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In September the City Administration on behalf of the Cleveland Division of Police (CDP) will most likely 

submit a Community and Problem Oriented Policing Plan (CPOP) to Judge Solomon Oliver Jr. for 

approval that includes the following key points; 

 All Cleveland Division of Police officers will be mandated to train on and put into practice 

“Problem Oriented Policing”; 

 The time commitment to community policing will be not less than 20% of hours worked for each 

officer on duty; 

 The adopted methodology for collaborative problem solving between CDP and community 

members will be the SARA (Scanning, Analysis, Response, Assessment) model; and 

 Asset mapping or the process of the Division of Police “inventorying community resources-

individual by an individual, association by association, institution by institution, and employer by 

employer.” 

My analysis of the current draft of the plan is via the following lenses; 1. As a current resident of 

Cleveland 2. As a listener in the capacity of the Executive Director of the Community Police Commission 

3. As a public safety professional with 20 years of experience and 4. As a M.S. in Organizational 

Development and Change Management. After processing the document through all my internal 

perspectives I am left with more questions in my mind than answers. My top questions to the plans 

authors are; 

 Is this change good for the Department of Justice and the Consent Decree but costly and 

problematic for the community, city management and the Division of Police? What type of 

change management internal analysis was conducted to determine disruption, time, cost, and 

impact on other police services? 

 What active and past practitioner wisdom is the Division of Police applying to the SARA model in 

Cleveland? Are the authors attempting to re-invent the wheel?  

 Is the Division currently recruiting officers who have traits in line with the wellness model 

mindset or the traditional mindset of authoritarian, criminal law enforcement? What empirical 

evidence is used to ensure a candidate has the traits necessary to be good at CPOP when they 

are hired? What types of tests are in place to gauge officer’s aptitude for SARA who are already 

on the job? 

 Does CDP leadership have the organizational wisdom and experience to effect a change of this 

magnitude?  

 How will the Division change the mindset and concrete habits of veteran officers who have been 

reactive, often perceived as apathetic and trained to analyze for arrest, not remediation? 



 Is there buy-in from mid-level management and influencers such as the CPPA leadership for the 

“wellness model”? Will leaders and influencers at each level of the Division embrace this vision 

in order to set the tone for the culture? How will executive officers ensure this occurs? 

 Are officers already overwhelmed from too many changes? Are they still recovering from CIT, 

Use of Force, etc.? How can mastery of SARA be achieved when so many things are being 

changed at once? 

 Do officers WANT to be problem solvers? What is in it for them (incentive) to embrace this 

philosophy?  

 What happens to the balance of power when police become involved in problems outside of 

their mandate? How will the Division ensure problem solving remains within the boundaries of 

the Constitution? 

 How will the City measure the benefit or damage to the community that is a result of the 

solutions that are applied using SARA? Who will manage this enormous research task?  

 How will CPOP data be protected so that files are not kept on citizens, groups, or “assets” that 

can be leveraged or used in other law enforcement activities such as criminal investigations? 

 How much of the community’s representative voice is in the pages of the plan?  

Findings and Recommendations that May Lead to Answers  

CPOP and the SARA model have been in existence for decades. As an organizational development 

practitioner and an evidence based manager I believe we should treat old ideas like old ideas. The mere 

success of SARA in another environment means it has been labeled as a “best practice.” Best practices 

are not unto themselves valid evidence that the accomplishments can be repeated in Cleveland. Prior to 

the final version of this plan and creation of any supporting General Oders The Cleveland Division of 

Police and the community should carefully examine the practice of SARA utilizing all available evidence 

from other departments. This means taking a hard look at the details of what worked elsewhere with 

the SARA model and also determining why it worked. Case studies alone will not accomplish this. By 

further investigating the context it worked in and considering what factors are unique in Cleveland only 

then can we begin to gauge if the expectations outlined in the CDP’s CPOP plan are realistic. The division 

should be hesitant to implement SARA as described in the draft simply because it is in vogue or because 

this populist approach appeases the Consent Decree requirements.  

After reading the plan I took a dive into the history, practitioner’s viewpoints and what some academic 

research shows. What I found is that the Cleveland Division of Police may have chosen a model that is 

difficult to implement without an accompanying change management plan, requires a real commitment 

at every level of the organization, and must be thoroughly evaluated every step of the way. All other 

Consent Decree projects aside, this plan implies a massive cultural change internally and externally. The 

Division should ensure that it has a deep, evidence based, understanding of the history including 

successes and failures of other departments who have utilized the SARA model. The leadership should 

also consider the magnitude of the organizational change/ cultural change that it is proposing and make 

certain there is a comprehensive change management plan in place to support this undertaking. In 

addition the Division should consider the legalities associated with “asset” mapping very carefully before 

proceeding with any information collection. Finally, the vision of the community must carry equal weight 

to the “chiefs vision” when it comes to the finished plan. Acceptance of some of the ideas gathered 



through the work of the Community Police Commission, including ideas from some of the division’s 

harshest critics, is the first step in ensuring the success of any Community Policing & POP plan.  

A Brief History 

In 1979 Herman Goldstein penned “means over ends” as a police theory. This idea implies most 

departments are reactive to problems by doing. The leadership focus is on what police “DO” rather than 

on what they are supposed to accomplish. There is too much discretion in what is done without proper 

guidance. The ‘doing’ is ineffective or has little impact on the underlying problems. This approach is 

typically authoritarian and has an over reliance on application of criminal law to “fix” problems. It also 

alienates and damages relationships with the community. A Consent Decree is a symptom of a 

department that suffers from “Means Over Ends Syndrome.” Goldstein advocated for an approach that 

is more focused on identifying and addressing the problems that result in police response, Problem 

Oriented Policing (POP). He included the idea of using neighborhood resources as partners in the 

process. Others quickly built on his theory. 

In 1987 John Eck and William Spelman developed a 5 step model for POP. The SARA model stands for 

Scanning, Analysis, Response and Assessment. It has become widely accepted and adopted by police 

agencies worldwide but it has not proven to be panacea. John Eck himself has called for more research 

into the effectiveness of SARA in communities citing the complexity of problem solving and questioning 

the ability of the police to master it under current applications1. Here is brief synopsis what I have 

learned from existing research on POP and SARA; 

 Problem solving is the LEAST well-developed operational strategy for police and may be the 

least recognized by the profession. Most police agencies have not elevated problem solving to 

the level of other operational strategies, failing to develop the formal systems needed to sustain 

it2.  

 As of 2012 evidence was beginning to show POP is an effective approach to reducing crime and 

disorder3 with or without community involvement. This may be due to model analytical 

processes used like SARA vs. “simply talking to citizens” in a Community Oriented Policing (COP) 

model. The basic COP model may be more effective for building satisfaction with police, 

increasing elements of police legitimacy and changing perceptions of disorder. The COP model 

may need to be a pre-requisite for effective POP in order to increase the likelihood of 

collaborative problem solving between police and the community.4 

 To be most effective beyond short burst projects research shows police departments must be 

fully committed to the tenets of Problem Oriented Policing AND Community Oriented Policing.  

 Program expectations must be realistic. 

                                                           
1 John Eck, Police Problems: The Complexity of Problem Theory, Research and Evaluation (Crime Prevention Studies, 
2003) vol. 15 pp. 79-113  
2 Michael S. Scott, Problem Oriented Policing: Reflections on the First 20 Years (U.S. D.O.J., 2000), p. 17, para. 1.  
3 John Eck, Joshua Hinkle, Cody Telep and David Wiesburd, Crime Prevention and Research Review; The Effects of 
Problem Oriented Policing on Crime and Disorder (U.S. D.O.J., 2012) 
4 Trevor Bennett, Charlotte Gill, Cody Telep, Zoe Vitter, and David Weisburd, Community-oriented policing to 
reduce crime, disorder and fear and increase satisfaction and legitimacy among citizens: a systematic review 
(Journal of Experimental Criminology, 2014) vol 10 pp. 399-428  



 Implemented POP programs have come and gone over 40 years. They vary tremendously from 

department to department and success (beyond crime reduction), from an academic research 

standpoint still remains hard to define. There is a risk of departments reverting back to 

traditional methodology if the program is not fully supported by the community and the police, 

a POP champion separates from the department, funding is reduced/ discontinued or there is no 

oversight.  

San Diego Police – The POP Pioneers  

San Diego Police Department began experimenting with POP in the late 1980’s. The principal was 

formally incorporated into field training in 1996, and in 1998 SDPD was the first department to integrate 

problem solving into its recruit academy curriculum. The department has since incorporated POP in its 

officer performance reviews and maintains its own proprietary POP database. The lessons learned out of 

San Diego are worth considering in Cleveland. 

One study in 2003 concluded that while most officers engage in recognizable problem solving, at they 

rarely make use of the rigid and formal SARA model5. Some key insight from the SDPD which, to date, 

may be the most committed to problem solving as an operational policing strategy are; 1) All officers 

SHOULD be trained as basic problem solvers. Most officers will engage in simplistic, non-formal, POP 

that is applied to specific crime such as drug dealing and low level disorder problems. 2) The expectation 

of all officers to engage in the deeper analytical SARA model that requires creative, thoughtful problem 

solving may be unrealistic. 3) The deeper analysis of larger trends or problems should be left to a 

specialized unit. This unit can be highly trained, work in conjunction with researchers and emphasize 

finding tailor made, non- traditional, non-enforcement based solutions to complex social problems.  

The Complexity of Problems – Why CDP needs a POP SWAT   

“One of the greatest difficulties for problem-oriented policing becomes apparent when one moves 

from analyzing a problem to responding to a problem. There is no obvious link between these two 

stages of the problem-solving process. In fact there is a very large gap and we expect police problem 

solvers to leap easily across it.”6  ~ John Eck, University of Cincinnati  

John Eck wrote a piece in 2003 on the complexity of problem theory, problem research and evaluation 

of problem solving. His overall point was that problems are complex and individuals are not that good at 

analyzing the factors involved or finding the right solution. At the beat level of policing there are many 

problems encountered with “a very broad array of potential solutions, each of which is potentially 

appropriate in some specific contexts, but few of which are generally applicable to most problems, 

regardless of context7.” Even with the help of 71 D.O.J. Problem Specific Guides8, each one with multiple 

suggested solutions, an officer still must be adept at examining the issue on the deepest level possible.   

Key points for consideration when determining if ALL officers will be efficient with SARA;  

                                                           
5 Gary Cordner and Elizabeth Biebel, Research for Practice: Problem-Oriented Policing in Practice (U.S. D.O.J., 2003)  
6 John Eck, Police Problems: The Complexity of Problem Theory, Research and Evaluation (Crime Prevention Studies, 
2003) vol. 15 p. 96 para. 3 
7 p. 97 para. 3 
8 http://www.popcenter.org/problems/?action=num#webguides 



 There are often multiple and competing interests at stake with respect to a problem. Officer 

generalizations can simplify them to what an officer believes individual stakeholders want 

however, complexity dictates that even most stakeholders have multiple and competing 

interests within themselves. Generalizations make it easy to miss hidden commercial interests, 

underlying prejudice and biases.  

 Judgments about solutions can be based solely on an officers past experiences. Such judgements 

are often made without first examining on a larger scale if the evidence supports a positive 

outcome.  

 A thorough problem analysis requires research. Police are ill-equipped to conduct literature 

reviews, most likely do not have the time and may already be overwhelmed with paperwork.  

 Officers must be able to look above them to the supervisory level for assistance in problem 

analysis. In the case of the CDP implementing this as a new program, supervisors will generally 

have the same level of experience and training in POP as line officers.  

 There is a sound reason for most police officers to apply weak evaluation designs around 

problem solving efforts. Police as problem solvers are often more interested in whether the 

problem declined (stats) not taking credit for the decline, repeating its success or promoting the 

solution.  

 Problem solving and free sharing of ideas must go hand in hand. The rigid para-military structure 

of the Division coupled with the high tension, low morale environment makes positive idea and 

opinion sharing difficult.  

Across the nation, in various conditions, line officers have proven somewhat talented at targeting small 

problems and leading an effort to correct the problem. I endorse the idea that a basic POP approach for 

all officers should be supported by CDP. I also believe there are many more problems that are persistent 

in Cleveland that require a deeper, research based approach at each stage of SARA. The CDP would be 

wise to learn from the evidence in San Diego and other settings and consider establishing a specialized 

unit to manage complex and re-occurring problems. The division should also consider collaboration with 

research institutions to achieve greater results and propagate learning in the profession. Other 

partnerships of a specialized POP unit must include persons from the local prosecutor’s office. 

Prosecutors have valuable insight into the process beyond the street and effectiveness of disposing 

cases. Liaisons from housing departments, community development, recreation etc. should also be 

assigned as needed. Goldstein argued that how exact one has to be in problem oriented policing 

depends greatly on the “consequences of being wrong”9. In some instances in Cleveland, consequences 

of the wrong solution can be grave for individuals, neighborhoods, and can also decrease the trust 

between police and the community. An investment in a highly skilled, collaborative POP unit could reap 

far more benefits to the community as a whole then an investment in other units that are militaristic in 

nature and excel at use of force to resolve problems that have escalated to a crisis level.  

 From a Practitioner’s Point of View – An Argument for Heavy FOCUS on the Change Process Itself 

“For a community policing change to last within a law enforcement organization, the nature of the 

organization itself must change. Thus, how effectively change is implemented will determine whether 

                                                           
9 Scott (2000) p. 14 



that organization sustains community policing as a new policing model or re-trenches to a more 

traditional style of policing10.” ~ Andrea Schneider, D.O.J. Visiting Fellow 

There are some academics that believe when it comes to community policing form should follow 

function. The Cleveland Division of Police has already launched some of its POP and COP programs 

ahead of the final plan that guides them. This includes the introduction of Community Engagement 

Officers (CEO)’s on July 26th 201811. The act first, then structure around the outcomes methodology in 

some settings may be a sound approach. A police department under a Consent Decree, which mandates 

structural and cultural changes, may not be the best place to practice this feet first methodology. In fact 

it may be contradictory to prescriptive evidence for how to increase the likelihood of these newly 

appointed CEO’s success in the street. In 2003 Andrea Schneider wrote Community Policing in Action! A 

Practitioner’s Eye View of Organizational Change. I believe this should be a seminal document for any 

department that is attempting the changes that CDP is proposing. In the project she looked in depth at 9 

departments who received funds from the Advancing Community Policing Grant Program. She, along 

with an expert panel of law enforcement professionals, evaluated programs from the perspective of 

change management, not implementation of the community policing goals although they are inter-

related. Her findings are remarkable. Schneider’s study reveals that looking at Community Policing 

through the lens of change management is essential. She states that agencies need to align their visions 

and goals for the organization with the “day to day realities of policing.12”  In its current version, CDP’s 

plan may be unrealistic from this change management perspective.  

In the introductory section I raised the question of change “burn out” in the Division at the officer level.  

A recently filed report13 by the Cleveland Police Monitoring Team detailing intelligence gained from 

officer focus groups states: 

“To date, however a perceived lack of effective communication regarding CDP efforts to change 

its policies and processes, entrenched morale issues, and adversarial relationship between line 

officers and the administration have tended to hamper the Division’s internal transformation. 

Without more sustained and focused efforts to communicate and receive feedback on new 

policies and expectations, officers may remain unsure of how to behave in the field.14” 

This statement is prophetic of the problems that lay ahead when CDP attempts to transition to a 

department that institutionalizes POP and the wellness model. It is essential that CDP leadership seeks 

out change management professionals in the field of Organizational Design as this ambitious plan moves 

forward. Consultants can bridge communication barriers between management levels and lessen 

conflict. Schneider says it best;  

“Perhaps the most powerful lesson from the ACP program is that one of the most important 

elements of successful organizational change is careful attention to the process of change, as 

                                                           
10 Andrea Schneider, Community Policing in Action! A practitioners Eye View of Organizational Change (U.S. D.O.J. 
2003) p. 1 
11 Frank G. Jackson and Calvin Williams Mayor Frank G. Jackson and Cleveland Division of Police Introduce 
Community Engagement Officers to City Neighborhoods (2018)  Press Release http://cleveland-oh.gov/node/13698 
12 Schneider (2003) p.4 
13 Cleveland Police Monitoring Team, Cleveland Police Officer Focus Groups (Case:1:15-cv-01046-SO, 2018) Doc# 
204-1 
14 Cleveland Police Monitoring Team (2018) p.8 



opposed to focusing solely on its intended results. Because these [9] agencies embarked on 

changes that often ran counter to prevailing methods, they often found it necessary to first 

create the capacity for these changes in order for them to succeed15.” 

Based on my personal interactions with officers in the capacity of the Executive Director of the CPC and 

the findings of the Monitoring Team I do not believe the capacity for a change of this magnitude 

currently exists in the Division. The Schneider study suggests that there are 13 critical elements that 

must be assessed and addressed from a change management prospective in connection to the proposed 

CPOP plan in order to increase the likelihood of success. They are; 

 Accountability
 Performance Evaluations
 Increased Organizational Capacity
 Communication
 Community Oriented Government
 Customized Services to Fit the Location
 Engaging and Investing in Mid-Level Management
 Leadership
 Networking, Connecting and Learning
 Resources
 Time for Change
 Unions
 Vendor Selection16

A comprehensive Change Management plan that addresses each of these areas is not an option- it’s a 

necessity. To ignore this wisdom based on evidence would send a clear signal that the Division’s CPOP 

Plan may only be symbolic. Absence of a change management plan will also enable powerful groups 

both inside and outside the organization to continue their agendas of resistance to change and defense 

of the status quo.  

Asset Mapping is Dangerous Constitutional Territory for Law Enforcement 

While I advocate for data driven operations within the Cleveland Division of Police I draw the line at 

civilian data collection by police for any reason other than lawfully conducted criminal investigations. It 

is my belief that it is absolutely contraindicated in trust building between the police and the community 

to keep files such as the ones described in this plan on individuals and organizations. Law enforcement 

agencies across the United States have a storied history of abuse of data collected for various purposes. 

National Crime Information Center (NCIC) and Ohio Law Enforcement Automated Data System (LEADS) 

abuses by police are well documented and have occurred in this Division. Programs like COINTELPRO17 

which targeted persons for harm, harassment and even assassination based on their associations and 

political beliefs have left lasting scars in Cleveland’s neighborhoods. I urge the City to re-consider any 

data collection on individuals and groups –in fact I will go as far as to call for City Council and or the 

Mayor’s Office to seriously examine how existing technology and future technology will be utilized by 

the Cleveland Police as it relates to privacy and Constitutional rights. This includes the consideration of 

15 Schneider (2003) p.12 
16 Schneider (2003) p. 4 
17 https://vault.fbi.gov/cointel-pro 



restricting use of LEADS information while officers are conducting activities related to Community 

Policing.  

A final point I would like to raise is the role of the Community Police Commission (CPC) in the future of 

Community and Problem Oriented Policing is undefined in the plan. The Commission is only referenced 

in (2) places within the draft: In paragraph one an explanation of the feedback process for the plan 

includes the CPC and; on page 19 the CPC’s representation on the Training Review Committee is 

mentioned. The exclusion of the CPC in the vision of the wellness model and POP process is troubling to 

me. Admittedly the CPC has not existed without controversy, yet it has proven through its work to be an 

excellent source of community feedback and external problem analysis for the division.  

The reports the CPC have produced contain a wealth of wisdom that may be applied to future problem 

analysis by the division. The CPC is also capable of assisting with any future needs related to complex 

problem solving. It is my hope that the community, the Division and local government officials will 

recognize the value of having a body that is able to “leverage the experience and expertise of the people 

of Cleveland18” and apply it to POP projects and policy creation when the need arises. Transparency is 

another essential element for long term success of the wellness model. A major change plan like this 

CPOP plan requires both an impartial avenue for the transparency to occur and continuous outside 

oversight. The CPC is ideally equipped to do both.  Without oversight officer and organizational behavior 

is at risk of returning to the previous norms or lower level of performance than expected in the Consent 

Decree19.  

I sincerely hope the Chief and executive staff of the Division take the appropriate amount of time 

required to consider all of the feedback and recommendations in the CPC’s CPOP plan feedback report. 

Michael Scott said it best in his volumes of reflections and research on Problem Oriented Policing 

“problem oriented policing’s full potential will not be achieved in a climate of haste and impatience20.”  

 
 
Jason Goodrick 
M.S., Positive Organizational Development and Change 
Executive Director, Community Police Commission  
Resident, Hough Neighborhood, Ward 7  
 
NOTE: This document does not represent the viewpoint of the Community Police Commission but is simply 
provided as another source of analysis and opinion for the Commission to include in its final report.  
 

                                                           
18 United States of America v. City of Cleveland Settlement Agreement (2015) 
19 Geoffrey Alpert, Kyle McLean and Scott Wolfe, Consent Decrees: An Approach to Accountability and Reform 
(Police Quarterly, 2017) 0(0) 1-11 
20 Scott (2000) p. 25 
 


