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Youth Commission Policy & Budget 
Priorities 
2014-15 & 2015-16 

Priority 1: Fully Fund the Plan for Affordable Housing for Transitional Age Youth. 

Ensure that the city follow through with the 2007 citywide recommendations 
proposed by the Transitional Youth Task Force, specifically urging the city to 
develop evaluation tools that measure the quality and effectiveness of TAY 
housing on youth. 

Background 
In San Francisco, it is estimated that there are between 5,000 and 8,000 disconnected transitional-aged 

youth – youth between the ages of 16 and 24 who will not make a successful transition into adulthood1: 

6,000 TAY lack a high school diploma, 5,500 are completely uninsured and 7,000 neither work nor go to 

school.[2]  As a result, many TAY experience substantial periods of unemployment, homelessness, and a 

disproportionally high number of these young people have some degree of involvement with the criminal 

justice system. 

In response to these numbers, the Youth Commission adopted a resolution in 2005 calling on then-Mayor 

Gavin Newsom to create at task force that would propose methods to better serve this population.[3] 

Mayor Newsom created this task force in 2006 and after a year of intensive, collaborative work between 

City officials, community-based service providers, and TAY themselves, the Mayor’s Transitional Youth 

Task Force (TYTF) released its report in October 2007, Disconnected Youth in San Francisco: A Roadmap to 

Improve the Life Chances of San Francisco’s Most Vulnerable Young Adults.  This document contained 16 

comprehensive recommendations for City agencies “to address the problem of the current fragmented 

policies and programs, with a comprehensive, integrated approach towards disconnected transitional age 

youth.”[4] Among the report’s 16 recommendations to the city’s policy makers, “more accessible housing 

for disconnected TAY” was a high priority. 

                                                      
1 Disconnected Youth in San Francisco: A Roadmap to Improve the Life Chances of San Francisco’s 
Most Vulnerable Young Adults (2007), Mayor’s Transitional Youth Task Force, City & County of San 
Francisco 
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Some City Departments responded to the TYTF report with great vigor. For example, the Mayor’s Office of 

Housing (MOH) convened a TAY Housing Work Group with a variety of stakeholders to create a plan to 

meet the housing goals established by the Task Force. The goal of the TAY Housing Plan is to create 400 

additional units for TAY by 2015, using a variety of housing models. The Housing Work Group concluded 

that there is no one "best model" of housing for youth, but a wide range of models is needed for different 

populations. MOH went ahead and issued its first Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) exclusively for 

projects serving TAY in 2009, and the Department is financing 3 developments which will create 88 

additional TAY supportive housing units over the next several years.[5] Today, two years before the 

projected deadline, there are over 187 units to be identified.[6] 

The Youth Commission is concerned for multiple reasons: rising home prices and rent are a financial 

burden to TAY and those struggling to make ends meet; there was a 63% decline of new housing stock in 

the City over the previous years; no new housing units were constructed for populations categorized 

under “Extremely Low Income” - a group which youth transitioning out of the foster care system would 

most likely fall into; the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the institution that provided the vast 

majority of local affordable housing funding for the City, was eliminated at the end of 2011.[7] 

In November 6, 2012, the voters of the City and County of San Francisco passed Proposition C, also known 

as the Housing Trust Fund, which will set aside funding to acquire, create, and rehabilitate affordable 

housing over the next 30 years.[8] This allocation will help address the housing needs of residents, 

including the TAY population. 

Recommendations 
The San Francisco Youth Commission encourages the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the Department of 

Public Health, and the Human Services Agency to implement the housing recommendations of the 

Transitional Youth Task Force.   

The commission recommends the development of an evaluation tool that measures the quality and 

effectiveness of TAY housing and its supportive services which includes direct feedback from TAY.   

The commission urges the Mayor’s Office of Housing and TAY housing and service providers to develop 

and implement an evaluation tool as a next step towards meeting the goal of providing 400 additional 

units of TAY housing by 2015, and extends its resources to contribute towards this process. 

 

Priority 2: Expand Implementation of 12N Cultural Competency Training and Efforts to 

Track LGBTQ Youth in City Services 
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Dedicate support to ensure that youth-serving City Departments are 
undertaking efforts to identify the needs of LGBTQ youth, use inclusive 
intakes, assume best practices, and train staff in accordance with section 12(N) 
of the San Francisco admin code 

Background 
Adopted in June of 1999, Chapter 12N of the San Francisco Administrative Code—entitled Lesbian, Gay, 

Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, and Questioning Youth: Youth Services Sensitivity Training—mandates 

training with very specific criteria regarding Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Questioning (LGBTQ) 

youth sensitivity of all City employees who work with youth and all City contractors who receive $50,000 

or more in City (or City-administered) funds.[1] 

For the past thirteen years, this well-intentioned mandate that was designed to help queer youth access 

culturally competent services has been an unfunded mandate. In 2012, the Department of Public Health 

(DPH), the Human Rights Commission (HRC), and the Youth Commission prepared a training tool which is 

being piloted at DPH sites. However, there are few resources to support other departments in developing 

relevant staff trainings, developing capacity to make appropriate referrals for LGBTQ youth, or identifying 

administrative barriers that keep queer and trans youth from equally accessing their services. 

Notably, most city departments and contractors do not currently collect information regarding the sexual 

orientation or gender identity of youth they serve.[2] As a result, there are few means of determining how 

and whether queer and trans youth are accessing services, let alone determining what outcomes they 

experience. 

In January 2014, Youth Commissioners, Supervisor Avalos’ office, and members of the 12N Steering 

Committee teamed up to begin hosting working group meetings with members of key youth-serving city 

departments. To date, staff from the Juvenile Probation Department, Department of Children, Youth and 

Their Families, Department of Public Health, Human Services Agency, Recreation and Parks Department, 

San Francisco Public Library, the Human Rights Commission, TAY SF, the Youth Commission, and 

Supervisor Avalos’ office have participated in meetings to discuss their respective efforts to implement 

best practices for serving LGBTQ youth as well as to share insights about what types of competency 

trainings would be most supportive of staff in their departments. Several departments submitted 

questionnaires detailing the nature, scope, and setting of youth services they provide, including providing 

key insights regarding gender-segregated, residential, detention, and contracted services. 

San Francisco’s LGBTQ youth are still very in need of excellent services. Nationally, 20-40% of homeless 

youth identify as LGBTQ.[3] LGB youth in San Francisco are harassed more (Figure 4)[4] and are more likely 
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to consider suicide (Figure 5)[5] than their heterosexual peers. There is a lack of research on how suicide 

risk affects transgender youth, but one study among adults and young adults found that 30.1 percent of 

transgender individuals surveyed reported having ever attempted suicide; this is 6-7 times higher than the 

general young adult population.[6] 

Recommendation 

The Youth Commission urges City departments, to develop a timeline for implementing Chapter 12N 

competency trainings. The Youth Commission further urges Mayor Lee, the Board of Supervisors, and City 

Departments to identify and dedicate funding sources to support implementation of 12N competency 

trainings and to support planning and coordination of 12N implementation efforts. The Commission 

additionally requests that the Mayor and Board of Supervisors call on City departments to begin collecting 

information on sexual orientation and gender identity in intake forms, beginning in the upcoming fiscal 

year. 

 
 
Priority 3: Full implementation of the MOU signed between SFUSD and SFPD 

 
The Youth Commission’s long standing commitment to improving youth and 
police relations and ensuring that youth have a voice in youth justice advocacy 
efforts is rooted in our charge to focus on “juvenile crime prevention” policies.   

Background 
On March 7th, 2012, the Youth Commission highlighted its focus on youth and 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). Commissioners heard from testimony from over seventy speakers--many of them 

youth sharing compelling stories. During the hearing, commissioners heard repeated suggestions for a 

commitment to improving youth and police relations.  

Youth Commissioners synthesized information gathered from this hearing and months of research into a 

formal memo to the Police Department laying out specific policy recommendations to improve police 

relations with youth. One of these recommendations was a call 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 policy will notify parents or gaurdians when a 

student has been taken into custody by police, and how the student will be informed of their rights and 
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responsibilities. Commissioners were ecstatic to hear at the April 4th, 2012, Police Commission meeting 

Police Chief Suhr indicated his commitment to implementing the Youth Commission’s recommendations.  

Commissioners believe that an MOU in place would help to establish a system for the community and 

youth, school district, and police department to work together to monitor student contacts with law 

enforcement in an effort to develop alternatives that addresses student behaviors in school, alternatives 

which limit the number of negative contact between youth and police in their schools. 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 

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.[1] 

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

except in exceptional circumstances).[2] 
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·      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).[3] 

·      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.[4] 

·      Specify students must not be interrogated by more than 2 officers.[5] 

·      Specify that Miranda rights must be read, and in student’s primary language.[6] 

·      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. 
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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.[7] 

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: 
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·   Specify what constitutes “exigent circumstances” in the MOU.[8] 

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. 

 

 

 

Updates in 2013-2014 

This year, Youth Commissioners continuously pushed for an active MOU between school district and 

police department at every opportunity possible. Commissioners worked actively with other youth leaders 

and advocates from the Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center and Coleman Advocates for Children and 

Youth in coalition to add urgency to the issue. Commissioners and their peers regularly met to build 

momentum and strengthen their cause. They brought their voices to various public meetings including 

the Police Commission, the Board of Education; and held outreach meetings with other youth 

organizations, city officials, and school district representatives. They even held regular meetings with 

representatives of the police department, including a meeting with Chief Suhr in February 2014 to try to 

convince him to include mandated language in the final MOU draft.  

The Youth Commission is thrilled to share that after years of hard work and issue awareness building with 

other youth leaders had finally resulted in the signing of an MOU agreement between the school district 

and police department in January 2014.   

Recommendations 

 
The Youth Commission is grateful to the SFPD and Police Chief Suhr for establishing an active MOU with 

the school district. We believe in strengthening youth and police relations via positive and improved 

youth and police interactions. 

 

Now that an MOU exists between school district and police department, the Youth Commission calls for 

an identified timeline and expedited full implementation of the MOU at school sites. The Youth 

Commission calls for the continued collaborative relationship between the police department, youth 

stakeholders who have been invested in this process, and the school district such that there is a youth 

inclusive process to the implementation of the MOU.  

 

Priority 4:  Police Training 
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Assist and assure that the Police Department follow-through on commitment to 
Youth Commission’s recommendation to provide police training on interacting 
with youth.  

Background  

 
For much of it’s 17 year history, the Youth Commission has focused its attention to the arena of youth-

police interactions--from sponsoring two Citywide hearings in June of 2000 regarding the 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 the Police Department (SFPD) and the 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 (DGO) 7.01; to 

holding the first ever joint hearing with the Police Commission on March 7th, 2012 where over 70 

speakers shared their testimony.   

At many points of its history, the public--a great many whom were youth, service providers, teachers, and 

parents--offered Youth Commissioners their riveting personal experiences and interactions with police 

officers. At the March 7th, 2012 joint hearing, ,any community members and department staff discussed 

the positive and life-changing  

work in which SFPD is involved in each day. There were also numerous stories of miscommunication and 

seemingly unnecessary escalations between police officers and youth. Gathering all of the input and 

research provided, Youth Commissioners have shared with Chief Suhr and the Police Commission, a 

formal memo recommending policy changes to improve relations with youth.  

Updates  
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 with the Boys and Girls Clubs. We also appreciate the 

department’s commitment to achieving public safety through prevention strategies, such as encouraging 

school success. 
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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 successfully, in other police departments, 

including Portland, Oregon and with SRO’s in San Diego.[1] 

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 youth. 

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. 

We believe that efforts towards increasing police training on youth development, adolescent cognitive 

development, de escalation, and positively interacting with youth will help to create a productive and 

consistent dialogue between youth and police in addressing youth-culturally competent issues within law 

enforcement.  

Recommendations  

 

The Youth Commission is calling upon the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Police Chief Suhr and the Police 

Commission to follow through on the following training related recommendations as outlined. 

The Youth Commission is calling upon the Mayor, Board of Supervisors and Police Commission to support 

and urge the police department to implement 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 
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authority effectively with juveniles, recognizing and interacting with traumatized youth and responding to 

accusations of racial profiling.  

The Youth Commission 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.  

 

 

Priority 5:  Supportining Undocumented Youth Employment  

Insert Description Here! 

According to the Public Policy Institute of California, roughly 30,000 of San Francisco’s 809,000 residents 

are undocumented immigrants[1], and over 5000 of San Francisco’s undocumented residents are youth 

ages 14-24[2. Historically, Undocumented youth have faced barriers in accessing employment, 

scholarships, loans, state and federal services, and other opportunities. As a result of federal hiring 

requirements, San Francisco’s public sector youth employment programs, such as JVS[3] and 

Youthworks[4], historically have not offered employment to undocumented youth who would otherwise 

be eligible. 

Employment for the undocumented youth population of San Francisco has repeatedly been identified as a 

need of the community. The May 2011 DCYF Community Needs Assessment—produced in accordance 

with the Charter mandates of the Children’s Fund by the Department of Children, Youth, and their Families 

(DCYF)—reports that participants in DCYF’s community input sessions consistently articulated the need for 

young people who are immigrants to have access to top-tier youth workforce development 

programming[6]. In March of 2011, the Transitional Age Youth San Francisco Initiative’s Young Adult 

Advisory Board’s (TAYSF-YAA), in conjunction with the Workforce Investment San Francisco (WISF) 

Community Advisory Committee (WICAC), organized a Youth Employment Forum at City College of San 

Francisco in which participants consistently identified the requirement of U.S. citizenship as one of the top 

barriers to accessing employment[5]. Additionally, the surveys and focus groups conducted by the San 

Francisco Youth Commission produced similar results; at the Immigrant Youth Summit in October of 2011, 

students-almost all of whom were first or second generation—from seven San Francisco Unified School 

District (SFUSD) and County high schools all pointed to citizenship status as one of the main barriers to 

attaining meaningful employment[7]. 

President Barack Obama announced a summer jobs initiative known as “Summer Jobs+” in January 2012 

to call on businesses to work with non-profits and government to provide workforce development 
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opportunities for low-income and disconnected youth in the summer of 2012. While the 2012 Summer 

Jobs+ Program provided employment opportunities for over 5,200 young people[10], many of San 

Francisco’s most marginalized young people—in particular, San Francisco’s 5,000 undocumented young 

people ages 14-24—were barred from accessing employment opportunities throughout the program[11]. 

At the urging of the San Francisco Youth Commission, during the 2013 San Francisco Summer Jobs+ 

program, Coleman Advocates For Children & Youth, and other community-based organizations, the 

United Way and DCYF jointly funded a pilot program run by community partners CHALK, LYRIC, and the 

Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA) to provide paid job-readiness training and internships to 

42 undocumented youth throughout the city, ensuring that they were prepared for summer and long-

term work opportunities[12]. While the aforementioned pilot program was successful, it only provided 

opportunities to 42 out of approximately 5000 undocumented youth ages 14-24 in San Francisco (0.84% 

of the population) compared to 6,817 jobs out of approximately 94,325[13] youth ages 14-24 in San 

Francisco (7.23% of the population).  

While Youth Employment Programs using federal and state funds must comply with federal and state 

hiring requirements, many of San Francisco’s employment programs use general fund dollars and other 

funds with less restrictions—especially given San Francisco’s commitment as a Sanctuary City—which 

would allow for undocumented youth to participate in the programs.  Youth Employment Programs can 

pay participants using alternative methods such as prepaid gift cards, educational scholarships, and 

separate individual stipends from multiple employment entities in amounts smaller than $600 (the main 

form of payment during the aforementioned SF Summer Jobs+ 2013 undocumented youth pilot 

program). 

Recommendation:  

The San Francisco Youth Commission urges the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and the Mayor to do 

whatever possible to allow undocumented youth to participate in upcoming San Francisco Summer Jobs+ 

programs or locally funded public sector Youth Workforce Programs, whether by coordinating stipends or 

issuing gift cards as payment.  

 

Priority 6:  Free MUNI for Youth  

 
Making an ongoing institutional commitment to the existing free Muni for 
Youth program as a fare policy and expanding the program to include 18 year 
olds.  
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Background 

Working on free Muni for youth has been the result of a multi year effort and policy priority of the Youth 

Commission. It involved a long and extensive community process, plenty of data deliberation and hours of 

poring over student surveys and reports, and youth driven advocacy.  The following is a summary of of 

this recent history and updates.  

Youth in San Francisco are among the most loyal and consistent riders of public transportation.  Youth are 

deeply dependent on the City’s municipal railway (MUNI), taking it to and from school, after school jobs, 

and  leadership and recreational programs and activities throughout the City. As young people charged 

with “identifying the unmet needs” of children and youth in San Francisco, Youth Commissioners became 

distressingly concerned starting in 2009 with the increased cost of San Francisco’s public transit fare for 

young people and its effects in all aspects of a young person’s life.  

The price for youth fastpass rose from $10 in May 2009 to $15 in December 2009 to $20 in May 2010 to 

$21 in July of 2011. While this was going on budget cuts within the SFUSD resulted in severe cuts to 

yellow school bus services for non special education students. As a response, the Youth Commission 

passed several resolutions urging the City and County of San Francisco to take action. Youth 

Commissioners raised awareness amongst their peers and joined with other youth leaders in multiple 

organizations such as POWER, Chinatown Community Development Center’s Adopt-an-Alleyway 

program, Jamestown Community Center, Urban Habitat, the Student Advisory Council and many others to 

form a coalition to advocate for free Muni for youth.  

Resolutions in support of a free Muni for youth program were then passed by the Board of Supervisors 

and the Board of Education. A coalition of community based organizations and youth continuously wrote, 

called, and spoke about the issue eventually prompted action from the SF Municipal Transportation 

Agency to address the needs of San Francisco’s youth for accessible public transportation. Youth 

Commissioners joined their counterparts in Berkeley, San Mateo, and Marin County to convince the 

regional MTC body to approve funds for San Francisco which would be allowed use for such a pilot 

program as free muni for youth.  

Finally, on December 4th, 2012, the SFMTA approved the free Muni for youth pilot program with 

additional funds from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. The free MUNI for low to moderate 

income youth program kicked off on March 1, 2013, set to pilot for 16 months until June 2014 where the 

program would be revisited for consideration of extending the program.  

Updates 
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Since the pilot program launched, youth have signed up in droves! As of February 2014, over 31,000 

youth were registered for the free Muni for youth program, or  78.2% of the estimated 40,000 eligible 

youth in San Francisco.  

Free Muni for youth was further strengthened when in February 2014 Google agreed to donate $6.8 

million to support the continuation of the program over the next two fiscal year.    

The Youth Commission and free MUNI for youth coalition continue to push for an institutional 

commitment from the SFMTA. In a unanimous vote on April 15, 2014, the SFMTA approved a budget for 

2015-2016 that prioritized the needs of low and moderate income youth. The new budget ratifies the 

continuation of the Free Muni for Youth program, and expands the program to include 18 year olds. The 

MTA Board also removed all “pilot” language from the youth pass program, and passed a resolution that 

expresses the MTA commitment to continuing free Muni for youth as an on-going program far into the 

future.  

The Youth Commission is extremely grateful for the implementation of the pilot program after we 

addressed the issue in 2010. With a growing economic divide in San Francisco, access to public 

transportation has increasingly risen as a key issue throughout the city, particularly for transit dependent 

communities. Youth in San Francisco are among the transit dependent communities, especially youth in 

the low to moderate income range.  The commission will continue to be involved in the ongoing 

discussion and work around free Muni for youth. 

The Youth Commission commends the SFMTA, the City and County of San Francisco, and support of the 

SFUSD for the amazing success of the free Muni for youth pilot program. We are thankful for the SFMTA 

leadership in initiating the program last year. With over 31,000 youth now enrolled, the need for this 

program could not be clearer. The program stands out for making an impactful and immediate difference 

in the lives of many San Francisco families.  

 

Recommendations 

 
The Youth Commission supports a permanent free Muni for low to moderate income youth, not only for 

5-17 year olds, but 18 year olds, as many are still in high school.  The Youth Commission calls on the 

Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, the SF Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors to make an 

institutional commitment to free Muni for youth in San Francisco.  

The Youth Commission also recommends an ongoing partnership between the SFUSD and SFMTA in 

providing outreach and education to youth. We believe that the strong collaboration and involvement 

with SFUSD helped with the increase of youth participation in the FMFY program and Muni youth 
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ridership. The Youth Commission recommends continued efforts of collaboration on outreach, education, 

and application intake process with free Muni for youth.   

The Youth Commission also recommends that the program continues to be administered in such a way 

that is not overly burdensome for our most vulnerable populations, including immigrant and 

undocumented young families.  

We believe the City’s institutional commitment to free Muni for youth with the inclusion of 18 year olds 

 will help youth access every corner of San Francisco for years to come.   

 

Priority 7: Support City College of San Francisco 
Support a diverse, democratically-run, affordable, accessible, and financially 
stable City College that serves all students. 

Background 
City College of San Francisco (CCSF) is one the largest community colleges in the country, with a proud 

record of successfully helping students complete their GEDs, preparing students to transfer to 4-year 

colleges, and graduating students in the fields of food preparation, nursing, radiology, fire fighting, health 

education, and many more.[1] It is also among the largest community colleges in California, serving nearly 

90,000 students,[2] and employing many Bay Area residents as instructors, faculty, and administrative 

staff. 

Since opening its doors in 1935, CCSF has played an active role in the lives and educational achievements 

of Bay Area residents of all ages, ethnic, academic, and socio-economic backgrounds, and plays a 

particularly vital role in providing high-quality, affordable instruction to San Francisco’s working class and 

immigrant communities of color. Additionally, CCSF educates a large number of students from the San 

Francisco Unified School District. 

California students are currently facing rising tuition costs and reductions to in-state enrollment within the 

California State University and University of California systems, leaving many young people in San 

Francisco and throughout the state increasingly dependent on the educational opportunities provided by 

community colleges.[3]   

In early July, 2012, the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) released a 

devastating report calling into question the future financial viability of CCSF and demanding that CCSF 

institute changes to address over a dozen major structural issues.[4] The ACCJC placed CCSF’s academic 
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accreditation under threat despite the fact that City College maintained a consistently high level of 

instructional quality.[5] The ACCJC’s recommendations focused on building the college’s financial 

reserves, restructuring its governance, and hiring more administrators, with resulting cuts to faculty and 

staff wages and benefits, cuts to classes, and the consolidation of academic departments in such a way as 

could potentially reduce the diversity of programs and course offerings, especially courses like ethnic, 

women’s, and LGBT studies, as well as offerings for non-traditional students and English Language 

Learners.[6] Despite the college’s best efforts to comply with the commission’s recommendations, the 

commission ruled to revoke the College’s accreditation, effective July 2014. 

Members of the ACCJC maintain significant ties to for-profit educational ventures[7] and conduct their 

investigations and meetings in a non-transparent manner.[8] The state’s for-profit post-secondary 

institutions with much lower graduation and career success rates have not been sanctioned by the 

Western Association of Schools and Colleges, ACCJC’s parent organization, at a rate nearly commensurate 

with the accelerated sanctioning of California’s public colleges.[9] Meanwhile, ACCJC has placed 37% of 

California community colleges on sanctions during a period of intense state budget cuts,[10] and the 

commission maintained its sanctioning of City College following the passage of Proposition A, inhibiting 

the democratic allocation of voter-approved supplemental funds. 

AFT 2121 and California Federation of Teachers filed a complaint against the ACCJC, resulting in an 

investigation by the federal Dept. of Education. City Attorney, Dennis Herrera, filed suit against the 

accrediting commission citing unfair political bias which affected their accreditation evaluations. In 

January, a Superior Court judge granted an injunction blocking the commission’s decision, which will go 

to trial in October 2014. State legislators approved an audit of the commission and have introduced 

several pieces of legislation to aid the college, including establishing more just and transparent 

accrediting processes, reestablishing the elected Board of Trustees, and stabilizing funding amidst 

enrollment drops that have occurred throughout the accreditation crisis. 

Under the leadership of the special trustee with extraordinary powers, decisions as to the college’s 

educational future have become less transparent and student and faculty leadership and voice have been 

undermined. In July 2013, student trustee, Shanell Williams, was barred from the chancellor search 

committee meeting. In March 2014, student protesters were pepper-sprayed and arrested while 

protesting a new student payment policy and proposed 19% raises for top administrators. 

Seeing that the lack of democratic governance had neither served the efforts meet demands of and 

appease the accrediting commission, nor sustained the unique abilities of the college to serve the needs 

of San Francisco’s diverse communities, the Youth Commission supported a resolution by Supervisor 

Campos, later unanimously passed by the Board of Supervisors in March 2014, calling for the 

reenstatement of City College’s duly elected Board of Trustees. 
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Recommendations 
The Youth Commission also urges the City’s elected leaders to take all possible measures to restore 

democratic governance to the College and to support the accreditation and financial stability of the 

college during this difficult time. 

 

 
 

Priority 8: Children’s Fund 

Background: 

Insert Description here! 

As stated in Section 4.124 of the San Francisco City Charter, the Youth Commission is charged with 

identifying the unmet needs and concerns of San Francisco youth and advising the Board of Supervisors 

and the Mayor on youth-related issues to bridge the gap between youth and government; and 

The Youth Commission has a history of policy advocacy that reflects the pressing needs of the youth 

community, and therefore provides a valuable perspective to the city’s reauthorization process of the 

Children’s Fund; and 

      The Youth Commission affirms the value of youth voice and youth participation in the crafting of 

youth related policies including the Children’s Fund to ensure a meaningful decision-making process; and 

The Youth Commission has engaged in ongoing community conversations and discussions about the 

Children’s Fund, and played the critical role of planning a Youth Town Hall led by youth and for youth, on 

behalf of the Our Children, Our City Stakeholder Process;[1] and 

The Children’s Fund, a dedicated stream of funding for youth services in San Francisco, was first approved 

by San Francisco voters in 1991, reinstated by the electorate in 2001, and is up for reauthorization by 

2015; and 

The Children’s Fund has been the primary source of funding for programs and direct services for the more 

than 56,000 youth in San Francisco who are 18 years and younger;[2] and 

Currently the Children’s Fund does not include services that benefit disconnected transitional aged youth 

that are between the ages of 18 and 24; and 
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 Disconnected Transitional Age Youth (TAY) is defined as youth between the ages of 16 and 24 

who need additional support and opportunities to make a successful transition to adulthood[3]; and 

According to TAYSF, a collaborative network of city departments, service providers and youth working to 

improve outcomes for transitional age youth in SF, there are up to 9,000 disconnected TAY in San 

Francisco who are out of school and out of work and in need of coordinated services;[4] and 

Disconnected TAY may also be experiencing or be at risk of: living in poverty or being low income; being 

homeless or marginally housed; being unemployed or underemployed without substantial financial 

support; being academically off-track or dropping out of school; having been in contact with public 

systems including foster care, the justice system, and/or special education; are disabled or struggling with 

other health and wellness issues such as substance abuse, trauma, and mental health issues; are victims of 

violence; are young parents; are undocumented; are recent immigrants and/or English Language Learners; 

or are Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, and Questioning (LGBTQQ) youth who have 

experienced family rejection; and 

In San Francisco there are 1,160 TAY who are on Adult or Juvenile Probation; 800 who are current or 

former foster care youth; 5,700 who are homeless or marginally housed; 5,000 are with disabilities; 7,700 

who are18-24 and have not obtained a High School Diploma or GED; 1,400 who receive cash welfare; 

4,000 who receive food stamps; 6,000 without health insurance;[5] and 

Young people in the TAY population have aged out of government programs that serve youth who 

experience the barriers above, as current City programs receiving money from the Children’s Fund do not 

serve youth over 18; and 

The formal exclusion of TAY from existing youth-serving programs leads to a loss of data integrity and 

does not allow us to fully assess the demand and efficacy of existing community programs; and 

The Department of Children, Youth, and their Families’ (DCYF) 2011 Community Needs Assessment 

reported that at community meetings across San Francisco, service providers identified disconnected-TAY 

services as priorities for older youth;[6] and 

 Although city departments currently provide and fund services for people 18 and over, the 

findings from DCYF’s Community Needs Assessment, the Mayor’s Transitional Youth Task Force’s 2007 

report “A Roadmap to Improve the Life Chances of San Francisco’s Most Vulnerable Young Adults”[7], and 

feedback during the Our Children Our City Community Input Sessions[8] clearly demonstrates that the 

City’s current investments are not meeting the needs of this population and that there is an urgency to 

continue investing and prioritizing the TAY population; and 

On April 2012, Mayor Ed Lee sent a “Policy Directive: prioritizing disconnected TAY services across the 

city,” establishing disconnected transitional age youth as a priority population citywide; and 
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Undocumented youth also face unique barriers in accessing opportunities such as employment, 

scholarships, state and federal services in addition to the pressure of knowing their lives could be 

disrupted at any time, and as a Sanctuary city[9] we can do more to support this community; and 

Youth-led, youth-run projects and initiatives funded by youth philanthropy programs have empowered 

young people by turning their ideas into reality, developing their soft-skills, developing their civic 

leadership, and educating them about grant writing; and  

Investing and placing all youth in the center of our priorities will serve to enrich the landscape of our city; 

and 

The cultivation of youth leadership leads to a prosperous future and should involve empowering youth to 

partake in public engagement and evaluation of Children’s Fund services; and 

Young people directly receive the services of the Children’s Fund and should be at the forefront of any 

decision-making process regarding the Fund. 

Recommendations 

That the San Francisco Youth Commission does hereby urge the Board of Supervisors of the City and 

County of San Francisco to consider the following policy recommendations for the Children’s Fund: 

·         Allowing the use of the fund for transitional age youth to be served by existing youth-serving 

community programs and for serving the specific needs of disconnected TAY; 

·         Reserving 25% of seats on any body that is in charge of Children’s Fund oversight for youth, with 

half of the total youth seats represented by youth under 18 years old and the other half represented by 

disconnected transitional aged youth. These seats would be appointed and supported by the San 

Francisco Youth Commission; 

·         Proactively supporting and facilitating better coordination between the City, the San Francisco 

Unified School District (SFUSD), and community based organizations serving youth by increasing the 

sharing of cultural competency best practices, making available complementary spaces for youth 

programs to convene youth town halls and meetings, and considering other potential points of 

collaboration; 

·         Resourcing youth leadership groups to design and facilitate annual youth town halls to identify their 

unmet needs, and to evaluate the programs and services they receive as part of the Community Needs 

Assessment and evaluation plan; 
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·         Increasing the fund allowing services to provide for and support the unmet needs of youth, 

including disconnected transitional age youth population;  and be it finally 

That the San Francisco Youth Commission has identified the following unmet services that should be 

prioritized and expanded in the Children’s Fund: 

·         Increase dedicated services, support, and employment opportunities for undocumented youth; 

·         Extend mentoring programs currently provided to juvenile detainees and probationers to 

transitional aged youth in the adult probation system; 

·         Increase support for 17 and 18 year olds transitioning between juvenile and adult systems, including 

support interviewing for eligibility for release and entry into diversion programs and community programs 

used as sentencing alternatives 

 

Priority 9: Decriminalize Status Offenses Linked to Homelessness 
Ensure the human and civil rights of homeless residents are protected by 
supporting a Homeless Bill of Rights and decriminalizing offenses linked to not 
having housing 

Background 

 
“Homeless” is defined as lacking a fixed, regular and adequate nighttime residence, or having a primary 

nighttime residence in a shelter, on the street, in a vehicle, in an enclosure or structure that is not 

authorized or fit for human habitation, substandard apartments, dwellings, doubled up temporarily with 

friends or families, staying in transitional housing programs, staying anywhere without tenancy rights, or 

staying with one or more children of whom they are the parent or legal guardian in a residential hotel 

whether or not they have tenancy rights. 

The 2013 San Francisco Homeless Point-In-Time Count & Survey found 7,350 homeless people in San 

Francisco, 1,902 of who were unaccompanied homeless youth and children under 25.[2] The San Francisco 

Unified School District serves upward of 2,500 students who are currently or formerly homeless or 

transitionally housed[3]--700 more students than in 2010.[4] These 2,500 homeless SFUSD students 

compose about 4% of enrollment, and were living in single-resident occupancy hotels, long-or short-term 

shelters, or in apartments with one or more other families, sleeping on couches or floors.[5] 
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According to the 2013 San Francisco Homeless Point-In-Time Count & Survey, 87% of homeless youth in 

San Francisco were unsheltered, as compared to 59% of homeless people in general.[6] Of the 169 youth 

surveyed for the count: 25% have been in foster care, 18% were currently on parole or probation, 51% 

reported usually sleeping outdoors, 21% have reported exchanging sex or drugs for sleeping 

arrangements, 31% were in “fair or poor” health, and 27% suffer from depressio.n[7] 

We are experiencing a deepening of San Francisco’s affordability crisis and the rise of housing costs, 

leaving many of the City’s residents and families uncertain about their housing future. San Francisco does 

not have enough shelter beds or affordable housing to meet residents’ needs and 269 families were on 

the waiting list for placement in temporary shelter in October 2013.[8]  There are many homeless people 

who sleep in public parks, such as Golden Gate Park, which has an estimated homeless population of 

between 50-400 homeless individuals who are disproportionately LGBTQ individuals who may not feel 

safe in shelters due to discrimination[9] 

Over the past 25 years, the national trend toward addressing homelessness has favored the increasing use 

of the criminal justice system and the passage of measures that “target homeless persons by making it 

illegal to perform life-sustaining activities in public.”[10] San Francisco has enacted multiple ordinances in 

the last four years that have criminalized sitting, lying, or sleeping on public sidewalks, in public parks, or 

in publicly-parked vehicles, and has enacted such laws despite the fact that public nuisances are 

addressed by existing laws. An analysis of the application of the Sit/Lie ordinance showed it is not 

uniformly applied and that it is primarily homeless people who are ticketed--including homeless 

youth.[11] The majority of offenses that homeless people are cited and arrested for are sleeping, sitting or 

lying down, and loitering.[12] 

Homeless people do not have the money to pay for tickets and the subsequent fines, often leading to 

warrants, jail time, criminal records, and garnishment of wages--which are impediments to their finding 

employment and housing, stabilizing their lives, and getting off the streets.[13] In San Francisco, the cost 

to jail a homeless person is about $94.00 per day and the cost to imprison a homeless person is about 

$87.74 per day, and these costs are two to three times as much as providing supportive housing ($42.10 

per day), or shelter ($27.54 per day)[14]. 

When asked in the 2013 San Francisco Homeless Youth Survey, a staggering 66% of homeless youth 

reported having been harassed in their recent interactions with the police or law enforcement.[15] These 

interactions with the police and law enforcement serve to underscore that homeless young people are not 

wanted and that their existence is an affront.[16] In addition to the grueling constant search for a safe 

place to sit or to sleep, the fear and the reality of an encounter with the police or law enforcement may 

add to homeless people’s stress and exhaustion. Instilling fear and mistrust of law enforcement by 

criminalizing the homeless population for utilizing public space may prevent them from reporting crimes 
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they are victims of. Homeless people deserve for their civil and human rights to be respected, and do not 

deserve to be criminalized for being in public. 

Recommendations 

In January 2014, the Youth Commission approved a resolution supporting the statewide Homeless Bill of 

Rights Campaign, which seeks to provide a voice for homeless people who are a stigmatized and 

underrepresented population in local, state, and federal government. 

The San Francisco Youth Commission urges the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to urge the California 

State legislature to support and establish a homeless bill of rights. The Youth Commission urges the 

Mayor and Board of Supervisors to decriminalize status offenses linked to homelessness, and to support 

the rights of homeless individuals to move freely, rest, sleep, pray and be protected in public space 

without discrimination; The right to occupy a legally parked vehicle; The right to share food and eat in 

public; The right to legal counsel if being prosecuted; and The right to 24-hour access to hygiene facilities. 

 

Priority 10: Investigate the Needs of and Expand Support Services for Children of 

Incarcerated Parents 
Ensure that youth and children with currently and formerly incarcerated 
parents receive the support needed to maintain a relationship with their 
parents, stay at their schools, and maintain their academic performance and 
mental and emotional wellbeing. 

Background 

 
During the 2013-14 term, Youth Commissioners began a close working relationship with youth leaders of 

Project WHAT, a youth leadership and organizing program comprised of youth with currently or formerly 

incarcerated parents. In March 2014, the Youth Commission passed a motion calling on the Board of 

Supervisors to hold a timely hearing regarding the unmet needs of youth with an incarcerated parent(s) 

and various City departments--including, but not limited to, the Department of Children, Youth and Their 

Families, the Juvenile Probation Department, the Adult Probation Department, the Human Services 

Agency--efforts to provide services and support for young people with incarcerated parents. 

According to the 2011 DCYF Community Needs Assessment, 17,993 children and youth were estimated to 

have had a parent who spent time in either county jail or state prison in 2010.[1] As this number does not 

include youth and children who had a parent that was incarcerated at any time during their childhood, 



� Youth Commission Policy & Budget Priorities 

 

� Page 26 

 

and does not include transitional age youth, parental incarceration may affect an even greater number of 

San Francisco’s young people. 

Recognizing that three decades of high incarceration have not made our communities safer, the San 

Francisco’s District Attorney, Adult Probation Department, and Juvenile Probation Department have all 

begun to pursue alternatives to out-of-home detention for both youth and adults. This has led to a drop 

in the overall population at the San Francisco county jail,[2] Juvenile Hall,[3] and a drop in the number of 

charges filed for non-violent drug offenses.[4] The San Francisco Board of Supervisors also recently 

recognized the need to curb discrimination against formerly incarcerated people with the passage of File 

#131192, the Fair Chance ordinance, on February 11, 2014. 

Alongside these notable efforts, youth commissioners and youth advocates with Project WHAT (We Are 

Here and Talking), a youth leadership program working with children of incarcerated parents, recognize 

an outstanding need to review how reliance on incarceration has affected a generation of young people, 

and specifically, the impact of parental incarceration on the wellbeing and life outcomes of young people 

in San Francisco. 

Even though law enforcement agencies, the criminal justice system, and Child Protective Services regularly 

interface with children when their parents are arrested or incarcerated, it is our impression that no agency 

is charged with comprehensively collecting data about the prevalence of children with incarcerated 

parents, their wellbeing, how they are affected, or what additional services they may need. 

We see an urgent need to review existing policies and develop concerted efforts to meet the unique 

needs of children with incarcerated parents. 

Recommendations 

 
On March 25, 2014, Supervisor Malia Cohen, along with her co-sponsors Supervisors Breed, Avalos, and 

Kim, introduced a hearing on the unmet Needs of Children and Youth in San Francisco with Currently or 

Previously Incarcerated Parent(s) (File # 140298), which is scheduled to be heard in the Neighborhood 

Services and Safety committee on June 19, 2014. 

 

It is our hope this hearing will be an opportunity to investigate issues including, but not limited to: Efforts 

to collect data on needs and outcomes of youth with incarcerated parents who access city services; 

Notifying families and children when parents are transferred and/or released from jail or prison; What 

type of additional support services are offered and/or needed to support the health, wellbeing, and 

educational success of youth with incarcerated parents; Efforts to mitigate stigma and discrimination 
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against formerly imprisoned people and its’ impact on families; Protocols for arrests of adults in front of 

children or youth and support for youth during and after the arrest and litigation process; Programs and 

services specifically designed to support and build the leadership of youth with incarcerated parents; 

Phone call and family- and child-visiting privileges and policies that affect the ability of youth to see and 

speak to their incarcerated parent; Support services for parents in both the adult probation and juvenile 

probation departments; Considerations of family impact at the time of sentencing and during parole 

hearings; Considerations regarding placement and proximity of parents with children placed in out-of-

home detention; The effect of parental incarceration on youth and family housing stability and the impact 

of incarceration on the City’s anti-displacement efforts; And family impacts of parental deportations as a 

result of incarceration. 

 

Priority 11: Youth Voice 

Insert Subtitle Here!  

 

Background 

Public participation, and specifically youth participation, in local public hearings is at the core of our 

democratic process and is essential for municipal government to work effectively. The Ralph M. Brown Act 

act has for decades ensured that meetings held by local agencies are open to the public and that all 

members of the public have a meaningful opportunity to observe and take part in the decision-making 

process of local governmental bodies[1] Specifically speaking, pursuant to section 54954.3 of the Brown 

Act, the public is guaranteed the right to provide testimony at any regular or special meeting on any 

subject which will be considered by the legislative body before or during its consideration of the item.[2] 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors additionally has a stated commitment to encouraging public 

testimony before it takes action on municipal issues.[3] The committee system of the Board of Supervisors 

is designed to hear effective public testimony for and against proposed legislation before the specific 

committees and to hear suggestions for amendments. 

However, while in policy every meeting of the Board of Supervisors and City Commissions are open to the 

public, in practice there exist structural barriers preventing the attendance and participation of youth 18 

years of age and younger and those within the education system – namely, the scheduling of public 

hearings during regular school day hours. The problem is made worse by the fact that youth are typically 
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underrepresented in municipal governments, and are unable to participate in democratically electing 

public officials until age 18. 

According to the Spring 2012 Youth Vote survey, 43% of surveyed SFUSD students ‘don’t care at all’ about 

government and politics and 25% are only ‘a little interested’ about government and politics[4]. This is 

troubling data, and more opportunities to testify in front of public officials could increase youth 

engagement in government and politics. Youth civic engagement is incredibly important as it can lead to 

reduced risky behavior, increased success in school, and leads to greater civic participation later in life.[5] 

At the March 6th, 2012 meeting of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, of 37 speakers 

providing public comment starting just before 2:00 PM and ending at 3:42 PM regarding the proposed 

“Free MUNI for Youth” Program, only two were youth[6] At the same meeting, of the 39 speakers 

providing public comment after 3:42 PM, 32 were youth.[7] Additionally, at a subsequent meeting of the 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency on April 17th, 2012 at 1:00 PM, of the 17 speakers 

providing public comment at the beginning of the meeting on the proposed “Free MUNI for Youth” 

Program, one was a youth.[8] 

Section 54953.7 of the Brown Act says that elected legislative bodies may impose requirements upon 

themselves or on agencies under their jurisdiction which allow greater access to their meetings than 

prescribed by the minimal standards set forth with the Act.[9] The Board of Supervisors and youth-serving 

City Commissions therefore can set policy to specifically allow for increased civic engagement of young 

people.  

Recommendations: 

The San Francisco Youth Commission urges the San Francisco Board of Supervisors and youth-serving City 

Commissions to affirm their commitment to ensuring that public meetings are accessible to all children 

and youth of 18 years and younger and those within the education system by making a reasonable effort 

to accommodate this population This can be done by adopting new guidelines for public meetings, 

including a provision explicitly authorizing the Youth Commission to request hearings or discussions on 

legislation referred to the Youth Commission according to Charter Section 4.124 to be scheduled at an 

hour of the day that can accommodate youth, preferably at a start time no earlier than 4:00 PM on a given 

day. However, should such a policy be adopted by the Board of Supervisors and youth-serving City 

Commissions, the San Francisco Youth Commission shall be held accountable for outreaching to increase 

youth participation at these public meetings. 

 

Priority 12:  Disability Awareness 

Insert Description Here! 
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Background 

Drawing from their personal experiences in observing the prejudices and issues, as well as the benefits 

and uniqueness of special education, the Education, Health & Wellness committee decided to investigate 

opportunities help the San Francisco Unified School District progress in its Inclusionary Practices.  One 

area of opportunity they saw was the limited awareness that students in general education have of 

students in special education.  They decided to work towards closing the gap between mainstream 

students and students with disabilities, and create a more accepting and the least restrictive learning 

environment for all students by ______________________.     

The SFUSD defines people with disabilities as individuals who have a physical or mental impairment that 

limits a major life activity, and a major life activity as one that may include seeing, hearing, breathing, 

walking, speaking, learning, working, caring for oneself, performing manual tasks, lifting, and other 

physical, mental and social activities.  People with disabilities face negative attitudes, limited physical 

access, limited access to communication and/or resources, and other barriers to rights as individuals 

(Brown, 1995; Gilson & Depoy, 2000).  People with disabilities make up the largest minority group in 

America (Snow, 2008), and continue to face discrimination and negative stereotypes. 

The Youth Commission Health, Education, and Wellness Committee distributed an informal survey about 

disability awareness and people with disabilities to a group of SFUSD high school students, and our 

findings show that 46% of the students would like to learn more about special education, and only 17% of 

the students consider themselves very familiar with special education.   

Also, the mission of the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) is “to provide each student with an 

equal opportunity to succeed by promoting intellectual growth, creativity, self-discipline, cultural and 

linguistic sensitivity, democratic responsibility, economic competence, and physical and mental health so 

that each student can achieve his or her maximum potential”, as states on its website.  the SFUSD must 

abide by the  California State Board for Education “Health Education Content Standards for California 

Public Schools, and standard 7.4 M in the “Health Education Content Standards for California Public 

Schools,” says to “Practice respect for individual differences and diverse backgrounds,” and standard 8.2M 

says to “Promote a positive and respectful environment at school and in the community;” disability 

awareness curriculum could fulfill both of these aforementioned standards.  

The Cromwell Center for Disability Awareness, as well as other numerous programs, found their disability 

awareness programs have proven to benefit students in general education.  Giving the youth the 

opportunity to understand disability will allow them to see disability more positively, which will allow 

them to create change in the world around them.  Youth will be the leader of the future and will be the 

ones who will create a San Francisco where all people are respected and valued for their individual 
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abilities and strength.   Most importantly, increased awareness of disabilities in schools can lead to a more 

inclusive and the least restrictive learning environment for all students.  

Working very closely with our SAC representatives, the Youth Commission developed our resolution ____, 

adopted _____.  The SAC approved of a similar resolution, and with the support of the SAC, the Board of 

Education adopted _____________.  

Recommendations: 

 We feel that a disability awareness component should be implemented in the SFUSD Health, 

Physical Education, or whatever curriculum deemed fit. We urge the Board of Supervisors to urge the 

Board of Education to create this  disability awareness component that values inclusion and highlights the 

different learning styles and speeds of all students, educates students about the range of mental, 

intellectual, and developmental disabilities, and helps encourage overall acceptance and respect for all 

students.  The component should be an engaging one that includes students and people with disabilities 

who will share their experiences.  We also urge the Board of Supervisors to urge the Board of Education to 

work with nonprofit organizations and city departments who may already have existing training or 

curriculum on disability awareness, and can provide support for the development of the component.   

 

Priority 13: SFMTA 18 years old youth fare  

Insert Description here! 

Since 2008, the Youth Commission has voiced that the cost of public transportation is a major concern for 

San Francisco’s youth population*.  Even before 2008, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously 

supported legislation in 2005 sponsored by District 8 Supervisor Bevan Dufty to make all enrolled San 

Francisco high school students eligible for MUNI’s youth rate*.  This year, the priority to expand MUNI’s 

discounted youth rate to include 18-year olds resurfaced  during the Free MUNI For Low-Moderate 

Income Youth pilot program.   

In San Francisco’s Unified School District, 3,000 of 4,014 high school seniors turn 18 during their senior 

year.  (There is also approximately 400 18 year-old high school students in SF county schools and even 

more 18 year-olds in the city’s private and parochial schools.*) Many of these youth are low-income as 

demonstrated by the 57,860 students (67%) enrolled in SFUSD’s free or reduced lunch program*.  On their 

18th birthday, these young people’s financial barriers continue to exist; their hardships do not suddenly 

disappear.  In fact, those who participated in the Free MUNI For Low-Moderate Income Youth program 

suddenly had to pay either a $2 bus fare or $66 monthly adult pass on their 18th birthday when they had 
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previously relied on zero-cost public transportation.  Undoubtedly, this was a burden not only to these 

young individual, but the families of children and youth in San Francisco. 

The SFMTA youth rate is designed to encourage youth riders to use public transportation and to afford 

public transportation.*  Interestingly, the SFMTA had defined “youth” as being between the ages of 5-17*, 

while other Bay Area transportation agencies, such as the East Bay’s AC Transit and North Bay’s Golden 

Gate Transit included 18-year olds in their youth fare discounts*.  While modifying SFMTA’s youth fare 

structure to include solely 18-year-olds still in high school (rather than all 18-year-olds) sufficiently 

addresses the financial hardships of most high school students, this policy could impose a significant 

administrative burden on MUNI.  When asked about the expansion of youth fares to include 18 year olds 

in their youth fare, the Senior Manager of Revenue Collection and Sales for SFMTA has stated that they 

don’t believe there would be any significant administrative issues with increasing SFMTA’s eligibility for 

youth fares to include all 18 year olds. 

Recommendations: 

The Youth Commission calls upon the Mayor,Board of Supervisors, and the San Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to expand MUNI’s discounted youth rate to include 18-year-olds.  We are 

encouraged to see the SFMTA Board include 18 year olds in the Free MUNI For Low-Moderate Income 

Youth Program for FY 2014-15 and 2015-16.  

Additionally, the Youth Commission calls on the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and the SFMTA to look 

into ways in which the population of high school students older than eighteen years of age and 

transitional aged youth (18-24) can also qualify for free or reduced fares. 

 

Priority 14: Following up on Urging Against the Arming of Juvenile Probation Officers  

Insert Description Here! 

 

In January 2013, Chief William Sifferman presented at the Juvenile Probation Commission a new plan for 

JPD probation officers safety in the field. One of the suggested changes was equipping probation officers 

in the Serious Offenders Program (SOP) with firearms. In response, in February 2013, the Youth 

Commission passed a resolution urging against the arming of JPD officers.   

While one of the stated values and beliefs of the JPD is that “data-driven decision-making ensures 

positive outcomes,” they have proposed to have officers equipped with firearms, which has not yet been 

substantiated by any body of evidence, nor has evidence been presented suggesting that arming juvenile 
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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. 

On February 19th, 2014, the Youth Justice Committee met with Chief Nance of JPD. In discussion about 

arming of JPO’s, he said that though the program wasn’t in the budget for this year, it was still an option 

on the table. 

Recommendations:  

 

The Youth Commission would like to continue to urge against the arming of Juvenile Probation Officers. 

 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 safety protocol, and to hold 

Juvenile Probation Chief to his assertion that the Juvenile Probation Department will not take on arming 

protocols for its probation officers in this upcoming budget.  

The Youth Commission is grateful for the leadership of the Board of Supervisor’s Neighborhood Services 

and Safety committee in holding a hearing on May 2, 2013 aimed at clarifying several aspects of JPD’s 

proposed safety protocol revisions. The Youth Commission would like to submit that any plan to handle 

high-risk juvenile offenders should work to preserve the social work ideals of the only stand-alone juvenile 

probation department in the state. Under no circumstances should an armed juvenile probation officer act 

as the primary case contact for a juvenile probationer, and JPD should undertake all possible efforts to 

minimize contact between police and juvenile probationers to avoid incidences of recidivism. Therefore, 

the criteria for youth referral to the proposed task force, and number of youth affected should be made 

clear. 

We also urge the Juvenile Probation Department to identify practical tools and alternative practices, other 

than firearms, that will help to address personal safety concerns for probation officers whose caseloads 

include high-risk juveniles. 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 for 

probation officers who will supervise high-risk offenders.  


