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1. Introduction
In 2004, Oakland voters approved Measure Y, the Violence Prevention & Public Safety Act.
Measure Y increased property taxes and parking fees to fund violence prevention programs,
police and fire services. Measure Y revenues support various public safety personnel, including
Problem-Solving Officers (PSOs) who provide community policing in Oakland neighborhoods;
school-safety officers who focus on truancy enforcement and school safety; a new crimereduction team (CRT) that responds to criminal activities citywide; and additional Special
Victims Unit officers for domestic-violence and child-abuse intervention programs.
Measure Y also funds a wide range of community programs designed to prevent teenagers and
young adults from engaging in criminal activity. Some of these programs are aimed at deterring
youth who have never committed a crime; others focus on individuals who are on probation or
who are returning from prison and are at risk of committing further crimes.
Measure Y also sets aside tax proceeds for an independent evaluation of the funded programs.
Berkeley Policy Associates (BPA), an Oakland-based social policy research firm, and its
subcontractor, the RAND Corporation, have conducted the first two years of the 10-year
evaluation of Measure Y programs. This report is the second year report on the outcomes of the
participants in the Measure Y funded violence prevention grant-funded programs, all of which
are supervised by the City of Oakland’s Department of Human Services (DHS). The RAND
Corporation will submit an evaluation of the community policing programs under separate cover
later this year. Beginning in October 2008, the evaluation has been transitioned to Resource
Development Associates (RDA) of Lafayette, Calif.
Measure Y Services
Measure Y violence prevention programs are organized into seven strategies: Diversion and
Prison Reentry, Employment and Training, Family Violence and Mental Health Services, Gang
Intervention and Prevention, School Based Prevention, Violent Incident Response, and Youth
Outreach and Comprehensive Services. Each of the seven strategies uses a common logic model,
and each strategy includes one or more of 15 programs. The programs are coordinated around a
set of integrated services focusing on a specific aspect of youth violence prevention. A group of
22 community-based organizations and government agencies, the grantees, implement and
operate the Measure Y programs. In some cases, a single grantee operates more than one
program; in other cases, a single program may be managed by one or more grantees. Figure 1
lists all strategies, programs and grantees.
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Figure 1
Measure Y Violence Prevention Strategies, Programs and Grantees
Strategies and Programs

Grantees

Diversion and Prison Reentry
Project Choice
Provides intensive and comprehensive case management to
ex-offenders
Pathways to Change
Provides intensive case management to youth on probation.
Restorative Justice
Trains community members to provide alternative conflict
resolution
Employment and Training
After-school Jobs and Summer Employment
Provides at-risk youth with job readiness and employment
skills training
Family Violence and Mental Health Services
Family Violence Advocacy
Intervenes to reduce the negative effects of domestic
violence on children and youth
Mental Health Services
Provides mental health services to children and youth
exposed to domestic violence
Youth Support Groups
Supports older youth exposed to violence, including sexual
exploitation and domestic violence

The Allen Temple Economic Development Corp.
America Works
The Mentoring Center
Volunteers of America, Bay Area
Attitudinal Healing Connection, Inc.

Bay Area Video Coalition
Youth Employment Partnership
Youth Radio

Family Justice Center
Family Violence Law Center

Gang Intervention and Prevention
Gang Intervention/Prevention Projects
Oakland Unified School District
Helps young people in, or at risk of attachment to, gangs, and
Office of Alternative Education
teaches parents of school-age children how to keep their
Project Re-Connect
children out of gangs
Violent Incident Response
Violent Incident Response
Alameda County Health Care Services
Provides services to the victims of shootings and homicides, Agency/Catholic Charities of the East Bay
and to their families
Youth ALIVE!
Youth Outreach and Comprehensive Services
Street Outreach
Intervenes with community-based mentoring, case
management, and supportive services
City–County Neighborhood Initiative
Conducts community building and empowerment
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors
Connects these youth to supportive services and safe
environments
Sports and Recreation
Intervenes with recreation activities

Alameda County Interagency Children's Policy (IPC)
Oakland City-County Neighborhood Initiative
East Bay Agency for Children
East Bay Asian Youth Center
Leadership Excellence
Office of Parks and Recreation
Sports4Kids; Youth ALIVE!; Youth UpRising
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Grantees

School Based Prevention
Safe Passages/OUR Kids Middle School Model
Provides assessment, case management, and supportive
services to Oakland middle school students
2nd Step Violence Prevention Curriculum & Middle
School Peer Conflict Resolution
Teaches skills to reduce conflict, behavioral problems, and
suspensions in Oakland schools

Alameda County Health Care Services Agency
Oakland Unified School District

Evaluation Approach
The objective of the analyses presented in this report is to measure the impacts of Measure Y
interventions on the outcomes of program participants. Earlier in the grant cycle, the Measure Y
grantees, the City’s Department of Human Services, and the evaluation team developed logic
models that defined relevant outcome measures for each program strategy. While many outcome
measures vary from strategy to strategy, some outcomes are key to the success of several
strategies, particularly the short-term outcomes of suspension, truancy, and recidivism. These
outcomes constitute the primary focus of this year’s outcome report. In this report we will often
refer back to the interim report we submitted to the City of Oakland in May 2008 (Smith et al.,
2008). The analyses presented here expand or update findings presented in that interim report.
Chapter 5 summarizes a number of program-reported outcome measures that were presented in
the interim report but which we did not re-analyze for the present report. We expect that RDA
researchers will update these program-reported findings in one of their upcoming evaluation
reports. We also expect that future Measure Y evaluation reports will present longer-term followup data covering the same set of outcomes presented in this report for longer time periods and for
multiple cohorts of Measure Y participants.1
Data Collection
In order to examine the primary outcomes of interest for this report, that is, suspension, truancy,
and recidivism, we matched the records of Measure Y program participants to records provided
by the Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) and the Alameda County Probation Department
(Probation). The latter department provided data on juvenile offenders and on adult parolees. In
our analyses we also included Measure Y participation data, to identify individual Measure Y
participants and to estimate relationships between the number of hours of service receipt and the
various outcome measures.
The data from the OUSD cover suspensions and truancy in the 2005-06 and 2006-07 school
years. The data from probation include arrests made in 2006 and 2007 for juvenile offenders and
arrests made in 2006, 2007, and the first half of 2008 for adult parolees.

1

In preparation for this report we requested updated Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) data so that we could
analyze a second year of outcome data for OUSD students. Unfortunately, we did not receive these data in time for
inclusion in this report.
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Data Analysis
For our analyses of the OUSD data and the youth probation data, we were able to match Measure
Y participants to nonparticipant youth in the same data systems. With these matches we are able
to estimate the net impact of Measure Y-funded programs on the relevant outcomes in these data
systems. In addition to matching Measure Y participants to an appropriate comparison sample
we used regression analysis in an attempt to remove bias due to inherent differences between
participants and nonparticipants on measured background characteristics. However, even with
those statistical procedures it is possible that our estimates of the impacts of Measure Y are
biased because our data do not cover all relevant background characteristics of the sample
members and mismatches on unmeasured characteristics (such as motivation and aptitude) could
still occur.
For our analysis of the adult parole data, our data were limited to parolees who participated in
Measure Y programs. As a result, we were unable to compare adult parole outcomes to Measure
Y non-participants. Because of this limitation, the analyses of adult parole data are strictly
descriptive in nature and do not estimate an impact of Measure Y.
Lastly, it is important to acknowledge that the sample sizes in many of the analyses presented in
this report are very small, especially for individual Measure Y programs, many of which do not
serve a large number of participants at any given time. This may cause some of the estimated
impact findings to be unreliable. Using the same approach across multiple years of outcome data
would likely improve this. We therefore encourage the City of Oakland and RDA to continue
these outcome analyses in the future and to accumulate outcomes for several years of
participation before making major policy decisions based on these outcome data.
Organization of this Report
Chapter 2 discusses Measure Y impacts on school-age youth as measured with OUSD data.
Chapter 3 presents impacts on youth probation outcomes using the probation data. Chapter 4
discusses findings from the adult parolee data. Chapter 5 summarizes additional descriptive data
analyses from the interim report. Chapter 6 presents conclusions and offers recommendations.
Additional descriptive findings for individual Measure Y programs can be found in Smith et al.
(2008).
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2. Outcomes for Students in the Oakland Unified School District
A substantial number of OUSD students are served by Measure Y programs or services, either
within their schools, through school-based prevention programs such as the Safe Passages/OUR
Kids Middle School Model or through out-of-school programs such as Youth Radio or YEP. To
assess the impact of the Measure Y programs on outcomes for OUSD students we focused on
students who had been suspended or had been truant at any time during the 2005-06 school year.
Table 1 shows the number of suspended students who were served by Measure Y-funded
programs.2 For these students we analyzed data for the subsequent school year (2006-07) to
determine whether they were less likely to be suspended again, provided that they were in 9th,
10th, or 11th grade in 2005/06.3 This subsample included 332 Measure Y participants. We
separately analyzed whether they were suspended for any reason or suspended for violence.
Table 1
OUSD students suspended in 2005/06
and served by Measure Y programs
Agency Name
N
East Bay Agency for Children
24
East Bay Asian Youth Center
21
Leadership Excellence
121
Sports 4 Kids
49
Pathways to Change
55
OUSD gang prevention
47
Youth ALIVE!
47
Youth Radio
26
Youth Employment Partnership
41
Youth UpRising
26
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors
24
Total
481
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and OUSD suspension data.

Of these students, only 9.3 percent were suspended again in 2006-07, which represents a
dramatic year-over-year reduction in suspensions. To approximate how these students might
have done without participating in Measure Y, we compared the outcomes for these 332 Measure
Y participants with 483 OUSD students who also were suspended in 2005-06, but did not
participate in Measure Y programs. This comparison group was limited to the same grades as
those served by Measure Y programs. We found that 13.7 percent of these students who were not
in Measure Y programs were suspended again. The 4.4 percentage point difference between
Measure Y participants and non-Measure Y students is statistically significant (p=0.05).

2

We were not able to match data on participants in all Measure Y programs to the data provided by OUSD.
Therefore, there are more OUSD students served by Measure Y programs than shown in this table.
3
A handful of Measure Y participants were in 8th grade in 2005/06. We omitted these students from the analysis
because they likely were not a representative subsample of 8th grade suspended students who were not in Measure Y
programs. We excluded 12th grade students because we would not have been able to observe any suspensions or
other school outcomes for them in the 2006/07 school year.
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Figure 2 shows the difference in repeat suspensions between Measure Y participants and
nonparticipants for our full analysis sample. Table 2 shows how repeat suspension rates compare
for the individual programs included in Table 1.4
Figure 2
Rate of Resuspension by Measure Y Program Participants

Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and OUSD suspension data.

Table 2
2007 OUSD Suspension Rates by Measure Y Program
Agency Name
Rate
East Bay Agency for Children
0%
East Bay Asian Youth Center
9.5%
Leadership Excellence
7.4%
Sports 4 Kids
8.2%
Pathways to Change
14.5%
OUSD gang prevention
4.3%
Youth ALIVE!
2.1%
Youth Radio
2.4%
Youth Employment Partnership
7.7%
Youth UpRising
3.8%
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors
n/a
Sample size
332
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and OUSD suspension data.
Note: These figures do not include students who were in 12th grade in 2005/06.

A different way to examine this outcome is to look at the number of suspensions that each
suspended student experiences. Looking at the outcome this way, the large majority of
4

Given the small sample sizes in the individual programs, we did not attempt to create OUSD comparison groups
for each of the individual programs. However, the consistent pattern of reduced suspension rates across the
individual programs suggests that Measure Y-funded programs had consistent beneficial impacts on this outcome.
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suspended OUSD students (90 percent) reduced their number of suspensions from one year to
the next. However, this proportion was higher still for Measure Y participants, 93.4 percent of
whom had fewer suspensions in 2006-07 than they did in the preceding school year. (This
difference was not statistically significant).
Violent suspensions exhibit a similar pattern. As shown in Figure 2 and Table 3, Measure Y
participants were less likely than other OUSD students to be suspended again for a violent
offense. However, these differences were not statistically significant. The overall rate of violent
suspensions was very low: 3.5 percent of non-Measure Y students in the sample experienced one
and 3.0 percent of Measure Y participants did.
Figure 2
Rate of Re-suspension for Violent Activities
by Measure Y Program Participants

Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and OUSD suspension data.

Table 3
2007 OUSD Suspension Rates for Violent Activities
by Measure Y Program
Agency Name
East Bay Agency for Children
East Bay Asian Youth Center
Leadership Excellence
Sports 4 Kids
Pathways to Change
OUSD gang prevention
Youth ALIVE!
Youth Radio
Youth Employment Partnership
Youth UpRising
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors
Sample size
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0%
4.8%
2.5%
0%
3.6%
2.1%
2.1%
0%
3.8%
3.8%
n/a
332
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Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and OUSD suspension data.
Note: These figures do not include students who were in 12th grade in 2005/06.

A second outcome we explored is truancy. For this analysis, we matched OUSD attendance
records for 2005-06 and 2006-07 to Measure Y service data using the service recipients’ OUSD
identification numbers. Truancy, as defined by OUSD, is when a student has three or more
unexcused absences per school year. Similar to our analysis of suspensions, we limited our
analysis of truancy to students who had at least three unexcused absences in the 2005-06 school
year. This sample included 100 Measure Y participants (shown in Table 2) and a comparison
group of OUSD students who did not participate in Measure Y programs.
Table 4
OUSD students considered truant in 2005/06
and served by Measure Y programs
Agency Name
East Bay Agency for Children

n
8

East Bay Asian Youth Center

3

Leadership Excellence

11

Sports 4 Kids

13

Pathways to Change

20

OUSD gang prevention

15

Youth ALIVE

15

Youth Radio

12

3
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and OUSD suspension data.
Note: These figures do not include students who were in 12th grade in 2005/06.

Among students who were truant in 2005-06, Measure Y participants were less likely to be truant
in 2006-07 than other OUSD students (p<.01) and had fewer unexcused or unverified absences
in 2006-07 (p<.01).
Overall absence rates (including excused, non-truant absences) exhibit a similar pattern. Of
these students, only 16 percent of Measure Y service recipients were absent for any reason in
2006-07, compared with 22 percent of their non-Measure Y peers. This difference is substantial
and highly statistically significant (p<.01). Further, Measure Y service recipients only had an
average of 4 absences in 2006-07, compared with an average of 8 absences for their nonMeasure Y peers. Again, this difference is highly statistically significant (p<.01).
As shown in Table 3, when broken out by specific program, fewer than a third of formerly truant
students in Measure Y programs were truant again in 2006-07.
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Table 5
Truancy rates among OUSD students considered truant in 2005/06
and served by Measure Y programs
Agency Name

% of students
truant in both 0607
and 0506

East Bay Asian Youth Center

33%

Sports 4 Kids

23%

OUSD gang prevention

20%

Youth ALIVE

20%

Leadership Excellence

18%

Youth Radio

17%

East Bay Agency for Children

13%

Pathways to Change

5%

Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors

0%

We also used regression analysis to find that greater participation (more hours of service) was
associated with lower overall absence and truancy rates. For students who were truant in 0506,
we find that every 10 hours of individual services was associated with a 5 percent decrease in the
likelihood that a participant would be absent in 2006/07 (p<.01) and a 4.2 percent decrease in the
likelihood that a participant would be truant in 2006/07 (p<.01). Group participation also has a
smaller but significant impact; every 10 hours of group services were was associated with a 2.3
percent decrease in the likelihood that a participant would be absent in 2006/07 (p<.01) and a 1.8
percent decrease in the likelihood that a participant would be truant in 2006/07 (p<.01).
Looking at all students, we find that every 10 hours of individual services was associated with a
2.7 percent decrease in the likelihood that a participant would be truant in 2006/07 (p<.01).
Again, group participation also has a smaller but significant impact; every 10 hours of group
services was associated with a 2 percent decrease in the likelihood that a participant would be
truant in 2006/07(p<.01). Controlling for the rate of 0506 truancy, every 10 hours of individual
services was associated with a 2.8 percent decrease in the likelihood that a participant would be
truant in 2006/07 (p<.01) and every 10 hours of group services was associated with a 2.2 percent
decrease in the likelihood that a participant would be truant in 2006/07 (p<.01).
Even though these results are based only a single year of OUSD outcome data and cover only
two relatively narrow outcome domains, they provide compelling evidence that Measure Y
programs serving OUSD students positively benefit their school outcomes. We recommend that
future evaluation reports include longer-term analyses of OUSD outcomes, including academic
outcomes such as California Standards (CST) test scores and measures of grade progression.
Such analyses should also employ student background data to further minimize possible
differences between Measure Y program participants and other students.

www.berkeleypolicyassociates.com

9

Draft for Internal Review by the City of Oakland

Measure Y Final Report Draft

3. Outcomes for Juvenile Offenders
Measure Y programs also serve juvenile offenders who may be referred to these programs by the
Alameda County Probation Department. The primary purpose of the programs serving these
juvenile offenders is to prevent recidivism among these youth and help them find more
productive and positive ways to spend their time. To evaluate the performance of the Measure Y
programs in that regard, we conducted an analysis of 2006 and 2007 data from the Alameda
County Probation Department.
In our Interim Report our preliminary analysis found relatively high re-arrest rates for Measure Y
participants. High arrest rates among juvenile offender population are not entirely surprising.
More than half of the juveniles released from prison are re-arrested within the first year alone,
with half of those arrests leading to convictions (Wilson et al., 2007). Nonetheless, it was
unexpected that our preliminary analyses found that re-arrest rates among participants in
Measure Y programs were higher than those for offenders who did not participate in Measure Y
programs. We suspected that Measure Y participants may have been arrested for more significant
offenses than their counterparts who did not participate in Measure Y-funded programs. This
would be consistent with the funded programs’ mandate to reach out to those most in need of
program services.
Thus, to improve our estimates of the impacts of Measure Y’s programs on juvenile justice
outcomes we used a matching algorithm that matched 91 Measure Y clients with juvenile
offenses in 2006 to 85 similar youth with an identical pattern of offenses. In this match,
individual offenders were matched with other youth on sex, year of birth, ethnicity, and the exact
month of their last offense in eight difference offense categories.5 Thus, for example, a Measure
Y participant who was last arrested in February 2006 for a robbery and in April 2006 for a drug
offense was matched to someone with the same gender, ethnic background, and year of birth and
the same two offenses in the same two months.6 We believe that such a matching procedure
produces a very close match of Measure Y program participants to nonparticipants.
The 2006 distribution of offenses for these Measure Y youth and their distribution across
Measure Y programs are shown in tables 6 and 7, respectively.

5

These categories are: Alcohol & Drugs, Burglary, Theft, Robbery, Assault & Battery, Prostitution-related offenses,
Vandalism, and Parole Violations.
6
We considered using a propensity score-matching algorithm instead of these exact matches, but decided to take
advantage of the large number of potential comparison group members to make exact matches instead. Since the
propensity score matching technique would have used the same background and 2006 offense variables, there would
have been no gain in match quality over making exact matches instead.

www.berkeleypolicyassociates.com

10

Draft for Internal Review by the City of Oakland

Measure Y Final Report Draft

Table 6
Juvenile Offenders in Measure Y Programs:
2006 Offense Categories
Offense Category
Rate
Any offense
100%
Any violent offense
42.9%
Assault and Battery
6.6%
Robbery
16.5%
Theft
13.2%
Alcohol or Drugs
40.7%
Burglary
11.0%
Vandalism
4.4%
Prostitution-related offense
11.0%
Parole violation
31.9%
Sample size
91
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and Alameda County Probation data.

Table 7
2006 Juvenile Offenders in Measure Y Programs
Program Name
N
The Mentoring Center (Pathways to
44
Change)
Youth ALIVE!
10
Youth ALIVE! Highland Hospital
4
East Bay Asian Youth Center
17
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors
35
Youth Employment Program
6
Youth UpRising
5
Sample size
121
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and Alameda County Probation data.

The impact estimates shown in Table 8 compare the incidence of 2007 offenses for the Measure
Y participants in Table 7 with that of their matched counterparts. Overall, 90.1 percent of all
Measure Y participants recorded another offense, compared with 88.7 percent of the comparison
sample. The difference was not statistically significant. Almost 2 out of 5 Measure Y participants
in the sample were arrested for a violent crime. Among these, robbery was the most common
offense, at 17.6 percent.
Since participants and comparison group members were matched exactly on their offense
patterns and available demographic background variables, we used simple t-tests to assess the
significance of the differences in outcomes between those who participated in Measure Y
programs and those who did not. The table shows that Measure Y did not have statistically
significant impacts on any of the measured categories of offenses in 2007. Given these patterns
of impact estimates we did not pursue further breakdowns of the sample by Measure Y program
or detailed offense category. The analysis sample does not have sufficient statistical power to
allow for such further breakdowns. It is likely that future analyses, which could incorporate
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multiple years of data for many more Measure Y participants, will yield more statistically
powerful results.
Table 8
A comparison of re-arrest rates for Measure Y participants and a
Matched Sample of Non-Participants
Measure Y Comparison Difference p-value
Offense Category
participants Sample
Any offense
90.1%
88.7%
1.4%
0.95
Any violent offense
38.5%
37.7%
0.8%
0.93
Assault and battery
8.8%
7.5%
1.3%
0.80
Robbery
17.6%
17.0%
0.6%
0.93
Theft
7.7%
9.4%
-1.7%
0.72
Alcohol or drugs
34.1%
43.4%
-9.3%
0.27
Burglary
5.5%
9.4%
-3.9%
0.37
Vandalism
8.8%
7.5%
1.3%
0.80
Prostitution
7.7%
9.4%
-1.7%
0.72
Sample size
91
85
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and Alameda County Probation data.
Note: The p-value indicates the likelihood that the difference is due to chance. None of the
differences presented in this table are statistically significant.

In Table 9, we show the overall 2007 offense rate and the rate of violent offenses for the
individual Measure Y programs. Please note that the results may be sensitive to the small
samples underlying them.
Table 9
2007 Arrest Rates and Violent Arrest Rates for
Measure Y Program Participants by Program
Any violent
Program Name
Any offense
offense
The Mentoring Center (Pathways to Change)
70.5%
38.6%
Youth ALIVE!
50.0%
10.0%
Youth ALIVE! Highland Hospital
50.0%
0%
East Bay Asian Youth Center
76.5%
35.3%
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors
65.7%
25.7%
Youth Employment Program
66.7%
33.3%
Youth UpRising
80.0%
40.0%
Sample size
121
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and Alameda County Probation data.

The findings from our analysis of juvenile offense data contrast with the more positive findings
presented on OUSD students in the previous section. While the Measure Y programs appeared to
have beneficial impacts on the pertinent outcomes of OUSD students, the programs seemed
unable to reduce recidivism among youth offenders. An interesting aspect of these analyses is
that some Measure Y-funded programs are featured in both of these outcome analyses. Thus, it is
possible that the same program had positive impacts on OUSD students while at the same time
being ineffective with youth offenders and it is even possible that some of the same participants
were included in both analyses, something we did not verify.
www.berkeleypolicyassociates.com
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The difference in the apparent effectiveness of the Measure Y programs with these two distinct
groups of at-risk youth (those suspended in school or truant compared to those arrested) may
result from the inherent differences in the underlying characteristics and needs of these two
groups of Measure Y participants. Specifically, while juvenile offenders may share many of the
same underlying risk factors as the larger population of at-risk youth targeted by Measure Y,
their maladaptive behaviors may have become more entrenched, possibly requiring different and
more intensive interventions. The extant literature on serving youth offenders appears to support
this notion.
Another important difference between the two separate outcome analyses presented thus far is
that juvenile offenders on probation have access to many services targeted specifically at them,
including those provided by the Probation Department itself. Those services are available to
Measure Y participants as well as nonparticipants among juvenile offenders and may cause the
net service differential for those in Measure Y programs to be limited, especially if the programs
are not particularly intensive. For OUSD students in after-school or summer programs like Youth
Radio or YEP, the net difference those programs make compared to what nonparticipating
students experience is likely more pronounced.
Lastly, it is possible that the apparent positive impact of the programs on outcomes for OUSD
students are partially explained by self-selection of the participants. We did not study the process
through which youth join the programs but it is possible that an OUSD student with a prior
suspension or a truancy problem who is referred to a Measure Y-funded after school program is
more likely to ignore such a referral than a juvenile offender who is referred to a similar program
by his or her probation officer. If that were the case, those who do show up and participate
among the former group would be relatively more motivated than those in the latter group, which
might at least partially explain why their outcomes look so much better.

www.berkeleypolicyassociates.com

13

Draft for Internal Review by the City of Oakland

Measure Y Final Report Draft

4. Outcomes for Young Adult Parolees
Over the last two decades, the prison and jail population in the country has increased at an
alarming rate. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the number of individuals held in
federal and state prisons and local jails at any one time has nearly tripled from about 0.7 million
in 1985, to 1.1 million in 1990, to 2.1 million in 2004 (U.S. Department of Justice 2004). Young
adult offenders recidivism rates are high—within three years of leaving prison, two-thirds of
former prisoners are re-arrested and half are returned to prison (Wilson et al., 2007). To mitigate
recidivism among young adults, re-entry programs require behavioral modification services, such
as conflict resolution and anger management, and skill building, such as employment and social
skill development. They also require tangible supports such as housing, drug treatment and
mental health supports.
The challenge of promoting successful prisoner re-entry
Education and vocational and job readiness training and placement are important components of
the Measure Y reentry strategy. The effect of employment on criminal behaviors in adult
populations has been widely investigated by researchers from various disciplines and
perspectives. Empirical findings using both individual and macro level data seem to suggest an
inverse relationship between work and crime among adults (Sampson 1993). High
unemployment and job instability are associated with higher rates of individuals engaging in
criminal activity, and low legitimate earnings prospects are associated with higher levels of
illegal activities. However, estimates of the effect of employment on crime reduction have not
always been significant or consistent across different types of crime or different workopportunity measures. Furthermore, the negative relationship between employment and crime
itself does not preclude the importance of addressing concurrent factors, which might undermine
the potential positive impacts of employment.7 While employment is viewed as critical for
decreasing recidivism among ex-offenders, Measure Y re-entry programs typically offer a wide
array of services to address multiple factors, such as substance abuse and character and life skills
development. Those factors are seen as directly impacting illegal behavior as well as indirectly
affecting achievement of employment success. Recognizing the importance of supportive
services in reducing recidivism, the Measure Y funded services address a variety of mediating
factors that prove to be obstacles ex-offenders face in reintegration.
Returning prisoners are often unprepared to enter the labor market in terms of their education
and work experience. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, 41 percent of inmates in state
and federal prisons and local jails, and 31 percent of those on probation in 1997, had not
completed high school or attained a GED, compared to 18 percent of the general population over
age 18. A significant proportion of prisoners also did not work prior to incarceration. For
example, 22 percent of those with less than a high school diploma and 15 percent of those with a
high school diploma or GED were unemployed at the time of incarceration, compared to
unemployment rates of 8 percent among those over age 24 without a high school diploma and 4
percent for high school graduates in the general population (Harlow, 2003). Even among those
7

Examples of concurrent factors include abusive use of alcohol and drugs, inadequate availability of stable housing,
illiteracy and poor educational attainment, poverty and financial hardship, and a lack of moral support and
mentorship.
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working prior to incarceration, attachment to the formal labor market was not strong (Bushway,
2003) The relatively low level of education and prior employment among prisoners means that
many of the individuals targeted by Measure Y reentry services are likely to have significant
deficits to overcome in terms of their education, workforce preparedness, and work experience.
Moreover, in California—which has the largest prison population in the country and accounts for
nearly a quarter of the nation's state prison releases—less than a quarter of those being released
are estimated to have received education or vocational training while incarcerated (Petersilla
2000).
Research on work programs for disadvantaged youth and ex-offenders also suggests that a
unique focus on improving employment outcomes is not sufficient to help ex-offenders stay
away from criminal activity (Bushway 2003). In fact, employment programs may be helpful
primarily to those ex-offenders who are motivated to turn their lives around, with an implication
that employment in itself does not always bring about a change in behavior (and reduced
recidivism), but is a result of the fundamental change in the intentions and attitudes of individual
prisoners and parolees (Solomon et al., 2004). From this perspective, re-entry programs will be
effective so far as they can positively influence and support the motivation of their participants
as well as their opportunities for education and employment.8 In other words, it is important that
reentry programs have a strong focus on motivating individuals to change their lives, rather than
just providing skills and jobs.
Substance abuse, mental illness, learning disabilities, and communicable diseases are all more
prevalent among prisoners than among the general population. For example, 70 percent of
inmates in state prisons were regular drug users prior to incarceration; 2-3 percent have AIDS or
are HIV-positive; 21 percent have a physical or mental condition that limits their ability to work;
11 percent reported having had an overnight stay at psychiatric hospital; and 19 percent reported
having taken prescribed medication for emotional problems (Mumola, 1999). About 10 percent
of inmates also report having learning disabilities, which not only contribute to the lower levels
of educational achievement found among ex-offenders, but also pose a challenge for learning
new skills and being successful on the job (Freeman 2003). These impairments, left unaddressed,
are likely to undermine the ability of a returning prisoner to make changes in his or her lifestyle
and may explain the limited impacts that are often found for prisoner reentry programs.
Data on Recidivism
At the time of our Interim Report, data on young adult parolees were not available for analysis.
For this report, the Department of Human Services (DHS) was able to obtain parolee data for
Measure Y program participants. The Alameda County Probation Department provided DHS
with parole data for 273 Measure Y participants. DHS added Cityspan ID numbers for these
service recipients, and we have merged that data set with Cityspan service data provided to BPA
in March 2008 to analyze the impact of service receipt (and number of hours of service received)
on recidivism rates. This analysis is limited to outcomes for service recipients who were arrested
in 2006, to create a group with a common pre-service risk (similar to our analysis of youth
offenders). This final group includes 169 Measure Y service recipients who (according to
Cityspan) received services from the following agencies:
8

Alternatively, "successful" programs would screen for those who are motivated and buy into the program at the
time of intake, which may be regarded as screening for the best applicants, and weeding out those not motivated by
allowing them to drop out.
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Table 10
2006 Juvenile Offenders in Measure Y Programs
Program Name
N
Allen Temple
9
Volunteers of America, Bay Area
64
The Mentoring Center (Project Choice)
96
Sample size
169
Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and Alameda County Probation data.

Parole data include offenses committed for 2006, 2007, and 2008. Cityspan service data only
covers the period from July 2006 through December 2007. Considering Measure Y’s primary
objective of reducing violent crime, we grouped the arrest data to identify arrests for violent
offenses, similar to the analysis presented for juvenile offenders above. For the purpose of this
analysis, we included murder, robbery, battery, assault, rape, burglary and carjacking among
violent offenses.9
No demographic information was included in either the parole data or the Cityspan data and all
records covered only Measure Y service recipients, so the only breakdown offered here is by
agency. Presumably, because these offenders are coming from all-male correctional facilities and
entering a program for young adults, we can assume that all are male and roughly between the
ages of 18-25.
Analysis of parole data for adult service recipients of Measure Y programs reveals that:





Slightly more than half (57 percent) of participants arrested in 2006 were re-arrested in
2007. This finding is consistent across the three agencies.
Violent arrest rates decreased after receipt of services. In 2006, 27 percent of those
arrested were arrested for violent offenses. In 2007, only 10 percent of these original
2006 offenders were arrested for violent offenses. For the first half of 2008, this
percentage dropped again to 7 percent; however, this figure is not based on a full year of
arrest data. This finding is also consistent among individual agencies.
For every hour of individual services received by 2006 offenders, there is a small drop in
the likelihood of re-arrest in 2007. However, this decrease is very small, and no similar
statistically significant relationship could be found for 2008 recidivism, violent
recidivism in either year, or receipt of group services.

Recidivism rates are summarized below. In 2006, 169 service recipients were arrested, 27
percent of whom were arrested for violent offenses. From this initial group, 57 percent were rearrested in 2007, and 10 percent were arrested for violent offenses. In the first half of 2008, 38
percent of the original 2006 offenders were re-arrested, and 7 percent were arrested for violent
offenses. When we look just at those offenders who were arrested in both 2006 and 2007,
however, 2008 recidivism rates are slightly higher: 64 percent were re-arrested and 11 percent
were re-arrested for a violent offense.

9

This is not entirely comparable to the breakdown presented for juvenile offenders above. For those offenders we
had a much more detailed breakdown of offense categories, which enabled us to include among violent offenses
incidents such as brandishing a firearm in school.
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Figure 3
Rate of Recidivism for 2006 Adult Offenders Served by
Measure Y-Funded Programs

Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and Alameda County Probation data.

Figure 4
Violent Offenses as a Percentage of Total Offenses

Source: BPA Calculations from Measure Y participation and Alameda County Probation data.

Violent crime rates have thus declined from the baseline year and arrest rates overall have also
declined. At the agency level, trends are similar—recidivism rates are lower in the first half of
2008 than in 2007, and the percentage of 2006 offenders arrested for violent crimes also
decreases over time.
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We also ran regressions to identify whether there is a dosage effect for Measure Y services for
2006 offenders and found that there are very small impacts for individual services, and only in
2007. For every hour of individual services received, there is a .36 percent decrease in the
likelihood of being re-arrested in 2007; while small, this decrease is statistically significant
(p<.05). There is no statistically significant relationship between (1) hours of individual services
received and likelihood of recidivism in 2008, (2) hours of group services received and
likelihood of recidivism in either 2007 or 2008, or (3) hours of either group or individual
services received and likelihood of re-arrest for a violent crime, in either 2007 or 2008,
controlling for prior violent arrest.
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5. Other Selected Findings from the Interim Outcomes Report
This year’s outcome analysis of the Measure Y violence prevention programs largely centered on
the suspension, truancy, and recidivism data provided by OUSD and Probation. Earlier this year,
BPA also collected additional grantee information to supplement these data. DHS provided BPA
with data regarding grantees’ progress toward reaching their contractual service benchmarks and
implemented an online survey of the case managers, counselors, coaches and other front line
workers. BPA reviewed survey data, reports and evaluations on grantee programs that further
demonstrated the impact of their programs and services.
Service Benchmarks
The service benchmarks depict the number of hours of counseling, coaching, and other contact
clients have with the Measure Y programs. Some service benchmarks are in themselves
outcomes, such as the number of ex-offenders placed and retained in employment, or the number
of therapeutic hours of mental health care treatments. The vast majority of funded programs met
or exceeded their contractual benchmarks when we studied them earlier this year.
Table 10
Recorded Number of Participants and Service Hours
Agency
Youth Outreach and Comprehensive Services
Youth ALIVE! Street Caught in the Crossfire
Leadership Excellence (outreach)
Youth Uprising
Youth Uprising (sports)
East Bay Agency for Children
East Bay Agency for Children (mental health)
EBAYC (support groups)
Sports4Kids(sports)
Alameda County Interagency Children's Policy Council
Alameda County Interagency Children's Policy Council (outreach)
East Bay Agency for Children (outreach)
Violence Incident Response
Youth ALIVE! Highland Hospital
Diversion and Prison Reentry
Mentoring Center Project Choice (support groups)
VOA Project Choice (support groups)
VOA Crew Based (employment/work experience hrs)
Mentoring Center Pathways to Change
Employment and Training
Bay Area Video Coalition (job training)
Youth Employment Partnership Intensive Reentry(job training)
Youth Radio
Family Violence and Mental Health
Family Justice Center (mental health)
Family Justice Center (mental health-group sessions)
Family Justice Center (life skills)
Family Violence Law Center (mental health)
Family Violence Law Center (Headstart mental health)
Source: BPA Calculations from Cityspan data.
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Number of
clients

Number of Client
Hours

68
305
58
80
101
29
49
173
73
131
126

1034
1169
701
6518
306
146
2035
6260
884
2262
106

45

1038

42
118
21
133

2380
2312
9088
4448

34
50
54

2467
3264
4289

19
20
18
179
325

134
504
116
991
1164
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Grantee Case Manager Survey
Measure Y grantee staff were surveyed about the individual outcomes of their clients. The
survey was administered through the Cityspan database system. Table 12 below, provides the
total number of surveys completed, the total number of program participants during the time
period between July 2007 and January 2008, and the corresponding survey response rate
(referring to share of program participants in each program for whom outcomes were reported,
not the number of case managers who responded to the survey).
Table 11
Measure Y Grantee Case Manager Survey Response Rates
Grantee
Bay Area Video Coalition
City-County Neighborhood Initiative
East Bay Asian Youth Center
Sports4Kids
Youth Radio
Family Justice Center
Youth UpRising
Alameda County IPC (Sexually Exploited
Minors)
OUSD, Office of Alternative Education
Youth ALIVE!
Leadership Excellence
East Bay Agency for Children
Mentoring Center - Pathways to Change
Youth Employment Partnership
City of Oakland Parks and Recreation
Department
Allen Temple
Mentoring Center - Project Choice
Youth Employment Partnership
America Works
Volunteers of America
Source: BPA Calculations from Cityspan data.

Number of
Surveys

Clients
Served

22
24
41
43
49
53
54

32
143
108
161
49
55
147

55
67
80
94
103
125
120

165
68
109
281
112
131
310

191
42
42
36
82
145

211
155
79
55
230
168

Response
Rate (%)
69
17
38
27
100
96
37
33
99
73
33
92
79
39
91
27
53
65
36
86

For programs for which we analyzed both survey data and OUSD data, the results of the case
manager survey were generally consistent with the analysis of the OUSD administrative data.
Grantee staff for the Youth Outreach and Comprehensive Services strategy, including the
Outreach to Sexually Exploited Minors program, reported that very few of their clients had been
suspended or expelled. Grantee staff for the Diversion and Reentry strategy reported that the
majority of adult clients have been employed since entering a Measure Y-funded program. Case
mangers across all programs reported that the majority of their clients received support services
between July 2007 and January 2008.
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Other Available Information
Where possible, BPA identified and collected additional information from the Measure Y
grantees, including outside evaluations and participant satisfaction surveys. Often this
information was in the form of raw data, which were analyzed and reported in our interim report.
Table 13 below summarizes those additional data.
Table 13
Selected Findings from Other Evaluation Data
Grantee
Allen Temple,
Mentoring Center
(Project Choice)

Description of Materials Received
Project Choice Final Evaluation
Report: Findings from the Program
Years 2002-2006.

The Mentoring
Center (Pathways
to Change)

Safe Passages Outcome Report 2005

Youth
Employment
Partnership

Mayor’s Summer Jobs Program
Survey

Youth Radio
Youth Radio Community Action
Project Satisfaction Surveys

Family Violence
Law Center

OUSD Office of
Alternative

Police Department Domestic
Violence Training Survey

Participant Awareness Training
Survey

Summary of Findings
This HTA, Inc. evaluation found a lower rate of
recidivism among program participants compared to
statewide and other comparable state. Overall,
recidivism rate for Project Choice clients was 45.5
percent during the three-year project period (52.2
percent for the adult division and 40.6 percent for the
juvenile division) as compared to the statewide
recidivism rate of 70 percent among adults and 75
percent among juveniles.
Safe Passages matched non-program delinquent youth
to the Pathways to Change youth based on age, gender,
ethnicity, referral date, and number of prior offenses.
At six months after program participation, both groups
had a recidivism rate of around 36 percent. After 12
months of participation, Pathways to Change youth
had a 45 percent recidivism rate compared to 54.3
percent for the comparison group. Finally, at 18
months, Pathways to Change youth had a 48 percent
recidivism rate compared to a 61.3 percent recidivism
rate for the comparison group
YEP staff surveyed 403 participants in the Mayor’s
Summer Jobs Program. The survey found high levels
of participant satisfaction, lower post-program
frequency of encounters with police. Nearly half of
respondents obtained paid employment after program
participation.
BPA analyzed the results of a post-program survey
administered by Youth Radio staff to 25 youth who
participated in three sessions of the Community Action
Project. Most notably, all respondents reported that
their overall experience at Youth Radio was “good” or
“excellent.”
The Family Violence Law Center surveyed123 trainees
at the conclusion of three different types of training
sessions held by FVLC for the Oakland Police
Department: About 90 percent of respondents reported
having “much greater,” “greater, or “a little greater”
awareness issues of techniques and issues in
responding to domestic violence calls.
The OUSD Office of Alternative Education conducted
surveys of 38 parents and concerned community
members in a two-day gang awareness training held
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Grantee
Education

Youth Alive!
(Caught in the
Crossfire
program)

Description of Materials Received

1.

“Caught in the Crossfire:
The Effects of a Peer-based
Intervention Program for
Violently Injured Youth.”
Journal of Adolescent
Health

2.

Oakland CityCounty
Neighborhood
Initiative

“Benefits of a HospitalBased Peer Intervention
Program for Violently
Injured Youth”. Journal of
the American College of
Surgeons
Sobrante Park Resident Survey

Sports4Kids

Sports4Kids Principal and Teacher
Survey

Youth UpRising

Summary of 2007 Youth Survey
Results

Alameda County
Health Care
Services Agency
(OUR KIDS
program)

OUR KIDS Process and Outcome
Evaluation

Oakland Unified
School District
(Second Step
Curriculum)

OUSD Satisfaction Surveys

Measure Y Final Report Draft

Summary of Findings
January 2008. More than 90 percent of participants
“strongly agree” or “agree” that they gained valuable
knowledge and skills from the training, and no
participants “strongly disagreed” with any of the
satisfaction statements.
There are two previous evaluations of the Youth
ALIVE! Caught in the Crossfire program. The first
study, “Caught in the Crossfire…” found that program
participants were 70 percent less likely to be arrested
for any offense, and 60 percent less likely to have any
criminal involvement, compared non-participants. The
second study showed that participation in the program
lowered the risk of criminal justice involvement; it
found no effect on risks of re-injury and death.

CCNI conducted a survey of the residents of Sobrante
Park. More than 200 residents responded to the survey,
which was made available in either English or Spanish.
The survey results show that neighbors are more
involved, are better prepared for emergencies, and feel
the neighborhood is getting cleaner. Residents continue
to be concerned about drugs, violence, and access to
the neighborhood.
Sports4Kids conducted an opinion survey of principals
and teachers served by Sports4Kids, including schools
in their first year of sports and recreational
programming. The survey probed principals’ and
teachers’ perceptions of student engagement,
playground behavior, and overall satisfaction. By and
large, principals and teachers both appreciated the
Sports4Kids program and felt that it positively
impacted the school environment.
Youth UpRising contracted with Social Policy
Research Associates (SPR) to survey on three areas of
youth development outcomes: civic activism, identity
development, and coping. The majority of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that they had made
improvement in the three target areas.
This evaluation found that Safe Passages/OUR KIDS
middle schools had; fewer incidences of violent
suspension, lower rates of increase in suspension
incidence, fewer days lost to suspension, and sharper
rates of decrease in the percentage of high-need and
highest-need students.
In this survey, students reported satisfaction with the
Second Step curriculum, and the majority of teachers
reported that they are implementing the Second Step
curriculum, although not necessarily within their
regular core curriculum. Most teachers report that
Second Step has a positive impact on their classroom
environment.
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6. Conclusion
The findings presented in this report present a mixed picture of the success of the Measure Y
violence prevention programs as evident in the data we studied. In preparation for our May 2008
Interim Report and the present report, we analyzed data from a survey of case managers, data
from the Oakland Unified School District, and data from the Alameda County Probation
Department. We also studied evaluation reports from program-specific evaluations provided to
us by the funded programs and the Department of Human Resources.
In preparing this report, we focused primarily on outcomes obtained from administrative records.
These outcomes have the advantage of providing an independent assessment of the programs’
successes and challenges. However, they are limited in that they do not capture the full extent of
potential program benefits and achievements. Moreover, the administrative records we present in
this report do not cover many of the participants in Measure Y-funded programs who have
received program services since Measure Y funding first became available. Because of this, the
representativeness of our findings is necessarily limited. Future rounds of data collection and
analysis may uncover different impact findings and will likely produce a more coherent and
consistent assessment of the effects of Measure Y as the programs and the evaluation framework
mature.
With these important caveats in mind, our outcome analysis found modest positive impacts of
Measure Y programs on suspensions and truancy for OUSD students and no impacts of Measure
Y programs on recidivism among juvenile offenders. The latter group recorded high overall
levels of recidivism and substantial rates of violent offenses. We found somewhat lower rates of
recidivism among adult parolees in Measure Y-funded programs, and lower rates of violent
offenses, but did not have comparison data with which to estimate Measure Y program effects
for this group.
Based on these results, it does not appear that the Measure Y violence prevention programs were
making a substantial difference in the outcomes of the youth they served. There are several
possible reasons for this. First, it is possible that the outcome measures we used were not precise
enough to capture the impacts of the programs. For example, we did not measure whether OUSD
students participating in Measure Y programs had better academic outcomes, were more likely to
stay in school, or were more motivated to do well academically. Second, it is possible that the
youth with whom we compared Measure Y participants used services similar to those provided
by Measure Y elsewhere, reducing the service contrast of which we measured the effect. Third, it
is possible that the Measure Y services were not intensive enough to make a real difference,
especially for juvenile offenders with a record of serious prior offenses. And lastly, it is possible
that the services provided through these programs did not meet all the needs of the youth being
served, causing the theory of action underlying these programs to be compromised somewhere
along the way.
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