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RECOMMENDATION

Staff Recommends That The City Council Receive An Informational Report On The
Ceasefire Impact Evaluation.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report focuses on an evaluation of the Ceasefire strategy with the goal of being able to
answer whether reductions in homicides and non-fatal shootings were due to the
implementation of the strategy or with other factors such as displacement, gentrification or
seasonal patterns. This evaluation aims to give the City Council, the community and other City
leaders the best assessment possible to understand what impact (if any) the Ceasefire strategy
had on reducing violence and whether the |mplementat|on of this strategy the City received an

- adequate return on investment. :

This evaluation includes only the Oakland Police Department (OPD) portion of the strategy
since the services portion of the Ceasefire strategy is being evaluated through a separate multi-
year services and support evaluation by Mathematlca1 The scope of this evaluation includes
four parts:

Place Impact Evaluation
Gang/Group Impact Evaluation
Individual Impact Evaluation
Qualitative Assessment

N

The evaluation demonstrated that the Ceasefire strategy can claim significant ownership of the
reductions in homicides and non-fatal shootings over the implementation period. It also
demonstrates that it is a preferred method of reducing homicides and non-fatal shootings. There
are strategy-specific improvements to build community-police trust that should be made.

T Mathematica Policy R'esearéﬁh is conducting a separate evaluation of Oakland Unite/Oakland Human
Services Department: https://mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/projects/oakland-unite
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BACKGROUND / LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

In July 2014, City Council adopted Resolution No. 85149 C.M.S., which sent the 2014 Oakland
Public Safety and Services Violence Prevention Act (“Measure Z”) to the November 4, 2014
general municipal election ballot. Oakland voters adopted the Act with 77.05 percent of the vote,
surpassing the 66.7 percent approval requirement. Measure Z maintains the existing parcel tax
and parking tax surcharge for a period of 10 years in order to improve police, fire, and
emergency response services as well as community strategies for at-risk youth and young
adults. Measure Z created the Safety and Services Oversight Commission (SSOC) to evaluate,
inquire, and review the administration, coordination, and evaluation of strategies and practices
mandated by Measure Z. Measure Z specifies commission duties, which mcludes duties related
to involvement in the evaluation process as further explained below

Measure Z states specific evaluation requirements within the measure. Section 4B is where the
act sets the requirement of the annual evaluation. It states:

Annual Program Evaluation: Annual independent program evaluations pursuant to
Section 3(C) shall include performance analysis and evidence that policing and violence
prevention intervention programs and strategies are progressing toward the desired
outcomes. Evaluations will consider whether programs and strategies are achieving
reductions in community violence and serving those at the highest risk. Short-term
successes achieved by these strategies and long-term desired outcomes Wl|| be
considered in the program evaluations.

Based upon this requirement, OPD included a Ceasefire specific evaluation in their three-year
spending plan. In this plan, $250,000 a year was set aside for a strategy specific Ceasefire
evaluation. The evaluation team was selected after a Request for Qualification (RFQ) process in
2016 and approved per City Council Resolution No. 86312 C.M.S. ThIS report outlines the
results of that evaluation.

Through the RFQ process, Northeastern University School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
was chosen to be the lead on this evaluation. The proposed sub-consultant was Yale University
Department of Sociology. The principal mvestlgator on this evaluation is Anthony Braga, Ph.D.
and the co-principal investigative team consisted of Andrew Papachristos, Ph.D. (formerly of
Yale University Department of Sociology and now with Northwestern University Institute for
Policy & Research); Gregory Zimmerman, Ph.D.; and Rod Brunson, Ph.D. of Rutgers
University.

ANALYSIS AND POLICY ALTERNATIVES

§

Upon recommendation of Oakland Community Organizations (OCQO) and a spike in
homicides, the City of Oakland implemented the Ceasefire strategy on October 18, 2012. At
the end of 2012, the total number of homicides for the year was 125. Since 2012, the
Oakland Police Department (OPD), Human Services Department (Oakland Unite), faith
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leaders, and community members have worked together to implement the Ceasefire
strategy.

The Ceasefire strategy has three goals.(also referred to as “aims”):

¢ Reduce gang/group related shootings and homicides
e Reduce the recidivism rate of participants
e Build community-police trust among participants

These goals were developed and have been executed as part of a community, police, and
human service provider partnership since 2012. Despite multiple changes in departmental .
leadership, there has been a 42 percent reduction in homicides and a 49.9 percent reduction in
shootings since the strategy was implemented.

This report outlines the results of the Ceasefire Impact Evaluation: Key Findings (Attachment
A). Below are the highlights of the findings.

Place Impact Evaluation and Results

This portion of the evaluation sought to determine whether the implementation of Oakland
Ceasefire was associated with city-wide reductions in violence. To conduct this analysis, two
quasi-experimental designs? were conducted.

The first desigh was a cross-city design that compared gun homicide trends in 12 comparison
cities. For each of the cities, interrupted time series analysis of monthly counts of gun homicides
between 2010 and 2017 were used to estimate the existence of post 2013-gun violence
reduction impacts. These models controlled for population trends, violent crime trends, linear
and non-linear trends, and seasonal effects.

For the second design, a within-Oakland quasi-experimental design compared shooting trends
in census block groups with gangs / groups that experienced the Ceasefire intervention relative
to shooting trends in matched census block groups with gangs / groups that did not experience
the intervention. Propensity score matching® was used to develop matched treated and
untreated block groups based on prior violence, population size, neighborhood disadvantage,
resident race / ethnicity and gentrification.

2 True experiments require that subjects be randomly assigned to the treatment or control group. _
Random assignment ensures that any characteristics of the subjects which may be associated with the
outcome of interest will be distributed throughout the two groups according to the laws of probability.
Often it is not possible for researchers to randomly assign subjects to groups, for either practical or ethical
reasons. Quasi-experimental research designs therefore use alternative ways of assigning subjects to
the treatment and control groups. https://www.statisticssolutions.com/quasi-experimental-research-
designs/ , , : .

3 A propensity score is the probability that a unit with certain characteristics will be assigned to the
treatment group (as opposed to the control group). The scores can be used to reduce or eliminate
selection bias in observational studies by balancing covariates (the characteristics of participants)
between treated and control groups. When the covariates are balanced, it become much easier to match
participants with multiple characteristics. http://www.statisticshowto.com/propensity-score-matching/
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For the first design, Ceasefire intervention was associated with an estimated 31.5 percent
reduction in Oakland gun homicides controlling for other trends and seasonal variations (p<.05).
Of the 12 comparison cities, only Stockton and San Francisco experienced similarly significant
reductions during this time period. The cross-city quasi-experiment suggests that the Ceasefire
intervention was associated with a noteworthy C|tyw1de reduction of gun homicide in Oakland
that seemed distinct from gun homicide trends in other Callfornla cities.

For the second design, the differences-in-differences (DID)* estimator suggested that the
Ceasefire intervention was associated with a 20.0 percent reduction in shootings in matched
treated block groups relative to matched comparison block groups (p<.05). The analysis further
suggested a non-significant reduction in shootings in areas surrounding treated block groups
relative to areas surrounding untreated block groups. The within-Oakland quasi-experiment
suggests that neighborhoods with gangs / groups that experienced the Ceasefire treatment
experienced noteworthy reductions in gun violence that were not displaced to surrounding
areas.

Gang / Group Impact Evaluation and Results

A quasi-experimental design was used to determine whether shooting trends involving gangs
and other criminally-active groups that experienced Ceasefire treatment were reduced relative
to shooting trends involving gangs / groups that did not experience Ceasefire treatment.

Problem analysis research revealed that there were 76 active gangs / groups in Oakland
between 2010 and 2017. Of these, 15 gangs / groups were directly treated by Ceasefire
intervention after the 2013 launch of the program. Social network analysis revealed 13 gang /
groups connected to treated gangs / groups through conflicts and alliances (i.e., vicarious
treatment). The identification of these socially-connected gangs / groups provided an
opportunity to determine whether the Ceasefire program generated “spillover” violence
reduction impacts on these untreated gangs / groups.

Propensity score matching based on prior violence, gang / group size, conflicts / alliances,
longevity, and housing project location were used to identify similar gangs/groups (this process
resulted in 13 directly treated, nine vicariously treated, and 36 untreated matched gangs /
groups). Growth curve regression models with DID estimators were used to analyze monthly
counts of fatal and non-fatal shootings involving matched treated, vicariously treated, and
untreated gangs / groups between 2010 and 2017. These models estimated both direct and
vicarious (“spillover”) effects of the Ceasefire treatment.

Both gang/group-member-involved and non-gang/group-member-involved shooting incidents
decreased markedly during the study time period. However, the decrease in gang / group-
member-involved shootings was steeper than the decrease in non-gang / group-member-
involved shootings after Ceasefire was implemented in 2013. The yearly mean number of gang /
group-member-involved shootings decreased by 43.2 percent from 346.0 shootings during the

4 Difference in differences (DID) is a tool to estimate treatment effects comparing the pre- and post-
treatment differences in the outcome of a treatment and a control group. ‘
https://stats.stackexchange.com/questions/564/what-is-difference-in-differences
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pre-intervention years (2010.to 2012) to 196.6 during the intervention years (2013 to 2017). By
comparison, the yearly mean number of non-gang / group-member-involved shootings
decreased by only 23.2 percent from 314.7 shootings during the pre-intervention years (2010 to
2012) to 241.8 during the intervention years (2013 to 2017).

The growth curve regression models and DID estimator suggest that the Ceasefire intervention
was associated with an estimated 27.0 percent reduction in shootings by treated gangs / groups
relative to untreated gangs / groups (p<.05). The models further revealed an estimated 26.0
percent reduction in shootings by vicariously-treated gangs / groups relative to untreated gangs
/ groups (p<.05). These results suggest that the Ceasefire intervention reduced shootings
involving treated gangs / groups and their rivals and allies.

Individual Impact Evaluation and Results

The individual impact evaluation is designed to assess the extent to which Oakland Ceasefire is
associated with gunshot victimization of those individuals who were part of the initiative (i.e.,
individuals who were part of a group that was the focus of Ceasefire, attended a call-in or
custom notification, received law enforcement attention, or were referred to services by
Ceasefire). The major challenge for this part of the research is how to parse the impact of
Ceasefire on any individual's behavior as distinct from the observed impact of the group. The
individual impact evaluation builds on one of Ceasefire’s foundational premises: that gun”
violence concentrates within social networks and seeks to leverage these exact networks to
create a quasi-experimental condition. Specifically, the individual impact evaluation leverages
co-arrest networks of individuals arrested in Oakland.

Extended delays in data-sharing agreements and procedures have generated delays in the
individual impact analyses. The Principal Investigators have been working work the City of
Oakland to expedite these processes as much as resources will allow. The research team has
already constructed the necessary network data and begun the matching process which links
the network data with participant data, victimization data, and service-provider data (from
Measure Z). These matching and data-linkage processes are approximately 70 percent
complete as of the time of this writing. It is difficult to say with any certainty the outcome of the
proposed analyses without the complete data. Once data are complete, however itis
anticipated that the below will be ascertained:

o The extent to which gunshot victimization and violent recidivism changed among
Ceasefire individuals as compared to similar a control group within the network; and

e The extent to which any Ceasefire diffused to individuals who themselves not directly
part of the intervention (e.g., network spillover).

Qualitative Assessment and Resuits

~ The objective of the qualitative assessment was to acquire a variety of local stakeholders’
perceptions of and experiences with Oakland’s Ceasefire strategy. To achieve this goal, in-
depth interviews were conducted with individuals having considerable knowledge, varied
perspectives, and keen insights regarding:
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o The effectiveness of current and prior Ceasefire initiatives,
e The nature and extent of gun violence occurring across Oakland, and

e Whether Ceasefire has improved police-community relations and helped to build mutual
trust. _

The results herein are focused around Ceasefire’s three goals, representing respondents’
statements and observations consistently found throughout the data. We also present study
participants’ views regarding what appears to be working along with their recommendations for
moving forward.

Ceasefire Goal 1: Reduce Shootings and Homicides Citywide

There was strong consensus among study participants that Ceasefire greatly enhanced the
City’s capacity to systematically and thoughtfully reduce shootings and homicides. Respondents
living and providing social services in the most disadvantaged neighborhoods, however, were
quick to point out that too much violence persists. Nonetheless, study participants uniformly
agree that a few bad actors are disproportionately responsible for serious violence in Oakland.
Many study participants reported that the City is experiencing a generational shift concerning
the nature of interpersonal violence. In particular, respondents commented that non-fatal
shootings and homicides are no longer about gaining control of drug territory. To the contrary,
contemporary violence is primarily fueled by everyday disputes (e.g., card games, fights over
romantic interests, disparaging social media posts), making it appear more random and
uncontrollable. The following are additional findings in this area:

¢ Unlike those who were endangered by gang beefs in the past, those at highest risk of
- gun violence today are seldom aware of impending danger (or potential assailants’
identities and/or motives).

+ While the overwhelming majority of study participants were highly supportive of
Ceasefire, they took care to express concern about its sustainability given deeply
entrenched, underlying social conditions highly correlated with urban violence (i.e.,
extreme poverty, unemployment, poor educational outcomes).

e Untreated / undiagnosed psychological trauma resulting from living in high crime
environments was a prominent theme among some respondents. This subset of study
participants believed that this potentially debilitating byproduct of urban violence has not
received adequate attention. ‘

o Study participants questioned whether the current Ceasefire messaging resonates with
younger (i.e., juveniles) at-risk individuals who have not yet come to the attention: of
criminal justlce agents

Ceasefire Goal 2: Decrease Recidivism and Improve Outcomes for those at Highest Risk
of Violence

There is considerable confusion (even among those highly supportive of the intervention)
regarding the accuracy and integrity of the call-in lists. At the heart of the issue may be
definitional differences among partners from different professional backgrounds. Nonetheless,
there is considerable misunderstanding (among nearly all non-police stakeholders) regarding

ltem:
Public Safety Committee
September 25, 2018




Sabrina B. Landreth, City Administrator
Subject: Ceasefire Evaluation
Date: August 30, 2018 : Page 7

what actions warrant being “in the game” and ambiguity regarding what call-in clients must do to
be removed from the list.

There is also concern among respondents that call-ins are not always conducted in a respectful
manner (e.g., they tend to feel coercive and epr0|t|ve) deepening clients’ distrust of police and
the overall criminal justice system.

Ceasefire Goal 3: Strengthen Police-Community Relations and Trust

While the majority of study participants reported that police-community relations had steadily
improved since 2012, almost every respondent identified the nationally publicized 2016 OPD
sex scandal (mvolvmg aminor) as a devastatlng setback that continues to undermine citizen
trust.

Respondents emphasized that positive police-community relations were not merely about
officers no longer shooting unarmed blacks. Instead, they were insistent that OPD police
leadership must also ensure that rank-and-file offlcers treat citizens with dignity and respect
during routine encounters.

What Is Working

There is great support for dedicating law enforcement and social service resources to the small
number of individuals at highest risk for violence (both as perpetrators and victims). Study
participants prefer Ceasefire over indiscriminate and heavy-handed policing |n|t|at|ves that have
the potential to criminalize entlre communities.

Study participants enthusiastically applaud City leaders for their unwavering commitment to
Ceasefire. Respondents openly acknowledge that the current political support is unprecedented
deserving a great deal of credit for the observed success.

Ceasefire has deliberately enlisted and moblllzed people of color to work toward |mproved
police-community relat|on

Final Recommendations

Ceasefire should better involve clients' romantic partners and family members to reduce
program stigma and increase community support.

Ceasefire should be more inclusive and strategic regarding the public messaging (and face) of
Ceasefire. Several study participants pointed out that compared to well-publicized OPD
enforcement efforts (e.g., press conferences held following arrests and seizures), the general
public knows very little about the equally important social service delivery component. '
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FISCAL IMPACT

A total of $500,000 for this program was funded by Measure Z. There are no additional fiscal
impacts. ‘

PUBLIC OUTREACH / INTEREST

No outreach was deemed necessary for the prdposed policy action beyond the standard City
Council agenda noticing procedures.

COORDINATION

This report was coordinated with the Ceasefire impact evaluation team.

SUSTAINABLE OPPORTUNITIES

Economic: There continues to be a nexus between economic development and public safety.
As crime rates drop and police-community trust goes up, businesses will increasingly invest in
the City which could potentially benefit all residents.

Environmental: There are no environmental opportunities identified in this report.

Social Equity: The findings from this evaluation will help inform the community and City of
Oakland leadership on the effectiveness of a strategy aimed at decreasing shootings and
homicides which disproportionately impact Oakland’s most underserved communities.
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ACTION REQUESTED OF THE CITY COUNCIL

Staff Recommends That The City Council Receive An Informational Report On The Ceasefire
Impact Evaluation. '

For questions concerning this report, please contact Captain Ersie Joyner, OPD Ceasefire, at
510-773-0411. - _

Respectfully submitted,

s & h//fz;é./g\

Anne E. Kirkpatrick
Chief of Police
Oakland Police Department

Reviewed by:

Timothy Birch, Police Services Manager |
OPD, Training Division Research and Planning

Sylvia McDaniel, Legislation Manager,
OPD, Training Division Research and Planning

Prepared by:

Reygan Cunningham, Ceasefire Program Director
OPD, Ceasefire Section

Attachments (1)

A: Oakland Ceasefire' /mpact Evaluation: Key Findings
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 Oakland Ceasefire Impact Evaluation: Key Findings
August 10,2018

Principal Investigators

Anthony A. Braga, Ph.D., Northeastern University
Gregory Zimmerman, Ph.D., Northeastern University
Rod K. Brunson, Ph.D., Rutgers University

Andrew V. Papachristos, Northwestern University

Introduction

The City of Oakland, California, has long suffered from very high levels of serious violence.
According to the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports, Oakland’s homicide rate (31.8 per 100,000) was
almost 6.8 times higher than the national homicide rate (4.7 per 100,000) in 2012. That year, the
City of Oakland engaged the California Partnership for Safe Communities (CPSC) to help design
and implement a focused deterrence program to reduce serious gun violence. The CPSC
collaborated with the Oakland Police Department (OPD) on ongoing problem analysis research
to understand the underlying nature of gun violence in Oakland. The OPD led an interagency
Ceasefire enforcement group comprised of federal, state, and county criminal justice agencies.
The broader Oakland Ceasefire Partnership included the Mayor’s Office, social service agencies
led by the Human Services Department, and community leaders from local organizations such as
Oakland Community Organizations (OCO).

The Oakland Ceasefire program closely followed the key elements of a focused deterrence
Group Violence Reduction Strategy (GVRS). Briefly, GVRS programs seek to change offender
behavior by understanding underlying crime-producing dynamics and conditions that sustain
recurring crime problems, and implementing a blended strategy of law enforcement, community
mobilization, and social service actions. The Oakland Ceasefire program was fully implemented
in early 2013.

Figure 1 presents the yearly counts of gun homicide and non-fatal shooting victimizations
between 2010 and 2017. Total Oakland shooting victimizations peaked at 710 in 2011 (93 gun
homicide victims and 617 non-fatal victims) and decreased by 52.1 percent to a low of 340 in
2017 (63 gun homicide victims and 277 non-fatal victims). The impact evaluation was designed
to determine whether the Ceasefire intervention was associated with this steep decline in serious
gun violence and assess how Ceasefire partners and community leaders perceived the
implementation of the strategy.
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Figure 1.
Oakland Gun Homicides and Non-Fatal Shootings, 2010 - 2017
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Place Impact Evaluation
Methods

The place impact evaluation comprised two quasi-experimental designs to determine whether the
implementation of Oakland Ceasefire was associated with citywide reductions in gun homicide.

First, the cross-city quasi-experimental design compared gun homicide trends in Oakland to gun
homicide trends in 12 comparison cities: Fresno, Sacramento, Stockton, Santa Ana, Anaheim,
Long Beach, Riverside, Bakersfield, Alameda, San Francisco, Richmond, and East Palo Alto.
For each of the 13 cities, interrupted time series analyses of monthly counts of gun homicide
between 2010 and 2017 were used to estimate the existence of post-2013 gun violence reduction
impacts. These models controlled for population trends, violent crime trends, linear and non-
linear trends, and seasonal effects.

Second, the within-Oakland quasi-experimental design compared shooting trends in census block
groups with gangs / groups that experienced the Ceasefire intervention relative to shooting trends
in matched census block groups with gangs/ groups that did not experience the intervention.
Some 93 of 311 census block groups (24.9%) had groups/gang turf that experienced Ceasefire
treatment. Propensity score matching was used to develop matched treated and untreated block
groups based on prior violence, the number of gangs / groups with turf in the block group,
neighborhood disadvantage, resident race/ethnicity, and gentrification (this resulted in 47 treated
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and 95 untreated matched block groups). Growth curve regression models with differences-in-
differences estimators (DID) were used to analyze monthly counts of fatal and non-fatal
shootings in matched treated and untreated block groups between 2010.and 2017. Gun violence

displacement and diffusion of program benefit effects were analyzed in block groups adjacent to
treated and untreated places.

Results

The Ceasefire intervention was associated with an estimated 31.5% reduction in Oakland gun
homicides controlling for other trends and seasonal variations (p<.05, see Figure 2). Only 2
of 12 comparison cities experienced significant reductions during this time period (Stockton,
San Francisco). The cross-city quasi-experiment suggests that the Ceasefire intervention was
associated with a noteworthy citywide reduction of gun homicide in Oakland that seemed
distinct from gun homicide trends in other California cities.

The DID estimator suggested that the Ceasefire intervention was associated with a 20.0%
reduction in shootings in matched treated block groups relative to matched comparison block
groups (p<.05). The analysis further suggested a non-significant reduction in shootings in
areas surrounding treated block groups relative to areas surrounding untreated block groups.
The within-Oakland quasi-experiment suggests that neighborhoods with gangs / groups that
experienced the Ceasefire treatment experienced noteworthy reductions in gun violence that
were not displaced to surrounding areas.

Figure 2. Monthly Counts of Fatal and Non-Fatal Shootings in Oakland, 2010-2017

Number of Gun Homicides

20 :

<

P Ceasefire iImplementation

15 p

p
p
10 &A
K’t K <
V \) I Z
. , v
| b
| .
4] .
g 88 o oo ddygg s n 0T I LI S0 DD R LYY n e D
d & £ 8 £ & 3 % £ £ S5 B & &£ = 5 = L T T O I O
§E 5253538538555 35 8B S EE283 555838528 E E5EgQ

—e— Monthly Count of Gun Homicides  s==Pre-test Mean =7.81  ewm=mPost-test Mean = 6.15




Attachment A
4

Gang / Group Impact Evaluation
Methods

A quasi-experimental design was used to determine whether shooting trends involving gangs and
other criminally-active groups that experienced Ceasefire treatment were reduced relative to
shooting trends involving gangs / groups that did not experience Ceasefire treatment. Problem
analysis research revealed that there were 76 active gangs / groups in Oakland between 2010 and
2017. There were 15 gangs / groups directly treated by Ceasefire intervention after the 2013
launch of the program. Social network analysis revealed 13 gang / groups connected to treated
gangs / groups through conflicts and alliances (i.e., vicarious treatment). The identification of
these socially-connected gangs / groups provided an opportunity to determine whether the
Ceasefire program generated “spillover” violence reduction impacts on these untreated gangs /
groups.

Propensity score matching based on prior violence, gang / group size, conflicts / alliances,
longevity, housing project location were used to identify similar gangs/groups (this process
resulted in 13 directly treated, 9 vicariously treated, 36 untreated matched gangs / groups).
Growth curve regression models with differences-in-differences estimators (DID) were used to
analyze monthly counts of fatal and non-fatal shootings involving matched treated, vicariously
treated, and untreated gangs / groups between 2010 and 2017. These models estimated both
direct and vicarious (“spillover”) effects of the Ceasefire treatment.

Figure 3.

Oakland Gang/Group-Member-Involved and Non-Gang/Group-Member-Involved Shootings, 2010-2017
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Results

e Tigure 3 presents the yearly count of fatal and non-fatal shooting incidents that did and did
not involve gang / group members between 2010 and 2017. Both gang/group-member-
involved and non-gang/group-member-involved shooting incidents decreased markedly
during the study time period. However, the decrease in gang/group-member-involved
shootings was steeper than the decrease in non-gang/group-member-involved shootings after
Ceasefire was implemented in 2013. The yearly mean number of gang/group-member-
involved shootings decreased by 43.2 percent from 346.0 during the pre-intervention years
(2010-2012) to 196.6 during the intervention years (2013-2017). By comparison, the yearly
mean number of non-gang/group-member-involved shootings decreased by only 23.2 percent
from 314.7 during the pre-intervention years (2010-2012) to 241.8 during the intervention
years (2013-2017).

e The growth curve regression models and DID estimator suggest that the Ceasefire
intervention was associated with an estimated 27.0% reduction in shootings by treated
gangs/groups relative to untreated gangs/groups (p<.05). The models further revealed and
estimated 26.0% reduction in shootings by vicariously-treated gangs/groups relative to
untreated gangs/groups (p<.05). These results suggest that the Ceasefire intervention reduced
shootings involving treated gangs/groups and their rivals and allies.

Individual Impact Evaluation

Methods

The individual impact evaluation is designed to assess the extent to which Oakland Ceasefire is
associated with gunshot victimization of those individuals who were part of the initiative (i.e.,
individuals who were part of a group that was the focus of Ceasefire, who attended a call-in or
custom notification, received law enforcement attention, or were referred to services by
Ceasefire). The major challenge for this part of the research is how to parse about the impact of
Ceasefire on any individual’s behavior as distinct from the observed impact of the group. The
individual impact evaluation builds on one of Ceasefire’s foundational premises that gun
violence concentrates within social networks and seeks to leverage these exact networks to create
a quasi-experimental condition. Specifically, the individual impact evaluation leverages co-
arrest networks of individuals arrested in Oakland.

‘Figure 4 depicts this co-arrest network in Oakland created by linking unique individuals through
instance of co-arrest arrested from 2010 to 2017. Each of the nodes represents a unique person; .
each of the lines connecting the nodes represents a single instance of “co-arrest.” There are more
than 9,912 unique individuals in this network and the connections among them create several
smaller distinct subnetworks across the city. The red nodes represent those individuals who were
part of the Ceasefire program. As might be expected given the concentration of gun violence in
such networks, one can see in the call-out in Figure one the way that the Ceasefire participants
cluster in the network—i.e., multiple participants are in close proximity to each other.
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This component of the evaluation will leverage the network (1) to create a quasi-experimental
condition that allows us to assess changes in gunshot victimization of individual Ceasefire
participants as well as and (2) to detected possible individual “spillover” effects from one
participant to another, especially within network clusters and gangs/groups. The network in
Figure 4 is large enough that we can use a variety of network analytics to “match” individuals
who were part of Ceasefire with other individuals similar in risk factors that are in other parts of
the network who did not receive treatment. The present evaluation will analyze the post-
treatment patterns of gunshot victimization and violent recidivism of (1) those individuals who
were part of Ceasefire relative to (2) those individuals who were also in high-shooting parts of
the network.

Figure 4. Oakland Co-Arrest Network, 2010 to 2017
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Anticipated Analyses and Results

Extended delays in data-sharing agreements and procedures have generated delays in the
individual impact analyses. The PIs have been working work the City of Oakland to expedite
these processes as much as resources will allow. The research team has already constructed the
necessary network data (Figure 4) and begun the matching process which links the network data
with participant data, victimization data, and service-provider data (from Measure Z). These
matching and data-linkage processes are approximately 70% complete as of the time of this
writing. It is difficult to say with any certainty the outcome of the proposed analyses without the
complete data. Once data are complete, however, we anticipate being able to ascertain:

o The extent to which gunshot victimization and violent recidivism changed among
Ceasefire individuals as compared to similar a control group within the network; and

o The extent to which any Ceasefire diffused to individuals who themselves not directly
part of the intervention (e.g., network spillover).
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Qualitative Assessment of Oakland Ceasefire

The objective of the qualitative assessment was to acquire a variety of local stakeholders’
perceptions of and experiences with Oakland’s Ceasefire strategy. To achieve this goal, in-depth
interviews were conducted with individuals having considerable knowledge, varied perspectives,
and keen insights regarding: (1) the effectiveness of current and prior Ceasefire initiatives, (2)
the nature and extent of gun violence occurring across Oakland, and (3) whether Ceasefire has
improved police-community relations and helped to build mutual trust.

Methods

The project benefitted from the use of in-depth interview techniques; which provided unique
opportunities to examine not just the context and circumstances of events, but also their
meanings for study participants. In particular, data collection purposively involved diverse
groups of respondents in recognition of their informal/formal program roles and particular
viewpoints concerning Ceasefire.

The project involved 21 qualitative, in-depth interviews with: Ceasefire call-in clients, City,
clergy, and community leaders, police and probation officers, and social service providers.
Interview subjects were recruited and scheduled with the assistance of Oakland-based study
partners. Researchers were also permitted to use snowball sampling techniques to recruit
additional participants by enlisting the help of those previously interviewed to introduce
additional individuals suitable for inclusion in the study. Interviews were voluntary, conducted
in private offices, and respondents were promised strict confidentiality. Furthermore, we were
mindful not to record personally identifying information.

The interview guide was semi-structured, consisting of both closed- and open-ended questions
that allowed for considerable probing on key topics (i.e., whether or not respondents viewed
Ceasefire as both an effective and fair crime-reduction strategy, perceptions of increased/reduced
gun violence, and the current state of police-community relations). Except on three occasions,
interviews were digitally recorded (audio only, however) and later transcribed in their entirety
for accuracy. The aforementioned transcriptions serve as the primary data for our preliminary
analysis. Finally, we took considerable care to ensure that results typified the most common
themes and subthemes respondents provided.

Results

The results herein are focused around Ceasefire’s three key aims, representing respondents’
statements and observations consistently found throughout the data. We also present study
participants’ views regarding what appears to be working along with their recommendations for
moving forward.

Aim 1: Reduce shootings and homicides citywide

» There was strong consensus among study participants that Ceasefire greatly
enhanced the City’s capacity to systematically and thoughtfully reduce shootings
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and homicides. Respondents living and providing social services in the most
disadvantaged neighborhoods, however, were quick to point out that too much
violence persists. Nonetheless, study participants uniformly agree that a few bad
actors are disproportionately responsible for serious violence in Oakland.

» Many study participants reported that the City is experiencing a
generational shift concerning the nature of interpersonal violence. In
particular, respondents commented that non-fatal shootings and homicides
are no longer about gaining control of drug territory. To the contrary,
contemporary violence is primarily fueled by everyday disputes (e.g., card
games, fights over romantic interests, disparaging social media posts).,
making it appear more random and uncontrollable.

»  Unlike in the past concerning gang beefs, those at highest risk of gun
violence are seldom aware of impending danger (and or potential
assailants’ identities and/or motives).

> While the overwhelming majority of study participants were highly supportive of
Ceasefire, they took care to express concern about its sustainability given deeply
entrenched, underlying social conditions highly correlated with urban violence
(i.e., extreme poverty, unemployment, poor educational outcomes).

» Untreated / undiagnosed psychological trauma resulting from living in high crime
environments was a prominent theme among some respondents. This subset of
study participants believed that this potentially debilitating byproduct of urban
violence has not received adequate attention.

» Study participants questioned whether the current Ceasefire messaging resonates
with younger (i.e., juveniles), at-risk individuals who have not yet come to the
attention of criminal justice agents.

Aim 2: Decrease recidivism and improve outcomes for those at highest risk of violence

» There is considerable confusion (even among those highly supportive of the
intervention) regarding the accuracy and integrity of the call-in lists. At the heart
of the issue may be definitional differences among partners from different
professional backgrounds. Nonetheless, there is considerable misunderstanding
(among nearly all non-police stakeholders) regarding what actions warrant being
“in the game” and ambiguity regarding what call-in clients must do to be removed
from the list.

» There is also concern among respondents that call-ins are not always conducted in
a respectful manner (e.g., they tend to feel coercive and exploitive), deepening
clients’ distrust of police and the overall criminal justice system.
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Aim 3: Strengthen police-community relations and trust.

> While the majority of study participants reported that police-community
relations had steadily improved since 2012, almost every respondent identified
the nationally publicized sex scandal (of 2016 involving a minor) as a
devastating setback that continues to undermine citizen trust.

> Respondents emphasized that positive police-community relations were not
merely about officers no longer shooting unarmed blacks. Instead, they were
insistent that OPD police leadership must also ensure that rank-and-file
officers treat citizens with dignity and respect during routine encounters.

What is working / going well

» There is great support for dedicating law enforcement and social service resources

to the small number of individuals at highest risk for violence (both as
perpetrators and victims). Study participants prefer Ceasefire over indiscriminate
and heavy-handed policing initiatives that have the potential to criminalize entire
communities.

Study participants enthusiastically applaud City leaders for their unwavering
commitment to Ceasefire. Respondents openly acknowledge that the current
political support is unprecedented, deserving a great deal of credit for the
observed success.

Ceasefire has deliberately enlisted and mobilized people of color to work toward
improved police-community relation.

Recommendations

>

>

Better involve clients’ romantic partners and family members to reduce program
stigma and increase community support.

Be more inclusive and strategic regarding the public messaging (and face) of
Ceasefire. Several study participants pointed out that compared to well-
publicized OPD enforcement efforts (e.g., press conferences held following
arrests and seizures), the general public knows very little about the equally
important social service delivery component.




