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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Extreme risk protection orders (ERPOs) provide a civil mechanism to temporarily remove firearm access from
Gun violence individuals at high risk of harming themselves or others. Evidence and theory suggest that ERPOs can prevent
Equity

firearm-related harm, but the policy’s impact on racial/ethnic equity is largely unknown. To examine potential
inequities by race/ethnicity in public perceptions and use of California’s ERPO law, we drew on two comple-
mentary data sources: 1) a 2020 state-representative survey of California adults, and 2) ERPO court documents
for the first 3 years of policy implementation (2016-2018). Majorities (54-89%) of all racial/ethnic groups
reported that ERPOs are at least sometimes appropriate, and 64-94% were willing to ask a judge for an ERPO for
a family member. However, Black and Hispanic/Latinx survey participants less often perceived ERPOs as
appropriate and were less willing to serve as petitioners, with Black participants citing lack of knowledge about
ERPOs and not trusting the system to be fair as their top reasons for unwillingness. Similarly, review of ERPO
court documents revealed that no family or household members served as petitioners for Black and Hispanic/
Latinx ERPO respondents. Additionally, Black respondents were the least likely to have documented access to a
firearm and legal representation in court. Racial/ethnic equity in ERPO use may be improved by reducing
barriers to petitioning, incorporating non-law enforcement intervention professionals like behavioral health
specialists into the ERPO process, providing legal assistance to respondents and petitioners, and investing in the
social safety net.

Race and ethnicity
Health policy
Extreme risk protection orders

1. Introduction disruptions to key social services and worsening community condi-

tions for safety have contributed to increased firearm violence risk, with

Firearm violence resulted in nearly 45,000 deaths and many more
nonfatal injuries in the United States in 2020.(Web-based injury statis-
tics query and reporting system, 2005) The social construction of racial
hierarchies as a tool for oppression has created stark racial/ethnic in-
equities in the burden of firearm-related harm. Black boys and men are
>10 times as likely to die by firearm homicide as their white peers,(Web-
based injury statistics query and reporting system, 2005) and suicide
rates are increasing more rapidly among Black youth than among other
young people.(Bray et al., 2021; Lindsey et al., 2019) The spike in
firearm purchasing during the coronavirus pandemic, which diversified
the population of new firearm owners, along with pandemic-related

Black individuals and other minoritized people disproportionately
affected.(Miller et al., 2021; Schleimer et al., 2022) There is a clear need
to examine firearm violence prevention policies and their use through a
racial equity lens.

Extreme risk protection orders (ERPOs)—called gun violence
restraining orders (GVROs) in California or, colloquially, “red flag”
orders—show promise in preventing firearm violence,(Swanson et al.,
2019; Swanson et al., 2017; Kivisto and Phalen, 2018) but their use (or
lack thereof) has largely unknown implications for equity. ERPOs are
civil restraining orders that temporarily prevent firearm access from
individuals at high risk of harming themselves or others with a firearm.
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California’s law went into effect in 2016. Sixteen additional states and
the District of Columbia have since adopted ERPO laws (Connecticut and
Indiana already had similar risk-warrant laws).(Extreme Risk Protection
Orders, 2020) Given their popularity among the general public and
firearm owners(Barry et al., 2018; Crifasi et al., 2021) and the recent
federal legislation providing $750 million to states for ERPO imple-
mentation,(Bipartisan safer communities act, 2022) the number of states
with ERPO laws is likely to grow in the near future.

California law enforcement officers can petition a judge for an
emergency GVRO, and law enforcement officers, relatives, household
members, and—as of September 2020—coworkers and school personnel
can petition for a temporary GVRO. Emergency and temporary orders
remain in effect for 21 days.(Cal. Penal Code §18100-18205, 2014)
Emergency orders are typically issued to officers in the field and served
immediately following the precipitating event, while temporary orders
are issued to petitioners at the courthouse and are served as quickly as
possible thereafter. Upon service, the person subject to the order (the
respondent) must temporarily give their firearms and ammunition to
law enforcement or a licensed firearm dealer. Respondents are pro-
hibited from purchasing firearms and ammunition while the order is in
effect. Within 21 days of the issuance of an emergency or temporary
order, a hearing is held (at which the respondent has the right to
appear), and a judge rules on an “order after a hearing,” which lasts for
1 year (up to 5 years as of September 2020) and may be terminated early
or renewed by a judge.

Risk-based temporary firearm removal laws like ERPOs have been
found to be particularly effective at preventing firearm suicide among
respondents (Swanson et al., 2019; Swanson et al., 2017) and have been
used in efforts to prevent mass shootings.(Wintemute et al., 2019; Pear
et al.,, 2022) It is less clear whether these and other potential ben-
efits—as well as potential adverse effects—are distributed equitably
across racial/ethnic groups. Given past and contemporary criminal legal
system practices that have perpetuated racist policies and reified ra-
cialized stereotypes about criminality,(Alexander, 2010; Nembhard and
Robin, 2021) there is prima facie reason for concern about whether
ERPOs may be used to further punish and control, rather than protect,
Black individuals and members of other marginalized communities.

Early evidence also raises important concerns about equitable ERPO
implementation. For example, several states have reported that most
petitioners are law enforcement officers, even when others may petition.
(Pallin et al., 2020; Zeoli et al., 2021; Rowhani-Rahbar et al., 2020) To
the extent that members of minoritized and marginalized communities
are less inclined to engage law enforcement due to structural racism and
other oppressive systems of power that increase the likelihood of police
killings, excessive use of force, and other consequences,(Braga et al.,
2019; Degue et al., 2016) ERPOs may be underutilized and their benefits
unrealized in these communities. Given that officers’ behavior is
discretionary and potentially impacted by racial stereotypes, underuse
could also result from officers disproportionately electing to arrest
minoritized individuals instead of petitioning for an ERPO. Alterna-
tively, overuse in minoritized communities could reflect the fact that
these communities are systematically subject to disproportionate police-
initiated contact and over-policing, regardless of actual crime rates.
(Braga et al., 2019)

There may also be racial/ethnic differences in outcomes for re-
spondents. As noted above, racialized perceptions of dangerousness
rooted in racism and structural inequities that concentrate disadvantage
in minoritized communities may lead to higher rates of arrest at the time
of ERPO service for nonviolent, discretionary charges or use of force
against Black and brown respondents, making the ERPO punitive and
potentially dangerous rather than preventive.(Pear et al., 2021; Pallin
etal., 2021) Arrests at the time of ERPO service are most likely related to
the precipitating event, but could also be for unrelated parole violations
or outstanding warrants, which are themselves more prevalent among
people racialized as Black due to the historical and structural forces
mentioned above.
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Firearm violence prevention stakeholders have called for ERPO
research to include racial/ethnic inequities as outcomes.(Swanson,
2020) We examined the intersection of race/ethnicity with perceptions
and use of California’s GVRO law” by evaluating racial/ethnic differ-
ences in (1) public awareness of and support for GVROs, and (2) GVRO
case contexts and process details. We used a novel combination of
complementary data sources: (1) a state-representative survey con-
ducted in July 2020 among California adults, and (2) GVRO court case
files for the first 3 years of policy implementation (2016-2018).
Together, these data provide a more complete picture of potential
sources of inequity throughout the GVRO process than either could
alone—from awareness and support among potential petitioners to
policy use and implications for respondents. Findings from this study
can inform researchers, advocates, policymakers, and those seeking to
address racial/ethnic inequities in the legal system.

2. Methods
2.1. Public awareness of and support for GVROs

2.1.1. Data source

We obtained data about public awareness and policy support from
the 2020 California Safety and Wellbeing Survey (CSaWS 2020), a
statewide survey administered online in English and Spanish from July
14-27, 2020. Survey participants (hereafter “participants™) were mem-
bers of the Ipsos KnowledgePanel, a national, probability-based online
research panel widely used in injury and health research.(Pallin et al.,
2019; Betz et al., 2020; Betz et al., 2016; Pham-Kanter et al., 2017) All
panel members who were 18 years and older and residents of California
households were eligible to participate. Of 5018 members invited to
participate, 2870 (57%) completed the survey. Participants tended to be
older, more often male and non-Hispanic, and to have more years of
education and higher income than non-participants. The analytic sample
was weighted to be statistically representative of the noninstitutional-
ized adult population of California, as reflected in the 2014-2018
American Community Survey. Additional survey methodology is
described elsewhere.(Kravitz-Wirtz et al., 2021a)

2.1.2. Measures

Participants were asked whether they had ever heard of a “gun
violence restraining order” and, subsequently, a “red flag law.” Next,
they read a short description of California’s GVRO law and were asked,
“In general, do you think it would be appropriate for a judge to issue a
GVRO” in five different risk scenarios: when a person (1) is experiencing
an emotional crisis, (2) has severe dementia or something like it, or has
threatened to physically hurt: (3) themselves, (4) the participant or
someone else, or (5) a group of people. Those who answered “don’t
know” were asked whether this was because they needed more infor-
mation about GVROs

Participants were then asked, “Would you personally be willing to
ask a judge for a GVRO if a member of your family” was in each of the
five risk scenarios. Those who reported being “not at all” willing were
asked to select one or more reasons for their unwillingness. Subsequent
items included whether participants “would prefer to have the police ask
a judge for a GVRO for [them].” Complete questions and response op-
tions appear in Appendix 1.

Participants’ sociodemographic information was collected as part of
panel membership. Race/ethnicity was categorized using responses to
two questions: “Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?” (hereafter
“Hispanic/Latinx”) and then, “Please indicate what you consider your
race to be” from one or more of the following US Census Bureau

2 We denote general extreme risk protection order policies with “ERPO” and
California’s version of this policy, the gun violence restraining order, with
“GVRO” throughout.
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categories: White, Black or African American, American Indian or
Alaska Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander. To
maintain sufficient sample size and for comparability with GVRO case
data (described below), we combined participants who did not endorse
Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity and who selected American Indian or Alaska
Native (n = 10), Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (n = 2), or
more than one race (n = 59) into a non-Hispanic other/multi-race
category (hereafter “Other”). Urban-rural status was based on partici-
pants’ county of residence using 2013 Rural-Urban Continuum Codes
(RUCCQC).(Rural-Urban Continuum Codes: Documentation, 2020)

2.1.3. Statistical analysis

We used survey-weighted percentages and 95% confidence intervals
(CIs) to tabulate each measure by participants’ race/ethnicity. Consis-
tent with prior research,(Kravitz-Wirtz et al., 2021b) we combined the
“somewhat” and “very” response options for questions about willing-
ness, and we combined the “sometimes,” “usually,” and “always”
response options for questions about appropriateness.

2.2. GVRO use

2.2.1. Data sources

The California Department of Justice (CA DOJ) provided identified
information on all GVRO respondents from 2016 to 2018, which we used
to request GVRO court records from individual county courts. We used
Microsoft Forms to abstract basic case information, such as GVRO type
and duration, and Dedoose 9.0.17 to abstract details from the case
narratives according to an abstraction guide (Appendix 2). Abstractors
met with each other and other team members at standing weekly team
meetings throughout the course of analysis to clarify definitions, resolve
discrepancies, and make refinements to the final abstraction guide. Two
abstractors double-coded all basic case information and blindly double-
coded and cross-checked a 20% random sample of case narratives,
adjudicating any differences at the standing team meetings. After
consensus was reached on this subsample, abstractors single-coded the
remaining narratives

2.2.2. Measures

We abstracted information from GVRO court case files on respondent
demographics and risk factors for violence (identified a priori based on
the literature and theory), case contexts (e.g., details of the precipitating
event), and GVRO process details (e.g., hearing outcomes). Respondent
race/ethnicity was derived from the GVRO petition and therefore re-
ported by the petitioner (although law enforcement petitioners may
obtain race/ethnicity from respondents’ state identification, which is
self-reported). To maintain adequate cell size, we categorized race/
ethnicity as non-Hispanic white, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic/Latinx,
and non-Hispanic Other. Respondents were linked to the RUCC category
for the county in which they were issued a GVRO.

To determine whether recovered firearms might have been unlaw-
fully acquired, we noted when court documents indicated that law
enforcement officers were unaware of a respondent owning a given
firearm prior to its recovery because the firearm was not recorded in the
California Law Enforcement Telecommunications System (CLETS). Of-
ficers can use CLETS to access records of legal firearm purchases since
1996, although long gun sales were not required to be recorded until
2014. Recovered firearms, particularly handguns, not found in CLETS
may have been acquired unlawfully. To determine whether any known
firearms were not recovered, we used the court documents to compare
the description and number of firearms the respondent was expected to
own with the description and number of firearms recovered. For law
enforcement petitioners, we assumed CLETS was the primary source of
information on firearms owned by the respondent, even if this was not
stated explicitly.
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2.2.3. Statistical analysis

We used descriptive statistics, stratified by race/ethnicity. Estimates
should generally be interpreted as the statistical floor because (1) re-
spondents with missing information were retained in the denominator
for percentages, and (2) we relied on petitioners’ narratives to determine
whether a respondent characteristic or case detail was present or absent.
Because petitioners had incomplete knowledge and differed with respect
to what they included in the narratives, we were often unable to
distinguish between missing information and true negatives when codes
were not applied. Details on missingness are presented in Appendix
Table 1.

Analyses for both data sources were conducted in Stata 15.1 and R
4.0.2.(R Core Team. R, 2022) The University of California, Davis Insti-
tutional Review Board approved this study.

3. Results
3.1. Public awareness and support for GVROs

The CSaWS 2020 sample, which was representative of the adult
population of California, was 14.4% Asian (95% CI 12.4-16.8); 5.8%
Black (95% CI 4.6-7.3); 34.7% Hispanic/Latinx (95% CI 32.0-37.4);
41.9% white (95% CI 39.3-44.6); and 3.2% Other race (95% CI 2.3-4.5)
(Table 1).

3.1.1. Awareness

Most survey participants had never heard of a GVRO or red flag law
(Table 2). A greater percentage of Black and Asian participants were
unaware of the policy compared with white and Hispanic/Latinx par-
ticipants: 77.1% of Black (95% CI 65.9-85.4) and 79.2% of Asian par-
ticipants (95% CI 72.0-84.9) had never heard of a GVRO or red flag law,
compared with 62.9% of white (95% CI 59.4-66.3) and 61.1% of His-
panic/Latinx participants (95% CI 56.1-65.9).

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics by Race/Ethnicity.

Demographic CSaWS 2020 sample (n = GVRO respondents
characteristic? 2870) 2016-2018 (n = 193)
Unweighted n (weighted n (%)
%) [95% CI]

Asian, non-Hispanic 208 (14.4) [12.4-16.8] -
Male 110 (54.4) [45.6-62.4] -
Age 44 (33, 57) -
Urban 186 (91.1) [85.2-94.8] -

Black, non-Hispanic 127 (5.8) [4.6-7.3] 20 (10.4)
Male 67 (54.2) [42.2-65.7] 15 (75.0)
AgeP 52 (37, 60) 36 (28, 50)
Urban 106 (76.3) [63.7-85.6] 16 (80.0)

Hispanic/Latinx 849 (34.7) [32.0-37.4] 35 (18.1)
Male 461 (46.9) [41.9-51.9] 35 (100)
Age 42 (32, 51) 33 (27, 37)
Urban 627 (74.9) [70.4-78.9] 31 (88.6)

Other, non-Hispanicd 71 (3.2) [2.3-4.5] 15 (7.8)
Male 132 (42.6) [26.8-60.1] 15 (100)
Age 36 (25,56) 36 (27, 45)
Urban 58 (88.3) [77.6-94.3] 8(53.3)

White, non-Hispanic 1615 (41.9) [39.3-44.6] 123 (63.7)
Male 836 (45.8) [42.0-49.5] 116 (94.3)
Age 55 (36, 68) 45 (30, 55)
Urban 1169 (72.8) [69.3-76.0] 89 (72.4)

a. Age is displayed as median (IQR). Urban is defined as counties classified as
metropolitan areas with at least 1,000,000 people (Code 1) by the Rural-Urban
Continuum Code, 2013.

b. One GVRO respondent is missing age.

c. Asian respondents are included in the Other race category to maintain
adequate cell size. Two-thirds of other race respondents are Asian.

d. Multi-race individuals are included in the Other race group. This group is not
directly comparable between CSaWS 2020 and GVRO respondents.
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Table 2

Awareness of Gun Violence Restraining Orders (GVROs) and “Red Flag” Laws
Among California Adults, by Race/Ethnicity, 2020 California Safety and Well-
being Survey (n = 2870).
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Table 3

Perceived Appropriateness of a Judge Issuing a Gun Violence Restraining Order
(GVRO), in General, by Risk Scenario and Race/Ethnicity, 2020 California Safety
and Wellbeing Survey (n = 2870).

Race/ethnicity, unweighted n (weighted %) [95% CI]

Never appropriate Sometimes/usually/always

Asian, Black, Hispanic/ Other, White, appropriate
non- non- Latinx non- non- Unweighted Weighted % Unweighted Weighted %
Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic n [95% CI] n [95% CI]
159 (79.2) 93 (77.1) 43 (66.5) 879 (62.9) Person experiencing an emotional crisis
He:erl‘:hoefr [72.0, [65.9, ?slg 1(6;51)9] [49.5, [59.4, Asian,non- 18 10.7 162 75.1
84.9] 85.4] e 80.0] 66.3] Hispanic [6.3,17.6] [66.9,81.9]
Heard of 25 (10.1) 14 (8.0) 160 (18.6) 10 (13.9) 252 (11.6) Blac-k, noin- 16 15.2 88 57.2
GVRO 6.3, 15.7] [4.0, [15.0, 22.8] [5.2, 19.7.13.8] Hispanic [8.1,26.9] [44.7,69.0]
only e 15.3] s 32.4] R Hispanic/ 111 13.8 581 65.8
Heard of 7 83) 5(4.7) Latinx [10.8,17.6] [60.9,70.4]
red flag 8 (3.5) (3.1 73 (9.2) (1.7 180 (10.5) Other, non- 5 4.7 [1.4152] 59 89.1
law [1.7,7.2) 2. 7’] 16.7,12.871 15 2’] [8.7,12.7] Hispanic [77.9,95.0]
only ’ ’ White, non- 146 10.0 1313 79.0
Heardof 15 (6.9) ;:1:5(6.6.) 02 (9.5) 52(12.8) ?;95514.2) Hispanic [7.9,12.4] [75.8,82.0]
both [3.6,12.7] 12.2] [6.9, 13.0] 24.4] 16.8] ' S
Person has severe dementia or something like it
Note. Results do not sum to total due to refusals. Asian, non- 21 10.5 158 75.9
Hispanic [6.2,17.3] [67.7,82.5]
. A Black, non- 20 15.7 82 53.7
3.1.2. Perceived appropriateness Hispanic [9.0,26.0] [41.5,65.5]
Across all risk scenarios, a majority of participants in all racial/ Hispanic/ 130 17.7 573 63.0
ethnic groups supported GVRO use at least some of the time, with Black Latinx [14.2,22.0] [58.0,67.7]
and Hispanic/Latinx participants relatively less supportive than others Otg_er’ non- 8 8.4[3.021.3] 58 ?;3;7 0a.6]
. e 1spanic A .
(Table. 3). For examPle, Black participants reported GVROs were at least White, non- 107 80060105 1382 816
sometimes appropriate 53.7% (95% CI 41.5-65.5) to 63.4% (95% CI Hispanic [78.1,84.6]
50.6-74.6) of the time, depending on the scenario; white participants
. . . o o
said GVROs were at least sometimes approprilate 79.0% (95% CI Person threatened to physically hurt themselves
75.8-82.0) to 87.6% (95% CI 84.6-90.1) of the time. Asian, non- 20 11.8 168 78.9
Among those who said they did not know whether GVROs were Hispanic [7.2,18.8] [70.1,84.5]
appropriate in at least one scenario, Hispanic/Latinx participants most Bl;‘{c_k’ non- 19 Ei)?’z 505] 93 ?:(')46 ra6]
o o - . . . ispanic .2,30. .6,74.
often (60.1%, 95% CI 49.8 6?.6) and white partlc.lpants lgast often Hispanic/ 112 166 629 68.9
(34.4%, 95% CI 25.2-44.8) cited a need for more information about Latinx [13.0,20.81 [64.0,73.4]
GVROs as the reason for their uncertainty (Appendix Table 2). Other, non- 5 47 [1.4152] 60 86.6
Hispanic [73.3,93.8]
3.1.3. Personal willingness White, non- 79 6.3 [4.6,8.6] 1446 86.4
T . : - . . . Hispanic [83.3,89.0]
In all risk scenarios, most participants in all racial/ethnic groups
reported being somewhat or very willing to personally ask a judge for a
GVRO for a family member. Black participants were consistently the Person threatened to physically hurt someone else
. y . o p . p . y Asian, non- 19 10.7 [6.4, 170 77.9
least willing, and Hispanic/Latinx participants were less willing than Hispanic 17.5] [69.6,84.5]
white participants in 4 of 5 scenarios (Table 4). Black participants were Black, non- 18 16.7 92 60.6
most likely to say they were not at all willing to ask a judge for a GVRO Hispanic [9.4,27.9] [47.8,72.1]
in all 5 risk scenarios (23.2%, 95% CI 14.0-36.1) (Appendix Table 3) Hispanic/ 118 17.7 627 68.7
d substantially less likely to say they preferred to have the poli Latinx [14.0,22.0] [63.8,73.2]
an . .su stantially less likely to say they preferred to have the po .Ce Other, non- 6 5.5[1.8,15.6] 59 88.1
petition for a GVRO for them (21.0%, 95% CI 13.4-31.3) compared with Hispanic [76.7,94.3]
other racial/ethnic groups (32.9% [95% CI 28.5-37.7] to 44.0% [95% White, non- 74 5.9 [4.3,8.1] 1465 87.6
CI 27.7-61.8]; Appendix Table 4). Hispanic [84.6,90.1]
Among participants who reported being not at all willing to ask a
judge for a GVRO in 1 or more risk scenarios, the most frequently cited Person threatened to physically hurt a group of people
reason among Asian, Black, Hispanic/Latinx, and white participants was ASII;_H’ non- 19 ;g'f 1701 170 ?79i67 85.8]
. . .. ispanic 1,17. .7,85.
not knowing enough about GVROs (Fig. 1). For Other race paFt1c1pants, Black, non- 20 20.8 03 63.5
the most common reason was concern about due process rights. The Hispanic [12.1,33.4] [50.7,74.71
second most common reason among Black participants was not trusting Hispanic/ 116 17.8 631 69.8
the system to be fair and, for all other groups, a belief that the given risk Latinx [14.1,22.2] [64.9,74.2]
scenarios involve personal or family matters. Other, non- 7 570191571 58 85.6
Hispanic [72.4,93.1]
White, non- 76 6.4 [4.7,8.7] 1463 86.7
Hispanic [83.5,89.4]

3.2. GVRO use

From 2016 through 2018, there were 413 unique GVRO respondents
in California. We requested court documents for all respondents and
received them for 218 (53%). Almost all (94.4%) cases for which doc-
uments were not received involved emergency orders only, which are
granted to law enforcement officers in the field and are not always filed
with the court. We abstracted records for 201 respondents; the

Note. Results do not sum to total due to “don’t know” responses and refusals.

remaining 17 case files did not include GVRO documents. Eight re-
spondents missing information on race/ethnicity were dropped, leaving

193 unique respondents (194 GVRO cases).
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Table 4

Willingness to Ask a Judge for a Gun Violence Restraining Order (GVRO) for a
Family Member, by Risk Scenario and Race/Ethnicity, 2020 California Safety
and Wellbeing Survey (n = 2870).

Not at all willing Somewhat/very willing

Unweighted Weighted % Unweighted Weighted %
n [95% CI] n [95% CI]
Family member experiencing an emotional crisis
Asian, non- 42 23.0 163 75.7
Hispanic [16.4,31.3] [67.3,82.4]
Black, non- 34 34.8 92 64.1
Hispanic [24.0,47.5] [51.5,75.0]
Hispanic/ 185 22.9 641 73.3
Latinx [18.8,27.5] [68.5,77.7]
Other, non- 13 19.5 57 79.4
Hispanic [9.2,36.9] [62.2,90.0]
White, non- 377 25.1 1215 72.9
Hispanic [21.8,28.6] [69.3,76.3]
Family member has severe dementia or something like it
Asian, non- 44 23.5 160 75.1
Hispanic [16.7,32.0] [66.6,82.0]
Black, non- 30 30.7 96 68.1
Hispanic [20.4,43.5] [55.4,78.6]
Hispanic/ 176 21.4 647 74.0
Latinx [17.6,25.8] [69.2,78.2]
Other, non- 11 14.4 59 84.6
Hispanic [6.7,28.3] [70.7,95.6]
White, non- 254 18.0 1328 79.5
Hispanic [15.1,21.4] [76.1,82.6]
Family member threatened to physically hurt themselves
Asian, non- 25 13.7 178 84.6
Hispanic [8.6,20.9] [77.3,89.8]
Black, non- 22 25.6 104 73.2
Hispanic [16.1,38.3] [60.6,82.9]
Hispanic/ 134 19.1 689 76.0
Latinx [15.3,23.6] [71.2,80.2]
Other, non- 4 4.9 [1.5,15.3] 66 94.4
Hispanic [83.9,98.0]
White, non- 133 9.6 [7.4,12.2] 1456 88.3
Hispanic [85.5,90.71
Family member threatened to physically hurt you or someone else
Asian, non- 24 13.2 181 85.5
Hispanic [8.3,20.4] [78.2,90.6]
Black, non- 19 23.5 107 75.4
Hispanic [14.2,36.3] [62.6,84.9]
Hispanic/ 119 17.3 707 78.3
Latinx [13.6,21.7] [73.6,82.4]
Other, non- 3 4.5 [1.2,15.3] 67 94.4
Hispanic [84.1,98.2]
White, non- 115 9.5 [7.3,12.3] 1467 88.1
Hispanic [85.1,90.5]
Family member threatened to physically hurt a group of people
Asian, non- 27 15.5 178 83.2
Hispanic [10.1,22.9] [75.7,88.7]
Black, non- 19 23.5 107 75.4
Hispanic [14.2,36.3] [62.6,84.9]
Hispanic/ 120 17.6 705 78.0
Latinx [13.9,22.1] [73.3,82.1]
Other, non- 3 4.5 [1.2,15.3] 67 94.4
Hispanic [84.1,98.2]
White, non- 115 9.2 [7.0,12.0] 1476 88.7
Hispanic [85.7,91.1]

Note. Results do not sum to total due to refusals.

3.2.1. Respondent demographics

The demographic characteristics of GVRO respondents differed in
several ways from the adult population of California as reflected by the
CSaWS 2020 sample (Table 1). Most respondents were identified as
white (63.7%), followed by Hispanic/Latinx (18.1%), Black (10.4%) and
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Other races (7.8%). Two-thirds of Other race respondents were Asian.
Respondents were predominately male in all groups. Median age was
highest for white respondents (45 years, IQR: 30-55), with all other
groups having a median age about 10 years younger. Most respondents
lived in large metropolitan counties, ranging from 72.4% (white and
Other race respondents) to 88.6% (Hispanic/Latinx respondents).

3.2.2. Case contexts

Across all racial/ethnic groups, the precipitating event leading to the
GVRO most often involved threats of harm exclusively to others and
least often involved threats of harm exclusively to self (Table 5). Black
respondents had the highest proportion of cases involving exclusively
other-directed threats (75.0%) and white respondents had the lowest
(49.2%). Conversely, white respondents had the highest proportion of
exclusively self-directed threats (16.9%) and Black respondents had the
lowest (5.0%). Among cases involving threats to others (alone or in
combination with self-directed threats), intimate partners were a com-
mon target, ranging from 16.7% for Black respondents to 41.4% for
Hispanic/Latinx respondents. GVROs involving a potential mass shoot-
ing (i.e., a threat to shoot an unspecified number of people or 3+ people
other than oneself) were noted in 50.0% of cases involving Black
respondents—roughly twice the proportion as Hispanic/Latinx (22.9%)
and white (26.6%) respondents.

Reports of threatening behavior with a firearm were most common
for Hispanic/Latinx respondents (42.9%) and least common for Other
race respondents (26.7%; Table 5). Access to firearms (via ownership or
other means) was most prevalent among Hispanic/Latinx and white
respondents (94.3% and 92.7%, respectively). Conversely, 25.0% of
Black respondents had no known access to firearms—the highest pro-
portion among all racial/ethnic groups.

The most commonly reported risk factor for violence among white
respondents was substance use (including alcohol), present in 40.3% of
cases (Table 5). For all other racial/ethnic groups, loss of a loved one or
relationship problems was most common, ranging from 30.0% among
Black respondents to 45.7% among Hispanic/Latinx respondents. Signs
of paranoia, psychosis, or hallucinations were noted about twice as often
for Black respondents (20.0%) as for others (Table 5). Cases involving
Black respondents also had elevated proportions of law enforcement
contact originally initiated for mental health concerns and of petitioners
drawing on bystander/witness statements (Appendix Table 5 and
Table 6). White respondents were the only group with a record of pre-
vious or current restraining orders, excluding GVROs (8.9%; Table 5).

3.2.3. Process details

The overwhelming majority of petitioners were law enforcement
officers, regardless of respondent race/ethnicity, and no family or
household member served as the petitioner for a Black or Hispanic/
Latinx respondent (Table 6). Black and Hispanic/Latinx respondents
were the most likely to be arrested at the time of ERPO service (40.0%
and 42.9%, respectively), although racial/ethnic differences in arrest
narrowed when cases with self-harm threats alone were removed (Ap-
pendix Table 6). Reports of police use of force were uncommon, ranging
from 0.0% for Other race respondents to 5.6% for white respondents.

Firearms were recovered in 40.0% of cases with Other race re-
spondents to 58.9% of cases with white respondents. Firearms recovered
from Black respondents were unrecorded in CLETS more often than
those recovered from other respondents (54.5% vs. 15.8-21.9%). When
limited to cases in which only handguns were recovered (n = 40), 33.3%
of cases among both Black and Hispanic, 21.7% of cases among white,
and 0.0% of cases among Other race respondents included firearms
unrecorded in CLETS.

One-year orders after a hearing were issued most often among His-
panic/Latinx and Other race respondents (60.0% each) and least often
among Black respondents (40.0%; Table 6). In 45.0% of cases involving
Black respondents, an order after a hearing was not sought. Among those
with an order after a hearing, Black respondents never had legal
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Other reason

Never appropriate for government to take guns
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These are personal/family matters

Do not trust the system will be fair

Do not want to involve the court

m White, Non-Hispanic
Other, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic/Latinx

m Black, Non-Hispanic

Worried about due process rights

Worried about retaliation

M Asian, Non-Hispanic

Do not know enough about GVROs

0% 10% 20%

| ! |||| ’ Ity

30% 40% 50% 60%

Percentage endorsing reason

Fig. 1. Reasons Not at All Willing to Ask a Judge for a Gun Violence Restraining Order (GVRO) for a Family Member Among Those Not at All Willing in at Least 1
Scenario, by Race/Ethnicity, 2020 California Safety and Wellbeing Survey (n = 799).

Note. Participants could select >1 reason.

representation whereas white respondents had representation in 24.2%
of cases.

4. Discussion

We used complementary data sources—a state-representative survey
of California adults in 2020 and GVRO court case files from 2016
through 2018—to provide novel demographic and situational insights
about who is likely to endorse and use ERPOs as a violence prevention
tool and who may experience their potential benefits and harms. We
found some racial/ethnic differences in perceptions and use of GVROs in
California, which could point to deeper inequities.

Consistent with prior research and polling,(Barry et al., 2018; Crifasi
et al., 2021; Quinnipiace University Poll, 2021; APM Research Lab,
2019) our survey results show that large majorities of the general pop-
ulation—across all racial and ethnic groups—consider GVROs appro-
priate and would be willing to personally use them. Well over half of
Californians (54-89%) report that GVROs are appropriate, and 64-94%
would be willing to ask a judge for a GVRO for a family member,
depending on participants’ race/ethnicity and the scenario presented.
Despite this high level of support, Hispanic/Latinx and especially Black
Californians perceived GVROs as less appropriate and were less willing
to act as petitioners for a family member compared with most other
groups. Black survey participants were also least likely to say they
preferred to have the police petition for a GVRO on their behalf:
approximately 20% of Black survey participants preferred to have police
petition for a GVRO, compared with 33-44% of other groups.

These findings align with those from a nationally-representative
survey that found that Black Americans (66%) were significantly less
likely than white Americans (77%) to support ERPO policies that
authorize law enforcement officers to temporarily remove firearms
during periods of heightened risk.(Crifasi et al., 2021) However, that
study found no differences in support for provisions allowing family
members to petition the court to remove firearms in these situations.
Discrepancies between our findings and this prior study in terms of
support for family petitioners may be because we asked about personal
willingness and specific risk scenarios.

GVRO case documents reinforced and extended our survey findings
in several ways. For example, no Black or Hispanic/Latinx respondents

had family or household members act as petitioners. In addition, Black
respondents had the lowest proportion of cases in which a family or
household member or significant other was the source of information to
petitioners (35%) (who were overwhelmingly law enforcement officers
for all racial/ethnic groups) and the highest proportion in which a
bystander/witness was the source of information (30%). Together, these
findings suggest that family or household members of Black and His-
panic/Latinx individuals at risk for violence are more hesitant than
others to engage with the courts by petitioning for an ERPO or with
police who might act as petitioners on their behalf. Such hesitance may
also be manifest in the low proportion of cases among Black respondents
involving threats of self-harm (of which family and household members
may be the most acutely aware) and the high proportion of mass
shooting threats (which may come to the attention of bystanders).

To ensure that ERPOs do not reproduce inequities in structurally-
rooted risks for firearm violence and trauma, stakeholders need to bet-
ter understand and address sources of racial/ethnic differences in sup-
port for and willingness to use ERPOs. For almost all racial/ethnic
groups surveyed, the most common reason cited for unwillingness to
petition for a GVRO was not knowing enough about them. Among Asian,
Black, and Hispanic/Latinx participants, this was by far the most com-
mon reason, cited by approximately 50% of those unwilling. Prior
research has similarly found that lack of knowledge of ERPOs is a barrier
to use among potential petitioners (e.g., law enforcement in California
and physicians in Maryland).(Pear et al., 2021; Frattaroli et al., 2019)
Engaging public health professionals, community-based organizations,
and other frontline providers in educational and evaluation efforts could
help remedy this gap in knowledge and empower community members
to share information about ERPOs and participate in improving the
policy themselves. Culturally affirming communication from trusted
messengers may reduce stigma and perceptions that risk is a private or
family matter, another common reason for unwillingness to use GVROs
among survey participants. Growing research highlights the importance
of such strategies for firearm violence prevention.(Wical et al., 2020;
Henn et al., 2019) For these efforts to succeed, impacted communities
will need to be involved in all aspects of policymaking and
implementation.

In addition to educational interventions to promote policy aware-
ness, our results suggest a need for institutional and structural reforms.
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Table 5
Contextual Features of GVRO Cases, by Race/Ethnicity (n = 194).
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Table 6
GVRO Process Details by Race/Ethnicity (n = 194).

GVRO cases, 1 (%)

GVRO cases, n (%)

Black, Hispanic/ Other, White, Black, non- Hispanic/ Other, non- White,
non- Latinx non- non- Hispanic Latinx Hispanic non-
Hispanic (n=35) Hispanic Hispanic (n=20) (n=35) (n=15) Hispanic
(n=20) (n=15) (n=124)? (n=124)?
Target of harm Petitioner type
Others only 15 (75.0) 21 (60.0) 8(53.3) 61 (49.2) Law enforcement 20 (100) 35 (100) 13 (86.7) 119 (96.0)
Self only 1 (5.0) 5(14.3) 2(13.3) 21 (16.9) Family member 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2(13.3) 5 (4.0)
Self & others 3 (15.0) 8 (22.9) 3(20.0) 36 (29.0) Source of information
Other-directed target (n=18) (n=29) n=11) (n=97) to GVRO
details (among those petitioners”
with other-directed Respondent 10 (50.0) 17 (48.6) 7 (46.7) 63 (50.8)
target)b Family or 5 (25.0) 9 (25.7) 6 (40.0) 43 (34.7)
Intimate partner 3(16.7) 12 (41.4) 4 (36.4) 27 (27.8) household member
Random people 4(22.2) 8(27.6) 3(27.3) 21 (21.6) Significant other 3(15.0) 15 (42.9) 3(20.0) 34 (27.4)
Other family member 3 (16.7) 8 (27.6) 3(27.3) 19 (19.6) Bystander/witness 6 (30.0) 7 (20.0) 1(6.7) 27 (21.8)
Workplace/Someone at 1(5.6) 5(17.2) 109.1) 10 (10.3) Law enforcement 4 (20.0) 6 (17.1) 2(13.3) 22 (17.7)
work (not including
School/Someone at 1 (5.6) 2(6.9) 2(18.2) 9(9.3) petitioner)
school Medical personnel 3 (15.0) 1(2.9 1(6.7) 18 (14.5)
Other specific person 8 (44.4) 8 (27.6) 3(27.3) 36 (37.1) Friend 2(10.0) 3(8.6) 2(13.3) 17 (13.7)
Potential mass shooting® Coworker 1 (5.0) 2(5.7) 0 (0.0) 9(7.3)
Yes 10 (50.0) 8 (22.9) 6 (40.0) 33 (26.6) Social media 1(5.0) 1(2.9 2(13.3) 9(7.3)
No 10 (50.0) 26 (74.3) 7 (46.7) 86 (69.4) School employee 0 (0.0) 0(0.0) 3(20.0) 8 (6.5)
Threat type® Other 0 (0.0) 1(2.9 1(6.7) 4(3.2)
Threatening behavior 9 (45.0) 21 (60.0) 5(33.3) 74 (59.7) Police action at
...with a firearm 6 (30.0) 15 (42.9) 4 (26.7) 42 (33.9) contact/serviceb
...without a weapon 4 (20.0) 7 (20.0) 1(6.7) 29 (23.4) Arrest on criminal 8 (40.0) 15 (42.9) 3(20.0) 38 (30.6)
...with another weapon 0 (0.0) 2(5.7) 0 (0.0) 11 (8.9) charges
Verbal threat 9 (45.0) 20 (57.1) 8(53.3) 62 (50.0) 5150 (involuntary 3(15.0) 8(22.9) 1(6.7) 32 (25.8)
Written threat 3(15.0) 6(17.1) 2(13.3) 23 (18.5) psychiatric hold)
Other 1(5.0) 0 (0.0) 1(6.7) 1(0.8) Transport to 4 (20.0) 9 (25.7) 1(6.7) 29 (23.4)
Firearm access hospital
Access, owner 13 (65.0) 33(94.3) 10 (66.7) 107 (86.3) Use of force 1(5.0) 1(2.9 0 (0.0) 7 (5.6)
Access, not owner 1 (5.0) 0 (0.0) 0(0.0) 8(6.5) Firearm recovery®
Purchased, in waiting 0 (0.0) 2(5.7) 0 (0.0) 2(1.6) Any firearm 11 (55.0) 19 (54.3) 6 (40.0) 73 (58.9)
period removal pursuant to
Intends to purchase 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1(6.7) 1(0.8) GVRO
No known access 5 (25.0) 0 (0.0) 2(13.3) 5 (4.0) Any recovered 6 (54.5) 3(15.8) 1(16.7) 16 (21.9)
Risk factors™d firearm not in
Any of the following 13 (65.0) 28 (80.0) 8(53.3) 98 (79.0) CLETS®
Prior self-directed 1(5.0) 2(5.7) 1(6.7) 7 (5.6) Any known firearms 3 (15.0) 4(11.4) 2(13.3) 14 (11.3)
violence not recovered
Prior intimate partner 2(10.0) 3(8.6) 2(13.3) 13 (10.5) Order after a hearing
violence (IPV) Issued 8 (40.0) 21 (60.0) 9 (60.0) 65 (52.4)
Prior assault (not IPV) 2(10.0) 1(2.9 0 (0.0) 9(7.3) Sought but not 2 (10.0) 2(5.7) 0 (0.0) 16 (12.9)
Substance use 2(10.0) 15 (42.9) 1(6.7) 50 (40.3) issued
Mental illness (named 3(15.0) 7 (20.0) 2(13.3) 27 (21.8) Not sought 9 (45.0) 11 (31.4) 5(33.3) 39 (31.5)
diagnosis) Legal representation (n=28) (n=22) (n=28) (n=62)
Signs of paranoia/ 4 (20.0) 4 (11.49) 1(6.7) 13 (10.5) at hearingd
psychosis/ Petitioner only 4 (50.0) 15 (68.2) 4 (50.0) 29 (46.8)
hallucination Respondent only 0 (0.0) 1(4.5) 0 (0.0) 3(4.8)
Employment instability 2 (10.0) 6 (17.1) 1(6.7) 13 (10.5) Petitioner and 0 (0.0) 1(4.5) 1(12.5) 12 (19.4)
Housing instability 1 (5.0) 2(5.7) 0(0.0) 4(3.2) respondent
Loss/relationship 6 (30.0) 16 (45.7) 5(33.3) 28 (22.6) None 3(37.5) 5(22.7) 3(37.5) 17 (27.4)
I::Erl;n;fice contact 3(15.0) 9 (25.7) 2(13.3) 27 (21.8) a. 123 unique respondents; one respondent had 2 distinct GVROs.
with arrest® b. These were coded as (1) if present, and otherwise left blank (0), so we cannot
Prior police contact 3 (15.0) 5(14.3) 1(6.7) 19 (15.3) distinguish between “no” and “unknown.”
without arrest/charges c. Among those with any firearm removal. CLETS=California Law Enforcement
Current or prior 0 (0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 11 (8.9) Telecommunication System, the electronic network that allows officers to access

restraining/protective
orders

a. 123 unique respondents; one respondent had 2 distinct GVROs.

b. Categories are not mutually exclusive.

c. A potential mass shooting was defined as a threat to shoot either an unspec-
ified number of people or 3 or more people not including oneself.

d. These risk factors were coded as (1) if present, and otherwise left blank (0), so
we cannot distinguish between “no” and “unknown”.

e. Based on information in the petition.

firearm purchase records, among other things. Records are much more complete
for handguns than long guns.

d. Among those with an order after a hearing form in the case file. This form was
missing for 4 cases in which we believe an order after a hearing had been granted
(based on court minutes and other forms in the file).

The second most cited reason for Black Californians’ lack of willingness
to use a GVRO was “not trusting the system to be fair” (cited by over 20%
of those unwilling). Indeed, we found that a relatively low proportion of
Black GVRO respondents had documented firearm access or were issued
an order after a hearing, perhaps indicating that the bar for issuing a
temporary or emergency GVRO to Black individuals is lower than that of
other racial/ethnic groups. Black and Hispanic/Latinx respondents were
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also most often arrested at the time of GVRO service. However, our
findings suggest that this is in part due to differences in the nature of the
threat among Black and Hispanic/Latinx respondents, such as a higher
proportion of cases involving other-directed threats versus threats of
self-harm alone, rather than inequities in GVRO use.

While officers cannot ignore criminal offenses, these findings
nevertheless reinforce concerns that ERPOs can exacerbate inequities by
disproportionately enmeshing minoritized people in the criminal legal
system.(Pear et al., 2021; Pallin et al., 2021) We could not determine
whether GVROs led to criminal charges, though that would be at odds
with the spirit of the law (a civil restraining order) and could perpetuate
deeply entrenched racial/ethnic inequities in criminal legal system
involvement. Future research should examine whether, and in what
cases, criminal charges are brought as a result of the ERPO and whether
such charges are pursued in lieu of the civil ERPO mechanism or related
health and social services that seek to promote health and safety outside
the criminal legal system.

Of those unwilling to petition for a GVRO, the only group to cite
concerns about the system not being fair more often than Black Cali-
fornians were white Californians (though among all participants, the
overall percentages were similar between Black and white adults).
Compared with most other groups, white Californians also less often
cited not knowing enough about GVROs and more often cited concerns
about due process rights, risk being a personal/family matter, and it
never being appropriate for the government to take a person’s guns.
Consistent with prior research,(Metzl, 2019; Thomas et al., 2022) these
findings suggest that individuals of different racialized identities relate
to and perceive firearms and the institutions that regulate them differ-
ently, with white people’s lack of institutional trust perhaps rooted more
in concerns over privacy and Second Amendment rights.

In contrast, Black and Hispanic/Latinx Californians’ hesitation to use
GVROs may stem in part from experiences of inequity and racism. For
example, police tend to underserve these communities when contact is
community initiated, such as during calls for service and other requests
for protection from harm, despite over policing of low-level crime.
(Prowse et al., 2019; Rios et al., 2020; Levoy, 2015) The hesitation may
also reflect legitimate concerns about police violence; in the past 4 de-
cades, police have killed Black Americans at a higher rate than any other
racial/ethnic group (3.5 times that of non-Hispanic white people), fol-
lowed by Hispanic/Latinx individuals (1.8 times the rate among non-
Hispanic white people).(GBD 2019 Police Violence US Subnational
Collaborators, 2021) Recent national survey data indicate that 55% of
Black people and 40% of Hispanic people agree that “calling the police
or 911 in uncertain situations often does more harm than good,” versus
only 25% among white and Asian people.(Ipsos, 2021)

Notwithstanding the need for broader societal changes to dismantle
systems of oppression, there are ways to decrease the likelihood of racial
and ethnic inequities in the context of ERPOs. Implementation efforts
might incorporate recent innovations that shift some public safety re-
sources and responsibility towards community crisis response teams
comprising mental and behavioral health specialists.(Beck et al., 2020;
Butler and Sheriff, 2020) With training, these teams could work along-
side law enforcement to serve ERPOs and facilitate firearm recovery.
These professionals and others (e.g., violence interventionists) could
also help connect ERPO respondents to social and behavioral health
services. A recent qualitative study of ERPOs found that civilian peti-
tioners in Washington state expressed frustration with a lack of
connection to services and a desire for the ERPO to help catalyze needed
behavioral health supports.(Prater et al., 2022) As such, ERPOs could
not only reduce the potential for lethal violence by preventing firearm
access, but also provide an opportunity to address underlying needs and
mitigate existing structural and social inequities in resources. This is
important because ERPO respondents may be vulnerable to chronic risk
factors for violence, such as untreated substance use and mental health
problems and employment or housing instability. For ERPOs to have
maximum life-saving impact, it will be critical to adequately fund the
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systems through which such services are provided and invest in the
infrastructure to connect respondents across multiple social and health-
serving sectors.

Considering our finding that Black respondents were least likely of
any racial/ethnic group to have legal representation at the hearing for
the 1-year order, and prior research suggesting the benefits of advocates
for civilian ERPO petitioners and domestic violence survivors,(Prater
etal., 2022; Bell et al., 2011) court advocates and legal assistance should
also be made available to ERPO respondents and petitioners to help
navigate the system and ensure that the rights of all parties are protected
regardless of income or race/ethnicity. Similar services are often pro-
vided by California courts for other restraining orders, and legal repre-
sentation for ERPO respondents is required in other states (e.g.,
Colorado).(The Educational Fund to Stop Gun Violence, 2022)

Recent investment by the California state government for GVRO
implementation, including a 1 million dollar appropriation for city at-
torney and law enforcement education and training and a 10 million
dollar appropriation for community-based education and outreach, may
provide an important first step in fulfilling the recommendations out-
lined above.(Budget act of 2021, 2021; Office of Governor Gavin
Newsom, 2022) However, the extent to which this investment and
training will be structured to enhance equity remains to be seen. As
California, other states, and now the federal government(Bipartisan
safer communities act, 2022) support implementation of ERPO laws,
they should include funding and provisions to promote equity, including
formal racial impact assessments,(The Educational Fund to Stop Gun
Violence, 2022) that are directly informed by community needs and
preferences.

4.1. Limitations

CSaWS 2020 data may be subject to social desirability and non-
response biases, though non-response was rare and evidence shows
online surveys limit such biases.(Kreuter et al., 2008) The survey was
fielded in the summer of 2020, during the coronavirus pandemic and
national protests against ongoing racial injustices in the United States.
Responses may have been affected by this socio-political climate.

Nearly half of the GVRO court case files we requested were never
received. Almost all of the missing cases were for emergency orders not
followed by an order after a hearing; therefore, our findings may not
generalize to those cases. Additional details about the missing records
have been published elsewhere.(Pear et al., 2022) Furthermore, rela-
tively few people were respondents to GVROs in California from 2016 to
2018, and cell sizes were small for certain strata. The narratives varied
in detail, and information was often limited or missing (e.g., for those
arrested, we often did not have information on the reason for the arrest).
Data were also almost exclusively from the perspective of the petitioner,
which may result in biased or inaccurate information, including about
the respondent’s race/ethnicity, risk factors, and the nature of the
threat. Use of force may have been under-reported, as most petitioners
were police officers. We had limited follow-up information on re-
spondents and thus do not know what consequences GVROs had on risk
for subsequent violence or other outcomes.

All data in this study are California-specific. There may be differ-
ences across states in ERPO implementation, use, and context. Finally,
limited racial/ethnic diversity among our research team (mostly white)
may have reduced our ability to center the point of view of minoritized
groups.(Ford and Airhihenbuwa, 2010)

4.2. Conclusion

ERPOs are a promising intervention to prevent firearm violence.
Results from this study indicate the potential for racial/ethnic inequities
in the benefits and harms of ERPO use (or lack thereof) in California and
identify opportunities for advancing equity-conscious policymaking and
implementation. Recommendations include engaging with impacted
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communities to better understand barriers to petitioning for ERPOs and
appropriate strategies for reducing such barriers, incorporating non-law
enforcement professionals in the process of ERPO service and firearm
recovery, offering legal assistance and court advocates to respondents
and petitioners, and investing in supportive systems to address under-
lying risks for violence. Lastly, additional efforts are needed to continue
monitoring the impact of ERPO and other firearm violence prevention
policies on racial equity and to address the structural roots of inequities
in firearm-related harm.
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Appendix 1 Detailed question wording and response options, 2020 California Safety and Wellbeing Survey

Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?

Your answer will help represent the entire U.S. population and will be kept confidential. Thank you!

Select all answers that apply.

. No, I am not [S]

. Yes, Mexican, Mexican-American, Chicano
. Yes, Puerto Rican

. Yes, Cuban, Cuban American

0 A WN -

and so on):[Text box]

. Yes, other Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino group (Please specify, for example Argentinean, Colombian, Dominican, Nicaraguan, Salvadoran, Spaniard,

Please indicate what you consider your race to be. We appreciate your effort to describe your background using these U.S. Census Bureau

categories.
Please choose one or more race(s) that you consider yourself to be.

Your answer will help represent the entire U.S. population and will be kept confidential. Thank you!

Select all answers that apply.

. White

. Black or African American

. American Indian or Alaska Native

. Asian

. Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
. Some other race, please specify:[Text box]

Ul WN

Have you ever heard of something called a gun violence restraining order?

1. Yes
2. No

Have you ever heard of something called a “red flag” law?

1. Yes
2. No

IntroG_1.

California has something called a gun violence restraining order or GVRO. These are also sometimes called “red flag” laws. When someone is
threatening to hurt themselves or someone else, and they have or could get a gun, a GVRO can be used to temporarily prevent that person from having

or buying guns.

The person‘s immediate family, household members, or the police can ask a judge to give this order. In an emergency, the judge can issue an order
immediately that lasts for up to 3 weeks. After a court hearing the judge can issue an order that lasts for up to 1 year.
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GVROs are only available if other options to protect against harm have failed or are not appropriate.
[RANDOMIZE AND DISPLAY 1 OF THE 4 FOLLOWING:].

A. [Scripter: No statement shown for this random group]

. Research suggests that GVROs prevent violence.

C. Research suggests that GVROs prevent violence. There have been >20 cases in California where GVROs were used in an effort to prevent mass
shootings. Those mass shootings did not occur.

D. Research suggests that GVROs prevent violence. In other states, studies have found that 1 life is saved for every 10 to 20 GVROs used to prevent
suicide.

o]

In general, do you think it would be appropriate for a judge to issue a GVRO in the following scenarios? Assume the person has or could get a gun
and other options have failed or are not appropriate.

Never appropriate Sometimes appropriate Usually appropriate Always appropriate Don’t know

The person is experiencing an emotional crisis

The person has severe dementia or something like it

The person has threatened to physically hurt themselves

The person has threatened to physically hurt you or someone else
The person has threatened to physically hurt a group of people

You mentioned that you didn’t know. Is this because you need more information about GVROs?

1. Yes
2. No

Would you personally be willing to ask a judge for a GVRO if a member of your family was in one of the following scenarios? Assume your family
member has or could get a gun and other options have failed or are not appropriate.

Not at all willing Somewhat willing Very willing

They were experiencing an emotional crisis

They had severe dementia or something like it

They had threatened to physically hurt themselves

They had threatened to physically hurt you or someone else
They had threatened to physically hurt a group of people

Would you prefer to have the police ask a judge for a GVRO for you?

1. Yes
. No
3. Don’t know

N

You mentioned that you were not at all willing to ask a judge for a GVRO in one or more situations. Please choose the reasons why. Select all that
apply.

. I don’t know enough about GVROs

. I'm worried about retaliation

. I'm worried about due-process rights

. I don’t want to involve the court

. I don’t trust the system to be fair

. These are personal or family matters

. It is never appropriate for the government to take a person’s guns
. Other, please specify:[Text box]

ONOU A WNBR

Appendix 2. Gun Violence Restraining Order Narrative Abstraction Guide

Abbreviations

GVRO = Gun violence restraining order
LE = Law enforcement.

R = Respondent.

Y = Yes.

N = No.

DK = Don’t know.

OGV = Order after a hearing.

10
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AFS = Automated Firearm System.

DESCRIPTORS: descriptors are used to more easily classify cases’ basic characteristics. Descriptors are mutually exclusive. The first coder should
complete the descriptors. The second coder should review the descriptors and note any discrepancies with a memo.

e We expect that we cannot fill out all descriptors so if you do not know one, leave it blank.
o Ifit seems like you have the information to fill it out but the response options do not include an appropriate option, write a memo and send an email
to the group.

Reason for initial LE contact: GVRO, other.
- Did law enforcement first get in touch with the respondent for this case in order to seek or serve a GVRO, or because of some other event? For example, if
law enforcement was called to a domestic dispute and then decided to pursue a GVRO, the reason for initial LE contact is “other.” If first law enforcement
contact was made to evaluate a situation with a GVRO in mind or to serve a GVRO, reason for initial LE contact is “GVRO.” If LE made contact with R but
did not petition for the GVRO (e.g., family petitioner), put “other.”
If not GVRO, reasons for initial LE contact: If the initial reason for LE contact was Other (not GVRO), fill in the text box to specify why LE made the
initial contact. (Skip this if initial contact was for the GVRO).
Target of Harm 1-3: Others, LE; Others, other specific target; Self; Others, workplace; Others, medical; Others, family violence (not IPV); Others,
school/children; Others, intimate partner; Others, random targets.
- Who is the target of harm in the case? (Fill in “Target of Harm 2” and “Target of Harm 3” as needed).
Potential mass shooting?: Y/N.
- Was a GVRO sought in efforts to prevent a mass shooting? A potential mass shooting is a threat to shoot some unspecified number of people OR a threat to
shoot at 3 or more people other than oneself.
Firearm access: Access, personally owned; Access, not personally owned; Purchased; Intends to purchase; No known access.
- Characterize the firearm access the respondent had according to the case narrative (not mutually exclusive). These four types of firearm access describe
varying degrees of proximity. The most proximal type of access is “access, personally owned” and the least proximal is “no known access”. “Purchased”
indicates that the respondent purchased a firearm but is still in the 10-day waiting period, i.e., the GVRO would prevent the actual acquisition of an already
purchased firearm. “Intends to purchase” indicates that the respondent has expressed intent to purchase a firearm, but has not yet done so. Ownership can be
legal or not.
Firearm access 2: Access, personally owned; Access, not personally owned; Purchased; Intends to purchase; No known access.
- Characterize the second type of firearm access the respondent had according to the case narrative.
Petitioner relationship to respondent: Household member, intimate partner; Law enforcement (no relationship); Family member, other; Family
member, parent; Household member, roommate; Family member, spouse; Law enforcement (some relationship).
- Who is the petitioner in relation to the respondent?
# Guns Recovered Owned by Respondent: Number.
- Total number of guns recovered as reported in the record. Only fill this out if it is clear. If there is no information on recovery, leave it blank. Only count guns,
not gun parts. But if gun parts are recovered, flag it with a memo.
# of known firearms NOT recovered owned by respondent: Number.
- List the number of guns not recovered that were owned by the respondent (e.g., firearms that law enforcement thought the respondent had as indicated by
AFS but that were not recovered). Only fill this out if it is clear. If there is no information on recovery, leave it blank.
# Guns Recovered Not Owned by Respondent: Number.
- List the number of guns recovered that were not owned by the respondent (e.g., any guns recovered that belonged to a parent, spouse, or roommate). Only
fill this out if it is clear. If there is no information on recovery, leave it blank. Only count guns, not gun parts. But if gun parts are recovered, flag it with a
memo.
# Guns Not Recovered Not Owned by Respondent: Number.
- List the number of guns not recovered that were not owned by the respondent but were relevant to the case (e.g., any guns not recovered that belonged to a
parent, spouse, or roommate that were relevant because the respondent had access to them). Only fill this out if it is clear. If there is no information on
recovery, leave it blank.
# Guns Recovered, ownership not specified: Number.
- List the number of guns for whom the owner was unspecified. If there is no information on recovery, leave it blank. Only count guns, not gun parts. But if gun
parts are recovered, flag it with a memo.
Any guns not recovered, ownership unknown (Y/N).
- Use this code to indicate that NOT all guns that the respondent has access to have been recovered, but there are no details on exactly how many gun(s) there
are or who the gun(s) belong to. If there is no information on recovery, leave it blank.
Firearms recovered that were not in AFS?: Y/N.
- Does the record indicate that agents recovered firearms that were not known about because they were not recorded in AFS? If there is no information on
recovery, leave it blank. Only count guns, not gun parts. But if gun parts are recovered, flag it with a memo.
OGV: Issued, Sought but not issued, Not sought.
- Characterize the Order After Hearing in this case. If the Order After Hearing documents have a hearing date, “filed” stamp, expiration date, and/or
signatures, it can be considered as issued. If these are all missing, it can be considered NOT issued.

CODES: codes are used to capture details of the cases’ contexts and

characteristics. Codes are NOT mutually exclusive.

Respondent risk factors: These codes will be used to identify known risk factors for committing violence among respondents, or triggering events
that led to the GVRO.
Sub-codes “GVRO-related” and “background risk™:

11
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Use these, when available, to indicate whether the risk factor was related to the events leading to the GVRO (“GVRO-related”) or not (“background
risk”). GVRO-related risk factors should be part of the cluster of events leading to the GVRO. Background risks give context about the person but are
not directly related to the current GVRO.

Loss/relationship problem:

Use this to indicate that the respondent recently had a falling out with a friend, family member, or significant other, or if there was a death/near
death event of a friend, family member, or significant other. Use sub-codes to indicate both whether the relationship problem was related to the
GVRO and what the nature of the relationship was between the respondent and the problem individual.

Mental illness (named):

Use this to indicate that the respondent has a mental illness if the diagnosis is stated explicitly (e.g. “R has history of mental illness” or “R has
depression” or “R has PTSD”). We cannot diagnose people’s mental illnesses. Do not code for mental illness if it is not explicitly stated. If there is
sworn testimony by a mental health (MH) professional that R has a mental illness (even if the MH professional did not do an in-person evaluation),
count it as mental illness (named).

Substance use:

Use this to indicate that the respondent uses or abuses drugs or alcohol, or that substance/drug access precipitated events leading to the GVRO.
Seeing things, hearing things, people chasing them:

Use this to indicate that the respondent is displaying signs of psychosis (hallucinations, delusions).

Prior self-directed violence:

Use this to indicate that the respondent has a history of intentionally harming themselves. Current self-directed harm (related to the GVRO) should
be indicated with a descriptor.

Restraining/protective order:

Use this to indicate that the respondent has been the subject of a restraining or protective order (not including the GVRO). If the order is no longer
in effect, use the sub-code “past”; if it is still in effect (e.g., box is checked on “Other court cases,” section b of GV-110: “Are there now any
protective or restraining orders in effect relating to Respondent?”), use the sub-code “current.” If status is unknown, just use the parent code. Note:
GV-110 section 4a relates to criminal OR civil court cases, so, unless there is additional information elsewhere, don’t assume a checked box in 4a is
civil or criminal.

Police involvement:

Any mention of respondent’s involvement with police, whether prior contacts with police/calls for service only or formal action by police (e.g.,
arrests, charges, or convictions).

Prior other-directed violence or threatening behavior:

Use this to indicate that the respondent has a history of intentionally harming others or using threatening tactics (e.g., stalking, property damage,
vandalism). Use sub-codes to indicate the target of harm’s relationship to the respondent. Current other-directed harm (related to the GVRO)
should be indicated with a descriptor.

Employment issues/unemployment:

Use this to indicate that the respondent has current or former problems maintaining stable employment, recent job loss, or if there are other
problems at work, like a contentious or hostile environment.

Housing instability:

Use this to indicate that the respondent has been homeless or nearly homeless (e.g. sleeping in a car or camper, temporary housing in a hotel/
motel), or that the respondent’s housing instability precipitated events leading to the GVRO.

Threats: These codes will be used to identify if the respondent used any of these means to threaten during the events leading up to the GVRO.
Verbal threat:

Use this to indicate the respondent is threatening verbally.

Dangerous/ threatening behavior: With firearm; With other weapon; Without weapon.

Use this to indicate the respondent is displaying dangerous or threatening behavior that could harm or actually did harm oneself or another. Use
sub codes above to indicate weapon involvement.

Threat posted on social media:

Use this to indicate the respondent posted threats on a social media platform, i.e., Instagram, Facebook, Twitter.

Mail/email/ text message threat:

Use this to indicate the respondent mailed letters, packages, etc. containing threats, or emailing/texting threats to other individual(s), organization
(s), or institution(s).

Other:

Use this to indicate the respondent used other means to threaten not mentioned above.

Source of info to petitioner: These codes will be used to identify whom the sources providing information to the petitioner about the respondent
or event(s) leading up to the GVRO are in relationship to the respondent.

Respondent:
Use this code to indicate the respondent provided information to the petitioner.

Significant other:

Use this code to indicate the petitioner’s source of information was a significant other of the respondent, i.e., spouse, girlfriend/ boyfriend, whether
current or former.

Family member:

Use this code to indicate the petitioner’s source of information was a family member to the respondent, i.e., parent, sibling, uncle, aunt, grand-
parent, stepparent, stepsibling, etc.

Household member:

Use this code to indicate the petitioner’s source of information was a member living in the same household, but not related to the respondent, e.g., a
roommate.

Co-worker:

Use this code to indicate the petitioner’s source of information was a co-worker of the respondent.

12
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Friend/Acquaintance:

Use this code to indicate the petitioner’s source of information was a friend or acquaintance of the respondent.

School employee:

Use this code to indicate the petitioner’s source of information was an employee at the school the respondent attended, i.e., teacher, principal,
janitor, etc.

Medical personnel:

Use this code to indicate the source providing information to the petitioner is medical personnel, i.e., paramedic, nurse, doctor, mental health
professional, etc.

Other law enforcement:

Use this code to indicate the source providing information to the petitioner is other law enforcement, i.e., uniformed officer, investigator, federal
agent, etc.

Social media posts:

Use this code to indicate the petitioner is receiving information from social media posts.

Witnesses (bystanders):

Use this code to indicate the source providing information to the petitioner is a witness or bystander to the event(s) leading up to the GVRO.
Other:

Use this code to indicate another source providing information to the petitioner not mentioned above.

Police action at contact or service: These codes will be used to identify what police actions or services took place when in contact with the
respondent at any time.

Transport to hospital:

Use this code to indicate the respondent was transported to the hospital at police contact.

5150:

Use this code to indicate the respondent was placed on a 5150 hold at police contact. (A 5150 is a California law code for the temporary and
involuntary psychiatric commitment of individuals who present a danger to themselves or others due to signs of mental illness.)

Arrest on criminal charges:

Use this code to indicate the police arrested the respondent on criminal charges at contact.

Psych evaluation:

Use this code to indicate the respondent received a psychiatric evaluation at police contact.

Use of Force:

Use this code to indicate police use of force at contact with the respondent.

Other protective order:

Use this code to indicate the respondent has been subject to another restraining or protective order not mentioned above (not including the GVRO)
at police contact for the GVRO.

Persons at hearing: Use these codes to describe who attended any court hearing for a GVRO. This information can be found, at the least, on form
GV-130. If form GV-130 is not included, you may find this info elsewhere in the narrative. We do not need to know names or any other details — just
IF the following people were there.

Legal rep for respondent:

Use this code if a legal representative for the respondent was present.

Legal rep for petitioner:

Use this code if a legal representative for the petitioner was present.

Petitioner (or stand-in):

Use this code if the petitioner/stand-in for the petitioner was present.

Respondent:
Use this code if the respondent was present.

Appendix 3 Additional results

Appendix Table 1
GVRO Respondent Missing Values by Race/Ethnicity.

GVRO cases, n (%)

Black, non-Hispanic Hispanic/Latinx Other, non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic
(n=20) (n=35) (n=15) (n=124%

Target of harm 1(5.0) 1(2.9 2(13.3) 6 (4.8)

Potential mass shooting 0(0) 1(2.9 2(13.3) 5(4.0)

Firearm access 1 (5.0) 0(0) 2(13.3) 1(0.8)

Recovered firearm not in CLETS? 1(9.1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 7 (9.6)

Order after a hearing 1 (5.0) 1 (2.9 1(6.7) 4(3.2)

Legal representation at GVRO hearing® 1(12.5) 0 (0) 0(0) 1(1.6)

a. One individual had two separate GVRO cases.

b. Among those with any firearm removals. CLETS=California Law Enforcement Telecommunication System, the electronic network that allows officers to access
firearm purchase records, among other things. Records are much more complete for handguns than long guns.

c. Among those with a form for an order after hearing.
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Appendix Table 2
Need More Information about GVROs Among Survey Participants Who Did Not Know if a GVRO is Appropriate in >1 Risk Scenarios, 2020 California Safety and
Wellbeing Survey (n = 449).

Yes No

Unweighted n Weighted % [95% CI] Unweighted n Weighted % [95% CI]
Asian, non-Hispanic 16 45.3 [26.5,65.5] 18 49.9 [30.2,69.6]
Black, non-Hispanic 14 42.5 [22.0,65.9] 18 57.5 [34.1,78.0]
Hispanic/Latinx 102 60.1 [49.8,69.6] 80 36.7 [27.6,46.9]
Other, non-Hispanic 2 40.0 [7.8,84.1] 5 60.0 [16.0,92.2]
White, non-Hispanic 62 34.4 [25.2,44.8] 126 64.9 [54.4,74.1]

Note. Results do not sum to total due to refusals.

Appendix Table 3
Number of Risk Scenarios Not at All Willing to Ask a Judge for a GVRO for a Family Member, by Race/Ethnicity, 2020 California Safety and Wellbeing Survey (n =
2870).

Number of risk scenarios, unweighted n (weighted %) [95% CI]

0 1 2 3 4 5

Asian, non-Hispanic 148 (68.4) [59.7, 75.9] 21 (10.3) [6.0, 17.0] 11 (6.4) [3.1, 12.9] 3(1.3) [0.03, 5.0] 0 (0.0) 22 (12.4) [7.6, 19.6]
Black, non-Hispanic 84 (60.0) [47.7, 71.2] 15 (9.6) [5.1,17.2] 8 (5.8) [2.1, 15.1] 1 (0.02) [0.0, 1.6] 0 (0.0) 18 (23.2) [14.0, 36.1]
Hispanic/Latinx 580 (66.6) [61.7, 71.2] 83 (7.9) [5.6, 10.9] 44 (5.1) [3.3, 7.6] 17 (1.4) [0.8, 2.7] 23(3.1) [1.7, 5.6) 84 (12.8) [9.6, 16.8]
Other, non-Hispanic 54 (74.6) [57.3, 86.5] 8 (14.8) [5.7, 33.1] 4(4.7) [1.2,16.3) 1 (0.4) [0.0, 2.8] 0 (0.0) 3(4.5) [1.2,15.3]
White, non-Hispanic 1161 (69.5) [65.8, 73.0] 205 (11.9) [9.7, 14.5] 96 (6.7) [4.9, 9.1] 25 (1.7) [0.8, 3.3] 13 (0.8) [0.4, 1.5] 94 (7.6) [5.7,10.2]

Note. Participants who refused to answer in all scenarios were coded as missing.

Appendix Table 4
Prefer to Have the Police Ask a Judge for a GVRO for You, 2020 California Safety and Wellbeing Survey (n = 2870).

Yes No Don’t know

Unweighted n Weighted % [95% CI] Unweighted n Weighted % [95% CI] Unweighted n Weighted % [95% CI]
Asian, non-Hispanic 78 41.7 [33.4,50.3] 45 21.8 [15.7,29.4] 81 35.0 [27.5,43.5]
Black, non-Hispanic 33 21.0 [13.4,31.3] 50 42.8 [31.3,55.2] 43 35.3 [24.8,47.5]
Hispanic/Latinx 299 32.9 [28.5,37.7] 221 24.5 [20.6,29.0] 317 40.7 [35.8,45.7]
Other, non-Hispanic 27 44.0 [27.7,61.8] 20 29.6 [18.8,46.6] 24 26.4 [14.9,42.3]
White, non-Hispanic 600 36.6 [33.1,40.3] 407 23.0 [20.1,26.1] 599 39.6 [35.9,43.4]

Note. Results do not sum to total due to refusals.

Appendix Table 5
Reason For Initial Law Enforcement Contact Among GVRO Respondents, by Race/Ethnicity (n = 194).

GVRO cases, n (%)

Black, non-Hispanic Hispanic/Latinx Other, non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic (n = 124%P)
(n=20) (n=35) (n=15)

Assault/brandishing weapon/threatening others 5 (25.0) 10 (28.6) 3 (20.0) 33 (26.6)

Attempted suicide/suicidal 0(0) 6(17.1) 0(0) 21 (16.9)

Domestic disturbance 3(15.0) 7 (20.0) 3(20.0) 20 (16.1)

Mental health concern 3 (15.0) 1 (2.9 0 (0) 4(3.2)

Welfare check 0 (0) 1(2.9) 1(6.7) 10 (8.1)

GVRO service 4 (20.0) 4(11.4) 2(13.3) 15 (12.1)

Other 4 (20.0) 5(14.3) 2(13.3) 17 (13.7)

N/A (Missing) 1(5.0) 1(2.9) 4(26.7) 8 (6.5)

a. One individual had two separate GVRO cases.
b. Two white respondents were contacted for domestic disturbance and threatening suicide and another 2 white respondents were contacted for threatening others and
threatening suicide.

Appendix Table 6
GVRO Respondent Arrest at Contact/GVRO Service, by Race/Ethnicity & Target of Harm.

GVRO cases, n (%)

Black, non-Hispanic Hispanic/Latinx Other, non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic®
Target of harm included others (n=18) (n=29) (n=11) (n=97)
Arrested on criminal charges 7 (38.9) 12 (41.4) 3(27.3) 34 (35.1)
Target of harm was self exclusively (n=1) (n=5) (n=2) (n=21)
Arrested on criminal charges 1 (100.0) 2 (40.0) 0 (0.0) 3(14.3)

a. One individual had two separate GVRO cases.

14



V.A. Pear et al.

References

Alexander, M., 2010. The New Jim Crow: Mass Incarceration in the Age of
Colorblindness. The New Press, New York.

APM Research Lab, 2019. APM survey: Americans’ views on key gun policies. Accessed
July 12, 2022. https://www.apmresearchlab.org/gun-survey-red-flag.

Barry, C.L., Webster, D.W., Stone, E., Crifasi, C.K., Vernick, J.S., McGinty, E.E., 2018.
Public support for gun violence prevention policies among gun owners and non-gun
owners in 2017. Am. J. Public Health 108 (7), 878-881. https://doi.org/10.2105/
AJPH.2018.304432.

Beck, J., Reuland, M., Pope, L., 2020. Behavioral Health Crisis Alternatives: Shifting from
Police to Community Responses. Vera. Accessed August 29, 2021. https://www.ver
a.org/behavioral-health-crisis-alternatives.

Bell, M.E., Perez, S., Goodman, L.A., Dutton, M.A., 2011. Battered women'’s perceptions
of civil and criminal court helpfulness: the role of court outcome and process. Viol.
Against Women. 17 (1), 71-88. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801210393924.

Betz, M.E., Azrael, D., Barber, C., Miller, M., 2016. Public opinion regarding whether
speaking with patients about firearms is appropriate. Ann. Intern. Med. 165 (8),
543-550. https://doi.org/10.7326/M16-0739.

Betz, M.E., Azrael, D., Johnson, R.L., et al., 2020. Views on firearm safety among
caregivers of people with alzheimer disease and related dementias. JAMA Netw.
Open 3 (7), €207756. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.7756.

Bipartisan safer communities act, 2022. United States Pub. L. 117-159.

Braga, A.A., Brunson, R.K., Drakulich, K.M., 2019. Race, place, and effective policing.
Annu. Rev. Sociol. 45 (1), 535-555. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073018-
022541.

Bray, M.J.C., Daneshvari, N.O., Radhakrishnan, I., et al., 2021. Racial differences in
statewide suicide mortality trends in Maryland during the coronavirus disease 2019
(COVID-19) pandemic. JAMA Psychiatry. 78 (4), 444-447. https://doi.org/
10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2020.3938.

Budget act of 2021, 2021. SB-129. California Legislature.

Butler, S.M., Sheriff, N., 2020. Innovative Solutions to Address the Mental Health Crisis:
Shifting Away from Police as First Responders. Brookings. Accessed August 29, 2021.
https://www.brookings.edu/research/innovative-solutions-to-address-the-men
tal-health-crisis-shifting-away-from-police-as-first-responders/.

Cal. Penal Code §18100-18205, 2014.

Crifasi, C.K., Ward, J.A., McGinty, E.E., Webster, D.W., Barry, C.L., 2021. Public opinion
on gun policy by race and gun ownership status. Prev. Med. 149, 106607 https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2021.106607.

Degue, S., Fowler, K.A., Calkins, C., 2016. Deaths due to use of lethal force by law
enforcement. Am. J. Prev. Med. 51 (5), S173-S187. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
amepre.2016.08.027.

Extreme Risk Protection Orders, 2020. Giffords Law Center to Prevent Gun Violence.
Accessed August 26, 2021. https://lawcenter.giffords.org/gun-laws/policy-ar
eas/who-can-have-a-gun/extreme-risk-protection-orders/.

Ford, C.L., Airhihenbuwa, C.O., 2010. The public health critical race methodology:
praxis for antiracism research. Soc. Sci. Med. 71 (8), 1390-1398. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.07.030.

Frattaroli, S., Hoops, K., Irvin, N.A,, et al., 2019. Assessment of physician self-reported
knowledge and use of Maryland’s extreme risk protection order law. JAMA Netw.
Open 2 (12), €1918037. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.18037.

GBD 2019 Police Violence US Subnational Collaborators, 2021. Fatal police violence by
race and state in the USA, 1980-2019: a network meta-regression. Lancet 398
(10307), 1239-1255. https://doi.org/10.1016/50140-6736(21)01609-3.

Henn, M., Barber, C., Hemenway, D., 2019. Involving firearm stakeholders in
community-based suicide prevention efforts. Curr. Epidemiol. Rep. 6 (2), 231-237.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40471-019-00198-1.

Kivisto, A.J., Phalen, P.L., 2018. Effects of risk-based firearm seizure laws in Connecticut
and Indiana on suicide rates, 1981-2015. Psychiatr. Serv. 69 (8), 855-862. https://
doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.201700250.

Kravitz-Wirtz, N., Aubel, A., Schleimer, J., Pallin, R., Wintemute, G., 2021a. Public
concern about violence, firearms, and the COVID-19 pandemic in California. JAMA
Netw. Open 4 (1), e2033484. https://doi.org/10.1001/
jamanetworkopen.2020.33484.

Kravitz-Wirtz, N., Aubel, A.J., Pallin, R., Wintemute, G.J., 2021b. Public awareness of
and personal willingness to use California’s extreme risk protection order law to
prevent firearm-related harm. JAMA Health Forum. 2 (6), €210975. https://doi.org/
10.1001/jamahealthforum.2021.0975.

Kreuter, F., Presser, S., Tourangeau, R., 2008. Social desirability bias in CATI, IVR, and
web surveys: the effects of mode and question sensitivity. Public Opin. Q. 72 (5),
847-865. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfn063.

Levoy, J., 2015. Ghettoside: A True Story of Murder in America. One World, New York.

Lindsey, M.A., Sheftall, A.H., Xiao, Y., Joe, S., 2019. Trends of suicidal behaviors among
high school students in the United States: 1991-2017. Pediatrics. 144 (5),
€20191187 https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2019-1187.

Metzl, J.M., 2019. What guns mean: the symbolic lives of firearms. Palgrave
Communicat. 5 (1) https://doi.org/10.1057/541599-019-0240-y.

Miller, M., Zhang, W., Azrael, D., 2021. Firearm purchasing during the COVID-19
pandemic: results from the 2021 national firearms survey. Ann. Intern. Med. 175 (2),
219-225. https://doi.org/10.7326/M21-3423.

Nembhard, S., Robin, L., 2021. Racial and Ethnic Disparities throughout the Criminal
Legal System: A Result of Racist Policies and Discretionary Practices. The Urban

Preventive Medicine 165 (2022) 107181

Institute. Accessed September 9, 2021. https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/
publication/104687/racial-and-ethnic-disparities-throughout-the-criminal-legal-syst
em.pdf.

Office of Governor Gavin Newsom, 2022. Governor Newsom Launches New Initiative to
Protect Californians from Gun Violence. Accessed July 12, 2022. https://www.gov.
ca.gov/2022/06/03/governor-newsom-launches-new-initiative-to-protect-california
ns-from-gun-violence/.

Pallin, R., Charbonneau, A., Wintemute, G.J., Kravitz-Wirtz, N., 2019. California public
opinion on health professionals talking with patients about firearms. Health Aff. 38
(10), 1744-1751. https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.00602.

Pallin, R., Schleimer, J., Pear, V., Wintemute, G., 2020. Assessment of extreme risk
protection order use in California, 2016-2019. JAMA Netw. Open 3, e207735.
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.7735.

Pallin, R., Tomsich, E., Schleimer, J.P., et al., 2021. Understanding the circumstances and
perceptions of gun violence restraining order use in California: a qualitative study.
Crim. Public Policy. 20, 755-773. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12560.

Pear, V.A,, Schleimer, J.P., Tomsich, E., et al., 2021. Implementation and perceived
effectiveness of gun violence restraining orders in California: a qualitative
evaluation. PLoS One 16 (10), e0258547. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0258547.

Pear, V.A,, Pallin, R., Schleimer, J.P., et al., 2022. Gun violence restraining orders in
California, 2016-2018: case details and respondent mortality. Inj Prev. https://doi.
org/10.1136/injuryprev-2022-044544.

Pham-Kanter, G., Mello, M.M., Lehmann, L.S., Campbell, E.G., Carpenter, D., 2017.
Public awareness of and contact with physicians who receive industry payments: a
national survey. J. Gen. Intern. Med. 32 (7), 767-774. https://doi.org/10.1007/
511606-017-4012-3.

Prater, L., Rooney, L., Bowen, A.G., et al., 2022. Civilian petitioners and extreme risk
protection orders in the state of Washington. Psychiatr. Serv. https://doi.org/
10.1176/appi.ps.202100636.

Prowse, G., Weaver, V.M., Meares, T.L., 2019. The state from below: distorted
responsiveness in policed communities. Urban Aff. Rev. 56 (5), 1423-1471. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1078087419844831.

Quinnipiace University Poll, 2021. Majority Support Stricter Gun Laws, Quinnipiac
University National Poll Finds; Stark Divides on Views of Police and Voting Issues.
Quinnipiac University Poll. Accessed July 12, 2022. https://poll.qu.edu/Poll-Release
?releaseid=3809.

R Core Team. R, 2022. A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R
Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-project.org/.

The Educational Fund to Stop Gun Viole, 2022. Racial equity impact assessment tool for
gun violence prevention. In: The Educational Fund to Stop Gun Violence. Accessed
April 12, 2022. https://efsgv.org/racialequity/. https://efsgv.org/wp-content/uploa
ds/WEST_EFSGV_REIA_012275.pdf.

Rios, V.M., Prieto, G., Ibarra, J.M., 2020. Mano suave-mano dura: legitimacy policing
and latino stop-and-frisk. Am. Sociol. Rev. 85 (1), 58-75. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0003122419897348.

Rowhani-Rahbar, A., Bellenger, M.A., Gibb, L., et al., 2020. Extreme risk protection
orders in Washington : a statewide descriptive study. Ann. Intern. Med. 173 (5),
342-349. https://doi.org/10.7326/M20-0594.

Rural-Urban Continuum Codes: Documentation, 2020. United States Department of
Agriculture. Accessed July 14, 2021. www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural-ur
ban-continuum-codes/documentation/.

Schleimer, J.P., Buggs, S.A., McCort, C.D., et al., 2022. Neighborhood racial and
economic segregation and disparities in violence during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Am. J. Public Health 112 (1), 144-153. https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2021.306540.

Swanson, J.W., 2020. The color of risk protection orders: gun violence, gun laws, and
racial justice. Inj Epidemiol. 7 (1), 46. https://doi.org/10.1186/540621-020-00272-
z.

Swanson, J.W., Norko, M.A., Lin, H., et al., 2017. Implementation and effectiveness of
Connecticut’s risk-based gun removal law: does it prevent suicides? Law Contemp
Probl. 80 (2), 179-208.

Swanson, J.W., Easter, M.M., Alanis-Hirsch, K., et al., 2019. Criminal justice and suicide
outcomes with Indiana’s risk-based gun seizure law. J Am Acad Psychiatry Law. 47
(2), 188-197. https://doi.org/10.29158/JAAPL.003835-19.

Thomas, A.C., Siry-Bove, B.J., Barnard, L.M., et al., 2022. A qualitative study on diverse
perspectives and identities of firearm owners. Inj Prev. https://doi.org/10.1136/
injuryprev-2022-044522 injuryprev-2022-044522.

Ipsos, 2021. Topline & Methodology: Axios-Ipsos Hard Truth Civil Rights Poll. https
://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2021-05/Topline%
20Axi0s%20Hard%20Truth%20Civil%20Rights%20052321.pdf.

Web-based injury statistics query and reporting system, 2005. National Center for Injury
Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Updated
February 20, 2020. Accessed March 23, 2022. www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars.

Wical, W., Richardson, J., Bullock, C., 2020. A credible messenger: the role of the
violence intervention specialist in the lives of young black male survivors of
violence. Violence Gend. 7 (2), 66-69. https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2019.0026.

Wintemute, G.J., Pear, V.A., Schleimer, J.P., et al., 2019. Extreme risk protection orders
intended to prevent mass shootings: a case series. Ann. Intern. Med. 171, 655-658.
https://doi.org/10.7326/M19-2162.

Zeoli, A.M., Paruk, J., Branas, C.C., et al., 2021. Use of extreme risk protection orders to
reduce gun violence in Oregon. Crim. Public Policy. 20, 243-261. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1745-9133.12544.

15


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0005
https://www.apmresearchlab.org/gun-survey-red-flag
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2018.304432
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2018.304432
https://www.vera.org/behavioral-health-crisis-alternatives
https://www.vera.org/behavioral-health-crisis-alternatives
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801210393924
https://doi.org/10.7326/M16-0739
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.7756
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0040
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073018-022541
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073018-022541
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2020.3938
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2020.3938
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0055
https://www.brookings.edu/research/innovative-solutions-to-address-the-mental-health-crisis-shifting-away-from-police-as-first-responders/
https://www.brookings.edu/research/innovative-solutions-to-address-the-mental-health-crisis-shifting-away-from-police-as-first-responders/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2021.106607
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2021.106607
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2016.08.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2016.08.027
https://lawcenter.giffords.org/gun-laws/policy-areas/who-can-have-a-gun/extreme-risk-protection-orders/
https://lawcenter.giffords.org/gun-laws/policy-areas/who-can-have-a-gun/extreme-risk-protection-orders/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.07.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.07.030
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.18037
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(21)01609-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40471-019-00198-1
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.201700250
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.201700250
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.33484
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.33484
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamahealthforum.2021.0975
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamahealthforum.2021.0975
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfn063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0130
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2019-1187
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-019-0240-y
https://doi.org/10.7326/M21-3423
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/104687/racial-and-ethnic-disparities-throughout-the-criminal-legal-system.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/104687/racial-and-ethnic-disparities-throughout-the-criminal-legal-system.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/104687/racial-and-ethnic-disparities-throughout-the-criminal-legal-system.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/2022/06/03/governor-newsom-launches-new-initiative-to-protect-californians-from-gun-violence/
https://www.gov.ca.gov/2022/06/03/governor-newsom-launches-new-initiative-to-protect-californians-from-gun-violence/
https://www.gov.ca.gov/2022/06/03/governor-newsom-launches-new-initiative-to-protect-californians-from-gun-violence/
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.00602
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.7735
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12560
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0258547
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0258547
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprev-2022-044544
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprev-2022-044544
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-017-4012-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-017-4012-3
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.202100636
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.202100636
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087419844831
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087419844831
https://poll.qu.edu/Poll-Release?releaseid=3809
https://poll.qu.edu/Poll-Release?releaseid=3809
https://www.R-project.org/
https://efsgv.org/racialequity/
https://efsgv.org/wp-content/uploads/WEST_EFSGV_REIA_012275.pdf
https://efsgv.org/wp-content/uploads/WEST_EFSGV_REIA_012275.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419897348
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419897348
https://doi.org/10.7326/M20-0594
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural-urban-continuum-codes/documentation/
http://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural-urban-continuum-codes/documentation/
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2021.306540
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40621-020-00272-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40621-020-00272-z
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0091-7435(22)00230-4/rf0235
https://doi.org/10.29158/JAAPL.003835-19
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprev-2022-044522
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprev-2022-044522
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2021-05/Topline%20Axios%20Hard%20Truth%20Civil%20Rights%20052321.pdf
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2021-05/Topline%20Axios%20Hard%20Truth%20Civil%20Rights%20052321.pdf
https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2021-05/Topline%20Axios%20Hard%20Truth%20Civil%20Rights%20052321.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars
https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2019.0026
https://doi.org/10.7326/M19-2162
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12544
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12544

	Extreme risk protection orders, race/ethnicity, and equity: Evidence from California
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	2.1 Public awareness of and support for GVROs
	2.1.1 Data source
	2.1.2 Measures
	2.1.3 Statistical analysis

	2.2 GVRO use
	2.2.1 Data sources
	2.2.2 Measures
	2.2.3 Statistical analysis


	3 Results
	3.1 Public awareness and support for GVROs
	3.1.1 Awareness
	3.1.2 Perceived appropriateness
	3.1.3 Personal willingness

	3.2 GVRO use
	3.2.1 Respondent demographics
	3.2.2 Case contexts
	3.2.3 Process details


	4 Discussion
	4.1 Limitations
	4.2 Conclusion

	Disclosure of funding and possible conflicts of interest
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Data availability
	Appendix 1 Detailed question wording and response options, 2020 California Safety and Wellbeing Survey
	Appendix 2. Gun Violence Restraining Order Narrative Abstraction Guide
	Appendix 3 Additional results
	References


