2024-25 IAB Report

Introduction

This year’s report can be brief for three main reasons. First, In contrast to 2023-24,
which saw significant campus protests and major police actions including the
clearing of People’s Park and the removal of a short term occupation of Ana Head
building, the 2024-25 year saw relatively little protest activity on campus and no
major police deployments on or near campus. Second, and perhaps a cause of the
first, much of the political attention of members of the campus community was
preoccupied in the Fall by a pivotal Presidential election and in the Spring by the
devastating fires in Los Angeles and the Trump administration's threats to
university funding and freedom to host foreign students and faculty. Third,
perhaps related to the second, membership participation on the IAB dwindled in
the Fall and then all but stopped in the Spring. As a result we were unable to
effectuate the kind of reviewing and reporting on campus progress on public
safety that we have in the past. The IAB stands in need of almost complete
restaffing in order to accomplish its mission in 2025-26.

The Berkeley Model of and the New Administration in Washington
In light of the above factors, the IAB believes that this is a pivotal time for Berkeley

to take stock of the campus’ success during the tumultuous 2023-2024 year in
forging a negotiation rather than arrest approach toward large scale protests and
since 2020 in creating both police accountability and alternative solutions for
campus safety. In 2023-24 the Berkeley campus stood out nationally in sustaining
major protest activities and a protest encampment, without any significant
outbreaks of violence, such as occurred at UCLA or reliance on mass arrests, such
as occurred at Columbia.

The Gaza protest movement last year stands as one of the largest to sweep
American campuses since the anti-Apartheid, divest from South Africa movement
of the mid-1980s, and the anti-war in Vietnam movement of the 1960s and 1970s.
While not without the potential for improvement, the IAB believes that Berkeley’s
approach deserves recognition and replication. Berkeley succeeded in allowing
maximum expression of strong moral and political concerns while maintaining a
functioning campus that was also for the vast majority of the time and area, a safe
and inclusive campus for those on all sides of the debate about the war. Instead of
city or campus police, Berkeley led with good faith negotiations that benefitted
from a well organized and values centered protest movement. The diligence of key
staff members in the Division of Student Affairs and Equity and Inclusion,
contributed significantly to the negotiations and organization of the protests,



which suggests both recognition of those staff functions within each division and
perhaps formalization of those roles in preparation for further protest activity.
Campus police are to be commended for keeping a vigilant distance from protests,
maintaining an ability to intervene during individualized incidents that became
violent (there were a few) while avoiding the inevitably provocative effects of
deploying a large police force in riot suppression mode. Berkeley also showed it
could use its internal disciplinary procedures to address protest activity that
crossed lines into serious misconduct while avoiding reliance on criminal
prosecution with all the consequences that brings for the community.

But rather than being replicated there is a real danger nationally that the Berkeley
model may be prohibited in favor of aggressive policing and enforcement of
campus disciplinary codes. In its first months in office, the Trump administration
has launched an unprecedented and almost certainly unlawful intervention into
core academic freedoms including curriculum and faculty hiring and crucially the
right of both public and private universities to maintain their own systems of
discipline, all under the guise of protecting Title VI rights of students offended by
the Gaza protests. Under the threat of preemptively losing federal funding and
contracts, a number of universities have already taken steps to harden their
disciplinary sanctions, remove due process rights, and increase their policing of
protests both generally and specifically with respect to the possible genocide
going on in Gaza (through adoption of controversial definitions of anti-Semitism).
The IAB urges the administration to continue the successful policies of this and last
year and resist forms of preemptive surrender to unlawful demands from
Washington including those related to policing and disciplinary responses to
protests.

The law and order backlash in the Bay Area

The IAB also urges the administration to resist another independent trend, coming
not from Washington but the electoral politics of nearby cities like San Francisco,
to emphasize increased policing and punishment as a remedy to anxieties about
urban quality of life and specifically to address voters' anxieties about property
crime, homelessness and disorder. This reversion toward “broken windows” style
policing and prosecution policies, is directed at the most vulnerable members of
our community, primarily unhoused people, many of them living with disabilities.
This trend gained support from the Supreme Court’s decision last year in the case,
City of Grants Pass v. Johnson, that provided a green light for governments to
criminalize homeless people for the core features of being homeless, i.e., having to
live in public. In many places this trend has rolled back successful efforts to invest
more public resources in the provision of essential needs services like housing
assistance and mental health support to these vulnerable neighbors.



https://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/23pdf/23-175_19m2.pdf

Some crimes spiked (as well as reckless driving and other less noted forms of
interpersonal misconduct) during and in the first years after the onset of first
COVID-19 pandemic . Against recent decades of viewing police and punishment as
the dominant response to threats to social order, there was a highly predictable
backlash in some elections against reform approaches to public safety.

Fortunately the utterly predictable sociological drivers of anomic behavior
(including crime) during the worst of the pandemic and aftermath have largely
played themselves out as reflected in significant declines in both violent and
property crimes in California during 2024 (read the Attorney General’s press release
here). Unfortunately the political impulse among voters to press for stronger law
and order responses is likely to go on for some time. The IAB urges the Chancellor
to stay the course toward balancing campus policing capacity with new forms of
campus care taking and safety including the Mobile Crisis Response team, which
has continued to expand its reach in 2024-25, and non-police responders to campus
problems like locked buildings, potential damaged property, etc.

Ongoing Roadblocks to IAB/UCPD Relationships

Communication with campus partners is a key component for the successful
implementation of the IAB charge. Since its inception, the IAB has sought frequent
and transparent communication with UC Berkeley PD. However, several roadblocks
continue to hinder an effective relationship with UCPD, including the following:

- Provision of mutual aid agreements with other police forces, including the
City of Berkeley, California Highway Patrol and Alameda Sheriff’s Office.

- Delivery of requested analysis on UCPD budget spending and service
delivery.

- How many new sworn officer positions UCPD projects to fill over the next
decade.

- The 'clearing of People's Park' took place in Spring 2024, without any
consultation with the IAB. Such unilateral decision-making with no
transparency as to the scope of use of force, the costs to be incurred in such
actions, or the possibilities of precedent set by such action, have alarmed
IAB members.

The future of the IAB

The IAB emerged out of many years of advocacy, particularly by students and staff
from historically marginalized communities, to rebalance the campus’ reliance on
policing and to assure more accountability for misconduct by police (see the
inaugural 2019-2020 report for a thorough discussion of the context and some of
the specific incidents that accelerated demand for change). In Chancellor Chrst’s
original charge to the first IAB, the intention was to merge the new IAB with the


https://oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases/attorney-general-bonta-releases-california-criminal-justice-statistical-2#:~:text=killed%20or%20assaulted.-,Some%20key%20findings%20include%3A,high%20of%201%2C103.9%20in%201992.
https://www.berkeleyside.org/2024/02/28/uc-berkeley-spent-6-6m-close-peoples-park-january
https://chancellor.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/iab_annual_report_2019-20_final-2_redacted.pdf

police misconduct review functions historically exercised by the PRB (Police
Review Board) as it was known at the time, and now the PAB (Police Accountability
Board).

This merger was never executed for at least two reasons. The project of reviewing
the larger role of campus policing (beyond misconduct) and advising campus
leaders on how that reliance might be rebalanced with greater accountability and
effectiveness was already an extremely ambitious agenda (see the reform
proposals in the inaugural report and the Chancellor’s response here). In the
ensuing years, the IAB devoted most of its time to reviewing and advising on the
numerous paths campus was taking toward broadening the meaning of public
safety on campus and rebalancing its strategy. Second, very soon thereafter
campus set about, along with UC generally, revising its approach to investigating
and adjudicating claims of police misconduct involving UCPD which has resulted
in the removal of investigative responsibilities from UCPD for claims against its
officers, and the successful launching of the new Police Accountability Board.

Whether the original idea of merging the two functions should now be effectuated
is worth revisiting, especially in light of the difficulty IAB has faced in sustaining
student and staff participation in light of the tumultuous times we live in and
escalating demands on students and staff to maintain living standards. Any such
revisiting should be fully cognizant of the inherent tension between the two broad
functions currently institutionalized in the IAB and the PAB. The IAB has from its
start has taken a critical view of the status quo and in that sense included an
unabashed “abolitionist” framework in its processes and deliberations. By
imagining how society could become less reliant on policing and prisons,
abolitionist discourse has been primarily directed at what kinds of services and
support people and their communities would need to reduce interpersonal
violence and self harm (consider for instance the growth of mental health
responses here on campus, which remains insufficient but has made great
progress). The IAB has also sought to assure representation from communities that
have been least well served by our reliance on policing and include highly critical
opinions on policing as an institution. The tension arises in whether this would be
viewed as prejudicial by individual police officers facing misconduct charges. Itis
our firm belief that having an open channel to abolitionist thinking does not mean
being “anti-police” or having a prejudgment about any particular accusation of
police misconduct, but if any merger is effected, it should incorporate procedures
designed to assure that the combined body can continue to conduct critical review
our reliance on policing and deliver fair and impartial judgment to specific
misconduct charges.


https://chancellor.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/campus_response_to_iab_recommendations.pdf

