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Appendix C—Los Angeles Community Law Enforcement and 
Recovery (CLEAR) Program Sites and Gang Injunctions 
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Appendix D—Examples of “Promising Practices” in other 
Municipalities  
 
The discussion below provides additional detail regarding the “promising practices” 
listed in Section V of this report.  It is intended to highlight some contemporary 
promising practices—in addition to other recommended improvements as outlined in the 
report—that have been implemented in municipalities throughout the nation.  It is not a 
comprehensive inventory of leading or best practices, and it is not meant to provide a 
listing of programs that should be replicated in Los Angeles.  Rather, these examples 
highlight program components which, if implemented in a more holistic LA-specific 
gang reduction strategy, could enhance the likelihood of success.   

• Partner with local hospitals and emergency rooms—and other previously 
unconventional venues—to address the consequences of violence.  Crisis 
situations may provide an optimum opportunity for successful intervention.  We 
identified four programs that leverage the resources available through emergency 
rooms to facilitate intervention efforts: 

o Teens on Target (Oakland, California) employs a multi-faceted 
intervention approach that includes sessions held in local Emergency 
rooms to more graphically communicate the consequences of violence.   

o The Child Development-Community Policing Model (New Haven, 
Connecticut) includes the use of Emergency Room and Hospitals as sites 
to recruit participants into a violence reduction strategy. 

o The Trauma Intervention (pilot) Program (St. Louis) formed a medical 
team-police partnership, cross-trained police and emergency personnel, 
and provided crisis intervention services to victims of violence.1   

o The Gang Victim Services Program (Orange County, California) provides 
support for gang members who have become victims of violence.  These 
services include targeting victims of crime for social services and 
interventions so that they can recover from the social and psychological 
impact of victimization. 

• Expand participation in all local schools to teach youth about the consequences of 
gang violence, as well as to facilitate dispute resolution.  For instance, in addition 
to the targeted efforts of Bridges I and Bridges II, we found positive results from 
the following school-based prevention/intervention efforts:  

o There has been an excellent effort in the Southeast corner of Los Angeles 
county—the ABC Unified School District which encompasses several 
gang impacted cities—including Hawaiian Gardens and Bell—has 
implemented a federally funded “Safe Schools Healthy Students Program” 
that teaches gang awareness and anti-violence strategies as well as dispute 
resolution and cross cultural tolerance to students in its elementary, middle 
and high schools.  Initial evaluation results show that students’ perceptions 

                                                 
1 See http://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/210361.pdf.  
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of school safety have increased as truancy and on-campus violent 
incidents have decreased. 

o School Resource Officers (SROs) have provided dispute resolution 
services in schools nationwide for over a decade, and have been shown to 
produce safer learning climates, improve relationships between law 
enforcement and students, and reduce school disorder.   

o The Evening Reporting Center (Cook County, Illinois, Phoenix, Arizona, 
and Orange County, California) provides educational, vocational, 
recreational, supervision, and life skills services to juveniles on probation 
between the hours of 4 pm to 9 pm daily, a peak time for delinquency and 
youth victimization.2  This program demonstrates the value of using local 
data to assess gang problems and formulate programs that address those 
problems.   

o While there have been mixed assessments of GREAT, which LAPD has 
already implemented, some evaluation results show that teaching gang 
awareness and resistance strategies to middle school students has had 
positive impacts on student refusal skills, attitudes toward the police and 
involvement in delinquency.   

• The saturation of suppression efforts in gang “hot zones” should not only be 
balanced by the saturation of social service targeted prevention, intervention, and 
reentry services, but must also include joint law enforcement and social service 
efforts.  This does not mean that law enforcement and social service efforts are 
merely co-located in the same area, each doing their own thing, but rather requires 
the presence of each in the same area to participate in targeted services together.  
While there have been challenges to creating such joint efforts in the past (e.g. 
LAPD Drop-In centers at CLASS Parks, and a breakdown in YAP referrals prior 
to 2007, the following are several examples of the positive impact joint efforts can 
bring: 

o The experience with Weed and Seed suggests that approaches that 
combine prevention and suppression can be piloted and have an impact on 
crime.  These approaches were successful across a variety of locations.3  
Evaluations of Weed and Seed have demonstrated that when enforcement 
and social services are married together, they work.   

o Los Angeles County’s Multi-Agency Response Team (MART) joins 
County law enforcement with the Department of Children and Family 
Services, in an effort that truly represents a creative “gateway” that will 
build inter-agency collaboration, crisis service delivery and a referral 
network.  Partnering with law enforcement, MART works with several 
CBOs to assist with placing children in adequate foster families and 
providing referral services.   

                                                 
2 See www.cookcountycourt.org/services. 
3 Terence Dunworth and Gregory Mills, “National Evaluation of Weed and Seed,” National Institute of 
Justice, June 1999.  http://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/175685.pdf  
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o Consider implementing a Consent to Search program (St. Louis and, more 
recently, in Boston), which employs law enforcement officers to gain the 
permission of a parent or guardian to search the rooms of juveniles 
believed to be at high risk for involvement in violence—either as victims 
or perpetrators—and confiscate all firearms, weapons or contraband.  In 
St. Louis, police received exceptionally high levels of permission from 
residents to conduct searches and found guns in more than one quarter of 
houses that they searched.4   

• The City should employ reentry programs that assist in the transition from 
incarceration back into society, and that provide wrap-around services to those 
with a desire to exit the gang lifestyle. 

o Project Safe Neighborhoods (PSN), which has spawned two promising 
practices, Offender Notification Meetings (ONM) and Most Violent 
Persons lists.  The basic premise of this intervention is to provide a 
targeted deterrence message to offenders at high risk for involvement in 
violence, recent releases from prison, and to provide them with a realistic 
assessment of their chances for going back to prison.  By utilizing 
employment, drug and alcohol treatment and education services, critical 
transitional services are made accessible to those reentering society.5    

o “Intensive Surveillance Officer” (ISO) are employed in Atlanta, Georgia 
to provide services to youth that are on probation, including home and 
school visits and court accompaniments.  This position could be staffed by 
paraprofessionals at little cost, and offers a stable bridge between at-risk 
youth and diversion and reentry programs.6 

o Back on Track in San Francisco, California, is an education and 
employment reentry initiative focusing on young adult drug offenders who 
are first time, non-violent offenders.  Young offenders can embrace a 
range of life changing opportunities through, for example, concrete job 
training and placement, union-based pre-apprenticeships in the building 
trades, G.E.D. preparation, college enrollment and help navigating 
financial aid, tutoring, money management and banking instruction, child 
care, anger management and parenting support. 

• Given the gender-specific factors associated with gang involvement, the City 
must expand female-responsive services in its prevention, intervention and reentry 
programs.  While there is a shortage of research revealing “proven” practices in 

                                                 
4 See http://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/191332.pdf. 
5 See http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/BJA/pdf/Offender_Notification_Meetings.pdf  
6 See http://www.atlantaga.gov/mayor/weed_seed.aspx, & 
http://apps.atlantaga.gov/deptmayor/weedandseed/default.asp 
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serving the female gang population, several promising components of such 
programs may be considered:7    

o Counseling services are essential, but generic individual or group 
counseling alone has not been proven to work.  Skill building components, 
including general life skills and—most importantly—employment skills 
are crucial.  Job placement and employment development should also not 
be short-term in nature; follow-up counseling must be employed to walk 
through the challenges faced by female youth in entering the workforce.  
In providing these services, however, case management and program 
services must be provided by individuals who are sensitive to and 
knowledgeable of the specific challenges faced by girls in gangs.   

o A gender specific program should meet the needs of females, and all 
youth, that cannot return to their homes due to abuse and/or violence.   

• Partnering with philanthropic, volunteer communities, and faith-based groups 
could substantially increase the resources—both monetary and human—available 
to the City’s gang reduction strategy.  While the relative success of these 
programs themselves have generally not been measured, several municipalities 
have tapped into these unconventional resources and have developed innovative 
ways to harness the resources around them: 

o By incorporating the resource of criminal justice and human service 
professionals AmeriCorps volunteers, Tucson, Arizona, is able to hold 
youth accountable for delinquency, but also to provide the kind of wrap-
around services needed to divert future delinquency.  

o By drawing on corporate sponsors, the City of Anaheim, California, is 
able to enhance its repertoire of services provided to “at-risk” youth.  Not 
only can partnerships with businesses enhance funding for needed 
services, but it can create linkages to the broader community in ways that 
may be more difficult for non-profit or governmental service providers, 
including recreational activities, community involvement, and 
employment options. 

When developing a program using best practice methods it is crucial to identify programs 
that incorporate components that have demonstrated success, or (in the absence of 
reliable empirical research) show promise in ways that are consistent with contemporary 
criminological research.  Current research on the gang problem and gang reduction 
programs does not reveal much good news about programs that “work”, at least in the 
long term.  The recommendations outlined in this report, and the promising practices 
listed in this attachment, provide general guidelines for a new comprehensive gang 
reduction strategy.  We recommend, when considering the programs outlined in this 
                                                 
7 Meda Chesney-Lind and Randall G. Shelden, Girls, Delinquency, and Juvenile Justice (Belmont, CA: 
Thomson Wadsworth, 2004), 294. 
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attachment, that program development team continue research identify specific program 
components to be incorporated.   

Two resources in particular may be of assistance.  The first, Helping America’s Youth 
provides programmatic information regarding agencies receiving federal funds to serve 
the U.S. youth population.8  This resource allows one to quickly access information about 
federally funded programs in a zip code, city or county.  Programs are organized by the 
nature of service (e.g. intervention), the risk factors or protective factors targeted by the 
program, the target population served, and the extent to which the service offered fits a 
best practice model.   Second, the National Youth Gang Center offers resources that can 
be harnessed by local administration to identify research and publications that can be 
used to match community needs with promising programmatic components.9   
 

                                                 
8 See http://guide.helpingamericasyouth.gov/. 
9 See http://www.iir.com/nygc/default.htm. 
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Appendix E—Suggested Performance Measures  
 
Performance Measures related to “setting” 
 
1. SCHOOL INDICATORS OR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

 
 Quantitative Measures: 

 
o Changes/Increases in Attendance 
o Changes/Increases in Grades 
o Changes/Increases in assignments completed 
o Changes/Decreases in fighting 
o Changes/Decreases in suspensions 

 
 Qualitative/Ethnographic Measures:                 

 
o Students Reports of feelings of safety on-campus 
o Teacher/Staff Reports of feelings of safety on campus 
o Classroom Observation 
o Classroom Participant-Observation   

       
2. CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE INDICATORS OR PERFORMANCE 

MEASURES 
 

 Quantitative Measures: 
 

o Decreasing number of arrests 
o Decreasing value of arrests, such as 

 Homicide 
 Armed Robbery 
 Firearm Possession 
 Narcotics Distribution 
 Narcotics Possession 
 Marijuana Distribution 
 Marijuana Possession 
 Drunk and disorderly 
 Petty Theft 
 Loitering 
 Curfew Violation 
 Misdemeanor Disturbance of the Peace 
 Moving Violations 
 Parking Violations 
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3. COMMUNITY INDICATORS OR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 

 Quantitative Measures: Using intervention programs it is important to use Pre and 
Post-Intervention Violent Events.  Note:  critical to note both number and severity 
of events:  

o Retaliatory Homicides 
o Retaliatory Shootings with victims 
o Retaliatory Shootings without victims 
o Retaliatory non-shooting Violence 
o Retaliatory gang-banging/fighting 

    
 Qualitative Measures: Ethnographic Observation/Interviews/Focus Groups 

where applicable: 
 

o Funerals following violent events 
o Funerals following non-violent events 
o Non-violent vigils, memorials 
o Community members subject reports on safety 
o Community activities:  increase or decrease post intervention 

 
4. INDIVIDUAL INDICATORS OR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 

o Involvement in violence as a victim offender or witness 
o General delinquency involvement  
o Aggression or fighting  
o Conduct disorders  
o Externalizing behaviors (disruptive, antisocial, or other conduct disorders) 
o Depression  
o Poor refusal skills  
o Life stressors  
o Antisocial or delinquent beliefs  
o Hyperactive  
o Alcohol or drug use  
o Early marijuana use and early drinking  
o Early dating  
o Early sexual activity 
 

5. FAMILY RISK FACTORS OR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 

o Family management: low parent supervision, control, or monitoring  
o Low attachment to parents or family  
o Child maltreatment  
o Parent pro-violent attitudes  
o Single parent homes  
o Family poverty  
o Family financial stress  
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o Family transitions  
o Low parent education level  
o Teenage fatherhood   
o Sibling antisocial behavior  
o Family members involved in gang membership 

 
6. NEIGHBORHOOD RISK FACTORS OR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 

o Availability of or perceived access to  
o Neighborhood drug use 
o Availability of firearms  
o Neighborhood youth in trouble  
o High community arrest rate  
o Feeling unsafe in the neighborhood  
o Low neighborhood attachment  
o Neighborhood disorganization  
o Neighborhood residents in poverty or family poverty  
o High levels of neighborhood gang membership 

 
7. PEER GROUP INDICATORS OR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 

o Association with peers who engage in delinquency or other problem 
behaviors  

o Association with aggressive peers  
o Association with gang members 
o Low commitment to positive peers 

 
8. SCHOOL INDICATORS OR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 

o Low expectations of completing school  
o Low achievement in elementary school  
o Low parent college expectations for participant  
o Low school attachment  
o Low attachment to teachers  
o Negative labeling by teachers (as either bad or disturbed)  
o Low degree of commitment to school  
o Low math achievement test score  
o Identified as learning disabled  

 
Performance Measures related to “program” 
 
1. TARGETED PREVENTION∗ 
 

o Participants feelings towards the effectiveness of the program1, 2, 3 

                                                 
∗ Superscript numbering refers to relevant studies related to each measure.  See Endnotes for Appendix E. 
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o Attitudes toward gang membership4 
o Delinquency4, 5, 6, 7 
o Gang membership5, 8, 9 
o Risk-seeking behavior5 
o Impulsivity5 
o Attitudes toward authority5 
o Calls for service to the police3 
o School performance7 
o Self-esteem7 

 
2. INTERVENTION 
 

o Gang-related offenses as tracked by arrests and/or police or probation 
records10, 11, 12 

o Gang-related homicide rates11, 12, 13 
o Gang members’ attitudes12 
o Participant legal involvement14, 15 
o Interpersonal skills16 
o Frequency and extent of delinquent behavior15, 16, 17 
o Anger control16 
o Community functioning, using the community adjustment rating scale16 
o Recidivism, as tracked by re-arrests16 
o Group cohesiveness18 
o Gang-related offenses, as measured by arrests and/or probation or police 

records 6, 7, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20 
o Gang-related homicide rates 12, 20 
o Gang membership9 
o Participants’ feelings towards the effectiveness of the program3 
o Calls for service to the police3 
o Gang member’s attitudes 12 
o Violence between gangs20 
o Number of arrests for new offenders21 
o School attendance21 
o School performance7 
o Self-esteem7 

 
3. SUPPRESSION 
 

o Offenses reported to police22 
o Gang-related offenses22, 23 
o Probation violations24, 25 
o Parole violations 
o Number of arrests25 
o Court cases filed25 
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Appendix F—Past Performance Evaluation Strategies1 

In developing an evaluation strategy, it is essential to understand the approaches that have 
been utilized in the past.  Due to the variety of program types and outcomes in gang-
related programs, evaluations take on many different forms.  Over 50 gang targeted 
prevention, intervention, and combination programs were reviewed for this report.  These 
studies varied primarily in the following three areas: methodology; length of time spent 
on the evaluation; and choice of outcome measures.  In each case, the choices in each of 
these areas resulted in significant differences in the overall evaluation findings.  In this 
review, studies were examined for their designation of risk factors and the associated 
measures used to assess change.  There was no substantive review of program design or 
implementation. 

 Comparison Groups:  Based on the Spergel model that still guides many gang 
reduction efforts, the Little Village Gang Violence Reduction Project in Chicago 
(Spergel & Grossman, 1997) effectively used comparison groups in performance 
evaluation.  This four year multi-faceted program targeted approximately 200 gang 
youth in the Chicago area.  In order to gain a better sense of the program’s true 
impact on these youth, two control groups who did not receive services, were 
established to measure differences in program outcomes.  A three-year pre-program 
study was also conducted to allow for another area of comparison.  This combination 
of methods allows for greater distinction between factors contributing to success. 

 Methodology used in the Literature Review:  Due to the differing design and 
implementation of gang targeted prevention and intervention, a one-size-fits-all 
evaluation methodology cannot be used.  Typically, the method of performance 
evaluation selected depends on specific factors related to program design.  By 
focusing on such specific factors, evaluators can determine whether measured 
changes are a result of a given program or the result of other programs or independent 
factors.  A recent study of formal gang targeted prevention and intervention 
evaluation methodologies found that the following thirteen methodologies have been 
used in previous evaluations efforts: 2 

• Quasi-experimental study  
• Between subjects (only) design  
• Within subjects design 
• Comparison Group/Geographic area 
• Cross-sectional study 
• Longitudinal study 
• Self-report questionnaire 
• Field observation 

                                                 
1The following suggested measures and discussion is a revised version of what initially appeared in 
"Challenges in Measuring and Evaluating Success in the City of Los Angeles' Youth Development and 
Gang Reduction Programs," authored by Todd M. Franke, 2007. 
2 Robin Westmacott, Yvonne Stys, and Shelley L. Brown, “Selected Annotated Bibliography: Evaluations 
of Gang Intervention Programs,” Correctional Service of Canada, February 2005. 



 

sjobergevashenk                                                                                                                   152 
 

• Process evaluation 
• Qualitative study 
• Interview study 
• Focus group study 
• Case study 

One factor shared by many of the evaluations was the ability to compare the program 
youth to either a control group or to a pre-program baseline.  Such an approach is 
used primarily to isolate factors that should not be attributed to the program.  The 
evaluations that were unable to employ this methodology had more difficulty 
determining whether the changes in program participants were a result of the program 
itself or a result of other outside factors.  We recommend that on a go-forward basis, 
all evaluations of gang problems in Los Angeles follow the model used by Sherman 
and colleagues in their report for the Justice Department, using only research designs 
that improve on studies and allow for the attribution of time order and the elimination 
of rival hypotheses.3 

 Baseline or Pre/Post Test Methodologies:  In one of the earliest examples of gang 
research in Los Angeles, the Ladino Hills Project4 represents an excellent example of 
a pre/post test methodology.  This Southern California-based intervention program 
was designed to “dissolve” gangs by decreasing gang cohesiveness.  During the “pre-
test” period that occurred 18 months before the beginning of the program, 
information regarding gang cohesiveness was collected.  This data was then 
compared with data collected during the program period (another 18 months), 
allowing the evaluators to note significant changes resulting from the program.    

 Length of Evaluation:  A key element missing from most gang program evaluations is 
the assessment of long-term changes that occur in youth—even after their 
participation in a program: the longitudinal evaluation.  The G.R.E.A.T. school based 
gang targeted prevention program was one example.  Initial evaluation findings were 
extremely positive.  Child, parent, and teacher responses all indicated that youth who 
had participated in the program had experienced a “significant change” in attitude.  
However, one year later, youth were surveyed and the results were markedly 
different.  Findings revealed that the program did change youth attitude enough to 
change long-term behavior or to prevent gang membership.  An unexpected but 
important lesson was learned from the G.R.E.A.T. program—that it is critical to 
conduct evaluations to understand long as well as short-term program impact.     

 Outcome Measures:  During the review of evaluation studies, outcome measures 
received explicit attention.  The outcome measures utilized varied according to the 
specific program goals that were being evaluated.  From this review it became 
apparent that evaluation measures to be used by the City should include both primary 
outcome measures and the secondary program measures.  For example, the Neutral 

                                                 
3 See http://www.ncjrs.gov/works/wholedoc.htm. 
4 Malcolm W. Klein, “The Ladino Hills Project,” in Street Gangs and Street Workers, ed. M.W Klein 
(Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1971), 223-329. 
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Zone program was designed to develop “safe” locations for youth to gather during 
high-risk periods, such as after school or evening, to keep them from engaging in 
gang-related activities.5  The evaluation of this program measured both the ability of 
the program to provide a place where youth would choose to gather (a secondary 
goal, measured by direct observation) as well as the overall impact of the program on 
gang-related activity (the primary goal, measured by calls for service to the local 
police department).   

                                                 
5 Giazomazzi Q. Thurman, M. Reisig, and D. Mueller, “Community-based Gang Prevention and 
Intervention: An Evaluation of the Neutral Zone,” Crime and Delinquency 42 (1996): 279-295. 
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Appendix G—Key Stakeholders and Organizations 
Interviewed During this Study  
We identified and contacted several key stakeholders, service providers, community-
based organizations, government agencies, and academic and research institutions with 
knowledge or expertise of anti-gang programs, social services and related activities—
including the following: 

Los Angeles City Elected Officials 
Councilmember Tony Cardenas—6th District 

Councilmember Richard Alarcon’s Chief of Staff—7th District 

Councilmember Bernard Parks—8th District 

Councilmember Herb Wesson—10th District 

Councilmember Janice Hahn—15th District 

Mayor’s Office, Gang Reduction and Youth Development 

Mayor’s Office, including Deputy Mayor Jeff Carr and other key mayoral staff 

City Attorney, including key personnel such as J. Isaacs, Chief Criminal and 
Special Litigation Branch 

City Attorney’s Office, Gangs Prosecution and Prevention Unit 

Los Angeles City Departments 
Community Development Department 

Executive Management 

LA Bridges I & II  

Family Development Network Program 

Youth Advocacy Program 

Youth and Family Centers 

Youth Opportunity System 

Youth Opportunity Movement Sites 

Youth Opportunity OneSource Centers 

Youth Opportunity-Intensive Transition 

Workforce Development Division 

Economic Development Division 

Neighborhood Development Program 

Neighborhood Action Program  

Specially Targeted Programs 
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Administrative Services 

CDBG Grant Administration  

Consolidated/Action Plan Development 

Financial Management Division 

Systems Division 

Commission for Children, Youth, and their Families (CCYF) 

Commission on the Status of Women (CSW) 

Department of Building and Safety (DBS) 

Department of Cultural Affairs (DCA) 

Department of Public Works (DPW) 

Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP)  

Child-Care Centers 

CLASS Parks 

Observatory, Museums, and Exposition Park 

Recreation, Aquatics, and Camps 

 Workforce Investment Board (WIB) 

Department of Water & Power (DWP) 

Human Relations Commission (HRC) 

Los Angeles Harbor Department  

Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) 

 Chief William Bratton 

Community Law Enforcement and Recovery Program (CLEAR) 

Community Policing Unit 

Criminal Gang Homicide Group 

Gang Information Division 

 Gang Resistance Education And Training (G.R.E.A.T) 

Juvenile Division 

Los Angeles Police Academy, Magnet School Program 

Youth Programs (Jeopardy, Juvenile Intervention Program, etc) 

Information Technology Agency 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) 

Los Angeles City Library 
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Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles (HACLA) 

Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) 

San Fernando Valley Coalition on Gangs 

Watts Gang Task Force  

Los Angeles County 
Chief Executive Officer 

Service Integration Branch 

Children & Family Council 

Community Redevelopment Agency  

Department of Children and Family Services (Multi-Agency Response Team) 

Department of Parks & Recreation 

Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council (JJCC) 

Housing Authority of the County of Los Angeles (HACoLA) 

Interagency Gang Task Force (IGTF) 

Probation Department  

Sheriff’s Department (LASD) 

Special Integration Initiatives 

Supervisor’s Office 3rd District, Deputy Children and Family Services 

Supervisor’s Office 3rd District, County Deputy Justice 

San Francisco District Attorney’s Office 

Superior Court of California, Court of Los Angeles 

 Honorable Judge M. Nash, Presiding Judge, Juvenile Courts 

Los Angeles Unified School District  
 Administration and School Operations 

Beyond the Bell 

Crisis Counseling 

Environmental Health and Safety—School Safety 

Human Relations, Diversity & Equity operations 

Los Angeles School Police (LASP)  

Strategic Planning and Accountability 

Youth Relations 
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Research Institutions 
The Advancement Project 

Arizona State University, School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

California State University, Northridge 

University of California, Los Angeles 

University of Southern California 

Community Based Organizations  
(sought input from CBO’s either through on-site interviewing and tours or through 
telephone interviews) 

98th Street Community Youth Organization 

A Place Called Home 

African American Unity Center 

After School All-Stars 

Archdiocesan Youth Employment Org 

Aztecs Rising  

Baldwin Village Community in Action 

Ballona Renaissance 

Barrio Action Youth & Family Center  

Beacon House Association of San Pedro 

Canoga Park Neighborhood Council 

Community Outreach, University of Southern California (USC) 

Didi Hirsch Community Mental health 

Girls Club of Los Angeles, Inc 

Harmony Project 

Jacobs Deliverance Foundation 

Red Shield Youth and Community Center 

The Dream Center 

We conducted interviews with representatives from the organizations listed above to 
obtain their insights, opinions, and suggestions regarding challenges and opportunities 
relating to what is working successfully and what is not from within the current 
continuum of programs, including input regarding critical core services, and non-core or 
ancillary services, and potentially unmet needs or underserved populations.  From the 
above groups, we obtained a wide array of data, documents, reports, and other materials 
or evidence that provide information about program successes, services rendered, 
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identified needs, individuals served, results or outcomes achieved, changes in paradigms, 
continuum of services, and dollars spent regarding the City’s various program service 
providers.   

  
 

 

 

 
 




