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RESTORING TRUST WITH PUBLIC SAFETY
Abstract

In the wake of social unrest and demands of police reform (Childress et al., 2020; Davidson,
2020; Rogers & Gravelle, 2020), institutions of higher education have a unique opportunity to
model a system of campus safety that mitigates harm and restores trust. This research explores
the complex relationship between campus safety officers and residential life staff and student
leaders at a mid-sized private institution and implements restorative justice interventions to
rebuild trust between the two populations. This research created an intervention framework that
improved the ongoing partnership between the Office of Residential Life and Department of
Public Safety and facilitated a stronger sense of safety in residential facilities.

Keywords: campus police, public safety, residential life, campus housing, campus safety
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Public Safety Presence and Response in Campus Housing: Utilizing Restorative Justice
Interventions to Mitigate Harm and Restore Trust Within the Residential Community

Safety can be synonymous with feeling at home and, for many, the confines of home are
a source of protection or a physical manifestation of safety. For many college students, home
looks like a residential hall for one or more years of their college experience. With University of
San Diego’s (USD) two-year residential living requirement, most students experience living on
campus. With the high concentration of students in a singular location, the institution capitalizes
on this environment, using the residence halls as a key location for initiative development and
execution.

As the Coordinator for Residential Life and New Student Programs, my teams
collaborate with a variety of campus partners, one of the most prominent being the Department
of Public Safety (DPS). As current protocol stands, significant mental health concerns, incidents
involving significant alcohol or drug use, and other critical incidents require physical support
from USD’s Department of Public Safety. With this high touchpoint, or interaction, between the
department of Residential Life and the DPS, collaboration is essential in supporting students and
properly executing duties.

In this study, researchers investigated the partnership between Residential Life and DPS
through engaging members of each group in restorative conversations centered on needs,
obligations, and engagement. Partnership, practices, and procedures can experience sustainable
development when interventions are implemented to understand and improve the relationship.
Those improvements then impact the larger student experience and perception of DPS in the

residential community, allowing for increased feelings of safety and trust in the students’ homes.
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Literature Review

As I investigated the literature on the presence and the response of university police in
campus housing, I discovered there has been little research done on campus police, despite
nearly every campus in the nation employing a police or public safety department (Reaves,
2015). To review previously conducted research, I used scholarly journals and research databases
to identify studies focused on campus housing, campus police, and municipal police training.
Given the limited peer-reviewed studies on the student experience and perception of campus
police, I employed credible campus, local, and national news sources regarding interactions
between campus police and the student body. Due to the limited number of scholarly resources,
this research served as a necessary addition to the information on this topic. This research was
conducted by Sydney Pidgeon, with the guidance of Dr. David Karp, at the University of San
Diego with the intention and implication of the findings to be applicable at a variety of
institutions.

For this research, the definition of harm was adapted from Karp’s (2015) description in
The Little Book of Restorative Justice for Colleges and Universities. Karp described three types
of harm: material/physical, emotional/spiritual, and relational/communal (p. 34-37). In this
illustration, Karp demonstrates the complexity of harm while also affirming the way storytelling
can help understand harms and their respective needs. The definition of trust in this study is
reflected in Lewicki and Tomlinson’s (2014) description of calculus-based trust, “a confident
positive expectation regarding another’s conduct . . . grounded in impersonal transactions, and
the overall anticipated benefits to be derived from the relationship . . . assumed to outweigh any
anticipated costs” (p. 100). This definition contrasted with distrust, described as “confident

negative expectations regarding another’s conduct” (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2014, p. 100). I
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operationalized these definitions through three research goals: (a) to introduce restorative justice
practices as a method to build connection and understanding among participants (b) understand
the relationship between campus public safety and residential life departments, and (c) help
participants propose new methods to mitigate harm and restore trust between the two
communities.

Nearly 60% of full-time students enrolled at private non-profit universities and 32% of
full-time students enrolled at all four-year universities live on campus (Radwin et al., 2018).
These prominent numbers are due to many campuses encouraging or requiring on-campus living
for students in their first year due to extensive research indicating significant, positive impacts of
residential living on students’ academic performance, retention, persistence to graduation (Peters
et al., 2018; Pike et al., 1997), belonging, well-being, community, and social integration (Berger,
1997; Samura, 2016). This requirement for residential housing increases density and creates a
demand for space, resources, and support from residential life staff and campus partners (Clark et
al., 2012). Residential density impact is often coupled with increased mental health and student
crisis concerns on campus (Hoeppner et al., 2009). Mental health concerns among college
students are widespread and have rapidly increased in the last decade (Hoeppner et al., 2009;
Margolis & Shtull, 2012; Storrie et al., 2010). According to a study by the American College
Health Association (2011), close to 50% of students reported feeling hopeless, and 30% felt
destabilizing depression over a 12-month span.

Campus police or campus safety departments are the most used campus partners when
incidents, crises, or students of concern issues emerge in residence hall settings (Bernat et al.,
2014). As protocol currently stands at University of San Diego and many other universities, a

Public Safety Officer must respond to all incidents involving mental health concerns, students or
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guests of concern, excessive alcohol use, or any substance use (Bernat et al., 2014; T. Crisman,
personal communication, March 5, 2021). Researchers have found through an assessment of
these calls nationally, approximately 10% of campus police responses are related to mental
health concerns (Ruiz & Miller, 2004) and of this 10%, nearly one-third relate to suicide
(Schriver, 2021). Given this high touchpoint with residential students, and, specifically, students
in need of immediate support, it is essential for campus police to engage in response protocols
that mitigate harm and have functioning relationships with key campus partners.

Student Perceptions of Campus Police

As repeated instances of police brutality pervaded U.S. society in recent years,
expectations and demands for police reform and/or abolition have emerged (Childress et al.,
2020; Davidson, 2020; Rogers & Gravelle, 2020). College students have cited various instances
of racism, brutality, intimidation, and excessive force on their campuses incited by university
police (Hernandez & Ravani, 2019; Kingkade, 2020; Rodriguez, 2012; Summers & Gougelet,
2020; Thacker, 2006). These incidents and their subsequent impacts have become especially
poignant in the University of California system, which inspired the creation of Cops Off Campus
(Abolitionist University, 2020). Cops Off Campus is “a crowdsourced, nationwide study of the
interrelations of universities and policing, coordinated by an all-volunteer collective of
abolitionist researchers” (Abolitionist University, 2020, para. 1).

Some protests on campuses were because the duty and status of campus police has
drastically transitioned over the last few decades, as positionality of campus police evolved from
watchmen to law enforcement professionals in the 1960s and 1970s (Inoue, 2020). This
transition blurred lines of distinction between municipal and campus police and is reinforced by

campus police engaging their on-campus encounters similar to their past experiences as
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municipal officers (Allen, 2015). This is coupled with the increase in implementing firearm
presence for campus safety officers. Currently, 75% of non-municipal campus safety officers are
armed, increasing the perceived intensity of response (Margolis & Shtull, 2012; Reaves, 2015).
University of San Diego has followed this trajectory, arming their non-sworn campus safety
officers in the last decade (T. Crisman, personal communication, March 5, 2020). Some colleges,
however, have abolished a separate university policing system completely and turned to local
police as sole responders to campus incidents (Savasta, 2013).

Despite these blurred lines, researchers have found that campus police officers are seen
in a less harm-inducing light than municipal officers (Allen & Jacques, 2020) across race and
gender demographics. Many students have viewed campus police as “interfering” (Jacobsen,
2015, p. 325) with campus life, and 73% of students indicated campus police “ruin students’ fun”
(Allen, 2017, p. 338). However, as evidenced by recent cases of campus police violence
(Hernandez & Ravani, 2019; Kingkade, 2020; Rodriguez, 2012; Summers & Gougelet, 2020;
Thacker, 2006), many students still have significant fear and distrust of campus police. Similarly,
many campus police officers are former municipal officers (Allen and Jacques, 2020; J.
Miyashiro, personal communication, March 29, 2021) and even in schools where campus police
violence has not been present, the perception of municipal police often colors how campus police
are viewed despite being separate entities (Summers, L., & Gougelet, K., 2020). This fear and
distrust negatively influences satisfaction, willingness to report, cooperation, and perceived
effectiveness of campus police (Aiello & Lawton, 2018; James, 2015). This distrust is embedded
in the racist history of policing, and although the intersection of race and police distrust is an

essential research topic, it is beyond the extent of my research. My research will focus on how to



RESTORING TRUST WITH PUBLIC SAFETY

mitigate harm and restore trust through implementing restorative justice interventions to improve
trust.
Mitigating Harm and Restoring Trust

It is essential to examine partnerships between campus police and residential life and
implement new approaches to mitigate harm and restore trust due to the presence of campus
police in residential facilities, the possibility of distrust between the students and the officers, and
the desire for a positive living environment for students. Previous research has indicated the
implementation of community policing methods (Griffith et al., 2004; Hancock, 2016),
collaboration with the campus community (Gelpi, 2019; Johnson & Bromley, 1999), and
increased partnership with crisis professionals (Canto et al., 2017; Deane et al., 1999; Reuland et
al., 2010; Segal, 2014; Wright, 2002) have supported mitigating harm during campus police
response. In addition to assessing current policies and procedures, with specific attention to the
above strategies, Lewicki and Tomlinson (2014) provided methods of managing calculus-based
distrust: collaboration between groups, development of alternative courses of action, and
increased awareness of others’ perceptions, partnered with an adoption of restorative practices
(Pointer, 2018). When combined, trust develops between the residential community and
university police.

To add to the previous research done on campus safety and residential life, the purpose of
this study is to (a) demonstrate the restorative justice as a method of intervention to navigate
complex partnerships between university public safety and residential life and (b) identify ways
to improve the relationship and partnership between residential life and campus public safety.

Through my research process, I answered the questions:
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1. How can restorative justice be used to identify harms, needs, obligations, and as
an avenue for relationship building to improve complex partnerships with campus
police?

2. How can needs present in the partnership between Residential Life and DPS be
met?

Given the gap in current research on campus police, and lack of research on the
relationship between campus police and residential life, this study serves as a first step in
understanding how to best navigate public safety relations on campus. Specific attention,
inspired by current events in the United States, is placed on mitigating harm and restoring trust
between communities. This effort was actualized through four action research cycles based on
the context and population of University of San Diego. These cycles included: a residential life
survey, three individual restorative climate circles, two restorative facilitated accountability
dialogues, and a joint participation restorative circle.

Context

This research was conducted by Sydney Pidgeon, at the University of San Diego, a
mid-size, private Catholic institution located in San Diego, California. USD’s 10 residential
facilities house around 2,500 students (StarRez Report from Residential Administration, 2021).
These residential facilities are managed by the Department of Residential Life in partnership
with the DPS, who serves the entire campus. DPS provides “a full range of crime prevention
and crime control services to contribute to the safety and security of the campus community”
(About Public Safety, para. 1) and is a non-sworn agency, which means they do not have full
arrest powers granted by local authority (Reaves, 2015). DPS responded to 1,391 incidents in

the residence halls in 2019, most in the evening hours (DPS Report, 2019; J. Miyashiro,
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personal communication, March 29, 2021). Of these 1,391 incidents, 71% were related to
facility needs (e.g., lockouts, facilities maintenance, fire alarms), alcohol or drug incidents,
medical needs, and noise disturbances (DPS Report, 2019). These incidents were reported
through calls to DPS dispatch, anonymous reporting forms, the MySanDiego phone
application, and in-person reporting. According to Miyashiro, who previously served as a
high-ranking municipal police officer, many of the calls received by DPS reflected the calls
typically received in a small city, which speaks to the description of USD as “a city within a

city” (J. Miyashiro, personal communication, March 29, 2021).

In my current position at USD, I support Residential Education, Residential
Administration, Residential Facilities, Learning Communities, and New Student Onboarding
with programmatic, logistical, and administrative initiatives. This positionality places me in the
Division of Student Affairs, specifically on the Strategic Initiatives and Programs team. In the
past year, our division has been tasked with creating and executing diversity, equity and social
justice initiatives that create sustainable change for staff and students through reimagining

current programs, policies, and procedures in our division.

Currently, the sources of planned, intentional interaction of residential life staff and
student leaders with DPS officers are limited to DPS’s engagement in “Behind Closed Doors”
(Thomas-Williams, 2021), an incident role play activity at the end of RA training. However,
residential life staff, RAs, and DPS have consistent interaction in crisis and incident situations,
as co-response or collaboration between residential life and DPS are required for the following
incidents: alcohol evaluations, fraternity and sorority life check-ins, reported theft, cannabis and
other drug possession, cannabis and other drug scent in the hallways, car accidents involving a

student, student medical needs (both transport and non-transport), student recreation injury,
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mental health concerns, welfare checks, possession or suspicion of a weapon, crimes against a
person, fires, bias incidents/acts of intolerance/hate crimes, missing persons, large gatherings,
room searches, guest misconduct, sexual assault/domestic violence related incidents, and
domestic disputes and stalking (CD & DPS Resource Guide, n.d). Given the frequent
collaboration of the residential life community and DPS, this research is essential to investigate
the function of the current partnership between Residential Life and DPS, and how to improve
the relationships between these two populations to best serve students in the event of an
incident.

The partnership of the residential communities and DPS falls outside the scope of the
Strategic Initiatives and Programs team, but my role’s attention to residential life’s policies and
procedures, my relationship with residential life staff and student leaders, my personal
experience as a student leader in the residence halls, and my identity as a spouse of and
daughter of law enforcement officers uniquely position me to understand and engage these two
populations, improve the partnership, and attempting to increase student safety and wellbeing.
In light of recent contention between the student population and DPS (Ledford, 2021), the
national push for campus police reform, and the demand for overall police reform in the United
States (Childress et al., 2020; Davidson, 2020; Rogers & Gravelle, 2020), the intention of this
research is to mitigate further harm in the USD community and restore trust from past
incidents, experiences, and perceptions.

Research Design and Rationale
Methodology II: Kolb Learning Cycle
The methodological approach I used in my action research is Kolb’s learning cycle

(Kolb, 1974, 1984). The cyclical, reflective approach to action allows for the intentionality and
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precision required when engaging with sensitive topics such as police presence and
departmental partnerships. The Kolb learning cycle allows for the continual practice of
experience, reflection, conceptualization, and active experimentation (See Figure 1). The first
stage of this cycle is one’s concrete experience, in which an individual performs an action or
has an experience. The individual then reflects on this concrete experience through reflective
observation. What the individual determines through this reflection is then curated into abstract
conceptualizations by creating conclusions or learnings from the experience. The individual
then applies these learnings through active experimentation, in which they engage in a new
action based on what they concluded from the cycle, with the possibility of entering the cycle
again.

Figure 1

The Kolb Cycle
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Kolb (1984) stated, “Learning is the process whereby knowledge is created through the
transformation of experience” (p. 38) and this experiential transformation is possible through
intentionally curated and structured processes to allow for new concrete experiences. Through
utilizing the structure of restorative practices in each cycle, participants had the opportunity to
personally navigate through the Kolb Cycle. Participants vocalized their decision to join due to
concrete experiences or investment in reimagining the larger communities’ experiences with
DPS or Residential Life. Through the prompts in each cycle, participants shared concrete
experiences, were asked to reflect on those experiences, draw conclusions or learnings from
those experiences, and identify actions based on those conclusions. The Circle method allowed
for the seamless integration of the Kolb Cycle in the research methodology.

As the researcher, I participated in the Kolb Cycle parallel to my participants to ensure
that all participants felt comfortable and prepared entering into each stage of the research. In
restorative practices, it is essential that participation is voluntary and consent is freely given to
engage in the practice (Restorative Justice Council, 2011). In my navigation through the Kolb
Cycle, I felt obligated to make an adjustment to my research plan to be restorative in process,
rather than just in practice to prevent any additional harm being done.

I originally planned joint conversations and action planning as cycles 3 and 4 of my
research, but through my reflection and abstract conceptualization of the first two cycles, | made
two major adjustments. First, I made the decision to continue engaging individual groups to
further process perception, experience, and potential action surrounding significant issues and
possible approaches to partnership. Second, I adjusted participants to only include leadership of
each department, rather than all members interested in participating. In hearing the reflections

and ideas of participants, there was a consistent theme of sustainable change in the department
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cultures beginning from upper leadership due to the significant turnover in Residential Life. To
best adhere to the timeline of this research, I used the data from cycles 1 and 2 to strongly
influence the approach for cycles 3 and 4, and devoted the engagement of these final two cycles
to leadership energized by the possibility of sustainable change. Through investing in the Kolb
Cycle as a methodological approach to my research, I acted restoratively in my process, not just
the practice, which allowed for a strategic approach towards creating sustainable change.
Primary Intervention

As a contemporary Catholic institution, University of San Diego has an obligation to
address the harms and needs in our community. The Hebrew scriptures concept of shalom
emphasizes living in “all-rightness” and interconnectedness with each other, the creator, and the
environment . To actualize living “all-rightness” in our partnership between Residential Life and
DPS, I used Howard Zher’s three pillars of restorative justice to provide the framework for my
research methodology and used restorative circle practice to approach each pillar (Zher, 2015, p.
31).
Three Pillars of Restorative Justice

Zher’s three pillars of restorative justice, or elements central to address in a restorative
process, are: harms and related needs, obligations, and engagement or participation (Zher, 2015,
p. 33-35).

Harms. Harms are the wrongdoing done to a person, people, or a community. From these
harms, needs develop to repair the harm that has been done (to the extent possible). These needs

exist for the harmed party(s), and the person who caused harm.
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Obligations. Obligations are a pillar of accountability, where those who cause harm take
responsibility to repair harm and address related needs. Similar to harms, obligations exist both
for the party(s) who caused harm, and often the harmed party(s) and larger community as well.

Engagement. Taking part in a restorative process naturally promotes engagement, or
participation, from those involved. Engagement involves all parties involved in the process to
play a significant role in things being put as right as possible. The form of engagement in a
restorative process can look a variety of ways, and as I learned through this process, the form of
engagement must reflect the readiness of those involved to be restorative in the process, not just
in the practice.

The Circle Method

The Circle is a method of restorative practice where structured dialogue holds space for
emotion, presence, and truth for all participants equally. Restorative justice is rooted in
indigenous practices, and Indigenous artist Randy Charbonneau frames Circles by saying,

At the beginning of time, the Anishinabe had ways of dealing with justice within the

community. The circle was known to be the place of no end. It created a space where

one's voice could be heard--where the capacity, the connection, the creativity of the
community found a place of being, by bringing people together to repair the harm that

had been done (Ross, 1996).

This form of repairing harm is centered on “catching stories” (Baldwin & Linnea, 2010, p. 95)
and this research uses stories as a medium to understand and identify harms, obligations,
engagement for the individuals in Residential Life and DPS. The unique nature of the circle
method allows for flexibility to hold space for each of these pillars, while still maintaining the

integrity of the structure. Esteemed restorative justice trainer and writer, Kay Pranis, outlines the
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structure of the Circle by sharing seven essential elements for constructing a circle: seating all

participants in a circle, engaging in an opening ceremony, creating a centerpiece, determining

guidelines, passing a talking piece, utilizing guiding questions relating to the topic, and a closing

ceremony (Pranis, 2015, p. 6-9). With attention to each of the essential elements, participants

engaged in three circle processes, one related to each pillar of restorative justice. This process

served simultaneously as an intervention tool, and a way to collect data.

Table 1

Cycle Timeline

Data Collection

Survey

47 Participants

Restorative Justice

Climate Circles

20 Participants

Facilitated Pre-Circle

Dialogues

6 Participants

Cycle 1: Cycle 2 Cycle 3 Cycle 4
November 2021 December 2021 February 2021 March 2021
Residential Life 3 Individual 2 Individual Joint Action Planning

Circle

6 Participants

Cycle 1 - Harms

For my first cycle, residential life participants competed a 22-question survey created by

modifying the University of Illinois at Chicago’s 2005 Chicago Alternative Policing Strategy
Beat Meeting Questionnaire (Rosenbaum et al., 2008) and adding specific components of USD’s
DPS Mission and Vision as stated on their website (About Public Safety, n.d.). The full published

survey can be found in Appendix A. The survey asked a variety of questions related to
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participants’ experience and perception of USD’s DPS and how those experiences and
perceptions relate to local, municipal police departments (e.g., “When have you interacted with
the Department of Public Safety during an incident?” and “Please rate your satisfaction with each
of the following characteristics of USD’s Department of Public Safety” followed by a list of
characteristics like responsiveness, professionalism, and approachability).
Cycle 2 - Harms

My second cycle consisted of three 90-minute restorative justice climate circles - one
with Residential Life Staff, one with Resident Assistants, and one with DPS. The purpose of
these restorative justice circles was to reflect on the climate and concerns surrounding the
relationship between USD’s DPS, to identify possible avenues for healing between both
communities, and to support the group in committing to continued action surrounding mitigating
harm and restoring trust in the residential community. During these circles, the conversations
were centered around the values participants believe should be at the center of the partnership
between Residential Life and DPS, and during the conversation, participants shared stories of
challenges or concerns they or their communities had regarding the partnership or the
corresponding department and later named various solutions or action steps to mitigate the harm
of the most poignant concerns. The full script is available in Appendix B.
Cycle 3 - Obligations

The third cycle took place after the full data analysis was conducted for Cycles one and
two. The data analysis was consolidated into a report that outlined notable findings from the
Residential Life Survey and themes of needs named by Residential Life, DPS, and both
departments. The full report can be found in Appendix C. In this cycle, leadership from each

department who participated in the prior two cycles served as the continuing six participants -
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three from Residential Life and three from DPS. Participants were given one week to review the
report, and then participated in a facilitated restorative dialogue with the purpose of
understanding the harm that has been done and moving towards responsibility through sharing
observations, reactions, and reflections from the themes presented in the report. This served as
space to affirm the obligation to make things as right as possible (Zher, 2015) and to prepare for
the upcoming joint conversation. The script for Cycle 3 can be found in Appendix D.
Cycle 4 - Engagement

The fourth cycle purposefully expanded the conversation from cycle three and focused on
action, engagement, and participation relating to the partnership between Residential Life and
DPS. This circle engaged participants in reflection of the needs named by each department,
identification of possible solutions and action planning, and making individual commitments
around improving partnership between the two departments. This final stage of bringing both
communities together was an essential step of my process, and was only possible due to the
willingness and hard work of the participants to get to a space of personal commitment and
energy towards partnership and change. The full script for Cycle 4 can be found in Appendix E.

Data Analysis

I used frameworks from national research studies on police to formulate my approach and
data analysis. The U.S. Department of Justice’s National Institute of Justice report on Police
Satisfaction identified that perception of one’s environment and one’s personal interaction with
police officers are the two largest factors that contribute to police satisfaction (Ashcroft, et al.,
2002). This report heavily influenced my adoption of perception and personal experience as the
two assessment factors of the Residential Life Survey and central pieces of my intervention

approach.
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Restorative justice is the foundation of this research, both as an intervention and a data
collection tool. The restorative lens of this research is centered on Howard Zehr’s notion that
restorative justice has a preference towards “inclusive, collaborative processes and consensual
outcomes” (Zehr, 2015, p. 36). Given this obligation, the research was intentionally structured
for the outcomes to be guided by participants alone, rather than by me as the researcher. My role
in this research was to create the space, and the real work and resolution happened through the
participants' engagement with the process and collaborative creation of the outcomes. As is
essential in successful restorative policing practices, engagement and interaction with both the
community and the police is what creates improved relations and peace in communities (Clamp
& Paterson, 2018).

The data was analyzed in two separate sections: cycles 1 and 2, and later cycles 3 and 4.
The questionnaire in cycle 1 was coded using the numerical values of each question’s mean and
standard deviation, in addition to the percentage of participants who selected each response
option. Questions with notable high or low mean scores were compared and discussed, and free
response questions were coded with the same method as cycle 2, the individual climate circles.
These qualitative questions and discussions were coded using an inductive method to support the
authenticity of the data. After the initial data review, nearly 25 codes existed. These codes were
reviewed and grouped according to commonalities to create the themes. These themes were then
used to create the DPS and Residential Life Report. The findings from these two cycles
influenced the creation of cycles 3 and 4, and the themes were maintained through the final two
cycle data analysis.

To honor restorative justice’s emphasis on storytelling and truth telling in this research

process, the use of direct quotes from participants will be used to illustrate the findings.
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Participants will have the opportunity to read this paper prior to submission to ensure they feel I
accurately captured their intention.
Implementation

Cycle 1: Residential Life Survey
Planning Action

To obtain survey participants, a description of my research and the survey link was
emailed to 312 current and former Resident Assistants, Community Directors and Residential
Life Leadership Team members from 2018-2022 regarding their experience and perception of
DPS. Recruitment from this cycle was intended to elicit a more informed response and provide a
more nuanced reflection of the relationship with Residential Life and DPS, given the way
COVID-19 has limited residence hall density and interface between the two departments during
2020 and 2021. With a 15% response rate, 47 participants fully completed the survey. Due to all
participants serving at the University of San Diego, only general demographic information will
be provided:
Table 2

Participant Demographics

Gender Race Relationship with Police Officer(s)
20% Male 31% Asian 18% At least one close family member or
78% Female 17% Black or African American | friend has served/is serving as a police officer

2% Non-Binary | 15% Hispanic or Latinx
53% White
2% Prefer not to say

22% At least one distant family member or
friend has served/is serving as a police officer

60% have no family members or friends who
have served/are serving as police officers
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At the end of the survey, participants were provided the opportunity to include contact info to be
contacted about further participation for Cycle 2-4.
Results

Residential Life participants shared their appreciation for the opportunity to provide
feedback on DPS through this questionnaire given the influx of conversation and critique around
policing locally and nationally during the resurgence of the Black Lives Matter movement and
the murder of George Floyd. Chief Miyashiro similarly shared his appreciation for the
opportunity to receive feedback from Residential Life, specifically students, as that is not a
regular practice of the department.

To understand the ways in which participants have interacted with DPS, participants were
asked about which environments they interacted with DPS in and their satisfaction with that
interaction. 90% of participants have personally interacted with DPS during an incident (60%
during a duty response, 20% as the victim of an incident, and 10% for minor issues (e.g.,
lockout)). 90% of participants also indicated they have engaged with DPS outside of an incident
with common interactions being at a campus event, a casual conversation in passing,
requesting/accepting an escort on campus, or an on-campus training not required by the CD/RA
roles. In these interactions, 64% of participants state they are satisfied or very satisfied with
DPS’s support during an incident, and 97% of participants state they are very satisfied, satisfied,
or neutral with DPS’s support outside of an incident. These satisfaction rates during incidents
vary slightly more (SD: 1.1) then outside incidents (SD: 0.85), but overall, these rates largely
affirm the participants’ experiences of the work of DPS is doing during and outside incident
response. These satisfaction rankings, in addition to the high percentage of individuals

interacting with DPS outside of incidents, built a hopeful foundation for the following data.
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These statistics showcase both high satisfaction and a comfortability interacting with DPS, even
when not required during incident response protocol. Similarly, there was a differentiation
between participants' perception of DPS versus local police departments, with DPS being viewed
far more favorably.

Perception of DPS versus Local Police. As we have discussed, there is a significant
difference between a public safety department and a police department, especially on USD’s
campus where officers and the department work to distinguish themselves. Many participants
noted the differences between the two departments, but the visual similarities between a public
safety officer and a sworn police officer may impact students and staff’s perceptions. One
participant stated:

Because DPS is uniformed, I believe most residents perceive them as police. Police

perceptions in the country right now are not positive so I think residents think along these

same lines.
Another participant shared the connection of a DPS officer’s visual presence to local police and
said,

They also wear uniforms that look similar to that of a state police officer and some people

do not have good interactions with state police. Perhaps the utility belts are intimidating

as well.
As the public perception of police has shifted in recent years (Lasley, 1994), it is essential to
acknowledge how that perception extends to DPS Officers while wearing their uniform, despite
their roles being different. This is shown in the data, where 56% of participants state that they
believed DPS's role differs from local law enforcement (e.g. SDPD), but the majority of

participants qualitatively linked their descriptions of DPS to municipal police in the
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media/nationally/locally. Although it may be construed as unfair or unjust that the wrongdoings
of municipal officers impacted the perception of USD’s Public Safety Department, it is the
reality of this generation’s perception that must be used as the baseline for assessing strengths
and areas for growth in the department.

This comparison between DPS and local, municipal police departments (SDPD as the
example) continued by comparing the satisfaction ratings between a scale of 1-5 (5 being very
satisfied and 1 being very dissatisfied). The overall means are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

Satisfaction Rates of DPS verses SDPD

Department | Local Police | Difference
of Public (SDPD) (DPS Mean -

Characteristic Safety Mean Mean SDPD Mean)
Responsiveness 3.58 3.15 (0.43)
Approachability 3.30 2.69 (0.61)
Compassion 3.31 2.54 (0.77)
Treating citizens with
respect 3.44 2.62 (0.82)
Visibility in the community 3.74 2.96 (0.78)
Professionalism 3.74 3.12 (0.62)
Security 3.69 3.35 (0.34)
Efficiency 3.28 2.92 (0.36)

As shown in Table 3’s difference column, DPS scored higher in satisfaction for every
category compared to the local police department. It is important to note that participants did
view DPS differently, and more favorably, than traditional law enforcement. Whether this

favorable view of DPS is conscious is not clear from this study, but further research can
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investigate the specific components that created this difference of satisfaction rankings between
the two groups.

In the discussion surrounding the similarities and differences between the departments,
participants affirmed DPS’s favorable orientation to their safety work “with a perspective of
student development and experience”. Another participant affirmed and expanded on this
difference by sharing an example of what this may look like:

If you got caught drinking outside of your dorm you would get written up and go to the

Office of Student Conduct, but if you do it off campus it's public intoxication of a minor

and you would get harsher punishment and it would go on your legal records. I suppose

USD provides a system of repair and not of punishment and that's the major difference.
They are still similar in that they have uniforms, protocols, and laws to follow.
This orientation aligns with USD’s commitment to the holistic development of students
(University of San Diego Student Wellness, n.d.), and participants affirmed that the limited
jurisdiction of DPS allows officers to offer an approach that differs from local police
departments. One participant shared, “[DPS Officers] aren’t out writing tickets or taking people
to jail, instead they have more time to interact with students and protect the campus.” The unique
beat of a USD Public Safety Officer allows for a different posture than a local law enforcement
officer, given the unique population and incidents a DPS officer may engage in. Chief Miyashiro
shared some of the ways he intentionally capitalizes on this unique positionality to serve students
and the campus community best. In an interview, he stated:

I view public safety at USD as a working partnership with our university community

(faculty, staff, and students). Public safety’s primary role is as a community resource first,

a deterrent for criminal activity second, and enforcement third. Our responsibility is to
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work together with everyone intentionally and with clarity of purpose to ensure all

community members are treated with dignity, respect, and professionalism (J. Miyashiro,

personal communication, March 29, 2021).

Satisfaction with USD’s Department of Public Safety. Residential Life participants
described their satisfaction with DPS for the eight most essential characteristics of satisfactory
police work. DPS ranked overall neutral to high in satisfaction for all characteristics (See Table
4). DPS officers were praised most abundantly for being visible (72% very satisfied/satisfied),
professional (67% very satisfied/satistied), and keeping the campus safe (69% very
satisfied/satisfied). These three characteristics are what communities would hope for in any
police or public safety unit, as they are three qualities traditionally ascribed to these populations.
The three characteristics lowest in satisfaction include approachability (51% satisfied),
compassion (48% satisfied), and efficiency (51% satisfied). It is important to note that these
characteristics lower in satisfaction overlap with student leader competencies (University of San
Diego Student Leader Core Competencies, 2021), or soft-skills necessary for a role in residential
life. As such, further research could explore if individuals in residential life may have higher

than average expectations for these competencies.
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Table 4
DPS Characteristic Satisfaction Rankings

DPS Characteristic Satisfaction

Responsiveness
Approachability

Compassion

Treating Students with Respect
Visability in the Community
Professionalism

Campus Security

Efficiency

0% 10% 20% 30% 405 S50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
© Very Satisfied /Satisfied = Neutral = Very Dissatisfied/Dissatisfied

In the expanded exploration of the perception and experience of DPS, participants were
asked to rate a range of statements from strongly agree to strongly disagree (5 being strongly
agree and 1 being strongly disagree). These statements were chosen due to their presence in

pre-investigative interviews with both departments and research on policing satisfaction.
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Table S
Public Safety Perception

Public Safety Perception

DPS Officers are visable on campus 93% 555,
DPS Officers are open to input and suggestions from the campus community 41% 41% IR
DPS Officers share information with the campus community 60% 23% i (7 |
DPS Officers are easily approachable for questions and concemns 44% 32% I
DPS Officers create a safe and secure living environment 55% 28% =awEE
DPS Officers are transparent about their policies and procedures 494 19% [ P
DPS Officers are professional in their role B2% 22% 10%
DPS Officers demaonstrate honest, ethical behavior 55% 32% RN
DPS Officers have a satisfactory level of diversity within the department 28% 51% [l - ]
DPS Officers are courteous to all residents T2% 20% B¥%
DPS Officers treat all people with dignity and respect 58% 28% [T
DPs Officers are well trained 58% 21% i S
DPS Officers are knowledgable about campus policies and procedures 75% 14% II%T
DPS Officers are respectful to minoritized students 4004 A41% [ - T
DPS Officers are reliable when you need them 61% 23% CO1E%
DPS Officers respond quickly to emergency calls 63% 20% =
DPS Officers should carry firearms while on duty 15% 26% S
0% 208 A40% 60% 0% 100
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral  m Strongly Disagree/Disagree

The statements of strongest agreement displayed in Table 5 were heavily linked to the
satisfaction rankings described earlier, as the statements “DPS Officers are visible on campus”
(93% strongly agree/agree), “DPS officers are knowledgeable about campus policies and
procedures” (75% strongly agree/agree), “DPS officers are courteous to all residents” (72%
strongly agree/agree) and “DPS officers are professional in their role” (68% strongly
agree/agree) were the four highest in participant agreement. Maintaining the affirmation of
DPS’s visibility and professionalism in this section indicates the validity of those two
components in the perception of DPS. These scores were not surprising, as much of the survey
data speaks to residential life’s appreciation of these two qualities of DPS’s role in the campus
community. Similarly, the knowledge about campus policies and procedures showcases DPS’s

connection to the university and understanding of their role alongside USD’s community
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guidelines, mission, vision, and development plan for students. This knowledge is essential for
DPS carrying out their role responsibly, efficiently, and with care. The strong response to DPS
officers being courteous to residents did surprise me based on some conflicting qualitative data,
and further comments named in Cycle 2.

Statements with the lowest scores included “DPS has a satisfactory level of diversity
within the department” (28% strongly agree/agree), “DPS officers are respectful to minoritized
students” (40% strongly agree/agree), “DPS officers are open to input and suggestions from the
campus community” (41% strongly agree/agree), and “DPS officers should carry guns while on
duty” (15% strongly agree/agree). These responses mirror the qualitative responses on how DPS
can improve their relationship with the residential community.

Diversity in DPS was further explained in qualitative responses as gender diversity. The
racial makeup of the DPS officers is more diverse than the student community (89% of DPS
officers identifying as Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) while 41% of
undergraduate students identify as BIPOC) (University of San Diego Undergraduate Body
Profile, 2022). There has been significant research done on BIPOC officers interacting with
BIPOC community members, and research suggests that the police uniform and historical
presence of white police authority overshadows the racial identity of an officer (Brunson & Gau,
2015). This would remain true for USD’s Department of Public Safety, as although they may be
one of the most racially diverse departments on our campus, lack of diversity remains a concern.
The specific diversity dissatisfaction discussed in qualitative responses was in relation to gender.
DPS has 11% female officers while USD’s undergraduate population is majority female (57%)
(University of San Diego Undergraduate Body Profile, 2022). Participants named that they

would like to see more female identifying officers present in incident responses and Campus
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Assault Resources and Education (C.A.R.E.) support. Similarly, there is currently a strong
demand for increased support, respect, and care for minoritized students on our campus, so it is
not surprising that this component was named as an area for growth.

Although each of the stated areas for growth are important feedback, one overarching
need remained constant among nearly all participant responses: the need for a space or system to
effectively build connection and provide feedback. As community members, participants named
an essential part of building trust and cohesively working in partnership with DPS is having the
opportunity to brainstorm, collaborate, and share feedback and ideas. There is currently not a
formal system in place for any interactions, and this survey serves as the first attempt at gaining
insight to what intentional interaction could look like. Given this significant absence, my three
following cycles used restorative circles to demonstrate a method of sharing feedback and
building connections.

Cycle 2: Harms

Planning Action: All 20 participants who included their contact information at the end of the
Residential Life Survey and all Public Safety Officers were sent an email explanation, consent
form, and Doodle Poll to sign up to participate in Cycle Two. The circle's participants were
confirmed with 5 Residential Life Staff members, 8 Resident Assistants, 7 Public Safety
Officers. Due to the small participant pool, demographics for these groups of participants will
not be shared, but their demographics strongly mirror those of Cycle 1.

The circle scripts followed the Four Cs of Restorative Justice: Connection, Concern,
Collaboration, and Closing. The opportunity for dialogue in this form of data collection allowed
for expansion on each component and an examination on what improvement in each area may

look like. The conversations were intentionally structured to allow for raw storytelling and active
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listening and understanding. Each circle began with an introduction of the circle process, its
indigenous roots, and the talking piece, an overview of my research and the purpose of our
convening, and the creation and adoption of community guidelines. After this opening, we
introduced ourselves, centering on our values, and asked a connective question to begin building
trust and community. Then, we discussed the concern of campus climate, where groups shared
stories of challenging experiences between departments and identified what the group believed to
be the most significant concerns of the partnership. Then, we transitioned to a time of
collaboration where we ideated what some responses to mitigate those concerns may be. Finally,
we closed the circle with a moment of reflection and appreciation for the safe space.

Each circle was recorded and transcribed, and individual codes were created for each of
the common experiences, words, and concerns named in the connection and concern portions of
the conversations. These codes were grouped into larger themes, which were simplified to
describe the needs of each group. These needs discussed in each climate circle were similar to
the quantitative and qualitative data in the Residential Life survey and will be described in the
following cycles
Results

Throughout our conversations, every participant in both the Departments of Residential
Life and Public Safety affirmed the need for an improved relationship. Specifically, every RA
used the term "barrier" and every CD used the term “distrust” or “lack of trust” to describe the
current relationship between the departments. Each DPS Officer also named the necessity for
trust and the current lack of trust in the relationship, one officer citing that without trust, “the

word relationship is not going to work out” and “we can't have a productive team". There was a
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named deterioration in relationship in the last 5-10 years, and a mutual desire to improve the
partnership.

These conversations were difficult to have with each group, as naming concerns, needs,
and ideating what improvement looks like is not an easy task. A variety of prominent themes
emerged in all three conversations, and they were compiled into five essential themes that both
departments identified as shortfalls in their partnership. To honor the heart and energy around
partnership improvement and restorative justice’s focus on the needs that arise from the harm,
each theme will be described in terms of its related need. It is important to note that Resident
Assistant and Residential Life Staff/Leadership had nearly identical named needs, thus they were
grouped together for coding.

Improved Communication. Both areas exclaimed an immediate need for improved
communication. Many incidents that created distrust, division, or frustration were rooted in
miscommunication or lack of communication between the departments. Communication
improvements, increased frequency of communication, and additional avenues for
communication are needed during and after incident responses, and on a larger scale of
intra-department communications. The deteriorated communication created different emotions
for Residential Life and DPS. Residential Life shared the need for improved communication with
exhaustion and frustration, as RAs shared stories of wanting to maintain involvement in
communication during and after incident response due to their relationship and care for residents.
RAs shared “if [DPS Officers] are doing something with my resident, I care about their safety
and I want to know what’s happening for them.” This desire is not only beneficial to ensure care
is provided to their residents, but for a broader holistic support for the resident. Another RA

shared their perspective that protocol should be “involving the RAs in the communication,
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because the RA is more like a friend to the resident instead of just leaving them alone with
DPS.” These comments center on care for the residents of concern - a collective goal for both
departments.

DPS participants framed their conversation around communication with a longing for
former years of ease in intra-departmental communication. Their comments constantly compared
how it “used to be” to today, where officers affirmed the need to improve current communication
to better support students. One DPS officer said, "We used to have open communication... now
we just go off some reports... then when there's an issue... it’s again butting heads or us versus
them." Each DPS officer shared their own stories of working with former Residential Life Staff
where communication was organic. The conversations were so natural that Community Directors
often called a DPS Officer’s cell phone before dispatch even notified the officer of an incident.
There was a present energy of grief during the circle as participants described the former
relationship with Residential Life, and how that relationship has dissipated over the years
without the opportunity to communicate with one another to reflect on the change and engage in
interventions to reverse course.

Mutuality. “They don’t understand...”, “They don’t get...”, “They don’t see...” were
common phrases stated by both departments in their discussion of challenges in the partnership.
Mutuality is a strong need between the two departments to allow for respect and understanding
that can breed teamwork and trust. DPS has a variety of protocols and procedures that require an
involvement of the chain of command to ensure the safety of officers and individuals involved in
a possible incident. As was noted by RAs, there is often a heavy personnel response to many

calls and confusion (and sometimes frustration) for why so many officers are present. DPS
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shared about these situations unprompted, as they have received this feedback from students
stating:
They just see multiple patrol calls and think that ‘this is kind of overkill’, but they don’t
realize there is maybe one responding unit, a cover unit that responded to assist the one
officer, and maybe it rose to the level of needing a supervisor.
Without mutuality, there is a lack of understanding that creates judgment and frustration on both
sides. The same DPS officer continued:
Because we try to be professional, act professional, look professional, so when people
tear us down like that, at least it bothers me because they just don’t know what’s going
on.
The current lack of mutuality breeds division between the departments, as the DPS officer notes
the impact of that automatic assumption without the curiosity of the process.
Residential Life shared a similar frustration that the work of RAs and CDs is far beyond
just incident response, and the care for students is multifaceted. One RA stated,
[The biggest challenge] I chose is a lack of understanding or acknowledgement of the
RA’s role and importance in crisis response. I think, not just in crisis, I think in general, |
feel like they belittle us a lot and I feel like we have to be able to work together because
at the end of the day, we are a team and that’s something that needs to be worked on.
There is this desire from RAs for DPS to understand the training and care that RAs have for their
residents and communities, affirming the partnership between the two departments. Even in the
frustration regarding the current climate and this RA’s difficult experience, many RAs have
energy towards the partnership and an understanding that the relationship is necessary to

properly support students.
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Similarly, this mutuality can breed the level of respect needed to engage with one another
as critical partners. Many Residential Life team members shared experiences of being ignored,
dismissed, or even shushed when arriving at an incident before stating their positionality as
Residential Life staff members. This concern was consistently circled back to during the
Residential Life conversation as the most prominent theme of the groups. Their frustration was
that their role, as an essential response party to critical incidents, was not affirmed and welcomed
into the scene of an incident. Participants explained these situations, and in an attempt to not
place blame on DPS officers, shared comments about their height, stature, clothing, and other
physical characteristics that may not automatically assume their positionality. Participants shared
that these experiences colored future experiences with DPS officers, impacting how they interact
and trust DPS. One Residential Life participant shared their story stating:

It was late at night, and I guess one officer was doing rounds and he just started yelling,

like not yelling at me, but just like ‘you need to move’ very aggressively telling me ‘you

need to move’ and then I was trying to explain to them ‘hey, I work here’. And, it just
took a minute. So, [ was like okay I am just going to let them yell, and then we will see.

But, the fact that I had to wait for them to finish to speak, and then once I did, their

demeanor and everything just 180... That interaction did create distrust... like I will still

work with them but at the same time... how are you going to treat me based on your
assumption of my positionality?
In centering the need for mutuality between the two departments, respect and understanding can
help mitigate harmful or negative interactions like some of those described by participants. In

conjunction with that mutuality, there is the need for compassion.
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Compassion. Residential Life Team members consistently used the word “compassion”
and “care” (12 times and 39 times respectively) in their conversations surrounding supporting
students in incident responses. Participants shared experiences of DPS’s posture being heavily
reliant on policy and procedure, rather than “treating every student with compassion, regardless
if they engaged in a violation.” One participant named how these two approaches - one more
focused on policy and the other on compassion - can be a nice balance of one another, but to
allow students to feel safe and supported most fully, there is a need for increased compassion and
care in every interaction. In describing the importance of compassion in incident responses, one
Residential Life Team member stated, “...because at the end of the day, you will always look
back and say that ‘I wish I had used a little more compassion.’”

This need does not negate the care and compassion DPS officers provide to students they
serve, but rather reflects on the posturing and approach of DPS officers when interacting with
students. One Residential Life Team member described this by stating:

If we want our students to feel safe, and show their vulnerable side, we need empathy

when we talk to someone like [DPS] who has an emphasis on being safe.

This increase in vulnerability and sensitivity were the implicit messages of Residential Life
descriptions of their needs from DPS. Another participant stated:

It felt really invalidated in my care for this student. I felt like their care looked different

from mine in a way that didn’t support student safety.

There are various different components of safety required to support students - both procedural
and emotional. A balance of the two is something that Residential Life believes would fill a need
for students to interact and engage with DPS more openly, and allow for the partnership to be

more balanced. Given the positionality and intention of the Public Safety department, there is the
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opportunity to distance themselves from the associations ascribed to a traditional police
department. One Residential Life team member described the opportunity to reframe the role of
DPS as public safety work beyond criminal incident response by sharing:

They have the opportunity to identify themselves and create their posture as... public

safety folks who are here at the care and concern of students.

This opportunity to lean into the differentiation between public safety and local police allows for
a reframing to see DPS Officers as members of our community, rather than a distant enforcer of
policy. When focusing on compassion, the perception, experience, and partnership with DPS can
mitigate harm and improve trust.

Engagement Outside of Incident Response. The majority of interaction between
Residential Life and DPS exists during or surrounding a crisis or incident. Interacting in only
these circumstances creates an association of crisis and concern as the foundation for the
partnership. A DPS officer shared:

We are only brought in when there's a problem, and that shouldn't be the case, because

when that happens then we are looked upon as the person to deal with the situation, good

or bad, most of the time bad. So that shouldn't be the case. They should be able to call us

whenever they have an issue big or small and I think that would help build upon our

working relationship with residential life starting from the ground up with RAs and CDs.
There is the desire from DPS to provide that holistic care for students, and a cohesive partnership
is required to allow that to manifest. However, that partnership has not existed in recent years.
Residential Life affirmed the current state of their interaction by stating “I don’t meet officers

until something happens.” This interaction between the two departments being limited to
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incident responses prevents meaningful relationship building required for a functioning
partnership. A Residential Life Team Member stated:

I do know that in order for students to see them as a teammate, they need to partner with
us in different ways. Visibility being limited to when they drive by and when they’re
responding to duty incidents will not help them. They need to be collaborating with
administrators on other tasks and projects. They need to come into training and all-staff in
different ways to present themselves as a partner rather than as a strict, first-responder,
punitive role.

Expansion beyond the current state of the duty-centered partnership would both serve students
and the staff members in each department. Many of the DPS officer participants had seen a
relationship where teamwork existed both on and off duty. An officer reminisced by sharing:
We used to go bowling and do extracurricular activities outside of campus. We had an
ongoing flag football tournament against them with the RAs and CDs. It just seemed that
over time, with the change of personnel, a different understanding of what their role may
be, and just differences all together I think somehow that went to the wayside and it
became more of a business relationship first. Less of a cordial type friendly relationship,
almost like us versus them and vice versa, and we don’t want to be that way.
“How things used to be” was a prominent component of the conversation. Nearly every response
included a story of how the relationship previously was, with a longing for it to be that way
again.
In each circle, almost every participant described the limited interaction currently existing
in the relationship, and many Residential Life team members shared that it was hard to imagine

what a more fruitful partnership could look like, since they were not present for the former
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collaborative partnership. Although difficult to understand for some, all affirmed that these
additional interactions can slowly improve the majority of the needs requested by both
departments, especially the need for trust.

Trust. Through taking seriously the needs described above, trust can be built in this
partnership. Trust, or confidence in one another, is required to support the partnership and best
serve students. Residential Life played a large role in naming how to improve the partnership,
with many of the needs seen above being contributors to building trust. DPS continuously
acknowledged the lack of trust present in the relationship, naming the concern 19 times in our
conversation. DPS Officers were not blind to the lack of confidence or trust some Residential
Life Team members have regarding DPS, and that unfortunate reality was shared by some of the
Residential Life staff members. One Resident Assistant elaborated by sharing a story of an
alcohol related incident involving a student leader stating:

We really debated calling [DPS] because we know of the experience people had before

and I didn’t want to get anyone in trouble, and not just trouble, but I also don’t want to

put them in a bad position because [DPS] can kind of aggravate people sometimes.
This diminished trust expands beyond incident response, and into mere presence of DPS officers.
Another Residential Life team member stated:

It doesn’t feel safe like it should. It’s always a concern to see a [DPS] car rather than a

relief. I think that they have started to do the opposite of their intended goal.

These anecdotes, although difficult to hear, are essential in understanding the immediate need for
intervention to improve the relationship. From the perspective of Residential Life participants,
there has not been any adjustment in the status of the partnership between Residential Life and

DPS during their tenure at USD, ranging from 3-6 years. A very different picture is painted by
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DPS officers, many of whom had been at USD for 10+ years. During their early years in the
department, the relationship used to have a solid foundation of trust. One DPS Officer describes:
That relationship was different so if they had an issue that they’re dealing with, and
maybe it was something a little bit above their head and they needed some backup, they
would reach out to us right away and say ‘hey, would you mind just staying by. You don't
have to do anything, but just stand by and be there to support’. And when we were
dealing with that sort of call, sure we would come by, and hang out there and we would
debrief it with them afterwards and we talked about what we saw, what they saw, and
really had that open communication where it seems like now and just going off of some
reports and other officer’s reports, not mine, it seems like that relationship is not there
anymore for one, but when there is an issue it almost seems like it's again butting heads
or us versus them and vice versa.
There was a sense of mourning that existed beneath the comments from DPS officers,
acknowledging the diminished sense of trust and confidence in recent years. However, this
information serves as the starting point for how to frame our future interventions.
Arc of the Circle Process
Upon completion of this cycle, a collection of essential quantitative and qualitative data
was gathered to provide a landscape for the current relationship between Residential Life and
DPS. In addition to this data collection, the circle method provided the opportunity for
participants to share their harms and hopes, allowing for the demonstration of an “arc” of
preparedness to engage in the next cycle. This “arc” was a participant's movement towards hope

and investment in the topic from the opening to closing rounds.
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In the beginning of this process, most participants showcased some concern or hesitation
for participating due to the uncertainty that existed surrounding restorative processes and
engaging in the complex relationships between the departments. Many also shared stories of
harm or concerns embedded in hurt and sadness. At the end of this process, the following words
were used by the three groups to describe what they are taking away from the process: hope (x3),
openness (x2), vigilance, change, awareness, insight, perspective, excitement, productive, moving
forward, fruitful conversations, continued participation (x2), desire to be a part of these
conversations, continue giving and receiving feedback, optimism, the commitment to
strengthening of individual relationships. These final reflections embody both the commitment to
improved relationships, and the power of restorative processes in creating an “arc” to support
participants engaging in these conversations.

Cycle 3: Obligations
Planning Action

Due to the results of cycles 1 and 2, I adjusted my research to engage the leadership in
each department, rather than all participants from earlier cycles. This participant consolidation
was thoughtfully done to prevent any harm from occurring during joint conversations. In my data
analysis and reflection, I perceived that additional time was required to properly prepare both
departments to have space to understand and process the harm done by each side, and get to the
obligation phase where accountability could be present. In an attempt to be restorative in process
and honor the desire for sustainable culture change, leadership from each department who
participated in prior cycles were invited to continue participation in the final cycles - three and

four. Three members from each group committed to the final phases, and after reading through



42
RESTORING TRUST WITH PUBLIC SAFETY

the report, entered the space to debrief regarding the harm that has been done and possible next
steps.
Results
As Zehr highlights, “accountability means they should be encouraged to understand that
harm. Those who have caused harm should begin to understand the consequences of their
behavior” (Zehr, 2015, p. 33). This circle allowed the space for participants to understand and
processed the harms experienced on both sides. Both groups mirrored each other through this
process of the obligation phase: moving from defensiveness, to apprehension, to intrigue.
Defensiveness. When provided the opportunity to gather together, I first asked each
group about their own needs that were listed in the report. Only one comment was offered
between both groups, which served as a framing for how the needs should be reviewed, which I
think is essential to name here. A Residential Life participant stated,
I recognize the Res Life needs as responses to the ways the DPS officers are overworked.
So yes, I need them to be more respectful and need them to support us more. I also want
to acknowledge that they are stretched pretty thin each night, especially on weekends.
As this participant proclaims, the needs of each group are not a reflection of a lack of care for the
job or the students, but are often related to the severe low staffing in each department, leading to
gaps in functioning at the highest capacity. This comment should have allowed participants to
release from any personal ownership of not meeting needs. However, after near silence reflecting
on their own listed needs, Residential Life proclaimed moderate defensiveness when

immediately brainstorming how they could meet or “fix” the need. Some comments were:
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I am having an initial reaction to the confidence piece... I think confidence is like trust

and trust has to be earned. So, I am not exactly sure how they will engage in trust

building

And
With the confidence piece... I don’t know how we would be taking lead on that if that’s
what they want...

And

The solutions feel like something we are doing in some form or another, so I am
wondering which level of officers might be part of the conversation... I am looking
forward to hearing that fleshed out more.
These comments along with deeper elaborations showcased behaviors of defensiveness, and even
an attempt at releasing any liability for Residential Life’s role in possible harms and named
needs.

This reaction was similar in the DPS facilitated dialogue. Before our conversation began,
one of the participants shared that they felt a little in the dark that the research was focused on
DPS in the Residential Life Survey. This lack of transparency that was named, although not my
intention, was an example of the harm of miscommunication referred to in Cycles one and two. |
took responsibility for that harm, apologized for that miscommunication, and assured DPS
participants that I would communicate directly and with full detail for all additional cycles.
Before beginning the prepared conversation, I offered space for participants to ask questions so I
could provide clarity with any lingering concerns.

Upon beginning the circle, there was a tension in the space related to our conversation

around transparency. When prompted to discuss the DPS needs, participants were quiet until
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offering remarks relating to the listed Residential Life need. The comments of all participants
were related to how the relationship used to be, and how different it seems to be now based on
this data and their own experience. One officer starts:

There are some RAs and CDs [before 2018] that were big advocates of DPS... If we want

to get opinions from previous [teams], what about those CDs/RAs that are really

proactive with DPS? We had a lot of that. So, I am trying to figure out... how many of

those current/former RAs from 2018 worked alongside DPS.
In addition to questioning why Residential Life members from prior to 2018 were not surveyed,
officers inquired why DPS was not surveyed on their experience and perception of Residential
Life Team members. In an effort to model the transparency discussed in the beginning of the
conversion, I shared my intentionality around only surveying individuals from 2018 until now
because as we have uncovered, the current relationship is drastically different now than it was 10
years ago. Similarly, as was discussed in the survey data, participants implicitly linked their
perceptions of DPS to their perceptions with local police departments. As the perception of
municipal police has shifted, it is essential to get a recent population’s perception to accurately
determine efficient next steps to improve the partnership. After my description, all officers
nodded in agreement and seemed to understand my intention.

I understood DPS’s deflections around what is not present and how the data could have
reflected more positively on DPS as a form of defensiveness, avoiding the questions relating to
the report in front of them. However, the conversation led to an important question probed by

one officer:
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[For Residential Life Staff from] 2018 and on, is their opinion based on their experience

[of us] or from the news, or are they passed on or heard from their friends because they

had a bad encounter with the department?

Although no answer could be produced in the scope of this research, I would be interested to
know the answer to this as well. Based on the stories from DPS participants, if a culture shift was
possible from leadership in both departments, the larger opinion (and experience) would likely
improve. As both groups worked through some defensiveness and talked through concerns, they
transitioned to apprehension.

Apprehension. Apprehension for both groups looked like moving past defensiveness and
into an understanding that harms have occurred and needs exist for both groups, inching to the
belief that change is possible. Fear existed for participants due to structural challenges, capacity,
and perceived investment from the other party. One Residential Life Team member stated their
fear for structural challenges that may inhibit improvement:

My fear is that the structural challenges will get in our way, that really good ideas or

really good energy will get stifled. And, we can’t do that because we work weird hours or

don’t have enough people power to do these things.
DPS stated a similar structural concern regarding the diversity of experiences and approaches of
officers sharing:

We have new officers on, we have some same old officers on, we have the various

collections of officers and each comes with different experience in how to handle

situations and a different understanding of what a city within a city means. You are

dealing with the same community for the next four years or longer and understanding that
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that looks a little bit different than contacting someone out on the street that you maybe
see one time and that’s it.
In addition to structural challenges, capacity is a concern given the low staffing in both
departments, and consistent turnover on the Residential Life side due to 3 to 4 year limits for
Community Directors and Resident Assistants. This alongside high work demands, increased
responsibility, and low staffing brought about some apprehension in both groups. Finally, there
was a concern from both groups that the other group would not be invested in creating this
change. Although I chose not to interject, through hearing both sides I had confidence in the
investment on both sides of the conversation. Residential Life shared apprehensions by stating:
I am centering on, I would love a more integrated BCD training, but who are the officers
that are willing to spend a day of training with us?
And,
I am hearing that it's an exposed need from higher administration, but do the folks on the
ground feel they have capacity for that?
DPS participants shared a feeling of blindly navigating into the options for improvement due to
their absence of relationship with folks in Residential Life. One officer shared:
Right now, we don’t even hear from any of the CDs, and I don’t even know half of the
CDs to be honest with you...
Although the apprehension existed, I focused back on the participants' vocalized value and need
for partnership, and transitioned our conversation to preparation for joint conversations to better
understand if participants were prepared to come together even in the midst of uncertainty. I saw

that even in the proclaimed hesitance, there was intrigue and interest in coming together.
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Intrigue. Intrigue crept in the conversation as individuals began contemplating the future
conversation with the other department. Residential Life members shared “I am looking forward
to hearing that fleshed out more” and “I am excited that everybody will be there and wants to dig
into this.” While DPS officers stated, “There are so many variables and we can’t always hash it
out, so hopefully when we meet in the circle hopefully, we can better understand what does that
actually mean, when is that occurring, how is that occurring, and try and get a better picture” and
“Just getting to know each other again will allow us to get a big improvement.”

At the end of the conversation, intrigue turned into energy as individuals shared about
their hopes and commitments for the conversation. This served as a confirmation of the “arc” I
was looking for to allow for a productive joint conversation. Participants began sharing ideas and
comments regarding hopes for the partnership as I offered more open-ended questions. One DPS
officer shared their hope of:

Really just coming together as a whole team, even though we are in different divisions,

we are still the same thing. We are here for the same benefit, we are here for the same

reasons, and want to come to the same mutual conclusion for the event — whatever we are
dealing with.
This shared value has been central to building connections, and Residential Life shared a similar
sentiment stating:

I would love to put more structure as it relates to this relationship... I think there is the

shared need around social connections and bonds, but I think having a clear person to

work with as it relates to setting up training and having DPS come, that would be really

helpful. Like, commitment on their part and our part.
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This arc in dialogue from defensiveness to intrigue was an emotional transformation, but
one that is essential when understanding and taking accountability for harm. As participants
processed named harms and needs and had the space to safely reflect on its impact as individual
groups, participants were invited to a final circle together to discuss their partnership and its
forward mobility.

Cycle 4: Engagement
Planning Action

The evening after the reflective circle, I thanked all participants for their vulnerability and
shared the questions for our upcoming joint circle, per the requests of participants. One week
after participants engaged in their individual reflective conversations, all participants gathered
for a catered lunch prior to joining in the circle. I found through my practice as a facilitator that
engaging in a casual meal and conversation together prior to the circle helps participants gain
more comfortability as they discuss common topics - what is happening on campus, food, and
more. [ would casually bring up topics of conversation that I know both groups may have
something to add to, and after the first ten minutes of the meal participants began conversing
with each other rather than only back and forth with me. Once folks completed their meals, I
asked participants to join the larger circle.

Results

The beginning of the circle was innately connective, as participants fixed their eyes on a
piece of the restorative centerpiece (Pranis, 2015) with a picture of the combined values from all
three individual circles naming the values participants believe should be at the center of the
relationship between Residential Life and DPS (See Figure 2).

Figure 2

Partnership Values Word Cloud
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After centering on these values, participants shared what they do in their roles without sharing
their titles. This allowed for leveling hierarchy, highlighting the equity of responsibility in this
work and connectivity, sharing their role’s dedication to supporting students and the larger
campus community in crisis or in development. Individuals named trust, understanding,
integrity, respect, adaptability, and problem solving as values essential to their work, while also
holding the challenge of their individual and collective positions.

A Proclaimed Need. In a circle process, sometimes someone shares a comment or a
story that frames the circle. Instead of me doing this as the facilitator, one of the Residential Life
participants who shared first stated that trust is the value they lead with and “being able to give
and receive trust is really important since nobody is solely responsible for that”. This comment
named “trust” as the central need for the groups, and simultaneously released the group from
individual responsibility of building trust between the departments. A participant, rather than me
as a facilitator, setting this tone at the onset of the circle significantly contributed to the openness

and transformation that was present during our time together.
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As we continued through the circle, all participants shared why they participated, and
many reasons illuminated hope for the possibilities available through the process. One
participant emphasized the need for teamwork, sharing their purpose for attending of:

I wanted to get more of an understanding of what ResLife and RAs are looking for from

our department, and hopefully in return on our side, looking from our end. If there has

been a disconnect, we want to build that trust and respect on both sides of the community.

Working together instead of working as one, working as a whole. When I left detentions,

I always took with me the word T.E.A.M which stands for together everyone achieves

more, so hopefully with the circle we can bring back that comradery and that teamwork.
In addition to gaining a deeper understanding and building that teamwork, the focus of how the
relationship used to be was vocalized, which is a relationship that the participants in Residential
Life had not experienced. A DPS officer shared:

I really wanted to take a step back... and thinking back to all those years of how the

relationship has changed since we first came on. Hopefully this process can be the

beginning to go back to where it was before, and have those partnerships again and
relationships where we did mutual training, we did just fun gatherings, it doesn’t have to
be training. It could be flag football like we did before, just activities to come together as

a team. We work for one goal, and that’s for the students here and I think we all

understand that, and that’s really why I wanted to participate in this.

Residential Life participants immediately indicated their commitment to the partnership, and

matched the hope proclaimed by DPS officers. One Residential Life participant shared,
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I think there is an opportunity to make things even better than they currently are.

Personally, I am in the position to be able to help with that partnership with colleagues in

public safety and with the teams and areas that I lead.
That opportunity to improve the partnership, and lean into the mission and vision of public safety
in perception and practice is informed both by the enthusiasm of the officers and the positionality
of public safety at our institution. One participant shared that even the opportunity of this joint
circle conversation showcases the differentiation of this public safety department and institution
sharing, “The type of school this is, there’s the opportunity to have a lot of these conversations”
which were not present (or imaginable) at this participant's prior institutions.

Confronting Harms and Needs. As participants began confronting their harms and
needs in reference to the report, it was apparent that the individual reflective facilitated dialogues
served both groups, as many shared variations of what was mentioned in the individual circles,
with additional reflection and thoughtfulness. Both groups recognized the limitations in this data,
that although the data is a good point of reflection, it should not bound the partnership
brainstorm. Human interaction and perception is challenging to quantify, and one participant
acknowledged, “there is something intangible in the perception of the relationship that we will
sort through here as best we can”.

Each department named and affirmed the needs they are not quite fulfilling including
transparency, communication, engagement outside of crisis. This showcased both groups'
accountability in this process, while also acknowledging the need for realistic goals related
forward mobility. One participant shared:

But, there is going to be a lot of work because it's going to take time, it's going to take

trustability, it's going to take effort, and it's going to take commitment. There’s a lot of
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things in there whether it’s the getting back to a cultural space of shared training, shared

social time outside of incident response to help us develop that and that will take a

sustained commitment from all of us and those that work with us. I was encouraged, but

also like okay it's going to take work...
Holding both obligations and hope, there was a sense of cautious optimism for what a more ideal
partnership could look like. Two individuals shared important comments for reflection: “what do
we have capacity for” and “when we put words to action, both teams are very exhausted”.
Working in this exhaustion, the leadership of both departments have an accurate gauge of what
teams have capacity to implement and what is a long term goal that can slowly be met when
capacity expands or responsibilities are reallocated.

Participation. After individuals confronted the harms and needs as a group, we entered a
space of participation where participants reviewed a list of possible solutions determined
throughout each prior cycle. The list provided to each participant is provided in Appendix F.
Participants were given this list, along with highlighters to highlight two or more items that seem
like feasible and important short-term solutions and two or more that seem like feasible and
important longer-term solutions. Given the continually named capacity limits of the department,
identifying feasible solutions that are sustainable under the confines of job duties and restraints
are essential to proper implementation. After groups had around 10 minutes to highlight and
reflect, they were brought back to the group to share one short term and one long term solution
that they selected. There was a groan from multiple participants after I gave this prompt, and one
DPS officer vocalized “just one!?” while others laughed and nodded in agreement.

As participants shared, themes and agreement emerged immediately. It felt as if the

teamwork that was hoped for in the beginning of the circle was present at this moment. During
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this round, the circle broke multiple times where participants began addressing each other stating
“[Participant name], I would like to help you with that” and affirming one another's ideas and
expansions for the solutions listed. Recognizing that the recommendations implicate all officers
and residential life team members, one participant proclaimed, “We are planting seeds for that
eventual moment when stuff does hit the fan, we know who is around us and helping us and
supporting us”.

Given the energy of participants, it felt like those seeds would stick. They shared: “I am
feeling excited, I am feeling really affirmed and the ways we have recommitted to each other and
the work™, “I am excited for the continued partnership and working together”, and “Some great
things are going to come out of this partnership”. This led to a final arc of a DPS officer
acknowledging the quantity of “used to’s” in their conversations around this process stating,
“There’s a lot of used to’s, and we need to figure out what happened to that in order to bring it
back.” This realignment to the present needs allowed both teams to begin their forward mobility,
which is what occurs beyond the circle.

In the final round, a Residential Life team member stated, “I am committed to developing
the strategy and put the structure behind the intention, and it's clear that the intention is there”
and a member of DPS turned to this person and shared, “I am committed to meet with you to
start a strategy up so we can start on that and continue it.” Immediately after the circle adjourned,
the two connected to share contact information and find time in their joint calendars to set up
recurring strategy meetings to support ongoing partnership and collaboration.

This research process allowed both departments to get to a space of affirming and

reconciling the ways they may have not been serving the partnership, finding hope in what a
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partnership can look like, and actualizing the next steps for transformation. All recommendations
created by this group are listed in the following commitments section.
Commitments

Researchers determined recommendations informed by the needs named in Cycles 1 and
2 and ideas named in Cycles 3 and 4. These recommendations are intended to satisfy the named
needs and to increase collaboration, improve communication, and offer engagement outside of
crisis - all slowly building the trust between the departments. Given that these recommendations
were created and affirmed by the participants in Cycle 4, they are described as commitments,
rather than just recommendations. As an officer so perfectly described in the beginning of this
research, there is no trust without relationship. Relationship and connection between the groups
is the most essential recommendation and commitment from this research. The following
commitments are some technical solutions for how to engage in relationship building between
the departments, as determined by the Residential Life and DPS Leadership Teams.
Nightly Desk Check-Ins

The institution of nightly desk check-ins was a recommendation named by nearly every
participant as the short-term solution that they believed to be most effective to improving the
partnership. Nightly residential desk check-ins were a procedure of the past, and one that every
DPS officer affirmed as immediately implementable. The check-ins consist of DPS officers
assigned to the night shift checking in with each residential desk upon the onset of RA duty with
the purposes of a) informing the RA who is on duty and would be responding to calls b)
providing an opportunity for the RA and DPS officer to share any insight for upcoming events of
the night or possible concerns c) allowing for increased facetime between the two groups outside

of incident response. This recommendation also has the option to expand to residential life
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community check-in with all resident assistants and community director(s) of an area on Tuesday
Night Staff Meetings on a monthly basis. Through this implementation, trust and collaboration
can begin to be built between Officers and Resident Assistants, as the majority of facetime
interactions between the two groups would likely be in this casual and collaborative space rather
than at the scene of an incident.
Debrief Protocol

The implementation of a procedure for debriefing is recommended in two steps: debrief
of information when an officer arrives on scene, and debrief after an incident. A gap in training
was named where Resident Assistants are not trained how to debrief officers of the information
gathered about an incident when the officer arrives on scene, thus the harmed parties and
individuals who caused harm often have to restate information to DPS that they already shared
with an RA. Through training RAs proper debrief methods and institutionalizing a debrief
protocol as soon as DPS arrives on scene, incident response methods will be more efficient,
collaborative, and victim-centered as is modeled in 