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April 5, 2016 
 

RE: Police Accountability Community Taskforce Recommendations to the City of Raleigh 
 
Dear Members of the Raleigh City Council,  
 
We are writing on behalf of the Police Accountability Community Taskforce (PACT). PACT is a coalition of 
community groups, leaders, and non-profit organizations committed to human rights. We came 
together in summer 2015 because we knew from personal experience the need for policies that create 
accountability, equity, and transparency in policing. We are prepared to work with anyone who wants to 
end the racially discriminatory policies and practices of the Raleigh Police Department that community 
members experience as racial profiling, selective enforcement, excessive force and harassment. 
 
Our diverse and growing coalition is made up of:  

 Fair Share CDC 

 A. Phillip Randolph Institute - Raleigh  

 Black Workers For Justice 

 ACLU of North Carolina 

 Mary Magdalene Ministries 

 Education Justice Alliance 

 El Pueblo  

 HBCU Student Action Alliance 

 Coalition of Concerned Citizens For 
African American Children 

 U Can Complain 

 Justice Served/Bring Back the Village 

 Save Our Sons 

 Southern Coalition for Social Justice 
 
We believe racial disparities in policing and the resulting lack of trust between community members is a 
crisis in democracy that can only be addressed with policy reforms that put the power in the hands of 
community members to hold their police department accountable. PACT’s recommendations address 
these issues at its core. While no single policy will address all our challenges, the recommendations 
attached and presented to the Human Relations Commission last month represent a significant step 
forward. They are the result of months of conversations with community members about what is 
happening in the streets of Raleigh, research on what has worked or is promising in other cities, and 
some vision of how our city can be a state and national leader in creating a safe and welcoming 
community for all.  
 
We welcome the opportunity to discuss our policy recommendations. You can reach us at the email 
provided below.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Coalition members of the Police Accountability Community Taskforce 
raleighpactjustice@gmail.com  

mailto:raleighpactjustice@gmail.com
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OVERVIEW OF OUR POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

1. Work to create a Community Oversight Board that has power to investigate, subpoena, and 

discipline officers when there is injustice.  

2. Strengthen the department’s anti-bias policing policy with real, regular checks on officers’ stop-

and-search data. 

EQUITY 

3. Improve officer training and expand Crisis Intervention Training. 

4. Reduce the bias in stops and searches by requiring written consent-to-search forms. 

5. End the biased enforcement of marijuana possession by deprioritizing marijuana enforcement.  

TRANSPARENCY 

6. Implement a body-worn camera program that protects people’s rights, privacy and access.  

COMMUNITY POLICING  

7. Increase opportunities for positive relationships between community and police by 

 Increasing foot patrol hours 

 Ensuring day patrol for officers who are primarily on night patrol 

 

OUR DETAILED POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CITY COUNCIL 
 

ACCOUNTABILITY 

Pass a resolution asserting the council’s public support for a strong and representative Community 

Oversight Board. 

Recommended authority: To balance the scale of power, the community should have the power to 

investigate, subpoena, and discipline police when there is injustice. We propose the creation of a 

Community Oversight Board like the one recently created in Newark, N.J. This board has three 

components that make it unique among community oversight boards. PACT believes that a board 

without these four features does not have the capacity to meaningfully hold police accountable: 

A. Investigatory power: The board can conduct full investigations independent of whatever internal 

process the police department already has in place. This power requires adequate funding.  

B. Disciplinary power: The board can determine disciplinary decisions that, barring a “clear error” 

in the board’s investigation, must be carried out by the police chief.  

C. Personnel file access: The board can access officers’ personnel files.  

D. Subpoena power: The board can compel testimony and request documents from local law 

enforcement. 

 

This is a common sense way to strengthen accountability and build trust in Raleigh. Currently, 

complaints are filed with, investigated by and decided on by an Internal Affairs division within the 

department, staffed by officers within the department. With a system like that, it’s clear why people are 

uncomfortable filing a complaint and skeptical that investigators have the distance to fulfill this 

important check on the system. In more severe cases, the State Bureau of Investigation may probe 

criminal allegations, but only when its services are requested.  
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Board structure: Many community oversight boards receive training and financial support to carry out 

their responsibilities. Across the country, oversight boards are made up of community members who are 

either are appointed, elected, or recommended and then confirmed by their city’s mayor, city council, 

or a community organization. Whatever the design, best practice is that a majority of board members 

are made up of directly-impacted people. Since the city manager directly oversees the police chief, the 

manager should not be involved in the selection to avoid the appearance of conflict of interest. Some 

examples of how boards are structured are provided below: 

 Newark, N.J.: 1 appointed by the mayor, 3 elected by council, 5 recommended to the mayor by 

each of 5 identified community organizations  

 Berkley, Calif.: 9 members, each appointed by a member of the city council 

 Durham, N.C.: 9 members, applications to city manager who makes recommendations to council 

Investigatory and disciplinary are achievable by local ordinance. Due to state law protecting access to 

personnel files, our challenge will be creating a board with subpoena power and access to officer 

personnel records. Subpoena power and access to personnel records is essential to any meaningful 

independent investigation. Winston-Salem, Charlotte, Durham, and Greensboro, all have oversight 

boards with access to personnel records (though lacking other authorities). Overcoming this will require 

(a) statewide legislation granting all municipalities the authority to create police oversight boards with 

these powers or (b) state legislation granting the city of Raleigh the authority to create such a board.  

The way forward: To begin this process, PACT calls for a resolution asserting the Council’s public support 

for a community oversight board with investigatory, subpoena, and disciplinary power. This resolution 

would call on the Raleigh delegation to the General Assembly to sponsor the state legislation granting 

Raleigh the authority to convene a board with subpoena power and access to personnel records. We 

propose focusing our community’s energy on securing Raleigh’s authority to create a board with 

subpoena power and later convening dialogues with community stakeholders to discuss details of the 

board’s structure. The Council’s support of an external Community Oversight Board with meaningful 

authority would communicate that we want to work together toward a system where people’s concerns 

would be justly investigated.  

Strengthen the department’s anti-bias policing policy by including meaningful accountability 

mechanisms. 

We understand that bias, racial or otherwise, does not have to be intentional to cause harm, erode 

trust, or render a department ineffective. However, this does not absolve our police department, 

precinct, or individual officers of responsibility for disproportionately harming people of color, youth, 

and people in particular Raleigh neighborhoods. 

 

Internal review is not enough: The numbers reflect a lack of confidence in the system. In a 
city of 439,000 people, the average annual number of complaints received in the last five 
years has been 39. In that time, on average only 25% of complaints have been “sustained” 
by the process. An average of 38% during that period were “not sustained.” Between 
January and September 2015, 89% of complaints received by Internal Affairs came from 
within the department. (Source: Raleigh Police Department website) 
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Data reported to the N.C. Department of Justice makes it possible for RPD leadership to asses to what 

degree disparate impact is occurring. The data made available by the N.C. Department of Justice and 

analyzed by University of North Carolina political science professor Frank Baumgartner, compares the 

outcomes of similarly situated individuals of different races, genders, and ages. Because the data has 

been collected since 2002, we can say that it is more than a snapshot, but a reflection of institutionally 

racist patterns of policing in our city. To ignore the clear patterns that analysis of that data shows would 

be a miscarriage of justice and a violation of the human rights of too many Raleigh residents. 

Currently, the Fayetteville Police Department uses an officer’s unique ID number and 

OpenDataPolicingNC.com’s “find a stop” function to generate reports on officers’ enforcement history. 

They use these reports to identify patterns of biased policing in stops-and-searches or use of force 

compared to similarly positioned officers and take appropriate. The Durham Police Department has also 

committed to conducting regular audits of officers’ enforcement history.  

To give the department’s anti-bias policy meaningful accountability mechanisms employing this data, we 

propose amending the department’s non-bias policing policy to include: 

A. Disparate impact: The department’s anti-bias policy should explicitly state that disparate impact 

-- negative outcomes perpetrated against one community as a result of policing practices -- are 

unacceptable. 

B. Regular review of bias data: Officers, precinct, and departments should be subject to an annual 

review to proactively identify disparate impact. Officers’ results should be compared to similarly 

assigned officers. The results of the annual review should factor into officer, precinct, and 

departmental-level performance evaluations and inform development of policy to address 

disparities. Violations of the ban should be reflected in performance appraisals and result 

remedial training or disciplinary action.  

C. Consistent threshold of suspicion: Amend the department’s non-biased policing policy to hold 

the Raleigh Police department accountable to a consistent threshold of suspicion for initiating 

traffic stops or conducting searches across the city. 

EQUITY 

Require bilingual consent-to-search forms with justification for search prior to any search and pat 

down not based on probable cause. 

Disparate impact by Raleigh Police 

 National studies show that black and white populations use marijuana at about the same 
rates; yet in Wake County where RPD is the largest law-enforcement agency, black people 
represent 67% of low-level marijuana arrests but only 21% of the population.  

 From 2010-2015, black drivers were 270% more likely to be consent searched by police 
following a traffic stop but 10% less likely to have contraband.  

 From 2002-2013, black men under age 30 were searched at a rate of about 7%, whereas 
white men were searched at a rate of 4%. As men of color age, the likelihood of being 
searched significantly decreases. 
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For so many people, particularly black and Latino residents, a routine encounter with a police officer can 

become a traumatic experience that results in unnecessary, invasive searches. This happens because the 

individual doesn’t know that they have the right to refuse a consent search. Requests to search are 

primarily directed at people stopped for everyday traffic violations where officers lack probable cause to 

believe a crime has been committed or reasonable suspicion to believe that the driver is armed. The 

nature of these seemingly benign interactions differ radically by race. Looking at the same analysis of 

stops-and-searches in Raleigh from 2002-2013, black drivers in our city are 142% more likely to be 

searched following a traffic stop for a vehicle regulatory infraction than white drivers. It’s 282% more 

likely for seat belt traffic stops. When asked to be searched, many drivers are unaware of their right to 

say “no,” mistaking a request to search for a mere nicety. Some feel intimidated, especially when the 

request comes with the use or threat of force. An individual may feel that consenting is the only way to 

demonstrate their innocence. Because of racial stereotypes, the pressure for black [drivers] to say yes is 

greater (Source: Carbado, Devon. (E)racing the Fourth Amendment. Michigan Law Review. 2002).  

A consent-to-search form that clearly states an individual’s right to refuse a search, like the ones 

implemented in Durham, Charlotte, and Fayetteville, would require that an individual sign their consent 

below an outline of their rights rather than give it verbally. These forms also offer officers evidence that 

consent was given. These forms would: 

A. Be used prior to any search and pat down that is not based on probable cause, and prior to any 

search for weapons that is not based on reasonable suspicion. Forms should be available in 

Spanish and English and require the officer note their name and badge number. The individual 

and officer should both receive a copy of the form. 

B. Require a justification for a search that is more than “nervousness,” “presence in a high crime 

area,” “prior criminal record,” or “suspicious behavior,” all of which have been shown to be 

highly correlated with race.  

A Model—Fayetteville, NC: In March 2012, Fayetteville, NC, became the first city in the state to adopt 
a written form for consent searches. 

 The average number of consent searches went from just over 60 before the reform to six per 
month afterwards: more than a 90 percent decline.  

 The degree of the decline varies by race and gender but the greatest drop in both stops and 
searches was for black men. 

 These significant changes occurred with no significant corresponding increase in the numbers 
of probable cause searches.  

 The number of traffic stops conducted by Fayetteville officers also declined.  

 There was no increase in the crime rate. 

 One argument against the use of the written consent form is that police officers will simply 
find other reasons to search a vehicle, which we might call a “substitution effect.” If this 
occurred, a decline in consent searches would be accompanied with an increase in probable 
cause and incident to arrest searches. In Fayetteville, all three kinds of searches declined. This 
means that at least in the case of Fayetteville no “substitution effect” occurred. If anything, in 
fact, there was a spillover effect. 

 
Source: Baumgartner, Frank. Summary of Fayetteville Stops and Searches Before and After Written 
Consent Ruling Effective 2 March 2012. 16 June 2015. 
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End the biased enforcement of marijuana policy by deprioritizing marijuana enforcement.  

To decrease the use of marijuana enforcement as an excuse to search or target people of color, we 

propose the deprioritization of marijuana. 

 

National studies show that black and white people use marijuana at equal rates. However, Wake County 

marijuana arrest data proves that it’s black people who are going to jail for possession of small amounts 

of marijuana at significantly higher rates. The selective enforcement of marijuana is landing high 

numbers of black and brown youth in jails or tarnishing their record, especially in North Carolina, the 

only state that automatically prosecutes 16- and 17-year-olds as adults. Beyond that, we know that the 

suspicion of marijuana use is routinely used as the basis for disproportionate searches of people of color 

in our neighborhoods. This kind of policing damages police-community relations and diverts law 

enforcement resources from issues that could make an impact in our neighborhoods. Oakland, 

California, and Fayetteville, Arkansas, are examples of two cities that have taken the lead on the 

marijuana Lowest Law Enforcement Priority (LLEP) initiative. 

For these reasons, marijuana should become the department’s lowest level law-enforcement priority. 

According to a memo provided to the Durham City Council and Manager in 2014 written by Ms. Frayda 

Bluestien, David M. Lawrence Distinguished Professor of Public Law and Government at UNC-Chapel Hill, 

NC city lawmakers are most likely to achieve this policy goal by passing an ordinance that directs local 

law enforcement to focus on offenses deemed more important to general public health, safety, and 

welfare than the possession of marijuana.  

Expand the number of Crisis Intervention-trained officers and the amount of time dedicated to de-

escalation and communication training.  

To maximize the number of officers who are experts in handling situations without reaching for their 

weapon and in identifying individuals who are having a mental health episode, we propose an expansion 

of the Crisis Intervention Training program and an increase in the time dedicated to de-escalation and 

communication training.  

Every law enforcement encounter has the potential to escalate and become dangerous if not handled 

properly by the trained law enforcement professional. Crisis Intervention training prepares officers to 

detect and handle situations where an individual is having a mental health episode. RPD officers receive 

some de-escalation and communication training during academy but not sufficient relative to the 

amount of hours dedicated to other topics. We recommend a dramatic expansion of Crisis Intervention 

training and an increase in the time dedicated to de-escalation and communication training.  

Implement a body-worn camera program that includes detailed policies to protect the rights and 

privacy of community members.  

To ensure that the community has one powerful tool to hold police accountable, we propose the 

implementation of body worn cameras with strong policies governing their usage. Raleigh has taken 

steps toward this goal. We believe that for body cameras to build trust, create accountability and 

transparency, and serve the public rather than create an additional surveillance tool, body cameras must 
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come accompanied with detailed policies. PACT also believes that body cameras should never be used 

to negate the public’s right to film the police.  

The ACLU of NC, one of our coalition partners, has provided the City Council with more details on each 

of the points below and offered to work closely with you in developing draft policies. We strongly urge 

you to use their expertise in addition to providing the public with a timeline of opportunities for public 

comment on body camera policy development. PACT does not support the implementation of body 

cameras without policies such as these attached to them.  

A. Clear Directives for When to Activate Body Cameras.  Officers should not be allowed to decide 

when and where to begin, pause, or stop recording.  If they are, any check on police power and 

communities’ ability to trust that the recording captures what really occurred is greatly 

diminished.   

B. Reasonable Public Access Policies.  At the very least, people recorded by body cameras should 

be able to view and have access to those recordings upon request.  Recordings that contain 

footage of public interest—when officer conduct or use of force is called into question, for 

example—should be made public, with sufficient privacy protections in place.  Policies should be 

readily available on the RPD website, and should provide details on how the public can request 

access to footage.   

C. Clear Data Retention Mandates.  How long RPD maintains the recordings should depend on 

whether they contain important evidence or other public interest value.  Recordings that hold 

some public or law enforcement value, like capturing an arrest that results in charges or 

capturing an altercation between an officer and a member of the public, should be flagged for 

longer retention.   

D. Disciplinary Consequences for Violating Policies.  In order to ensure proper use of body cameras 

and guard against abuse, policies should specify additional training opportunities and 

disciplinary consequences for officers who repeatedly misuse body cameras and improperly 

handle body camera recordings.   

COMMUNITY POLICING  

Require daytime engagement/patrol activities for officers primarily on nighttime patrol. 

Increase the amount of foot patrol hours by a mutually agreed upon percentage by an agreed upon 

date. 

A diverse workforce is an asset but not the solution to inequitable policing. We believe in community 

policing as a strategy to ensure that police officers are getting to know the communities they are 

entrusted to serve and protect, not fear. Increased daytime engagement for officers that serve primarily 

on nighttime patrol would allow officers to see those neighborhoods literally in a different light. In 

addition, increasing foot patrol hours would get officers out of their cars and into the community.  
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April 14, 2016 

Dear Raleigh City Leadership,  

We thank you for the opportunity to have representatives of Mary Magdalene Ministries, Save 

Our Sons, the ACLU of NC, and NC Women United present in front of the Raleigh City Council last week 

on behalf of the Police Accountability Community Taskforce. We listened carefully to the response 

presented by City Attorney McCormick and believe that the attached letter detailing our full package of 

policy recommendations to the City of Raleigh addresses many of his concerns. Even so, we have 

highlighted Attorney McCormick’s major questions below and provided direct responses.  

PACT knows that no single policy will address all our equity, accountability, and transparency 

challenges, but we believe that taken together, this package could represent a significant step forward. 

We have had the opportunity to meet with many members of the City Council to present research, 

recommendations, and personal experiences as well as answer questions. We would like to once again 

offer members of the City Council who have not met with us that opportunity, as well as extend it to the 

City Manager and Attorney for the first time. We hope to hear from you before April 29 so that we can 

schedule a time to discuss the issue further! 

Best, 

The Police Accountability Community Taskforce 

 

 

1. Our current police accountability infrastructure is sufficient.  

a. Our current system is completely dependent on “internal” review. An Internal Affairs 

department within the Raleigh Police Department, staffed by police officers. Complaints 

are filed, investigated, and ruled on there. Checks and balances require distance.  

b. The State Bureau of Investigation may probe criminal allegations, but only when its 

services are specifically requested. Also, the SBI is considered to be a law-enforcement 

agency, internal to the system. This does not account for patterns of biased policing 

present in Raleigh not considered criminal.  

c. The numbers suggest that the system isn’t working: people aren’t reporting and justice 

isn’t being served. In a city of 440,000 people, the average annual number of complaints 

received in the last five years has been just 39. In that time, on average only 25% of 

complaints have been “sustained” by the process. An average of 38% during that period 

were “not sustained.” Between January and September 2015, 89% of complaints 

received by Internal Affairs came from within the department. (Source: Raleigh Police 

Department website). These low numbers are a reflection of a system not designed to 

receive complaints and seek justice in a city our size. A transparent, equitable, and 

accountable system’s number of complaints and cases sustained would be reflective of 

people’s lived experiences. There are too many PACT partners with stories of 

harassment, use of force, and racial profiling that have not found justice within this 

system to suggest it is working.  
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2. The Raleigh City Council, City Manager, and City Attorney are “accountability” assets that are 

being underutilized.  

a. The Raleigh City Council is not set-up to process, investigate, or render decisions on 

complaints of police.  

b. The City Manager directly oversees the Chief of Police and by extension the police 

department. Best practice research is clear: the City Manager is not positioned to hold 

police accountable because of a conflict of interest. The integrity of an individual 

Manager is not in question. It’s about how the position itself relates to the police 

department. As a result, “firing the manager” would not address our community’s police 

accountability concerns. 

c. Similarly, the City Attorney and its office is not positioned to hold police accountable 

because it is designed to “represent the City’s interest” and therefore represents a 

conflict of interest.  

3. City Council does not have the authority to convene a Community Oversight Board with the kind 

of powers that PACT has outlined.  

a. We believe that a board without these features does not have the capacity to 

meaningfully hold police accountable 

i. Investigatory power: The board can conduct full investigations independent of 

whatever internal process the police department already has in place. This 

power requires adequate funding.  

ii. Disciplinary power: The board can determine disciplinary decisions that, barring 

a “clear error” in the board’s investigation, must be carried out by the chief.  

iii. Personnel file access: The board can access officers’ personnel files.  

iv. Subpoena power: The board can compel testimony and request documents 

from local law enforcement. 

b. Investigatory and disciplinary powers are achievable by local ordinance. Due to state law 

protecting access to personnel files, our challenge will be creating a board with 

subpoena power and access to officer personnel records. 

c. PACT is advocating for a resolution, or formal public statement, which the Council does 

have the authority to pass, asserting the City’s support for a board with the powers 

outlined above. A resolution like that would send a clear message to the Raleigh 

community and state legislators that our city wants the authority from the General 

Assembly to convene a Community Oversight Board with these powers. 

4. City Council does not have the authority to pass an ordinance making marijuana the city’s 

lowest-level law enforcement priority (LLEP).  

a. According to a memo provided to the Durham City Council and Manager in 2014 written 

by Professor Frayda Bluestein, David M. Lawrence Distinguished Professor of Public Law 

and Government at UNC-Chapel Hill, NC city lawmakers are within their authority to 

pass ordinances directing the local law enforcement agency in their enforcement 

activities. That is because NC Gen. Stat. 160A-146 grants NC cities the power to organize 

city departments as it deems appropriate. 

b. Professor Bluestein suggests that local policy makers are most likely to achieve this 

policy goal by passing an ordinance that directs local law enforcement to focus on 
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offenses deemed more important to general public health, safety, and welfare than the 

possession of marijuana. 

c. A city ordinance that makes marijuana Raleigh’s lowest law enforcement priority is 

preferable to a mandate enforced by the Chief of Police because an ordinance would 

outlast the Chief’s tenure and institutionalize a community value through police 

practice. Many municipalities, including Southern cities with comparable municipal 

governance structures have written LLEP policies into their municipal code. Attached is a 

handout with excerpts of three city’s LLEP policies.   
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Marijuana Lowest-Level Law Enforcement Priority – Sample Policies 

Fayetteville, Arkansas – Effective November 4, 2008 

(A) Title. This chapter shall be known as the Lowest Law Enforcement and Prosecutorial Priority Policy 
Ordinance. 
 
(B) Purpose. The purpose of this chapter is: 

(1) to make investigations, citations, arrests, property seizures, and prosecutions for misdemeanor 
marijuana offenses, where marijuana was intended for adult personal use, the City of 
Fayetteville’s lowest law enforcement and prosecutorial priority; and 

(2) to transmit notification of the enactment of this initiative to state and federal elected officials 
who represent the City of Fayetteville. 

 
(C) Findings. 

(1) Decades of arresting millions of marijuana users have failed to control marijuana use or reduce 
its availability. 

(2) Otherwise law-abiding adults are being arrested and imprisoned for nonviolent marijuana 
offenses, which is clogging courts and jails in Arkansas. 

(3) Marijuana arrests prosecuted as criminal offenses result in loss of important job and educational 
opportunities. 

(4) In 2005 alone, over 402 marijuana arrests were booked by the City of Fayetteville. 
(5) Each year, Arkansas spends more than $30 million of taxpayer money enforcing marijuana laws. 
(6) Law Enforcement resources would be better spent fighting serious and violent crimes. 
(7) Making adult marijuana offenses Fayetteville’s lowest law enforcement priority will reduce the 

City’s spending on law enforcement and punishment. 
 

(E) Lowest Law Enforcement Priority Policy 
(1) Fayetteville law enforcement officers shall make law enforcement activity relating to marijuana 

offenses, where the marijuana was intended for adult personal use, their lowest law 
enforcement priority. Law enforcement activities relating to marijuana offenses include, but are 
not limited to, investigation, citation, arrest, seizure of property, or providing assistance to the 
prosecution of adult marijuana offenses. 

(2) Fayetteville’s prosecuting attorney shall make marijuana offenses, where the marijuana was 
intended for adult personal use, the lowest prosecutorial priority. 

(3) This lowest law enforcement priority policy shall not apply to driving under the influence. 
 
Santa Barbara, California – Effective 2006 
  
9.145.050 Lowest Law Enforcement Priority Policy 
 
(1) Santa Barbara law enforcement officers shall make law enforcement activity relating to marijuana 
offenses, where the marijuana was intended for adult personal use, their lowest law enforcement 
priority. Law enforcement activities relating to marijuana offenses include, but are not limited to, 
investigation, citation, arrest, seizure of property, or providing assistance to the prosecution of adult 
marijuana offenses. 
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(2) This lowest law enforcement priority policy shall not apply to use of marijuana on public property or 
driving under the influence. 
 
(3) The lowest law enforcement priority policy shall apply to cooperating with state or federal agents to 
arrest, cite, investigate, prosecute, or seize property from adults for marijuana offenses included in the 
lowest law enforcement priority policy. 
 
(4) Santa Barbara law enforcement officers shall not accept or renew formal deputization or 
commissioning by a federal law enforcement agency if such deputization or commissioning will include 
investigating, citing, arresting, or seizing property from adults for marijuana offenses included in the 
lowest law enforcement priority policy. 
 
(5) Santa Barbara shall not accept any federal funding that would be used to investigate, cite, arrest, 
prosecute, or seize property from adults for marijuana offenses included in the lowest law enforcement 
priority policy. 
 
Santa Cruz, California – Effective 2006 
 
9.84.050 Lowest Law Enforcement Priority Policy 
 
(1) Santa Cruz law enforcement officers shall make law enforcement activity relating to adult marijuana 
offenses their lowest law enforcement priority. Law enforcement activities relating to adult marijuana 
offenses include, but are not limited to, investigation, citation, arrest, seizure of property, or providing 
assistance to the prosecution of adult marijuana offenses. 
 
(2) This lowest law enforcement priority policy shall not apply to the following: 

(a) distribution or sale of marijuana to minors; 
(b) distribution, sale, cultivation, or use of marijuana on public property; or 
(c) driving under the influence. 

 
(3) This lowest law enforcement priority policy shall apply to cooperating with state or federal agents to 
arrest, cite, investigate, prosecute, or seize property from adults for marijuana offenses included in the 
lowest law enforcement priority policy. 
 
(4) Santa Cruz law enforcement officers and other city employees shall not accept or renew formal 
deputization or commissioning by a federal law enforcement agency if such deputization or 
commissioning will include investigating, citing, arresting, or seizing property from adults for marijuana 
offenses included in the lowest law enforcement priority policy. 
 
(5) The city of Santa Cruz shall not accept any federal funding that would be used to investigate, cite, 
arrest, prosecute, or seize property from adults for marijuana offenses. 


