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Chapter One: Overview of Study

Study Purpose and Background

The City of Los Angeles, home to nearly four million people, continues to struggle with one of the most
serious public safety crises in its history. With the busiest port in the nation, proximity to an international
border, and the dense five-county region surrounding the city comprising nearly 21 million people,
resources are stretched as law enforcement struggle to respond effectively to gang crime and related
community disorder. After more than two decades of concerted gang policing and prosecution efforts, Los
Angeles has nonetheless more than 400 known gangs and roughly 39,000 identified gang members.

In 2007, Mayor Villaraigosa released the City of Los Angeles Gang Reduction Strategy (April 18, 2007} in
response to the call for action by The Advancement Project 2 earlier in the year. The Mayor's Strategy
called for building a comprehensive response system {o the gang problem in eight targeted areas called
Gang Reduction Youth Development zones. To accomplish this goal, the Mayor established the Office of
Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) to assist the areas in building their response systems,
which includes programming and activities ranging from prevention fo intervention to suppression to
reentry. The first step in this process was to conduct needs assessment studies in each of the GRYD areas
in order to tailor funding to the local needs of the community.

The current study summarizes the results of the comprehensive community-based needs assessment for
the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD area. The results are intended to reflect the needs of three distinct
neighborhoods included in the GRYD: El Sereno, Lincoln Heights, and Ramona Gardens. It is important to
note, however, that only portions of El Sereno and Lincoln Heights are included in the GRYD while the
entire Ramona Gardens area is encompassed in the targeted area.

As indicated above, the aim of this study was to capture the community voice with regard to implementing
an effective balance of gang prevention, intervention, suppression, and re-entry efforts. To this end, the
research team approached this study from the perspective of overall community need, viewing gang
membership and violence as a symptom of the problem rather than the problem in and of itself. This
approach allowed respondents to provide feedback on the perceived strengths of their community as well
as overall gaps in the programs and services available in their communities.

Study Methodology

The project was driven by a multi-pronged approach including: {1} Socio-demographic and crime data
profiles of the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD; (2) community surveys with residents in the area; and
(3) focus groups with parents, youth, and agencies/entities that provide services in the GRYD. All data
collection instruments were standardized and constructed in a culturally sensitive format in both English
and Spanish; all methods of data collection involved interpreters and translators when necessary.
Interpreter-transtators, focus group leaders, and community survey interviewers were hired from within the
community in order to increase participation and enhance the validity of information obtained. To better

% See Citywide Gang Activify Reduction Strategy: Phase il Report at hitp://www.advanceproj.org/doc/p3_report.pdé
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understand the procedures used for each of these data collection methods, the methodology for each
approach is described below.

Socio-Demographic and Crime Data Profiles

Analysis of general community descriptive and gang crime data was provided to CSLA research staff by
The Advancement Project and was summarized by CSLA research staff in the current report. ‘
Consequently, we refer readers to the GRYD Office and research staff at The Advancement Project for any
questions related to the type of data acquired for analysis and the procedures used for analyzing the data.
The authors of this report can only take responsbility for the interpretation of the analysis provided to us.

Community Surveys

The purpose of Community Surveys was to assess community members' perceptions of community
strengths, their fear of crime in the community, their access to services, areas for strengthening the
community, extent of crime problems in the community, and their perceptions of responsibility for improving
the safety of the community as well as the effectiveness of various entities to improve safety (see Appendix
B for a copy of the survey). The survey was comprised predominately by close-ended items with Likert-
style response categories (ranges 1 fo 4 and 1 to 5). Additionally, fwo open-ended questions were included
to capture residents’ perceptions of strengths of and needs in the community. The survey was developed
collectively by all GRYD needs assessment contractors and GRYD staff in order to create a standard
survey instrument that would allow for comparison across GRYD areas.

Five interviewers were hired from the three neighborhoods in the GRYD to administer the survey in one-on-
ohe sessions with residents. CSLA provided training to these interviewers prior to data collection.
Convenience sampling was used given the extreme time limits; however, appropriate guidelines were
instituted to ensure adequate sampling across domains {e.g., no more than 10% of respondents could be
family/friends of the interviewer; 50% were to be female; 50% were {o be residents over the age of 30yrs;
75% were to have children under the age of 18yrs). In total, 452 surveys were collected from Ramona
Gardens GRYD community members during the course of this study. Of these, 181 surveys were
completed by residents in El Sereno, 123 were completed by residents in Lincoln Heights, and 148 were
completed by residents in Ramona Gardens.

Focus Groups

Focus groups with residents and agencies/entities that provide services in the area were conducted o
collect qualitative data regarding perceptions of; (1) The most pressing problems in the area vis-a-vis gang
crime/violence, (2) the need for specific type of resources, and (3) the types of responses necessary to
improve the community’s well-being and safety. Focus groups utilized a semi-structured format with groups
of 8-10 participants.? Separate focus groups were convened for youth, parents, business leaders,
community-based organizations, the Los Angeles Unified School District, the Los Angeles Police
Department, the Los Angeles County Probation, the Los Angeles County Department of Children and
Family Services, and the Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health. Attempts were made,
whenever possible, to ensure respondents represented all three neighborhoods in the Ramona
Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD. Table 1.1 summarizes the total number of meetings heid in the GRYD for all

3 Due to interest among various groups, many focus groups exceeded the initial goal of 8-10 people.

LA Mayor's GRYD Needs Assessmentf: Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD -5-



groups. As shown in Table 1.1, 203 individuals participated in discussions related to the needs of the
community.

Table 1.1 Summary of Focus Groups Held and Number of Participants
Parents 44
Youth 70
Business Owners 8
Subtofai Residenfs 122
| Agencies/Entities that Provide Services - SRR S
: A Unified School District (LAUSD)--School Resource Group 10
Dept. of Mental Health/LAUSD Collaborative 12
Dept. of Children and Family Services (DCFS) 14
Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD} 8
Probation Department 8
Healthy Start Community-Based Organizations 29
Subtotal Agencies/Entities 81
Total Ali Participants =~ =~~~ ' R B 203

Focus group discussions were guided by a set of 8 fo 10 guestions (see Appendix C for a list of the
questions by participant group). All facilitators for the youth, parent, and community-based organization
groups were drawn from the community, and all focus groups with agencies/entities were conducted by
CSLA project staff. Prior to conducting the groups, all participants were assured that all focus group data
would be confidential. Focus group transcriptions were analyzed fo identify themes and patterns,

Although the focus groups reported in Table 1.1 represent a wide variety of perspectives in the GRYD, the
authors of this report acknowledge that everyone's voice in the GRYD could not be included. Due to time
constraints placed on this study (two months}, we were limited in the number of focus groups we could
conduct and the number of people we could reach. Given more time, additional focus groups would have
been held in an attempt to connect with more community groups and government agencies such as Alcohol
and Drug Abuse Programs, Health Services, and California Department of Corrections—Department of
Juvenile Justice.

Strengths and Limitations

Given the short timeframe allotted for this study (2 months), we are especialfly pleased with the amount and
quality of data collected. In fotal, the viewpoints of 736 respondents were collected across the entire GRYD.
Such a strong response is a testament to the dedication of community residents, community leaders, and
agency personnel who willingly reached out to facilitate the process of data collection to ensure that the
information we received was a valid reflection of community opinion and needs. The use of standardized
community surveys and focus group guidelines assisted in this regard. However, our study does have
some methodological limitations imposed largely by the tight timelines, As mentioned earfier, we utilized
convenience sampling in the community (as random sampling was not possible), and not all voices in the
three neighborhoods that comprise the large and diverse Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD could be
studied within the timeframe. Nonetheless, the consistent pattern of results across data collection methods
arguably reflects the validity of the data to reflect the experiences and concerns of residents as weli as
~individuals who provide services in the area.
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Chapter Two: Community History and Profile

The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD is a 4.1 square mile sub-area located within the LAPD's
Hollenbeck Division (see Figure 2.1)4. The Hollenbeck Division covers 15 square miles east of downtown
Los Angeles and is home to over 30 gangs and over 6000 documented gang members, This area is
primarily & Latino community, nearly a third of its 194,000 residents live in poverty, and unemployment is
twice the national rate. Several hundred gang-related crimes take place in the area each year and gang-
related homicides occur all too frequently.

Although this GRYD Zone is referred to as Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck, portions of two additional areas,
El Sereno and Lincoln Heights, are part of this zone.5 Each of these areas is distinct from one another
with different histories and gang problems. To better understand these areas, each one is briefly described
below.

The Ramona Gardens area is predominantly a Latino community and is known for its colorful murals
prepared by area artists. The Ramona Gardens community is structurally disadvantaged with high
unemployment rates and poverty levels as weli as violent and gang-related crime. Gang violence in
Ramona Gardens is common and the cycle of gang violence has repeated itself for several years. Gangs
and gang activity in the area can be traced back to the 1930's. The Ramona Gardens housing projects are
among the oldest in Los Angeles dating back to the early 1940s. These housing projects are home fo an
indigenous three generations-old gang, Big Hazard, which has just under 300 members and has
connections to the Mexican Mafia. Shootings, drug dealing, and shakedown schemes are among the many
gang-crime related activities that occur in the area according to LAPD, and police officers indicate that they
are frequently targeted by the Big Hazard gang. Ramona Gardens housing is described by police officials
as secluded and difficult to patrol, which makes gang control very chalienging. The Big Hazard gang is
noted for terrorizing the locat community and insisting that residents refrain from calling for police service
and rely on the gang to police local conflicts and problems. The LAPD currently enforces a gang injunction
in this area, which results in an average of about 20 arrests for month. Of these arrests, the LAPD
estimates that 10 o 12 of the arrests are for violent crimes.

El Sereno sits at the top of Monterey Hills and is surrounded by South Pasadena, Alhambra, University
Hills, City Terrace, Boyle Heights and Lincoln Heights. El Sereno was founded in 1905 as a working class
community during the construction of the Pacific Electric Railway. As the area gentrified, and by the 1970s,
most non-Latino residents had left the area to live in newer residential developments. The area transformed
into a residential area of lower income, predominantly Latino families. The evolution of gangs in El Sereno
more or less coincided with the general evolution of gangs in the Los Angeles area. [n recent times, this low
income area has become a significant source of gang recruits, This area is dominated by one large gang,

El Sereno, so inter-gang rivalry within the area is limited. Historically, the Lowell cligue, which is an offshoot

4 The figures and tables referred to in Chapter 2 are fisted in Appendix A; they are not depicted in text.

% The demographic profile presented in this chapter applies to the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD as defined on aftached
maps based on LAPD's reporting districts. Specific neighborhood differences between El Sereno, Lincoln Heights, and Ramona
Gardens are difficult to distinguish because the GRYD demographic profile encompasses only a portion of Lingoin Heights and a
poriion of Ef Sereno—not the entire neighborhoods. Neighborhood differences, however, will be distinguished in the resulis
presented for the community survey and focus groups in Chapter 3.
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of El Sereno, has been in conflict with the larger gang, but currently it is not much of a force due to its small
size.

The development of Lincoln Heights dates back to the 1870s; adjacent to the Los Angeles River, itis in the
same area as El Sereno, City Terrace, Boyle Heights, Chinatown, Solano Canyon and Cypress Park.
Lincoln Heights was originally home fo some of the wealthiest residents in Los Angeles who built numerous
Victorian style mansions, some of which are preserved as historic sites. At the turn of the 20t Century,
North Broadway, one of the district's major streets became a busy commercial and industrial area of
development, and the influx of crowds and industry associated with this development resulted in the
wealthy residents leaving the area. As a result the demographic character of the area changed and it
became a residential area for Mexican American and ltalfan middle and working class famities. Migration to
the suburbs accelerated after World War Il with freeway construction, and foday the majority of residents in
Lincoln Heights is low income and Latino. The population of Lincoln Heights is approximately 80,000 and
about 80 percent of the residents are Latino, 17 percent are Asian and the remaining 3 percent are split
between African Americans and Anglos. As Lincoln Heights became more and more economically and
socially disadvantaged it provided an environment that fostered the development of gangs and intense
gang activity and violence. Street gangs are notorious in Lincoln Heights and the principal gangs in the
area include the 165 member Clover gang, the 117 member Lincoln Heights gang, and the 89 member
East Lake gang. Conflict and inter-gang violence among these gangs is described by police officials as
being a constant feature of gang activity in Lincoln Heights since all three gangs claim the same
turffterritory. In several instances rival gang members live on each other's block and even cases of
intermarriage between gangs is reported. Similar to other Los Angeles gangs in Hollenbeck, the gangs of
Lincoln Heights engage in drug sales as well as property and violent crime.

Demographics

Total Population. In 2007, the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD had a total population of just over
42,000 residents concentrated in an area of 4.1 square miles. Population density is distributed unevenly
throughout the zone, but there are several high density areas with up to 3,859 residents living in one
census block group, while others have as few as 230 residents (see Figure 2.2).

Race and Ethnicity. Latinos account for nearly 80 percent of the residents in the GRYD (see Table 2.1
and Figures 2.3, 2.4). The concentration of Latinos is substantially greater than for the City of Los Angeles
(80% versus 50% respectively) and for Los Angeles County {80% versus 47% respectively). Asians and
Asian Americans are also concentrated in the zone, making up approximately 15 percent of the population.
This compares to only 10 percent for the City of Los Angeles and 13 percent for Los Angeles County.

Gender and Age. About 49 percent of the residents in the GRYD are males and 51 percent are females
(see Table 2.2 and Figure 2.5). Although the distribution of youth and adults is relatively equal, there are
two concentrations of age groups that should be noted: approximately 37 percent of the population is 19
years old or less, and about 14 percent are between the ages of 20 and 28, This means that there is a
substantial proportion of the population (about 51 %) that is in a gang-prone/crime-prone age group. As
Figure 2.6 demonstrates, the distribution of young residents in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD is
uneven with some census block groups having concentrations of residents under age 18 as high as 81
percent,
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Household and Family Characteristics. Household income in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD is
lower than that of the overall Los Angeles metropolis. This is especially evident when the owest income
categories are considered and compared to the City of Los Angeles and to Los Angeles County. Nearly a
fourth (23%) of the households in the GRYD had incomes of less than $15,000 in 2007. This compares to
18 percent for the City of Los Angeles and 14 percent for Los Angeles County (see Table 2.3 and Figure
2.7). Median household income in the GRYD in 2007 was $29,730, which is about 52 percent of the
average household income for Los Angeles County, a percentage that has changed only slightly since
1990 (see Table 2.4). Interestingly, the sources or types of household income in the Ramona
Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD are not much different than those for the City of Los Angeles or Los Angeles
County, For example, 79 percent of household income in the zone is from wages, which compares to 73
percent for the City of Los Angeles and 75 percent for Los Angeles County. Household income sources
such as supplemental security income or public assistance are also about the same (see Table 2.5),

The Ramona Gardens/Hoilenbeck GRYD is characterized by relatively high rates of unemployment as are
the areas surrounding the Zone. The unemployment rate for residents over age 16 in a large portion of the
GRYD Zone was 13 percent or greater, with some areas having unemployment rates as high as 22 percent
(see Figure 2.8).

As would be expected, given the low levels of household income and the high unemployment rate, the
Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD has a substantial number of families categorized as living in poverty.
Overall, in 2007 2,173 or 25 percent of all Zone families were living in poverty, and in at least one census
block group, 68 percent of all families were in this category (see Figure 2.9).

The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD also has a high number and percentage of households headed
by a single parent. Overall, 17 percent of the households were headed by a single parent. Between 6
percent and 35 percent of households were headed by a single parent, depending on the census block
group. As Figure 2.10 shows, most of the census block groups in the Zone had over 6% of their households
headed by a single parent.

Educational Attainment, Academic Performance, School Attendance and High Risk Youth.
Educational attainment in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD is less than in the overall City of Los
Angeles or Los Angeles County in several educational attainment categories (see Table 2.6 and Figure
2.11}. In terms of the percentage of residents 25 years or older, the Zone has about twice as many
residents (39% versus 19% and 17% respectively) with less than a 9 grade education than the City of Los
Angeles or Los Angeles County, and it has about the same percentage of residents (17% versus 17% and
19% respectively) who have earned a high school diploma or equivalent. Fewer Ramona
Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD residents have some college {11% versus 18 % for the City of Los Angeles and
20% for Los Angeles County), and the percentage of residents with a baccalaureate degree is lower (4 %
versus 16% and 16% respectively). The fact that nearly 40 percent of adults 25 years and older have less
than a 9* grade education poses an extraordinary challenge for addressing the structural problems in the
community related to unemployment, poverty, and gangs. I should be noted that several census block
groups outside the Zone but within a one-mile radius of the zone had similar concentrations of adults
without high school diplomas (See Figure 2.12).

Academic Performance Index (API) scores for schools (or school boundaries) within the Ramona
Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD show considerable variability across schools. The API scores for elementary
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schools range from a fow of 659 (Murchison Elementary) to a high of 779 (Multnomah Elementary). The
AP scores for middle schools range from 589 for Hollenbeck Middle School to 627 for Nightingale Middle
School. The range of scores for high schools was a low of 557 for Roosevelt High and a high of 593 for
Lincoln High (see Table 2.7).

Elementary schoo! attendance rates are fairly high and vary only slightly from one school to the next: they
range from a low of 94.8 percent to a high of 96.8 percent (see Tables 2.8 and 2.9). The attendance rates
for middles schools are quite high and range from 94.8 percent to 96.3 percent. For high schools the scores
range from a low of 88.0 percent to a high of 91.1.

The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD has a significant number of foster youth within LAUSD
elementary school boundaries (see Figure 2.13), with the greatest number (n=16) located within the
Sheridan St. Elementary School boundary. The boundaries for the middle schools also have significant
numbers of foster youth with 30 residing within the Hollenbeck Middle Schocl boundary, 24 within the E!
Sereno Middle School boundary, and 19 within the Nightingale Middie School boundary (see Figure 2.14).

Each of the middle schools has a small number (2 to 4) of youth on probation, but that number increases
substantially, when Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD high school attendance boundaries are examined
(see Figures 2.15 and 2.16). In 2006, there were 42 youth on probation within the Rooseveit High School
attendance boundary, 33 within the Lincoln High School boundary, and 24 within the Wilson High School
attendance boundary.

Crime Patterns

Violent Crime. The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD experienced a substantial number (297) of violent
crimes in 2007 (see Figure 2.17 and Tabie 2.10), Violent crime occurred in nearly all census block groups
with the range running from a low of 2 violent crimes to a high of 22 violent crimes in a single census block
group, with the average number of violent crimes in a census block group being 11. Nine homicides
occurred in 2007 in four census tracts in the Zone (see Figure 2.18) Although there were a substantial
number of violent crimes, it is important to note that there was a substantial 16 percent decrease in violent
crimes in 2007 compared to 2006. As Table 2.11 (see also Figure 2.19) indicates, the biggest decrease in
violent crime was in the midnight to 7:59 p.m. time period, with @ much smaller decrease in the 8:00 a.m. to
3:59 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. to midnight time periods.

Property Crime. Property crime was prevalent in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD in 2007,
Overall, there were 913 property crimes or an average of 30 property crimes per census block group. The
range of property crime for census block groups was a low of 9 property crimes and a high a 102 property
crimes (see Figure 2.20 and Table 2.10). Although property crimes occurred in every census block group,
high numbers of property crimes could be found concentrated in several different block groups throughout
the Zone. Property crime continued to decrease in 2007 by 19 percent over 2006 levels, and was 27
percent lower than 2005 levels. Figure 2.21 provides trend lines for both property and violent crime in the
Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD.

Gang-Related Crime. in 2007, the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD experienced 319 gang-related
crimes (see Figure 2.22), The range of gang-related crimes among the census block groups in the Zone
was from 1 gang-related crime to 41 gang-related crimes, with an average of five such crimes per census
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block group. The number of violent gang-related crimes in 2007 was 133 and they tended to occur in the
same census block groups as non-violent gang-related crime {see Figure 2.23). The maximum number of
violent gang-related crimes in any census block group was 13, and in some census biock groups there
were no violent gang-related crimes. Figure 2.24 depicts the geographic distribution of viclent gang-related
crimes and their proximity to parks and schools.

As the figure demonstrates, nearly every school in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD is located in a
census block group with at least some violent gang-related crime, and several schools are in areas with the
highest concentrations of violent gang-related crime. Figure 2.24 also shows that alt of the public parks in
the GRYD are adjacent to census block groups with some of the highest concentrations of violent gang-
related crimes.

Crime Victims. Property-crime victimization has decreased substantially for several age groups when
victimizations for 2007 are compared to those in 2006. The overall decrease is 25 percent, and the
magnitude of the decrease ranges from a low of a 4 percent decrease for the under 18 age group to a high
of a 38 percent decrease for the 18 to 24 age group. The pattern of change for violent crime is somewhat
different (see Table 2.12 and Figures 2.25 and 2.26). Violent victimization of those less than 18 years old
decreased by 7 percent over the past year and by 15 % for those in the 18-24 age group. The decrease in
violent victimizations was especially substantial for those in the 35-44 age group (-37%) and in the 45 and
older age group (-27%).

The number of homicide victims is relatively small and therefore percentage changes are not very
meaningful (see Table 2.13 and Figures 2.27 and 2.28). However, with regard to gang-crime victimization,
there were several meaningful changes between 2006 and 2007. Gang-crime victimizations increased by 3
percent for those in the 18 to 24 age group, but decreased for those in each of the other age categories.
These decreases were 17 percent for those in the 18 to 24 age group, 10 percent for the 25 to 34 age
group, 21 percent for the 35 to 44 age group, and by 34 percent for those in the 45 years and oider age
group.

Summary

The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD has all of the structural conditions associated with the
establishment and maintenance of gangs and related crime. This GRYD has a substantial proportion of
residents in gang-prone and crime-prone age groups, which constitutes a sizable potential supply of gang
members. The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD encompasses a seriousty disadvantaged community
with high levels of unemployment and with a substantial number of households living in poverty, This area
also has substantial numbers of at-risk and high-risk youth fiving within its boundaries, including those in
single parent families as well as foster youth and probation youth. Education levels in the GRYD are below
those in the overalf City of Los Angeles or Los Angeles County, and raising levels of educational
achievement will be an important challenge for the community.

Although crime levels remain unacceptably high In the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD, there have
been impressive decreases in both violent and property crimes in recent years. Identifying and analyzing
those factors associated with current decreases should be a top priority for criminal justice officials and
community leaders. Such identification and analysis should play a central role in informing the development
of gang reduction strategies for the GRYD. Ultimately, long-term success in reducing gangs and gang
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violence will require addressing the community’s structural conditions problems that constitute the root
causes contributing to the community's gang problem. The focus on youth development is critical, but it
needs fo take place within the context of community development, which inciudes efforts to reduce poverty
by increased levels of educational attainment and employment.
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Chapter Three: Community Strengths & Needs Reported

Community Strengths and Needs

The socio-demographic and crime profile of the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD portrays an area
plagued by many economic and social structural disadvantages. Given such a profile, one might expect
residents to be bleak in their view of the community and its potential; however, results from the community
survey indicate that residents readily identify strengths within their neighborhoods and are often optimistic
about the possibility of improving the well-being and safety of those neighborhoods. In Ramona Gardens,
for instance, residents do not conceptualize their community as primarily dangerous and crime-ridden,
rather, they frequently identify human and physical capital in their community which begs for development,

To explore the perception of community strengths, residents were asked what they considered to be the
best things about their respective neighborhoods {Table 3.1). Common strengths among all three
neighborhoods were local schools and school-related services. El Sereno and Lincoln Heights residents
typically did not identify a particular school. Residents in Ramona Gardens, however, often mentioned the
Murchison Street Elementary School by name or specifically cited the Murchison Family Center, a school-
based program offering support services to students as well as their parents. Residents in each
neighborhood also felt available local services were among the best features of their respective
communities. This category encompassed a range of businesses providing useful services, including
daycare, dry cleaners, banks, gyms, and gas stations. For E! Sereno and Lincoln Heights residents,
laundromats and their public library branches were among the most cited services.

Table 3.1 Top 5 Strengths for Neighborhoods in Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD

erenc % 0 0 210 o O amona Garae 0 O
469 ota b ota 8 ota
Schools 179 |/} Environment 13.7 |/} Schools 23.2
Shops 14.7 Shops 12.3 Churches 17.0
Local Services 11.7 Schools 10.5 1 Community Members 12.5
Health Services 10.0 Locat Services 94 { Environment 10.0
Community Members 9.2 Recreational 9.4 1 Local Services 8.5
| Services/Facilities

NOQTE: All three sirengths from respondents were dombined fo determine the fop cited streng{hs for the community; hence, the N size
represents number of responses rather than number of respondents.

In addition to Schools and Local Services, El Sereno residents also ranked Health Services, notably clinics
offering residents low-cost or free services, highly. Residents felt members of their community represented
another area of strength, particularly their neighbors. They also cited willingness to get invoived and work
together in order to address common problems as positive characteristics of their fellow community
members.

As shown in Table 3.1, residents in Lincoln Heights felt physical features of their environment were among
their neighborhood’s top strengths. Lincoln Park, which features a recreational center as well as such
facilities as tennis courts, a soccer field, a baseball diamond, and a skate park, was frequently noted.
Residents also cited the cleanliness of their community. The abundance of local shops and markets was
considered an equally valuable asset. Apart from schools and local services, residents also cited certain
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government services and facilities within their community, such as Woman, Infants, and Children (WIC) and
Welfare.

As previously noted, Ramona Garden residents felt one of their community's strongest assets was the
Murchison Street Elementary School. Likewise, residents frequently cited local churches as positive
influences within their neighborhood. Community members were also viewed as a strength in that
neighbors and families were perceived to have close ties, to share an interest in the community, and to
share a willingness to get involved. Some residents noted physical features of their community as a source
of pride such as its murals; most residents, however, referred to Hazard Park which features handball and
tennis courts, muiti-purpose sports field, jogging path, and a play area for children.

In addition to the community survey question related to strengths, youth were asked to identify the
strengths of their communities when they participated in youth summits. The most dominant theme from
these responses, regardless of location, was access to activities and local businesses. Local parks were
clearly considered a center of activity, most notably park recreation centers and park-sponsored sports
programs. Youth also counted the close ties and support of family and friends as strengths, including the
ability of the community to work together. To a lesser extent, youth cited schools and churches as other
areas of perceived neighborhood strengths.

Within the community survey, residents were asked identify what their neighborhood needed to better
support its young children and youth. Responses were tabulated across more than two dozen domains; the
top five answers for each neighborhood are presented in Table 3.2 The results across the three
neighborhoods are more similar than different. Lincoln Heights and Ramona Gardens shared four of the top
five concerns, whereas El Sereno voiced more safety-related needs. Specifically, while Lincoln Heights and
Ramona Gardens focused on youth education and programs, job assistance, and local services, El Sereno
residents were more interested in higher levels of youth supervision, drug and gang prevention programs,
increased police presence and enforcement, and improved school safety.

Table 3.2 Top 5 Community Needs to Better Support its Children and Youth

Ei Sereno % of Lincoln Heights % of Ramona Gardens % of

Vigilance/Supervision Programs/Activities

Youth Programs/Activities 14.3 Job Assistance 16.8
Orug/Gang Prevention 10.3 Police Services 8.9
School Safety 10.1 Local Services 6.6
Police

Presence/Enforcement 8.5 Youth Education 6.1
NOTE: All three strengths from responderts were combined 1o defermine the lop cited sirengths for the community, hence, the N size
represents number of responses rather than number of respondents.

A starting point for building an effective comprehensive response system to gang involvement and gang
crime is recognizing and understanding how the community positively views itself. By taking an assets-
based approach to solving problems, communities focus on building resilience while at the same time
reducing risks, thereby building hope, attachment, and efficacy among community residents and the
agencies/entities that provide services within the community. lronically, some of the strengths identified
were ultimately identified as areas of improvement for the community. At first, this may seem contradictory,
but fo the contrary, such results, we believe, indicate the extent to which a community understands itself.
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The true irony is that communities faced with extreme disadvantage and the constant pull of social
problems may know itself better and therefore hold more potential than communities that do not face such
adversity. In the end, no one thing is all good or all bad. Rather, everything offers opportunity.

Community Survey and Focus Group Results

The original plan for reporting survey and focus group results for the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD
was to separate the results and find commonalities at the end of each section; however, in preparing the
results from both data collection methods, the themes were so similar that the report format was changed.
Rather than separating the results by data collection method, this section integrates the results of both
methods across the common themes that surfaced in analysis. Specifically, the thematic domains that
guide this section are Safety, Community investment, and Access fo/Need for Services.

Safety

The theme of Safety captures residents’ concerns for physical safety. In pasticular, results indicated the
need to (1) clean up and improve the physical features of the community such as graffiti removal, adding
stop signs, lighting, and cleaning streets; (2) provide more security and safety in their neighborhood (i.e., on
the streets and in the parks) by increasing resident vigilant supervision and police presence/enforcement;
and (3) increase school safety, which includes safe passage for students to and from school as well as
safety once students are on school grounds.

Personal safety was a common concern across community survey respondents. As might be expected,
most residents reported feeling much safer in their neighborhoods during the day as opposed to the night
(Table 3.3). This was true of residents in both El Sereno and Ramona Gardens, where fewer than one out
of five felt unsafe during the daytime. Interestingly, residents surveyed in Lincoln Heights were different--
approximately half were equally likely to feel unsafe during the day as during the nighttime. Nonetheless,
despite reporting similar rates of concern about safety during the day as night, Lincoln Heights residents
also reported the lowest rate of fear preventing them from doing things outside the home (just over a third
reported fear prevented them from engaging in activities). Overall, residents of Ramona Gardens reported
feeling the most secure and safe during both day and nighttime. El Sereno residents reported the greatest
safety concerns at night (57% reporting feeling unsafe or very unsafe).

Table 3.3 Fear of Crime
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Feeling “Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” in Their Neighborhoods

El Sereno Lincoln Heights Ramona Gardens
{N=181} _ (N=123) (N=148)

Sp % i % P %
Fee! Unsafe or Very Unsafe at Night S0 57 b7 46 iR 36
Fee! Unsafe or Very Unsafe at Day * R 18 b8 47 SR 14
Fear Prevents me from doing things w99 54 g 38 82 55

NOTE: The range for these variables was 1 to 5 and 1 fo 4. For simpiicity, only the results for the "Unsafe” and "Very Unsafe” categories are
reported, Means were computed for each variable using &l response categories and compared for statistical significant using analysis of
variance procedures,

*Overalt mean differences across neighborhocds were statistically significant at p<.05,

LA. Mayor's GRYD Needs Assessment: Romona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD -15-




A range of activities was perceived to be a problem in communities surveyed (Table 3.4). A majority of
residents (i.e., more than half of respondents) in all three neighborhoods reported their chief concerns as
graffiti, drug sales, drug use, and intimidation by gang members. With only two exceptions (intimidation by
gang members and police harassment), El Sereno rated these problems the highest followed by Lincoln
Heights, and Ramona Gardens. Overall, approximately three quarters or more of Ef Sereno respondents
cited graffiti, drug sales, and drug use as "often or always” a problem and more than one half of
respondents reported gang activity and general crime as similar problems. Lincoln Heights and Ramona
Gardens also reported these issues as "often or always” a problem but to a lesser extent. For instance,
slightly less than half of the respondents in these two areas identified gang activity and general crime in this
way.

The neighborhoods did not significantly differ with regard to intimidation by gang members, but differences
in the ratings are still worth mentioning. Intimidation was reported to be more of a problem in Lincoln
Heights (60%) compared to (54%) in El Sereno and only (46%}) in Ramona Gardens. This finding parallels
the results from the focus groups. Gang activity and intimidation was noted by parents and youth in alf three
neighborhoods, but it was viewed as more of a problem by parents and youth in El Sereno and Lincoln
Heights than in Ramona Gardens.

Table 3.4 Problems Facing the Community
Percentage of Respondents Reporfing Activity as “Often a Problem” or “Always a Problem”

El Sereno Lincoln Heights Ramona Gardens

{N=181) {N=123) (N=148)
Craffiti * Rl L L 81 90 73 Sgp 62
Drug Use * 428 77 78 64 SRR 54
Drug Sales * Aph 72 gl 67 S 58
Gang Activity U000 55 BB 44 ) 44
infimidation by Gang Members S gy 54 g0 50 LG 46
Crime * 99 - 54 SRR 42 Lgh 43
Police Harassment * B8 38 PR 55 S 93 0 83

NOTE: The range for these variables was 1to 5. Forsum;)hmty on!y the results for the “Often a Problem” and” Aiways S Problem are reported.
Means were computed for each varable using all response categories and compared for statistical significant using analysis of variance
procedures.

*Cverall mean differences across neighborhoods were statistically significant at p<.05.

The presence of crime related problems underscores the need for more enforcement. This message was
narticularly delivered by residents in El Sereno. But the role of law enforcement is complicated by
perceptions and/or experiences with police harassment. According to the results in Table 3.4, police
harassment was less likely to be reported as “often or always” a problem by El Sereno respondents and
most often reported by Ramona Gardens respondents. This finding is not necessarily surprising. The
results for Ei Sereno consistently indicate that respondents feel their area is under-policed; if there are less
police present, police harassment is arguably less likely to occur. Ramona Gardens, in contrast, is the
primary target area for the LAPD’s CLEAR gang suppression program and has received considerable
attention in the past few months as well as historically, creating the conditions for more harassment or
perceptions of more harassment to potentially occur. A complaint often heard in adults and youth,
particularly in Ramona Gardens, was the quality of police service in their communities. Participants were
especially concerned with what they considered to be overly aggressive tactics (e.g. intimidation, brutality)
and a lack of respect when dealing with youth. Adults perceived police as sharing responsibility for youth
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becoming involved in gangs as a result of resentment and mistrust among youth fostered by negative
encounters.

A second dynamic that impacts law enforcement’s ability to create safe environments is residents’ fear of
retaliation. Fear of retaliation for reporting gang activity was also considered by adult focus group
participants as both an obstacle to working with police and source for further mistrust of police. According
to these participants, police often fail to protect the confidentiality of residents who report crimes and gang
activity; thus, residents who report to the police are placed in danger from the local gangs. Focus group
results from agencies also noted the limitations of police protection: Residents fear retaliation and are often
intimidated by gangs, preventing them from more fully cooperating with police. Despite such problems
related to police-community relations, there was general consensus that these respondents desired better
relationships with the police, particularly for youth and cited the need for increased police-community
meetings and cooperation and the need for better overall services provided by the police.

The challenges inherent fo police-community partnerships in these areas were not lost from the perspective
of law enforcement and other government agencies. Both police and other service providers cited the need
for improved police-community relations and communication in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD.
Law enforcement, in particular, cited the difficult history between the LAPD and Ramona Gardens and
recognized the need fo improve relationships in the community. In an attempt to do so, the CLEAR program
currently holds a monthly informational meeting at the recreation center in Ramona Gardens to exchange
information and concerns with residents. At one of these meetings, residents expressed frustration at
limited attention on suppression without equal attention to prevention and intervention. Thus, it is critical
that the comprehensive approach be deveioped in that area.

The concerns expressed above are reinforced by community survey findings related to the effectiveness of
the police, CLEAR, gang injunctions, and elected officials (Table 3.5), Overall, most respondents were
largely dissatisfied with all attempts fo combat gang activity and crime. Especially singled out were elected
officials with approximately three-quarters of Lincoln Heights and Ramona Gardens residents indicating
they were “somewhat’ or "very" dissatisfied. Adult focus group respondents as well as agency
representatives expressed a sense of disillusionment with local officials, citing a pattern of unfulfilled
promises made to the community. In general, residents indicated a desire for greater community
involvement on the part of elected officials, greater accountability for them, and more funding for local
programs and services to address the problems related to gang crime. Consistent with earlier results, El
Sereno respondents took the most moderate stance with just under half of all respondents indicating
dissatisfaction with all four categories equally.

Table 3.5 Effectiveness of Responses to Gang Crime

Percentage of Respondents Reporting “Somewhat Dissatisfied” or “Very Dissatisfied”
El Sereno Lincoln Heights - Ramona Gardens

N=181) __(N=123) ~(N=143)

Plice * L 46 70 58 101 68
CLEAR* g 47 80 64 102 68
Gang Injunctions * - 47 76 62 A 85
Elected Officials * g0 45 % 73 T 76
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NOTE: The range for these variables was 1 fo 5. For simplicity, only the results for the "Somewhat Dissafisfied” and "Very Dissatisfied” are
reported. Means were computed for each variable using all respanse categories and compared for statistical significant using analysis of
variance procedures.

*Overali mean differences across neighborhoods were statistically significant at p<.05.

in addition to neighborhood safety, safety in local schools was also expressed as pressing concemn in focus
group discussions. According to adult, school, and service providers, youth routinely face intimidation and
physical attacks by gang members inside school and on school grounds. Schools were generally not
considered to provide adequate security or prevention to safeguard youth against such gang intimidation,
and consequently, focus group participants felt youth did not attend school for fear of personal safety.
Youth did not make mention of this particular issue, but peer pressure was commonly cited as a reason for
youth joining gangs, and there was reference to gangs causing problems (e.g. graffiti) in school settings.

Taken together, the data depict common safety themes across all three neighborhoods; however, it also
reveals important differences. As a general matter, ail three neighborhoods are concerned with gang-
related crime and community disorder; however, of the three, Ramona Gardens residents report more
feelings of safety, less concern about gang-related crime and a more onerous police presence in their
community. Not surprisingly, El Sereno, which reports higher levels of concern about crime, appears to be
slightly more welcoming of police presence and enforcement efforts.

Community Investment

A second theme was residents’ desire for greater involvement by all stakeholders in the local community
(Table 3.6) and improved community infrastructure to support programs, services, and activities in their
neighborhoods. Their responses reflected an awareness that all invested parties must come together to
increase neighborhood cohesion and build stronger networks.

The community survey asked respondents to rate the importance of various community stakeholders in
strengthening the neighborhood (Table 3.6). Families and schools received the highest ratings by
respondents in all neighborhoods. Just under half of all respondents in all three neighborhoods indicated
that families and schools were "somewhat or very important” to improving the neighborhood. Between a
quarter and a third of respondents felt police and religious organizations played an important role. For
Ramona Gardens, though, respondents were more likely to identify religious organizations as important
(49% compared to 20% and 26% for EI Sereno and Lincoln Heights respectively). With the exception of El
Sereno (14%), slightly more than a third of respondents rated recreations and parks as important to this
process. Community leaders received the lowest ratings, with a quarter or less of respondents indicating
them as "Somewhat Important” or "Very Important’ to strengthening their neighborhoods.

Table 3.6 Ratings for Importance in Strengthening the Neighborhood
Percentage Responding “Very Important” or “Extremely Important”

El Sereno Lincoln Heights Ramona Gardens
(N=181) {N=123) (N=148)

BRSO % R % i %,
Families 88 s 48 B a2 B N ET
Schools 79 | 4% R T S
Police B3 |29 43 3 3 | 25
Religious Organizations * 36 20 Ty 76 TURZ 27
Recreations & Parks BT 14 A8 39 BRUTEREE 29
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| Community Leaders 39 ] 2 o8] 5 | 38 4 2 |
NOTE: The range for these variables was 1 to 5. For simplicity, only the results for the “Somewhat imporiant” and “Very Important’ are
reported. Means were computed for each variable using all response categories and compared for statistical significant using analysis of
variance procedures.
*Overall mean differences across neighborhoods were statistically significant af p<.05.

When asked who should be responsible for controlling problems related fo gang crime (Table 3.7),
respondents from across all three neighborhoods reported remarkably similar perceptions. Every
community believed greater responsibility fay with families {as compared fo police). However, nearly two-
thirds of E Sereno respondents indicated that families bore the greatest responsibility (65%), as compared
to Lincoin Heights (48%) and Ramona Gardens (58%). For all other entities, respondents attributed equal
levels of responsibility to: Community leaders (22-33%), elected officials (39-44%), schools (42-52%), and
police {43-50%}.

Table 3.7 Level of Responsibility in Controlling Gang Problems
Percentage Reporting “Very Responsible” and “Extremely Responsible”

El Sereno Lincoln Heights Ramona Gardens
) {N=123) IN=148)
_ R SRR Sy o TN o,
Families * S8 e 65 R0 48 gh 58
Community Leaders B0 33 28 22 S4B 32
Elected Officials ' e 39 obg 44 g4 43
Schools R4 52 LB e 42 RS 44
Police 293 50 Do 44 78 43

NOTE: The range for these variables was 1 to 5, For simplicity, only the results for the "Very Responsibie” and “Exiremely Responsible” are
reported. Means were computed for each variable using all response categories and compared for statistical significant using analysis of
variance procedures.

*Overall mean differences across neighborhoods were statistically significant af p<.05.

The overall trend regarding residents’ perceptions of effectiveness in improving neighborhood safety is not
promising (Table 3.8). Across the board, few entities were rated as highly effective. In fact, with the
exception of families, only schools garnered more than 20% of respondents’ strong endorsement.
Specifically, both Ramona Gardens and Ef Sereno had nearly a third of respondents indicating that schools
were very effective in improving the safety of the neighborhood. However, it is unclear exactly how
residents believe schoals increase safety; this may simply be a measure of residents’ perception of schools
as a safer environment relative fo other public spaces in the neighborhood. Of greater significance is the
category of families; nearly four out of ten El Sereno residents thought families were highly effective in
improving neighborhood safety. By comparison, only 23% of Lincoln Heights residents and 27% of Ramona
Gardens respondents believed families to be highly effective in improving neighborhood safety.

Table 3.8 Effectiveness of Stakeholders Responsible for Improving Safety
of the Neighborhood-- Respondents Reporting “Very Effective” or “Extremely Effective”
El Sereno Lincoln Heights Ramona Gardens
(N=181) {N=123) (N=148)
:--_-:-_-_ni % :_-n' EREER o B
Families P A R 39 29 23 A 2
Community Leaders * R B 12 At g Dl 17
Elected Officials sh 3 S PR 6 R R 6
Schoois * R I 30 R 2 4 30
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| Police [ 28 | 15 [ ] R T T

NOTE: The range for these variables was 1 fo 5. For simpicity, only the results for the “Very Effective” and “Extremely Effective” are reperted.
Means were computed for each variable using all response categorles and compared for stafistical significant using analysis of variance
procedures.

*Overgl mean differences across neighborhoods were statistically significant at p<.06.

Noteworthy is the relationship between perceived responsibility for addressing problems, and reported
effectiveness of the same entities. For example, although EI Sereno places the burden of responsibility
largely on the shoulders of family members, the same neighborhood respondents indicate an effectiveness
rate for families of only 39%. Similarly, Ramona Gardens and Lincoln Heights residents had approximately
half of respondents indicating family responsibility; yet in these two neighborhoods, only about one quarter
of respondents endorsed the effectiveness of family in improving safety conditions.

These findings paraliel those from the focus groups. All focus group participants in the three GRYD
neighborhoods were united in a belief that the family was a primary contributing factor for youth
participation in gangs and therefore a primary area for intervention. Families contributed in at least two
ways. First and most often heard was the complaint that parents were not sufficiently involved in their
children's lives and failed fo provide adequate supervision or suitable role modeling. Although a lack of
parental interest was cited as a reason for this, more often respondents acknowledged that many parents
were absent from their children's lives due to the need to work multiple jobs and long hours. Problems
within the family represented a second way in which families contributed fo youth problems. Absent fathers,
abuse/neglect, domestic violence, parental substance abuse and/or crime, and intergenerational gang
involvement created home environments that were unable to provide supervision and appropriate
socialization and nurturing for children. As one example, a meeting with the DCFS Community Partners
Executive Meeting revealed that EI Sereno was one of the highest referral and detention areas for child
abuse/neglect. Children from these types of environments, in turn, were considered more vulnerable to the
lure often offered by gangs. In some families, children were socialized into gang membership from an early
age due to intergenerational gang involvement by parents or siblings. Thus, focus group participants
unanimously voiced the need for more parental involvement and positive role models in the community,
access to alternate activities, and mentoring.

Schools were generally seen as a place of opportunity by focus group participants, but unfortunately,
several problems related to the school environment were viewed as barriers to fulfiliing their role. Parent
and agency/service provider focus group participants opined the limited use of school sites for
programming and recreation for youth in the respective neighborhoods. Schools were viewed as a central,
generally safe location for parents and youth to access services, but due to legal and logistical barriers,
schools were generally underutilized in this way. Additionally, school environments for education were
viewed with concern. Some participants in both the parent and youth focus groups felt that teachers and
administrators were not fulfilling their potential as positive influences in the lives of their students and were
not sufficiently meeting the needs of youth, particularly those at-risk for gang invoivement. Social workers
and probation officers commented on the difficulty for youth to receive an Independent Educational Plan
from schools, This is compounded by reflections that many parents do not understand the educational
rights of their children and as a result, do not hold schools accountable, Social workers and probation
officers also indicated that schools are sometimes reluctant fo work with their agencies to develop
programming on campus; this, however, varied by school.
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Focus group participants that represented schools and agencies providing services at schools noted the
numerous pressures on school personnel to address a wide range of social problems, which uitimately
competed with the time needed to educate students approptiately and expose them to alternate activities,
For instance, school-based mental health counselors and social workers emphasized the prevalence of
trauma and grief among students, beginning in elementary school and continuing into secondary education.
Despite the high rates of trauma and grief among students, trauma services are few and iimited o crisis
situations. Meanwhile, participants believed that many of the children who go untreated perform poorly in
the classroom and engage in problem behavior in the classroom as well as in the community.

Finally, there was recognition among focus group participants that a community infrastructure was
necessary to support the types of programs and services recommended in the community. Transportation,
for example, was cited as a major barrier to accessing programs and services currently available, Being
outside at night and crossing gang turf boundaries posed serious safety concerns for many residents.
Youth, in particular, were at risk for violence when they crossed into rival gang territories. Additionally,
focus group participants from agencies that provide services stressed the fact that community services are
currently fragmented and that there was a strong need for coltaboration among agencies in order to
centralize direct services for residents and connect services more effectively.

Access fo Services

The third theme identified from community survey and focus group results was Access to Services. Study
participants consistently expressed a need for better and more access to services at the local level,
Specifically, respondents wanted more youth programs (i.e., structured activities, drug/gang prevention and
intervention, educational support programs); more social services for adults {i.e., clinics/healthcare,
counseling, job assistance, life skills training, and educational programming); and improved community
infrastructure to support the avaitability of and participation in activities and programs (i.e., community
facilities and parks, local government and business services, and transportation).

Without exception, all three communities indicated problems locating and accessing local resources.
Specifically, a majority (70 - 86%) of all respondents reported great difficulty finding help with gang
prevention and intervention programs, early intervention programs, finding a job, mentoring, and counseling
{Table 3.9}, The one area with significant differences between neighborhoods was in obtaining healthcare.
Getting medical and/or dental care was reported fo be a significant problem by 72% of Lincoln Heights
respondents and 63% of Ramona Gardens residents, but was perceived to be a problem by only 46% of El
Sereno community members.

Table 3.9 Ability fo Access Services

Percentage of Respondents Reporting “No Help at Ali” or “Very Hard to Get Help”

£l Sereno Lincoln Heights Ramona Gardens

(N=181) (N=123) (N=148)
'Finding a.Job 4 87 1030 84 S04 72
Gang Prevention Programs for Youth 48 82 g T8 126 86
Early Intervention for Young Chiidren 480y 82 S92 74 10 - 77
Transportation 45 - 81 Q4 76 16 78
Mentoring Co41 80 88 | 76 120 84
Youth Recreafional Programs * 136 76 A 57 R 52
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Family/Mental health/ Substance Abuse Counsefing =136 = 7% 87 79 16 79
Afterschool Programs 425l 89 75 | 81 08 66
Getting Medical or Dental Care * 83 | 4B T T 52

NOTE: The range for these variables was 1 fo 5. For simplicity, only the results for the "No Help At All" and “Very Hard to Get Help® are
reported. Means were computed for each variable using all response vategories and compared for statistical significant using analysis of
variance procedures. *Overall mean differences across neighborhoods were staistically significant at p<.05.

Consistent with the resuits for Community Investment, both the community survey and focus group results
stressed the need for parenting classes to provide gang awareness education for parents and to facilitate
better parent-youth relations. Focus groups with agency personnel made particular note of the need for
more successful integration of immigrant families info the community, citing language barriers and lack of
education/skills as preventing immigrant parents from securing proper employment and becoming fully
involved in community life.

The need for parenting classes raised the issue of increasing participation in available classes, especially
for families that are in need of the services but generally reluctant to participate in them. Agency personnel
and service providers unanimously believed that incentives related to the basic needs of families must be
used. Gift cards for food or providing food at class meetings were two examples of such incentives.
Additionally, there must be oufreach to families from within the community to encourage participation. For
families with intergenerational gang involvement, it is critical that their experience not be stigmatized;
rather, it was believed that both parents and youth would respond better if their experience was recognized
and incorporated positively into intervention. For youth, incentives that connect them to alternative,
interesting activities must be used. Many youth avoid programs because they consider them boring and
uninteresting.

As indicated in Table 3.9, respondents felt access to prevention programming was limited. Focus group
results provided insight info the types of programming desired by these communities. First, all focus group
participants stressed the need to begin prevention efforts as early as possible, starting at the elementary
school level, if not sooner, and continue those efforts into the middle school and high school, There was
frustration expressed about targeting secondary education schools while leaving little or no programming in
the elementary schools. The predominant view was that gang recruitment began heavily in the early years
of middle scheol; thus, beginning prevention programming in middle schools and high schools does little to
reduce the impact of gang infimidation. Similarly, problem behavior generally is more likely to begin at an
early age and if identified, is easier to address at younger ages than at older ages. LAPD officers believed
strongly that early prevention efforts not only helped youth avoid problems in the long run, but programs
that involve the LAPD were more likely to establish a solid basis from which fo improve and develop
relationships between police and community youth.

Youth as well as parents, business owners, agency personnel, and service providers emphasized the need
to provide alternative, structured activities that would provide all youth with a safe environment, a desirable
way to engage in constructive activities, positive role models, and access to opportunities outside of the
neighborhood. Such activities included, but were not necessarily limited to: Art programs, music and dance
programs, athletic activity, entrepreneurial projects, and field trips to museums, concerts, and other areas
such as the mountains and/or the beach. Focus group participants also felf there was a need for programs
that would aflow youth fo develop skills, facilitate future careers, and cultivate leadership (e.g., motivational
speakers). Parents and youth cited the need for more programs aimed af helping youth succeed
academically (i.e., tutoring) and for programs designed to prepare or otherwise encourage youth to pursue
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higher education. With regard to educational performance, school respondents recommended more
vigilance on the part of police and courts in enforcing fruancy violations and the need for more programs
that assist youth and families in addressing school failure and poor attendance.

It was added by many participants that youth activities should be available consistently after-school, on
holidays, and during the summer. Furthermore, participants believed that the cost for these programs
should be more affordable or free, as the costs for many of the current programs available have fees that
youth and parents in these communities cannot afford. Parents and youth also believed that there was a
need for greater public awareness of available programs and encouraged future efforts fo explore new,
more effective, methods for disseminating information about available programs, services, and activities.

Finally, there was discussion among agency personnel and service providers, in particular, about the need
for intervention programming and services (i.e., tattoo removal) for youth actively involved in gangs.
Participants often acknowledged, however, how difficult it was to extricate youth from gangs once they
were a member, leaving many to conclude that services should assist youth and families to relocate from
the community in which the gang membership is rooted.

Community survey data as well as focus group data stressed the need for the improvement of social
services in the three neighborhoods. Specifically, all focus group participants saw a need for more job
assistance programs, vocational or fraining programs, and greater job opportunities. Access to computer
classes and working computers with Internet access were often mentioned by parents and youth as
resources that would increase the employability of both youth and adults as well as provide an alternative
activity that would potentially improve the academic performance of youth and assist them in their pursuit of
higher education.

Increasing access to mental health and substance abuse counseling for community residents was aliso
highlighted as necessary in these communities. Mental health service providers and school personnel
overwhelming believed that there was a need for trauma counseling for alf residents, particularly young
children and adolescents. In fact, these focus group participants felt that much of the problem behavior and
risk for gang involvement was at least in part due to the inability of children and youth o constructively cope
with traumatic events and the resulting grief that often permeated their lives. Additionally, there was general
support for increasing the number of support groups to focus on self-esteem, expressing feelings, and
talking about problems. Drug use was noted as a problem in these neighborhoods in all sources of data.
Consequently, there was a general perception that access o appropriate substance abuse treatment was
needed in these areas.

Although the re-entry of offenders into the community was not addressed directly in many focus groups,
there was a general sense that all of the programming described above should be harmonized with
harmonized with offender re-entry efforts. Many parents as well as agency personnel were concerned that
the prison culture was spilling out into the communities and becoming a ifestyle for older youth and young
adults,

Consequently, concern was expressed for increasing offenders’ ability to get job, increasing their positive
connections to the community, and providing them with incentives not to return to prison. It was generally
acknowledged that for many youth and young adults, the only effective method of reducing the
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aftractiveness of gang membership is to equip them with job skills that would secure their enfrance into a
law-abiding lifestyle.

Summary

Throughout the survey and focus group data, the overarching theme expressed by respondents was the
need to strengthen families and, by doing so, begin to rebuild their neighborhoods. Without exception,
respondents felt that a strong community starves local gang recruitment efforts by providing attractive
options and opportunities for local youth and re-entering offenders. A strong social network centered on
resources for parents, youth education and job assistance programs, substance abuse and counseling
resources, and adult education programs were unanimously identified as the key to enhancing the
cohesion of a community. In this way, a cooperative effort will bring together such diverse stakeholders as
business owners, religious organizations, and social services—all united in a2 willingness o invest in the
future of their community. Next, we turn to specific recommendations for accomplishing these goals.
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Chapter Four: Building an Effective Community Response
Overall Reflections

The CSLA research team was responsible for conducting needs assessment reports for both Ramona
Gardens/Hollenbeck and Baldwin Village GRYD areas. In doing so, we received feedback from more than
1,142 individuals, collectively, in these areas. Although the areas are distinct and different in many ways,
we were surprised to hear many of the same issues arise in the data and in our discussions, Thus, the
reflections and recommendations that we have are largely similar for both areas. While the
recommendations themselves are similar across areas, the implementation of those recommendations will
be vastly different; hence our call for a community infrastructure to individualize strategies for program and
service implementation. Before we review our recommendations, however, we felt it was important to
summarize the general sentiments expressed by respondents during data collection, as we believe they
provide substantial insight for the City as it begins to partner with these areas to build a comprehensive
response system.

During the data collection process, for instance, a majority of the respondents in both areas expressed
frustration with attempts to address gang problems regardless of who the respondents represented (i.e.,
residents as well as representatives of schools and other social service providers). Specifically,
respondents felf that their areas were constantly the focus of needs assessments without corresponding
follow-through for resources to support community change. This frustration was amplified by perceived
political pendulum swings in which promises by different administrations went unfulfilled or were only
temporary. As one respondent pointed out, “It seems like the programs that work are the first {o lose
funding.” These feelings of unstable commitment fueled skepticism and pessimistic views of current efforts
to effect change in the neighborhoods. Despite such views, however, all respondents were supportive of
their communities and wanted them to succeed. Consequently, they provided our research team with two
important suggestions that would help overcome the disappointments of the past.

Perhaps the most significant suggestion from study participants is attention to the terminology used to
describe efforts intended to help communities. There was a general consensus among respondents to view
their communities in more positive ways. The terminology often associated with gang reduction efforts has
historically highlighted the problem rather than the solution. For example, in the past, the term gang
reduction zone was used fo identify priority areas for intervention. Such terminology may make sense from
a political standpoint (i.e., reflecting the need for more attention and resources), but unfortunately, such
terminology often reinforces stereotypes related to the dangerousness and undesirability of a community—
images that residents, particularly youth, must battle every day.

For any effort to be successful, it is critical to recognize that gangs are a symptom of the overall social
problems that face youth and families in these areas. Thus, a more desirable use of terminology would be
naming areas, for example, Youth and Family Empowerment Zones, which focuses attention on the overall
solution that communities need to successfully overcome the daily hurdles that residents face. Use of
solution-focused terminology places attention on building strong communities for youth and families so that
social and economic pressures do not lead to gang membership.
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A second suggestion heard from respondents in both areas encouraged City and County governments to
move from funding models that reinforce, if not create, uncoordinated and uninformed responses within a
community to a model that centers on a strategic and coordinated use of funds. Currently, funds are often
distributed in communities for independent services (e.g., recreational activities) that are not connected or
coordinated with other services. This method of funding then creates at least two problems. First and most
importantly, it limits the potential impact of the services in the community because the services are
delivered in an isolated way. It is not uncommon fo hear that a program cannot get enough referrals; vet,
the program was developed based on the needs of the community.

Secondly, this funding model has inspired, arguably, a culture of competitiveness among community-based
organizations. This, in turn, amplifies political influence in the use of funds and sustains a culture in which
there is more attention placed on who is receiving funds and the amount of funds received than on how
funding can and should be used most effectively for a community. As demonstrated in many of the
conversations held in this study, the consequence of this is a lack of collective hope in the community and
an absence of trust in the government's ability to assist in the process of change.

We argue that the key to successfully building stronger communities in the identified GRYD areas is to
generate hope within communities by building trust in cooperative relationships ameng community
residents, businesses, schools, other service providers, City government and County government. While
this may seem like an ambitious goal, we believe that it is far more tangible than one might expect.
Advocacy in these GRYD areas is not new. There are multiple groups organized to address youth
development as well as other social problems in these areas. In fact, the presence of advocacy in these
areas is an asset to these communities, The problem, then, is not a fack of will or person-power to effect
change; rather, it appears that a lack of coordination and sustainable funding across agencies, programs,
and services undermines much of the potential found in these areas.

Building hope and trust in this way requires a shift in thinking about community involvement in the strategic
planning and funding process. It is essential that communities come together to coordinate the efforts that
exist in their areas and fo build a strategic plan {using this needs assessment as a basis) that is used to
guide City funding. By doing so, communities become empowered and responsible to establish an internal
infrastructure to eliminate unnecessary competition, dupiication, and fragmentation and to enhance their
ability to use funds effectively and efficiently. The City, in turn, must work coliaboratively with the
communities and use community guidance to make funding decisions. As one respondent commented
upon hearing this idea, *...you mean a ‘trickle-up economics’ rather than ‘trickle-down economics.”
"Exactly” was our response.

To help the City contemplate such an approach, we first provide a detailed explanation of how this could
work. The recommendation for infrastructure applies to both the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck and Baldwin
Village GRYD areas. Following the recommendation for building community infrastructure for youth
development, we offer specific programming recommendations for Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck based on
the results reviewed in Chapter 3.
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Recemmendations for Building Community Infrastructure

To build a community infrastructure, we recommend that the City require the GRYD areas to create a
Community Cooperative for Youth and Family Empowerment. In the case of Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck,
this would involve three Cooperatives, one for each community (Ei Sereno, Lincoln Heights, and Ramona
Gardens). The composition of the Cooperative must include (at a minimum) (1) representatives from the
neighborhood (i.e., parents and youth); (2) a representative from all collaborative groups that exist in the
area; (3) Los Angeles Police Department;(4) representatives from organizations that represent community
based organizations {including group homes, foster care agencies, etc.—profit and non-profit); (4
representatives from all schools serving the area; (5) a representative from the business community; (6}
representatives from key City departments (e.g., Parks and Recreations, CDD, HUD); (7) representatives
from county agencies such as DCFS, DMH, ADPA, and Health Services; and (8) a representative from
landlord/management associations in the area, The Cooperative is not intended fo replace any other group;
rather, the expectation is that the Cooperative will serve as a "hub” for exchanging ideas and identifying
how the community can build its resiliency fo social problems it faces.

Specifically, the goals of the Cooperative are to produce a local infrastructure through which communities
can (1) take ownership of the solutions to the problems that they face, (2) utilize their local resources more
strategically and effectively, and (3) interface proactively with City and County governments to ensure that
their needs are met and sustained over time. The guiding philosophy of the Cooperative's efforts is based
on an assets-based model in order to give the community a venue to clearly and strategically voice its
needs to effect sustainable progress and change. Although the Cooperative takes leadership and
ownership over this process, the City and County become partners in helping communities grow stronger.
For instance, any funding the City intends to distribute to the community wouid be coordinated with the
priorities identified by the Cooperative based on their strategic plan.

In the first year, the Cooperative would be required to accomplish the following objectives:

1. Identify all representatives for membership and become a working body

2. Review the GRYD Needs Assessment Report and begin the development of a strategic plan from
the results

3. Produce an inventory of community assets and add it fo the strategic plan

4. Produce a resource inventory of services available in the area by categorizing them according to
the components of the Comprehensive Strategy—Primary Prevention, Secondary Prevention,
Intervention, Suppression, and Reentry (Note: This is a collective effort in which each
representative must provide a list of services provided by the body hefshe represents)

5. Identify current gaps in the continuum of services and work to redefine assessment, programmatic,
and service needs according fo the needs of the community and increase their ability to accomplish
these needs (e.g., see programmatic recommendations below)

6. Identify current areas of fragmentation, iack of communication, and any other barriers that prevent
effective programming and partnerships across agencies and services within the community

7. Prioritize the needs of the community and offer strategies to accomplish needs

8. Identify key outcomes that must be measured by all funded services and programs

Upon completing these tasks, the Cooperative will have a working strategic plan that guides community
activities and City funding into the future. The City, in turn, should structure its funds to align with the needs
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of the community. Each year, the Cooperative will provide an annual report that summarizes progress
related to the strategic plan and signs of success such as new partnerships, physical and social changes in
the neighborhood, and any other outcomes identified by the Cooperative. Based on its progress, the
Cooperative will update its plan based on its progress and continue to build interagency communication
and coordination using existing resources. Ultimately, the Cooperative should strive to identify the use of
Best Practices, Evidence-Based Programming, and Promising Programming.

To ensure the Cooperative’s ability to accomplish these tasks, a staffing and support plan is necessary, We
recommend that the Cooperative be lead collaboratively by a person elected by the Cooperative members
and a university based “Cooperative Manager.” Additionally, the GRYD Program Manager will be part of
the Cooperative Management Team. The role of the elected Cooperative Leader is to motivate the group
and guide its work through the tasks. The Cooperative Manager will work with the elected leader to
navigate and accomplish Cooperative tasks. In other words, the Cooperative Manager would produce the
products based on the Cooperative’s work. Another key responsibility of the Cooperative Manager will be to
assist in building partnerships across agencies, providers, and residents. The Cooperative Manager
represents a unique person who has both the ability to conduct academic work in an applied context and
the ability to build bridges across individuals and groups who can partner with one another to be more
effective. Due fo the nature of these tasks, we believe it is essential that the Cooperative Manager be
viewed as a neutral entity and have access to academic resources; consequently, we strongly recommend
that the GRYD office consider contracting with a local university to provide this person to GRYD
Cooperative groups. In the case of Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck, one university-based Cooperative
Manager wouid be sufficient for the three Cooperatives in the GRYD (i.e., El Sereno Cooperative, Lincoln
Heights Cooperative, and Ramona Gardens Cooperative). Finally, the role of the GRYD Program Manager
is fo represent the City, ensure the participation of other City departments in the process, participate in the
planning process, and assist the Cooperative in connecting to private foundations to augment the existing
funds and promote sustainability.

In addition to funding for a university-based Cooperative Manger, each Cooperative should receive a
nominal amount of funding to provide team-building training for Cooperative members at the beginning of
the effort and to support the completion of tasks throughout the year.

Ultimately, it is our recommendation that a GRYD must have a Cooperative before any funds will be
distributed to the area. Until the initial work of the Cooperative is completed, however, we recommend that
funding be distributed in accordance with the programmatic recommendations contained in the GRYD
Needs Assessment Reports and all contractors who receive funds in the first year be required to participate
in and report progress to the Cooperative.

Once the Cooperative strafegic plan and priorities are identified, we recommend that agencies seeking
funding be required to demonstrate the following in their application: (1) how their services would meet the
prioritized needs identified by the Youth Development Community Cooperative comprehensive plan; (2)
how their services will be coordinated or partnered with other services in the area; (3} their ability to partner
with agencies in the community; (4) their use of Best Practice and Evidence-Based Programming or
Promising Programming; (5) their commitment to report on outcomes identified by the Cooperative; and (6)
their commitment to regularly participate and report to the Cooperative on their progress.
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Recommendations for Building a More Complete and Comprehensive Service Continuum

In thinking about specific recommendations for the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck area, it seemed
consistent with the recommendation for building a community strategic plan to organize our suggestions
according to objectives born from the themes reviewed in Chapter 3. Hence, the following objectives are
recommended based on experience in the GRYD areas and analysis of the data provided by residents and
agencies/entities that provide services to the area. As mentioned above, the recommendations are largely
similar across GRYD areas; however, the implementation of them requires very different strategies. Hfis
our opinion that the community is in the best position to decide how these recommendations are
accomplished through the development of a Cooperative.

Objective 1: Improve community safety

o]

Fund efforts to improve the physical environment and safety of public places. Law enforcement’s
role Is typically viewed as suppression; however, there is a significant need fo ufilize police
resources in a way that helps communities feel safer when in public places. This requires a
different interaction with the community and could ultimately assist in the overall suppression
efforts.

Involve law enforcement in community efforts to problem solve and in doing so, build trust between
police officers and community residents.

Consider using a CLEAR unit in other areas besides Ramona Gardens. As indicated in the data,
El Sereno residents would like to see increased suppression in their area.

When using CLEAR in Ramona Gardens, work with community residents to build a relationship
that is not built on adversarial ways of thinking. CLEAR will only reach its potential if suppression
efforts can be balanced with interaction and services that reflect an understanding and respect of
the community.

Beautify and utilize community parks once the safety of those parks is assured.

Establish youth centers that are easily accessible to youth and involve youth in the design of those
youth centers.

Implement methods to ensure safe passage for children and youth to and from school.

Improve the safety of school environments by collaboratively working with law enforcement
agencies such as the LAPD, Probation, and the Department of Juvenile Justice.

Work with government agencies to improve quality of life issues in the community (e.g., Housing
and Urban Development Authority).

Engage landlords and land owners to participate in discussions of community safety and ask them
to play a role in ensuring their properties are provided with sufficient security and are not *breeding
grounds” for criminal activity.

Objective 2: Strengthen communities.

O

o]

o

Coordinate community activities and services to address gaps in services and to reduce
fragmentation and duplication of services.

Hold community activities that express the cultural identify of the community and build pride among
its residents, particularly youth. In general, create a sense of hope among residents and for youth,
provide an infrastructure that will help them achieve their goals.

Offer parent education as early as possible in the parenting process and continue education
throughout the developmental stages of childhood.
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Provide family intervention within the home and/or in places that families can readily access.
Create incentives for participation that connect fo the basic needs of these families (i.e., food,
childcare, etc.).
Using parent mentors from within the community. This model requires identifying parents who are
resilient within the community and using them to peer mentor other parents in the neighborhood.
Build upon and improve relationships between parents and schools.
o Increase parent education and awareness of their children’s needs and educational rights
and keep them informed of their child's progress in the classroom.
o Provide teachers and school staff with training on how to better engage parents, children
and youth from these neighborhoods.
Train agency personnel and provider staff to understand the community and incorporate the
cultural experience of the community info their interactions with clients and into the programming
clients are given.
Use current community groups and/or develop groups that will engage residents and provide a way
to effectively and efficiently disseminate information throughout the community.
Reintegrate offenders returning to the community by providing them with jobs and building positive
attachments for them on the community.
Connect more seamlessly with the faith-based community to provide critical services for youth,
families, and offenders returning to the community.

Objective 3: Improve the availability and quality of prevention and intervention programming in the

area.
o}

Conceptualize prevention programming in a continuous, developmental way rather than sporadic
programming limited to one developmental stage. In other words, respondents consistently
reported the need fo saturate elementary schools with prevention programming and continue
programming in developmentally appropriate ways into the middle schooi and high school.
Although specific programs may end, targeting youth for age appropriate programming should be
seamless and continue throughout their school career.

Programming should provide easy access to positive, alternative activities. Particular emphasis
should focus on youth who are not exhibiting behavior problems with outreach to youth engaged in
problem behaviors. This provides these youth with opportunities to support their resifiency and
gives youth who are engaging in problems an incentive to make better choices. These activities
should become a reason to do well and make posiive choices. Participation in these activities
should be used as positive incentives to increase participation in various prevention and
intervention services.

Clearly define intervention programming, infuse Best Practice and Evidence-Based Programming
into the services offered in the community, and make it more available to youth engaged in
problem behaviors, such as (but not limited to) substance abuse, delinguency, and gang
involvement. Gang intervention programming may need to consider ways to help youth and
families relocate and succeed in new areas.

Funding should be based on success—incentives for program staff should be developed to
improve positive outcomes. For example, gang intervention workers can be hired on a base pay
with incremental increases for proven success with youth on their caseload in areas such as school
attendance, school grades, attendance in treatment programming, and behavior.

Provide an array of structured activities that appeal to children and youth in these communities.
Involve youth in choosing and designing their activities. For instance, youth often suggested
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programs such as arts programs, music programs, tutoring, educational counseling for college, and
entrepreneurial programs in which youth have the opportunity to learn how to run a business.

o Overcome barriers that prevent agencies and programs from offering programming and services
on school grounds.

o Increase access to recreational activities and areas available to children and youth at schools,
parks, and other open areas.

o Involve the LAPD in prevention and intervention programming, particularly school-based
prevention.

o Coordinate community-based prevention and intervention programs with services available through
DCFS, DMH, and Probation.

o Develop and provide programming that is culturally competent and incorporates youths'
backgrounds and experiences in a positive way.

o Ensure that gender-specific programming is available. At the prevention level, this may involve
dance programs, cooking programs, and fashion design programs {all indicated by youth
respondents). At the intervention level, it is critical to provide counseling for young girls who are
pregnant and who have abusive histories.

o Reduce fees associated with activities.

Objective 4: Improve access to social services for residents.
o Make trauma and grief counseling widely available.
Improve access fo appropriate mentai health and substance abuse programs to residents.
Provide these services locally or provide safe passage to areas where services can be accessed.
Make sure services are bilingual and understand the issues presented by newly arrived
immigrants.
o Improve access to job training and job placement services for youth and adults. Connect offenders
returning fo the community with jobs that help them sustain a productive, crime-free lifestyle.
o Provide easy access to life skills courses for adults.
o Improve access to services that promote healthy functioning.

G 00

Conclusion

In conclusion, the results and recommendations contained in this report reflect the opinions of residents
and agency/entity personnel that provide services in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD, We believe
that the information we collected clearly reflects a collective belief that the communities within the GRYD
can provide positive, supportive environments for children and families. It now becomes the responsibility
of the communities in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD to come together and work with the City of
Los Angeles to best utilize funds and support. Likewise, it requires the City of Los Angeles to listen to
these communities and allow them to lead the efforts toward building safer and more resilient communities.

Building hope as well as avenues for children and families to succeed requires funds but is not necessarily
expensive; rather, it requires vision, leadership, commitment, determination, and patience. All of which are
possible; in fact, we witnessed all of these qualities during the course of this project. We thank these
communities once again for allowing us to tell their stories. We have tried to capture their stories
accurately and hope the recommendations we have provided will help these communities achieve the
visions they most graciousty shared with us.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Healthy Cities Figures and Tables$

Gang Reduction and Youth Development Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck

Population in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
Race/Ethnicity Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los
Angeles County, 2007

Race/Ethnicity in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Bock Group, 2007
Sex by Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development
(GRYD) Zone, 2007

Number and Percent of Youth in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Clock
Group, 2007

Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007
Unemployment in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
Families in Poverty in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
Single Parent Households in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYS Zone by Block
Group, 2007

Educational Attainment, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, City of Los Angeles,
Los Angeles County, 2007

Educational Attainment in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group,
2007

Foster Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD Elementary Schoo!
Attendance Boundary, 2006

Foster Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD Middle School
Attendance Boundary, 2006

Probation Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD Middle School
Attendance Boundary, 2006

Probation Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD High School
Attendance Boundary, 2006

Al Violent Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
Alf Homicides in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Census Tract, 2007
Violent Crime by Time of Day, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development Zone (GRYD), 2005-2007

Propetty Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, by Block Group, 2007
Property and Violent Crimes in the Ramena Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and
Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007

All Gang-Related Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group,
2007

Violent Gang-Related Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block
Group, 2007

& Figures and tables provided by Healthy Cities were not labeled; this is a fisting with our own imposed ordering for convenience,
Please refer to Healthy Citles’ tities on documents o locate for reference.
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Figure 2.24:

Violent Gang-Related Crime & Parks and Schools in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck
GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007

Figure 2.25:  Property Crime by Age Group of the Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Figure 2.26:  Violent Crime by Age Group of the Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Figure 2.27:  Homicide by Age Group of Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction
and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Figure 2.28:  Gang Crimes by Age Group on Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Table 2.1: Race/Ethnicity, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development
(GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.2: Sex by Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development
(GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.3 Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD} Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.4: Median Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 1990, 2000, 2007

Table 2.5: Types of Household income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.6: Educational Attainment, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.7: Academic Performance Index (API) Scores, Ramona Gardens Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.8: Attendance Rate and Opportunity Transfers, Elementary and Middle Schools, Ramona
Gardens (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.9: Number of Dropouts, Attendance Rate and Opportunity Transfers, High Schools, Ramona
Gardens Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.10;  Number of Violent and Property Crimes, Ramona Gardens/Hoflenbeck Gang Reduction
and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.11: Number of Violent Crimes by Specific Time Ranges, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007

Table 2.12: Number of Victims by Type of Crime and Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007

Table 2.13: Number of Victims by Type of Crime and Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang

Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007
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Appendix B: Survey Insfrument

Date Completed: GRYD Site: Interviewer 10

CITY OF LOS ANGELES GANG REDUCTION ZONES COMMUNITY SURVEY
(AVAILABLE IN ENGLISH AND SPANISH)

Hi, my name is and | am helping the City of Los Angeles in conduciing a survey of our community. We are asking residents o answer a
short set of guestions about what they like or disitke in their neighborhood and any improvements they would like to see. Results of this survey will be
used to pravide better services in this area. Your answers will be kept confidential and at no point will we ask for your name or address. Would you like to
participate?

o Male

1) Are you: (Read each option and check one} o Female

o American Indian o Black/Lafino
n Agian-Pacific Islander o Lafino/Latino

2) What race or ethnicity do you consider yourseif fo be? o Black/Affican-Amefican o White/Caucasian

{Read each option and put a check next fo those to which the

person says yes. Okay fo check more than one if the person o Cther:
says yes fo more than one}
3) How old were you on your last birthday?
4) 1n which community do you live? Read them the 3 neighborhocds and if necessary explain
1) El Sereno 2) Lincoin Heights 3} Ramona Gardens

5) What would you say are the three best things about your neighbornood?

a.
b.
C,
Very Unsafe Unsafe Somewhat Safe Safe Very safe
6) How safe do you feel being outside in your y 9 5 4 5
|_neighborhood at night?
7) How safe do you feel being outside in your 1 2 3 4 5
naighborhood during the day?
8) How often does worrvffear about crime prevent o Very Often 3 Rarely
you from doing things you would fike to do in your 0 Somewhat Often o Never

neighborhood?

9) in your opinlon, how easy is it for pecple in your neighborhood fo get help with the foliowing?

gﬁ?agnivzgsijfment and opfions 1-5, circiing No Help Available | Very Hard to Get Sometimes Can Usually Help is Always
4 at Al Help Available Find Help Avaitable

a. Finding a Job 1 2 3 4 5

b.  Preventing Youth from Joining a Gang 1 2 3 4 5

c. Eary intervention programs for young children 1 9 3 4 5

to prevent them becoming involved with gangs
d.  Stopping Gang Viclence 1 2 3 4 5
e. Getling medical or dental care 1 2 3 4 5
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£ Getling Family/ Mental Health/Substance
Abuse Counseling

Mentoring for Youth

Afterschoot Programs for Youth

Transportation assistance

e ke

Youth Recreational Programs

owie § e E i | =2 -

MH{MNIMIIN] N

Lol ] W

ES R B B

CRicT|Cr O] O

10) Please rate the importance of each of the following for strengthening your neighborhood:

(Read every statement and options 1- 5, circling
only one answer)

Not at Al
Important

Somewhat
Important

Neutral

Very important

Extremely
Important

Families

1

2

Community Leaders

Religious Organizations

Community Youth Service Organizations

Businesses

Elected Officials

Recreation & Parks

Schools

~lFeimieiaio (oo

Police

RN JUE 1y WS PUE ) TS P S

PP PO NI MIIMOINO N

C0 [l IR Dt )y

I JF-NG DN N Y N (6 N N O

CX O MO O e CFE | OIF{ O

11} Please indicate how much a problem, in your opinion, each of the following is in your neighborhood.

(Read every statement and options 1- 5, circling
onhly ohe answer)

Not a Probiem at
All

Rarely a
Problem

Sometimes a
Problem

Often a
Problem

Always a
Problem

Gang Activity

—_

(4]

Crime

General Disorder {trash, noise)

Family Stressors and Instability

Police harassment

Domestic Violence

Graifii

To0 many liquor stores

Homelessnass

Drug sales

OISy U N T P ) [

PRI PP [PPSR RS

R IESCRTILE RIVESIVE SN LA ERIVE S ZNE S L]

E- R R S R E ) o Uy -

Cjehen|inininici

Drug use

infimidation by gang members

Lack of Jobs

[

(4]

e

sla|~iximle e oo ole

Poor Quality Schools

e

12) What leve! of responsibifity do you feel each of the foliowing should have in controfling problems related fo gangs {e.g., crime, intimidation)?

gﬁ?agnivgrr'};psvr:;emen tand options 1- 5, clrcling Not Responsibie Og%gf{;:&;;l;at Moderately Very Extremely
y at Adl P Responsible Responsible Responsible
g, Families 1 2 3 4 5
b. Community Leaders i 2 3 4 5
¢. Religious Organizations 1 2 3 4 5
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d.  Community Youth Service Organizations 1 2 3 4 5
e, Elected officials 1 2 3 4 5
f.  Schools 1 2 3 4 5
g. Police 1 2 3 4 5

13) Over the past year, how effective do you think each of the following groups/agencies has been in improving the safety of your neighborhood?

{Read every stafement and opfions 1- 5, circling

. Only Somewhat Moderately . Exiremely
only one answer) Totally Ineffective Effective Effective Very Effective Effective
g Families 1 2 3 4 5
b. Community Leaders 1 2 3 4 5
¢. _ Religious Organizations 1 2 3 4 5
d.  Communify Youth Service Agencies 1 2 3 4 5
e, Elected officials 1 2 3 4 5
f._ Schools 1 2 3 4 5
g. Police 1 2 3 4 5
14) How satisfied are you with the response of each of the following to gang problems in your neighborhood during the past year?

(Read every statement and options 1- 5, circling 3 . .

N omewhat Neither Satisfied Somewhat .
only one answer} Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied or Dissatisfied Satisfied Very Satisfied
a. _ Police 1 2 3 4 5
p.  The Community Law Enforcement and 1 7 3 4 5

Recovery {CLEAR) Program
c. _Gang injunctions 1 2 3 4 5
d.  Elected officials 1 2 3 4 5
15) What three things do you feel your neighborhood needs in order fo be better able to support its young children and youth?
1.
2,
3.

Thank you for helping us with this survey.
Your answers are very important for helping improve services in the community.
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Appendix C: Focus Group Question Guide

Questions Used for Parent Focus Groups

1. Are gangs a problem in your neighborhood? If so, what types of problems do gang members cause in your neighborhood?

2. Have you noficed any changes with regard to gangs over the past 3-5 years—e.g., changes in the number of members,
activities, etc?

3. What do you think is causing the gang problem in your community?

4. Whatis the risk {low, moderate, high) of an average child in your neighborhood becoming invelved in gangs and which youth
are most vulnerabie to join gangs?

5. Whatis your community currently doing 1o respond to gangs? What are the strengths of these approaches? What are the

weaaknesses of these approaches?

What does your neighborhood siill need in terms of resources and responses to effectively address the problem?

How would rate or prioritize the list of resources and responses you just listed?

What do you percelve as barriers to improving the response to gangs in your neighborheod?

How can participation in services and programs for parents and youth be increased?

0. Is there anything eise you would like to add to this discussion?

wt GO 00~ O

Questions Used for Youth Focus Groups

1. Are gangs a problem in your neighborhood? If so, what types of problems do gang members cause in your neighborhcod?

2. Have you noticed any changes with regard to gangs over the past 3-5 years--e.g., changes in the number of members,
activities, etc?

3. Why do kids join gangs? Why do kids not join gangs? What types of things might motivate a gang member fo leave a gang?

4. Whatis the risk (low, moderate, high} of an average child in your neighborhood becoming involved in gangs and which kids are
most vuinerable to join gangs?

5. What do you think your community is currently doing to respond fo gangs? What are the strengths and weaknesses of these
approaches?

6. What should your community be doing fo respond to gangs? For example, what types of programs, services, and activities do
you think wili discourage kids from joining gangs or encourage gang members {o Jeave a gang?

7. How would rate or prioritize the list of programs, services, activities, etc. you Just ksted?

8. How can participation in services, programs, and activities be improved among kids?

9. Is there anything else you would like to add to this discussion?

Business

1. Are gangs 2 problem in your neighborhood? If so, what types of problems do gang members cause in your neighborhcod?
2. Have you noficed any changes with regard fo gangs over the past 3-6 years—-e.g., changes in the number of members,
activities, etc?

What has been the impact of gangs on commercial business in the area?

What do you think is causing the gang preblem in your community?

What does your neighborhood stili need in terms of rescurces and responses to effectively address the problem?

How would rate or prioritize the list of resources and responses you just listed?

What do you perceive as barriers fo improving the response to gangs in your neighborhood?

Is there anything else you would like fo add to this discussion?

O N B

Questions for Focus Groups with Department of Children and Family Services, Department of Mental Health, Schools,
Community-Based Organizations, Police, and Probation

To what extent are your clients and the services you provide impacted by gangs in this area?

Have you noticed any changes in the impact of gangs over the past 3-5 years?

What does this community still need in terms of resources and responses to effectively address the problem?

What do you perceive as barriers fo improving the response to gangs in this community?

How can participation in services and programs for parents and youth be increased?

What role can and should your agency play to improve the community'’s response to gangs?

How would you describe the level of collaboration between schoots, faw enforcement, social service agencies, and community-
based organizations? Briefly explain.

8. s there anything else you would like fo add to this discussion?

B ol ol e
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Appendix A: Healthy Cities Figures and Tables®

Gang Reduction and Youth Development Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck

Population in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
Race/Ethnicity Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los
Angeles County, 2007

Race/Ethnicity in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Bock Group, 2007
Sex by Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development
(GRYD) Zone, 2007

Number and Percent of Youth in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Clock
Group, 2007

Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007
Unemployment in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
Famities in Poverty in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
Single Parent Households in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYS Zone by Block
Group, 2007 '
Educational Attainment, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, City of Los Angeles,
Los Angeles County, 2007

Educational Attainment in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group,
2007

Foster Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD Elementary School
Attendance Boundary, 2006

Foster Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD Middle School
Attendance Boundary, 2006

Probation Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD Middle School
Attendance Boundary, 2006

Probation Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD High Scheol
Attendance Boundary, 2006

All Violent Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
All Homicides in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Census Tract, 2007
Violent Crime by Time of Day, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development Zone (GRYD}, 2005-2007

Property Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, by Block Group, 2007
Property and Violent Crimes in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and
Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007

All Gang-Related Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group,
2007

Violent Gang-Related Crime in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block
Group, 2007

5 Figures and tables provided by Healthy Cities were not labeled; this is a listing with our own imposed ordering for convenience.
Please refer to Healthy Cities' fitles on documents fo locate for reference.
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Figure 2.24:  Violent Gang-Related Crime & Parks and Schools in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck
GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007

Figure 2.25:  Property Crime by Age Group of the Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hotlenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Figure 2.26:  Violent Crime by Age Group of the Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang

' Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Figure 2.27:  Homicide by Age Group of Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction
and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Figure 2.28:  Gang Crimes by Age Group on Victim in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005-2007

Table 2.1 Race/Ethnicity, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development
(GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.2, Sex by Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development
{GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.3: Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.4: Median Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 1990, 2000, 2007

Table 2.5 Types of Household income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.6: Educational Attainment, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Table 2.7: Academic Performance index (API) Scores, Ramona Gardens Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.8: Attendance Rate and Opportunity Transfers, Elementary and Middle Schools, Ramona
Gardens (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.9; Number of Dropouts, Attendance Rate and Opportunity Transfers, High Schools, Ramona
Gardens Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.10: Number of Violent and Property Crimes, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction
and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

Table 2.11: Number of Violent Crimes by Specific Time Ranges, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007

Table 2.12: Number of Victims by Type of Crime and Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007

Table 2.13: Number of Victims by Type of Crime and Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang

Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2005-2007
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Families in Poverty in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007
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D City of Los Angeles
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Poverty by Quantile
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Ramena Gardens GRYD Zone had
2,173 families in poverty in 2007 (25% of
all families). The Block Group minimum
for the Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone
was 0% and the maximum was 68% of
ali families in poverty.
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& The estimated average unemployment

rate for all Block Groups in the Ramona
Gardens GRYD Zone was 13% in 2007.
The minimum unemployment rate was 0%,
while the maximum was 25%

Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geographic data from Navteq, 2007. Civilian Labor Force
Z}Mvwcmwr Unemployment over age 16 estimate data by U.S. Census Block Group, classified by quantile from Claritas, 2007. County
A Mean = 9%, Standard Deviation = 7%. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.




Population in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Block Group, 2007

-

Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geographic data

data by U.S. Census Block Group, classified by quantile from Claritas, 2007. County Mean = 1,600, Standard
Deviation = 1,044. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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The Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone had a
population of 42,024 people in 2007. No
Block Group had less than 230 people in
the Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone, while no
Block Group had more than 3,859 peopla.
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Map created by Healthy City January 2008. Geographic data from Navieq, 2007. Educational Attainment of Population
over Age 25 estimates by U.S. Census Block Group data, classified by quantile from Claritas, 2007. County Mean = 31%,
Standard Deviation = 23%. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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The Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone had
14,685 people over age 25 without a high
school diploma in 2007, reflecting 63% of
the population over age 25. No Ramona
Gardens Block Group had fewer than 27%
or more than 81% of its population over

9 25 without a high school diploma.
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Legend
| Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone

i One Mile Radius

r_—:] City of Los Angeles

Percent of Single Parent
Households by Quantile
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1% - 16%

17% - 100%

- in 2007, an estimated 1,869 of 11,111
households (17%) were headed by a
single parent in the Ramona Gardens
GRYD Zone. Ramona Gardens GRYD
Zone Block Groups had no less than 6%
and no more than 35% of all households
headed by a single parent.

Map created by Healthy City January 2008, Geographic data from Navteq, 2007. Single Parent
Household estimate data classified by quantile for U.S. Census Block Groups from Claritas, 2007. County Mean = 11%,
Standard Deviation = 7%. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008, Gecgraphic data from
Navteq, 2007. Youth estimate data from Claritas, 2007. The
Ramona Gardens GRYD had 14,077 people under the age of 18 in 2007,
or 33% of the total population, The minimum percentage of youth in a
Block Group was 22%, and the maximum was 81%. Number and percent of
youth classified by quantile for U.S. Census Block Groups. Gang Reduction
and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008, Geographic data
from Navieq, 2007. Race/ethnicity estimate data by U.S. Cenus
Block Group classified by quantiles from Claritas, 2007,
There were an estimated 33,358 Latino and 873 African
American/Black residents in the Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone in
2007, representing 79% and 2% of the total population, respectively.
Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone
compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Median Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone,
City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 1990, 2000, 2007

Current Dollars % of County Average
1920 2000 2007 1990 2000 2007
Ramona Gardens GRYD  $21,708 $25,644 $29,730 56 53 52
City of Los Angeles $35,806 $43,928 $51.406 92 90 90
lLos Angeles County $38,930 $48,726 $57,338 100 100 100

Source; Claritas estimates Tables PFSLGO1, PFSLG04, PFSLG09. Median Household Income,
1990, 2000, 2007. Table created by Heatthy City, January 2008,



Household income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles,

Los Angeles County, 2007

$100,000 $150,000 $250,000

$0tc  $15,000to $25,000t0 $35,000t0 $50,0001c $75,000t0 o to to $500,000

$14,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,009 §$74,999 $99,999 $149.999 $249.999 $499.999 and above
Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone  23% 17% 16% 17% 14% 6% 5% 2% 1% 0%
City of l.os Angeles 18% 13% 12% 15% 16% 9% 10% 5% 2% 1%
Los Angetes County 14% 11% 1% 14% 18% 11% 12% 5% 2% 1%

Source: Claritas estimales table PFSLG09. Households by Household Income, 2007.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Percent of Total Households

Household iIncome, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

25%

Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone
# City of Los Angeles —!
O Los Angeles County

10% 1

5%

$14,999 $24,999 $34,989 $49,099 $74,999 $99,098 $149,999

Household Income

Source: Claritas estimates table PFSLG09. Households by Household Income, 2007,
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008.

$0to $15000tc $25000t0 $35000to $50,000tc $75000tc $100000fc $150000tc $250,000tc  $500,000

$249,999 $499.699  and above

in 2007, the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone had a disproportionately large
percentage of low-income residents when compared to the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County. The Ramona Gardens
GRYD Zone had larger shares of very low-income households, with 40% earning less than $25,000 per year as well as low-

income households, with 33% earning between $25,000 and $50,000 per year.




Types of Household Income, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD)} Zone, City of Los Angeles,
L.os Angeles County, 2007

Self Social Supplemental . "
Wages Employment Investment Security Security P.u biic Retirement Other
Income Assistance Income
Income income income
Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone 79% 4% 2% 6% : 2% 2% 3% 3%
City of Los Angeles 73% 10% 8% 3% 1% 1% 3% 2%
Los Angefes County 75% 3% 7% 4% 1% 1% 4% 2%

Seurce: Claritas estimates table PFSLG10. 2007 Aggregate Household Income by Type of Income.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Sex by Age, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

AGE
SEX Oto9 1010 19 201028 30to 39 40 to 49 50 to 59 60 to 69 7010 79 80+ TOTAL
Males 9% 10% 7% 8% 6% 4% 3% 2% 1% 49%
Females 9% 9% 7% 7% 8% 5% 3% 2% 2% 51%

Source: Claritas estimates table PFSL.G08. Population by Age and Sex, 2007.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Age

Sex by Age, Ramona Gardens / Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD)
Zone, 2007

80+

70to 79

60 to 69

50 to 59

4010 49

30to 39

Males
HFemales

20029

10to 19

Qto 9

10% 5% 0 5 10
Percent of Total Population

Source; Claritas estimates table PFSLGO08. Population by Age and Sex, 2007. Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008,

The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development {(GRYD)} Zone population was evenly distributed (48%
male, 51% female) across the sexes and has many children and youth, with fewer adulis, and relatively few seniors. In all, the

Ramona Gardens GRYD had a population of 42,024 people in 2007,




Race/ Ethnicity, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development {(GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles,
Los Angeles County, 2007

. Black/ . Asian/ , Two or
Lating  URSIEUO - peian  NAVE o ian Pt e More  TOTAL
Arnerican i American . islander
American American Races
Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone 79% 3% 2% 0% 15% 0% 0% 1% 100%
City of Los Angeles 50% 27% 10% 0% 10% 0% 0% 2% 100%
Los Angetes County AT7% 28% 9% 0% 13% 0% 0% 2% 100%

Source: Claritas estimates table PFSLG08. 2007 Population by Single Classification Census Race and Ethnicity.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Race/ Ethnicity Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, City of Los
Angeles, Los Angeles County, 2007

Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck )
GRYD Zone City of Los Angeles Los Angeles County
0% 0%

13%

Latino
gource: glzgafs Tstig?tis tabietzgﬁl.(lic}s.ﬁiaog'ti:o?u[at:n g(y) Osgingie Classification Census B White/ Euro American
ace an nicity. Charts crea ea ity, Janu . . ,
Y y yE i O Black/ African American
The Ramona Garden/Mollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone (GRYD) was [INative American
primarily composed of Latinos in 2007 (79%). Asian Americans represented the second largest . . .
racialfethnic group (15%). However, the Ramona Gardens GRYD had much less racial/ethnic W Asian/ Asian American
diversity than the City of L.os Angeles and Los Angeles County, Pacific Islander
& Other
O Two or More Races




Educaticnal Attainment, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, City of Los Angeles,

Los Angeles County, 2007

Lessthan Some High %;gp?osnfzzil Some Associate's Bachelor's  Master's Professional Doctorate
9th grade School Eaui College Degree Degree Degree Degree
quivalent
Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone 38% 23% 17% 11% 3% 4% 1% 0% 0%
City of Los Angeles 19% 15% 17% 18% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1%
L.os Angeles County 17% 14% 19% 20% 6% 18% 5% 2% 1%

Source: Claritas estimates table PFSLG11. Population Age 25 or Over by Educational Attainment, 2007.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Percent of population over age 26

Educational Attainment, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone, City of L.os Angeles, Los

Angeles County, 2007
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Source: Claritas estimates table PFSL.G11. Population Age 25 or Over by Educational Attainment , 2007,
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008,

The Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone (GRYD) had low levels of educational
attainment compared to the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County in 2007. In the Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone,
82% of adults over the age of 25 did not have a high school diploma and 39% had not completed the ninth grade. While,
only 8% of adults over age 25 had obtained an Associate's, college or advanced degree in the Ramona Gardens area, 30%
of residents in the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County held these degrees.



Academic Performance Index (AP]) Scores, Ramona Gardens Gang Reduction and Youth
Development {(GRYD) Zone, 2007

School 2007 API score

Elementary
Farmdale Elementary 687
Glen Alta Elementary 730
Gates Elementary 708
Griffin Elementary 765
Murchison Elementary 659
Multnomah Elementary 779
Hillside Elementary® 680
Huntington Drive Elementary” 870
Bridge Elementary* 656
Sheridan St Elementary™ 681
Sierra Park Elementary® 737

Middle
El Sereno Middle 611
Nightingale Middle* 627
Hollenbeck Middle® 589

High
Lincoln High 593
Wilson High 582
Roosevelt High* | 557

Source: Los Angeles Unified School District, 2008-07 school year.
* School attendance boundary overlaps with GRYD; actual schooi is outside of GRYD.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008,



Attendance Rate and Opportunity Transfers, Elementary and Middle Schools, Ramona Gardens (GRYD) Zone, 2007

- - - — p—
School 2007 Attendance Rate % 2007 Opportunity Transfers

Elementary

Farmdale Elementary 95.1 0

Glen Alta Elementary 96.2 0

Gates Elementary 95.7 0

Griffin Elementary 26.8 o

Murchison Elementary 95.8 0

Muitnomah Elementary 96.4 0

Hillside Elementary” 896.1 g

Huntington Drive Elementary™ 94.8 i

Bridge Elementary* 952 G

Sheridan St Elementary* 96.4 0

Sierra Park Elementary* 95.1 g
Middle

El Sereno Middle 94.8 30

Hollenbeck Middie* 95.0 56

Nightingale Middle* 96.3 17

Source: Los Angeles Unified School District, 2006-07 school year.
* School attendance boundary overlaps with GRYD; actual school is outside of GRYD.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Number of Dropouts, Attendance Rate and Cpportunity Transfers, High Schools, Ramona Gardens Gang Reduction and Youth
Devetopment (GRYDB) Zone, 2007 .

High Scheol 2007 Number of Dropouts 2007 Attendance Rate % 2007 Opportunity Transfers
Lincoln High n/a 91.1 41
Wilson High n/a 90.0 32
Roosevelt High* n/a 88.0 80

Source: Los Angeles Unified School District, 2006-07 school year.
* School attendance boundary overlaps with GRYD; actual scheol is outside of GRYD.



Number of Violent Crimes by Specific Time Ranges, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development

{GRYD) Zone, 2005 - 2007

VIOLENT CRIMES
2007 2006 1 yr % Change 2005 2 yr % Change
12am to 7:5%am 60 80 ~25% 58 3%
8am to 3:59 pm 78 82 -5% 106 -26%
4pm to 11:59pm 159 192 -17% 188 -15%
TOTAL 297 354 -16% 352 -16%

Source: LAPD 2005, 20086, 2007.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.
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Source: LAPD 2005, 2006, 2007.
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008.




Number of Violent and Property Crimes, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone, 2007

2007 2008 1 yr % Change 2005 2 yr % Change
Property Crimes 213 1,134 -19% 1,246 27%
Viclent Crimes 297 354 -16% 352 -16%

Source: LAPD, 2005, 2006, 2007.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008,
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Source: LAPD, 2005, 2008, 2007.
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008,
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Number of Victims by Type of Crime and Age*, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone,
2005 - 2007

HOMICIDE
1yr% 2yr%
Age 2007 2006 Change 2005 Change
Under 18 1 1 0% 1 0%
18- 24 2 1 100% 2 0%
25-34 3 2 50% 3 0%
35-44 1 1 0% 2 -50%
45+ 2 1 100% 0 100%
TOTAL 9 8 50% 8 13%
GANG CRIME
1yr% 2yr%
Age 2007 2006 Change 2005 Change
Under 18 113 110 3% 98 15%
18 - 24 54 85 -17% 70 -23%
25-34 45 50 -10% 49 -8%
35-44 27 34 -21% 25 8%
45+ 25 38 -34% 25 0%
TOTAL 264 297 ~11% 267 -1%

Source: LAPD 2005, 2006, 2007

*Number of crimes by age only includes those crimes in which the age of the victim was known.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Number of Victims by Type of Crime and Age*, Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone,
2005 - 2007

PROPERTY CRIME
1yr% 2yr%
Age 2007 2006 Change 2005 Change
Under 18 73 76 -4% 108 -32%
18 - 24 48 78 -38% 82 -41%
25-34 123 173 -29% 213 -42%
35-44 107 136 21% 178 -40%
45+ 170 233 -27% 205 -17%
TOTAL 521 6596 -25% 786 -34%
VIOLENT CRIME
Tyr% 2yr%
Age 2007 2008 Change 2005 Change
Under 18 79 85 ~1% 85 7%
18 - 24 64 75 -15% 75 -15%
25-34 70 76 -8% 76 -8%
35-44 33 52 -37% 52 -37%
45+ 40 55 -27% 55 -27%
TOTAL 286 343 -A7% 343 -17%

Source: LAPD 2005, 2008, 2007

*Number of crimes by age only includes those crimes in which the age of the victim was known.
Table created by Healthy City, January 2008.



Number of Crimes

Homicide by Age Group of Victim* in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction and
Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005 - 2007

2005
M| 2006
12007

Under 18

Age Group

Source: LAPD 2005, 20086, 2007.

*Number of crimes by age only includes those crimes in which the age of the victim was known.
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008.




Number of Crimes

Gang Crimes by Age Group of Victim* in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang Reduction
and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005 - 2007

120
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Source: LAPD 2005, 2008, 2007.

*Number of crimes by age only includes those crimes in which the age of the victim was known.
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008,




Number of Crimes

Property Crime by Age Group of the Victim* in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck Gang
Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) Zone 2005 - 2007
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Source: LAPD 2005, 2006, 2007, Age Group

*Number of crimes by age only includes those crimes in which the age of the victim was known.
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008.
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Source: LAPD 2005, 2008, 2007.

*Number of ¢crimes by age only includes those crimes in which the age of the victim was known,
Chart created by Healthy City, January 2008.
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Map created by Healthy City January, 2008, Geoegraphic data from Naviteg, 2007. Violent Gang-Related Crime
data classified by quantile, by U.S. Census Block Group from the LAPD, 2007. LAPD Mean = 3, Standard
Deviation = 4. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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According to the LAPD, the Ramona
Gardens GRYD Zone suffered 319 gang-
related crimes in 2007. The minimum
numper of such crimes in a Ramona
Gardens Block Group was 1, while

the maximum number was 41 crimes.

Map created by Healthy City January, 2008, Geographic data from Navieq, 2007. All Gang
Crime classified by quantile for U.S. Census Block Groups from the LAPD, 2007. LAPD Mean =5,

Standard Deviation = 7, Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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In 2007, 297 violent crimes occurred in
the Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone. The
minimum number of violent crimes for a
block group in the Zone was 2, while
the maximum was 22 violent crimes.

Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geograp
Crime data classified by quantile, by U.S. Census Block Group from LAPD, 2007. LAPD Mean = 11,
Standard Deviation = 13. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Map created by Healthy City January 2008. Geographic data from Navteq, 2007, Homicides
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According to the LAPD, the Ramoena Gardens
GRYD Zone suffered 913 property crimes in
2007 with an average of 3G property

crimes per Block Group. The minimum
number of property crimes per block group
was 9, while the maximum was 102 crimes.

by U1.3. Census Block Group from the LAPD, 2007. LAPD Mean = 41, Standard Deviation = 47.
Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Teen Births & Prenatal Services in the Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by ZIP Code, 2006
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In 20086, CA DHS reported 2,541 births
in ZIP Codes 80031, 90032, and 90033,
of which 367 were to mothers under age 20.
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Map created by Healthy City January 2008. Geographic data from Navteq, 2007. Birth data by ZiP Cede classified by quantile
(Aamw CEMENT from the California Department of Health Services Birth Records, 2006. Prenatal Service data from 211 Los Angeles County. County
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Mean = 7%, Standard Deviation = 6%. Gang Reducticn and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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tn 2007, an estimated 14,077 people
under the age of 18 lived in the

Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone,
representing 33% of the fotal population.
The minimum propoertion of youth in a
block group was 22% and the maxmum
was 81%.

Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geographic data from Navieq, 2007. Youth under age 18 estimate data by U.S. Census wiid,
Block Group, classified by quantile for U.S. Census Block Groups. High & Al-Risk Youth Service data from 211 Los Angeles County. Los ] ]”//M\ Ky Cit

Angeles County Mean = 26%, Standard Deviation = 8%. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geographic data from Navieq, 2007. Violent Gang-Related Crime data classified by
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Boundary & Number of Foster Youth

Bridge Elam 5 Huntington Dr Elem 2
Farmdale Elem 6 MulinomahElem 8
Gates Elem 10 Murchison Elem 1
Glen Aita Elem 2 Sheridan St Elem 16
Griffin Elem 2 Sierra ParkElem 15
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Youth Service data from 211 Los Angeles County. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008, Geographic data from Navieg, 2007, Foster Youth data by LAUSD middle school attendance
Z};\;J\‘:\N(,_izm c=1  boundary, classified by quantile from Education Coordinating Council, 2008. LAUSD Mean = 22, Standard Deviation = 17. High & At-Risk Youth
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T Service data from 211 Los Angeles County. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.




Probation Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD Middle School Attendance Boundary, 2006
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geographic data from Nvteq 2007. Probation Youth data by LAUSD Middle School )
/},\ BUANCEMINT Attendance Boundary, classified by quantile from Education Coordinating Councll, 2008, LAUSD Mean = 3, Standard Deviation = 3, High & At-Risk 3 i/
Prapecy Youth Service data from 211 Los Angeles County. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compded from LAPD Reporting Districts. o




Probation Youth Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by LAUSD High School Attendance Boundary, 2006
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geographic data from Navteq, 2007. Probation Youth data by High Schoot
cunezt Attendance Boundary, classified by quantile from Education Coordinating Councll, 2006. LAUSD Mean = 34, Standard Deviation = 14.High &
! At-Risk Youth Service data from 211 Los Angeles County. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.




Parolees & Re-entry Services Ramona Gardens/Hollenbeck GRYD Zone by Census Tract, 2004
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The Ramona Gardens GRYD Zone had a
total of 126 parolees in 2004, The Zone had
a census tract minimum of 2 and maximum

of 27 parolees.
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008. Geographic data from Navteq, 2007. Parolee data by Census Tract,
classified by quantile from the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, 2004. County Mean = 12, Standard Deviation = 20.
Re-entry Service data from 211 Los Angeles County. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.
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Map created by Healthy City, January 2008, Geographic data from Navteq, 2007. Probation data Issiﬁed by quantile
from the Los Angeles Department of Probation, 2008, Los Angeles County Mean = 26, Standard Deviation = 23. Re-entry Service
data from 211 Los Angeles County. Gang Reduction and Youth Development Zone compiled from LAPD Reporting Districts.




