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San Francisco Youth Commission

Youth Justice Committee

Agenda
Thursday, May 9, 2013
5:00-7:00pm
City Hall, Room 345

1. Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
San Francisco, CA 94102

There will be public comment on each item.

Members: Angel Carrion, Ramon Gomez, Paul Monge-Rodriguez
1. Call to Order and Roll Call 

2. Approval of Agenda (Action Item) 
3. Approval of Minutes (Action Item)

A. April 4, 2013 
(Document A)

4. Public Comment on Items not on Agenda (Discussion Only)


5. Business (All Items to Follow Discussion and Possible Action)

A.  Staff report and update on meeting with JPD

B. Debrief April 16, 2013 off-site meeting event 

C.  Next steps
D. Review draft budget and policy priorities

6. Items to Report to Executive Committee (Discussion Only)

7. Executive Committee Report (Discussion Only)
8. Adjournment
Any materials distributed to the members of the Youth Commission within 72 hours of the meeting or after the agenda packet has been delivered to the members are available for inspection—along with minutes of previous Youth Commission meetings and all supplementary information—at the Youth Commission office during regular office hours (9am to 6pm, Monday—Friday). The Youth Commission office is located at:

City Hall, Room 345

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-6446, Fax: (415) 554-6140

Email: youthcom@sfgov.org
www.sfgov.org/yc
KNOW YOUR RIGHTS UNDER THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE

(Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code)

Government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people’s business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people’s review.

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON YOUR RIGHTS UNDER THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE OR TO REPORT A VIOLATION OF THE ORDINANCE, CONTACT THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE TASK FORCE, please contact:

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102‐4689

Phone: (415) 554‐7724, Fax: (415) 554‐5784

E‐mail: sotf@sfgov.org

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Ordinance

Task Force, at the San Francisco Public Library, and on the City’s website at

http://www.sfgov.org.
The ringing and use of cell phones, pagers, and similar sound‐producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. The Chair may order the removal from the meeting room of any person responsible for the ringing or use of a cell phone, pager, or other similar sound‐producing electronic device.

In order to assist the City’s efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies, environmental illnesses, multiple chemical sensitivity, or related disabilities, attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various chemical‐based products. Please help the City accommodate these individuals.

To obtain a disability‐related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in the meeting, please contact Phimy Truong, Youth Commission Director [phone: 415-554 7112; email: phimy.truong@sfgov.org ] at least 48 hours before the meeting, except for Monday meetings, for which the deadline is 4:00 p.m. the previous Friday.
DOCUMENT A
San Francisco Youth Commission

Youth Justice Committee

Draft - Minutes
Thursday, April 4, 2013

5:00-7:00pm

City Hall, Room 345

1. Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
San Francisco, CA 94102

There will be public comment on each item.

Members: Angel Carrion, Ramon Gomez, Paul Monge-Rodriguez
1. Call to Order and Roll Call 

The meeting was called to order at 5:12 pm

Commissioners Present: Carrion, Gomez, Shackelford Absent: Monge-Rodriguez

There was quorum.

Staff Present: Adele Carpenter
2. Approval of Agenda (Action Item) 
Commissioner Gomez, seconded by Commissioner Shackelford, moved to approve the agenda. This motion was approved by acclamation.
3. Approval of Minutes (Action Item)

A. March 21, 2013 
(Document A)
Commissioner Shackelford, seconded by Commissioner Gomez, moved to approve the minutes from March 21, 2013. This motion was approved by acclamation.


4. Public Comment on Items not on Agenda (Discussion Only)

There was no public comment.
5. Business (All Items to Follow Discussion and Possible Action)

A.  Staff report

Staff member, Allen Lu, invited commissioners to participate in planning a tour and workshop for youth from Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center on Friday, April 12th as well as an upcoming LGBT community forum on tasers.

B. Committee community engagement plan, Off-site event planning
Commissioner Carrion gave an update from the District 10 Peace Forum.

Commissioners brainstormed organizations to reach out to about the April 16th Youth Justice Committee-focused off-site full Youth Commission meeting at Bayview Opera House. They divided up names of organizations to call on Friday, April 5, 2013 and directed staff to look up numbers and contacts for program staff. Committee members agreed to gather and distribute fliers to organizations throughout district 10 and other areas on the following Monday. Staff agreed to prepare fliers.

Commissioners planned their presentation and suggested agenda for the April 16th meeting. This will include:

· A presentation of Youth Justice Committee priorities:

· An introduction to the Youth Commission and its charge (Mia Shackelford)

· Overview of SFPD Priorities (this section will be shorter than the JPD section)

· 3 recommendations from 2012 (Paul Monge-Rodriguez)

· Work on Tasers (Ramon Gomez)

· Overview of JPD Priorities

· Work against arming juvenile PO’s, with a focus on turning people out to the May 2nd hearing. (Ramon Gomez)

· Work on the YGC Recreation Yard (Angel Carrion)

· Presentations or responses from city departments

· Presentations from invited community members’

· Public comment and discussion, using specific questions

· Examples of questions brainstormed: Why does this effect you? Why is this important? What do youth need to live safely? How do you think juvenile offenders should be treated? How should police be working with youth? What should be the role of police in schools? How should youth be treated by JPD? What do you want to see? What is already working? What could be improved? What changes would you like to see? 

· First Reading of the Commission’s Budget and Policy Priorities

Committee members directed staff to:

· Gather press, photos, and quotes related to their priorities

· Begin to structure a power point around the outline discussed in the meeting

For the April 16th meeting, the committee and staff need to prepare:

· A powerpoint

· Fliers for  youth to attend the May 2nd BOS Neighborhood Services Committee Hearing on the JPD Safety Plan

· A community program, in addition to agenda packets, that contains sections on “how to get involved” and specific questions for engaging public comment.

· Know Your Rights pamphlets


Committee members agreed to think about the values and vision guiding their work, in order to help keep the presentation grounded in their shared values with other youth, and elicit a meaningful response from youth in attendance.

C.  Review other committee priorities: 


· Update on meeting with Kevin Truitt regarding SFUSD and SFPD MOU

Adele Carpenter gave an updated from the meeting. She explained Mr. Truitt was very amenable to the committee’s concerns and suggestions. The most recent update is that the MOU is being framed as a SFPD general order and an SFUSD admin regulation, but the exact nature of the joint document is unclear. Mr. Truitt agreed to include the Know Your Rights pamphlet on the district website and in the upcoming year’s student handbook. He brought up an additional concern for the MOU, which included school site staff being permitted to be with students when they are being questioned by police. Mr. Truitt was also interested in learning more about trainings for SRO’s offered in other school districts. The committee discussed inviting Captain O’Leary, who is working on the MOU, to a future committee meeting, or otherwise reaching out to SFPD on this specific issue.

· Prepare for upcoming meeting with Chief Suhr

Staff agreed to compile previous briefing documents.

· Debrief March 25th Community Speak Out on Tasers and next steps on resolution urging against the issuance of taser devices 

Commissioners felt that this event went well. They were interested to learn more about the financial interests behind tasers, and to have learned that the purchasing of tasers violates the city’s boycott against purchases from the state of Arizona.



· Next steps following meeting with Mayor’s Violence Prevention Unit; Following up on IPO plan

The powerpoint of the IPO plan was presented at the District 10 Peace Forum, but did not contain more information on the enforcement aspects of the plan. Diana Oliva-Aroche suggested joint meetings with Chief Sifferman and members of the Mayor’s Violence Prevention Unit. Staff are following up with the Chief. Commissioner Carrion reported that mayor’s office staff may be able to attend the off-site meeting April 16th but had not requested time on the agenda for a presentation.

· Next steps on resolution urging JPD to not equip SOP unit probation officers 
No committee members are available to attend Chief Sifferman’s presentation to 
the JPD Commisson on April 10th.  Committee members discussed the recent Examiner article on the JPD safety plan.

· Next steps on recreation yard at YGC

The committee decided to wait to discuss this item more.

There was no public comment.


6. Items to Report to Executive Committee (Discussion Only)

Commissioner Shackelford would give an overview of committee meeting. Staff would prepare a draft powerpoint and seek feedback from commissioners.
7. Executive Committee Report (Discussion Only)

There was none.
8. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 7:00 pm. 

DOCUMENT A

San Francisco Youth Commission

Youth Justice Committee

Draft - Mintues
Thursday, March 21, 2013

5:00-7:00pm

City Hall, Room 345

1. Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl.
San Francisco, CA 94102

There will be public comment on each item.

Members: Angel Carrion, Ramon Gomez, Paul Monge-Rodriguez
9. Call to Order and Roll Call 

Commissioner Carrion called  the meeting to order at 5:12 pm. 

Commissioners Present: Carrion, Monge-Rodriguez, Shackelford. Commissioners absent: Gomez

There was quorum.

Staff Present: Adele Carpenter, Phimy Truong.
10. Approval of Agenda (Action Item) 
Commissioner Monge-Rodriguez, seconded by Commissioner Carrion, moved to approve the agenda. This motion was approved by acclamation.
11. Approval of Minutes (Action Item)

A. March 7, 2013 
(Document A)
Commissioner Shackelford, seconded by Commissioner Monge-Rodriguez moved to approve the agenda. This motion was approved by acclamation.
12. Public Comment on Items not on Agenda (Discussion Only)

There was none.
13. Business (All Items to Follow Discussion and Possible Action)

A.  Staff report

Staff reviewed upcoming dates of committee related events:

· Friday March 22nd: Meeting with Diana Oliva-Aroche in YC office 3:30pm

· Monday, March 25th 5-6:15pm: Community forum on Tasers, 201 Turk Street/Hospitality House

· Thursday, April 4, 2013 1pm: Meeting with Kevin Truitt on SRO MOU at 555 Franklin

· Tuesday, April 16th (tentative): Youth Justice Town Hall/Full YC Meeting at Bayview Opera House

· Thursday, May 2, 2013 3:30pm: JPD Safety Plan Hearing with Neighborhood Services Committee

· Also upcoming: Meeting with Chief Suhr, Captain Lazar, and Supervisor Campos (is being scheduled)

B. Committee community engagement plan, Off-site event planning
Commissioners Discussed plans and opportunities for the upcoming off-site event. Committee members were interested in engaging the community about the Juvenile Probation Department Safety plan and about the forthcoming plan on Interrupt, Predict, and Organize, which they will follow up with the Mayor’s office about. The off-site event will also be an opportunity to review general committee priorities.

C.  Review other committee priorities: 
· Follow up on police recommendations

· Next steps on resolution urging JPD to not equip SOP unit probation officers 
· Debrief March 25th Community Speak Out on Tasers and next steps on resolution urging against the issuance of taser devices 

· Next steps on recreation yard at YGC

· Debrief meeting with Mayor’s Violence Prevention Unit

Committee members discussed agenda for the upcoming meeting with the Mayor’s Violence Prevention Unit and planned talking points for the community taser forum.

There was no public comment.


14. Items to Report to Executive Committee (Discussion Only)

Commissioner Carrion agreed to review the forthcoming meetings and committee priorities in writing to share with the executive committee.
15. Executive Committee Report (Discussion Only)

There was none.
16. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 6:14 pm.
DOCUMENT B
Fully Implement the Crisis-

Intervention-Team Model in

SFPD and Ensure a Taser-free

Police Force and City
Priority #X: Support the implementation of a crisis-intervention model in local policing, rather than the issuance of ‘less-than-lethal’ weaponry

Background
Among the Youth Commission’s chartered responsibilities is a requirement to submit recommendations to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors about juvenile crime prevention. The commission believes this responsibility entails ensuring local law enforcement institutions employ a dignified and rehabilitiative approach to policing and to working with justice-system-involved youth.

Stun weapons, or “Tasers,” are commonly branded as a ‘less than lethal’ alternative to the use of firearms. However, research on the use of Tasers in other cities shows that Tasers can be lethal and often lead to unnecessary deaths. Data collected by Amnesty International shows that since 2001, at least 500 people in the U.S. have died after being shocked by Tasers during arrests or while in custody. At least 92 of these deaths were in California, the highest number of any state.

Tasers pose particular dangers to individuals who are mentally ill, thin, pregnant, old, young, or living with heart conditions. The high cost of purchasing Tasers, ammunition, defibrillators, re-calibration, and police training are only a fraction of the likely overall costs to the City when the costs of potential liability from those harmed by the use of Tasers are considered. Additionally, the purchase of Tasers would violate the City’s economic boycott of Arizona. 

The San Francisco Police Commission passed a 2011 resolution calling for full implementation of San Francisco Police Department’s Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) model, which would train officers in non-lethal de-escalation and community-policing techniques. The same 2011 resolution called on SFPD to work with a mental health working group and the Dept. of Emergency Management to design new procedures and training for 911 dispatchers, allowing them to identify mental health crisis calls and dispatch CIT officers. To date, only 5 of approximately 150 911 dispatchers have been trained. The resolution also required SFPD to ensure 20-25% of patrol officers undergo CIT-training. However, only 118 officers have been trained. The Youth Commission believes the CIT techniques and dispatcher trainings, once fully implemented, offer a more effective way to avoid injuries to officers and citizens than the use of ‘non-lethal’ weaponry, such as Tasers.

The Youth Commission commends the police department’s desire to reduce the use of lethal force, however the commission does not believe that Tasers are a safe alternative, and would feel a profound concern for the safety of young people experiencing mental health crises and psychiatric distress if officers were armed with Tasers. Thus, the commission passed a resolution against the issuance of Tasers at their February 19, 2013 meeting and participated in several community forums thereafter.

At the Police Commission meeting of  April 10, 2013, Police Chief Suhr announced that he was rescinding the proposal to arm officers with Tasers, citing community opposition and overly-restrictive recommendations that were being imposed on the proposed use of Tasers. The Youth Commission would like to thank the public for the series of well-organized community forums that gave community members a chance to share their concerns with police commissioners, and especially highlight the work of groups like the Coalition on Homelessness that supported the advocacy of disenfranchised groups who would have been heavily affected by the use of Tasers.

It should be noted that the proposal to arm officers with Tasers was the third such proposal by a San Francisco Police Chief. Chief Suhr’s proposal followed recently-concluded community processes in which the public had similarly voiced strong opposition to the use of Tasers in San Francisco.

Recommendation

The San Francisco Youth Commission urges the Mayor and Board of Supervisors to urge the San Francisco Police Department to honor the community’s calls for a focus on crisis intervention by fully implementing the Crisis Intervention Team model, and demonstrate leadership in changing the culture and practices of treating mentally ill, homeless, and psychiatrically-distressed people in San Francisco.

 “Amnesty International Urges Stricter Limits on Police Taser Use as U.S. Death Toll Reaches 500,” press release, Amnesty International website, February 12, 2012, http://www.amnestyusa.org/news/press-releases/amnesty-international-urges-stricter-limits-on-police-taser-use-as-us-death-toll-reaches-500

 “First study to test real-world effects of stun gun use raises questions about safety,” by Lauren Hammit, January 27, 2009, UCSF News Center, http://www.ucsf.edu/news/2009/01/4188/first-study-test-real-world-effects-stun-gun-use-raises-questions-abo

 ‘Less than Lethal’? The Use of Stun Weapons in U.S. Law Enforcement, Amnesty International Publications, 2008, http://ddq74coujkv1i.cloudfront.net/Taser-Amnesty_Intl_Report-Dec_2008.pdf

 Letter to Mayor Edwin M. Lee from the American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California and the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights, “Regarding Civil Rights Organizations’ Opposition to SFPD Taser Deployment,” https://www.dropbox.com/s/aw6lgcvb4kjta7d/Letter%20to%20Mayor%20Lee_from%20ACLU%20and%20LCCR%207_31_12_Corrected%20Version.pdf.


 San Francisco Police Commission resolution 11-18, “Resolution to Enhance the San Francisco Police Department’s Response to Incidents Involving Individuals with Mental Health Needs,” http://www.sf-police.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=25386. 


 Chief Greg Suhr, Remarks at Bayview Community Forum on Tasers, Monday, February 11, 2013.


 Ibid.

“Police chief launches campaign to outfit department with stun guns such as Tasers,” Joshua Sabatini, December 7, 2012, San Francisco Examiner, http://www.sfexaminer.com/local/2012/12/police-chief-launches-campaign-outfit-department-stun-guns-such-tasers.
Three Changes 

at Police Department
Priority: 

Assist and assure that the Police Department follow-



through on the three policy recommendations to 




which Chief Suhr and the Police Commission have 



agreed 

Background

Among the policy areas named in the Youth Commission’s Charter language on which the Commission should focus is “juvenile crime prevention.” And, indeed, for much of its 15 year history, the Commission has turned its attention to the arena of youth-police interactions—from sponsoring two Citywide hearings in June of 2000 regarding the recently adopted state Constitutional Amendment and statute on Juvenile Crime known as Proposition 21; to putting on a town hall in December 2002 that drew over 200 youth, many of whom spoke about their experiences with police in schools; to working with Police Department (SFPD) and Office of Citizen Complaints staff to develop revisions adopted by the Police Commission in September 2008 to the SFPD’s protocol on youth detention and arrest and interrogation codified in Department General Order (DFO)  7.01. 

On March 7th, 2012, the Youth Commission furthered its focus on improving youth-police relations by initiating and holding the first ever joint hearing with the Police Commission. This successful hearing, held in the Legislative Chamber of the Board of Supervisors, included presentations from experts in youth and criminal justice and staff from the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) and Office of Citizen Complaints (OCC). There was also lengthy public comment testimony from over seventy speakers (the meeting itself lasted for over four hours). At least forty of these speakers were youth—a great many of whom offered passionate, compelling stories—and the balance was mostly youth service providers, principals, teachers, and parents.

At the joint hearing, commissioners heard inspiring stories as well of heart-felt suggestions for improving youth/police relations. Many community members and department staff discussed the positive and positively life changing work in which SFPD is involved each day. There were also numerous stories of miscommunication and seemingly unnecessary escalations between police officers and youth.

Synthesizing both the information gathered during the March 7th hearing and months of earlier research, on March 19, 2012, the Youth Commission’s Youth Justice Committee provided the Police Commission and Chief Suhr with a formal memo that requested the Police Department implement three policy changes to improve relations with youth. These recommendations were:

1) To provide a new training for all police officers, with a priority for sergeants and patrol officers that address topics and policing tactics unique to juveniles. This training should include topics such as adolescent cognitive development, mental health issues for youth, asserting authority effectively with juveniles, recognizing and interacting with traumatized youth and responding to accusations of racial profiling. The Youth Commission Youth Justice Committee strongly suggests that the training incorporate scenarios of real life police-youth interactions and emphasize effective communication and de-escalation tactics during police interactions with youth;
2) To ensure there is widespread and regular distribution of SFPD Juvenile Know Your Rights pamphlets through all City agencies, the school district, and social media, including delivery of pamphlets at the beginning of each fiscal year to the Department of Children Youth and Their Families (DCYF) for distribution to nonprofit contractors, and at the beginning of each school year to the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD); and 
3) To establish an active Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between SFPD and SFUSD, which at minimum states the procedures for arresting and interrogating students on campus, the manner in which police will notify parents or guardians when a student has been taken into custody by the police, and how the student will be informed of her or his rights and responsibilities.

At the April 4, 2012 meeting of the Police Commission, Chief Suhr indicated his desire to implement all three of these recommendations, and to stay in communication with the Youth Commission about implementation. Chief Suhr articulated the following timelines: SFPD would prepare a draft of its new training module with the characteristics described above in 90 days (i.e., July , 2012) and roll out the training for incoming Police Academy classes and Advanced Officer training within six months (i.e., September 2012); SFPD would begin annual distribution of Juvenile Know Your Rights pamphlets to DCYF and SFUSD at the beginning of the next fiscal and school years (i.e., July 2012 and August 2012, respectively). SFPD would work with the SFUSD to develop an active MOU.

2013 Updates

Police Training
In 2013, the Police Department confirmed that newly hired officers had begun volunteering with youth organizations throughout their training period at the police academy. Additionally, the police department is involved in drop-out prevention efforts and encourages ongoing youth athletic coaching commitments among its officers. We applaud the police department’s commitment to developing relationships with youth-serving organizations, especially the Boys and Girls Clubs. We also appreciate the department’s commitment to achieving public safety through prevention strategies, such as encouraging school success.

Comprehensive police training on youth-police interactions remains an important factor in avoiding unnecessary escalations between police and juveniles, and is a strong priority for the San Francisco Youth Commission. Such training has already been implemented, with great success, in other police departments, including Portland, Oregon and San Diego.

Youth Commissioners believe this training should:

1. Be provided to new hires, as well as be incorporated into advanced officer training.

2. Be prioritized for sergeants and patrol officers.

3. Focus on policing tactics unique to juveniles, and offer a comprehensive overview of the department’s policies surrounding juvenile policing outlined in the Department General Order 7.01.

4. Offer practical communication skills and best practices for working with youth that are grounded in developmental psychology. Topics that should be included are: adolescent cognitive development, mental health issues among youth, and recognizing and interacting with traumatized youth.

5. Include de-escalation skills and strategies for asserting authority effectively with juveniles.

6. Address the issue of racial profiling and disproportionate police contact with youth of color.

7. Incorporate scenarios of real life police-youth interactions and include youth in training components. 
8. Offer officers an opportunity to practice and apply their skills.
The SFUSD and SFPD MOU

Since 2004, there has not been an active memorandum of understanding between the police department and the school district. As school safety concerns are increasingly a matter of local, state, and national attention, changes in the availability of extra-local funds are shifting the scope and nature of school resource officer programs. The Youth Commission believes that an MOU will serve as an important historical document that can guide the relationship between school sites and SRO’s and delineate the respective roles of the school district and police department in the handling of school related offenses.

The establishment of a joint document between the school district and police department should in turn, serve as the basis for respective department orders and administrative regulations. The Youth Commission’s specific recommendations regarding the establishment and content of an SFPD-SFUSD MOU, based on previous drafts of a potential MOU, are as follows:

Youth Commission’s 2013 Recommendations on the SFUSD-SFPD MOU
1. Use binding language, i.e. “shall” rather than “should” when specifying the roles of SFPD officers and SFUSD administrators.
2. Make clear the respective and separate roles of involved entities (SFUSD and SFPD) in each section of the MOU.

3. Include excerpted language from SFPD’s DGO 7.01.

4. Both parties undertake concerted efforts to inform students of their rights.

5. Plan to provide School Resource Officers with quality training.

Specific Priorities and Recommended Inclusions to the MOU

	General Suggestion

	SFPD

	SFUSD


ARREST:

· Non-conditional language clarifying when it is necessary for police to come on campus, when it is necessary for them to make an arrest, and who makes the decision.

· Non-conditional language specifying that officers shall collaborate with school site staff and that principals must be informed when police are coming on campus.

· Specify that SFPD must read students their Miranda rights, and in the student’s primary language.

· Clarify where SFPD should be taking students once arrested (i.e., to CARC, not to a police station, except in exceptional circumstances).

· SFUSD develop and forward guidelines for site procedures to principals.

Goal: MOU makes clear under what circumstances an arrest on school is necessary, and specifies that principals must be informed. Officers inform students of their rights in accordance with the specifications in DGO 7.01

PARENTAL NOTIFICATION:

· Specify that parental notification is necessary for all incidents involving police contact on campus (questioning, interrogation, being pulled out of class, arrests).

· Clarify that SFPD is responsible for immediately notifying parents (and cannot assume school site staff are doing so).

· Specify that students will be allowed to speak with parents once a parent is reached.

· Specify that SFPD ‘must permit a parent to be present during an interrogation.’ (In addition to the current specification that students will be advised they can request a parent to be present).

· Specify that school site staff will notify parents as soon as notice is given that a student will be interrogated or arrested. 

Goal: Parents are immediately notified when police will have contact with their child. It is clear which entity is responsible for establishing contact with parents. Students know that they are permitted to speak with their parents and have a parent present during an interrogation. Police will permit the presence of parents during interrogations.

INTERROGATION:

· Make clear which entity will provide an interpreter for students.

· Specify that police must audio-tape an interrogation.

· Specify students must not be interrogated by more than 2 officers.

· Specify that Miranda rights must be read, and in student’s primary language.

· Specify that school site staff shall be allowed to be present during police interviews with witnesses and victims, as well as interrogations with suspects.

· Specify that school site staff will inform SFPD of a student’s primary language.

· SFUSD should provide an interpreter for parents for on-site interrogations related to a school-based offense. 

Goal: Police conduct juvenile interrogations in accordance with the General Order 7.01. Appropriate interpretation is provided for students and parents during interrogations. School site staff are permitted to be present during all forms of questioning by police.

KNOW YOUR RIGHTS:

· Specify school site staff shall give “Know Your Rights” pamphlets to a student when they are notified police are coming on campus to question or arrest a student.

· Include “Know Your Rights” pamphlets in the 2013-14 Student Handbook.

· Post “Know Your Rights” in multiple languages on the school district website.
· Put “KYR” pamphlets in administrators’ offices and Wellness Centers.

· Ensure deans and assistant principals have been trained in “KYR” material, have pamphlets in offices, and can advise students on how to file a complaint.

Goal: Students have consistent opportunities to become aware of their rights regarding police contact, and can easily learn how to file a complaint regarding police contact.

TRAINING:

· The draft MOU specifies that SFUSD will provide SRO’s with training. The Youth Commission would like to see training for SRO’s that includes a focus on: special education law, juvenile law, adolescent development, asserting authority effectively, de-escalation, and the district’s restorative practices, and that includes examples of real-life scenarios, as well as youth-led training components.  The Youth Commission is enthusiastic about supporting the development of these trainings.

Goal: SRO’s are provided model training regarding youth-police interactions on school campuses, as have been conducted in other school districts, including San Diego.

GRADUATED OFFENSES:
· Clarify the plan for institutionalizing the use of graduated offenses, including how officers will be trained and how graduated offense policies will interface with existing police orders.
· Determine and specify how school-based offenses will be documented to ensure arrests are happening on a students’ third, rather than first or second, offenses.
Goal: The graduated offense model is applied successfully, consistently, and fairly, in collaboration with the school district.

OTHER RECOMMENDED INCLUSIONS:

· Specify what constitutes “exigent circumstances” in the MOU.

Goal: Circumstances requiring exceptions to the guidelines set forth in the MOU are clearly defined within the body of the MOU using language in accordance with DGO 7.01.
Recommendation
The Youth Commission calls on Mayor Lee, the Board of Supervisors, Chief Suhr and the Police Commission to follow through on the implementation of the above three recommendations.  

Priority # : Urging Juvenile Probation Department not to equip SOP Unit Probation Officers with Firearms


Background
At the January 9, 2013 meeting of the San Francisco Juvenile Probation Commission, Chief Juvenile Probation Officer William P. Siffermann announced, subsequent to a presentation by Assistant Chief Allan Nance entitled “Juvenile Probation Officer Field Safety and Monitoring Compliance: The Changing Landscape of Community Corrections and Supervisor of High Risk Offenders,” that he was “examining those existing safety measures provided to Juvenile Probation Officers” who work with the most violent and highest-risk youth, and that he planned to develop a revised safety protocol for the Juvenile Probation Department’s (JPD) probation officers to be announced sometime in April 2013, and it has been reported# that one possible such revision will be equipping probation officers in the Serious Offender Program (SOP) unit with firearms. 

While one of the stated values and beliefs of the JPD is that “data-driven decision-making ensures positive outcomes,”# the necessity of equipping juvenile probation officers with firearms has not yet been substantiated by any body of evidence, nor has evidence been presented suggesting that arming juvenile probation officers with firearms will lead to a reduction in violent incidents or an enhancement of public safety.  One of the main premises behind making the Juvenile Probation Department (JPD) an entity separate and distinct from other adult law enforcement agencies—an act that distinguishes San Francisco from all other counties in the state of California—was the importance of differentiating JPD from an armed approach to juvenile justice, and also to provide a more specialized focus on youth rehabilitative service needs. 

Chief Siffermann has repeatedly argued that revisions to JPD’s safety protocol are a result of state criminal and juvenile justice realignment, and he has repeatedly referred to a potentially fatal incident on September 20, 2012 in which juvenile probation officers, working in tandem with San Francisco Police Department police officers, encountered a violent youth probationer, as an example of the need for a revised safety protocol.

There is a lack of clarity on the need for JPD probation officers to participate in operations that would seem to categorically fall under the purview of the City’s law enforcement strategies (like the September 20, 2012 incident) and the participation of JPD probation officers in such operations would seem to expose these officers to unnecessary risks and dangers. 

The Deputy Probation Officers Association (DPOA), the labor organization representing the interests of the Probation Officers whose caseloads include these high risk juveniles, has recommended that a “renewed focus on training of officers for these new, more dangerous situations, should be emphasized”. # 


Recommendations


The Youth Commission acknowledges and appreciates Chief Siffermann responsibility to ensure that the men and women under his command are safe and that revisions to the probation officer safety protocol are likely necessary. We call on the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to urge the Juvenile Probation Department not to begin arming juvenile probation officers with firearms as part of any revised probation officer safety protocol. We also urge the Juvenile Probation Department to identify practical tools and alternative practices other than firearms that will help to address the personal safety concerns for probation officers whose caseloads include high-risk juveniles. Lastly, the Youth Commission urges the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to urge the Juvenile Probation Department, per the DPOA’s recommendation, to provide new training of probation officers who will supervise high-risk juveniles.



Following up Recreation Access 

at Juvenile Hall
Priority #3: 
Juvenile Probation Department must prioritize capital improvements to recreation area in order to provide full access for detainees

Background

On December 31, 2006, the San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department (JPD) opened a newly constructed juvenile hall (officially the “Juvenile Justice Center” (JJC) previously the “Youth Guidance Center” (YGC)). This newly renovated structure was a result of a $47.4 million capital investment on the part of the City.

The remodeled JJC includes an expansive outdoor recreation area replete with a natural grass soccer pitch, an amphitheater, and tetherball, volleyball and basketball courts. However, as the Youth Commission has documented in resolution 1112—AL06 Urging Access to the Juvenile Justice Center's Outdoor Recreation Areas (adopted on March 6, 2012), and as was reported by the Bay Citizen in the February 25 Bay Area edition of the New York Times,
 this recreation area has been tremendously underutilized for the past five years.

In JPD’s discussions with the Youth Commission during the development of this resolution in February of 2012, the Department agreed to begin providing detainees with access to two of the basketball courts in the outdoor recreation area—but not, however, access the full recreation area. Indeed, Chief Juvenile Probation Officer William P. Siffermann has made clear that providing detainees with safe and secure access to the full recreation area cannot happen without additional capital funds (and, subsequently, staffing increases).  
However, after five years of almost total disuse—and given the fact that JPD has not included the capital improvements necessary for full access to the recreation areas in the Department’s 10 Year Capital Plan (Figure 3.1)—the Youth Commission is worried about detainees ever having access to the full recreation area.  Will San Francisco’s young people really have to wait another decade-plus to use this recreation area at the JJC?
JPD’s 10 Year Capital Plan – No Budget for Recreation Area Improvements (Figure 3.1)
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Recommendation 
The Youth Commission recommends that Mayor Lee and the Board of Supervisors provide JPD with the necessary resources to make the recreation area at Juvenile Hall fully accessible as soon as possible. We ask that JPD develop and propose a timeline for full accessibility no later than July 1, 2012.

Finally, we want to remind the City Family of statewide changes to the juvenile justice system that might contribute an added sense of urgency to this priority—that is, on top of the fact that the recreation areas have already been dormant for five years. 
� For more information regarding the content and use of training in work with juveniles in other departments, including Portland, Oregon, see the 2013 report by Strategies for Youth: If Not Now, When?: A Survey of Juvenile Justice Training in America’s Police Academies.


� Page 3 of SFPD Bulletin: “Application of General Order 7.01” and Page 6a of DGO 7.01 under “Procedures”


� Page 2 of DGO 7.01 and Page 1 of SFPD Bulletin: “Application of General Order 7.01”


� Page 3 of DGO 7.01 and Page 2 of SFPD Bulletin: “Application of General Order 7.01”


� Page 3 of SFPD Bulletin: “Application of General Order 7.01” and Page 7, Sec 3E of DGO 7.01


� Page 3 of Page 3 of SFPD Bulletin: “Application of General Order 7.01” and Page 7, Sec. 3D of DGO 7.01


� Page 3 of SFPD Bulletin: “Application of General Order 7.01” and Page 6a of DGO 7.01 under “Procedures”


� See model trainings for police and students conducted by Lisa Thurau at: �HYPERLINK "http://www.StrategiesForYouth.org"�www.StrategiesForYouth.org�. 


� ‘Exigent circumstances’ are clarified in the DGO 7.01.


� John Coté. “S.F. sues architects of over-budget juvenile hall.” San Francisco Chronicle, March 30, 2009, �HYPERLINK "http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/03/29/BAN716O7E5.DTL"�http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/03/29/BAN716O7E5.DTL�.


� “Giving detainees access to outdoor recreation,” Trey Bundy, February 26, 2012, Bay Citizen/New York Times, �HYPERLINK "http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/26/us/san-francisco-youth-panel-calls-for-detainee-use-of-outdoor-space.html"�http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/26/us/san-francisco-youth-panel-calls-for-detainee-use-of-outdoor-space.html�.
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