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An Assessment of the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative: Final Project Report
Abstract

The U.S. Department of Justice developed the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative
(CAGQGI) to support local communities in their efforts to prevent and control gang crime. The
cities involved include Cleveland, Dallas/Fort Worth, Los Angeles, Milwaukee, Tampa,
Indianapolis, Oklahoma City, Rochester, Raleigh/Durham, Chicago, Detroit, and a seven-city
region in Eastern Pennsylvania.

Multiple methods were used to evaluate the process and impact of CAGI. These included
site visits, phone interviews, mail surveys, video conference calls with project staff, and review
of progress reports submitted to the Department of Justice. Local crime data were gathered from
five of the CAGI cities and city level crime data were collected from all the jurisdictions as well
as from comparable cities nationwide.

In terms of the implementation several key findings emerged. There was consensus
across the sites that CAGI had allowed for the development of a variety of new partnerships.
These relationships were most readily established among criminal justice agencies. The four
most common enforcement strategies included increased federal prosecution, increased state and
local prosecution, joint case prosecution screening, and directed police patrols. The most
common prevention strategies included education and outreach, school-based prevention, ex-
offender outreach, and substance abuse treatment. Re-entry interventions proved to be the most
challenging to implement with most of the sites struggling to meet target numbers of clients.

Unfortunately, the majority of sites could not provide consistent and reliable measures of
gang crime. Thus, for most of the impact analyses the focus was on violent crime. CAGI cities
were compared to all other comparable U.S. cities and to a matched comparison group of cities.
Additionally, within city analyses were conducted in five of the sites.

Overall, the CAGI cities experienced a larger decline in violent crime than the
comparison cities but the difference was not statistically significant when controlling for
concentrated disadvantage and population density. When level of implementation of enforcement
was included, the high enforcement CAGI cities experienced a 15 percent decline in violent
crime that was statistically significant. The comparison based on a propensity matching
approach yielded similar findings. Looking only at the CAGI cities, higher levels of federal
prosecution for gun crime were negatively related to violent crime.

The final analyses involved within city time series analyses of target areas compared
either to other comparison areas or the remainder of the city. These results were inconclusive.
Although the CAGI sites all experienced declines in violent crime, in many cases they were not
statistically significant or they were similar to declines in the rest of the city or comparison area.

The findings of difficulty in implementing all components of the comprehensive strategy
in a well-timed and coordinated fashion, as well as the mixed, and at best modest, impact on
violent crime, are largely consistent with prior studies of large-scale, comprehensive anti-gang
programs. At a minimum, much greater attention needs to be given to effective implementation.
Local CAGI officials recognized these challenges and recommended a planning period to allow
for the establishment of necessary partnerships before fully funding programs like CAGI.
Finally, much greater attention needs to be given to developing reliable measures of gang crime
at the local level. Federal funding agencies may wish to make gang crime data availability a
prerequisite for the investment of federal funding for anti-gang programs.
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An Assessment of the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative: Final Project Report
Executive Summary

Concerned with levels of gang-related violent crime and responding to field reports from
officials involved in Project Safe Neighborhoods (PSN), the U.S. Department of Justice
developed the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative (CAGI) to support local communities in their
efforts to prevent and control gang crime. Initial CAGI awards were made to six communities in
2006, four more in 2007, and two in 2008. The cities involved include Cleveland, Dallas/Fort
Worth, Los Angeles, Milwaukee, Tampa, Indianapolis, Oklahoma City, Rochester,
Raleigh/Durham, Chicago, Detroit, and a seven-city region in Eastern Pennsylvania. The
initiative was coordinated through the U.S. Attorney’s Offices in these respective jurisdictions
and funding was provided based on a proposal that outlined a comprehensive approach to gang
violence prevention and control. Specific elements included enforcement, prevention, and
reentry.

The School of Criminal Justice at Michigan State University was provided a grant from
the National Institute of Justice to conduct a process and outcome evaluation of the CAGI
program. The initial award was intended to support an evaluation involving the initial six CAGI
sites. However, to the extent possible the evaluation has expanded to include all 12 jurisdictions
but with more intensive assessments in select jurisdictions.

Multiple methods were used in the evaluation. These included site visits throughout the
project, phone interviews, mail surveys, video conference calls with project staff, and review of
progress reports submitted to the Department of Justice. Multiple site visits were conducted in
Cleveland, Dallas and Milwaukee. Local crime data were gathered from five of the CAGI cities
and city level crime data were collected from all the jurisdictions as well as from comparable
cities nationwide.

Limitations

One of the major limitations in the evaluation was the lack of reliable data on gang crime.
With the exception of Chicago and Los Angeles, police officials reported that they either did not
capture gang crime or they did not consider their gang data to be reliable over time. A common
theme was that the police department would make an effort to capture gang crime during the
CAGI project (often by having a designated police official read all police reports and make such
a designation), but that the gang data would be isolated to the target area and/or would not be
available for the pre-intervention period thus prohibiting trend analysis of impact. Consequently,
much of the outcome analysis focuses on trends in violent crime believed to be associated with
gang crime.

Similar limitations arose with respect to process measures related to the implementation
of CAGI. To their credit, DOJ required the CAGI task forces to submit output data on the
various components of their enforcement, prevention and reentry programs. Similarly, CAGI
officials made significant efforts to collect these data. However, there was significant variation
across the sites and the various agencies involved in CAGI in their ability to consistently provide
such data. Similarly, the sites were unable to provide comparison data for their prevention,
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intervention and reentry programs.’ Consequently, the measures of program implementation are
largely based on self-reports from CAGI officials. These data were compared to data reported to
DOJ (e.g., numbers of gang arrests, youth served, etc.) and seemed to have face validity as
indicators across the sites but future evaluations would benefit from consistently reported output
measures of implementation.

Key Findings — Development and Implementation of CAGI

There was consensus across the sites that CAGI had allowed for the development of a
variety of new partnerships focused on gang prevention and control. These included
partnerships between local, state, and federal law enforcement and criminal justice
agencies, with other components of local government such as city government and the
schools, with social service providers, and with various community groups (e.g., weed
and seed, faith-based groups, neighborhood associations). As was observed in research
on PSN (McGarrell et al. 2009), these relationships were most readily established among
criminal justice agencies. Relationships with non-criminal justice partners tended to be
more difficult to accomplish and took more time but were considered highly valued in
terms of addressing gang crime in a comprehensive fashion.

A wide variety of enforcement strategies were implemented. Four strategies, increased
federal prosecution, increased state and local prosecution, joint case prosecution
screening, and directed police patrols and field interrogations, were implemented by 12 of
the 13 jurisdictions.? Ten jurisdictions used probation/parole home visits to targeted
gang members and comprehensive gun crime tracing. Nine utilized most violent offender
lists and eight called gang members or individuals at-risk for gang activity into offender
notification meetings. The majority of CAGI enforcement teams included the service of
warrants on gang members, and six jurisdictions used a nuisance abatement strategy to
address problem properties and businesses. The least common strategy reported by
CAGI officials was gang abatement ordinances that were utilized in Dallas, Durham and
Raleigh.

As noted above, there was significant variation across the sites in terms of their collection
of gang-specific information. For example, only a small number of the jurisdictions
could report on the number of gang crime incidents. Similarly, even though a number of
the CAGI task forces collected data on gang prosecutions, this involved special efforts for
the initiative as opposed to existing and continuing information systems that track gang
prosecutions. The combination of limitations on gang-specific crime and prosecution
records created challenges in establishing consistent performance measures for gang
enforcement.

There was also a fair degree of consistency in terms of the types of prevention and
intervention services developed in CAGI. These included new services, contracting with
existing gang prevention and intervention service providers, and contracting with existing
service providers who expanded their mission to include a gang focus. Several strategies
were included in every site (education and outreach to youth, school-based prevention,
ex-offender outreach, and substance abuse treatment). The next most common were skills

! Several evaluations of prevention, intervention and reentry programs, with control or comparison groups are
underway but not yet available.
% The reference to 13 jurisdictions distinguishes the programs in Durham and Raleigh.
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building services including employment and educational programs that were found in 11
of the 13 CAGI jurisdictions followed by vocational training programs in 10 sites. Nine
jurisdictions included truancy reduction, clergy outreach, and youth street workers. Just
under half the sites included neighborhood development programs and three jurisdictions
developed an outreach program through the trauma center. The other category included
programs such as peer mentoring, tattoo removal, and cognitive decision-making
programs.

Reentry tended to be the most difficult and challenging program component for most of
the sites. It took longer to develop this component than was the case for gang
enforcement and prevention. Most of the sites had not met their target for reentry clients
served as of 2010, though most had reached or were approaching their targets by mid-
2011.

Focus groups and interviews conducted with CAGI reentry clients in Cleveland and
Milwaukee revealed that most participants believed the reentry program was positive.
Benefits of the reentry program were mentioned across both sites among participants who
reported that the initiative resulted in job leads and placement and increased follow-up by
a supportive network of people. However, a minority of participants were less positive
and provided accounts that revealed several problems, including participants’ perception
that program coordinators and staff failed to keep promises, classes did not fit their needs,
and the instructors spoke down to inmates and were unable to identify with them.
Although the partnerships established was considered one of the key accomplishments of
CAGI, in several jurisdictions there were problems in gaining the commitment and
participation of specific organizations. In some places this involved local law
enforcement, the local prosecutor, or a federal law enforcement partner. In several
jurisdictions it was difficult to engage the school district.

One recommendation from CAGI officials, with an eye toward overcoming the
challenges of establishing effective partnerships and getting all three program
components operating simultaneously and in a coordinated fashion, was that federal
funding for a program like CAGI be provided in stages. The initial stage would be a
planning phase that would allow for problem analysis, intelligence gathering, and
partnership building. Given the success of this phase, stage two would then involve
programmatic funding to support actual implementation. The officials believed that this
type of planning stage would build the capacity for more timely and coordinated
implementation of all three components (enforcement, prevention, reentry) that, in turn,
would be more likely to generate gang crime reduction. Similarly, training and technical
assistance to build capacity for reliable and consistent measures of gang crime and gang
enforcement would likely contribute to stronger gang prevention programs and enhanced
evaluations of such programs.

Key Findings — Impact on Violent Crime

Most of the CAGI jurisdictions reported declines in crime in either their CAGI target site
or for the city as a whole. The difficulty in interpreting these reports is that most U.S.
cities experienced a decline in violent crime during the same period. An additional
challenge is that the CAGI reports of crime decline tend to rely on different types of
crime incidents.
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One of the key challenges is that most of the CAGI jurisdictions do not systematically
collect gang crime data. Given the connection between gang crime and violent crime, the
impact analysis focused on violent crime trends.

For the assessment of impact a cross-city comparison of violent crime trends from 2002
to 2009 was conducted. The rationale of the analysis is that if CAGI had an impact on
gang crime it should be observed in violent crime trends in these cities compared to other
U.S. cities.

The cross-city analysis compared all 18 CAGI cities with the trend in crime in 249
comparable U.S. cities (total N=267). These consisted of all cities over 100,000
population in 2000 (11 CAGI cities and 241 non-CAGI cities), seven smaller
Pennsylvania cities that were CAGI sites and eight comparable smaller Pennsylvania
cities that were not part of CAGI. The city data included population size, concentrated
disadvantage, and population density, factors known to influence levels of violent crime.
The analysis compared CAGI cities with non-CAGI cities taking into account the timing
of the implementation of CAGI and measures of law enforcement implementation,
research integration, and prevention implementation, as well as a composite measure of
implementation based on these three dimensions.

Overall, the CAGI cities experienced a larger decline in violent crime than the
comparison cities after the implementation of CAGI but the difference was not
statistically significant when controlling for concentrated disadvantage and population
density.

When a measure of the level of implementation of enforcement was included in the
analysis, the high enforcement CAGI cities experienced a 15 percent decline in violent
crime and the difference was statistically significant. The results for research integration,
prevention, and the composite measure of implementation did not indicate significant
impact on the trend in violent crime.

The CAGI cities were then compared to a sub-sample of cities based on a propensity
matching approach that resulted in a comparison group of cities most similar to the CAGI
sites in terms of the level of violent crime in the years prior to CAGI. The results were
similar, when controlling for the level of enforcement implementation, the high
enforcement CAGI sites experienced a significant reduction in violent crime.

The 18 CAGI cities were then compared based on the level of federal prosecution for gun
crime. The results revealed that the cities with high levels of federal gun prosecution
experienced significantly significant reductions in violent crime.

In summary, using both the measure of enforcement implementation as well as the
measure of federal gun prosecution indicated that with greater enforcement there was a
statistically significant reduction in violent crime.

The next stage of the analysis involved ARIMA time series analyses of the trend in
violent crime within five of the CAGI cities. The cities included Cleveland, Dallas,
Milwaukee, Oklahoma City, and Rochester.

All of the cities experienced declines in violent crime within their CAGI target areas. In
some cases these were statistically significant but in others they were not.

Cleveland’s target areas experienced a 16 percent decline, although the decline did not
attain statistical significance. During this same period, the remainder of the city
experienced no change in violent crime thus suggesting a possible CAGI impact.
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Dallas experienced a 25 percent in their target areas. This was a statistically significant
reduction but was difficult to interpret because the city as a whole experienced a 22
percent reduction in violent crime. This could mean that Dallas’s CAGI coupled with
related enforcement activities (PSN and hotspot policing) had an impact in both the target
area and citywide. It is also consistent with some other factor influencing both CAGI
sites and the city.

Milwaukee’s target areas experienced a 21 percent decline in violent crime that was
statistically significant (p<.10).

Oklahoma City experienced a slight decrease in its target area (-3.5%) although it was not
a statistically significant reduction.

Rochester experienced a 13 percent decline in its target area. Similar to Milwaukee this
approached statistical significance (p=.107). It compared to a citywide decline of seven
percent that was not statistically significant.

A relatively crude cost-benefit analysis was conducted using the homicide reduction
observed in two of the high enforcement sites (Cleveland and Dallas). These two sites
experienced an annual decline of 14.5 homicides (combined) in the CAGI target areas
comparing pre-intervention and post-intervention years. The reduction of 14.5 homicides
in the CAGI target areas of these two cities generated an estimated $14.9 million
(tangible cost savings) to $42.6 million (total costs) in savings. This for an investment of
$5 million in these two cities. Although questions can be raised about whether CAGI
produced these reductions in the target areas, the cost savings are also likely to be under-
estimates because they are based on cost savings using 1990s estimates and that do not
include the costs of the operation of the criminal justice system. Similarly, they do not
include cost savings from potential reductions in other violent crimes or in reductions that
may have occurred in other CAGI cities.

In summary, the within city analyses of the target areas demonstrated declines in the rate
of violent crime but the declines did not consistently attain statistical significance and
was difficult to interpret given more modest declines in the city trend in violent crime.
The findings were consistent with two competing explanations. First, CAGI had an
impact and the benefits of CAGI diffused to other parts of the city. Second, some other
factor was influencing crime reduction in both the target areas and the city as a whole.
This second interpretation is difficult to explain given the consistently larger decrease in
the target areas but must be considered, particularly when many of the declines did not
attain statistical significance. The cross-city analyses indicated that CAGI resulted in a
decline in violent crime when controlling for the level of enforcement. When the cross-
city and within-city analyses are coupled, the overall results suggest an impact of CAGI
on violent crime when taking into account the level of enforcement.

Interpretation, Policy Implications, and Recommendations

Perhaps the key overall finding is the finding that when enforcement implementation was

included in the analysis, that the cities experiencing high levels of enforcement witnessed
statistically significant declines in violent crime. This was true based on both the enforcement
composite measure of strategies deployed and key enforcement partnerships and by the level of
federal gun crime prosecution. The fact that the measure of prevention implementation did not
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relate to violent crime trends likely reflects that prevention impact is measured in the long-term
as opposed to the more immediate impact of enforcement.

The other key finding were the consistent reports by CAGI officials that CAGI had
resulted in greatly enhanced coordination, communication, and collaboration; on comprehensive
strategies that linked enforcement, prevention, and reentry; and on new partnerships and new
services delivered to active gang members and those believed to at-risk for involvement in
gangs. Our site visits and interviews consistently suggested that there was a high level of
commitment in these sites, that new services were indeed being delivered, and that “business as
usual” had changed in terms of the enforcement and prevention of gang crime.®

Given the observed implementation challenges, as well as the above-noted problem with
the lack of reliable gang crime measures in most of the CAGI cities, several recommendations
arise. The recommendations are reinforced by similar findings in earlier large-scale gang
intervention projects funded by the Office of Justice Programs. First, funding for capacity
building, including support to local police departments for the collection of reliable gang crime
data, could assist overcome implementation challenges as well as provide a foundation for more
systematic evaluations.* Second, local sites would benefit from a planning period, particularly
for partnership building between criminal justice agencies and public and private organizations
and community groups involved in prevention and intervention.

Methodological Limitations

As noted above, one of the key limitations is the inability to have consistent and reliable
measures of gang crime and gang enforcement activity. Among the CAGI sites only Chicago
and Los Angeles, with their long history of gang activity and enforcement have consistent
measures of gang crime. Several of the other cities are now collecting gang crime but could not
provide pre-intervention gang data. Several of the other cities attempted to collect gang crime
data as part of the CAGI initiative but informed us they did not consider the data reliable and
valid indicators of gang crime (and often did not collect gang crime data outside the target area).
In terms of gang crime, perhaps the availability of gang crime data for impact assessment would
have yielded more evidence of an impact of CAGI on crime.

An additional limitation related to the ability to provide data on gang enforcement. To its
credit, the Department of Justice asked the CAGI sites to provide performance data on a variety
of indicators related to enforcement (e.g., gang arrests and prosecutions), prevention (e.g., youth
served in various programs, program completions), and reentry (e.g., clients served, program
completions, failures). Our sense is that the CAGI task forces placed considerable emphasis on
reporting such data. Despite these efforts, data reporting was very incomplete and inconsistent.
It was impossible to compare dosage levels across the sites based on these metrics. It may be
that if the field reaches a stage where such data could be reliably reported that more meaningful

® One site could stand as an exception to this pattern due to a major transformation of law enforcement services in
the early years of the CAGI program but even here officials reported meaningful implementation following initial
delay.

* The National Gang Center and the National Youth Gang Center, both of which receive OJP funding, have
developed resources to assist local communities assess their gang problem and to engage in strategic planning for
comprehensive approaches to gang prevention and control. Technical assistance to local communities, particularly
grant recipients, could likely address many of the implementation and evaluation issues that arose in the CAGI
programs and in the research.
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implementation dosage measures could be constructed that would allow for a more complete test
of the impact of these initiatives on gang crime.

Similarly, we were unable to construct meaningful comparison groups to test the effect of
prevention and reentry programs in any of the sites (several evaluations are underway but results
are not available). Several of the sites reported low levels of recidivism for CAGI reentry
clients. This is a promising finding. However, in the absence of comparison data it is impossible
to discern whether this reflects a program effect or whether it indicates self-selection and more
motivated clients.

Implementation Limitations

Although we noted the evidence of meaningful implementation across the sites, this does
not mean that implementation was without challenge. Although most of the sites had prior
relationships among the participating law enforcement and criminal justice agencies, particularly
through PSN, the prevention, intervention, and reentry components often meant new
collaborations and partnerships. One of the consequences is that it took quite a bit of time to get
all three components operating at the same point in time. In nearly all of the sites, enforcement
moved forward rapidly but it took longer to implement the prevention and reentry components.
Given the long-term nature of prevention effects, and the time it took to meet targets for numbers
of reentry clients (for most sites this was 100 clients), it may have simply taken most of the
CAGI program period to actually have a comprehensive gang enforcement and prevention
program implemented. Perhaps when viewed over a long time period the violent crime reduction
impact in these cities will become more apparent.

A similar implementation challenge was noted in the one site that was able to produce
risk assessment data. This analysis indicated that although the prevention programs were able to
serve youths in-need, they were not serving the youths most at-risk for gang involvement. In
neighborhoods where most youths are in-need, this may be a logical outcome but it may also
limit the impact of gang prevention programs. The local site used these data to revise plans for
identifying youth at-risk but the impact of these program revisions was impossible to measure in
the current evaluation.

This point about the challenge of implementing a comprehensive strategy was reinforced
by many CAGI task force officials. When asked for recommendations for improving the
program many officials talked about providing a time period that would allow for planning,
problem analysis, and establishing relationships among partners. Following this planning period,
support for implementation of a data-driven, strategic plan would occur. Perhaps such a phased
process would speed up the implementation of all three program components and increase the
likelihood of measured crime reduction impact.

Related to these observations, as the CAGI initiative moved forward in time the financial
crisis and recession occurred. In our last round of interviews officials talked about reductions in
law enforcement and social services either occurring or being planned. This may have limited
the impact of CAGI. However, these same economic pressures were apparent in other U.S. cities
as well and thus were unlikely to have affected the comparative analysis of violent crime trends
in U.S. cities.
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Chapter One
Overview of the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative

Research demonstrates that gangs and gang involvement create significant risks at both
the individual and community levels. Young people involved in gangs are more likely to
involved in crime, more likely to be involved in violent crime, more likely to be victimized, and
their increased risk for offending and victimization is highest during the period that they are
actively involved in a gang (Battin et al., 1998; Browning, Thornberry, and Porter, 1999; Decker,
2007; Decker and VVan Winkle, 1996; Melde, Taylor, and Esbensen, 2009; Thornberry, Huizinga,
and Loeber, 2004; Thornberry, 1998). Similarly, gangs are often associated with community
disorder and increased levels of a variety of crimes including drug sale and distribution and
violent crime and homicide (Skogan, 1990; Kennedy, 1997). Given these patterns, as well as
reports from the National Youth Gang Survey of increasing gang activity throughout the country
(Egley, Howell, and Moore, 2010), the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) through its Project Safe
Neighborhoods (PSN) program provided funding to twelve jurisdictions to develop and
implement a comprehensive anti-gang initiative (CAGI) intended to prevent and reduce gang
crime.

The comprehensive approach to the anti-gang initiative was based on the Comprehensive
Community Wide Approach to Gang Prevention, Intervention and Suppression developed by
Irving Spergel and colleagues (Spergel et al., 1994) and reflected in the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention’s Gang Reduction Program (Cahill and Hayeslip, 2010). The
elements of the comprehensive model were incorporated in a series of programs that included
Safe Futures, Comprehensive Communities, the Anti-Gang Initiative, and the Gang Free
Communities and Schools programs (Decker et al. 2007). Indeed, in 2006, Klein and Maxson,
identified and reviewed 59 “gang response” programs. The review indicated that the programs
were fairly balanced across prevention, intervention, and suppression but few tended to be
comprehensive and coordinated whereby these components would simultaneously address
individual, group, and community components and thereby reinforce each other. The general
findings suggested implementation had been uneven and the evidence of impact on gang
involvement and gang crime was very limited (Klein and Maxson, 2006; Maxson, 2011). Cahill
and Hayeslip (2010) subsequently found similar implementation challenges in the Gang
Reduction Program with some, though inconsistent, indications of reductions in gang crime.

Background

PSN is a national program intended to reduce levels of gun violence through task forces
coordinated by the nation’s 94 U.S. Attorney’s Offices. The task forces were to follow a
strategic problem solving model that would increase partnerships among federal, state, and local
law enforcement and prosecution agencies as well as with appropriate community institutions,
agencies and groups. There was also a commitment to increased federal prosecution for illegal
possession and use of firearms and funding was provided to contract with a research partner who
would provide ongoing analysis and assessment and a media/outreach partner who would help
communicate messages to the public and high risk populations about the initiative and the risk of
violent gun victimization and prosecution. One of the findings from many of the PSN sites was
that gangs were involved in much of the violent gun crime that these task forces were
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confronting. Indeed, surveys of PSN coordinators indicated that gangs were rated as among the
top four factors generating gun crime in the districts (the other top categories were drugs, chronic
violent offenders, and felons in possession) and over 70 percent of the coordinators responded
that gangs were a key element of their gun crime problem (McGarrell et.al, 2009).

Given these reports from the field, as well as the research findings indicating the link
between gangs and violent crime, gang crime reduction became a priority within the PSN
program. Funds were allocated to all PSN task forces and a special program known as the
Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative (CAGI) was developed. CAGI provided significant levels
of funding to a select group of PSN districts with funding provided to support a comprehensive
model of suppression (enforcement), prevention, and reentry. Initially, six awards were made in
2006, four additional awards in 2007, and two in 2008 (see Table 1).

Table 1 — Participating CAGI Sites

CAGI Original Six (2006)
Cleveland (OH-ND)

Dallas/Fort Worth (TX-ND)

Los Angeles (CA-CD)
Milwaukee (WI-ED)
Pennsylvania Corridor (PA-ED)
Tampa (FLMD)

CAGI Subsequent Four (2007)
Indianapolis (IN-SD)

Oklahoma City (OK-ED)
Rochester (NY-WD)
Raleigh/Durham (NC-ED and NC-MD)
CAGI Final Two (2008)
Chicago (IL-ND)

Detroit (MI-ED)

As is apparent, the jurisdictions were quite varied ranging from three of the nation’s
largest cities (Chicago, Dallas/Ft. Worth, and Los Angeles), to a number of large cities
(Cleveland, Detroit, Indianapolis, Milwaukee, and Oklahoma City), to medium sized cities
(Durham, Raleigh, Rochester, and Tampa®) and a region of Eastern and Middle Pennsylvania
consisting of seven smaller cities (Allentown, Bethlehem, Easton, Harrisburg, Lancaster,
Reading and York). The CAGI program in the Northern District of Texas focused on both
Dallas and Ft. Worth and the program in North Carolina was divided between Durham and
Raleigh and involved the U.S. Attorney’s Offices from the Eastern and Middle Districts of North
Carolina. Similarly, the Eastern District of Pennsylvania CAGI program evolved to include
Harrisburg that falls within the Middle District of Pennsylvania. The initial ten sites were
awarded $2.5 million in funding that was to be divided between suppression ($1 million),
prevention ($1 million) and reentry ($500,000).

° Although the city of Tampa has a relatively smaller population, the County is over 1 million population and the
CAGI task force focused on several areas throughout the Tampa Bay region.
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There was also quite a bit of variation in these city’s crime patterns as of 2006 when
CAGI was developed. For example, as displayed in Table 2 the violent crime rate ranged from
lows of 223 (York) and 275 (Bethlehem) per 100,000 population to 2419 in Detroit and 1546 and
1690 in Cleveland and Harrisburg, respectively. With the exception of York and Bethlehem,
most of these cities were well above the national violent crime rate of 473 per 100,000
population. Similarly, the homicide rate ranged from zero in Bethlehem and 1.7 in York to 47 in
Detroit, 23 in Rochester, and 21 in Harrisburg. Three cities were below the national homicide
rate but most were above with thirteen of the sites having homicide rates at least twice the
national average.
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Table 2 — Population and Violent Crime Rates (per 100.000) for CAGI cities

Violent Aggravated
2006 Crime | Murder | Robbery | Assault
City Population rate rate rate rate

Detroit, Ml 884,462 | 2418.87 47.26 818.58 1485.99
Rochester, NY 211,656 | 1259.59 23.15 629.32 563.65
Harrisburg, PA 47,514 | 1690.03 21.05 970.24 591.40
Milwaukee, WI 581,005 | 1324.95 17.73 620.99 666.95
Indianapolis, IN 800,969 | 959.96 17.48 405.63 468.31
Cleveland, OH 452,759 | 1546.96 16.57 947.08 485.03
Chicago, IL 2,857,796 NA 16.38 555.08 610.44
Easton, PA 26,290 | 631.42 15.21 205.40 349.94
Dallas, TX 1,248,223 | 1206.35 14.98 553.91 584.19
Allentown, PA 107,087 | 1009.46 14.94 638.73 316.57
Lancaster, PA 54,805 | 970.71 12.77 445.21 432.44
Los Angeles, CA 3,879,455 | 786.86 12.37 369.97 377.22
Reading, PA 80,927 | 1236.92 12.36 574.59 595.60
Oklahoma City, 536,016
OK 802.40 10.26 219.96 511.18
Fort Worth, TX 641,752 | 655.86 7.64 220.80 388.94
Tampa, FL 331,487 | 1158.11 7.54 365.32 745.13
Durham, NC 208,932 | 936.67 6.22 467.62 415.92
Raleigh, NC 348,345 | 638.16 5.45 224.49 380.37
York, PA 57,864 | 222.94 1.73 60.49 152.08
Bethlehem, PA 23,583 | 275.62 0.00 42.40 224.74
National Rates 299,398,484 473.5 5.70 149.43 287.53

Brief Description of the Twelve Jurisdictions

Northern District of Ohio

An original CAGI site, the Northern District of Ohio’s (NDOH) anti-gang initiatives
existed in Youngstown, Cleveland, and Akron, with a specific focus was on Cleveland because
of its significant gang problems. Statewide data revealed that Cleveland accounted for a
disproportionate amount of the district’s gun crime. The CAGI initiative focused specifically on
two areas within Cleveland with high rates of violent crime believed to be connected to gang
activity.

The CAGI program involved a multitude of partners representing local and federal law
enforcement, local prosecutors, the Department of Corrections, the state Crime Commission, the
local school district, and research partners from Kent State University and additional
collaboration with researchers from Michigan State University and Ohio State University. The
working group used a strategic problem solving approach involving incident reviews and
analyses to help the task force focus resources on the most serious people, places, and gun
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violence contexts. The comprehensive plan to reduce gangs and gang-related violence included
a simultaneous strategy of creating a sustaining law enforcement and community partnership
through enforcement efforts, prevention efforts, and reentry strategies. The FBI and Cleveland
Police Department teamed up on enforcement activities that included a number of significant
crackdowns on gangs in the target area. A wide variety of prevention activities occurred within
the target areas and the reentry component involved a partnership with the state corrections
agency and a variety of service providers upon actual reentry. The City of Cleveland has
rebranded this initiative as STANCE, asking the community to Stand Against Neighborhood
Crime Everyday (STANCE) and some CAGI created efforts continue. Reports from the NDOH
CAGI task force suggest that CAGI’s focus on gun and gang crime was responsible for the
decline in homicide in Cleveland.

Northern District of Texas

The Northern District of Texas (NDTX) was one of the six initial CAGI sites. In late
2006, CAGI funds were applied to the NDTX to address gangs, guns, drugs, and violent crime in
Dallas and Fort Worth through enforcement, intervention and prevention, and reentry by means
of building on the elements of effective, evidence based- strategies and partnerships established
under PSN. Dallas is the third largest city in Texas with a total population of more than 1.2
million and Fort Worth the fifth largest city with an estimated population of 650,000 persons.
CAGI efforts were focused in a total of five target areas: South Dallas Weed and Seed, Pleasant
Grove Weed and Seed, North Oak Cliff in Dallas, North Forth Worth, Two-Points Ferguson
Road, and a community in Arlington, Texas.

The CAGI task force had 24 partners and was synonymous with the PSN Steering
Committee for a synergy of resources across PSN and CAGI. When active, CAGI’s bi-monthly
meetings were viewed as “invaluable” by the partners. Dallas and Fort Worth officials reported
that they greatly benefited from the Dallas/Fort Worth Fugitive Apprehension Strike Team
(DFW FAST), a team devoted to locating and apprehending violent gang members and gang
associates. Additionally, Fort Worth officials noted success with the practice of issuing gang
injunctions. State and local and federal prosecutions all increased during CAGI. The NDTX
was fortunate to have an instrumental Prevention/Reentry Coordinator who collected Department
of Justice (DOJ) Performance Measures from the partners on a monthly basis. The Dallas
Independent School District (DISD) and Dallas Challenge taught youth life skills and job
readiness. The Dallas Reentry Community Court and Texas Offender Reentry Initiative (TORI)
were the primary entities that guided the anti-gang reentry efforts.

Central District of California

The Central District of California selected the largest city in the district, Los Angeles, as
its CAGI site. The CAGI represented one in a long line of targeted interventions used in Los
Angeles, and focused on an area with a documented gang problem in the Southeastern portion of
the city referred to as Watts. Of particular interest for the intervention were three public housing
developments in that area. Two subcommittees—Ilaw enforcement and prevention/reentry—
supplement the CAGI Task Force.

Given the city of Los Angeles’s major effort to address gangs and gang crime, CAGI
sought to build on these broader efforts and use CAGI to expand on existing operations within
the target areas. Law enforcement efforts included three unique components: expansion of the
Community Law Enforcement and Recovery Program (CLEAR), expanded use of closed circuit
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television monitoring systems, and the implementation of pro-active gang investigations. The
prevention component of the CAGI focused on strengthening existing resources in the target
area. Four areas of need were identified and addressed through CAGI: resources to deter gang
recruitment efforts directed at students in local middle schools, funding to provide alternatives to
gang involvement for area youth, targeted outreach for youth already involved in gang activities,
or those most at risk for future gang involvement, and services for youth and young adults (e.g.,
job training, job placement) to aid in the cessation of gang involvement. The reentry component
focused on 43 adult offenders returning from California state prison and the Los Angeles county
jail. CAGI funding was used to support the Honor and Strength Reentry program established by
the Los Angeles Police Department.

Eastern District of Wisconsin

The City of Milwaukee and specifically two Milwaukee Police Department districts (two
and five), were the focus of the Eastern District of Wisconsin’s CAGI efforts that began in 2006.
Like a number of the CAGI task forces, Milwaukee built upon the strong partnerships and
strategies developed to address gun violence in its PSN efforts. The team referred to this as the
Safe Streets Initiative that represented Milwaukee’s accumulation of PSN and the CAGI Gang
Violence Reduction Project.

CAGI suppression efforts were carried out by Target Teams comprised of the
Community Prosecutor, Probation and Parole agents, and Milwaukee Police Department Anti-
Gang Unit officers. Each police district had a Community Prosecutor, a Community Prevention
Coordinator, and a Reentry Coordinator. Enforcement efforts combined hot spot patrols, gang
investigations, and coordinated efforts linking enforcement with community prosecution and
nuisance abatement to address problem properties.

A team from the Marquette School of Law was responsible for managing and supervising
these Coordinators. Building on its PSN experience, the CAGI program utilized offender
notification meetings. Core prevention efforts were coordinated by a Community Prevention
Coordinator and included a program known as There is a Home Visiting Program. The goals
were to enhance family functioning for at-risk youths. Two prevention program were focused on
the schools. The first was known as the Classroom Organization and Management Program
(COMP). The second was the Truancy Plan that utilized community engagement to reduce
truancy and keep youths in school.

The reentry program includes a coalition of service providers that meet regularly. The
committee reviews progress with returning former inmates who are back in the community as
well as plan for inmates scheduled to return to the community. For those offenders meeting
criteria for the CAGI Reentry efforts, participation was voluntary however each offender had to
provide written commitment agreeing to complete the program.

Eastern District of Pennsylvania

The Eastern District of Pennsylvania was unique among the CAGI sites in that it took a
regional approach that included a large geographic area and seven small sized cities (Allentown,
Bethlehem, Easton, Harrisburg, Lancaster, Reading and York). The program was known as the
“222 Corridor Initiative” referring to the highway that connects a number of the cities. The
program was organized by a CAGI 222 Steering Committee, two law enforcement task forces, a
gang prevention task force that involves the mayors of the participating cities, and two reentry
case managers who each provide services in two counties.
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The enforcement task forces were organized geographically. The cities in the Lehigh
Valley on the eastern half, including Easton, Bethlehem and Allentown (and Phillipsburg, New
Jersey), were part of the Lehigh Valley Violent Anti-Gang Task Force (LVVGTF), which was
coordinated by the FBI. In the western half of the 222 Corridor, ATF coordinated a task force
that included Reading, Lancaster, York, and Harrisburg. The western task force also included
two separate city task forces in Lancaster and Reading. The enforcement task forces have
primarily sought to conduct long-term investigations of gangs with the goal of arresting and
prosecuting specific gangs involved in drug distribution and violent crime. In terms of
prevention, the mayors of the five 222 Corridor cities in the Eastern District established a gang
prevention task force, that included members of government, law enforcement, and community
and faith-based leaders. Additionally, officials in York, in the Middle District, also established a
prevention task force and began working with the other cities in the 222 Corridor. Each
prevention task force developed plans for the use of grant funds and oversaw the implementation
of those plans. Activities included engaging parents in gang prevention efforts, forming a
mentoring partnership to help leverage funding and provide consistent recruitment, training and
resources for the region. The reentry program focused on gang members inside the Berks,
Lancaster, Lehigh, and Northhampton county jails. Jail officials, working with probation
officers, identified gang involved inmates as candidates for the program. The reentry case
managers coordinated activities within the jails and then in the community and manage caseloads
targeted at 25 per county.

Middle District of Florida

CAGI efforts in the Middle District of FL (MDFL) were centralized in Hillsborough
County and the city limits of Tampa. Gang intelligence indicated that there were 54 gangs active
in this area. There were nine identified CAGI hot spots throughout the region: Town-n-Country,
Wimauma, Riverview, Dover, Palmetto Beach, West Tampa, University Area, Sulphur Springs,
and Busch and 50th.

The Hillsborough County Criminal Justice (HCCJ) Liaison monitored the law
enforcement, prevention/intervention, and reentry components of CAGI. Each partnering agency
had one point of contact. The partners met monthly. In addition to traditional suppression
efforts, a gang prosecutor and gang analyst were hired for CAGI. Prevention efforts focused on
7 — 14 year olds with a high-risk of gang involvement to support gang membership prevention,
gang intervention, and gang crime prevention. Reentry Specialists and Reentry Coordinators
worked with clients to ensure compliance with supervision requirements and to prevent or reduce
problems that could result in renewed gang activity and crime. The Gulf Coast Community Care
(GCCC) system was instrumental in both prevention/intervention and reentry. Surveys of staff
from each of the components reported the belief that CAGI had a measurable impact on
outcomes across the various program components and on crime.

Southern District of Indiana

The Southern District of Indiana selected Indianapolis/Marion County as its target area
for the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative (CAGI). Through collaboration between the United
States Attorney’s Office, City of Indianapolis/Marion County, and the Indiana Criminal Justice
Institute, a Steering Committee and three subcommittees were formed to plan and execute CAGI
activities in Indianapolis. In addition to the Steering Committee, there were three subcommittees
that oversaw grant activities and made funding recommendations to the Steering Committee.
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CAGI officials reported that the Indianapolis program was slow to evolve given the
political climate. Specifically, several changes in organizational structure within the newly
merged Metropolitan Police Department made it difficult for CAGI to build and maintain
momentum. Despite these issues, the Southern District of Indiana used joint federal and local
screening of gang cases, directed patrols and field interrogations in the CAGI target areas, most
violent offender lists, probation and parole home visits and comprehensive gun tracing as part of
their CAGI law enforcement strategies. Officials reported that these efforts were somewhat
hindered by the lack of qualification and quantification of the gang problem in the target area.
Prevention focused on community based efforts including school based programming as well as
juvenile probation programs. The reentry efforts targeted adults 19-35 years old, who were
formerly incarcerated individuals with ties to gangs, and who were returning to CAGI targeted
high crime areas within Marion County (identified by zip code). In addition to linking clients to
services, CAGI also provided an accountability component to its reentry initiative. This was
achieved by requiring clients to participate in bi-weekly court appearances through the
Transitions Court.

Western District of Oklahoma

The Western District is the largest of the three districts in Oklahoma, both in terms of
land area and population. In total, 40 of the 77 counties and 52 percent of the State’s population
are serviced by the Western District (WDOK) that includes Oklahoma City with a population
exceeding 536,000. From 2000 — 2005, the Oklahoma City Police Department documented a
300 percent increase in the number of drive-by shootings. The USAO and OCPD decided to use
CAGI to respond to this increase in drive-by shootings that were believed to reflect gang activity.
CAGI built on Weed and Seed and PSN, and became locally known as Project Grind (Gangs
Removed, Isolated, Neutralized, and Dismantled). The CAGI target area was a 4.7 square mile
area on the Eastside of the City.

Six law enforcement strategies (identification of gangs, intelligence gathering and
increased presence, creation of an information sharing system, information entered into an
accessible database, targeted prosecution, and hiring of an Assistant District Attorney) were used
under CAGI. Prevention efforts on the Eastside entailed creation of a comprehensive service
center, contracting with existing service providers, development and use of Memorandums of
Understanding and development of a web-based information system for prevention partners. The
third CAGI component, Reentry, built upon the existing infrastructure of the Serious and Violent
Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) to provide services such as job training, housing, family
support, transportation, and mentoring to ex-offenders returning to Oklahoma City, and the target
area.

Western District of New York

The Western District of New York selected the city of Rochester as its CAGI target area.
Rochester is a city with a population of just over 200,000 with the second highest homicide rate
among the CAGI jurisdictions. The Task Force built upon a long history of multi-agency
collaboration focused on violence reduction. CAGI was coordinated by a distinct steering
committee. There was also a reentry task force led by the Probation Department.

CAGI law enforcement efforts focused on case screening, target prosecution, combined
probation/parole/police operations, joint patrols (state and locals) and “call-in"—face-to-face
deterrent messages. The call-in meetings benefitted from extensive partnerships including the
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police department, the trauma center, U.S. Attorney’s Office, District Attorney’s Office, county
probation, and state parole. A local service organization does follow-up service provision for
individuals attending the meetings. Additionally, the Rochester Police Department has dedicated
part of its tactical unit to gang intelligence and enforcement. This included examining the
relationship between drug markets and gangs as well as surveillance and undercover drug
purchases.

Prevention goals included targeting youths who are at-risk of joining a gang or engaging
in delinquent behavior. The services were coordinated by a local organization known as the
Community Place of Greater Rochester. Interested service providers must apply to the sub-
committee to receive CAGI funding. A significant component was a school-based prevention
program known as Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies (PATHS). An intervention
program called Lead the Way involved the probation department and a local organization known
as Pathways to Peace. It involved intensive probation supervision with identified gang youths
who were also involved in a cognitive behavioral program intended to break the connection with
gangs and produce behavioral change.

The reentry component built upon an existing program and focused on gang members
who were incarcerated in the local jail. The program included both pre-release planning and
linkage to a post-release case manager. Education, employment, housing, mentoring, sobriety
support, and job preparation were all identified as key elements of the reentry efforts.

Middle/Eastern Districts of North Carolina

Unique to the Comprehensive Anti Gang Initiative (CAGI), two federal districts received
one CAGI award to support initiatives in Raleigh and in Durham. The Raleigh CAGI program
focused on two zip codes in the Southeast District and referred to their CAGI initiative as
“Project 110 %”’. The Durham CAGI dubbed its focus area ““the Bulls Eye.”

Raleigh’s law enforcement efforts originated from the Raleigh Police Department’s Gang
Suppression Unit (GSU) and Gang Intelligence Unit (GIU). The GSU combined suppression,
prevention, and intervention efforts to foster public safety and community partnerships. The
GIU used the department’s record management system and open source data to monitor gang
criminal activity. The intelligence information was used to track patterns and create strategic
responses. In addition to utilizing intelligence software for investigations, link analyses, and
structuring data, monthly Gun Review meetings were part of Durham’s law
enforcement/suppression activities. Raleigh prevention efforts included the utilization of 12
programs including but not limited to: community and faith leader meetings, mentoring, liaisons,
youth programs, tip line, and graffiti removal. Durham used a Request for Proposal (RFP)
process, to select six programs that provided anti-gang prevention and intervention.

Raleigh’s reentry component was the least developed of the three CAGI components.
Enhancements had been made to the current Juvenile Court Counselor reentry model and a
model was being created for both juveniles and adults, including development of a list of and
relationships with re-entrants in need of a holistic approach. Six service providers were enlisted
to meet the needs of 30 re-entrants as well as to develop a reentry brochure, service “menu”, and
voucher process. Durham County Criminal Justice Resource Center (CJRC) was the primary
provider of CAGI reentry efforts in that target area. Case management, mentoring, bus
tickets/transportation, and basic needs such as clothing, food, and housing were provided through
CJRC.
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Northern District of Illinois

Along with Detroit, Chicago was one of the last two sites awarded a CAGI grant in fiscal
2008 that became operational in 2009. Chicago is the nation’s third largest city with a
population of over 2.8 million. Although Chicago has suffered from a large number of
homicides, its homicide rate is similar to that of Cleveland and Dallas and has fallen
considerably during the last decade. Chicago had a PSN program that was carefully evaluated
and that resulted in reduced homicides and shootings in the PSN target areas (Papachristos et al.,
2007). The PSN experience provided a foundation for CAGI and the same steering committee
oversaw both PSN and CAGI.

The Chicago CAGI program focused on two areas in three police districts. One of these
areas involved predominantly Hispanic gangs and the other was predominantly African-
American. Similar to Los Angeles, Chicago was distinctive due to its long history of gang
activity. Gangs were well-entrenched in many areas of the city.

As noted above, the CAGI program built upon the PSN initiative. In the enforcement
arena this meant strong existing relationships between the U.S. Attorney’s Office, the Chicago
Police Department, Cook County prosecutors, and federal law enforcement agencies. A key
partner was the FBI that operated three gang squads and held monthly “top 20” meeting to set
enforcement priorities. The enforcement component focused on prioritizing specific gangs,
conducting long-term investigations, and dismantling the gangs through prosecution. CAGI
allowed this team to combine enforcement with prevention and intervention programs in the
CAGI target areas. The prevention funding was geared toward youth who were considered
vulnerable to becoming involved in gangs. Priority was given to after-school programs and
mentoring. The CAGI reentry program focused on transition services for individuals returning to
the CAGI target areas. These services were coordinated by an umbrella organization that
coordinated a variety of services (e.g., housing, employment training, education, mental health,
substance abuse treatment). The CAGI reentry component also built upon PSN parolee forums
that communicated a deterrent message but also provided a link to these services.

Eastern District of Michigan

With a population of just under 900,000, Detroit is the fourth largest CAGI city. It has
also suffered from the highest rate of homicide and violent crime. Indeed, its homicide rate is
eight times the national rate and has been among the highest of U.S. cities for years.

The CAGI program focused on three areas of Detroit that fall within three police sectors
(Northwest, Southeast, and Eastern). The enforcement component expanded its focus based on
gang intelligence. The reentry component, however, focused on gang members returning from
prison to any part of the city. Coordination of the initiative occurred through weekly meetings of
the enforcement partners. A resource specialist oversaw the prevention and reentry components.

The enforcement component focused on investigation and prosecutions of gangs and
involved strategies such as most violent offender targeting, directed police patrols, and joint
federal/local prosecution screening. The prevention services were provided by two subgrantees
operating in the different target areas. A key aspect was the GANG Awareness Prevention
Project (GAPP) offered within the schools. The reentry component involved collaboration with
the state Department of Corrections and included pre- and post-release programming. A variety
of services were offered including transition planning, housing, job preparedness and placement,
substance abuse treatment, mental health services, education and mentoring. The CAGI reentry
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program coordinated with the Michigan ReEntry Initiative (MPRI) that was launched in 2005.
One of the challenges for CAGI was identifying returning inmates with a gang connection.

Evaluation Plan and Methods

Originally the N1J research award anticipated assessing CAGI in the original six
jurisdictions. When the program was expanded to four additional jurisdictions it was decided to
include these sites in the evaluation. Chicago and Detroit were the last two jurisdictions to be
awarded CAGI funding. These two sites were not included in some of the data collection efforts
that had already occurred at the time that these became CAGI sites but they were included in
cross-city comparative impact analysis and for some of the data collection efforts that were
conducted later in the evaluation period. Given limits in resources, the data collection efforts
were not evenly distributed across all 12 jurisdictions but rather three jurisdictions were included
for more intensive assessment. These were Cleveland, Dallas and Milwaukee. The rationale
was that these jurisdictions were more subject to careful evaluation because they were early
implementers and because each focused on defined geographic areas on the city. This was also
true in Los Angeles but that jurisdiction was difficult to evaluate because CAGI was part of a
much larger gang violence red uction initiative covering the Los Angeles Police Department
(LAPD) jurisdiction. It would be very difficult to disentangle the CAGI program from the
overall LAPD program and both followed a similar set of principles. Tampa was complicated
from an evaluation standpoint because they took a regional approach throughout the Tampa Bay
region including Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Pinellas, and Polk Counties. Similarly, the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania was complicated because of the broad regional approach
including seven cities. The initial set of jurisdictions was preferred to the second set because of
the longer time period available for implementation and follow-up. As will be apparent,
however, although there was a more intensive focus on three of the jurisdictions, for most of the
measures the initial ten jurisdictions are included and for some measures all 12 jurisdictions are
included.

The evaluation sought to assess both the implementation of CAGI (process) as well as the
impact of CAGI on violent crime (outcome). Multiple methods were used. These included site
visits throughout the project, phone interviews, mail surveys, video conference calls with project
staff, and review of progress reports submitted by the CAGI task forces to the Department of
Justice. Multiple site visits were conducted in Cleveland, Dallas and Milwaukee. Local crime
data were gathered from these three cities as well as from Oklahoma City and Rochester and city
level crime data were collected from all the jurisdictions as well as from comparable cities
nationwide.

One of the major limitations in the evaluation was the lack of reliable data on gang crime.
With the exception of Chicago and Los Angeles, police officials reported that they either did not
capture gang crime or they did not consider their gang data to be reliable over time. A common
theme was that the police department would make an effort to capture gang crime during the
CAGI project (often by having a designated police official read all police reports and make such
a designation), but that the gang data would be isolated to the target area and/or would not be
available for the pre-intervention period thus prohibiting trend analysis of impact. Consequently,
much of the outcome analysis focuses on trends in violent crime believed to be associated with
gang crime.

21

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Additionally, special data collection and analyses were conducted in particular
jurisdictions when the opportunity arose. For example, Cleveland collected data on risk
assessments used with the goal of identifying high risk youth who might benefit from CAGI
prevention and intervention services. These data were analyzed with a comparative sample of
risk data from Cleveland to assess the ability of CAGI to focus on a high risk population.
Similarly, focus groups were conducted with CAGI reentry clients in Cleveland and Milwaukee
in order to shed light on the CAGI reentry program from the client perspective.

Along with the lack of gang crime data, additional limitations in the evaluation related to
the lack of comparison data for assessing prevention and reentry services. Although the sites
could provide data on reentry and prevention program participants, they were unable to provide
data on comparison groups and thus it became difficult to assess the impact of these specific
components. These along with additional limitations are discussed in the concluding section.
Steps are currently underway to address these limitations and the additional data and findings
will be included in the final project report.

Organization of the Report

The CAGI evaluation findings are presented in several sections. The first involves a
more detailed description of the three sites that were subject to more intensive evaluation. This
is followed in Chapter Three with a summary of the key process findings on the implementation
of CAGI. This comes primarily from interviews and surveys with key CAGI personnel and
focuses on main accomplishments, challenges, and recommendations. The next chapter presents
the findings on the risk assessment study in Cleveland and the focus group findings on reentry.
The following chapter includes findings from the perception of program officials as well as the
assessment of impact on violent crime. This assessment examines violent crime trends in the
CAGI cities compared to a sample of U.S. cities as well as trend analyses of CAGI target areas
from five of the jurisdictions.
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Chapter Two
Cleveland, Dallas and Milwaukee Sites

As the brief descriptions in the prior chapter revealed, there were significant differences
across the various CAGI sites. They range from large cities including Chicago and Dallas to a
multi-city region in Pennsylvania including very small cities. Some of the cities have high rates
of violent crime while others fall below the national average. This chapter presents descriptions
of the three CAGI programs that were the subject of more intensive study during this project.
These include Cleveland, Dallas/Fort Worth, and Milwaukee. As noted earlier, the selection of
these three jurisdictions was based on them being in the initial group of sites, having well
defined target areas, and having moved rapidly to implementation. Descriptions of all the sites
are included in Appendix 1.

Northern District of Ohio - Cleveland

The state of Ohio is served by two federal judicial districts, with corresponding United
States Attorney’s Offices (USAQSs): the Northern and Southern Districts. The Northern District
of Ohio (NDOH) is one of the larger federal judicial districts in population (17" out of the 90
U.S. districts) with an aggregate of 5.9 million total inhabitants. The Northern District
encompasses 40 counties. The city of Cleveland is the second largest city in the state and the
largest within the Northern District with a population of just under 453,000 as of 2006.

In terms of population demographics, residents of Cleveland are mostly non-white (58.5
percent), which is much higher than the U.S. average of 25 percent.® The homeownership rate is
69 percent, which is comparable to the national average of 66.2 percent. In addition, Cleveland
ranks in the high range when comparing population density. Cleveland has an average ratio of
6,166.6 people per one square mile, which is substantially higher than the state of Ohio (277.3
people per square mile) and the U.S. average (79.6 people per square mile).

Within the Northern District, population concentrations are located primarily in
Cuyahoga County. Home to the city of Cleveland, Cuyahoga is located on the northern side of
the district, shares a border with Lake Erie, and houses nearly 1.4 million residents (just over 12
percent of the overall state population). Neighboring counties include Lake, Geauga, Summit,
Medina, Lorain, and Portage, which are all found in the northern portion of Ohio.

As noted in the prior chapter, compared with other U.S. cities that are part of CAGI,
Cleveland has one of the highest violent crime rates. Specifically, as of 2006 the city had an
average murder rate of 16.6 and an average rape rate of 98.3 per 10,000 inhabitants. In 2006,
there were 2,196 aggravated assaults, which average to a rate of 485.0 per 10,000 inhabitants.
Among violent crimes, robbery occurred most frequently with a rate of 947.1 robberies per
10,000 inhabitants.

The Structure of CAGI in the Northern District of Ohio

As noted at the outset, the State of Ohio is served by the Northern and Southern Districts.
Due to the large geographical area of Ohio, Cleveland was selected as the primary focus area for

® All population data are based on the 2000 U.S. Census.
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the district’s CAGI efforts. A statewide CAGI taskforce was created as well as regional working
groups in Cleveland.

CAGI Task Force in Ohio

The statewide CAGI taskforce was formed to provide input regarding strategy and
funding as per the mandates of the DOJ’s Bureau of Justice Assistance. The statewide task force
consisted of the following agencies:

Adcom Communications

Adult Parole Authority Office

Boys and Girls Club

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms
Cleveland Metropolitan School Districts
Cleveland Police Department

Cleveland Police Athletic League

Community Assessment and Treatment
Community Reentry

Cuyahoga Metropolitan Housing Authority (CMHA)
Cuyahoga Juvenile Court

Division of Youth Services

Drug Enforcement Agency

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Kent State University

Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections
Ohio State University

Partnership for a Safer Cleveland

Peace in the Hood

United States Attorney’s Office (USAO)

The statewide task force was supported by local task forces in the district’s target cities of
Akron/Canton, Cleveland, Elyria, Lorain, Mansfield, and Youngstown. Local law enforcement,
BATF, and local and federal prosecutors focused resources on gun and gang violence. Local and
federal prosecutors coordinated on smart prosecution case screening to determine cases that
should be prosecuted federally and those that should be prosecuted locally. The district-wide
initiative eventually resulted in the formation of the Northern Ohio Violent Crime Consortium
(NOVCCQ).

CAGI Task Force in Cleveland

Due to the decision to focus on Cleveland, a working group developed. Much of the
strengths of the working group in Cleveland came from the fact that the USAO was able to focus
on already existing relationships between local and federal law enforcement and local
prosecutors. Many of these relationships were established through the NDOH’s PSN task force.
As a result, strong federal-local partnerships in anti-gun initiatives represented a key strategic
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http://www.cmhapd.org/

component in reducing gun crime in the city of Cleveland. The anti-gang initiative was
coordinated by the Cleveland CAGI Steering Committee that was comprised of over 40
representatives. Agencies represented included elected officials, law enforcement, juvenile
justice, schools, community leaders, faith-based organizations, and the private sector.

The CAGI task force included an executive committee that set overall policy and a
management committee comprised of the chairs of the subcommittees. The subcommittees
focused on law enforcement, prevention, and reentry.

Community Engagement and Media Campaign

The District of Ohio chose to partner with a marketing and advertising firm with offices
located in Cleveland, as their Community Engagement Partner. The media partner produced
traditional print, radio, and television ads, to communicate the CAGI message to the public.
They also worked to strategically place advertisements on billboards and used grassroots
promotions to distribute material in targeted locations. Finally, they created the STANCE
website that was considered a valuable resource for CAGI partners and the community.

Research Partners

An additional CAGI partnership involved a research team. The Northern District selected a
multidisciplinary team of faculty from Kent State University and Ohio State University to be its
research partner. In addition to regularly attending task force meetings, the research team began
by providing a problem analysis of gang and gun crime in the district, which helped to lead the
task force to focus their efforts in targeted areas. The research partners assisted in ongoing
assessment, framed surveys, gathered data, conducted analyses, and provided feedback to the
task force. In addition, the research team analyzed the nature and distribution of gun crime in
target neighborhoods, informed the task force as to whether the CAGI strategies were targeted at
the sources of the gun crime problem, and evaluated the impact of the Northern District’s CAGI
initiative on gun crime. The research partners and the task force were assisted in their data
collection and analysis efforts by crime analysts in the CPD and in the High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Areas (HIDTA). This included an analyst who focused specifically on gang activity
in the schools. In addition to the local research partners, Michigan State University collaborated
with the NDOH CAGI task force and the Kent State and Ohio State researchers through
numerous site visits, teleconferences, and data collection, analysis, and feedback.

The Nature of the Gang and Gun Crime Problem in Cleveland

The perception of local officials was that gang crime in Cleveland largely involved
serious, chronic offenders who chose to illegally carry and use guns. This was largely supported
by analyses of those gun offenders prosecuted in federal court. Data from 2004 and 2005
indicated increases in violent crime in Cleveland. Although there had been aggressive
enforcement activity as part of PSN, including over 4,700 firearms seizures from 2003-05, there
was also a belief that there was a lack of gun crime prevention efforts to complement the
enforcement component (see Figure 1 for an outline of problems and strategies).

The initial problem analysis was based on violent crime incidents in Cleveland, firearm
seizure data, and street-level intelligence on gang activity. This resulted in the identification of
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The continued development of gang intelligence and crime analysis was considered a particular
benefit of the CAGI initiative.

Officials in both cities noted declines in crime as a key benefit of CAGI. As reported
March 1, 2010, Raleigh experienced a 49 percent decrease citywide in gang-related incidents in
2009. Drug cases decreased by 43 percent, firearms 53 percent, assaults by 67 percent, and
robberies were down 56 percent®. Looking specifically at the CAGI Project 110 % area, in
2006 12 federal gang prosecutions occurred, in 2007 and 2008, 17 each year, and in 2009, the
number more than doubled to 40 prosecutions?’.

Durham officials similarly reported impressive reductions in violent crime since CAGI’s
inception in 2007%. In a two year time frame, with an implementation date of August 2007, the
Bulls Eye target area has experienced a 39 percent reduction in violent gun crime, 25 percent
reduction in shots fired calls, 49 percent reduction in prostitution calls, 29 percent reduction in
drug calls, and a 35 percent reduction in all violent crimes. In 2009, state and local gang
prosecutions totaled 35 directly associated with activity in the Bulls Eye.

Sustainability:

As in the other CAGI sites, sustainability following the end of CAGI funding was
considered a key challenge. Raleigh has received local support for prevention and intervention
programs from Capital Area Workforce Development, City of Raleigh Community
Development, and local businesses and is hopeful future support will exist and even grow.
Durham officials are hopeful that the crime reductions that they attribute to the three pronged
approach of enforcement and prosecution, prevention and intervention, and reentry will result in
support from city and county sources. They believe that support is dependent on further analysis
and evaluation.

2 NC 2009 Public Report.

%" Annual CAGI Coordinators Survey. June 2010.

%8 Full CAGI law enforcement implementation did not occur until January 2008. Prevention and intervention
occurred in March 2008.
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based program with a curriculum that incorporates self-control, positive self-esteem, emotional
awareness and interpersonal problem-solving skills. PATHS is supported by the Family
Resource Center of Crestwood Children’s Center that works the Rochester City School District
to deliver paths in a school serving the target area. Two intervention specialists support teachers
in the implementation of PATHS. High risk youths receive home visits to reinforce the lessons
learned in the curriculum.

The intervention component involves the Pathways to Peace (PTP) program working in
collaboration with the Monroe County Probation Department. PTP is a street outreach program
that seeks to mediate gang conflicts and link at-risk youths to community resources. Under
CAGI, the PTP-Probation program developed a project known as “Lead the Way” that targets 95
probationers with a history of violent offending and gang activity. The program combines
intensive supervision with cognitive behavioral therapy. This includes a specific focus on gangs
and provides support for gang desistance.

Reentry

The USAO and the PSN Task Force had recognized the need to expand reentry services
and to provide some coordination of these services in the Rochester Crescent area. This was
then enhanced through CAGI reentry programming. The focus has been on housing, mentoring,
sobriety, and job preparation. A Reentry Task Force was formed to develop a comprehensive
reentry program in partnership with Rochester’s Catholic Family Services, which is focusing on
education, employment, sobriety support, and housing. The Catholic Family Services Center
coordinates the program. Some of the key partners include the New York State Department of
Correctional Services, New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services, county probation
and state parole, Project No Return (substance abuse services for jail and prison populations),
Salvation Army, Volunteers of America, a coalition of African American Churches, Cephas
Attica, a Christian Fellowship program that provides residential reentry services, and Judicial
Process Commission, a faith-based mentoring and job preparedness services. A total of 48
agencies are involved in the reentry task force.

Eight-five percent of prisoners returning to Monroe County from state and federal
correctional facilities return to the Rochester Crescent area. The reentry population is estimated
to include between 950 and 1100 state prisoners, approximately 200 Federal prisoners and 1300
inmates sentenced to the County Jail. The CAGI program coordinates with broader reentry
initiatives serving Rochester through grants from New York State for reentry planning. The
CAGI reentry component focuses on gang members held in the local jail.

Monroe County Probation and RPD worked with the Monroe County correctional
Facility and the Holding Center to identify gang involved offenders serving time in the local jail
who will be released to the target area. The probation department uses Compass as the
assessment tool and probation also supervises released offenders. The initiative includes both
pre-release and post-release programming. The local research partner is tracking reentry cases to
assess impact on recidivism. As of this writing the results are not yet available.

Outcomes
Officials from Rochester involved in CAGI pointed to a number of positive outcomes

across the various components. As previously noted, the CAGI program built on a number of
existing relationships established through SACSI and PSN. The CAGI program “allowed us to
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fill in gaps” and “cultivate partnerships” in service delivery as they identified needs related to
gang prevention and intervention as well as additional community resources. In terms of
suppression, officials pointed to several major cases that resulted in federal and state prosecution
of known gang members operating in the target area. In terms of intervention, the gang-focused
call-in meetings and the Pathways to Peace and re-entry program were viewed as new gang-
focused interventions. Similarly, the school-based PATHS program was seen as a highly
successful prevention program and officials believed it would continue in the schools beyond the
lifetime of the federally-funded CAGI program.

As noted in Chapter Five, the ARIMA impact analysis suggested that violent crime in the
target area was down 14 percent during a period the remainder of the city experienced a seven
percent decline.

Sustainability

Rochester officials were pleased about the new relationships with the school system and
they noted private sector interest in youth development as well as discussions between CAGI
officials and these local leaders. They were hopeful these relationships would help sustain the
initiative. They noted, however, that they had not yet attracted sufficient funding to sustain the
initiative once federal funds were exhausted.
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Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative — Site Summary
Middle District of Florida — Tampa Region

The Middle District of Florida (MDFL) is one of the largest U.S. Attorney districts both
geographically and in population. CAGI efforts in the Middle District initially were centralized
in Hillsborough County and the city limits of Tampa. The focus was later expanded to a five-
county area: Hillsborough, Manatee, Pinellas, Pasco, and Polk based on shared law enforcement
intelligence that suggested all of these areas experienced significant gang problems and that gang
activity was quite fluid throughout the region.

Context:

The Middle District of Florida is comprised of 35 counties with division offices in
Jacksonville, Tampa, Orlando, Fort Myers and Ocala. There are approximately 9 million people
in the Middle District. Hillsborough County has more than a million residents with Tampa being
the largest city and county seat (population just over 340,000. The Tampa Bay area includes
Tampa, St. Petersburg and Clearwater and the four-county region contains approximately 2.7
million residents. Tampa is a diverse community with its population comprised of just under
half white, 26 percent African American, and 22 percent Hispanic.

Task Force:

The Hillsborough County Criminal Justice (HCCJ) Liaison monitored the law
enforcement, prevention/intervention, and reentry components of CAGI. Each partnering agency
had one point of contact. The partners met monthly. Prosecutors, law enforcement officers, and
community stakeholders all stressed the advantages of the regular meetings of the CAGI
partners. The meetings included broad discussions about the comprehensive anti-gang strategy,
gang intelligence that would then be used for enforcement and intervention targeting, and
prosecution priorities. The meetings also provided the opportunity for updates regarding
prevention and re-entry efforts, training opportunities, reports of recent arrests and convictions
(“The Turf Report”), the status of investigations (“Worst of the Worst”), and funding updates.
State and federal prosecutors also discussed the merits of prosecuting different gang members in
their respective judicial forums. CAGI was credited with fostering close relationships between
the various law enforcement agencies and between state and federal prosecutors.

The CAGI task force also attempted to increase its impact through collaboration with
other related initiatives. Specifically, there was considerable overlap with PSN as well as with
the Weed and Seed initiatives in the region and with regional gang reduction task forces
supported by the Florida Attorney General’s Office.

Development and Implementation of CAGI

As noted above, CAGI initially focused on Hillsborough County and Tampa specifically
but expanded over time to include a regional focus. The expansion was based on gang
intelligence that suggested gang activity was occurring throughout the region and was highly
mobile and cross-jurisdictional.

163

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Problem Analysis:

CAGI funds were used to hire a Gang Analyst within the Crime Analyst’s office of the
Hillsborough County Sheriff's Office to follow and record gang activities. Gang intelligence
indicated that there were 54 gangs active in this area. There were nine identified CAGI hot spots
throughout the region: Town-n-Country, Wimauma, Riverview, Dover, Palmetto Beach, West
Tampa, University Area, Sulphur Springs, and Busch and 50th. Seven gang “hot spots” were
identified in Hillsborough County.

Strategies:
Suppression

CAGI enforcement funding was primarily used to support gang enforcement
efforts in the Tampa Police Department, Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Department and the State
Attorney’s Office. The police department and sheriff’s office used the funds for overtime for
gang enforcement. Suppression strategies included directed patrols and field interrogations in
CAGI hotspot locations, probation/parole home visits, joint federal/state case screening, and
increased federal and state gang prosecutions. In addition, a gang prosecutor and gang analyst
were hired to support the CAGI program.

Key enforcement partners included the District’s Organized Crime Section in Tampa that
was devoted almost exclusively to gang prosecutions. The office was supported in these efforts
by the ATF-sponsored Gulf Coast Investigative Strike Force. Federal prosecutors routinely
collaborated with their state counterparts. Additionally, the Multi Agency Gang Task Force
(MAGTF), the U.S. Marshal’s Service Fugitive Task Force, and the ICE Community Shield
Task Force participated in several successful gang roundups.

Law enforcement officials were able to point to a number of gang-focused enforcement
operations. One example was based on a six-day street gang suppression operation that was part
of the nationwide enforcement initiative on criminal street gangs called ICE Surge. The MAGTF
worked with DHS special agents and numerous local law enforcement agencies from the
surrounding counties to arrest street gang members. Similarly, Tampa Bay area law
enforcement agencies conducted a round-up of targeted gang affiliates with outstanding warrants
in what was referred to as the "Operation Boomerang-We'll Be Back.” This was the first
operation with the Florida Attorney General's Florida Gang Reduction Task Force. The Task
force arrested numerous gang affiliates and seized considerable amounts of cocaine, marijuana,
and methamphetamine.

Prevention

Prevention efforts focused on 7 — 14 year olds with a high-risk of gang involvement to
support gang membership prevention, gang intervention, and gang crime prevention. The
prevention program was run by the Hillsborough County Criminal Justice Office (HCCJO) and
followed the OJIJDP/Spergel model of comprehensive gang prevention and intervention. HCCJO
worked with Gulf Coast Community Care (GCCC) as the primary service provider for
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prevention programming. A voucher program was developed to link at-risk youth to programs.
A wide variety of programs developed through CAGI. For example:

e GCCC received referrals from schools, youth and families, and the community
and provided group or individualized services under the Gang Out Youth
Prevention Program through primary and secondary collaborative community
partners.

e At-risk youth participated in various programs in nine targeted hot spots. All fifth
grade teachers and guidance counselors received training on identifying students
who might need referrals to the Gang Out Program.

e« GCCC, HCCJ, and community partners coordinated prevention programs
including art, prevention classes for youth and families, and mentoring.

e HCCJ conducted Community Gang Awareness Trainings in targeted hot spots
and n collaboration with County Parks & Recreation, the Sheriff Office (HCSO),
and other partners. GCCC provided anti-gang awareness trainings at elementary
schools in the hot spot areas in the county.

e GCCC and HCCJ staff participated in the "Too Good for Drugs Walk & Kidfest."
Over 5,000 youth and families participated. Gang prevention materials were
given out, and youth and families were educated.

e HCCJ developed and expanded the MVP male leadership program offered in
several middle and two high schools. The Universityof South Florida Education
Department hosted the second annual MVVP Community Summit. Many local
leaders, businesses, school faculty members, youth, and family members
participated.

e A CAGI collaborative partner known as “Its All About Kids,” initiated their Buzz
the spelling bee / anti gang prevention play / program. Additional plays will be
performed at parks, schools, and community centers. They also completed their
community youth outreach program for several Bee Bully and Gang Proof
Prevention sessions.

e GCCC and FBI agents established and completed a six-week "Junior Special
Agent Academy" for youth ages 10 through 14. FBI agents and trainers
conducted all sessions. Twenty-two youth completed the program.

e Continuous communication has occurred with community agencies and schools
targeted in the "hot spots.” The Schools’ resource officers, counselors and
principals were notified and presented with information concerning this Anti-
Gang Initiative.

Reentry

The CAGI task utilized existing services and agencies to build its gang reentry program.
CAGI funds were used to hire two reentry specialists who coordinated services and worked with
this network of agencies. The Hillsborough County Anti-Gang Re-entry Coordinator (HCARC)
and the GCCC Reentry Specialist were co-located with the HCSO Criminal Registration Unit
(CRU) to provide services to the target population. The CRU unit already had responsibility for
sexual predators, sexual offenders, career criminals and other convicted felons who were
required to register when being released to Hillsborough County. They also worked with the
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Hillsborough Ex-Offender Re-entry Network (HERN) to identify and provide access to a variety
of services. The coordinator and specialist also received training on both gangs and reentry.

Gulf Coast Community Care (GCCC) was selected to coordinate the services for gang-
involved offenders being released. The Reentry Coordinator worked with the Florida
Department of Corrections to obtain risk/needs assessments. The Coordinator and Specialist
then worked with clients to ensure compliance with supervision requirements and to link to
services. A voucher system was used to provide services such as food, clothing shelter,
transportation, identification, medical, employment, and similar transitional needs. The
collaboration of the reentry specialists with service providers, DCF and the Sheriff's Office
resulted in a joint effort called "Looking Ahead.” The program provided intensive case
management, treatment and ancillary social services and support to adult offenders diagnosed
with a mental illness who are returning to Hillsborough County.

The reentry coordinator and specialist also worked with local employers to create job
opportunities and also to monitor performance and compliance among the program participants.
Indeed, the GCCC’s Re-Entry Specialist was reported to make weekly visits to clients’ place of
employment and living quarters to ensure compliance and identify and mitigate any problems or
concerns on behalf of the client, landlord, and/or employer.

Outcomes:

CAGI officials reported that the biggest impact of the Tampa CAGI was the development
of close and sustainable law enforcement partnerships which cross jurisdictional and agency
boundaries. Prior to CAGI, prosecutors and agents did not meet regularly to discuss their cases
and investigations. Since CAGI was implemented, however, this became a routine practice in
MDFL. Regardless of the funding situation, partnerships created by CAGI in MDFL were
expected to continue. Indeed, CAGI officials pointed out the strong involvement of criminal
justice agencies outside Hillsborough County even though they did not receive CAGI funds.

TPD and HCSO reported declines in crime and related them to major “take-downs” of
key gangs.

Sustainability

As in the other sites, as the CAGI federal funding came to an end, sustainability was
identified as the biggest challenge for the Tampa CAGI partners. The task force used Recovery
Act funding to continue the initiative and sought other federal, state and local funding for
specific program needs. They continued to have monthly meetings with 35-45 participants in
attendance. There was significant promise for continuing the reentry program through
collaboration with the Florida Department of Corrections’ “portals of reentry” system. This was
based on a pilot project that the USAO was involved with in Jacksonville that will now be
expanded. Inmates spend the end of their correctional confinement in a facility serving as a
portal to the county where they expect to return. This is believed to facilitate in-prison and
transitional services upon reentry.
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APPENDIX 2: Informed Consent Form

Understanding the Impact of the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative Reentry Program on Former Prisoners

Research Participant Information and Consent Form
l. PURPOSE OF RESEARCH

You are being asked to participate in a research study by Michigan State University that seeks to understand what,
if any effect the Comprehensive Anti-Gang Initiative (CAGI) reentry program had on you as you transitioned
back to the community. The study involves one interview with myself, the lead researcher on this project. Itis
expected that 10-15 participants will be enrolled for participation. You have been selected as a possible
participant in this study because of your involvement in the CAGI reentry program. From this study, we hope to
learn more about the things that make the transition process easier as well as those things that make the process
difficult.

Il. WHAT YOU WILL DO

Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You do not have to participate. No one will know or be
informed of your choice to participate in the study. The interview will take approximately 45-60 minutes in a
private office. There are two components to the interview. In the first part of the interview | will ask you a set of
questions and | want you to give me an answer. The second part of the interview will be more conversational and
will be digitally recorded if you provide consent. You will have the ability to guide the discussion topics as well.
You may also refrain from discussing any issue or topic that you would not like to discuss. You can refuse to
answer any of the questions and you can stop the interview at any time. No one will know or be informed of your
refusal to answer. And you will still receive a $25 gift card for your time.

It is important to note that the interview will be conducted by me for only research purposes. Everything that you
discuss with me, the interviewer, will remain ANONYMOUS. | will not record your name nor will I collect
any identifying information from you. None of the information that you provide during the interview will be
available to your parole agent or any other law enforcement and/or regulatory agency.

1. POTENTIAL BENEFITS

The potential benefits to you for taking part in this study are several. Your participation will contribute to the
better understanding of the challenges faced upon reentry. Your participation will also contribute to the
understanding of your unique perspective on how the CAGI reentry program can ease the transition process back
to the community.

IV.  POTENTIAL RISKS

There are no forseeable risks associated with participation in this study. In the event that some questions causes
distress or discomfort, you have the ability to refrain from discussion. Again, you can refuse to answer any of
the questions and you can stop the interview at any time. | also ask that you do not tell me any crimes you plan to
commit in the future; otherwise, | will have to report such matter.

V. PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY
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Every effort will be made to maintain the privacy of your participation. The information exchanged and received
for this project will remain anonymous, as | will not collect any identifying information from you. Only I will
have access to the data, which will be kept in a secure office on a password protected computer and a locked file
cabinet. The data we collect may be used for publication or presentation, but your comments and identity will
remain anonymous.

VI. RIGHTS TO PARTICIPATE, SAY NO, OR WITHDRAW

Participation in this research project is completely voluntary. You have the right to say no and refuse
participation. You may change your mind at any time and withdraw from participation. You may choose not to
answer specific questions or to stop participation at any time. Your choice to participate, choice not to participate,
or choice to withdraw from this study will have no affect on your current and future parole status.

VIlI.  COSTS AND COMPENSATION

There are no monetary costs associated with participation. However, you will receive a $25 gift card as
compensation for participation in each interview.

VIIl. CONTACT INFORMATION FOR QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS

I can answer any questions you may have before, during, or after the interview. If you have concerns or questions
about this study, such as scientific issues, how to do any part of it, or to report an injury, please contact the me, the
researcher (Jennifer Cobbina, Michigan State University, 560 Baker Hall, East Lansing, Michigan, 48824,
cobbina@msu.edu 517-353-9753). If you have any questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research
participant, would like to obtain information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this
research study, you may contact, anonymously if you wish, Michigan State University Human Research
Protection Program at 517-355-2180, FAX 517-432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu, or regular mail at: 207 Olds
Hall, MSU, East Lansing, M1 48824.

You indicate your voluntary agreement to participate in this study by continuing this interview.
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APPENDIX 3: Survey Instrument

H Date:

SURVEY INSTRUMENT

I appreciate your willingness to participate in this interview. | want you to feel comfortable and relaxed. Your
opinion and feelings are important to me. | will be asking you some questions to guide our discussion.
However, |1 hope you will feel free to talk about your experiences fully even if or when a question does not
specifically relate to what you have to discuss. You may choose not to answer any questions that make you feel
uncomfortable. There is not any right or wrong answers. Please ask me to repeat or rephrase a question if |
am not making myself clear. In the first part of the interview I will ask you a set of questions and | want you to
give me an answer. The second part of the interview will be more conversational and we will discuss some
things in more detail. Do you have any questions before we begin? OK, let’s get started.

1. What is your date of birth? / /

2. What is your race/ethnicity?

____White (non-Hispanic) ~ __ Hispanic ___ Other (please describe)
____Black ____Asian

3. How far did you go in your schooling?
____Some elementary school ____Associates’ Degree (2 yr degree)
___ Graduated elementary school ____Bachelor’s Degree (4 yr degree)
____Some high school ____Some graduate studies
___ Graduated high school ___ Obtained graduate degree
___GED (Master’s, Ph.D., J.D. M.D.)
____Some college

4. Areyou currently working? _ Yes ___No

a. If YES, what type of work do you do and how many hours do you work per week?

Work Full-time Part-time (hours per | Seasonal (hours per

week) week)

5. lam also curious about your personal relationships.
Have you ever been married? ___ Yes ___No
If YES: Are you currently married? _ Yes __ No
If CURRENTLY MARRIED: How long have you been married?
If NOT CURRENTLY MARRIED: What happened?
___ Widowed
How long ago did your spouse pass?
___ Separated
How long have you been separated?
__ Divorced
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How long have you been divorced?

____ Other (please describe)

IF NEVER MARRIED: Do you currently live with someone? ___ Yes No
If YES: Who?

How long have you been in this living arrangement?

6. Are you currently involved in a (another) romantic relationship? ___Yes _ No
If YES, for how long?

7. Do you have children? _ Yes ___No
How many are your biological children?
How many are your step children?
How many are adopted?

If YES, how old are your children?

GIRLS:
Biological:
Step:
Adopted:

BOYS:
Biological:
Step:
Adopted:

Now I’m going to ask you some questions about different types of violence that you may have been exposed to
and how often you have witnessed such activity. Have you ever seen a(n) ...

10.

Exposure to violence How often? Who committed the attack?

Child Abused

Physical Attack (of an
adult)

Sexual assault

Family violence

Stabbing

Gun shots

Someone shot

Drive-by shootings

Seen someone killed
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Now I’m going to ask you some questions about whether or not you have been a victim of different types of
crimes and how often you have been a victim. Have you ever been ...

11.

Exposure to violence How often? Who committed the attack?

Abused as a child

Physically Attacked (as an
adult)

Sexually assaulted

Threatened with a weapon

Stabbed

Shot

I will now ask you some questions about your family members and any involvement they may have had with
criminal activity.

12. Have any of your family members ever used illegal drugs? __ Yes ___No
a. If yes, what is his/her relationship to you?

b. What types of drugs did s/he use?

c. Was s/he ever addicted to drugs? __ Yes __ No
d. Has s/he ever received treatment? __ Yes ___No

13. Have any of your family members ever been addicted to alcohol? _ Yes _ No
a. If yes, what is his/her relationship to you?

b. Has s/he ever received treatment? __ Yes No

14. Have any of your family members ever sold illegal drugs? ___ Yes _ No
a. If yes, what is his/her relationship to you?

b. What types of drugs did s/he sell?

15. Have any of your family members ever been arrested? ___ Yes No
a. If yes, what is his/her relationship to you?

b. What crime(s) was the person(s) arrested for?
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c. Has s/he been in jail or prison? ___ Yes __ No
d. If YES, how many times?

Now I’m going to ask you some questions about you and any involvement you have had with criminal activity.
Please do not tell me of any criminal activities you may plan on committing.

16. Have you ever used drugs? __ Yes __ No

a. If yes, how old were you when you first used drugs?
b. What types of drugs have you used?

c. Have you used drugs in the last 6 months? __ Yes No
d. What type of drugs did you use?

e. How often did you use drugs?

17. Have you ever sold drugs? ___ Yes No

a. If yes, how old were you when you first sold drugs?
b. What types of drugs have you sold?

c. Have you sold drugs in the last 6 months? __ Yes No
d. What type of drugs did you sell?

e. How often do you sell drugs?

18. Have you ever received drug treatment? __ Yes  No
If YES,
a. When?
b. Were you required to participate in drug treatment or did you volunteer to take part in the program?
Required Volunteer

¢. How often were the sessions?

d. How often did you go?
e. How long were the sessions?
f. How long was the whole treatment program?
g. Do you think the treatment was helpful? __ Yes _ No

If YES,
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a. Are you currently receiving treatment? __ Yes _ No

b. Are you required to participate in drug treatment or did you volunteer to take part in the program?
Required Volunteer

c. How often are the sessions?

d. How often do you go?
e. How long are the sessions?
f. How long is the whole treatment program?

g. Do you think the treatment is helpful? ___Yes _ No
19. Have you ever gone to AA or NA meetings? __ Yes ___No
If YES,
a. When?
b. Were you required to participate in AA/NA meetings or did you volunteer to take part in the program?
Required Volunteer
c. How often were the meetings?
d. How often did you go?
e. How long were the sessions?
f. How long were you required or volunteered to go to NA treatment?
IF YES,
a. Are you currently going to AA/NA meetings? __ Yes ___No
b. Are you required to participate in AA/NA meetings or do you volunteer to take part in the program?
Required Volunteer
c. How often are the meetings?
d. How often do you go?
e. How long are the sessions?
f.  How long are you required to or will you volunteer to go to NA treatment?

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

What offense(s) were you charged with that led to your last incarceration? If the offense was a parole
violation, what was the parole violation? What was the original charge?

When were you released from prison? Month day year

How old were you when you were first arrested?
a. (If under 18 years), have you ever been detained at a juvenile correctional facility? _ Yes _ No

How many times have you been arrested as an adult?

How many times have you been incarcerated as an adult?
a. How many times were you incarcerated for parole violations?
b. How many times were you incarcerated for new offenses?

b. If YES, how many times?
c. How old were you when you were first arrested as an adult?
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25. Did you have any money the last time that you were released from prison?
__Yes ___No
If YES, how much?
Where did you get it? (check all that apply and give approximate amount)

___ family ____from the correctional facility
___ friends ___saved from prior incarceration
____prison job ___ Other

26. Since you were released from prison, have you ever tried to ... If yes, did you find it very difficult, somewhat
difficult, or very easy to accomplish this goal?

Goal Very Somewhat | Very easy
difficult difficult

a. restore relationships with
family?

b. restore relationships with
children?

c. regain custody of children?

d. reestablish contact w/ old
friends?

e. be accepted socially?

f. stay alcohol free

g. stay drug free

h. provide yourself with food

I. stay away from criminal
activity

J. avoid a parole violation

k. stay in good health

I. make enough money to
support yourself

m. further your education

n. provide yourself with
adequate housing

o. find a job

p. find a job you enjoy

g. keep a job

27. Do you live in a safe neighborhood? _ Yes ___No
28. Are there people living on your street who belong to a gang?
___Yes ___No ____ldon’t know

29. Are there any types of problems in the neighborhood that you live in? (Probe: drugs, crime) _ Yes
No
If YES, what kind of problems?

30. Are you living in the same neighborhood you lived in before you were last incarcerated?
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Yes No

31. Have you been stopped by the police since you were released on parole?
_Yes ___No
a. If yes, how many times were you stopped?

b. Why were you stopped?

32. Overall, are you satisfied with your progress since your release from prison?
___Yes ___No ____Maybe
a. Why or why not?
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APPENDIX 4: In-Depth Interview Guide
IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDE

Now I would like to continue our interview, but in a different way than we have been doing. Rather than
asking you questions where | want you to choose an answer, now 1’d like for us to be able to have a
conversation about some things in greater detail. In order for us to talk without my taking lots of notes and to
be sure to get everything you say, | will be using the digital recorder during the interview. You may ask me to
turn off the recorder at any time. When | write up the final report of the study I may quote certain things that
you say, but I will not identify you specifically. So is it okay that we keep going with the interview?

1. Can you tell me about the first crime you ever committed?

PROMPTS:

* What crime did you commit?

* How old were you?

* Why did you commit the crime? (i.e. peers, neighborhood, family prob., economic problems,
boyfriend/partner, abuse)

* Did you commit the crime alone or in a group?

2. Have you been involved in gang activity?

PROMPTS:
*If YES, how did you get involved in gang activity?
* How old were you?
* Why did you get involved?
* What kind of activities did you do?
* What, if any, crimes did you commit while in a gang?
*Are you still in a gang?
*If yes, why? If no, why not? How did you get out?
3. Have you used or sold drugs?
*If YES, can you explain why you started using and/or selling drugs?
* How did you get involved with drug activity?
* Can you describe the first incident when you started using drugs?

4. Can you tell me about the first time you were ever ...
- stopped by the police?
- arrested by the police?

PROMPTS:

* What crime were you arrested for?

* Why were you engaging in that criminal activity? (i.e. peers, neighborhood, family prob., economic
problems, boyfriend/partner, abuse)

* What were you thinking about prior to committing this crime?
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Can you tell me about the last time that you were ...
- arrested by the police?
- stopped by the police?

PROMPTS:

* What crime were you arrested for?

* Who was involved?

* Where did the crime happen?

* Why were you engaging in that criminal activity?

* What were you thinking about prior to committing this crime?

Now, we’re going to talk in general about what you remember when you left prison.

5.

Can you describe the first 24 hours you were last out from prison?

PROMPT?
* Who picked you up?
* How did you get to your destination?
* Where did you stay initially?
* Who did you stay with?
* What were some of your thoughts and feelings during that time?
* Did you feel prepared upon your release?
* What did you do in the first few hours you were out?
* Did you celebrate after your release?
*If YES, how did you celebrate?

Who did you spend the most time with when you first got out of prison?

PROMPT:
* What was it like for you to be with her/him/them?

Can you explain some of the obstacles and challenges that you faced when you were released from prison?

PROMPT:
* Can you give specific examples?
* How did you deal with these challenges?

How did you first get set-up with ...

PROMPT:

* Housing? Food? Employment? Substance abuse? Child care? Peer support? Counseling? Mental health
service?

* Were you able to support yourself when you first got out of prison?

*If YES, how did you support yourself?

*If NO, why weren’t you able to support yourself?

* How were you being supported?

* Who informed you about this program?

* What types of needs did you have?

* How did you deal with them?
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9. Are you currently supporting yourself?

PROMPT

*If YES, how are you supporting yourself?

* If working, can you explain how you got the job?
*1f NO, why aren’t you supporting yourself?

* What type of needs do you currently have?

Now, we’re going to talk about some ways you may have broken the law since you
were released from prison. Remember, everything you tell me is confidential and
will not be disclosed to your parole officer or anyone else.

10. Have you committed any crimes since your release from prison?

PROMPT:

*If YES, what crimes have you committed?

* Why did you commit the crime(s)?

* What do you think are the benefits of committing crime(s)?

* What do you think are the costs (sacrifices) of committing crime(s)?
* How often do you engage in criminal activity?

* Do you see yourself stopping your criminal activity in the future?

* What would stop you from committing crimes in the future?

*1f NO, why haven’t you committed any crimes? (Are there other reasons besides returning to prison?)
* What do you think are the benefits of not engaging in crime(s)?

* What do you think are the costs (sacrifices) of not engaging in crime(s)?

* Can you explain how you have managed to avoid engaging in criminal activity?

Now, we’re going to talk about different types of agencies you may be involved with
since your release back into the community. I know that you were involved in the CAGI
reentry initiative.

11. How did you find out about the CAGI reentry program?
PROMPT:

* Can you explain how you got involved?
* Did you want to get involved? Why or why not?

12. What were the programs that you participated in?

Prompt

*What did you actually do?

*How often did you attend these sessions?

* How long did each session last?

* How many weeks or months were you in the program?

13. Did you receive any other type of services?
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Prompt
*What were they?
* How long did you receive the service?

What did you like about the program/services that you received?

Prompt

*Why?

*How was it helpful?

*What, if anything, did you gain from participating in these programs/services?
What did you dislike about the program/services?

Prompt

*Why?

*How was it unhelpful?

*What, if anything, did you lose from participating in these programs/services?

Do you think the programs/service can be improved to make it more helpful?

Prompt
*1f so, in what ways?

Have you taken part in other intervention programs in the past?

Prompt

*If yes, how was the CAGI initiative different than the other services that you received?

Would you recommend the program/service to others?

Prompt
*Why or why not?

Do you have anything else to add?
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APPENDIX 5: Raleigh Police Department Gang Assessment Form

GANG ASSESSMENT FORM
RALEIGH P.D. RESPONSES

Instructions —

The following form contains two separate sections. Front-side (basic measures) is incident-based and back-side (enhanced
measures) is offender-based. Officers are to complete the Basic Measures section of the form for each arrest of an individual who is
identified as a gang member. Determination of gang membership must be in accordance with the departmental definition of “gang”
and “gang membership”. Officers should complete the Enhanced Measures section of the form once per offender. All forms should
be completed in accordance with the protocols and standards discussed in the departmental training session.

Definitions -

1.

“Crime Beat” - patrol beat in which the crime occurs.

2. “Residence Beat” - patrol beat in which the offender lives.
3. “Gang Related Crime” - any crime in which the offender and or the victim is identified as gang member according to the
department’s gang identification criteria.
4. “Gang Motivated” - crime committed in the furtherance of the gang or at the behest of the gang. Motives include, but are not
limited to: initiation, rank promotion, money, punishment and membership desistance.
5. “Tattoo” refers to whether or not the offender displayed gang tattoos at the time of arrest.
6. “Colors” refers to whether or not the offender displayed gang colors at the time of arrest.
GANG MEMBER SUSPECT ARREST ONLY — 16 YEARS OF AGE AND OLDER
OCA# OFC.
Name poB. [/ [/
BASIC MEASURES
1. Offense Type 4.5ex___ 12a. Gang Name
[] Homicide
[] Aggravated Assault 5.Ager b. Gang Set
] Simple assault
[] Domestic assault 6. Time: ____hrs,
[ Burelary / B 13. Residence/Beat Area
[ Rape 7. District: ____
[] Armed Robbery (Outside City = 9999)
] Strong armed robbery 8. Crime Beat: 14. Tattoo: 1-[ JYes [ Nlo
[ Drug offense - 15. Colors: 1-[JYes A No
1 Gun Crime 9a. Directed Motive:  1-[Yes 16. # Present at
[ Other 2-[No
3- [ Undetermined
2.Race:1- [ Asia
2- [ Black 9b. Motive:
3- [latino
4- [ White
5- [ Dther 10. Weapon Present:  1-[ Handgun 4-[ Hands/Feet
(Circle of used) 2-[_Rifle/Shotgun 5-[Dther
3. Date: / / 3-[Knife 6-[ None
(mm/ dd /yyyy)
11. Incident occurred: 1-[_8uring School Day 2-[_bn weekend or School Holiday
Miranda Waived:. Yes No Prior Formi@mpleted:. Yes No
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The following questions are part of an ongoing research project.
Your participation is completely voluntary.
If vou choose to particinate. all resnonses will be kent confidential.

17. High School graduate: 1-[ ] Yes 0[] No 18. Highest year of school completed:
19. Currently attending school: 1-[] Yes 0[No 20. Raised by:  1-[] Two parents
2-[] Single parent
21. Marital status: 1-[ ] Married 2-[] Single 3-[1 Grandparent
4-[] Other
22. Children: 1-[] Yes 9[]No 23. Ever reported for aggression? 1-[] Yes 0[] No
24. Ever bullied or victim of violence in your home or school, or by peers or strangers? 1-[]Yes 0[]No
25. Ever on probation: 1-[ ] Yes  0-[JNo 26. If Yes, # of times:
27. Ever incarcerated: 1-[ ] Yes O[] No 28. If Yes, total # of months incarcerated:
29. Age at first arrest: 30: Total arrests: 31. Age at gang membership:
4 = often 3 = sometimes 4 =strongly agree 3 =agree
2 =seldom 1 =never 2 = disagree 1 = strongly disagree

How often did a parent, stepparent or adult
living in your home:

DIl Subset

30. praise you for good grades i .

37. A person who is not willing to collect

debts by force does not deserve to be

31. praise you for sports achievements ;
repaid

32. help you with homework ]
38. A person who stares at you is
33. swear at you, insult you or put you down challenging you

34. threaten to hit you or throw something at ___39. Hanging out with weak people will hurt

you but didn’t your reputation
35. push, grab, slap or throw something at you 40. The amount of conflict you can handle
shows your strength
36. hit you so hard that you had marks or were
injured
SPECIAL NOTES TO OFFICERS

1) Must be voluntary. For citations, use statement at top of page in requesting participation.
2) If officer provides a verified response to a question, circle the answer.

3) Use conservative numbers if provided with a range of answers.

4) Leave blank if refused to answer question.

5) Back of form is only required for new interviewees.
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APPENDIX 6: Durham and Wake County Prevention Intervention Questionnaire
PREVENTION INTERVENTION QUESTIONNAIRE

People who work with Youth in Durham and Wake Counties need your help to learn how
effective our programs are. We will ask you to complete this survey every six months. It is okay
to skip any question you do not want to answer. No one else will see your answers but the
research team. They want to learn what the group says, not the individual, so do not write your
name.

Instructions: Most questions give you a list of options; you should click or circle the best choice. There
are some questions that require you to type/write in your answers.

What program are you enrolled in?
TEI S.OAR. Steppin’ Up
C.O.RRAL. NC Connected Other? (name)

What was the first day you participated in the program?

What is the date (today) you are completing this form?

1. How old are you? years months

2. When were you born? / /
month  date  year

3. Areyou
a. Male
b. Female

4. What is your race?

White

Black

American Indian

Asian

Hispanic

Other Specify

mP o0 o
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5. Do you live with any of the following persons?
both parents

mother only

father only

mother and stepfather
father and stepmother
grandparent(s)

foster parent(s)

in a group home

other Specify

—SQ P o0 oW

6. Do you have any brothers or sisters?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 8.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 10.)

7. How many brother and /or sisters do you have?
a. Number of brothers
b. Number of sisters

8. How old are they?
a. Your brother(s)? : , : , , , )
b. Your sister(s)? : : : , : , ,

IF YOU CURRENTLY GO TO SCHOOL, CONTINUE. IF NOT IN SCHOOL, SKIP TO 16.

9. What grade are you in?

10. Do you enjoy going to school?
a. Yes
b. No

11. Have you ever missed (skipped) school although your parents/guardians thought you were in class?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 12.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 13.)

12. During the last 6 months, how many times have you missed school for any reason, including
skipping, sick or suspended?

0 times

1-5 times

6-10 times

11-15 times

16-20 times

21-25 times

26-30 times

31 or more times

Se@ o o0 o
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13. Have you ever been suspended from school?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 22.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 24.)

14. How many times in the past 6 months have you been suspended from school?

a. 0times

b. 1-2times

c. 3-4times

d. 5times and over

15. How old were you when you first were suspended from school?
a. 8yearsold or younger

9-10 years old

11-12 years old

13-14 years old

15-16 years old

17 years old or older

~®o0oT

16. Have you ever smoked marijuana?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 14.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 18.)

17. How old were you when you tried marijuana for the first time?
a. 8yearsold or younger

b. 9-10yearsold

c. 11-12yearsold

d. 13-14yearsold

e. 15-16yearsold

f. 17 years old or older
18. During the past 6 months, how many times did you use marijuana?

a. Otimes

b. 1-5times

c. 6-10times

d. 11-15times

e. 16-20times

f. 21-25times

g. 26 timesor more

19. Have you ever used marijuana on school property?
a. Yes (If YES, continue to question 16.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 18.)
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20. During the last 6 months, how many times have you used marijuana on school property?

a. 0times
b. 1-5times
c. 6-10times
d. 11-15times
e. 16-20 times
f. 21-25times
g. 26 timesor more
21. During the last 6 months have you used any of these other drugs?
A. Cocaine
a. Yes (If Yes, how often?)
i. 1-5times
ii. 6-10 times
iii. 11-15times
iv. 16-20 times
v. 21-25times
vi. 26 times or more
b. No

B. Heroine (also called smack, junk, or china)

a. Yes (If Yes, how often?)

i. 1-5times

ii. 6-10 times

iii. 11-15times

iv. 16-20 times

v. 21-25times

vi. 26 times or more
b. No

C. Methamphetamines (also called speed, crystal, crank, or ice)

a. Yes (If Yes, how often?)

i. 1-5times

ii. 6-10 times

iil. 11-15times

iv. 16-20 times

v. 21-25times

vi. 26 times or more
b. No
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D. Ecstasy (also called MDMA)
a. Yes (If Yes, how often?)

i. 1-5times
ii. 6-10 times
iii. 11-15times
iv. 16-20 times
v. 21-25times
vi. 26 times or more

b. No

E. Others /specify
a. How often?
i. 1-5times
ii. 6-10 times
iii. 11-15times
iv. 16-20 times
v. 21-25times
vi. 26 times or more

22. Have you ever sold illegal drugs?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 20.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 21.)

23. In the past 6 months, how many times have you sold illegal drugs?

a. 0times
b. 1-2times
c. 3-5times
d. 6-9times
e. 10-19 times
f. 20 times or more
24. Have you ever carried a weapon, such as a gun, knife, or club?
a. Yes
b. No

25. Have you ever carried a weapon such as a gun, knife, or club to school?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 26.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 27.)

26. A. During the last 6 months, how many days did you carry a gun?
0 days

1 days

2 days

3 days

4 days

5 days or more

0o o0 o
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B. During the last 6 months, how many days did you carry a knife?

a. 0 days

b. 1days

c. 2days

d. 3days

e. 4days

f. 5daysor more

C. During the last 6 months, how many days did you carry a club?

a. 0 days

b. 1days

c. 2days

d. 3days

e. 4days

f. 5days ormore

D. During the last 6 months, how many days did you carry another type of weapon? (Specify
type of weapon )

a. Odays

b. 1days

c. 2days

d. 3days

e. 4days

f. 5daysor more

27. Have you ever drank alcohol such as beer, wine or hard liquor?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 28.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 29.)

28. A. During the last 6 months, on how many occasions have you had beer?

a. 0Otimes

b. 1-2times

c. 3-5times

d. 6-9times

e. 10 times or more

B. During the last 6 months, on how many occasions have you had wine?

a. 0times

b. 1-2times

c. 3-5times

d. 6-9times

e. 10times or more
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29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

C. During the last 6 months, on how many occasions have you had hard liquor?

a. O0times

b. 1-2times

c. 3-5times

d. 6-9times

e. 10 times or more

Have you ever stolen a motor vehicle, such as a car or motorcycle?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 30.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 31.)

In the past 6 months, how many times have you stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle, such as a car
or a motorcycle?

a. 0Otimes

b. 1-2times

c. 3-5times

d. 6 timesormore

Have you ever been arrested?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 32.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 33.)

In the past 6 months, how many times have you been arrested?
a. Otimes
b. 1-2times
c. 3-5times
d. 6 timesor more

Have you ever attacked someone with the intention to harm them?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 34.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 35.)

In the past 6 months, how many times have you attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting
them?

a. 0Otimes

b. 1-2times

c. 3-5times

d. 6 timesor more

Have you ever bullied, taunted, ridiculed, or teased someone?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 36.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 37.)
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

In the past 6 months, how many times have you bullied, taunted, ridiculed, or teased someone?

a. 0times

b. 1-2times

c. 3-5times

d. 6-9times

e. 10-19times

f. 20 times or more

Have you ever cheated in school?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 38.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 39.)

In the last 6 months, | cheated at school

a. All the time
b. Often
c. Sometimes
d. Rarely
e. Never
Have you ever done something dangerous because someone dared you to do it?
a. Yes (If Yes, specify what you have done. )
b. No

Do you ever do “crazy”/risky things even if they are a little dangerous?
a. Yes
b. No

Specify what risky things you have done.

You are looking at the CD's in the music store with a friend. You look up and see her slip a CD under
her coat. She smiles and says "Which one do you want? Go ahead, take it while nobody's around."
There is no one in sight, no employees or other customers. What would you do?
a. TaketheCD
Tell my friend its wrong to steal
Leave the store immediately
Tell my friend to steal if for me
Other / Specify

® o0 o
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43. It is 8:00 on a weeknight and you are about to go over to a friend's house when your mother asks
you where you are going. You say, "Oh, just going to go hang out with some friends." She says, "No,
you'll just get into trouble if you go out. Stay home tonight.” What would you do now?

a

b.
.
d.

Stay home

Sneak out

Try to convince my mom to let me go out
Other/Specify

44, You are visiting another part of town and you do not know any of the people your age there. You

are walking down the street, and some teenager you do not know is walking toward you. He is

about your size, and as he is about to pass you he deliberately bumps into you and you almost lose
your balance. What would you say or do?

a

b.
C.
d.

Bump back at him
Walk away

Fight him
Other/Specify

45. You are at a party at someone's house, and one of your friends offers you a drink containing alcohol.
What would you say or do?

a.

®Poo o

Take the drink

Say no thank you

Tell my friend about the dangers of alcohol
Leave the party

Others / Specify

46. Have you ever have sexual intercourse?

a.
b.

Yes (If Yes, continue to question 47.)
No (If No, skip to question to 49.)

47. Were you physically forced to have sexual intercourse when you did not want to?

a.
b.

Yes
No

48. Were you dared to have intercourse when you did not want to?

a.
b.

Yes
No
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49.

50.

ol.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

In the 6 months, how many times has someone physically attacked you with the idea of seriously
hurting you?

a. O0times
b. 1-2times
c. 3-5times

d. 6 timesor more

Have you ever been slapped or physically hurt by your boyfriend or girlfriend?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 51.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 52.)

During the past 6 months, did your boyfriend or girlfriend ever hit, slap, or physically hurt you on

purpose?
a. Yes
b. No

Do you feel safe at school?
a. Yes
b. No

Do you feel safe at home?
a. Yes
b. No

Do you participate in extra-curricular activities?
a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 55.)
b. No (If No, skip to question 57.)

In the past 6 months, how many times have you participated in school or non-school extra-curricular
activities (for example: sports, school clubs, Boys and Girls Club)?

0 times

1time

2 times

3 times

4 times

5 times or more

~o oo o

What type of activity(ies) did you participate in?

Do you watch television on school days?
a. Yes
b. No

On an average school day, how many hours do you watch TV?
a. 0-1hour
b. 2-3hours
c. 4or hours
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59. Do you participate in voluntary service in your community?

a
b

. Yes
. No

60. In the last 6 months, how many times have you volunteered to do voluntary service?

a.

®o0 o

61. If you vol

a.

P o0 T

62. What typ

0 times

1-2 times

3-5 times

6-9 times

10 times or more

unteered in the last 6 months, what kind of service did you do?
Help the elderly

Help at a shelter or group home

Help with a group in need

Help a person in need

Help on a school project

Other/specify

e(s) of organizations have you volunteered in?

a. Religious (church, synagogue or mosgue)
b. School or educational
c. Health (hospital, urgent care center, doctor’s office)
d. Human service
e. Neighborhood (civic groups, social clubs, social action group)
f.  Youth group or clubs
g. Recreational
h. Environmental
i. Other/specify
63. Do you play sports?
a. Yes
b. No

64. During the past 6 months, on how many sports teams did you play? (Include any teams run by your
school, community groups, or faith-based organization.)

o0 o

0 teams

1 team

2 teams

3 teams

4 teams

5 teams or more

65. Does your school provide the opportunity for you to participate in sports?
a. Yes
b. No
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66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

How would you answer the following statement? “There are a lot of chances for students in my

school to get involved in sports, clubs, and other school activities outside of class.”
a. Strongly Agree

Slightly Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Strongly Disagree

® o0 o

Do you know of any gang members?
a. Yes
b. No

How many of your 4 best friends have been or are members of a gang?

a. 0
b. 1
c. 2
d 3
e. 4

Do you have family members who are gang members?
a. Yes
b. No

Are there gangs in your neighborhood?
a. Yes
b. No

Are you a member of a gang?
a. Yes
b. No

Have any of your brothers or sisters ever drunk beer?
a. Yes
b. No

Have any of your brothers or sisters ever drunk wine?
a. Yes
b. No

Have any of your brothers or sisters ever drunk hard liquor?
a. Yes
b. No

Have any of your brothers or sisters ever smoked marijuana?
a. Yes
b. No
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76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

Have any of your brothers or sisters ever taken a handgun to school?

a
b

. Yes

. No

Have any of your brothers or sisters ever been expelled from school?

a
b

Do you know of any adults who use marijuana?
. Yes

a
b

How many of the adults who you know personally have used marijuana, crack, cocaine, or other

drugsint

. Yes

. No

. No

he last 6 months?

a.

~Po0oT

0 adults

1-2 adults

3-5 adults

6-9 adults

10-19 adults

20 adults or more

Think of your four best friends. In the 6 last months, how many of them have

a. dropped out of school 0
b. used alcohol 0
c. used drugs 0
d. sold drugs 0
e. carriedagun 0
f. beenarrested 0
g. stolen something 0
Do you know of any gangs in your community?

a. Yes

b. No

Do you know of any gangs in your school?

a. Yes
b. No
Have you ever belonged to a gang?

a. Yes (If Yes, continue to question 84.)

b. No (If No, skip to question 86.)

How old were you when you first joined a gang?

a. 10 years old or younger
b. 11-15yearsold

C.
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85. Are you a member of a gang now?
a. Yes
b. No

86. If you have ever belonged to a gang, did the gang have a name?
a. Yes
b. No

87. Describe what you believe a gang is

TELL US IF YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE WITH THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS.

88. There are adults in my life who are proud of me when | do something well.
a. Agree
b. Disagree

89. There are lots of adults in my life who I could talk to about something important.
a. Agree
b. Disagree

90. How many times have you changed homes since kindergarten?

a. Otimes

b. 1-2times

c. 3-5times

d. 6-9times

e. 10-19times

f. 20 times or more

REGARDING RULES, HOW WQULD YOU RESPOND TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS?

91. lignore rules that get in my way.
a. Yes, lignore rules that get in my way.
b. No, I do not ignore rules even if they get in my way.

92. I do the opposite of what people tell me just to get people angry.
a. Yes, | do the opposite of what people tell me just to get them angry.
b. No, | do not do the opposite of what people tell me just to get them angry.

93. Itis alright to beat up people if they start the fight.
a. Yes, itis alright to beat up people if they start the fight.
b. No, itis not alright to beat up people even if they start the fight.
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94. | think it is okay to take something without asking if you can get away with it.
a. Itisalways okay.

It is often okay.

It is sometimes okay.

Itis rarely okay.

It is never okay.

® o0 o
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