULL COST
OF THE HARM THEY DO — OFTEN AT THE DIRECTION OR WITH THE TACIT APPROVAL
OF THEIR EMPLOYER — WOULD LIKELY LEAVE SURVIVORS AND FAMILY MEMBERS
WITH SETTLEMENTS IN NAME ONLY, WITHOUT A PENNY IN THEIR POCKETS.

THE BOTTOM LINE IS THAT PEOPLE HURT BY POLICE AND FAMILIES OF PEOPLE
KILLED BY POLICE DESERVE REPARATIONS, INCLUDING COMPENSATION. POLICE
BRUTALITY SETTLEMENTS SHOULD NOT ONLY BE PAID, THEY SHOULD BE MUCH
HIGHER, AND SHOULD NOT REQUIRE YEARS OF COSTLY LITIGATION.

The terror that the police have brought onto people and their families through these acts cannot
be undone. We should be removing barriers to compensation, healing, repair, restitution and
systemic change, not adding to them through demands focused on police settlements.

There are many other places to increase transparency and cut police budgets, including
by making visible and eliminating the high legal fees and costs that cities pay to defend
against police brutality suits and engage in public relations smear campaigns against
people harmed by police instead of immediately compensating individuals and families
left behind. We can continue to make visible the ways in which Wall Street capitalizes
on and profits from Black death and violation at the hands of police — much as it
capitalized off of slavery by insuring the bodies of the enslaved. We can continue to

lift up demands to defund, disarm and dismantle police departments and invest in

the programs and infrastructure we need to produce genuine and lasting safety.
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OUR GOAL IS TO END THE VIOLENCE OF POLICING AND OF THE ECONOMIC
STRUCTURES IT DEFENDS. LET'S MAKE SURE OUR DEMANDS TO #DEFUNDPOLICE
DON'T INADVERTENTLY HARM THE PEOPLE MOST AFFECTED BY THE ISSUES WE ARE
FIGHTING. UNTIL POLICE VIOLENCE NO LONGER EXISTS, WE OWE REPARATIONS

TO PEOPLE AND COMMUNITIES THAT HAVE BEEN HARMED. PERIOD.

Please note that an earlier version of the Critical Resistance “Reformist Reforms vs.
Abolitionist Steps in Policing” chart that listed requiring individual officers to carry
liability insurance as an abolitionist reform has been revised and updated and no longer
endorses this approach. Please be sure to circulate and use the updated version of the
chart included in this binder and found at bit.ly/DontFixate (see QR code below).

Andrea J. Ritchie is a police misconduct attorney who has been engaged in litigation,
policy advocacy and organizing to end police violence for the past two-and-a-half
decades. She works with organizations across the U.S. on campaigns to defund and hold
police accountable through the Interrupting Criminalization initiative, the Community
Resource Hub and the Borealis Communities Transforming Policing Fund.

Maurice BP-Weeks is the co-executive director of the Action Center on Race & the Economy
(ACRE). He works with community organizations and labor unions on campaigns to go on
the offensive against Wall Street to beat back their destruction of communities of color.



Section Three:
Detention
& Imprisonment



Reformist Reforms vs.
Abolitionist Steps to
End Imprisonment

This comprehensive chart, originally created in a poster format, breaks down
common prison reforms into 11 categories, and evaluates each using the
same set of four questions. Because this resource provides explanations
along with answers, it is a good tool for those new to thinking through reforms.
It is also a useful compass for organizers of all experiences, in the spirit

of saving time, learning from others, and not repeating mistakes.

Source: Critical Resistance, 2021.

This poster is a tool to assess and understand differences between reforms that strengthen
imprisonment and abolitionist steps that reduce its overall impact and grow other possibilities
for wellbeing. As we work to dismantle incarceration in all its forms, we must resist common
reforms that create or expand cages anywhere, including under the guise of “addressing
needs” or as “updated” replacements. Jails and prisons deprive communities of resources like
medical and mental health care, transportation, food, and housing. In our fights, it is critical

to uplift and strategically contribute to movements led by imprisoned people, both to address
pressing conditions and for abolition. In all decarceration strategies, we must utilize tactics
that will improve life for those most affected and make space to build the worlds we need.

(Reformatted chart on pages to follow)
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Building jails or
prisons to address
overcrowding or
rising numbers of
“new” prisoners
(for example,
migrants)

Building “closer
to home,” or as
“nicer,” “modern,”
“rehabilitative”
alternatives to

existing jails
or prisons

Building jails/
prisons that focus
on “providing
services” to
address the
needs of specific
“populations”

Reduce the
number of people
imprisoned, under

surveillance, or
under other forms
of state control?

NO. If they build
it, they will fill it!
Building more
jails and prisons
creates more
cages, period!

Reduce the
reach of jails,
prisons, and

surveillance in our

everyday lives?

NO. Building more
jails and prisons
increases the
reach of the PIC
and prison and jail
infrastructures.

Create
resources and
infrastructures

that are steady,
preventative,
and accessible
without police
and prison guard
contact?

NO. Adding cages
takes away state
and local funding
and resources that
could be directed
to community-led

Strengthen
capacities to
prevent or address
harm and create
processes for
community
accountability?

NO. Building more
prisons and jails
entrenches the
carceral logic of
accountability.
They are sites

Creating more infrastructures. that perpetuate
cages means violence and harm.
building something
we have to tear
down later.

NO. The history NO. There is no NO. Arguments NO. Prisons and

of the prison

is a history of
reform. New jails
and prisons that
are proposed as
improvements on
existing sites or
buildings expand

such thing as a
“humane” cage.
Construction
under the pretense
of addressing

the harms that
imprisonment
reinforces the

for jails “closer to
home” reinforce
the idea that jails
and police create
“safety” and take
away the capacity
to build resources
that can create

jails do not enable

accountability.
They are sites

that perpetuate

violence and harm.

the arguments logics of using well-being.
for and lengthen cages as a
the life of solution for social,
imprisonment. economic, and
political issues.
NO. Life-affirming NO. Building jails NO. The argument | NO. Prisons and

resources cannot
be provided

in spaces of
imprisonment.
These “services”
do not decrease
numbers of
imprisoned
people—

they keep specific
populations of
people imprisoned.

and prisons that
lock up specific
populations
expands the reach
of imprisonment
by normalizing
the idea that care
can and should
be coupled with
policing and
imprisonment.

for these jails and
prisons is that they
provide specialized
services through
policing,
imprisonment,

and control.
Environments

of control and
violence cannot
provide care.

jails do not enable

accountability.

They are sites
that perpetuate
violence and

harm, and solidify
oppressive social
expectations
around gender,

sexuality, and

mental health.



Legislative and
other efforts
to single out

some conviction
categories as
“exceptions”

Use of electronic
monitoring
(home-arrest)
and other law
enforcement-led
“alternatives” to
jails and prisons.

Public/private
“partnerships” to
contract services

that replicate

conditions of
imprisonment

Reduce the
number of people
imprisoned, under

surveillance, or
under other forms
of state control?

NO. This strategy
entrenches the
idea that anybody
“deserves”

or “needs” to

be locked up.
Prioritizing only
some people for
release justifies
expansion.

Reduce the
reach of jails,
prisons, and

surveillance in our

everyday lives?

NO. By doubling-
down on the
“need” for some
people to be
locked up, these
e orts strengthen
and expand the
reach of prisons,
jails, and the PIC.

Create
resources and
infrastructures

that are steady,
preventative,
and accessible
without police
and prison guard
contact?

NO. Manufacturing
divisions between
imprisoned people,
as more or less
“dangerous,” limits
our ability to create
real supports and
resources that
sustain all people.

Strengthen
capacities to
prevent or address
harm and create
processes for
community
accountability?

NO. These efforts
reinscribe the
idea that some
people are “risks”
to society and
others “deserve
another chance,”
strengthening
logics of
punishment
without engaging
the context of how
harms happen.

NO. Electronic
monitoring is

a form of state
control. It escalates
the frequency

of contact with

the PIC for all

NO. Monitoring
brings the
prison, jail, or
detention center
into a person’s
home, turning it
into a space of

NO. E-carceration
means that regular
daily movements
are constantly
linked to threats of
arrest. This does
not allow people to

NO. E-carceration
extends the
violence and harm
of imprisonment
into people’s
homes and
everyday lives.

members of incarceration, build and maintain | Nothing about

a household, which takes both a | community. electronic
increasing the psychological and monitoring
vulnerability of a financial toll. creates systems
people already of accountability
subject to policing or healing.

and surveillance

NO. These services | NO. This expands NO. These NO. Court

move people from the reach of programs require mandated/police-
one locked facility imprisonment, moving through run “justice”

into another facility | by adding to the the policing and processes hold
often with similar larger system. court systems similar threats for

rules and with the
threat of jail or
prison looming.

This is particularly
the case where
the partnerships
replicate and
expand logics
and rules of jails
and prisons,

as opposed to
intentionally
challenging them.

to access any
services that might
be available there.

participants as the
broader PIC. They
do not necessarily
include meaningful
processes

for creating
accountability or
tools for preventing
future harm.



Decarceration -
or reducing the
number of people
in prisons and jails

Shutting down
existing jails and
prisons and not

replacing them

Reduce the
number of people
imprisoned, under

surveillance, or
under other forms
of state control?

YES. Decarceration
takes people out

of prisons and
jails, and out of
direct state control,
with the aim of

Reduce the reach
of jails, prisons,
and surveillance in
our everyday lives?

YES. By de-
prioritizing and
de-legitimizing jails,
prisons, and related
systems we reduce
the common-sense

Create resources

and infrastructures

that are steady,
preventative, and

accessible without

police and prison
guard contact?

YES. As part

of abolitionist
organizing we must
focus on getting
people out while
building strong

Strengthen
capacities to
prevent or address
harm and create
processes for
community
accountability?

YES. When we work
to diminish carceral
logic, we can pair
our work toward
decarceration

with other ways of

supporting people idea that they are infrastructures responding to and
to stay outside. necessary and/ of support. preventing harm.
or “effective.” Investing in one will

grow our capacities
for the other.

YES. By reducing YES. When we YES, when we YES. Our work to

the number of close a jail or organize for it. close prisons and

cages, we can prison and do not When we fight jails and keep them

reduce the number | replace it with to close jails closed is one step

of people inside.

other carceral
systems, we chip
away at the idea
that cages address
social, political,
and economic
problems.

and prisons we

can open the

way to defund
imprisonment

and invest in
infrastructures
locally that support
and sustain people.
Abolition is also a
BUILDING strategy.

toward shifting the
focus to addressing
and preventing
harm without
violence and
putting resources
into that work.

Rejecting
government
spending for

jail and prison

construction,
renovation,
expansion

YES. Nearly

all spending
projects include
enhancements that
support arguments
for the “benefits”
of incarceration

YES. By rejecting
spending on jails
and prisons,

we counter the
common-sense
argument that
they are necessary
and reduce the
system’s reach.

YES. When we
reject funding for
jails and prisons
this can create
opportunities

to defund
imprisonment

and invest in
infrastructures
locally that support
and sustain people.

YES. When we
reject funding for
jails and prisons
this can create
opportunities

to defund
imprisonment

and invest in
infrastructures
locally that support
and sustain people.



Reducing policing
and police contact
in general,
and “quality of
life” policing,
specifically

Creating voluntary,
accessible,
community-run
services and
infrastructures

Reduce the
number of people
imprisoned, under

surveillance, or
under other forms
of state control?

YES. Policing feeds
imprisonment, and
is an important
part of systems

of control.
Reducing police
contact reduces
the number of

Reduce the reach
of jails, prisons,
and surveillance in
our everyday lives?

YES. Policing is

a justification for
imprisonment. By
reducing police
contact, the
legitimacy and
power of jails
and prisons can

Create resources

and infrastructures

that are steady,
preventative, and

accessible without

police and prison
guard contact?

YES. When we
fight to reduce
police contact

and funding, we
can free up state
resources. We can
organize allocation
to community-led

Strengthen
capacities to
prevent or address
harm and create
processes for
community
accountability?

YES. Policing
does not prevent
harm, but
actually causes it.
Fighting to reduce
policing provides
opportunities for
communities to

people caught be reduced. infrastructures invest in systems

in the criminal that are decoupled | that prevent

legal system. from policing. We harm and create
must eliminate all accountability.
forms of policing
from social and
community
services.

YES. Access to YES. Voluntary YES. When we YES. People getting

services that
address needs
people articulate
for themselves can
reduce vulnerability
to police contact
and prevent harm,
while building

sites for self-
determination.

services that are
community-led

and -informed take
power away from
jails and prisons by
removing the focus
on imprisonment
as a solution to
social, economic,
and political issues.

create services

and infrastructures
that are de-coupled
from policing and
imprisonment we
develop systems
with the potential
to engage with
people’s complex
needs in consistent
and trust-

building ways.

their needs met

in community-
determined and
-led ways prevents
harm. By bolstering
resources that
address harm,
without replicating
harm, we create
opportunities

for community
accountability,

not punishment
and isolation.
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Abolitionist Responses
to Jail Expansion and Reform

Summary

As the carceral state seeks to expand, organizers push back. Elected officials,
advocacy groups, and organizers are often presented with a set of reforms
that historically, and by their very nature, uphold the carceral state and expand
the prison system. This resource names each of those reforms, along with the
rationale for them. It also offers abolitionist responses to those reforms.

Source: Critical Resistance.

Abolitionist Responses to Jail Expansion and Reform

Jails are inherently violent and destructive, and they are an integral part of the prison industrial
complex. As resistance to this country’s imprisonment system has grown, states and local
jurisdictions have turned toward expanding their jail systems under the guise of making them
seem more accommodating and service friendly. However, cosmetic improvements to jails will
not undo the fundamentally oppressive function of jailing. Here are examples of some common
reforms or proposals around jails that only uphold their legitimacy, and how we can respond.

Things to Oppose Things to Support

Jail Construction for Overcrowding.
We need to build more jail space
because conditions are unsafe with
the jail being so crowded with people.

Reduce the Jail Population. Instead of
wasting resources on more jail space
to reduce crowding, we need to be
investing in resources like diversion
and reentry programs that reduce

the jail population and help people

get back into their communities.

The best way to improve people’s
conditions is to get them released.
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Things to Oppose Things to Support

Building New Jails to Close Old Ones.

In order to better care for prisoners,
we're going to be closing down an old
jail with terrible conditions. In order to
do that, we need to build new, state
of the art jails, and more facilities to
move people to. (e.g. closing Rikers
by opening up borough jails)

Shut Down Jails and Don’t Replace
Them. If we are building new jails as
a way to close down jails that have
been deemed “problematic,” we are
only perpetuating the fundamentally
violent conditions of imprisonment.
We should be closing jails by reducing
the jail population and building

up alternatives to imprisonment
instead of extending the scope of
the prison industrial complex.

Mental Health Jails. A significant
number of people in jail have
mental health issues, so we
want to pour resources to build
more mental health jails.

Invest In Meaningful Health Care.
Over 60% of people in jail experience
mental health issues. Jails are not,
and will never be, adequate places

to offer care and support for people
who have mental health issues. We
need investments in community-based
mental health resources that are not
tied to law enforcement or any other
system of criminalization. People in jail
should be diverted to these resources
instead of remaining in cages.

Carceral Feminism. Our jails have
been built without the specific
needs of women and trans people
in mind. We need to build new
and improved facilities that take
these needs into consideration.

There Is Nothing Feminist About
Caging People. If the state cared
about women, trans people, and
gender non-conforming people, it
would not develop new facilities to
cage them. Trans women of color
are among the most targeted, and
women are commonly locked up for
defending themselves against sexual
assault and domestic violence.

Electronic Monitoring and
“Alternatives” Tied to Police.
We can reduce the number of
people in jail by putting them

on electronic ankle monitors
and expanding law enforcement
monitored support programs.

Alternatives to the PIC must not
replicate the PIC. Electronic monitors
are surveillance technology that
expand the imprisonment system
into people’s homes and into the
lives of their loved ones. We must
also advocate for programs that
are not controlled or supervised
by law enforcement wherever
possible. We want to end jailing
and the PIC, not expand them.




Ending Immigration Detention:
Abolitionist Steps vs. Reformist Reforms

Summary

Whether you are seeking political education or directly organizing for immigrant liberation/migration
justice, this resource can guide you through common reforms. As with all institutions that serve

to confine and abuse people, advocates have been pushing for reform of immigrantion agencies
and policies. This chart breaks down common reforms and asks four questions of each, not only
determining which reforms are abolitionist versus reformist, but also explaining why that is the case.

Originally published by the Detention Watch Network and developed by Setareh
Ghandehari. Silky Shah and Stacy Suh were thought partners throughout the process.

ABOLITIONIST STEPS

Does this chip
away at the current
system without
creating new harms
or helping some
people at the

Does this reduce
the scale of
detention and
surveillance?

expense of others?

Reducing funding
to ICE and CBP

Yes, in the immediate.
Whenever a detention
center is shut down,

it will be important

to mitigate potential
harm by working to
ensure people are
released instead

of transferred.

Yes, chips away at
the system and builds
narrative, power,

and momentum
needed to sustain
the long-term work.
Shut down fights
provide opportunities
to work in solidarity
with decarceration
efforts in the criminal
punishment context
(to ensure empty
beds are not used

in the criminal
punishment system).

Shutting down
individual
detention centers
and ending ICE

contracts without
replacing them
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Does this provide
relief to people
who could be
or are currently
detained or under
surveillance?

Yes, by creating space
for potential releases.
Shutting down
individual detention
centers can also

lead to a reduction in
arrests and detention
in surrounding
communities.



Does this reduce
the scale of
detention and
surveillance?

Does this chip
away at the current
system without
creating new harms
or helping some
people at the
expense of others?

Does this provide
relief to people
who could be
or are currently
detained or under
surveillance?

Federal legislation
aiming to shrink
the pipeline to
detention or limit or
end ICE detention

Shrinking the
pipeline to
detention (ICE
collaboration
with local police)
through executive,
legislative, state,
or local action

Ending contracts
with private prison
corporations
through executive,
legislative, state,
or local action

Yes, by reducing the
number of people
who are targeted
for detention and
deportation.

Yes, chips away at
the current system to
reduce the number
of people who end
up in detention.
However, any efforts
must be evaluated
individually to ensure
that there are no
categorical carveouts
based on criminal
convictions or harmful
new surveillance
policies that will need
to be dismantled.

Yes, by reducing the
number of people
who are targeted
for detention and
deportation.




Ending agreements
with local jails
through executive,
legislative, state,
or local action

Opt-in community-
based support
services

Maintaining or
shifting capacity
for detention to
areas with more

access to counsel

Universal
representation or
increased access to
counsel for people

in ICE detention

Does this reduce
the scale of
detention and
surveillance?

Yes, if coupled with
concrete efforts to
reduce funding and
scale of detention.

Does this chip
away at the current
system without
creating new harms
or helping some
people at the
expense of others?

Yes, but only if
participation is
not compelled.

REFORMIST REFORMS

Does this reduce the
scale of detention
and surveillance?

No, while it may

lead to releases for
some people, tying
representation to
detention legitimizes
the detention
system and does not
reduce its scale.
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Does this chip
away at the current
system without
creating new harms
or helping some
people at the
expense of others?

No, while it may
provide relief to some
people, it does not
chip away at the
system but rather
legitimizes it.

Does this provide
relief to people
who could be
or are currently
detained or under
surveillance?

Yes, but only if
participation is
not compelled.

Does this provide
relief to people
who could be or are
currently detained or
under surveillance?

No, while it could
lead to release
for some people,
it is not without
harm to others.



DOES
THIS:

Does this reduce the
scale of detention
and surveillance?

Does this chip
away at the current
system without
creating new harms
or helping some
people at the
expense of others?

Does this provide
relief to people
who could be or are
currently detained or
under surveillance?

Alternatives to
Detention: Case
Management

Alternatives to
Detention: Custody
models that curtail

freedom (for
example, halfway
houses, hotels,
and reception
facilities where
freedom is limited
to any degree)

Alternatives to
Detention: Electronic
monitoring such as
ankle bracelets, and
smart phone apps

More oversight
and inspections
or transparency
at federal, state,

or local level

Codifying common
detention standards
at federal, state,
or local level

No, these types of
facilities change the
physical nature of
detention and are
likely to expand the
scope and scale.

No, we have seen
that more oversight
does not lead to
reductions in capacity
though it has played
an important role in
exposing the failings
and immorality

of the system.

No, creates a new
system that is still
carceral in nature
and will have to
be dismantled.

No, but it can further
expose the abuses and
support arguments for
closure, though the
risk of creating “nicer”
cages to address
abuses is always there.

No, simply another
form of detention
that is still coercive
and punitive.

No, has no immediate
impact on the punitive
nature of detention
and deportation
proceedings. But it
could help bolster
arguments for closure
of certain facilities.




 Direct Action for Prison
Abolition: Questions

Summary

These questions are part of a larger resource that explores sites of open conflict
between everyday people and the State, and have broad applications. These questions
can provoke generative discussion within any educational or organizing settings,
particularly ones where people are trying to think through escalating their tactics.

Direct Action for Prison Abolition is created and published by Community
Justice Exchange and edited by Puck Lo, Rachel Foran, and Zohra Ahmed.

Looking to the examples from history or from other
movements, which disruptive tactics are suited for prison
abolitionists in the courtroom or criminal legal processes?

What would a strategic escalation of tactics from prison
abolitionists look like in courtrooms, in jails, or prisons?

What kinds of actions are symbolic, and what
kinds of actions can concretely interfere with the
operation of the prison industrial complex?

How can we use direct action tactics to target the
institutions that uphold the power of the prison
industrial complex to withdraw their support?

How can we follow the lead and demands of people who

are incarcerated or facing charges? How do we create
pathways for direct action for individuals and families directly
impacted by incarceration, as well as the larger public?
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Section Four:
Courts & Prosecution



So You Want To Court
Watch? Guide

Summary

The legal system is used to acting with impunity and without scrutiny. Court watch
programs developed to challenge that status quo, and they can serve many additional
purposes. Organizers can capture information about what happens in courtrooms—data
that might not be tracked otherwise, because it may not be of interest to non-abolitionists.

Data collected can help illustrate patterns like which judges are harshest, which
courtrooms provide translators, the ethnic and class makeup of courtroom
staff, etc. That data can then be used in organizing campaigns. Observing
court sessions and seeing injustice in progress is also a radicalizing tool

for people whose lives have not been impacted by the legal system.

This resource helps organizers understand what the full scope of a courtwatching program
can be. Through sharing examples of existing programs, organizers can see courtwatching
in action. Questions posed throughout the resource can guide organizers through deciding
if a courtwatch program is right for their goals, and how to build a program if so.

Source: Community Justice Exchange.

For decades, advocates, activists, and organizations across the political spectrum
have deployed courtwatching as a tactic to achieve a wide variety of outcomes,
such as ensuring a more transparent criminal legal system, reporting on judges
or prosecutors, gathering information for a campaign, providing individual case
support, increasing civic engagement, and guaranteeing policy implementation.

Courtwatching is neither new nor limited to one particular format or purpose. For as long as there
have been criminal court trials, community members have filled courtrooms, watching to support
their neighbors, friends, or loved ones who have either been victimized or accused of a crime.
More formal monitoring programs have existed since as early as the 1970s, focusing on issues
including the treatment of undocumented people in immigration hearings, the rights of survivors
in domestic violence cases, the efficiency of court processes and the conditions of court buildings,
and the protections for children in family court and custody cases. In the most recent decade,

as public conversation has shifted from being “tough-on-crime” to ending mass incarceration,
activists and advocates have started courtwatching as one way to hold their local criminal

legal system or immigration system accountable to community demands for decarceration.
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This document is written for organizers who are thinking about using courtwatching as

a tactic within a larger campaign strategy to dismantle the criminal legal or immigration
systems. The document is divided into three parts. Part One provides an overview of
various courtwatching models. This list is not exhaustive and the models are not mutually
exclusive. Part Two lays out an array of feasibility questions to consider before committing
to developing a program. The two parts are intended to be read alongside one another, not
sequentially. It is possible that you may be initially drawn to one courtwatching model, but
then while answering the feasibility questions, realize another model is more practical

for your jurisdiction. Taking seriously the questions posed in Part Two can help inform
which model, or combination of models, is best for your context and campaign. Part Three
includes practical tips for courtwatching efforts that rely primarily on volunteers.

Part #1: Exploring Courtwatching Models To Fit Your Strategy

Get Strategic:

Like any tactical intervention, the use of courtwatching should be rooted in an
intentional and thorough strategy designed to achieve your campaign’s goals.

Developing a campaign strategy involves:

DEFINING THE PROBLEM;

® [ffective campaigns are founded on a clear understanding of the issue you
want to change and the particular context within which you are working.

® Some questions to consider: What is causing the problem impacting your community?
What issue is your group most concerned with? What are you trying to change?

CLARIFYING YOUR GOALS AND OBJECTIVES;

® The long-term, general outcome you want to achieve—the ultimate purpose of your
campaign—is your overall campaign goal. Objectives are the smaller and more
specific milestones that need to happen along the way to achieve your overall goal.

® Some questions to consider: What is your desired result? What does it
mean to win? What are you trying to prove? What change would provide
a clear ending point for your campaign? When do you quit?

IDENTIFYING YOUR TARGETS, AS WELL AS ALLIES, OPPONENTS, & CONSTITUENTS;

® Targets are the people, organizations, institutions, or groups who hold the power
to meet your campaign demands and can make the change you want. There
are also allies who can help and opponents who may hinder progress towards
your goal. Your constituents are the core people with whom you are working
and organizing—the people who agree with your issue and share your goals.

® Some questions to consider: Who are the decision-makers? Who are the key players?
Who has a stake in the proposed change? Who has the power to influence change?



Get tactical:

Tactics are the activities you do to achieve your objectives. Once your campaign
strategy is set and you are clear on the problem, goals, objectives, and targets, the
question becomes: Is courtwatching an effective tactic to influence your targets

to produce the desired change? If the answer is yes, then there are many ways to
design and implement a courtwatching program that fits your strategic goals.

Below are a few examples of courtwatching models. This list is by no means exhaustive, and
none of the models are mutually exclusive. In fact, many courtwatching programs combine
elements of several models. This section on models can be a starting point for thinking through
what type of program would be the best fit for your particular context and campaign strategy.

Exploratory Research Model

In this model, individuals observe court proceedings to gather initial information
about the criminal legal system and/or the immigration system and understand the
way it operates in order to plan future actions or conduct additional research.

WHY DO IT:

Outlining court practices and processes can provide the necessary information and context to
form the basis of future work, such as a training program for judges or prosecutors, a research
project focused on a particular aspect of the system, or a targeted advocacy campaign.

EXAMPLES:

® |aw students working with the Vera Institute of Justice observed arraignments in New
York City to gather data on the forms of bail judges were more likely to set. They found
that judges relied heavily on cash bail and insurance company bond. Vera used these
observations to create a training program for public defenders on how to request
alternative forms of bail and for judges on why they should set alternative forms of
bail beyond cash and insurance bond. The observations also helped inform further
research on the results of specific cases where alternative forms of bail were set.

® Students at the Rutgers School of Criminal Justice began observing
arraignments in various counties across New Jersey pre- and post-bail reform
to map out local differences in the processing of cases—including release
decisions, conditions, and interventions by judges, prosecutors, and defense
attorneys. Researchers will be using data to examine whether pretrial detention
or surveillance rates have increased after the 2017 implementation of the
state’s risk assessment instrument, the Arnold Foundation’s Public Safety
Assessment (PSA). These observations may be used to launch a community
accountability and transparency campaig