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Oakland Community Stands  

Against Gang Injunction 

Diverse Group says  

More Policing will not Solve Violence 
 

WHAT: Rally at court hearing 

WHERE: 1221 Oak Street, Department 20, Oakland 

WHEN: 12:30pm, April 22nd 2010 

 

Oakland, CA – On April 22nd, hundreds of community members from across the 

Bay Area will rally outside the courthouse hearing at 1221 Oak Street to oppose the 

controversial gang injunction recently filed by Oakland City Attorney John Russo. 

The newly formed group to stop the injunction is composed of a wide array of locals 

who have been meeting weekly in North Oakland to discuss how the gang injunction 

will negatively impact their neighborhoods, communities, and family members, 

while failing to address the root causes of violence in Oakland. 

 

“To create real safety in our communities, we need to invest in education, community 

centers, affordable housing, and jobs for youth, not more policing. This injunction will 

break up families, push people out of their neighborhoods, and increase racial profiling. It 

will send young people to prison for associating with their friends, or dressing a certain 

way. Our young people need more opportunity and support, not more police harassment,” 

says Manuel Fontaine of All of Us or None, a member organization of the coalition 

effort.  

 

The injunction is a civil court order that would prohibit certain activities by named and 

unnamed individuals, including associating with one another, loitering, and other usually 

legal activities within a 100-block area in North Oakland. The injunction takes away 

peoples’ basic rights and has led to increased police harassment of young people in 

the neighborhood. Its estimated costs are $420,000. 

s 

“It is unacceptable for this city to spend almost half a million dollars on a gang injunction 

while funds for education, food assistance, art, and healthcare are being cut, and people 

are losing their homes and jobs,” says Zaylia A. Pluss, North Oakland Resident and 

member of Plan for a Safer Oakland. 

 

Margaret White, North Oakland resident and mother says, “This racist injunction is 

simply a modern day version of Jim Crow and Black Code laws. This injunction will not 

stop violence, just as the “War on Drugs” did not stop the flow of drugs running through 

our communities. Where is the investment in the future of our youth? Instead of locking 

them away; create opportunities so they too can hope for a brighter tomorrow.” 
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Stop the Injunction(s) in Oakland 
 

We are a diverse group of concerned community members fighting the 

proposed gang injunction(s) in Oakland.  
 

 

 

We oppose gang injunctions because: 

 

 

1. Gang injunctions do not work because they do not address the root causes of 

violence, such as poverty and unemployment.  We need to support our youth by 

fully investing in education, health care, community centers, affordable housing and 

providing meaningful jobs.  

   

 

2. The City of Oakland is proposing spending $430,000 on this gang injunction 

while education and other vital services are being dramatically cut. We can 

choose to spend half a million dollars on this gang injunction, or we can choose to 

put more money into education, youth and community centers, job creation, and 

affordable housing, all of which will prevent violence. How can this be a priority 

while people are losing their homes and jobs, and schools are closing right and left?  

 

 

3.  Gang injunctions rely on racial profiling, and strip people of their civil 

rights.  If granted, it would give the Oakland Police Department wide discretion to 

label people gang members without having to present any evidence to a judge or 

even charge them with a crime. The individuals impacted would not be provided 

with an attorney or given the opportunity to defend themselves. 

 

 

4. We believe this gang injunction is being used to push poor and working class 

people of color out of North Oakland. We need to ask, why this neighborhood, 

why more police, and why now?  North Oakland is being targeted for gentrification, 

and this measure will contribute to rapidly rising real estate prices and upscale 

development that will make housing unaffordable for people who have been living 

in North Oakland for decades.  

   



Para Difusión Inmediata 

22 de abril de 2010 

Contactar: Alexis Mazón 520-390-1604 

La Comunidad de Oakland Se Moviliza en Contra del Nuevo Mandato 

Judicial “Anti-Pandillas” 

Grupo diverso dice que las nuevas tácticas policiácas no disminuirán la violencia 

Evento:  Manifestación frente a la audiencia judicial municipal 

Dónde:  1221 Oak Street, Corte Municipal, Departmento 20, Oakland, California 

Cuándo:  1:00 pm, jueves, 22 de abril de 2010 

Oakland, CA – Este jueves, cientos de miembros de comunidades a través del área de la 
Bahía se reunirán afuera de la audiencia judicial en la corte municipal de Oakland en 1221 
Oak Street para oponerse al controversial mandato judicial “anti-pandillas” que 
recientemente fue presentado por el Fiscal de la Ciudad de Oakland, John Russo. El grupo 
recién formado para poner fin al mandato judicial está  integrado por una amplia gama de 
personas de la comunidad que han estado reuniéndose semanalmente en el Norte de 
Oakland para analizar el impacto negativo que va a tener el mandato judicial “anti-pandillas” 
en sus vecindarios, comunidades y miembros de familia, ya que dicho mandato ha sido 
iniciado sin tomar en cuenta las causas raíces de la violencia en Oakland. 

“Si de veras queremos crear la seguridad en nuestras comunidades necesitamos invertir en la 
educación, los centros comunitarios, la vivienda y el trabajo para nuestra juventud. No 
solucionará nada expandir la presencia policiáca. Este mandato judicial separará a las 
familias, desplazará a la gente de sus barrios, y aumentará el uso del perfil racial. Convertirá a 
los jóvenes en presos por el simple hecho de asociarse con sus amigos, o vestirse de cierta 
manera.  Nuestra juventud necesita más oportunidades y apoyo en vez de más hostigamiento 
policial,” dice Manuel Fontaine de All of Us or None, una organización miembra de la 
coalición. 

El mandato judicial es una orden de una corte civil que prohibe la participación de ciertos 
individuos, nombrados y no nombrados, en actividades dentro de un área designada, 
incluyendo asociarse uno con el otro, congregarse en grupos y otras actividades que 
usualmente son legales dentro de una zona de 100 cuadras en el Norte de Oakland. El 
mandato judicial les quita sus derechos básicos a las personas nombradas y ha provocado un 
aumento en los abusos policiales en contra de los jóvenes en el vecindario. Su costo 
aproximado es $420,000 según la ciudad. 

“No es aceptable que esta ciudad gaste casi un medio millón de dólares en un mandato 
judicial “anti-pandillero” mientras que se recortan los fondos para la educación, la asistencia 
de la alimentación, el arte y la salud, y tanta gente pierde sus casas y su empleo,” dice Zaylia 
A. Pluss, una residente del Norte de Oakland y miembra del  Plan para un Oakland Más 
Seguro. 

Margaret White, una madre y residente del Norte de Oakland dice, “Este mandato judicial 
racista es simplemente una versión moderna de las antiguas leyes de segregación racial “Jim 



Crow.” Este mandato judicial no acabará con la violencia, igual como la “Guerra Contra las 
Drogas” no acabó con el flujo de drogas que corre por nuestras comunidades. ¿Por qué no 
invertimos en el futuro de nuestra juventud? En vez de encarcelar a los jóvenes deberíamos 
de crear oportunidades para que ellos tengan la esperanza de una mañana mejor.” 

Las organizaciones legales, American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) y el Lawyers Committee 
for Civil Rights de San Francisco han presentado documentos legales en contra del mandato 
judicial: http://stoptheinjunction.wordpress.com/2010/04/08/press-release-aclu-
lawyers%E2%80%99-committee-for-civil-rights-file-court-papers-against-proposed-oakland-
gang-injunction.es 

Para más información sobre la Coalición Para Poner Fin al Mandato Judicial visite 
http://stoptheinjunction.wordpress.com/ 
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Community members push back against Oakland gang 

injunction 
A gang injunction proposed by the city attorney's office could clamp down on crime over 

100 blocks in North Oakland. 

 

March 23, 2010 www.Oaklandlocal.com  

Dozens of community members are mobilizing against a proposed gang injunction in 
North Oakland near the Emeryville and Berkeley borders.  

The group meets tonight, March 23, at 5:30p in the gymnasium at Bushrod Park.  

The Oakland city attorney's office filed the injunction in February, though it must be 
approved by a judge to go into effect. The injunction would make it illegal for certain 
gang members to be together in public or take part in a range of activities that are already 
illegal. 

Gang injunctions are civil orders that are punishable by fines up to $1,000, and up to six 
months in jail.  

Supporters of such measures say they make neighborhoods safer by cracking down on 
gangs and crime. Opponents say injunctions criminalize daily activities, lead to racial 
profiling and give police too much power. 

Community members concerned with the effect an injunction would have in North 
Oakland have met twice in March to come up with a plan to voice their anger, suspicion 
and disapproval. 

Last week, at the Ella Baker Center in North Oakland, more than 30 local residents and 
members of various juvenile and social justice groups came together to brainstorm.  

Jory Steele, managing attorney for the American Civil Liberties Union of Northern 
California, provided an overview to the group about injunctions. 

Steele said she was concerned that injunctions tend to be a sign of political aspirations for 
those who pursue them, allowing officials to appear "tough on crime." But injunctions, 
she said, have been shown over and over to fail to help communities.  

The ACLU opposes all gang injunctions and says they are at best ineffective and at worst 
a tool to promote racial profiling and criminalization of daily activities. 

"I take everything that comes with these injunctions with a huge grain of salt," Steele 
said. 



All those in attendance seemed to agree that injunctions would only criminalize area 
youth, while failing to address any of the root causes of violence. 

Some pointed out that injunctions often go into effect in areas slated for gentrification, 
rather than in the most violent neighborhoods.  

"I mean, does North Oakland even have a gang?" asked Anita Miralle, who runs a group 
called Healthy Hoodz, which offers a series of workshops to increase quality of life in 
Oakland through nutrition, music and other means. 

"That's a good question," answered other members of the the session. 

"Regardless of whether there are gang members here, this is about racism and violating 
civil rights," said another attendee. "It's about wedging communities against each other." 

Oakland police have provided photographs to the media of several young men they say 
are gang members. The young men are covered in tattoos and appear to have long rap 
sheets. The group was involved in a high-profile case last May in which one young man 
was killed in what authorities called a "mistaken-identity shooting," and two other 
bystanders were killed in a subsequent car chase.  

According to police, North Oakland gangs include the Gaskill Maniacs, Bushrod Cold 
Gunnaz 59, ASAP/FT, 600 The 6 and 6100. Though they claim different areas in North 
Oakland, they have joined together, police said, to fight a south Berkeley gang.  

But local residents at last week's meeting said they believe police have exaggerated North 
Oakland's gang problem to tap into federal grants, such as those that address domestic 
terrorism. 

"Police come and say, 'These are gangs,'" said Jack Bryson, who attended the Ella Baker 
Center meeting. "Man, we live in this community. How is this a gang?" 

The group discussed ways to reach out to the community, from door knocking to 
signature gathering, in time for a meeting in late April where a judge will decide if North 
Oakland would benefit from the injunction, which would cover 100 blocks and could 
affect up to 70 alleged gang members. 

Oakland officials have said they will pursue other injunctions down the line. 

Organizer Manuel La Fontaine, of All of Us or None, said the community would be much 
better served by more programs for jobs and education. He called injunctions "a one-
dimensional approach." 

"Instead of arresting me, harassing me and treating me like a gang member, why not find 
ways to help me be more accountable?" he said. "Talk to people, talk to family members. 
You have to look at all the problems." 



 

 

ACLU On Oakland's Proposed 100 Block Gang Injunction 

By Denise Tejada  

April 14, 2010  

Oakland was ranked third highest crime city in the US by CQ Press last year, and now 

city officials are proposing a safety zone to help shift that number. Oakland City Attorney 

John Russo has petitioned a plan to fight against what he calls one of the city’s most 

dangerous gangs, North Side Oakland (NSO). The plan is to implement a 100 block gang 

injunction. If the injunction is approved by a judge it will create a safety zone of about 

100 blocks between Berkeley, Emeryville, and Telegraph Avenue. The injunction will 

also prohibit NSO and its members from any “gang” activity and from creating a "public 

nuisance" in that zone. The injunction would establish rules gang members will have to 

obey while being in the safety zone. 

The ACLU of Northern California (ACLU-NC) and the Lawyers' Committee for Civil 

Rights of the San Francisco Bay Area (Lawyers' Committee) filed an amicus brief with 

the Alameda County Superior Court opposing the proposed gang injunction in Oakland. 

Youth Radio spoke to Jory Steele, Managing Attorney for the ACLU of Northern 

California, who said gang injunctions are ineffective and can harm communities. Steele 

also talked about the recent amicus brief filed by the ACLU.  

Denise Tejada: From a legal standpoint, how will young people be affected by a 

gang injunction? 

Jory Steele: First of all, let me say that we’re all concerned about violence in Oakland, 

but the issue here is that such gang injunctions are an ineffective response that can 

actually harm the communities they are intended to protect. Young men of color are 

likely to be the people most affected if the injunction sought by Oakland City Attorney 

John Russo is granted. 

There’s a huge potential for racial profiling because the injunction proposed by the City 

Attorney does not have any criteria for identifying alleged gang members. This means 

that once the injunction is issued, there are no guidelines for the police to use in 

determining who to add to the injunction. As a civil rights attorney and as the mother of a 

young African-American son, I’m deeply concerned that young men of color will be 

wrongfully swept into the injunction because of what they look like. 

A young person served with a gang injunction would face serious restrictions on their 

everyday activities. Although the injunction would allow people who have been served 

with it to be in the same school or church, it prohibits traveling to those places together 

(for example, in a school bus). Nor does it provide exemptions for activities like working 

or attending community meetings in the area covered by the injunction. If two 

community members served with the injunction work in the same place or attend the 



same gang prevention or intervention program in the area covered by the injunction, both 

are in violation of the court order and could be sent to jail. 

And finally, the proposed injunction does not provide a way out for people who are either 

mistakenly identified as gang members or for those who have turned their lives around. 

This means that the injunction could follow them the rest of their life. Providing no way 

out makes it more difficult for people to turn their lives around, or to correct cases of 

mistaken identity. 

DT: How will a gang injunction reduce violence? 

JS: In fact, these injunctions don’t reduce violence, and are an ineffective tool for 

protecting public safety. A 2007 report from the Justice Policy Institute and a 2007 report 

from the Advancement Project have concluded that injunctions do not work, and that 

alternative public safety strategies are needed to ensure safe neighborhoods. 

The JPI report cites the example of cities like New York, which reduced gang violence by 

funding social services to prevent violent crime and gang activity, whereas Los Angeles 

has numerous gang injunctions and gang activity continues to rise there. 

DT: How do gang injunctions violate people’s rights? 

JS: First, only eight of the seventy people the City Attorney claims are gang members 

have to be told that they are at risk of being bound by this injunction. This means that 

over sixty individuals don’t know that they are at risk of having their civil liberties 

curtailed, and don’t know that they should go to court to challenge the injunction. 

Second, after the injunction issues, it would give police officers complete discretion to 

label anyone living in or visiting the huge 100-square-block area of North Oakland a 

gang member, without having to prove any wrongdoing. Police would be left to rely on 

things like what someone looks like, where they live, and who they know, which casts 

suspicion on an entire community and can lead to racial profiling. 

Third, because gang injunctions utilize civil court rather than the criminal justice system, 

they use a lower legal standard of proof, and don’t provide individuals with attorneys. 

This means that it’s both easier to subject someone to the restrictions of the injunction 

and less likely they will be able to challenge it. 

 

DT: How have you seen gang injunctions affect young people’s daily routines? 

JS: The ACLU represented a young father who had been named in a gang injunction in 

West Sacramento, and who had turned his life around but was served with the injunction 

nonetheless. He was afraid to go to the grocery store, or to coach his son’s soccer game, 

because if anyone else named in the injunction showed up, they would both be in 

violation of the order. Another ACLU client there was arrested for violating the curfew 

under the injunction when he picked up his wife from work after midnight. Even more, 



the people the ACLU represented in West Sacramento felt ashamed that the message of 

the injunction seemed to be that turning their lives around was not enough and that they 

would always be perceived as criminals, despite the fact that they were now raising 

families and contributing in other meaningful ways to society. 

DT: Oakland’s gang injunction will cover 100 blocks – can you comment on the size 

of it relative to the past injunctions? 

JS: In 1997 the California Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of a gang 

injunction that covered four square blocks. The Supreme Court was willing to restrict 

civil liberties in that area because it was so small and because none of the affected 

individuals lived in that area. Since that time, however, gang injunctions have grown 

drastically in size. 

DT: What’s your opinion about whether gang injunctions really work? 

JS: The evidence shows that gang injunctions just don’t work. What has been shown to 

work at reducing violence and gang activity is funding social services, such as gang 

intervention and prevention programs, providing jobs and job training, and providing 

better educational opportunities for our young people. 

DT: What is the ACLU doing to fight against this injunction? 

JS: The ACLU of Northern California filed an amicus brief jointly with the Lawyers’ 

Committee for Civil Rights expressing our concerns about the gang injunction. Both the 

ACLU and the Lawyers’ Committee will attend the April 22 preliminary injunction 

hearing and continue to educate people about the problems with it. 

DT: Why is it important for the ACLU to stand against this issue? 

JS: Gang injunctions have implications for so many important civil liberties issues: racial 

justice, criminal justice, youth rights, and due process. With so many potential violations 

of our fundamental rights at stake, it’s crucial for the ACLU to step in where we can. 

  

 


