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Abstract

The Chronic Offender Recognition and Enforcement (CORE) strategy implemented by law
enforcement partners in Syracuse (NY) incorporated features of actuarial risk prediction, focused
deterrence, and management accountability in an initiative loosely modeled after Philadelphia’s
successful offender-focused policing. Placement on the chronic offender list was based on
criteria that were demonstrably predictive of gun offending. Through custom notifications,
identified offenders were advised that they were subject to intensified enforcement attention and
were offered assistance in accessing services. Partner agencies’ commitment to the strategy was
subject to collective review in periodic accountability meetings. We documented strategy
implementation over the initial 3.5 years of the initiative by comparing pre- and post-CORE
enforcement outputs for CORE offenders against those of a non-equivalent control group. We
estimated the preventive impacts of the strategy, finding evidence of individual-level deterrence,
in the form of reduced incidence of victimization, among CORE probationers and parolees but
not at a statistically significant level among other CORE offenders.
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Introduction

The Smart Policing Initiative (SPI) ... invest[s] in the development of practitioner-
researcher partnerships that use data, evidence, and innovation to create strategies and
interventions that are effective and economical (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 2016, p. 4). In
Syracuse (NY), the SP1 was the Chronic Offender Recognition and Enforcement (CORE) strategy.
CORE was designed as a proactive approach to reducing gun violence in the City of Syracuse by
identifying and strategically concentrating intensified enforcement on the most violent and active
offenders to deter them or, failing deterrence, incapacitate them.! Offenders are assessed for their
risk of gun violence, and those at the highest assessed risk are placed on the CORE list. CORE
also incorporated features of focused deterrence, notifying the offenders that they had been
designated for priority enforcement, and that if they wished to desist from violence, assistance was
available in the form of services. To better ensure that CORE offenders got the attention warranted
by their risk for violence, the partners held one another accountable in periodic meetings that
resembled (collegial) Compstat meetings.

In addition to the support of the SPI program, CORE was supported through the Gun
Involved Violence Elimination (GIVE) initiative of the New York State Division of Criminal
Justice Services (DCJS). The same agencies supported our service as the research partner for the
CORE strategy. We assessed the implementation of the components of CORE from its initiation
in July of 2017 through December, 2020, and we estimated its crime reduction effects. Our
evaluation is summarized here (also see Worden et al., 2021a).

We first briefly review relevant prior research. We then describe the design and

L A version of CORE was first launched in 2008, and it included a systematic procedure for identifying high-risk
offenders and regular intelligence sharing among the partners but lacked operational components that would increase
the actual or perceived risk of apprehension or the severity of sanctions. We do not consider it further here.



components of the CORE strategy and explain the design of our evaluation. We thereupon discuss
the evolving context in which the strategy was implemented and document the dimensions of
implementation. Finally, we present the findings regarding the impact of the strategy, note the
limitations of our analysis, and discuss the implications.

Prior Research

The proximate inspiration for CORE was Philadelphia’s offender-focused (OF) policing
tactic, the evaluation of which produced evidence that in 2010-2011, OF policing had substantial
effects on violent crime in the places in which it was concentrated (Groff, et al., 2015). A focus on
high-risk people was hardly a new idea, however, and OF policing is a variation on this long-
standing strategic theme. Writing in 1988, Moore et al. opined that controlling “violent predators,”
whose criminal offending is sustained across long careers at high levels, “through incapacitation
or close surveillance thus becomes an important crime control strategy” (1988, p. 4). Strategies of
this ilk date back 50 years, though their objectives and tactics have evolved.

Chronic offender initiatives of the 1970s and 1980s emphasized incapacitation, seeking to
increase the rates at which such offenders are apprehended, prosecuted, convicted, and
incarcerated, and the length of their prison sentences. Kansas City police experimented with
“perpetrator-oriented patrol,” which entailed surveillance of active offenders with the goal of
apprehending them during the commission of their crimes, particularly robbery and burglary (Pate
et al., 1976). In the 1980s, evaluation research documented repeat offender programs in
Washington, DC (Martin & Sherman, 1986) and Phoenix (Abrahamse et al., 1991). The DC
program sought to apprehend high-risk offenders through either warrant execution or surveillance,
while the Phoenix program provided for post-arrest case enhancement to better ensure that high-

risk offenders were convicted on the most serious charges and sentenced accordingly.



Evaluations of these initiatives focused on the outcomes for individual offenders. Kansas
City’s program encountered implementation challenges and enjoyed only modest success, with
questionable cost-effectiveness, effecting 76 arrests for target offenses (only three as
“interceptions”) in nearly 19,000 officer-hours. The experience with the repeat offender program
in DC showed that surveillance was frequently “time-consuming, frustrating, and unproductive of
arrests” (Martin & Sherman, 1986, p. 158), but overall, the program increased the likelihood that
identified offenders would be arrested, the probability of prosecution for and conviction of a
felony, and the length of terms of incarceration. The Phoenix program increased rates of conviction
and incarceration and the length of sentences. None of these evaluations assessed wider crime
reduction effects, leaving as an open question whether successful operations at the level of
individual offenders translated into detectable impacts on crime levels.

Chronic offender initiatives undertaken in conjunction with Project Safe Neighborhoods in
the late-1990s and 2000s placed a greater (but not exclusive) emphasis on deterrence. For
examples, St. Louis established a “worst-of-the-worst” (WOW) list (Decker et al., 2007), while
Indianapolis formed a list of chronic violent offenders for its Violent Impact Program Enhanced
Response (VIPER) initiative (McGarrell & Chermak, 2003). The tactics included: notifications of
and reports by patrol officers when they contacted an individual on a chronic offender list;
prioritizing the execution of warrants for identified chronic offenders; post-arrest case
enhancement to maximize the likelihood of conviction on more serious charges against chronic
offenders; priority prosecution of chronic offenders’ cases; and enhanced or intensified supervision
of chronic offenders on probation or parole (Bynum & Decker, 2006). Chicago’s PSN strategy
included “forums” conducted with offenders with histories of gun violence and gang affiliation

who were recently placed on parole or probation (Papachristos et al., 2007). The forums provided



for direct communication of the threat of punishment as well as an offer of assistance. These
initiatives were parts of broader muti-agency strategies that included federal prosecution and
focused deterrence directed toward violent individuals or groups.

Evaluation research offers mixed and somewhat ambiguous findings about the
effectiveness of these initiatives. The ambiguity stems from the nature of the PSN interventions,
which were not limited to the chronic offender components. In Indianapolis, for example, the PSN
strategy was associated with a 42% decrease in monthly homicides city-wide, but insofar as causal
inferences are supported by the analysis, the contribution of VIPER was not estimated (McGarrell
& Chermak, 2003, pp. 129-132). Similar ambiguity holds for PSN in St. Louis, and moreover, gun
crimes decreased more in control neighborhoods than intervention neighborhoods (Decker et al.,
2006, p. 27). No analysis of WOW outputs was reported. In Chicago, beat-level crime was
analyzed in terms of the dosage of the four PSN components, and the offender notification forums
were assessed as the most efficacious of the PSN strategies. Further analysis indicated that the
offenders who attended the forums were at lower risk of recidivism, relative to a non-randomized
control group, and “survived” on the street and out of prison longer (Wallace et al., 2016).

In 2013-2014, the Chicago police developed a “strategic subjects” list of people at
statistically estimated high-risk for involvement in gun violence, with a loose plan to make contact
with them (Saunders et al., 2016). The plan was haphazardly implemented, with no detectable
effects at either the individual or district level. Cambridge (MA) experimented with an initiative
directed toward chronic offenders identified based on the social harm for which they were
responsible (Schnobrich-Davis et al., 2021), but it appeared to have no effects at individual or
aggregate levels. Los Angeles fielded Operation LASER (Uchida & Swatt, 2013), which took

chronic offender and chronic location forms, which were effective in combination but not alone.



The Philadelphia Policing Tactics Experiment evaluated three forms of policing — OF
policing, foot patrol, and problem-oriented policing — each of which was applied in 20 hotspots of
violent crime; the outcomes were assessed against those in seven corresponding control hotspots.
Potential hotspots were initially identified on the basis of a spatial analysis of violent crime, with
81 deployment areas — 27 for each tactic — derived therefrom by police commanders. As Groff, et
al. explain, “The final 81 hot spots contained an average of 3 miles of streets, .044 square miles,
and 23.5 intersections” (2015, p. 28). OF policing “consisted of identifying repeat violent offenders
who either lived in or were suspected of being involved in violent crimes in the target areas and
focusing extra attention on them. Offenders qualified for the initiative if they had a history of
violent offenses and criminal intelligence suggested they were involved in a criminal lifestyle” (p.
33). OF policing was applied for 22 to a maximum of 24 weeks. In each treatment area, police
focused on 5 to 10 offenders (Ratcliffe, 2019). Groff et al. analyzed bi-weekly counts of all violent
crimes (homicides, robberies, aggravated assaults, and simple [nonfelony] assaults) and of “violent
street felonies” (which excludes simple assaults) for a total of 19 biweekly observation periods in
2010-2011. Outcomes for individual offenders were not reported in this evaluation.

The Philadelphia experiment and the Chicago PSN evaluation are the only studies of which
we are aware to empirically link chronic offender policing to aggregate crime reduction, though
only the latter examined outcomes for the individuals subject to the intervention. Since OF policing
was applied for less than six months, we can only speculate about its longer-term implementation
and effects. Writing about research on police interventions in gun violence hot spots, a panel of
experts observed that, “... the interventions were of limited duration and scope, focusing on
particular areas at particular points in time. As such, the evaluations may not provide insight into

the long-term, large-scale potential of these targeted interventions” (National Research Council,



2005, p. 234). The same point could be made about the 1980s repeat offender programs. Chicago’s
offender forums (as evaluated) extended across two years (2003-2004).
CORE Strategy Design

With a residential population of 144,027, Syracuse is not a big city, but it has big-city
violence. In 2018, the first full calendar year of CORE implementation, the violent crime rate in
Syracuse was 703 per 100,000 population, 55% higher than the rate for cities of comparable size
(453 per 100,000), and more nearly equivalent to that of the largest cities (696 per 100,000) with
populations over 1 million (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2019). As CORE was initiated, gun
violence was a particularly vexing, persistent, and increasingly prevalent problem in Syracuse.
Between 2011 and mid-2014, Syracuse averaged 6.95 fatal and nonfatal shooting incidents
monthly (see Figure 1). In the three years immediately preceding the implementation of CORE,
monthly shooting incidents averaged 9.92.

Figure 1. Fatal & Nonfatal Shootings by Month*
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The violence in Syracuse was driven to a significant degree by gangs and other violent
groups. In the three years immediately preceding CORE, 63.8% of the shooting incidents were
classified by crime analysts as gang-involved (based on the identities of the involved parties, the
locations, NIBIN leads, and other intelligence). As in other cities, the 20-25 identified gangs in
Syracuse were concentrated disproportionately in the same socially disorganized, economically
disadvantaged neighborhoods in which firearms violence is concentrated.

The law enforcement partnership had adopted and implemented a number of evidence- or
research-based strategies to address gun violence. From 2004 through 2014, the Syracuse Police
Department (SPD), in conjunction with the Onondaga County Sheriff’s Office (OCSO) and the
New York State Police, conducted gun patrols — Highway Gun Interdiction (HGI) —in gun violence
hotspots. In 2013, Syracuse Truce was developed as a focused deterrence strategy that conformed
closely with the group violence intervention promulgated by the National Network for Safe
Communities. The next year, 2014, saw an extension of the partnership to include Syracuse Save
Our Youth, an initiative that conformed to the comprehensive gang model of OJJDP, and Cure
Violence. Gun violence in Syracuse spiked in mid-2014, as it did in several U.S. cities, and with
declining numbers of sworn personnel in SPD, the effective execution of Syracuse Truce was
undercut. By 2016, an intensified, coordinated focus on the highest-risk gun offenders was
increasingly seen as an attractive option. The logic model prepared as part of the SPI action plan
is reproduced in Figure S1.

The CORE strategy involved several partner agencies in addition to SPD: the Onondaga
County District Attorney’s Office (OCDA); the OCSO; the Onondaga County Probation
Department; the New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision (parole);

and Federal Probation. Each agency has different enforcement authorities, which complemented



one another, and the strategy capitalized on the agencies’ enforcement abilities. Each CORE
offender was assigned to one (or two) of the partner agencies to assume primary — but not exclusive
— responsibility for gathering intelligence on and making contact with the offender. Agencies were
paired with offenders based on several factors, including supervision status, their place of
residence, the location of their crimes, legal vulnerabilities, and the agency’s familiarity with the
offender. This pairing of agencies and offenders was intended to ensure that each offender received
the enhanced attention that their high risk of violence warranted.

CORE provided for a variety of enforcement tactics, tailored to offenders’ vulnerabilities.
Officers from SPD documented contacts with CORE offenders in the field, gathering intelligence
that could be analyzed. OCSO correctional staff gathered intelligence on incarcerated CORE
defendants, and deputies conducted enforcement against CORE offenders who resided outside of
the City of Syracuse in Onondaga County. SPD officers and OCSO deputies were tasked with
proactive street enforcement against CORE individuals, including vehicle and pedestrian stops.
Stops that led to arrests created cases to be prosecuted; the OCDA was responsible for the
prosecution component of the strategy, and the goal was to make CORE cases priority cases. The
OCDA worked with the police department to build the strongest possible cases against CORE
defendants so that CORE offenders would be prosecuted to the fullest extent of the law. A number
of CORE offenders were under community supervision by probation or parole agencies, which
provided for several forms of enhanced supervision. Increased home visits, drug tests, and home
searches were utilized, and violations of conditions could be sanctioned. Violation petitions could
be used to detain CORE defendants with pending criminal charges. Supervision agencies also
provided detailed offender information to local law enforcement.

CORE begins with forming the CORE list, designed to include only 30-35 offenders. A



new list is formed every six months, and it rests on a hybrid risk assessment model consisting of
an actuarial — statistical — component and a clinical component of human judgment. The Central
New York Crime Analysis Center (CNYCAC) analysts generate CORE scores for known
offenders using a scoring algorithm. The numbers of arrests for (a) gun offenses in connection
with shots fired incidents, (b) criminal possession of a weapon offenses involving a firearm, (c)
Part | violent offenses involving a firearm, and (d) other Part I violent offenses, are included in the
algorithm. Three binary characteristics are also included: whether the individual is the subject of
gun intelligence, is the subject of felony-level drug intelligence, or is under correctional
supervision. These factors are summed to form a CORE score. The numerical scores are then
blended with field intelligence concerning an individual’s possession of a firearm or other
involvement in gun-related activity, along with intelligence on illicit drugs. Offenders without
police contact in the previous six months were treated as inactive and excluded from the CORE
list. Those who qualified but were expected to be incarcerated for most or all of the next six months
were also excluded. Individuals with the highest CORE scores and recent police contacts or
intelligence were placed on the CORE list.? For most of the first 2.5 years of CORE, offenders
could be removed from the list (due to their incarceration) and replaced by other offenders who
were scored as high-risk. Following the passage of bail reform legislation in New York State (see
below), removal due to incarceration proved to be a potentially erroneous prediction. In 2020 such
updating of the CORE list was discontinued.

CORE also incorporated components of other best practices. By design, CORE provided
for a “custom notification,” which is a feature borrowed from focused deterrence initiatives.

Custom notifications had been used in Syracuse since 2015, introduced as part of Syracuse Truce.

2 For an analysis of the predictive utility of CORE scores and their components, see Worden et al. (2021b).



For a custom notification, the (civilian) project coordinator was accompanied to the homes (or last
known addresses) of recipients by SPD personnel and/or county probation officers, where
offenders were advised that they have been identified as high-risk and would be subject to
intensified enforcement; they were also advised that services were available to them.

Periodic meetings of the partnership — called “PerpStat” meetings — included a slideshow
with information on each CORE offender: the individual’s criminal history; gang or group
affiliation; supervising agency; known associates; and all contacts with law enforcement during
their time on the list.> Agency representatives were expected to share information on contacts with
the offenders assigned to their agencies: criminal activities, contacts, addresses, and other updates
to enhance the focus given to these individuals.

Evaluation Design

Our evaluation of CORE is quasi-experimental, with assessments of implementation and
impacts over time, pre- and post-CORE, against baselines formed by non-randomized comparison
groups. “Next-level” offenders comprise one comparison group, formed to assess implementation
during the first three CORE list periods. Next-level offenders were among the offenders analyzed
by crime analysts for possible placement on a CORE list; they had CORE scores slightly lower
than those of offenders placed on CORE lists and were considered “on-deck” for the CORE list in
any six-month period. This group was not subject to increased attention from the partner agencies,
until and unless they were placed on the CORE list (as 26 of the 81 subsequently were). Because
they had already been identified as high-risk for gun violence, we were able to compile data on
enforcement against next-level offenders in the early stages of CORE implementation. After the

first year, the next-level baselines were used for feedback to partners on the extent to which

3 The term is a variation on the “stat” theme stemming from data-driven, Compstat-like management accountability
meetings, in this instance dwelling on the CORE perpetrators of gun violence.
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elevated levels of attention had been directed to the CORE offenders (Bryant & Worden, 2018).

A second comparison group was formed later for the analysis of outcomes. This group was
drawn from an analysis of gun offending risk based on 47,986 people who were arrested in
Onondaga County, stopped by Syracuse police, or the victim of a gun crime in 2014-2017. Based
on 2014-2016 arrests and other law enforcement contacts, the likelihood of each of three forms of
involvement in gun violence in 2017 was estimated: arrests for criminal possession of a firearm;
arrests for any gun-related offense; and arrests for or victimization in a nonfatal bullet-to-body
shooting.* From these data we drew 1,312 gang-involved offenders as a comparison group of high-
risk offenders; it included all but four of the 55 next-level offenders who were not included on a
CORE list after the third.

We tap multiple sources of data. Data from the CNYCAC came to us in several forms.
CNYCAC analysts compiled and updated an Excel spreadsheet for each Perpstat meeting, tracking
enforcement actions and intelligence on CORE offenders. The CNYCAC also exported and shared
data on arrests, vehicle and pedestrian stops, and offenses from the SPD record management
system, data on probationers and parolees, and data on GPS monitoring. The Onondaga County
Probation Department shared data on CORE offenders’ numbers of home visits, office visits, drug
tests, and probation violations. The OCDA provided information on CORE and other offenders’
cases: indictments, convictions, and sentences. The OCSO provided data on bookings into and out
of the jail. We collected data on prison admissions and releases from the state Department of
Corrections and Community Supervision. See Table S1 for a summary of data and data sources.

Table 1 summarizes descriptive statistics for four groups: the CORE offenders and (non-

CORE) high-risk group, which are mutually exclusive; and the next-level group — all 81,

4 The predictive model had an AUC of 0.66. See Worden et al. (2021b) for additional details.
11



including 26 who appeared on a CORE list later than the third list, and the 55 who did not appear
on any CORE list analyzed here, respectively. The upper panel of Table 1 includes statistics for
individual offenders. CORE offenders were typically younger — younger than the high-risk group
especially. CORE offenders’ risk scores were comparable to those of next-level offenders, and
higher than those of the high-risk group, as expected. The lower panel includes variables for
CORE and high-risk offenders in the ten time periods that are the units of analysis for the
analysis of impacts (as explained below). CORE offenders were more likely to be incarcerated,
with fewer mean days at risk, and somewhat less likely to be under correctional supervision, but
they spent more time on GPS monitoring. They were also more likely to be victims of violent
crime.
Process

To assess the intensity of enforcement against CORE offenders, we compare the
documented enforcement actions against CORE offenders against two baselines. One baseline is
the level of enforcement against the offenders on the first CORE list during the year preceding
CORE (July 2016 to June 2017). Insofar as CORE is successfully implemented, enforcement levels
would increase substantially with CORE status. This longitudinal, pre-/post-CORE comparison is,
for the initial three CORE lists, supplemented with the second contemporaneous baseline:
enforcement against the “next-level” offenders.
Outcomes

Arrests of CORE offenders are an output of the CORE strategy, and as such, changes over
time in arrests would not be unambiguously interpretable as changes in CORE offenders’
offending. CORE enforcement was designed and expected to increase the likelihood that CORE

offenders are apprehended for their crimes, so changes in this indicator are liable to reflect changes
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for CORE Offenders, Next-Level Offenders, High-Risk Offenders

CORE Next-level Next-level High-risk
(all) (non-CORE)
Individuals
Age (7/1/2017) 21.3 (4.4) 23.2(5.2) 24.5(5.2) 29.0 (6.4)
12.5]36.3 12.5140.8 15.9]56.5
Risk score — arrest for criminal 0.09 (0.10) 0.08 (0.09) 0.09 (0.11) 0.05 (0.05)
possession of a weapon (firearm) 0.0]0.58 0.010.49 0.010.49 0.010.50
Risk score — arrest for a gun- 0.06 (0.06) 0.07 (0.09) 0.08 (0.11) 0.04 (0.06)
related offense 0.010.32) 0.010.47 0.010.47 0.010.62
Risk score — arrest for/victim of 0.06 (0.11) 0.06 (0.10) 0.05 (0.10) 0.03 (0.05)
nonfatal shooting 0.0]0.73 0.0]0.52 0.0]0.52 0.0]0.52
N 106 81 55 1,312
Individuals by time period (10)
CORE list 0.22 (0.42) NA
0]1
CORE ever after 0.49 (0.50) NA
0]1
Custom notification - direct 0.05 (0.22) NA
0]1
Custom notification - indirect 0.05 (0.22) NA
0]1
Probation 0.09 (0.29) 0.07 (0.25)
0]1 0]1
Parole 0.06 (0.23) 0.11 (0.31)
0]1 0]1
Days of GPS monitoring 3.98 (23.58) 0.18 (4.3)
0]184 0]155
Days at risk 128.9 (74.31) 151.4 (64.9)
0]184 0.0]184.0
Non-domestic violent 0.08 (0.31) 0.02 (0.13)
victimizations 0]3 0]2
N 1,060 13,120
Note: in each cell the entries are: mean (std. dev.) minimum | maximum

in enforcement in addition to changes in offending. Thus the most direct approach to estimating
the effect of CORE enforcement on CORE offenders’ criminality would yield ambiguous results.
A different approach to detecting and estimating CORE impacts is therefore necessary.

Our primary approach — and the one on which we concentrate here — turns on the

established association between violent offending and violent victimization.> As Lauritsen and

5 A second approach provided for a spatial analysis, examining changes in levels of violent crime in selected high-
crime areas over time, pre-CORE to post-CORE. Unlike Philadelphia’s offender-focused strategy, however, CORE is
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Laub observe, “research ... has consistently found that one of the strongest correlates of
victimization is involvement in deviant or criminal behavior and, alternatively, that victimization
is one of the strongest correlates of offending” (2007, p. 56). Violent offending invites retaliation.
Associating with people who are involved in gang activity increases the risk of gunshot
victimization (Papachristos, et al., 2012; Papachristos, et al., 2015). More generally, “... offense
activity ... directly increases the risk of personal victimization. ... the data seem to support ...
[the] basic hypothesis that general deviance and violent offense activity may be considered a type
of lifestyle that increases victimization risk (Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990, pp. 131-132). In
disadvantaged U.S. neighborhoods, where a “code of the street” is found, people who embrace the
street code and “living the lifestyle it advocates directly increase victimization risk™ (Stewart, et
al., 2006, p. 446). If deterrence produced by CORE extends to changes in behaviors or lifestyles
that are associated with violence, then we might expect to see decreases in the prevalence or
frequency with which CORE offenders are victimized. Unlike the detection of their offending,
records of their victimization are not strategic outputs, so we can analyze them as strategic
outcomes in which trace effects of deterrence might appear.®

We represent the CORE intervention in two distinct forms: list by list and “CORE-ever-
after.” Since any individual might be placed on a CORE list once or multiple times, the CORE list

construct captures each list placement — and the intensified enforcement attention that

not a place-based initiative. Nevertheless, we identified areas in which CORE offenders were active and others in
which they were not active or much less active. We analyzed pre-/post-CORE violent crime levels in the former areas
as if they were “treatment” areas, on the premise that a decrease in offending by CORE offenders would be manifested
in a decrease in violent crime, relative to the comparison areas. We detected no CORE effects.

A third approach was based on the premise that CORE offenders drove violence not only by perpetrating it themselves
but also by inspiring others in their social networks to engage in violence. Thus we tested the hypothesis that the
effects of CORE would manifest themselves in reduced levels of violence by CORE offenders’ associates — i.e., their
first-degree social connections. We did not detect such effects. See Worden et al. (2021a).

6 This assumes that their status as CORE offenders does not affect the likelihood that their victimizations are reported
and recorded.
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accompanied CORE offender status — as a binary variable for only the six-month duration of the
CORE list period. CORE-ever-after treats an offender as subject to CORE with his first placement
on a CORE list and thereafter, whether he appeared on a later CORE list or not. The rationale for
this construct is that when CORE offenders are either dropped from a CORE list or not retained
when a new list is formed, they are not notified of their removal. Insofar as deterrence turns on
offenders’ perceptions, the intervention has not been withdrawn until and unless offenders are
apprised of that fact or infer it from their experience with enforcement.

We estimate the effects of CORE by estimating the parameters of a panel model, with time
periods nested within individual offenders, which imposes statistical controls for potentially
confounding factors, such as days at risk, probation and parole status, age, and broader temporal
patterns, such as autocorrelation, seasonality and other trends.” We estimate the main effect of
CORE and CORE effects that are contingent on probation/parole supervision and, more
particularly, GPS monitoring of probationers/parolees for whom it was mandated. The estimation
is based on data covering each of 10 six-month time periods, from January 1, 2016, through
December 31, 2020, for each offender. The model can be represented mathematically as:

log(E[Violent victimizationsh,q])
= B, + B1(CORER) + B,(COREy ;) + PBs(Days at risky, )
+ ﬁ4(Probation/Paroleh,q) + ,BS(COREh,q * Probation/Paroleh’q)
+ ,86(Days on GPSh,q) + [%(COREM * Days on GPSh,q) + Bs(Agey)
+ Bo(Juveniley) + B1o(CORE * Juveniley,) + B11(CN — directh’q)
+ fi2 (CN - indirecth,q) + XB
where

" For model estimation, the high-risk comparison group — excluding those with fewer than 180 days at risk over the
five years — is weighted by propensity scores based on the three risk scores, time at risk, and age. For five CORE
offenders with missing risk scores, we imputed risk scores; beta regression was employed to model the risk scores as
a function of CORE status, age, and days at risk Propensity score-based weights were then applied, aiming to
estimate the Average Treatment Effect on the Treated (ATT), which is preferred when treatment status is likely
influenced by individual characteristics. The weighting successfully balanced the data, as all post-weighting
standardized mean differences (SMDs) for the variables in the propensity score regression model were below 0.1.
See Table S2 for a summary of the results.
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Violent victimizationsng = the number of violent non-domestic victimizations sustained by
offender h in time period q;

COREhn = 1 if offender h appeared on any CORE list, 0 otherwise;

COREng = 1 if offender h appeared on the CORE list in time period g, O otherwise;

Days at risknq = number of days in time period q that offender h was not incarcerated;

Probation/Parolenq = 1 if offender h was on probation or parole in time period g, O otherwise;

COREhq*Probation/Parolenq = 1 if offender h offender h appeared on the CORE list and was on
probation or parole in time period g, O otherwise;

Days on GPShq = number of days in time period q that offender h was on GPS monitoring;

COREng * Days on GPShg = number of days in time period g that offender h was on GPS
monitoring, if offender h appeared on the CORE list in time period q,;

Agenq = age in years for offender h at the start time period q;

Juvenileng = 1 if offender h was under 16 years of age at the start of time period q or if offender h

was a juvenile under the Raise the Age state law at the start of or during time period q;

CN-directhg = 1 if a custom notification was delivered directly to offender h in time period g;

CN-indirectnq = 1 if a custom notification was delivered indirectly (through a family member) to
offender h in time period q;

B, is the intercept, and XS generically represents all other control variables in the model — here,

quarterly binary variables to account for seasonality (with January omitted to prevent perfect multi-

collinearity), binary variables for individual years, and terms for serial correlation as necessary.

The CORE-ever-after model is nearly identical, substituting CORE_ever_aftern, for COREhg,

where CORE_ever_afternq = 1 if offender h appeared on the CORE list in time period g and in

every subsequent time period g+n, O otherwise.
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Findings
Implementation

Over the course of its initial 3'2 years, a total of 106 offenders appeared on the CORE list
at least once; 64 appeared on multiple lists, and 2 appeared on all 7 lists. Until offenders under 18
were removed from CORE, the lists numbered 30 to as many as 42 (as CORE offenders were
incarcerated and replaced on the list). See Table 2. All but one of the 106 were gang- or group-
affiliated. They ranged in age from as young as 12 to as old as 36; 102 were Black, 1 was Hispanic
White, and 3 were non-Hispanic White. Excepting the seventh list, about 40% to 60% on any one
list were under correctional supervision in the community. Thus the composition of each CORE
list varied, and it shaped how the partnership managed them. Table 2 also shows the number of
CORE offenders who, in each time period, qualified as subject to CORE “ever after.”

We note that several features of the context changed during this time. First, the strength of
the Syracuse police declined, as SPD’s count of full-time sworn personnel dropped from 451 in
2014 to 403 in 2019, according to NYS records. In August of 2019, SPD disbanded its Crime
Reduction Team (CRT), a proactive unit that played a significant role in CORE enforcement.

Second, state legislation altered the criminal procedure landscape. New York State’s Raise
the Age (RTA) law, passed in April of 2017, raised the age of criminal responsibility from 16 to
18 years of age. Prior to its passage, 16- and 17-year-olds were treated as adults in the criminal
justice system. With a two-year phase-in, the age of criminal responsibility became 17 on October
1, 2018, and 18 on October 1, 2019. As a result, by July of 2020, a separate juvenile CORE list
was established, and the CORE strategy was then confined to offenders who were at least 18 years
old. In addition, legislative reforms to bail and discovery became effective January 1, 2020. The

range of offenses for which bail could be set was restricted, limiting the possibility of bail mainly
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Table 2. CORE Enforcement Outputs by CORE Period.

Pre-

CORE List1 List 2 List 3 List 4 List5 List 6 List 7
7/2016 — | 7/2017 - | 1/2018 - | 7/2018 - | 1/2019- |7/2019- |1/2020- | 7/2020 —
6/2017 12/2017 6/2018 12/2018 6/2019 12/2019 6/2020 12/2020
# CORE offenders 36 36 38 42 33 30 30 26
# CORE ever after - 36 51 69 81 86 97 106
# on probation - 13 13 8 12 16 10 5
# on parole - 2 7 10 3 3 3 1
Mean age (range) ) 21.7 21.4 20.6 21.2 20.8 22.9 23.8
(12-36) (16-36) (15-31) (15-30) (16-30) (16-35) (18-32)
Time at risk (days) 12160 6031 5669 6306 4395 4281 4113 4050
Arrests* 73.2 102.8 107.6 50.7 72.8 53.7 43.8 59.3
Violent offenses* 2.5 5.0 8.8 3.2 4.6 7.0 4.9 4.9
Weapons offenses* 5.8 13.3 35 7.9 4.6 9.3 4.9 12.3
Drug offenses* 321 48.1 56.4 19.0 36.4 11.7 24.3 22.2
Stops* 146.4 162.5 301.6 103.1 166.1 156.6 72.9 79.0
Proactive arrests* 46.1 53.1 63.5 23.8 41.0 16.4 24.3 24.7
Time at risk (days) 5120 2867 4654
Arrests* 97.7 108.1 77.4
Stops* 156.3 226.7 107.4
Proactive arrests* 70.3 59.3 34.4

* Rate per 10,000 days at risk
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to violent felonies.® Notable changes to discovery included requirements for 21 kinds of materials
that prosecutors must disclose to the defense within specific time frames, among them the “names
and adequate contact information for any person who has relevant information regarding the case,
with the exception of confidential informants™ (Rodriguez, 2020, p. 2). We might expect that these
reforms would vitiate the deterrent and incapacitative effects of CORE enforcement.

Finally, the coronavirus pandemic and pandemic mitigation procedures had sweeping
effects on economic activity, social interaction, and personal mobility. In New York State,
executive orders issued in March of 2020 limited occupancy in many “non-essential” business
establishments, and educational institutions abruptly transitioned to remote instruction. With the
immediate and (in many cases) temporary closure of many commercial businesses, unemployment
rose precipitously, and many workers who remained employed worked remotely. In mid-May, a
phased reopening of the state’s economy began. The pervasive effects of the COVID-19 pandemic
extended to enforcement and crime levels. Mitigation efforts affected enforcement practices, and
though the nature of the pandemic’s impact on violent crime remains unclear, aggravated assaults
rose abruptly in many U.S. cities in the spring of 2020 (Rosenfeld, et al., 2021). The pandemic
inhibited close face-to-face contacts, and also created an additional workload for Syracuse police
in assisting the Onondaga County Health Department (e.g., in delivering quarantine letters).
Proactive policing ebbed, and by May, shootings spiked.

Enforcement

Enforcement against CORE offenders showed a marked increase in the first year of the

strategy compared to the pre-CORE baseline. Stops increased by slightly more than 10% and stops

leading to arrest increased by 15%. Arrests for weapons offenses more than doubled, and arrests

8 Amendments to the legislation, passed in April of 2020, expanded the list of bail-eligible offenses somewnhat, and
also provided for more judicial options for setting non-monetary release conditions See Rempel and Rodriguez (2020).
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for drug offenses increased by about 50%. During the second list period, enforcement levels
intensified further, primarily driven by proactive policing by the CRT. Even so, during the initial
year (lists one and two), CORE individuals were stopped and arrested only marginally more than
next-level offenders after adjusting for time at risk.

Enforcement levels decreased significantly during the third list period and remained below
those achieved in the second list period. The previous marginal differences between CORE and
next-level enforcement reversed in the third list period, as next-level offenders faced higher rates
of arrests and stops. By 2020, the enforcement rates for lists six and seven had dropped even
further, with arrests for CORE offenders in those periods being lower than during the pre-CORE
period. This decline was especially pronounced for drug arrests. While enforcement against CORE
offenders increased during the periods of lists one and two, it remains unclear how much of this
increase was due to the partnership’s deliberate focus on CORE offenders, and how much was due
to the behavior of CORE offenders, which was likely comparable to that of next-level offenders.

The CRT was critical in implementing CORE until its disbandment in August 2019. During
the first five list periods, the CRT accounted for nearly 70% of all stops involving CORE offenders.
At the time CRT was disbanded, nearly half of the CORE offenders were assigned to that unit, and
its elimination threatened to compromise the intensity of enforcement directed towards CORE
offenders. Offenders were reassigned to other units, which filled the gaps by taking on more
enforcement responsibilities, but struggled to sustain the same level of intensity.

The number of individuals under probation or parole supervision varied across the lists,
ranging from 40 to 65%, and had a significant impact on enforcement levels for CORE offenders.
Probation enforcement levels fluctuated over time, with the pandemic bringing about significant

changes. Office visit rates remained stable until 2020, when adaptations for the pandemic occurred.
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Home visits peaked during list four but decreased in list five, although they remained high during
the pandemic. Drug screens and home searches increased through list five but dropped
significantly afterward, reflecting the unique and challenging circumstances during the pandemic.
Overall, probationers and parolees generally experienced higher levels of enforcement through
home visits, office contacts, drug screens, and home searches. While more frequent home visits
and drug screens increased the likelihood of detecting violations, probation was seldom revoked
either because judges rejected the petitions or probation officers filed no petition in anticipation of
judicial rejection. Additionally, judges were initially unreceptive to imposing GPS requirements
on CORE probationers, though by early 2019, probation reported greater success in obtaining
judicial approval for GPS as a condition of probation.

Prosecuting CORE offenders was essential for deterrence and/or incapacitation. A
comparison of prosecutorial outcomes for CORE offender arrests with those of next-level
offenders on lists one through three revealed higher conviction rates for CORE offenders — nearly
two-thirds of CORE felony arrests led to convictions, compared to just over one-third for next-
level offenders. CORE offenders also faced more severe sanctions than next-level offenders, with
over half receiving prison sentences versus only 20% for next-level offenders. Caution in drawing
inferences is advised given missing data, as approximately 19% of cases from both groups were
unaccounted for in prosecution records. If next-level felony cases with unknown outcomes were
disproportionately convictions, the difference in conviction rates would of course narrow.
Custom notifications

Custom notifications were delivered to approximately 90% of the CORE offenders, a high
rate due mainly to offenders appearing on multiple lists, such that if they did not receive a

notification in one period, they received it in another. Those to whom a notification was not
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delivered typically appeared on only one list. In some cases, multiple attempts were required for a
custom notification delivery, highlighting one of the major challenges in the process. While the
aim was to notify offenders directly, this was often not possible; in some instances, family
members received the notification with instructions to relay the message to the offender. Less than
60% of CORE natifications were delivered directly to the offender. Juvenile status significantly
affected notification delivery, with juveniles less likely to receive notifications. An offender’s risk
level or CORE score was not associated with notification delivery.

Perpstat meetings

Overall, PerpStat meetings served effectively as a mechanism for inter-agency
communication and the dissemination of intelligence. Initially, these meetings did not fully
leverage the potential for in-depth discussions about individual offenders, but in mid-2018,
CNYCAC analysts became more actively involved in the meetings, leading to more detailed
discussions about specific CORE offenders. Analysts had intelligence on many CORE subjects,
and their input on those offenders benefited the partnership.

The collaborative and non-hierarchical nature of the partnership made accountability a
challenge. When the bi-weekly meeting schedule shifted to monthly meetings in mid-2019, some
partners perceived a decline in accountability, as individual agencies had to report on enforcement
activities less often. Changes in the agencies’ designated representatives occasioned disruptions of
the meeting practices. The SPD, one of the key players in the partnership, experienced both
agency-level and unit-level leadership changes, especially in 2019, though remarkably, these
changes did not appear to negatively affect SPD’s commitment to and follow through on CORE.
Impacts

As we explained above, we estimated the parameters of two models. One model treats
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CORE as an intervention confined to the period(s) during which an offender was on a CORE list,
as a CORE offender might appear on one and only one CORE list, or two or more times
consecutively or non-consecutively. The second model treats the CORE intervention as open-
ended once an offender is placed on a CORE list. The estimated parameters are shown in Table 3,
expressed as incidence rate ratios (IRRs); the two figures in brackets are the lower and upper
bounds of 95 percent confidence intervals.® An IRR greater than 1.0 indicates that increases in the
predictor are associated with increases in victimization, while an IRR less than 1.0 indicates that
increases in the predictor are associated with decreases in victimization.

The results of the two versions of the model are largely parallel, but for the representation
of the CORE intervention. Framed as an intervention applied only list by list (Model I), we find
no evidence of CORE effects on offenders who were not under supervision, and a statistically
nonsignificant effect for those under supervision. Framed as a “treatment” that extends beyond an
offender’s initial placement on the list, the estimated main effect is positive (i.e., an IRR less than
1.0) but statistically nonsignificant. The effect is amplified by community supervision; for
offenders on probation or parole, the estimated effect is a combination of the two coefficients. To
more simply describe and assess this effect, Model I11 is confined to offenders who were in one or
more time periods on probation or parole, and there we see that CORE reduced CORE offenders’
violent victimizations when they were on probation or parole, with an estimated IRR of 0.243,

statistically significant at the conventional .05 level (p=0.018).1°

® We excluded domestic victimizations from these analyses on the premise that an individual’s exposure to domestic
violence would be unaffected by the choices on which CORE enforcement might have an influence. When they are
included in the analyses, the results are very similar, but with CORE effects of slightly lower magnitude.

10 We further tested the effects of CORE with a difference-in-difference model, which treated each CORE list period
as post-CORE, across which CORE effects could vary. In this model, we find evidence of statistically significant
CORE effects in some periods but not others. See Table S3 in the supplemental material.
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Table 3. Estimated Effects of CORE on CORE Offenders’ Violent Victimization.

Model I Model 11 Model 111
List by list CORE ever after | Probationers/Parolees
only
CORE list 1.011
[0.581, 1.761] B B
CORE ever after 0.622 0.584
B [0.339, 1.140] [0.261, 1.304]
Under supervision 1.241 1.135 0.721
[0.805, 1.912] [0.717, 1.797] [0.441,1.178]
CORE list X under 0.180

monitoring

[0.979, 1.046]

supervision [0.026, 1.220]

CORE ever after X under 0.532 0.243*

supervision B [0.165, 1.709] [0.075, 0.787]

Days on GPS monitoring 0.974 0.983 0.987
[0.946, 1.003] [0.965, 1.030] [0.941, 1.035]

CORE list X days on GPS 1.012

CORE ever after X days on 0.997 0.997
GPS monitoring B [0.965, 1.031] [0.947, 1.049]
Custom notification — direct 1.359 1.447
[0.641, 2.883] [0.688, 3.043] B
Custom notification — indirect 1.274 1.403
[0.421, 3.849] [0.446, 4.418] B
CORE group 4.838** 5.680** 5.213**
[3.368, 6.951] [3.739, 8.629] [3.289, 8.263]
Days at risk 1.011** 1.011** 1.016**
[1.007, 1.015] [1.007, 1.014] [1.010, 1.022]
Age 0.967 0.968 1.006
[0.926, 1.010] [0.927, 1.010] [0.947, 1.068]
Juvenile 0.208** 0.208** 0.127*
[0.074, 0.582] [0.074, 0.585] [0.012, 1.324]
Constant 0.008** 0.008** 0.002**
[0.002, 0.031] [0.002, 0.029] [0.000, 0.016]
Weighted N 2047.5 2047.5 316.6

*p<.05; ** p<.01

Note: Entries are Incident Rate Ratios [and in brackets, 95% confidence intervals]

One interpretation of this finding is that the effect of CORE enforcement is cumulative, in
a sense, and may have residual effects even after it is withdrawn insofar as offenders perceive that

they remain subject to CORE enforcement.!! The proposition that CORE enforcement would have

11 Another interpretation of this finding is that it is an artifact, with the effect confined to offenders who, e.g., relocated
outside of the Syracuse metro area or who passed away. We tested the sensitivity of the finding to the exclusion of
these offenders, and we can reject these alternatives. Only two offenders relocated, and two others died. The exclusion
of these offenders from the analysis leaves the finding intact.
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residual effects is a specific instance of a more general proposition that Sherman formulated many
years ago, when he described the residual deterrence that could be expected during the “back-off”
period following a crackdown (Sherman, 1990). The crackdowns in this instance are individually
focused, but well-advertised (at least by design). The effects appear to be augmented by probation
or parole supervision, providing an additional channel of communication and enforcement levers.
Limitations

We note several limitations to the analysis of outcomes. First, violent victimization is a
proxy indicator of offending, one that rests on a solid theoretical and empirical base, but a proxy
nonetheless. Second, despite applying propensity score weighting to balance the CORE offenders’
risk factors with those of the comparison high-risk group, the balance was imperfect. Nowhere is
that more obvious than in the estimated coefficients for the CORE group in the models of violent
victimizations, which indicate a substantial pre-CORE difference. Moreover, the risk for offending
is dynamic but the risk scores were not. Changes in offenders’ risk after 2017 are largely omitted
from the risk scores. Third, one alternative explanation for the estimated CORE effects, which we
cannot rule out, regression toward the mean — i.e., that as a matter of ordinary fluctuations in
offending over time, CORE offenders’ criminal behavior ebbed following the peak that led to their
identification as CORE offenders. This is a less plausible explanation for the longer-term impact
of CORE than for short-term effects, if there were any.
Discussion and Conclusions

CORE has continued to operate as we write in late-2024. That it operates in largely
unaltered form might appear inconsistent with the evaluation finding that CORE had detectable
effects on only offenders under community supervision, but it need not. The results of our analysis

of CORE offenders’ victimization were consistent with a proposition of a deterrent effect, which
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was not confined to the time periods when offenders were the active subjects of CORE
enforcement, but rather extended into subsequent periods. The estimated effect on the typical
CORE offender, with a p-value of 0.125, did not reach the level of statistical significance that is
conventionally acceptable in social science — one that is much less tolerant of type | errors —
mistakenly inferring intervention effects — than of type Il errors — mistakenly inferring that an
intervention is not effective. Policy makers need not and arguably should not strike the same
balance in weighing empirical results that are probabilistic and uncertain, lest they abandon or
detrimentally modify an intervention that has social value.

Chronic offender strategies rest on some of the same principles as other risk-based practices
in criminal justice: allocating scarce enforcement resources more nearly in proportion with public
safety threats based on risk assessments — e.g., in probation supervision or bail-setting in many
venues, and like the focus on street gangs and other violent groups in executing the group violence
intervention. As in other focused deterrence initiatives, CORE incorporates the fundamental
fairness of giving notice to those who are subject to the more intensive enforcement attention.

Whether and how much subject offenders’ perceptions and judgments of risk can be
affected turns mainly on the capacity of law enforcement partners to communicate the deterrent
warning to the offenders and to follow through with detection and sanctions that suffice to validate
the warning and achieve a deterrent effect. The success of CORE turns first on communication
with identified high-risk offenders about the extraordinary enforcement attention that their
involvement in gun violence has earned. Communication with this population of offenders cannot
rely on call-ins, since no more than half of the offenders are under correctional supervision.
Custom notifications are, therefore, the communication mechanism of choice, but in practice, they

may be a weak link in the focused deterrence chain insofar as the notification is delivered through
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a third party, particularly if the offender is not under supervision. Though we have no evidence
that custom notifications are more effective when delivered directly, the actual content of the
message may be softened or garbled in transmission, or it may not be relayed at all, by a third
party. Formulating a process by which direct communication can be more reliably established —
and ideally, warnings repeated — might be an important structural improvement.

The success of CORE further requires the implementation of an enforcement regime that
is commensurate with the notice that offenders are given. Though the offenders are sufficiently
active as to be vulnerable to a range of legal threats, their vulnerabilities vary. Much of the
enforcement leverage on CORE offenders stems from the lower-level offenses that they commit
more frequently, but for which the sanctions in which they (may or may not) eventuate might
appear to the offenders to be of little consequence. As in other focused deterrence initiatives,
partner agencies have multiple enforcement levers at their disposal, but they must have the
resources to apply those levers. The experience with CORE testifies to the challenge of sustaining
a high level of strategically focused enforcement during times of strained resources. SPD staffing
at the outset of CORE in July of 2017 was lower than it had been several years earlier and further
declined over the next two years, resulting in the disbandment of the proactive unit that had
assumed a large share of the CORE burden for street enforcement. SPD improvised to sustain as
high a level of street enforcement as resources allowed, though the character of the enforcement —
more vehicle stops, fewer pedestrian stops, and fewer stops ending in arrest — changed.

A broader issue relating to resource allocation concerns the number of high-risk offenders
on whom to concentrate. Syracuse set the numbers at a level that they took to be manageable. Even
if CORE had marginal deterrent effects, we might question the magnitude of the effects on crime

levels that can be achieved at that level. A larger-scale operation, however, would further stretch
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the available resources and further test the capacity of the partnership to coordinate its activities,

and any effect on crime levels requires that an individual-level effect is realized.
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Figure S1. CORE Logic Model
Goal: The goal of the Syracuse Police Department’s Smart Policing Initiative is to decrease gun crime within targeted hotspots in Syracuse by
concentrating resources on offenders with a high risk of gun violence.

Inputs Outputs Outcomes-Impact
Internal 1. Develop performance and process measures for Short-Term
e OCAC gun offenders in Syracuse e Increase intensity of enforcement against
e SPD 2. Develop and apply data collection procedure to CORE offenders
o CID track the implementation of the strategy e Improve intelligence of activities of
2 2'5_'_ 3. ldentify offenders driving gun violence in CORE offenders
o GVTF Syracuse _ Medium-Term
 Onondaga County 4. Biweekly meetings to discuss the status and e Improve interagency cooperation
Probation Department actions taken against high-risk offenders e Identify and eliminate barriers to
e Onondaga County DA’s 5. Develop and refine ongoing operational plans effective implementation of the strategy
Office and allocate resources e Deter/incapacitate CORE offenders
e Onondaga County 6. Process and outcome evaluation findings based
Sheriff’s Office on monthly tracking and observations Long-Term _ _
e Parole 7. Participate in BJA National SPI Meetings, e Reduce gun violence in targeted hotspots
External webinars, site visits, and calls o Reduce_wolence _of targeted offende_rs
. . . - . . o Determine effectiveness of strategy in
e John Finn Institute 8. Risk prediction model and risk scoring : P : .
. ! ) i . identifying, arresting, and prosecuting
e BJA funding and staff, algorithm to improve accuracy with which the gun offenders in Syracuse
CNA resources highest risk gun offenders are identified e Determine risk factors involved in gun
9. Evaluation findings crime in Syracuse

Assumptions:

1. If this was effective in reducing crime in Philadelphia, it can be effective in reducing crime in Syracuse.

2. The highest risk for gun violence in Syracuse is concentrated in a very small group of offenders.

3. Involvement in gun violence by this small set of individuals can be deterred by the explicit threat of dramatically elevated attention by law

enforcement.

4. This small set of offenders can be persuaded to seek assistance that would facilitate their desistance from crime.
5. The offenders that have the highest risk of gun violence can be incapacitated through apprehension and successful prosecution.
6. This set of offenders not only perpetuate violence themselves, but instigate violence perpetrated by others, such that reducing their involvement

in violence might also have multiplier effects on violence more generally in their social networks

External Factors: Executive turnover, revenue/budget shortfalls that reduce personnel, substantial changes in supply of or demand for illicit goods
(such as drugs and firearms) which may affect patterns of violence
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Table S1. Data and Data Sources

Source Group(s) | Data Date range
Central New York Crime
Analysis Center (CNYCAC)
-CORE tracking spreadsheets CORE Enforcement actions 2017-2020
Custom notifications
-SPD RMS CORE Arrests 2016-2020
Vehicle and pedestrian stops
Victimizations
-SPD RMS Next-level | Arrests 2017-2018
Vehicle and pedestrian stops
-SPD RMS High-risk | Arrests 2016-2020
Victimizations
-probation/parole extracts CORE Probation/parole status by 2016-2020
High-risk | month
Dates placed on and removed
from GPS monitoring
Onondaga County Probation CORE Home visits 2017-2020
Department Office visits
Drug tests
Violations of probation
Onondaga County District CORE Indictments 2016-2020
Attorney’s Office Convictions
Sentences
Onondaga County Sherift’s CORE Jail admission and release 2016-2020
Office High-risk | dates
New York State Department of CORE Prison admission and release | 2016-2020
Corrections and Community High-risk | dates

Supervision website
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Table S2. Propensity Score Weighting Summary

Variable CORE | High-risk | SMD | CORE | High-risk | SMD

(pre) (pre) | (pre) | (post) | (post) | (post)
N 105 1263 105 99.75
Mean age (std dev) 21.27 28.99 21.27 21.54

@48) | 648) | 13| @a2) | (358 | 9006
Mean risk score — arrest for 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.08
criminal possession of a (0.10) (0.05) 0.464 | (0.10) (0.07) 0.071
weapon [firearm] (std dev)
Mean risk score — arrest for a 0.06 0.04 0.419 0.06 0.06 0015
gun-related offense (std dev) (0.06) (0.06) ' (0.06) (0.07) '
Mean risk score — arrest 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.06
for/victim of nonfatal shooting | (0.11) (0.05) 0.410 | (0.11) (0.08) 0.024
(std dev)
Mean days at risk, period 1 | 170.59 157.23 0.263 170.59 170.13 0.011
(std dev) (39.52) | (60.173) ' (39.52) (39.52) '
Mean days at risk, period 2 | 164.44 156.38 0.150 164.44 163.49 0.019
(std dev) (46.19) (60.45) ' (46.19) (51.40) '
Mean days at risk, period 3 | 160.79 150.62 0.176 160.79 158.80 0.037
(std dev) (52.25) (62.61) ' (52.25) (54.46) '
Mean days at risk, period 4 | 160.11 152.38 0.132 160.11 157.49 0.047
(std dev) (53.00) (63.51) ' (53.00) (58.51) '
Mean days at risk, period 5 | 154.84 151.87 0.050 154.84 152.62 0.037
(std dev) (56.82) (61.76) ' (56.82) (61.76) '
Mean days at risk, period 6 | 158.12 156.52 0.028 158.12 155.60 0.043
(std dev) (53.90) (60.79) ' (53.90) (62.63) '
Mean days at risk, period 7 | 155.57 155.83 0.004 155.57 151.96 0.060
(std dev) (57.43) (57.49) ' (57.43) (62.43) '
Mean days at risk, period 8 | 155.84 159.87 0.069 155.84 152.19 0.058
(std dev) (60.47) (57.21) ' (60.47) (65.02) '
Mean days at risk, period 9 | 153.63 162.24 0.152 153.63 153.48 0.002
(std dev) (60.16) (52.51) ' (60.16) (63.78) '
Mean days at risk, period 152.65 168.42 0.268 152.65 153.94 0.019
10 (std dev) (66.81) (49.54) ) (66.81) (66.92) )
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Table S3. Difference-in-Difference Model

Model 1V
List 1 period 0.770
[0.382, 1.554]
CORE ever after X List 1 2.263
period [0.753, 6.800]
List 2 period 1.002
[0.521, 1.927]
CORE ever after X List 2 1.097
period [0.294, 4.084]
List 3 period 1.777
[0.975, 3.241]
CORE ever after X List 3 0.296
period [0.087, 1.009]
List 4 period 0.934
[0.320, 2.724]
CORE ever after X List 4 0.355
period [0.059, 2.129]
List 5 period 1.640
[0.826, 3.257]
CORE ever after X List 5 0.193*
period [0.042, 0.880]
List 6 period 1.779
[0.799, 3.961]
CORE ever after X List 6 0.306
period [0.094, 1.000]
List 7 period 0.663
[0.271, 1.626]
CORE ever after X List 7 0.941
period [0.281, 3.148]
Under supervision 1.102
[0.699, 1.736]
CORE ever after X under 0.555
supervision [0.177, 1.739]
Days on GPS monitoring 0.982
[0.960, 1.005]
CORE ever after X days on 0.999
GPS monitoring [0.970, 1.030]
Custom notification — direct 1.272
[0.580, 2.792]
Custom notification — 1.262
indirect [0.455, 3.504]
CORE group 6.256**
[4.150, 9.429]
Days at risk 1.010**

[1.007, 1.014]
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Model 1V

Age 0.962
[0.921, 1.005]
Juvenile 0.203**
[0.071, 0.577]
Constant 0.009**
[0.002, 0.032]
Weighted N 2111.2

* p<.05; ** p<.01

Note: Entries are Incident Rate Ratios [and in brackets, 95% confidence intervals]
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