Building a Better Future for L.A.’s Youth
Reimagining Public Safety &
Youth Development Investment in the City of Los Angeles

Executive Summary
This report addresses youth criminalization in Los Angeles and outlines what youth
development is, why it is a critical component of public safety, and how other major
American cities have invested in their youth while Los Angeles has come up short.
Additionally, this report includes youth- and community-driven recommendations for
youth development investment in the City of Los Angeles.1
The City of Los Angeles is home to over 800,000 youth between the ages of 10-24. These youth
represent the next generation. Due to an overemphasis on punitive public safety measures and
a lack of investment in youth development infrastructure, many of these youth are caught in the
criminal justice system and are not likely to be able to reach their full potential.
Youth Development is an alternative approach to public safety that addresses the root causes of
criminal behavior, prevents youth criminalization, and unlocks youth potential.
Other major cities like New York, Boston, and San Francisco are leading the way in making
intentional, large scale investments in youth development. They each have a youth
development department funded by city revenue that is tasked with implementing a
comprehensive city-wide strategy. Their investments are a clear statement that youth matter in
their city, and that they are doing their part to provide youth with the resources and opportunities
to be successful.
While the City of Los Angeles has allocated some resources to youth development, the current
strategies and investment fall short of the scale and vision needed to fully prepare L.A.’s youth
for college, career development, and civic engagement. Currently, the investment made in the
Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) is 70 times greater than the investment made in the
City’s youth development initiatives. It is costly, ineffective, and frankly, uncivilized, for us to
spend so much on strategies that punish and criminalize our youth while we neglect their needs
and fail to prepare them for life’s great challenges.
We recommend that the City begin redirecting a small portion of its public safety resources from
the back end (after crime and violence occurs) to the front end (before crime and violence
occurs). Redirecting a small percentage of law enforcement resources to a Youth Development
Department could result in huge benefits to the young people of the City of Los Angeles, and

It is important to note that L.A. is unique: many city and county resources and services overlay
each other. Therefore, is it important that these two levels of youth development opportunities
are addressed. For purposes of clarity, this report will focus on the City of Los Angeles, but
since there is overlay, it is important to understand how this can be achieved at the county level
as well.
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subsequently reduce the burden of crime and violence involving youth. The City would not need
to raise any additional revenue, and the public safety infrastructure would still remain intact.
● If the City redirects just 1% of its law enforcement spending to a Youth Development
Department, Los Angeles could increase existing youth development spending by 70%
($26 million), from $36 million to $62 million.
● If the City redirects just 5% of its law enforcement spending to a Youth Development
Department, the City could fund 25,000 additional youth summer jobs, 500 additional
peacebuilders/intervention workers, and 50 youth centers across the City.
We encourage the Mayor and City Council of Los Angeles to envision Los Angeles as a place in
which all youth have the opportunity to thrive. The following recommendations are steps to
making this vision a reality, and how we can build a better future for L.A.’s youth:
1. Create a Youth Development Department
2. Establish a YDD Youth Advisory Committee
3. Implement a Youth Participatory Budgeting Project in each Council District
4. Provide 25,000 Youth Employment & Internship Opportunities
5. Fund 50 Youth Development Centers
6. Hire and Train 500 Community Interventionists/Peacebuilders
7. Work with Metro to Provide Free Metro Passes to All L.A. Youth
8. Partner with LAUSD to Invest in Health & Wellness Centers and Expand Joint-Use
Agreements
We are confident that these steps will not only result in improved public safety, but also a better
life trajectory for our City’s youth and their families.

About L.A. for Youth
LA for Youth is a growing movement led by youth, families and community-based organizations
to build a positive future for L.A.’s youth. We recognize that youth resources and opportunities
are essential to increase graduation rates from both high school and higher education, to
increase youth ability to find and maintain employment and to access living wage careers, to
increase social justice organizing and civic participation, to reduce violence and ensure public
safety, and to save money and save lives. L.A. for Youth is endorsed and led by more than 120
organizations and includes a countywide campaign, a citywide campaign, as well as local
campaigns – Boyle Heights for Youth, Compton for Youth, South Central LA (west) for Youth,
and South Central LA (east) for Youth.
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Criminalization of Youth in Los Angeles
Out of the City of Los Angeles' 4 million residents, 800,000 are young people between the ages
of 10 to 24 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013). This youth population represents a critical component
of the future of our City; they are the parents, business owners, employees, innovators, and
leaders of the next generation.
Unfortunately, a significant portion of these young people end up in the criminal justice system.
For decades, Los Angeles has led the world in locking youth up, locking youth in, and locking
youth out, electing to support suppression, incarceration and deportation rather than other vital
services. In the name of public safety, Los Angeles currently incarcerates more youth than any
other place in the nation (Board of State and Community Corrections, 2014; OJJDP, 2015).
Nationally, L.A. County has the highest number of: youth under the age of 21; youth in foster
care; youth living on the street, and youth living in poverty, while also maintaining the world’s
largest juvenile halls, county jails, juvenile camps, Sheriff's Department and Probation
Department. On any given day, 1475 youth are held in custody in Los Angeles County’s juvenile
camps and halls at an average daily cost of $330 and $527 per youth, respectively (Board of
State and Community Corrections, 2014; Wion 2012). L.A. County has as many
youth-incarceration facilities as community colleges. Three-fourths of incarcerated juveniles are
non-violent offenders (Mendel, 2011). Approximately 50,000 youth under age 25 cycle through
the L.A. County Jail System every year.2 Recidivism rates are high, with 65% of youth exiting
juvenile probation camps associated with a new arrest within 5 years (Ryan, Abrams & Huang,
2014). Fewer than 10% of juvenile probationers acquire a high school diploma or GED, and only
7% of youth are employed after leaving these facilities (Newell & Salazar, 2010).
And, the federal government - usually with the involvement of local law enforcement - has
historically and continues to deport more people out of L.A. County than any other U.S.
jurisdiction. L.A. County has also created and exported several policies that have harmed young
people i ncluding: the war on drugs and war on gangs; the creation of gang databases, gang
injunctions and gang enhancements; Proposition 13, Proposition 21 and Proposition 9; the
financing of California’s anti-immigrant and three strikes laws, all of which have
disproportionately impacted youth and communities of color and led to the largest prison boom
in the history of the world. California now has 33 state prisons and only 29 state universities.
L.A. County makes up 27% of the state’s population, but 40% of the state’s prison population.
The population most impacted by our criminal justice system are young people of color, many of
whom live in communities that lack proper resources and opportunities, and are victims of
adverse childhood trauma (Newell & Leap, 2013; Baglivio et al, 2014). The racial makeup of
youth in probation camps in L.A. County is 65% Latino, 30% African American, 3% White, and
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18-24 year olds comprise 43% of L.A. County Jail population. 118,000 mutually exclusive people were
booked into jail custody in 2011 (Austin et al., 2012).
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2% Other. African American and Hispanic young people were more likely to receive placement
in either a probation camp or group-home setting, as compared with white youths adjudicated
for a similar offense (Ryan, Abrams & Huang, 2014). Young people with a history of
incarceration are at a greater risk for lower educational attainment, higher unemployment,
increase in substance abuse, and mental health issues (Savage, 2009). They represent our
most vulnerable youth - the ones in greatest need of protection and safety - yet they are being
criminalized and re-traumatized by a system operating under the mission of public safety.
Criminalization is the process by which behaviors and individuals are transformed into crime and
criminals (Michalowski, 1985). A primary means of criminalizing youth is the attribution of labels;
both in how youth develop their own self-concept and in the structural disadvantages they will
experience labeled as such. When young people are associated with the juvenile justice
system, and labeled as delinquent offenders at an early age, they are treated as such and may
take on that identity. When they take on this identity, they are significantly more likely to engage
in criminal behavior into early adulthood. More importantly, youth who are labeled as deviant
due to involvement in the juvenile justice system experience a negative effect on educational
attainment and subsequent employment (Bernburg & Krohn, 2003). Moreover, incarceration
serves to reinforce this identity through peer association, as youth are confined with others
given the same label. As a result of criminalization, youth experience a “social death” as they
become increasingly isolated from relationships and opportunities that affirm their humanity
(Rios, 2011).
Young people are more susceptible to criminalization when they live in an environment where
punishment through arrest and subsequent incarceration is the dominant public safety strategy.
Under these conditions, they are expected to follow laws, but they are not systematically
provided the tools and the supportive environment they need to be successful. Instead,
resources are allocated for rule enforcement and reactionary methods, rather than positive
reinforcement programs. This approach creates a hostile environment for young people and
hinders their learning and development. Additionally, the root causes of delinquent behaviors,
such as neglect, divestment, trauma, and social learning - remain unaddressed. Youth are
impacted by a combination of risk and protective factors at the individual, family, community,
and societal levels that influence their behavior. Therefore, instead of solely focusing on a
punishment based approach to hold them accountable for their actions, County and City
agencies must address the socio-ecological factors that contribute to their actions in the first
place. Positive youth development investment would counter the risk factors inherent in our
current justice system, and instead create protective effects for our youth, their futures, and our
public safety at all levels of the socio-ecological model.
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What Youth Development Is & Why It Is a Critical
Component of Public Safety
Unlike other models whose primary focus is in prevention of problem behavior, youth
development (YD) is a framework that achieves the objective of prevention, but it is not the
central focus. Instead, youth require multiple skill sets that are both preventative and
developmental, and the YD focus is on enhancing strengths and providing opportunities and
connections to resources. The goal of effective YD is preparation and development. It is rooted
in the principles of inclusiveness and building on strengths. YD brings a positive orientation and
is characterized by opportunities and discovery that promote a sense of belonging, usefulness,
and power. YD is centered around fully engaging all youth as participants in their development,
identifying their strengths and assets, and undertaking a collaborative effort to foster their
physical, intellectual, psychological and emotional, and social health. YD helps youth grow in
five critical areas known as the 5 C’s of YD: Competence in academic, social and vocational
areas; Confidence or a positive self-identity; Connection and contribution to community, family
and peers; Character or positive values, integrity and moral commitment; and Caring and
compassion (Hamilton & Hamilton, 2004).
Youth who have access to civic engagement, educational opportunities, vocational programs,
and health services have higher rates of psychological and emotional stability, positive self
esteem, and greater risk management capacities (Hamilton & Hamilton, 2004). This access
makes it less likely for young people to engage in high-risk behaviors, such as smoking, alcohol
and substance abuse, gang affiliation, and unsafe sex. YD has been found to have a positive
relationship to life satisfaction and a negative relationship to problem behavior. Empowering
at-risk youth to become decision-makers and community leaders becomes a driving force in
their likelihood of public engagement and commitment to the wellbeing of their neighborhoods
(Flanagan & Faison, 2001). This local empowerment also leads to an overall decline in juvenile
delinquency (The Sentencing Project: Research & Advocacy for Reform, 2015).
Enduring intergenerational relationships with parents, teachers, and other caring adults is a
critical component of YD. Studies have found that youth who build strong relationships with
healthy adults have an increased sense of purpose, and are guided towards constructive
behavior. In contrast, these studies correlate delinquent behavior to frequent associations with
the criminal justice system and its personnel. Our juvenile justice system is steeped in a
framework of punishment rather than youth development, where youth are locked out of the
decision-making processes that impact their lives. As such, the relationships youth have with
adults in the criminal justice system effectively disempower them from critically engaging in their
development and believing they are an integral and valuable member of their community. The
consequences of these relationships are serious: youth criminalization and incarceration
increase the likelihood of recidivism, decrease the chances of high school graduation, reduce
employment, and increase the risk of incarceration when they become adults (Mendel, 2011).
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YD reduces the likelihood of youth criminalization by surrounding youth with caring adults who
can help them shape a positive identity, as persons who have potential and promise.
Effective, comprehensive YD requires more than an individual program. While individual
programs can provide youth development activities or services, the youth development
approach works best when entire communities offer youth development opportunities as part of
their infrastructure. This can occur when a community as a whole agrees upon standards for
what all young people need to grow into happy and healthy adults and then creates a continuum
of care and opportunities to meet those needs. YD requires a set of mutually constitutive
supports in place that are intentionally connected to local infrastructure such as youth centers,
schools, and parks, and are available to youth so they can successfully pursue their passions
and reach their full potential. When infrastructure is rooted in YD it creates neighborhood
capital, increasing community capacity and the ability to collectively achieve neighborhood
goals, such as public safety, population stability, and routes to positive life outcomes as
investments are made in creating community-identified resources. Additionally, high-resource
neighborhoods have been found to be most beneficial to low-resource families, creating greater
social and economic capital. This is a particularly important finding as youth from low-resource
families are more likely to live in low-resource neighborhoods. Moreover, low-resource
neighborhoods are more heavily policed, increasing the likelihood that youth will become
criminalized for actions that youth elsewhere would not be instead of having access to
resources that create connectedness, personal accountability, inspire constructive reflection,
and opportunities to move forward in their growth.
YD has the potential to both prevent our young people from entering the criminal justice system
and ensure that they have the best road to opportunity. If the goal of public safety is to protect a
population from harm, YD certainly serves to accomplish this goal. This is part of a larger
conversation across California around redefining public safety away from more police, and
towards community strengthening (Californians for Safety and Justice, 2015). In a 2004 survey
of California voters, 8 out of 10 said that state spending on violence prevention and youth safety
programs is as important as spending on law enforcement and prisons (ie communications,
2004). To break the cycle of crime and violence, we need to invest in strategies that address the
root causes at the scale required. It is a common sense approach to public safety that we begin
investing in YD infrastructure, which requires only a fraction of the costs of incarceration
(Petteruti, Schindler, & Ziedenberg, 2014). In fact, it is more than three times cheaper to invest
in robust community programming than to incarcerate our youth (Juvenile Justice: What's At
Stake?, 2015).
When the YD framework is applied to public safety models, it fundamentally redefines how
public safety is achieved and where investments must be made in order to create lasting and
sustainable safety. In fact, comprehensive public safety requires a more upstream approach.
When we look at public safety outcomes, YD is a worthwhile investment that will not only reduce
the number of youth on the path towards violence and crime, but will increase the number of
6

youth on the path towards success and achieving their full potential as contributing members of
society.

LA for Youth’s Definition of Youth Development
Youth development is the promotion of language, theories, programs and practices
that recognize and build on the strengths of youth, families and communities.
Unlike the fields of prevention and intervention that have traditionally focused on defining
youth, (their families and their communities) by risk factors or problems, and have “treated”
youth for their pathologies in separate – and often contradictory – programs (teen pregnancy,
substance abuse, gangs, mental illness, homeless/runaway, etc.)…
Youth development is:
(1) Place-based, organized so that all neighborhoods have access to safe and healthy space
for youth and their families.
(2) Asset-based (rather than deficit-based), recognizing and promoting the talents,
contributions and leadership of youth, rather than focusing on “saving” or “fixing” broken
youth.
(3) Holistic and comprehensive, providing youth access to safe and empowering
environments that include educational enrichment; remediation and college preparation;
career preparation and employment; health and mental health; fitness, nutrition, recreation
and sports; the arts; and opportunities for youth to create and shape the world around them,
including decision making, leadership and service roles in their governments, schools and
communities.
(4) Empowering:
● Enabling and supporting youth to critique and shape the world around them, including
having opportunities to fully engage in the planning, running and decision making for
their schools, their communities, in court, in regards to their own health care, housing
and other aspects of their lives, and within government, including expanding both
advisory, decision making and elected roles for youth within government boards,
commissions and agencies.
● Increasing youth involvement in elections – as voters, poll workers, campaign staff
and volunteers and as voters,
● Eliminating barriers to youth involvement in elections and in government, including
ending discrimination based on Parole and immigration status; reducing the voting
age; expanding youth positions as elected representatives (such as currently exists
on a tiny minority of school boards); and protecting the right to vote for marginalized
communities – most notably ensuring that youth know their rights to register and vote
when they are institutionalized (in foster care or placements), or in custody (in juvenile
halls, camps and jails if detained or convicted with a misdemeanor).
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(5) Just: Youth development promotes and protects the Constitutional and human rights of
youth, while also ensuring that youth have the skills to:
● Learn, represent and celebrate their own roots, identities, language, history, culture,
spiritual traditions and values while also learning to understand, appreciate and
protect the identities, cultures and traditions of others.
● Gain the skills to recognize, challenge and promote an end to racism, sexism,
heterosexism and homophobia, ageism and adultism, ableism, xenophobia and
intolerance for religious difference, economic injustice and exploitation.
● Advocate for their and other youth’s protection of Constitutional and human rights.
Youth development cannot undermine youth protections or allow for youth exploitation
– such as transferring youth into adult courts, paying youth less than minimum wage,
or denying youth state or federal Constitutional protections such as due process,
voting or decision-making rights. Youth development rejects torture including solitary
confinement; permanent punishment or institutionalization including capital
punishment, life without parole or extreme sentences, mandatory minimums; lifetime
registration on “gang,” DNA, or “sex offender” databases; and gang injunctions –
especially because they are permanent and allow for the arrest and incarceration of
people for non-criminal acts.
● Advocate for an end to other forms of permanent punishment and discrimination, such
as practices that exclude youth from voting, education, housing, employment, training
or volunteer opportunities due to their age, immigration status, identity or convictions.
(6) Transformative rather than punitive and punishing: Youth development focuses on
transformative justice, including trauma informed practices that hold youth and all people
accountable through addressing root causes, repairing harm and ensuring healing.
(7) Integrated:
● Youth exist within families and communities, and youth development must promote
and include family and community development strategies, as well as family and
community decision making, self-determination, reintegration and reunification.
● Youth are also impacted by institutions – such as schools, hospitals, juvenile halls,
jails and prisons, group homes and foster homes. Therefore, youth development
values and priorities must be infused within the methodology, training, practices and
policies of every institution that touches young people.
● Programs are also best when integrated and coordinated in order to better meet a
youth’s needs, avoid duplication and cross purposes, and operate more efficiently.
● Everyone working with youth must be first and foremost a youth development
practitioner. Similarly, institutions serving youth and communities belong to youth and
communities, and cannot deny access based on alleged affiliations or identities.
(8) Accessible: Youth development includes ensuring that young people have access to all
the resources and opportunities in their region. For that reason, free and reliable public
transportation is an essential component of youth development.
The LA for Youth Campaign also maintains that youth development cannot exist
without also promoting youth empowerment.
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Youth Empowerment is the realization of personal and group power that people develop
through their own action. Although the word is often misused, we cannot “empower other
people.” Adults cannot empower youth, any more than whites can empower people of color,
or men can empower women. The role of a youth development worker is as a facilitator,
enabling youth to have the space, training and support needed to find their own voice, build
their own vision and act for the liberation of themselves and others. People who want to
support the empowerment of youth and others, must agree to work with young people
instead of for them; listen more than they speak; when talking, talk with young people instead
of at them; and give up our traditional roles (as service provider, teacher, board member,
tenant leader, etc.) and share these roles, and the training, power and responsibility that
come with them, with young people in order that they also gain employable skills and
experience; and serving as an ally to youth, recognizing that youth and communities gain
more from a partnership with youth than in creating absolute authority. YOUTH
EMPOWERMENT IS NOT TOKENISM. It means youth having the support, training, and
opportunities needed to participate more equally with people who may have more experience
and who have traditionally had more power.
The LA for Youth Campaign recognizes Youth development as a strategy to counter,
and help youth, their families and communities survive and challenge criminalization,
of which youth of color are among the most impacted.

Los Angeles is investing heavily in policing while
neglecting to meaningfully invest in youth
development
For over 15 years, L.A.’s youth have had the lowest crime rates of any generation since the
1950s. They have increased their graduation rates, lowered substance abuse and teen
pregnancy rates, and sacrificed their lives in Iraq and Afghanistan. At the same time, City and
County funding continues to be prioritized for police, Probation and jails, while youth and
community centers, parks, playgrounds, job programs, housing and other positive youth
opportunities are underfunded, under-resourced, closed or non-existent.
Here in Los Angeles, billions of dollars are allocated to law enforcement in the name of safety,
while the needs of the most low-resourced youth have elicited minimal attention and even less
action by elected officials (City of Los Angeles, 2015). In FY 2014-15, the City of Los Angeles
authorized nearly 70 percent of its unrestricted budget to public safety agencies (police and
fire), while allocating less than 8 percent to libraries, parks, and other public/social services. In
FY 2015-16, the projected cost of the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) is expected to be
$2.57 billion. LAPD receives more funding from the General Fund, the City’s discretionary tax
revenue, than all other City Departments combined. A large percentage - 42.4% (13,835 of
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32,576 employees) - of the City’s entire workforce are LAPD officers. In the last decade (FY
2006-07 to FY 2015-16), the cost of LAPD has increased by $732 million, an increase of 40%,
while youth development spending remains minimal in comparison. Currently, the investment

made in LAPD is 70 times greater than the investment made in the City’s youth development
initiatives. Prior to the creation of the City's programs for Gang Reduction and Youth
Development (GRYD), Summer Night Lights (SNL), and Hire LA's Youth in the last several
years, an organized strategy for youth programming was nonexistent. While effective, the
preceding programs piecemeal youth services and do not provide the benefits that come from
comprehensive youth development infrastructure. Currently, the City of Los Angeles invests
more unrestricted revenues per capita in law enforcement than youth development by a factor of
17 to 1 ($632 per capita in LAPD and $36 per youth in Youth Development). FY 2015-16 allows
the City to operate their Department of Animal Services with a budget of $41 million, and 344
employees, but does not have appropriate funding for a comprehensive Youth Development
Department.

Our current state of youth investment falls drastically short of meeting the scale of need while an
excess of investment in policing makes it increasingly easy for youth to get swallowed up in the
lifelong consequences of an inadequate justice system. As such, youth who would benefit the
most from YD are instead increasingly vulnerable to being criminalized. These are our youth;
since we already take communal responsibility for holding them accountable and punishing
them, it makes sense that we also take communal responsibility for investing in their
development. Comprehensive public safety and the future of our youth depends on adequate
investment in YD. This report will discuss budgetary and policy recommendations for a city-wide
Youth Development Department.
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L.A. City Budget Allocations from Unrestricted Revenue

LAPD

Youth
Development

Recreation &
Parks and Library

Animal
Services

Total Cost (FY 2015-16)

$2,566,431,967

$36,303,119

$509,516,059

$41,251,381

Amount from
Unrestricted Revenue

$2,417,200,000

$29,667,927

$448,300,000

$36,400,000

53.3%

0.65%

9.89%

0.80%

$632

$36

$117

$10

% of City’s Unrestricted
Revenue
Unrestricted Revenue
Allocated per youth capita*

General Fund for FY 2015-16: $5,410,381,123; Unrestricted Revenues: $4,534,900,000
*L.A. City Population: 3,827,261; ages 10-24: 818,036. YD unrestricted revenues allocated includes spending per capita for youth
ages 10-24; all other categories include spending per capita for all City residents.
Source: ACS DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSING ESTIMATES 2013 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates
Youth Development Spending includes: GYRD, Summer Youth Employment (from General City Purposes to EWDD), Summer Night
Lights (Rec & Parks), Clean & Green Jobs Program (Board of Public Works)
Youth Development Spending does not include: Libraries, Parks & Rec, Arts & Cultural Services

Current Los Angeles Youth-Centered Resources & Investment
In recent years, Los Angeles has created several youth development resources.
11

The Mayor's Office of Gang Reduction and Youth Development consists of case managers and
interventionists who administer public and social services for communities most impacted by
gang violence. These services include mentorship programs, tattoo removal, and anonymous
gun back initiatives. GRYD also houses the Summer Night Lights partnership with LAPD and
the Dept. of Recreation and Parks to operate 32 recreation centers and parks open between the
hours of 7 pm – 11 pm throughout the summer months.
Hire LA’s Youth is a youth jobs program operated by the Economic and Workforce Development
Department that provides summer youth employment to over 10,000 youth ages 14-24 in the
City of Los Angeles. Youth are provided work readiness training and are placed to work in local
businesses and community organizations. Only one-fifth of the funding for this program is
provided by the City of Los Angeles, with the remaining funds sourced from the County of Los
Angeles and private donors.
YouthSource centers provide important support and opportunities to youth in certain
communities of Los Angeles. The centers offer free job skills training, college preparation and
mentoring to youth ages 16-24. Due to program requirements, these centers tend to operate like
normal business hour government offices with participation restrictions rather than comparative
community-run youth centers that provide greater access and attention to youth. These centers
are funded with pass-through federal dollars under the Workforce Investment Act, underscoring
the City’s reliance on outside funding sources to serve its youth population.
The Cultural Affairs, Parks and Recreation, and Library Departments offer a wide range of
programs and places benefiting all Los Angeles residents. Many of these programs and places
are building blocks that can be leveraged for intentional YD.
Many of the community-based organizations (CBO) that provide Youth Development support to
youth in Los Angeles do so at a low cost and are funded primarily by private foundations, rather
than the City or other public entities. A recent survey of youth development programs in the
Boyle Heights community of Los Angeles found that organizations serve youth at a cost of $3
per youth per day, with just 16% of their financial support coming from the public sector (BHC
Boyle Heights, 2014). The City is underutilizing its CBO’s in its youth programming.
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How Other Major American Cities Are Investing in
Their Youth
Given the positive research findings of YD, and the benefits of a comprehensive approach to
youth development and public safety, several cities across the U.S. have already begun
prioritizing investment in youth development departments and employing a YD framework in
how they create youth development infrastructure. By examining the New York, Boston, and
San Francisco youth development models, this section will discuss how these three major cities
finance and regulate their respective youth development models. We will compare their
programs with the City of Los Angeles and highlight disparities. This analysis will d
 emonstrate
how creating a youth development department in the city of Los Angeles and investing money at
the front end of public safety in development and prevention is not only feasible, but in the best
interest of our city and its residents.
The Cities of New York, Boston, and San Francisco have youth development departments
(YDD) that consist of a diverse array of YD-centered infrastructure, and are financed by the
city’s general fund. Moreover, these three cities have allocated additional general funds to be
spent on other youth development resources that are not administered by their city’s respective
YDDs. By directing city discretionary funds toward the wellbeing of their youth, these cities are
modeling the multiple ways in which YD can be realized and the feasibility with which it can be
accomplished.
A YDD serves several important purposes in a city:
1) to show that a city prioritizes YD in its budget among other city priorities;
2) to oversee implementation of a citywide YD strategy;
3) to provide a dedicated funding stream and technical support for YD youth centers and
programs;
4) to improve coordination and measure impact; and
5) to engage youth and their families in resource decisions that impact their communities.

GRAPHIC: POLICE AND YOUTH DEVELOPMENT SPENDING BY CITY

Total
Population

Boston
New York

LA youth
Per youth
population *
Per capita
capita
Police: YDD CIty's per capita
Youth 10-24 expenditure expenditure Spending
YDD
y.o.
(Police)
(YDD)
Ratio
expenditure

629,182

158,304

$514

*$192

2.7

$156,968,755

8,268,999

1,619,200

$1136

$311

3.7

$254,199,625
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San Francisco
Los Angeles

817,501

116,563

**$666

$857

0.8

$700,963,366

3,827,261

818,036

$671

$44

15

$36,303,119

*Includes Boston’s two youth development oriented departments
**Includes Police cost, not Sheriff cost
Budget Sources:
http://sfcontroller.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=6643
http://budget.data.cityofboston.gov/#/
http://www.nyc.gov/html/omb/downloads/pdf/erc6_15.pdf
http://controller.lacity.org/stellent/groups/ElectedOfficials/@CTR_Contributor/documents/Contributor_Web_Content/LACITYP_03174
7.pdf
Population Data:
ACS DEMOGRAPHIC AND HOUSING ESTIMATES 2013 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates

In the 1950s, when the U.S. became concerned about “youth gangs” or “juvenile delinquents,”
the difference between Los Angeles and other cities’ response was dramatic. In the mid-1950s,
New York City created the Division of Youth Services, employed 300 “gang workers” to outreach
to and counsel youth, and opened the schools from 3-10pm for recreation, arts, life skills and
educational programming. L.A. invested in harsh policing, led by LAPD Chief Parker and his
protégé and eventual LAPD Chief Gates, and including the first use of military equipment
against civilian communities during the Watts Rebellion, the creation of SWAT, battering rams,
and the nation’s first gang units. By the 1970s, Richard Nixon’s and Ronald Reagan’s Wars on
Drugs, and the anti-tax movement leading to the passing of Proposition 13 bankrupted L.A.’s
teen posts and youth employment programs.
When Los Angeles eventually began to invest in “serving” youth – other than through police and
prison – the strategy employed has been almost entirely prevention and intervention.
Prevention and intervention grew out of medical models that “recognized” youth having
“problems” in need of “treatment” to address drug and alcohol use, violence, and pregnancy.
These strategies also crafted language along the lines of a medical diagnosis, identifying
“deprived” and “underprivileged,” and “high-risk” and “at risk” youth, as well as identifying “risk”
and “resiliency” factors.
By the 1970s, across the nation and the world, most other communities became increasingly
critical of prevention and intervention methodology as the sole approach to working with youth,
and began to fund the majority of resources into comprehensive youth and community
development. In the 1990’s, youth-serving organizations and youth leaders from Boston,
Philadelphia and New York City defined youth development and identified five essential
competencies essential to adult success. These competencies were written up by the Academy
for Educational Development and the Fund for the City of New York:
1. Health and Physical Competence - Good current health status plus evidence of
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors that will ensure future health.
2. Personal and Social Competence - Skills for understanding self and having
self-discipline; working with others, communicating, cooperating, negotiating, and
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building relationships; coping, adapting, and being responsible; and finally, making good
judgments, evaluating, making decisions, and problem-solving.
3. Cognitive and Creative Competence - Useful knowledge and abilities to appreciate and
participate in areas of creative expression for thinking, seeing, feeling, tasting, and
hearing.
4. Vocational Competence - Understanding and awareness of life planning and career
choices, leisure and work options, and steps to act on those choices.
5. Citizenship Competence - Understanding of personal values, moral and ethical
decision-making, and participation in public efforts of citizenship that contribute to the
community and the nation.
These competencies were further translated into outcome goals for youth development work, as
youth workers argued that they both coordinated referrals between themselves in order to
provide youth everything they needed, and relied on comprehensive youth centers – in
operation since the 1800s in most northeastern and midwestern cities – as essential spaces
where youth could develop all these skills under one roof.

New York: Department of Youth &
Community Development
Mission: The Department of Youth and Community
Development
funds
local
community-based
organizations to provide services that promote youth
development and strong, healthy communities.
FY 2015-16 Budget: $487,537,877 (Total cost with
fringe benefits and pensions: $503,156,380)
Number of Funded Staff Positions: 520
How it was created: In 1947, New York City created a New York City Youth Board to
coordinate and supplement the activities of public and private agencies devoted to serving
youth. In 1989, The Department of Youth Services was established by the New York City
Council to serve youth through the age of 21. In 1991, the Beacon Initiative was launched in
partnership with CBOs in 10 sites. In 1996, The Department of Youth Services merged with the
Community Development Agency, creating the Department of Youth & Community Development
(DYCD) with the goal of providing the City of New York with high-quality youth and family
programming.
Key programs: DYCD’s funds key programs benefiting New York City youth, including:
School’s Out New York City, Beacon Community Centers, Cornerstone Community Centers,
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Jobs and Internships for Youth, Runaway and Homeless Youth Services, and Summer Youth
Employment Program.
School’s Out New York City (SONYC) p
 rovides programming for middle school age youth.
Youth participate in after-school clubs and have the opportunity to choose activities of their
interest. They engage in service learning, sports, arts and educational trips around the City.
Beacon Community Centers are school-based community centers that serve children age 6 and
older and adults. There are 80 Beacons throughout the City that operate after school, on
weekends and during summer months. Youth are provided support to graduate from high
school, prepare for careers and volunteer in their community.
Cornerstone Programs provide mentoring and engaging youth programming at 94 New York
City Housing Authority Community Centers in partnership with community-based organizations.
DYCD’s Runaway and Homeless Youth services include drop-in centers, crisis shelters,
transitional independent living programs, and street outreach and referral services. DYCD seeks
to protect youth and reunite them with their families when possible. DYCD also works with
community-based organizations to empower everyone impacted by domestic abuse.
DCYD runs New York City’s youth employment programs that help youth between the ages of
14 and 24 gain work experience and further their education. In 2015, the programs served
54,263 participants, connecting them to 9,156 worksites.
DYCD operates Youth Connect, a hotline and web-based resource, that serves to inform New
York City’s youth of opportunities and resources available to them.
Other City Initiatives: NYC also has a Participatory Budgeting project (http://pbnyc.org/).
NYC’s Participatory Budgeting is a grassroots process through which community residents vote
to directly allocate at least $1 million in capital funding per district toward proposals developed
by the community to meet local needs. In FY 2014-15, $32 million in capital discretionary funds
was allocated to 24 council districts for PBNYC. Of the 51,000 voters, 10% were under age 18.
Youth ages 14 and older are eligible to participate.
NYC MTA provides Free & Reduced Cost Student MetroCards for K-12 students that are
distributed by schools every semester. The MetroCards are limited to certain hours
(5:30a-8:30p) and allow 3 rides per day.
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Boston: Boston Center for Youth & Families and Department of
Youth Engagement & Employment
Boston has two departments focused on youth development with a combined FY 2015-16
budget of $30,376,147. The Center for Youth & Families and Department of Youth Engagement
& Employment are housed in the Health and Human Services Cabinet.

Mission of Boston Center for Youth & Families: The mission of Boston Centers for Youth &
Families (BCYF) is to enhance the quality of life of Boston’s residents by partnering with various
organizations to offer a wide range of comprehensive programs and activities according to
neighborhood needs and interests.
FY 2015-16 Budget: $24,828,027
Number of Funded Staff Positions: 389
How it was created: In the early 1970’s, as new school buildings sprang up all over Boston,
residents felt strongly that these buildings should be used as community resources and offer
community programming when school was not in session. This idea led to the establishment of
Boston Community Schools in 1972. Overtime additional services, programs, and facilities were
added. In 2001, the name was changed to Boston Centers for Youth & Families, and today is
Boston’s largest youth and human services agency.
Key Programs: BCYF programs target six developmental youth outcomes that ensure youth
are prepared for school, work and life: Self Worth, Belonging & Membership, Responsibility &
Autonomy, Physical & Mental Health, Civic & Social Ability, and Intellectual Ability. All BCYF
programs are encouraged to incorporate ACES (Arts; Community & Civic Engagement;
Education; and Sports, Fitness, Recreation & Health).
BCYF operates a network of 29 community centers, 19 pools and one beach to provide a wide
range of affordable activities to youth and their families. Of the 29 BCYF community centers, 16
are teen-friendly spaces and have programming specifically designed by and for teens. These
are spaces for youth to connect with others, participate in a range of programs, and enjoy
unstructured time having fun, hanging out, doing homework, and getting assistance with job
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searches. In 2014, over 8,000 Boston teens participated in BCYF teen programming. BCYF also
operates the G.I.R.L.S. (Growth, Intervention, Respect, Leadership & Service for Girls)
Program, w
 hich provides high-quality, meaningful programs to help Boston’s girls reach their full
potential and become healthy, strong, self-confident and successful women, and the Camp Joy
Program, which provides high-quality, structured and enriching opportunities and activities for
children and young adults with special needs.
BCYF operates the Streetworker Program to prevent violence and improve public safety in
Boston communities. BCYF’s Streetworkers de-escalate and mediate conflicts between
neighborhood gangs and serve as allies to youth and families, connecting them to services and
opportunities.
Mission of Youth Engagement & Employment Department: The Department of Youth
Engagement & Employment is a one-stop shop resource center for youth in the city of Boston.
The goal of the department is to meet the needs of young people by connecting them to a
variety of opportunities, resources and free or low-cost events in the city.
FY 2015-16 Budget: $5,548,120
Number of Funded Staff Positions: 8
Key Programs: The Department of Youth Engagement & Employment youth employment
program consists of year-round programming, offering jobs to young people between the ages
of 15-18. They partner with over 250 nonprofits, community organizations and city government
offices. The Department of Youth Engagement & Employment provides youth professional
development to help youth achieve their career goals. Career Peers is a youth-led workshop
series on life skills and job readiness. The Community Dream Team is a program that places
groups of 18-22 year olds on community-based projects where they receive training and
mentoring as they document their project using video. Speakers Connect Series connects youth
with adults in various fields so they can be exposed to different career paths. The Department of
Youth Engagement & Employment has an online database of nearly 4,000 Boston programs
that is updated regularly, and produces a monthly update for over 30,000 residents in the city.
Youth can call a resource line to talk to a teen “peer listener” who offers information about
activities, sports, park facilities, health care, support programs and other opportunities in
Boston.
The Department of Youth Engagement & Employment oversees a Youth Participatory Budget
Project called Youth Lead the Change. Teens create proposals based on ideas submitted by
Boston residents, and 12-25 year olds vote in various locations throughout the city for the
proposals that get funded and prioritized. The budget for Youth Lead the Change is $1 million
annually. Over 1,500 Boston youth voted in the 2014 “Million Dollar Vote Fest”.
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The Department of Youth Engagement & Employment also oversees the Mayor’s Youth
Council, which comprises 85 Boston youth residents. The Mayor’s Youth Council provides
Boston's young people with an active role in addressing youth issues. High school juniors and
seniors are selected to serve as volunteer representatives of every neighborhood in the city.
The young advocates outreach to Boston teens, inform them of existing opportunities and listen
to suggestions on what the city can do to improve its youth oriented efforts. Youth Council
Members are involved year-round for 8-13 hours per month.

San Francisco: Department of Children,
Youth & Their Families
Mission: The mission of the Department of Children, Youth &
Their Families is to ensure that families with children are a
prominent and valued segment of San Francisco's social fabric
by supporting programs and activities in every San Francisco
neighborhood. DCYF takes a multi-faceted approach to
accomplishing its mission, which includes strategic funding,
program partnerships, policy innovation, and informing and
engaging the public.
FY 2015-16 Budget: $170,705,287 ($37,759,104 from General Fund; $129,504,410 from
Children & Youth Fund; $3,401,773 from Public Protection Special Revenue Fund; and $40,000
from Gift Fund). Of this amount, $70,824,117 is set aside for SFUSD, leaving $99,881,170 for
expenses not related to public education.
Number of Funded Staff Positions: 40
How it was created: After several decades of community advocacy to have an entity within
government specifically designated to coordinate children's services, the Mayor's Office for
Children, Youth and Their Families was created in 1989 by Mayor Art Agnos. After the 1991
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passage of the Children's Amendment, the MOCYF gained momentum and a substantial budget
from the Children’s Fund, and Mayor Willie Brown turned the MOCYF into a full city department.
In 2000, the Children's Amendment was renewed by the voters of San Francisco, and a
Children's Fund Citizens Advisory Committee was established. In 2001, the Board of
Supervisors and Mayor adopted Quality of Life Benchmarks that informed the goals of the
Department of Children, Youth & Their Families: Children and youth are healthy; Children and
youth are ready to learn and are succeeding in school; Children and youth live in safe,
supported families; Children and youth live in safe, supported, and viable communities; and
Children and youth contribute to the development and vitality of San Francisco. In November of
2014, the Children and Youth Fund (new name) was reauthorized through June 30, 2041 by
nearly 75% of the San Francisco electorate. Children & Youth Fund is a set aside from a
property tax levy that will increase to $0.04 of every $100 of assessed valuation by FY2018-19
and thereafter. The purpose of the Fund is to support children up to age 18 and disconnected
transitional-aged youth up to age 24.
Key Programs: DCYF's investments in youth are meant to advance a vision in which all of San
Francisco's youth are able to reach their educational, career, and personal life goals. DCYF
seeks to meet youth where they are, and then support them to progress toward the next step in
their development. DCYF provides opportunities and outlets for youth to build their individual
competencies, form positive self- and group identity, increase their capacity to make healthy
decisions, develop self-sufficiency skills, establish healthy youth-adult relationships, make
meaningful contributions to their communities, and succeed in reaching their educational,
career, and personal goals. DCYF funds programs in the areas of Early Care and Education;
Out of School Time (OST); Youth Leadership, Empowerment, and Development (YLEAD);
Family Support; and Violence Prevention and Intervention. DCYF programs serve 50,000
children and youth annually. While DCYF funds programs in every part of the City, resources
are targeted where they are most needed based on a neighborhood scorecard called the Index
of Need. The Index of Need is based on five measures—median family income, percent of total
population from birth to age 17, participation in the state’s welfare program (Cal-WORKS),
involvement in the juvenile justice system, and high school graduation rates.
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Out of School Time (OST) programs provide learning opportunities for youth ages 5-13 that
foster their academic, socio-emotional, and physical development during after school hours,
weekends, and summers. DCYF funds 200 Out of School Time programs serving more than
10,000 elementary and middle school youth.
DCYF’s Youth Leadership, Empowerment, and Development (YLEAD) service area
encompasses the following programs serving youth ages 13-25: DCYF’s Youth Workforce
Development (YWD), which prepares young people for future educational and career success;
Specialized Teen, which offers experiences to help youth build life skills, improve academic
performance, and access supportive resources; Wellness Initiative, which supports
school-based Wellness Centers in promoting the health, well-being and academic success of
16,000 public high school students at 19 campuses; and the Youth Empowerment Fund
program areas.
DCYF’s Youth Empowerment Fund (YEF) provides funding to youth empowerment programs
that involve youth as central players in decision making, offering youth respect, leadership
development opportunities, and real information about the way the world works. Through the
YEF, all youth in San Francisco have the opportunity to apply for funding for their youth-led
projects, as well as participate in grant making, program support, and evaluation. The YEF is
supported by a minimum of 3% of the San Francisco Children's Fund, approved by San
Francisco voters in 2000. Currently, the YEF dedicates over $1 million annually to supporting
youth-led projects in San Francisco that build collective power and create concrete change in
the conditions that youth face in their communities. YEF also provides youth leadership
fellowships to bring youth voice to government. Youth receive an $800 award upon completion
of the fellowship.
Summer Jobs+, is a citywide initiative led by DCYF to provide training and employment
opportunities for young people ages 14-24. Summer Jobs+ encompasses the dozens of
city-funded youth workforce training programs as well as opportunities that exist within the
private sector with the goal of preparing young people with the skills and competencies they
need to transition into successful, independent employment as adults. Summer Jobs+ connects
over 9,000 teens with skill-building opportunities, paid jobs, and internships that build real-world
skills.
DCYF’s Youth Advisory Council (YAC) engages youth in DCYF's decision-making processes
and allows for direct youth feedback on department-led initiatives and policies. The YAC is
comprised of youth representatives from throughout the city and provides a space for youth to
understand issues impacting youth and identify opportunities for collaboration.
YouthVote is a civic engagement initiative and project of DCYF that works with all public high
schools to foster civic engagement, providing students opportunities to participate in general
elections through mock local, state and federal elections, elect a peer to serve as student
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delegates on the SF Board of Education, and voice concerns and suggestions about school and
community issues.
Transitional Age Youth Initiative (TAYSF) is a community partnership led by DCYF that works
with public agencies, transitional age youth and nonprofit service providers to create a
coordinated system of supports in education, employment, health/wellness and housing
services so that San Francisco’s 8,000 most vulnerable youth and young adults can enjoy a
healthy transition to adulthood. TAYSF prioritizes its work on the transition needs of former
foster youth, justice system-involved youth, youth with disabilities, parenting youth, homeless
youth, immigrant and undocumented youth, and youth who have not completed high school.
DCYF provides Violence Prevention and Intervention Services to youth ages 10-25 in
partnership with the Department of Public Health, the Juvenile Probation Department, and
community-based organizations throughout the city. DCYF funds programs that work to prevent
and reduce crime, violence and delinquency; programs that deter youth from entering or
returning to the juvenile or criminal justice system; and programs that help youth build social
and resiliency skills. These services are provided by 39 community-based organizations and
cover every neighborhood in San Francisco. DCYF also supports several key violence
prevention and intervention initiatives, including the Community Response Network,
School-Based Violence Prevention, SafeStart, and the Stay in School Coalition.
Other City Initiatives: The Youth Commission is a body of 17 San Francisco youth between
the ages of 12 and 23. Created by the voters under a 1995 amendment to the City Charter, the
commission is responsible for advising the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor on policies and
laws related to young people. The Youth Commission is also charged with providing comment
and recommendation on all proposed laws that would primarily affect youth before the Board
takes final action.
San Francisco's Kindergarten to College program gives SFUSD kindergarteners college savings
accounts and contributes funds to the accounts throughout students' school careers based on
deposits made into the account by participants. Every public school kindergartener
automatically gets a college savings account with an initial $50 deposit. With other incentives
such as matching funds and bonuses for setting up automatic deposits, the program helps
families prioritize and prepare for long-term educational success. The goal is to provide a
12-year head start towards college tuition.
Check Out San Francisco Family Passes are available to all San Francisco families with
children up to age 18. They can be borrowed from the public library and offer free admission to
the city’s most popular museums and public pools.
The Free Muni Program provides low and moderate income San Francisco youth ages 5 to 18
free access to Muni services when using a Clipper card.
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Recommendations for Building a Better Future for
L.A.’s Youth
We encourage the Mayor and City Council of Los Angeles to envision Los Angeles as a place in
which all youth have the opportunity to thrive. The following recommendations outline steps to
making this vision a reality and how we can build a better future for L.A.’s youth.
1. Create a Department of Youth Development
The City of Los Angeles should create a Youth Development Department with a foundation
rooted in the principles of youth development. By investing in the creation of a youth
development department, Los Angeles would produce outcomes based on the indicators of a
broadened public safety strategy as it intentionally and strategically serves the needs of our
youth population. This investment in institutional infrastructure will provide youth with the
support they need to grow, thrive, and engage in creating healthy, vibrant communities. The
goal of a Youth Development Department would be to ensure the health, wellbeing, and future
of our city’s young people. Other major cities have Youth Development Departments that reflect
the same goal. Los Angeles needs a YDD with a coordinated, well-resourced strategy
comparable to other major cities. The creation of the YDD would be one major step towards Los
Angeles becoming a place known for embracing - rather than fearing and punishing - its youth.
HOW TO PAY FOR A YOUTH DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
We recommend that the City begin redirecting a small portion of its public safety resources
from the back end (after crime and violence occurs) to the front end (before crime and
violence occurs). Redirecting a small percentage of law enforcement resources to a Youth
Development Department could result in huge benefits to the young people of the City of Los
Angeles, and subsequently reduce the burden of crime and violence involving youth. The City
would not need to raise any additional revenue, and the public safety infrastructure would still
remain intact.
● If the City redirects just 1% of its law enforcement spending to a Youth Development
Department, Los Angeles could increase existing youth development spending by
70% ($26 million), from $36 million to $62 million.
● If the City redirects just 5% of its law enforcement spending to a Youth Development
Department, the City could fund 25,000 additional youth summer jobs, 500 additional
peacebuilders/intervention workers, and 50 youth centers across the City.
We recommend the City retain GRYD, SNL, YouthSource and Hire L.A’s Youth and move these
programs under the Department of Youth Development. The Department would also be
responsible for allocating funds to youth centers across the city, administering the City’s youth
jobs program, hiring and training intervention workers/peacebuilders, and administering the
City’s youth participatory budgeting project.
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Key components of a Department for Youth Development
would include:
a. A funding process that is open, accessible and transparent that provides youth
development funding through an RFP (Request for Proposals) process with oversight by a
community funding board that includes government officials, youth, parents and
community-based organizations.
b. Funding and technical support for youth centers in communities throughout the City
that would provide educational enrichment, arts, recreation and health programming for youth
10-24, as well as coordination of peacebuilding (intervention) and restorative transformative
justice efforts in surrounding neighborhoods and schools, and youth employment training and
placement.
c. A training institute in partnership with a local community college and Cal State to
establish certificate, undergraduate and graduate programs in intervention, transformative
justice, youth development, youth and community organizing and non-profit management.
d. A Peacebuilders’ Roundtable to coordinate truce building, rumor control and
inter-neighborhood relationship building among intervention workers in order to prevent
street-based violence throughout the county.
e. Joint use agreements with school districts and city/county parks to maximize the use of
existing spaces as effective and engaging community spaces.
f. Training and support for government agencies, schools and communities in establishing
alternatives to suspension, expulsion, arrest, court, detention and incarceration, including the
creation of safety plans that engage members of schools and communities in promoting and
ensuring safe and positive environments.
g. Research, including data collection and analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of the
programs and to share lessons learned. All sub-contractors would be required to meet
rigorous youth and community development outcomes in order to receive continued funding.
h. Co-located services with other community-based organizations and government agencies
could provide additional support for health/mental health, legal services, case management,
etc.
i. A not-for-profit arm to solicit additional private, state and federal funding for the
department and its programs.
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j. Work with unions and community colleges to connect youth to training, certification and
living wage careers.
k. The department would also engage youth, families and their allies in leadership
development, organizing and advocacy to shape the future of youth development in the
City and to contribute to the movement for positive youth work and youth rights across the
county, state, nationally and internationally.
l. Support youth and young adults returning home from lock-ups and connect them to
their communities. Ensure that everyone returning home from juvenile hall, Probation camp,
county jail, the Division of Juvenile Justice, and state prison have the documents needed to
access essential services and opportunities (housing, public assistance, education,
employment, health care). These include a birth certificate, California ID, social security card,
cumulative transcript, medical records and prescriptions. And, challenge discrimination
convicted people have in accessing school, public assistance, housing, employment and
employment.

2. Establish a YDD Youth Advisory Committee
In order to create the most effective and robust department, we recommend creating an active
youth advisory committee that regularly meets with, and works alongside, department staff to
identify youth priorities, how budget dollars are spent and resources are allocated. While this
structure provides the city with the expertise it needs in ensuring this is a fruitful investment, it is
YD in action. Youth will be engaging in civic and leadership activities, making decisions about
their future, negotiating the parameters of the department, and exercising agency. They will be
engaged in healthy adult and peer relationships, setting goals, spending time with peers from
the community, and learning about government structure and city planning and budgeting. An
experience such as this has the potential to increase youth’s sense of self-efficacy, grow their
confidence, tap their creativity, and make them lifelong community leaders. Committee eligibility
would not be restrictive, as YD recognizes the inherent leadership in all youth and understands
that external circumstances can compromise our life trajectory in negative ways. YD
fundamentally aims to create greater life opportunities and circumstances for youth so that they
have the opportunity to become their best selves.

3. Implement a Youth Participatory Budgeting Project in Each Council District
We recommend that the City of Los Angeles create a youth participatory budgeting project that
allows youth to weigh in on how youth development dollars should be spent in their community.
We recommend the City invest at least $1 million in each City Council District for this purpose.
As youth have the opportunity to vote on proposed youth programs and projects that improve
youth development infrastructure in their community, they become more civically engaged and
invested in the well-being of their community.
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4. Provide 25,000 Youth Employment & Internship Opportunities
We recommend creating a regular funding stream for youth employment and include it as a
regular line item in the city’s annual budget. Additionally, the city should research the scale of
employment needs of L.A.’s working age youth to understand the demand and ensure that the
program is funded to employ all youth who want to work. In FY 2014-15, Los Angeles committed
to providing 10,000 youth summer jobs. For FY 2015-16, the city has only committed a little over
$3 million of its general fund toward its youth employment program, Hire L.A.’s Youth. With over
530,000 working age youth in this city, the current investment in youth employment is not
enough (U.S. Census, 2013). According to a report by the Brookings Institution, youth in Los
Angeles have a harder time finding work than youth in other major metropolitan areas (Sum et
al., 2014). Employment opportunities are critical to youth development and are an important
avenue for them to learn new vocational skills, begin to be financially literate, engage in positive
peer and adult relationships, set and achieve goals, and grow their sense of self-efficacy.

5. Fund 50 Youth Development Centers
The L.A.-YDD should fund a system of community-based, community-run youth development
centers (based on need and concentrations of youth) that are rooted in the YD framework and
share a set of core principles. These would be centers that are located and connected to the
communities in which they reside; and while they would all share the same core values and YD
goals, the plan to reach those goals would reflect the needs of the youth in each particular
neighborhood. As such, these centers would be culturally competent and engender the spirit of
the neighborhood youth according to their vision for becoming their best selves. Additionally,
these centers could serve as central hubs for critical mentorship and educational opportunities,
conflict mediation through restorative justice, academic tutoring and preparation, and technology
and multimedia labs. These centers should have youth leaders, adult community leaders, and
peacebuilders as core paid staff, and programming would be a youth-led effort.
Youth need access to a safe place that positively challenges them and their development and
is staffed with caring people; a “home away from home.” Staff/adult allies create and nourish an
atmosphere of hope and one that resembles that of a caring family where knowledgeable adults
support youth in developing their competencies. Like successful families, YD centers offer
programs that create physically and psychologically safe places with a strong sense of
membership, commitment, responsibility, and expectations for youth’s success. Community
leaders, policymakers and YD program staff members convey their belief in youth as valuable
resources to their communities and provide ongoing support and present challenging
opportunities, including civic engagement. Both formal and informal opportunities are facilitated
in which youth nurture their interests and talents, practice new skills, and gain a sense of
personal or group recognition.
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Community-based programming enables service providers, educators, and stakeholders a
simple way to measure youth development. This allows for community members, legislators,
and nonprofits to tailor youth programs for specific needs, and establish best practices that can
be quantified and assessed. YD requires coordination with institutions such as public
transportation, recreation centers, parks, and libraries that are easily accessible to young
people. By implementing performance-based budgeting for youth centers, the City of Los
Angeles, like it already has with various other initiatives, will be able to target youth in need,
allocate community-identified resources, and create accountability for youth services.

Youth Development Center Essential Components
A youth development center serves as a safe place for young people to spend their
out-of-school hours creatively, productively, building supportive peer relationships and
connecting to caring adults. This “home away from home” is often the only space in their lives
where they experience safety – both physical and psychological. It is where they receive the
guidance of consistently supportive adults and are connected to the resources they need to
move their lives forward toward academic, career, and personal success.
A successful youth center is designed in collaboration with the youth it will serve. Youth are
involved from the ground up, in every aspect of the development of the center and its
programs. They have a primary voice in decisions related to the design of the physical space
and its offerings and governance. It is founded in the principles of Youth Development, with
the goal of preparing young people for success, utilizing and building on their strengths,
based in inclusiveness and characterized by opportunities and discovery that promote a
sense of belonging, usefulness, and power.
Safe Place to be during out of school hours
● Open 24/7, 2pm – 10 pm.
● Based in expectations of mutual respect and utilizing transformative justice practices
● Youth –led governance and program design
● Staffed by caring adults, including peacebuilders, MSW therapists, occupational
therapists, artists, volunteers
Academic Support
● Homework help
● Tutoring
● A-G requirement guidance and schedule planning assistance (8th grade and up)
● College resume and application support and guidance
● Computer literacy and support/daily access to computers and internet
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Job Preparation
● Internship development
● Certification programs
● Job resume building
● Job application support and interview training
● Individual job counseling
● Building the portfolio of documents
● Connection to job sources
Arts
●
●
●

Expressive arts
Therapeutic arts
Marketable skills training in the arts

Life Management
● Healthy Relationships
● Family Planning and Healthy Sexuality
● Child Development and non-violent parenting
● Financial management
● Health maintenance: healthy foods available and healthy cooking classes, daily
exercise opportunities, gardening
Civic engagement
● Opportunities to make a difference, experience oneself as a leader contributing to
community improvement
● Connection to other youth and adults engaged in social, education, economic, food
justice work, building a network of peers and caring adults working for change

6. Hire and Train 500 Community Interventionists/Peacebuilders
By investing city dollars into professionalizing and institutionalizing interventionists and
peacebuilders as a permanent and robust organization of public safety agents like their police
counterparts, our city would no longer have an over-reliance on police as first responders to all
community matters regardless of the circumstances. These workers would be trained in
restorative justice, placed in key locations, such as schools, youth centers, and city parks, and
they would be members of the community. If conflict arises, they would be available to intervene
and diffuse the situation, calling the police only as a last resort. This public safety measure
creates greater human, social, and neighborhood capital while lifting the burden off of local
police departments.
The role of community interventionists and peacebuilders is steeped in the YD framework; it
improves neighborhood safety, order and control, creates neighborhood capital, provides
28

employment and skill-building opportunities for youth and adults, and is founded on relationship
building and effective communication. In 2008, L.A. City Councilmember, Tony Cardenas,
released A Guide for Understanding Effective Community-based Gang Intervention, which
detailed our over-reliance on expensive suppression and incarceration and mapped out an
evidence-based strategy that would decrease gang-related violence through a comprehensive,
multi-pronged approach (Cardenas, 2008). One component of the strategy underscored the
importance of peacebuilders and community interventionists, charged with street mediation,
truce development, peacekeeping, rumor control, community engagement, and connecting
community members to support services. Not only do community interventionists and
peacebuilders serve as invaluable agents in gang reduction efforts, but their skills enable them
to serve the larger community as our first responders when tensions arise between youth,
neighbors, and other community members. By professionalizing and institutionalizing
interventionists and peacebuilders as agents of public safety like their police counterparts, our
city would no longer have an over-reliance on police as their first responders to all community
matters regardless of the circumstances.
Currently, L.A.’s only interventionist programming is confined to its Gang Reduction & Youth
Development Office (GRYD) zones, and is centered solely on gang intervention efforts. While
this serves a specific and important purpose, there are areas and neighborhoods in need of
similar intervention and peacebuilding services that are not necessarily gang-centered nor
included in their zoning map.

Case Study: Richmond’s Office of Neighborhood Safety
In 2006 the city of Richmond, California created the Office of Neighborhood Safety (ONS).
When this city entity was established, Richmond was experiencing some of its deadliest years
of gun violence in its history and was listed as one of most violent cities in America. The ONS
set out to eliminate gun violence and related homicides by implementing multiple YD
strategies which included deploying conflict mediators and community peacemakers,
employing Neighborhood Change Agents who were charged with intensive case management
and served as the primary outreach workers in affected neighborhoods, and implementing the
Operation Peacemaker Fellowship (OPF). OPF is an 18-month intensive mentoring internship
offered to youth who have been identified as being at highest risk for involvement in gun
violence and includes case management and regular contact, social services support and
referrals, intergenerational mentoring, customized life maps, internship opportunities,
excursions, and a stipend. Fellows have access to life skills training, parenting services, anger
management classes, educational assistance, and financial literacy resources. The ONS
approaches their fellows through a strength-based YD approach, employing them as equal
participants in their fellowship, and places the greatest emphasis of their programming on the
relationship building process and its capacity to change the lives of youth and their
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surrounding communities. Since ONS’s inception, Richmond’s homicide rate has gone from
46 per 100,000 down to 11 per 100,000, and of all OPF cohorts, 94% are still alive, 84% have
not sustained or been hospitalized for gun-related injuries, and 79% have not been arrested
or charged for gun-related activities since accepting their fellowships (Wolf, Del Prado
Lippman, Glesmann, & Castro, 2015). In 2014, ONS operated with a $3.1 million budget (City
of Richmond, 2015). When Richmond, California invested in YD infrastructure by establishing
the ONS as part of its public safety strategy, crime rates dropped, the community became
safer, and those who were most likely to be victims and perpetrators of gun violence
capitalized on the opportunities they were afforded to become their best selves with a
community of city leaders surrounding them to help them along the way.

7. Work with Metro to Provide Free Metro Passes to All L.A. Youth
The City of Los Angeles, as the largest and most powerful city in L.A. County, is in a unique
position to advocate and champion the efforts for a free youth public transportation program with
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority. Other major cities, including San Francisco and New
York have included free youth transit pass programs as line items in their annual budgets, and
have committed to keeping them funded and running into the future. This resource will increase
high school graduation rates among Los Angeles youth, keep them busy after school, and
provide them access to resources and opportunities that will help them reach their full potential.
Los Angeles is home to over 100 museums, 16,000 acres of parkland, 444 parks sites, various
cultural events, and neighborhoods with regular festivities honoring and sharing their rich
histories. Los Angeles is also home to two of the greatest post-secondary academic institutions
in the world that offer on-going community programming. These invaluable YD resources
present youth with opportunities to learn, to get involved, to explore their curiosities and feed
their passions. Many youth rely on public transportation to travel around our 500 mi2 city.
However, it is expensive, and for low- and moderate-income youth, these costs become barriers
to accessing these preexisting YD resources. Providing youth with free access to public
transportation will prevent youth from having to decide between buying their lunch and buying
their bus fare to these life enriching destinations.
Citations for fare evasion set youth on a negative life trajectory, leading to fines and court
appearances, which, if not addressed, can lead to warrants, arrests, and incarceration. Over
92% of the 10,800 citations issued to youth (age less than 18 years) in 2012 by the Los Angeles
County Sheriff’s Department were for fare evasion (Los Angeles County Department of Public
Health, 2013). First-time court appearance during high school quadruples a student’s odds of
dropping out. Unless free public transportation is available to our city’s youth, they will continue
to get caught up in the criminal justice system and lack access to Los Angeles’ youth
development opportunities.
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8. Partner with LAUSD to Invest in Health & Wellness Centers and Expand Joint-Use
Agreements
LAUSD currently operates 14 student wellness centers located on school campuses that service
an estimated 20,000 students and their families. Only ten of these centers service City
residents. This represents less than 2% of our City’s youth population. The City of Los Angeles
does not fund these wellness centers, nor any other health-centered youth services. These
wellness centers serve as a safe haven for young people as they traverse the new and
oftentimes uncomfortable world of sexual, physical, and mental health. Additionally, health and
wellness centers serve as a unique resource to homeless and runaway youth, and as such, an
investment in youth wellness centers will provide some of our most vulnerable youth with
services they may not receive elsewhere.
Schools sites can serve as community hubs and safe places for youth to gather beyond school
hours and during the summer. The City of Los Angeles currently has some joint-use
agreements with LAUSD, making school facilities like West Adams Preparatory High School and
Robert F. Kennedy Community Schools available to youth and families for programs and
services. We recommend the City expand joint-use agreements with LAUSD to additional
schools and partner with community organizations to offer youth programming when youth are
not in school.
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QUOTES
“What works is different for every kid, but the one rule that I think is applicable, after years of
seeing this, is "the sooner, the better." We need to reach these kids with alternatives, with
opportunities, before they start to feel that way. If we took half of the money that we spend on
incarceration and put it in front-end programs to give these kids alternatives, then we wouldn't
have as many back-end kids that we needed to incarcerate. And I think that is the immediate
answer.”
-Kurt Kumli, The supervising deputy district attorney for the Juvenile Division of the Santa
Clara County's District Attorney's office.
Retrieved November 17, 2015 from
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/juvenile/bench/whatittakes.html

"Over-incarceration is not providing more public safety. When you put people who don’t
belong in jail in conditions that are often filthy and dangerous, it accelerates an unwinding of
their lives that can decrease public safety."
- Nick Turner, president of the Vera Institute of Justice
Retrieved November 17, 2015 from:
http://philanthropy.com/article/MacArthur-Fund-Pledges/189923/#disqus_thread

“State sponsored neglect & abuse is not investing in child & youth development and
overspending on suppression”
-Susan Cruz, World Bank at 2014 L.A. Gang Conference

"We have to make long-term investments in this world. As we begin to make progress, we
have to begin to expand out the notion of what prevents violence ... It's focusing on the crisis
at hand while building out structures that truly prevent violence...that ultimately will get us to
where we're going, which is safe communities."
- Olis Simmons, Youth UpRising
Retrieved November 17, 2015 from:
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/josh-sugarmann/for-california-youth-most_b_5952054.html
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“Given the switch in public policy from social investment to containment, it is clear that young
people for whom race and class loom large have become disposable.”
–Henry Giroux

“If the police are involved, you’re too late.”
-Billie Weiss, MPH
Founder, Violence Prevention Coalition of Greater Los Angeles

"Obviously, race and fairness in the justice system is an important issue in every city in
America and it certainly is in our city. And I think we invest heavily financially in our
preventative programming to keep kids out of trouble - for example, in our Manhattan
neighborhoods. And in doing that we are binding the aspirations of our office with the futures
of our children and their families. And that partnership is essential to have a healthy criminal
justice process in any city."
- Cyrus Vance, District Attorney of Manhattan
Retrieved November 19, 2015 from:
http://www.npr.org/2014/10/18/357233537/lawyers-band-together-to-fight-gun-violence

Rios, V. M. (2011). Punished: Policing the Lives of Black and Latino Boys. New York: NYU
Press.
●

●

“The state had not abandoned the poor; it had reorganized itself, placing priority on its
punitive institutions, such as police, and embedding crime-control discourses and
practices into welfare institutions. The young men in this study found themselves in
situations in which their everyday behaviors and styles were constantly treated as
deviant, threatening, risk and criminal by adults in the various social contexts they
navigated. These young people no longer “learn to labor” but instead “prepare for
prison.”
“Social death” is the systematic process by which individuals are denied their
humanity. Despite being biologically alive, they are socially isolated, violated and
prevented from engaging in social relationships that affirm their humanity. As the boys
came of age, and were almost always treated like criminals, they believed, and were
often correct, that they were being systematically punished for being poor, young,
Black or Latino, and male. In the era of mass incarceration, punitive social control has
become a dominant form of governance.”
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●

●

●

“If we provide them the right resources to catapult themselves out of marginalization,
young people will deliver. Politicians, schools, criminal justice institutions and
community members must create a youth support complex, a ubiquitous system of
support that nurtures and reintegrates people placed at risk. This system must find
creative ways to teach young people when they have made a mistake. Healthy
adolescent development requires that young people make mistakes and that they
learn from their mistakes. Middle- and upper-class children are given ample
opportunity to learn from their mistakes. The boys in my study never had the chance to
learn from their mistakes.”
“We must eliminate the zero-tolerance policies that are rampant in schools, policing
and community centers. School-based police officers must be given limitations:
schools don’t allow music teachers to teach math, so why allow police officers to stand
in for counselors, administrators, parents or teachers? Police are trained to find and
eliminate criminality; they are not trained to teach or to nurture. The right arm of the
state, the punishing arm, must be restrained and uncoupled from the left arm, the
nurturing arm. We must find ways to eliminate the use of criminal justice metaphors
and practices as a means of solving everyday social problems. Redistributing
resources from criminal justice institutions back into nurturing institutions must become
a priority.
“We must take a leap of faith, place trust in these young people, and believe that if we
provide them with the right opportunities, they will respond and become productive
citizens. We have to be brave.”

“We can never hate and punish our way to healing”
-Jeanne Bishop
Author, Change of Heart: Justice, Mercy, and Making Peace with My Sister’s Killer
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