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SPIDER WEB (BY JONNY LOPEZ)
Locked up in a jail cell,
Just doing time,
This is my payment,
For the cost of my crime.
Gangbanging on the streets,
Was my way to respect,
But I do realize with a bullet,
It can be gone with none left.
Smile now, Cry later,
Is the life that I’m living,
Merry go round,
Is how my life’s spinning.
Should I go left or right,
Should I go up or down,
Should I do the right choice,
Or should I keep riding,
The merry go round.
Only thirteen years old,
And been locked up,
Tears are rolling down my eyes,
While I am wiping them off.
Got a gat in my waist,
And I’m not scared to use it,
Got my life in my hands,
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Which I am scared to lose it.
I smoke weed to kill pain,
To make money I slang,
I got family in my last name,
And got family in my gang.
Got my Locs and Dickies,
My Cortesez and my strap,
Got two eyes on my face,
And two eyes on my back.
In the back of my mind,
I hear my conscience say,
Watch out little homie,
In every move you make.
Let me take off my glasses,
So I can see the world clear,
Look into my eyes,
And you’ll see no fear.
Wish I felt free,
Like the birds in the sky,
Wish I felt happy,
Without being high.
Life is a web,
Can’t seem to get out,
Life ain’t a dream,
Homie that ain’t no doubt.
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Even in daylight it ain’t safe
And in the darkness,
You got to watch out,
‘Cause you might get caught up,
If the spiders come out.
Pay real close attention,
To what I just said,
And try not to get trapped
In a spider’s web.

Reprinted with the permission of Jonny Lopez.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Vancouver and Clark County, Washington, have experienced significant problems with youth gangs and
violence since at least the mid-1990s. The city and County established a Gang Task Force in 1997 to
address these issues but the Task Force was disbanded in 2002 due to a shift in law enforcement
priorities.
The county has a significant gang presence, which includes Caucasian gangs (Juggalos and White
Supremacist groups); Latino gangs (Nortenos, Surenos, etc.); African-American gangs (Bloods, Crips,
etc.) as well as several others. As part of the Portland (Oregon) metropolitan area, Vancouver and Clark
County face additional gang-related problems. The city of Portland has seen a recent surge in gang
problems, and gang members travel freely between the jurisdictions.
The demographic profile of Vancouver and Clark County reveal a number of factors that may be
conducive to gang formation and membership, including rapid change in the population over the 20002010 period, and relatively high (and increasing) rates of poverty among certain segments of the
population. Analyses show that areas of more concentrated deprivation exist within the county.
A new Gang Task Force (named “Safe Streets Task Force) was created in 2009. Data provided by
members of this Task Force and law enforcement more generally indicate an increase in gang activity
(both adult and juvenile) over the past few years. Particularly disturbing are relatively high levels of
involvement of gang members in interpersonal violent crimes and the presence of weapons. The law
enforcement data also reveal that gang activity is disproportionately concentrated in certain areas of
the city/county.
Aggregate-level data from Clark County schools reveal relatively high levels of problematic behaviors
(including drug and alcohol use, fighting, etc.) among students, particularly in middle schools. In
addition, there are significant racial/ethnic and (low) income disparities in dropout and on-time
graduation rates.
Data for Grade 8, 10, and 12 students at individual schools in Clark County (from the Washington State
Healthy Youth Survey, n=7,761) indicate relatively high levels of self-reported gang involvement, and
participation in weapons carrying and fighting, compared to state averages. Of particular concern are
the reported levels of gang involvement among Grade 8 students in some schools, which may signal an
emerging gang problem.
The Healthy Youth Survey data were also analyzed to identify risk and protective factors for gang
involvement and juvenile delinquency. These analyses indicate that some individual schools in the
county score much lower on protective factors and much higher on risk factors.
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The Clark County Safe Communities Task Force has established an Executive Committee comprised of 15
community leaders. This committee meets quarterly, and the information presented at these meetings
has served to inform these community leaders of gang issues in Clark County.
An online survey of community leaders with specific knowledge of gang (and youth) issues (n=36)
provided a list of ‘best practices’ for gang prevention and intervention. The results of this survey
indicate that Clark County needs to improve with respect to offering gender-specific programs, involving
grassroots organizations, and promoting emotional and social competencies in elementary school youth
for gang prevention. For intervention strategies, the county needs to improve offender re-entry services
and programs, mentor at-risk and gang-involved youth, and offer a case management approach in
coordinating services for offenders and families. Based on the survey results, the county appears to be
performing more effectively in terms of encouraging parental involvement and improving parenting
skills more generally, and linking the juvenile justice system with other services.
A survey of Clark County community residents (n=238) revealed that only 28% felt safer in their
community compared to two years previous. More than two-thirds thought gangs existed in their
community, and less than six percent believed gang activity had decreased in the previous year.
However, only five percent of respondents felt their child was at risk of being in a gang.
A high percentage of community resident respondents saw poverty as being a primary reason for the
existence of gangs, and few believed that law enforcement alone could solve gang problems. Related to
these findings, most respondents felt that job provision and job training, mentoring, and
programs/recreation were the most effective ways to address gang problems. Importantly, only 14% of
respondents indicated they would not do anything to help with the gang problem, with close to one-half
saying they would work directly with youth (mentoring, etc.)
The community resident survey data were also analyzed by demographic factors (i.e., race/ethnicity,
gender, level of education, and area of residence). These analyses revealed some interesting differences
in attitudes/responses across these demographic categories.
Interviews with gang-involved youth (n=12) revealed that more than 80% had family members and
friends who were also in gangs. More than 90% of these youth had been suspended from school, and
three-quarters had been expelled, and the average age at which they joined a gang was 13. These
youth also reported relatively high levels of involvement in deviant, delinquent, and criminal behaviors.
Particularly disturbing were the high levels of involvement in interpersonal violence.
Although Clark County does not (** currently – as the time of writing of this Assessment Report, the
Safe Communities Task Force Coordinator is in the process of establishing a Gang Intervention Team)
have specific programs targeting gang-involved youth, the County does have a number of resources at
the level of schools, law enforcement, the Juvenile Court, and more general community resources that
can serve to mitigate the risk factors, and strengthen the protective factors related to gang involvement
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and youth violence. Among the most important community resources in the County is the Safe
Communities Task Force itself, whose monthly meetings involve current reports of gang issues in the
county by law enforcement officials (and others) and allow for networking of individuals and
organizations working with youth and their families. Additional community resources are listed in
Chapter 5.
One of the most promising programs offered in Clark County is the Vancouver School District’s “Back on
Track” program, designed for students who have been expelled from school (for the commission of
violent acts, including threats, bullying, gang affiliation, etc.; ages 12-18; 6th-12th grade students), with
the goal of supporting their efforts to re-engage in their education. As of April, 2012, this program had
served 76 students, and outcome data for 65 of these students indicate that 77% were still enrolled in
the program two months after first enrolling, and improved their attendance by an average of 24.1% 60
days post-enrollment. Importantly, while approximately three-fifths of those enrolled in Back on Track
are members of minority groups, outcomes do not differ significantly across race/ethnicity nor gender.
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INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Crime rates (both property and violent) in the United States have declined significantly over the
past two decades1 (see, e.g., Mosher, Miethe, & Hart 2011). However, the most recent (2010) National
Youth Gang Survey indicates a continued presence of gangs and gang activity, with more than one-third
of all law enforcement agencies surveyed indicating the presence of gangs in their jurisdictions (Egley &
Howell 2012). Cities and counties in Washington State have also seen general declines in crime over the
past two decades, but, similar to the national situation, continue to deal with the presence of gangs.
In this introduction, I contextualize the issue of gangs and youth violence in Clark County and
Vancouver, Washington through a brief discussion of gang issues in other Washington State jurisdictions
and in the city adjacent to Vancouver – Portland, Oregon. I then proceed to a discussion of the methods
and data used to conduct this gang assessment. The Introduction concludes with a discussion of the
importance of a balanced approach in assessing and responding to youth gang and violence issues.
1 – Geographical and Historical Context
Street gangs have been active in the Pacific Northwest since the late 1970s, and include Bloods,
Crips, Nortenos and Surenos2 (some of whom moved from California) – the region has also seen the
migration of Chicago-based gangs. But as is noted on the website northwestgangs.com (and as has been

1

This statement is by no means intended to minimize the serious nature of violent crime in the United States, nor
the fact that the U.S. has the highest rates of violent crime (in particular homicide) among Western nations. For
example, at the time of writing of this assessment, it was reported that the city of Chicago experienced 42
shootings, with 10 homicide victims, over the Memorial Day weekend in 2012 (Byrne & Gorner, May 30, 2012).
Closer to home, the city of Seattle experienced 21 homicides between January 1 and June 1, 2012, “as many as in
all of 2011.” Several of these incidents were reported to be gang-related (Murphy, June 1, 2012).
2
In the 2000s, Hispanic gang membership grew in the Pacific Northwest and in the Portland-Vancouver
metropolitan area as more families moved into the area. As noted by Portland Police Sgt. Tom McGranahan (a
member of the Portland-based Regional Gang Task Force), “The families are coming up here. They are trying to
make a good life. The parents work in low-paying jobs, sometimes two or three jobs, and the kids get sucked into
the gang life” (as cited in Durbin, January 6, 2008). Importantly (as other law enforcement officials in the PortlandVancouver area have similarly noted), McGranahan also emphasized that gang members “move freely” between
Portland and Vancouver.
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confirmed by law enforcement officials), compared to gangs in jurisdictions such as Los Angeles and
Chicago, gangs in the Pacific Northwest are typically more transient, several are multi-racial, and some
have joined forces with other gangs to create hybrid gangs. Some gangs have only three or four
members, while others are much larger in number. The website northwestgangs.com lists more than
120 gangs in the Portland-Gresham (Oregon) metropolitan area, including 20 sets of Bloods, 12 Crips
sets, 46 Sureno sets, four Nortenos, 12 Asian/Samoan gangs, and eight hybrid gangs (see additional
detail below). In addition, there is a significant presence of Caucasian gangs (e.g., Juggalos) and White
Supremacist groups (see Southern Poverty Law Center – http://www.splcenter.org/get-informed/hatemap#s=WA) in Washington State and the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area.
As such, gang problems exist in several Washington State communities, including of course in
larger cities such as Seattle and Tacoma, but also in several other communities. For example, in June of
2009, the city of Sultan, WA (Snohomish County, approximately 40 miles northwest of Seattle,
population 4,500) experienced an assault and stabbing of a teenager only a few feet from City Hall,
perpetrated by five Brown Pride Soldier gang members (Thompson, July 13, 2009). More generally, a
2007 survey conducted by the Snohomish County Sheriff concluded that gang members could be found
in every city in the county. Similarly, the central Washington city of Ephrata (Grant County, population
7,764) experienced five gang-related homicides, and more than 30 gang-related drive-by shootings,
between January and July of 2009. Law enforcement officials in the community have documented 350
known gang members, and approximately 200 associates (Learning, August 8, 2009). And in a 9-month
period spanning 2011-2012, the small town of Quincy, WA (also in Grant County, population 6,750)
experienced its third gang-related death (Dininny, January 26, 2012).
A recent assessment of the gang situation in Tacoma, Washington (Cordeiro, 2012; Mulick,
March 4, 2012) found that gangs were active in five of eight Tacoma geographic areas; that nearly half
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of the (147) youths surveyed who said they were in a gang had joined by the age of 14, and that the
number of youths involved in gangs was under-reported in police statistics and intelligence reports. This
report also found that involvement in gangs facilitated access to weapons and drugs, leading to high
levels of gang member involvement in weapons offenses, drive-by-shootings, aggravated assaults, and
drug offenses. Similarly, a gang assessment in the central Washington city of Yakima3, found significant
gang presence in that city and noted that the county had an environment that contained multiple risk
factors for gang involvement, including high rates of poverty, school failure, and “undercurrents of
conflict related to [wide disparities in race and ethnicity, income, and crime] those differences” (Yakima
County Gang Commission, 2012).

2. – Vancouver and Clark County
As is documented in this report (see especially Chapter 2) Vancouver and Clark County
experienced significant gang problems in the mid to late-1990s and created a Gang Task Force to
address the issues. However, due to funding shortages and a shift in priorities of law enforcement, the
Task Force was disbanded in 2002. In announcing the termination of the Task Force, Clark County
Sheriff Garry Lucas commented, “It’s not to say that we don’t have any gang activity, and not to say it’s
not important. … But with some dramatic increases in other areas [in particular, an increase in
methamphetamine use, production, and trafficking and related crime such as identity theft] we have
decided to re-deploy” (as quoted in Branton, February 2, 2002). And, as Vancouver Police Chief Clifford
Cook told the Vancouver Columbian, “Unfortunately, we had a handle on the problem, and then we

3

The city of Yakima has established a Juvenile Gang Court (apparently the first in the United States). This court is
aimed at juveniles who have committed relatively minor offenses but who may be at risk for further immersion
into gangs. The court employs a team of social workers, school officials, and probation counselors to intervene
with gang-involved youth whose sentences are deferred (Yakima Herald Republic, April 5, 2012).
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walked away from it. …. Unless we step up, we’ll be back where we were in the ‘90s” (as quoted in
Columbian, September 14, 2009).
As is also documented in Chapter 2 (and elsewhere) of this report, based on law enforcement
data, gang activity in Clark County has been increasing over the last few years. As Diana Avalos, former
Commissioner of Hispanic Affairs for (then) Washington State Governor Gary Locke and currently
Migrant Coordinator for Vancouver Public Schools commented to a Columbian reporter, “In 1999, when
I was hired, there was very minimal gang activity here. … There has been an explosion of gang activity. I
have seen children as young as fifth or sixth grade [who belong to gangs]. It has gone from a very quiet
community to a community that is about to explode” (as quoted in Durbin, October 16, 2007).
In 2009, the Vancouver Police Department and Clark County Sheriff’s Office received federal
stimulus grants to begin reviving the Gang Task Force. The Task Force initially included two Vancouver
Police Officers, two county sheriff’s deputies, and officers from the Washington State Department of
Corrections, whose positions were devoted full-time to gang suppression and targeted enforcement.
While Vancouver and Clark County certainly have their own share of gangs and gang members
(see especially Chapter 2), additional challenges are associated with the fact that the city and county are
adjacent to Portland, Oregon, a city which has experienced considerable increases in gang activity in the
past few years. For instance, as of October, Portland had experienced 85 gang-related shootings,
stabbings, and serious assaults in 2011, putting the city on track to exceed the 95 gang-related violent
crimes recorded in 2010. Of the 19 homicides that occurred in Portland between January and October
of 2011, six were gang-related, the highest figure in a decade (Oregonian, October 14, 2011). And in
December of 2011, 31 members or associates of the (Portland) Rolling 60s Crips were arrested on
federal charges ranging from drug possession to felon in possession of a firearm and/or outstanding
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warrants. More generally, there were a total of 402 gang arrests in Portland in 2011 (Tomlinson,
December 21, 2011).
Clearly, the Columbia River (which separates the cities of Portland and Vancouver) is not a
barrier to gang members. As Safe Streets Task Force (Vancouver Police Department Sgt. Tim Huberty
noted, there is a “continued and fairly prominent influx of Portland gangs … to Vancouver” – a
phenomenon that has been occurring since at least the 1990s (as quoted in Waldroupe, September 2,
2011). Similarly, former Vancouver Police Chief Brian Martinek commented, “The gang members living
in Vancouver commit crimes in Portland, and the ones living in Portland are committing crimes in
Vancouver” (as quoted in Hamilton, July 8, 2006).
3. Data Sources
This assessment draws on data from multiple sources, both existing “open source” data, and
original data collected and compiled by the author. The data in Chapter 1 – “Community Demographic
Data” are largely derived from the United States Census and American Community Survey. Data
reported in Chapter 2 – “Law Enforcement Data” include analyses of gang-related incidents provided by
the Vancouver Police Department. These data are supplemented with monthly reports of gang activity
and incidents presented (orally) by police officers from Clark County’s Safe Streets Task Force at the
county’s Safe Communities Task Force meetings, as well as (primarily newspaper) media accounts of
gang incidents in Clark County and Portland Oregon over the 1994-2011 period.
The data presented and analyzed in Chapter 3 – “Student and School Data” are primarily derived
from Washington State’s (school-based) Healthy Youth Survey. These data include self-reports of gang
involvement, weapons carrying, involvement in fights, and feelings of safety among Grade 8, 10, and 12
students in individual Clark County schools (over 7,700 Clark County students participated in this survey
in 2010). Chapter 3 also includes a detailed analysis of community, school, family, and peer-individual
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risk and protective factors that are associated with youth gang activity and violence, and delinquency
more generally, for individual schools and grades. The chapter also includes aggregate-level data on
rates of problematic behaviors among Clark County middle and high school students, and analyses of
“outcomes” for youth referred to the Vancouver School District for gang-related behaviors.
Chapter 4 – “Community Perceptions Data” includes data derived from an online survey (n=36)
of Clark County community leaders who have specific knowledge of gang and youth issues, with the
questions focusing on the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of a variety of gang prevention and intervention
strategies. This chapter also includes data from a survey (a slightly modified version of the OJJDP
community resident survey instrument) of community residents (n=238), distributed at neighborhood
association meetings, at other community events, and online. Given that gang issues in Clark County are
(or at least perceived to be) concentrated in the Hispanic and Russian communities, we deliberately
over-sampled members of these groups. The data are analyzed to examine differences in perceptions of
gangs and gang-related issues among various demographic groups (gender, race-ethnicity, level of
education, and area of residence). Chapter 4 concludes with analysis of interviews of gang-involved
youth (n=12).
Chapter 5, Community Resources data, involves a mapping of resources in Clark County that can
serve to mitigate the risk factors, and increase protective factors, associated with gang involvement,
youth violence, and juvenile delinquency more generally. These data were largely obtained through
email and telephone correspondence with leaders of a variety of organizations/agencies serving youth
and their families in Clark County. The chapter focuses in particular on the activities of the Safe
Communities Task Force, and also discusses school-based resources, law enforcement resources,
resources available at the Clark County Juvenile Court, and other community resources. Where data
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were available, we also provide information on the number of clients served by these various
agencies/programs, and the demographic characteristics of these clients.
All of the data included in this report are characterized by certain flaws and weaknesses. For
example, law enforcement counts of gang-related incidents may over- or under-estimate gang-related
crime, and in particular may lead to an over-identification of minority group gang members. The
Healthy Youth Survey data used to measure youth gang involvement and participation in weapons
carrying and fighting may similarly over- or under-estimate the extent of such activity, and given some
evidence that responses to surveys of participation in delinquency may vary according to gender and
race/ethnicity (see Mosher, Miethe, & Hart, 2011), may in particular lead to lower estimates of
involvement in delinquency among males and minority group members. The sampling strategy for
distributing surveys to measure community perceptions of gang issues (primarily targeting
neighborhood association meetings and other community events), may result in responses that are not
representative of the views of all Clark County residents on gang issues. However, considered in their
totality and in combination, and with careful and reasoned analysis, these data can provide an adequate
and reasonably thorough assessment of the gang and youth violence situation in Clark County.
Importantly, however, the approach adopted in this assessment is not to define gangs as the problem,
but instead to see gangs as the symptoms of other, larger problems.
4. The Importance of ‘Balance’ in Assessing and Responding to Youth Gang and Violence Issues
It has been alleged that several jurisdictions in the United States have been in a denial position
with respect to youth gang problems in recent years. However, an equally hazardous position is overreacting to gangs and thereby fueling public fears about gangs and crime more generally (Weisel &
Howell 2007). For example, a recent Seattle Times editorial asserted that “Around 80% of all violent
crime in the region is gang-related” (December 15, 2010). Such a statement simply cannot be supported
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by data, and is misleading and alarmist. As noted by Greene and Pranis (2007) national estimates and
local research findings indicate that gang members may be responsible for fewer than one in 10
homicides, fewer than one in 16 violent crimes more generally, and fewer than one in 20 serious index
crimes. Greene and Pranis (2007) further note that gangs themselves play an even smaller role in these
crimes, since much of the crime committed by gang members is “self-directed” and not committed for
the gang’s benefit (see also Klein 1995; Short, 2009).
And although it is true that gang involvement is more prevalent for members of minority groups
it is similarly misleading and alarmist to see issues of gang involvement and youth violence as issues that
are exclusive to minorities. Clearly important factors that impact participation in gangs and violence
include a youth’s economic situation and their level of parental and familial support4. Greene and Pranis
(2007) note that “The most striking difference between gang population estimates generated by law
enforcement and youth surveys may be their racial and ethnic composition” (p.36). That is, while law
enforcement data generally indicate that the overwhelming majority of gang members are Latino or
African-American, surveys of youth (in particular, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth) provide
evidence that Whites (numerically) comprise the largest racial/ethnic group of gang youth. Greene and
Pranis (2007) suggest that this “could be the result of biases in the way gang members are identified or
the way data are collected that cause law enforcement officials to underestimate the gang involvement
of White, female, and rural youth/young adults” (p.38).
Evidence that gang involvement is similarly not exclusive to minority group members in Clark
County is provided in the table below. This table provides data on self-reported gang involvement by

4

As [then] Detective George Delgado, Vancouver Police Department member of the Gang Task Force commented
with respect to youth involved in gangs, “Quite often, the kids were reacting to something else going on in the
family. Often a parent needed help to give the children an opportunity for success” (as quoted in Durbin, January
6, 2008).
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race/ethnicity for Clark County grade 8, 10, and 12 students (source: Washington State Healthy Youth
Survey, 2010).
Involvement in Gangs by Race/Ethnicity and Grade – Clark County Students (2010)
Race/Ethnicity

Grade 8

Grade 10

Grade 12

%

#

%

#

%

#

5.5

85

4.8

138

4.5

103

Black

13.0

19

16.8

32

13.8

25

Hispanic

12.4

32

10.9

42

8.7

22

Caucasian

While these data thus demonstrate that Black and Hispanic students in Grades 8, 10, and 12 in
Clark County are substantially more likely to report gang involvement in the previous twelve months, it
is important to note that numerically (given greater numbers of Caucasian students enrolled), there are
far more White students who are gang-involved across all three grades. And although these data cannot
address the issue of whether there are differences in the frequency/intensity of gang involvement
across racial/ethnic groups, they are difficult to reconcile with the law enforcement data5 presented in
Chapter 2 which seem to indicate that a majority of gang-involved youth (and gang-involved Clark
County residents more generally) are members of minority groups. The data are equally difficult to
reconcile with the fact that the majority of gang-involved youth who are currently under the jurisdiction
of the Clark County Juvenile Court are members of minority groups6.
An additional important comparison involves differences in reported gang involvement among
males and females in Clark County schools.

5

Unfortunately, we were unable to obtain data on the race/ethnicity of gang members contacted and/or arrested
by law enforcement in Clark County.
6
Personal correspondence, Kellie Henderson, Clark County Juvenile Probation Counselor.
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Involvement in Gangs by Gender and Grade – Clark County Students (2010)
Gender

Grade 8

Grade 10

Grade 12

%

#

%

#

%

#

Male

8.6

95

8.3

150

8.2

127

Female

5.7

71

4.9

107

3.4

51

These data indicate that, while males in Grades 8, 10, and 12 are more likely to report gang involvement,
a substantial number of girls also report gang involvement. The law enforcement data included in
Chapter 2 do not indicate the gender of Vancouver Police Department gang contacts nor arrests, but it
seems unlikely that a substantial percentage of contacts and arrests were of females. And while the
comment above regarding frequency and intensity of gang involvement perhaps differing across
racial/ethnic groups also applies to gender, these data are similarly difficult to reconcile with law
enforcement data. More importantly, however, a relatively high percentage of respondents to an online
survey regarding strengths and weaknesses of Clark County’s current approach to gangs (see Chapter 3)
identified a lack of gender specific programs as a particular area of concern.
The previous comments are not intended as an indictment of law enforcement and their
approach to gang issues. Instead, they are intended to underline the fact that, as has been pointed out
by several prominent gang researchers, “At the most fundamental level, [however] problems will remain
as long as the police are the primary arbiters of gangs” (Short 2009, p.725). To their credit, law
enforcement officials (as well as Clark County community residents – see Chapter 4) in the PortlandVancouver metropolitan area have recognized this fact. As Portland Police Chief Mike Reese
commented, “The Portland Police Bureau alone cannot address the gang problem. We need strong
community support to address the violence in our neighborhoods” (as quoted in Oregonian, April 22,

22
2011). Similarly, [then] Detective George Delgado of the Vancouver Police Department and member of
the Gang Task Force, commented “we quickly realized that success came from working with the
community” (as quoted in Durbin, January 6, 2008).
A successful gang prevention strategy needs to be based on a proper balance of (1) attractive
alternatives to gangs for youth; (2) effective support systems for young people and their families,
including support systems in schools and the larger community; and (3) accountability of young people
to their parents, schools, and communities (Wyrick 2006).
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CHAPTER 1 – COMMUNITY DEMOGRAPHIC AND CRIME DATA

Key Findings
The demographic profile of Vancouver and Clark County reveal a number of factors that may be
conducive to gang formation and membership, including rapid change in the population over the
2000-2010 period, and relatively high (and increasing) rates of poverty among certain segments of
the population. Analyses show that areas of more concentrated deprivation exist within the
county.

1.1 - Introduction
This chapter presents demographic data for Clark County, the city of Vancouver, Washington
State, the adjacent city of Portland, Oregon, and for smaller geographic units (zip codes) within the
county, focusing on community-level risk factors for gang involvement, and youth violence and
delinquency more generally. Among these risk factors are included social disorganization, as measured
by levels of poverty and unemployment and residential mobility, and the percentage of minorities in the
population. The chapter also presents 2010-2011 crime data for Clark County and the city of Vancouver.
1.2 - Overview
Vancouver is located in Southwest Washington and is the fourth largest city in the state, with a
2010 population of 161,791. Vancouver is the county seat of Clark County (2010 population 425,363)
and is part of the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area, the 23rd largest metropolitan area in the
United States.
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1.3 – Demographic Profile Highlights
(Based on 2010 Census data and American Community Survey 2005-2009 Estimates)

General Characteristics
Clark County

Vancouver

WA State

Total Population

425,363

161,791

6,724,540

Population Change (2000-2010)

+23.2%

+12.7%

+14.1%

Female

50.6%

51.2%

50.2%

Under 5 years

6.9%

7.1%

6.5%

Under 18 years

26.5%

24.0%

23.5%

White

85.4%

80.9%

77.3%

Black/African American

2.0%

2.9%

3.6%

American Indian/Alaska Native

0.9%

1.0%

1.5%

Asian

4.1%

5.0%

7.2%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

0.6%

1.0%

0.6%

Two or more races

4.0%

4.8%

4.7%

Hispanic or Latino (of any race)

7.6%

10.4%

11.2%

159,638

67,566

2,745,150

Occupied Housing Units

94.8%

94.4%

91.5%

Owner Occupied Housing Units

68.7%

52.2%

65.3%

Renter Occupied Housing Units

31.3%

47.8%

34.7%

5.2%

5.6%

8.5%

81.5%

77.3%

81.1%

One Race

Total Housing Units

Vacant Housing Units
Living in Same Household 1 year or more
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Clark County (and the city of Vancouver) grew considerably over the 2000-2010 decade, with
the population of the county increasing by 23.2%, and the city by 12.7%. Also notable was the increase
in the Hispanic population in the county, which grew from 16,248 residents in 2000 to 32,166 in 2010.
In general, Clark County and Vancouver have less racial/ethnic diversity than the state of Washington.
The city of Vancouver also has a lower percentage of owner-occupied housing units, and a higher
percentage of renter-occupied units, compared to the Washington State average.

Social Characteristics
Clark County

Vancouver

WA State

270,824

107,546

4,289,438

High school graduate or higher

90.7%

88.7%

89.4%

Bachelor’s degree or higher

25.5%

23.6%

30.8%

Civilian veterans (civilian population

12.4%

12.2%

12.7%

9.9%

11.9%

12.1%

56.3%

50.1%

52.9%

52.3%

42.9%

50.8%

13.4%

16.3%

16.5%

Population 25 years and over

18 years and over)
Foreign born
Male, now married, except separated
(population 15 years and over)
Female, now married, except separated
(population 15 years and over)
Speak a language other than English at
home (population 5 years and over)

Clark County and Vancouver have lower percentages of residents with a Bachelor’s degree or
higher compared to the state average and lower rates of marriage (for both males and females)
compared to the state average.
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Figure 1.2 - Social Characteristics (2010)
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Economic Characteristics
Clark County

Vancouver

WA State

67.2%

66.4%

66.2%

24.9

22.4

25.2

Median household income (2009 $)

$58,095

$47,950

$56,384

Median family income (2009 $)

$67,458

$55,961

$68,457

Per capita income (2009 $)

$27,382

$25,285

$29,320

Families below poverty level

7.6%

11.1%

7.9%

Individuals below poverty level

10.5%

14.6%

11.8%

In labor force (population 16 years
and over)
Mean travel time to work in minutes
(workers 16 years and older)

Median household, median family, and per capita income are lower among Vancouver residents
compared to the Washington State average. The city also has a higher percentage of families and
individuals living below the poverty line.
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The national economic recession disproportionately affected Clark County residents, as more
slipped into poverty and lost health insurance between 2009 and 2010. Approximately 13.4% of the
county’s residents did not have health insurance in 2010, compared with 12.8% in 2009, and while the
county’s median household income was $58,116 in 2007, it had decreased to $54,924 in 2010. In
addition, between 2006-07 and 2010-11, the number of food boxes distributed in the county increased
from 91,000 to 113,000 (Achen, October 3, 2011).

General Characteristics
Portland, OR
Total Population

583,776

Population Change (2000-2010)

+10.3%

Female

50.5%

Under 5 years

6.0%

Under 18 years

19.1%

One Race
White

76.1%

Black/African American

6.3%

American Indian/Alaska Native

1.0%

Asian

7.1%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

0.5%

Two or more races

4.7%

Hispanic or Latino (of any race)

9.4%

Total Housing Units

265,439

Home Ownership Rate
Living in Same Household 1 year or more

55.2%
79.7%
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Compared to Vancouver and Clark County, Portland, OR has a percentage of minorities. Similar
to Vancouver and Clark County, Portland also experienced considerable population growth over the
2000-2010 period.

Social Characteristics
Portland, OR
High school graduate or higher (age 25+)

89.5%

Bachelor’s degree or higher (age 25+)

41.1%

Foreign Born persons

13.4%

Speak a language other than English at

18.6%

home (population 5 years and over)

Compared to Vancouver and Clark County, Portland has a higher percentage of residents with a
Bachelor’s degree or higher, and higher percentages of foreign-born individuals and individuals speaking
a language other than English at home.

Economic Characteristics
Portland, OR
Median household income (2009 $)

$48,831

Individuals below poverty level

16.3%

Compared to Vancouver, Portland households have lower incomes; there is also a higher
percentage of individuals in Portland who are below the poverty level.
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1.4 - Key Demographic Data by Zip Code

There is obviously considerable variation in the demographic characteristics of smaller
geographic units within Clark County. In order to highlight these differences, the data below are broken
down by zip code7. Clark County has 24 zip codes while the city of Vancouver has 15.
Zip Code
98660

98661

98662

98663

98664

10,019

36,868

23,772

14,152

20,403

628

3,510

1,713

3,205

3,794

<9th grade educ

7.0%

6.3%

2.3%

% Married

40.1%

47.6%

57.7%

46.5%

54.7%

Same home 5+yrs

40.8%

36.2%

44.4%

43.7%

46.2%

Median Hshld $

$30,585

$32,975

$47,623

$39,022

Unemployment

6.3%

4.6%

5.2%

4.4%

2.5%

Below Poverty

21.2%

18.2%

7.8%

14.5%

8.8%

Hispanic

6.1%

9.7%

4.2%

6.4%

4.9%

Black

2.3%

3.0%

1.8%

2.0%

2.2%

Population
Density (ppl/sq.mi)

Median Age

7

35.5

32.3

34.6

3.8%

36.4

4.0%

$45,909

36.2

As of May, 2012, 2010 Census data were not available for online zip-code analysis. As such, the data reported
here are from the 2000 Census. In addition, 2000 data were not available for the following Vancouver zip codes –
98666, 98667, 98668, 98687.
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Zip Code

Population
Density (ppl/sq.mi)

98665

98682

98683

98684

98685

20,631

42,975

28,210

20,868

21,148

2,346

1,413

3,890

3,300

2,356

2.4%

2.0%

1.9%

1.5%

<9th grade educ

4.4%

% Married

54.2%

59.2%

60.6%

57.9%

62.0%

Same home 5+yrs

46.2%

41.0%

33.4%

38.2%

49.4%

Median Hshld $

$43,162

$50,553

$50,709

$49,786

Unemployment

5.0%

4.0%

4.0%

3.9%

4.0%

Below Poverty

12.0%

7.8%

6.2%

9.5%

5.5%

Hispanic

7.3%

4.2%

4.5%

4.4%

3.0%

Black

2.3%

1.8%

2.3%

2.0%

1.2%

Median Age

36.1

29.7

34.4

31.0

$61,503

37.6

70

Figure 1.4 - Demographic Data for Selected Clark County
Zip Codes (2000)
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Zip Code
98686
Population
Density (ppl/sq.mi)

13,540
1,336
5

<9th grade educ

2.6%

% Married

64.7%

4.5

Figure 1.5 - Demographic Data for Selected Clark County
Zip Codes (2000)

4
3.5

Same home 5+yrs

51.4%

3
98661
2.5

Median Hshld $
Unemployment

$58,394
3.3%

98662

2

98685

1.5
1

Below Poverty

6.3%

Hispanic

4.6%

Black

1.0%

0.5
0

Median Age

% Below Poverty

% Black

% Hispanic

37.1

As is discussed later in this report (see Chapter 2 and 4) gang activity in Clark County is
disproportionately concentrated in the 98661 zip code. Data in the table above indicate that this zip
code has several characteristics that would predict higher levels of gang activity. Compared to other
Vancouver zip codes, 98661 has a relatively high density, higher levels of unemployment and individuals
below poverty, a lower median income, lower housing stability, and higher percentages of Hispanic and
Black residents. In addition, of all Vancouver/Clark County zip codes, residents of the 98661 zip code
had the highest rate of food stamp participation, at 286.5/1,000 population.
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1.5 – Crime Rates
CRIME RATES – VANCOUVER, CLARK COUNTY, WASHINGTON STATE8
2010
Vancouver

Clark Co.

WA State

7,263

13,203

268,103

Total crime rate

43.9

30.3

39.9

Violent total

671

990

20,600

Violent crime rate

4.1

2.3

3.1

0

1

154

Forcible rape

112

195

2,499

Robbery

173

240

5,877

Agg assault

386

554

12,070

12,213

247,503

28.0

36.8

Crime total

Murder

Property total
Property crime rate
Arson
Burglary
Larceny/theft
Motor vehicle theft

8

6,592
39.8
48

100

1,315

939

2,074

54,421

4,682

8,579

166,485

923

1,460

25,282

Adapted from, Washington State Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs, (2012) Crime in Washington 2011
Annual Report.
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2011
Vancouver
Crime total

7,113

Clark Co.

WA State

12,437

258,996

Total crime rate

43.8

29.1

38.3

Violent total

633

961

20,600

Violent crime rate

3.9

2.2

2.9

9

13

159

Forcible rape

102

171

2,217

Robbery

185

258

5,545

Agg assault

337

519

11,647

11,476

239,428

39.9

26.8

35.4

33

73

1,263

950

2,034

54,833

4,629

8,046

159,218

868

1,323

24,114

Murder

Property total
Property crime rate
Arson
Burglary
Larceny/theft
Motor vehicle theft

6,480

Vancouver’s overall, violent, and property crime rates are higher than the state average. While
the number of murders in Vancouver and Clark County increased in 2011, with the exception of a 6.9%
increase in robberies and a 1.2% increase in burglaries, all other crimes decreased over the 2010-2011
period. However, as will be discussed in Chapter 2 of this report, the number of gang-related crimes in
Vancouver increased over this same period.

34
CHAPTER 2 – LAW ENFORCEMENT (AND ADDITIONAL) DATA ON GANG INCIDENTS/ACTIVITIES

Key Findings
A new Gang Task Force (named “Safe Streets Task Force) was created in 2009. Data provided by
members of this Task Force and law enforcement more generally indicate an increase in gang
activity (both adult and juvenile) over the past few years. Particularly disturbing are relatively high
levels of involvement of gang members in interpersonal violent crimes and the presence of
weapons. The law enforcement data also reveal that gang activity is disproportionately
concentrated in certain areas of the city/county.

2.1 - Introduction
The law enforcement data provided by the Vancouver Police Department and Clark County
Sheriff’s Office are supplemented with data from the Washington State Juvenile Rehabilitation
Administration, media accounts of gang-related incidents9, and oral reports provided by members of the
Safe Streets Task Force at the monthly meetings of the Safe Communities Task Force10.

9

The online search engine Proquest Direct was used to search the (Vancouver, WA) Columbian newspaper, for all
articles containing the word “gang” (for the years 1995-2011). The search resulted in the identification of over 700
articles – obviously not all of these were related to street gangs. The information included here is not intended to
be exhaustive, but instead serves to underline that, similar to several other jurisdictions in the United States, Clark
County has experienced gang problems since at least the 1990s, and very likely much prior to then.
10
While our focus in this chapter is on gang activity in the city of Vancouver (and to a lesser extent, Portland,
Oregon), it is of course important to note that other communities within Clark County experience gang activity.
For example, in response to a request for information on gang activity in the northern Clark County city of Battle
Ground, the SCTF coordinator received an email message from the records supervisor of the Battle Ground Police
Department which indicated they knew of only 2 (gang-related) cases involving “malicious mischief by a group of
teens tagging residences and cars at the beginning of this year” [2012]. However, in the same email message it
was indicated that the Battle Ground Police Department added a code for gang activity to their recording system
which would serve to “benefit [our] searching capabilities.”
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While the law enforcement data presented below are useful and represent one important
measure of gang activity in Clark County, they must be treated with caution11. As Barrows and Huff
(2009) note, police gang intelligence data can lead to both Type I and Type II errors when identifying
gangs and gang members. Such errors can result in abuses related to race and ethnicity and in
misrepresentation and misunderstanding of the nature of gangs, their behavior, and their location
within particular communities.

2.2 – Gang Involved EPR Records
Gang-Involved EPR Records – 2004-2011 (Vancouver Police Department)
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

90

102

140

208

208

281

264

328

Offenses

131

161

216

474

598

467

445

599

Warrants

18

20

48

58

57

138

126

33

Info reports

6

5

12

38

59

91

74

72

Weapons involved (offenses)

48

60

74

197

187

133

101

173

Cases involving weapons

21

27

25

53

56

53

48

58

Graffiti

97

108

230

277

296

41

52

80

Case reports

11

Malcolm Klein similarly notes that “local police-run gang databases … suffer seriously from problems of reliability
and validity, along with major variations in content” (p.717). As an example of these problems, Klein notes that
most police departments in gang-involved cities record that zero to five percent of gang members are female.
However, most ethnographic, observational, and survey research studies (including data from the Washington
State Healthy Youth Survey, see the Introduction to this report and Chapter 3), report female percentages that
range from 10 to 40%.
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The Vancouver Police Department data on gang involved offenses and contacts reveal
considerable variation over the 2004-2011 period. However, it is particularly notable that while the
number of gang crime offenses slightly decreased in 2009 and 2010, there were 599 offenses in 2011,
the highest number of offenses recorded over the period covered by these data. As noted in Chapter 1,
crime rates in Vancouver and Clark County have generally been declining over the last several years (as
is true nationally). Although the gang-involved data presented above may reflect law enforcement
priorities in focusing on gang activity as opposed to actual increases in such activity, it is also possible
that they reflect an increase in the contribution of gangs to overall crime levels in Vancouver and Clark
County.

700

Figure 2.1 - Gang Involved Police Records
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2.3 – Vancouver Police Department Gang Incident Data – 2009-2011
Month-by-month comparison
2009
Month

Adult

January

28 ( 8%)

February

Juvenile

2010

2011

Adult

Juvenile

Adult

10 ( 9%)

32 ( 9%)

9 (10%)

79 (17%)

22 (17%)

15 ( 4%)

12 (11%)

22 ( 6%) 2 ( 2%)

49 (11%)

10 ( 8%)

March

43 (12%)

14 (13%)

19 ( 5%) 9 (10%)

32 ( 7%)

19 (15%)

April

18 ( 5%)

28 (26%)

39 (11%) 5 ( 6%)

87 (19%)

11 ( 8%)

May

23 ( 6%)

4 ( 4%)

32 ( 9%)

58 (12%)

8 ( 6%)

June

16 ( 5%)

6 ( 6%)

33 ( 9%) 17 (19%)

31 ( 6%)

7 ( 5%)

July

35 (10%)

6 ( 6%)

29 ( 8%)

1 ( 1%)

19 ( 4%)

8 ( 6%)

August

46 (12%)

6 ( 6%)

35 (10%)

17 (19%)

24 ( 5%)

9 ( 7%)

September

24 ( 7%)

2 ( 2%)

34 (10%)

11 (13%)

7 ( 1%)

10 ( 7%)

October

31 ( 9%)

7 ( 7%)

27 ( 8%)

9 (10%)

29 ( 6%)

18 (14%)

November

41 (11%)

8 ( 8%)

17 ( 5%)

0 ( 0%)

29 ( 6%)

3 ( 2%)

December

38 (11%)

4 ( 4%)

37 (10%)

0 ( 0%)

24 ( 5%)

6 ( 5%)

8 ( 9%)

Juvenile

Gang incidents recorded by the Vancouver Police Department for the years 2009-2011 for both
juveniles and adults are relatively evenly distributed across months of the year, although in 2009 and
2011, juvenile gang incidents were more prevalent in the month of April12. However, collectively these
data do not provide evidence of “seasonality” in gang incidents in Clark County (i.e., for adult gang
incidents over the three year period, 27.4% were recorded in winter months, 29.7% in spring, 22.7% in
summer, and 20.2% in fall; for juveniles, 23.0% were recorded in winter months, 32.5% in spring, 23.6%
in summer, and 20.9% in fall).

12

Corporal Duane Boynton, a Vancouver Police Department Neighborhood police officer suggested that some of
these incidents may ‘spike’ while students are on spring break (Damewood, April 4, 2011).
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Offense type comparison
2009
Offense Type13

2010

2011

Adult

Juvenile

Adult

Info

71 (20%)

20 (19%)

87 (25%) 12 (14%)

Property

57 (16%)

15 (14%)

54 (15%) 14 (16%)

140 (30%) 23 (18%)

Assault

75 (21%)

16 (15%)

59 (17%) 12 (14%)

105 (22%) 30 (23%)

Robbery

27 ( 8%)

4 ( 4%)

13 ( 4%)

2 ( 2%)

10 ( 2%)

5 ( 4%)

Weapon

12 ( 3%)

8 ( 8%)

11 ( 3%)

7 ( 8%)

8 ( 2%)

8 ( 6%)

Homicide

6 ( 2%)

0 ( 0%)

4 ( 1%)

0 ( 0%)

14 ( 3%)

0 ( 0%)

Other Violent

25 ( 7%)

3 ( 3%)

37 (10%)

5 ( 6%)

31 ( 7%) 10 ( 8%)

Drug

27 ( 8%)

6 ( 6%)

23 ( 7%)

6 ( 7%)

24 ( 5%)

4 ( 3%)

Other

56 (16%)

33 (31%)

67 (19%) 28 (33%)

73 (16%)

41 (32%)

106 (29%)

27 (25%)

81 (23%) 30 (34%)

134 (29%)

39 (30%)

Weapon Found

Juvenile

Adult
63 (14%)

Juvenile
9 ( 7%)

Over the 2009-2011 period, approximately 20% of gang incidents involving adults involved
“info.” While incidents of more serious index crimes such as robbery and homicide were low, there
were relatively high numbers of property crimes and assaults recorded for both juveniles and adults. In
addition, and importantly, weapons were found in more than one-quarter of recorded gang-related
incidents for both juveniles and adults.

13

“Info” includes death investigations, general information reports, missing persons, runaways, search warrants,
felony and misdemeanor warrants, gang-related information, mental subject, drug overdose, outside agency
courtesy report, civil disputes, fugitive from justice, and property found or lost. Property offenses include: arson,
auto theft, burglary, forgery, fraud, malicious mischief, property, and theft firearm. Other violent offenses include
dv, harass, and rape. Other offenses include alcohol, animal, business, child, computer, conduct, court, custody,
endanger, expired code, family, kidnap, mail, obstruct, other, parks, resist, prostitute, protect, riot, runaway,
school, sex, suicide, tobacco, traffic, transit, trespass, vehicle, and vehicle prowl.
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Figure 2.2 - Type of Offense (Adults 2011)

Info
Property
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Geographic gang-crime comparison (by police beat)
2009

2010

Adult

Juvenile

V11

11 ( 3%)

5 ( 5%)

23 ( 7%)

0 ( 0%)

18 ( 4%)

3 ( 2%)

V12

7 ( 2%)

6 ( 6%)

24 ( 7%)

4 ( 5%)

61 (13%)

6 ( 5%)

V13

27 ( 8%)

12 (11%)

17 ( 5%)

1 ( 1%)

32 ( 6%)

7 ( 5%)

V14

12 ( 3%)

2 ( 2%)

4 ( 1%)

0 ( 0%)

21 ( 5%)

1 ( 1%)

V21

23 ( 6%)

7 ( 7%)

17 ( 5%)

7 ( 8%)

24 ( 5%)

4 ( 3%)

V22

38 (11%)

16 (15%)

55 (15%) 27 (31%)

V23

61 (17%)

15 (14%)

26 ( 7%)

7 ( 8%)

61 (13%)

9 ( 7%)

V24

26 ( 7%)

7 ( 7%)

18 ( 5%)

6 ( 7%)

18 ( 4%)

11 ( 8%)

V31

8 ( 2%)

4 ( 4%)

4 ( 1%)

1 ( 1%)

8 ( 2%)

3 ( 2%)

V32

6 ( 2%)

3 ( 3%)

13 ( 4%)

10 (11%)

10 ( 2%)

2 ( 2%)

V33

12 ( 3%)

1 ( 1%)

12 ( 3%)

3 ( 3%)

no data

no data

V34

20 ( 6%)

4 ( 4%)

12 ( 3%)

3 ( 3%)

17 ( 4%)

12 ( 9%)

V41

2 ( 1%)

2 ( 2%)

18 ( 5%)

1 ( 1%)

10 ( 2%)

2 ( 1%)

V42

11 ( 3%)

1 ( 1%)

4 ( 1%)

0 ( 0%)

15 ( 3%)

6 ( 5%)

V43

16 ( 4%)

4 ( 4%)

15 ( 4%)

2 ( 2%)

41 ( 9%)

17 (13%)

V44

2 ( 1%)

2 ( 2%)

11 ( 3%)

0 ( 0%)

28 ( 6%)

4 ( 3%)

Precinct

Adult

2011

Juvenile

Adult

Juvenile

104 (22%) 36 (27%)

While gang incidents have been recorded in all Vancouver Police Department precincts over the
2009-2011 period, they are disproportionately concentrated in beats 22 and 23, which roughly coincide
with the boundaries of Clark County zip code 98661 (see below; see also Chapter 4 of this report).
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This map shows the Vancouver Police Department’s 16 beats, which are geographic areas broken down for patrol
and statistical purposes.
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This map shows the zip code boundaries for Clark County. The City of Vancouver boundary is displayed in dark gray
in the southern part of the county. This map can be compared to the Vancouver Police Department’s beat map on
the previous page to provide a broader perspective of the concentration of gang crime within the county.
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2.4 – Affiliations and Geographic Distribution of Clark County Gang Contacts
Law enforcement identified 258 gang affiliates in 2010-11 with the following characteristics.
Gang Category

N (%)

Sureno

81 (31%)

Norteno

56 (22%)

Juggalo

36 (14%)

Bloods

28 (11%)

Crips

23 ( 9%)

White Supremacist

14 ( 5%)

Other

20 ( 8%)

N

258

Figure 2.4 - Affilations of Clark County Gang
Members

White Supremacist

Crips

Bloods

Juggalo

Norteno

Sureno
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%
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Of these gang members or affiliates, address information was available for 199, and we sorted
the addresses by local zip codes (159 of these addresses could be coded into Vancouver/Clark County
zip codes – the remaining cases had addresses in Portland, Battle Ground, Washougal, Camas, unknown
Vancouver locations, outside the Portland/Vancouver metropolitan area, or were listed as
“homeless/transient”). It is important to note that the age of contacts ranges from 12 to 60, with an
average age of 24.3 – only 22% of the contacts were school-aged (18 or younger). It is also important to
note that a variety of gang sets are represented in these data, and that it should not be assumed that all
members of Surenos and Nortenos are necessarily of Hispanic ethnicity (i.e., there are several Caucasian
members of these gangs). As the table below demonstrates, the majority of cases for which addresses
were recorded are concentrated in the 9866114 and 98662 zip codes. In addition, 11 of the 36 (31%) of
the Juggalo contacts were listed as “transient” or “homeless.”

Zip Code
Gang

98661

98662

Sureno

29 (56%)

12 (23%)

11 (21%)

52

Norteno

11 (28%)

6 (15%)

23 (58%)

40

Bloods

7 (44%)

4 (25%)

5 (31%)

16

Crips

5 (63%)

1 (13%)

2 (24%)

8

All Others

13 (30%)

8 (19%)

22 (51%)

43

Total

65 (41%)

31 (19%)

63 (40%)

159

14

Other Clark County Zip Code

N

The local Columbian newspaper referred to apartments on Brandt Road near Northeast Fourth Plain Blvd.
(within the 98661 area code) as a “center of activity for the Sureno South Side gang” (Durbin, January 6, 2008).
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This map shows where Clark County’s identified gang members reside (approximate locations only), color coded to
indicate different gang sets. Although gang members are concentrated in Vancouver, it is interesting to note the
presence of gangs throughout the entire county.

This is the same map, zoomed in to show the most concentrated area of gang residences in more detail.
.
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2.5 - Law Enforcement Estimates of Number of Clark County Residents in Gang Sets
Two Vancouver Police Department members of the Safe Streets Task Force were asked to
provide estimates of the number of Clark County residents (i.e., not restricted to youth) in a list of
particular gang sets as of May, 2012. Given that the two officers focus on different gangs in their work,
we present the higher of the two estimates below (this approach also reduces the possibility of
duplication). These estimates indicate a total of at least 353 gang members in Clark County.
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Courtyard Crips

2

Fruit Valley Nortenos

0

Mafia Style Crips

18

Unthank Park Bloods

1

Imperial Village Crips

18

Woodlawn Park Bloods

8

Rolling 60s or 90s

12

15

6 Deuce Diamonds

6

Rosemere Varrio Nortenos

Carlson Block Bloods
Wolfpack Bloods

8

Kirby Blood Crips

10

Lincoln Park Bloods

6

Gangster Disciples

15

West Side Piru

8

The Brood

2

Bomber Boys

4

Latin Kings

4

European Kindred

8

Hoover Criminals

20
20

Hakenkreuz Skinheads

14

Vice Lords

South Side Locos

10

Fresno Bulldogs

2

18th Street

1

4 Corner Hustlers

4

Mexican Vatos Surenos

4

Tagger crews

30

Tapa 13

3

Straight Edge

2

Florencia 13

4

Juggalos

Brown Pride Locos

3

Total

15
353
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2.6 – Washington State Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration Data
Additional relevant data on gang involved youth were provided by the Washington State
Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration. They report that of 30 Clark County youth currently in detention
in state institutions for juveniles, 29% (32% of males) were gang-involved. Of 13 Clark County juveniles
on parole, 31% were gang-involved. Additional characteristics of these youth are presented in the table
below.
Status

Male

In Institution

On Parole

Total

Total

Gang Involved

Gang Involved

28

9 (32%)

13

4 (31%)

19

4 (21%)

5

2 (40%)

African -American

2

1 (50%)

4

0 ( 0%)

African-Caucasian

2

2 (100%)

0

0 ( 0%)

Caucasian-Hispanic

1

1 (100%)

1

1 (100%)

Mexican-American

2

0 ( 0%)

1

1 (100%)

Asian

1

0 ( 0%)

0

0 ( 0%)

Asian-Caucasian

1

1 (100%)

0

0 ( 0%)

Other

0

0

2

0 ( 0%)

2

0 ( 0%)

0

0 ( 0%)

Caucasian

1

0 ( 0%)

0

0 ( 0%)

African-Caucasian

1

0 ( 0%)

0

0 ( 0%)

Caucasian

Female

These data provide further evidence that gang involvement is not restricted to members of
ethnic minority groups – of 19 Caucasian male juveniles in state institutions, 21% were reported to be
involved in gangs.
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2.7 - Media and Safe Communities Task Force Accounts of
Gang-Related Incidents

2012 Safe Streets Task Force
The online search engine Proquest was used to search the

reduced in size due to termination
of grant funding.

Vancouver, WA Columbian newspaper for all articles containing the

2010 City of Vancouver receives

word “gang” (for the years 1995-2011). The search resulted in the

2-year federal grant to support
gang prevention, intervention and
suppression.

identification of over 700 articles – obviously not all of these were

2008 A grassroots effort to
related to the topic of “street gangs.” The information included in this
section of the assessment report is not intended to be exhaustive, but

address gang problems leads to
the formation of the Safe
Communities Task Force.

instead serves to underline that, similar to several other jurisdictions in

2012 Safe Streets Task Force

the United States, Clark County has experienced gang problems since

reduced in size due to termination
of grant funding.

at least the 1990s, and very likely much prior to then. We also include
a less extensive list of media accounts of gang activity in Portland,
Oregon, primarily as reported in the Oregonian. To the right is a
timeline of key gang-related events in Clark County since the midnineties. A complete list of summarized media accounts can be found
in the appendix.

2007 A 17-year-old Surenos gang
member shot and killed a rival
gang member; sentenced to 55
years in prison.
2006 Clark County joins 13
federal and local law enforcement
agencies in a new metropolitan
area task force aimed at
addressing gang crime.
2000 The local Gang Task Force
reports 525 gang members
documented; gang sets up from 75
in 1997 to 200 in 2000.

1997 Vancouver gang affiliates
start a fight that leads to the
shooting death of Kenneth
Shanafelt.

1994 17-year-old Alex Shorrod
Shipp shot and killed 18-year old
Ronald Mack Paige Jr. in
Vancouver – both the victim and
killer associated with street gangs

1994 13 hate crimes reported in
Clark County.
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CHAPTER 3 – SCHOOL AND STUDENT DATA

Key Findings
Aggregate-level data from Clark County schools reveal relatively high levels of problematic
behaviors (including drug and alcohol use, fighting, etc.) among students, particularly in middle
schools. In addition, there are significant racial/ethnic and (low) income disparities in dropout
and on-time graduation rates.
Data for Grade 8, 10, and 12 students at individual schools in Clark County (from the Washington
State Healthy Youth Survey, n=7,761) indicate relatively high levels of self-reported gang
involvement, and participation in weapons carrying and fighting, compared to state averages. Of
particular concern are the reported levels of gang involvement among Grade 8 students in some
schools, which may signal an emerging gang problem.
The Healthy Youth Survey data were also analyzed to identify risk and protective factors for gang
involvement and juvenile delinquency. These analyses indicate that some individual schools in
the county score much lower on protective factors and much higher on risk factors.

3.1 - Introduction
This chapter presents a variety of data on schools and students in Vancouver and Clark County.
First, we present aggregate level data on bullying, fighting, alcohol and drug, and knife and gun incidents
for schools in the Vancouver and Evergreen School Districts. Second we present analyses of on-time
graduation and dropout rates for Vancouver and Evergreen high schools, broken down by
race/ethnicity, gender, and (low) income status. Third, we present data on disciplinary outcomes for
gang-involved students in Vancouver schools. Fourth, we present data on self-reported gang
involvement, weapons carrying (generally, and at school), fighting (generally, and at school) , and
feelings of safety at school for Grade 8, 10, and 12 students in Clark County. We also present detailed
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analyses of risk and protective factors for gang involvement, youth violence, and juvenile delinquency
more generally for each of these schools and grades.
The OJJDP Comprehensive Guide recommends the distribution of surveys to school students in
order to assess rates of gang involvement and to identify risk and protective factors for gang
involvement. However, such an approach would be costly and inefficient, especially given the number
of middle and high schools located in Clark County. Instead, this assessment uses data from Washington
State’s (2010) Healthy Youth Survey, which has been administered to students in Grades 6, 8, 10, and 12
every two years (since 2002). This survey is jointly sponsored by Washington State’s Office of the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Department of Health, the Department of Social and Health
Services’ Division of Behavioral Health and Recovery, the Department of Commerce, the Family Policy
Council, and the Liquor Control Board.
This survey has several advantages. It has a large number of respondents (for the data included
in these analyses, there was a total of 7,761 respondents - 2,884 Grade 8 students, 2,696 Grade 10
students, and 2,181 Grade 12 students ) . The average survey participation rate15 for Grade 8 students
in the 12 middle schools in Clark County was 78.6%; for the 8 (out of 10 total) Grade 10 school classes
the average survey participation rate was 76.8%; for the 10 (out of 10 total) Grade 12 school classes the
average participation rate was 59.2%. It would simply not be possible to obtain this number of
respondents and such high participation rates through distribution of original surveys at schools, nor
would it be possible to cover as many schools16.

15

The Washington State Department of Health suggests that with participation rates of 70% or greater, “results
are probably representative of students in this grade group,” and for participation rates between 40% and 69%
“results may be representative of students [in this grade].”
16
In order to protect confidentiality, in the data from the Healthy Youth Survey presented below, individual
schools are de-identified.
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In addition to the advantages listed above, the Healthy Youth Survey also includes batteries of
questions that measure risk and protective factors for gang involvement, youth violence, and juvenile
delinquency more generally at the community, school, family, and individual/peer levels. Finally,
because it is a statewide survey, we are able to compare data for Clark County students to state
averages.

3.2 – Clark County Middle and High School Characteristics
Among high schools in the Vancouver School District, Fort Vancouver High School has the
highest rates of bullying and fights per 100 students. Hudson Bay High School has the highest rates of
alcohol and drug, as well as incidents involving knives, per 100 students.
Among middle schools in the Vancouver School District, Jason Lee has the highest rate of fights
per 100 students; Gaiser has the highest rate of bullying per 100 students, and Discovery has the
highest rate of incidents involving knives per 100 students. It is important to note that several middle
schools in the Vancouver School District have higher rates of problematic behaviors than high schools in
the district, suggesting that prevention/intervention strategies must focus on these schools.
Among high schools in the Evergreen School District, Heritage High School has the highest rates
of bullying and fighting and incidents involving knives per 100 students. Evergreen High School has the
highest rate of drug incidents per 100 students.
Among middle schools in the Evergreen School District, Frontier has the highest rates of bullying
and fighting, while Cascade has the highest rate of incidents involving knives. Similar to Vancouver
schools, rates of problematic behaviors are higher in some middle schools (compared to high schools) in
Evergreen schools. Complete data tables can be found in the appendix.
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3.3 – On-Time Graduation and Dropout Rates – Vancouver and Evergreen High Schools
Although researchers are not in agreement regarding whether involvement in gangs (and/or
juvenile delinquency more generally) leads to dropping out of school and a lower probability of
graduation or whether the opposite is true, it is important to consider these data, and also how dropout
and graduation rates vary across demographic categories.

Vancouver School District

Graduation

Dropout

African-American

60.7%

5.4%

Hispanic

67.9%

3.5%

Caucasian

86.5%

1.5%

Low Income

62.4%

2.9%

Female

91.0%

0.7%

Male

79.7%

2.5%

African-American

46.5%

11.3%

Hispanic

44.1%

8.8%

Caucasian

67.0%

4.9%

Low Income

55.3%

6.3%

Female

65.9%

4.8%

Male

55.5%

7.6%

Columbia River HS

Fort Vancouver HS
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Hudson Bay HS
African-American

54.0%

7.5%

Hispanic

54.1%

2.9%

Caucasian

67.5%

3.2%

Low Income

56.5%

4.0%

Female

67.5%

3.5%

Male

62.1%

3.6%

African-American

16.6%

30.8%

Hispanic

35.8%

11.6%

Caucasian

29.8%

14.0%

Low Income

31.5%

11.5%

Female

38.5%

12.7%

Male

16.8%

18.5%

African-American

73.0%

4.7%

Hispanic

71.4%

2.7%

Caucasian

87.9%

1.5%

Low Income

67.4%

3.5%

Female

89.6%

1.5%

Male

84.1%

1.9%

Lewis and Clark HS

Skyview HS

Although there is considerable variation across high schools in the Vancouver School district, as
is generally true in school jurisdictions across the United States, in general rates of graduation are lower,
and rates of dropout higher, for members of minority groups, low income students, and males.
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Evergreen School District

Graduation

Dropout

African-American

88.8%

2.2%

Hispanic

70.8%

5.5%

Caucasian

86.9%

3.1%

Low Income

83.4%

3.7%

Female

89.1%

2.5%

Male

81.5%

4.1%

African-American

84.6%

2.9%

Hispanic

72.0%

6.3%

Caucasian

86.7%

2.7%

Low Income

78.4%

4.0%

Female

86.9%

3.0%

Male

82.1%

3.4%

African-American

NA

NA

Hispanic

60.6%

9.1%

Caucasian

61.8%

6.4%

Low Income

56.6%

7.6%

Female

69.2%

6.2%

Male

45.1%

10.9%

Evergreen HS

Heritage HS

Legacy HS
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Mountain View HS
African-American

57.9%

8.7%

Hispanic

51.9%

5.8%

Caucasian

81.8%

4.1%

Low Income

72.8%

4.2%

Female

83.5%

3.7%

Male

76.0%

4.8%

Union HS
African-American

94.4%

1.4%

Hispanic

100%

0.0%

Caucasian

94.5%

1.2%

Low Income

87.8%

2.0%

Female

97.8%

0.5%

Male

92.9%

1.5%

Although graduation rates are generally higher, and dropout rates lower, in Evergreen
compared to Vancouver high schools, there are still substantial differences in these rates across
demographic categories.
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3.4 – Vancouver Schools – Gang Referrals and Discipline (2009-2011)
Data on referrals for gang incidents/behaviors and the outcomes for these referrals for the
2009-2011 school years were provided by the Vancouver School District.

Vancouver Schools – Gang Referrals and Discipline – 2009-2011

Comparison of gang referrals by year (2009-2011)
Year

N

2009

195

2010

117

2011

69

The number of referrals for gang incidents/behaviors in Vancouver schools declined
substantially over the 2009-2011 period (although it is not entirely clear that this was necessarily the
result of an actual decline in the occurrence of such incidents/behaviors).
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Comparison of gang referrals by grade (grades 4-12)
Grade of Student

N (%)

4

1 ( 0.3)

5

3 (0.8)

6

23 ( 6.0)

7

40 (10.5)

8

48 (12.6)

9

74 (19.4)

10

100 (26.2)

11

56 (14.7)

12

36 ( 9.4)

Although close to 70% of referrals were of high school students (with more than one-quarter
involving Grade 10 students) there were a significant number of referrals of middle school students,
further underlining the fact that for some youth, gang involvement begins at an early age.
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Comparison of gang referrals by school
School

N (%)

#2 (high school)

172 (64%)

#9 (middle school)

35 (45%)

#1 (middle school)

32 (41%)

#6 (high school)

65 (24%)

For reasons of confidentiality, the gang referral data provided by the Vancouver School District did
not identify schools. However, it is notable that one high school (out of five in the district) had close to
two-thirds of the gang referrals. Similarly, two middle schools (of seven in the district) had 86% of the
gang referrals.
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Breakdown of gang referral outcomes
Outcomes

N (%)

Short term suspension

173 (45.4%)

Expelled from district

58 (15.2%)

Emergency expulsion

55 (14.4%)

Probation district

22 ( 5.8%)

Hearing

18 ( 4.7%)

In school suspension

16 ( 4.2%)

Pre-hearing conference

14 ( 3.7%)

Expelled from school only

11 ( 2.9%)

Long-term suspension

5 ( 1.3%)

Warning

4 (1.0%)

Loss of privilege

2 ( 0.5%)

Rescinding and emergency expulsion

1 ( 0.3%)

Sports discipline

1 ( 0.3%)

Saturday school

1 ( 0.3%)

The most common outcome for gang referral cases was a short term suspension of the student.
In addition, approximately 15% were expelled from the school district and 14% of students received
an emergency expulsion. In total, 50.9% of gang referral cases resulted in suspension and 32.8%
resulted in expulsion. Only 16.3% of gang referral cases resulted in an outcome other than
suspension or explusion.
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3.5 – Summary of Clark County Healthy Youth Survey Data (Dependent Variables Compared to State
Averages)

Grade 8 Students
-

6 out of 12 Clark County schools had higher levels of gang involvement
7 out of 12 Clark County schools had higher levels of weapon carrying
8 out of 12 Clark County schools had higher levels of weapon carrying at school
7 out of 12 Clark County schools had higher levels of fighting
8 out of 12 Clark County schools had higher levels of fighting at school
9 out of 12 Clark County schools had lower levels of feeling safe at school

Grade 10 Students
-

5 out of 8 Clark County schools had higher levels of gang involvement
6 out of 8 Clark County schools had higher levels of weapon carrying
2 out of 8 Clark County schools had higher levels of weapon carrying at school
6 out of 8 Clark County schools had higher levels of fighting
4 out of 8 Clark County schools had higher levels of fighting at school
6 out of 8 Clark County schools had lower levels of feeling safe at school

Grade 12 Students
-

7 out of 10 Clark County schools had higher levels of gang involvement
5 out of 10 Clark County schools had higher levels of weapon carrying
3 out of 10 Clark County schools had higher levels of weapon carrying at school
6 out of 10 Clark County schools had higher levels of fighting
7 out of 10 Clark County schools had higher levels of fighting at school
5 out of 10 Clark County schools had lower levels of feeling safe at school
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3.6 – Summary of Healthy Youth Survey Data by School (Dependent Variables and
Risk and Protective Factor Summary Scores)
% Carry

% Carry

%

Ave.

Ave.

School/Grade % in Gangs

Weapons

Weap Schl

Fight Schl

Risk

Protective

State Grade 10

6.3%

10.1%

6.8%

9.3%

#1 – Grade 10

10.5%

10.9%

7.8%

15.2%

+ 4.5%

- 9.5%

#2 – Grade 10

6.7%

8.3%

4.5%

4.5%

- 7.5%

+ 4.0%

#3 – Grade 10

7.2%

11.4%

6.3%

17.6%

+ 11.8%

- 10.6%

#4 – Grade 10

4.2%

12.9%

6.3%

7.8%

- 3.8%

+ 1.1%

#7 – Grade 10

5.6%

7.9%

7.5%

10.2%

+ 4.8%

+ 4.7%

#8 – Grade 10

7.4%

14.9%

6.5%

13.0%

+ 5.4%

- 8.8%

#9 – Grade 10

6.2%

10.5%

6.1%

5.0%

- 1.2%

- 3.5%

#10 – Grade 10

8.6%

10.8%

6.8%

9.0%

- 1.4%

+ 3.8%

State Grade 12

5.2%

9.8%

7.3%

5.7%

#1 – Grade 12

4.4%

12.2%

9.5%

11.0%

+ 5.6%

- 1.8%

#2 – Grade 12

5.8%

10.1%

5.2%

12.2%

- 1.7%

+ 1.2%

#3 – Grade 12

11.2%

22.0%

16.1%

12.0%

#4 – Grade 12

4.5%

6.9%

4.1%

6.2%

- 4.3%

#5 – Grade 12

12.1%

17.1%

10.3%

7.3%

+ 19.5% - 9.2%

#6 – Grade 12

7.0%

13.8%

12.3%

3.4%

+ 18.9% - 7.1%

#7 – Grade 12

5.3%

6.1%

5.2%

7.5%

- 4.1%

+ 0.8%

#8 – Grade 12

5.3%

8.5%

7.3%

6.6%

+ 4.2%

- 5.8%

#9 – Grade 12

6.0%

6.9%

6.0%

2.8%

+ 0.5%

+ 0.1%

#10 – Grade 12

5.1%

9.2%

4.0%

6.7%

- 1.3%

+ 0.6%

+ 10.2% - 12.2%
- 1.9%
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Healthy Youth Survey Data (2010) – Summary
% Carry

% Carry

%

Ave.

Ave.

School/Grade % in Gangs

Weapons

Weap Schl

Fight Schl

Risk

Protective

State Grade 8

6.6%

11.4%

5.3%

14.6%

#11 – Grade 8

3.8%

16.7%

6.1%

18.3%

+ 1.6%

+ 3.4%

# 12 – Grade 8

11.1%

22.9%

8.4%

23.8%

+ 8.1%

- 5.9%

# 13 – Grade 8

4.3%

8.1%

6.1%

15.5%

- 2.9%

+ 7.6%

# 14 – Grade 8

7.7%

8.7%

2.8%

18.2%

+ 2.7%

- 4.4%

# 15 – Grade 8

6.4%

10.3%

5.8%

18.8%

+ 4.0%

- 5.4%

# 16 – Grade 8

6.6%

12.1%

4.9%

11.1%

- 2.1%

+ 2.9%

# 17 – Grade 8

2.7%

7.2%

1.5%

7.8%

# 18 – Grade 8

7.5%

8.4%

3.0%

13.5%

- 2.6%

# 19 – Grade 8

10.1%

18.7%

6.9%

12.0%

+ 5.7% - 12.7%

# 20 – Grade 8

7.6%

14.7%

8.7%

15.6%

+ 8.3% - 8.1%

# 21 – Grade 8

3.8%

14.1%

5.7%

21.1%

+ 8.6% - 8.3%

# 22 – Grade 8

8.0%

14.6%

6.5%

22.6%

+ 5.0%

3.7 – Healthy Youth Survey Data – Individual Schools
Data tables for each individual school can be found in the appendix.

- 17.5% + 14.8%
+ 2.2%

- 8.5%
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Chapter 4 – Community Perceptions

Key Findings
The Clark County Safe Communities Task Force has established an Executive Committee
comprised of 15 community leaders. This committee meets quarterly, and the information
presented at these meetings has served to inform these community leaders of gang issues in
Clark County.
An online survey of community leaders with specific knowledge of gang (and youth) issues
(n=36) provided a list of ‘best practices’ for gang prevention and intervention. The results of this
survey indicate that Clark County needs to improve with respect to offering gender-specific
programs, involving grassroots organizations, and promoting emotional and social competencies
in elementary school youth for gang prevention. For intervention strategies, the county needs
to improve offender re-entry services and programs, mentor at-risk and gang-involved youth,
and offer a case management approach in coordinating services for offenders and families.
Based on the survey results, the county appears to be performing more effectively in terms of
encouraging parental involvement and improving parenting skills more generally, and linking the
juvenile justice system with other services.
A survey of Clark County community residents (n=238) revealed that only 28% felt safer in their
community compared to two years previous. More than two-thirds thought gangs existed in
their community, and less than six percent believed gang activity had decreased in the previous
year. However, only five percent of respondents felt their child was at risk of being in a gang.
A high percentage of community resident respondents saw poverty as being a primary reason
for the existence of gangs, and few believed that law enforcement alone could solve gang
problems. Related to these findings, most respondents felt that job provision and job training,
mentoring, and programs/recreation were the most effective ways to address gang problems.
Importantly, only 14% of respondents indicated they would not do anything to help with the
gang problem, with close to half saying they would work directly with youth (mentoring, etc.)
The community resident survey data were also analyzed by demographic factors (i.e.,
race/ethnicity, gender, level of education, and area of residence). These analyses revealed
some interesting differences in attitudes/responses across these demographic categories.
Interviews with gang-involved youth (n=12) revealed that more than 80% had family members
and friends who were also in gangs. More than 90% of these youth had been suspended from
school, and three-quarters had been expelled, and the average age at which they joined a gang
was 13. These youth also reported relatively high levels of involvement in deviant, delinquent,
and criminal behaviors. Particularly disturbing were the high levels of involvement in
interpersonal violence.
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4.1 – Community Leaders
Due to resource limitations, concerns regarding possible difficulties in obtaining responses, and
concerns that their specific knowledge of gang activity and Clark County’s responses to gang activity
might be limited, community leaders in Clark County were not surveyed as part of the assessment.
However, several community leaders have attended monthly SCTF Task Force meetings, and as noted in
Chapter 5, in the fall of 2011, the SCTF formed an Executive Committee. This 15 member committee
includes the Mayor of Vancouver, a Clark County Commissioner, the Vancouver Police Chief, the Clark
County Sheriff, the Director of Clark County’s Public Health Department, and the Superintendent of the
Evergreen School District, among others. The Executive Committee meets quarterly, and the
information presented at these meetings (by the SCTF Coordinator and others) has served to inform
these community leaders of gang issues in Clark County. One positive outcome of these meetings is that
these community leaders are collaborating to secure funds for the continued coordination of SCTF
activities.
4.2 – Community Leaders with Specific Knowledge of Gang (and Youth) Issues
In order to inform responses to gang and youth violence issues in Clark County, we believed that
a more effective strategy would be to survey individuals in the community who had specific
knowledge/experience with gang and youth issues and those who worked directly with youth. The SCTF
Coordinator distributed an online survey in which respondents were asked to rate (on a 1-5 point scale,
with 1 indicating “very poor;” 2 indicating “poor;” 3 indicating “average;” 4 indicating “good;” and 5
indicating “very good;”) a list of 15 “best practices” for preventing youth gangs, and 17 “best practices”
for intervening with youth gang members. As of May 17, 2012, a total of 38 individuals had responded
to the survey. We calculated mean scores for each item (a lower mean score indicates respondents
believed Clark County was not as effective with the particular strategy) as well as the percentage of
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respondents indicating they were “not sure” or chose not to respond to the question. The prevention
and intervention strategies are also ranked from highest (Clark County not utilizing strategy effectively)
to lowest (county is using strategy relatively more effectively) based on the mean scores. Below are the
highest and lowest rated strategies based on this survey; the complete list of responses can be found in
the appendix.

Rating Clark County’s Use of Gang Prevention Strategies
The Top 3:
Encourage parental involvement in youth’s academic progress.
Encourage prosocial bonds and strengthen school attachment
Provide family-strengthening and effectiveness training, improve parent skills
The Bottom 3:
Promote emotional and social competencies in elementary school youth
Involve grassroots organizations in the creation of violence-free zones
Offer gender-specific programs

Based on the ratings on the prevention strategies, it appears as though Clark County needs to do
the most work in offering gender-specific programs, involving grassroots organizations in the creation of
violence-free zones, and promoting emotional and social competencies in elementary school youth. The
county appears to be performing relatively better with respect to encouraging parental involvement in
the youth’s academic progress, encouraging pro-social bonds and strengthening students’ school
attachment, and providing family-strengthening and effectiveness training to improve parenting skills
(the more positive ratings on the latter are likely related to “Parent Program” workshops, several of
which have been held in the past two years – see Chapter 5 for a description of this program).
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It is important to note initially that a higher percentage of respondents indicated they were “not
sure” or chose not to answer the questions regarding intervention strategies. However, these data
indicate that, with respect to intervention strategies, Clark County has the most work to do on offering
gender-specific programs, offender re-entry services/programs, mentoring of at-risk and gang-involved
youth, and a case management approach to coordinating services for offenders and families.

Rating Clark County’s Use of Gang Intervention Strategies
The Top 3:
Link juvenile justice system with other agencies/services
Graduated sanctions to control offenders and protect public
Provide intensive probation supervision linked to multi-modal interventions
The Bottom 3:
Mentoring of at-risk and gang youth, referral services, school programs
Provide stepped down control and support for reentry of offenders
Offer gender-specific programs

Based on the ratings, the county appears to be performing relatively better with respect to
linking the juvenile justice system with other services, offering a system of graduated sanctions, and
providing intensive probation supervision with multi-modal interventions.
An additional strategy for analyzing the prevention/intervention items is to separate the items
into their various domains. Confirmatory factor analyses17 revealed six separate domains among the 32
prevention and intervention variables, as follows: The Family/Parent domain was comprised of items 3,
4, 5, and 13; the School domain was comprised of items 7, 11, and 12; the Youth domain was

17

Factor analysis is a statistical method used to describe variability among observed, correlated variables in terms
of a lower number of unobserved or latent variables.

67
comprised of items 2, 6, 10, 15, 24, and 27; the Juvenile Justice System domain was comprised of items
17, 23, 26, 28, 31, and 32; the Community Networks domain was comprised of items 8, 16, 19, 21, 22,
and 25, and the Underserviced Groups domain was comprised of items 1, 9 and 14). Average scores for
each domain were calculated by adding responses across each item and dividing by the number of items
for that domain.
Domain

Average

Family/Parent

2.97

Community Networks

2.90

School

2.78

Juvenile Justice

2.69

Youth

2.57

Underserviced Groups

2.45

3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0

Figure 4.1 - Prevention Intervention
Domains
(Mean Scores/5)

These data reveal that Clark County is more effective in gang prevention/intervention in terms
of the family/parent and community networks domain, and less effective with respect to youth-specific
services and targeting underserviced groups.
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4.3 - Community Resident Surveys
The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Programs recommends completing surveys with
community members to gauge the extent of gang problems in local communities. Gang assessments in
other jurisdictions in the United States have included such (typically mail) surveys with the number of
respondents in the 300 to 400 range. However, mail surveys are costly to distribute and collect,18 and
may not provide the most reliable and/or valid data19 due to issues related to the representativeness of
samples and other problems.
As such, the distribution strategy adopted for this assessment involved using the existing
structure of Neighborhood Associations in Clark County to administer surveys at meetings. The Clark
County Neighborhood Association Directory (http://www.co.clark.wa.us/neighborhoods/directory.html)
lists 30 neighborhood associations, while the City of Vancouver Neighborhood Directory (available at
http://www.cityofvancouver.us/nhoods.as) lists at least 50 (there is some overlap on these two lists).
Surveys were distributed at some neighborhood association meetings, as well as at the Safe
Communities Task Force monthly meeting, Parent Workshops, and other community events. The survey
form was also made available on the SCTF website, and some respondents completed the online version
and returned their surveys electronically or by regular mail. Given that Clark County’s two most
prominent minority groups are Latino and Russian (see Chapter 1), and given that gang issues are
commonly portrayed as being associated with these two groups, we created Spanish- and Russianlanguage versions of the survey. Our survey distribution strategies allowed us to over-sample members
18

Estimates suggest that 400 completed mail or telephone surveys for a 20 item questionnaire would cost
between $10,000 and $18,000 (personal correspondence with Dr. John Tarnai, (former) Director, Social and
Economic Sciences Research Center, Washington State University, June 14, 2011). Costs would increase based on
the number of follow-ups, whether the sample had to be purchased or is provided, and whether incentives are
offered to participants. While internet-based surveys are less costly, there would be significant concerns regarding
the validity of data due to possible sample and/or respondent bias (Mosher, Miethe, & Hart 2011).
19
For example, in their assessment of gang problems in Durham, North Carolina, Weisel and Howell (2007) found
that “despite widespread perceptions of gang problems as indicated in the citizen survey, actual knowledge of
gangs appears more anecdotal.”
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of these two groups (through distributing the surveys at community events where such individuals were
likely to be in attendance – e.g., the Latino Resource Fair, held in April, 2012).
Demographics
Race/Ethnicity: As noted above, in distributing the community surveys, we deliberately targeted
Spanish and Russian language speakers in Clark County. As a result, relative to their proportions in Clark
County’s population, Hispanics and Russians are over-represented among survey respondents. AfricanAmericans and Asians are slightly under-represented among survey respondents relative to their
proportions in the Clark County population.
Gender: Females are over-represented, comprising nearly two-thirds of survey respondents.
Residence (by zip code): Close to half of the respondents had residences located in the 98661
zip code, which comprises about 10% of the county’s population. This area was deliberately targeted, as
it is known to ibe disproportionately impacted by gangs.
Education: The majority of respondents (88.5%) had achieved a high school degree or more.
Results
Below we report on the survey results, providing basic frequencies of responses, as well as
reporting on responses that differed significantly (statistically, probability values are provided) according
to the “demographic” variables listed above (gender, marital status, zip code (98661 vs. other), White
vs. other respondents, Hispanics vs. other respondents, Russian-speaking vs. other respondents, and
those with a high-school education or less vs. those with more tha0-n a high-school education). Where
relevant, we also include data from the open-ended responses to the survey. The complete listing of
survey questions and responses can be found in the appendix.
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Perception of Safety: More than half of the respondents reported feeling less safe than they did
two years ago, and only slightly more than one-quarter reported feeling safer. Compared to non-White
respondents, Whites were significantly more likely to indicate that they did not feel safer in their
community (p =.061). Compared to others, Russian-speaking respondents were more likely to report
feeling safer in their community (p=.095).
Primary Concerns: Survey respondents were most
likely to indicate that they were concerned about
unemployment in the community, followed by drug dealing,

Concerns Residents Have
About Their Community
#1 Unemployment

burglary/robbery, and vandalism. Compared to non-Whites,

#2 Drug Dealing

White respondents were more likely to identify graffiti

#3 Burglary/Robbery

(p=.016) and burglary (p=.012) as concerns. Female

#4 Vandalism

respondents were twice as likely as male respondents to

#5 Graffiti

indicate that they were concerned about domestic violence

#6 Gang Activity

(p=.-060). Hispanic respondents were significantly less likely
to express concern about graffiti (p = .062), loud music (p =
.073), and burglary (p=.044), compared to non-Hispanic respondents. However, Hispanic respondents
were more likely to be concerned about low police activity (p=.036). Compared to non-Russianspeakers, Russian-speaking respondents were less likely to identify concerns about gangs (p=.005) and
burglary (p=.021).
Compared to others, residents in the 98661 zip code were less likely to express concerns about
homicide (p=.059), gangs (p=.054), domestic violence (p=.024), but 25% of these residents expressed
concerns about insufficient street lighting, compared to only 7.9% of residents of other zip codes (p =
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.000). Respondents with a high school education or less were less likely to list gangs (p=.051) and
burglary (p=.023) as concerns.
Survey respondents were most likely to indicate that they were concerned about
unemployment in the community, followed by drug dealing, burglary/robbery, and vandalism.
Compared to non-Whites, White respondents were more likely to identify graffiti (p=.016) and burglary
(p=.012) as concerns. Female respondents were twice as likely as male respondents to indicate that
they were concerned about domestic violence (p=.-060). Hispanic respondents were significantly less
likely to express concern about graffiti (p = .062), loud music (p = .073), and burglary (p=.044), compared
to non-Hispanic respondents. However, Hispanic respondents were more likely to be concerned about
low police activity (p=.036). Compared to non-Russian-speakers, Russian-speaking respondents were
less likely to identify concerns about gangs (p=.005) and burglary (p=.021).
Compared to others, residents in the 98661 zip code were less likely to express concerns about
homicide (p=.059), gangs (p=.054), domestic violence (p=.024), but 25% of these residents expressed
concerns about insufficient street lighting, compared to only 7.9% of residents of other zip codes (p =
.000). Respondents with a high school education or less were less likely to list gangs (p=.051) and
burglary (p=.023) as concerns.
Community Perceptions of Gang Activity: More than two-thirds of respondents believe there
are gangs in their community. While 81% of White respondents indicated they believed there were
gangs in their community, 49% of non-Whites answered similarly (p =.000). 73.4% of females vs. 58.8%
of males believed there were gangs in their community (p=.021). Less than half (44.6%) of Hispanic
respondents believed there were gangs in their community, compared to more than three-quarters
(75.8%) of non-Hispanic respondents (p = .000). Similarly, only 46.2% of Russian-speaking respondents
felt there were gangs in their community (p=.009).
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Somewhat surprisingly, given that gang activity is disproportionately concentrated in their
neighborhoods (see Chapter 2), residents in the 98661 zip code were less likely than others to indicate
there were gangs in their community (p = .021). And while 72.9% of respondents who reported having
more than a high school education felt there were gangs in their community, 57.4% of those with a high
school education or less reported similarly (p=.019).
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Figure 4.2 - Community Perceptions of Gang
Activity
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It is also important to note that several respondents who indicated there were no gangs in their
community qualified their answers. For example, one white male commented “I am not noticing signs
of signs of gang activity in my immediate community ,” (emphasis added). Similarly, a white female
respondent noted “I am not aware of gang activity in our neighborhood,” another white female
commented “[our] neighborhood not aware of. Broader area, yes.”
Only five percent of respondents reported that their child was in a gang or at risk of being in a
gang20. This figure is rather surprising (and concerning) given the levels of youth gang involvement
reported elsewhere in this assessment. It is also interesting to note, however, that 11 of the 12
respondents who felt their child was at risk of being in a gang were female (p = .057). It is also notable
that, although data elsewhere in this report would indicate that Hispanic youth are perhaps most at-risk
20

Interestingly, the gang assessment in Yakima County also found that “few parents suspect their kids would ever
join a gang” (Courtney, March 21, 2012).
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of gang involvement, no Hispanic respondent indicated that their child was at risk of involvement (p =
.000). 11.5% of Russian-speaking respondents (whose children are also likely disproportionately at risk
of gang involvement in Clark County) indicated that their children were at risk of gang involvement
(p=.10). One Hispanic male indicated that his son was young, and therefore not at risk of being in a
gang; a similar response was offered by a Russian male, “my sons are too young for a gang.”
Less than six percent of respondents felt that gang activity in their community had decreased in
the past year, while just under 30 percent felt that gang activity had increased. Although the actual
number of respondents indicating gang activity had decreased is low, only 2.7% of Whites, vs. 9.8% of
non-Whites, indicated that gang activity had decreased (p = .020). 16% of Hispanic respondents
indicated that gang activity in their community had decreased, a statistically significant difference from
non-Hispanic respondents. Although we do not have access to sound data on this issue, it is possible
that Hispanic respondents to the survey may have moved from other areas of the United States (in
particular, California, where gang activity is significantly higher in many communities) and using the
gang situation in their prior residential location as the point of comparison. Some confirmation of this
hypothesis appears in the qualitative data, for example, one Hispanic female commented “it is much
calmer here than in California.” Another (Hispanic male) noted that “it is quiet here. Where I lived
before there were many problems [with boys].”
Less than 20 percent of respondents felt gangs were not a problem in the community. However,
it is notable that while 14.4% of White respondents indicated gangs were not a problem, 25.0% of nonWhites answered similarly (p = .040). One-quarter of male respondents, compared to 15.2% of female
respondents felt gangs were not a problem in the community (p = .066).
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The most frequently identified problems associated with gangs were increases in drug and
violent crime and increased fear for safety. 24.7% of female respondents identified fighting as a
problem associated with gangs, compared to only 10% of male respondents (p = .007).
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Figure 4.3 - Top 3 Problems Gangs Present
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40.4% of White, compared to 25.0% of non-White respondents identified an increase in violent
crime as a problem associated with gangs in their community (p =.015), and Whites were also more
likely to identify an increase in weapons crimes as a gang-related problem. Russian-speaking
respondents were significantly less likely to identify increases in violent crime (p = .001), increases in
drug crime (p=.009) and school disruption (p=.002) as problems associated with gangs. Residents of the
98661 zip code were significantly more likely to identify public nuisance as a problem associated with
gangs (p=.033).
Respondents with greater than high school education were more likely to identify violence (p=
.101), school disruption (p = .075) and an increase in weapons crime as problems associated with gangs.
Reasons Why Gangs Exist: The most common response to the question regarding the reasons
why gangs exist in the community was that family and friends were in gangs. In addition, close to 27%
of respondents identified poverty, family problems, and gang migration as reasons gangs exist.
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Importantly, less than six percent of respondents identified police labeling as being a reason that gangs
exist.
One (white female) respondent poignantly expressed the impacts of poverty in an open-ended
response. “Children are raised in poverty. [There is] insufficient funding for public education. Police
have done a great job; School Resource officers have [also] made a difference. It’s ongoing - however,
nothing is addressing the underlying cause – poverty.”
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Figure 4.4 - Top 3 Reasons Gangs Exist
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More than one-fifth of respondents also identified a lack of activities as a reason for the
existence of gangs – one male respondent commented “Kids come from low income families and cannot
attend many things we did as kids. …. We need venues other than schools in the local area for kids to
interact and enjoy productive recreational activities.”
Whites were significantly more likely than non-Whites to indicate gangs exist because of
boredom (p=.029), because family members and friends were in gangs (p=.053), because of gang
migration (p=.101), and because gang members are seeking a sense of belonging (p=.065). However,
Whites were significantly less likely than non-Whites to attribute gang existence to a lack of activities
(p=.078).
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Compared to non-Hispanic respondents, Hispanics were more likely to attribute gang existence
to a lack of activities (p=.096) and issues surrounding power (p=.030). They were less likely than nonHispanics to identify a sense of belonging as a reason for the existence of gangs (p=.102). Russianspeaking respondents were less likely to attribute gang existence to poverty (p=.019), friends and family
members being in gangs (p=.000), family problems (p.067), and gang migration (p=.006). Residents of
the 98661 zip code were less likely to identify friends and family members being in gangs as a reason for
gang existence (p=.089).
Respondents with a high school education or less were more likely to attribute gang existence to
a lack of activities (p = .094), but less likely to attribute gang existence to youth seeking a sense of
belonging (p = .002).
Addressing the Gang Problem: Most respondents felt that job provision and job training,
mentoring, and programs/recreation were the best way to address gang problems. Interestingly, more
police protection was the fourth most common response to this question, indicating that residents of
Clark County recognize that gangs are not a problem that can be solved by law enforcement responses
alone.
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Figure 4.5 - Top 3 Things Should be Done About Gangs
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Compared to non-White respondents, Whites were more likely to indicate mentoring (p = .037)
and job provision and training (p = .002) as strategies for addressing gang problems. 48.2% of Hispanic
respondents, compared to 28.0% of non-Hispanic respondents identified more police protection as
something that should be done about gangs (p = .011). Russian-speaking respondents were significantly
less likely to see mentoring (p = .001) and jobs provision and training (p =
.002) as solutions to gangs.
Residents of the 98661 zip code were less likely to identify
mentoring (p = .040) and jobs provision and training (p = .083) as

Organizations Most
Responsible for
Dealing with Gangs

strategies for addressing gang problems.

#1 Police
The most frequent response regarding the organizations most

#2 Family

responsible for dealing with gangs was law enforcement/police.

#3 Justice System

However, a significant number of respondents also identified families,

#4 Juvenile Court

the courts/criminal/juvenile justice system, office of juvenile affairs, and

#5 Schools

schools as organizations responsible for dealing with gang problems.
Non-White respondents were significantly more likely to identify
churches (p = .018) and youth and family services (p=.024) as
organizations responsible for dealing with gangs, but were less likely to list the courts/criminal justice
system (p = .018) and community residents (p =.080) as responsible. Hispanic respondents were more
likely to identify churches (p = .027) and youth/family services ( p = .005) , but less likely to list police (p =
.026), the courts/criminal justice system (p = .031) and community residents (p = .023) as responsible for
dealing with gang problems. Russian-speaking respondents were more likely to identify churches (p =
.101) but less likely to list schools (p = .106) as responsible for dealing with gangs.
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Only 14.3% of respondents indicated that they would not do anything to help with the gang
problem in the community. More than one-third of respondents indicated they would participate in
neighborhood outreach activities to help with gangs (this response is not all that surprising, given that
several surveys were distributed at
neighborhood association meetings). Close to
half of the respondents indicated that they

Only 14.3% of respondents indicated that
they would not do anything to help with
the gang problem in the community.

would work directly with youth (including
becoming a youth group leader, tutoring/mentoring and teaching skills, and/or forming sports
leagues/teams) to help with gangs in the community. Importantly, roughly equal percentages of male
and female, White and non-White, Hispanic and non-Hispanic, Russian-speakers, and those with a high
school education or less and those with more than a high school education, indicated they would work
directly with youth to help with gangs. However, only 33.7% of the 98661 zip code, compared to 53.6%
of others (p = .002) indicated they would be willing to work with youth to help with gangs. This finding is
of concern as gang activity is disproportionately concentrated in this area.

Open-Ended (Qualitative) Responses
The community resident survey instrument also included several open-ended questions,
including, “How has your community responded to gang activity?”; “How satisfied are you with the
current response to gang activity?”; and “Do you have any additional comments?”.
Several respondents specifically mentioned the Safe Communities Task Force as a key
component of Clark County’s response to gang activity. A white female respondent noted “I am
impressed with the Safe Communities Task Force.”

Some respondents also offered suggestions

regarding how the SCTF could be more effective, with one white female respondent commenting “I
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think it would be a good idea to have some youth in the SCTF. Some that are in gangs or have been in a
gang.”
Importantly, the open-ended responses indicated a relative satisfaction with law enforcement
efforts to address gang issues in the county. One Native-American female respondent commented “[I
feel safer] because police and detectives are more involved and the word is out more.” A white female,
who also indicated she felt safer, noted “[I] see more cops active in my area.”
However, some respondents expressed concern with the community’s response. For example, a
white female commented “[the community response is] minimal. [There is] denial, the media and police
play it down. … Not enuf (sic) staff, budgets not fairly distributed. When we do it, we do it well. Need
constaint (sic) kick in the backside to do it all.”
Another (Hispanic female) respondent commented on the specific challenges facing Hispanic
families, whose children are more at risk of gang involvement. “Hispanic parents need to feel safe
regardless if they are legal or illegal. Remember, these parents grew up in a Latin country with a 4th or
6th grade education. We must help [these parents] to guide their children and not have them follow the
wrong path.”

4. 4 – Gang-Involved Youth Interviews
Obtaining gang-involved youth interviews proved to be the most challenging aspect of the data
collection procedures for this assessment. Given that it would have been difficult for the principal
investigator to conduct such interviews due to a lack of rapport with gang-involved youth, the majority
of the gang member interviews were administered by Clark County Juvenile Court Probation Counselors
(some in a group setting) who had prior contact with these youth. Unfortunately, only 12 interviews
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were secured, and due to the complexity of the interview form

5.3

Average number of

and difficulties with administration, some youth did not

police contacts per year.

respond to all the questions on the form. Given the small

13 Average age of gang

sample and large amount of missing data21, these data should

initiation.

not be considered representative of all gang-involved youth in

75 Percent that has been

Clark County, and should be treated with caution. However,

expelled from school.

the data are instructive with regard to what they reveal in

83 Percent with a gang-

terms of the characteristics of these youth and their behaviors

involved family member.

and attitudes. Complete survey questions and responses can

92 Percent that has been

be found in the appendix.

suspended from school.
Eleven of the 12 gang members interviewed were
Hispanic, and five of them were female. Their average age
was 16.3, with the youngest interviewee being 13, and the oldest 20.
More than 80% of youth who completed interviews indicated that they had at least one family
member who was or had been in a gang; a similar percentage indicated that they had at least one friend
who was a gang member.
Most reported poor grades in school; 90% had been suspended from school, and three-quarters
had been expelled from school. Responses to the open-ended questions regarding the reasons for
suspension or expulsions included, “fights I guess,” “selling drugs,” “drugs and fighting,”
“gangbanging/fighting,” “weapons,” and “gang fight (2),” Importantly, and consistent with data reported
elsewhere in this assessment (see Chapter 3), gang-joining begins at a relatively young age (in this
sample, one respondent reported joining a gang at the age of 8).
21

The data reported for this section of the report are based only on valid/completed responses; hence the N will
vary for separate items.
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The gang-involved youth who responded to the questions regarding their participation in
deviant, delinquent, and criminal behaviors report high levels of involvement in these activities.
Particularly disturbing are the levels of involvement in interpersonal violence. In addition, more than
three-quarters of respondents reported at least one contact with police in the previous year, with the
average number of contacts being 5.3.

Participation in Deviant/Delinquent/Criminal Activities in Past Year (Based on 7 Respondents)
Used alcohol, past year

8/9 (88.9%)

Destroy property (< $300)

2 (28.6%)

Graffiti

6 (85.7%)

Destroy property (> $300)

2 (28.6%)

Police contact, past year

7/9 (77.8%)

Stole motor vehicle

2 (28.6%)

Throw rocks/bottles

5 (71.4%)

Robbed without weapon

2 (28.6%)

Threatened attack without weapon

5 (71.4%)

Beat person with weapon

2 (28.6%)

Beat person without weapon

5 (71.4%)

Participated in drive-by-shooting

2 (28.6%)

Stole bicycle or bike parts

4 (57.1%)

Sold drugs, past year

2 (28.6%)

Used drugs, past year

6/12 (50.0%)

Set fire to building/property

1 (14.3%)

Stole vehicle parts/property

3 (42.9%)

Entered house/store to commit theft

1 (14.3%)

Fenced/sold stolen goods

3 (42.9%)

Robbed with weapon

1 (14.3%)

Shoplifted

3 (42.9%)

Broke into house/store

0 (0.0%)

Fenced/sold weapons

3 (42.9%)

Forced someone into sex

0 (0.0%)

Threatened attack with weapon

3 (42.9%)

Participated in homicide

0 (0.0%)

Average number of contacts with police: 5.3
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Chapter 5 - Community Resources

Key Findings
One of the most promising programs offered in Clark County is the Vancouver School District’s
“Back on Track” program, designed for students who have been expelled from school (for the
commission of violent acts, including threats, bullying, gang affiliation, etc.; ages 12-18; 6th-12th
grade students), with the goal of supporting their efforts to re-engage in their education. As of
April, 2012, this program had served 76 students, and outcome data for 65 of these students
indicate that 77% were still enrolled in the program two months after first enrolling, and
improved their attendance by an average of 24.1% 60 days post-enrollment. Importantly, while
approximately three-fifths of those enrolled in Back on Track are members of minority groups,
outcomes do not differ significantly across race/ethnicity nor gender.
Although Clark County does not (** currently – as the time of writing of this Assessment Report,
the Safe Communities Task Force Coordinator is in the process of establishing a Gang
Intervention Team) have specific programs targeting gang-involved youth, the County does have
a number of resources at the level of schools, law enforcement, the Juvenile Court, and more
general community resources that can serve to mitigate the risk factors, and strengthen the
protective factors related to gang involvement and youth violence. Among the most important
community resources in the County is the Safe Communities Task Force itself, whose monthly
meetings involve current reports of gang issues in the county by law enforcement officials (and
others) and allow for networking of individuals and organizations working with youth and their
families. Additional community resources are listed in Chapter 5.

Irving Spergel concluded that effective control of gang crime, in particular, gang violence, requires that:
Law enforcement – under the aegis and control of a central unit of government, the Mayor’s
Office, or the City Council … be the lead agency, supported and influenced by an interagency and
community advisory council, a street-outreach team of police, probation, youth workers,
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neighborhood organizers, and associated school, treatment, and job-placement personnel
collaboratively serving, controlling, and targeting gang problem youth (2007, p.342).
Law enforcement officials in Clark County, as well as others who deal with troubled youth,
recognize that law enforcement alone cannot solve the problem of youth gangs and violence. As a gang
enforcement officer (Russ Corno) in the adjacent city of Portland, Oregon commented “The difficult part
is keeping people engaged when [gang] activity is low. I call that the maintenance piece, like changing
the oil on your car. When it’s low we still need to be making contact with the kids, getting them access
to the services they need” (as quoted in Anderson, August 5, 2010). As noted by Greene and Pranis
(2007) the solution to gang problems is to promote education, jobs, and healthy communities, and to
lower the barriers to the reintegration into society of former gang members.
In this chapter, we document resources that are relevant to issues of gangs and youth violence.
Clark County has several resources22 that are relevant to gangs and youth violence. Although some of
the organizations/associations listed below do not deal directly with issues of gangs and youth violence,
they do provide resources that may mitigate the risk factors, and strengthen the protective factors, (see
Chapter 3) that reduce gang involvement and youth violence and juvenile delinquency more generally.
Importantly, the monthly community meetings (and other activities) of the Safe Communities Task Force
have allowed for representatives of these organizations/associations to network and collaborate and
have increased the accessibility of gang- and youth violence-related information for community
members. If available, we provide data on the number of youth served by these various organizations
and programs23.

22

The list of resources included in this section of the report is not intended to be exhaustive.
Leaders/staff of the organizations were contacted with a request for information on the number of youth served
and demographic characteristics of those served.
23
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5.1 - Safe Communities Task Force
Community Meetings
Community meetings for the Safe Communities Task Force are held on the second Friday of each
month at a central location in the city of Vancouver and typically last from 1.5 to 2 hours. The meetings
feature updates by local law enforcement (both the Vancouver Police Department and Clark County
Sheriff’s Office) on gang issues in the community, as well as presentations by a featured organization.
Since the first community meeting (after the appointment of the current coordinator) was held in
February of 2011, attendance at these meetings has averaged slightly more than 20 individuals (see
table in appendix), with several being regular attendees, while others attend less frequently.
In addition to representatives of Clark County (and Portland, Oregon) law enforcement and
criminal/juvenile justice agencies, these meetings have been attended by members of local
neighborhood associations; representatives of the business community; drug and mental health
treatment organizations (government and non-profit); the Clark County Department of Health; the
PREVENT! (drug) coalition of Clark County; Clark County Council for the Homeless; City of Vancouver
Parks and Recreation Department; Vancouver and other Clark County schools (teachers, principals,
superintendents); the Vancouver chapters of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People (NAACP) and the League of United Latin American Citizens; the Native-American Youth and
Family Center; faith-based organizations; crime victims’ advocates; the YWCA; Big Brothers/Big Sisters;
the Boys and Girls Club; and a variety of additional youth-serving agencies. In addition to the valuable
information-sharing that occurs at these community meetings, the relationships and networks
established between representatives of the various groups have served Clark County well in its
coordinated approach to addressing gang and youth violence-related issues. (As noted below, of 24
respondents to an online survey of SCTF community meetings attendees, 21 mentioned that networking
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with other community members and professionals were important aspects of the meetings). It is also
important to note that the SCTF coordinator distributes (fairly detailed) minutes of the meetings via
email to attendees and others key community members, thereby allowing those who may not be able to
attend due to other commitments to receive updates.
An online survey was created and distributed to the list of individuals who had attended SCTF
meetings in order to gauge their level of attendance, whether the frequency, date/time, location, and
format of the meeting was convenient, and which aspects of the community meetings were most useful.
A total of 24 individuals responded to the survey, with the following results.
Frequency of Attendance
Never attended

4 (16.7%)

Attended once or twice

5 (20.8%)

Attend occasionally

8 (33.3%)

Attend frequently

6 (25.0%)

Attend more in the past than now

1 ( 4.2%)

Useful Aspects of Meetings
Updates on youth gang and violence issues

19 (79.2%)

Updates on work of SCTF

19 (79.2%)

Learning about community programs and events

19 (79.2%)

Networking with other community members/professionals

21 (87.5%)

Safe Communities Task Force Steering Committee
Following the OJJDP Comprehensive Gang Model, the Clark County SCTF established a Steering
Committee to set policy and oversee the direction of the SCTF. This 19 member committee meets
monthly and includes representatives from the Clark County Juvenile Court, Vancouver and Evergreen
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School Districts, neighborhood associations, the local faith-based community, law enforcement, Clark
County Youth House, the local YWCA, and Washington State University.
Safe Communities Task Force Website
The Safe Communities Task Force coordinator has also established a website
(http://www.safecommunitiestaskforce.org/). In addition to being available in Spanish and Russian (the
two most prominent non-English speaking communities in Clark County) the information on the website
is also available in 51 other languages. The site contains announcements of important and relevant
community events (e.g., parent workshops) includes the SCTF mission statement, a list of resources for
parents (including PDF versions of several publications and links to other relevant websites; and a
section where those accessing the site can ask questions); resources for youth and young adults
(including information on educational, recreational programs, jobs, volunteering opportunities, youthserving organizations, etc.); resources for concerned citizens (including PDF versions of relevant
publications). In addition, a “news section” on the website contains links to a variety of legislative,
media, and other information, with frequent updates.
Since the revised website was made available on February 1, 2011 it has been accessed quite
frequently, (data from Google Analytics).
Visits

691

Unique Visitors

506

Pageviews

2,133

Pages/Visit

3.09

Average Time on Site

3.32 minutes

% Visitors from Vancouver

52%

% Visitors from Portland

16%
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There is evidence to suggest that the site is being accessed by several interested groups and
individuals in Clark County, as well as “further afield.” In fact, a 3rd grade teacher in California who was
preparing materials for a parent-teacher meeting on the topic of cyber-bullying contacted the SCTF
coordinator via email (February 2, 2012), commenting “As I’ve been doing some research, I ran into your
website, and I have to say that your resource page has been really helpful.”
Activities of the Safe Communities Task Force
Largely through the efforts of the coordinator and steering committee members of the SCTF,
there have been a number of activities that contribute to Clark County’s response to gang involvement
and youth violence. The list below is not intended to be exhaustive.
-

In May of 2011, SCTF hosted a third annual free day-long conference for parents – “What
Kids Know and Parents Wish They Did.” This conference included workshops on drugs and
alcohol, gang identifiers, child exploitation, and strategies for communicating with children,
and was attended by approximately 50 parents. This workshop was expanded to a monthly
format in the fall of 2011, and re-labeled “Get on Board.”

-

The SCTF coordinator, with the assistance of other SCTF Steering Committee members and
community volunteers, planned and implemented a free holiday party (December, 2012) for
approximately 120 local youth and families impacted by gangs. This event was hosted by
the local Boys and Girls Club with the goal of enhancing the connection to the community
among participants.

-

The SCTF coordinator assisted with the design and implementation of a Latino Youth
Conference, which will provide local Latino/a students and their parents with information
about post-high school education and job training, among other things.

-

The SCTF coordinator has been active in educating the community about gang issues. He
was interviewed on Oregon Public Broadcasting and discussed local gang problems and
solutions, and presented information about local gang issues and the SCTF to the
Neighborhood Associations Council of Clark County.

-

The SCTF coordinator presented information about Clark County gang issues and the SCTF
response at the 7th Annual Northwest Justice Forum. He also participated in a regional
forum on gang prevention in the state capitol (along with Safe Streets Task Force
(Vancouver Police Department) Sergeant Tim Huberty) and made a presentation at a
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statewide gang prevention and intervention roundtable meeting (along with members of
the SCTF Steering Committee) hosted by two Washington State Legislators. In December of
2011, the SCTF coordinator and members of the Steering Committee hosted Washington
State Representative Luis Moscoso, co-sponsor of a gang prevention/intervention bill, at a
full-day meeting at the Juvenile Justice Center in Clark County.
-

An “Executive Committee,” consisting of 15 key Clark County leaders and decision makers
(including the Mayor of Vancouver, a Clark County Commissioner , the Vancouver Police
Chief, the Clark County Sheriff, Director of Clark County’s Public Health Department, a
representative from the Parks and Recreation Department, and Superintendent of
Evergreen School District, among others) was established in the fall of 2011. This committee
meets quarterly.

-

The SCTF coordinator has also developed and produced a variety of information resources
on gang and youth violence-related issues. These resources include a 10 page booklet which
describes the need for SCTF in Clark County and its goals, and a “Parents Guide to Gangs in
Clark County.” Several hundred copies of the latter were distributed at schools and youthserving agencies in the county.

-

On March 12, 2012, the SCTF coordinator, accompanied by three members of the Steering
Committee, made a brief presentation to the Vancouver City Council.

-

The SCTF coordinator (in collaboration with a Clark County Juvenile Court employee and
Washington State University professor) secured a grant (in the amount of $57,000) from the
Washington State Partnership Council on Juvenile Justice. This grant will address
Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) through the creation of a Gang Intervention Team
– this team will address a wide variety of risk factors associated with gang involvement
through a coordinated, multi-agency approach. The team will be comprised of professionals
from local government, the Juvenile Court, schools, law enforcement, and social service
agencies, who will work together to case manage gang-involved youth. Participation on the
Gang Intervention Team will increase the effectiveness of each agency’s efforts, will reduce
duplication of services, increase access to needed services, and will ensure that gang
members are held accountable for their actions. By targeting youth gang members (who are
disproportionately minority youth) and by addressing the underlying causes of their
involvement in gangs, the project aims to reduce arrests and referrals to the Juvenile court
among the target population, thereby contributing to a reduction of DMC.
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5.2 – School Resources
Youth gangs present challenges for schools in terms of safety and violence prevention, and
schools are obviously a primary locus of prevention/intervention. Below we include a list of programs
offered by Vancouver and Evergreen Schools.
Vancouver Public Schools
Family-Community Resource Centers
Vancouver Public Schools have a poverty rate of 49%, with several individual elementary schools
having poverty rates as high as 80%. In order to partially mitigate the impact of poverty on the
educational experiences of students, Vancouver Public Schools have established Family-Community
Resource Centers where families can access a wide range of support services, including academic and
early learning programs, health and social services, youth and community development, and community
engagement. These centers are located at nine Vancouver district schools, and although no “hard” data
are available, it has been reported that the centers have contributed to improvements in student
achievement, a reduction in tardiness and increases in daily attendance, and increases in volunteerism
and parent participation (see http://www.vansd.org/).
Homeless Outreach Promoting Education (HOPE)
The Homeless Outreach Promoting Education Program is a partnership between Vancouver
Public Schools and local shelters in the community to assist in meeting the needs of homeless families
with school-aged children. The program aims to maintain consistency of the youth’s education while in
transition, to provide the same educational opportunities for homeless students as for every other
youth, and to strengthen the connection between families and schools to ensure the student’s
educational needs are being met. Among the specific services offered by the HOPE program are: (1)
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meeting with the family to assist with school registration; (2) acting as a liaison between schools,
shelters, parents, and students; (3) arranging transportation for students to allow them to continue to
attend the same school if they move out of school boundaries; (4) providing an afterschool education
program at a local shelter; (5) providing tutoring in schools, school supplies, and emergency clothing
when needed; (6) assisting families in finding and accessing resources in the community. During the
2010-2011 school year, the HOPE program assisted more than 430 students and families.
English Language Learner (ELL) Program
In 2011, there were 76 different languages spoken in the homes of students in the Vancouver
School District. The English Language Learner Program is aimed at students whose primary language is
other than English, and who have scored at Levels 1, 2, or 3 on the Washington State English Language
Proficiency Test. ELL services are provided at students’ home schools; interpreter and translation
services support parental involvement in Vancouver schools, and four family liaisons are available to
assist families with school related problems/issues. In 2011, there were 2,050 students enrolled in the
Vancouver School District ELL program, most of whom were native Spanish speakers.
Gear Up
“Gear Up” stands for “Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Under-graduate
programming.” The Vancouver School District’s Gear Up Program is part of a larger program in
Washington State, whose philosophy is that with the right approach, all students in Washington State
can attend college. The program focuses on students from low income and underserved communities,
and assists them with preparation for college and gaining access to financial aid. Gear Up staff begin
working with youth in middle school, ensuring that they have access to the people and information
needed to graduate from high school and go to college. In addition to providing access to financial aid,
youth are taught valuable study skills and are given mentorship opportunities.
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Back on Track
Back on Track24 is a program offered by the Vancouver Public Schools which was established in
September of 2010 and had served a total of 76 students as of April, 201225. The program started as a
grassroots, collaborative volunteer effort through the SCTF. Two volunteers (a Clark County Juvenile
Court probation counselor and member of the SCTF) and a teacher from the AT Home At School (AHAS)
program met with students two evenings per week to provide them with tutoring and mentoring.
The current program is designed for students who have been expelled from school (for the
commission of violent acts, including threats, bullying, gang affiliation, etc.; ages 12-18, 6th-12th grade
students), with the goal of supporting the students in their efforts to re-engage in their education and
success in school and beyond. Back on Track relies on broad-based partnerships with multiple education
and social service organizations to provide a “village” of support for students. The program is tailored to
the individual student, with potential components including Aggression Replacement Training (A.R.T.),
arts, advocacy, mentoring, and academic course work utilizing Vancouver Public Schools approved online curriculum.
Similar to other community gang and youth-violence related resources in Clark County, Back on
Track is supported through the donations and resources of multiple organizations. The local Boys and
Girls Club provides space for program activities; the At Home/At School program (Washington State
University Vancouver) provides volunteers and other resources; the Clark County Juvenile Court
provides A.R.T. training (a $9,600 expense); the Clark County Sheriffs’ Office and Vancouver Police
Department provide alternative social options for youth (i.e., “PAL” – see below); the YWCA provides
the use of space and volunteers; SHARE (a local organization serving the homeless) provides a Backpack
24

The program was named “Back on Track” by one of the first students who participated.
On April 27, 2012, a public records request was submitted to the Vancouver School District to obtain data on
outcomes for youth who have participated in this program. If the data are obtained, the final report will include a
summary of outcomes.
25
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program for students to take food home; and numerous community members have donated their time
and various materials.
Latino Parent Night (Evergreen School District)
In January of 2012, the Evergreen School District hosted a Latino Parent Night at Wy’east Middle
School. The goal of this event was to provide parents and students with information and resources to
be successful, including information on admission requirements for students wishing to pursue higher
education (Evergreen Public Schools Newsletter, January, 2012).
Clark County Skills Center
The Clark County Skills Center (http://www.ccskillscenter.com) began as a cooperative
educational venture between eight Southwest Washington School Districts in 1983. The goal was to
create a school, in partnership with local businesses, “to prepare students for the workforce,” by
offering them the opportunity to be trained in technical career areas.
5.3 – Law Enforcement Resources
The two primary law enforcement entities involved in youth (and other) gang and violence
issues in Clark County are the Clark County Sheriff’s Office (CCSO) and the Vancouver Police Department.
Both these agencies have embraced a community policing philosophy26 in their responses to these
issues.
Safe Streets Task Force
The Safe Streets Task Force was developed to address issues around gang violence. The
Vancouver Police Department (VPD) has 1 Sergeant and 1 Detective assigned to this unit.
26

Defined as “the development of partnerships to solve localized problems or make specific improvements that
enhance the overall quality of life in our community (an individual, a block, or a neighborhood at a time)”
(http://www.cityofvancouver.us/police.asp).
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School Resource Officers (SROs)
The VPD has four School Resource Officers, funded by the Vancouver and Evergreen School
Districts, who are assigned to high schools in the City of Vancouver. These officers provide youth
mentoring and support positive relationships with youth, teachers, parents, and the school community.
They also support the reduction of juvenile crime and delinquency on school campuses and the
surrounding areas.
Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.)
G.R.E.A.T. is a gang and violence prevention program structured around school-based, law
enforcement officer-instructed curricula delivered in the classroom. The program is intended as an
immunization against juvenile delinquency, youth violence and gang membership for youth in the years
immediately before the prime ages for introduction into gangs and delinquent behavior (see
http://www.great-online.org). The Vancouver Police Department has two officers teaching this program
to 5th grade students at Mill Plain and Burnt Bridge Elementary schools. The officers also conduct a 13week follow-up component for 6th grade students at WyEast, Pacific, and Cascade Middle schools.
Police Activities League (PAL)
The Vancouver Police League is a 501(c)3 organization serving youth in Vancouver with both
athletic and academic programs including boxing, an annual summer football camp, basketball,
afterschool programs, summer fishing field trips, environmental education, and literacy programs,
among others. As is noted on the Vancouver Police Department website “PAL is one of the Vancouver
Police Department’s primary crime prevention tools for youth and is also part of the ongoing gang
prevention program” used by the VPD as part of their community policing plan.
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Neighborhood Response Teams (NRTs)
Although not exclusively focused on youth gang and violence issues, the Neighborhood
Response Teams (NRT) were formed by the VPD to address community livability issues through focused
and proactive enforcement. This team utilizes a combination of crime analysis, investigation, and
community-based problem solving and collaboration to effectively reduce crime in neighborhoods. The
East and West precincts of the VPD each have a NRT which is comprised of one sergeant and four
detectives, who collaborate with crime analysts and neighborhood police officers in their work.
Neighborhood Police Officers (NPOs)
Neighborhood police officers (NPOs) are liaisons to community members within their district
and frequently meet with members to discuss crime and livability issues – they also attend community
and neighborhood association meetings to answer questions about crime trends and prevention. The
VPD has four assigned NPOs. The NPOs have also focused on graffiti abatement in neighborhoods, and
the VPD website includes information regarding who residents should contact if they find graffiti in their
neighborhoods.
Neighbors on Watch (NOW)
The VPD also operates a volunteer “Neighbors on Watch” (NOW) program as an integral part of
their community policing efforts. The objectives of NOW are to: (1) assist law enforcement through
observation of activities in neighborhoods; (2) help in reducing crime and improving the quality of life in
neighborhoods; (3) fostering cooperation between community members and law enforcement; (4)
educating citizens on crime prevention; (5) creating a high visibility, public presence in neighborhoods;
(6) unite residents for a dedicated reason ; (7) increase crime awareness among neighborhood
residents; (8) help make law enforcement more effective and productive; (9) provide a safe and secure
environment for all neighborhood residents; and (10) make a difference in the community.
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5.4 - Clark County Juvenile Court
The Clark County Juvenile Court (see http://www.clark.wa.gov/juvenile/), a division of the Clark
County Superior Court, has adopted a Balanced and Restorative Justice approach, seeking to “create a
justice system wherein the focus is not simply on short-term external control of offenders, but wherein
immediate and long-term needs of victims, community, and offenders are weighed in the balance, and
all gain tangible benefits from their interactions with the juvenile justice system.” In this system, young
offenders are held accountable, and victims and the community have opportunities to be active
participants in determining what creates meaningful accountability for a specific offense.
Specific programs in the Clark County Juvenile Court include Aggression Replacement Training
(ART) and Functional Family Therapy (FFT) – youth are selected and referred to these programs through
the Washington State (Juvenile) Risk Assessment. In addition to the youth ART class, the Juvenile Court
offers an ART class specifically designed for parents. This class provides parents with an opportunity to
see what their child is learning, and to acquire skills allowing them to respond differently to their child
and reinforce what they have learned. Functional Family Therapy focuses on children and teens at risk
or already involved with the juvenile justice system. Through clinical sessions with a trained FFT
therapist, youth and family members work to develop inner strengths and a sense of being able to
improve their situations.
Truancy Workshop
Truancy is a known risk factor for gang involvement (although the research is not entirely clear
regarding whether truancy precedes, or is a result of, gang involvement). The Clark County Juvenile
Court operates a Truancy Workshop in which youth and families attend a ninety minute workshop.
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Information regarding the Becca Law27, school attendance policies, and community resources is
provided by a Court Commissioner, Truancy Project, Juvenile, and school district staff. Following these
presentations, students and their parents/guardians meet individually with school district
representatives to sign an order to “stay” the truancy petition for 12 months and create an agreement
to address the student’s barriers to attendance and actions necessary to improve attendance. As of
April, 2012, since its inception in January of 2011, the Truancy workshop had been attended by 434
youth and their parents/guardians. An analysis of “exit surveys” of parents and youth attending the
workshop found that over 95% of respondents (both parents and youth) indicated that the workshop
was helpful and that they understand what to do next to improve school attendance.
Clark County Truancy Project (CCTP)
If the youth continues to have unexcused absences following attendance at the Truancy
Workshop, the school district may refer them to the Truancy Project at Educational Services District 112.
In this program, the youth receives a risk/needs screening (The Massachusetts Youth Screening
Inventory) to assist in identifying barriers (such as mental health and chemical dependency issues) to
their school attendance. CCTP staff then initiate a case management model tailored to each youth,
which includes regular checks on attendance. Staff check in with students at school, and if the youth is
not attending, may conduct home visits. The program also offers a variety of classes and activities to
help engage the youth in productive and positive social activities.
If attendance problems persist, youth are referred to the Clark County Community Truancy
Boards, and finally, a Judge or Court Commissioner may formally order the youth to attend school. The
youth is assigned a court staff person and volunteer mentor to provide additional support. Youth who

27

In 1995, Washington State enacted the Becca Bill, which required school districts to file truancy petitions on
youth who have 7 unexcused absences in one month or 10 in a school year.
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violate the court’s order may be held in contempt and ordered to complete Restorative Community
Service Hours or serve time in detention.
Collectively, these approaches to truancy have led to significant reductions in the number of
youth detained for truancy contempt in Clark County, with no contempt cases in 2009 and only a single
case in 2010.

5.5 – Other Community Resources
At Home At School (AHAS)
At Home At School (http://athomeatschool.org) is a program associated with the Department of
Education at Washington State University Vancouver. This program is designed to provide educational
support and social enrichment to students who are “low status” or “underserved” (i.e., youth who are
homeless, live in transitional and/or other subsidized low-income housing, qualify for free and reduced
lunches, are in foster care, are chronically ill, are English language learners, have an incarcerated parent,
have been expelled from school or have low school attendance, or who otherwise face systemic barriers
to their education) The AHAS curriculum is based on the concepts of empowerment and democratic
education and utilizes hands-on and arts-integrated learning approaches. AHAS began its programs in
2002, and in 2009-2011, served approximately 500 youth, with the following demographic
characteristics.
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Youth Served by At Home At School Program (2009-2011)
White

31.2%

Black

9.0%

Hispanic

14.0%

Asian/Pacific Islander

4.6%

Native American/Alaskan Indian

1.0%

Mixed Race/Other

9.7%

Unreported

30.5%

Washington State Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration
Youth Mentoring Program
Washington State’s Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) a division of the Department of
Social and Health Services (DSHS) operates a youth mentoring program (see
http://www.dshs.wa.gov/jra/Treatment.shtml#jra) that targets at risk youth, including those who have
families afflicted by the abuse of alcohol and other drugs, are living in foster care, and/or are in juvenile
rehabilitation. As of May, 2012, the JRA mentoring program in Clark County provided mentors for 9
youth.
Functional Family Parole (FFP)
The Washington State JRA also operates the Functional Family Parole program for offenders
ages 11-21. This program is family focused and attempts to solve individual needs. Counselors in the
program work to form an alliance with the entire family, to uncover strengths of the individual youth,
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and develop a plan to build skills that can be linked to the community and prevent recidivism. A
presentation on FFP was delivered at the February, 2012 SCTF community meeting.
Substance Abuse Prevention Coalition of Clark County (PREVENT!)
PREVENT! is a non-profit volunteer coalition of community organizations and individuals
working toward the goal of building a safe, healthy, and drug-free community in Clark County. This
organization was formed in April of 2005 and is comprised of parents, youth, business owners, medical
professionals, government, media, faith-based organizations and others. In 2007 PREVENT! received a
federal Drug Free Communities grant, providing $500,000 over a five-year period to support communitylevel prevention work in the county. PREVENT focuses on reducing substance use risk factors and
increasing substance use protective factors through creating a community culture that promotes healthy
choices; advocating for policies and regulations that protect, empower, and nurture youth, and
facilitating positive opportunities for youth to be involved in the community (see
http://preventclarkcounty.org/)
PREVENT hosts annual “Youth Prevention Leaders Summits” that have been well-attended by
youth and community members, including local and state legislators. For example, the “TC2 (Teens Care
T00)” Youth Leadership and Prevention Summit, held at Clark College on February 24, 2012, was
attended by 260 (adult and youth), with 70 volunteers and workshop presenters.
PREVENT! Has also partnered with the Clark County Sheriff’s Office and Clark County
Environmental Services in sponsoring “Drug Take Back” days (initiated by the federal government’s Drug
Enforcement Administration), aimed at reducing the amount of unused medications through safe
disposal of these items. A Drug Take Back event in April of 2012 served over 340 households and
resulted in the retrieval of 952 pounds of medical waste and 319 pounds of recyclable materials.
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Neighborhood Associations
Neighborhood associations have been officially recognized in the city of Vancouver since 1975,
and currently there are 64 neighborhood associations in the city (Clark County, Washington has an
additional 39 neighborhood associations). Not surprisingly, some of these neighborhood associations
are more active than others, and, given that gang activity in Clark County is not evenly distributed across
neighborhoods, some associations have been more focused on gangs than have others. As part of the
research for this assessment, neighborhood association websites and on-line “newsletters” (in some
cases, published monthly) were perused for information regarding gang activity and responses to such
activity. In addition, community member surveys were distributed at several neighborhood association
meetings, and as noted in Chapter 3 of this report, a relatively high percentage of community members
indicated a willingness to help in dealing with gangs and gang activity.
Partnerships for Healthy Neighborhoods (P4HN)
Partnerships for Healthy Neighborhoods (see http://www.clark.wa.gov/publichealth/community/partnerships.html) is a program operated by the Clark County Department of Public
Health which works with residents and community organizations to create neighborhood changes that
improve quality of life, with a particular focus on healthy and safe children. Based on health indicator
data and interviews with a broad cross-section of residents and community leaders, three
neighborhoods, characterized by relatively high levels of poverty, the presence of gangs and drugs, and
other problems were selected for the program. Although this program is in its preliminary stages and no
data are available, it was reported that residents who were interviewed were enthusiastic about
partnering with P4HN. This is another example of a community resource with the potential to mitigate
risk factors for gang involvement.
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Vancouver – Clark (County) Parks and Recreation Department
The Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation Department (http://www.ci.vancouver.wa.us/parksrecreation/index.asp) operates several programs that serve youth in grades K-5 and teenagers, including
after school programs, and summer and winter camps for youth.
Boys and Girls Clubs of Southwest Washington (BGC)
This organization provides a positive environment, quality programs, and lifelong learning skills
for all school age children in Vancouver and its surrounding areas, with a particular concern for youth
coming from disadvantaged circumstances (see www.mybgc.org ). There are currently three clubhouses
in the Vancouver area, with specific programs focusing on character and leadership development,
education and career development, health and life skills, the arts, and sports, fitness and recreation.
Demographic information on youth served by the BGC appears in the table below.
Youth Served by Boys and Girls Club of Southwest Washington
September 1, 2010 – August 31, 2011
Membership

2,361

Elementary age members

72%

Male

56%

Female

44%

White

60.6%

Hispanic

15.4%

Black

9.3%

Asian/Pacific Islander

3.4%

Native American

0.9%

Single-parent household

47%

Qualify free/reduced price lunch

60%
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These data indicate that the Boys and Girls Clubs are serving youth who may be particularly at
risk of gang involvement, and the specific programs offered at the clubs can have a positive impact on
protective factors. In addition to these contributions, the Executive Director of the Boys and Girls Club
serves on the Steering Committee of the SCTF; BGC clubhouses have hosted SCTF events, and Boys and
Girls Club staff have contributed to other youth programs (in particular, Back on Track; see above).
Big Brothers Big Sisters Columbia Northwest
This organization serves youth (ages 6-16) in Clark County, and the adjacent counties of Cowlitz,
Skamania, and Wahkiakum (WA); Clackamas, Marion, Multnomah, and Washington (OR). The mission of
Big Brothers/Big Sisters is to “provide children experiencing adversity with strong and enduring,
professionally supported one-to-one relationships that change their lives for the better, forever”
(http://www.bbbsnorthwest.org/site/c.5nICIMOmG8IQE/b.6770105/k.A2BD/Serving_Oregon_and_Sout
hwest_Washington_since_2002.htm). The Columbia Northwest Regional County Director of Big
Brothers Big Sisters for Clark County shared information with the SCTF at a community meeting in 2011.
The director indicates that in the 2011 calendar year, the organization served approximately 700 youth,
and as of May 3, 2012, 335 youth were being served, with referrals of youth coming from schools,
families, and social service agencies.
YWCA of Clark County
In addition to providing services and shelter for women and youth impacted by domestic
violence, and a focus on human and sex trafficking issues, the YWCA of Clark County operates the Court
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) program that serves abused and neglected youth in the court
system. The YWCA also donated their facility to house Safe Communities Task Force meetings (and
other SCTF events) and two YWCA staff (one recently retired) serve on the SCTF Steering Committee.
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National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) Vancouver Branch
The Vancouver Branch of the NAACP operates the Rites of Passage program, youth recreation
programs in cooperation with the Vancouver-Clark Parks and Recreation Department, and the Urban
Youth Program. The latter program was initiated in 1991, and currently hosts over 21 annual events for
urban students (primarily in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest). The objectives of the Urban Youth
Program include: (1) introducing urban youth to recreational camping, hiking, and environmental
education opportunities; (2) introducing urban youth to the concepts of urban forestry, environmental
justice, and careers in natural resources management; (3) to build environmental partnerships with
traditionally underserved communities in the Vancouver-Portland metropolitan area; (4) to provide
communities of color and other underserved groups with information on federal programs and services
provided by the USDA Forest Service. Public service and education are foci of the Urban Youth Program
and in 2009, 387 students enrolled in the program provided over 16,500 hours of community service on
public lands.
Latino Community Resource Group (Southwest Washington)
The Latino Community Resource Group (LCRG) is a coalition of individuals and organizations that
promote the success and empowerment of the Latino community through facilitating outreach,
education, and community connections. Although the Southwest Washington Latino Community
Resource Group does not currently offer specific programs for youth, in partnership with several other
Clark County organizations (including the Safe Communities Task Force, Evergreen and Vancouver school
districts, the Clark County Sheriff’s Office and Vancouver Police Department, YWCA, and Lutheran
Community Services) this organization holds spring and summer resource fairs. Over 400 individuals
(including parents and youth) attended the 2011 Latino Community Resource Fair.
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Dream Big Community Center
Dream Big Community Center, is a 501C3 nonprofit organization that was founded in 2004 to
help the development of adolescents in the Vancouver, Washington, and Portland, Oregon metropolitan
area. The mission of this organization is to help young people “discover and follow their dream”
through providing a safe place for youth to learn fundamentals through programs, services, and
resources (see http://www.dreambigcc.org/). From the 2008-2010 school years, Dream Big Community
Center served 551 students, with the following characteristics:
Gender
Male

51%

Female

49%

Race/Ethnicity
Black

6%

Asian

9%

American Indian

4%

Latino

44%

Pacific Islander

7%

White

6%

Other

24%

Employment-Related Resources (Workforce101)
Clark County’s Workforce101 (http://workforce101.webs.com/clarkcountyresources.htm)
provides an online resource guide to assist youth (and adults) in planning, preparing, finding, and
succeeding in a job and career. Resources for youth and young adults include apprenticeships; the
Youth Workforce Program (operated by Educational Services District (ESD) 112, serving participants ages
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16-21); Job Corps; School District Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs; the Clark County Skills
Center (a cooperative between nine Clark County School Districts and ESD 112; and Innovative Services
Northwest (a non-profit organization that assists and supports children, adults, and families who have
disabilities or other disadvantages).
The Youth Workforce Program serves approximately 400 Clark County youth each year, assisting
them with obtaining a high school diploma or GED, career counseling, secondary school or training
program options, and internships (see www.esd112.org/ywp).
However, a difficult issue in Clark County (as in other areas of the United States) is that of youth
who are undocumented and cannot get jobs.

Clark County Parent Project (Educational Services District 112)
The Parent Project is a program designed to serve parents of difficult or out-of-control
adolescents. In order to address issues of poor school performance, substance use, violence and other
problematic behaviors, the program helps parents learn and practice identification, prevention, and
intervention strategies. The program consists of 10 weekly sessions and support groups where parents
practice newly acquired skills and techniques. From 2010-2012, a total of 132 parents had enrolled
and/or attended at least one Parent Project class, with the following demographic characteristics.
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Clark County Parent Project – Demographic Characteristics of Participants (2010-2012)
Gender
Male

34.8%

Female

65.2%

Race/Ethnicity
White

79.5%

African-American

3.8%

Asian/Pacific Islander

3.0%

Hispanic

6.8%

Native-American

5.3%

Language Spoken at Home
English

73.5%

Spanish

1.5%

Not Reported

25.0%

Marital Status
Married

40.2%

Separated/Divorced

39.4%

Never Married

15.2%

Widowed

2.3%

Not Reported

3.0%

N

132
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Innovative Services NW
Innovative Services NW (see http://www.innovativeservicesnw.org) is a non-profit organization
that assists and supports children, adults, and families in Clark County who have disabilities or other
disadvantages. The organization offers a continuum of services including therapy and childcare for
children, employment training and job support for teenagers and adults, and intervention, education,
and support for families. Among the specific programs offered by Innovative Services NW that target atrisk youth is the “Transitions” program, which offers current and former foster youth, ages 15-24, a
combination of group instruction and individualized case management services to assist with lifeplanning, education and employment support, and communication and relationship building.
Lutheran Community Services Northwest
Lutheran Community Services Northwest (see http://lcsnw.org/vancouver) offers a number of
programs that address problems of youth and their families. The Immigration Counseling and Advocacy
Program provides comprehensive immigration legal assistance for immigrants living in Washington and
Oregon, assisting them in moving towards citizenship (the program offers services in English, Spanish,
Russian, and Vietnamese). This organization also offers English as Second Language classes and more
specific Citizenship classes.
Youth Suicide Prevention Program
The Youth Suicide Prevention Program (http://www.yspp.org) provides trainings, community
presentations, technical support and coalition building. Mary Jadwisiak, a field coordinator for this
organization, delivered a presentation to the SCTF community meeting on January 13, 2012). At this
meeting, Jadwisiak noted that there had been four youth suicides in less than 12 months in the
community.
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The Children’s Center
The Children’s Center serves children, youth and families through comprehensive communitybased mental health services.
Sea Mar Community Health Center
This community-based organization, committed to providing quality, comprehensive health and
human services was founded in 1978. The Vancouver Behavioral Health Center has provided behavioral
(including mental and chemical dependency) health services to children, youth, and adults since 2000.
211 Info
211 Info (www.211info.org) is a call center and online site for assistance with a variety of social
services, and includes a comprehensive database of community resources. The organization is funded
by the United Way of Clark County and other grants; there are in-house translators for Spanish and
Russian speakers.
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THIN LINE (BY JONNY LOPEZ)
I did not choose to be born,
But I feel like there’s a purpose,
I’m trying to find it,
But it’s hiding,
And I feel like I can’t do this.
I’m walkin’ a thin line,
Trying to keep myself from falling,
It keeps getting harder and harder,
As the wind keeps blowing.
If I put my hands down,
My balance will be lost,
And the next thing that I’ll feel,
Is my body drop.
As I walk the wire,
A raven stops in front,
He says “I have a message”
“and it’s from the evil one”
“he wants for you to fall”,
“he says he’ll fix your problems”
“but come now soon and don’t be late”
Then from the corner of my eye,
I see something fly with the color white and bright;
He lands on my shoulder,
And says “I’ve been sent up from the sky”
“don’t listen to him my child”
“don’t fall into their trap”
“If you go and take that path”
“they will stab you in the back”
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“that’s not true”, the raven says,
“trust us kid and come with me”
“we really do care for you”,
“we’ll prove it to you come and see”
“son, don’t listen to him please”,
“you know what’s wrong”,
“and you know what’s right”,
“but it’s up to you to pick”
“how you’ll win this fight.”
“Let’s step aside now raven”,
“and let the child choose”,
“but please listen to me son”,
“If you go with them you lose”
“both of you now leave”
“I want to hear from you no more”
“I will choose if I go down”,
“Or walk through heaven’s door.”
As they vanish,
I am thinkin’,
What should I do,
Years later,
Or maybe not, if it’s too late,
There will be a part two.

** Reprinted with the permission of Jonny Lopez.
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Appendix 1 – Media and Safe Communities Task Force Accounts of Gang-Related Incidents

May 2012
•

Members of the Safe Streets Task Force, Clark County Sheriff’s Office and SWAT assisted
Portland gang unit in arrest of 2 individuals from Vancouver, members of the TEPA gang, who
were involved in recent Portland shooting (SSTF, May update).

•

15 year old member of TEPA 13 Sureno gang arrested by SSFT for involvement in stabbing of
another individual on April 23, 2011.

April 2012
•

Gang problems in East Vancouver (Northeast 28th and 138th Ave.) with a new gang set, RMH
(Real Money Hustlers). Members of this group do not claim to be Surenos, but share some of
the same characteristics, and are involved with prostitution (SCTF meeting minutes, April, 2012).

•

Portland influence – some North Portland families with school age children are moving to
Vancouver to escape the gang violence in that city, but may bring influences of gang life with
them (SCTF meeting minutes, April, 2012).

•

Seeing increasing presence of gang involved (Pacific) Islanders (SCTF meeting minutes, April,
2012)

•

Gang issues in Russian/Ukrainian community not being addressed effectively. Difficulty gaining
cooperation of community members and crimes are not being reported (SCTF meeting minutes,
April, 2012).

•

26-year old Vancouver man, described as member of Surenos, sentenced to 8 years prison for
possession of methamphetamine with intent to distribute and possession of a firearm during a
drug trafficking crime. Jose Arreola-Rayes had prior convictions for domestic violence as well as
illegally entering the United States following deportation (Columbian, April 23, 2012).

March 2012
•

Gunfire broke out in Northeast Portland after gang enforcement team approached a house. 23rd
gang shooting of the year in Portland (Mather, March 13, 2012).

February 2012
•

Brown Pride Locos are the fastest growing gang in Vancouver (consist primarily of younger,
middle and high school students). Surenos and Nortenos in daily conflict; recent incident at
Fort Vancouver High School involving a person with a sawed-off shotgun. Not as much gang
graffiti as there was at this time last year (SCTF meeting minutes, February, 2012).

•

Vancouver Police Department Patrol responded to large gang disturbance (Surenos vs.
Nortenos) at Vancouver Mall (Safe Streets Task Force Update, May, 2011).
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January 2012
•

Safe Streets Task Force being reduced in size due to termination of grant funding. Could result in
problems for gang suppression efforts (SCTF meeting minutes, January, 2011).

•

15 bullets hit house at 5 a.m. on Northeast 48th Ave., in Portland. Sixth suspected gang shooting
in Portland in last 40 hours (Bernstein, January 10, 2012).

•

Multnomah County jury indicts 2 brothers, 18 year old Samuel Vasquez, and 16 year old Ezequiel
Vasquez of Woodland, WA, and 15 year old Josefina Ramirez (Portland) on aggravated murder
charges related to killing of 13-year old Julio Marquez (Bernstein, January 20, 2012).

•

Increase of gang-related graffiti in East Vancouver; Bloods, Crips, Nortenos and Surenos all
active in small area near Evergreen High School. Gang recruitment also increasing. Elevated
problems in Portland with Rollin 60s Crips, with impact on Clark County (SCTF meeting minutes,
January, 2011).

December 2011
•

School Resource Officers doing a good job of identifying gang-affected students in Vancouver
Public Schools. Increased gang activity in East Vancouver due to Portland influence, and
ongoing rival between Portland-based gangs is carrying over to Vancouver. Five guns taken off
the street by Vancouver Police Department (SCFT meeting minutes, December, 2011).

•

31 members or associates of (Portland) Rolling 60s Crips arrested on federal charges ranging
from drug possession to felon in possession of firearm or outstanding warrants. The Portland
police gang team was called out 100 times in 2011. 402 total gang arrests in Portland in 2011,
and 8 gang-related homicides, 7 of which remain unsolved (Tomlinson, December 21, 2011).

October 2011
•

Heroin problem is worsening in Clark County, including among high school students. Heroin is
cheaper, and easier to get access to, than some other drugs. Synthetic drugs also a serious issue
in Clark County schools (SCTF meeting minutes, October, 2011).

September 2011
•

Gang members taken into custody in the summer are being released now; activity increasing
now that school is in session (SCTF meeting minutes, September, 2011)

•

13 year old 8th grade student Julio Marquez becomes youngest gang-involved homicide victim in
Portland in at least a decade; died from blunt force trauma and gunshot wounds (Bernstein,
September 9, 2011).

August 2011
•

Some gang members removed from the streets before school ended, so summer has been
relatively quiet. The Villas are no longer a predominant spot for Latino gangs, but a few AfricanAmerican gang members filling the void. Shots fired in the parking lot of the Villas (SCTF
meeting minutes, August, 2011).\
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July 2011
•

Gang issues intensifying in Portland. For some gang-involved youth and adults, Vancouver
sometimes seen as a safe zone – members move from Portland to Vancouver (SCTF meeting
minutes, July, 2011).

•

Increased gang activity on the east side of Vancouver, in the Evergreen High School area.
Norteno/Sureno violence has decreased somewhat, but still continues. Gang activity increasing
in the Fruit Valley area between 4th Plain Blvd. and 39th St. The Juggalos have essentially been
run out of Vancouver (SCTF meeting minutes, July, 2011).

June 2011
•

Three search warrants for graffiti served in the Fruit Valley neighborhood. Several other graffiti
incidents, including on State (Highway) Route 500 near St. John’s Road, and Columbia River High
School (SCTF meeting minutes, June 2011).

•

Reported that Portland gang violence response team had 41 callouts to gang-related violence
(compared with 40 callouts through the end of June in 2010 and 34 through the end of June
2009) (Bernstein, June 11, 2011).

May 2011
•

Two men (20 and 17 years of age) allegedly involved in drive-by shooting in Portland arrested in
Clark County (Albrecht, June 6, 2011).

April 2011
•

Increase (described as ‘unseasonal’ by Vancouver Police Department Corporal Duane Boynton)
in graffiti, with a targeting of the Vancouver Land Bridge over Highway 14. However, not all of
the graffiti is necessarily associated with gang members (Damewood, April 4, 2011).

March-April 2011
•

Three teenagers killed in Portland between March 19 and April 22 (gang-related) (Oregonian ,
April 22, 2011).

March 2011
•

Female victim in Todd Road shooting released from hospital. She is still active in the gang
lifestyle but no longer feels safe or secure in her neighborhood, so they are looking for a new
place to stay. The male victim (Carlos Menerez) is paralyzed, and is being taken to the
University of Washington Spinal Center for treatment. Neither the male nor female victims are
cooperating with the police investigation, but their families are cooperating. (SCTF meeting
minutes, March, 2011).

•

Three different gangs have been spreading graffiti near the 4th Plain and Grand Ave. area. A
female gang, the Brown Pride Locas, currently adding members. These underage girls are
victimized sexually by male gang members (SCTF meeting minutes, March, 2011).
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•

Vancouver police arrest three people accused of stealing a car and ramming two other vehicles
in what may be a gang-related incident (Kern, March 7, 2011).

February 2011
•

Increase in gang problems, including considerable amount of graffiti, in Harney Heights
neighborhood (SCTF meeting minutes, February, 2011).

January 2011
•

Gang-related drive-by shooting in 2000 Block of Todd Road, victims were 18 year-old man and
15 year old female (Albrecht, January 25, 2011).

October 2010
•

Two brothers (ages 29 and 27), both members of Surenos street gang with extensive criminal
histories, sentenced to 10 years and 5 years, 10 months for conspiracy to distribute
methamphetamine (Rice, October 23, 2010).

•

2 alleged gang associates, arrested in Vancouver and Portland on attempted murder charges for
the roles in a possible Crips vs. Bloods drive-by-shooting in Portland which occurred on the same
day as a funeral for a gang member (Branton, October 22, 2010).

August 2010
•

18-year old Vancouver gang member who stabbed 13 year old boy charged with attempted
murder (McVicker, August 10, 2010).

July 2010
•

Graffiti painted on walls of restroom at Klineline pond. Number of graffiti incidents for 2009 at
133 (compared to 216 for all of 2009) (Albrecht, July 20, 2010).

December 2009
•

Police searching for Miguel Andrew Torres-Izazaga, 19, known gang member from Beaverton,
OR. Went to victim’s apartment to purchase marijuana, and beat victim with a pipe or small bat.
Has outstanding warrants on charges of second-degree murder and robbery (Albrecht,
December 18, 2009).

•

Fatal gang and drug-related shooting outside convenience store in Rose Village (Albrecht,
December 18, 2009).

November 2009
•

16 year old gang member arrested in shooting of another teenager after fight at Vancouver
Ballroom involving Portland (and possibly some Vancouver) gang members (Lincoln Park Bloods,
Unthank Park Bloods, Rolling 60s Crips and Hoover Crips (Branton, March 13, 2010)
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September 2009
•

Shawn Goldfinch, 27, member of Nortenos street gang, arrested by members of Safe Streets
Task Force on multiple charges of selling crack and cocaine. Sentenced to eight years in prison
in April, 2010 (Albrecht, April 30, 2010).

February 2009
•

Tony Hernandez, 32, admitted member of Surenos street gang, with 12 previous convictions for
serious crime, arrested for selling methamphetamine in parking lot of Fred Meyer store on
Southeast Mill Plain Blvd. Sentenced to seven years in prison and five years supervised release
in December, 2009 (Albright, December 12, 2009).

November 2008
•

Michael Harvey 25, gang member (Skinheads), charged with first-degree attempted assault and
third-degree assault for attack on Joshua Smith. Sentenced to 14 years in prison in November,
2009 (McVicker, November 13, 2009). Two co-defendants (Jeremiah Anderson, 20, and Shawn
Rogers, members of Juggalos), sentenced to 10 and 2 years in prison, respectively (McVicker,
December 11, 2009).

July 2008
•

Vancouver police responded to reports of a possible gang fight involving bats and guns in Burton
area (Branton, July 19, 2008).

June 2008
•

Luis Rangel, 18, Sureno gang member, and man he stabbed, Francisco Lopez, 20, Norteno gang
member, get into fight at Clark County jail after inadvertently placed in same area (Branton,
June 7, 2008).

April 2008
•

Vancouver police officer discovered gang graffiti spray-painted on a fence in Rose Village
neighborhood. Graffiti also contained anti-police messages (Carinci, April 8, 2008).

March 2008
•

Graffiti sprouting up in East Vancouver (McVicker, March 19, 2008).

January/February 2008
•

Vancouver police receive 22 reports of tagging (McVicker, March 19, 2008).

October 2007
•

Surenos gang member Orlin Antonio Campos Cerna (then 17 years of age) shot and killed rival
(Norteno) gang member (after firing gun nine times at victim Jose Avilas (34 years of age)) on
October 11, 2007. Sentenced to 55 years in prison (McVicker, March 3, 2010)
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•

Benjamin Phathanasack, 23, member of street gang (unspecified) sold cocaine to undercover
officer (previously sold drugs to undercover informant on three occasions). Sentenced to 18
months in prison in June, 2008 (Columbian, June 7, 2008).

•

A Washington State legislative work group on gang-related crime held a public hearing in
Vancouver (Durbin, October 14, 2007).

September 2007
•

Gang-related fight at Fort Vancouver High School, results in suspension or expulsion of 20
students (Durbin, October 16, 2007). Since the start of the 2007 school year, 10 to 15 offcampus fights between Fort Vancouver students (Raferty, October 2, 2007). Some allegations
that incidents are racially motivated (Hispanics vs. Blacks). Vancouver Police Cpl. Duane
Boynton reports that he started noticing trouble in the summer, including increased graffiti and
increased gang activity at Evergreen Park (close to Fort Vancouver High School) (Adams,
October 2, 2007).

•

Kent Covarubia, 20-year old Hispanic man, shot in the arm at Evergreen Park (Durbin, January 6,
2008).

August 2007
•

Two allegedly gang-related shootings in Vancouver (Raferty, October 2, 2007)

July 2007
•

Luis Rangel, 18, Sureno gang member, stabbed Francisco Lopez, 20, Norteno gang member.
Rangel sentenced to 18 years in prison for attempted first degree murder in June, 2008. One of
co-defendants, Ovidio Perez, sentenced to 17 years in prison as accomplice to attempted first
degree murder in May, 2008 (Rice, June 7, 2008).

January/February 2007
•

Vancouver police receive 14 reports of tagging (McVicker, March 19, 2008).

July 2006
•

Clark County joins 13 federal and local law enforcement agencies in new metropolitan area task
force aimed at addressing gang crime (Hamilton, July 8, 2006). Task force includes membership
from the FBI; the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives; the Portland,
Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro, Milwaukie, and Vancouver police departments; the U.S.
Attorney; and prosecuting attorneys for Clark, Multnomah, Washington, and Clackamas
counties.

April 2005
•

Police make four arrests in case of a gang-related (involving Surenos and Nortenos) shooting
that injured a 17-year old boy in the Rosemere neighborhood.
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August 2004
•

Drive-by shooting suspect apprehended after a four-hour standoff with sheriff’s deputies and
SWAT officers. Angel Barasa, 28 and Eddie Otero, 30, arrested for attempted murder. Police
declined to say whether incident was gang-related (Branton, August 27, 2004).

July 2002
•

Shooting involving gang members at party (Olsen, August 2, 2002).

May 2002
•

Vancouver police arrest alleged gang member suspected of trafficking in illegal drugs (marijuana
and methamphetamine) and stolen guns (Branton, May 3, 2002).

March 2002
•

Report that Vancouver is home to a chapter of Hammerskin Nation “the largest and most
dangerous Skinhead group today. Vancouver also has a chapter of the supremacist group
Sigrdrifa “the premier voice of the proud white woman” (Herrington, March 26, 2002).

July 2001
•

Beating of black male by three men who shouted racial slurs. One of assailants was a selfproclaimed skinhead (Herrington, March 26, 2002).

January 2001
•

Estimated that Clark County is home to approximately 1,500 gang-affected individuals (in
roughly 65 groups) according to Scott Wilcox, parole and probation officer (Vogt, January 5,
2001).

October 2000
•

At Vancouver City Council meeting, law enforcement spokesmen report that since the
establishment of the Gang Task Force, they have been able to document 525 gang members.
Also reported that there has been an increase in the number of gang sets, from approximately
75 in 1997 to 200 in 2000 (most sets have fewer than 10 members) (Mize, October 17, 2000).

December 1999
•

Two gang-related arrests in which large amounts of cocaine and amphetamine seized. Arrests
took place within 1,000 feet of Fruit Valley and Ellsworth elementary schools (Mize, October 17,
2000).

July 1999
•

Report of spray paint (graffiti) attack at Waterworks Park (Koeninger, July 19, 1998).
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February 1999
•

Joshua Gibson, 18, and Douglas Gaughan, members of Crips gang known as III Street, arrested
for tagging at Grandmaw Gummi Bears (3201 E. Fourth Plain Blvd.). (Branton, February 21,
1999)

February 1998
•

In past decade, approximately 100 individuals have died as a result of gang-related violence in
Portland. Police estimate more than 2,500 people in up to 600 gangs in Portland (Frazier,
February 12, 1998).

July 1997
•

A 21-year-old Milwaukie, Ore., gang associate believed to have fired a pistol shot that grazed a
woman’s hand in Orchards. The next evening, as large crowds gathered for the July 4
celebration near Fort Vancouver park, he allegedly fired a shot into the air and was arrested
(Branton, September 5, 1997)

•

A Clark County gang associate arrested for firing into a woman’s car in the West Linn, Ore., area
(Branton, September 5, 1997).

June 1997
•

Vancouver gang affiliates start a fight that leads to the shooting death of Kenneth Shanafelt
(Branton, September 5, 1997)

April 1997
•

16-year-old male who claimed to be a member of the Laos Boys Bloods arrested at Evergreen
High School for allegedly menacing another male with an axe (Branton, September 5, 1997).

February 1997
•

Vancouver police arrested five young men after a home invasion robbery; some of the suspects
claimed to be associated with gangs (Branton, September 5, 1997).

January 1996
•

Attempted murder of 50-year-old Pedro Campos Mendoza near Harney Elementary school
possibly gang-related (he may not have been intended target). Victim’s son associated with XIV
Bloods gang (Branton & Sisson, January 31, 1996).

October 1995
•

Leopold Martin, 17, associate of Crips gang members, stabbed a 20-year old male in the temple
with a corkscrew, permanently disabling him. Martin was sentenced to 20 years in prison
(Branton, May 6, 1997).
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January 1995
•

Conflict between two groups at Evergreen High School results in a beating and recovery of
loaded gun across the street. Individuals involved claim affiliation with the Bloods and Crips
(Branton, January 12, 1995).

1994
•

13 hate crimes in Clark County in 1994, including crimes against African-Americans, Latinos, and
gays/lesbians (Westfall, August 16, 1995).

December 1994
•

Kidnapping and assault of man who wanted to get out of gang by several Crips gang members
(Branton, January 6, 1995).

May 1994
•

Seven individuals, some of whom claimed affiliation with the Satanis or STS gang, held up a Plaid
Pantry convenience store in Cascade Park. One of the robbers, 20 years of age, dragged a
bystander into the store and shot him in the head, permanently disabling him (Branton, May 6,
1997).

March 1994
•

17-year-old Alex Shorrod Shipp shot and killed 18-year old Ronald Mack Paige Jr. in Vancouver –
both the victim and killer associated with street gangs (Branton, May 6, 1997).
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Appendix 2 – Detailed School-Level Data
Clark County Middle and High School Characteristics (2010-2011)

Vancouver School District
Bullying/100

Fights/100

Alc/100 Drugs/100

Knives/100

Guns

Columbia R HS

0.6

1.5

0.0

0.0

.23

0

Ft. Vancouver HS

2.6

4.4

0.6

1.9

.43

0

Hudson Bay HS

1.1

2.6

7.3

2.0

.67

0

Lewis & Clark HS

0.3

0.0

0.0

2.5

.31

0

Skyview HS

0.4

1.4

0.3

0.9

.10

0

Alki MS

0.8

2.7

0.0

0.0

.28

0

Discovery MS

3.6

7.5

0.0

2.0

.64

0

Gaiser MS

4.8

7.8

0.1

0.3

.33

0

Jason Lee MS

2.8

11.8

0.0

1.0

.52

0

Jefferson MS

0.5

1.6

0.1

0.1

0

0

McLoughlin MS

2.9

8.6

0.0

0.4

.60

0

Evergreen School District
Bullying/100

Fights/100

Alc/100 Drugs/100

Knives/100

Guns

Evergreen HS

0.8

2.3

0.1

3.1

.27

1

Heritage HS

4.5

5.2

0.3

2.5

.30

0

Legacy HS

3.6

2.0

0.0

0.8

.00

0

Mountain View HS

2.3

1.4

0.1

2.6

.11

0

Union HS

0.7

1.8

0.6

1.9

.25

0

Cascade MS

1.2

5.6

0.0

1.5

.87

0

Covington MS

4.5

8.1

0.1

2.0

.48

0

Frontier MS

6.9

8.6

0.1

0.7

.61

0

Pacific MS

3.1

3.7

0.2

0.4

.18

0

Shahala MS

2.4

4.2

0.1

0.3

.36

0

WyEast MS

6.5

4.5

0.0

1.6

.68

0
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Healthy Youth Survey Data – Individual Schools
High School # 1 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 1
10.5%
78.8%
10.9%
7.8%
30.3%
15.2%

Difference
+ 4.2%
- 6.2%
+ 0.8%
+ 1.0%
+ 4.7%
+ 5.9%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 1
56.1%
29.4%
14.7%
45.0%

Difference
+ 14.2%
- 5.0%
- 3.5%
+ 10.5%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 1 Difference
53.3%
- 17.8%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 1 Difference
43.8%
+ 4.5%
38.1%
+ 1.3%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 1 Difference
50.0%
- 5.6%
43.5%
- 9.2%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 1 Difference
57.3%
+ 9.9%
34.5%
- 3.3%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 1 Difference
53.6%
- 8.2%
49.1%
- 9.3%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 1
43.3%
37.5%
46.8%
40.4%
48.6%
32.3%
55.0%
43.0%

Difference
+ 4.2%
+ 10.9%
+ 10.1%
+ 3.7%
+ 5.4%
+ 3.0%
+ 7.1%
- 1.7%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 1
45.0%
65.2%
43.9%

Difference
- 11.6%
- 4.3%
- 9.9%
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High School # 2 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 2
6.7%
82.3%
8.3%
4.5%
20.1%
4.5%

Difference
+ 0.4%
- 2.3%
- 1.8%
- 2.3%
- 5.4%
- 4.8%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 2
34.0%
29.4%
17.5%
27.5%

Difference
- 7.9%
- 5.0%
- 0.7%
- 7.0%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 2 Difference
80.4%
+ 9.3%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 2 Difference
29.2%
- 10.1%
25.9%
- 10.9%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 2 Difference
62.4%
+ 6.8%
59.2%
+ 6.5%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 2 Difference
49.7%
+ 2.3%
37.8%
0.0%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 2 Difference
54.6%
-7.2%
51.1%
- 7.3%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 2
36.2%
17.1%
29.5%
25.7%
30.2%
19.9%
41.1%
39.4%

Difference
- 2.9%
- 9.5%
- 7.2%
- 11.0%
- 13.0%
- 23.3%
- 9.1%
- 5.3%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 2
63.2%
79.7%
60.5%

Difference
+ 6.6%
+ 10.2%
+ 6.7%
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High School # 3 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 3
7.2%
75.0%
11.4%
6.3%
36.4%
17.6%

Difference
+ 0.9%
- 9.6%
+ 1.3%
- 0.5%
+ 10.8%
+ 8.3%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 3
52.3%
55.9%
12.6%
52.8%

Difference
+ 10.4%
+ 11.5%
- 5.6%
+ 18.3%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 3 Difference
60.2%
- 10.9%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 3 Difference
48.4%
+ 9.1%
50.4%
+ 13.6%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 3 Difference
44.1%
- 11.5%
25.8%
- 26.9%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 3 Difference
57.5%
+ 10.1%
38.3%
+ 0.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 3 Difference
55.5%
- 6.3%
52.0%
- 6.4%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 3
52.0%
48.6%
54.6%
51.2%
55.9%
44.3%
69.9%
47.6%

Difference
+ 12.9%
+ 22.0%
+ 17.9%
+ 14.5%
+ 12.7%
+ 15.3%
+ 22.0%
+ 2.9%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 3
52.0%
63.7%
41.8%

Difference
- 4.6%
- 5.8%
- 12.0%
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High School # 4 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 4
4.7%
76.9%
12.9%
6.3%
26.3%
7.8%

Difference
- 1.6%
- 7.7%
+ 1.8%
- 0.5%
+ 0.7%
- 1.5%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 4
40.8%
31.3%
15.5%
27.5%

Difference
- 1.1%
- 3.1%
- 2.7%
- 7.0%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 4 Difference
79.6%
+ 8.5%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 4 Difference
33.3%
- 6.0%
31.0%
- 5.8%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 4 Difference
44.1%
- 11.5%
25.8%
- 26.9%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 4 Difference
57.5%
+ 10.1%
38.3%
+ 0.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 4 Difference
55.4%
- 0.2%
52.9%
+ 0.2%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 4
36.3%
22.1%
33.7%
34.3%
41.9%
25.3%
37.6%
38.1%

Difference
- 2.8%
- 4.5%
- 3.0%
- 2.4%
- 1.3%
- 3.7%
- 10.3%
- 6.6%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 4
59.1%
67.4%
65.9%

Difference
+ 2.5%
- 2.1%
+ 12.1%
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High School # 7 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 7
5.6%
82.6%
7.9%
7.5%
30.5%
10.2%

Difference
- 0.7%
- 2.0%
- 2.2%
+ 0.7%
+ 4.9%
+ 0.9%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 7
46.6%
39.8%
20.1%
40.6%

Difference
+ 4.7%
+ 5.4%
+ 1.9%
+ 6.1%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 7 Difference
62.9%
- 8.2%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 7 Difference
40.1%
+ 0.8%
41.4%
+ 4.6%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 7 Difference
50.6%
- 5.0%
40.5%
-10.2%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 7 Difference
46.4%
- 1.0%
35.8%
- 2.0%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 7 Difference
59.3%
- 2.5%
54.1%
- 4.3%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 7
44.6%
31.3%
43.4%
47.6%
57.2%
37.7%
48.6%
52.2%

Difference
+ 5.5%
+ 1.7%
+ 6.7%
+ 10.9%
+ 14.0%
+ 8.7%
+ 0.7%
+ 7.5%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 7
51.9%
65.3%
46.5%

Difference
- 4.7%
- 4.2%
- 7.3%
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High School # 8 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 8
7.4%
81.1%
14.9%
6.5%
31.5%
13.0%

Difference
+ 1.1%
- 3.5%
+ 4.8%
- 0.3%
+ 5.9%
+ 3.7%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 8
50.5%
46.6%
15.1%
49.5%

Difference
+ 8.6%
+ 12.2%
- 3.1%
+ 15.0%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 8 Difference
58.1%
- 13.0%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 8 Difference
47.8%
+ 8.5%
34.0%
- 2.8%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 8 Difference
44.8%
- 10.8%
38.1%
- 14.6%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 8 Difference
54.2%
+ 6.8%
45.2%
+ 7.4%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 8 Difference
57.8%
- 4.0%
48.1%
- 10.3%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 8
39.2%
35.5%
48.0%
39.3%
46.2%
33.5%
50.5%
45.8%

Difference
+ 0.1%
+ 8.9%
+ 11.3%
+ 2.6%
+ 3.0%
+ 4.5%
+ 2.6%
+ 1.1%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 8
49.2%
61.2%
51.6%

Difference
- 7.4%
- 8.3%
- 2.2%
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High School # 9 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 9
6.2%
88.4%
10.5%
6.1%
28.5%
5.0%

Difference
- 0.1%
+ 3.8%
+ 0.4%
- 0.7%
+ 2.9%
- 4.3%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 9
47.5%
28.5%
11.7%
33.3%

Difference
+ 5.6%
- 5.9%
- 6.5%
- 1.2%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 9 Difference
66.3%
- 4.8%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 9 Difference
43.1%
- 0.7%
37.2%
+ 0.4%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 9 Difference
51.2%
- 4.4%
45.3%
- 7.4%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 9 Difference
52.8%
+ 5.4%
39.0%
+ 1.2%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 9 Difference
51.2%
- 4.4%
45.3%
- 7.4%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 9
35.6%
21.1%
42.0%
39.1%
42.6%
27.7%
39.7%
38.6%

Difference
- 3.5%
- 5.5%
+ 5.3%
+ 2.4%
- 0.6%
- 1.3%
- 8.2%
- 6.7%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 9
47.1%
67.2%
53.9%

Difference
- 9.5%
- 2.3%
+ 0.1%
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High School # 10 – Grade 10 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 10
8.6%
87.8%
10.8%
6.8%
22.9%
9.0%

Difference
+ 2.3%
+ 3.2%
+ 0.7%
0.0%
- 2.7%
- 0.3%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 10
37.0%
36.2%
15.0%
34.1%

Difference
- 4.9%
+ 1.8%
- 3.2%
- 0.4%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 10 Difference
75.6%
+ 4.5%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 10 Difference
38.8%
- 0.5%
35.2%
- 1.6%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 10 Difference
56.6%
+ 1.0%
53.8%
+ 1.1%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 10 Difference
38.3%
- 9.1%
35.5%
- 2.3%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 10 Difference
68.5%
+ 6.7%
63.4%
+ 5.0%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 10
36.3%
25.9%
39.8%
40.2%
48.5%
30.7%
40.4%
41.8%

Difference
- 2.8%
- 0.7%
+ 2.1%
+ 3.5%
+ 5.2%
+ 1.7%
- 7.5%
- 2.9%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 10
64.0%
69.3%
58.3%

Difference
+ 7.4%
- 0.2%
+ 4.5%
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High School # 1 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 1
4.4%
84.1%
12.1%
9.5%
23.3%
11.0%

Difference
- 0.8%
- 4.0%
+ 2.3%
- 0.3%
+ 3.7%
+ 5.3%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 1
49.4%
39.5%
21.6%
34.8%

Difference
- 0.8%
+ 1.4%
- 1.0%
+ 2.3%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 1 Difference
67.1%
- 8.9%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 1 Difference
47.4%
+ 8.6%
45.5%
+ 9.1%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 1 Difference
61.5%
+ 7.8%
48.5%
- 1.2%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 1 Difference
52.9%
+ 3.8%
27.0%
- 9.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 1 Difference
64.0%
0.0%
47.7%
+ 2.4%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 1
44.0%
36.7%
60.3%
42.7%
52.6%
37.5%
63.1%
43.0%

Difference
- 4.0%
+ 8.8%
+ 22.4%
+ 5.2%
+ 10.0%
+ 9.0%
+ 15.2%
+ 8.3%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 1 Difference
43.2%
- 11.8%
53.5%
- 0.5%
50.7%
+ 1.8%
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High School # 2 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 2
5.8%
94.3%
10.1%
5.2%
17.6%
12.2%

Difference
+ 0.6%
+ 6.2%
+ 0.9%
- 1.9%
- 2.0%
+ 6.5%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 2
45.4%
41.2%
18.6%
30.9%

Difference
- 4.8%
+ 2.9%
- 4.0%
- 1.6%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 2 Difference
86.5%
+ 10.5%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 2 Difference
37.2%
- 1.6%
38.1%
+ 1.7%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 2 Difference
53.5%
- 0.2%
50.0%
+ 0.3%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 2 Difference
49.5%
+ 0.4%
37.9%
+ 1.4%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 2 Difference
63.2%
- 0.8%
33.7%
- 11.6%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of anti-social behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards anti-social behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 2
42.2%
23.1%
38.5%
39.6%
42.9%
23.3%
44.1%
31.1%

Difference
- 5.8%
- 4.8%
+ 0.6%
+ 1.7%
+ 0.3%
- 5.2%
- 4.2%
- 3.6%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 2
56.7%
60.6%
50.6%

Difference
+ 1.7%
+ 6.6%
+ 3.1%
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High School # 3 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 3
11.2%
71.7%
22.0%
16.1%
36.0%
12.0%

Difference
+ 6.0%
- 16.4%
+ 12.2%
+ 8.8%
+ 16.4%
+ 6.3%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 3
70.1%
52.3%
23.4%
50.5%

Difference
+ 19.9%
+ 14.2%
+ 0.8%
+ 18.0%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 3 Difference
64.2%
- 11.8%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 3 Difference
56.9%
+ 18.1%
47.7%
+ 11.3%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 3 Difference
48.1%
- 5.7%
41.2%
- 8.5%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 3 Difference
51.0%
+ 1.9%
52.8%
+ 16.3%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 3 Difference
55.2%
- 8.8%
27.6%
- 17.7%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 3
51.5%
39.0%
55.6%
38.2%
56.4%
29.9%
60.4%
37.3%

Difference
+ 3.5%
+ 11.2%
+ 17.7%
+ 0.3%
+ 13.8%
+ 1.4%
+ 12.1%
+ 2.6%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 3
29.0%
43.1%
39.1%

Difference
- 26.0%
- 10.9%
- 8.4%
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High School # 4 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 4
4.5%
81.4%
6.9%
4.1%
17.8%
6.2%

Difference
- 0.7%
- 6.7%
- 2.9%
- 3.2%
- 1.8%
- 1.1%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 4
42.6%
34.5%
23.3%
25.3%

Difference
- 7.6%
- 3.6%
+ 0.7%
- 7.2%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 4 Difference
76.7%
+ 0.7%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 4 Difference
34.3%
- 4.5%
37.8%
+ 1.4%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 4 Difference
56.5%
+ 2.8%
48.6%
- 1.1%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 4 Difference
45.5%
- 3.6%
31.8%
- 4.7%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 4 Difference
60.8%
- 3.2%
32.4%
- 12.9%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors

148
Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 4
46.9%
16.3%
31.5%
33.3%
37.9%
23.7%
45.6%
30.9%

Difference
- 1.1%
- 11.6%
- 6.4%
- 4.6%
- 4.7%
- 4.8%
- 2.7%
- 3.8%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 4
60.0%
52.0%
50.7%

Difference
+ 5.0%
- 2.0%
+ 3.2%

149
High School # 5 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 5
12.1%
89.7%
17.1%
10.3%
31.4%
7.3%

Difference
+ 6.9%
+ 1.6%
+ 8.3%
+ 3.0%
+ 11.8%
+ 1.6%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 5
65.2%
55.6%
28.9%
52.3%

Difference
+ 15.2%
+ 17.5%
+ 6.3%
+ 19.8%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 5 Difference
62.2%
- 13.8%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 5 Difference
55.3%
+ 16.5%
73.9%
+ 37.5%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 5 Difference
46.2%
- 7.5%
33.3%
- 16.4%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 5 Difference
72.7%
+ 23.6%
47.8%
+ 11.3%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 5 Difference
57.8%
- 6.2%
69.6%
+ 24.3%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 5
63.1%
58.1%
69.8%
57.5%
52.4%
51.3%
79.6%
37.5%

Difference
+ 15.1%
+ 30.2%
+ 31.9%
+ 19.6%
+ 9.8%
+ 22.8%
+ 31.3%
+ 2.8%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 5
34.2%
56.5%
42.5%

Difference
- 20.8%
+ 2.5%
- 5.0%
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High School # 6 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 6
7.0%
89.5%
13.8%
12.3%
43.9%
3.4%

Difference
+ 1.8%
+ 1.4%
+ 4.0%
+ 5.0%
+ 24.3%
- 4.3%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 6
64.3%
63.0%
39.3%
53.6%

Difference
+ 14.1%
+ 21.9%
+ 16.7%
+ 21.1%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 6 Difference
50.0%
- 26.0%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 6 Difference
60.7%
+ 21.9%
60.7%
+ 24.3%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 6 Difference
50.0%
- 3.7%
32.1%
- 4.3%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 6 Difference
55.6%
+ 6.5%
39.3%
+ 2.8%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 6 Difference
64.3%
+ 0.3%
57.1%
+ 11.8%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 6
44.4%
67.9%
89.3%
57.1%
53.6%
46.4%
78.6%
42.9%

Difference
- 3.6%
+ 40.0%
+ 51.4%
+ 19.2%
+ 11.0%
+ 17.9%
+ 30.3%
+ 8.7%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 6
21.4%
60.7%
39.3%

Difference
- 33.6%
+ 6.7%
- 8.2%
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High School # 7 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 7
5.3%
86.6%
6.1%
5.2%
22.6%
7.5%

Difference
+ 0.1%
- 1.5%
- 3.7%
- 2.1%
+ 3.0%
+ 1.8%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 7
50.4%
39.0%
17.0%
29.6%

Difference
+ 0.2%
+ 0.9%
- 5.6%
- 2.9%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 7 Difference
74.8%
- 1.2%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 7 Difference
32.2%
- 6.6%
29.4%
- 7.0%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 7 Difference
50.8%
- 2.9%
45.9%
- 3.8%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 7 Difference
50.0%
+ 0.9%
28.9%
- 7.6%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 7 Difference
63.1%
- 0.9%
44.4%
- 0.9%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors

154
Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 7
40.3%
25.9%
42.3%
32.6%
38.8%
22.2%
46.5%
29.4%

Difference
- 7.7%
- 2.0%
+ 4.4%
- 5.3%
- 3.8%
- 6.3%
- 1.8%
- 5.3%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 7
51.9%
60.6%
60.8%

Difference
- 3.1%
+ 5.6%
+ 13.3%
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High School # 8 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 8
5.3%
85.8%
8.5%
7.3%
20.5%
6.6%

Difference
+ 0.1%
- 2.3%
- 1.3%
0.0%
+ 0.9%
+ 0.9%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 8
51.6%
39.7%
24.2%
38.9%

Difference
+ 1.4%
+ 1.6%
+ 1.6%
+ 6.4%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 8 Difference
68.8%
- 7.2%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 8 Difference
52.6%
+ 13.8%
38.9%
+ 2.5%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 8 Difference
42.7%
- 11.0%
36.3%
- 13.4%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 8 Difference
65.2%
+ 16.2%
43.0%
+ 6.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 8 Difference
66.2%
- 1.8%
34.6%
- 10.7%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors

156
Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 8
41.6%
31.5%
48.7%
36.1%
43.8%
32.6%
51.0%
36.9%

Difference
- 6.4%
+ 3.6%
+ 10.8%
- 1.8%
+ 1.2%
+ 4.1%
+ 2.7%
+ 2.2%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 8
49.3%
55.2%
50.0%

Difference
- 5.7%
+ 1.2%
+ 2.5%
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High School # 9 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 9
6.0%
91.9%
6.9%
6.0%
16.1%
2.8%

Difference
+ 0.8%
+ 2.8%
- 2.9%
- 1.3%
- 3.8%
- 2.9%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 9
44.0%
38.3%
24.1%
31.2%

Difference
- 6.2%
+ 0.2%
+ 1.5%
- 1.3%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 9 Difference
83.0%
+ 7.0%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 9 Difference
47.7%
+ 8.9%
41.8%
+ 5.4%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 9 Difference
51.5%
+ 2.4%
41.1%
- 8.6%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 9 Difference
41.8%
- 7.3%
46.8%
+ 12.3%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 9 Difference
60.3%
- 3.7%
44.0%
- 1.3%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors

158
Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 9
45.0%
31.7%
34.3%
38.2%
38.0%
22.7%
40.4%
36.8%

Difference
- 3.0%
+ 3.8%
- 3.6%
+ 0.3%
- 4.6%
- 5.3%
- 7.9%
+ 2.1%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 9
55.2%
56.0%
50.0%

Difference
+ 0.2%
+ 2.0%
+ 2.5%
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High School # 10 – Grade 12 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
High School 10
5.1%
95.3%
9.2%
4.0%
19.1%
6.7%

Difference
- 0.1%
+ 7.2%
- 0.6%
- 3.3%
- 0.5%
+ 1.0%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

High School 10
45.0%
34.8%
15.9%
26.6%

Difference
- 5.2%
- 3.3%
- 6.7%
- 5.9%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

High School 10 Difference
72.6%
- 3.4%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

High School 10 Difference
36.3%
- 2.5%
36.7%
+ 0.3%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 10 Difference
54.8%
+ 1.1%
44.4%
- 5.3%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

High School 10 Difference
46.6%
- 2.5%
36.0%
- 0.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

High School 10 Difference
68.4%
+ 4.4%
35.3%
- 8.0%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

High School 10
45.1%
38.1%
34.6%
37.9%
41.4%
27.1%
48.9%
37.2%

Difference
- 2.9%
+ 10.2%
- 3.3%
0.0%
- 0.8%
- 1.4%
+ 0.6%
+ 2.5%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

High School 10
48.8%
60.6%
53.2%

Difference
- 6.2%
+ 6.6%
+ 5.7%
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Middle School # 11 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 11
3.8%
75.2%
16.7%
6.1%
34.2%
18.3%

Difference
- 2.8%
- 7.8%
+ 5.3%
+ 0.8%
+ 0.4%
+ 3.7%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 11
35.4%
25.0%
26.0%
35.4%

Difference
+ 1.5%
+ 0.9%
- 5.3%
+ 8.3%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 11 Difference
75.0%
+ 7.5%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 11 Difference
34.3%
- 1.7%
21.5%
0.0%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 11 Difference
70.3%
+ 6.7%
52.8%
- 9.5%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 11 Difference
53.3%
+ 6.5%
35.9%
+ 0.3%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 11 Difference
65.4%
+ 2.8%
46.8%
- 2.2%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 11
42.9%
16.1%
48.3%
28.3%
30.4%
23.3%
43.1%
26.3%

Difference
+ 5.2%
- 4.0%
+ 16.1%
+ 3.8%
- 1.5%
- 0.8%
+ 0.4%
- 4.8%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 11
58.7%
72.6%
76.3%

Difference
+ 2.0%
+ 8.5%
+ 11.3%
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Middle School # 12 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 12
11.1%
78.3%
22.9%
8.4%
40.2%
35.8%

Difference
+ 4.5%
- 4.7%
+ 11.5%
+ 3.1%
+ 6.4%
+ 21.2%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 12
38.5%
34.6%
37.0%
39.8%

Difference
+ 4.6%
+ 12.5%
+ 5.7%
+ 12.1%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 12 Difference
54.8%
- 12.7%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 12 Difference
44.3%
+ 8.3%
25.7%
+ 4.2%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 12 Difference
67.1%
+ 3.5%
54.3%
- 8.0%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 12 Difference
44.8%
- 2.0%
30.6%
- 5.0%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 12 Difference
56.6%
- 6.0%
47.7%
- 1.3%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors

164
Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 12
49.0%
30.6%
40.4%
34.7%
44.3%
34.5%
56.1%
43.0%

Difference
+ 11.3%
+ 10.5%
+ 8.2%
+ 10.2%
+ 12.4%
+ 10.4%
+ 13.4%
+ 12.9%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 12
50.6%
54.2%
58.5%

Difference
- 6.1%
- 9.9%
- 6.5%
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Middle School # 13 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 13
4.3%
87.0%
8.1%
6.1%
31.0%
15.5%

Difference
- 2.3%
+ 4.0%
- 3.3%
+ 0.8%
- 2.8%
+ 0.9%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 13
31.4%
19.0%
25.7%
25.0%

Difference
- 2.5%
- 5.1%
- 5.6%
- 2.7%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 13 Difference
73.7%
+ 6.2%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 13 Difference
42.1%
+ 6.1%
21.2%
- 0.3%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 13 Difference
81.8%
+ 18.2%
73.7%
+ 11.4%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 13 Difference
42.6%
- 4.2%
31.7%
- 3.9%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 13 Difference
62.4%
- 0.2%
52.0%
+ 16.4%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 13
37.2%
18.6%
31.8%
20.0%
25.0%
10.8%
36.0%
36.1%

Difference
- 0.5%
- 1.5%
- 0.4%
- 4.5%
- 6.9%
- 13.3%
- 6.7%
+ 5.0%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 13
65.9%
68.5%
60.7%

Difference
+ 9.2%
+ 4.4%
- 4.3%
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Middle School # 14 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 14
7.7%
76.4%
8.7%
2.8%
37.0%
18.2%

Difference
+ 1.1%
- 6.6%
- 2.7%
- 2.6%
+ 3.2%
+ 3.6%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 14
37.9%
16.1%
21.8%
27.6%

Difference
+ 4.0%
- 8.0%
- 9.5%
- 0.1%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 14 Difference
56.3%
- 11.2%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 14 Difference
36.0%
0.0%
28.3%
- 7.3%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 14 Difference
63.6%
+ 0.0%
62.3%
+ 0.0%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 14 Difference
52.9%
+ 6.1%
41.0%
+ 5.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 14 Difference
62.6%
0.0%
38.5%
- 9.5%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 14
45.7%
22.0%
37.5%
30.6%
36.8%
26.1%
59.1%
39.4%

Difference
+ 8.0%
+ 1.9%
+ 5.3%
+ 6.1%
+ 4.9%
+ 2.0%
+ 16.4%
+ 8.3%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 14
43.5%
64.6%
62.5%

Difference
- 13.2%
+ 0.5%
- 2.5%
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Middle School # 15 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 15
6.4%
76.0%
10.3%
5.8%
34.6%
18.8%

Difference
- 0.2%
- 7.0%
- 1.1%
+ 0.5%
+ 0.8%
+ 4.2%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 15
34.7%
28.6%
21.7%
28.6%

Difference
+ 0.6%
+ 4.5%
- 9.6%
+ 0.9%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 15 Difference
60.6%
- 5.9%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 15 Difference
48.8%
+ 12.8%
25.4%
+ 3.9%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 15 Difference
58.5%
- 5.1%
47.5%
- 14.8%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 15 Difference
44.9%
- 1.9%
40.3%
+ 4.7%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 15 Difference
64.3%
+ 1.7%
48.6%
- 0.4%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 15
51.6%
25.0%
35.7%
27.5%
35.2%
21.7%
63.1%
32.6%

Difference
+ 13.9%
+ 4.9%
+ 3.5%
+ 3.0%
+ 3.3%
- 2.4%
+ 20.4%
+ 1.5%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 15
45.7%
60.6%
62.2%

Difference
- 11.0%
- 4.5%
- 2.8%
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Middle School # 16 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 16
6.6%
83.3%
12.1%
4.9%
29.0%
11.1%

Difference
0.0%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.7%
- 0.4%
- 4.8%
- 3.5%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 16
31.7%
20.8%
35.0%
25.2%

Difference
- 2.2%
- 3.3%
+ 3.7%
- 2.5%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 16 Difference
78.4%
+ 10.9%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 16 Difference
40.4%
+ 4.4%
23.3%
+ 1.8%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 16 Difference
68.3%
+ 4.7%
62.1%
- 0.2%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 16 Difference
42.6%
- 4.2%
40.4%
+ 4.8%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 16 Difference
62.1%
- 0.5%
44.1%
- 4.9%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 16
40.6%
20.2%
24.7%
18.9%
22.0%
19.8%
27.7%
34.3%

Difference
+ 2.9%
+ 0.1%
- 7.5%
- 5.6%
- 9.9%
- 4.3%
- 15.0%
+ 3.2%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 16
59.8%
66.7%
72.5%

Difference
+ 2.1%
+ 3.6%
+ 7.5%
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Middle School # 17 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 17
2.7%
91.9%
7.2%
1.5%
24.7%
7.8%

Difference
- 3.9%
+ 8.9%
- 4.2%
- 3.8%
- 9.1%
- 6.8%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 17
18.5%
4.9%
22.1%
7.5%

Difference
- 15.4%
- 19.2%
- 9.2%
- 20.2%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 17 Difference
76.7%
+ 9.2%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 17 Difference
17.4%
- 18.6%
7.7%
- 13.8%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 17 Difference
77.6%
+ 14.0%
76.6%
+ 14.3%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 17 Difference
36.7%
- 10.1%
13.5%
- 22.1%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 17 Difference
81.9%
+ 19.3%
67.9%
+ 18.9%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 17
26.1%
3.0%
16.2%
5.8%
7.6%
1.9%
17.6%
13.2%

Difference
- 11.6%
- 17.1%
- 16.0%
- 18.7%
- 24.3%
- 22.2%
- 25.1%
- 17.9%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 17
57.4%
91.5%
79.4%

Difference
+ 0.7%
+ 27.4%
+ 14.4%
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Middle School # 18 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 18
7.5%
79.0%
8.4%
3.0%
31.8%
13.5%

Difference
+ 0.8%
- 4.0%
- 3.0%
- 2.3%
- 2.0%
- 1.1%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 18
33.1%
20.7%
33.8%
29.3%

Difference
- 0.8%
- 3.4%
+ 2.5%
+1.6%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 18 Difference
61.7%
- 6.8%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 18 Difference
37.0%
+ 1.0%
17.0%
- 4.5%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 18 Difference
71.3%
+ 7.7%
66.4%
+ 4.3%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 18 Difference
46.0%
- 0.8%
37.4%
+ 1.8%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 18 Difference
65.3%
+ 2.7%
45.5%
- 3.5%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 18
33.8%
19.3%
28.1%
20.7%
28.3%
17.7%
34.3%
23.9%

Difference
- 3.9%
- 0.8%
- 4.1%
- 3.8%
- 3.6%
- 6.4%
- 8.4%
- 7.2%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 18
59.1%
70.3%
69.5%

Difference
+ 2.4%
+ 6.2%
+ 4.5%
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Middle School # 19 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 19
10.1%
77.0%
18.7%
6.9%
38.5%
12.0%

Difference
+ 3.5%
- 6.0%
+ 7.3%
+ 1.6%
+ 4.7%
- 2.6%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 19
33.9%
27.9%
25.6%
33.3%

Difference
0.0%
+ 3.8%
- 5.7%
+ 5.6%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 19 Difference
57.0%
- 9.5%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 19 Difference
46.0%
+ 10.0%
23.9%
+ 2.4%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 19 Difference
63.8%
- 0.2%
54.0%
- 8.3%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 19 Difference
51.6%
+ 4.8%
43.1%
+ 7.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 19 Difference
52.7%
- 9.9%
1.0%
- 18.0%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 19
46.3%
25.6%
34.2%
33.0%
43.2%
32.0%
41.7%
49.5%

Difference
+ 8.6%
+ 4.5%
+ 2.0%
+ 8.5%
+ 11.3%
+ 7.9%
- 1.0%
+ 18.4%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 19
39.2%
42.5%
48.3%

Difference
- 17.5%
- 21.6%
- 16.7%
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Middle School # 20 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 20
7.6%
79.8%
14.7%
8.7%
29.8%
15.6%

Difference
+ 1.0%
- 3.2%
+ 3.3%
+ 3.4%
- 4.0%
+ 1.0%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 20
41.2%
30.0%
33.0%
33.3%

Difference
+ 7.3%
+ 5.9%
+ 1.7%
+ 5.6%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 20 Difference
61.4%
- 16.1%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 20 Difference
45.6%
+ 9.6%
20.8%
- 0.7%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 20 Difference
54.3%
- 9.3%
51.3%
- 11.0%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 20 Difference
42.0%
- 4.8%
46.1%
+ 10.5%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 20 Difference
66.7%
+ 4.1%
47.1%
- 1.9%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 20
45.3%
25.5%
50.5%
36.8%
50.5%
37.0%
59.4%
36.4%

Difference
+ 7.6%
+ 5.4%
+ 18.3%
+ 12.3%
+ 18.6%
+ 12.9%
+ 16.7%
+ 5.3%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 20
40.9%
55.5%
58.8%

Difference
- 15.8%
- 8.6%
- 6.2%
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Middle School # 21 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 21
3.8%
77.7%
14.1%
5.7%
43.9%
21.1%

Difference
- 2.8%
- 5.3%
+ 2.7%
+ 0.4%
+ 10.1%
+ 5.5%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 21
36.2%
30.3%
32.3%
40.8%

Difference
+ 2.3%
+ 6.2%
+ 1.0%
+ 13.1%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 21 Difference
59.8%
- 7.7%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 21 Difference
49.5%
+ 13.5%
26.8%
+ 5.3%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 21 Difference
60.6%
- 3.0%
58.3%
- 4.0%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 21 Difference
53.1%
+ 6.3%
44.4%
+ 8.8%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 21 Difference
60.2%
- 2.4%
39.5%
- 9.5%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 21
43.5%
34.2%
44.2%
34.2%
47.5%
34.5%
52.0%
37.7%

Difference
+ 5.8%
+ 14.1%
+ 12.0%
+ 9.7%
+ 15.6%
+ 10.4%
+ 7.3%
+ 6.6%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 21
33.3%
54.8%
58.0%

Difference
- 23.4%
- 9.3%
- 7.0%
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Middle School # 22 – Grade 8 Students (2010)

Gang Involvement, Weapons Carrying, and Physical Fights
Mid School 22
8.0%
82.0%
14.6%
6.5%
37.0%
22.6%

Difference
+ 1.4%
- 1.0%
+ 3.2%
+ 1.2%
+ 3.2%
+ 8.0%

Community Risk Factors
Low neighborhood attachment
Perceived availability of drugs
Perceived availability of handguns
Laws and norms favorable to drug use

Mid School 22
37.3%
33.1%
38.3%
33.8%

Difference
+ 3.4%
+ 9.0%
+ 7.0%
+ 6.1%

Community Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement

Mid School 22 Difference
62.5%
- 5.0%

Family Risk Factors
Poor family management
Parental attitudes favorable to drug use

Mid School 22 Difference
38.8%
+ 2.8%
24.7%
+ 3.2%

Family Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 22 Difference
60.3%
- 3.6%
54.8%
- 7.5%

School Risk Factors
Academic failure
Low commitment to school

Mid School 22 Difference
54.4%
+ 7.6%
48.6%
+ 13.0%

School Protective Factors
Opportunities for pro-social involvement
Rewards for pro-social involvement

Mid School 22 Difference
56.4%
- 6.2%
26.2%
- 22.8%

Member of a gang past 12 months
Feel Safe at School
Carried weapon past 12 months
Carried weapon (on school property) past 12 months
In physical fight past 12 months
In physical fight (on school property) past 12 months

Risk/Protective Factors
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Peer-Individual Risk Factors
Perceived risk of drug use
Early initiation of drug use
Early initiation of antisocial behavior
Favorable attitudes towards drug use
Favorable attitudes towards antisocial behavior
Friends’ use of drugs
Interaction with antisocial peers
Intentions to use drugs

Mid School 22
40.6%
20.6%
38.7%
25.7%
41.2%
26.7%
47.1%
30.9%

Difference
+ 2.9%
+ 0.5%
+ 6.5%
+ 1.2%
+ 9.3%
+ 2.6%
+ 4.4%
- 0.2%

Peer-Individual Protective Factors
Interaction with pro-social peers
Belief in the moral order
Social skills

Mid School 22
50.4%
57.6%
55.2%

Difference
- 6.3%
- 6.5%
- 9.8%
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Appendix 3 – Community Leaders with Specific Knowledge of Gang (and Youth) Issues
Prevention Strategies

Mean Not Sure Rank

(1) Offer gender-specific programs

2.23

18%

14

(2) Educate youth to modify perception gang membership beneficial

2.66

16%

8

(3) Respond to multiple needs of highest-risk youth and families

3.09

11%

2

(4) Provide array of services, after school and community activities

2.79

13%

6

(5) Encourage parental involvement in youth’s academic progress

3.12

13%

1

(6) Encourage prosocial bonds and strengthen school attachment

3.09

13%

2

(7) Increase teachers’ classroom management, interactive teaching

2.80

21%

5

(8) Involve grassroots organizations in the creation of violence-free zones

2.34

16%

13

(9) Recruit at-risk and gang-involved youth into programs through outreach

2.54

13%

10

(10) Offer alternatives to gang lifestyle

2.63

16%

9

(11) Promote emotional and social competencies in elementary school youth 2.48

16%

12

(12) Provide after school programs

3.00

16%

4

(13) Provide family-strengthening/effectiveness training, improve parent skills 3.03

5%

3

(14) Provide school support for disadvantaged and at risk youth

2.70

13%

7

(15) Steer delinquent youth to prosocial groups and positive peer modeling

2.49

8%

11

Intervention Strategies

Mean Not Sure Rank

(16) Link juvenile justice system with other agencies/services

3.74

10%

1

(17) Provide continuum of intervention, sanctions, secure confinement

3.20

21%

4

(18) Graduated sanctions to control offenders and protect public

3.33

29%

2

(19) Information exchange to integrate services across agencies

2.97

21%

5

(20) Offer gender-specific programs

2.07

21%

15

(21) Establish wraparound services for youth and families

2.71

21%

6

(22) Integrate wraparound services with ‘system of care’

2.59

24%

10

(23) Intervene with victims

2.63

37%

8

(24) Provide alternatives to gang involvement (educational vocational training) 2.69

16%

7

(25) Provide case mgmt.. to coordinate services for offenders and families

2.56

34%

12

(26) Close supervision and monitoring of gang-involved youth by Juv Just Sys

3.20

21%

4

(27) Direct referral and placement of youth for employment, training, education 2.57

26%

11

(28) Provide intensive prob. supervision linked to multi-modal interventions 3.29

26%

3

(29) Mentoring of at-risk and gang youth, referral services, school programs

2.43

26%

13

(30) Provide rehabilitation services in prisons and juvenile detention facilities

2.61

39%

9

(31) Provide stepped down control and support for reentry of offenders

2.39

39%

14

(32) Target serious, violent, chronic gang-involved offenders for resources

2.56

29%

12
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Appendix 4 - Community Resident Surveys
Demographics
Gender
Female
Male
Missing

N (%)
158 (66.4)
79 (33.2)
1

Race/Ethnicity
White/Caucasian
African-American
Hispanic/Latino
Asian
Russian
Missing

N (%)
146 (61.3)
4 (1.7)
56 (23.5)
5 (2.1)
26 (10.9)
1

Marital Status
Never Married
Married
Widowed
Separated
Divorced
Missing

N (%)
45 (18.9)
143 (60.1)
12 (5.0)
6 (2.5)
27 (11.3)
5

Educational Attainment
Completed Grade School or Less
Some High School
Completed High School
Some College
Completed College
Graduate/Professional School
Vocational/Technical Training
Missing

N (%)
19 (8.8)
6 (2.8)
31 (14.3)
57 (26.3)
55 (25.3)
37 (17.1)
12 (5.5)
21

Residence (Zip Code)*
98661
98662
98663
98665
98682
98683
98684
Other
Missing

N (%)
98 (45.3)
23 (10.6)
28 (13.0)
9 (4.2)
12 (5.5)
14 (6.5)
11 (5.1)
22 (10.2)
21
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* Question #5 on the community resident survey asked respondents to identify the intersection closest to
their place of residence. Given the non-specific nature of these data, it was not possible to identify the
intersections within census tracts, however, we were able to convert these to Zip Codes.
Q. 5 – Do you feel safer in your community than you did 2 years ago?
No
136 (58.1%)
Yes
66 (28.2%)
About the same
32 (13.7%)
Q. 6 – Pick the top 3 concerns you have about your community (574 total responses)
Unemployment
96 (40.3%)
Drug Dealing
76 (31.9%)
Burglary/Robbery
63 (26.5%)
Vandalism
61 (25.6%)
Graffiti
56 (23.5%)
Gang Activity
51 (21.4%)
Insufficient Street Lighting
36 (15.1%)
Domestic Violence
28 (11.8%)
Low Police Activity
28 (11.8%)
Homicide
16 ( 6.7%)
Truancy
12 ( 5.0%)
Loud Music
10 ( 4.2%)
Unkempt Property
5 ( 2.1%)
Q. 7 – Do you think there are gangs in your community?
Yes
163 (68.5%)
No
57 (23.9%)
Not Sure/Missing
18 (7.6%)

Q. 8 – Do you think your child is in a gang or at risk of being in a gang?
Yes
12 (5.0%)
No
139 (58.4%)
Not applicable
87 (36.6%)
Q. 9 – In the past year, has gang activity in your community?
Increased
69 (29.0%)
Decreased
13 (5.5%)
Remained the same
135 (62.2%)
Missing
21
Q. 10 – Pick the top three problems that gangs present in the community: (510 total responses)
Gangs are not a problem
44 (18.5%)
Increase in drug crime
85 (35.7%)
Increased fear for safety
84 (35.3%)
Increase in violent crime
82 (34.5%)
Fighting
47 (19.7%)
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Q. 10 (cont’d) – Pick the top three problems that gangs present in the community: (510 total responses)
School disruption
45 (18.9%)
Increase in weapons crime
42 (17.6%)
Public nuisance
41 (17.2%)
Family disruption
24 (10.1%)
Q. 11 – Pick the top 3 reasons you believe gangs exist in your community (574 total responses)
Gangs are not a problem
37 (15.5%)
Family/friends in gangs
88 (37.0%)
Poverty
64 (26.9%)
Family problems
63 (26.5%)
Gang members move from other areas 63 (26.5%)
Lack of Activities
53 (22.3%)
To feel love/sense of belonging
48 (20.2%)
Boredom
42 (17.6%)
School problems
41 (17.2%)
Power
41 (17.2%)
Police labeling
14 (5.9%)
Protection
10 ( 4.2%)
Q. 12 – Pick the top 3 things you believe should be done about gangs (544 total responses)
Gangs are not a problem
33 (13.9%)
Jobs provision and job training
133 (55.9%)
Mentoring
116 (48.7%)
Programs/recreation
108 (45.4%)
More police protection
78 (32.8%)
Tutoring
50 (21.0%)
Q.13 – Pick the top 3 organizations most responsible for dealing with gangs (616 total responses)
Police
176 (73.9%)
Family
103 (43.3%)
Court/criminal justice system 84 (35.3%)
Office of juvenile affairs
67 (28.2%)
Schools
58 (24.4%)
Youth/family services
36 (15.1%)
Church
24 (10.1%)
Community residents
23 (9.7%)
Neighborhood associations
17 (7.1%)
Treatment providers
13 (5.5%)
Service providers
12 (5.0%)
Housing authority
3 (1.3%)
Q. 16 – What are you willing to do to help with gangs?
Nothing
34 (14.3%)
Neighborhood outreach
86 (36.1%)
Work directly with youth
108 (45.4%)

.
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Appendix 5 - Gang-Involved Youth Interviews
Sample Characteristics
Gender
Male
Female

7 (58.3%)
5 (41.7%)

Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic
11 (91.7%)
Caucasian
1 (8.3%)
Age
13
15
16
17
18
20

1 (8.3%)
3 (25.0%)
3 (25.0%)
3 (25.0%)
1 (8.3%)
1 (8.3%)

Average Age 16.3

Selected Variables
Any family member in gang (yes)
Any friends gang members (yes)

10 (83.3%)
8/10 (80.0%)

Most recent rank in gang (n =6)
Leader
Core member
Regular member

1 (16.7%)
4 (66.7%)
1 (16.7%)

Grades in School
Mostly A’s
Mostly B’s
Mostly C’s
Mostly D’s
Mostly F’s

1 ( 9%)
0 ( 0%)
3 (27%)
3 (27%)
4 (36%)

Suspended from school (yes)
Expelled from school (yes)
Age first belonged to a gang (ave.)

11 (92%)
9 (75%)
13.0
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Appendix 6 - Safe Communities Task Force – Community Meetings Attendance
Attendance – Safe Communities Task Force – Community meetings
February, 2011
26
March, 2011
22
April, 2011
11
May, 2011
17
June, 2011
19
July, 2011
17
August, 2011
15
September, 2011
40
October, 2011
10
November, 2011
No meeting held
December, 2011
23
January, 2012
23
February, 2012
24
March, 2012
20
April, 2012
24
Average Attendance 20.8

