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INTRODUCTION

The Neighborhood Safety/Services Unit (NSU) is a unique unit within the County of Santa Clara
Probation Department. The NSU is currently operating in two neighborhoods within the 95122
and 95020 ZIP codes, both of which were identified through a data-driven process that
included the review of public health and other system data, including crime trends and school
suspensions and expulsions. The two NSU partner communities are Valley Palms Apartment
Complex in East Side San Jose, and San Ysidro Community Center in East Gilroy.

The NSU developed a tiered oversight structure, which ensures the goals of the NSU are met.

Exhibit 1. NSU Oversight Structure
Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3
Policy Oversight Strategic Alignment Collective Impact
. . . . Collaborative
Juvenile Justice System Service Delivery )
Collaborative (J3SC Coordination Programming and
ollaborative ) Collective Impact: NSU
Coordinating Council
Children, Seniors, and Impact/.Outcome . .
Families Committee Evaluation Community Mobilization:
(CSFC) NSU Implementation

Internal Strategy Team

NSU Internal Team

The core components of the NSU include community engagement, violence prevention
through prosocial programming, and collaboration with school districts to enhance school
climate initiatives. By strategically partnering with county, city, and community-based
organizations, the NSU provides leadership training to residents and assists them in
identifying meaningful community action goals that improve perceptions of safety. The NSU
also employs a multi-generational approach in funding prosocial services in which activities for
youth and adults may include, but are not limited to, health and wellness workshops, physical
fitness classes, and sports and extracurricular activities offered during the school year and
during spring and summer breaks. NSU also partners with schools to ensure that youth who
are presenting truant and/or at-risk behaviors are linked to prosocial and other violence
prevention programs or activities.

As a result of the continued impact of the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19), most prosocial
events in fiscal year (FY) 2021 focused primarily on providing families and residents with
immediate assistance in the form of food, diaper and formula distributions, resource
connection to rental assistance resources, and bringing COVID-19 testing and vaccine events
to NSU partner communities. In-person activities and events gradually returned following
county public health guidelines. Examples of the prosocial activities that were offered include
outdoor recreational sport activities for youth, adult skill-building classes, and community
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events such as National Night Out and holiday celebrations. NSU continued to support
community leadership development strategies, resulting in both NSU partner communities’
ability to continue to support emergency and crisis response services related to COVID-19.
Data related to NSU's COVID-19 response efforts in the two partnering communities are
presented later in this report.

Exhibit 2. NSU Components and Key Strategies
Leadership ety
q Activation of
Developmgnt, . Housing School Space/ Gun Safety and
Economic Linkages/Anti- Gun Violence

Development, and
Capacity Building

Prosocial and
Resident
Engagement
Programming

Shared Vision
for Safe and
Thriving
Neighborhoods

Displacement

Education/
Outreach/
Advocacy

Partnerships

Alignment &
support of
partner school's
Multi-Tiered
System of

Support (MTSS)
and Positive
Behavior
Implementation
and Support

Improvements to

d . Prevention
Built Environment ST

Education
/Awareness
campaigns on

gun-safety and
gun violence
prevention

(PBIS) plan

CONCEPTUAL ORIENTATION AND
STRATEGIES

The NSU's role is to strengthen existing community assets and resiliency through improved
connections between residents (Social Cohesion and Social Capital) and to develop and/or
sustain capacity within each neighborhood to address racial and economic inequity through
leadership development and root-cause analysis (Informal Collective Action and Collective
Efficacy).

% Collective Efficacy: Describes a community with a shared objective consisting of
individuals likely to intervene on behalf of the common good.

< Informal Collective Action: More commonly referred to in the literature as “collective
action”, this describes acts commonly defined as occurring outside of institutional
contexts in informal groups or gatherings, tending to be more spontaneous and
creative, and requiring the building of coalitions and consensus in the absence of a
strong normative system.

% Social Cohesion: High level of connectedness among members of a community and a
willingness to help one another.

% Self-Efficacy: Describes a community where residents feel their effort and
collaboration with community members, neighbors, and police can make a positive
difference.

< Perceived Neighborhood Safety: Perception of neighborhood safety as measured

through walkability, access to parks during the day and night, feelings of safety while

accessing neighborhood resources.
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THE FIRSTS SINGLE SYSTEM OF SUPPORT

DEMONSTRATION SITE INITIATIVE

(FORMERLY KNOWN AS THE "BEACON OF HOPE"
INITIATIVE)

The FIRSTS Single System of Support (SSOS) Demonstration Site Initiative seeks to transform
the way families and communities experience, access, and benefit from community resources
by providing a coordinated/single system of support where a community needs and hopes are
at the center of all aspects of program design and implementation. Through a human-
centered design process, families will experience a variety of prevention and supports through
a “no wrong” door approach. Services and programs will be designed to respond to
community needs and grow family resiliency through the Cross Agency Systems Team'’s
(CAST) Single System of Support.

The three primary goals of the Demonstration Site Initiative are to:

1. Bring County services into neighborhoods through a person-centered, place-based
approach.

2. Break down service delivery silos and create alignment and easy access to resources for
children, youth, and families.

3. Ensure that children are healthy, thriving, and on the path to reaching their full
potential in school and in life.

The Single System of Support uses the following key strategies to ensure the accomplishment
of the three goals outlined above:

7

< Alignment and Integration of Resources: Through a coordinated network of social
service providers, families, and human service agencies, families will have access to a
wide variety of prevention and intervention resources without the barriers that prevent
successful participation (e.g., multiple providers with multiple eligibility and paperwork
requirements, lack of adequate public transportation, and staff turnover).

< Accessibility: Beacon of Hope Family Resource Centers (FRCs) are to be located in
neighborhoods where local, county, and state services can be easily procured by
families through a single point of access.

% Partnerships: The Beacon of Hope initiative aims to develop and strengthen our
partnerships so that families can benefit from the variety of resources available in our
community.

% Racial and Social Equity: The Beacon of Hope FRC initiative will center family and

community voice in the design, planning, implementation, and evaluation phases to

ensure systems of racial and social injustice are not replicated or experienced by
families who will benefit from the resources offered.

Framework and Oversight

The SSOS Framework was designed in partnership with memlber agencies of CAST (Exhibit 3).
A variety of representatives from partner agencies, ranging from executives to line-staff, are
represented in CAST to ensure that a diversity of ideas, experiences, and perspectives are
included in its charter and workplan. All members participate in at least one workgroup or
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committee. Exhibit 3 also illustrates how the SSOS is structured within CAST and its
integration into the FIRSTS Beacon of Hope FRC initiative.

Exhibit 3. CAST Single System of Support Framework

CAST Single System of Support Framework

& Steering & Finance

@ Data & Evaluation o Prevention & Stantggls of Excellence &
B ah Implementation
1. Shared outcomes/indicators 1. Upstream Prevention 1. Co-design community engagement 1. Commitment to norms in the policies and
(evaluation) 2. Tiered services, supports, and activities framework practices across all systems for the “No
2. Continuous Quality 3. Braided funding 2. Community leadership oversight Wrong Door”
Impr_ove_ment (progress 4. Evidence Based Practices (monitoring of committee 2. Develop County-level procedures and
monitoring) fidelity and impact) 3. Community partnerships forms for “No Wrong Door”
3. Collection and Data Analysis 5. Process to identify initiatives and services 4. Capacity building 3. Implement new technological systems to
4. Data driven decision making (data driven) support “No Wrong Door”
Policy to Practice to
Practice Policy
[ 3 ]
& &
1. “No Wrong Door” Service Delivery Model
2. Design explicit practice and policy connections
among programs and activities that result in .
progress toward site-level results -
3. Determine access points
4. Develop centralized referral
5. Determine screening assessments for all
systems Y
6. Communication feedback loops -
Implementation

Funding for the establishment of the two Demonstration Site FRCs in NSU partner
communities (Valley Palms Apartment Complex in East Side San Jose, and San Ysidro
Community Center in East Gilroy) was approved by the Wraparound Reinvestment Executive
Committee in the amount of $408,000 per year per site, for two years, with additional funding
for DFCS's Resilient Families Program and resident capacity building, for a total of $2,348,000.
If successful, it is expected the program will continue past the two-year funding period.

In alignment with the SSOS goals and system alignment strategies, the Demonstration Sites
in Valley Palms and San Ysidro neighborhoods will bridge the successes of the resident
leadership organizations (Valley Palms Unidos (VPU) and San Ysidro Nueva Vida (SYNV)) and
the CAST Single System of Support workgroups by:

1. Developing an authentic collaborative partnership with FIRSTS and other key partners
to sustain long-term, community driven violence prevention initiatives,

2. Eliminating barriers to prevention resources and increasing access to early childhood
education and parenting resources, and

3. Partnering with residents to strengthen family resiliency, improve protective factors
among children ages zero to five, and achieve a long-term sustainability through the
leveraging of existing county resources.
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The Beacon of Hope FRCs will serve as a hub for integrating county-wide, place-based
strategic initiatives to reduce and prevent children and youth from entering both the child
welfare and juvenile justice systems. Such initiatives include the county's behavioral health
departments anti-vaping campaign, the NSU’s Resident Engagement and Leadership
Development programs, DFCS's Resilient Families Program, Public Health's violence
prevention initiatives, and all of FIRSTS's evidence-based practices offered through traditional
FRCs.

Next Steps

The Probation Department's Neighborhood Safety/Services Unit (NSU) provides oversight and
contract management for this initiative. FIRSTS and representatives from both NSU partner
communities collaboratively selected their respective providers through a unique RFQ process
facilitated in both Spanish and English. To date, a group of key resident stakeholders as well as
leaders from key partner organizations that include the City of Gilroy, the South County Youth
Task Force (SCYTF), FIRSTS5, CAST, Gilroy Unified School District (CUSD), Evergreen School
District (ESD) and many others, are participating in both the planning and implementation
phases of this project. Planning meetings are currently underway to orient and integrate
resident leaders to this opportunity. The San Ysidro Demonstration Site has conducted
extensive community input sessions, and Valley Palms is expected to begin this process in
January of 2022.
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PERFORMANCE
DASHBOARD SUMMARY

NSU regularly collects and synthesizes both program and financial performance data into
dashboards to monitor program performance throughout the year. These dashboards are
provided to each service provider funded through the NSU and are discussed regularly during
contract monitoring visits. Provider-specific dashboards are then synthesized into a broader
ZIP code-level dashboard and are used to provide a month-to-month snapshot of program
and financial performance for each of NSU's supported neighborhoods. Metrics such as the
number of clients served, target vs. actual cost per unit, and spending trends are captured in
these dashboards and shared with all three tiers in the NSU reporting structure. Each
performance metric in the dashboard is aligned to the NSU logic model and is identified in the
service provider's contract or scope of work. The broader purpose of the performance
dashboard is to ensure NSU is accountable to its stated goals and has strong, easily accessible,
and usable program monitoring tools to describe NSU's impact in the community.

Below are examples of the tables and graphs that are included in the FY 2020-21 dashboards.
The full dashboards are available upon request.

ZIP CODE 95122 (VALLEY PALMS)
BUDGETED FUNDS VS. EXPENDITURES

The NSU expenditures for 95122 for FY2020-21 were very close to what was budgeted.
Exhibit 4. NSU Budgeted Funds vs. Expenditures for 95122 (Valley Palms) FY2020-21

$60,000
Youth Pro-Social/After School/Summer Activities EG_—|————————_—

$60,000
Fellows Fellowship Activities- Rites of Passage/Digital | $1118
Connectors $1,125
. m $3869
Fellows Incentives $4,000
Group Activities & Civic Engagement/Service Learning g $3,149
Project $3,317
Resident Leadership Development I iigggg
. $3,607
Program/Event Supplies $3728
o . 1 $1625
Administrative Overhead $1625
inistrati —— ¢ 25
Personnel & Administrative Overhead $139.881
$0 $50,000 $100,000 $150,000

W Expenditures Budget
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PERFORMANCE METRICS

While exceeding the number of duplicated individuals served (3,583 actual vs. 651 targeted),
NSU met all performance metrics for 95122 in FY 2020-21 despite challenges related to COVID-
19.

Exhibit 5. NSU Performance Metrics for 95122 (Valley Palms), FY 2020-21

Total # of Individuals Served - Excludes Food Distributions 3583
(Duplicated) B 651
Metric 6: Number of Youth Fellows Served and Completed 7
Fellowship Program 15
Deliverable 7: # of Families Served through Food 7545

Distribution and Emergency Response Efforts (VPU) I 2600

Deliverable 6: # of Community Events 3

Deliverable 5: Leadership Class Attendees (Somos Mayfair) 162
(Duplicated) | 50
Deliverable 4: # of Individuals Attending Parent/Teacher 53]
and Neighborhood Association Meetings (Duplicated) (PA) B 136
Deliverable 3: # of Youth and Adult Attendees at NSU- 2678
Sponsored Events or Group Classes (Duplicated) (SOMOS) B 250
Deliverable 2: Residents Attending NSU-Sponsored Classes 463
and Workshops (Un-Duplicated) B 150
Deliverable 1: # of Youth Attending NSU-Sponsored Extra- 212
Curricular and After School Activities (Un-Duplicated) (.. B 200
O QO O Q Q
) ) O Q
,1/0 \%0 Q;Q Q)O

Actual mTarget

ZIP CODE 95020 (GILROY)

BUDGETED FUNDS VS. EXPENDITURES

As shown in the chart below, the NSU expenditures for 95020 for FY2020-21 aligned with the
targeted budget, with the exception of the prosocial services category; underspending in this
category is due to the limitations of in-person gatherings as a result of COVID-19.
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Exhibit 6. NSU Budgeted Funds vs. Expenditures for 95020 (Gilroy), FY 2020-21

$1.118
Subcontractors I $1125

l $3,869
$4,000
I $1,625
$1,625
$86
$86

. . . ) 45,292
Restorative Justice Planning and Implementation _ $
$45292
70.809

Prosocial Activities/Service Linkage $94.075

. $9,935
Program/Event Supplies - '
$12,728

$101,119

Incentives (youth)
Administrative Overhead and Administrative Overhead

Communication/Media Production

mExpenses mBudget

PERFORMANCE METRICS

NSU served 17,216 individuals in 95020 (duplicated) in FY 2021, far surpassing its goal of 4342
individuals served. NSU met five of its seven FY2020-21 performance metrics while falling short
on the number of residents attending NSU-sponsored classes and leadership workshops due
to COVID-19 social distancing restrictions that limited in-person gatherings. In addition, the
number of youth participating in the Youth Fellowship Program was affected by COVID-19.

Exhibit 7. NSU Performance Metrics for 95020 (Gilroy), FY 2020-21

Total # of Individuals Served (Duplicated) 4340 17216

Metric 6: Number of Youth Fellows Served and Completed 7
Fellowship Program 15

Metric 5: Attendees at San Ysidro Sponsored Events and — 15560
School-Wide Events 2725

Metric 4: Community Events and Parent and Neighborhood | 117
Meetings 25

Metric 3: Individuals Attending Parent/Teacher and 125
Neighborhood Association Meetings (Duplicated) 920

Metric 2: Residents Attending NSU-Sponsored Classes and 494

Leadership Workshops (Un-Duplicated) 540
Metric 1: Youth Attending NSU-Sponsored Extra Curricular 1010
and After School Activities (Un-Duplicated) 835
0 5000 10000 15000 20000

W Actual mTarget
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NSU COVID-19 RESPONSE
EFFORTS

In response to the global COVID-19 pandemic, NSU engaged in several types of response
efforts to help bolster supports and services for residents living in the two project areas.
Response efforts were adjusted throughout the year to meet community needs.

As described in Exhibit 8 below, during the first half of FY 2021 (July — December 2020), NSU
collected a broader set of data to capture existing community response efforts, including new
or expanded partnerships and “Individuals Served through COVID-19 response efforts.” By the
beginning of January 2021, a refined set of metrics was established to collect more specific
COVID-19 response efforts, including the number of “Families served through COVID-19
response efforts” and the number of “doses of COVID-19 vaccines administered” in both
partner communities.

The “COVID-19 Response Efforts” cited in the exhibits below included:

X3

%

Neighborhood-level COVID-19 testing,
Neighborhood-level COVID-19 vaccination sites,

Baby formula, diapers, and period product distributions,
Emergency household supply distributions,

Food distributions, and

Daily nutritional programs.

X3

%

7
0’0

X3

%

X3

%

7
0’0

Exhibit 8. Summary of NSU COVID-19 Response Efforts in Valley Palms and East Gilroy,
July- December 2020

New or expanded Individuals served Food Distributions/ Individuals served
partnerships to support | through COVID-19 . through Daily

ZIP Code Number of individuals .
COVID-19 response response efforts: served (duplicate) Nutritional Program
efforts (duplicate) P (duplicate)

95122 1 862 4/3,538 6,100

95020 8 1,044 N/A 7,360

Exhibit 9. Summary of NSU COVID-19 Response Efforts in Valley Palms and East Gilroy,
January- June 2021

Families served Food Distributions/ Individuals served
through COVID-19 Doses of COVID-19 Number of through Daily

ZlCs response efforts: Vaccine Administered families/households Nutritional Program
(duplicate) served (duplicate) (duplicate)

95122 844 2,089 6/1,620 10,000

95020 957 705 6/755 3,655
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RESIDENT LEADERSHIP
DEVELPOMENT

To strengthen the ability of NSU to assess community leadership development among
residents that is supported in part by the events, workshops, and other NSU-sponsored
opportunities, interviews with resident leaders were conducted to generate a grounded
model of leadership development among residents living in NSU's project areas.

The results of the interviews led to the identification of a standardized validated pre/post
measurement tool, the Experience in Community Enterprise and Leadership (Excel)
Community Leadership Survey,' designed by researchers to assess community leadership (vs.
business or organizational leadership); the survey was selected as it is well-aligned with
outcomes identified via NSU's resident interviews.

RESIDENT INTERVIEW LEADERSHIP
DEVELOPMENT INSIGHTS

After receiving training in interview methods, NSU staff conducted six one-on-one interviews
with resident leaders from Valley Palms and from Gilroy in May 2020. The following is an
overall description of the commmunity leadership experience of the six interviewees:

% Roles: Volunteer (n=2), Promotoras (n=2), President of the Committee (n=1), and
Committee Leader (n=1)

< Duration of Community Leadership Involvement: Average = 4.4 years, range = 2to 10
years, min =2, max =10

% Frequency of Engagement: Depended upon the type of work, but ranged from 5to 6
hours/month to 10 to 15 hours/week

< Typical Partners in the Community with Whom Interviewees Collaborated With: 23
different types of partners were listed (e.g., Gilroy Recreation Department, Gilroy Police
Dept., Gilroy Library, CBOs, SOMOS Mayfair, Katherine Smith Elementary School)

Due to COVID-19 safety restrictions, each 20-to-30-minute interview was conducted by phone.
Interview notes were translated from Spanish into English and then the data was analyzed by
the external research and evaluation firm, ASR.

Three major themes emerged from the data which cut across resident leader roles and the
specific community lived in:

! Pigg, K. (2001). Excel: Experience in community enterprise and leadership. University of Missouri, Columbia, MO: University
Extension and Outreach.
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1. Pathways to community engagement seems to occur through a sense of intrinsic motivation to
do well for others in the community and through connections that are made naturally, thus, when
residents become leaders, the skills are practiced in an intentional way.

2. Engagement of community leaders fosters personal/professional growth and development.

3. The learning, development, and sense of engagement that takes place among resident leaders
extends beyond the individual by transferring to the family system and the larger community.

During the 2021 year, these findings were shared at Santa Clara County's Juvenile Justice
System Collaborative (JJSC) Meeting, the County of Santa Clara Board of Supervisors' Children,
Seniors, and Families Committee (CSFC), and the American Public Health Association (APHA)
2021 Annual Meeting.

In addition to sharing the results with the broader community, the insights gleaned from the
interviews informed the identification of an evaluation tool that was implemented to assess
community leadership outcomes among residents.

THE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP SURVEY

To assess the potential link between NSU's activities and desired leadership development
outcomes among residents living in the two NSU project areas, ASR conducted a review of the
research literature and measurement tools. This led to the identification and implementation
of the Excel Community Leadership Survey, a standardized validated retrospective pre/post
measurement tool that assesses six dimensions of commmunity leadership development that
resonate with the themes that emerged from the NSU resident interviews (Exhibit 10).

Exhibit 10. The Excel Community Leadership Survey’s Six Dimensions of Community
Leadership Development

BIETES el e M@ o) Wil s A S nile T2 - Skills in analysis, problem-solving, and self efficacy

Attitudes of dedication to improving the community and taking

Community Commitment e

Attitudes and skills about envisioning new and positive

Shared Future & Purpose possibilities along with others in the community

Knowledge about local coommunity structure and issues, and
one's self-efficacy to affect them

Community Knowledge ’
Civic Engagement - Skills and attitudes about civic involvement

- Deepening and expanding social relationships and working with
others

Social Cohesion
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METHODS

The 32-question Community Leadership Survey was implemented in May 2021. The launch
date for the survey was selected to coincide with the return of many of NSU's regular activities,
workshops, and events that had been put on-hold since the start of COVID-19.

Data was gathered in both paper/pencil and online formats; the later entailed accessing the
survey via a Survey Monkey link that was shared among resident leaders and volunteers.
Participants were also asked to provide identifying data, so that their survey data at the start of
participation (pre survey) could be matched with their follow-up survey (post survey) at a later
point in time. Basic demographic data, as well as leadership participation data (e.g,,
volunteer/leadership roles, duration of roles) were also collected.

Sample

The following is a brief overview of the sample:

X3

%

Total sample size: 38
Community: 53% live in Valley Palms (n=20) and 47% live in San Ysidro (n=18)
Gender: 76% female (n=29) and 24% male (n=9)
Age: 87% (n=33) of the sample was 35 years or older
Race/ethnicity: 92% identified as Latino(a) or Hispanic (n=35)
Community Leadership Role:
o 53% (n=20) indicated they serve as volunteers, and
o 47% (n=18) indicated they are a Community Leader/Promotora

X3

%

X3

%

X3

%

X3

%

X3

%

OVERALL COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP SCORES

While follow-up post data will be gathered using the same assessment tool at the start of the
2022 year, insights gleaned from the Community Leadership baseline pre survey data
provided a foundational picture of cormmunity leadership development among residents.

As shown in the exhibit below, the mean scores for the overall sample were very high across a
range of indicators of community leadership, especially when it comes to Community
Commitment, or residents’ attitudes of dedication to improving the community and taking
responsibility.

Overall Mean Scores on Indicators of Leadership Development, 2021

Exhibit 11. Overall Mean Scores on Indicators of Leadership Development

personal Growth I /2
Community Commitment - I -
Shared Future & Purpose - I -

Community knowledge - N .|
Civic Engagement RN />
Social Cohesion | />

Note: N = 38. Scores ranged from 1 to 5 with higher scores indicating more of the indicator.
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Significant Differences on Indicators of Community Leadership by Role, 2021

While testing for significant differences in mean scores across all available variables/factors
was conducted, significant differences by group were only realized depending on the type of
community role that respondents indicated, namely whether they identified as a Volunteer or
a Community Leader/Promotora.

With one exception (i.e., Civic Engagement), Community Leaders/Promotoras scored
significantly higher on five of the six indicators of community leadership including Personal
Growth, Community Commitment, Shared Future and Purpose, Commmunity Knowledge, and
Social Cohesion.

While these results are not surprising given the higher levels of overall involvement,
investment, and experience among those who self-identified as Community
Leaders/Promotoras, the findings may provide insight into the types of community leadership
capacities, skills, and behaviors that may develop over time as a result of volunteers' continued
involvement and participation in the community.

Exhibit 12. Significant Difference on Indicators of Community Leadership by Role, 2021

39
*** Personal Growth

*  Community Commitment

»
N

*x Shared Future & Purpose

* 40

Community Knowledge
Civic Engagement
** Social Cohesion

Volunteer B Community Leader/Promotora

Note: Community Leader/Promotora N = 18, Volunteer N = 20. *** = p<.01, **=p<.05, *=p<.10. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator.

NEXT STEPS

In early 2022, NSU will gather community leadership follow-up post data to assess changes in
leadership skills and competencies over time among both volunteers and Community
Leaders/ Promotoras and implement the survey with residents not yet engaged in
leadership/volunteer work to understand what their community leadership trajectory may
look like. In addition, an already-developed NSU Resident Satisfaction Survey designed to
assess residents’ satisfaction with NSU-supported programs, workshops, and events will also
be implemented.
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COMMUNITY SAFETY
SURVEY

The Community Safety Survey is conducted with residents at each NSU site to assess
community-level constructs such as perceived community safety, social cohesion, and
collective efficacy. Because data on the same indicators has been gathered each year since
the launch of the survey in 2016, NSU has been able to assess trends in the results — while not
longitudinal in nature, the results are a valuable opportunity for “taking the pulse” of the two
communities based on feedback from both adults and youth.

As part of NSU's ongoing commitment to research and evaluation, small changes have been
made to the survey over the years to continue improving the tool's capacity to provide
valuable and relevant results. Thus:

% In 2018, changes were made that sharpened the ability to gather information on the
frequency of gun-related incidents and shootings, perceptions of gun use, and access
to guns.

% In 2019, based on a literature review that grounded NSU'’s work within the body of
research on place-based initiatives aimed at curbing community violence and
increasing feelings of safety, a measure related to family communication was added to
the survey.

% 1IN 2020, in response to the global COVID-19 pandemic, new questions were added to
the survey (e.g., COVID-19 testing, COVID-19 vaccines) to gather valuable resident
feedback about the impact of COVID-19 and the use of services and supports to
address those impacts.

% In 2021, efforts to support COVID-19 vaccinations was also conducted by NSU, thus, this
service was included in this year's survey to tap into residents’ engagement with this
resource.

WHAT THE COMMUNITY SAFETY SURVEY
MEASURES

An overview of the key domains that are measured by the Community Safety Survey,
including a description of each construct, example items, and how many years of data has
been gathered for each domain is provided in Appendix A.

METHODS

2021 Survey Administration

While a summary of this year's sample size as well as a comparison of sample sizes across
multiple years of data collection is provided in the next section, the following is an overview of
the 2021 survey administration efforts:
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This year's data was gathered between August and November 2021.

Like previous years, adult (over 18 years old) and youth (13 to 18 years old) versions of the

surveys were used; the surveys match with a few exceptions (e.g., questions for youth

about support from adults).

% The adult survey was offered in Spanish, English, and Vietnamese; the youth survey was
offered in English only.

% Data was gathered online using Survey Monkey, or via a paper/pencil survey that was
completed in person at community events, food distributions, COVID-19 testing sites,
Cafécito meetings, back-to-school nights, National Night Out, and door-to-door
canvasing efforts.

% Overfelt High School students completed the online survey during their homeroom

class.

X3

%

Differences in Sampling Across Years

NSU relies heavily upon its personal connections with community partners (e.g., schools,
leaders, and residents) to gather data in person at popular events, workshops, trainings,
meetings, and gatherings. Collecting data in person has not only led to high levels of
engagement and participation in the survey but has also contributed to higher survey
completion rates over the years.

COVID-19 and the need for social distancing, however, resulting in limited in-person
gatherings and events in 2020 and part of 2021, requiring NSU to actively pivot their data
collection efforts in the following ways:

% Gathering Community Safety Survey Data Online: In 2020, an online version of the
Community Safety Survey was developed and made available in English for youth and
adults, and in Spanish for adults only.

% Paper/pencil survey option: This option was still offered as in previous years but was
adapted to adhere to COVID-19 social distancing safety regulations while gathering
data at food distribution sites, school events, the 2021 National Night Out, as part of
door-to-door data collection efforts, and through the efforts of resident leaders (e.g.,
Promotoras).

The effects of COVID-19 on NSU partners' capacity to support data collection efforts, in addition
to necessary changes in NSU'’s data collection strategy due to COVID-19 contributed to
differences in the sampling of sub-groups in recent years, including:

%  While both the online and paper/pencil versions of the survey were offered to both
communities, a larger proportion of Gilroy residents completed the survey online
compared to residents in Valley Palms,

s Asignificant drop occurred in Valley Palm youth data in 2020, followed by an increase
in the amount of Valley Palms youth data in 2021,

% However, while high numbers of Gilroy youth data with was gathered 2020, this year
there was a significant drop in the amount of data gathered from this sub-group,
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% Data was gathered from Overfelt High School students in 2019 and in 2021, but not in
2020 due to challenges related to COVID-19.

2021 Presentation of the Community Safety Survey Results

The Community Safety Survey results that are presented in the next sections include:

7

% Demographic profile of the 2021 sample, including those for Valley Palms, Gilroy, and
for residents who live in the areas surrounding Valley Palms,
s Higher-level findings for Valley Palms and Gilroy adults and youth, including:
o Findings that highlight the impact of COVID-19,
o Trends across several years of data (2016/17 to 2021), including significant trends
from 2020 to 2021,
o Qualitative findings that provide insight into what changes residents would like
to see in their neighborhood,
o Significant differences in 2021 between youth and adults living in the same
neighborhood on community safety indicators, and
o Asummary of the responses of adults and youth regarding why people carry
guns, gun-related incidents, and access to guns.
% Inaddition, a higher-level summary of results is provided for adults and youths living in
the neighborhoods surrounding Valley Palms, including:
o Mean scores across community indicators, and
o Significant differences in community indicator mean scores among youth and
adults.

In addition to the presentation of these results, the full item-level results for each major
indicator for Valley Palms and Gilroy youth and adults is presented in Appendix B.

RESULTS

COMMUNITY SAFETY SURVEY DATA OVERVIEW,
2016-2021

Total Community Safety Survey Data Gathered, 2016 - 2021

While Community Safety Survey data increased significantly from 2016 to 2019, there was a
decrease in the total surveys gathered in 2020 (n = 944), followed by an increase in the total
surveys gathered this year (n = 1307). Reasons for the decrease in 2020 include restrictions to
in-person data collection and engagement due to COVID-19, and the effects the pandemic
had on the time, resources, and the data gathering capacity of NSU's key partners, including
Overfelt High School which was able to gather data in 2019 and 2021, but not in 2020.
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Exhibit 13. Total Community Safety Survey Data Gathered, 2016 - 2021

1307

1181
1012 94l
748
709
667 668 con
513

354 345

127 - 196
57 70 99 I

] [ | .

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Adults mYouth mTotal

Community Safety Survey Data by Community and by Adult/Youth, 2021

This year, 259 total surveys were gathered from Valley Palms, including 166 adult surveys and
93 youth surveys. For Gilroy, a total of 476 surveys were gathered, including 439 adult surveys
and 37 youth surveys. This year's data set also included surveys from 572 residents living in
areas surrounding Valley Palms, including 468 youth whose data was gathered at Overfelt
High School, and 104 adults gathered during Back-to-School Nights at partnering schools (e.g,,
Katherine Smith Elementary School and LeyVa Middle School), and at food distributions.

Exhibit 14. Community Safety Survey Data by Community and by Adult/Youth, 2021

572
439 476 468
259
166
104
|| —

Valley Palms Gilroy Surrounding VP

Adults mYouth mTotal

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE 2021 SAMPLE

Percentage of Adult and Youth Respondents by Age

Among adult respondents, there was roughly the same breakdown in age groups in Valley
Palms as there was in Gilroy, including a higher percentage of respondents who were 35 years
and older, compared to those who were 34 years and younger. There was a larger proportion
of respondents from the area surrounding Valley Palms who were slightly older than
respondents in NSU's two project areas.

Among youth respondents, there was a higher proportion of younger youth (13 to 15 years old)
compared to those 16 to 18 years old in Gilroy, compared to youth in Valley Palms and those
living in the area surrounding Valley Palms.
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Exhibit 15. Percentage of Adult and Youth Respondents by Age

Adults
Valley Palms 15% 34% 21% 8% 7%
Gilroy 22% 37% 20% 7%
Surrounding VP 12% 36% 25% 8% 6%

m18-24 m25-34 m35-44 W45-54 W55-64 MG5+

Youth
Valley Palms 59% 34% 8%
Gilroy 68%
Surrounding VP 53%

13-15 m16-18 mPrefer not to say

Valley Palms Adults = 164; Gilroy Adults = 418, Prefer not to say = 10; Surrounding VP Adults = 101, Prefer not to say = 4; Valley Palms Youth
=92, Prefer not to say = 7; Gilroy Youth = 37, Prefer not to say = 3; Surrounding VP Youth = 466, Prefer not to say = 20. Not shown in chart:
2% Prefer not to say for Gilroy Adults, 4% Prefer not to say for Surrounding VP Adults, and 4% Prefer not to say for Surrounding VP Youth.

Percentage of Adult and Youth Respondents by Gender

Among adult respondents, roughly three-quarters (73% to 77%) were female across all
participant groups from whom data was collected. Among youth respondents, 47% were
female, with a higher proportion of female youth respondents in Gilroy (62%) compared to
Valley Palms (41%) and the area surrounding Valley Palms (47%).

Exhibit 16. Percentage of Adult and Youth Respondents by Gender

ALL ADULTS U 22%
Valley Palms 75% 22%
Gilroy 77% 21%
Surrounding VP 73% 22%

ALL YOUTH 47% 49%
Valley Palms 41% 57%
Gilroy 62% 30%
Surrounding VP 47% 49%

mFemale Male ®Transgender mOther ®mPrefernotto say

All Adults = 709; Valley Palms Adults = 166; Gilroy Adults = 439; San Jose Adults = 104. All Youth = 598; Valley Palms Youth = 93; Gilroy Youth
=37; Surrounding VP Youth = 468. Not shown in chart: <1% Transgender for All Adults, <1% Other for All Adults, 2% Prefer not to say for All
Adults, 3% Prefer not to say for Valley Palms Adults, <1% Transgender for Gilroy Adults, <1% Other for Gilroy Adults, 1% Prefer not to say
for Gilroy Adults, 5% Prefer not to say for Surrounding VP Adults; <1% Transgender for All Youth, 2% Other for All Youth, 2% Prefer not to
say for All Youth, 2% Other for Valley Palms Youth, 3% Other for Gilroy Youth, 5% Prefer not to say for Gilroy Youth, 1% Transgender for
Surrounding VP Youth, 1% Other for Surrounding VP Youth, and 2% Prefer not to say for Surrounding VP Youth.
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Percentage of Adult and Youth Respondents by Race/Ethnicity

The majority of adult respondents (83%) identified as Latino/Hispanic. In Valley Palms, about
93% of all respondents identified as Latino/Hispanic, compared to 85% of Gilroy adults. Among

those living in the area surrounding Valley Palms, 63% identified as Latino/Hispanic, while 26%
identified as White.

Exhibit 17. Percentage of Adult Respondents by Race/Ethnicity

9% 85% 83%
63%
26%
19% 2% 5% 1% 0% 0% 8% 29% 4% 19 1% 1% 4%2%l1% 1% 0% 6% 2% 7% 1% 1% 1%
I . e — I [
Valley Palms Gilroy Surrounding VP ALL ADULTS

Latino/Hispanic ~ ®White  ®AI/AN  ®Asian  mBlack/African-American  ®BNH/PI  mOther

All Adults: Latino/Hispanic (L/H) = 591, White = 40, American Indian/Alaska Native (Al/AN) = 14, Asian (Chinese, Vietnamese, Filipino,
Indian, Other) = 52, Black/African American (B/AA) = 6, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (NH/PI) = 6, Other = 4, Prefer not to say = 18.
Valley Palms Adults: L/H = 154, White = 1, AI/AN = 3, Asian = 8, B/AA = 2, NH/PI = 0, Other = 0, Prefer not to say = 2. Gilroy Adults: L/H =
371, White = 35, AI/AN = 9, Asian = 17, B/AA = 3, NH/PI = 5, Other = 4, Prefer not to say = 12. Surrounding VP Adults: L/H = 66, White = 4;
Al/AN =2, Asian =27, B/AA = 1, NH/PI = 1, Other = 0, Prefer not to say = 4.

The majority of youth respondents (76%) also identified as Latino/Hispanic. While about 86% of
Valley Palms youth identified as Latino/Hispanic, 81% of Gilroy youth and 73% of those youth
living in the area surrounding Valley Palms identified this way. In addition, 21% of youth
respondents in the area surrounding Valley Palms identified as White.

Exhibit 18. Percentage of Youth Respondents by Race/Ethnicity

86%
81% 73% 76%
21% 18%
1% % 5% . .
2% 1% 1% 1% 0% 3% 3% 09 0% O% 5%2%.3%3%2% 5472%.2%2%2%
—_m [ [ - - -
Valley Palms Gilroy Surrounding VP ALL YOUTH

Latino/Hispanic ~ mWhite mAI/AN m Asian m Black/African-American m NH/PI m Other

All Youth: L/H = 453, White = 31, Al/AN = 11, Asian = 108, B/AA = 13, NH/PI = 14, Other = 12, Prefer not to say = 11. Valley Palms Youth: L/H
=80, White = 2, AI/AN = 1, Asian = 10, B/AA = 1, NH/PI = 1, Other = 0, Prefer not to say = 1. Gilroy Youth: L/H = 30, White = 4, Al/AN =1,
Asian = 1, B/AA = 0, NH/PI = 0, Other = 2, Prefer not to say = 1. Surrounding VP Youth: L/H = 343, White = 25, Al/AN = 9, Asian = 97, B/AA =
12, NH/PI = 13, Other = 10, Prefer not to say = 9.

Percentage of Adult Respondents by Survey Language

While the youth survey was offered in English only, the adult survey was offered in multiple
languages. While approximately two-thirds of Valley Palms (63%) and Gilroy (66%) adults
completed the survey in Spanish, slightly less than half (46%) of those living in the area
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surrounding Valley Palms completed the survey Spanish. In addition, 7% of adults in areas
surrounding Valley Palms completed the survey in Vietnamese.

Exhibit 19. Percentage of Adult Respondents by Survey Language

Adult
Valley Palms 63% H
Gilroy 66%
Surrounding VP 46%

m English Spanish mVietnamese

Adults: Valley Palms English = 58, Spanish = 104, Vietnamese = 4. Gilroy English = 149, Spanish = 290, Vietnamese = 0. Surrounding VP
English = 49, Spanish = 48, Vietnamese = 7.

Percentage of Adult and Youth Respondents by Survey Type

A greater proportion of Valley Palms adults and youth completed paper/pencil surveys,
compared to residents in Gilroy and those living in the area surrounding Valley Palms. While
roughly two-thirds of adults in Gilroy (68%) and those in areas surrounding Valley Palms (66%)
completed paper/pencil surveys, nearly all youth living in those same areas completed the
online survey (Gilroy = 100%, Surrounding VP = 97%).

Exhibit 20. Percentage of Adult and Youth Respondents by Survey Type

Adults
Valley Palms 83% 17%
Gilroy 68% 32%
Surrounding VP 66% 34%
® Paper/Pencil mOnline
Youth
Valley Palms

Gilroy 100%
Surrounding VP

m Paper/Pencil mOnline

2020 Adults: Valley Palms: Paper/Pencil = 184, Online = 12. Gilroy: Paper/Pencil = 211, Online = 341. 2021 Adults: Valley Palms:
Paper/Pencil = 138, Online = 28. Gilroy: Paper/Pencil = 297, Online = 142. Surrounding VP: Paper/Pencil = 69, Online = 35. 2020 Youth:
Valley Palms: Paper/Pencil = 35, Online 3. Gilroy: Paper/Pencil = 0, Online = 158. 2021 Youth: Valley Palms: Paper/Pencil = 57, Online = 36.
Gilroy: Paper/Pencil = 0, Online = 37. Surrounding VP: Paper/Pencil = 13, Online = 455. Percentages <5% are not shown in the figure above.

Percentage of Adults by Level of Education

There was a higher level of education among adults living in Gilroy and the area surrounding
Valley Palms, compared to those adults living in Valley Palms.
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Exhibit 21. Percentage of Adults by Level of Education

Valley Palms 30% 21% 25% 11% 6%
Gilroy I} 28% 14% 18% 19% 14%
Surrounding VP |} 19% 15% 26% 13% 15%
m Never Attended/Only K Elementary (Gr.1-8) mSome High School
B High School Graduate/GED m Some College/Tech. School H College Graduate (4+years)
B Other

Valley Palms: Never Attended School/Only Attended K = 9, Elementary (Grades 1-8) = 46, Some High School (Grades 9-11) = 32, High School
Graduate/GED = 38, Some College/Tech School = 17, College Graduate (4+Years) = 10, Other = 0, Prefer not to say = 3. Gilroy: Never Attended
School/Only Attended K = 9, Elementary (Grades 1-8) = 113, Some High School (Grades 9-11) = 57, High School Graduate/GED = 73, Some
College/Tech School = 75, College Graduate (4+Years) = 58, Other = 2, Prefer not to say = 15. Surrounding VP: Never Attended School/Only
Attended K = 2, Elementary (Grades 1-8) = 19, Some High School (Grades 9-11) = 15, High School Graduate/GED = 26, Some College/Tech
School = 13, College Graduate (4+Years) = 15, Other = 0, Prefer not to say = 10. Not shown in chart: 2% Prefer not to say for Valley Palms, 2%
Never Attended School for Gilroy, <1% Other for Gilroy, 4% Prefer not to say for Gilroy, 2% Never Attended School for Surrounding VP.

Percentage of Adults and Youth by Number of Years Lived in their City

The majority of adult and youth respondents in Gilroy and Valley Palms reported having lived
in their city for more than 10 years.

Exhibit 22. Percentage of Adults and Youth by Number of Years Lived in their City

All Adults 12% 14% 70%
Valley Palms
Gilroy 12% 14% 71%
Surrounding VP | 6% &S24 12% 77%
All Youth 9% 11% 77%
Valley Palms 8% 87%
Gilroy 8% 16% 14% 62%
Surrounding VP 9% 12% A

TYearorlLess m2-5Years m6-10 Years m>10 Years

All Adults: 1 Year or Less = 30, 2-5 Yrs. =83, 6-10 Yrs. = 100, >10 Yrs. = 489; Valley Palms Adults: 1 Year or Less = 7, 2-5 Yrs. = 25, 6-10 Yrs. =
29,>10 Yrs. = 103; Gilroy Adults: 1 Year or Less = 17, 2-5 Yrs. =52, 6-10 Yrs. = 59, >10 Yrs. = 306; Surrounding VP Adults: 1 Year or Less = 6, 2-
5Yrs.=6,6-10 Yrs. =12, >10 Yrs. = 80. All Youth: 1 Year or Less = 15, 2-5 Yrs. = 56, 6-10 Yrs. = 65, >10 Yrs. = 461; Valley Palms Youth: 1 Year
orLess=0,2-5Yrs.=2,6-10 Yrs. =4, >10 Yrs. = 32; Gilroy Youth: 1 Year or Less = 3, 2-5 Yrs. =6, 6-10 Yrs. = 5, >10 Yrs. = 23; Surrounding VP
Youth: 1 Year or Less = 12, 2-5 Yrs. =43, 6-10 Yrs. = 55, >10 Yrs. = 358. Not shown in chart: 4% 1 Year or Less for All Adults, 4% 1 Year or Less
for Valley Palms Adults, 4% 1 Year or Less for Gilroy Adults, 3% 1 Year or Less for All Youth, 5% 6-10 Yrs. for Valley Palms Youth, and 3% 1
Year or Less for Surrounding VP Youth.

Percentage of Adults and Youth Living in Project Area

Forty-three percent (43%) of adult respondents reported living in NSU's project areas; 20% of
those respondents live in East Gilroy and 23% live in Valley Palms.
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Twenty percent (20%) of youth respondents live in NSU's project areas of which 16% live in
Valley Palms and 4% live in East Gilroy.

Exhibit 23. Percentage of Adults and Youth Living in Project Area

ALL ADULTS 43%
East Gilroy 20%
Valley Palms 23%

ALL YOUTH 20%
East Gilroy 4%
Valley Palms 16%

All Adults = 709; East Gilroy Adults = 141; Volley Palms Adults= 166; All Youth = 598; East Gilroy Youth = 25; Valley Palms Youth = 93.

VALLEY PALMS ADULTS

Valley Palms Adults: Impact of COVID-19

Roughly one-third of Valley Palms adult respondents reported COVID-19 has had a moderate
to severe impact regarding financial hardship (33%), decrease in emotional health or increase
in stress (31%), and loss of employment or decrease in wages (29%), but few reported the same

degree of impact on increased substance use and loss of housing or more people in the
household.

Exhibit 24.  Valley Palms Adults: Impact of COVID-19

Financial hardship 2796040 %y 25% 8%

Decrease in emotional health or increase in stress e 28% 24% 7%

Loss of employment or decrease in wages S 37% 20% 9%

Decrease in personal safety INZ3%e 3% 18% 6%

Food insecurity ININS2NTTR27% 0 16% - 6%

Loss of childcare availability NS 22% 0 16% 5%

Loss of educational services or schooling IINNNS2%7E 28% 0 1% 6%
Decreased physical health orillness NS5m0 3% 8%
Transportation issues  IING27IEENTTR26% N 8%
Loss of housing or more people in household N7y 289% &%
Increased substance use RO NNT2% 5%

mNot atall mSomewhat Moderately Severely

N=155-162

Valley Palms Adults: Services Accessed to Help with Impact of COVID-19

Respondents indicated whether they had accessed any of the listed services and supports to
help with the impact of COVID-19. Sixty percent of Valley Palms adults reported having
accessed food distributions, and 54% accessed COVID-19 testing and COVID-19 vaccines.

WASR Helping People Build Better Communities




23

Exhibit 25. Valley Palms Adults: Services Accessed due to Covid-19

Food distribution

COVID-19 testing

COVID-19 vaccine

Financial aid/cash assistance

Other essential household supplies
Diapers and baby formula distribution
Employment support

Housing support

Education support

Childcare support

Healthcare support

Legal support

Mental health support

60%
54%
54%
21%

16%
14%

13%

13%

12%
10%
9%

N=166. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Transportation support (3%) and small business support (1%).

Valley Palms Adults: COVID-19 Services Needed for Undocumented Community

Members

When asked to prioritize the COVID-19 services most needed for undocumented community
members, Valley Palms adults rated financial aid/cash assistance (63%), housing support
(39%), and food distributions (38%) among the most needed services.

Exhibit 26. Valley Palms Adults: COVID-19 Services Needed for Undocumented

Community Members

Financial aid/ cash assistance
Housing support

Food distribution

Healthcare support
Employment support
COVID-19 testing

Education support

Mental health support
Diapers and baby formula distribution
Childcare support

Legal support

Small business support

63%
39%
38%
31%
29%
27%
23%
22%
14%
12%

9%

N=166. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Other essential household supplies (4%), transportation (2%), other (0%).

Valley Palms Adults: Trend Data, 2016/17 - 2021

Though it is important to keep in mind differences in the sampling of sub-groups in recent
years due to COVID-19 which was discussed in greater detail in the methods section of this
report, plotting the mean scores for all community safety indicators from 2016/17 through 2021
for Valley Palms adults revealed several overall trends over a five-year period. For example,
there has been a decrease in Perceived Neighborhood Problems and an increase in Perceived

Safety During the Day across years.
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There are also several u-shaped trends that show a return to more positive indicators of
community safety, such as when it comes to Self-Efficacy and Perceived Safety at Night.
However, the reverse pattern was found for Informal Collective Action which means there was
an increase followed by a drop in this indicator across years.

Significant differences between 2020 and 2021 were also found:

Valley Palms Adult Positive Trends: Findings revealed two significant positive trends from 2020
to 2021, including a significant decrease in perceived Neighborhood Problems and an increase
in Social Cohesion.

Exhibit 27. Valley Palms Adults: Significant Positive Differences Between 2020 and 2021

3.2

3.0 Guummm

2.9 O,

2016/17 2018 2019 2020 2021
==@==Social Cohesion =g== Neighborhood Problems

Note: All findings significant at p <.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator. 2021 N=166, 2020 N=196, 2019 N=183, 2018 N=144,
2016/17 N=131. First year of data gathered on Family Communication was 2019.

Valley Palms Adult Negative Trends: There was also one significant negative trend from 2020
to 2021, decreased Informal Collective Action.

Exhibit 28.  Valley Palms Adults: Significant Negative Differences Between 2020 and 2021

2.8

2.3 23
23

21

2016/17 2018 2019 2020 2021

Informal Collective Action

Note: All findings significant at p <.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator. 2021 N=166, 2020 N=196, 2019 N=183, 2018 N=144,
2016/17 N=131. First year of data gathered on Family Communication was 2019.
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Valley Palms Adults: Anything Else You Would Like to Share about Your
Neighborhood?

While all respondents were asked if there was anything they would like to share about their
neighborhood, 19 Valley Palms adults provided their feedback. While 26% of the responses
reflected what they liked/what has improved in their neighborhood or had nothing to say, 16%
communicated the need for more programs for kids.

Exhibit 29. Valley Palms Adults: Feedback about their Neighborhood

Response Examples N %
“l like that in my neighborhood people are united about
What | like/What has everything in VP,” “| like the change the community has gone
improved through in the past couple of years.” 5 26%
Nothing “No” 5 26%

“More prevention programs for kids,” “Youth need programs that

More programs for kids keep them away from gangs & drugs” 3 16%
More programs for adults “More finance workshops” 2 1%
Greater safety “Less violence with gangs” 2 1%
Affordable housing “There is very little affordable housing in the area” 2 1%
TOTAL 19 100%

VALLEY PALMS YOUTH

Valley Palms Youth: Impact of COVID-19

Valley Palms youth did not report as significant an impact of COVID-19 this year, compared to
Valley Palms adults. The areas of most moderate to severe impact for Valley Palms youth were
a decrease in emotional health or increase in stress (16%), financial hardship (16%), as well as
loss of employment or decrease in wages (14%).

Exhibit 30.  Valley Palms Youth: Impact of COVID-19

Decrease in emotional health or increase in stress |G NV IS7R%8WM5%
Financial hardship  [INEEEEEYZC] S 7/ SN | O 760 6 %
Loss of employment or decrease in wages [ INNRNENIIEEE =7 G 7NN 89516 %
Food insecurity I 7 S [ <7735 %6 6 %
Transportation issues
Loss of childcare availability
Loss of housing or more people in household
Loss of educational services or schooling
Decreased physical health or illness
Increased substance use
Decrease in personal safety

mNot atall mSomewhat mModerately Severely

N=86-88
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Valley Palms Youth: Services Accessed to Help with Impact of COVID-19

The most accessed service to help with the impact of COVID-19 among Valley Palms youth
was COVID-19 testing (51%), COVID-19 vaccines (49%), and food distributions (39%).

Exhibit 31. Valley Palms Youth: Services Accessed to Help with Impact of COVID-19

covip-9 testing - [, -0
covip-19 vaccine [, < ©%
Food distribution || Nl N A 0%
Financial aid/ cash assistance || N N R 5%
Education support || I 10%
Other essential household supplies | I 10%
Housing support | I 10%
Mental health support | 8%
Diapers and baby formula distribution || NIl 8%
Healthcare support | 8%
Employment support || I 8%
Childcare support | 6%
Small business support [l 5%

N=93. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Transportation support (4%) and legal support (2%).

Valley Palms Youth: Most Needed COVID-19 Services for Undocumented
Community Members

Valley Palms youth reported that financial aid/cash assistance (53%), COVID-19 testing (29%),
as well as food distributions (25%), employment support (25%), and healthcare support (25%)
were the most needed COVID-19 services for undocumented community members.

Exhibit 32. Valley Palms Youth: Most Needed COVID-19 Services for Undocumented
Community Members

Financial aid/ cash assistance | NI  -35%
coviD-19 testing |  0°%
Food distribution | NN 0%
Employment support | NI 5%
Healthcare support [ NI 5%
Housing support [ NG 2%
Childcare support | NI 17%
Mental health support | NN 17%
Education support | NENEGIGING 12%
Diapers and baby formula distribution | [l NNIE 1%

Other essential household supplies | NN 1%
Small business support [ 8%
Legal support [ 6%

N=93. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Transportation support (2%) and other (1%).
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Valley Palms Youth: Trend Data, 2016/17 - 2021

Plotting the mean scores for all coommunity safety indicators from 2016/17 to 2021 for Valley
Palms youth revealed several overall trends over a five-year period. For example, Social
Cohesion and Family Communication increased over the years, but Informal Collective Action
decreased.

In addition, there are several u-shaped trends indicating a drop followed by an increase in Self-
Efficacy, Perceived Safety at Night, and Perceived Safety During the Day, but a reverse u-
shaped trend in Perceived Neighborhood Problems.

Significant differences between 2020 and 2021 were also found:

Valley Palms Youth Positive Trends: Findings revealed two significant positive trends from
2020 to 2021, including a significant increase in Perceived Safety at Night and Perceived
Safety During the Day.

Exhibit 33. Valley Palms Youth: Significant Differences Between 2020 and 2021

23 33
31 21 31

3.0

2.7
’\5 25

23
2016/17 2018 2019 2020 2021
Perceived Safety (Day) ==@== Pecrceived Safety (Night)

Note: **All findings are significant at p <.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator. 2021 N=166, 2020 N=196, 2019 N=183, 2018
N=144,2016/17 N=131. Family Communication data was first collected in 2019.

Valley Palms Youth Negative Trends: There were no significant trends for Valley Palms youth
from 2020 to 2021.

Valley Palms Youth: What Other Activities Would You Like to Have in Your
Neighborhood?

All youth respondents were asked what other activities they would like to have in their
neighborhood; 35 Valley Palms youth provided feedback. Responses included wanting
opportunities to play sports (29%), doesn’t matter/l don’t know (26%), social events (11%),
career/life development/academic activities/support (11%), and art/games/recreation (11%).
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Exhibit 34. Valley Palms Youth: Other Activities They Would Like to Have

Response Examples N %

Sports (skatepark, basketball, dance, Skatepark, basketball, dance, soccer, swimming,

soccer, pool, volleyball) sports tournaments 10 29%

Doesn’t matter/l don’t know Doesn’'t matter; | don’t know 7 26%

Social events Parties; flea market 4 1%
Career leadership training, banking for youth;

Career/life development/academic learn real-world skills; learn about the benefits of

opportunities & support being a good kid 4 1%

Art/games/recreation Art classes; arts and crafts 4 1%

“I'm content” Everything | want is already in place 2 6%

Supportive services (listening to kids, Listening to kids; distribution of food supplies

food/supply distributions) and services 2 6%

TOTAL 35 100%

Valley Palms Youth: What Would You Like to Change About Your Neighborhood?

Thirty-seven (n = 37) Valley Palms youth also provided feedback about what they would like to
change about their neighborhood. About one-third of responses (35%) had to do with being
content with their neighborhood/no changes are needed, while 19% had to do with wanting
to see a decrease in crime and drugs/increased safety.

Exhibit 35. Valley Palms Youth: Feedback about their Neighborhood

Examples N %

Response

“Maybe years ago | would have changed

something but now | see children happy | see my

siblings happy and | am happy and that is the most
No changes needed important thing for me” 13 35%
Decrease in crime/drugs & increased Less crime, gang-related; no drugs, guns; make it
safety safe & have adults be careful when driving 7 19%
Don't know | don't know 5 14%
Activities (gym, music) A gym, activities, music classes 3 8%
More parks Make more parks to keep the community active 2 5%
Opportunities for social connection Get to know everyone, make more lively 2 5%

“Have the ‘esquelita’ reopen so kids can study &
Academic space/support finish schoolwork during free time 1 3%
Greater law enforcement Increase enforcement of laws 1 3%
Events Local events to bring to the community 1 3%
Greater cleanliness Cleanliness 1 3%
TOTAL 37 100%
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VALLEY PALMS ADULTS AND YOUTH:
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN 2021

Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Significant Differences in 2021

There were several significant differences found between Valley Palms adults and youth in
2021. Valley Palms adults reported significantly higher Self-Efficacy, Informal Collection Action,
and Family Communication About Neighborhood Safety, Crime, and Violence, compared to
Valley Palms youth. Valley Palms youth, on the other hand, reported significantly higher
Perceived Safety at Night and Perceived Safety During the Day, compared to adults.

Exhibit 36. Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Significant Differences in 2021
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mYouth mAdult

Note: Adults N=163, Youth N=90. **** = p<.001, *** = p<.01, **=p<.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator.

GUN-RELATED DATA: VALLEY PALMS ADULTS
AND YOUTH

The following section presents gun-related data for Valley Palms residents for 2020-2021.

Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Shootings and Incidents Involving Guns, 2020-2021

The results for Valley Palms adults related to shootings and incidents involving guns were
similar to 2020, but with a slightly higher proportion of respondents reporting 1to 2 shootings
and/or incidents involving guns this year (22%) compared to last year (15%).

This year, 72% of Valley Palms youth reported zero shootings and incidents involving guns in
their neighborhood in the last three months, compared to only 53% in 2020.
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Exhibit 37. Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Shootings and Incidents Involving Guns,
2020-2021

2020 Youth 53% 22% 10%
2021 Youth 72% 20% 2%

2020 Adults 68% 15% 8% 5%

2021 Adults 70% 22% 6%

mO ml-2 Em3-4 m5-6 7 or more

2021 Adults = 157; 2020 Adults = 540. Not shown in chart due to <5%: 2020 Adults 7+=3%, 2021 Adults 7+=3%. 2021 Youth = 87; 2020
Youth = 37. Not shown in chart due to <5%: 2021 Youth 3-4=2%, 2021 Youth 5-6=2%, 2021 Youth 7+=3%, 2020 Youth 5-6=3%, 2020 Youth
7+=3%.

Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Access to Guns, 2020-2021

For Valley Palms adults, the proportion of adults who reported that they or someone they
know carry a gun and the proportion that reported that they or someone they know own a
gun decreased in 2021. However, the proportion of adults who know how to get a gun
themselves or know someone else who knows how to get a gun increased.

Reports from Valley Palms youth showed slight decreases in the proportion of respondents
who carry a gun and own a gun, with the greatest decrease in the proportion of those who
reported knowing how to get a gun.

Exhibit 38. Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Access to Guns, 2020-2021

45%

19% 17%

1% 13% 13% -
7% 4% 5% 20 7%
S — -
Youth Adults Youth Adults Youth Adults
They or someone they know carry  They or someone they know They or someone they know
agun owns a gun knows how to get a gun

2020 m2021

2021 Adults = 154-156; 2020 Adults = 180-182; 2021 Youth = 85-86; 2020 Youth = 46-47.

Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Reasons Why People Carry Guns, 2020-2021

There was a large increase in 2021 in the proportion of Valley Palms adult respondents who
think people carry guns to assist them in getting things they want or need, to feel safe,
protected, or to defend themselves, intimidate others, and for other reasons (e.g., police, |
don't know, to harm someone, to look cool).

This year there were increases in the proportion of Valley Palms youth who think people carry
guns to feel safe, protected, or to defend themselves (from 53% to 62%) and for other reasons
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(e.g., “l don't know anyone with a gun”,

| don't know",
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nou

security have guns”) (from 0% to 13%),

but decreases in the proportion of youth who think people carry guns to assist in getting
things that they want or need (from 26% to 12%), and to intimidate others (from 50% to 19%).

Exhibit 39.
62%
53%
40%
O,
6% 30%
18%
12%
Youth Adults Youth Adults

Assist in getting things
that they want or need

Feel safe, protected, or to
defend themselves

m2020

Valley Palms Adults and Youth: Reasons Why People Carry Guns, 2020 - 2021

50%
23%
19% 17%
13% 12%
Ml "l
Youth Adults Youth Adults
Intimidate others Other

m 2021

2021 Adults = 166; 2020 Adults = 196; 2021 Youth = 93; 2020 Youth = 37-38.

GILROY ADULTS

Gilroy Adults: Impact of COVID-19

Gilroy adults reported that the most moderate to severe impact of COVID-19 was related
financial hardship (40%), loss of employment or decrease in wages (36%), and a decrease in

emotional health or increase in stress (35%).

Exhibit 40.

Financial hardship

Loss of employment or decrease in wages
Decrease in emotional health or increase in stress
Loss of educational services or schooling
Food insecurity

Loss of childcare availability

Decreased physical health or illness
Decrease in personal safety

Loss of housing or more people in household
Transportation issues

Increased substance use

m Not at all

N=384-408. Percentages <5% are not shown.
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Gilroy Adults: Services Accessed to Help with Impact of COVID-19

Gilroy adults reported on the extent to which they accessed supports to help with the impact
of COVID-19. The most accessed supports were related to COVID-19 testing (58%), COVID-19
vaccines (54%), and food distributions (41%).

Exhibit 41. Gilroy Adults: Services Accessed to Help with Impact of COVID-19

coviD-19 testing  [IEEEEEGEGEGE  558%
covip-19 vaccine IG5+ %
Food distribution [ NNRNRNRDMMEE /%
Financial aid/ cash assistance | NI 20%
Education support | NI 14%
Healthcare support | NN 12%
Mental health support [ NN 1%
Employment support [ I 10%
childcare support [ 8%
Housing support [ 8%
Diapers and baby formula distribution | I 7%
Other essential household supplies [l 7%

N=439. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Small business (3%), transportation (3%), legal support (3%).

Gilroy Adults: Most Needed COVID-19 Services for Undocumented Community
Members

According to Gilroy adult respondents, the most needed COVID-19 services for undocumented
community members included financial aid/cash assistance (42%), healthcare support (40%),
and employment support (39%).

Exhibit 42. Gilroy Adults: Most Needed COVID-19 Services for Undocumented
Community Members

Financial aid/ cash assistance || NN N /2%
Healthcare support | /0%
Employment support | 507
Housing support | =%
Food distribution | R N 31
covip-19testing  [NNNENGEGEGEGEEEEE 20%
childcare support | IENRNRBRNEGEGgEE 3%
Education support [ NI 5%
Legal support [ NI 3%
Mental health support || NI 10%

Diapers and baby formula distribution [ 6%
Ssmall business support [ 6%

N=439. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Transportation support (4%), other essential household supplies (4%), other (2%).
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Gilroy Adults: Trend Data 2016/17 - 2021

Plotting the mean scores for all commmunity safety indicators from 2016/17 to 2021 as shown in
the exhibit below showed several overall trends for Gilroy adults over a five-year period. For
instance, while Family Communication and Perceived Safety During the Day have remained
relatively high across all years, the data shows an overall drop in Perceived Safety at Night and
Informal Collective Action.

In addition, there were several significant trends from 2020 and 2021:

Gilroy Adults Positive Trends: Compared to 2020, Gilroy adult respondents reported
significantly higher Self-Efficacy and higher Perceived Safety at Night, compared to the
previous year.

Exhibit 43. Gilroy Adults: Significant Positive Differences Between 2020 and 2021

3.4

2016/17 2018 2019 2020 2021

=== Sc|f-Efficacy ==g==Perceived Neighborhood Safety (Night)

Note: All findings significant at p <.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator. 2021: Adults N= 439. 2020: Adults N=520. 2019: Adults
N=330.2018: Adults N=211. 2016/17: Adults N=124.

Gilroy Adults Negative Trends: However, Gilroy adults also reported this year more Perceived
Problems in the Neighborhood compared to 2020.

Exhibit 44. Gilroy Adults: Trend Data, 2016/17-2021

2.8

2.7

2.6
2.6

2.4

2016/17 2018 2019 2020 2021

==g==Neighborhood Problems

Note: All findings significant at p <.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator. 2021: Adults N= 439. 2020: Adults N=520. 2019: Adults
N=330.2018: Adults N=211. 2016/17: Adults N=124.
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Gilroy Adults: Anything Else You Would Like to Share about Your Neighborhood?

While all adult respondents were asked if there was anything they would like to share about
their neighborhood, 83 Gilroy adults provided their feedback. Twelve percent (12%) of those
responses had to do wanting drivers to respect speed limits and the number of cars, 1% was
about the need for addressing homelessness, and another 11% of responses communicated
Gilroy adults’ content with their neighborhood. Another 10% had to do with the need for
greater cleanliness/ infrastructure improvements, and the need for more policing and greater
responsiveness of the police (10%).

Exhibit 45. Gilroy Adults: Feedback about their Neighborhood

‘ Response Examples N %

It's not safe to walk at night because people don't respect the
speed limit; there have been many accidents including when me

Respecting speed & my daughter were hit by a car; people run stop signs at full

limit/traffic speed too often & its concerns for the children 10 12%
Address homelessness under bridges, on my street, camping out

Address homelessness near the park —it's not safe for my kids to walk around the area 9 1%

Very content with Co-existence is peaceful in the neighborhood where | live — no

neighborhood need to change anything; Gilroy is super safe & friendly 9 1%

Clean the parks and streets more; my neighborhood could use
Cleanliness/infrastructure some fixing up; speak with everyone on the street and clean and
improvements paint the apartments that are all old and dirty 8 10%

“Forest Park in Gilroy needs cops there - my kids can't go — there's
people having sex & drugs along with homeless on playgrounds
with beer. At night people fight there — | live across the street. I've

More called non-emergency to say something, but | never see anyone
policing/responsiveness go 8 10%
More security More security for neighborhood, parks, alleys, monitor graffiti; put

(monitoring, lights) more lighting in streets 7 8%
No comment No, it's good; no comment 7 8%

My neighborhood would be safe if we didn’t have a lot of drug
dealing and using... there is street racing and drug dealing; a lot of
General safety/less gangsters and sometimes some fights which affect children
gangs/drugs when they are exposed to them 6 7%

I'm grateful to Gilroy PD for all that they do; my neighborhood
was unsafe some time ago but the police took control of it; thank

Grateful for the police you for all the Gilroy police for keeping our commmunity safe 4 5%
Community More communication between us and do something to support
building/organizing each other in what we need 4 5%
More park/green/rec More green areas; more trees; space to offer activities that are
space different from school 3 4%
General support for I would like info that can help me talk with my youth
families 3 4%
Grateful for NSU Thank you for supporting and helping the community

Provide children in the neighborhood with free activities (e.g.,
Activities for youth Zumba, art, karate) 2 2%
Less noise Loud noises at night that sounds like illegal fireworks 1 1%
TOTAL 83 100%
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GILROY YOUTH

Gilroy Youth: Impact of COVID-19

When asked about the impact of COVID-19, Gilroy youth respondents reported that the
greatest impact of COVID-19 was related to decreased emotional health or increase in stress
(33%), financial hardship (19%), and loss of educational services or schooling (16%).

Exhibit 46. Gilroy Youth: Impact of COVID-19

Decrease in emotional health or increase in stress 1%
Financial hardship AN 35%
Loss of educational services or schooling
Loss of employment or decrease in wages 8%
Food insecurity 59% 30% 5%
Transportation issues | NG "7 S5 75 5 %
Decreased physical health or illness 76% 16%
Loss of childcare availability [ INNRNRNINININGIEDE 7 i 7N 5%
Decrease in personal safety
Loss of housing or more people in household
Increased substance use 81% 16%

mNot atall mSomewhat ® Moderately Severely

N=37. Percentages <5% are not shown.

Gilroy Youth: Services Accessed to Help with Impact of COVID-19

Gilroy youth respondents reported having accessed food distribution services (51%), COVID-19
testing (49%), and COVID-19 vaccines (41%).

Exhibit 47. Gilroy Youth: Services Accessed to Help with Impact of COVID-19

Food distribution I S1%
covip-19 testing I 49%
covip-19vaccine [N - 1%
Financial aid/ cash assistance [N 9%
Diapers and baby formula distribution | AR 11%
Employment support [ NN 1%
Healthcare support | NN 11%
Childcare support | I 8%
Small business support | 8%
Education support | I 8%
Mental health support [ 5%
Other essential household supplies [ 5%
Transportation support [ 5%
N=37. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Housing (3%) and legal support (0%).
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Gilroy Youth: Most Needed COVID-19 Services for Undocumented Community
Members

Employment support (46%), financial aid/cash assistance (43%), food distribution services
(43%), and healthcare support (35%) were rated among the most needed COVID-19 services
for undocumented community members by Gilroy youth respondents.

Exhibit 48. Gilroy Youth: Most Needed COVID-19 Services for Undocumented Community
Members

Employment support - | 6%
Financial aid/ cash assistance | NI /5
Food distribution | R < 3%
Healthcare support [N 55%
Childcare support [ NN /%
Small business support | NNGITNGNTNENENEGEEEEE 2%
Mental health support | NI 1°%
Education support | NG 6%
Housing support | NG 4%
coviD-19 testing [N 1%
Diapers and baby formula distribution | I 8%

N=37. Not included in the chart due to n<5%: Other essential household supplies (3%), legal support (3%), other (0%) and transportation
support (0%).

Gilroy Youth: Trend Data, 2016/17 - 2021

Plotting the mean scores for all coommunity safety indicators from 2016/17 to 2021 as shown in
the exhibit below showed several overall trends for Gilroy youth over a five-year period. For
instance, there was a marked drop in Perceived Problems in the Neighborhood, but also a
marked decrease in Informal Collective Action across years.

In addition, there were two significant trends from 2020 and 2021 among Gilroy youth.
Gilroy Youth Positive Trends: Compared to 2020, this year Gilroy youth respondents reported
significantly higher Self-Efficacy and higher Perceived Safety at Night.

Exhibit 49. Gilroy Youth: Significant Positive Differences Between 2020 and 2021

3

2016/17 2018 2019 2020 2021
=—g==Scl|f-Efficacy === Perceived Neighborhood Safety (Night)

Note: All findings significant at p <.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator. 2021 N=37, 2020 N=158, 2019 N=167, 2018 N=86,
2016/17 N=65.
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Gilroy Youth Negative Trends: There were no significant negative trends among Gilroy youth
from 2020 to 2021.

Gilroy Youth: What Activities Would You Like to Have in Your Neighborhood?

Thirty-seven Gilroy youth provided feedback about the kinds of activities they would like to
have in their neighborhood. Most responses had to do with wanting more activities, games,
and art for kids (16%) and wanting more sport opportunities (16%).

Exhibit 50. Gilroy Youth: Other Activities They Would Like to Have

Activities/games/art for kids Fun games, bike riding, geocaching, art 6 16%
Sports (basketball, pool) Basketball, pool, outdoor sports, sports 6 16%
Don't know | don't know 2 5%
More parks like San Ysidro with programs for people of all

Parks/programs like San Ysidro ages; dog park 2 5%
Community service opportunities Community service 1 3%
Want greater freedom to play I honestly just want our landlord to let us play with balls

from landlord and bikes/scooters 1 3%
TOTAL 37 100%

Gilroy Youth: What Would You Like to Change About Your Neighborhood?

All respondents were asked what they would like to change about their neighborhood;
seventeen (n=17) Gilroy youth provided responses related to wanting more activities, games,
and sports for youth (29%), and greater freedorm/accessibility for children to play (18%).

Exhibit 51. Gilroy Youth: Feedback about their Neighborhood

Response Examples N %
Having some sort of activities for the youth to participate in

Activities/games/sports would be nice; more games, sports, youth groups 5 29%

Greater freedom/accessibility for Make Acorn Way flatter for kids to learn how to ride bikes and

children to play scooters, poor, let us have more freedom 3 18%

Don't know | don't know; nothing 3 18%

More police More police around 2 12%
A small park so kids can swing and slide down the slide and

Playground go on the monkey bars 1 6%
I think there needs to be more widespread information about 6%
how teens are and what they are going through so parents

Parenting tips information can try to understand their kids instead of going straight to

provided for parents punishment, yelling, or stereotyping. 1

Street party I want there to be a party in my street 1 6%
No smoking or drinking around kids at all times and pick up 6%

Less smoking/drinking/garbage  your own trash 1

TOTAL 17 100%
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GILROY ADULTS AND YOUTH: SIGNIFICANT
DIFFERENCES IN 2021
Gilroy Adults and Youth: Significant Differences in 2021

In 2021, Gilroy adults and youth differed significantly on several indicators. Gilroy adult
respondents reported significantly higher Self-Efficacy and Family Communication About
Neighborhood Safety, Crime, and Violence, but also more Problems in the Neighborhood.

One surprising finding in 2021 was Gilroy adults reporting greater Perceived Neighborhood
Safety at Night, compared to Gilroy youth respondents, as data from previous years typically
shows youth reporting greater perceived safety at night than during the day.

Exhibit 52.  Gilroy Adults and Youth: Significant Differences in 2021
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GUN-RELATED DATA: GILROY ADULTS AND
YOUTH

The following section presents gun-related data for Gilroy youth and adults, including a
comparison of the results for 2020 and 2021 for both sub-groups.

Gilroy Adults and Youth: Shootings or Incidents Involving Guns, 2020 - 2021

The reported number of shootings or incidents involving guns among Gilroy adults was very
consistent from 2020 to 2021 with roughly three-quarters (72% to 76%) reporting zero
incidents, and 20% to 21% reporting one to two incidents. The reported number of shootings or
incidents involving guns that was reported by Gilroy youth in 2021 was very similar to the 2020
results with roughly 86% to 87% of respondents reporting zero incidents.
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Exhibit 53.  Gilroy Adults and Youth: Shootings or Incidents Involving Guns, 2020 - 2021

2020 Youth 87% 11%

2021 Youth 86% 11%

2020 Adults AT 20%

2021 Adults 72% 21%

E0 ml-2 m3-4 m5-6 m7o0rmore
2021: Adults n=408; Youth n=37. 2020: Adults n=540; Youth n=158. Percentages <5% are not shown in the figure above.

Gilroy Adults and Youth: Access to Guns, 2020 - 2021

Overall, there were significant decreases this year in the proportion of Gilroy adults and youth
who reported that they themselves or someone they know carries a gun, owns a gun, and
knows how to get a gun.

Exhibit 54. Gilroy Adults and Youth: Access to Guns, 2020 - 2021

73%

68%

47%
h =

40%

20% 19%
13% . 13%

Youth Adults Youth Adults Youth Adults
They or someone they know carry  They or someone they know They or someone they know
agun owns a gun knows how to get a gun

12020 m2021

2021 Adults n=397-403; Youth n=37. 2020 Adults n=533-538, Youth n=158.

Gilroy Adults and Youth: Reasons Why People Carry Guns, 2020 - 2021

The Gilroy results related to why people carry guns were very similar from 2020 to 2021 with a
high proportion of residents who think people carry guns to feel safe, protected, or to defend
themselves. The two exceptions were the higher proportion of Gilroy youth who think people
carry guns to intimidate others and for “other reasons” but lower proportion of Gilroy adults
this year who think people carry guns for “other reasons” which, this year, included carrying
guns for hunting or for their jobs, for gang-related reasons, and not knowing anyone who
carries a gun.
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Exhibit 55. Gilroy Adults and Youth: Reasons Why People Carry Guns, 2020 - 2021

80% 81%

64%
52%
22% . .
I 16% 3% 12% o 9% 17%
—— B - N
_ ] -

N% gy

Youth Adults Youth Adults Youth Adults Youth Adults
Assist in getting things Feel safe, protected, or to Intimidate others Other
that they want or need defend themselves

m2020 m2021

2021 Adults n=424; Youth n=37. 2020 Adults n=552; Youth n=158

RESIDENTS LIVING IN NEIGHBORHOODS
SURROUNDING VALLEY PALMS

Community Safety Survey data was also gathered from 102 adults and 468 youth living in the
neighborhoods surrounding Valley Palms; the youth sample was comprised of students
attending Overfelt High School. Despite the lack of data from previous years that could serve
as comparison data to assess potential trends over time, this year's results still provide a
baseline indication of adults and youth living in neighborhoods surrounding Valley Palms
across a large range of community indicators.

Community Safety Survey Mean Scores for Adults Living in Neighborhoods
Surrounding Valley Palms, 2021

In 2021, adult respondents living in neighborhoods surrounding Valley Palms reported
relatively high levels of Self-Efficacy, Perceived Safety During the Day, and Family
Communication about Neighborhood Safety, Crime, and Violence, but relatively lower levels
of Informal Collective Action.

Exhibit 56. Community Safety Indicators for Adults Living in Neighborhoods
Surrounding Valley Palms, 2021

Self-Efficacy 3.0
Collective Efficacy 2.8
Perceived Safety (Night) 2.7
Perceived Safety (Day) 31
Neighborhood Problems 2.6
Social Cohesion 2.8
Informal Collective Action 2.0

Family Communication 33

Note: N = 102. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator.
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Community Safety Survey Mean Scores for Youth Living in Neighborhoods
Surrounding Valley Palms, 2021

In 2021, youth respondents living in the area around Valley Palms reported relatively high
levels of Perceived Safety During the Day, Social Cohesion, and Family Communication about
Neighborhood Safety, Crime, and Violence, but relatively lower levels of Informal Collective
Action.

Exhibit 57. Community Safety Indicators for Youth Living in Neighborhoods Surrounding
Valley Palms, 2021

Self-Efficacy [N 7
Collective Efficacy [N ©-
Perceived Safety (Night) [ ° 5
Perceived Safety (Day) [, -2
Neighborhood Problems [N
Social Cohesion [N 2 c

Informal Collective Action | IR R 1.7

Family Communication I 0

Note: N = 468. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator.

Comparison of Mean Scores Among Adults and Youth Living in Neighborhoods
Surrounding Valley Palms, 2021

The following exhibit shows the mean scores of youth and adults living in the neighborhoods
surrounding Valley Palms. Several significant differences between these two groups were
found. Adults reported significantly higher Self-Efficacy, Collective Efficacy, Informal Collective
Action, and Family Communication, but also more Problems in the Neighborhood, compared
to youth living in the same geographic area.

Exhibit 58. Comparison of Mean Scores for Adults and Youth Living in Neighborhoods
Surrounding Valley Palms, 2021

X Solf Efficacy TH—— 07
#0% Collective Efficacy T—— 0.5
Perceived Safety (Night) 25 57
Perceived Safety (Day) —3.1 3.2
*6x Neighborhood Problems I 2 3 ]
Social Cohesion I .
% Informal Collective Action NN 1.7 )
K6 Eaily Communication  TEE—— 3.0

3.0

2.8

33
mYouth Adults

Note: Adults = 102; Youth = 468. **** = p<.001; *** = p<.01; ** = p<.05. Higher scores indicate more of the indicator.
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APPENDIX A. COMMUNITY SAFETY
SURVEY KEY DOMAINS

Social cohesion Willingness to cooperate with each other “People in my neighborhood take care of each other” 5Syears
Caring adults (youth) Youth feel supported & cared for by adults “If | had a personal problem, | could ask an adult in my 5Syears
family for help”

Willingness to intervene How willing neighbors are to intervene when there are “... if someone was trying to break into a house” 5Syears
problems in the neighborhood

Neighborhood safety How safe residents feel being alone in the “...In local parks”, “On public buses or trains” 5Syears
neighborhood at night/day

Neighborhood problems Perceived presence of crime, violence, drug activity, & “Crime is a problem in my neighborhood” 5Syears
safety in the neighborhood

School support (youth) Youth feel safe and supported at school “| feel safe at school” 5Syears

Self-efficacy Feeling of being able to make a difference “l know | can make a difference in my neighborhood” 5Syears

Informal collective action How often residents talk with family, friends, and “| talked with friends or family about crime issues” 5Syears
neighbors about crime

Shootings & other Perceived frequency within the past 3 months “How many shootings or other incidents involving guns 5Syears

incidents involving guns have taken place in the past 3 months?”

Access to guns Does a participant or someone they know carry, own, “Do you or people you know in your neighborhood know 5Syears
or know how to get a gun? how to get a gun?”

Reasons for carrying guns "l think people | know carry guns to..." “Feel safe, protected, or to defend themselves” 3years

Family communication Family communication about safety, crime, & violence “l am interested in talking with my child”, “I have the 3years

communication skills | need to talk to my child”
Effects of COVID-19 Impact of, services accessed, & supports needed for “COVID-19 has impacted me and my family in the 2 years

community members due to COVID-19

following areas... (e.g., financial hardship)”



APPENDIX B. ITEM-LEVEL
COMMUNITY SAFETY
SURVEY RESULTS

VALLEY PALMS ADULTS

Social Cohesion

The majority of Valley Palms adults agree or strongly agree that there is a sense of social
cohesion in their community, especially that people that live in their neighborhood are
generally friendly (95%) and that they are happy they live in their neighborhood (94%).

Exhibit 59.  Valley Palms Adults: Social Cohesion Survey ltems

People that live in my neighborhood are generally friendly. 30%
I'am happy | live in this neighborhood. 31%
People in this neighborhood generally get along with each... 31%
People around here are willing to help their neighbors. 31%
This neighborhood is a good area to raise children. [JIE4 63% 26%
People around here take care of each other. 1% 57% 32%
This is a close-knit neighborhood. 28%
People in this neighborhood can be trusted. 28%
I regularly stop and talk with people in my neighborhood. 27%
People in this neighborhood share the same values. 17% 57% 25%
You can count on adults in this neighborhood to watch out that... 28%
I know the names of people in my neighborhood. 23%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=159-163. Percentages <5% are not shown in the figure above.

Informal Collective Action

Slightly less than one-third of Valley Palms adult respondents (27% to 32%) talked to friends or
family about crime, crime issues, and attended a community meeting in their neighborhood
about once a month or more.

Exhibit 60.  Valley Palms Adults: Informal Collective Action Items

Talked with your friends or family about crime 30% 37% 18% -
Talked with your neighbors about crime issues 34% 38% 19%
Attended a community meeting in your neighborhood 41% 32% 19%
m Never mOnce or twice m About Once a Month m About Once a Week More than Once a Week

N=158-160. Percentages <5% do not appear in the figure above.
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Self-Efficacy

The majority of Valley Palms adults (83% to 88%) agreed or strongly agreed that their effort
and collaboration with community members, neighbors, and police can make a difference.

Exhibit 61. Valley Palms Adults: Self-Efficacy Survey Items

If | work with other community members, my

[} (o) 0,
neighborhood will be a safer place to live. 9% 53% 36%
| know | can make a difference in my neighborhood. 11% 56% 31%
If I work with the pO”CG, my neighborhood will be a safer o
place to live. 13% 52% 31%
| can influence my neighbors to take action on important o
crime issues. 14% 56% 28%
| can influence the police tp take action on important crime 12% 57% 26%
issues.
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=158-162. Percentages <5% do not appear in the figure above.

Collective Efficacy

The majority of Valley Palms adults reported that their neighbors are likely or very likely to
intervene for the common good of the community.

Exhibit 62.  Valley Palms Adults: Collective Efficacy Survey Items

If someone on your block was firing a gun. [eR/AMESZ 40% 39%
If there was a fight in front of your house and someone was... ER2RISZ 47% 30%
The city was planning to cut funding for a local commmunity... WAZSERVAZ 36% 41%
If drugs were being sold on your block. IEEEZSEEN K7 34% 41%
The city was planning on closing the fire station closest to... RO/ 3MEYZ 33% 42%
If suspicious people were hanging around the... 35%
If someone was trying to break into a house. KR4 18% 35% 37%
If someone on your block was playing loud music. [REIEZA 18% 42% 28%
Avacant house in the neighborhood was being used for... 34%
If some children were spray-painting graffiti on a local-... 31%
If a child was showing disrespect to an adult. KM 22% 40% 29%
People were dumping large trash items in a local park or... [$Z 25% 33% 35%
If a group of underage kids were drinking. RESZA 19% 40% 28%
If people were having a large argument in the street. RI0EZ) 23% 36% 31%
Ifa group of neighborhood children were skipping school... 28%
m\Very Unlikely mUnlikely m Likely Very Likely

N=155-162
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Perceived Neighborhood Safety

While the majority of Valley Palms adults reported feeling somewhat safe to very safe in their
neighborhood during the day, fewer felt the same degree of safety in these same places at
night.

Exhibit 63.  Valley Palms Adults: Neighborhood Safety Survey ltems

£ Walking around my neighborhood 15% 26% 34% 25%

g Walking to/from transportation 13%
On public buses or trains 23% 32% 34% 1%

., Walking around my neighborhood 1% 44% 43%

8 Walking to/from transportation 29%
On public buses or trains 16% 50% 29%

mVery Unsafe B Somewhat Unsafe ® Somewhat safe Very safe
N=157-162

Problems in the Neighborhood

Though 76% of Valley Palms adults agree or strongly agree that their neighborhood is safe,
fewer agree or strongly agree that crime (51%), drug activity (43%), and violence (42%) are
problems in their neighborhood.

Exhibit 64. Valley Palms Adults: Problems in the Neighborhood Survey Items

My neighborhood is safe. 27%
Crime is a problem in my neighborhood. 17% 32% 30% 20%
Drug activity is a problem in my neighborhood. 20% 37% 25% 18%
Violence is a problem in my neighborhood. 19% 38% 23% 19%

mStrongly Disagree  mDisagree mAgree Strongly Agree
N=156-161
Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety, Crime, & Violence Items

The vast majority of Valley Palms adult respondents (93% to 98%) reported very positive family
communication about neighborhood safety, crime, and violence.
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Exhibit 65. Valley Palms Adults: Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety,
Crime, & Violence Items

I want to know my child’s questions about these issues. 40%
I try to understand how my child feels. 40%
| have the commmunication skills | need to talk to my child. 40%
My child asks me questions. 49%
My child talks openly and freely with me. 43%
My child shows interest in talking with me. 46%
My child shares her/his feelings with me. 42%
| talk openly and freely with my child. 45%
I am interested in talking with my child. 53%
I know enough about these topics to talk to my child. A 55% 38%

mStrongly Disagree  mDisagree mAgree Strongly Agree

VALLEY PALMS YOUTH

Social Cohesion

The majority of Valley Palms youth respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they
experience a sense of social cohesion, especially when it comes to thinking people in the
neighborhood are generally friendly (94%), that people in their neighborhood generally get
along with each other (90%), and being happy to live in the neighborhood (87%).

Exhibit 66.  Valley Palms Youth: Social Cohesion Survey Items

People that live in my neighborhood are generally

friendly. 6% 61% EE)
People in this neighb;);fcwg%ctik?eerberally get along with 9% 60% 20%
I am happy | live in this neighborhood.
People around here take care of each other. 12% 56% 30%
People around here are willing to help their neighbors. 16% 57% 26%

You can count on adults in this neighborhood to watch
out that children are safe and don't get in trouble.

3
X

61% AV

People in this neighborhood can be trusted. 18% 60% 21%
People in this neighborhood share the same values. 20% 60% 21%
I regularly stop and talk with people in my  pus 5 5 5
neighborhood. 6% 22% 44% 29%
| know the names of people in my neighborhood. &4 23% 53% 19%

B Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree m Strongly Agree

N=79-89
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Informal Collective Action

While only 11% of Valley Palms youth reported talking with their neighbors about crime issues
about once a month or more, 22% of these respondents talked with friends or family about
crime this often.

Exhibit 67.  Valley Palms Youth: Informal Collective Action ltems

Talked with your friends or family about crime JAN 32% 9%
Talked with your neighbors about crime issues
ENever ®Onceortwice ®AboutOnceaMonth ®AboutOncea Week More than Once a Week
N=84-85
Adult Support of Youth

Roughly three quarters of Valley Palms youth respondents (78%) agreed or strongly agreed
that if they had a personal problem, they could ask an adult in their family for help, and that
there are plenty of positive activities for people their age in their neighborhood.

Exhibit 68.  Valley Palms Youth: Adult Support of Youth

If | had a personal problem, | could ask an adult in my

family for help 29%
There are plenty of ;?Y?jig\e/iegah(gévrigszgor people my age in 20%
e | Gould ok 5 2ot someting porane. 7%
There are people in m)t/onsfrf;ki/oék‘;g?d who encourage me 50%

There are people in my neighborhood who are proud of

me when | do something well 30% 46% 18%
My neighbors notice vvhrir; Ikir;wvsoing a good job and let 41% 289% 17%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree
N=81-84
School Support of Youth

Most Valley Palms youth respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they feel safe at school
(96%), that there are lots of opportunities to get involved in prosocial activities outside class
(96%), and that their school shares their successes with their parent/guardian (83%).

Exhibit 69.  Valley Palms Youth: School Support of Youth

fee safe at my school. 34%

There are lots of opportunities at my school to get

O, 0, (o)
involved in sports, clubs, or other activities outside class. 6% 40% 54%
My school lets my parent/guardian know when | have ®
done something well. 13% 55% 28%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=83
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Self-Efficacy

The majority of Valley Palms respondents agree or strongly agree that working with
community members will help make their neighborhood safer (89%), that working with the
police will help make the neighborhood a safer place to live (83%), and that they can make a
difference in their neighborhood (78%).

Exhibit 70.  Valley Palms Youth: Self-Efficacy Survey Items

If I work with other community members, my

neighborhood will be a safer place to live 1% 68% 21%
If | work with the policep,lgr;i rgjilgigvk;borhood will be a safer 15% 61% 22%
I know | can make a difference in my neighborhood 20% 61% 17%
I can influence my neigcrii?;sist:ut::e action on important 21% 62% 15%
I can influence the pz:iicrset?siléiaction on important 23% 60% 15%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=88-90
Collective Efficacy

The majority of Valley Palms youth respondents reported that neighbors were likely or very
likely to intervene in some cases, such as if someone on your block was firing a gun (74%), but
less likely to intervene in other cases, such as if a group of neighborhood children were
skipping school and hanging out on a street corner (52%).

Exhibit 71. Valley Palms Youth: Collective Efficacy Survey Iltems

If someone on your block was firing a gun. [RIEZENPA7S 33% 41%

If there was a fight in front of your house and someone
was being beaten or threatened.

If suspicious people were hanging around the
neighborhood.

If some children were spray-painting graffiti on a local-

8% AV 40% 31%

7% 23% 47% 24%

building. 8% 23% 41% 28%
If drugs were being sold on your block. RI6EA 21% 34% 35%
If soneone was trying to break into a house. [EEM 25% 38% 28%
If a group of underage kids were drinking. [REEZ 23% 37% 29%
If soneone on your block was playing loud music. KA 33% 30% 28%
If a child was showing disrespect to an adult. ESFA 33% 33% 26%
If people were having a large argument in the street. S8 40% 37% 17%

If a group of neighborhood children were skipping school

and hanging out on a street corner. 13% 35% 28% 24%

mVery Unlikely m Unlikely m Likely Very Likely

N=87-90
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Perceived Neighborhood Safety

The majority of Valley Palms youth respondents reported feeling somewhat safe to very safe
in their neighborhood during the day (81% to 90%) but felt less safe in these same spots at
night (64% to 83%).

Exhibit 72. Valley Palms Youth: Neighborhood Safety Survey Items

In local parks 27% 44% 24%

£ Walking around my neighborhood 36%
g Walking to/from transportation 29%
On public buses or trains (¥4 30% 38% 26%
In local parks [E[eEA 47%
>, Walking around my neighborhood |8 54%
a Walking to/from transportation 15% 39% 45%
On public buses or trains 39%
mVery Unsafe BSomewhat Unsafe B Somewhat safe mVery safe
N=85-88

Problems in the Neighborhood

While the majority of respondents at Valley Palms Youth agreed or strongly agreed that their
neighborhood is safe (83%), between 35% to 40% agreed to strongly agreed that crime,
violence, and drug activity are problems in their neighborhood.

Exhibit 73. Valley Palms Youth: Problems in the Neighborhood Survey Items

My neighborhood is safe. 26%
Crime is a problem in my neighborhood. 17% 43% 27% 13%
Drug activity is a problem in my neighborhood. 17% 47% 26% 9%
Violence is a problem in my neighborhood. 16% 49% 23% 12%

B Strongly Disagree B Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree
N=86-89
Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety, Crime, and Violence

The majority of Valley Palms youth respondents agreed to strongly agreed that they engage
in positive communication with their family about neighborhood safety, crime, and violence
(72% to 86%).
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Exhibit 74.  Valley Palms Youth: Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety,
Crime, and Violence

My parent or guardian is interested in talking with me. 28%
| ask my parent or guardian questions. 12% 56% 31%

My parent or guardian talks openly and freely with me. 1% 59% 28%

My parent or guardian tries to understand how | feel. 10% 58% 27%

| am interested in talking with my parent or guardian. 13% 56% 28%

My parent or guardian knows enough about these topics

to talk to me 14% >7% 27%
My parent or gur?er::jaendklist;kﬂft%orrgumcat|or1 skills 18% 539% 28%
My parent or guardian ;/;/]aer;;sizgukeléw my questions about 19% 55% 25%
I talk openly and freely with my parent or guardian. [SZ3RVAYS 52% 28%
| share my feelings with my parent or guardian. W&A 21% 44% 27%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

GILROY ADULTS

Social Cohesion

Most Gilroy adults agreed or strongly agreed that they experience social cohesion in their
neighborhood, especially when it comes to people in the neighborhood being generally
friendly (90%), being happy they live in this neighborhood (86%), and the neighborhood being
a good area to raise children (85%).

Exhibit 75. Gilroy Adults: Social Cohesion Survey ltems

People that live in my neighborhood are generally friendly. 9% 58% 32%
I am happy | live in this neighborhood. M% 49% 38%
This neighborhood is a good area to raise children. 32%
People in this neighborhood generally get along with... 21%
People around here are willing to help their neighbors. 17% 56% 24%
People around here take care of each other. 28%
People in this neighborhood can be trusted. 24%
I regularly stop and talk with people in my neighborhood. 22% 47% 27%
You can count on adults in this neighborhood to watch... 3 26% 46% 22%
This is a close-knit neighborhood. K34 28% 48% 19%
I know the names of people in my neighborhood. &4 27% 47% 19%
People in this neighborhood share the same values. B34 29% 50% 16%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree
N=400-407
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Informal Collective Action

While 29% of Gilroy adults talked with friends or family about crime about once a month or
more, only 20% talked with neighbors about crime issues, and 16% attended a community
meeting in their neighborhood that often.

Exhibit 76. Gilroy Adults: Informal Collective Action Survey Iltems

Talked with your friends or family about crime 24% 46% 15508 8% 6%
Talked with your neighbors about crime issues 40% 40% 1OFZ 5% 5%
Attended a community meeting in your neighborhood 60% 24% 12%
mNever mOnceortwice mAboutOncea Month About Once a Week More than Once a Week
N=397-406
Self-Efficacy

Ninety-one percent (93%) of Gilroy adult respondents agreed or strongly agreed that if they
work with other commmunity members, their neighborhood will be a safer place to live, and
92% reported knowing that they can make a difference in their neighborhood.

Exhibit 77. Gilroy Adults: Self-Efficacy Survey ltems

If | work with other community members, my o
neighborhood will be a safer place to live. 5% 52% 41%
I know | can make a difference in my neighborhood. 6% 53% 38%

If I work with the police, my neighborhood will be a safer
place to live.

| can influence my neighbors to take action on important ®
crime issues. 15% 53% 29%

| can influence the police to take action on important
crime issues.

10% 52% 35%

5%  17% 54% 24%

m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=415-419
Collective Efficacy

While three-quarters of Gilroy adults reported that it is likely or very likely that their neighbors
would intervene in some instances, such as if there was a fight in front of their house and
someone was being beaten or threatened (75%), they did not feel neighbors would be as likely
to intervene in other circumstances, such as if a vacant house in the neighborhood was being
used for drug dealing (54%).
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Exhibit 78.  Gilroy Adults: Collective Efficacy Survey ltems

If there was a fight in front of your house and someone was
being beaten or threatened.

If suspicious people were hanging around the neighborhood. 37%
If someone on your block was firing a gun. 42%
If someone was trying to break into a house. 40%
If some children were spray-painting graffiti on a local-building. 36%

1% 14% 36% 39%

If people were having a large argument in the street. [RIFA 19% 38% 32%
If a group of underage kids were drinking. 33%
If drugs were being sold on your block. 14% 21% 27% 38%
People were dumping large trash items in a local park or alleys. 31%
If a child was showing disrespect to an adult. 15% 23% 33% 29%
If soneone on your block was playing loud music. 13% 26% 35% 25%
The city was planning to cg;:]li(r;:ﬁng for a local commmunity 16% 4% 289% 22%
The city was planning on cloi:r%;he fire station closest to your 1% 2% %1% 26%
If a group of neﬁ::;rnhgogitcgrglc;rstr:ev;fzeofrlj:"mng school and 14% 28% 330, 24%
A vacant house in the neighborhood was being used for drug 1% 5% 26% 28%

dealing.

m\Very Unlikely m Unlikely mLikely Very Likely

N=383-421
Perceived Neighborhood Safety

The majority of Gilroy adults reported feeling somewhat safe to very safe in their
neighborhood during the day (77% to 88%), but less so at night (62% to 79%).

Exhibit 79. Gilroy Adults: Neighborhood Safety Survey Items

In local parks 14% 19%
2 Walking around my neighborhood  [SPZ8 14%
g Walking to/from transportation [P 26% 43% 21%
On public buses or trains  [IRIeFA 28% 42% 19%
-, Walking around my neighborhood 9% 7% 51%
a Walking to/from transportation 37%
On public buses or trains 33%
mVery Unsafe mSomewhat Unsafe mSomewhat safe mVery safe
N=406-421
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Problems in the Neighborhood

While 75% of Gilroy adults agreed or strongly agreed that their neighborhood is safe, 40% to
46% agreed to strongly agreed that violence, drug activity, and crime are problems in their
neighborhood.

Exhibit 80.  Gilroy Adults: Problems in the Neighborhood Survey Items

My neighborhood is safe. |WAZ 18% 50% 25%
Crime is a problem in my neighborhood. 14% 40% 30% 16%
Drug activity is a problem in my neighborhood. 15% 41% 28% 16%
Violence is a problem in my neighborhood. 14% PAYZ 26% 13%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=407-410
Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety, Crime, and Violence

Gilroy adults overwhelmingly reported having positive family communication about
neighborhood safety, crime, and violence with their child(ren). For example, 98% of Gilroy
adults agree or strongly agree that they are interested in talking with their child and 97% try
to understand how their child feels.

Exhibit 81. Gilroy Adults: Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety, Crime, &
Violence Items

| know enough aboutcmled% topics to talk to my 43%
| have the commu nicaticohriwlz&i\ls | need to talk to my 50%
My child talks openly and freely with me. 56%
My child shares her/his feelings with me. 55%
I talk openly and freely with my child. 61%
| want to know my child’s questions about these 539,
issues.
My child shows interest in talking with me. 58%
My child asks me questions. 58%
I try to understand how my child feels. 65%
I am interested in talking with my child. 77%

mStrongly Disagree  mDisagree  mAgree Strongly Agree

N=263-268
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GILRQOY YOUTH

Social Cohesion

The majority of Gilroy youth reported experiencing social cohesion, but there were differences
in the extent to which they felt this way depending upon the specific survey item. For
example, 91% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that people generally get along with
each other and that people are willing to help their neighbors.

Exhibit 82. Gilroy Youth: Social Cohesion Survey Iltems

People in this neighborhood generally get along with o
each other. 644 Lo
People around here are willing to help their neighbors. 17%

You can count on adults in this neighborhood to watch

out that children are safe and don't get in trouble. 9% %
People that live in m};r?:rz%Ty?orhood are generally 23%
People around here take care of each other. 17% 14%
I am happy | live in this neighborhood. 23%
People in this neighborhood can be trusted. 23% 1%
People in this neighborhood share the same values. 29% 9%
| regularly stop and talk with people in my neighborhood. K4 29% 14%
| know the names of people in my neighborhood. 1%
B Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=35
Informal Collective Action

Thirty-four percent (34%) of Gilroy youth reported talking with their friends or family about
crime about once a month or more, but only 3% of respondents reported talking with
neighbors about crime this often.

Exhibit 83. Gilroy Youth: Informal Collective Action Items

Talked with your friends or family about crime 34% 31% 9% 14%

Talked with your neighbors about crime issues 80% 17%

mNever mOnceortwice ®mAboutOnceaMonth mAboutOncea Week More than Once a Week
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Adult Support of Youth

While 91% of Gilroy youth agreed or strongly agreed that if they had a personal problem, they
could ask an adult in their family for help, far fewer agreed or strongly agreed that their
neighbors notice when they're doing a good job and let them know (49%) and that there are
people in their neighborhood who encourage them to do their best (66%).

Exhibit 84.  Gilroy Youth: Adult Support of Youth

If | had a personal problem, | could ask an adult in my 5
family for help 6% 63% 29%
There are adults in my community (other than my family) 5
who | could talk to about something important 20% 60% 17%
There are people in my neighborhood who are proud of s
me when | do something well 6% 20% 60% 14%

There are plenty of positive activities for people my age in i 2 ~ ®
my neighborhood 6% 20% 63% %

There are people in my neighborhood who encourage me ®
to do my best 6% 29% 54% 1%

My neighbors notice when | am doing a good job and let

e khow 49% 37% 1%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=35

School Support of Youth

When it comes to school safety and connectedness, the majority of Gilroy youth agree or
strongly agree that that there are lots of prosocial opportunities to get involved in
sports/clubs/activities outside of class (89%), and that they feel safe at school (89%), though

slightly fewer youth felt that that school let's their parent/guardian know when they have
done something well (80%).

Exhibit 85. Gilroy Youth: School Support of Youth

There are lots of opportunities at my school to get involved
( 0
in sports, clubs, or other activities outside of class 6%6% 37%
| feel safe at my school I 23%

My school lets my parent/guardian know when | have done

something well 20% 31%

m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree
N=35
Self-Efficacy

While 92% of Gilroy youth agree or strongly agree that if they work with other community
members, their neighlbborhood will be a safer place to live, fewer respondents felt that same
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sense of self-efficacy with regard to influencing the police to take action on important crime
issues (75%).

Exhibit 86.  Gilroy Youth: Self-Efficacy Survey Items

If I work with other community members, my
neighborhood will be a safer place to live

5% 65% 27%

If | work with the police, my neighborhood will be a safer

o, 89 0 9
place to live 8% 8% 59% 24%
I know | can make a difference in my neighborhood S/3EERIEMA 59% 16%
I can influence my neighbors to take action on important 5 3 o
crime issues 22% 1% 24%
I can influence the police to take action on important - 3 9 5
crime issues 8% 16% 59% 16%
m Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=37
Collective Efficacy

The results indicate that while the majority of Gilroy youth respondents think that their
neighbors are likely or very likely to intervene in certain circumstances, such as if there was a
fight in front of their house and someone was being beaten or threatened (84%), they felt it
was much less likely neighbors would intervene under other circumstances, such as if
someone on their block was playing loud music (59%).

Exhibit 87.  Gilroy Youth: Collective Efficacy Survey ltems

If there was a fight in front of your house and someone

was being beaten or threatened. 8% 8% 43% 41%
If some children were spray-painting graffiti on a local- 1% | 8% 49% 32%
building.
If drugs were being sold on your block. [EFZEEPA 35% 46%
If people were having a large argument in the street. FeE/3NRPAYS 54% 24%
If somneone on your block was firing a gun. FSE4 16% 24% 51%
If a group of underage kids were drinking. [IRERA 16% 57% 16%
If suspicious people were hanging around the 3 3 5 %
neighborhood. 11% 19% ) 30%
If a child was showing disrespect to an adult. ¥4 24% 54% 16%
If soneone was trying to break into a house. 14% 19% 41% 27%
If a group of neighborhood children were skipping school 3 3 3 o
and hanging out on a street corner. 11% 30% e 24%
If someone on your block was playing loud music. 16% 24% 43% 16%

mVery Unlikely mUnlikely m Likely Very Likely

N=37
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Perceived Neighborhood Safety

Gilroy youth reported feeling somewhat safe to very safe in their neighborhood during the
day (76% to 81%) but felt less safe at night (46% to 68%).

Exhibit 88.  Gilroy Youth: Neighborhood Safety Survey Items

In local parks 19% 35% 35% 1%
= Walking around my neighborhood 1% 22% 46% 22%
g Walking to/from transportation 16% 30% 38% 16%
On public buses or trains  [EEIPA 30% 51% 8%
In local parks [/ 3NERPAYS 46% 35%
- Walking around my neighborhood 57%
@
° Walking to/from transportation 32%
On public buses or trains KP4 14% 43% 35%
mVery Unsafe m Somewhat Unsafe ® Somewhat Safe Very safe
N=37

Problems in the Neighborhood

The majority of Gilroy youth agree or strongly agree that their neighborhood is safe (78%). Far
fewer (27% to 35%) agree or strongly agree that drug activity, crime, and violence are problems
in their neighborhood.

Exhibit 89. Gilroy Youth: Problems in the Neighborhood Survey Items

My neighborhood is safe. |IEAAIEA 73% 6 78%
Drug activity is a problem in my neighborhood. 22% 51% 16% 27%
Crime is a problem in my neighborhood. 16% 49% 30% ) 35%
Violence is a problem in my neighborhood. [REAYS 57% 22% 30%

mStrongly Disagree mDisagree mAgree mStrongly Agree Agree to Strongly Agree

N=37
Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety, Crime, & Violence Items

Most Gilroy youth respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they engage in positive family
communication about neighborhood safety, crime, and violence with their parent or guardian,
including having a parent or guardian who is interested in talking (94%), that they are
interested in talking to their parent or guardian (91%), and ask their parent or guardian
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guestions (89%). However, a lower proportion of Gilroy youth reported talking openly and
freely with their parent or guardian (80%).

Exhibit 90.  Gilroy Youth: Family Communication about Neighborhood Safety, Crime, &
Violence Items

My parent or guardian is interested in talking with me. 40%
| am interested in talking with my parent or guardian. 40%
| ask my parent or guardian questions. 40%

My parent or guardian talks openly and freely with me. N3 46% 43%

My parent or guardian tries to understand how | feel. 49%
My parent or guﬁégéaehdklistt;?ft%onr:gunication skills 40%
My parent or guardian ;/\r/waer;;si;zuker?w my questions about 6% 9% 24% 51%

My parent or guardiantlgrg;jlvlzstjr;?;gh about these topics 9% 9% 43% 40%
| share my feelings with my parent or guardian. [RIEZRSYA 46% 37%

I talk openly and freely with my parent or guardian. EENERIFA 37% 43%

B Strongly Disagree m Disagree mAgree Strongly Agree

N=37.
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