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FILENO. 170709 - RESOLUTION NO.

[Department of Children, Youth and Their Families 2016 Community Needs

- Assessment and 2018-2023 Services Allocation Plan]

Resolution approving the 2@16 Community Needs Assessment and 2018-2023
Services AIIocation Plan-developed by the Department of Children, Youth and

Their Families in accordance with Charter, Section 16.108.

WHEREAS, On November 7, 2014, the voters of San Francisco overwhelmingly
reauthorized the"ChiIdrén and Youth Fﬂnd (Charter, éecﬁon 16.108) which énabled the
Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) to build on the previous
successes of the Fund and enhanced DCYF’s funding ‘capacity for the fﬁture; and

WHE.REAS, The revised legislation expanded the scope of the Children and
Youth Fund to include 1) an increase in the earmarked property tax revenue to four
cents for each $100 of aséessed property value by fiscal year 201 872019, 2) expanded
the use of the Children and Youth Fund to pfovide services to disconnected tranéiﬁonal
age yduth (TAY) aged 18-24 years as well as children birth to 17 years old and their
families, and 3) extended the tenure of the Fund for 25 years, to sunset at the end of |
fiscal year 2040-2041; and

'WHEREAS, The provisions of the Children and Youth Fund set forth a five-year
planning process for spending, and the process is intended to: 1) increase
transparency, accountability, and public engagement; 2') provide time and opportunity
for community participation and planning; 3) ensure program stability; and 4) ’maximize
the effectiveness of the services fund; and A

WHEREAS, The first étep of the five-year planning process mandates DCYF to
conduct and devélop the 2016 Community Nlegads Assessment (CNA). The_ CNA

engaged young pebple, parents, service providers and City agencies to examine the .
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issues, challenges and opportunities facing San Francisco’s children, youth, transitional
age youth and their families. Sources of assessment data included community
discussions, youth and adult focus groups and surveys, evaluation of funded agencies,
ekisting statistical data and input from city departménts and porhmunity leaders; and
WHEREAS, The 2016 Community Needs Assessment was structured around
five areas of service need in San Francisco and highlights the disparities between |
populations across the city along the five interconnected areas of’the Our Children, Our
Families Outcomes Framework: 1) Economic Security and Housing Stability; 2) Safe &
Nurturing Envirbnments; 3) Ph&lsical, Emotional, & Mental Health; 4) 21st Century
Learning-Environment; and 5) Post-Secondary Education & Career Paths; and
WHEREAS, DCYF began the 2018-2023 Services Allocation Plan process by
highlighting results that we believe reflect fundamental conditions that should be present
for children, youth and families in San Francisco; DCYF’s four results were based in the
research and community input pre,sénted in our Community Needs Assessment and
align with the major goals in the Our Children, Our Families (OCOF) Outpomés
Framework; and .
WHEREAS, The SAP establishes funding priorities and desired outcomes over
the next five-year funding cycle to remain focused on funding the services most likely to
positively influence these four results: 1) Children and Youth are supported by nurturing
families and communities; 2) Children and youth are physically and emotionally healthy; .
3) Children and youth are ready to learn and succeed in school; and 4) Youth are reédy
for college, work and productive adulthood; and -
WHEREAS, DCYF held public hearings on the 2018-2023 Services Allocation
Plan before the DCYF Oversight and Advisory Committee and the DCYF Services

Supervisor Cohen :
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Provfder Working Group and involved key stakeholders, such.as community-based
organizations, the San Francisco Unified School District and ofher .c_:ity départments, to
gather feedback and build support; and , |

WHEREAS, DCYF is committed to takihg a leadership role in implementing the
recommendations of the 2018-2023 Services Allocation Plan; to facilitate joint planning
at all levels; to involve the community; to employ strategies that are equitable, inclusive,
transparent, well informed and driven by the needs of chiidren, youth, transitional age

youth and families; and to strengthen the service delivery system for all children, youth,

transitional age youth and their families; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco’s prosperity depends on our ability fo ensure that all

" children, you’th, transitional age youth and their families have the opportunity to thrive;

when children grow up healthy, obtain a quality education, and live in safe, supportive

homes and communities, they have a solid foundation for a productive future; and, .
WHEREAS, In accordance with Charter, Section 16.108, DCYF has submitted to

the Board of Supervisors the 2016 Community Needs Assessment and the 2018-2023

‘Services Allocation Plan; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San
Francisco approves' the 2016 Community Needs Assessment and the 2018-2023
Services Allocation Plan developed and submitted by the Department of Children, Youth

and Their Families.

Supervfsor Cohen
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Maria Su, Psy.D. Edwin M. Lee
Executive Director ) Mayor

A Letter from the Executive Director

I am pleased to present the 2016 Community Needs Assessment (CNA) for the Department of Children,
Youth, and Their Families {DCYF). The CNA is a comprehensive overview of the needs of children and
youth, birth to age 24, and their families in San Francisco. 1t is the first needs assessment conducted by
DCYF following the reauthorization of the Children and Youth Fund and is a document we will rely on as
we move into the next phase of our planning process.

The CNA reflects DCYF's pértnershib with and commitment to the cdmmunity. It is a compilation of local
and regional population data; research conducted by City departments, foundations, and other
agencies; and direct input from the community. { want to thank and acknowledge the hundreds of San
Francisco residents who participaitéd in.our CNA community input process via surveys, focus groups, and
community meetings, and offered their suggestions on what they believe children, youth, and families '
need in-order to thrive. We greatly appreciate their insight and thoughtfulness.

The CNA was created at a time of dichotomy in San Francisco. The city is home to an exhilarating level of
progress and success in the technology sector, yet many San Francisco youth are performing below
proficiency in math and reading. The city has one of the lowest unemployment rates in the United States
and recently passed the country’s most generous paid parerital leave ordinance, but many families
struggle to find quality affordable childcare when they return to work. Housing prices are near the
highest in the country, while many low-income families and transitional age youth are marginally
housed or homeless. o )

We can and must do more to guarantee equitable access to the services and opportunities that all
children, youth, and families need to lead lives full of opportunity and happiness. We must work
together, with community-based organizations, City departments, the School District, and the
community to improve our coordination of services for children, youth and families. lh addition, we
must assess our efforts to ensure the services we provide are having the intended impact.

" Inthe next phase of our planning process; DCYF will create a Services Allocation Plan (SAP) to determine
* how to allocate funds to address the service needs identified in this CNA. The SAP will be completed in
June of 2017, and a Request for Proposals (RFP) based on the SAP will be issued shortly ther_eafter._'
Grants awarded via the RFP process will start in July 2018. '

| hope you find the CNA informative and useful. DCYF and our partners look foMard to using the CNA as
we continue our mission to make San Francisco a great place to grow up.

Sincerely,
Maria Su, Psy.D.
Executive Director

. 2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT ‘ L i
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INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

In 1991, voters passed the Children’s Amendment to the City Charter, making San
Francisco the first city in the country to guarantee a dedicated funding stream to
children each year. This landmark legislation set aside a portion of annual property taxes
for the Children’s Fund to be used exclusively for services that benefit children from
birth-to age 17. In 2000, residents overwhelmingly voted to renew the Children’s Fund,
and then again in 2014, under Proposition C with an extended 25-year tenure.

Renamed the Children and Families First Initiative, the property tax earmark will

increase to four cents for each $100 of assessed property value by fiscal year 2018-2019.
Additionally, the initiative expanded the use of the Children’s Fund to provide services

to disconnected transitional age youth (TAY) aged 18 to 24 years, and renamed the fund
the Children and Youth Fund to reflect this expanded service population.

Proposition C also created the Our Children, Our Families (OCOF) Council, an advisory
body co-led by the mayor and the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD)

‘ superintendent to align City, School District, and community efforts to improve

outcomes for children, youth, and families. It includes data on demographics, economic

well-being, health, education,.and community factors and informed the structure and

content of this Community Needs Assessment (CNA). '

The Children and Families First Initiative established a five-year planning cycle for
spending from the Children and Youth Fund. To fulfill the planning requirements of the
Children and Youth Fund, the San Francisco Department of Children, Youth, and Their
Families {DCYF) engages young people, parents, and service providers across the city in a
CNA every five years. The Children and Families First Initiative stipulates that the CNA
shall include “qualitative and quantitative data sets collected through interviews, focus
groups, surveys, or other outreach mechanisms to determine service gaps in
programming for children, youth, and families” and requires that DCYF conduct an

- equity analysis as part of the process to identify community needs.

The results of the CNA inform the develépment of the Services Allocation Plan (SAP),
which will inform strategic funding priorities.

This CNA is structured arcund the five strategic areas defined in the OCOF Outcomes
Framework, which was created to establish key outcomes that the City, School District,
and community want all children, youth, and families in San Francisco to reach. Based
on data collected and examined, this CNA identifies key areas of service needs in San
Francisco and highlights the disparities between populations across the city along the
following five interconnected-areas-of the OCOF Outcomes Framework:

2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT
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INTRODUCTION

1. Economic Security & Housing Stability: This describes how San Francisco fares on measures of
poverty and self-sufficiency and examines the extent to which city residents are stably housed.

2. Safe & Nurturing Environments: This examines perceptions of neighborhood safety, crime, and
violence among city residents. '

3, Physical, Emotional, & Mental Health: This describes disparities across the city on dimensions
of health that also intersect with other challenges raised across other sections of the CNA.

4. 21% Century Learning Environiment: This describes early care and education (ECE) settings and
examines disparities around school readiness and K-12 school outcomes.

5. Post-Secondary Education & Career Paths: Successful transition into adulthood is the ultimate
targeted outcome of all these efforts, and this section examines challenges associated with this
transition.

2016 DCYF COMIMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT : {2
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METHODOLOGY

METHODOLOGY

San Francisco is home to a diverse population with varying needs and interests. This
CNA integrates regional and local population data from a wide array of secondary data
sources to provide a description of the city from a broad vantage point. To better,
understand and give life to that diversity, attempts were made to ensure the many
voices of the community were represented. DCYF solicited input from city residents —
young people and their families, school administrators, and service providers —to
highlight the greatest disparities and service needs facing San Francisco’s children,
youth, and families. Variations in how populations are referred to reflect differences in
the terminology that source documents use. The specific data-sources used include the
following:

Literature review and population-level data: DCYF conducted an extensive literature
review of San Francfsco—speciﬁc reports related to children, youth, and their families. A
literature review summarizing 49 reports, largely published between 2013 and 2015,
served as a primary data source for the final CNA (this document will be made available
_along with the release of the final report). Regional, national, and/or pre-2013 data
were used selectively to substantiate needs identified by the community when local
and/or more current data were unavailable. Additionally, this CNA drew heavily on
OCOF's 2015 report on the well-being of children, youth, and families in San Francisco,
" which includes data on demographics, economic well-being, health, education, and
community factors. Current population data from City departments and SFUSD were
requested on an ad hoc basis. .

Community input sessions and all-grantee meeting: In collaboration with the OCOF
Council, the Office of Early Care and Education (OECE), and City district supervisors,
public input sessions were held in November and December 2015 in each of the 11
supervisorial districts in San Francisco. In all, 362 parents, caregivers, youth, community
members, and service providers joined the input sessions to discuss their opinions about
what children, youth, and families most need in support of positive outcomes. A report
detailing the results from the 11 community input sessions can be accessed on the DCYF
website.

In March 2016, a meeting convened to collect feedback from all DCYF-funded service
providers (grantees) on the needs of children, youth, and their families in San Francisco.
" The all-grantee meeting began with a presentation by DCYF’s deputy director on the
disparate outcomes and identified needs of San Francisco’s children, youth, and their
families based on data collected to date through the literature review and Community
Input Sessions. DCYF staff then collected input from the 223 attendees, representing
176 DCYF-funded programs on the five outcome areas identified in the OCOF Outcomes
Framework. A report on the input received at the service providers meeting can be
accessed on the DCYF website.

2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT . 3
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METHODOLOGY

Community members were invited in June 2016 to review a first draft of the CNA report and to provide
feedback and additional input at a presentation of some of the key findings of the CNA. DCYF sought
additional community input via an online portal to provide the opportunity for comment to those who
were unable to attend the meeting in person. DCYF received input from approximately 150 respondents,”
and worked to clarify and add content to the CNA in response to this input. Much of the input
comunicated through the various community input sessions and All-Grantee meeting will also be
leveraged to inform the dévelopment of the SAP.

‘ Suweys; focus groups, and interviews: To learn more about the needs of children, youth, and families
from the vantage point of service providers and education professionals, DCYF administered surveys to
three groups in May 2014: school principals, child development center (CDC) site supervisors, and
service providers. A total of 262 providers, 61 principals and assistant principals, and seven CDC site
supervisors and site staff submitted survey responses. :

In December 2015, OCOF collaborated with the San Francisco Board of Education Parent Advisory
‘Council to strategically reach out and hear from families and communities experiencing some of the
greatest disparities, challenges, and inequities in San Francisco. These efforts resulted in 20 focus groups
with over 250 participants, the findings of which are documented in the 2015 OCOF Council Data
Report. DCYF references the key service needs identified for children and families in this report.!

in acknowledgment of the wide diversity of the city’s population, DCYF worked with DCYF's Oversight
and Advisory Committee and Applied Survey Research to identify and meet with more difficult-to-reach
populations in the city who have a high level of need but for whom data were limited, Given time and
resource constraints, these groups included monalingual immigrant parents; lesbian, gay, transgender,
queer, and questioning (LGBTQ) youth; TAY; justice-involved TAY; and other youth from hard-to-reach.
subpopulations. DCYF conducted a series of 11 focus groups; where it was not possible to reach the
population directly, three interviews with service providers or experts in other City departments and

IThe data report is available online at http://www.ourchildrenourfamifies.org/datareport.

)
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METHODOLOGY

community-based organizations (CBOs) were conducted.” Many of the comments and personal stories
shared by community members who participated in focus groups and interviews are represented in this
report to illustrate the lived experiences of everyday San Franciscans with respect to each domain area.
The comments align closely and are quite consistent with the gquantitative data points presented in the
CNA. Many of the comments shared touch on issues relevant to more than one domain, and all of the
comments included throughout this report as “Community Voices” are collected in Appendix A, All
names used in this report are fictitious to protect participating community members’ anonymity.

Given limitations in time and resources for this assessment, conducting a focus group with one segment
necessarily meant that the perspectives of some other groups could not be captured. Second, due to the
resource-intensive nature of these methods, DCYF was not able to conduct all of the desired focus
groups and interviews, meaning that there remain segments of the city’s populatlon whose realities may
not be fully represented by this needs assessment.

: Equity analySIS. DCYF partnered with Mission Analytics Group to conduct an equity analysis of children
and families across the city. This analysis drew on census, School District, and other administrative data
sources to identify low-income neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities. Additionally, based on
programs DCYF administered in fiscal year 2014-2015, the analysis establishes a baseline distribution of
services and resources across neighborhoods and communities by estimating a dollar benefit to each
youth served by funded programs. Along with a similar citywide analysis of resources being developed
by the OCOF Council and the OECE, these equity analysis findings will help inform the next SAP.

" priority groups included LGBTQ TAY, transitional age fathers on probation, Arab youth, Samoan youth, Chinese immigrant
parents, monolingual Spanish-speaking immigrant parents, TAY with mental heaith challenges, system -involved (including
" juvenile justice, foster care} TAY, TAY in leadership positions, and mlddle school students.
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DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF THE
CHILDREN, YOUTH, & FAMILIES OF SAN
FRANCISCO

This section offers a brief demographic overview of the children, youth, and families of .
San Francisco to provide context for the numerous data points and indicators presented
in this report.

According to recent estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau 2014 American Community
Survey, San Francisco is home to approximately 852,000 residents, including 114,000
children and youth under 18 years of age and 65,000 young adults aged 18 to 24.
Compared to other major cities in the United States, San Francisco has a relatively small
percentage of residents under 18 years of age, that is, only 13.4% of San Francisco
residents are children or youth under 18, compared to 14.9% of Seattle residents, 16.5%
of Boston residents, and 21.2% of New York City residents. Across California, children
and yoﬁth under 18 comprise 23.6% of the state’s total popuiation.

While economic growth since the recession has resulted in an expanded population and
record levels of emploYment, San Francisco’s well-documented housing crisis makes
clear that the benefits of the growing economy have not been universally shared. News
articles and planning studies alike reference the flight of families and long-time
residents from the city due to the growing cost of living in San Francisco. According to

" the Association of Bay Area Governments, approximately 61,000 residents left San
Francisco between 2011 and 2013.% About half of these former residents moved to a
neighboring county, while the remaining half left the San Francisco Bay Area altogether.
A recent report by the San Francisco Controller’s Office indicates that people moving to
the city are disproportionately between the ages of 25 and 34, have never married, and
are White.?

Although San Francisco continues to be one of the most diverse cities in the United ‘
States, the current racial and ethnic composition of the city is markedly different from
just 15 years ago. The number of African American residents has declined from nearly
59,000 in 2000 to just 44,000 in 2014, a decrease of 25%. As shown in the following
figure, nearly all other racial/ethnic groups in the city have experienced growth since
2000. In particular, the number of residents identifying as two or more races grew 37%
between 2000 and 2014, from 23,154 to 31,827. The numbers of Asian and
Hispanic/Latino residents have also grown faster than the population of San Francisco as
a whole.
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Figure 1. SAN FRANCISCO: SELECTED DEMOGRAPHICS, 2000-2014

| 2000 2010 2014

- _Total San Francisco residents . ) 776,733 805,235 852,469
Families with children under 18 63,021 62,936 62,494
Under 18 years of age _ ' 112,802 107,524 114,445
Under 5 years of age ) - 31,633 35,203 39,307

5 to 17 years of age ' 81,169 72,321 75,138

18 to 24 years of age ) 7 70,596 77,664 66,128

121,774

Chinese ' ‘ 133,869 144,627 146,669
Spanish A 89,759 88,517 87,808
Filipino (Tagalog) . 29,197 24,532 23,250

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. (2002). 2000 Decennial Census Data; U.S. Census Bureau. (2012). 2010 Decennial Census Dato; U.S.
Census. (2016). American Community Survey, 2014 1-Year Estimates.

The number of foreign-born residents that call San Francisco home is another indicator of its rich
diversity. More than ane third of residents are foreign-born, and 43% of residents over age 5 speak a
language other than English at home. While just 7% of the city’s children and youth under 18 are
foreign-born, more than half (54%) live with at least one foreign-born parent, and 45% of youth aged 5
to 17 speak a language other than English at home.
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Compared to the population of San Francisco as a whole, children and youth under 18 years of age in
the city are disproportionately non-White. The figure below compares the racial/ethnic composition of
"the total population with that of the city’s population of children and youth under 18. African American,
Hispanic/Latino, multiracial/multiethnic, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander residents make up a larger

percentage of the population under 18 than they do the population of San Francisco as a whole.

Figure 2. SAN FRANCISCO: TOTAL POPULATION OF CHILDREN/YOUTH UNDER 18, BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2014

& Total Population (N=852,469) & Children/Youth Under 18 (N=114,445)

100% 7
5% 6%
—— 0% 1% C1% 1%
0% —Lﬁ LR T —T T — T
African American  Asian’ Hispanic/  Multiracial/Native Hawaiian/  Qther White

Latino Multiethnic Pacific Islander

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. (2016). American Community Survey, 2014 1-Year Fstimates.
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FCONOMIC SECURITY & HOUSING
STABILITY |

Niesha is a high school girl who lives in the Tenderloin with her parents and three siblings 4
in a two-bedroom public housing unit. She walks to schoof every day through on inner-city
%ﬂ e morass of homeless people sleeping in the streets, drug dealers at the corner store, and
e e dog feces on the sidewalk. Her family would like to move to larger accommodations in a

= “safer neighborhood, but cannot afford to do so. The family feels stigmatized for taking
government subsidies, but they also find the cost of housing prohibitive and so must rely
on what public housing is available, even though it is inadequate for their needs.

i

Mei-Ling, a Chinese immigrant mother, struggles to get by on her hushand’s minimum
wage job while she cores for her two small children in their orie-bedroom apartment in
Chinatown. She would like very much to learn English so that she can get o job with
greater upward mobility than the one her husband has now, but she cannot afford
childcare and the waiting list for subsidized childcare is long. She also knows thot taking
the time to learn English Is no guarantee of a good job. Therefore, she and her husband
decide she should stay home to care for their children for the time being, while he .
struggles to locate and access job training programs in Chinese and continues to pursue
empiloyment opportunities thot might get the farnily outside of Chinatown, a '
neighborhood they find small and unsanitory.

San Francisco is a vibrant city with a booming economy that has shown consistent
growth over the past several decades, and that demonstrates strong prospects for
continued Iong-term economic growth.® However, this success has' come at a price, as
the cost of living increasingly squeezes out working families, and San Francisco’s once
diverse population is becoming increasingly split in two by a widening income gap
between the city’s highest and lowest earners.

Economic security is the condition of having stable income or other resources to support
a standard of living now and into the foreseeable future.* The extent to which parents
can adequately support their families has enduri'ng and myriad effects on children’s and
youth’s outcomes long into adulthood.’ In this chapter, we describe the city in terms of
some key indicators of economic security, including measures of poverty, employment,
housing, and homelessness, and report on some ways in which community members
believe the City might help residents achieve greater economic security. We
acknowledge that many of the needs highlighted in this section are broad and will
require partnerships across multiple City agencies to mitigate the stress families
experience with.respect to economic security and housing stability.
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FAMILIES STRUGGLE TO BE SELF-SUFFICIENT

We make fust enough maoney to support our family, but too much to get any help, so we struggle every day,
month-to-month. — Chinese immigrant mother

As most residents have experienced, the cost of living in the city has been steadily rising over the years
and has outpaced wage growth,® making it increasingly difficult for families to make ends meet.

Approximately 38% of households with children in San Francisco™ are living below the self-sufficiency
standard (SSS), a benchmark that measures the minimum level of income needed to support very basic
household needs without public or private assistance. In 2014, the 5SS for a two-parent household with
two children in San Francisco was $92,914.7 Even at the new minimum wage of $15 in 2017, three full-
time jobs will be needed for a household to be self-sufficient. Moreover, 27% of San Francisco
households fall below the SSS but above the federal poverty level (FPL) of $23,850 for a family of four,?
thereby limiting their ability to qualify for some-critical support services and aid. While some programs'
such as Medi-Cal and Free Muni for Youth are available for individuals and families that fall into this gap,
eligibility criteria vary and many needs remain unmet.®

Textbox reference’®

in addition to the SSS, there is a second metric referred to as a “living wage,” that is, the amount of
income needed to cover the annual cost of a family’s minimum food, childcare, health insurance,
housing, transportation, and other basic necessities. Given the high cost of living in San Francisco, 300%

of the FPL is the approximate living wage for most household types; for a family of four, the living wage
is $71,550.

i This amounts to 21,160 households, according to the Insight Center for Community Economic Development {2015). The 5SS

calculator may be found at http.//www.insightcced.org/tools-metrics/self-sufficiency-standard-tool-for-california. Additional
detuails on the SSS calculation are available in Appendix B.

7N
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As described in the Equity Analysis chapter, data from the U.S. Census Bureau show that in San
Francisco, household incomes of families with children and youth aged 0-17 vary substantially by race.
While 87% of Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander youth (1,081} live in families with incomes below 300% of
FPL, just 10% of White youth (3,149) live in households earning less than 300% of FPL.** And although
neérly all racial groups saw an increase in poverty since the recession, the number of APIs living in
poverty increased most rapidly, growing by 43% from 26,917 in 2007 to 38,495 in 201212

Figure 3. PERCENTAGE OF YOUTH AGED 0-17 BELOW 300% OF THE FPL, BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2010-2014
100% 4 . : 87%

54% 54%

45%

0% - 5 . ‘

White Chinese African American  Hispanic/Latino Native

T T - 3
Hawaiian/Pacific
- Islander
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. (2016). American Community Survey, 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates. ‘
The trends of family poverty appear to be headed in the wrong direction. The figure below shows an
increase in the percentage of children younger than 6 living in low-income households (from 34% in

2007 to 37% in 2012), and a concomitant decrease in the number of children living in higher income
households (from 66% in 2007 to 63% in 2012).%®

Figure 4. PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN 0-5 EARNING ABOVE AND BELOW 300% OF THE FPL, 2007-

2012 '

2007 2008 ' 2009 2010 2011 2012
Below 300% FPL 34% 37% - 34% 40% 36% 37%
At or ahove 300% FPL .~ 66% 63% 66% 60% - 64% 63%

Source: First Five San Francisco Children and Families Commission and Public Profit. (2015). First Steps: A Data Report on the
Status of San Francisco’s Young Children.

With language barriers posing an additional layer of challenge for San Francisco’s substantial immigrant
population, basic economic security is even more difficult to obtain and maintain. In a recent survey of
immigrants, employment and housing were identified as their most pressing n'eeds.14 These needs also
rose to the top in a targeted assessment of the needs of the Southeast Asian immigrant community in
the city; in which language barriers and translation needs also figure prominently in immigrant
residents’ access to services that would enhance their economic security and overall well-being.*®
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COMMUNITY VOICES

Participants in the Chinese immigrant parent focus group indicated that eligibility requirements for
assistance should be relaxed to add_resé the reality of San Francisco’s struggling residents. They shared
that many families are living below levels of self-sufficiency but above the poverty threshold, and they
need the safety net expanded so that they may receive crucial assistance to meet their families’ basic
needs in a city whose growth is quickly leaving them behind.

Many community members mentioned their need for support with basic needs. For instancé, fathers on
probation discussed the need for things like diapers and formula for their children and professional
clothing for themselves; service providers also indicated the need for clothing, particularly for families
with children aged 0-5. Parents from the Parents Advisory Council highlighted the need for better access
to healthy food, a sentiment echoed by participants in the community input sessions, who emphasized
the need for access to affordable, healthier food options, particularly for families living in the Bayview
neighborhood.

This vear we struggled to meet the financial needs of our families, many of them in crisis. Our vouth of color
struggled to feef heard and to feel like they have agency in schools that sp eak of equity but isolate their
communities. Our stdff strugale to remain in a job that they love while making rent, and our ogency struggles
to pay a rising, fair woge with stognant grants. This struggle is not background noise. it is g constant nag in
the back of our minds. These struggles boil blood and embitter hearts. — Community member
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EMPLOYMENT & INCOME GAPS ARE WIDENING

I know that opportunities exist, but | don’t know how to access them! — African Amencan transitional age
" father in Adult Probation

Although the economy has been growing across the San Francisco Bay Area, job growth has not kept -
pace with population growth. Despite comparable levels of labor force participation (either working or
actively seeking employment), people of color experience higher rates of unemployment, as illustrated
in the figure below. While 7% of White and API residents are unemployed, African American residents

experience a 15% unemployment rate.™16

Figure 5. SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2008-2012

100% -+
- 9% 14% 15% 9%
0% 2 mem  EEE . ‘ -
White Asian/ Hispanic/ Ngtive American African " CQther
Paciﬁc islander Latine . American

Source: University of Southern Callfornla Program for Environmental and Regional Equ:ty and Policylink. (2015) An Equity
Profile of the San Francisco Bay Area Region.

Income inequality has increased sharply in the Bay Area. Since 1979, the highest-paid workers have seen
their wages increase significantly, while wages for the lowest-paid workers have declined.” The labor
market is increasingly divided as the fastest-growing jobs are at the tdp and bottom of the wage scale.
At the same time, middle-wage jobs are shrinking and comprise the smallest share of jobs in the region,
making it more difficult for lower-wage workers to move up the economic ladder.*® A recent study by

- the Brookings Institute found that San Francisco stands apart from other cities with high income
inequality in the country, in that the wealthlest households earn at least $423, 000, which is more than
$100,000 hlgher than their counterparts in the next—wealthlest city of San Jose.”?

The high wages found in the Bay Area are also unevenly distributed by race and gender. The wage
growth for people of color has not kept pace with the wage growth that White workers have
experienced in the region. Indeed, African American and Latino workers’ median hourly wages have
declined since 2000.%° Further, as is the case elsewhere, a gender wage gap persists such that on

¥ Figures represent San Francisco Bay Area regional estimates of unemployment rates averaged from 2008 through 2012.
Overall unemployment for the region during this time was 9.2%. Cot
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average, women in San Francisco earn 80 cents on the male dollar."#* Moreover, women of color earn
the lowest median wages, regardless of leve! of education completed.?

Textbox references.??

Language barriers pose a parﬁcular challenge to San Francisco’s large immigrant populations with
regards to employment/. While English language classes are helpful for assimilating into the city’s
economic and social fabric, those classes do not necessarily result in new employment and must be
taken at a cost of time away from paid work. A recent study found that a key challenge for the
immigrant community in the city is employment, with 45% of immigrant respondents indicating they are
out of work and 21% are underemployed, defined as working only part time.2* Moreover, immigrants
who do not have permanent residency status face limitations in their employment opportunities.
Depending on their visa, they may not be permitted to work except as a student intern, they may be
permitted to work only in certain occupations, or they may be subject to deportation if they lose or
leave a job and/or seek to change employers. Narrative accounts from a recent survey of immigrants in
San Francisco indicate that many of the working conditions respondents occupy are exploitative and
without a living wage.” Undocumented immigranis are subject to even greater limitations and potential
exploitation, since they can only work in either the informal economy or use false documentation.
Undocumented immigrants are also disadvantaged by their limited access to services and resources.?

v 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-year estimates indicate that median earnings.in the last 12 months for men in San
Francisco (in 2014 inflation-adjusted dollars) were 551,784 while median earnings for women were 541,466. Data can be found
ot http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/poges/prodictview.xhtmi?src=CF.
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COMMUNITY VOICES

tn 10 out of 38 of the community breakout groups, participants prioritized the need for financial
security. Pérticipants highlighted the need for access to jobs with a living wage and the importance of
removing barriers for undocumented youth. Further, Chinese immigrant parents discussed the high cost
of childcare and limited availability of subsidized care, which impacts their financial stability because the
lack of childcare prevents parents from working. ‘

TAY expressed interest in pathways to upward mobility and mentorship with adults in their communities
who have successfully transitioned out of public housing, off public assistance, and into gainful
employment and independent living. '

In the community input sessions, six groups discussed the needs of 14- to 24-year-olds and prioritized
the need for youth to develop life skills and independence, with a particular emphasis on financial
literacy (e.g., banking, building credit, taxes, and savings). Service providers at the All-Grantee meeting -
also emphasized the need for developing financial literacy, including debt and debt management, -
information about student loans, credit building, access to banking, and avoiding check cashers and
predatory lenders. |

Additionally, focus group participants highlighted the particular challenge immigrants in the city face in
obtaining employment because of the lack of language-appropriate, culturally-competent job training
programs. They mentioned that programs are held only during the workweek and are located in parts of
the city that are difficult for them to get to. ‘
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HOUSING NEEDS ARE WIDESPREAD

Public housing units are not farge enough for us. Like Latino families, Arab families are higger. We hove a
family of six in a smoll two-bedroom apartment. Can’t public housing make units for lorger families?
—Arah youth

Housing in the city is increasingly unaffordable, particularly for families. The rapidly rising cost of
housing in San Francisco has caused families to flee the city in increasing numbers year after year,?’
Several programs and initiatives, such as those supported through the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, HOPE SF, and the Human Services Agency, provide critical services and
resources to ameliorate the city’s housing crisis. Yet the cost of housing in San Francisco continues to
tise, as illustrated in the figure below. The median cost of rent in August 2015 was $3,880 per month
($2,722 for a studio, $3,452 for a one- bedroom, $4,400 for a 2-bedroom apartment),®® which is
prohibitive for low- and moderate-wage workers (those earning less than $18/hour), who comprise 36%
of the labor market.

Figure 6. MEDIAN MONTHLY RENT BY YEAR IN SAN FRANCISCO, 2011-2015

$4,000 A

$2,595

SO T T T : T —
L2011 . 2012 2013 2014 2015

Source: Priceonomics. (2015}, The San Francisco Rent Explosion Part i,

)
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Moreover, communities of color have higher housing burdens" relative to Whites in the Bay Area, such
that they are more likely to spend 30% or more of their household income on housing. This is
particularly true for those who are renters. As illustrated in the figure below, greater proportions of
African American and Latino households spend 30% or more of their household income on rent as
compared to other racial/ethnic groups in the Bay Area." ?°

Figure 7. PERCENTAGES OF HOUSEHOLDS SPENDING 30% OR MORE OF INCOME ON HOUSING BY RACE/ETHNICITY,
2008-2012 '

African Americans and Latinos have the highest
rerter housing burden of ail racefethnic groups

African American  Latino (58%}) Asian/Pacific  White (45%) Other (50%) AlL{50%)
(61%) . Istander (46%)

Source: University of Southern California Program for Environmental and Regional Equity and Policylink. (2015). An Equity
Profile of the San Francisco Bay Area Region.

There is clearly a shortage of housing in San Francisco. Between 2007 and 2014, the city produced
enough units to meet only 65% of the demand for housing. The gap between demand and availability is
greatest at the moderate income level (defined as 120% of area median income), ¥ where only 16% of
the demand for housing was met. At the very low-income level (defined as 50% of area median income},
the city produced enough units to meet only about one third (34%) of the demand for housing.®

Due to high housing costs, many San Franciscans have no choice but to live in overcrowded conditions.
The 2012 Census reported that 20,520 of all San Francisco households were overcrowded (defined as
more than one person living in each habitable room in a unit).** While this represents just 6% of the
city’s population, the incidence of residents doubling up is likely severely underreported, given the
difficulty of collecting reliable data. Moreover, anecdotal evidence from community input sessions also
strongly suggests that the incidence of doubling up is undercounted. Of the households that were
counted in the 2012 Census, 11,617 or 3.4% were severely overcrowded, with more than 1.5 occupants
per room.*? Latino and Asian households were disproportionately overcrowded (14% and 12%, '
respectively). These households are also more likely to be larger® and to earn lower incomes than the
city averages. Given the limited stock of larger housing units, larger families have difficulty securing
housing with enough bedrooms. Coupled with high housing costs and the unique challenges associated

Y Housing burden is defined as spending more than 30% of income on housmg
vil The overall housing burden is 50%.

vil fedian household income in San Francisco is 571,304, The average Asian household earns 85% of the median household . '
income, and Latino households earn 79% of the median household income in the city.

k Average household size across the city is 2.26, while average Latino households have 2,94 persons and Asian households have
an average of 2.75 persons per household.
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with immigration status and language barriers, many of these low-income families crowd into smaller
. units.® ’

According to the 2010 Census, Chinatown and the Tenderloin have the highest rates of overcrowding,
with 27% and 16% of households in the area overcrowded, respectively.3* Again, anecdotal evidence
from the community suggests that overcrowding is highly likely and undercounted in other
neighborhoods in the city as well, including the Richmond and other parts of the Avenues. In 2014, 699
families with minor children were counted as living in single-room occupancy (SRO) hotels across the
city in the SRO census, which represents a 55% increase since 2001. As of December 2014, the median
monthly rent for an SRO in Chinatown was $700 per month, $900 in the Tenderloin, $950 in the Mission,
and $1,000 in the South of Market area. Approximately 95% of families rented only one unit, the ‘
average size of which is 8 x 10 square feet. Forty percent of SROs had four or more people living in a
single unit; 11% had five or more. Fifty-nine percent of the heads of SRO households were women.

Children and youth comprised 48% of the population, adults were 49%, and seniors comprised Z"o of the
SRO population.® ‘

The immigrant community in San Francisco is also particularly challenged by housing needs; indeed, 62%
of families in SROs are immigrants, predominantly from Hong Kong or China. * Almost half {45%) of
immigrants responding to a recent survey* indicated that their housing needs are not being met, and
58% have difficulty accessing housing services.¥”

x Conducted by the San Francisco Immigrant Legal & Education Network (SFILEN).
2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT ' ' 18

2133




ECONOMIC SECURITY & HOUSING STABILITY

COMMUNITY VOICES

The community consistently identified affordable housing and housing support as one of the most
pressing needs for San Franciscans. Indeed, roughly half of all participants in the community input
sessions prioritized affordable housing, citing the need to “relax income requirements for affordable
housing,” “provide support for navigating the housing system,” and “ensure culturally competent shelter
for disconnected LGBTQ TAY.”

Community input session participants acknowledged that while the City has increased efforts to address
housing needs, TAY and their families have particular needs for intentional services for the whole family.
Further, a group of fathers on probation identified the need for TAY-specific housing for justice-involved
youth, indicating that housing with older individuals who may be involved in more serious crime than
youth may not provide the most supportive environment for this vulnerable population.

There needs to be more transitional housing for LGBTQ. Some exists but there needs to he more and it needs
to be in safer neighborhoods. — LGBTQ youth

Community members also discussed the challenges they face in public housing, saying that there are not
enough housing projects and the units that are available are dilapidated. They expressed opinions that
conditions in public housing units should be more highly regulated to address deficiencies. Further, a
young Arab woman shared that Arab and Latino families tend to be large, and that new public housing
developments should be built with their families’ needs in mind.

Another community member said they observed that housing units in some areas of the Sunset and
Richmond are also being “doubled and tripled up” in by muttiple families. Moreover, due to the high
cost of living in the city, immigrants are at high risk for exploitation even within immigrant communities,
as many are undocumented and therefore willing to work for low wages. '
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HOWMELESSNESS PERSISTS IN SAN FRANCISCO®

There are so many homeless. T have to walk by homeless people every day on my way to school. — Arab
vouth

Homelessness in San Francisco is particularly acute. In 2015, there were nearly 2,100 homeless or
marginally housed children in SFUSD, which represents a staggering 110% increase since 2007.% A
However, most of these families are invisible, in that they tend to reside in temporary, marginal housing
rather than on the streets. Across the city, a total of 7,539 individuals were counted on the streets and
in shelters in the 2015 point-in-time count in San Francisco; 6,686 were adults, and 853 were
unaccompanied children and TAY (aged 18-24). This represents a slight increase in overall homelessness
of 2% since 2013, but a 7% increase since 2005. More than half (58%) of the homeless population was
unsheltered, WhICh is comparable to 2013.

Figure 8. SAN FRANCISCO POINT-IN-TIME HOMELESS COUNT UNSHELTERED AND SHELTERED POPULATION TREND, 2015

10,000 -
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Count Count

- Source: City and County of San Francisco, Local Homeless Coordinating Board and Applied Survey Research. (2015). San
Francisco Homeless Point-in-Time Count & Survey,

Homeless individuals surveyed identified as African American, multiethnic, or American Indian in greéter
proportions than those groups are represented in the general population in the city. Persons in families
with children represented roughly 9% of the total population counted, which included 226 families (or
630 individual family members). The homeless adults with children were disproportionately African
American (46%) and disproportionately female (82%).

Between 2013 and 2015 there was a 7% decrease in homeless TAY or unaccompénied children under
age 18, and TAY accounted for 17% of homeless individuals surveyed. A particularly vulnerable group,

§ Afl data points in this section are derived from point-in-time counts unless otherwise noted. The point-in-time count defines
homelessness as individuals and fomilies 1} living in a supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designated to provide
temporary living arrangement; or 2) with a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private space not designated for or
ordinarily used as a regular sleeping accommodation for humans, including a car, park, abandoned building, bus or train station,
airport, or camping ground. This narrow definition of homelessness is in contrast to the broader definition adopted by the City
and County of San Francisco, which includes individuals who are “doubled up” in homes, staying in jails, hospitals, rehabifitation
facilities, living in SRO units, and in substandard living conditions including overcrowded spaces (see Housing section above).
Data are courtesy of City and County of San Francisco, Local Homeless Coordinating Board and Applied Survey Research (2015).
San Francisco Homeless Count Report & San Francisco Homeless Unlque Youth Count & Survey.

1 “Marginal housing” includes temporary shelters, doubling up (e.g., “couch surfing,” sleeping in garages, or splitting up the
family to sleep with friends/relotives), and residential motels. .

N
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27% reported trading drugs for a place to stay (up from 8% in 2013), and 20% reported trading sex fora
place to stay (up from 5% in 2013). '

Available data suggest that LGBTQ individuals experience homelessness at higher rates than the general
population, and that this is particularly true for TAY. While it is estimated that 15% of San Francisco’s
population identifies as LGBTQ, among homeless youth, this figure jumps to 48%.

Primary causes of homelessness identified by the 993 survey respondents in 2015 include job loss (25%),
alcohol or drug use {18%), and eviction (13%). The primary barriers to employment reported by
homeless San Franciscans high'!i'ght the particular predicaments that homelessness presents; primary
barriers include a lack of a permanent address, identified by 28% of respondents, and lack of clothing or
* shower facilities (13%). In addition, 17% of respondents reported that a disability prevented them from
employment, while other reported barriers to employment included drug or alcohol use {20%), criminal
record (10%), and mental health concerns (9%).

As families are increasingly squeezed out of the limited affordable housing options available, many turn
to temporary housing shelters, where demand is also outpacing supply. Compass Connecting Point is the
central intake point for families facing homelessness or a housing crisis in San Francisco. As of the end of
May 2016, Compass Connecting Point reported that 235 families facing homelessness were on a waiting
list for shelter.® ‘
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COMMUNITY VOICES

In nearly every focus group, participanis
commented on the increasing presence of
individuals experiencing homelessness.
With the rapid climb in the cost of living,
affordable housing is a challenge that cuts
across sectors, but is particularly
challenging for the city’s most marginalized.
Participants felt that expanding housing
subsidies and relaxing eligibility
requirements would come as much-needed
relief to working families across the city,
and would help to prevent more residents
of the city from sliding into homelessness.

Young Arab middle and high school girls and
Chinese immigrant parents who
participated in focus groups discussed the
need for the City to provide social-
emotional support for those who lack basic
housing and/or are facing homelessness.
Parents from the Parent Advisory Council
proposed options such as more housing like
Bayview Hills Garden, which provides onsite
wraparound services and programs for

parents and youth who were formerly homeless.

LGBTQ.youth who participated in focus groups suggested that transitional housing and drop-in centers
in safe neighborhoods that offer culturally competent and LGBTQ-sensitive services — particularly for
TAY — would help homeless youth get back on their feet. Participants in community input sessions also
highlighted a need for more safe spaces where individuals experiencing homelessness might find food,
employment services, and respite. ’ '
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SAFE & NURTURING .ENVIRONM ENTS

High school students growing up in the Bayview-Hunters Point community have a hard
time feeling safe in their néighborhoods when the threat of gun violence is the backdrop
of their daily experience. There is so much violence in these youths’ lives that many feel
afraid of reaching out to each other for help or to service providers for assistance. Parents
hesitate to take their children to neighborhood parks, and elders hesitate to leave their
homes because they are afraid of encountering either community violence or police.
Moreover, some recreation facilities are so dfldpidated they no longer seem safe to use,
even if leaving the house were a safe option. A lack of trust in law enforcement and
government pervades, particularly when community members don’t see agency
representatives who look like them. .

Will, a young African American father on probation, says he no longer spends the day in
the city with hiskids because the city is not a place for families anymore. He feels there
used to be places to hang out, but he no longer feels welcome because of racial prejudices
he experiences. “Frisco is an adult city,” he says. “Raising kids here is like raising kids in

Las Vegas.” '

The extent to which residents feel connected to their own neighborhoods is directly
related to safety, Having a sense of shared destiny and social cohesion helps to create
the conditions for a sai‘e and nurturing environment.® Research has shown that levels
of violent crime and perceived levels of safety significantly impact residents’ levels of
trust and willingness to take action. Rising crime and a perceived lack of safety
compromises social cohesion and paves the way for more crime.*® Minority‘and low-
‘income neighborhoods are at greatest risk of this cycle of disconnect, crime, and
violence, and it is in these neighborhoods that residents feel most unsafe and
disconnected. -

This chapter describes perceptions of safety and the incidence of crime and violence in
the city, and highlights some of the ways in which San Francisco is divided along racial,
economic, and geographic lines, where pockets of daily struggle persist in contrast to
the prosperity of the booming economy enjoyed by others.
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SAFETY IS A BIG CONCERN FOR SOME RESIDENTS

A fot of police are not doing their jobs. They make something up in order to make an arrest, They
especiafly target trans women and all minorities. ...We get absurd accusations from the police. They make
assumptions about us when they see the way we dress, assuming we are prostitutes. — LGBTQ youth

My neighborhood is not safe. There is “No more Chinese” written on the wall in my neighborhood. My keys
got stolen from me on the bus. it’s not safe. — Chinese immigrant parent

Total property crime increased in San Francisco between 2010 and 2015, with most of that increase
accounted for by various types of theft, with a 77% increase in auto theft, 71% increase in larceny, and a
near tripling of theft from vehicles.* '

From 2012 to 2014, neighborhoods in the South of Market, Tenderloin, McLaren Park, Financial District,
Mission, and Bayview-Hunters Point experienced the highest rates of crime in the city.® In 2015, 17% of
all Juvenile Probation Department (JPD) referrals and 15% of all Juvenile Halil bobkings were from
Bayview (the next-highest bdokings were in Visitacion Valley and the Inner Mission, which each had 8%).
In addition, 17% of all adult probationers lived in Bayview. *

i

Although the Southeastern part of the city lacks open spaces compared to the rest of the city, a large
number of residents in the Bayview and Visitacion Valley live near recreation and community centers
that serve youth. Despite their proximity to centers that are meant to encourage social cohesion and
improve well—being,“‘5 residents of Bayview also tend to feel least safe among San Franciscans. While the
percentage of San Franciscans who report feeling safe in their neighborhoods has increased overall in
recent years, perceptions of safety vary by neighborhood: 17% of survey respondents from Bayview and
12% of respondents from South of Market reported feeling unsafe hoth day and night, compared to less
than 5% who feel unsafe both day and night across other parts of the city.*® Many of these same

~ neighborhoods in Southeast San Francisco also suffer from insufficient access to reliable transportation,
which poses a barrier to gainful employment and is a strong factor in the odds of exiting poverty.¥ On a
scale of 1-100 (with 100 as the highést score indicating access to public transit routes within one mile),
the overall public transit score across San Francisco was 34, with scéres‘ranging from a low of one in
Treasure Island to a high of 90 in Chinatown. Bayview-Hunters Point, Visitacion Valley, and Potrero-Hill
received public transit scores of 14, 16, and 18 respectively in 2010,% ‘
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Residents of color also express greater safety concerns in their neighborhoods, as do.low-income
residents, those under age 35, parents, and people with disabilities, i’eﬂecting trends that have
remained consistent since 2013.% Transgender people of color feel less safe than other LGBTQ residents
and feel more limited by safety concerns about where to live, work, socialize, and get health care and
other services.™ ’

Moreover, trust in law enforcement and government to address safety concerns is low, particularly .
where the need for such services is greatest. There is cynicism about government-funded initiatives and |
a deep mistrust of law enforcement, with some residents in the Bayview neighborhood fearing that
ultimately the community will become gentrified and residents will be displaced, with the City
government’s support.>* '

€

The expansion of proof-of-payment fare enforcement on MUNI has fostered widespread fear of racial
discrimination and profiling among working-class African American, Latino, and APl residents in east and
southeast San Francisco — the same neighborhoods where families spend 21-24% of their total
household income on transportation.®® Residents also feel buses are unsafe, rowdy, and provide prime
conditions for theft.® While the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) is aware of
inequities and has developed strategies for addressing thiem, the need for additional and safer
transportation options is clear, and that need is most acutely felt along the city’s “high-injury network”
(the 12% of city streets where over 70% of severe and fatal transportation injuries aré concentrated),
which is primarily in the Tenderloin, South of Market, and Chinatown, and where 31% of SFUSD schools
~ are located.™ ‘
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COMMURNITY VOICES

Samoan TAY and TAY fathers on probation suggested that law enfarcement can make stronger
connections to the communities they serve by having community members act as liaisons to help build
bridges and make communities safer in a culturally competent way that speaks to that particular
community.

Police need to have better occess to tronslation services so they can communicate better with non-English-
speaking communities. — TAY Advisory Committee member

Monolingual Chinese- and Spanish-speaking immigrant parents and LGBTQ youth all mentioned that
surveillance cameras would improve their sense of safety in their neighborhoods. Samoan TAY discussed
wanting to see greater police presence and quicker response times in their community. Additionally,
middle school girls expressed their concern for safety, citing instances of harassment at the bus stops in
their neighborhoods.

San Francisco has this legacy of being-accepting of disenfranchised groups but that is slipping away with
the influx of wealthy corporations and weafthy families moving into our city. You can feel a real sense of
fudgment from them especially for gender nonconforming and transgender folks. — TAY Advisory
Committee member

“There is a continued demand for more safe spaces and culturally competent and culturally specific
community programs that youth and families can go to, where family-community connections can be
developed and strengthened. Focus group paﬁicipants expressed that existing parks and recreation’
centers need to be renovated and maintained, and that housing projects should have their own centers
for youth and separate spaces for teens to recreate in a healthy, safe environment.

System-involved TAY fathers expressed interest in recreation centers that are open longer hours, in their
communities (in Visitacion Valley, Bayview-Hunters Point, and Sunnydale), which are safe and open after
school as well as during the daytime hours for adults to access when children and youth are in school.

TAY fathers on probation and Samoan youth expressed interest in greater exposure — possibly through
school field trips or other programs —to different communities to see what other areas are like and to
see how other people live in the Bay Area. An Adult Probation Department (APD) officer said that more
could be done to reach people, especially those who tend not to use email, internet, and/or
smartphones, and connect them to programs and opportunities in their community.
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VIOLENCE IS ON THE R'ISE IN SAN FRANCISCO

Gun violence within the community — especially among fow-income communities — there is so much
violence. We fall short of the needs there. Because there is so much violence, many are afraid to come out
and get help with housing, education, employment, and everything else. Dealing with immediate issues of
- peighborhood violence keeps them from being able to get additional help. There needs to be more trust.
Someone from the community would be more effective in reaching families.

— Deputy Probation Officer, San Francisco APD '

Violent crime has increased in San Francisco over the past five years, including a 14% increase in
robberies, a 13% increase in aggravated assault, and a 4% increase in homicides. In 2012, 39% of all
shootings and 25% of homicidés occurred in the Bayview, and 53% of homicide victims and 63% of
shooting victims in San Francisco were African American, with 39% between the ages of 18 and 25 years
old.*®

Figure 9. VIOLENCE IN THE BAYVIEW NEIGHBORHOOD AS COMPARED TO SAN FRANCISCO AS A WHOLE, 2012

Source: City and County of San Francisco District Attorney’s Office and Vera Institute of Justice. (2015).-Bayview Safer Together
Implementation Plan.

African Americans represent less than 6% of the overall population of the city, yet they are
overrepresented as homicide and shooting victims. [n 2015, the Bayview district suffered the greatest
incidence of homicides, comprising 33% of all homicides in the city (17 cases). The northern SFPD area,
which includes the Western Addition and the Fillmore, experienced the second-highest number,
representing 19% of all homicides in the city (10 cases).” In the Northern police district, a doubling of
homicides occurred between 2014 and 2015, and the Bayview district experienced a 31% increase.
While the Mission district saw a substantial decrease in homicides, it suffered the second-highest
number of shootings, tomprising 19% (27 incidents) of all incidents in 2015, second to Bayview’s 34%
(48 incidents).>®

San Francisco receives an average of 20 calls to 911 and nearly 60 crisis calls per day associated with
domestic violence.*® The SFPD Uniform Crime Reporting statistics on domestic violence show that the
rates of domestic violence have varied considerably by year, with the following number reported per
year: 3,049 domestic violence crimes reported in 2014, 3,114 in 2013, 2,705 in 2012, and 4,115 in
'2010.%° [n 2015, the District Attorney’s Victim Witness Program served 240 children who had been

2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT ' : @

2142



SAFE & NURTURING ENVIRONMENTS

exposed to domestic violence in San Francisco. SafeStart, a
program serving children under the age of 6 who have been

exposed to community and domestic violence, helped 354 _ f§ . in Baywew Hunters 1
families.® ‘Point, the child
maltreatment rate | -

Child maltreatment rates™™ are higher among African American
children compared to children in other racial/ethnic groups in San
Francisco.® in 2014, 1% of African American children/youth
were subject to a maltreatment allegation, compared to 6% of
Latino and 2% of Asian and White children. in Bayview-Hunters
Point, the child maltreatment rate is close to three times the city
average.®

is- chse to

the city's
average

A survey of service providers for children aged 0-5 identified exposure to violence in the home and/or in
the community as a top barrier to children entering school happy, healthy, and ready to learn. of
respondents, 53% endorsed this as a top challenge, which ranked second only to not having basic needs
met.? At the high school level, data collected by the Centers for Disease Control’s Youth Risk Behavior
Surveillance System found that 7% of SFUSD girls reported experiencing physical dating violence, and
11% reported expériencing sexual dating viclence.%

San Francisco’s LGBTQ population has also experienced high rates of violence. For example, 68% of
LGBTQ respondents to the 2015 LGBTQ Community Safety Survey have experienced physical violence,
48% have experienced sexual violence, 81% have experiencéd harassment, and more than 33% of
LGBTQ respondents have experienced all three.®®

While difficult to measure, sex trafficking is a particular risk for girls and women. San Francisco agencies
identified 95 known minor and 78 transitional age survivors of sex trafficking in 2015. At least five girls
are under the age of 13, and 85 are aged 14-17.%" Survivors of sex trafficking are dlspropomonately
African American and Hispanic/Latino.%

The link between VIoIence and homelessness is clear: In 2015, 27% of survey respondents in homeless
families cited domestic violence as their primary cause of homelessness.® Of homeless TAY surveyed,
97% had experienced some form of abuse prior to experiencing homelessness; 37% reported emotional
abuse, 22% reported physical abuse, and 15% reported sexual abuse prior to homelessness.®

it pMaftreatment rates refer to total allegations and substantiations of all forms of child abuse and neglect.

xv While some cases may be duplicated due to different agencies potentially reporting on the same client, many more cases are
fikely not being counted at all.

//--\
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COMMURNITY VOICES

Middle school youth and TAY alike expressed concerns about crime and viclence in their communities,
indicating a need for better security in their neighborhoods. Several middle school boys also shared that
they feel they live in “violent communities,” with one boy stating there are “people who stand on the
corner and push you to do things that you don’t want to.” '

SFUSD needs seme sensitivity training for teachers around how to identify students who are suffering from
sexual abuse to refer them to services. — TAY Advisory Committee member

TAY service providers and community members expressed the importance of more education for youth,
teachers, and service providers around the risks of sexual exploitation and the importance of trauma-
informed care for survivors of sex trafficking.

Further, justice-involved TAY shared that they are seeing a methamphetamine epidemic in their .
communities, and that “there is no street code — dealers are not afraid to sell to young people or
children anymore.” ‘

TAY fathers on probation identified the need to provide services to youth to keep them from becoming
involved with illegal activity in the first place. Some of their suggestions include recreation centers that
are open longer hours and in their communities (Visitacion Valley, Bayview-Hunters Point, Sunnydale),
facilities that are safe and open both when kids are in and out of school, centers for youth in public
housing projects, renovations to existing recreational spaces, and guards in public spaces that reflect the
community. Similarly, middle school boys in Portola and juétice—invo'lved TAY also discussed the need for
safe spaces for them to engage in healthy activities.
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PHYSICAL, EMOTIONAL, & MENTAL
HEALTH

San Francisco has opened its doors to countless immigrant individuals, families, ond
communities, but even after 10 vears of living in the city, Wan-mef has yet to feel
assimilated. She feels that immigrant families need more programs to help them adjust
and assimilate, to help with their chiidren’s adjustment and mental health, and to help
adults learn the systems and culture here. She said, “The musing'fs smalfer than what we
have back home, the food is different, the language barrier affects our well-being. It's
difficult and stressful and we don’t feel well.” She feels that immigrants face
disappointment, mental trauma, and siress,

Jorge, an immigrant from Mexico agrees. I feel frustrated. [ would fike to have g
asychologist so he/she can listen to me. Sometiody [ con talk to. But at the clinic,
appointments for Spanish-speaking therapists are available only every 2 months if you con
get on the waiting list. | would like to have service accessibile, near home. A person
avaiiobie when we need it.” '

Guy, a transitional age LGBTQ youth who suffers from severe depression and has
attempted suicide several times, stated that the City needs to offer “more real counseling”
services, people who “proactively step.up and fisten to vou and core like Blg Brother Big
Sister.” He reported that the therapy he has received from City services has consisted
primarily of medication monagement, even though he is reluctant to take medications. He
waonts tafk therapy with a therapist he can trust and does not want medications thrust
upon him, but the waiting list for talk therapy is too long.

Physical, emotional, and mental health provide the basic foundation for individuals and
communities to thrive. Discrimination, poverty, substance abuse, domestic violence,
trauma, and involvement in the criminal justice and/or foster care system are major
barriers to a fundamental state of health and well-being, and are issues that San
Francisco’s most disenfranchised residents grapple with on a daily basis.

The first Director General of the World Health Organization championed the notion that
mental and physical health are intimately linked. He famously stated, “Without mental
health there can be no true physical health.”” Half a century later, we have strong
evidence elucidating the reciprocal re!ationship between mental and physical health.

Researchers and leading health organizations now widely recognize mental health as an
integral part of overall health and well-being. Left untreated, mental health issues in
childhood have lasting, negative effects into adulthood.”* This section highlights how
issues such as housing, race, income, and sexual orientation affect physical, mental, and
emotional health and well-being. ’
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COMMURNITIES OF COLOR HAVE GREATER PHYSICAL HEALTH CHALLENGES

{ want to go on bike rides and waiks in my neighborhood, but it’s not safe. 1 want to learn yoga and Zumba
and have physical activities, but | don't know where to go and cannot gfford to pay for them.
—Mexican immigrant parent

It is difficult for new immigrants who haven't received a social security number yet to obtain health
- nsurance. And language barriers make it hord to undersiand alf the forms and insurance. We think we get
medical help that is covered but then we get a big bill. And we have no dentaf core. — Arab youth

With its reputation as vegetarian-friendly and a foodie destination, its renowned public parks, and
plethora of outdoor recreation and cultural activities available, San Francisco has topped several
rankings of the healthiest, happiest, and fittest cities in the nation.” Indeed, physical activity among San
Francisco’s youth has increased, as 36% of SFUSD high school students report being physically active for
at least one hour per day on five or more days, up from 25% in 2005.” Moreover, the Healthy San
Francisco program instituted in 2007 provides subsidized medical care to the city’s uninsured regardless
of immigration status, employment status, or preexisting conditions, thereby expanding access to health
care and improving the health and well-being of all residents.”

However, disparities persist, with health outcomes aceruing unevenly for residents across the city. While
physical activity has increased ameng high schoolers overali, African American and Filipino youth are the
least likely to be physically active (7% and 8% report engaging in physical activity for at least one hour a
day, five or more days per week, respectively).”” Moreover, healthy dietary habits among youth are
strongly correlated with academic achievement, such that high school students who eat vegetables daily
are more likely to achieve higher grades, as are students who drink fewer sodas per week, compared to
their peers who eat fewer vegetables and drink more soda.”

Communities of color face significant health challenges in the San Francisco Bay Area, with over 68% of
the region’s African Americans and Latinos identified as obese or overweight.” This preventable health
risk is exacerbated by poor access to healthy foods. Food deserts, defined as low-income census tracts
where a substantial portion of residents have little to no access to a supermarket or large grocery store,
is a condition predominately experienced by people of color. In the Bay Area, African Americans and
Latinos make up a much greater share of the popuiation residing in food deserts (51%) than in areas
with better food access (29%).7 in San Francisco, the Tenderloin, Bayview, and Treasure Island '

. neighborhoods are all considered “food deserts.””®
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Figure 10. PERCENTAGE OF SFUSD STUDENTS OVERWEIGHT OR OBESE BY GENDER AND GRADE LEVEL, 2014~2015

ﬁ ale % Male,

Source: California Department of Education, Physicol Fitness Testing Research Files (2015). Data reflect school year 2014-2015.

The'seriousness of the health consequences associated with being overweight has led the Surgeon
General to declare its prevalence in children and adolescents “a major public health concern.”® The
Centers for Disease Control has declared obesity a national epidemic, due to its major contribution to
some of the leading causes of death in the United States, including heart disease, stroke, diabetes, and
some types of cancer.® In 2015, approximately 66% of all SFUSD fifth, seventh, and ninth graders were
at a healthy weight;* however, this varied substantially by race — approximately half of Latino and half
of African American students were obese or overweight, compared to 39% of Filipino, 30% of
multiracial, 25% of White, and 23% of Asian American students.® Further, research has shown that an
increase in the racial/ethnic disparities in weight gain occurs over the summer months for children and
youth who are not in structured summer learning programs, particularly for Afrlcan American and
Hlspanlc/Latmo youth.®

Residents of SROs, most of whom are people of color and immigrants, experience signiﬁcanf health
disparities. Of SRO residents, 84% are at high nutritional risk,*%* and children in SROs are at increased
risk far nutritional deficiencies due to the lack of kitchen facilities.®® Moreover, 48% of families living in
SROs report their health being negatively impacted by living in an SRO. Of those, 63% complained of
respiratory problems, 27% of msufﬁaent fight, 15% of infections due to unsamtary conditions, and 13%
of sleep deprivation due to noise.®

Significant disparities in health outcomes are also observed at the community level, with families in the
Tenderloin,™ South of Market, Excelsior, Bayview, and Visitacion Valley being less likely to receive first
trimester prenatal care, and more likely to have low birth weight babies and preterm births as compared
to women across the city and county overall.*” Eleven percent of babies born to African American
mothers and 8% of Latina-born babies were preterm in 2012, compared to 5% for White mothers.% And
again, families in SROs are at particularly high risk, as 15% of births to women in SROs are preterm,
compared to 8% of births to women in standard housing.®® Teen mothers also face a range of health,
social, and economic challenges. While rates of teen pregnancy are lower than the state average and

* The “healthy weight” proportion measure is 1 minus the proportion of children identified as overweight or obese hecause they
do not score in the "Healthy Fitness Zone" based on body mass index or other measure of body composition.

! “Nutritional risk” is a measure based on an index of items measuring the prevalence of conditions compromising nutrltlonal
health, such ag frequency of eating fruits and vegetables and consumption of alcoholic beverages.

xil The Tenderlom neighborhood has a higher rate than the city/county average only on no first trimester prenatal care.
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have dropped by more than 50% between 2000 and 2012 in San Francisco,™" racial/ethnic disparities
persist; 51% of teen mothers in 2012 were Latina, and 26% were Aftican American.®® -

Racial/ethnic health disparities are not limited to African American and Latino communities. The API
community also struggles with significant health disparities compared to the general population of San
Francisco. Of the 116 cases of active tuberculosis documented in 2012, 70% were in the API population.
In addition, rates of new HIV infection doubled among API residents within the past decade, while
testing rates remain stable and low.> '

While the total number of adolescents and young adults who are diagnosed with HIV represents fewer
than 1% of all persons living with HIV in San Francisco, the rate of new infections among this age group

is higher.as compared with older age groups (141 new infections per 100,000 13- to 29-year-olds,
compared to 57 per 100,000 for 30- to 39-year-olds); and this rate increased from 95 to 141 per 100,000
between 2010 and 2013, while it remained stable or decreased in older age groups during the same
time. Among young adult HIV cases, 78% were men who have sex with men; racial/ethnii: demographic ‘
breakdown was 35% Latino, 24% White, and 22% African American.® At the population level, rates of
infection for women remain low in comparison to men. However, African American women are
disproportionately affected by HIV, accounting for 40% of female cases in San Francisco in 2014. %

COMMUNITY VOICES

In community input sessions, participants prioritized expanded hours for drop-in clinics, targeted
services for LGBTQ TAY, and culturally competent, multilingual supports as needs to support physical
health. DCYF-funded service providers also indicated that they are seeing a large number of overweight
youth developing health issues associated with poor nutrition in the communities they serve. '

Immigrant families shared the particular need for additional support navigating and accessing health
care options available to them, stating that culturally competent assistance is critical to ensuring these
-families receive the care they need.

il Of the 9,087 births to mothers with zip code residence in San Francisco County in 2012, 202 were births to mothers under the
age of 20. : :
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MENTAL HEALTH NEEDS ARE DIVERSE ACROSS THE CITY

A lot of people come to San Francisco, but the city doesn’t haove enough services to support everyone.
There are not enough therapeutic services. There should be more groups. The waiting list for therapy is 5-6
months. There are so few therapists for trans youth and therapy is required in order to get gender-
reassigniment therapy. —~ Transgender TAY

My hushand has constant headaches from stress from immigrating here but he does not want to see ¢
doctor. | don’t know how to help him. — Chinese immigrant parent

As illustrated in previous sections, San Francisco is home to a substantial LGBTQ population, thousands
of homeless residents, tens of thousands living in poverty, and to immigrants from all over the world.**
With such diversity represented among its residents, the mental health needs'in San Francisco are also
diverse. :

While the ratio of population to mental health providers in San Francisco is 571:1 compared to 1,853:1
statewide, San Francisco has the second-lowest ratio statewide,*™ some populations continue to
experience disparities in access.® Barriers related to language, culture, and stigma make certain San
Francisco populations more susceptible to limited health literacy. Approximately one quarter of San
Franciscans are English language learners, placing them at risk for poor health outcomes and limited
health care access. Limited éccess, coupled with limited cultural competency, compromises patient
experience and quality of care, leading to poor health outcomes, a particular concern for San Francisco’s
diverse population.”

Despite such challenges, it is estimated that nearly 3,000 youth and young adults access public mental
health and substance abuse services,®® and in the 2012-2013 period, Latinos (31%) and African
Americans (29%) made up the majority of youth receiving City-funded services, followed by Asian (17%)
and White {7%) youth.%® However, many youth clients of City-funded mental health services do not live
near clinics and hospitals or in areas with accessible transportation.'® Client data from 2015 from
County Behavioral Health Services indicate there are fewer clients aged 16-18 than aged 21-24.1%

Among SFUSD high school students surveyed in the 2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survéy (YRBS), 13% have
seriously considered suicide. Females are more likely than males to consider suicide, and LGBTQ,
students are more likely to have considered it, compared to non-LGBTQ students.® Middle school

*X Marin County ranks #1 on this measure statewide.
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students are at even greater risk.1% These data™ indicate that LGBTQ youth, in particular, are in need of
mental health support. ‘ )

Figure 11, PERCENTAGE OF SFUSD STUDENTS WHO HAVE SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED SUICIDE BY GENDER AND SEXUAL
ORIENTATION, 2015 ‘

ETotal EMale EFemale BULGB ETransgender & Heterosexual
100% -

60%
: 53%

0% . s
Middle School . ' High School

Source: City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Unified School District-Student Family and Community Support .
Department-School Health Programs. (2015). Key Findings: 2015 Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS). The Latest Results on the
" Health and Wellness of Middle School Students; The Latest Results on the Health and Wellness of High School Students.

Among youth aged 16-24 recelving services from the San Francisco Department of Public Health {DPH)
~Behavioral Health Unit in 2015, 13% had alcohol or drug use as their primary diagnosis. More males
have open cases in the Behavioral Health Unit than-females, with the highest number of cases among
16- and 17-year-olds. Male youth also receivea greater '
number of services from the Behavioral Health Unit than
their female counterparts do.' Among youth who received
services from DPH’s Child, Youth, and Family behavioral
health programs in the 2013-2014 period, family discord was
the highest rated item of need, with nearly 50% of youth
exhibiting moderate or severe problems with parents,
siblings, or other family members. Roughly 40% of youth
receiving services exhibited moderate or severe issues in the
areas of anxiety, school achievement, and depression.

Among San Francisco’s younger residents, an estimated one
in 10 children and youth under age 18 in the city has had & 2
three or more adverse childhood experiences (ACEs). ACEs, - *p @rian c®
including conflict in the family, violence, abuse, ‘
discrimination, and extreme poverty, have been found to negatively impact healthy development and

* The middle school YRBS was administered to 2,158 out of 3,122 sampled students across 21 middle schools, grades 6 through
8 {completion rate of 68%). The high school YRBS was administered to 2,220 of 2,670 students across 21 high schools in grades 9
through 12 {(completion rate of 82%).
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lifelong well-being. In the 2011-2012 period, an estimated 11.1% or 11,301 children in San Francisco had
three or more ACFs.1%

Among the sizable homeless population in the city, mental health needs are particularly acute. As
described in the Homelessness section above, the most freqdently reported health condition among
homeless survey respondents was drug or alcohol abuse (37%), followed by psychiatric or emotional
conditions (35%).1%7 These issues also pose SIgmﬁcant barriers to homeless mdlvxduals ability to obtain
and maintain employment s

COMMURNITY VOICES

Across all community input seésions, access to quality mental health services was consistently prioritized
as a critical need in the city. Requests for support ranged from better social and emotional support in
the classroom, to increased availability of services for severe mental health conditions.

An employee of the San Francisco DPH expressed that filling the mental health service gap between
“mild” and “moderate need” is critical. This respondent also said that too.many.San Franciscans are not
receiving the support they need to treat early symptoms and to prevent a slide from “mild” mental
health needs to “moderate” needs. .

Several community members indicated that waiting lists for therapy are too long to be an effective
option for treatment, which results in pro!onged suffering and increased potential for substance use.

" Other community members spoke of feeling stigmatized for seeking mental health services, partlcularly
in the Chinese and Samoan communities. Services need to be more culturally responsive in order o
become more accessible.

Wellness centers and comimunity clinics are overburdened, [we need to] build capacity that is realistic for
staff, ensure all stoff understand and are froumo-informed: fthere needs to be] more training for the
whole school ecosystem; capgcity bu:luma around mental, physical, and emotional health, — DCYF-funded
service provider

If response to a survey about student needs; over half of school principals identified mental health
services as one of the top three areas of need that come up most often for the children and families
they serve. An additional third of principals identified access to counseling for chlldren as one of the top
three needs.

A large number of providers surveyed indicated the need for gender-responsive programming and
positive role models/mentorship programs for both boys and girls. indeed, middle school girls echoed
that sentiment by indicating the need for support in interacting and communicating with boys.

In community meetings, TAY talked about the need to build the capacity of service providers to relate to
and understand the needs of TAY who have experienced trauma. :

x4 Tyrenty percent of homeless survey respondents identified drug or alcohol use and 9% identified mental health concerns as
primary barriers to employment. Data are from the City and County of San Francisco, Local Homeless Coordinating Board and
Applied Survey Research. (2015). San Francisco Homeless Count Report & San Francisco Homeless Unigue Youth Count & Survey.
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" JUSTICE-INVOLVED YOUTH ARE PARTICULARLY VULNERABLE

[ustice-involved] youth need mental health care — therapy for trauma, issues at home. There is stilf stigma
associated with mental health care and some communities are not really aware of what it is. it must be
presented in a digestible way to community because it is o great need. There was one young man who was
shot, completed the TAY program [in APD] and worried about retaliation. But we brought everyone
rogeLher with a therapist to vent, share how they felt, everyone cried, :t brought community, families
together and prevented retaliation. — APD Officer

While APD caseloads have declined over the past five years, as have rates of juvenile felony arrests,
some segments of the populaﬁon continue to be overrepresented in justice involvement. 1% Within
San Francisco, African American and Hispanic/Latino youth are disadvantaged on a broad range of
measures. These youth experience higher rates of poverty, lower rates of academic achievement, and
higher rates of involvement with the juvenile justice system than other racial/ethnic groups in the
city.'® As discussed in the Equity Analysis chapter of this report, African American youth comprised 40%
of all those arrested between 2010 and 2014, although African Americans comprise just 6% of the
general youth population in the city.™ According to the San Francisco JPD, 53% of its referrals™ were
for African American youth and 28% were for Hispanic/Latino youth in 2015. African American TAY are
also overrepresented in the APD, where they comprise 49% of 18- to 24-year-olds.

In 2015, 74% of youth referred-to the San Francisco JPD were male, and 26% were female.®" Of youth
referred to JPD, 17% were from Bayview-Hunters Point, 8% from Visitacion Valley, and 8% from the
Inner Mission neighborhood.*** Most of the 380 JPD bookings were for robbery offenses, 34% of male
and 49% of female bookings. Burglary was the next most common offense booked for boys (14%), and
assault was the next most common among girls (19%).”

Of the 175 homeless TAY surveyed in the most recent point-in-time homeless count, 33% had been
involved with the criminal justice system prior to turning 18, 19% were on parole or probation at the
time of the homeless survey, 16% were on parole or probation prior to experiencing homelessness, 8%

xidl APD caseloads have decreased from 7,594 in 2006 to 4,603 in 2014. Juvenile felony arrests have declined Jfrom arate of 14 8
per 1,000 youth aged 10-17 in 2014 to 6.8 in 2014.

wdil The JPD counts as a referral all separate instances when a minor is cited or brought to JPD, including contact beyond those -
related to arrests, citations, bookings, or cases.

xdv The total count of unduplicated referrals in 2015 was 779.
x¢ The total number of female bookings in 2015 was 73, and 307 male.
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reported incarceration as their primary cause of homelessness and 15% reported that their cnmmal
records prevented them from obtaining housing.™*

Children of incarcerated parents also face significant challenges in trying to navigate the complexities of
the criminal justice system and manage the emotional and social repercussions of incarceration. A 2015
survey of incarcerated adults in the San Francisco County jail system found that 59% are parents to a
total of approximately 1,110 children in San Francisco, of whom 16% witnessed their parent’s arrest,
27% had to change homes, and 16% had to change schools at least once as a result of their parent’s
incarceration.™® In addition, 57% of parents reported their family lost income due to their incarceration.
Moreover, while only one third of parents reported having visits with at least one of their children at the
jail, 95% intend to reconnect with at least one child when they are out of jail. Given that 46% of
surveyed parents reported that one of their own parents had been incarcerated, it becomes clear that
having an incarcerated parent increases a child’s risk of living in poverty and/or instability that could
lead to perpetuating cycles of system involvement and further marginalization.™ Families that have
members who are detained or incarcerated require support to maintain and {re)build family stability to
prevent the negative impacts that justice involvement can have on children, TAY, siblings, and other
family members.

COMMURITY YOICES

lustice-involved TAY identified a need for greater support to transition out of the juvenile justice system.
DCYF grantees highlighted the need for more training to better understand the needs of incarcerated
girlé. Additionally, they pointed out the need for new facilities for mental health, citing the overcrowding
in agencies and jails, and the need for more services addressing acute mental health issues for minors
and TAY.

i was reteased from the [Juvenife] Hall in San Francisco on my 18% birthday at 5:06 p.m. My phone and
money had beer confiscated, and fwas left on ny own to do everything. | did not feel that the transition
of leaving the Hall was supported ot afl. — Justice-invalved young woman

Children of incarcerated parents have unmet emotional needs and are often socially stigmatized.
Current service providers said they did not feel adequately trained on the unique set of issues children
of incarcerated parents are dealing with.

We could all use some education on what's involved with the lives of children of incarcerated parerts.
Most of us don’t know. — Focus group participant {a therapist) from Project WHATIM= -

A justice-involved TAY parent focus group emphasized the need for more family-oriented programs to
help keep families together, noting that problems start in the home and that building support systems
can strengthen individuals and their families. A probation officer interviewed expressed that culturally
respansive family education programs to support reunification efforts for justice-involved youth could
help break cycles of both family and community violence.
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YOUTH IN FOSTER CARE REQUIRE ADDITIONAL SUPPQRTS TO THRIVE

These youth aging out of foster care don’t have supports. It's really difficuft to tronsition into affordable
housing. Living in violent neighborhoods, environments that are not healthy or safe — young people
engaged in systems have additional challenges. — Behavioral Health Services staff, San Francisco DPH

The numbers of children in foster care in San Francisco have decreased from 2,113 in 2005 to 924 in
January 2016. Youth aged 11-15 comprise the largest group in foster care, representing one quarter of
the foster care population in the city. Children aged 5 and younger and youth aged 18-21 comprise the
next-largest shares, at 23% each 116

Figure 12. NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE IN SAN FRANCISCO BY AGE, 2005-2016

1,000 -+
Under 1

age 1-2 age 3-5 age 6-10

age 11-15

age 16-17 age 18-21

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Source: University of California at Berkeley (2016). California Child Welfare Indicators Project. Note: Point-in-time counts are
taken from the Child Welfare Services Case Management System tool as of April 1 each year.

Most young people move successfully from adolescence to adulthood with the support of family,
schools, and community.bBut for those aging out of foster care, particularly if they are involved with the
justice system, leaving school without a diploma, or experiencing a range of other life challenges, this
transition is even more difficult. Between 2005 and 2009, 15% of foster children had an episode of
involvement with the JPD. In 2014, 37% of foster care youth were in mental health services.

Youth in the foster care system often experience ongoing life challenges. For example, of the 1,027 .
homeless individuals surveyed in the 2015 point-in-time homeless count, 21% reported a history of
foster care. In fact, 27% of youth younger than 25 reported a history of foster care, and of those, 9% had
been living in foster care immediately before becoming homeless.* In 2011, approximately 8% of foster
youth aged 16 or older ran away from placement.®

= Children aged 6-10 comprise 15% and 16- 1o 17-year-olds comprise 14% of the foster care population in San Francisco.
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Textbox references®®

Students in foster care are twice as likely to be classified with a disability as their peers. Among students
with disabilities, those in foster care are about five times more likely to be classified with an emotional
disturbance than other students. The educatioq opportunities for these students are further
compromised by high mobility; per 2014 data, 32% of students in foster care changed schools during the
school year. Furthermore, 15% of students in foster care were enrolled in the lowest-performing
schools, compared to only 2% who were enrolfed in the highest-performing schools. *2°

COMMUNITY VOICES
We need a better plon for how to systematically assist foster youth when they age out of the system.

— OCOF TAY focus group participant

A young father on probation discussed the need to have targeted outreach to youth in foster care to
inform them of the services and programming available to them.

Parents who participated in the Parent Advisory Council focus groups expressed a need for stable school
and home placements for children and youth, especially for youth in foster care and in transition, to feel
connected and supported by someone who believes in them and to experience the support of a
community to help guide, motivate, and-‘encourage them.
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2157 CENTURY LEARNING & EDUCATION

Mitch dreads going to school each and every day. At his middle school, he is made funof
and shunned because of his sexual orientation. Sometimes he skips school to avoid the
bullying he is frequently subjected to. *I don’t understand why people look down on us. |
am still the same person whether | am LGBT or not.”

Aalivah attends a public high school in San Francisco and is confused as to why there are
Spanish and Chinese immersion schools and language classes within schools, but Arabic is
not offered as ¢ language that fulfills requirements, even in schools where there is a high
‘concentration of Arabic-speaking students, many of whom are immigrants. Having to
learn English while also having to learn ancther foreign lenquage poses additionat
barriers to non-Spanish- and noh—Chinese—speaking immigrant students.

Tzu-f wants more communication with the teachers of her middle and high schoof
chitdren. She wants to be involved in decisions on curricuia and wants reassurance that
the schools offer rigorous academic programs, She wants after-school programs to be
more academic and have less play. She is uncomfortable with all the discussion around
gender-neutral bathrooms at school and would like some support with how to talk about
ft with her kids, but doesn’t know who to ask for help. As a recent Immigrant, navigating
the schoo system is complex. She feels overwhelmed and unsure where to begin.

An extensive body of research demonstrates that learning starts before birth and that
quality ECE imparts lasting benefits to children, preparing them for kindergarten entry
and setting them up for academic success and social-emotional growth that has long-
term positive effects on development and achievement.'®* Moreover, when parents
have access to high-guality ECE that they can afford, they are better able to maintain
employment, further their own education, and otherwise do more to support their
families and improve their household’s economic outcomes.

In the K-12 environment, achievement and pi‘oﬁciency are important indicators of later
academic success and have implications for further accomplishment into adulthood. The
National Education Association established a “Framework for 21% Century Learning” in
K-12 settings that focuses on the “Four Cs” — critical thinking, communication,
collaboration, and creativity — skills that will prepare young people for the unique

_ demands of the 21% century.”? The SFUSD maintains in its vision statement that “every
student who attends SFUSD schools will graduate from high school ready for college and
careers and equipped with skills, capacities, and dispositions necessary for 21 century
success.”'?* San Francisco’s diverse population enriches and yet poses some challenges
to creating and supporting a 21% century learning environment in which all students are
inspired to become lifelong learners, and in which all can excel and thrive. This section
describes some of the challenges in accessing 21°t century learning and education
opportunities, and highlights disparities in education experiences by race, income, and
sexual orientation.
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ACCESS TO HIGH-QUALITY EARLY CARE & EDUCATION IS LIMITED

Fwant to work. | need to work, But | cannot find affordable childcare, Waiting lists [for subsidized
childcare] are two years long! — Chinese immigrant parent

An extensive body of research shows that a child’s brain develops most dramatically during the first five
years of life and that a big contributor to that development is quality ECE, which preparés children for
school entry and mitigates risk factors and impediments such as poverty.?* Children who develop the -
early social-emotional skills that are emphasized in high quality ECE environments have a greater
likelihood for positive outcomes as young adults with respect to education, employment, criminal
activity, substance use, and mental health.’*

San Francisco has a relatively small percentage of young children in its population compared to the rest
of the state. In 2014, children aged 0-5 comprised about 5% of San Francisco’s population, compared to
7% in the state overall.!*® And since 2007, the percentage of children aged 5 and younger has fallen by
9%. However, these patterns of change for children aged 0-5 vary by ethnicity. The city has seen a 52%
decrease in the African American 0-5 population, a 22% decline among White people, a 3% decline in
Latinos, and a small increase of 2% in the Asian 0-5 popuiation.*?

Preschool enrollment in the city is on the rise. In 2013, 71% of 3- to 5-year-olds in San Francisco
attended preschool, compared to only 48% in California overall.”® In the 2013-2014 school year, 393
ECE classrooms assessed in San Francisco were rated as “good” on average, indicating high quality in
overall ECE environments.®#12° |y school readiness assessments acrass SFUSD over the. years, children
who attended preschool prior to kindergarten entry demonstrate greater school readiness than those
who did not.*°

Textbox references?®!

ECE programs also provide an opportunity for early screening and identification of special needs. The
2015 SFUSD school readiness assessment found that on average, children identified with special needs
~ were 2.5 years of age when diagnosed. While 58% of families of children with special needs receive
professional help with the need, this varies substantially by race; 83% of White families receive
professional help, compared to only 44% of Hispanic/Latino families. In addition, children with special
needs are disproportionately.represented in certain neighborhoods; while an estimated 6% of the

ol & toial of 244 preschool classrooms and 149 infant/toddler classrooms were rated an average of 4-5 on a scale of 1-7 using the Classroom Assessment
Scoring Systzm (CLASS).
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student population has special needs,**? a large percentage of students in SROs in the Tenderloin (16%)
and SOMA (22%) receive Special Education services. ™

Obtaining ECE for young children can be very challenging, particularly for low-income families in San
Francisco. The availability of subsidized childcare services does not meet the demand. In 2012, about
one third of families eligible for subsidized childcare did not receive it, and families with children aged 0-
2 were most likely to have an unmet childcare need.®* While capacity in
licensed ECE centers is expanding every year, thousands of children still
remain on a waiting list.*

Many middle class families are also challenged by the cost of childcare,
as their household incomes are often too high to qualify for publicly
subsidized childcare but too low to afford private childcare services
available in the city.?® In 2009, the cost of childcare for young children
aged 0-5 in San Francisco was 44% higher than the state average, and by
2012, the cost of childcare in the city had climbed to 70% higher than the
state average.®

COMMUNITY VOICES

. Across the city, community members highlighted the need for assistance in accessing high-quality ECE
programs, not only so that children can be better prepared to enter kindergarten, but also so that their
parents can pursue opportunities for economic advancement. Indeed, Chinese immigrant parents
discussed the critical need for subsidized childcare so that they might seek employment and pursue
upward mobility for their families.

In a survey about the needs of the families they serve, 56% of service providers of children aged 0-5
ranked affordable childcare in the top three areas of need that come up most often for the clients they
serve. When asked about challenges to accessing childcare, 50% of providers serving children aged 0-2
ranked finding available infant care as one of the top two challenges. For the 3-5 age group, 61% of
providers surveyed ranked finding care that accommodates parent/caregii/er schedules as one of the
top two challenges.

Fathers in the justice system also highlighted the need for easier access to childcare, particularly for
probationers who are actively participating in programs.

in all eight community breakout groups discussing children aged 0-5, participants prioritized the need
for access to high-quality ECE programs. Specific recommendations included “more transitional
kindergarten with teachers with ECE backgrounds, also in community settings,” “more affordable high-
quality childcare arrangements,” “drop-in community centers,” and “more childcare subsidies.”

In the survey of providers, 44% reported that parents/car_egivers not having access to parent classes or
other supports to help children reach developmental milestones is one of the top obstacles to
preventing children in the broader community from entering school happy, healthy, and ready to learn.
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SAN FRANCISCO HAS A UNIQUELY DIVERSE STUDENT POPULATION |

LGBT history and awareness need to be taught in school. 1t's important to know LGBT history and the
PNy

psychological differences between LGBT youth and regular vouth. There is no difference except that non-
LGBT youth make fun of LGBTQ which creates psychological warfare. — LG BTQ youth

SFUSD enrolled 59,759 students in the 2015-2016 school year.® Additionally, approximately 2'3,000
- students attend private scheol in the city.**®

Given the school assignment lottery system in SFUSD, many students attend school outside of their

home neighborhoods. Indeed, of the youth served at DCYF-funded K-8 out-of-school-time (OST)

programs in 2014-2015, 60% attended a school and K-8 OST program outside of the neighborhood in

which they live, and only 27% attended a school and OST program in their home neighborhood.*® These
figures suggest that transportation to school and OST programs is a key issue for many youth, one that

' the San Francisco County Transit Authority is currently studying.™*

in SFUSD, enroliment rates as of fall 2015 reflected large Asian and Latino populations. However, the

percentage of Asian SFUSD students is declining while the Latino population is on the rise, as illustrated

by the trend data depicted in the figure below. In recent years, an increase in White student enrollment
" and a decrease in African American student enroliment has also been observed:'#?

ﬁguré 13. PERCENTAGE OF SFUSD STUDENT ENROLLMENT BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2006-2007 TO 2015-2016
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Source: California Department of Education, Data Reporting Office. (2015). Cohort Outcome Data for the Class of 2014-15,
District Results for San Francisco Unified. .

With such an ethnically diverse population, it is not surprising that 27% of students were classified as
English learners (EL). A total of 62 languages were identified among the 2014 SFUSD ELs, most of whom
. speak Spanish (49%) or Cantonese (28%).*® Another 4% speak Mandarin, 3% Vietnamese, 3% Filipino,
and 2% Arabic. Other languages spoken among smaller numbers of SFUSD students include Toishanese,
Russian, Japanese, Korean, Samoan, French, Hindi, and Portuguese.?*
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In addition to the rich racial and ethnic diversity among SFUSD students, in the 2015-2016 school year,
the district also served 6,728 students enrolled in Special Education, predominantly with specific
learning disabilities or speech/language impairments. Of the students enrolled in Special Education,
approximately 38% are Hispanic/Latino, 24% are Asian, 17% are African American, 12% are White, 9% °
are multiracial, and 1% are Pacific Islander.**® Within some categories,™ Special Education
classification varies by race/ethnicity. African American students account for 30% of students classified
as Emotionally Disturbed, 21% of students classified as having a Specific Learning Disability, and 19% of
students classified as having an Intellectual Disability, but only account for less than 10% of the total
SFUSD population. Hispanic/Latino students account for 44% of students classified as having Speech or
Language Impairments, 44% of students classified as having a Specific Learning Disabiiity, and 61% of

_ students classified as having Multiple Disabilities, yet account for only 29% of the SFUSD population .’

‘ Figure 14, SFUSD SPECIAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2015-2016
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Source: California Department of Educutlon Special Education Division. (2015 ). Spec:al Education Enrollment by Ethnicity and
Disability, December 2015.

SFUSD is also diverse in the sexual orientation and gender identity of its students. In a 2013 survey, 16%
of SFUSD middle school students and 11% of high school students identified as gay/lesbian, bisexual, or
“not sure,” and 2% of middle school students and 2% of high school students identified as transgender’
or “unsure.”*7 The district has a number of programs in place to encourage acceptance of diversity in
gender identity and sexual orientation, including a family diveks'lty curriculum at the elementary level,
comprehensive sexual health education, programs and events to recognize LGBTQ students and families,
a transgender policy (as of 2002), and support services for LGBTQ students. Recently, SFUSD schools
“have begun the process of creating gender—neutral bathrooms. 18

Despite these resources, students who openly identify as LBGTQ face a host of challenges at schoal,
including bullying, harassment, and stigma. An increasing number of transgender students in high school
report hearing other students at school make harassing statements based on gender identity and/or
sexual orientation {39% in 2011 compared to 58% in 2013). In 2013, 26% of students who identified as-
lesbian, gay, or bisexual reported skipping school for safety reasons.*? Additionally, although less

xvii Categories of special needs are defined in Appendix C.
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frequently than LGBTQ students, girls consistently report higher rates of bullying and harassment, higher
rates of chronic sadness or hopeless feelings, and lower feelings of safety in high school than do boys.™®

Textbox referencesst

COMMUNITY VOICES

More professional development for teachers was identified in community input sessions as a priority
need, and middle and high school youth also said they would like to see more high-quality, culturally
sensitive and competent teaching professionals in their classrooms. The community also repeatedly
mentioned the need for better compensation for teachers and staff, as well as better relationships
between SFUSD and CBOs. '

Children need to see themselves reflected in their school curriculum Javorably and authenticafly. — Parent
Advisory Council participant ' '

At community input sessions, participants frequently expressed the need to have more opportunities for
leadership development. Participants indicated that youth leadership development is a way to help
youth gain confidence in their ability to make a difference and develop skills to tackle issues in a healthy
and positive manner. :

Middle and high school girls emphasized the need for girl~$peciﬁc spaces in and out of school to engage
in sports, art, and other extracurricular activities. Indeed, one young woman at a community input
session shared that the girls in her high school recognize that girls’ sports teams are less valued than
boys’ are, and that girls therefore feel less engaged in those activities.

Qur youth need an educational enviconment free from gender harassment. — Community Input Session
participant ‘ ’

LGBTQ youth participants in focus groups expressed that a safe learning environment free from
harassment is something all young people should be able to rely on at school. LGBTQ youth are
particularly vulnerable to bullying and harassment and need safe spaces to learn.

Parents also indicated a desire to have greater involvement with the'schools, but felt they needed
avenues for engagement and advocacy. Indeed, residents at six of the community input sessions
prioritized the need for services to support families in navigating the education system.
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ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IS UNEVEN

We want quality schools staffed with qualified teachers who build on students’ strengths, are culturaily
sensitive, hold high expectations, and are trained to work with OUR kids. — Parent focus group participant

They really need to set up the “big picture” earlier about the A-G¥* f'equiremen'fs‘ and grades for college
and why any of that matters later, — Samoan high schoal youth

Parenting practices in the home play a critical role in establishing strong foundations for long-term
academic achievement. The 2015 school readiness assessments in SFUSD found that engagement in
activities at home such as reading with/to children for more than 5 minutes at a time, singing songs,
including children in household chores, playing games, doing arts and crafts, and/or playing sports
contribute to schoal readiness.™ Overall, 55% of parents whose children were included in the 2015
school readiness assessments indicated they read with their kindergartner for five or more minutes at
least five times a week. However, only 38% of African American parents, 44% of Latino, and 47% of
Asian parents do so, compared to 90% of White parents.* :

Of the entering SFUSD kindergarten class i in 2015, 62% demonstrated the readiness skills in motor
development, self-regulation, social-emotional development, and kindergarten academics needed to be
academically successful by the third grade. However, readiness levels vary substantially by
race/ethnicity; 83% of White students were school-ready by the time they entered kindergarten,
compared to 67% of Asian students, 48% of Latino students, and 40% of African American students.™*

Figure 15. PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN READY FOR KINDERGARTEN, BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2015

Characteristics Ready for Kindergarten® Not Ready?
Hispanic/Latino . 48%
White - 83% 7%
African American/Black A 40% : 60%
AP| 67% 33%

Total ) 62% ' 38%
Source: Applied Survey Research. {2016). School Readiness in San Francisco, 2015-16. ’

1 Meets/exceeds overall school readiness levels as established by the Longitudinal Study Standard (see original report for
additional details). 2 Below the Longitudinal Study Standard.

=K A-G requzrements define the high school coursework that California high school students must complete to satisfy
requirements for Umverstty of California and California State University admissions.
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Time spent in school, or instructional time, is
critical to learning and a big contributor to
) academic success. In San Francisco, truancy
Afvican Aﬁ‘séﬁtans} rates have been inching up since 2007, when the
Hisgaﬁicfiaitiﬁijg amﬁ - rate was 20.7, to 26.7 in.the 2014-2015 school
Pacific islander students  vear.” Instructional time varies considerably by .
have th & highess f'a‘téstsf race/ethnicity. In 2013-2014, African American
chronic shsentesism® high school students missed an average of 33
- . days of instruction, while Latino students missed
almost 24 days, compared to the overall average
. e oxiticad of 14 missed days.™® African American,
~‘orunexcused absence..  Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander students
'of 10% of schaoldays..  have the highest rates of chronic absenteeism.
A - TS African American and Latino students also have
Jess instructional time than their peers because they are disproportionately affected by suspensions and
office discipline referrals. In 2014-2015, although African American students comprised less than 10% of
the student population, they constituted 40% of all SFUSD suspensions. In addition, Latino students
comprised 29% of the population but accounted for 35% of all suspensions.™’

MISSED DAYS OF
INSTRUCTION
2013-2014

Demand for after-school and summer programs exceeds supply for K-8 youth. An estimated 88% of
youth who wanted after-school programs had access in 2013-2014 (about 35,000 youth had access,
while about 5,000 did not). In the same year, only about 22,000 K-8 youth were enrolled in summer
programs, while 18,000 were not. Coupled with the transportation issues described in the previous
section, the need for greater supports around informal learning environments becomes clear. Research
has shown that up to two thirds of the difference between low- and middle-income youth in academic
measures such as participation in advanced coursework, high school drop-out, and college completion
can be attributed to summer learning loss occurring in elementary school, underlining the need for
access to quality summer programming, particularly for low-income youth.*®

In grades 3 through 8, as well as in grade 11, 52% of SFUSD students met or exceeded proficiency levels
in English language arts (ELA) on the 2015 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress,
and 48% met or exceeded achievernent levels in mathematics, compared to 44% and 33% statewide.
However, proficiency levels vary considerably by race/ethnicity, such that African American, ' '
Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander students demonstrated lower levels of proficiency across grade
levels. These findings are highlighted in greater detail in the Equity Analysis chapter.

“There are persistent disparities by racial/ethnic groups along a range of academic outcomes. In 2013-
2014, the overall pass rates for the California High School Exit Examination among SFUSD 10" graders
were 77% for ELA and 82% for math. While this exam has been suspended as of January 2016,
disparities in passing rates indicate disparities in students’ trajectories for graduation. While
socioeconomically disadvantaged students had pass rates only a few percentage points lower than
overall rates, EL students passed at considerably lower rates (16% for ELA and 52% for math), as did
African American (55% and 51%) and Latino youth (62% and 64%).%* These findings indicate that African
American and Latino youth are less likely to be on track for graduation than their White counterparts.

s
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Figure 16, SFUSD COHORT GRADUATION RATES BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2010-2014

= == Overall African American = Asian
e Hispanic/ Latino wemmame Pacific Islander . e \White

100% -

90% -

80% -

70% -

60% - ==

50% — - : : :

2010-2011 2011-2012 ©2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015

Source: California Department of Education. (2015). California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System.

As illustrated by the figure above, graduation rates have gradually increased in SFUSD over the past five
years. Pacific Islander students have seen the most dramatic, though somewhat erratic, rise in rates of
graduation, from a low of 60% in 2011 to 88% of the cohort graduating in 2015. However, high school
comp'letion rates remain uneven. As described in the Equity Analysis chapter, over 4,200 18- to 24-year-
olds in San Francisco have not completed high school, which includes 4% fernales and 9% males who
have not completed high school. African American and Latino youth in SFUSD high schools have lower
graduation rates compared to their peers. In the 2014-2015 school year, the overall graduation rate
from SFUSD high schools was 85%, which was slightly higher than the statewide graduation rate of 82%.
Graduation rates for African American (71%) and Latino (73%) youth were lower than the rest of the
district while graduation rates for Asian (92%) and White (85%) youth were higher.®® The graduation
rate of students with disabilities (64%) also lagged below the overall district graduation rate.'s*

Despite its large population of EL students,™ SFUSD is doing a comparatively better job of helping EL
students gain the English skills necessary for later success. In the 2014-2015 school year, 15% of ELs in
SFUSD were redesignated to Fluent English Proficiency compared with 11% in California overall.*® ‘
However, significant disparities are still observed for ELs. In 2013, by the spring of their junior year, only
26% of EL students were on track to graduate compared with 68% of non-EL students,**®

xx [n 2015, SFUSD enrolled 16,051 ELs, comprising 27% of all students enrolled.
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COMMURNITY VOICES

Chinese immigrant parents discussed the challenges students and their families had transitioning into
kindergarten, middle school, and high school. They expressed that additional supports, such as
streamlining the enrollment process, would help reduce anxiety around these critical transitions.

- Samoan TAY indicated the need to
ensure that students understand what
the A-G requirements are, how the
requirements are relevant to college and
beyond, and how foundational skills
learned in middle and high school will be
critical to them over their lifetime,
especially for vuinerable youth who are
at risk of dropping out. They reported a -
need to support youth with affordable,
high-quality, after-school program
options that provide academic support,
weliness centers, and ancillary support
staff (e.g., school counselors and career
counselors). They indicated that in order
to prevent vulnerable youth from falling
through the cracks, the City needs to
provide extracurricular activities that also

build skills such as cooking, art, and

- sports, and otherwise ensure students

have a way to connect and “buy in” to

their own learning and education.

Monolingual Spanish-speaking immigrant
parents expressed the need for tutoring
and other after-school programs and
services specifically for immigrant
children and youth, and greater outreach to increase access to existing programs. In addition to
language barriers, many immigrant families do not have smartphones or internet access and
consequently often miss opportuni{ies for their children.

Parents from the Parent Advisory Council focus groups expressed a need to “lift students’ morale,
motivation, and encouragement — especially among youth who are African Ameritan, Latino, Pacific
Islander, in foster care, and newcomer students” and cited the need for district staff to be aware of
children’s cultural and community backgrounds and needs. '

Across input sessions, parents, grantees, and community members prioritized the need for access to
high quality in- and out-of-school programs. In surveys of both principals and K-8 after-school and
summer program providers, almost half of providers ranked affordable after-school activities in the top
three areas of need that come up most often for the families they serve. Both principals and providers
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indicated that homework help and tutoring were the after-school activities most requested by families
that they serve.

Service providers-and community members alike prioritized the need for access to high-quality summer
programs, especially during transitions from middle to high school. Of surveyed K-8 providers, 38%
ranked affordable summer programs in the top three areas of need that come up most often for the
families they serve. Providers indicated that sports and fitness (38%), environmental/outdoor activities
(35%), and extended programming (31%) were the summer program elements most requested by the
families they serve. '

Further, DCYF-funded service providers reported that lack of safe transportation to and from programs
serves as a significant barrier for youth from high crime neighborhoods to engage in after-school
enrichment activities, stating that “transportation {safe, reliab!e, consistent) is a barrier to access for
communities of color, low-income communities.” Several service proVidéré also indicated that low
access to technology, especially for youth living in SROs, affects academic outcomes. '

Youth expressed the need for greater supports early in high school to help them address challenges in
their lives and stay on track to graduate. TAY want public schools to do a better job supporting them in
traditional schools rather than “pushing them out into continuation high schools.” They indicated that
teachers need more training to identify issues and intervene early to help keep TAY on track for
completing high school.

Youth also talked about a greater need for services in schoof and the broader community to help them
cope with and manage the stress they often feel. While youth identified school-based wellness centers
as a place they can seek help, they said that the current centers cannot meet the needs of all students
who want their services.

" Schools in low-income neighborhioods do not have equitable support. [They have] low parent involvement,
low funding to support extracurricular activities. | have two high school children who attend fan SFUSD
high school] and the teachers/administrator do not have adeguate funding to support-afl of their students.
They rely too heovily on non-profits, and SFUSD needs to step up to provide more education funding for
schools with economically disadvantaged populations. —Community member A

2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT

2166



; POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION
‘ & CAREER PATHS

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION
& CAREER PATHS

Jay, a transgender youth, wants a safe ploce to get an education. He wants to find gainful
employment-and needs opportunities to open up, despite the stigma he faces. He knows
that there are many services for LGBTQ youth and adults to find career pafhs, but what he
facks most is belief in himself after the vears of abuse and derision he has endured due to
his transgender identity. What he really needs is confidence-building so that he can get to
the point of landing on a successful career path. Ideally, he'd like to see more outreach
from LGBTQ-run businesses so that LGBTQ youth can more easily identify safe, “friendly”
workplaces.

Masina thinks of her neighborhood as “the hood” and wants to get out. Shie knows that
finishing high school and getting a good job is her ticket out, but she doesn’t know how
it's done. She wants to learn from someone successful whio came up from her own
neighborhood about how they “made it” so that she can better understand the steps she
needs to take in a way that feels familiar and authentic for her.

San Francisco is experiencing a booming economy. However, a post-secondary
education and a clear career pathway are both critical for young people to gain a
foothold in the expanding economy. Individuals who complete a post-secondary
education are more likely to secure high-wage jobs that are associated with a host of
benefits that accrue for the individual, their family, and their community. A higher level
of schooling is also associated with lower risk for unemployment, decreased
dependency on government support services, and lower incarceration rates. 6

While there are multiple pathways to successfully transition into adulthood, the
consequences of not completing necessary education or not landing gainful
employment can be detrimental and long-term. And while most young people make a
successful transition from youth into adulthood, some face unique challenges.
Particularly vulnerable are young adults in the juvenile justice, foster care, and/or
Special Education systems, as they tend to drop out of school and out of work, leaving
them ineligible for services that facilitate the transition to adulthood.® Youth neither
enrolled in school nor working thus find themselves veering off the path to self-
sufficiency, and are at risk for multiple poor outcomes going into adulthood. This
chapter focuses on San Francisco’s young adult population as they transition into
adulthood, and notes disparities by race, immigration status, and system involvement,

N
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COLLEGE ENROLLMENT & COMPLETION RATES VARY ACROSS THE POPULATION

We need more scholarship options and help finding scholarships to pay for colfege. We don’t know which
ones we can trust, but we need money to pay for coffege. — Arab youth

Individuals who complete a college degree tend to earn a higher income, enjoy greater economic
stability and upward mobility, and are able to more fully participate in their communities. As explained
in the Equity Analysis chapter, the median weekly earnings of individuals who obtain a bachelor’s degree
is $459 more per week than those of individuals with only a high school diploma or equivalent.®
However, access to college varies widely across the city’s young adult population.

Education levels across the country have been increasing, and the percentage of adults who hold a
bachelor’s degree has increased much more quickly in San Francisco than it has nationally.*® While the
pursuit and attainment of higher education has increased dramatiCaHy for youth of color, racial
disparities persist.*®” Overall, from the class of 2014, 77% of high school graduates enrolled in college
and 63% enrolled in four-year schools in the fall after high school graduation. The cohort of college
entrants enrolling in college during the fall included 86% of Asian high school graduates and 80% of
White graduates, compared to 72% of Pacific [slander, 66% of Latino, and 63% of African American high
school graduates.®® Senior Class Survey responses indicate that the vast majority of students in the
SFUSD graduating class of 2016 plan to enter a college or university by the end of the calendar year. Of
those who do not plan to enter college/university, 12% plan to get a job, while 1% (34 students) plan to
enter a career or technical school.®

Figure 17. SFUSD SENIOR CLASS OF 2016 PLANS FOR THE END OF THE YEAR

Enter the Military, . None of the

above, 3%

Get a job, 12%

Enter a
Career and
Technical
School, 1%

Source: SFUSD. (2016). Senior Class Survey. Note: N=2,552 valid responses. Totol percentages may not add to 100% due to
rounding. .

The share of SFUSD graduates enrolling at City College has seen a slight uptick over the past three years.
Among the SFUSD class of 2013, 21% of college-enrolled students were at City College, while among the
class of 2015, 27% of the 2,620 college-enrolled students were enrolled at City College.’’® However, only
half of Pacific Islander students and 58% of African American students continually enrolled from their

0o Median weekly earnings based on full-time wage and salory workers. Data s from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Employment Projections, last modified March 15, 2016.
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first term to their second term, compared with 81% of Asian students and 74% of White students.’*
Attainment of college-level courses for students at City College who are enrolled in remedial math or
English classes also varies, as only 53% of students in remedial English and 31% in remedial math
completed a college-level course in the same discipline within six years.*”>

_ While college enrollment rates are on the rise, fewer than half (47%) of SFUSD graduates from the class
of 2008 earned a college degree within six years, with marked differences by student race/ethnicity and

English fluency; 23% of African Amencan, 27% of Latino, and 31% of EL high school graduates completed
a bachelor’s degree within six years

In the San Francisco Bay Area, over half of Asians and Whites hold a bachelor’s or higher degree,
compared with 11% of Latino immigrants, 19% of Native Americans, 25% of African Americans, and 30%
of U.S.-born Latinos.** Education levels also differ dramatically among immigrant groups. South and
East Asian immigrants tend to have higher education levels while Southeast Asians and Pacific Islanders
have lower levels, For example, in the Bay Area only 14% of Laotian immigrants have an associate’s
degree or higher compared with 81% of South Asian immigrants from India.'”

Some barriers to coﬂege entry may relate to expectations and “buying into” the “culture of college.”
Some families, particularly recent immigrant and non-English-speaking monolingual families have never
had a family member attend college and thus are not aware of all the planning that is necessary in the

application process, are not prepared for the financial burden of a post-secondary education, and do not
know how to access aid.'®

TAY with mental health challenges face even greater barriers to a successful transition into adulthood.
As the Deputy Director of Behavioral Health Services in the DPH observes, “If you have to work to eat,
it’s hard to find time to go to school. Add on mentai health issues, it becomes more challenging. We
need to provide additional supports for TAY to go to school, stay in school, [and] finish.”
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COMMUNITY VOICES

Youth and TAY express that they are in need of greater guidance and direction when it comes to
applying for collegg, seeking scholarships, and planning for their life paths beyond school. Youth,
parents, community service providers, and school principals all identified greater support in schools for
college and career counseling as a top priority need in the city. Developing life skills and independence
during this transitional age is also an area that many of the city’s youth struggle with.

Every child should be able to graduate from high schoot and be prepared to advance to college.
~ Parent Advisory Council member

Bath system-involved and non-system-involved TAY indicated the need for more access to programs
that not only support college prep, but also connect youth to financial support for college and provide
support while they are enrolled. ’

Further, TAY in leadership positions highlighted the need to see themselves reflected in higher-
education curriculum, particularly through more diverse ethnic studies. Additionally, second-generation
immigrant youth in a community input session asked for services to help their families understand
pathways to higher education and avoid predatory college prep programs that often have a high cost for
little return.
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CAREER PATHS ARE LEAST CLEAR FOR THE CITY’'S MOST VULNERABLE

{'d like to hear and learn from someone from our community who “made it.” | want to know how one of us
actually did it and made a pathway out to be successful. —Samoan youth

Recent estimates (2014) find that about 10% of 16- to 24-year-olds in San Francisco, or roughly 8,000
youth, are at elevated risk of not transitioning successfully into adulthood, or not reaching adulthood at
all, as 42% of San Francisco’s homicide victims are 25 or younger.*”’

The city’s most vulnerable and marginalized youth are at greatest risk of finding themselves out of
school and unemployed with few skills (referred to as being “disconnected”), without a high school
diploma, in poverty, homeless, and/or involved with the criminal justice system. in 2014, it was
estimated that approximately 5,000 undocumented 14- to 24-year-olds in San Francisco had little to no
legal options for employment.*”® Given that the majority (75%) of 18- to 24-year-olds on Adult Probation
were unemployed at the time of their arrest,’”® it hecomes clear that career paths for TAY can be a
critical antidote to system involvement.

SFUSD high schools offer Career and Technical Education (CTE) academies as a means of developing
career pathways by exposing students to different career fields. However, student enrollment in these
programs varies, as students in Special Education (6% in CTE compared to 11% in SFUSD), EL students
(9% in CTE compared to 29% in SFUSD), female students (45% in CTE compared to 48% in SFUSD),
African American students (6% in CTE compared to 10% in SFUSD ), Hispanic/_Latino'students (21% in CTE
compared to 29% in SFUSD), and White students (3% in CTE compared to 13% in SFUSD) are
underrepresented, '

Figure 18, ENROLLMENT IN SFUSD ACADEMIES, BY SELECTED GROUPS, SCHOOL YEAR 2014-2015

100% ~
B CTE ZSFUSD

45% 48%

29%

0%

Special Education English Learner Female African American Hispanic White

Source: College and Career Readiness San Francisco Unified School District. (2016, July). Personal Communication.
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Homeless youth are also much less prepared to enter the workforce than their counterparts who are not -
homeless. In 2015, 40% of homeless TAY surveyed in the point-in-time count had not completed high
school or obtained a General Education Development (GED) certificate, compared to 8% of the general
18- to 24-year-old population in San Francisco. Only 41% of homeless youth had a high school degree or
a GED, compared to 61% of the general 18- to 24-year-old population, although 10% were in school at
the time of the homeless count.”®* Options for homeless TAY appear bleak, as only 16% had paid
employment or mternshlps compared to 52% of the general population of 18- to 24»year~olds in San

Franmsco

Figure 19. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AMONG UNACCOMPANIED HOMELESS CHILDREN AND TAY, 2015

100% -
26% 30%
14% 2= 11% 15%
’ v 3% 1% 1%
0% = — : = — : T - — —
'9th Gradeor 10thor1lth GED Certificate  High School  Some College Bachelor’s Graduate Other
Less Grade (12th Grade Degree Degree / Post-
Diploma) Secondary
Training

Source: City and County of San Francisco, Local Homeless Coordinating Board and Applied Survey Research (2015). San

Francisco Homeless Unique Youth Count & Survey.
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COMMURNITY VOICES

In community input sessions, 12 out of 13 groups prioritized the need for job skills and training. Service
providers responding to a survey about the needs of the youth they served echoed the need for access’
to training. Almost all of the providers serving youth aged 18-24 ranked access to jobs/job
training/internships as one of the top three desires of youth they serve, and 54% ranked access to
vocational/certificate programs as one of the top three desires.

More specifically, respondents identified the need for culturally competenf, parent-inclusive, supportive
employment services for disconnected LGBTQ TAY, as well as services that provide realistic career
exploration and expose youth to a variety of possibilities, including careers that do not require a college
degree, and that help youth find or create pathways to long-term employment.

Similarly, Samoan TAY indicated that young adults are looking for clear career paths and need practical ‘
job skills, as well as training and exploration of careers that are realistic and do not necessarily require
college. A more direct pipeline could be developed such thatjob—training opportunities align with local
business and CBO needs that would also pay a living wage. -

TAY also expressed interest in job-training programs that are combined with completing a college
degree, or college degree programs that are coupled with clear, direct career paths, so that they would
be set up for a successful launch into adulthood immediately upon completion. They also felt that
leadership opportunities that empower youth and build practical skills would help set themon a
successful path towards career development. :

Youth also identified a need for better outreach to improve awareness about available programs for
career development and job-training opportunities, especially those who are not in school and/or are
system-involved, as they are unsure where to turn for such guidance.

Additionally, LBGTQ youth feel stigmatized at school and said they face it all again when they enter the -
workforce. These youth indicated that more outreach from LGBTQ-run businesses ta the LGBTQ job-
seeking community would.ease their entry into the working world and could set them on a more
successful career path. ‘

We need services that help you describe who you are and what you like to do. We need mock interviews,
resume and cover letter help. Help defining a career focus. A test to figure out: what am | passionate
about? — LGBTQ youth
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EQUITY ANALYSIS: BASELINE DATA

BACKGROUND

The San Francisco Charter sets out the goals of expenditures from the Children and
Youth Fund, and the planning process for DCYF. Among several other goals, the Charter
requires DCYF (1) to ensure that children and youth with the highest needs receive
maximum benefit from the Fund and that equity is a guiding principle of the funding
process, and (2) to the maximum extent feasible to distribute funds equitably among
services for all age groups — from infancy to TAY.

The Charter mandates, “The CNA shall include an equity analysis of services and
resources for parents, children, and youth. DCYF shall develop a set of equity metrics to
be used to establish a baseline of existing services and resources in low-income
neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities, compared to services and resources
available in the city as a whole.” This chapter presents the results of the first stages of
this analysis. An analysis of citywide resources will be completed for the SAP.

WHAT IS EQUITY?

At its simplest, equity means that all groups have access to the resources and
opportunities needed to reach their full potential. As an ideal, equity would mean that
outcomes cannot be predicted by factors such as race, class, or gender identity. Putting
equity into practice encompasses these three major aspects:™

1. Simple fairness and equal treatment;

2. Distribution of resources to reduce inequalities in universal programs and
services; and

3. Redistribution of resources to level the playing field through targeted programs.

200 This Is based on the typology developed by Kristen Norman-Major, published in the Journal of Public Affairs Education in
2011 in the article “From Balancing the Four Es; or Can We Achieve Equity for Social Equity in Public Administration?”
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The idea of leveling the playing field is critical to the concept of equity and helps distinguish equity from
equality, or treating everyone identically. The image below illustrates how equity and equality differ.

B —
Source: In gus Maguire.

In the first imége, the spectators receive equal treatment: they each receive the same supports, even if
disproportionate to their needs. In the second image, individuals are given different supports to suit
their needs in order to make it possible for them to have equal access to the game. That is, in the second
image, the spectators are treated equitably.

GOAL OF THE EQUITY ANALYSIS

“This chapter addresses two overarching questions:
e How are “low-income neighborhoods” and “disadvantaged communities” defined?

s How are available DCYF services and resources measured citywide and in low-income
neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities?

The next section of this chapter looks at three different strategies to address the first question. We refer
to these as different definitions of need. After looking at definitions of need, we present measures of
the recent distribution of DCYF services and resources. We end with a brief discussion of next steps.

IDENTIFICATION OF NEED

Recent estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau from 2014 place the number of children and youth in San
Francisco under 18 years of age at épproximately 114,000. An additional 65,000 residents between 18
and 24 years of age call San Francisco home. The city’s children and youth are thriving in a number of
ways. In 2015, 88% of children completed preschool prior to entering kindergarten and are poised to
succeed in school.%®3 A majority of SFUSD high school graduates (77%) go on to enroll in college, and
upwards of 80% of 10* graders are on track on ELA standardized tests. However, not all of San

Francisco’s children and youth are faring well. This chapter examines the subset of children and youth
with the greatest needs.

To establish a baseline for the equity analysis, equity metrics must identify low-income neighborhoods
and disadvantaged communities in a manner that can be followed over time. As demonstrated -
elsewhere in this CNA, we can measure the well-being of youth and families along many dimensions. For
the purpose of the equity analysis, we focus on three groupings. The most straightforward of these
responds to the identification of low-income neighborhoods. The other two fook at specific .
disadvantaged communities that can be tracked over time and linked to service delivery in future
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fundlng cycles: youth from highly dlsadvantaged race/ethmcnty groups and disconnected TAY (aged 18-
24). '

IDENTIFICATION OF LOW-INCOME NEIGHBORHOODS

The most straightforward method of identifying need is by level of income. Detailed information by
neighborhood is available from the U.S. Census Bureau, which publishes estimates of the number of
individuals at selected levels of the FPL by age. The FPL varies based on the number of individuals and
related children aged 0-17 in a family. A family’s income can be compared to the FPL for its size and
composition to determine its poverty status. For example, a four-person household with two children
under 18 years of age is considered to be at or below 100% of the FPL if their household income is no
more than $24,008 per year.

Given the high cost of living in San Francisco, families above 100% of the FPL are cléarly still low-income
_in this city’s context. To set a threshold that defines a household as low-income for the purposes of this
analysis, we compared wages equivalent o 100% of the FPL to estimates of the living wage hy
household size and composition. The living wage is a measure of the wages needed to support a family,
based on a set of very basic needs calculated using geographically specific expenditure data that
includes a family’s likely minimum costs for food, childcare, health insurance, housing, transportation,
and other basic necessities (e.g., clothing and personal care items), given family type and size,*
Converting these amounts to annual full-time wages and comparing by family type, we fmd that 300% of
FPL is approximately the San Francisco living wage for most family types.

xxiil While there are multiple standards for living wage caiculations, one of the most widely used versions is the MIT Living Wage
Calculator. A detailed methodology can be found at livingwage.mit.edu/pages/about.
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The following figure shows the number of youth in each age bracket in San Francisco and the share of
these youth in families below 300% FPL. As shown below, 28% of San Francisco’s children aged 0-5, or
12,257 children, are below 300% FPL. Even larger shares of older youth are low-income; 35% of youth
aged 6-13, or 16,935 youth, and 45% of youth aged 14-17, or 9,754 youth, are below 300% FPL. In total,
nearly 40,000 (35%) of San Francisco youth aged 0-17 are below 300% FPL.

Figure 20. PERCENTAGE OF YOUTH AGED 0-17 BELOW 300% OF THE FPL, BY AGE GROUP , 2014

60,000
50,000 47,924
40,000
30,000
20,000

10,000 35%

Aged0-5 Aged 613 Aged 14-17
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau. (2016). American Community Survey, 2014 1-Year Estimates.

The next figure shows the proportion of youth below 300% FPL by neighborhood.™" The 41
neighborhoods in San Francisco are shaded into five equal-sized groups based on the percentage of
youth in each that are below 300% FPL. The lightest shaded group represents the neighborhoods with
the lowest rates of poverty, and the darkest shaded group represents the neighborhoods with the
highest rates of poverty. The 40,000 youth in poverty are present all over the city, although youth in
certain neighborhoods have greater odds of growing up in poverty than others. For example, 6.3% of
youth in the Presidio are below 300% FPL compared to 77.6% of youth in Bayview-Hunters Point. The
neighborhood with the highest percentage of youth below 300% FPL is Treasure Isiand (89.2% or 468
youth in povetty). ' :

= The DPH and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, with support from the Planning Department,
created these 41 neighborhoods by grouping 2010 Census tracts, using common real estate and residents’ definitions for the
purpose of providing consistency in the analysis and reporting of socioeconomic, demographic, and environmental data, and
data on City-funded programs and services. They are not codified in Planning Code nor Administrative Code,
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Asian youth, despite generally being less disadvantaged in regards to academic achievement and justice
involvement, experience high rates of poverty. In Chinatown for example, 83.3% or 1,389 youth are
below 300% FPL, which is one of the highest neighborhood poverty rates in the city.

Figure 21. PERCENTAGE OF YOUTH AGED 0-17 BeLow 300% OF THE FPL, BY NEIGHBORHOOD, 2010-2014
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau. (2016). American Community Survey, 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates

IDENTIFICATION OF DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES

In addition to low-income neighborhoods, the Charter calls on DCYF to identify disadvantaged
communities. Within San Francisco, African American, Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander youth are
disadvantaged on a broad range of measures. These youth experience higher rates of poverty, lower
rates of academic achievement, and higher rates of involvement with the juvenile justice system
compared to other racial/ethnic groups in San Francisco.

The next figure provides an overview of the number of children and youth under 18 years of age by
race/ethnicity as well as the percentage in poverty. Youth of African American, Hispanic/Latino, and
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Pacific Islander descent have the highest rates of poverty of any race/ethnicity group.® Data from the
U.S. Census Bureau show that in San Francisco, 54% of African American youth (3,848), 53% of
Hispanic/Latino youth (13,755), and 87% of Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander youth (1,081) are in families
with incomes below 300% FPL. In contrast, only 10% of White youth (3,149) reside in low-income
families. ‘

Figure 22. PERCENTAGE OF YOUTH AGED 0-17 BELOW 300% OF THE FPL, BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2014

Totals above bars reflect the total number of youth {aged 0-17) by race/ethnicity.
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau. (2016). American Community Survey, 2014 1-Year Estimates

xv Throughout this section there are variations in the exact wording of each race/ethnic group. We have retained the wording
_ from each original source to help clarify who is counted in each race/ethnic group for each source.
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Further disparity among racial/ethnic groups can be seen in academic indicators. Among all SFUSD
students, students of African American, Hispanic/Latino, or Pacific Islander descent have the highest
rates of chronic absenteeism, defined as absence for 10% or more of school days whether excused or
unexcused. African American, Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander students had above average rates of
chronic absenteeism during the 2014-2015 school year. ’

Figure 23. PERCENTAGE OF SFUSD STUDENTS CHRONICALLY ABSENT 2014-2015, BY RACE/ETHNICITY
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Source: CORE Districts. (2015). Research File, 2014-15. Note: No data available for American Indian/Alaska Native.
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These three race/ethnicity groups are also the lowest performing in standardized testing. The chart

below shows the percentage of SFUSD students meeting or exceeding standards in math and ELA on the

2015 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress. The percentage is displayed as an

average across all grade levels at which students take the test {grades 3-8 and 11). While 68% of White

SFUSD students met or exceeded the standard in math, only 11% of African American or Black, 19% of

Hispanic or Latino, and 18% of Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander students met the same standard. The
disparity is similar for ELA. '

Figure 24. PERCENTAGE OF SFUSD STUDENTS MEETING OR EXCEEDING STANDARD IN MATH AND ENGLISH LANGUAGE
' ARTS, 2014-2015 BY RACE/ETHNICITY ’
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Source: California Department of Education. (2015). California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress Results.

The disparities continue through graduation: African American, Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander
students complete high school at substantially lower rates than other race/ethnicity groubs. As
described in the 21%Century Learning & Education chapter, African American and Latino youth in SFUSD
high schools have lower graduation rates compared to their Asian and White counterparts within the
district. In addition, African American, Latino, and Pacific Islander students enroll in four-year colleges
and universities at lower rates than White students,
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African American, Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander students also experience disproportionaté
involvement with the juvenile justice system. According to the San Francisco IPD, in 2015, 52.9% of its
referrals”"“" were for African American youth and 27.6% for Hispanic/Latino youth.

Figure 25. UNDUPLICATED COUNT-OF JP REFERRALS, BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 2015
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Source: San Francisco Juvenile Probation Department. {2015). Statistical Report.

Disproportionate juvenile justice involvement s further described in the Safe & Nurturing Environments
section of this report.

DISCONNECTED TAY

This section brings into focus the needs of the most disconnected TAY in the context of equity.
“Disconnected TAY” are individuals who struggle with entering the workforce, creating strong support
networks, and succeeding in education. To highlight the needs of the most disconnected TAY, we
examine data on homelessness, criminal justice involvement, mental illness/substance abuse, and lack
of a high school diploma or GED.

Population-level data on TAY are limited, and disconnected TAY individuals may be homeless, have
criminal justice involvement, have a mental illness, lack a high school diploma, or experience some

i The JPD counts as a referrel all separate instances when a minor is cited or brought to JPD. It uses the term “contact”
interchangeably with "referral” and indicates that each contact represents a “unit of work” for the Department. Referrals
include contact beyond those related to arrests, citations, bookings, or cases.
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combination of all these challenges, rendering them a difficult-to-reach population. The TAY population
is composed of 18- to 24-year-olds who need additional supports and opportunities to make a successful
transition to adulthood. According to Section 16.108 of the San Francisco Charter, TAY includes 18- to
24-year-olds who:

@

Are homeless or in danger of homelessness;

Have dropped out of high school;

Have & disability or other special needs, including substance abuse;

Are low-income parents;

Are undocumented;

Are new immigrants and/or English learners;

Are LGBTQ; and/or

Are transitioning from the foster care, juVenile justice; criminal justice, or Special Education

system.

According to recent estimates from the 2014 American Community Survey, there are over 4,200 18- to

24-year-olds in San Francisco who have not yet attained a high schooI\dipIoma or GED, representing

6.4% of the 18- to 24-year-old population. The figure below displays the educational attainment of 18-

o 24-year-olds in the city by gender, showing that 8.5% of males and 4.3% of females had not earned
“their high school diplomas or GEDs in 2014,

Figure 26. EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF 18- TO 24-YEAR-OLDS IN SAN FRANCISCO, 2014
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2016). American Community Survey, 2014 1-year estimates.
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Individuals who do not obtain a high school diploma by age 25 are at a disadvantage in terms of both
earnings and employment rates. Across the nation, individuals aged 25 and over with less than a high
school diploma have an unemployment rate of 8.0% compared to 5.4% for people with a high school
diploma and 4.3% for all workers. There are also disparities in earnings; the median weekly earnings of
individuals with less than a high school diploma is $493, compared to $678 for individuals with a high .
school diploma and $860 overall. 18

Figure 27. EARNfNGS AND UNEMPLOYMENT RATES BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, 2015
Median usual weekly earnings ~ Unemployment rate
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Bachelor.‘s degree
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Less than a high school diploma B
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Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2016). Note: Data are for persons aged 25 and over. Earnings are for full-time wage and
salary workers. :

There is a substantial number of homeless TAY in San Francisco. in January 2015, a point-in-time census
of homelessness in San Francisco County was conducted. The census, required by the U.S. Department
" of Housing and Urban Development, is conducted across the country every two years and provides a
comprehensive count of homeless individuals living on the streets, in shelters, and in transitional
~ housing. As of the point-in-time census, there were 1,441. youth aged 18-24 who were homeless,
consisting of 197 youth in shelters and 1,244 on the streets.
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Of the homeless youth under 25 years of age, 40% had not completed high school or received a GED,

33% reported being involved with the juvenile

justice system before turning 18, 19% were on probation -

at the time of the survey, and 27% reported having been in the foster care system. Homeless youth also
deal with health issues and social barriers, as detailed below.

Figure 28. HEALTH CONDITIONS AMONG UNACCOMPANIED HOMELESS CHILDREN AND TAY, SAN FRANCISCO, 2015
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-Source: City and County of San Francisco, Local Homeless Coordinating Board and Applied Survey Research. (2015). San

Francisco Homeless Unique Youth Count & Survey.
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Among disconnected TAY, we also include youth with contact with the criminal justice systerﬁ. As of
February 2016, the San Francisco APD had 737 clients aged 18-25. The age breakdown of cases is shown
in the figure below, along with the level of public safety risk assigned to each probationer by APD. The
five color-coded categories of risk level signify no risk (dark blue), low risk (green), medium risk {yellow),
medium high risk (red), arid high risk (light blue). These individuals are disproportionately African
American, as shown below. In addition, the San Francisco JPD reported 173 referrals for 18-year-olds
and 40 for young adults over 18 in 2015, ’

Figure 29. SAN FRANCISCO APD CLIENTS AGED 18-25, BY AGE AND RISK LEVEL, 2016
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Source: San Francisco APD. (2016). Demographic Profile by Risk of APD's 18- to 25-Year-Old Clients.

Figure 30, SAN FRANCISCO APD CLIENTS AGED 18-25, BY RACE/ ETHNICITY AND RISK LEVEL, 2016
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Source: San Francisco APD. (2016). Demographic Profile by Risk of APD's 18- to 25-Year-Old Clients.

xxxvii Data from San Francisco JPD, 2015 Statistical Report for the year 2015.
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Within the TAY age bracket, individuals with mental health issues are another group at high risk of

disconnection. In 2015, 1,892 individuals aged 18-24 accessed the DPH Behavioral Health Services

treatment for mental health ér substance use conditions in San Francisco, split between 1,054 males

and 838 females. The next figure depicts the number of youth in treatment. Note that this measure only

counts those who accessed services through DPH’s Behavioral Health Services; the total number of 18-

to 24-year-olds with mental health issues and/or substance use conditions is likely undercounted by this
_summary.

Figure 31. NUMBER OF 18- TO 24-YEAR-OLDS IN TREATMENT FOR MENTAL HEALTH OR SUBSTANCE USE CONDITION, SAN
FRANCISCO, 2015 )
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- Source: SF Health Network, San Francisco Department of Public Health. (2016). Brief Summary of Behavioral Health Data for
Transitional Age Youth (TAY), April 4, 2016.

The disconnected TAY categories are not mutually exclusive, making it difficult to estimate the total
disconnected TAY population across the city. As described above, disconnected TAY individuals may be
homeless, have criminal justice involvement, have a mental illness, {ack a high school diploma, or
experience some combination of all four. Determining unique counts of disconnected TAY by
neighborhood is an even harder task, as it requires assigning lacations that either may not be known or
may change frequently. :

SERVICES & RESOURCES

In this section, we establish a baseline of DCYF services and resources citywide and in low-income
neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities. DCYF derives funds from a combination of sources,
including the Children and Youth Fund, the City’s General Fund, and state and federal grants. In fiscal
year 2014-2015, DCYF allocated $84 million toward supporting children, youth, and their families in San
Francisco, including nearly $60 million in direct service grants to over 450 programs,
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The programs that DCYF funded are spread across the city, as shown in the next map. Note that each
red dot on the map represents a site where a program offered services and that several programs may
be located at the same site. While the total dollars that DCYF allocated to programs located in each
"neighborhood provides one measure of the distribution of services and resources across the city, the
 resulting figures do not offer a complete picture of the benefits to each community. Many youth .
‘ participate in programs outside of the neighborhood in which they live, for example, in programs
located near their school or public transportation. Additionally, several programs, such as youth
employment programs, draw youth from across the city.

Figure 32. LOCATIONS OF DCYF SERVICE SITES, FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015
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Source: DCYF. (2015). Service Data, Fiscal Year 2014-2015,

In fiscal year 2014-2015, DCYF-funded programs served more than 50,000 children and youth aged 0-24
and their families. To understand the distribution of DCYF services and resources across neighborhoods
and communities, we estimated a dollar benefit to each youth served by DCYF programs based on the

per-participant costs of the programs in which they participated. For example, if DCYF were to provide a
$10,000 grant to “Program X” and ”Pi‘ogram X” served 100 youth, the per—parﬁcipént cost of Program X
would be $100, and the estimated benefit to each participant would be $100. Summing up the resulting

2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT @

2188



EQUITY ANALYSIS: BASELINE DATA

estimated benefits across participants offers an alternative method of estimating the distribution of
DCYF services and resources across neighberhoods and communities. it

The figure below demonstrates the results of applying this methodology and shows the distribution of
DCYF services and resources by neighborhood, as represented by the total estimated benefits to
participants living in each.*** For example, participants in the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood
received approximately $10.7 million in benefits from participating in DCYF-funded services, while
participants in the Mission received $5.1 million in benefits.

Figure 33. DCYF FUNDING BY NEIGHBORHOOD OF PARTICIPANTS, FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015

[7 ] su- s2za,608

| $224,606.- 5407,672
$407 873 - $1,001,011
$1,001,012 - §2,500,143
§2,500,144+ :

Source:-DCYF. (2015). Service Data, Fiscal Year 2014-15. Neighborhoods with fewer than 10 participants are represented in gray.

xevil It should be noted that most programs blend DCYF funding with other public and private funding to fully cover the cost of
services. This analysis does not account for these other resources.

xxi Data is based on participant home addresses collected by DCYF grantees. The benefits received by youth whose addresses

‘were missing or unable to be mapped were distributed across the neighborhoods of the remaining participants of the program
in which they participated. For example, if 80% of participants with known addresses lived in Visitacion Valley and 20% lived in
Bayview-Hunters Point, 80% of program benefits not assigned to a neighborhood due to missing address information were.
allocated to Visitacion Valley and 20% were allocated to Bayview-Hunters Point.
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It is important to note that the 41 neighborhoods presented above are not equal in terms of population
size. For example, the Bayview-Hunters Point and Sunset/Parkside neighborhoods have many more
children and youth than do the Japantown and Presidio neighborhoods. Normalizing the total benefits
to each neighborhood by the number of children and youth served in each provides a better indication
of the distribution of DCYF services and resources. The next figure shows the average benefits received
by youth served by DCYF-funded programs in each neighborhood.

Figure 34. AVERAGE BENEFIT PER PARTICIPANT BY NEIGHBORHOOD OF PARTICIPANTS, FY2014-15

[ ]so-sess
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Source: DCYF. (2015). Service Data, Fiscal Year 2014-15. Neighborhoods with fewer than 10 participants are represented in gray.

The average youth in DCYF-funded services in fiscal year 2014-2015 derived approximately $1,150 in
benefits from their participation. The figure above shows that the average benefit per participant varies
widely by neighborhood. For example, youth participants from Treasure Island received $2,234 in
benefits on average, while youth from Russian Hill derived $760 in benefits from participation. Several
factors influence the variance in the average benefits per participant across neighborhoods: (1) youth
may participate in more than one DCYF-funded program; (2) per-participant costs vary by program — for
example, case management programs have higher per—participarft costs than after-school programs; and
(3) the age distribution of youth served may vary across neighborhoods — per-participant costs of
younger youth programs tend to be lower than those of older youth programs. To the extent that youth
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with the greatest needs access multiple programs and more intensive services than the average youth
participant, we would expect neighborhoods with large numbers of low-income and disadvantaged
children and youth to have larger benefits per participant on average.

In addition to estimating the distribution of DCYF services and resources by neighborhood, we also
examined the distribution by race/ethnicity. Figure 35 provides a breakdown of the racé/ethnicity of the
more than 50,000 youth participants served by DCYF-funded programs in fiscal year 2014—2015 and their
estimated benefits from participation.

Figure 35, DCYF PARTICIPANTS AND ESTIMATED BENEFITS IN FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015, BY RACE/ETHNICITY

' Average Benefit/
Race/Ethnicity : Participanis  Estimated Benefits Participant

930
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“Declined to state 4,552 2,811,570 618
Other ‘ 1,107 - $1,455,576 $1,315
Total T 53,069 $61,040,121 $1,150

Source: DCYF, (2015). Service Data, Fiscal Year 2014-15; only includes data from subset of funded programs that collect
individual level participant data.

The figure above shows that the average benefit per participant varies by race/ethnicity. African
American participants received $1,930 in benefits on average, while White participants received $815 on
average. The per participant benefits to Pacific Islander youth were above average at $1,872 per ‘
participant, while the per participant benefits received by Hispanic/Latina youth were just about
average at $1,142.

That African American and Pacific Islander youth are above average in regards to the average benefit per
participant is not surprising given that participation data shows that these youth are also the most likely
to participate in more than one program. Hispanic/Latino youth are also more likely to participate in '
more.than one program compared to the average participant. However, the fact that they are about at
the average in regards to their per participant benefits suggests that Hispanic/Latino youth served by
DCYF-funded programs are younger in age.

This section provided initial baseline data on the distribution of DCYF services and resources across |
neighborhoods and communities in San Francisco, The results suggest that children and youth from low-
income neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities benefit from DCYF-funded services more than
the average DCYF participant. However, further analysis is needed to inform DCYF's equity work going
forward. For example, while this analysis focused on the benefits received by children and youth that
participated in DCYF-funded programs and services, there may be many youth with great needs that are
not accessing services. Additionally, while youth from low-income neighborhoods and communities
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appear to be benefiting more from DCYF-funded services, further research is needed to understand the
level of benefits necessary to yield more equitable outcomes.

We have not examined DCYF services and resources data for the TAY population due to data limitations
(especially the lack of consistent geographic data on disconnected TAY) and limited TAY funding in 2014-
2015. Programs serving disconnected TAY only recently became eligible for funding following the
reauthorization of the Children and Youth Fund in 2014. Additional TAY service data collected through

new contracts and citywide allocations for TAY will be available as we expand on the equity analysis in
the SAP.
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NEXT STEPS

The San Francisco City Charter mandates that DCYF develop an equity analysis of
services and resources for parents, children, and youth that includes a set of equity
metrics to be used to establish a baseline of existing services and resources in low-
income neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities, compared to services and
resources available in the city as a whole. The equity analysis within the CNA presents
the results of the first stages of this analysis by identifying San Francisco's disadvaniaged
communities.

The Service Allocation Plan will further the equity analysis by associating new funding
allocations with disadvantaged communities and neighborhoods. This analysis wifl draw
on DCYF service and participation data that is not yet available for the most recent
funding for fiscal year 2015-2016. In addition, DCYF will look to the OCOF Council to
release its analysis of citywide spending for children and youth services. Where the data
is available, DCYF will provide an analysis of spending for low-income neighborhoods
and disadvantaged communities as defined above, compared to the city as a whole. We
anticipate that the next phase of the equity analysis will be a challenging one, in that we
will attempt to identify an equitable distribution of funds in order to improve outcomes
for the communities and address the needs that we have identified through the CNA.

2016 DCYF COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT L 78

2193




APPENDIX A: COMMUNITY VOICES

APPENDIX A: COMMUNITY VOICES

ECONOMIC SECURITY & HOUSING STABILITY

Participants in the Chinese immigrant parent focus group indicated that eligibility requirements for
assistance should be relaxed to address the reality of San Francisco’s struggling residents. They shared
that many families are living below levels of self-sufficiency but above the poverty threshold, and they -
need the safety net expanded so that they may receive crucial assistance to meet their families’ basic
needs in a city whose growth is quickly leaving them behind. '

Many community members mentioned their need for support with basic needs. For instance, fathers on
probation discussed the need for things like diapers and formula for their children and professional
clothing for themselves; service providers also indicated the need for clothing, particularly for families
with children aged 0-5. Parents from the Parents Advisory Council highlighted the need for better access
to healthy food, a sentiment echoed by participants in the community input sessions, who emphasized
the need for access to affordable, healthier food options; particularly for families living in the Bayview
neighborhood.

This year we struggled to meet the financial needs of our families, many of thert in crisis. Our youth of color
struggled to feel heard and to feel like they have agency in schools that speak of equity but isolate their
communities. Our staff struggle to remain in a job that they love while making rent, and our agency struggles
to pay a rising, fair wage with stagnant grants. This struggle is not background noise. It is a constant nag in
the back of our minds. These struggles boil blood and embitter hearts. — Community mermber

In 10 out of 38 of the community breakout groups, participants prioritized the need for financial
security. Participants highlighted the need for access to jobs with a living wage and the importance of
removing barriers for undocumented youth. Further, Chinese immigrant parents discussed the high cost
of childcare and limited availability of subsidized care, which impacts their financial stability because the
lack of childcare prevents parents from working.

TAY expressed interest in pathways to upward mobility and mentorship with adults in their communities
who have successfully transitioned out of public housing, off public assistance, and into gainful
employment and independent living. ’

In the community input sessions, six groups discussed the needs of 14- to 24-year-olds and prioritized
the need for youth to develop life skills and independence, with a particular emphasis on financial
literacy (e.g., banking, building credit, taxes, and savings). Service providers at the all-grantee meeting
also emphasized the need for developing financial literacy, including debt and debt management,
information about student loans, credit building, access to banking, and avoiding check cashers and
predatory lenders.

Additionally, focus group participants highlighted the particular challenge immigrants in the city face in
obtaining employment because of the lack of language-appropriate, culturally-competent job training
programs. They mentioned that programs are held only during the workweek and are located in parts of
the city that are difficult for them to get to. )
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The community consistently identified affordable housing and housing support as one of the most
pressing needs for San Franciscans. Indeed, roughly half of all participants in the community input
sessions prioritized affordable housing, citing the need fo “relaxincome requirements for affordable

housing,” ”prowde support for navigating the housing system,” and “ensure culturally competent shelter
for disconnected LGBTQ TAY.”

Community input session participants acknowledged that while the City has increased efforts to address
housing needs, TAY and their families have particular needs for intentional services for the whole family.,
Further, a group of fathers on probation identified the need for TAY-specific housing for justice-involved
youth, indicating that housing with older individuals who may be involved in more serious crime than
youth may not provide the most supportive environment for this vulnerable population.

There needs to be more transitional housing for LGBTQ, Some exists but there needs to be more and it needs.
to he in safer neighborhoods, — G BTQyouLh

Community members also discussed the challenges they face in public housing, saying that there are not
enough housing projects and the units that are available are dilapidated. They expressed opinions that
conditions in public housing units should be more highly regulated to address deficiencies. Further, a
young Arab woman shared that Arab and Latino families tend to be large, and that new public housmg
developments should be built with their families’ needs in mind.

Another community member said they observed that housing units in some areas of the Sunset and
Richmond are also being “doubled and tripled up” in by multiple families. Moreover, due to the high
cost of living in the city, immigrants are at high risk for exploitation even within .immigrant communities,
as many are undocumented and therefore willing to work for low wages.

In nearly every focus group, participants commented on the increasing presence of individuals
experiencing homelessness. With the rapid climb in the cost of living, affordable housing is a challenge
that cuts across sectors, but is particularly challenging for the city’s most marginalized. Participants felt
that expanding housing subsidies and relaxing eligibility requirements would come as much-needed
relief to working families across the city, and would help to prevent more residents of the city from _
sliding into homelessness.

Young Arab middle and high school girls and Chinese immigrant parents who participated in focus
groups discussed the need for the City to provide social-emotional support for those who lack basic
housing and/or are facing homelessness. Parents from the Parent Advisory Council proposed options
such as more housing like Bayview Hills Garden, which provides onsite wraparound services and
programs for parents and youth who were formerly homeless.

LGBTQ youth who participated in focus groups suggested that transitional housing and drop-in centers
in safe neighborhoods that offer culturally competent and LGBTQ-sensitive services — particularly for
TAY —would help homeless youth get back on their feet. Participants in community input sessions also

highlighted a need for more safe spaces where individuals experiencing homelessness might find food,
employment services, and respite.
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SAFE & NURTURING ENVIRONMENTS

Samoan TAY and TAY fathers on probation suggested that law enforcement can make stronger -
connections to the communities they serve by having community members act as fiaisons to help build
bridges and make communities safer in a culturally competent way that speaks to that particular
community. :

Police need to have better access to translation services so they can communicate better wnfh non-Englishr-
speakmg communities. — TAY Advisory Committee member

Monolingual Chinese- and Spanish-speaking immigrant parents and LGBTQ youth all mentioned that
surveillance cameras would improve their sense of safety in their neighborhoods. Samoan TAY discussed
wanting to see greater police presence and quicker‘response times in their community. Additionally,
middle school girls expressed their concern for safety, citing instances of harassment at the bus stops in
their neighborhoods. -

San Francisco has this legacy of being accepting of disenfranchised groups but that is slipping away with
the influx of wealthy corporations and wealthy famifies moving into our city. You can féel a reaf sense of
judgment from them especially for gender nonconforming and transgender fofks. — TAY Advisory
Committee member

There is a continued demand for more safe spaces and culturally competent and culturally specific
community programs that youth and families can go to, where family-community connections can be
developed and strengthened. Focus group participants expressed that existing parks and recreation
centers need to be renovated and maintained, and that housing projects should have their own centers
for youth and separate spaces for teens to recreate in a healthy, safe environment.

System-involved TAY fathers expressed interest in recreation centers that are apen longer hours, in their
communtties (in Visitacion Valley, Bayview-Hunters Point, and Sunnydale), which are safe and open after
school as well as during the daytime hours for adults to access when children and youth are in school. .

TAY fathers on probation and Samoan youth expressed interest in greater exposure — possibly through
school field trips or other programs — to different communities to see what other areas are like and to
see how other people live in the Bay Area. An Adult Probation Department (APD) officer said that more
could be done to reach people, especially those who tend not to use email, internet, and/or
smartphones, and connect them to programs and opportunities in their community.

Middle school youth and TAY alike expressed concerns about crime and violence in their communities,
indicating a need for better security in their neighborhoods. Several middle school boys also shared that
they feel they live in “violent communities,” with one boy stating there are “people who stand on the
corner and push you to do things that you don’t want to.”

SFUSD needs some sensitivity training for teachers around how to identify students who are suffering from
sexual abuse to refer them to services. — TAY Advisory Committee member

TAY service providers and community members expressed the importance of more education for youth,
teachers, and service providers around the risks of sexual exploitation and the importance of trauma-
informed care for survivors of sex trafficking.
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Further, justice-involved TAY shared that they are seeing a methamphetamine epidemic in their
communities, and that “there is no street code — dealers are not afraid to sell to young people or
children anymore.”

TAY fathers on probation identified the need to provide services to youth to keep them from becoming
involved with illegal activity in the first place. Some of their suggestions include recreation centers that
are open longer hours and in their communities {Visitacion Valley, Bayview-Hunters Point, Sunnydale),
facilities that are safe and open both when kids are in and out of school, centers for youth in public
housing projects, renovations to existing recreational spaces, and guards in public spaces that reflect the
commuhity. Similarly, middle school boys in Portola and justice-involved TAY also discussed the need for
safe spaces for them to engage in healthy activities.

PHYSICAL, EMOTIONAL, & MENTAL HEALTH

In community input sessions, participants prior'itized expanded hours for drop-in clinics, targeted
services for LGBTQ TAY, and culturally competent, multilingual supports as needs to'support physical
health. DCYF-funded service providers also indicated that they are seeing a large number of overweight
youth developing health issues associated with poor nutrition in the communities they serve.

Immigrant families shared the particular need for additional support navigating and accessing health
care options available to them, stating that culturally competent assistance is critical to ensuring these
families receive the care they need.

Across all community input sessions, access to qual}ty mental health services was consistently prioritized
as a critical need in the city. Requests for support ranged from better social and emotional support in
the classroom, to increased availability of services for severe mental health conditions.

An employee of the San Francisco DPH expressed that filling the mental health service gap between
“mild” and “moderate need” is critical. This respondent also said that too many San Franciscans are not
receiving the support they need to treat early symptoms and to prevent a slide from “mild” mental
health needs to “moderate” needs. '

Several community members indicated that waiting lists for therapy are too long to be an effective
option for treatment, which results in prolonged suffering and increased potential for substance use.

Other community members spoke of feeling stigmatized for seeking mental health services, particularly
in the Chinese and Samoan communities. Services need to be more culturally responsive in order to
become more accessible.

Wellness centers and communtity clinics are overburdened, [we need to] build capacity that is realistic for
staff, ensure afl staff understand and are trauma-informed: [there needs ta be] more training for the
whole school ecosystem; capacity building around mental, physical, and emotional health. — DCYF-funded
service provider

In response to a survey about student needs, over half of school principals identified mental health
services as one of the top three areas of néed that come up most often for the children and families
they serve. An additional third of principals identified access to counseling for children as one of the top
three needs.
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A large number of providers surveyed indicated the need for gender-responsive programming and
positive role models/mentorship programs for both boys and girls. Indeed, middle school girls echoed
that sentiment by indicating the need for support in interacting and communicating with boys.

In commxjnity meetings, TAY talked about the need to build the capacity of service providers to relate to
and understand the needs of TAY who have experienced trauma.

Justice-involved TAY identified a need for gfeater support to transition out of the juvenile justice system.
DCYF grantees highlighted the need for more training to better understand the needs of incarcerated
girls. Additionally, they pointed out the need for new facilities for mental health, citing the overcrowding
in agencies and jails, and the need for more services addressing acute mental health issues for minors
and TAY.

[ was released from the [Juvenile] Hall in San Francisca on my 18% birthday at 5:06 p.m. My phone and
moeney had been confiscated, and | was left on my own to do everything. | did not feel that the transition
of leaving the Hall was supported ot afl. — Justice-involved young woman

Children of incarcerated parents have unmet emotional needs and are often socially stigmatized.
Current service providers said they did not feel adequately trained on the unique set of issues children
of incarcerated parents are dealing with.

We could alf use some education on what's involved with the fives of children of incarcerated parents,
Most of us don’t know. — Focus group participant (a therapist) from Project WHAT!**®

A justice-involved TAY parent focus grohp emphasized the need for more family-oriented programs to
help keep families together, noting that problems start in the home and that building support systems
can strengthen individuals and their families. A probation officer interviewed expressed that culturally
~ responsive family education programs to support reunification efforts for justice-involved youth could
help break cycles of both family and community violence.

We need a hetter plan for how to systematically assist foster youth when they age cut of the system.
— OCOF TAY focus group participant

A young father on probation discussed the need to have targeted outreach to youth in foster careto
inform them of the services and programming available to them.

Parents who participated in the Parent Advisory Council focus groups expressed a need for stable school
and home placements for children and youth, especially for youth in foster care and in transition, to feel
connected and supported by someone who believes in them and to experience the support ofa
community to help guide, motivate, and encourage them.

21°T-CENTURY LEARNING & EDUCATION

Across the city, community members highlighted the need for assistance in accessing high-quality ECE
programs, not only so that children can be better prepared to enter kindergarten, but also so that their
parents can pursue opportunities for economic advancement. Indeed, Chinese immigrant parents
discussed the critical need for subsidized childcare so that they might seek employment and pursue
upward mobility for their families.
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In a survey about the needs of the families they serve, 56% of service providers of children aged 0-5
ranked affordable childcare in the top three areas of need that come up most often for the clients they
_serve. When asked about challenges to accessing childcare, 50% of praviders serving children aged 0-2
ranked finding available infant care as one of the top two challenges. For the 3-5 age group, 61% of
providers surveyed ranked finding care that accommodates parent/careglver schedu!es as one of the
top two challenges.

Fathers in the justice system also highlighted the need for easier access to childcare, particularly for
probationers who are actively participating in programs.

In all eight community breakout groups discussing children aged 0-5, participants prioritized the need

for access to high-quality ECE programs. Specrﬁc recommendations included “more transitional

kindergarten with teachers with ECE backgrounds, also in community settings,” “more affordable high-
.quality childcare arrangements,” “drop-in community centers,” and “more childcare subsidies.”

In the sur\/ey of providers, 44% reported that parents/caregivers not having access to parent classés or
other supports to help children reach developmental milestones is one of the top obstacles to
preventing children in the broader community from entering school happy, healthy, and ready to learn.

More professional development for teachers was identified in community input sessions as a priority
~ need, and middle and high school youth also said they would like to see more high-quality, culturally
sensitive and competent teaching profess;onals in their classrooms. The community also repeatedly
mentioned the need for better compensation for teachers and staff, as well as better relationships
between SFUSD and CBOs.

Children need to see themselves reflected in their school curriculum fovorahly ond authenticafly. — Parent
Advisory Council participant

At community input sessions, participants frequently expressed the need to have more opportunities for
leadership development. Parﬁcipants indicated that youth leadership development is a way to help
‘youth gain confidence in their ability to make a difference and develop skills to tackle issues in a healthy
and positive manner. '

Middle and high school girls emphasized the need for girl>specific spaces in and out of school to engage
in sports, art, and other extracurricular activities. Indeed, one young womah at a community input
session shared that the girls in her high school recognize that girls’ sports teams are less valued than -
boys’ are, and that girls therefore feel less engaged in those activities.

Our youth need an educational environment free from gender harassment. — Community Input Session
participant

LGBTQ youth participants in focus groups expressed that a safe'learning environment free from
harassment is something all young people should be able to rely on at school. LGBTQ youth are
particularly vulnerable to bullying and harassment and need safe spaces to learn.

Parents also indicated a desire to have greater involvement with the schools, but felt they needed
avenues for engagement and advocacy. Indeed, residents at six of the community input sessions
prioritized the need for services to support families in navigating the education system.
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Chinese immigrant parents discussed the challenges students and their families had transitioning into
kindergarten, middle school, and high school. They expressed that additional supports, such as
streamlining the enrollment process, would help reduce anxiety around these critical transitions.

Samoan TAY indicated the need to ensure that students understand what the A-G requirements are,
how the requirements are relevant to college and beyond, and how foundational skills learned in middle
and-high school will be critical to them over their lifetime, especially for vulnerable youth who are at risk
of dropping out. They reported-a need to support youth with affordable, high-quality, after-school
program options that provide academic support, wellness centers, and ancillary support staff (e.g.,
school counselors and career counselors). They indicated that in order to pvrevent' vulnerable youth from
falling through the cracks, the City needs to provide extracurricular activities that also build skills such as
cooking, art, and sports, and otherwise ensure students have a way to connect and “buy in” to their own
learning and education.

Monolingual Spanish-speaking immigrant parents expressed the need for tutoring and other after-
school programs and services specifically for immigrant children and youth; and greater outreach to
increase access to existing programs. In addition to language barriers, many immigrant families do not
have smartphones or internet access and consequently often miss opportunities for their children.

Parents from the Parent Advisory Council focus groups expressed a need to “Jift students’ morale,
motivation, and encouragement — especially among youth who are African American, Latino, Pacific
Istander, in foster care, and newcomer students” and cited the need for district staff to be aware of
children’s cultural and community backgrounds and needs.

Across input sessions, parents, grantees, and community members prioritized the need for access to
high quality in- and out-of-school programs. In surveys of both principals and K-8 after-school and
‘summer program providers, almost half of providers ranked affordable after-school activities in the top
three areas of néed that come up most often for the families they serve. Both principals and providers
indicated that homework help and tutoring were the after-school activities most requested by families
that they serve.

Ser\nce providers and community members alike prioritized the need for access to high- quahty summer
programs, especially during transitions from middle to high school. Of surveyed K-8 providers, 38%
“ranked affordable summer programs in the top three areas of need that come up most often for the -
" families they serve. Providers indicated that sports and fitness (38%), envirohmental/outdoor activities
(35%), and extended programming (31%) were the summer program elements most requested by the
families they serve. '

Further, DCYF-funded service providers reported that lack of safe transportation to and from programs
serves as a significant barrier for youth from high crime neighborhoods to engage in after-school
enrichment activities, stating that “transportation (safe, reliable, consistent) is a barrier to access for
communities of color, low-income communities.” Several service providers also indicated that low
access to technology, especially for youth living in SROs, affects academic outcomes.

Youth expressed the need for greater supports early in high school to help them address challengesin .
their lives and stay on track to graduate. TAY want public schools to do a better job supporting them in -
traditional schools rather than “pushing them out into continuation high schools.” They indicated that
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teachers need more training to identify issues and intervene early to help keep TAY on track for
completing high school.

Youth also talked about a greater need for services in school and the broader community to help them
cope with and manage the stress they often feel. While youth identified school-based wellness centers
as a place they can seek help, they said that the current centers cannot meet the needs of all students

who want their services.

Schools in low-income neighborhoods do nat have equitable support. [They have] low parent involvement,
low funding to support extracurriculor activities. | have two high school children who attend fon SFUSD
high school] and the teachers/administrotor do not have adeguate funding to support alf of their students.
They rely too heavily on non-grofits, and SFUSD needs to step up to provide more education funding for
schaols with economicaliy disadvantaged pogulations. — Community memibzar

POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION & CAREER PATHS

- Youth and TAY express that they are in need of greater guidance and direction when it comes to
applying for college, seeking scholarships, and planning for their life paths beyond schaol. Youth,
parents, community service providers, and school principals all identified greater support in schools for
college and career counseling as a top priority need in the city. Developing life skills and independence
during this transitional age is also an area that many of the city’s youth struggle with.

Every child should be able to graduate fror high school and be prepared to advance to college.
" — Parent Advisory Council member

Both system-involved and non-system-involved TAY indicated the need for more access to programs
that not only support college prep, but also connect youth to financial support for college and provide
support while they are enrolled.

Further, TAY in leadership positions highlighted the need to see themselves reflected in higher-
education curriculum, particularly through more diverse ethnic studies. Additionally, second-generation
immigrant youth in a community input session asked for services to help their families understand
pathways to higher education and aveid predatory college prep programs that often have a hlgh cost for
little return.

In community input sessions, 12 out of 13 groups prioritized the need for job skills and training. Service
providers responding to a survey about the needs of the youth they served echoed the need for access
to training. Almost all of the providers serving youth aged 18-24 ranked access to jobs/job
training/internships as one of the top three desires of youth they serve, and 54% ranked access to
vocational/certificate programs as one of the top three desires.

More specifically, respondents identified the need for culturally competent, parent-inclusive, supportive
employment services for disconnected LGBTQ TAY, as well as services that provide realistic career
exploration and expose youth to a variety of possibilities} including careers that do not require a college
degree, and that help youth find or create pathways to long-term employment.

Similarly, Samoan TAY indicated that young adults are looking for clear career paths and need practical
job skills, as well as training and exploration of careers that are realistic and do not necessarily require
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college. A more direct pipeline could be developed such that job-training opportunities align with local
business and CBO needs that would also pay a living wage.

TAY also expressed interest in job-training programs that are combined with completing a college
degree, or college degree programs that are coupled with clear, direct career paths, so that they would
be set up for a successful launch into adulthood immediately upon completion. They also félt that
leadership opportunities that empower youth and build practical skills would help set them on a
successful path towards career development.

Youth also identified a need for better outreach to improve awareness about available programs for
career development and job-training opportunities, especially those who are not in school and/or are
system-involved, as they are unsure where to turn for such guidance.

Additionally, LBGTQ youth feel stigmatized at school and said they face it all again when they enter the
workforce. These youth indicated that more outreach from LGBTQ-run businesses to the LGBTQ job-
seeking community would ease their entry into the working world and could set them on a more
successful career path.

We need services that help you describe who you are and what you like to do. We need mock interviews,
resume and cover letter help. Help defining a career focus. A test to figure out: what am | passionate
agbout? — LGBTQ youth
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APPENDIX B: SELF-SUFFICIENCY STANDARD

Many policymakers, advocates, services providers, foundations, and families use the SSS to make
informed decisions on working family issues. It measures the minimum income necessary to cover all of
a non-elderly (under 65 years old) and non-disabled individual or family’s basic eXpenses — housing,
food, childcare, health care, transportation, and taxes — without public or private assistance. The
California SSS is available for all 58 counties across the state. This tool allows you to look up the SSS for a
specific county and household type in California. Please see additional information at
www.insightcced,org/tools-metrics/self-sufficiency-standard-tool-for-california.

SSS in San Francisco, 2014

Childcare $2,466

Transportation $152

Miscellaneous ' $58é

Earned income tax credit S0

Child tax credit (§167)

Hour y per>a>u'
Monthly
Annually

Monthly contribution $98

Households ’ Percentages

Al 23,187 67,934 44,747 9.10% 26.80%  17.70%
With children 6,091 21,160 15,069 10.90% 38% 27.10%
Without 17,096 46,774 29 678 8.60% 23.60% 15.00%
children
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San Francisco Self-Sufficiency Standards for Different Types of Households, 2014

1 Adult + 1 preschool aged chiid
LT

1 Adult + 2 preschool aged children + 1 school
aged child

' $10 03 e_rvadult

-2 Adults + 2 preschool aged children $20.92 per adult

2 Adults + 2 preschool aged children + 1school ~ $34.45 peradult ~ $12,126  $145,509
aged child + 1 infant ]
A table that provides additional SSS estimates for additional types of household compositions may be downloaded from the

Insight Center for Community Economic Development website at www.insightcced.org/tools-metrics/self-sufficiency-standard-
tool-for-california.
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APPENDIX C:'CATEGORIES‘ OF SPECIAL NEED

Emotional Disturbance: Emotional Disturbance means a condition exhibiting one or more of the

following characteristics over a long period of time and to a marked degree, which adversely affects
educational performance:

e Aninability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensary, or health factors;

e Aninability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers and teachers;
e Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circumstances;

e Ageneral pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; or

e A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or schoo! problems.

The term Emotional Disturbance includes children who are schizophrenic. The term does not include
children who are socially maladjusted, unless it is determined that they exhibit one or more of the
" characteristics listed above (34 CFR Part 300.5).

Speech or Language Impairment: Speech and Language Impairment means a communication disorder
such as stuttering, impaired articulation, language impairment, or a voice impairment, which adversely
affects a child's educational performance (34 CFR Part 300.5).

intellectual Disability: Intellectual Disability means significantly sub-average general intellectual
functioning existing concurrently with deficits in adaptive behavior, and manifested during the
developmental period, which adversely affects a child's educational performance (34 CFR Part 300.5).

Miuitiple Disabitities: Multiple Disabilities means concomitant impairments (such as intellectual
disabhility, blindness, or orthopedic impairment), the combination of which causes such severe
educational problems that the student cannot be accommodated in Special Education programs solely
for one of the impairments. The term does not include deaf-blind children (34 CFR Part 300.5).

Specific Learning Disability: Specific Learning Disability means a disorder in one or more of the basic
psychological processes involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which may
manifest in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical
calculations. The term includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain
dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmentél aphasia. The term does not include children who have
learning problems that are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental

refardation of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage (34 CFR
Part 300.5).

Source: California Department of Education DataQuest.
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‘:Maria Su, Psy . C ‘ EdvnnMFkLee
Bxecutive Dit‘eq‘:or ‘ yor

A Letter from the Executive Director:

As we look to the next five years, we envision a San Francisco in which all of our children, young adults and
families are leading lives full of opportunity and happiness. They will have access to high-quality care and
services, build meaningful relationships with others and achieve their goals and dreams.

| am pleased to present the 2017 Services Allocation Plan (SAP) for the Department of Children, Youth and

Their Families (DCYF). The SAP calls out four bold Citywide Results that we want to work to achieve over

the next five years and the services and investment priorities that will help us reach them. It is the first
. Services Allocation Plan prepared by DCYF following the reauthorization. of the Children and Youth Fund in

2014 and is adocument we will rely on as we move into the final phase of our planning process. The Request

for Proposals (RFP), based on this SAP, will be released in late July. Grants awardéd via the RFP will start in
. July 2018.

Under this new SAP, DCYF will be even more strategic and focused in our efforts to support our children,
youth, and transitional age youth, empower our families and strengthen our communities. This SAP
encompasses many of our existing service areas, introduces a few new funding areas and refines old ones.

DCYF, with the support of our partners, strives to make San Francisco a great place to grow up. A place
where everyone can benefit from the successes of their hard work and reach their fullest potential,
regardless of the social inequities they may have experienced. | look forward to working with you on this
mission. '

Sincerely,
Maria Su, Psy.D.

Executive Director
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INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

The Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF) and its partners have a proud
and important history of funding high quality, culturally relevant and empowering services
for San Francisco’s children, youth and their families: DCYF brings together City
government, schools, and community-based crganizations {CBOs) to help our city’s youth,
birth to age 24, and their families lead lives full of opportunity and happiness.

Over the past 25 years, San Francisco has become home to some of the best practices and
programs in the nation. With this Services Allocation Plan {SAP), DCYF aims to sharpen its
focus on funding the services that are most likely to improve the lives of children, youth
and families and on measuring key outcomes in our community.

BACKGROUND: THE CHILDREN AND FAMILIES FIRST INITIATIVE AND
DCYF : ’

In 1991 the Children’s Amendment to the City Charter was passed by voters, making San
Francisco the first city in the country to guarantee a dedicated funding stream to children
each year in the city budget. The legislation set aside a portion of annual property taxes for
the exclusive funding of services that benefit children. The Children’s Fund was
overwhelmingly renewed by voters in 2000, then renewed again in 2014 with broad voter
support for an extended 25-year tenure through Proposition C. Propositién C, also known
“as the Children and Families First Initiative, increased the property tax earmark for children
and youth to four cents of every $100 of assessed property value (to be fully phased in by
fiscal year 2018-19), renamed the Children’s Fund to the Children and Youth Fund and
expanded use of the Fund to the provision of services to transitional age youth.(TAY) ages
18 to 24 {see Appendix A: City Charter Amendment for a detailed definition of TAY). .

DCYF administers these funds to community-based organizations and public agencies to
provide services to children, youth and families. DCYF's Oversight and Advisory Committee
{OAC), which was established under the 2014 legislation, helps to guide strategic planning,
funding recommendations and evaluation of funded programs. in fiscal year 2015-16 DCYF
provided approximately $60 million in direct service grants to over 450 programs located
across all of San Francisco’s neighborhoods, helping to support over 50,000 children and
youth, birth to age 24, and their families.

THE PLANNING CYCLE

The Children and Families First Initiative established a five-year planning cycle for spending -
from the Children and Youth Fund. The cycle begins with a Community Needs Assessment
{CNA) (available at www.dcyf.org). The Services Allocation Plan (SAP) builds DCYF's strategic
funding priorities and allocation amounts based on the needs surfaced by the CNA., Then a
Request for Proposals (RFP) takes the SAP a step further, presenting more detailed
descriptions of the services that will be funded for the next five years.

2017 DCYF SERVICES ALLOCATION PLAN
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March 2017 CJuly2017 %
Services Requestfor
" Allocation Plan Proposals
(SAP): -

(RFP) -

Areport on the needs of Allocation of Children & Solicitation for services
children, youth & their - Youth Fund to address prioritized in the SAP
families ‘ service needs

THE SERVICES ALLOCATION PLAN: HOW DCYF INVESTS IN CHILDREN, YOUTH AND
FAMILIES

This document, the Services Allocation Plan, establishes funding priorities and desired outcomes for
services based on needs identified in the CNA. We engaged in an intensive planning process to determine
the key results for San Francisco’s children, youth and families. During this process, we gathered feedback
from key stakeholders, such as community-based organizations and other city departments, to build
support for our proposed plan. We also gathered and analyzed additional data to supplement information
from the CNA that will be used in the Department’s ongoing planning efforts. This informétiqn includes key
indicators (see Measuring Our Progress section) to identify populations of need (see Priority Populations
section) and information on overall City spending on children and youth (see Appendix B).

This Plan provides details on our results-based planning process and our four key Results, followed by an
overview of the services that DCYF believes will improve the lives of children, youth and families in San
Francisco. The Plan ends with a presentation of the population-level indicators that will meastre San
Francisco’s progress toward reaching our four key Results aver time. Y

2017 DCYF SERVICES ALLOCATION PLAN ' ' (/—2\
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BUILDING A PLAN FOR SUCCESS

STRATEGIC PILLARS AND COMMITMENT TO EQUITY

Four Strategic Pillars serve as the foundation of DYCF's work. These Pillars reflect our core
beliefs about how to build the strongest five-year plan that will enable us to work effectively.
with our many City and community-based partners to deliver the best results for San
Francisco’s children, youth and families.

Figure 1. DCYF STRATEGIC PILLARS FOR ACHIEVING POSITIVE RESULTS FOR SAN FRANCISCO

DCYF's commitment to equity is both fundamental to our Strategic Pillars and highlighted
in the City Charter. The City Charter states that DCYF is responsible for “ensuring the
children and youth'with the highest needs receive maximum benefit from the Fund and
that equity is a guiding principle of the funding process; and to the maximum extent
feasible, distribute funds equitably among services for all age groups — from infancy to
transitional age youth.” This equitable distribution will be a factor in funding decisions in
the next RFP.

The CNA included an Equity Analysis that defined equity as all groups having access to the
resources and opportunities needed to reach their full potential. The Equity Analysis in the
CNA identified low-income neighborhoods and disadvantaged populations that were faring
worse on measures of well-being compared to other neighborhoods and groups. In
addition to the Equity Analysis, DCYF engaged with historically underrepresented
community members through input sessions, focus groups and interviews to better
understand the inequities they face. '

As the Department moves through the SAP and RFP processes, equity and the Equity
Analysis remain key considerations in establishing Service Areas and in developing RFP
content and selection criteria.

2017 DCYF SERVICES ALLOCATION PLAN ‘ ( 3
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PRIORITY POPULATIONS

As discussed above, DCYF is committed to ensuring equitable access to the services and opportunities that
all children, youth and families need to lead lives full of opportunity and happiness. Whilé a range ofservices.
are available to many children and youth in our community, one of our guiding principles specifies that we
focus on ensuring access to those services for San Francisco’s most vulnerable children, youth, transitional
age youth and families. ‘

In the Equity Analysis, DCYF identified low-income neighborhoods where children and youth are likely to
have the greatest level of need for services, as well as specific populations that benefit from targeted
programming. The table below highlights .the populations identified through the CNA as having
concentrated need, as well as characteristics associated with increased neéd.

Given the high cost of living in San Francisco, DCYF determined that 300% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL)
is-approximately the San Francisco living wage for most family types. For a family of four, 300% of FPL is
about $71,550. Nearly 40,000—or 35%— of San Francisco youth ages 0-17 are living below 300% of FPL.
Figure 2 shows the proportion of youth fiving below 300% of the FPL by neighborhood. The neighborhoods
are shaded into five equal-sized groups based on the percent of youth in each that are below 300% of FPL.
The lightest shaded group represents the neighborhoads with the lowest rates of poverty, while the darkest
shaded group represents the neighborhoods with the highest rates of poverty.

The 40,000 youth in poverty live all over the city, though youth in certain neighborhoods face greater odds
of growing up in poverty than others. For example, 6.3% of youth in the Presidio live below 300% of the
FPL compared to 77.6% of youth in Bayview Hunters Point. The neighborhoods with the highest percentage
of youth below 300% of the poverty level are Treasure Island (89.2%), Chinatown (83.3%), Tenderloin
(80.6%),  Bayview Hunters Point (77.6%), Visitacion Valley (72.9%) and Western Addition (71.5%).
Neighborhoods with more than 2,000 youth below 300% of the FPL include Bayview Hunters Point (7,330
youth in poverty), Excelsior {4,280 youth), Mission (4,050 youth), Sunset/Parkside (3,740 youth), Visitacion
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Valley (2,580 youth), Oceanvi‘ew/Merced/lngleside (2,160 youth), Outer Richmond (2,060 youth) and
Portola {2,040 youth). 4 C ’

«

Figure 2. PERCENT OF YOUTH AGES 0-17 BELOW 300% OF THE FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL, BY NEIGHBORHOOD

[ lok-1ao%

E3, 1% -24.7%.

£ T o48% - 534%
53.9% . B8.7%

FrREE 682% - 892%

Source; U.5. Census Bureau. (2016). American Community Survey, 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates

In addition to low-income neighborhoods, the City Charter calls on DCYF to identify disadvantaged
communities. Within San Francisco, African American, Hispanic/Latino, and Pacific Islander youth are
disadvantaged on a broad range of measures. These youth experience higher rates of poverty, lower rates
of academic achievement and higher rates of involvement with the juvenile justice system compared to
other racial/ethnic groups in San Francisco. Beyond these factors of concentrated need identified through
the Equity Analysis, we know that children, youth and families identifying with any of the characteristics of
increased need outlined in the figure above (under-housed, English Learners, etc.) benefit from additional
supports. The CNA provitles statistics’ and graphical representations of rates of poverty, academic
achievement and juvenile justice involvement by race/ethnicity.

DCYF is also dedicated to addréssing needs of the most disconnected transitional age youth in the cohfext
-of equity. “Disconnected TAY” are individuals who struggle with entering the workforce, creating strong
support networks, and succeeding in education. Population-level data on transitional age you'ih are limited,
and disconnected TAY individuals may be homeless, have criminal justice involvement, mental iliness, lack
a high school diploma, or some combination of all these challenges, rendering them a difficult-to-reach
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population. The TAY population is compdsed of 18-24 year-olds. who need additional supports and
opportunities to make a successful transition to adulthood. According to Section 16.108 of the San
Francisco Charter, TAY includes 18-24 year-olds who:

4+ Are homeless or in danger of homelessness;

% Have dropped out of high school;

% Have a disability or other special needs, including substance abuse;
< Are low-income parents;

% Are undocumented;

4 Are new immigrants and/or English learners;
% Are leshian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and questioning; and/or-
4 Aretransitioning from the foster care, juvenile justice, criminal justice or special education system.

ACHIEVING SUCCESS THROUGH RESULTS-BASED ACCOUNTABILITY

As stewards of the Children and Youth Fund, DCYF seeks the most effective and equitable methods of
determining the services that will best improve outcomes for children, youth and families, as well as how
to best measure the impact of our investments. In the fall of 2016, DCYF began using the Results-Based
Accountability (RBA) framework with the goal of implementing a clear and measurable tool to help ensure
that the Children and Youth Fund investments will support positive results.

The implementation of the RBA framework followed the completion of our Community Needs Assessment.
Based on the wealth of data and community input gathered through the CNA, DCYF developed the SAP
through an iterative process whereby DCYF staff (a) identified Results that reflected the aspirations shared
by children, youth and famiies in the CNA, (b) examined existing data to understand how San Francisco is
doing in regards to each of these Results, (c) researched the factors that most strongly influence the Results,
(d) identified the partners with substantial roles to play in affecting Result outcomes, and {e) explored
services that would positively impact the Results. This process will help DCYF better measure the impact of
the services we will fund to make a positive impact in the lives of San Francisco’s most vulnerable children,
youth and families. The last step of the RBA process is fo develop Performance Measures associated with
the services that we will fund. These Performance Measures will be detailed in the RFP, and will be used to
. assess grantees’ performance in the next Funding Cycle. '

RESULTS FOR SUCCESS

'DCYF began the SAP process by highlighting results that we believe reflect fundamental conditions that
should be present for.children, youth and families in San Francisco. DCYF's four Results were based on the
research and community input presented in our CNA and align with the major goals in the Our Children,
QOur Families (OCCOF) Outcomes Framework.? It is the Department’s goal over the next five-year funding

1 For more details on the RBA framework, see the Clear Impact website: https://clearimpact.com/results-based-
accountability/. ' )

2 |n addition to reauthorizing the Children and Youth Fund, Proposition C charged the Our Children, Our Families
Council with creating an outcomes framework to outline the milestones the City, the San Francisco Unified School
District, and community wantall children, youth, and families in San Francisco to reach.
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cycle to remain focused on funding the services most likely to positively influence these Results and to
continuously measure progress toward meeting them.

Figure 3. - DCYF RESULTS

In developing this SAP we made every effort to select Results that build on each other so that together they
will help target inequities and improve outcomes for the city’s most vulnerable children, youth and families.
DCYF recognizes that there is interconnectedness across all of our Results. Meeting the complex and varied-
needs of children, youth and families in San Francisco requires a continuum of services and approaches.

Itis important to note that through our CNA process, DCYF heard from many families about their struggles
to maintain housing and make ends meet despite San Francisco’s overall economic prosperity. DCYF did
not create a unique result for economic security and housing stability due to limitations placed on tHe
Children and Youth Fund by the City Charter that prevents spending on property and land (see Appendix A
for the text of the City Charter amendment). Because economic security and housing instability have such
a large impact in San Francisco and because DCYF specifically cannot use the Children and Youth Fund to
address these issues, we did our best to recognize and consider these circumstances in our planning
process when determining the supportive services, programs and initiatives that will help children, youth
and families achieve the four Results listed above.

TR R BB ey Rl e R S R B GRS D A R D R ST R
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

This section outlines priorities and funding ranges to guide the expenditures of DCYF's
budget, which includes a combination of the Children and Youth Fund, the General Fund,
and state and federal dollars. The city, state and federal governments all face fiscal
uncertainty, and this funding allocation plan is based on the best projection of available
revenue. Today we estimate that DCYF will have roughly $117 million available annually
between Fiscal Years 2018-19 and 2022-23 to allocate toward the Service Areas described
in this plan. Actual funding levels, however, may vary. For an overview. of how DCYF's
current funding strategies relate to the Service Areas, see Appendix C.

In the 2018-2023 Funding Cycle, Service Areas will build on the strong foundation of work
already accomplished by the Department and our partners. These Service Areas together
aim to achieve a continuum of developmentally meaningful outcomes, from birth to
adulthood. They are the result of careful review of the factors and evidence-based practices
that most strongly influence our Results. They also incorporate the many voices of children,
youth and families who engaged in our planning processes (see Appendix E and F for input
sources). :

Through this Plan DCYF seeks to create a rich network of prevention services that are
universal and promote protective factors to support the well-being of all children, youth
and families. At the same time, DCYF recognizes that many children, youth and families
have concentrated and increased needs as outlined on page 4 of this Plan. DCYF is
committed to resourcing and supporting the continuous development of high quality
programs to ensure those with the greatest needs can access intensive, high quality
services. Ultimately we want all San Francisco children, youth and families to achieve'the
Results that frame this Plan regardless of the place from which they are starting.

While we used the RBA and CNA process to determine the Service Areas, the funding
amounts by service area were established using the following criteria:

+

% Ensure continuity of services in areas that are making a positive difference in the
lives of children, youth and families; '

+ Continue to close the service gap in areas that youth and their families have
identified as a priority, such as quality child care and early'education, after school
care and enrichment, youth employment, and mental health services;

% Factor in other City, State and Federal funding to ensure an equitable distribution
of funds across all ages O to 24, and to ensure we are not duplicating services;

+ Improve coordination with other City departments and the San Francisco Unified

School District (SFUSD) to increase supports to children, youth and families with

the greatest needs and leverage existing efforts; and

Pilot new services that research has shown to be effective in reaching the Results

we have prioritized.

.

%
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

DCYF is committed to establishing an equitable allocation of funds across all age groups and ensuring that
children and youth with the greatest needs receive maximum benefit from the Fund. To this end, DCYF
will continue to work with the OCOF Council to conduct a more detailed analysis of citywide spending on
suppoerts and services for children and youth ages 0 to 24. Should shifts in the funding landscape or
results from evaluation indicate that adjustments to this allocation are needed, DCYF will seek approval
from its Oversight and Advisory Committee and the Board of Supervisors to amend the Plan.

Figure 4 on the following page summarizes the 2018-23 Service Areas, ages to be served, and range of
funding allocations: The pages that follow offer summaries of each Service Area, including an explanation
of the services, additional details on the allocation range, and the roles each Service Area plays in
supporting positive results. For each Service Area, we divide the funding into (1) the amount available for
Direct Grants, which will be made competitively available through DCYF's RFP process, and (2) the amiount
available for Interdepartmental Partnerships. The Interdepartmental Partnerships funds. will be allocated |
to ather City departments, and the majority of these funds will be contracted by other Cityl departments to
community-based organizations to provide direct services that will help us achieve our Results (see
Appendix D for a list of these partnership investments). Of the $117 million projected to be available
annually, we anticipate aliocating approximately $73 million toward Direct Grants and $44 million toward
Interdepartmental Partrierships. ’

As discussed earlier in this Plan, DCYF's RFP will present more detailed descriptions of the services to be
funded over the next five years. We will discuss priority populations in the RFP and include questions that
will allow applicants to explain how they intend to reach and serve San Francisco’s most vulnerable and
high-need children, youth and families. ' ‘

2017 DCYF SERVICES ALLOCATION PLAN 9
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Figure 4.  SERVICE AREAS AND ALLOCATION RANGES
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

EARLY CARE & EDUCATION SERVICE AREA

Programs providing early care and education are a primary driver for school readiness. From birth, Early
Care & Education (ECE) settings begin to prepare children for success in school by supporting physical well-
being and motor development, social and emotional development, communication and language usage.
Access to affordable, high quality ECE programs

also provides low-income parents the opportunity Ages Served

to develop greater financial stability. :

DCYF will continue to support ECE through an
increased investment focused on expanding
access to high quality ECE programs. Notably, we
will work in partnership with the Office of Early
Care and Education and First 5 San Francisco to
ensure that the highest need families are
prioritized for Early Learning:Scholarships in an.
effort to reduce the waiting list for ECE programs.

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

% In a survey.about the needs of the families they serve, 56% of service providers of children aged 0-
" 5 ranked affordable childcare in the top three areas of need. Providers highlighted the challenge
for families of finding available infant care and care that accommodates their schedules.
< In community input sessions discussing children
aged 0-5, participants prioritized the need for access
to high-quality ECE programs, recommending “more
transitional kindergarten with teachers with ECE
backgrounds,” “more affordable high-quality
childcare arrangements,” and “drop-in community
centers with childcare.”
Chinese immigrant parents identified a high cost of
childcare and limited availability of subsidized care,
which impacts financial stability because the lack of
childcare prevents parents from working.
Fathers in the justice system also highlighted the
need for easier access to childcare, particularly for
probationers who are actively participating in
programs to better their lives for their children.

\7
o

*,
"
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

OUT OF SCHOOL TIME SERVICE AREA

DCYF has been a primary funder of Out of School Time {OST) programs for over two decades. Since 2005,
.we have worked with system partners to expand the availability of affordable, quality programs. Although
" much progress has been achieved, many families still identify access to quality OST programs as a priority.
DCYF will increase its investment in OST to continue to close this service gap and deepen supports for
children struggling to succeed in school, OST programs provide meaningful and relevant learning
opportunities that foster curiosity, build social skills, and creatively reinforce and expand on what children
" and youth learn during the school day. OST programs have been shown to increase school connectedness
and are uniquely positioned to engage families in their child's academic success and to provide positive
connections to school and community.

In the OST Service Area DCYF seeks to support . ~ Ages Served
comprehensive programming that occurs both on
school campuses and at community sites, These
programs will provide comprehensive afterschool
and summer programming that operates during
" business hours so that parents can rely on these
" programs to provide quality care for their children
while they are at work. These programs will be
rooted in youth development, provide culturally
competent services.and include a focus on
competencies like literacy and social emotional
skill building. DCYF will continue to work dosely in partnership with SFUSD.

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

< Youth development research shows that having one or more caring adults in a child’s life increases
the likelihood that they will flourish and become productive adults. Surveys of youth in DCYF
afterschool programs show that more than 90% believe that there is an adult at their program who
really cares about them. '

% In sur\}eys of school principals and afterschool and summer program providers, almost half of the
respondents ranked affordable afterschool and high-quality summer activities as a top area of need
for the families they serve. Providers indicated that sports and fitness, outdoor activities and -
extended programming were the summer program elements most requested by the families thay
serve, . o

% Low-income parents of children in private schools reiterated this need, and were concerned about

" access for families earning above “low-income thresholds.”

% Hispanic/Latino and Pacific Islander students in particular talked about the need for culturally
specific supports and services, including groups, clubs and classes at school and afterschool
settings, and at cultural centers in the community.

% Families of children with special needs discussed the barriers families face accessing after-school
and summer programming, as many current programs provided on school sites and at community
organizations do not have capacity to accept children with special needs. '

2017 DCYF SERVICES ALLOCATION PLAN , @
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

EDUCATIONAL SUPPORTS SERVICE AREA

Through the Educational Supports Service Area, DCYF is making a targeted investment to address the needs
of academically at-risk children as well as youth who did not complete high school. For context, African
American and Hispanic/Latino youth have lower levels of kindergarteri readiness, as well as lower rates of
high school graduation. Additionally, recent estimates from the 2014 American Community Survey show
there are over 4,200 18- to 24-year-olds in San Francisco who have not yet attained a high school diploma
or GED. Given the success of current investments in Educational Supports, input from families about the
_ need for more academic support for struggling students and the expansion of services to TAY, DCYF is
increasing its investment and focus in Educational Supports to address the educational disparities identified
in the CNA. '

Programs  providing Educational  Supports " AgesServed
encourage achievement by supporting the NG e
academic. progress of participants. These
prégrams provide a range of services designed to
help support academic achievement, reengage
young people in their education, introduce youth
to future educational possibilities and assist in
mitigating barriers.

Allocation Range

In the Educational Supports Service Area DCYF
seeks to support a range of programming that
helps youth and young adults remain on track with their education while also working towards future
educational goals. These services will include programs that support academic achievement; assistance
navigating key educational transition points including elementary to middle, middle to high and high school
to post-secondary; and programs that support post-secondary enrollment and success. These programs
will be age appropriate,lculturally competent and rooted in youth development.

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

% Surveyed principals indicated that
academic support and tutoring are top
progré'mmiﬂng needs outside of the
instructionalday for elementary, middle
and high school students, and are often
requested by parents.

Students shared a desire to be seen as
more than a racial/ethnic stereotype and
to be truly understood within their school
community. TAY, students, parents, and
service providers alike highlighted the
need for culturally responsive
programming. ’

.
. 4,
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

ENRICHMENT, LEADERSHIP & SKILL BUILDING SERVICE AREA

Through the Enrichment, Leadership and Skill Building (ELS) Service Area, DCYF continues as a primary
funder of community-based programs that engage and inspire young people and offer them the
opportunity to build skills while learning more about themselves and their community. ELS programs
benefit all children and youth but have been shown to be especially impactful for youth at risk for poor -
developmental outcomes. ELS programs are varied and cover a range of topics, approaches and concepts
such as art, music, theater, dance, sports and athletics, science and technology, cultural empowerment,
leadership and life skills activities.

In the ELS Service Area DCYF seeks to support a Ages Served
continuum of services that offer oppor‘tunitieé for
children, youth and young aduits to engage in
programming that teaches specialized skills. These
services include programming during afterschool
and summer times or as a standalone offering of
project-based programming, culturally based skill
building or the ability to build leadership. The City
Charter requirement of a minimum three percent
of the Children and Youth Fund for youth-initiated
projects will be encompassed by the ELS Service
Area.

Allocation Range

These programs will be implemented in an age appropriate manner that is both culturally competent and
rooted in youth development approaches.

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

% Inasurvey of middle and high school SFUSD students asking what tybes of summer and afterschool
programming they were interested in, over 35% of middle school students expressed a desire for
“art, music, theater or dance” and “sports and athletics” programming, and over 30% expressed a
desire for “science and tech activities”. High school students had similar priorities with the addition
of “community service” activities.

< Middle and high school girls

emphasized the need for girl-specific
spaces in and out of school to engage
in sports, art, and other
extracurricular activities. Newcomer
youth also expressed the desire for
specialized programming and sports
as a way to help them betterintegrate

. into their communities.

TAY and service providers alike
stressed the need to develop life skills
and independence, with a particular
emphasis on financial literacy.

e
G
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

JUSTICE SERVICES SERVICE AREA

Programs offering Justice Services provide the support needed to help youth and young adults in the justice
system stabilize their lives, reconnect with their education and begin to focus on achieving the steps needed
for a successful future. San Francisco saw nea rly 70% fewer juvenile arrests in 2014 compared to 2000. This
profound shift away from arrest as a solution to delinquent behavior is the result of the tremendous work
San Francisco has done to reduce reliance on the juvenile justice system and incarceration. Despite this
significant drop in juvenile arrest and incarceration, racial and ethnic disparities persist in both the criminal
and juvenile justice systems.

In the Justice Services Service Area DCYF seeks to Ages Served
support programs that provide comprehensive
services to yauth throughout ‘the time they are
engaged in the justice system. These programs will
" focus on meeting the complex needs of justice
involved youth as well as prevent deeper
involvement with the justice system through
connection to adult allies and culturally relevant
programming, ongoing case management, access
1o positive skill building activities and whole family
“engagement. These programs will be expected to _
be well-versed in youth development and able to provide culturaily competent programming that takes
into account the unique needs of those involved in the justice system. DCYF will also continue to support
‘initiatives such as the Community Assessment and Referral Center as well as work in partnership with the
Juvenile and Adult Probation Departments, the Department of Public Health, the District Attorney and the
Public Defender to ensure system coordination. Services for high-risk youth and TAY who are at risk of
entering the Justxce system continue tobea priority for DCYF, and funding will be allocated i in other Service
Areas In order to ensure access to services for this population.

Allocation Range

e

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

< Research has shown that detention is harmful for young people, and that formal processing is not
always effective in reducing delinquent behavior. Comprehensive youth centered programming
mitigates negative impact and supports young people in their successful transition to adulthood.
Young people and system partners alike expressed the need for programming that offers
enrichment {arts and musxc) life skills, anger management, conflict resolution and exposure to a
greater diversity of environments.

% Many young people mentioned feeling isolated from friends and family while incarcerated or in
out-of-home placements. DCYF’s system partners stressed that engaging families in every step of
the juvenile justice process is imperative for a child to transition successfully out of the system.
Stakeholders, system partners, and youth alike offered suggestions focused on ensuring we havea
well-trained and well-supported workforce. Young people expressed their feeling that bias existed
in systems with which they interacted. Additionally, youth suggestedthat law enforcement can and
should make stronger connections to the communities they serve.

Many stakeholders and youth identified the need for additional detention alternative and
community supervision options to ensure a continuum of supervision services.

ISt
g
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"SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

YOUTH WORKFCORCE DEVELOPMENT SERVICE AREA

DCYF has been a leader in development of San Francisco’s Youth Workforce Development (YWD) system.
DCYF is increasing its investment in YWD to maintain service levels and to support more intensive services
for young people with multiple barriers to employment. For youth that are struggling academically or
disconnected from work or school, YWD programs with suppdrtive services have shown to be effective at
connecting them to work and/or school. YWD programs help to prepare young people for adulthood by
providing opportunities for exposure to career options, teaching skills and competencies that are relevant
to both education and employment and ensuring that young people have the ability to navigate the labor
" market.

For young people to thrive as adults they need a Ages Served
strong academic foundation and the knowledge,
skills and abilities to succeed in the workplace.
Given the economic realities of San Francisco,
youth in the city face unique pressure to develop
the skills necessary to compete for jobs in the local
economy. In 2015, DCYF funded.programs that
placed over 3,000 youth in work—baéed learning
opportunitiés, helping them meet their ¢
educational and . career goals and achieve
economic self-sufficiency.

~ Allocation Range

In the Youth Workforce Development Service Area DCYF seeks to support a continuum of tiered career
exposure and work-based learning opportunities that are developmentally appropriate, culturally
competent and meet the needs of youth. This continuum will encompass a rangé of services including
opportunities for early career exposure, programming, targeted towards high need youfh and access to
private sector and career oriented employment. DCYF will also tontinue to support initiatives like the
Mayor’s Youth Employment and Education Program {MYEEP), San Francisco YouthWorks and Jobs+ and will
continue to engage with partners from the Recreation and Parks Department, the Office of Economic &
Workforce Development, the Human Services Agency and the San Francisco Unified School District.

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

% Research shows that youth need to hear early and often about'career and educational options,

" which suggests the importance of programs for younger youth that focus on. career exploration
and employment readiness. For older youth, evidence demonstrates that YWD programming and
employment opportunities targeted to special populations and disconnected youth are essential.

% Surveys of SFUSD principals, CBOs and youth revealed a high demand for YWD services. Eighty
percent of providers serving youth ages 14-17 and 96% of providers serving youth ages 18-24
ranked access to jobs, job training, and internships as one of the top three desires of youth.

% Disconnected TAY expressed interest in job-training programs combined with college degree
programs that focus on developing a direct career path to prepare them for an effective launch
into adulthood upon completion. They also felt leadership opportunities that empower youth and
build practical skills would help set them on a successful path.

2017 DCYF SERVICES ALLOCATION PLAN , @)
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

" MENTORSHIP SERVICE AREA

While caring adult relationships are a cornerstone of youth development programs and thousands of
children and youth have developed trusted adult allies through participation in DCYF-funded programs,
DCYFis allocating funds to pilotforfnal mentoring models for at-risk youth. Mentors are able to help identify
when a ybung person is in trouble, offer advice, share life experience, and help them navigate challenges
and achieve goals. Studies have shown that high quality mentorship has a positive impact on absenteeism,
college enrollment rates, career success, relationships and mental health.

Mentoring programs can operate using a diverse Ages Served
set of practices and approaches but are found to

be most effective when they focus on the goals

and interests of the youth, include a professional

youth worker to coordinate program experiences -
and connection to resources and ensure that

mentors are trained and supported.

Allocation Range

In the Mentorship Service Area DCYF seeks to
support programs that provide mentorship over
an extended period of time and focus on helping =
youth build self-esteem and confidence, explore new possibilities and achieve positive goals. These
programs will provide comprehensive mentorship experiences using practices and approaches that are
culturally competent and rooted in youth development. k

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

% Over the past thirty years, studies have linked caring non-parental adult relationships to a broad
range of positive outcomes for youth including experiencing increased emotional resiliency, self-
esteem, development of social skills, and decreased symptoms of depression, anxiety;Asexual risk
behaviors and drug use. Caring adult relationships have also been found to have a positive impact
on school connectedness and academic ;

~outcomes.

% Many surveyed providers indicated the
need for gender-responsive programming
and positive role models and mentorship
programs for both boys and girls. Youth

~ also felt that mentoring, peer support and

counseling were essential to helping
newcomer youth transition to their new
schools.
Transitional age youth expressed interest
in pathways to upward mobility and
mentorship  with  adults* in  their
communities who have successfully
transitioned out of public housing, off
public assistance and into gainful
employment and indepgndeht living.

7
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ERMOTIONAL WELL-BEING SERVICE AREA

Emotional Well-Being services aim to address the impact of adverse childhood experiences on the
emotional and mental well-being of children, youth and their families. Access to quality mental health
services is consistently identified by the community as a critical need. DCYF is-committed to increasing its
coordination with the Department of Public Health (DPH) Child, Youth and Family System of Care and TAY
Behavioral Health System of Care to identify strategies to connect more children, youth and families to
- appropriate services to support their emotional well-being. DCYF's investment in the High School Wellness

Centers, Clinical Services for youth in the Juvenile Justice System and Early Childhood Mental Health

Consultation have increased access to additional State funding for these services. In addition DCYF has.

partnered with DPH to improve connections between community based providers and the mental health
~system.

DCYF will continue this key partnership with the Ages Served
goal of improving service coordination. In addition, SN SN =
through Technical Assistance and Capacity
Building investments, DCYF will partner with DPH
to train and support CBOs on the implementation
of a trauma-informed system of care model to
improve how we understand, respond to and heal
from trauma. The funding allocated to this service
area does not reflect DCYF's full investment in
emotional well- -being. Additional funding for
mental health services will be included in funds allocated within other Serwce Areas, mc\udlng but not
fimited to ECE and Justice Involved Services.

Allocation Range

WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT?

>3

% Researchers and leading health organizations widely recognize mental health as an integral part of
overall health. Untreated mental and emotional health issues in childhood have lasting results into
adulthood.

% Fifty-six percent of principals and child development center site supervisors surveyed identified

" mental health services as one of the most frequent areas of need for the families they serve.

< Community members reiterated the need for access to quality mental health services and
increased emotional support in the classroom.

% Youth talked about a need for services in school and the broader community to help them cope

with and manage stress. While youth identified school-based weliness centers as a place they can

seek help, they sald that the current centers could not meet the needs of all students seeking their

services. .

Hxspamc/Latlno youth also felt that peer support and counseling services were essential to helping

newcomer youth transition ta their new schools.

o
o
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SERVICE AREAS & ALLOCATIONS

FAMILY EMPOWERMENT SERVICE AREA

Parents are a child’s first teachers and are the primary influence on a child’s development. Children who
grow up with the benefit of strong parent-child relationships have greater self-confidence, do better in
school and have more positive relationships with peers. To this end, in partnership with First 5 San Francisco
_ and the San Francisco Human Services Agency, DCYF will continue its investment in Family Resource
Centers, which serve over 8,500 parents and Acaregivers per year, to foster strong parenting skills and
practices among parents and caregivers in several San Francisco neighborhoods. Creating rich support
networks for parents and caregivers enhances their ability to fulfill this critically important role in their
child’s life. '

Family Empowerment programs support parents . Ages Served
and carégivers in their efforts to advocate on
behalf of their families, learn about their children’s
social emotional development, access supports to
meet basic needs and build community with other
parents and caregivers.

In the Family Empowerment Service Area DCYF
seeks to fund a range of programming that is
intended to create multiple pathways for families
and caregivers to access the support services.
These services will include programming facilitated through the Family Resource Center Initiative as well as
youth-serving community based programs. DCYF will continue to support the Roadmap to Peace and Black
to the Future initiatives.

WHY 5 THIS IMPORTANT?

&

% There is strong evidence that family strengthening interventions help counteract the stress that
families facing financial insecurity endure. ‘

Forty-four percent of DCYF grantees serving children aged 0-5 surveyed reported lack of access to
parent classes and other supports to help children reach developmental milestones as a barrier to
entering school happy, healthy, and ready to
learn. Additionally, many parents indicated a
desire to be more involved in their children’s
education, but were unsure about how to
engage.

Both fathers involved in the justice system and
probation officers emphasized the need for
more culturally responsive family-oriented
programs to help keep families together.

% Young mothers discussed at length the desire
for programming for fathers; specifically
programs that help fathers better engage in
their children's lives and to support the
relationship between mother and father.

e
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SERVICES TO SUPPORT RESULTS

in order to achieve the Results outlined in this Allocation Plan, investments must also be
made to build the overall quality of the service delivery system as well as ensure that
children, youth and families have knowledge of- and access to- the services that we fund.
DCYF understands that programs are better able to reach priority populations when
strengthened by investments that build their capacity and when concentrated efforts are
made to increase access. To meet this goal DCYF will support the Service Areas of Outreach
& Access and Technical Assistance & Capacity Building. )

- The Outreach & Access Service Area helps to ensure that children, youth and families are
both aware of available services and are able to access them. These services support all of
DCYF's Service Areas by providing the underlying resources needed to inform community
members about, and connect them to, services.

In the Outreach & Access Service Area DCYF seeks to support a range of efforts, initiatives
and pilots designed to broadly share information and increase usage of the other services
DCYF funds. These .services will include DCYF's nutrition programs, the San Francisco
Healthy Kids Initiative and the Street Violence Intervention Program as well as exploration
of a children, youth and family focused transportation network, support for continued
efforts to build a web based tool to seamlessly connect youth to programming, and other
outreach and access efforts that ensure wide knowledge of our services, especially for
those.most in need.

Technical assistance and capacity building underlie and support all of DCYF's Service Areas.
These activities and resources are provided to grantees to help strengthen and build their
capacity to increase and refine the quality of the programs they provide. DCYF understands
that high quality programming is bolstered by the strength of the agency providing it.
Therefore our technical assistance and capacity building efforts operate on both levels by
providing training and resources that strengthen CBOs’ fiscal, administrative and
governance systems as well as helping programs deliver services at the highest level of
quality possible.

In the Technical Assistance & Capacity Building Service Area DCYF seeks to support a range
of offerings that address agency and fiscal health, program quality and professional
development. These offerings will include training, workshops and cohort learning
opportunities on both administrative and programmatic topics, individualized coaching for
both fiscal and program staff and access to resources for unanticipated and unbudgeted

“needs. DCYF will also c'hampion coordination with other overlapping systems and
institutions to ensure consistent and unified capacity building opportunities are offered
across the youth services field.
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MEASURING OUR PROGRESS

EVALUATION

Continuous investment in evaluation will increase awareness of what best supports the
well-being of children, youth and families, as well as offer opportunities to reflect on
accomplishments. DCYF has historically dedicated resources to evaluation of its progfams,
and remains committed to using data to understand outcomes at both the
programmatic and community levels.

In accordance with requirements set forth in the City Charter, DCYF will continue to use
evaluation to ensure program quality, support continual improvement and measure
progress toward goals listed in our authorizing legislation and results identified through the
Department’s SAP planning process. DCYF may contract with consultants and outside
experts for evaluation services to prepare the annual Evaluation and Data report required
by the legislation, and to produce other evaluation materials and reports that support the
Department’s understanding of how DCYF-funded services are impacting the lives of
children, youth and families.

Evaluation expectations for. the next five years will be mapped out in our Evaluation Plan,
which we will complete before the start of the Funding Cycle. DCYF recognizes the
complexity of evaluating the diverse needs of children and families in San Francisco and the
impact of the systems intervention. Through our Evaluation Plan we look forward to sharing
a new method of tracking the Results, Indicators and grantee Performance Measures
developed through our Results Based Accountability process. The pages that follow offer a
glimpse into our initial effort to understand population-level changes through identifying
key indicators and exploring baseline data. a
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MEASURING OUR PROGRESS

TRACKING COMMURNITY PROGRESS

DCYF recognizes that San Francisco is one of the most diverse cities in the nation. We learned though our
CNA that the circumstances and needs of communities in San Francisco are as diverse as its residents are.
DCYF began our SAP planning process with a careful consideration of these needs as we identified the four
key results that we hope to achieve for our children, youth and families.

Figure 5. DCYF RESULTS

With these vital results in mind, DCYF utilized the Results-Based. Accountability framework to select 17 key
‘population-level indicators that we felt were strong markers of progress. These population-level indicators
will become a fundamental component of DCYF's future evaluation efforts, offering a high level view of
how the city is faring in each result area over time.

DCYF will centinue to measure these indicators to hold ourselves and our City partners accountable for
making positive progress. The following table presents our 17 population-level indicators accompanied by
a snapshot of the most recent data available, identification of whether the data shows population-level
movement in a positive or negative direction, and an explanation of why each data point matters. It is
important to note that while disparities were considered in the development of Service Areas (and outlined
in the Priority Populations section), the data presented in support of the indicators below are not
disaggregated by race/ethnicity. More detail about each indicator, including disaggregated data when
available, will be made available online with the release of the final SAP.
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MEASURING OUR PROGRESS

Children & Youth Are Supported by Nurturing Families & Communities

1 Data for indicators on the Data Development Agenda are not currently available. We will seek to collect data on
these indicators in the future. - )
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MEASURING OUR PROGRESS

Children & Youth Are Healthy, Physically & Emotionally
A a :
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MEASURING OUR PROGRESS

Youth Are Ready for College, Work & Productive Adulthood

Cis crmcal to learnlng and a srgmﬂcant
contrlbut F10. academlc success:.

_'fPercent of SFUSD Students
Who Have Been Suspended

C 2014150 from 3% 011'—',12. ‘.
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SFUSD Class of zoo7_' y :
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APPENDIX A: CITY CHARTER AMENDMENT

APPENDIX A: CITY CHARTER AMENDMENT

SECTION. 16.108. CH!LDREN AND YOUTH FUND
(a) Preamble.

(1) By overwhelmingly reauthorizing the Children's Fund in 2000 with 74 percent approval, the
people of the City and County of San Francisco found and declared that the Children's Fund (now
to be known as the Children and Youth Fund) is essential in ensuring the health and success of
every San Francisco child.

(2) The previous investment of the Children and Youth Fund allowed for the Department of:
A Children, Youth, and Their Families to serve over 56,000 youth in FY 2012-2013, focusing on the
children with the most need.

(3) The Fund successfully stabilized and expanded services for children, youth, and their fami[ies,
while leveraging other resources.

{4) Addressing the level of unmet need among children and youth remains a significant challenge.
The needs of San Francisco's children have been increasing: ’ '

(A) One-third of San Francisco's African American and Latino children live below the
poverty line. The number of San Francisco children in poverty has increased by 14% in the
past 5 years. '

(B) The federal poverty level for a family of four is $23,000; adjusted to San Francisco, it is

$35,000. Self-sufficiency in ‘San Francisco for a family of four is three times that amdunt,
and over half of all families cannot meet the self-sufficiency standard. The Children and
Youth Fund provides services that support families and opportunities for children and
youth that are essential to meeting their needs and providing pathways out of poverty.

{C) State and federal cuts have significantly reduced children and youth services in San
Francisco, including funding for child care, youth employment and high need disconnected
transitional-aged youth.

(5) The reauthorization of the Children and Youth Fund will enable the Department of Children,
Youth and Their Families (DCYF) to build on the previous success of the Fund and strengthen DCYF's
capacity for the future, while fostering innovation and improving transparency and accountability.

(b) Fund for Children and Youth Services. Operative July 1, 2001, there is hereby established a fund to
expand children's services, which shall be called the Children and Youth Fund {"Fund"). Monies in the Fund
shall be expended or used only to provide services for children and youth as provided in this section.

(c) Goals. The goals of expenditures from the Fund and the planning process created in this section of the
Charter shall be:

(1) To ensure that San Francisco's children are healthy, ready to learn, succeed in school and live
in stable, safe and supported families and communities;
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{2) To ensure that San Francisco is a family-friendly city and to support families as an important
part of the City population and civic culture;

{3) To focus on the prevention of problems and on supporting and enhancing the strengths of
children, youth and their families;

~ {4) To complement the City's community development efforts;
(5) To strengthen a community-based network of services in ail neighborhoods;

(6) To ensure that children and youth with the highest needs receive maximum benefit from the
_ Fund and that equity is a guiding principle of the funding process;

{7) To distribute funds based on best-practices, and successful and innovative models in order to -
ensure maximum impact; )

(8) To the maximum extent feasible; to distribute funds equitably among services for all age groups
—from infancy to transitional-aged youth; N

(9) To ensure children are provided with gender-responsive and culturally-competent services;

(10) To strengthen collaboration around shared outcomes among all service providers for children,
youth and their families, including collaboration among public agencies and non-profit
organizations; and '

{11) To fill gaps in services and leverage other resources whenever feasible.

{d) Amount. There is hereby set aside for the Fund, from the revenues of the prbperty tax levy, revenues in
an amount equivalent to an annual tax of three cents (5.03) per one hundred dollars ($100) of assessed
valuation for each fiscal year beginning with July 1, 2001-June 30, 2002, and ending with July 1, 2014-June
30, 2015. . .

For Fiscal Year 2015-2016, there is hereby sef aside for the Fund, from the revenues of the property tax
levy, revenues in an amount equivalent to an annual tax of three and one-quarter cents ($.0325) per one
hundred dollars {$100) of assessed valuation for each fiscal year.

For Fiscal Year 2016-2017, there is hereby set aside for the.Fund, from the revenues of the property tax
levy, revenues in an amount equivalent to an annual tax of three and one half cents ($.0350) per one
hundred dollars {$100) of assessed valuation for each fiscal year.

For Fiscal Year 2017-2018, there is hereby set aside for the Fund, from the revenues of the property tax
levy, revenues in an amount equivalent to an annual tax of three and three quarters cents ($.0375) per one
. hundred dollars ($100) of assessed valuation for each fiscal year. ’

>For.Fiscal Year 2018-2019, and"every fiscal year thereafter through Fiscal Year 2040-2041, there is hereby
set aside for the Fund, from the revenues of the property tax levy, revenues in an amount equivalent to an
annual tax of four cents ($.04) per one hundred dollars.{$100) of assessed valuation for each fiscal year.

The Fund shall be maintained separate and apart from all other City and County funds and appropriated by
annual or supplemental appropriation.
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{(e) New Services. Monies in the Fund shall be used exclusively for the costs of services-to children less than
" 18 years old provided as part of programs that predominantly serve children less than 18 years old and for
Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth 18 through 24 years old. "Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth”
are those who: are homeless or in danger of homelessness; have dropped out of high school; have a
disability or other special needs, including substance abuse; are low-income parents; are undocumented;
are new immigrants and/or English Learners; are Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, and
Questioning ("LGBTQQ"); and/or are transitioning from the foster care, juvenile justice, criminal justice or
special education system. Monies from the Fund shall not be appropriated or expended for services that
received any of the funds included in the higher of the Controller's baseline budget covering July 1, 2000-
June 30, 2001 appropriations, or the Controller's baseline budget covering luly 1, 1999-June 30, 2000
appropriations, whether or not the cost of stich services increases. Nor shall monies from the Fund be
appropriated or expended for services that substitute for or replace services included or partially included
in the higher of the two baseline budgets, except and solely to the extent that the City ceases to receive
federal, state or private agency funds that the funding agency required to be spent only on those services.
The Controller's baseline budget shall mean the Controller's calculation of the actual amount of City
appropriations for services for children that would have been eligible to be paid from the Fund but are paid
from other sources. A

(f) Eligible Uses. The City shall only use monies from the Fund for the following purposes:

(1) Services for children up to 18 years old and Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth up to and
including 24 years old, including: '

(A) Affordable child care and early educatic;n;

(8) Recreation, cultural and after-school programs, including without limitation, arts
programs;

" {C) Health services, including prevention, education, and behavioral and mental health
services;

(D)Tlraining,'employment and job placement;
' (E) Youth empowermeﬁt and leadership development;
(F} Youth violence prevention programs;
(G) Youth tutoring and educational enrichment programs;
(H) Family and parent support services;

(1) Support for collaboration among grantees to enhance service delivery and provider
capacity-building, and for community development efforts; and ’

(J) Services responsive to issues of gender, sexual orientation, and gender identification,
including, but not limited to, services to address the needs of girls and LGBTQQ
communities.
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(2) Funding for the Department of Children, Youth and Their Families ("DCYF"} and the Children,
Youth and Their Families Oversight and Advisory Committee created in Section 16.108-1
("Oversight and Advisory Committee").

(3} Administration of the Fund and evaluation of Fund goals and services.
(4) Technical assistance and capacity-building for service providers and community-based partners.

(g) Excluded Services. Notwithstanding subsection (f), services for children and Disconnected Transitional- _
Aged Youth paid for by the Fund shall not include:

(1) Services provided by the Police Department or other law enforcement agencies, courts, the
District Attorney, Public Defender, City Attorney; or the Fire Department; detention or probation
services mandated by state or federal law; or public transportation; '

(2) Any service that benefits children and Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth incidentally or as
members of a larger population including adults;

- (3) Any service for which a fixed or minimum level of expenditure is mandated by state or federal
law, to the extent of the fixed or minimum level of expenditure;

{4) Acquisition of any capital item not for primary and direct use by children and Disconnected
Transitional-Aged Youth; i '

(5) Acquisition (other than by lease for a term of ten years or less) of any real property or land, or
capital expenditures, or predevelopment or construction costs for housing;

{6) Maintenance, utilities or any similar operating costs of any facility not used primarily and
directly by children and Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth, or of any recreation or park facility
(including a zoo), library, hospital, or housing; or

(7) Medical health services, other than prevention, education, and behavioral and mental health
support services.

(h) Baseline. The Fund shall be used exclusively to increase the aggregate City appropriations and
expenditures for those services for children and Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth that are eligible to
be paid from the Fund {exclusive of expenditures mandated by state or federal law). To this end, the City
shall not reduce the amount of such City appropriations for eligible services (not including appropriations
from the Fund and exclusive of expenditures mandated by state or federal law) under this section below
the amount so appropriated for the fiscal year 2000-2001 ("the base year") as set forth in the Controller's
baseline budget, as adjusted ("the base amount").

The ‘Controller shall calculate City appropriations made in fiscal year 2013-2014 for services for.
Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth aged 18 through 24 years. Beginning with fiscal year 2014-2015, that
amount shall be added to the base amount and adjusted as provided below. The City shall not reduce the
amount of such City appropriations for services for Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth (not including
appropriations from the Fund and exclusive of expenditures mandated by state or federal law) under this
section below the amount so appropriated for fiscal year 2013-2014, as adjusted. ‘
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The base amount shall be adjusted for each year after the base year by the Controller based on calculations
consistent from year to year by the percentage increase or decrease in aggregate City and County
discretionary revenues. In determining aggregate City and County discretionary revenue, the Controller
shall only include revenues received by the City and County that are unrestricted and may be used at the
option of the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors for any lawful City purpose. The method used by the
Controller to determine discretionary revenues shall be consistent with method used by the Controller to
determine the Library and Children's Baseline Calculations dated June 20, 2000, which the Controller shall
place on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 000952. Errors in the Controller's estimate of
discretionary revenues for a fiscal year shall be corrected by an adjustment in the next year's estimate.
Within 90 days following the end of each fiscal year through Fiscal Year 2040-2041, the Controller shall
calculate and publish the actual amount of City appropriations for services for children and Disconnected
Transitional-Aged Youth that would have been eligible to be paid from the Fund but are paid from other
sources, separately identifying expenditures mandated by state or federal law.

{i) Five-Year Planning Cycle. The City shall appropriate monies from the Fund according to a five-year
planning process. This process is intended to: (1) increase transparency, accountability, and public
engagement; (2) provide time and opportuhities for community participation and planning; (3) ensure
program stability; and (4) maximize the effectiveness of the services funded.

(1) Year 1 — Community Needs Assessment. During every fifth fiscal year beginning with Fiscal Year
2015-2016, DCYF shall conduct a Community Needs Assessment (CNA) to identify services to
receive monies from the Fund. The CNA should include qualitativé and guantitative data sets
collected through interviews, focus groups, surveys, or other outreach mechanisms to determine
service gaps in programming for children, youth, and families. Subject to the budgetary and fiscal
provisions of the Charter, DCYF may contract with consultants and outside experts for such services
‘as the department may require to prepare the CNA. DCYF shall undertake a robust community
process in every supervisorial district, soliciting input from a diverse cross-section of parents,
. youth, non-profit organizations, and other key stakeholders to develop the CNA:

(A) DCYF shall develép a plan for how to conduct the CNA. The CNA shall include an equity
analysis of services and resources for parents, children, and youth. DCYF shall develop a
set of equity metrics to be used to establish a baseline of existing services and resources
in low-income neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities, compared to services and
_resources available in the City as a whole. The outreach for the CNA shall create
oppoertunities for parents, youth, nonprofit agencies, and other members of the public, to
provide input. By September 1, DCYF shall provide its plan for conducting the CNA to the
Oversight and Advisory Committee, the Service Provider Working Group created in Section
16.108-1(e), and the Board of Supervisors. The plan shall be a public document.

(B) By March 1, DCYF shall complete a draft CNA and provide this draft to the Oversight
and Advisory Committee and the Service Provider Working Group for review. DCYF shall
also provide the draft CNA to interested City departments, including the First Five
Commission, the Office of Early Care and Education {or any successor entity), the
Recreation and Park Commission, the Health Commission, the Human Services
Commission, the Youth Commission, the Juvenile Probation Commission, the Adult
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Probation Department, the Commission on the Status of Women, the Police Commission,
the Library Commission, and the Arts Commission.

{C) By April 1, DCYF shall submit a final version of the CNA to the Oversight and Advisory
Committee and the Board of Supervisors. The final version may incorporate any comments
or suggestions made by the public or by the agencies that received copies of the draft CNA.

(D) By May 1, the Oversight and Advisory Committee shall provide input on, approve or
disapprove the CNA. If the Oversight and Advisory Committee disapproves the report,
DCYF may modify and resubmit the report.

(E}) By June 1, the Board of Supervisors shall consider and approve or disapprove, or
modify, the CNA. If the Board disapproves the CNA, DCYF may modify and resubmit the
CNA, provided, however, that the City may not expend monies from the Fund until the
Board of Supervisors has approved the CNA.

(2) Year 2 — Services and Allocation Plan. During every fifth fiscal year beginning with Fiscal Year 3
2016-2017, DCYF shall prepare a Services and Allocation Plan ("SAP"} to determine services eligible
"to receive monies from the Fund. DCYF shall use the following process to prepare the SAP:

(A) DCYF shall prepare a draft SAP in consultation with interested City departments,
including the First Five Commission, the Office of Early Care and Education (or any
successor entity), the Recreation and Park Commission, the Health Commission, the
Human Services Commission, the Youth Commission, the Juvenile Probation Commission,
the Adult Probation Department, the Commission on the Status of Women, the Police
Commission, the Library Commission, and the Arts Commission, as well as the San
Francisco Unified School District, community-based service providers, parents, children,
youth, and other members of the public. The SAP must: ' |

(i) Demonstrate consistency with the CNA and with Citywide vision and goals for
children and families;

(i) Include all services for children and Disconnected Transitional-Aged Youth;

(i) Be outcome-oriented and include goals and measurable and verifiable
objectives and outcomes;

{iv) Include capacity-building and evaluation of services as separate funding areas;

{v) State how services will be coordinated and have specific amounts allocated
towards specific goals, service models, populations and neighborhoods;

(vi) Include funding for youth-initiated projects totaling at least 3 percent of the
total proposed expenditures from the Fund for the cycle;

(vii) Include evaluation data from the previous funding cyclé and the details of the
Children and Youth Baseline; and,
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(viii) Incorporate strategies to coordinate and align all services for children funded
by all governmental or private entities and administered by the City, whether or
not those services are eligible to receive monies from the Fund.

(B} The SAP shall include an equity analysis of services and resources for parents, children
and youth. Using the equity metrics developed for preparation of the CNA, the SAP shall
compare proposed new, augmented, and coordinated services and resources for low-
income neighborhoods and disadvantaged communities with services and resources
available to the City as a whole.

(C) Subject to the budgetary and fiscal provisions of the Charter, DCYF may contract with
consultants and outside experts for such services as the department may require to
prepare the SAP, including the equity analysis of services and resources for parents,
children and youth.

(D) By March 1, DCYF shall provide the draft SAP to the Oversight and Advisory Committee
and the Service Provider Working Group. DCYF shall also provide the draft SAP to the San
Francisco Unified School District and interested City departments, including the First Five
Commission, the Office of Early Care and Education (or any successor entity), the’
Recreation and Park Commission, the Health Commission, the Human Services
Commission, the Youth Commission, the Juvenile Probation Commission, the Adult
Probation Department, the Commission on the Status of Women, the Police Commission,
the Library Commission and the Arts Commission.

(E) By April 1, DCYF shall submit a final version of SAP to the Oversight and Advisory
Committee and the Board of Supervisors. The final version may incorporate any comments
or suggestions made by the public or by the agencies that received copies of the draft SAP.

(F) By May 1, the Oversight and Advisory Committee shall approve or disapprove the SAP.
If the Oversight and Advisory Committee disapproves the SAP, DCYF may modify and
resubmit the SAP. ‘

(G) By June 1, the Board of Supervisors shall consider and approve or disapprove, or
modify, the SAP. If the Board disapproves the SAP, DCYF may modify and resubmit the SAP,
provided, however, that the City may not expend monies from the Fund until the SAP has
been approved by the Board of Supervisors.

(H) During subsequent years of the planning cycle, DCYF, with the approval of the Oversight
and Advisory Committee and the Board of Supervisors, may amend the SAP to address
emerging needs. '

{3) Year 3 — Selection of Contractors. During every fifth fiscal year beginning with Fiscal Year 2017-
2018, DCYF shall conduct competitive solicitations for services to 'be funded from the Fund.

{4) Year 4 — Service Cycle Begins. Contracts for services shall start on July 1 of Year 4 of the planning
cycle, beginning with Fiscal Year 2018-2019. During subsequent years of the planning cycle, DCYF,
with the approval of the Oversight and Advisory Committee, may issue supplemental competitive
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solicitations to address amendments to the SAP and emerging needs. All expenditures for services
from the Fund shall be consistent with the most recent CNA and SAP.

(5) DCYF may recommend, and the Oversight and Advisory Committee and the Board of
Supervisors may approve, changes to the due dates and timelines provided in this subsection (i).
The Board of Supervisors shall approve such changes by ordinance.

(i) Evaluation. DCYF shall provide for the evaluation on a regular basis of all services funded through the
Fund, and shall prepare on a regular basis an Evaluation and Data Report for the Oversight and Advisory
-Committee. Subject to the budgetary and fiscal provisions of the Charter, DCYF may contract with
consultants and outside experts for such services as the department may require to conduct such
evaluations and to prepare the Evaluation and Data Report.

(k) Selection of Contractors. The Oversight and Advisory Committee shall recommend standards and
procedures for the selection of contractors to be funded from the Fund. It shall be the policy of the City 0
use competitive solicitation processes where appropriate and to give priority to the participation of non-
profit agencies.

{I) Implementation.

(1) In implementation of this Section 16.108, facilitating public participation and maximizing
availability of information to the public shall be primary goals.

(2) DCYF shall administer the Fund and prepare the CNA and the SAP pursuant to this Section
16.108.

(3) The Board of Supervisors may by ordinance implement this Section 16.108.

(m) Effect of Procedural Errors. No appropriation, contract or other action shall be held invalid or set aside-

by reason of any error, including without limitation any irregularity, informality, neglect or omission, in
carrying out procedures specified in subsections (i) through (1) unless a court finds that the party challenging
the action suffered substantial injury from the error and that a different result would have been probable
had the error not occurred.

(Amended November 2000; November 2014)
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APPENDIX B: CITYWIDE INVESTMENT IN
CHILDREN AND YOUTH SERVICES

One of DCYF's goals is to promote greater coordination and collaboration among City departments to
ensure that the dollars spent on services for children and youth are impactful. Towards this end, DCYF
routinely reviews data on the City’s investment in children and youth services.

The information for this analysis is from a fiscal mapping survey conducted by staff of the Our Children, Our
Families Council during the summer of 2015. The survey aimed to collect data from City departments and
the San Francisco Unified School District about budgeted expenditures for fiscal years 2015-2016 and 2016-
2017 that were used to serve children and youth ages 0 to 24 and/or their families.* The survey covered all
sources of funding administered by City departments and SFUSD, including local, state, federal, and private
dollars. The budgeted expenditures included in the survey covered both direct programmatic expenditures,
such as direct services for children and youth, as well as indirect expenditures, such as facilities, business
services, and overhead.

Below are a list and OCOF’s descriptions of the fiscal and programmatic information collected through the
survey and presented in this section. )

% Funding Source: The level of government or type of entity that was the source of the funding.
Categories include City, State, Federal, Blended: State/Federal, Private/Philanthropy, SFUSD, and
Qther. ‘ , :

+« Program Type: One of 13 program types:

e Direct Instruction: Expenditures associated with the operating costs of direct classroom
instruction including staff salary and benefits, facilities and material costs.

e Child Care and Early Learning {ages 0-5): Funding of direct child care and/or early care and
education services for children from birth through preschool age.

& Qut-of-School Time: Programs providing after-school, summer, or non-school day activities
and programming for school aged children. Examples include programs and activities that
promote the cultural enrichment of children (art, dance, music, creative expression),
fitness and recreation, mentorship, youth empowerment and leadership development,
etc.

e Employment: Programs with a primary focus on preparihg youth for employment through
job readiness training, vocational/employment training, and/or work experience
opportunities.

s Family Support/Family Engagement: Programs that are designed to strengthen families,
helping parents to raise their children, become self-sufficient and take an active role in
their communities. Examples include family resource centers, respite or drop-in child care,
parenting education, or family case management services.

-

1 Programs and services considered to be universal services that benefit all City residents more or less equally, such
as bus and transit operations or expenditures related to the maintenance of public parks, were excluded from the
survey.
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& Health-Behavioral: Programs whose primary purpose is to provide case management,
general counseling and mental health services to children, youth and families as well as
crisis intervention. ’

s Health-Primary Care: Programs whose primary purpose is to provide primary health
services.

e Shelter and Housing: Program whose primary purpose is to provide shelter or supportive
housing, and related services to populations in need.

e Child Protection: Any child protection activities not included in other categories.

® Adu/t/]uven)'le Justice and Violence Prevention: Programs whose primary. purpose is to
address the needs of individuals involved in the justice system.

e Safety Net/Basic Needs: Programs whose primary purpose is to prevent children and
families from falling into poverty by offering cash transfers, in-kind transfers, price
subsidies, fee waivers and exemptions to help cover the costs of food, utilities, public
transport, healthcare or schooling.

« Transportation: Programs whose primary purpose is to provide access to transportation
services. . ‘

«  Other Children, Youth and Family Activities: Programs that do not fit in any of the above
categories. ’

% Ages Served: The target age group of the budgeted expenditure: 0 to 5 years old, school-aged youth
(6 to 17 years old), transitional aged youth (18 to 24 years old), or families with children or youth.
If a program or service served more than one of these age groups, respondents reported the
estimated percentage of the budgeted expenditure for each group. 4

To assist City departments in responding to the survey, OCOF held an information session for budget
analysts and other City staff that provided background on the project and an open question and answer
discussion. OCOF staff also provided one-on-one technical assistance to departments that requested
support and conducted follow-up with several departments to clarify responses after an initial analysis of
- the survey data had been completed. : '

LIMITATIONS

The City's investment in services for children, youth, and their families is difficult to determine with high
precision. City agehcies and departments do not regularly classify the programs and services in their
budgets according to- their expected impact on children, youth, and families. While the information
reported by City departments to OCOF can provide useful estimates of the City’s overall investments in
these types of services, the estimates are subject to various sources of error. For example, one budget line
item in a department’s response to the survey may encompass a wide range of programming for children
and youth, so the Program Type may be difficult to categorize. Additionally, departments’ survey responses
represent 2015 point-in-time estimates of budgeted expenditures for fiscal years 2015-16 and 2016-17 and
do not reflect recent changes due to budget or policy shifts. San Francisco voters passed several ballot
measures during the November 2016 election that may have had an impact on departmental budgets and
spending on services for children, youth, and families since the date when the survey was completed.

While these limitations are important to keep in mind, the data collected by OCOF provide a helpful
overview of the City’s investments in programs and services for children, youth, and their families at a high
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level. Examining the data at a more granular level (i.e. by age group or program type within a City
department) requires care given the nature of the collection of the data.’

RESULTS

The tables on the following pages reflect only the responses of City departments reporting budgeted
expenditures for children, youth, and/or families that exceeded $10,000,000 in fiscal year 2015-16. The
total amount budgeted by these departments sums to about $780,000,000. In total, 28 City departments
responded to the survey and reported budgeted expenditures for children, youth, and/or families total
$810,000,000 in fiscal year 2015-16.2

2 Responding City agencies'and departments with budgeted expenditures for children and youth ages 0 to 24 and/or
their families include the Academy of Sciences; the Adult Probation Department; the Arts Commission; the Asian Art
Museum; the Board of Supervisors; Child Support Services; First 5 San Francisco; the Department of Children, Youth
and Their Families; the Department of Public Health; the Department of Public Works; the Department on the Status
of Women); the District Attorney's Office; the Human Services Agency; the Juvenile Probation Department; the -
Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development; the Municipal Transportation Agency; the Office of Civic
Engagement and Immigrant Affairs; the Office of Early Care and Education; the Office of Economic and Workforce
Development; the Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector; the Planning Department; the Police Department; the
Public Defender's Office; the Public Library; the Public Utilities Commission; the Recreation and Parks Department;
the San Francisco International Airport; the Sheriff's Department; and the Port of San Francisco. Note that a small
number of City departments and agencies, such as the City Attorney's Office and the Department of the
Environment, reported zero budgeted expenditures for programs or services that specifically targeted children,
-youth, or their families. - . ) :
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Figure 6, CITY INVESTMENTS IN CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND/OR THEIR FAMILIES BY FUNDING SOURCE

Funding Source ’ FY2015-16 Investment

Blended: State/Federal A _ 5227,238,346

State | | $51,640,761

58,596,000

" Not Specified . $155,000
Grand Total $779,613,884

Figure 7.  CITY INVESTMENTS IN CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND/OR THEIR FAMILIES BY DEPARTMENT

Depattment

FY2015-16 Investment

Department of Children, Youth and Their Families?

Office of Early Care and Education

Sheriff's Department

Public Libra

Children and Families Commission - First 5

8
Grand Total A . © §779,613,384

Figure 8. CITY INVESTMENTS IN CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND/OR THEIR FAMILIES BY DEPARTMENT AND FUNDING SOURCE

Department / Funding Source FY2015-16 Investment

Department of Children, Youth and Their Families $168,204,629
City $163,564,451
Federal : $1,461,108
Private/Philanthropy ' $204,206

¢

3 DCYF's budget includes $70,414,117 in Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF) and PEEF Baseline funds, which
support SFUSD purposes.

N
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Department / Funding Source FY2015-16 Investment .

State ' 62,974,864

Office of Early Care and Education $59,323,006
Blended: State/Federal $2,558,818
City $55,783,497
Private/Philanthropy $325,000
State $655,691

City ' : - $16,150,363
Other : $217,484
SFUSD $8,271,000

Public Library 513,992,178
City , $13,842,348
Other : $149,830

Children and Families Commission - First 5 ' 411,977,010
Federal ‘ $214,510

Grand Total ' $779,613,884

Figure 9. CiTY INVESTMENTS IN CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND/OR THEIR FAMILIES BY PROGRAM TYPE

FY2015-16 |

§103,708,481

Safety Net/Basic Needs $94,807,110
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Directlnstructlon T ' 56;4,60(5,'0001

Not Specified $34,901,088

Family Support/Fafmly Engagement v $':21,r6é53,311

Other Chlldren Youth and Family Activities ’ Sl§,347,é71

Transpartation 54,946,711

Grand Total _ $779,613,834

Figure 10. City [NVESTMENTS IN CHILDREN, YOUTH, AND/OR THEIR FAMILIES BY DEPARTMENT AND PROGRAM TYPE

Department / Program Type ' ' FY2015-16 Investment

porial

Department of Children, Youth and Their Families : $168,204,629
Adult/Juvenile Justice and Violence Prevention ‘ $18,057,458 .
Child Care and Early Learning (ages 0-5) . $14,574,194
Direct Instruction . $64,600,000
Employment ' $13,920,863
Family Support/Family Engagement ' . 51,456,984
Health-Behavioral - B ‘ $9,245,795
Health-Primary Care : ) ' $3,206,479
Other Children, Youth and Famxly Activities $2,453,172
Out-of-School Time . : o $38,955,485
Safety Net/Basic Needs $1,734,199

Office of Early Care and Education | N  $59,323,006
Child Care and Early Learning {ages 0-5) : ' $59,323,006
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Department / Program Type _ ©  FY2015-16 Investment

enff‘sﬁebartmén ) . §i4,6 , 7
Adult/Juvenile Justice and Violence Prevention ] $24,638,847

Public Library : $13,992,178
Adult/luvenile Justice and Violence Prevention _ . $12,933
Other Children, Youth ahd Family Activities _ $11,923,060
Out-of-School Time ' . © . .52,056,185

Children and Families Commission - First 5 . 511,977,010
" Child Care and Early Learning {ages 0-5) . ‘ $4,438,131
Family Support/Family Engagement © 85,336,663
Health-Behavioral o $1,844,485

Grand Total $779,613,884
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APPENDIX C: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FY2016-
17 STRATEGIES AND FY2018-23 SERVICE AREAS

DCYF projects to allocate roughly $117 million annually between fiscal years 2018-19 and 2022-23 toward
the Service Areas described in this plan. This is roughly $8 million more than the $109 million that DCYF
currently allocates toward direct grants, work orders, and professional services contracts in fiscal year

- 2016-17. The growth in funding is primarily driven by projected growth in the Children and Youth Fund
resulting from the final phased increases of the property tax set aside to the full four cents per every $100
of assessed property value by FY2018-19 as per City Charter requirements.

Figure 11 shows how DCYF's FY2016-17 funding strategies relate to the Service Areas described in this plan.
- While our éxisting funding strategies can roughly be mapped onto the new Service Areas, the mapping does
" not imply that strategy structures (service models, requirements, etc.) will exist in their current forms in
the RFP. The Service Area section of this SAP describes the types of services that we expect to fund in each

Service Area. Further details about the particular service models and requirements will be provided in the
RFP. '

Figure 11. CROSSWALK BETWEEN CURRENT FUNDING STRATEGIES AND FY2018-23 SERVICE AREAS

Current Funding Strategy FY2018-23 Service Area

DE 2l
Comprehensive K-8 School-based Before & Afterschool Out of School Time
hips '

Out of Séhool Time

A Educat}pna'ly Subports
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APPENDIX C: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FY2016-17 STRATEGIES AND FY2018-23 SERVICE AREAS

Current Funding Strategy FY2018-23 Service Area
Youth Workforce Development for Justice System Involved  Youth Workforce Development
Youth

Creating and Managing Private Sector Opportunities Youth Workforce Development

YouthWorks Youth Workforce Development

SF Team New Site Technical Assistance & Cabacnty Building
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APPENDIX D: INTERDEPARTMENTAL
PARTNERSHIPS

Figure 12 provides additional information about DCYF's FY 16-17 programmatic work orders, referred to as
interdepartmental partnerships going forward. - This table provides the City Department receiving funds
from DCYF, the category of expenditure, a program descriptor, and a crosswalk of how the program fits
into the new service areas of the SAP. While these funds are subject to annual agreement between
departments, the general expectation is that these arrangements continue, and any changes should require
careful discussion and planning between agencies.

DCYF currently partners with ten other City departments to provide services to the community. Of the to'tal
funding, about 80% are funds going to community-based organizations fhrough the partner agency.
Organizations can compete for these funds as part of the partner department’s contracting policies,
although DCYF has involvement and oversight related to its contribution of funds.

Figure 12. FY 2016-17 INTERDEPARTMENTAL PARTNERSHIPS {PROGRAMMATIC WORK ORDERS)

City Department Expenditure Type FY2016-17 Program Service Area

District Attorney: ‘CBO Contracts Juvenile Restorative Justice  Justice Services
Program

Department of Public CBO Contracts Early and Periodic Emotional \-Né-H—Bei‘n;gA
Health Screening, Diagnostic and
Treatment {EPSDT)

Department of Public  CBO Contracts Early Childhood Menta Early Care
Health Health Consultation
Initiati

Department of Public CBO Contracts Intensive Supervision and Justice Services
Ith linical Servi

Department of Public CBO Contracts Mental Health & Secondary  Justice Services
Health Services for At-Risk/Juvenile
Justice
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City Department Expenditure Type FY2016-17 Program Service Area
Department of Public Departmental Children's Oral Health Funds expected to shift
Health Direct Expenditures to DPH

) bépartment of Pubﬁc A epartmenta I
Health ‘ Direct Expenditures

Shape Up

Department of Public Professional Transgender Youth Services  Funds expected to shift
Health Services - Medical and Psychological to DPH
) Care

CBQ Contracts Family Resource Center Family Empowerment

(FRQ) Initiative

CBO Contracts Inclusion Access Family Empowerment

First5 . CBO Contracts Quality Improvement {QRIS  Farly Care & Fducation

First5 CBO Contracts SF Family Support Network Family Empowerment

First5 Professional . FRC Evaluation Evaluation

S

Human Services Agency  CBO Contracts Childcare Subsidies [City -  Early Care & Education
. Childcare] '

" I—iuman erwce; Agency CBO Contracts _Childcare Subsidies for low-  Early Cére & Edﬁt':.atxon
’ income families [City

Human Services Agency  CBO Contracts Quality Gap Request [City Early Care & Education
Childcare]
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City Department Expenditure Type FY2016-17 Program Service Area

Human Services Agency  CBO Contracts Séﬁ Francisco Child Care Early Care & Education
Connections (SF3C) [City ’
Childcare]

Human Services Agency  CBO Contracts Cormmercially Sexually Emotional Well-Being
Exploited Children (CSEC)
Response Program
ABEN g €5
Human Services Agency Departmental OECE Staff Cost Share ~ Early Care & Education
Di di

Mayor's Office of CBO Contracts HOPE SF Service Educational Supports
Housing & Community Connection

BEe 1agIt
Public Defender Professional Juvenile Theft Prevention Justice Services
ic Pro

Recreation and Parks Departmental Workreation - Youth - Youth Workforce
Department Direct Expenditures Employment Program Development

rogram
City Administrator CBO Contracts . Neighborhood Arts Technical Assistance &
Collaborative - Grants For Capacity Building -

The Arts
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APPENDIX E: EVALUATION REPORTS

DCYF relied on the learnings from evaluation conducted in the 2013-2017 Fun.ding Cycle to inform the
development of our SAP. Many of these reports are available on the DCYF website at
http://www.dcyf.org/index.aspx?page=55.

First Five San Francisco. (2016). Community Report: 2015-2016.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families & SFUSD School Health Dept. (2016). Evaluating
the San Francisco Wellness Initiative: Promising Practices, Key Findings, & Recommendations.
Oakland; CA: Peterson, A., & Shields, J., ETR.

‘San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2013). Violence Prevention I[nitiative (VPI) and
.Youth Workforce Development- High Risk (YWD-HR): Evaluation). San Francisco, CA: O'Brien-Strain,
M., Thecobald, N., Gunther, K:, Rosenberger, A., Marin, S. V., Mission Analytics Group, Inc.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2013). Violence Prevention Initiative and Youth
Workforce Development- High Risk: Reaching [n-Risk Youth. San Francisco, CA: Mission Analytics
Group, Inc. ' . :

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2014). DCYF Out-of-School Time Strategy:
" Analyses Conducted. Oakland, CA: Public Profit. -

~ San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. {2014). Supporting Improved Program Quality:
Lessons Learned from DCYF's 2014 Capacity-Building Training Efforts for Specialized Teen, Youth-
Led Organizing, and Youth-Led Philanthropy Programs. Oakland, CA: Social Policy Research
Associates. ‘

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2014). Does VP! Reach Students at Risk of
Juvenile Justice involvement? Violence Prevention Initiative and Youth Workforce Development.
San Francisco, CA: Mission Analytics Group, Inc.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2014). SFUSD Student Characteristics of Violence
Prevention Initiative and Youth Workforce Development- High Risk Participants (Revised). San
Francisco, CA: Theobald, N., O’Brien-Strain, M., Moody, J., Marin, S. V., Mission Analytics Group,
Inc.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2014). The Violence Prevention Initiative and
Youth Workforce Development — Justice System Involved Referral Process Analysis. San Francisco,
CA: Gunther, K., Marin, S. V., O’Brien-Strain, M., Mission Analytics Group, Inc.

San Franéisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2015). Specialized Teen and Youth
Empowerment Programs Annual Report: FY2013-14. Oakland, CA: Sinicrope, C., & Lewis-Charp, H.,
Social Policy Research Associates. ~

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2015). Youth Workforce Development Programs
~Annual Report: FY2013-14. Oakland, CA: Betesh, H., Leshnick, S., & Sinicrope, C., Social Policy
Research Associates.
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San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2016). DCYF Overview Brief. S‘an Francisco, CA.

. San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families: (2016). K-8 Strategies Executive Brief. San
Francisco, CA: Marin, S. V., Mission Analytics Group, Inc.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2016). Teen Strategies Executive Brief. San
Francisco, CA: Manasala, T., Mission Analytics Group, Inc.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2016). Viclence Prevention and Intervention
Executive Brief. San Francisco, CA.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2016}. FY 2014-2015 Youth Workforce
Development Service Area Summary. San Francisco, CA: Marin, 5.V., Mission Analytics Group, Inc.
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APPENDIX F: FOCUS GROUPS, INTERVIEWS,
SURVEYS, AND INPUT SESSIONS

DCYF's Community Needs Assessment and Services Allocation Plan incorporated input collected from

children, youth and families who engaged in DCYF and OCOF sponsored community input sessions, surveys,

focus groups and interviews. This Appendix begins with a list of reports that summarize some of these

qualitative data collection efforts that is followed by a list of the surveys, focus groups and interviews that

were conducted. Evaluation firms Applied Survey Research {ASR) and ETR conducted some of the focus
groups.

REPORTS

Our Children, Our Families (OCOF) Council. (2015). San Francisco Board of Education Parent Advisory
_ Council (PAC): Report of Findings from Our Children, Our Families Community Conversations. San
Francisco, CA: PAC. '

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2016). Possible Service Solutions for San
Francisco Children, Youth and Families: Responses Collected from Break-Out Sessions at the DCYF -
March 23, 2016 All-Grantee Meeting. San Francisco, CA,

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2016). Dept. of Children, Youth, and Their

Families Community Needs Assessment Process: Findings for 11 District Meetirigs. San Francisco,
CA: Learning for Action. .

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. {2016). DCYF TAY Grant Evaluation Fall 2016
Grantee Interviews: Key Themes and Quotes. San Francisco, CA: Harder+Co.

SURVEYS A . N
-Qur Children, Our Families {OCOF) Council. (2015). Survey of Low-Income Parents in Private school.

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families. (2014). DCYF Principal and Provider Survey of
Community Need. Survey administered by DCYF, completed by 254 principals and providers serving
children and youth age 0-24. _

San Francisco Dept. of Children, Youth and Their Families & SFUSD’s Student, Family & Community Support
Division and Research, Planning, and Assessment Department. (2016). SFUSD Student Activities,
Programs, & Services Survey of Middle and High School Youth. Survey administered by SFUSD,
completed by 6,094 middle school students and 3,690 high sc.hool students.

FOCUS GROUPS AND MEETINGS

Listed in chronological order
Middle School Girls, June 2014, conducted by DCYF.

Transitional Age Youth, November 2015, conducted by OCOF.
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Youth age 17-20 in Case Management, November ZOiS, conducted by DCYF.

Middle School Boys, December 2015, conducted by DCYF.

Arab Youth, April 2016, conducted by ASR.

Chinese Immigrant Families, April 2016, conducted by ASR.

Latino/a Immigrant Families, May 2016, conducted by ASR.

Fathers Matter (fathers aged 21-25), May 2016, co'nducte'd by DCYF.

Samoan Youth, May 2016, conducted by ASR.

LGBTQQ TAY, May 2016, conducted by CBO staff and a youth advocate, ASR took notes.
LGBTQQ Middle School Youth, May 2016, conducted by CBO staff, ASR took notes.
Youth in the SF Juvenile Detention facility, July 2016, DCYF.

African American, Latino/a, and Pacific Islander students who participate in SFUSD Wellness Centers at 9
‘ different schools, Fall 2016, conducted by ETR and DCYF.

» Chinese Newcomer Youth ages 17-19, November 2016, conducted by ASR with assistance from CBO staff.
Farmilies of Children with Special Needs, Novembér 2016, conducted by ASR.

Latiﬁo/a Newcoﬁer Youth, December 2016, conducted by ASR.

Young Mothers, January 2017, conducted by ASR.

Young Women, January 2617, conducted by DCYF.

INTERVIEWS

Listed in chronological order

Marlo Simmons Interview, April 2016: Evaluator Penny Huang from ASR interviewed Marlo Simmons from

the Department of Public Health on transitional-age youth with mental health and substance use
challenges. '

Rena llasa Interview, May 2016: Evaluator Penny Huang from ASR interviewed Rena llasa, a probation
officer from the Adult Probation Department, specifically to get more information on the needs of
system involved Samoan TAY. ' '

luvenile Justice Coordinating Council Interviews, Summer 2016: Twenty-two interviews were conducted
with 30 individuals from 13 agencies/organizations that serve juvenile-justice system involved
youth, interviews conducted by DCYF staff.
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By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

BT -6 PH 3 LY

% Tsme stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):*” o meeting date

1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter. Amendment);
] 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

[ ] 3.Request for hearing on a .subject matter at Committee.

[ ] 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor inquiries"

[ ] 5. City Attorney Request.

[ ] 6. Call File No. ‘ from Committee.

[ ] 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).

[ ] 8. Substitute Legislation File No.

[ ] 9. Reactivate File No.

[ ] 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Clease check the appropriate boXes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

[ ] Small Business Commission . [ Youth Commission [ ]Ethics Commission
[ ]Planning Commission [ ]Building Inspectibn Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form. -

Sponsor(s):

Cohen

Subject:

Department of Children, Youth and Their Families 2016 Community Needs Assessment and 2018-2023 Services
Allocation Plan

The text is listed:

Attached

AN /J/

/

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisox*/ // / /l( y N K%—A\\_‘

For Clerk's Use Only 7 {/ L
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