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AN OUNCE OF PREVENTION: INVESTMENTS
IN JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS

Thursday, September 8, 2022

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL RIGHTS AND HUMAN SERVICES,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 12:04 p.m., via
Zoom, Hon. Suzanne Bonamici (Chairwoman of the Subcommittee)
presiding.

Present: Representatives Bonamici, Hayes, Bowman, Scott (ex
officio), Fulcher, Fitzgerald, and Foxx (ex officio),

Staff present: Ilana Brunner, General Counsel; Rashage Green,
Director of Education Policy; Christian Haines, General Counsel,
Rasheedah Hasan, Chief Clerk; Sheila Havenner, Director of Infor-
mation Technology; Stephanie Lalle, Deputy Communications Di-
rector; Kota Mizutani, Press Secretary; Max Moore, Staff Assistant;
Casey Peeks, Professional Staff; Kayla Pennebecker, Policy Asso-
ciate; Veronique Pluviose, Staff Director; Dhrtvan Sherman, Staff
Assistant; Banyon Vassar, Deputy Director of Information Tech-
nology; Sam Varie, Press Assistant; ArRone Washington, Clerk and
Special Assistant to the Staff Director; Cyrus Artz, Minority Staff
Director; Tyler Dufrene, Minority Research Assistant; Cate Dillon,
Minority Director of Operations; Amy Raaf Jones, Minority Direc-
tor of Education and Human Resources Policy; Hannah Matesic,
Minority Director of Member Services and Coalitions; Audra
MecGeorge, Minority Communications Director; Eli Mitchell, Minor-
ity Legislative Assistant; Ethan Pann, Minority Press Assistant;
Gabriella Pistone, Minority Staff Assistant; Katy Roberts, Minority
Staff Assistant; Mandy Schaumburg, Minority Chief Counsel and
Deputy Director of Education Policy; and Krystina Skurk, Minority
Speechwriter.

Chairwoman BoNaMicI. The hearing of the House Education and
Labor Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Human Services will come
to order. Welcome, everyone. I note that a quorum is present.

The subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on “An
Ounce of Prevention: Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs.”
This is an entirely remote hearing, and as such, the committee’s
hearing room is officially closed.

All microphones should be kept muted as a general rule to avoid
unnecessary background noise. Members and witnesses will be re-
sponsible for unmuting themselves when they are recognized to
speak or when they wish to seek recognition.

o))
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I also ask that members please identify themselves before they
speak.

Members should keep their cameras on while the proceeding is
happening, and members shall be considered present in the pro-
ceeding when they are visible on camera, and they shall be consid-
ered not present when they are not visible on camera.

The only exception to this is if they are experiencing technical
difficulty and inform committee staff of such difficulty.

If any member experiences technical difficulties during the hear-
ing, you should stay connected on the platform, make sure you are
muted, and use your phone to immediately call the committee’s IT
director, whose number was provided in advance.

Should the chair experience technical difficulty, Chairman Scott
or another majority member is hereby authorized to assume the
gavel in the chair’s absence.

To ensure that the committee’s 5-minute rule is adhered to, staff
will be keeping track of time using the committee’s field timer,
which should appear in its own thumbnail picture and will be
named 001 Timer.

There will be no 1-minute warning. The field timer will show a
blinking light when time is up. Members and witnesses are asked
to wrap up promptly when their time has expired.

Pursuant to committee rule 8(c), opening statements are limited
to the subcommittee chair and ranking member. This allows us to
hear from our witnesses sooner and provides all members with ade-
quate time to ask questions.

I now recognize myself for the purpose of making an opening
statement.

Today we are meeting to discuss the need to invest in prevention,
to keep young people out of the justice system and on a path to suc-
cess.

Research shows that, in recent decades, our communities have
seen a steady decline in violence among young people, but unfortu-
nately too many juveniles continue to come into contact with for-
mal court systems where they face detention or incarceration.

Unfortunately, these systems are poorly equipped to address de-
linquency, and actually, they increase the chances of recidivism.

This is especially true for youth of color. Black and Brown youth
are gravely overrepresented in juvenile courts compared with
White youth.

Additionally, LGBTQ+ youth also face disproportionate rates of
involvement in the juvenile justice system.

Research shows that youth who identify as LGBTQ are twice as
likely as their heterosexual peers to be arrested and detained for
nonviolent offenses.

Although the juvenile justice system is intended to rehabilitate,
not punish young offenders, data shows that the more a young per-
son interacts with the juvenile justice system, the more likely they
are to reenter the system and struggle throughout life.

I am going to say that again.

The juvenile justice system is intended to rehabilitate, not pun-
ish young offenders. Data shows that the more likely a young per-
son interacts with the juvenile justice system, the more likely they
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are to reenter the system and struggle through life. That bears re-
peating.

We know these outcomes can be avoided. With evidence-based
prevention and intervention initiatives, we can limit juveniles’ ex-
posure to the system and effectively and efficiently address and re-
duce delinquency, recidivism, and crime overall.

That is why Congress established grant funding, to help States
and localities prioritize prevention and intervention through the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, or JJDPA.

Prevention initiatives, like after-school programs, bullying pre-
vention programs, mentorship programs, they help keep young peo-
ple out of the juvenile justice system and reduce both adult crimi-
nal careers and the likelihood of serious and violent offenses.

This, in turn, can reduce the burden of crime in our society and,
importantly, save taxpayers billions of dollars.

For example, Multnomah County, in my home State of Oregon,
like in many places across the country, youth of color experience
exclusionary school discipline, disconnection from school, and a lack
of educational attainment at disproportionate rates.

One program helping to reduce violence is the Community Heal-
ing Initiative. This program is a partnership among Portland Op-
portunities Industrialization Center, Rosemary Anderson High
School, Latino Network, and Multnomah County.

It focuses on reducing the disparities faced by youth of color in
the juvenile justice system through culturally appropriate services
and education and workforce opportunities.

The Community Healing Initiative works to eliminate disparities
at the point of law enforcement involvement through its range of
intervention and prevention programming, including risk and
needs assessment, needed services referral, and resources for gang
violence affected youth and families.

Simply put, prevention programs are proven to help youth lead
meaningful lives outside of the justice system, and they also save
taxpayer dollars.

We know, however, that prevention programs do not eliminate
all delinquent activity. When youth do engage with the justice sys-
tem, it is critical that they be cared for holistically.

To that end, intervention programs like workforce development
training, mental health treatment, and drug courts seek to redirect
offenders from the juvenile justice system without removing them
from their existing support structure, school, and family.

By allowing youth to receive the support they need without gen-
erating an early record, these initiatives help young people stay out
of the system, succeed in school, and ultimately avoid delinquency.

In addition to better serving justice involved youth, intervention
programs help cut the cost of the juvenile justice system by re-
directing young people out of the system and into community serv-
ices.

Billions of dollars and futures would be saved if even a fraction
of eligible youth were rerouted into these programs.

Despite the clear benefits of prevention and intervention initia-
tives, Congress has generally underfunded these programs under
JJDPA, limiting their capacity to serve our youth in our commu-
nities.
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Despite resource constraints, Congress has recognized the need
to enhance crime prevention programming nationally. Under
Chairman Scott’s leadership, Congress included funding for evi-
dence-based programs that are designed to reduce juvenile delin-
quency, known as Youth Promise Grants, in the last bipartisan re-
authorization of the JJDPA.

If we are serious about supporting our Nation’s young people, we
must provide full funding for evidence-based prevention and inter-
vention programs that will keep them on a path to success.

Our commitment to supporting young Americans and those in
the juvenile justice system must be treated with the urgency this
important issue demands.

Thank you again to all of our witnesses. I look forward to work-
ing with my colleagues on both sides of the aisle to invest in the
future of our children and communities, and I now recognize Rank-
ing Member Fulcher of Idaho for the purpose of making an opening
statement.

[The prepared statement of Chairwoman Bonamici follows:]
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Today, we are meeting to discuss the need to invest in prevention to keep young people out of the justice system
and on a path to success.

Research shows that in recent decades, our communities have seen a steady decline in violence among young
people. But unfortunately, too many juveniles continue to come in contact with formal court systems where they
face detention or incarceration. And unfortunately, these systems are poorly equipped to address delinquency and
they actually increase the chances of recidivism. This is especially true for youth of color. Black and Brown youth
are gravely overrepresented in juvenile courts compared to white youth.

Additionally, LGBTQ+ youth also face disproportionate rates of involvement in the juvenile justice system.
Research shows that youth who identify as LGBTQ are twice as likely as their heterosexual peers to be arrested
and detained for nonviolent offenses.

Although the juvenile justice system is intended to rehabilitate—not punish—young offenders, data shows that
the more a young person interacts with the juvenile justice system, the more likely they are to reenter the system
and struggle throughout life. I'm going to say that again. The juvenile justice system is intended to rehabilitate—
not punish—young offenders, data shows that the more a young person interacts with the juvenile justice system,
the more likely they are to reenter the system and struggle throughout life. That bares repeating.

We know these outcomes can be avoided. With evidence-based prevention and intervention initiatives, we can
limit juveniles’ exposure to the system and effectively and efficiently address and reduce delinquency, recidivism,
and crime overall. And that is why Congress established grant funding to help states and localities prioritize
prevention and intervention through the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, or JJDPA.

Prevention initiatives—like afterschool programs, bullying prevention programs, and mentorship programs—
help keep young people out of the juvenile justice system and reduce both adult criminal careers and the likelihood
of serious and violent offenses. This, in turn, can reduce the burden of crime on our society and save taxpayers
billions of dollars.

For example, in Multnomah County in my home state of Oregon, like in many places across the country, youth
of color experience exclusionary school discipline, disconnection from school, and a lack of educational
attainment at disproportionate rates. One program that’s helping to reduce violence is the Community Healing
Initiative. This partnership of Portland Opportunities Industrialization Center, Rosemary Anderson High School,
Latino Network, and Multnomah County. It focuses on reducing the disparities faced by youth of color in the
juvenile justice system through culturally-appropriate services and workforce opportunities. The Community
Healing Initiative works to eliminate disparities at the point of law enforcement involvement through its range of
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intervention and prevention programming, including risk and needs assessment, needed services referral, and
resources for gang violence affected youth and families,

Simply put, prevention programs are proven to help youth lead meaningful lives outside of the justice system and
they also save taxpayer dollars.

We know, however, that prevention programs do not eliminate aff delinquent activity. When youth do engage
with the justice system, it is critical that they are cared for holistically.

To that end, intervention programs—Ilike workforce development training, mental health treatment, and drug
courts—seek to redirect offenders from the juvenile justice system without removing them from their existing
support structures, school, and family.

By allowing youth to receive the support they need without generating an early record, these initiatives help young
people stay out of the system, succeed in school, and—ultimately—avoid delinquency.

In addition to better serving justice-involved youth, intervention programs help cut the cost of the juvenile justice
system by redirecting young people out of the system and into community services. Billions of dollars — and
futures -~ would be saved if even a fraction of eligible youth were rerouted into these programs.

Despite the clear benefits of prevention and intervention initiatives, Congress has generally underfunded these
programs under JJDPA-—limiting their capacity to serve our youth and communities. Despite resource constraints,
Congress has recognized the need to enhance crime prevention programming nationally. Under Chairman Scott’s
teadership, Congress included funding for evidence-based programs that are designed to reduce juvenile
delinquency—known as Youth PROMISE grants—in the last bipartisan reauthorization of the JIDPA.

If we are serious about supporting our nation’s young people, we must provide full funding for evidence-based
prevention and intervention programs that will keep them on a path to success.

Our commitment to supporting young Americans and those in the juvenile justice system must be treated with
the urgency this important issue demands.

Thank you, again, to our witnesses and I look forward to working with my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to invest in the future of our children and communities.

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you for that
commentary and that opening statement.

Supporting America’s young people and keeping our communities
safe are priorities Republicans have long supported. Federal poli-
cies have focused for years on empowering local efforts to place at-
risk youth on the right path.

In fact, Republicans shepherded the last reauthorization of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to reflect those
priorities.

In that reauthorization, we took steps to improve the juvenile
justice system with legislation that promotes public safety through
prevention efforts and gives State and local leaders more flexibility
to meet the needs of at-risk youth, while also implementing trans-
parency and accountability measures.

As we heard during our last hearing on the juvenile justice sys-
tem, juvenile crime is on a downward trajectory. A witness stated
that the number of youths arrested in 1997 has declined by 74 per-
cent.

My home State of Idaho is following these trends, especially on
property-related crimes. This is good news and tells us we need to
stay focused on prevention efforts.

We know prevention efforts are crucial to helping at-risk youth
avoid entanglement with the juvenile justice system.

Intervening early reduces the likelihood of this happening. Once
a young person has a run in, they are far more likely to have an-
other. That is why prevention is key.



7

Programs at the State and local levels will help secure brighter
futures for these young people. We must promote positive and ho-
listic youth programs, and young people who have their edu-
cational, relational, emotional, spiritual, and physical needs met
are far less likely to participate in illicit activity.

These kinds of programs are best developed, implemented, and
run at the local level, utilizing community partners, including those
in the faith community, to address the unique needs of the youth
in that community.

We must do a better job utilizing public-private partnerships.
Local educators, social workers, faith-based providers, and commu-
nity leaders, not Washington bureaucrats, should lead the efforts
on the front lines of this youth crisis.

Community involvement utilizes the expertise out there, yielding
better results for our Nation’s young people, without further bur-
dening schools which needs to focus on education.

We must also give young people as many opportunities as pos-
sible. Work experience, for example, is one of the most effective
ways to set at-risk youth on the right path.

Career and technical programs give youth opportunities to set
them up for success. Our community colleges, with their structured
programs and work with local employers, offer paths for young peo-
ple that at risk and a second chance for those who have gotten into
trouble.

Our witness today, Father Boes, will discuss the importance of
looking at the unique needs of the children involved, providing sup-
port to schools, and help address the needs of at-risk students, and
putting those students on the path to success.

I look forward to hearing more about Boys Town, its work, and
partnership with schools to address these issues.

Thank you, Father Boes, and to the other witnesses for coming
today, I look forward to the testimony, and I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fulcher follows:]
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09.07.2022 — CRHS Subcommittee Hearing: An Ounce of Prevention: Investments in
Juvenile Justice Programs

Opening Remarks from CRHS Ranking Member, Rep. Russ Fulcher:

Supporting America’s young people and keeping our communities safe are priorities
Republicans have long supported. Federal policies have focused for years on empowering local
efforts to place at-risk youth on the right path. In fact, Republicans shepherded the last
reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to reflect those priorities.
In that reauthorization we tock steps to improve the juvenile justice system with legislation that
promotes public safety through prevention efforts and gives state and local leaders more
flexibility to meet the needs of at-risk youth while also implementing transparency and
accountability measures.

As we heard during our last hearing on the juvenile justice system, juvenile crimeisona
downward trajectory. A witness stated that the number of youths arrested since 1997 has
declined by 74 percent. My home state of Idaho is following these trends, especially on property-
related crimes. This is good news and tells us we need to stay focused on prevention efforts.

And we know prevention efforts are crucial to helping at-risk youth avoid entanglement with the
juvenile system, Intervening early reduces the likelihood of this happening. Once a young person
has one ‘run in,” they are far more likely to have another. That’s why prevention is key.

Programs at the state and local levels, will help secure brighter futures for these young people.
We must promote positive and holistic youth development programs. Young people who have
their educational, relational, emotional, spiritual, and physical needs met are far less likely to
participate in illicit activity. These kinds of programs are best developed, implemented, and run
at the local level, utilizing community partners, including those in the faith community, to
address the unique needs of the youth in that community.

We must do a better job utilizing public-private partnerships. Local educators, social workers,
faith-based providers, and community leaders—not Washington bureaucrats—should lead efforts
on the front lines of this youth crisis. Community involvement utilizes the expertise out there,
yielding better results for our nation’s young people, without further burdening schools— which
needs to focus on education.

We must also give young people as many opportunities as possible. Work experience, for
example, is one of the most effective ways to set at-risk youth on the right path. Career and
technical programs give youth opportunities to set them up for success. Our community colleges,
with their structured programs and work with local employers, offer paths for young people at
risk and as a second chance for those who have gotten into trouble. Our witness today, Father
Boes, will discuss the importance of looking at the unique needs of the children involved,
providing support to schools that help address the needs of at-risk students, and putting those
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students on a path to success. I look forward to hearing more about Boys Town, its work, and
partnership with schools to address these issues.

Thank you—to Father Boes and the other witnesses for coming today, 1 look forward to the
testimony, and I yield back.”

Chairwoman BoNAMIcCI. Thank you. Ranking Member Fulcher, it
is encouraging to hear that we have so much in common on this
important issue.

Without objection, all other members who wish to insert written
statements into the record may do so by submitting them to the
committee clerk electronically in Microsoft Word format by 5 p.m.
on September 22d.

I will now introduce the witnesses. Dr. Stephanie Hawkins is the
founding director of the Transformative Research Unit for Equity,
or TRUE, at RTI International.

Dr. Hawkins has extensive experience researching the impact of
the juvenile justice system involvement on outcomes for girls, trau-
ma, and boys and men of color, youth mentoring, structural vio-
lence, and program and systems-led evaluations.

She holds a bachelor’s degree in psychology from Spelman Col-
lege and master and doctoral degrees in clinical psychology from
Howard University.

Ms. Naomi Smoot Evans is the executive director of the Coalition
for Juvenile dJustice, or CJJ. CJJ represents a State Advisory
Group, SAGs, that oversee juvenile justice systems in the indi-
vidual States.

Naomi oversees member relations and development, fundraising
and grant management, and CdJdJ’s initiative in government rela-
tions, leadership development, juvenile justice reform, communica-
tions, and training and technical assistance.

She received her JD from the University of the District of Colum-
bia, David A. Clark School of Law, and her bachelor’s from Chris-
topher Newport University.

Father Steven Boes is the executive director of Boys Town, where
he oversees a wide array of high-quality programs and services
that touch the lives of more than 2 million people nationwide every
year.

Father Boes is a leading advocate for reforming the current child
welfare and juvenile justice systems to make them more respon-
sive, effective, and just.

Father Boes was ordained a priest for the Archdiocese of Omaha
in 1985. He earned a master’s degree in counseling from Creighton
University and has a master’s degree in theology and a Master of
Divinity from the University of St. Thomas.

Mr. David Muhammad is the executive director of the National
Institute for Criminal Justice Reform. He has worked to implement
positive youth development into youth justice systems around the
country and was the primary author of NICJR’s seminal report, “A
Positive Youth Justice System.”

Mr. Muhammad has also previously served as the chief probation
officer for the Alameda County Probation Department and the dep-
uty commissioner of the Department of Probation in New York
City.



10

He is a graduate of the Howard University School of Communica-
tions and has completed programs at the MIT Sloan School of Man-
agement and the Georgetown Public Policy Institute.

Welcome to the witnesses. We appreciate you all for participating
today, and we look forward to your testimony.

Let me remind you that we have read your written statements.
They will appear in full in the hearing record.

Pursuant to committee rule 8(d) and committee practice, you are
asked to limit your oral presentation to a 5-minute summary of
your written statement.

Before you begin your testimony, please remember to unmute
your microphone.

During your testimony, staff will be keeping track of time and a
light will blink when the time is up. Please be attentive to the time
and wrap up when your time is over and remute your microphone.

If you experience technical difficulties during your testimony, you
should stay connected on the platform, make sure you are muted,
and use your phone to call the committee’s IT director, whose num-
ber was provided to you in advance.

Then, after the witnesses make their presentations, we will move
to member questions. When answering a question, please remem-
ber to unmute your microphone.

The witnesses are aware of their responsibility to provide accu-
rate information to the subcommittee, and therefore we will pro-
ceed with the testimony. First we will hear from Dr. Hawkins.

Dr. Hawkins, you are recognized for 5 minutes for your testi-
mony.

STATEMENT OF STEPHANIE HAWKINS, FOUNDING DIRECTOR,
TRANSFORMATIVE RESEARCH UNIT FOR EQUITY (TRUE),
RTI INTERNATIONAL

Ms. HAWKINS. Chair Bonamici, Ranking Member Fulcher, and
members of Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Human Services, I
am Dr. Stephanie Hawkins. I use she/her pronouns, and I am the
vice president and founding director of the Transformative Re-
search Unit for Equity at RTI.

RTI is an independent, nonprofit research institute dedicated to
improving the human condition. Research and data are core compo-
nents to policymaking, and I appreciate the opportunity to share
my testimony today in my role as a research scientist.

As you stated, I earned my doctorate degree in clinical psy-
chology from Howard University and completed a post-doctoral fel-
lowship in violence prevention research at Stanford University.

During my career of more than 25 years, prevention and equity
have been the through line. I have led national research studies
that span topics relevant to our discussion today, including girls’
involvement with juvenile justice, boys and men of color and their
experiences with community violence, and suspension diversion
programming as a strategy to interrupt the school-to-prison pipe-
line.

It is important to acknowledge that the risks associated with the
juvenile justice system involvement are not equally distributed in
the United States. Research shows that Black, Hispanic, Latin, and
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Native American youth, especially boys, are disproportionately rep-
resented.

For many young people born into violence, violence-burdened and
under-resourced communities, there is no post to their trauma, as
typically experienced by those diagnosed with posttraumatic stress
disorder.

Investments in prevention need to address the broader structural
factors that our young people must live in and navigate.

Prevention is typically classified in three levels: primary, sec-
ondary, and tertiary. Effective intervention should include a com-
bination of these strategies.

However, research shows that primary prevention, which seeks
to avoid the initial occurrence in juvenile justice system involve-
ment, offers the greatest societal return on investment.

Primary prevention efforts that prioritize the underlying factors
responsible for the inequitable distribution of risk can scaffold our
young people, their families, and their surrounding community
with the structural support needed to create thriving communities.

For example, research has shown that lead exposure in childhood
can increase risk-taking behavior, which is also connected to an in-
crease in violence and crime later in life. Thus, ensuring families
do not reside in homes with lead-based paint is more than a public
health effort; it too can be an investment in juvenile justice preven-
tion.

Similarly, research suggests that interventions to prevent young
people from experiencing homelessness can also reduce their in-
volvement in crime, which means ensuring access to safe and
healthy housing can be a wise investment in juvenile justice pre-
vention.

The most impactful primary prevention efforts emphasize re-
source-rich educational institutions, well-functioning public serv-
ices, and economic opportunity for all residents. These approaches
are key to reducing the incidents of juvenile justice system involve-
ment on a broader scale.

Secondary prevention programs, like the SHAPE program in
Tennessee’s Shelby County School District, are also needed.

SHAPE is a suspension diversion program and offers great prom-
ise for interrupting the school-to-prison pipeline, given that re-
search shows school suspensions have a large, negative impact on
longer term outcomes, and that Black students are expelled at
rates more than twice their share of the total school enrollment.

When we focus on the broader structural factors that influence
our lives and the outcomes of youth, rather than interventions that
are designed only to change the youth’s behavior, we can amplify
our impact with Federal programs and thereby empower our
youngest citizens, especially Black, Hispanic, Latin, and Native
American individuals, to achieve their greatest potential.

I thank you for this opportunity to speak with you today on this
important topic.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hawkins follows:]
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Chair Bonamici, Ranking Member Fulcher, and Members of the Subcommittee on Civil Rights and
Human Services, I am Dr. Stephanie Hawkins, I use she/her pronouns, and I am the Vice President and
founding director of the Transformative Research Unit for Equity at RTI International. RTI is an
independent, nonprofit research institute dedicated to improving the human condition. Research and data
are core components to policy making, and I appreciate the opportunity to share my testimony today in
my role as a research scientist.

For context, I received doctoral training in clinical psychology from Howard University in a program that
is grounded in community-engaged research to serve globally unserved settings. I received postdoctoral
training in violence prevention research from Stanford University's Medical Center. During my research
career of more than 25 years, prevention and equity has been the through line in my research. I've led
national research studies that span several topics relevant to our discussion today, including girls’
involvement in the juvenile justice system, boys and men of color and their experiences with community
violence, and suspension diversion programming as a strategy to interrupt the school to prison pipeline.

It is important to acknowledge that the risks associated with juvenile justice system involvement are not
equally distributed in the United States. In 2020, counties with the highest poverty level had firearm
homicide rates 4.5 times as high and firearm suicide rates 1.3 times as high as counties with the lowest
poverty level.! For many Black, Hispanic/Latin, and Native American youth, the trauma they experience
in their communities is not fully captured in a post-traumatic stress disorder diagnosis. History and
research tell us this diagnosis is reserved for experiences of significant trauma that is re-experienced once
the trauma has passed. For many young people born into violence-burdened and under-resourced
communities, there is no “post™ to their trauma.” They must confront it every day. Investments in
prevention need to address the broader structural factors that our young people must live in and navigate.

There are 3 levels of prevention: primary, secondary, and tertiary. Primary prevention is focused on
avoiding the initial occurrence of a problem, secondary prevention is focused on preventing repeated
occurrences of behaviors through more targeted interventions, and tertiary prevention is the most-
intensive level of support and intervention. This prevention level is focused on reducing the impact of
behaviors on a person’s ability to function in the least restrictive setting.

Investments should include a combination of primary, secondary, and tertiary interventions to achieve a
meaningful degree of prevention and protection; however, I believe primary prevention offers the greatest
societal value for investment. Primary prevention efforts that prioritize the underlying structures
responsible for inequitable distribution of risk can create thriving communities with resource-rich
educational institutions, well-functioning public services, and economic opportunity for all residents.




13

The amended Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) states, “Juveniles who are known
to the juvenile justice system before attaining 13 years of age are responsible for a disproportionate share
of serious crimes and violence. ™ If we embrace primary prevention as a means of avoiding the initial
occurrence of a problem, then we can scaffold our young people, their families, and their surrounding
communities with structural support.

For example, we’ve known for decades that lead exposure in childhood can increase risk-taking
behaviors, which has been connected to an increase in violent behavior and crime later in life. Thus,
ensuring families do not reside in homes with lead-based paint is more than a public health effort — it,
too, can be an investment in juvenile justice prevention. Similarly, research suggests that interventions to
prevent people from experiencing homelessness™ can also reduce their involvement in crime, which
makes access to safe and healthy housing a wise investment in juvenile justice prevention.

Secondary prevention efforts, like diversion programs, redirect young people from the justice system
through programming, supervision, and supports. A suspension diversion program like the SHAPE
program implemented in the Shelby County School District holds great promise. School suspensions have
large negative impacts on longer-term outcomes that mirror the negative impact of early exposure to the
criminal justice system. According to the U.S. Department of Education, Black students, who account for
15% of total student enrollment, were expelled at rates that were more than twice their share of total
student enrollment.” We can reimagine the type of structural supports and resources needed to support
these students and the staff who need effective behavioral management strategics for students who violate
discipline policies. A suspension diversion program can also be considered a juvenile justice prevention
strategy.

When we focus on the broader structural factors that influence the lives and outcomes of youth, rather
than interventions designed only to change their behavior, we can amplify the impact of our federal
programs and thereby empower our youngest citizens — especially Black, Hispanic/Latin, and Native
American individuals — to achieve their greatest potential.

i Firearm Deaths Grow, Disparities Widen | VitalSigns | CDC

ii Healing-in-Color-Action-Brief-1.pdf (start2heal.org)

i https: //ojjdp.ojp.gov/sites/g/files /xyckuh176/files/media/document/]IDPA-of-1974-as-Amended-12-21-
18.pdf

iv More |ail Time or More Housing? - National Alliance to End Homelessness

v U.S. Education Department, Office for Civil Rights, 2017-18 Civil Rights Data Collection, released October
2020, updated May 2021, available at https://ocrdata.ed.gov
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Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you so much, Dr. Hawkins, for
your testimony, and next we are going to hear from Ms. Smoot
Evans.

Ms. Smoot Evans, you are recognized for 5 minutes for your tes-
timony.

STATEMENT OF NAOMI SMOOT EVANS, J.D., EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, COALITION FOR JUVENILE JUSTICE

Ms. SmMooT EvVANS. Thank you, Chairwoman Bonamici, Ranking
Member Fulcher, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee
on Civil Rights and Human Services. I thank you for the time to
talk with you today about this important issue.

My name is Naomi Smoot Evans, and I serve as executive direc-
tor of the Coalition for Juvenile Justice. We are a national non-
profit that works with State Advisory Groups across the country to
implement and carry out the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act.

We envision a country where fewer young people come into con-
tact with the youth justice system, and where those who do, receive
the services and supports they need to lead safe and successful
lives.

Over the past three decades, we as a field have learned a great
deal about what works and what does not to keep our kids and our
communities safe.

To put it short, prevention and intervention help keep our young
people in the classroom and out of the courtroom. A majority of
young people who find themselves before the courts will age out of
those delinquent behaviors without court intervention, because of
the development of the prefrontal cortex as people age into their
20’s.

Intervention from the courts, and particularly detention, have
the opposite effect, though. Young people who are placed in deten-
tion are 23 percentage points higher than young people who engage
in the same behaviors but are not placed in detention, either be-
cause of bias or judicial leniency or prosecutorial discretion.

We know that prevention works, and when we talk about preven-
tion, we are talking about simple things, right? We are talking
about help from a nurse to teach a young mom how to interact with
her new child.

We are talking about preschool. The Perry Preschool Project, for
example, helps pair young people in high needs communities with
high quality preschool education. The young people who were able
to participate in that program had half the likelihood of lifetime ar-
rests as their peers in their same community who did not have ac-
cess to quality preschool.

It is not just infants and toddlers who benefit from prevention,
it is also teens and older youth. For example, the Becoming a Man
program in Chicago, Illinois, helps equip young men with coping
skills and pro-social behaviors.

That program, the University of Chicago has researched and
found, has a reduced risk of recidivism for participants, a reduced
risk of involvement in violent behavior, and a reduced risk of arrest
rates.
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Prevention helps both our young people, and it is good for our
taxpayers and our communities. Prevention programs save up to
$13 for every $1 invested.

Community-based job training, for example, can save $12 per $1
of investments. Therapy programs as well come with taxpayer sav-
ings, and yet States continue to invest and spend $5.7 billion a
year on incarceration of youth across the country.

That is $88,000 per young person, or nearly six times our invest-
ment in elementary and secondary education per pupil in this
country.

The outcomes, as I have mentioned already, are very different for
those two approaches, though, and we know that ninth graders, if
they return to school at all after placement, two-thirds to three-
fourths of them will drop out in 1 year.

We also know that the data shows us that reductions in incarcer-
ation actually improve community safety. Since 1994, the number
of cases in juvenile justice that are referred to detention have re-
duced from 321,200 to 195,000.

During that same time period, the proportion of crime engaged
by young people has dropped by over half, and a report that came
out just last week from the Office of Justice Programs showed that
violent crime among youth has dropped during that time by 78 per-
cent.

We, as a society and a country, are equipped with the tools and
the knowledge to address this issue in a way that we never have
been before.

The 2018 reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act enables states and the Federal Government
to invest, through Youth Promise Grants and Title II programs,
and the very programs that we are talking about here today—ther-
apy, after-school programs, mentoring, things that work—and I call
on Congress to continue to invest in these things that work and
keep our kids and our communities safe.

Thank you again for the time to talk with you today, and I look
forward to answering any questions you might have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Smoot Evans follows:]
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Good morning, Madame Chairwoman Bonamici, Ranking Member Fulcher, and distinguished
members of the Subcommittee of Civil Rights and Human Services. Thank you for the
opportunity and the privilege of testifying before you today.

My name is Naomi Smoot Evans. I have the honor of serving as Executive Director of the
Coalition for Juvenile Justice, a nationwide coalition of State Advisory Groups (SAGs) and allies
dedicated to preventing children and youth from becoming involved in the courts and
upholding the highest standards of care when youth are charged with wrongdoing and enter
the justice system. At CJJ, we envision a nation where fewer children are at risk of

delinquency and if they are at risk or involved with the justice system, they and their families
receive every possible opportunity to live safe, healthy, and fulfilling lives.

In recent decades we as a field have learned a great deal about what works, and what doesn’t
work, when it comes to addressing problematic youth behaviors. In its simplest and most
succinct form: what works is prevention. Keeping young people out of the justice system is our
best bet at safe and healthy children, families, and communities.

Research has shown that most young people who engage in delinquent behavior will age out of
those behaviors without any intervention from the courts as they exit adolescence.! A growing
body of knowledge about adolescent brain development has helped us understand that young
people, and teens in particular, engage in many of these risky and thrill-seeking behaviors
because the prefrontal cortex does not fully develop until well into a young person’s 20s.2

Young people who find themselves in juvenile detention, however, have vastly different
outcomes. One 2014 study found that among youth who were placed in detention, 40 percent
ended up in prison by the age of 25.3 The study found that youth who were incarcerated as
minors were a full 23 percentage points more likely to end up in jail as an adult than youth who
offended but were not placed in detention.* They also face increased risk of physical and sexual
assault from their peers and staff inside facilities, and have higher rates of suicidal ideation.®

1 Moffitt, Terrie E. “Adolescence-Limited and Life-Course-Persistent Anti-Social Behavior: A Developmental Taxonomy.” 1993.
Available at: https://ibs.colorado.edu/jessor/psych7536-805/readings/moffitt-1993 674-701.pdf. Last viewed Sept. 5, 2022.
2 Steinberg, Laurence. “A Social Neuroscience Perspective on Adolescent Risk-Taking.” 2008. Available at:

https://www.ncbinlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2396566/. Last viewed Sept. 5, 2022.

3 Sweeney, Chris. “Juvenile Detention Drives Up Adult Incarceration Rates, MIT Study Finds.” Available at:

https://www.bostonmagazine.com/news/2015/06/11/juvenile-detention-mit-study/. Last viewed Sept. 5, 2022.
41d.
5 Holman, Barry and Jason Ziedenberg. “The Dangers of Detention:

1

N. Smoot Evans
Sept. 8, 2022
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We as a society have long relied on detention and incarceration to keep our communities safe,
but evidence shows that prevention is far better at preventing criminal behavior among youth.
Early intervention through home visits from nurses, intellectual stimulation for preschoolers,
and training to help parents gain necessary skills such as conflict management and appropriate
behavioral responses, have proven to be particularly helpful. One study in Elmira, NY for
example found that children of high-risk mothers who participated in Nurse Family Partnership
programs were significantly less likely to be arrested by age 15 than their similarly situated
peers.® Outcomes for girls in particular were especially positive in the study.”The well-known
Perry Preschool project, meanwhile, provided a group of high-risk young people with quality
preschool education. The children showed a number of positive, pro-social outcomes, including
less than half the number of lifetime arrests as compared to other students in their community
who did not receive a quality preschool education.® Parent training programs, meanwhile, such
as those that help new mothers bond with their children and improve parent, child interaction
have been shown to significantly reduce negative behaviors in children, and significantly

increase children’s social competence.’

Prevention programming is not just important for early childhood though. Research shows that
prevention efforts, such as afterschool programming, can also help older youth as well. In
Chicago, 111, for example, the Becoming a Man (BAM) initiative was launched in 2001. This
program works with at-risk boys to help them develop life skills and coping mechanisms. The
University of Chicago examined outcomes from the program in the 2009-2010 school year, and
then again in 2013 and 2015. They found that total arrests had decreased by 28-35 percent for
program participants, violent crime among participants was reduced by 45-50 percent and

The Impact of Incarcerating Youth in Detention and Other Secure Facilities.” The Justice Policy Institute. Available at:
https:/fjusticepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/justicepolicy/documents/dangers of detention.pdf. Last viewed Sept. 5, 2022.

6 Welsh, Brandon C., Mark W. Lipsey, Frederick P. Rivara, ]. David Hawkins, Steve Aos, and Meghan E. Hollis-Peel, “Promoting
Change, Changing Lives: Effective Prevention and Intervention to Reduce Serious Offending,” in From Juvenile Delinquency to Adult
Crime: Criminal Careers, Justice Policy, and Prevention, eds. Rolf Loeber and David P. Farrington, New York: Oxford University Press,
2012: 245-277.

71d.
8 Loeber, Rolf, David P. Farrington, and David Petechuk. “Child Delinquency: Early Intervention and Prevention.” p. 10. May 2003.
Available at: https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/186162.pdf. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

¢ “Parent Training.” P. 4. OJJDP. Available at: https:/ojjdp.ojp.gov/model-programs-guide/literature-reviews/parent training.pdf.
Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

N. Smoot Evans
Sept. 8, 2022
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recidivism was reduced by 21 percent.!’ After school programs for teens have also been shown
to reduce risky behaviors such as the use of drugs and alcohol, and to reduce teen pregnancies.!!

Not only do these prevention strategies work better, they cost less. The National Institute of
Justice reports that Multi-System Therapies (MST) results in $3 of community savings for every
$1 expended. Functional Family Therapy (FFT) results in $10 in savings to the community for
every $1 expended, and employment training in the community results in $12 in costs saved per
$1 expended.”2

Despite this, states continue to spend nearly $5.7 billion per year to incarcerate young people,
the majority of whom are there for probation violations and other low level offenses.!* That
averages out to $240 a day or $88,000 per year, per child.!* This is nearly six times higher than
the $15,621 we spend on a per pupil basis on elementary and secondary education in the United
States'®, and almost 9.5 times higher than the $9,400 average cost of room and board at a public
university during the 2020-2021 school year.!¢ The benefits that we as a society receive from a
well-educated populace are widely known and essential to our ability to compete in a global
market.

This brings perhaps to an even more glaring light the irony of both our heavy investment in
youth incarceration, and its heavy toll on our communities, particularly Black and Brown
communities where youth continue to be disproportionately incarcerated as compared to their
white peers who engage in similar behaviors. Between two-thirds and three-fourths of
incarcerated ninth graders, for example, will drop out of school within a year of reenrolling, and
only 15 percent of those same 9% graders will complete secondary education.'” Adding yet
another obstacle in the way for our children.

10 Manheimer, Susan and Joshua Spaulding. “After School: The Prime Time for Juvenile Crime.” Aug. 5, 2020.
Available at:

https://www.policechiefmagazine.org/after-school-the-prime-time-for-juvenile-crime/. Last accessed Sept. 5,
2022.

11 ]d

12 ”From Youth ]ushce Involvement to Young Adult Offendmg " National Instltute of Justice. March 10, 2014. Available at:

. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

13 ”The Costs of Confmement \N hy Good ]uvemle Justice Policies
Make Good Fiscal Sense.” Justice Policy Institute. May 2009. Available at: https://justicepolicy.org/wp-
content/uploads/justicepolicy/documents/09 05 rep costsofconfinement jj ps.pdf. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

ud.

15 National Center for Educational Statistics. Available at: https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=66. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.
16 National Center for Educational Statistics. Available at: https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=76. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.
17 “Dangers of Detention.” P. 9.

3
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The counter is not true though. While we as a society have long clung to the belief that
incarceration results in community safety and reduces crime, the data paints a different picture.
Research shows that in the criminal justice space, there is little if any correlation between
increasing prison populations and reducing crime in communities.!® Studies have also shown
that states that incarcerate more youth do not see correlating drops in crime.'” Instead, in recent
decades, as youth prison populations have dwindled thanks to initiatives by the Annie E. Casey
Foundation, the MacArthur Foundation, and others, so too have youth crime rates.

In 1994, data shows that detention was used at some point between a case’s referral to court and
a case’s disposition in 21 percent of all of the 1.5 million juvenile delinquency cases the courts
handled that year.?® Roughly 321,200 cases resulted in a young person’s detention in 1994.2! In
2018, the most recent year for which data is available, 195,000 young people were placed in
detention.??

Data shows that youth crime has also decreased during this time. A report released earlier this
summer by The Sentencing Project showed that between 2000 and 2019, the youth’s crime share
fell by over half and was reduced in all major crime areas.? Individuals under 18 accounted for
15 percent of the crime share in 2000, but that number had dropped to only 7 percent in

2019.2 In a statement from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention on Aug.
23, the office reported that the estimated number of youth arrests for violent crime, also
continues to be on the decline.? Such arrests are down 78% from their peak in 1994, according
to a new report from the Office of Justice Programs’ Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention and National Institute of Justice.?

18 “Costs of Confinement.”

Y Id.

20 “Tuvenile Court Statistics 1994.” P. 5-7. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Available at:
https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles/163709.pdf. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

211d. p.8

2 “Juvenile Detention Explained.” Annie E. Casey Foundation. March 26, 2021. Available at: https://www.aecf.org/blog/what-is-
juvenile-detention. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

2 Van Bramer, James. “Youth Crime Decline Challenges Assumptions About Pandemic Impact.” June 14, 2022

Available at: https://thecrimereport.org/2022/06/14/youth-crime-decline-challenges-assumptions-about-pandemic-impact/. Last
accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

24d.

25 “Youth Arrests for Violent Crime in 2020 Drop to New Low.” Office of Justice Programs. Aug. 23, 2022. Available at:
https://www.ojp.gov/news/news-release/youth-arrests-violent-crime-2020-drop-new-low. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

26 Puzzanchera, Charles. “Trends in Youth Arrests for Violent Crimes.” August 2022. Available at:
https://ojidp.ojp.gov/publications/trends-in-youth-arrests.pdf. Last accessed Sept. 5, 2022.

4

N. Smoot Evans
Sept. 8, 2022



21

jo
COALITION
FORJUVENILE

STICE
We are equipped now in a way that we have never been before to keep our kids and
communities safe. We know what works through data and research, and we have the tools to
invest in those programs thanks to the 2018 Juvenile Justice Reform Act and its Youth PROMISE

grants program.

The Youth PROMISE grants create a unique opportunity for communities to create local boards
to examine their own local needs and create a plan to prevent youth crime and help keep kids
on track. Recipients are required to provide matching dollars to help build on federal
investment. This approach is critical in giving communities the opportunity to address their
individual challenges in ways that will work based on their own strengths and needs. Programs
that are permitted for funding under the PROMISE grant program include the same ones we
talked about just a moment ago that are proven to help young people succeed: home health
nurses, opportunities for intellectual stimulation, and supports for parents. The program also
provides for after school supports and tutoring for young people in middle and high school,
and provides a community with opportunities to wrap around their young people from infancy
through adolescence. Sadly, Congress has yet to appropriate significant funding to fully realize
the potential of the Youth PROMISE grants program.

Title IT of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act also provides critical investment
in prevention and intervention. Title II can be used, among others things, for after school
programs so that at-risk youth can access tutoring, mentoring, and other educational
enrichment services. These grants can also be used for counseling, and on-the-job training for
youth who are at-risk for becoming involved in the justice system, those who are currently
involved in the justice system, and those who have a parent who involved in the justice system.

Title IT of the JJDPA is currently funded at $70 million and has increased $10 million since the
JJDPA was last reauthorized in 2018. Congress and the Administration have recognized the
importance of this program, with the House proposing an additional $5 million increase in Title
1I funding for Fiscal Year 2023.

Other programs that can also help support prevention initiatives, however, have gone
unfunded for many years. The once robust Juvenile Accountability Block Grant program
provided $249.5 million for a full spectrum of youth justice programs, helping support

prevention and intervention services, as well as programs for young people who found

N. Smoot Evans
Sept. 8, 2022
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themselves in the system’s deep end. By Fiscal Year 2013, that program had dwindled to $25
million. Since then, the program has gone unfunded.

Turge Congress to invest in what works and ensure that funding is available for communities to
continue to do what works for our kids by deepening their investments in prevention initiatives
that help our kids stay in the classroom and ensure they never step foot in the courtroom.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before you today. I appreciate your time and
your commitment to our young people and their families.

N. Smoot Evans
Sept. 8, 2022

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you so much for your testimony,
and next we are going to hear from Father Boes.

Father Boes, you are recognized for 5 minutes for your testi-
mony.
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STATEMENT OF FATHER STEVEN BOES, PRESIDENT AND
NATIONAL EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BOYS TOWN

Father BoEs. Good afternoon, Chair Bonamici, Ranking Member
Fulcher, and members of the subcommittee. I am Father Steven
Boes, the president of Boys Town. I am honored to testify today on
behalf of Boys Town.

Since 1917, Boys Town has successfully educated the most trau-
matized, challenged children in America. Boys Town’s founder, Fa-
ther Flanagan, famously said: There are no bad boys. There is only
bad environment, bad education, bad example, bad thinking.

Each year Boys Town students have an education plan individ-
ually crafted for them 100 years ago.

Father Flanagan welcomes kids of every race, nationality, and
religion. However, because of Jim Crow laws, he had to go out into
a corn field and start his own town to make that possible.

This vision sparked a revolution in childcare and education that
echoes today in the work and mission of Boys Town.

Today the boys and girls on our home campus gain about 1 full
year of academic improvement for each semester that they attend
our Boys Town school. However, because of our success educating
the most traumatized kids in America, we were asked to share
what we know with other schools.

For the past 30 years, we have partnered with hundreds of
schools to improve their educational environments. These are pri-
marily public schools, often located in Title I districts.

Our most sophisticated, multitiered, multicomponent interven-
tion is called LIFT Together with Boys Town. We begin by pro-
viding professional development to teachers, administrators, and
all school employees in positive classroom management techniques.

Next, we offer education to parents so they can support the social
skills being taught at school. For families whose students are fac-
ing suspension or expulsion, we provide a Boys Town-trained fam-
ily consultant that helps them to connect to community resources,
like mentoring, sports, faith-based youth groups, counseling, and
antidrug outreaches.

The results of our LIFT Together schools are simply amazing.
Schools show measurable gains in prosocial skills, school adjust-
ment and engagement, and as they receive more teacher praise, all
things result in a 20-percent decrease in classroom misbehaviors.

Schools also see reduced substance use and delinquency. As a re-
sult, we see a 20-percent increase in teacher satisfaction and stu-
dent attendance.

We also see a 32-percent reduction in students sent to the office
and a 55-percent reduction in school suspensions. These are the
very students who are statistically much more likely to end up in
the juvenile justice system, but do not because they stay in school.

The Boys Town LIFT Together model has a three-tiered, skills-
based approach. Our approach helps teachers to catch kids being
good. This means that the students who are the most disruptive in
class are consistently receiving lots of positive feedback and require
less punishment.

Our model focuses on teaching students appropriate behaviors
proactively instead of relying solely on exclusionary discipline that
removes the students from the classroom when they misbehave.
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If a student does need to be sent to the office, we help adminis-
trators remind the students of the social skills they should have
used and then return them to the classroom as quickly as possible.

When a family needs more help, the school can provide a Boys
Town family consultant to connect them to community resources
that they need to help their child succeed.

The reason that this intervention is so successful is that Boys
Town focuses on educating and empowering those closest to the
student.

Getting all the adults in the school and the family and the com-
munity on the same page and working together, we can solve some
of the most difficult problems facing our children, schools, families,
and communities.

Creating safe and effective school cultures helps us achieve our
Boys Town mission of changing the way America cares for children
and families.

[The prepared statement of Father Boes follows:]
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Testimony of Father Steven E. Boes, Executive Director, Boys Town
An Qunce of Prevention: Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs
House Education and Labor Civil Rights and Human Services Subcommittee
September 8, 2022

Good afternoon Chair Bonamici, Ranking Member Fulcher and members of the
Subcommittee. On behalf of Boys Town, I'm honored to testify today. Boys Town has been
educating the most challenging children in America successfully since our founding in
1917. The children we directly serve have experienced abuse, neglect, abandonment, and
involvement in the juvenile justice system. The long-ago vision of our founder, Father
Edward Flanagan, sparked a revolution in child and family care that echoes today in the work
and mission of Boys Town. His simple dream to make the world a better place for children
lives on because people continue to believe that every child deserves to be valued and loved,
and to live a healthy positive life. At Boys Town, we believe that every child, regardless of
circumstance, deserves the opportunity to succeed. We also recognize that every child is an
individual with unique needs. That's why, over many decades, we have developed a
distinctive, research-based approach to achieving our vision that has proven successful for
tens of thousands of children and families.

For the past thirty years, Boys Town experts have partnered with educators to create safer, more
effective learning environments in hundreds of K-12 schools. It’s a partnership that involves
everything from school-based support and hands-on professional development for school teams to
partnering with students' families/guardians, connecting to faith-based providers, and connecting to
additional resources in the student’s broader community. The goals are always the same — to
intervene before problems reach a level where anyone is unsafe and maximize student success by
reducing disruptive behaviors and creating a healthy school culture.

Today, students on our home campus gain about one full year of academic success in core subjects
for each semester they attend our Boys Town School. This means if you come to our school in 9"
grade reading at a 6™ grade level, by the end of 10™ grade, you are reading at grade level. Due to
our well-documented success with keeping kids in school and assuring they meet grade level
standards, each year we successfully partner with over 500 schools ~primarily located in Title I
districts- and educate personnel through our Boys Town Education Model® (Model).

Through our Model which includes services much like other multi-tiered system of supports, we
provide professional development to teachers and school leaders in positive classroom
management techniques and positive parenting techniques to families. A few of our most noted
outcomes:

o For schoels and students, they include, an increased gains in prosocial skills, school
adjustment and engagement, and teacher praise, with reduced disruptive classroom
behavior and a 20% increase or more in attendance' and,

o For families and schools, improved positive parenting practices and emotion regulation
skills in children, with reduced adolescent substance use, delinquency, and school
suspensions (55%) through our Common-Sense Parenting® program ™

We are also seeing promising results from our recently developed School Support Specialist
program that uses skilled Boys town staff embedded within the schools to provide one-on-one and
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group social skills teaching, and office referral support to teachers and administrators, while also

connecting with the students’ parents to provide resources, training, and supports that the student
and family may need at home. As one school administrator recently said, “The air breathed easier
when the School Support Specialist was in our school.”

As a result of these and other successes in our tailored three-tier intervention model, designed to
meet the unique needs of each community and school, our experiences and data show that we can
successfully replace the ineffective model of exclusionary discipline - which focuses on behaviors
after they occur and takes student away from the very educational environment they need to learn -
and transform communities by creating safer schools and homes where children can grow and
thrive.

Our Model is a multi-tiered intervention strategy that focuses on three main interconnected areas:
o Students: A complete social skills curriculum that empowers students to make better
decisions
o School Teams: A consistent referral process that values teaching over punishing
o Students, Schools, Families, Faith, and Community Partners: A behavior-management
approach that is proactive rather than reactive.

The Model replaces exclusionary discipline with a social skills-based approach that “catches kids
being good,” -and through this approach and techniques that go along with it- all of a sudden, the
students who were the most disruptive in classrooms are consistently receiving lots of positive
feedback and require less punishment. This program ensures that every school employee
(including school leaders, teachers, janitors, school resource officers, specialized personnel etc.),
and as many parents as possible are offered exemplary programming to ensure the behavior
expected at school (and the tools and techniques essential to refocus and redirect the student) are
also the behavior modeled and expected at home. In school, we help administrators use a revised
system for teaching the skills students need to replace disruptive behaviors, and returning them to
the classroom as quick as possible, rather than having them languish in the hallway or principal’s
office where they miss important academic instruction.

To give you a glimpse of what the process looks like -when a student has acted out in such a way
that they are asked to leave class — our process includes having the student spend as little time as
possible out of class and focuses on helping them understand that their behavior was
unacceptable, that they are accountable for it, and that replacement behaviors and skills are
available to them so they can return to class. A support specialist works with the principal and
other leaders to help the student and discuss what happened and prepare to re-enter class. Once
the student is ready to return and apologize, the teacher is also prepped to accept the student back
into class, and to accept the apology. The principal or other school leader brings the student to
class, the teacher accepts the apology, and accepts the student back. The adults praise the student
for apologizing and give credit that the student is taking ownership and choosing to return to
class. The teacher lets the student know what the class is working on now. In each instance, the
school team and the student know there will be weekly check ins to help the student work on
new skills and to have support. The teacher ups praise for every good decision made by the
student 8 to 1.
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The Model also includes a component that connects the student and their family to faith-based
programs, sports teams, or other community services and networks that can help tie students to
meaningful activities linked to positive adult mentors and other supports. The combined use of this
tiered approach has successfully helped schools work within their community to solve one of the
most intractable problems faced by America’s schools.

In most instances, our work with schools and districts is made up of different Boys Town services
much like other multi-tiered systems of supports, but it combines both school and family-based
services together. These services help keep at-risk children at home and in school. The specific
strategies, methods, tools, and resources associated with each can be tailored for individual schools
or entire districts to fundamentally change the educational experience for students and staff.
Educators across the country, at every grade level, use the Boys Town Model to meet the needs of
their students. We hear regularly from principals, teachers, parents, and community partners who
firmly attest to how these approaches have transformed classrooms, schools, homes, and
communities.

In conclusion, there are two principles that we think are critical for preventing delinquency in at-
risk children. First, remembering what Boys Town’s founder, Father Flanagan said, “There are
no bad boys or girls. There is only bad environment, bad teacher education, bad example, bad
thinking.” Second, at Boys Town we focus on faking care of those closest to the children. To do
this, we partner together with parents and teachers to provide them the quality services and
supports they need to teach and care for children. Getting adults on-the-same-page and working
together to increase the use of positive behavior supports for students can prevent some of the
problems our schools are facing today. Creating safe and effectives school cultures is a
significant priority of the mission of Boys Town and our commitment to all of America’s
children so they can be hopeful, thriving, and good citizens for our future.

1 See: Bishop, G.B., Rosen, L.A., Miller, D.C., & Hendrickson, J. (1996) Evaluation of the boys town motivation system in a u.s.
school setting. School Psychology International, 17, 125-131. Retrieved at:
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edw/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.682.9840&rep=repl &type=pdf, and Thompson, R.-W., Ruma, P.R.,
Nelson, C.S., & Criste, A.H. (1998). Implementation of the boys town education model in four Georgia psychoeducational
network programs: Initial impact on student social skills and adjustment. Georgia Psychoeducational Network Research Report,
7,31-40. And, Burke, R.V., Oats, R.G., Ringle, J.L, Fichtner, L.O., & DelGaudio, M.B. (2011). Implementation of classroom
management program with urban elementary schools in low-income neighborhoods: Does program fidelity affect student
behavior and academic outcomes? Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 16,201-218. Retrieved at:
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2011-18209-003, and Oliver et al., 2019, Universal and selective interventions to promote good

mental health in young people: Systematic review and meta-analysis, Science Direct Journal, at:
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0924977X20309159
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i Duppong Hurley, K., Lambert, M. C., Patwardhan, 1., Ringle, J. L., Thompson, R. W., & Farley, J. (2020). Parental report of
outcomes from a randomized trial of in-home family services. Journal of Family Psychology, 34(1), 79-89,

at: hitps:/doi.org/10.1037/fam0000594. and, Mason et al., 2015, 2016, Peer Network Counseling as Brief Treatment for Urban
Adolescent Heavy Cannabis Users, at: https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pme/articles/PMC5148746/

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you very much, Father Boes, for
your testimony, and next we are going to hear from Mr. Muham-
mad.

You are recognized for 5 minutes for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF DAVID MUHAMMAD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFORM

Mr. MuHAMMAD. Thank you. Good afternoon, Chairwoman
Bonamici and Ranking Member Representative Fulcher, and all
the esteemed members of the Civil Rights and Human Services
Slﬁbcommittee. I am honored to testify at this important hearing
today.

My name is David Muhammad. I am the executive director of the
National Institute for Criminal Justice Reform. NICJR works to re-
duce incarceration and violence, improve the outcomes of system-
involved youths and adults, and increase the capacity and expertise
of those that serve them.

We are based in Oakland, California, but we work in cities
throughout the country.

I have spent the past 25 years working in and with the juvenile
justice system. I have worked as a youth correctional administrator
in Washington, DC, and Oakland, California. I have developed nu-
merous re-entry and youth development programs and worked on
youth justice policy throughout the country.

Since the onset of the COVID pandemic and due to its related
impacts, we have experienced a significant increase in gun violence
in America. Despite inaccurate assumptions to the contrary, youth
are not responsible for this increase.

Nationally, and in nearly every city in the country, juveniles ac-
count for less than 7 percent of gun violence, victims and perpetra-
tors. My organization has conducted detailed analysis of gun vio-
lence in several cities across the Nation, and consistently the aver-
age age of shooting victims and suspects are in their mid to late
twenties.

In the past 20 years, there has been great progress and success
in youth justice reform in America, resulting in a 70-percent reduc-
tion in youth incarceration.

Studies have shown that this drop in juvenile incarceration has
had no negative impacts on public safety, and in some jurisdictions,
evidence proves that there has been a positive impact on public
safety.

This is due to the fact that youth incarceration is ineffective,
harmful, and excessively expensive. A Federal Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention released a report last month
showing that during the same time as youth incarceration was
dropping, youth crime was plummeting.

The study found that, “the number of arrests involving youth fell
84 percent between the 1996 peak and 2020.” The report also found
that “the number of youth arrests for violent crime in 2020 was
one-third the number in 2006.”
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In 2019, NICJR, in partnership with the city of Oakland and its
police department and local community-based organizations,
launched an innovative youth development and diversion program.

Young people arrested for nonviolent felony offenses are diverted
at the point of arrest to the Neighborhood Opportunity and Ac-
countability Board. Young people referred to the NOAB are imme-
diately engaged by a community services coordinator, who meets
with the youth and family and conducts an assessment.

The youth and family are scheduled to meet with the board for
a NOAB conference. The board is made up of community leaders,
faith leaders, business owners, system-impacted individuals, and
victims of crime.

After meeting with the board, a life plan is developed with the
youth and family, and they are connected to an array of commu-
nity-based services from our partner local CBOs.

Since its inception in April 2020, OPD has referred nearly 80
youth to the program, and less than 10 have been rearrested.

NICJR is replicating the program in nearby Richmond, Cali-
fornia, and we are in discussions with several other jurisdictions
about starting NOABs.

A national study conducted by the Justice Policy Institute found
that it costs taxpayers $150,000 per year for every youth detained
in the juvenile justice system.

In places like California and Washington, DC, those costs are
much higher, going above $300,000 per youth every year.

Diverting youth from the system involvement is not only better
for their outcomes and their development, it is extreme savings for
taxpayers.

Last, NICJR’s National Offices of Violence Prevention Network
has launched an exciting new project, YDII, Youth Data and Inter-
vention Initiative.

Starting in Washington, DC, but eventually including up to ten
cities throughout the country, YDII is a research, data tracking,
and an intensive intervention initiative that seeks to prevent youth
from becoming—young teens from becoming involved in gun vio-
lence when they are young adults.

Initial research shows that young people who have a combination
of risk factors have increased likelihood to be involved in gun vio-
lence as young adults. Such risk factors include significant school
absenteeism, receive school discipline, experience trauma, child
welfare involvement, initial juvenile delinquency, developmental
and mental health challenges, lives in a high poverty and high
crime neighborhood.

Young people with all of these risk factors, at 11, 12, 13 years
old, are much more likely to be involved in gun violence 10 years
down the line.

The goal of YDII is to help jurisdictions track these factors in
youth in real time, and when any young person reaches the thresh-
old of multiple risk factors, to provide very intensive community-
based supports, including family counseling, family support, inten-
sive mentoring and life coaching, cognitive behavior therapy, appro-
priate mental health and trauma healing services, tutoring and
other educational services, and, in some cases, therapeutic residen-
tial options.
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Thank you for this opportunity to testify today. I look forward to
any questions and discussion.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Muhammad follows:]
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Youth Justice — Investments in Prevention

Good afternoon, to Chairwoman Bonamici, Ranking Member, Representative Fulcher and all of
the esteemed members of the Civil Rights and Human Services Subcommittee, | am honored to
testify at this important hearing today.

My name is David Muhammad and | am the Executive Director of The National Institute for
Criminal Justice Reform (NICJR). NICJR works to reduce incarceration and violence, improve the
outcomes of system-involved youth and adults, and increase the capacity and expertise of the
organizations that serve these individuals. NICIR provides technical assistance, training,
consulting, research, organizational development, and advocacy in the fields of juvenile and
criminal justice, youth development, and violence prevention. We are based in Oakland, CA but
work in cities throughout the country.

| have spent the past 25 years working in and with the juvenile justice system. | have worked as
a youth corrections administrator in Washington, DC and Oakland, CA and | have developed
numerous re-entry and youth development programs and worked on youth justice policy
throughout the country.

Since the onset of the Covid pandemic and due to its related impacts, we have experienced a
significant increase in gun violence in America. But despite inaccurate assumptions to the
contrary, youth are not responsible for this increase. Nationally, and in nearly every city in the
country, juveniles account for less than 7% of gun violence victims and perpetrators.

My organization has conducted detailed analysis of gun violence in several cities across the
nation, and consistently the average age of shooting victims and suspects are in their mid to
late 20s.

In the past 20 years, there has been great progress and success in youth justice reform in
America, resulting in a 70% reduction in youth incarceration. Studies have shown that this drop
in juvenile incarceration has had no negative impacts on public safety and in some jurisdictions,
evidence proves there has been a positive impact on public safety. This is due to the fact that
youth incarceration is ineffective, harmful, and excessively expensive.

The federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP), released a report last
month showing that during the same time as youth incarceration was dropping, youth crime
was plummeting. The study found that “the number of arrests involving youth fell 84% between
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the 1996 peak and 2020.” The report also found that “the number of youth arrests for violent
crime in 2020 was one-third the number in 2006.”

In 2019, NICJR in partnership with the City of Oakland and its police department and local
community based organizations, launched an innovative youth development and diversion
program. Young people arrested for non-violent felony offenses are diverted at the point of
arrest to the Neighborhood Opportunity and Accountability Board (NOAB).

Young people referred to the NOAB are immediately engaged by a community services
coordinator, who meets with the youth and family and conducts an assessment. The youth and
family are then scheduled to meet with the Board for a NOAB Conference. The Board is made
up of community leaders, faith leaders, business owners, system-impacted individuals, and
victims of crime.

After meeting with the Board, a Life Plan is developed with the youth and family, and they are
connected to an array of community based services from our partner local CBOs. Since its
inception in April 2020, OPD has referred nearly 80 youth to the program and less than 10 have
been re-arrested.

NICJR is replicating the program in nearby Richmond, CA and we are in discussions with several
other jurisdictions about starting NOABs.

A national study conducted by the Justice Policy Institute found that on average, its costs
taxpayers $150,000 per year for every youth detained in the juvenile justice system. In places
like California and Washington, DC, those cost are much higher, going above $300,000 per
youth every year. Diverting youth from system involvement is not only better for their
development and outcomes, but an extreme saving to taxpayers.

Lastly, NICIR’s National Offices of Violence Prevention Network has launched an exciting new
project — YDII — the Youth Data and Intervention Initiative. Starting in Washington, DC but
eventually will include up to 10 cities around the country, YDII is a research, data tracking, and
intensive intervention initiative that seeks to prevent young teens from becoming involved in
gun violence when they are young adults.

Initial research shows that young people who have several risk factors combined, have an
increased likelihood to be involved in gun violence as a young adult. Such risk factors include:
e Significant school absenteeism
e Received school discipline
e Experienced trauma
e Child welfare involvement
e Initial juvenile delinquency
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e Developmental or mental health challenges
e Livesin a high poverty, high crime rate neighborhood

Young people with all of these risk factors at 11, 12, 13 years old, are much more likely to be
involved in gun violence 10 years later.

So the goal of YDII is to help jurisdictions track these risk factors in youth and when any young
person reaches the threshold of these multiple risk factors, to provide very intensive
community based supports, including:

e Family counseling

e Family support

e Intensive mentoring and life coaching

e Cognitive Behavioral Therapy
Appropriate mental health and trauma healing services
Tutoring and other educational supports
And in some cases, therapeutic residential options

Thank you for this opportunity to testify today and | look forward to any questions and
discussion.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you so much for your testimony.
All of the testimony was incredibly insightful.

Now, under committee rule 9(a), we are going to question the
witnesses under the 5-minute rule. After the chair and ranking
member, I will recognize members of the subcommittee in their
order of seniority.

Again, to ensure that the 5-minute rule is adhered to, staff will
be keeping track of time and the blinking light will show when
time is expired. Please be attentive to the time and then remute
your microphone.

As chair, I recognize myself for 5 minutes.

Dr. Hawkins, as I mentioned in my opening statement, youth of
color and LGBTQ+ youth are overrepresented in the juvenile jus-
tice system.

For example, data has shown that although LGBTQ+ youth
make up 9.5 percent of the general population, they make up about
20 percent of the youth in the juvenile justice system.

Additionally, in your testimony, you cite research suggesting that
investing in intervention programs to prevent homelessness results
in a reduction of crime. We also know that vulnerable youth, in-
cluding youth of color and LGBTQ+ youth, are more likely to expe-
rience housing insecurity and homelessness.

Do you have ideas, how can we tailor intervention and diversion
programs to meet the unique needs of these youth, and how do
wraparound services like housing assistance help prevent delin-
quency and reduce recidivism?
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Ms. HAWKINS. Thank you for the question, and it is an important
one. As I shared, I know that the research suggests and really
demonstrates that these structural supports are critical.

To your question about housing, when young people have tran-
sient or insecure housing, that does lead—and research does
show—it leads them to engage in minor crimes. These crimes then
lead them into a formal relationship with the juvenile justice sys-
tem.

One of the many ways that we can think about wrap-around
services or prevention, just really thinking about creating that safe-
ty net, so that there is secure housing, that there are opportunities
for vocational education when young people may not attend a tradi-
tional school, that they are able to seek job skills training.

When I think of wraparound, I think of—I think of secure
homes—excuse me—secure housing, but I also think about all of
the other supports that are needed in terms of vocational edu-
cation, public services that are secure and working well.

Those are some of the ways that the structural components real-
ly need to work together to really create those opportunities for
young people.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Absolutely. Thank you so much. I want
to ask Ms. Smoot Evans, in your testimony you highlight the Perry
Preschool Project, and I am grateful that you did this research
study that provided a group of high-risk young people with quality
preschool education.

Access to high quality preschool for all children is a good invest-
ment, which is one of the reasons why it is a top priority of mine
in Congress. Despite efforts by this committee to advance universal
access to early childhood education, this investment for our country
remains unfulfilled and long overdue.

We have an effort here in Multnomah County in Oregon, a coun-
ty-passed measure, but really, with what we have heard today from
you and the other witnesses, it makes such good sense.

What role do early childhood education programs play in preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency, Ms. Smoot Evans?

Ms. SMoOT EVANS. Sure. Thank you for that question. Preschool
education, and particularly quality preschool education, helps with
mental stimulation, right? We know that the more a child is read
to, that their vocabulary is going to grow, their ability to succeed
in educational environments is going to grow, and that also is going
to help us tap down against the school-to-prison pipeline, right?

The young person is better equipped when they enter kinder-
garten, when they enter first grade, to be successful in the class-
room. It gives us a chance to identify some of those unmet needs
that might exist in that young person’s life a little bit earlier.

It is always better to be addressing the root of the problem as
opposed to trying to react to it later on.

Chairwoman BoONAMICI. I absolutely appreciate that. I want to
ask Mr. Muhammad, do you agree with this premise that investing
in quality early childhood education is a good investment and that
it cannot be done at the local level because not every jurisdiction
is going to be able to do that. Why should Congress help?

Mr. MUHAMMAD. There is no question that this early on interven-
tion is critical. And the investments that come from the Federal
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Government, even if it is implemented on the local level, the in-
vestments coming from the Federal Government is extraordinarily
important.

The other thing about it being helping saving lives, develop
young people, improve outcomes, it is money-saving, right? When
we stop the expensive expense of incarceration, the extraordinary
expense of a gun shooting, that actually saves quite a bit of money.
$15,000 in prevention can stop $100,000 in incarceration in re-
sponse to shootings.

Chairwoman BoNaMiIcI. Thank you so much, and I am going to
try to set a good example and yield back, but I just want to note
that the title of our hearing is an ounce of prevention, and we all
know the rest of that saying, is worth a pound of cure.

I am going to yield back and then recognize Ranking Member
Fulcher for 5 minutes for your questions.

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you, Madam Chair. In our briefing mate-
rial, I noticed that the first juvenile court was put in place in 1899,
not 1999 but 1899. This is not exactly new, and looking back, pre-
vention was a key component then.

There are at least maybe some hints that we are trying to do the
right things here, but anyway thank you for that, and I just want
to mention and ask your permission to put something in the record.

We got a very active law enforcement in our State, in Idaho. In
particular, there is a gentleman that was a resource officer for 13
years who specialized in this, and he has—he has got a list of
things called “Lessons Learned From Dealing with High-Risk
Teens,” and I would like to submit that for the record with your
permission, please. It is from Officer Gomez.

Chairwoman BoNaMiIcCI. Without objection.

Mr. FULCHER. Just as a mention too, Sheriff Donahue has been
heavily involved with this, and he is big on prevention as well, so
we are very thankful for his input.

To questions very briefly, Father Boes, thank you for your work
and for your testimony you shared about Boys Town. I understand
the organization is not directly linked to the Catholic Church, but
the faith-based values have a big impact, and they drive a lot of
the work that you do.

How do you walk that tightrope, and just discuss with us, if you
would, how you can use those values but stay within the guidelines
of the law.

Father BOES. Yes. From its founding, Father Flanagan set up
Boys Town as nondenominational and non-proselytizing. We sup-
port kids in whatever religious faith they have and even no faith
at all. Like on campus, we have a Catholic and a Protestant
church, and a Native American sweat lodge. There are three syna-
gogues and a mosque within walking distance of campus.

When we work with kids in the community, we try to connect
them to all resources, including the spiritual ones. We try to use
a body, mind, spirit approach in all we do.

Mr. FULCHER. Just as a followup to that, you also pointed out the
importance, when you partner with schools, how important it was
to have the school leadership on board and part of that program.
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Can you share with us any examples, maybe, of how you make
sure that you are truly working with a partnership and they are
engaged in that partnership?

Father BoEs. Yes. We discovered, through our LIFT Together
program, that buy-in from the principal is absolutely essential.
Their commitment of resources, staff development time, and ongo-
ing consultation is what makes it work.

Principals who show up physically for the training and make it
a school priority are the ones where LIFT Together is the most suc-
cessful.

Parental leadership is just as important. We discovered that,
while every parent may not show up for the education and social
skills that is at the heart of LIFT Together, the ones that do are
often the leaders in their school and in their community and among
the young people in their area.

Their homes are often the ones where the kids hang out after
school and on weekends, and their support of the social skills we
teach are important to our success.

We also need buy-in for community leaders. It has got to be a
public-private partnership. We need that to open doors, provide re-
sources, and gain trust.

Mr. FULCHER. Well, it is a very worthy effort, and I just want
to say thank you to you personally for your work and everybody
else on this. There is not a more worthy effort to try to support.

Madam Chair, with that, I yield back.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you so much, Ranking Member.
I would recognize Representative Hayes or Representative Bow-
man. Your cameras are off. If one of you is ready?

I will recognize Representative Hayes for 5 minutes for your
questions.

Mrs. HAYES. Good morning, Madam Chair. Sorry about that.
Thank you for holding this very important hearing.

To all the witnesses for being here today, thank you.

We have seen decades’ worth of targeted investments in juvenile
justice programs work for our children and our communities. Re-
cent studies have shown that since the passage of the Juvenile Jus-
tice Delinquency and Prevention Act, arrests and incarceration
rates for youth have fallen by 70 percent.

If we want to continue this trend and support our children, we
here in Congress must be intentional about the resources we devote
to juvenile justice prevention programs and support programs.

These programs can be as effective as the infrastructure and re-
sources around them. During the peak of COVID-19, it took
months for some juvenile offenders to be referred for support serv-
ices.

In some instances, these youth had already committed several in-
fractions by the time support services were offered, and they were
incarcerated anyways.

We have a responsibility, not only to these young people but to
our communities, because much of the information out there as a
result of not seeing any actionable steps taken.

We have seen fear-mongering tactics that harm our children in
the long run, and I look forward to just exploring with the wit-
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nesses today about ways that we can be much more proactive and
prospective and put the networks in place.

I can tell you; I was a classroom teacher at a high school for
many years, and there were times where you could anticipate or
predict that something was wrong or a problem was happening, but
really directing young people or families to where to find the re-
sources was sometimes an even much bigger challenge.

Dr. Hawkins, in your testimony, you describe three levels of pre-
vention, the first of which is focused on avoiding the initial occur-
rence of a problem. Can you talk more about that first level of pre-
vention and what is needed to avoid delinquency in the first place?

Ms. HAWKINS. Thank you for the question. Yes, primary preven-
tion. Primary prevention is the level at which we are really think-
ing about how do we create secure environments that allow our
young people to thrive. That is the output of primary prevention.

Research shows that primary prevention, when you target the
underlying structures that place youth at risk to begin with, is the
most effective strategy.

When I think about data and research that I have engaged in,
young people—and I will give you a concrete example. In the State
that I live, North Carolina, there is a recent law, as of December,
where the minimum age at which a young person can become in-
volved in the juvenile justice system was just raised from the age
of 6 to the age of 10.

Linking the previous conversation about the importance of high-
quality education, we have young children, just as of December,
where they could have been 6, involved in the juvenile justice sys-
tem.

If we think about all of the ways in which we can create struc-
ture in their communities that allow them to thrive, both with se-
cure housing, great quality education, we would see opportunities
to intervene, and that connection with the juvenile justice system
would never have taken place.

Mrs. HAYES. I am really glad to hear you say that, because 1
know this to be true. If we have things like supportive stable hous-
ing in place—I heard the chair talk about childcare and re-
sources—many of the issues that—the behaviors that occur in
young people, I know are because there is a lack of structure.

Addressing all of those issues that lead to the instability, that,
in turn, leaves these young people as products of their environ-
ment.

Ms. Evans, in your testimony—I have a very short amount of
time—you mentioned most young people who engage in delinquent
behavior will eventually age out as they enter adolescence.

As these children age into the workforce, what support services
do you think would be helpful for lifetime success?

I will just add that I recently had legislation passed for
YouthBuild and programs like that to get kids involved in job
training programs. Do you have any thoughts on that topic?

Ms. SMoOT EVANS. Sure, thank you. We work, as part of our
work at CJJ, with young folks who are currently incarcerated and
who are also outside in the community, and this is one of the ques-
tions we have been talking about with that group of young folks.
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Job training comes right at the top of the list as part of what do
we need to be successful.

Job training, housing supports, help holistically for a young per-
son in terms of educational opportunities and also in terms of tak-
ing care of their own children.

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you. Right on time. I appreciate that.

Madam Chair, I yield back.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you, Representative.

Next on my list to recognize is the ranking member of the full
committee, Dr. Foxx. There she is.

Dr. Foxx, you are recognized for 5 minutes for your questions.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you, Madam Chair, and I thank the witnesses
for being here today.

Father Boes, thank you particularly. We are supposed to be fo-
cused on evidence-based programs, and you have done the best job
of giving us evidence to show what programs work. We have heard
a lot about changing statistics, but you have told us what programs
are aimed at helping children succeed, what works, and what does
not.

Could you share more information about the evaluations you
have done and how you use the results to fine-tune your program?

Father BoEs. Thank you, Representative. Every component of
our LIFT Together program that I talked about is research-based.
For example, our school training component is currently involved
in two federally funded randomized control trials and is being con-
ducted with several district partners and is currently recognized by
the Every Student Succeeds Act criteria as having promising re-
search evidence of effectiveness.

The Boys Town Common Sense Parenting module, as listed by
the California evidence-based clearinghouse, is supported by re-
search evidence of effectiveness. Our In-Home Family Services is
also in that same clearinghouse as having promising evidence of ef-
fectiveness.

We have a team of researchers that keep researching the mod-
ules of our program and the overall program and then imple-
menting it into practice.

We also learn from our implementation, right, from the schools.
For example, we learn from the schools that having a Boys Town-
trained support specialist physically in every school greatly im-
proves the implementation of LIFT Together.

Ms. Foxx. Well, thank you very much. That is very helpful.

Ms. Evans and Dr. Hawkins, we have heard very little evidence
from you or statistics. I will be following up with you to see if you
can provide more specific information. Broad conversations on pro-
grams are not particularly useful in this context.

Father, it is important that when we talk about helping children,
we keep families at the center of that conversation. How do you do
that in your LIFT Together program? What challenges have you
faced trying to engage the family, and what have you done to over-
come the challenges?

Father BOES. At Boys Town, there is no cookie-cutter approach.
Oftentimes, for example, our family consultants need to be able to
speak the language of the family. They need to deeply understand
the resources available in their area, and that might be through
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local churches, cultural organizations, or social community sup-
ports.

We really focus on working with the parents because—especially
those about to be expelled or suspended. Parents want what is best
for their kids. They want to keep them in school.

We do everything we can by placing a—offering a Boys Town
family consultant to mentor them in their parenting, help them
communicate effectively with parents and administration, and then
connect to community resources. That is how we engage the com-
munity and the parents.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you, Father. What role do school resource offi-
cers play in helping to keep the students out of the justice system?
Does your program work with them?

Father BOES. We do. When a school or district has an SRO, we
treat them like the other staff. They go through the same training
as the teachers and the janitor and the coaches and everybody else.

With our LIFT Together model, we are trying to create a team
around the kids, so everybody is on the same page.

That same goes for school security guards, disciplinary staff as-
signed to the building. We actually train them specifically, and
SROs, on de-escalation techniques and effective praise, you know,
catching kids being good.

When they discover that the social skills training makes their job
easier and more fun, what we love to see in one of our schools is
the SROs going down the hallway and high-fiving kids for their
positive behaviors. That is when we know we have made a real dif-
ference in the school community and in their culture.

Ms. Foxx. Thank you very much.

Madam Chair, I appreciate your doing this hearing. I do think
it is important that we focus on evidence-based programs and hear
more about what programs work.

Father Boes, I would like to followup with you a little bit more
also, to talk about how the programs have changed over the years
as we have seen the skyrocketing number of children being born
to single mothers.

I have a strong feeling we are not getting at the real problem
here. The real problem is how many children are being born to sin-
gle mothers.

If you are talking about a structure that is needed for children,
the best structure in the world is a two-parent family. I do not
think we have ever found anything to replace that. Thank you very
much. I yield back.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you, Ranking Member Foxx, and
next, I recognize Representative Bowman for 5 minutes for your
questions.

Mr. BowMAN. Thank you so much, Madam Chair, and thank you
to all the witnesses for being here today. I have been incredibly
moved and inspired by all of your testimoneys and responses to all
the questions that have been asked.

Prior to me coming into Congress, I worked in education for 20
years as an elementary teacher, a high school dean of students,
and a middle school principal, and you are all speaking my love
language right now, so thank you so much for the work that you
are doing.
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My first question is for Dr. Hawkins. I believe we have a shared
responsibility, all of us, to dismantle the school-to-prison pipeline.
Based on your work and your research and your experience, what
should schools and school districts be investing in to ensure that
our kids do not end up on the school-to-prison pipeline? Can you
speak to where our school dollars should be going?

Ms. HAWKINS. Thank you for the question. I will leave exactly
where the dollars go to you. I will tell you from my research that
we know, and this is fact, that, as I shared earlier, Black students,
who account for 15 percent of the total school enrollment, are ex-
pelled at rates twice their share of the total school enrollment.

When we see similar statistics, so an evaluation that I did with
the Shelby County School District, so speaking of evidence-based,
we found that there are similar suspension statistics there.

With that information, we created a suspension diversion pro-
gram because we understand that traditional diversion programs
are not helpful; they are not primary prevention.

We were thinking, if these young people are suspended from
school, let us find ways to really address that issue early on. That
is an example of where we use data, where we use our evaluation
findings to really intervene through that school-to-prison pipeline.

It has been really successful in that these young people are not
unsupervised because they are at home; they are in a school set-
ting, but it also creates that opportunity for the educators to con-
tinue to support the students that are in their class.

It is about the structure that we offer within the school setting.

Mr. BowMAN. Dr. Hawkins, you just made me think of the adult
biases that exist within many of the adults who work in our
schools, both explicit and implicit bias. Can you speak to the im-
plicit and explicit bias that may exist in teacher and staff training
that may lead to some of the high numbers of suspensions we see
amongst Black boys and Black girls as well, starting as young as
preschool?

Ms. HAWKINS. I will frame my response in the research that I
have done. We do see that many educators use the school discipli-
nary process when they have students that are not allowing them
an effective space to teach.

Rather than figuring out solutions that might allow that student
to remain engaged in school, they will use suspension as an option
because it is an option.

What we do not take into account perhaps, is what happens
when that young person is no longer in that school environment
and what the opportunities are for that young person, when unsu-
pervised, to engage in behaviors that might find them connected to
the juvenile justice system.

The opportunity, I believe, that we have, and my research shows,
is that there are alternatives that do keep young people in school,
and those alternatives are successful.

Mr. BowmMmaN. Thank you so much for that response.

I have a question for Father Boes—Boes. Excuse me if I am mis-
pronouncing that. First of all, thank you on your work with Boys
Town. I am a male myself, and I remember the challenges I had
growing up as a young man, and to Ranking Member Foxx’s point,
I grew up with a single mom, and it was programs like yours that
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really were supportive of me, all of the programs that have been
mentioned, supportive of me in my development.

Why do we not have more Boys Towns across the country, and
how do we get there?

Father Bogs. Well, I think part of the problem we have at Boys
Town is that our model right now is intensively person to person,
and we probably need to digitalize our training, and we are in the
process of doing that right now.

Mr. BOowMAN. Awesome.

One last thing. Thank you, Madam Chair. We need some Girls
Towns too, because our young girls are struggling with some stuff
as well.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairwoman BoNaMmicl. Thank you, Representative Bowman. It
is my understanding that Boys Town does now work with girls as
well.

Next, I recognize Representative Fitzgerald for 5 minutes for
your questions.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Thank you, Madam Chair. Fascinating hearing
this morning.

Father Boes, your work is unprecedented, and I just want to con-
gratulate you on everything that you have been involved with at
Boys Town.

I did have a question about, when we have had discussions, espe-
cially in the committee, about not necessarily youth that are incar-
cerated but those that are kind of on the path to incarceration, that
there are some signs that really stand out, and one of them was
literacy, whether or not a child can read, and whether or not that
is measured on a regular basis.

Obviously, that carries on even to recidivism in our prisons,
when they find out that someone cannot read even at a fifth-grade
level.

That was one thing I just wanted you to possibly comment on.

The other is, in a lot of situations I find in my State, my district,
is, we have a charter school program. Some of those charter schools
are actually within the public school system, and others are spon-
sored by other entities like some of the universities here. One of
the things they have learned very quickly is, if you can find a child
that is at risk and then also introduce them to a work component,
give them kind of a reason—because many of these kids are hands-
on versus just, you know, sitting in a classroom all day—that that
oftentimes can be the life preserver that kind of pulls them out.

Father Boes, I was wondering if you could comment kind of on
those ideas.

Father BOES. Sure. Thanks for the question.

I definitely think that workforce development—which is part of
what we do on campus here especially. We are starting to do it at
our sites a little bit, getting kids some training and experience.

We have a partnership with Union Pacific here in Omaha to get
people into the workforce, and they are paying for that. We have
welders that we train, and we ship them to Valmont, and they get
to weld for a very high rate of compensation. Yes, that is impor-
tant.
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I have not seen the statistics on literacy, but it does make sense
to me, that being able to read makes a big difference in school and
how you learn.

Yes, we think that kind of training is important.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes.

The one other thing I would just offer is, you know, we have had
other types of unique situations. The Rawhide program in Wis-
consin was one that we received some testimony on. It seems like
there is kind of a critical age. I am just wondering what that is for
many adolescent boys, when you know you are kind of at a point
where either, you know, they have to advance or, you know, they
are going to very quickly maybe lose their footing and suddenly
they find themselves in trouble.

Father BoOES. Yes, I would say that the younger you can inter-
vene is always better.

Most of our services at Boys Town, 96 percent of them, are for
kids that are still in their own home and in their own community
and in their own school. That kind of intervention—if you can catch
a kid before they are 12 or 14, then it is a lot easier, and the long-
term trajectory looks a lot better.

If you have to wait until they are 16, sometimes those kids have
to be pulled out of their home, the therapeutic residential, and that
is a tough, tough thing.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Yes. Very good. Thank you for being here today.

I yield back, Madam Chair.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you, Representative.

Now I recognize the Chairman of the Full Committee, Represent-
ative Bobby Scott from Virginia, a leader, a longtime leader, on
these issues.

Chairman Scott, you are recognized for 5 minutes for your ques-
tions.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Representative Fitzgerald is absolutely right; reading is a key
component. Mrs. Hayes will tell us that up to the third grade you
learn to read but after the third grade you read to learn. If you
cannot read by the third grade, you cannot learn after the third
grade, you are dropping out. Dropping out is highly correlated with
getting in trouble. Mr. Fitzgerald is absolutely right. The ability to
read is a component we have to focus on.

Ms. Evans, welcome to Newport News. I notice that you pointed
out how much savings you can generate by proper investments—
5to 1, 10 to 1, 12 to 1. You can have $12 for every $1 you spend.
Why would anyone fail to do this?

Well, I can tell you. I have been working on prevention since I
was in the State senate and created the legislation, the Council on
Prevention, to get agencies together so that they could work to-
gether and try to capture those savings. What happens is, the
agency spending the money is not the one saving the money. The
local city spends money in a jobs program, reduces crime; State De-
partment of Corrections saves some money.

We have to get—one of the things about the Youth PROMISE
Act is that you require everybody to get around the table and iden-
tify who is going to save money and, as they save the money, get
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them to kick the money back in so that those spending the money
will have that savings to spend.

Can you talk a little bit more about the value of the Youth
PROMISE Act and the Title V grants in the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act?

Ms. EVANS. Yes, sir. Thank you.

I think one of the unique things about the Youth PROMISE
grants is that it really gives local communities leverage to do local
work, right? Using Virginia as an example, we have the Tidewater,
we have northern Virginia, we have rural Virginia. What works for
communities in one portion of our State is not going to work for
folks in other portions of our State, and Youth PROMISE gives
local tools to those communities to look at what works and invest
in what works.

It also looks at those proven programs that we have been talking
about. You know, obviously, we need more research so that we
have more programs that are evidence-based, but many of these al-
ready are evidence-based, in terms of afterschool interventions,
early preschool care, you know, helping mom with a newborn baby.
These are proven programs that work.

It also involves a local match in those dollars, which is unique
and different from Title II of the JJDPA. It is, you know, Federal
seed money that then is built upon by the local government.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

Mr. Muhammad, you indicated that juveniles are not the prob-
lem with present violence, that most of it is caused by people in
their mid to late 20’s. Have you looked behind those numbers to
see how many were unemployed or high school dropouts, problems
that could have been addressed by investments during the juvenile
years?

Mr. MUHAMMAD. Absolutely. Thank you, Chairman Scott. Good
to be with you.

Yes, a large majority, the vast majority of young adults who have
engaged particularly in gun violence, A, had history in the juvenile
justice system; B, have experienced trauma, engaged in both the ju-
venile justice and the child welfare system, have had delinquency—
have had discipline and often maybe expelled or stopped attending
school.

There are a number of identifiable risk factors, a combination of
them, when the 13-year-old was a young person who needed guid-
ance and support and intervention before becoming the 24-year-old
person involved in gun violence. It is a small number of people,
very identifiable risk factors, and therefore preventable.

If we did a better job of identifying those young people and hav-
ing intensive community-based intervention and engagement with
them, we could not only improve their immediate outcomes but
really reduce violence in the long term.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

Father Boes, I notice using positive reinforcement rather than
punishment. Can you tell me the difference between the value of
positive reinforcement in the power of reducing bad behavior as op-
posed to punishment, which one works better?
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Father BoEs. Right. The research is real strong: Random, posi-
tive reinforcement is the quickest way to change behavior for ev-
erybody but especially teenagers.

Catching a kid being good, they will remember that all day long.
You know, “You used that social skill,” “You looked at me when
you talked,” “You showed respect with your voice tone,” all of those
are very positive. Yes, that is what makes a difference in our
schools.

Mr. ScoTT. That punishment is very poor in terms of actually re-
ducing future problems.

Father BOES. Yes. It lasts for the length of the punishment, es-
sentially.

Mr. ScotT. Okay.

Father BOES. Yes, that is what we have discovered. It still might
need to be used, you know, if a kid is totally disrupting the class-
room. Should be a last resort.

Mr. Scort. Well, I will point out that we use punishment. On in-
carceration, we are off the chart compared to everywhere else, so
much so that some studies show it is actually counterproductive. It
is not reducing crime any, and you have too many people raising
families with the parents in prison; you have too many people with
felony records who cannot find jobs. Using so much money that
could have been put to good use but is actually counterproductive.
I think we need to learn that lesson too.

Thank you, Madam Chair, and I thank you for your indulgence.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Of course, Mr. Chairman. Thank you so
much. We are just doing one last call to see if any other members
are joining, and it appears that there are no other members on the
platform.

I want to remind my colleagues that, pursuant to committee
practice, materials for submission to the hearing record must be
submitted to the committee clerk within 14 days following the last
day of the hearing, so by close of business on September 22, 2022,
preferably in Microsoft Word format.

The materials submitted must address the subject matter of the
hearing. Only a member of the committee or an invited witness
may submit materials for inclusion in the hearing record. Docu-
ments are limited to 50 pages each. Documents longer than 50
pages will be incorporated into the record via an internet link that
you must provide to the committee clerk within the required time-
frame, but please recognize that in the future the link may no
longer work.

Pursuant to House rules and regulations, items for the record
should be submitted to the clerk electronically by emailing submis-
sions to edandlabor.hearings@mail.house.gov.

Again, I want to thank the witnesses for your participation
today. Members of the subcommittee may have some additional
questions for you, and we ask that you please respond to those
questions in writing. The hearing record will be held open for 14
days to receive those responses.

I also remind my colleagues that, pursuant to committee prac-
tice, witness questions for the hearing record must be submitted to
the majority committee staff or committee clerk within 7 days. The
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questions submitted must also address the subject matter of the
hearing.

I now would like to recognize Ranking Member Fulcher for a
closing statement.

Mr. FULCHER. Thank you, Madam Chair. Nothing formal, just a
word of encouragement for everyone. I hope that your efforts are
not going unrecognized.

Personally, I have a heavy bias toward the faith-based principles.
I think that that and the family structure are the ones that are the
most effective. Over the course of time, I think it has proven its
way out. I know that—or I believe that everybody here, with their
efforts, are attempting to have a positive impact.

There is no greater call than to do that with our youth, because
it is just that important. They are our Ambassadors to the future,
and we need to try to give them the best path forward as possible.

Madam Chair, I yield back.

Chairwoman BoNAMICI. Thank you, Ranking Member Fulcher.

Again, as I said before, there is much more in common than dif-
ferent in this important topic. I look forward to working with all
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle. This is too important to
set aside and not get done.

Thank you to our witnesses so much for your time and testi-
mony.

Today, our witnesses made clear that prevention and interven-
tion are our best tools to decrease youth delinquency. By con-
necting children with strong mentors, development opportunities,
and a quality education, these initiatives not only best support
young people, they also save taxpayer money and keep our commu-
nities safer.

I released a report a while back, early in the pandemic, about the
importance of childcare. When we look at those early investments
that we make, we are talking about the cost savings here. These
were different, you know, to save $13 or $12 for $1 spent. I in-
cluded a quote from Professor James Heckman, a Nobel Memorial
Prize winner in economics. He has found and said, “Short-term
costs are more than offset by the immediate and long-term benefits
to reduction in the need for special education and remediation, bet-
ter health outcomes, reduced need for social services, lower crimi-
nal justice costs, and increased self-sufficiency and productivity
among families.” That was from a University of Chicago economist
about the importance of those early investments in our children.

Further, we have heard how the disparities in the juvenile jus-
tice system cause harm and trauma for the most vulnerable youth
in our Nation. Making sure LGBTQ+ youth and youth of color re-
ceive the same opportunities as their peers, as well as culturally
appropriate services, will deliver on the promise of the JJDPA to
rehabilitate and not further criminalize youth.

Regrettably, as I mentioned, Congress has underfunded the pre-
vention and intervention programs authorized through the Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, limiting the ability of
States and localities to fully implement these evidence-based pro-
grams. I am grateful that Chairman Scott asked, why? Why is that
happening? We have to work on that.
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It requires long-term thinking. These are investments that we
make early on that we do not see the benefits of oftentimes for
years, but we know what a good investment it is. As I said earlier,
if we want to keep children out of the justice system and on a path
to success, it is imperative that Congress provide the necessary
funding to make prevention and intervention priorities.

I am grateful for Chairman Scott’s leadership on this issue, and
I look forward to continuing our work to make sure that every child
has the opportunity to succeed. Thank you again to all of our wit-
nesses. If there is no further business, without objection, the sub-
committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:17 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Additional submissions from Chairwoman Bonamici follows:]



47

M "MENTOR

Abbie Evans
Senior Director, Government Relations
MENTOR
(617) 798-3775
www.mentoring.org

Testimony in Support of the Hearing on An Ounce of Prevention:
Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs

Prepared for the House Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Human Services

On behalf of MENTOR, our network of Affiliates, and thousands of youth mentoring programs across the
country, | thank Chair Bonamici and Ranking Member Fulcher for the opportunity to provide testimony
in support of the September 8" hearing, “An Ounce of Prevention: Investments in Juvenile Justice
Programs.”

With a pervasive societal narrative of a national youth crime wave, which is not backed up by the data,*
it is critical that policymakers stay focused on what we know works. One of those strategies is quality
mentoring: an evidence-based prevention and intervention strategy that helps foster positive outcomes
for young people from all backgrounds and zip codes. In fact, prominent criminologists have noted that
mentoring programs can make excellent partners within multi-component crime and violence
prevention initiatives, because their relationship-centric focus fits well within established evidence-
based frameworks. Successful mentoring programs can work in tandem with other community services
and institutions in the private and public sector to implement whole community approaches to support
youth and prevent involvement with the justice system.

The Biden Administration has recognized the value of and severe need for additional student supports
through its recent launch of the National Partnership for Student Success — a campaign with the purpose
of recruiting 250,000 new volunteers to mentor, tutor, and support youth. We urge the committee to
consider how investing in relationships is an innovative, cost-effective prevention and intervention
strategy with significant benefits for young people in this time of need.

The Benefits of Mentoring

The positive outcomes for youth associated with mentoring as a prevention strategy include:

e Reducing Unsafe or Risky Behaviors: Mentors serve as positive examples and consistent
support to help young people make healthy decisions and navigate the challenges of their daily
lives. Research has found that mentoring can reduce aggressive behaviors such as fighting,

1 Mendel, Richard. The Sentencing Project, 2022, pp. 1-8, Data Reveals Violence Among Youth Under 18 Has Not Spiked in the
Pandemic.
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bullying, and delinquency,? and that young people who meet regularly with their mentors are
less likely than their peers to start using illegal drugs and alcohol. Recent research funded by the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) even found that mentoring
program can potentially provide a benefit of three times the public expenditure for every day in
jail that program participants avoid.*

e Social Emotional Development and Mental Health: Mentoring relationships provide young
people with a sense of belonging and promotes positive pro-social attitudes. In fact, research
demonstrates that the strongest benefit from mentoring, and most consistent across risk
groups, is a reduction in depressive symptoms.* Mentors can also help reduce mental health
stigma and increase the likelihood of treatment entry and adherence.®

e Educational Achievement: Mentoring is a proven strategy to increase school engagement and
improve scholastic efficacy and school-related misconduct, which includes outcomes such as
improved attendance, grades and test scores, and classroom behavior.®” Mentors can also
encourage healthy activities that support growth and development, such as sports,
extracurricular activities, and leadership opportunities.

e Workforce Development: Mentors can support youth in career exploration and early
employment experiences around two major roles: providing social-emotional support and
hands-on skill development.® This support can lead to building career identity, offsetting
stereotypes and feelings of exclusion, and higher retention rates.°*°

Closing the Mentoring Gap

Despite the clear benefits, one in three young people lack a mentor in their life, constituting a
‘mentoring gap’ that MENTOR and its Affiliate network seek to close. While mentoring is an effective
evidence-based intervention and prevention strategy for young people facing risk, mentoring
organizations across the nation still face barriers in providing high-quality mentoring services. An
average of 63 young people per program remain on waitlists because of limited resources and funding.
Many programs also lack the training and technical assistance that could bolster their mentoring
programs by using evidence-based best practices. With support of both public and private funds,
mentoring organizations can increase capacity and training to expand and enhance mentoring services
in schools, workplaces, and communities.

2 Tolan, P., Henry, D., Schoeny, M., & Bass, A. Mentoring interventions to a-ect juvenile delinquency and associated problems. Campbell

Systematic Reviews 2008:16DOIl: 10.4073/csr.2008.16

3 Blakesley, Jennifer, and Thomas E. Keller. Department of Justice, pp. 1-49, Extending a Randomized Trial of the My Life Mentoring Model for
Youth in Foster Care to Evaluate Long-Term Effects on Offending in Young Adulthood.

4 Herrera, C., DuBois, D. L., & Grossman, J. B. (2013). The role of risk: Mentoring experiences and outcomes for youth with varying risk profiles.

New York, NY: A Public/Private Ventures project distributed by MDRC

° DuBois, D. L., Herrera, C., & Higley, E. (2018). Investigation of the reach and effectiveness of a mentoring program for youth receiving

outpatient mental health services. Children and Youth Services Review, 91, 85-93.

¢ Dubois, D. L., Holloway, B. E., Valentine, J. C., & Cooper, H. (2002). Effectiveness of mentoring programs for youth: A meta-

analytic review. American Journal of Community Psychology, 30(2), 157-197.

7 DuBois, D. L., Portillo, N., Rhodes, J. E., Silverthorn, N., & Valentine, J. C. (2011). How effective are mentoring programs for

youth? A systematic assessment of the evidence. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 12(2), 57-91.

& Kupersmidt, J., Stelter, R., & Garringer, M. (2019). Workplace mentoring. Supplement to the Elements of Effective Practice for

Mentoring. Boston, MA: MENTOR.

9 Manson, S. M., Martinez, D. F., Buchwald, D. S., Rubio, D. M., & Moss, M. (2015). Vision, identity, and career in the clinical and

translational sciences: Building upon the formative years. Clinical and Translational Science, 8: 568-572. doi:10.1111/cts.12316

10 Callahan, C. N., Libarkin, J. C., McCallum, C. M., & Atchison, C. L. (2015). Using the lens of social capital to understand diversity

in the earth system sciences workforce. Journal of Geoscience Education, 63(2), 98-104. http://dx.doi.org/10.5408/15-083.1

11 McQuillin, Sam, and Heather McDaniel. Edited by Cecilia Molinari, MENTOR, Boston, MA, 2016, pp. 1-60, Examining Youth
Mentoring Services Across America: Findings from the 2016 National Mentoring Program Survey.
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Actions that Make a Difference

As the Subcommittee further examines effective ways to increase programs affective at preventing
youth involvement with the juvenile justice system, we encourage members to take the following
actions:

e Increase federal funding to specifically support innovative and evidence-based mentoring
practices. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJIDP) runs the only
mentoring-specific line item in the federal budget: the Youth Mentoring Program grant. These
funds go directly to providing support for some of our country’s most disadvantaged young
people, who without these kinds of interventions could become involved in negative behaviors
and activities causing harm to themselves, their communities, and which take an economic toll.
This grant, which touches every state, also funds the National Mentoring Resource Center,

which provides free training and technical assistance to any program that requests it. This
important resource has bolstered the ability of mentoring programs to serve young people from
vulnerable populations, including young people at-risk of entering the juvenile justice system,
youth in foster care, and victims of commercial sex trafficking. We encourage members of this
subcommittee to support a $130 million appropriation for FY23.

e Increase federal funding for programs that support mentoring as an allowable use of funding,
including the following:

o Children Exposed to Violence Initiative, which uses funds to train and coordinate for
educational and after-school programs on strategies to safely and confidentially identify
children and families experiencing violence and properly refer children exposed and
their families to services and violence prevention programs. We request this initiative to
be funded at $15 million in FY23.

o Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) Title Il, which supports
innovative state efforts to adhere to standards that reduce the risk of harm to court-

involved youth, ensure fair treatment of minority youth, improve the way systems
address delinquent behavior, and ensure citizen involvement and expertise through
State Advisory Groups. We request this program to be funded at $250 million in FY23.

o Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) Title V, a discretionary grant
program (“PROMISE Grants”) that supports programs designed to prevent delinquency
and address the unmet needs of youth facing risk at the local level through data-driven,
evidence-based programs. We request this program to be funded at $100 million in
FY23.

o The Full-Service Community Schools program provides grants to local educational
agencies (LEAs), in partnership with community-based/nonprofit organizations, to make

available comprehensive academic, social, and health services for students, their family
members, and community members in school settings through service integration and
coordinated strategies for target youth and their families experiencing poverty. We
request this program to be funded at $468 million, including $25 million for schools to

design and implement integrated student supports (ISS).

o Title IV-A of the Every Student Succeeds Act/Student Support and Academic Enrichment
Grants authorize LEAs to use funding for activities in three broad areas, one of which
mentoring falls within. We request this program to be funded at $2 billion in FY23.

o The 21° Century Community Learning Centers program enables communities to
establish or expand centers that provide additional student learning opportunities
through before- and after-school programs and summer school, aimed at improving
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student academic outcomes. We request this program to be funded at $1.789 billion in
FY23.

o TheTitle | Youth Activities Program of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunities Act
(WIOA) is a formula-grant funded state grant that helps out-of-school youth and low-
income in-school youth with barriers to employment by providing them with services,

like mentoring, that help prepare them for employment and postsecondary education.

o Youthbuild helps provide disconnected youth with work readiness and industry-driven
credential attainment opportunities. Youthbuild also provides significant support
services, such as mentoring. We support the President’s call for a funding level of $120
million for FY23.

o Reentry employment opportunities provides youth involved in the justice system with
occupational skills training leading to industry-recognized credentials and
apprenticeships for employment in industries and occupations that offer competitive

wages and opportunities for advancement. It also provides pre-release and
comprehensive release services, including mentoring. We support a funding level of at
least $120 million for FY23.

e Establish new sources of federal funding for mentoring-specific activities. While we are
thankful for the Youth Mentoring Grant at OJJDP, we do not believe it should be the only
mentoring-specific federal funding. Bills that would establish funding in additional federal
agencies to expand and enhance mentoring services include:

o H.R. 3083, Foster Youth Mentoring Act
o H.R. 6481, Transition to Success Mentoring Act
o H.R. 4076, Mentoring to Succeed Act

Thank you again for this opportunity. Please contact Caden Fabbi (cfabbi@mentoring.org) on MENTOR’s
team with any follow up questions about this testimony or the data cited throughout.
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CHAPTER

Reconsidering

Police in School

by Ryan King and Marc Schindler

he presence of law enforcement in schools has been a controversial issue for decades. High-

profile school shootings combined with concerns about rising rates of violence among youth

during the 1990s were a catalyst for federal funding for more police in schools, frequently

referred to as “School Resource Officers” or “School Police Officers” (SPOs). The expansion
of SPOs in schools goes back to 1999 in response to the school shooting at Columbine High School.
The federal Community Oriented Policing Services in Schools Program (COPS) distributed $68 million
to jurisdictions in 2000, resulting in the hiring of 599 SPOs in 289 communities across the country.!
The federal government has since decreased its resource allocation to SPO programs, but state and
local governments have continued to support the hiring of more officers. This article will outline the
negative consequences of these investments and provide short-, medium-, and long-term strategies
to reimagine how this country protects our children and keeps our schools safe.

BROOKINGS A=/
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Level Setting

The expansion of SPOs occurred during an era of nationwide declines in juvenile crime and arrests.?
The 1990s were characterized by an increase in violent crime, peaking at 413 instances of violent crime
per 100,000 youth.? This increasing crime rate culminated in the notorious “superpredator” label applied
to a generation of young people, mostly youth of color, who were seen as increasingly unmoored from
society, dispossessed of the American Dream, violent, predatory, and an ominous threat to public safety.
This was the era during which zero-tolerance policies, including infractions in school for behavior that
school administrators historically addressed, drove an increase in youth arrests and ushered in the
“school-to-prison” pipeline. These zero-tolerance policies disproportionately impacted youth of color by
placing them in the justice system. Black students comprised 36 percent of arrests in the 2015-2016
school year, despite accounting for only 15 percent of the student body.

Afew short years later, the 21st century ushered in historic and sustained declines in juvenile crime that
belied the warnings of superpredators and gave birth to a movement demanding the downsizing of the
juvenile justice system. Reforms were catalyzed by an evolving body of research that highlighted the
futility of youth incarceration and a call for more investment in community-based reforms that recognize
children’s unique amenability to transform their lives with age-appropriate supports and services.*

This burgeoning movement, comprised of advocates, practitioners, justice-involved youth and their
families, and funders, has galvanized tremendous change in the American juvenile justice system in the
short quarter-century since elected officials warned about the need for prisons for irredeemable, violent
youth. The unifying thread of these reforms is an effort to reduce the justice system's role and improve
non-justice interventions that preserve children’s connections to school, family, and pro-social peers.
SPOs represent an increasingly incongruous strategy to the evolving justice policies and removing
police from schools has been a long-term goal of many advocates. The tragic cases of police violence
and the nationwide demands for reform during the summer of 2020 amplified the SPO issue as calls
to “defund the police” included an early focus on removing police from schools.

Rather than preventing crime, SPOs have been linked
with increased arrests for noncriminal, youthful
behavior, fueling the school-to-prison pipeline.

Rates of youth violence were plummeting independent of law enforcement interventions. Additionally,
SPOs have been linked with exacerbating racial disparities in justice involvement and youth being
driven deeper into the juvenile and adult criminal justice systems. Rather than preventing crime, SPOs
have been linked with increased arrests for noncriminal, youthful behavior, fueling the school-to-
prison pipeline.®
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Reimagining public safety in schools requires a rethinking of how resources are allocated moving
forward. This includes what services and supports are available to youth, as well as staffing decisions
and where jurisdictions prioritize their investments. The dominant law enforcement paradigm is losing
support and communities are demanding reform. Some immediate steps can be taken to address
many of the concerns outlined in this article, but meaningful and sustainable change will take time.

« Short-Term Reforms
= Put the “Resource” in SROs

= School Leadership must Strictly Limit their Roles and Responsibilities

+ Medium-Term Reforms
- Eliminate Funding for Police in Schools
= Remove Police from Schools and Invest in Supports and Services Proven to
Contribute to Safety

+ Long-Term Reforms
= Break the School-to-Prison Pipeline

Short-Term Reforms

Put the “Resource” in School Resource Officers

While typically referred to as School Resource Officers, School Police Officers is a more accurate way to
describe law enforcement officers detailed to schools based on historical practices. These individuals
are trained police officers that function like an arm of local law enforcement rather than counselors or
other support services that provide essential resources to staff and students. The “Resource” in School
Resource Officers is often a misnomer.

The deployment of SPOs is typically established by a partnership agreement among local leaders, such
as the Board of Education and the local law enforcement agency. SPOs are, by definition, career sworn
officers who typically receive the same academy training for street patrol as other police officers but
are stationed in a school building. Since they are affiliated with the local police department, there is no
national database tracking SPOs in America. However, according to the National Association of School
Resource Officers, estimates range between 14,000 and 20,000 SPOs in America’s schools at any given
time.® Estimates suggest that close to $1 billion has been invested from state and local budgets since
1999 to continue funding SPOs in schools.”

Rates of juvenile arrest and school-based victimization have been steadily falling, similar to the declines
in national crime rates in recent decades.® As of 2017, the National Center for Education Statistics
reports that victimization, theft, and violent crime are at a multi-decade low.® In the 2015-2016 school
year, there were 18 homicides at schools, accounting for 1.2 percent of all youth homicides.
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Because serious crime occurs so rarely on school campuses, SPOs spend most of their time inves-
tigating minor incidents.™ This is core to their job, not merely a function of using whatever free time
they have to investigate low-level offenses. Some SPOs pursue these minor investigations vigorously
and often disproportionate to the underlying conduct. Time spent investigating minor offenses creates
an environment where “schools subject students to strict scrutiny” for behavior that would not reach
this threshold had it occurred outside of campus." One study of schools in urban jurisdictions found
“an estimated quarter of new charges filed against youth were school-related and one out of every
six charges in school occurred in cases where no crime was committed, but an SPO was present.”'

This example of “mission creep” among SPOs is a common criticism of police in schools. While they
are ostensibly in schools to enforce the criminal code, such as drug and weapons offenses, many have
additional authority to intervene when noncriminal, school rules such as violating prohibitions on cell
phones are broken." This represents a concerning widening of the role of the justice system.

It does not have to be this way. Interviews with SPOs revealed that those who developed relationships
with students were less likely to resort to the justice system to respond to less serious behavior. At the
same time, SPOs who behaved like more conventional police officers were more likely to rely on the
justice system.'* Moreover, a case study where a county developed system changes and established
a detailed set of rules for SPO conduct found that court referrals reduced by 67 percent, graduation
rates increased to 80 percent, felony referral rates decreased by 31 percent, school detention decreased
by 86 percent, court referrals of youth of color decreased by 43 percent, and there was a 73 percent
reduction in serious weapons on campus.’ These findings underscore the need for staff training
before any law enforcement enters a school building and strengthen the argument that schools need
resources, not the police, to handle the vast majority of issues that occur on campus.

School Leadership must Strictly Limit their Roles and Responsibilities

Beyond getting involved in school disciplinary issues, the presence of SPOs is also linked to an increase
in the use of arrests for both nonviolent and violent criminal behavior. In cases of serious violent crime,
non-school based police will respond regardless of an SPO presence. However, schools with SPOs
have a disproportionate rate of arrests for nonviolent behavior. A longitudinal survey of 480 schools
for three years found that schools with SPOs reported more crime than those without SPOs. Schools
with SPOs engaging in education and mentorship programs reported fewer crimes than schools with
SPOs engaging only in law enforcement.’® Schools with SPOs recorded a 27 percent higher rate of
property crimes and a 57 percent higher rate of serious/weapon/drug crimes than non-SPO schools,
when controlling for pre-existing differences.’” A review of the research between schools with SPOs and
without SPOs concluded “[t]he best designed and most representative study of SPO influence to date
suggest that increases in the SPO workforce in schools is related to increases in reporting of crime,
higher likelihood or harsher punishments for students, higher rates of weapon and drug crimes, and
more reporting of non-serious violent crimes, compared to rates in schools without SPOs."'®
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School leadership should enter a transparent memorandum of understanding between the SPOs,
teachers, administrators, parents, and students. Such an agreement should provide necessary detail
of the scope of SPOs and allow local stakeholders to weigh in on the extent of their work. Research
shows that this upfront agreement can result in fewer court referrals, fewer violent offenses, and
higher graduation rates.” These agreements should regulate law enforcement’s role in discipline and
education while the locality works to supplement their safety strategy with non-justice actors.

Medium-Term Reforms

Eliminate Funding for Police in Schools

In addition to local school leadership actions, the federal government should terminate all funding for
police in schools. On average, the federal COPS Office Hiring Program distributed $125,000 per new
hire for a three-year grant cycle. According to the funding regulation, it can include 75 percent of the
entry-level salary and fringe benefits over the grant duration. The Economic Research Institute reports
that the average SPO salary can cost a locality $70,000. This is deeply unfortunate as many schools
lack funding for essential supports such as counselors, nurses, and school psychologists. For example,
a report by the American Civil Liberties Union found that nearly two million students attend a school
with an SPO but no counselor.?? That same report revealed that six million students attend a school
with an SPO and no school psychologist. Finally, one in four students is in a school with an SPO but no
counselor, nurse, school psychologist, or social worker. When people call for divestment from police
and investment in other proven solutions that work, this is precisely the type of funding imbalance
that fuels those demands. That investment in SPOs would be much better targeted toward qualified
school personnel proven to be better suited to deal with problematic student behavior, rather than for
alaw enforcement officer assigned to a school who does not have the education or training to provide
quality counseling or other social work type supports.?!

Finally, one in four students is in a school with an
SPO but no counselor, nurse, school psychologist,
or social worker.

Remove Police from Schools and Invest in Supports and Services
Proven to Contribute to Safety

State and local leaders should also remove police from schools and invest in much-needed supports
and services, such as counselors, psychologists, training for teachers and administrators, and health
care. Some communities have already begun to shift funds away from school-based law enforcement,
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with the potential for substantial reinvestment opportunities. Policymakers should be informed by
the research and recent experiences to redirect resources from the deployment of SPOs and instead
invest in communities and the types of approaches that are more likely to make schools safe, such as
well-trained counselors, social workers and teachers, and alternative and restorative justice practices
to address problematic behavior.

Portland, Maine, which just recently voted to eliminate SPOs from the school district, said it would
reinvest the $150,000 budget savings into de-escalation training for school personnel. Moving on from
SPOs can alter the foundation of school safety, as seen in Oakland. In 2019, the Black Organizing Project
recommended eliminating the SPO program and its $4 million annual budget. They envisioned a new
Jforce of unarmed peacekeepers that would be part of a school’s special education or behavioral health
department. The new team would undergo training in de-escalation, trauma-informed practices, and
eliminating racial bias.”* In June 2020, the city council voted to officially eliminate the SPO program
and invest in a model adopting some of the Project’s core initiatives.

Allowing police officers to handle minor infractions
in schools needlessly marks a student’s first contact
with the criminal justice system, potentially setting
them up for a lifetime of collateral consequences.

Long-Term Reforms

Break the School-to-Prison Pipeline

Studies show that the presence of SPOs results in harsher punishments for minor offenses than school
administrators would have otherwise administered. Students in these schools are more likely to be
arrested and referred to the criminal justice system.? Another study asked both SPOs and school
administrators for their views on discipline. The study reported that when the philosophies of SPOs
and administrators were compared within the school, “83 percent of school administrators were more
prevention-oriented than the SPOs stationed in their schools.” There is a suggestion here that SPOs
are more likely to seek disciplinary responses than prevention, resulting in overall harsher punishments
and increased arrests.?* These policing practices, which disproportionately expose children of color to
the justice system at a young age, are correlated with a higher likelihood of incarceration as an adult.
This is commonly referred to as the school-to-prison pipeline.

Allowing police officers to handle minor infractions in schools needlessly marks a student’s first contact

with the criminal justice system, potentially setting them up for a lifetime of collateral consequences.
Nationwide, there were 44,370 school-based arrests during the 2013-2014 school year, which increased
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to 51,780 arrests in the 2015-2016 school year.?® Seven percent of all youth arrests occurred at schools,
and many of these incidents could have effectively been handled by school personnel rather than SPOs.
A Washington Post review found that many students were charged with crimes for minor offenses,
such as throwing a paper airplane, kicking a trash can, wearing sagging pants, and throwing a carrot
at a teacher?’

These zero-tolerance policies are disproportionately impacting youth of color by placing them in the
justice system. Black students comprised 36 percent of arrests in the 2015-2016 school year, despite
accounting for only 15 percent of the student body. Meanwhile, 33 percent of those arrested were
white, despite representing 50 percent of students. In Washington D.C., Black girls are nearly six times
more likely to be suspended from school than white girls. This criminalization in schools drives arrest
rates, with the per capita arrest rate for Black girls more than doubling from 2007 to 2015 and Black
girls arrested at a rate over 30 times that of white youth. The study attributes part of this discrepancy
to increased referrals to the juvenile justice system for typical adolescent behavior and minor misbe-
haviors that should be addressed within the school.

While many of these school arrests may not ultimately end up processed in court, they can lead to
long-term consequences. A single arrest can impact a student’s achievements and leads to a 25
percent increase in the likelihood of dropping out of school.?* Lack of educational attainment can also
have dire consequences in obtaining adequate employment.® All of these are components of the
school-to-prison pipeline.

Some argue that this type of aggressive enforcement of disciplinary violations of school rules creates
a “zero tolerance” environment that helps deter more serious crimes.®' This is the basic underlying
principle of “stop and frisk” and “broken windows policing,” by which aggressive enforcement of minor
“quality of life” issues contributes to a culture of widespread enforcement that prevents more serious
crime. However, these practices, which come at the expense of fundamental civil liberties, have not
been shown to make communities safer? target people of color,** and many jurisdictions have been
forced to curtail zero tolerance enforcement efforts in response to citizen complaints and legal action.*

Jurisdictions must take intentional steps to break the school-to-prison pipeline and reduce the number
of youth entering the justice system at all. In addition to phasing out and ultimately removing school
police officers, actions include:

+ Implementing strategies to create alternatives to suspensions and expulsions

« Creating healthy school cultures based on age-appropriate, incentive-based behav-
ioral approaches

« Integrating school and community-based restorative justice approaches instead of punitive
disciplinary practices
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+ Having adequate numbers of well-trained, school-based counselors and mental health staff

« Investing in positive community-based supports for young people to be productively occupied
during non-school hours

« Positively engaging families of students

Recommendations for Future Research

Reimagining how we can make schools safer learning environments for all children requires informed
decisions about how to allocate resources most effectively. This is of particular concern when consid-
ering what services and supports available to youth contribute to safe schools. There is an urgent need
foradditional research to identify promising practices and assess non-punitive approaches that support
students while keeping them safe. Pressing questions include measuring the impact on school safety
of approaches that do not rely on school police officers, including strategies to reduce suspension and
expulsions, school-based restorative justice and alternative dispute resolution programs, training of
school staff to address school safety issues and create a safe educational climate, and the presence
of well-trained and qualified counselors, mental health professionals, and non-law enforcement school-
based safety staff.

Conclusion

The presence of law enforcement in American schools during an era of rapidly declining juvenile crime
diverts precious resources from prevention and support services, increases the likelihood of deeper
engagement in the justice system, and exacerbates existing racial disparities. While packaged as
a form of community policing, the reality is that law enforcement in school results in more punitive
responses versus promoting a safe learning environment by building trust and relationships. There
will continue to be a need for police to respond to crime in schools, but that can be done in the same
manner police respond to crime in communities. The presence of law enforcement officers in school
as a preventative measure too often runs the risk of criminal responses to delinquent behavior that
administrators should handle. Removing police from schools and investing the savings in counselors,
psychologists, and proven support services has the potential to prevent crime without the attendant
negative consequences of criminal justice system involvement.
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FOREWORD

REAL SOLUTIONS TO
SCHOOL SAFETY

Today, we are reissuing Police in Schools are
Not the Answet to the Newtown Shootings,

an issue brief that our organizations released
in the wake of the shooting at Sandy Hook
Flementary Schoolin 2012, Al the Hime, many
of the responses o the shooting focused on
placing mare police officers and more guns

in schools. Research and the experiences of
countless students, teachers, and parents
have taught us that while these proposals may
create the appearance of safety, the actual
effects wreak havoc on school culture and fuel
the schoolto-prison pipeline. Alter Newlown,
we urged lawmakers at the local, state, and
national level to resist policies that would turn
even mote schools indo hostile ervironments
where students, especially Black and Brown
students, are more likely to be arested,
harassed, and assaulted by police, Five

yeats later, in the wake of the tragic Parkland
shooting, we have yel again seen calls to
militatize and weaponize our schools, despite
no evidence that these policies will protect
our students. Qur position remains the same:
proposals that increase the presence of police,
guns, and other law enforcement approaches
to school safety should not be the response fo
school shootings. This foreword includes new

evidence and experiences that demonstiate
why police do not belong in schools.

Police do not contribute to positive,
nurturing learning environments for students.
The increased presence of police officers in
schools across the country discipline has
been linked to increases in school-based
arrests tor minor misbehaviors and negative
impacts on school climate.! In the last five
years, the evidence against placing police
i schools has only grown. National School
Survey on Critme and Satety data show that
having a School Resource Officer at a school
on at least a weekly basis increases the
number of students who will be involved in
the justice systermn. Arrest rates for disorderly
conduct and fow-level assault substantially
increase when poli e assigned to schools.?
The evidence does not suggest that police
are the best way to improve school satety?
rather, increasing their numbers comes at
an unacceptable cost in the form of the
criminalization and overincarceration of
students.

Although students of color do not
misbehave more than white students,” they
are disproportionately policed in schools:




nationally, Black and Latinx youth made

up over 58% of school-based arrests while
representing only 40% of public school
enroliment® and Black and Brown students
were more likely to attend schools that
employed school resource officers (SROs),
but not school counselors.” Black students
were more than twice as likely to be referred
to law enforcement or arrested at school as
their white peers.® Research shows that police
officers perceive Black youth differently than
they do white youth, and this bias, not any

fired in 2015 after slamming a student to the
ground;an officer in Baltimore pled puilty to
assault alter he slapped, kicked, and yelled at
a student while another officer watche an
officer in Philadelphia was transferred pending
jnvestigation after he punched a student and
put himin a chokehold after the student tried
to use the restioomwithout a pass;™ video
captured an officer in Pittsburgh punching
out a student’s tooth:® and in Pinellas Park,
Florida, an officer is under investigation after
video captured the officer using a stun gun

actual difference in behavior, leads to the on an unarmed student as she attempted to
over-criminalization of flee ¥ Police officers are
students of color? Police trained to enforce a criminal
see Black children as Justice and too often
less “childlike” than use approaches 1o students

Police do not contribute

their Wbite peers and to positive, nurturi ng that are not age appropriat
overestimate the age and exe their power over

and culpability of Black
children accused of an
offense more than they
do for white children
accused of an offense

learni ng environments students inways that make
students fes] harassed and

for students. unsafe.

Allowing more puns in
schools, either in the hands

we have also been withesses to Lhe assaulls of officers or teachers, will also not make
of Black and Brown students by police schools safer. In fact, research suggests that
officers whao have escalated normal school arming teachers will increase the amount
interactions into violent attacks with potentially ofviclence inschools.® Blackand Brown
deadly consequences. Unwarranted violent children, already disproportionately arrested
assaults of students by police also indicate and disciplined by police and school staff, face
alundamental cullure clash between law the highest risk of being shot. Studenls of coloy
enforcement and the positive, nurturing have beon verbally abused and threatened by
learning envitonment schools aim to create, teachers, including one incident in Georpia in
For example, an officer in South Carolina was which a white teacher threatened to shoot a




black student.

The presence of school police may also have
immigsation consequences for young people
and their families. Students can enter the
deportation pipefine just by having contact
with police in their schools. Any interaction
that results in police collecting a student’s
information, including tickets, citations, and
arrests can put a student al risk. i the student
is placed in custody because of a school related
incident, ICk canissue a detainer 1o investipate
a person’s immigration status, Unlike criminal
arrestwarrants, [CE detainers are nol issued
by a third party and in many cases are issued
withoul probable cause® Once ICE makes
an arrest, they can then determine whether to
place the individual into removal proceedings.
This can include not just undocumented
immiprants, but lawiul permanent residents®
and those with DACA? We know that when
police patrol a school, arrest rates skyrocket;
immigrant students are particutarly vuinerable
to the consequences of those arrests

itis not fair to our students to increase police
presence instead of providing more resources,
counselors, and mentors. Carly identification
and intervention is critical to addressing
mental health and other needs. We should
be placing more psycholopists, therapists,
counselors, social warkers, and nurs
every school. These professionals are better
equipped tolearn about potential acts of
viclence, identify students with emotional o
behavioral issues, and respond in appropriate
vs. The effe ness of school police
officers should not be conflated with that of
a school guidance counselor, social worker,
student mentor, or educator. School police are
sworn law enforcemnent officers who are almost
usively trained and tasked with enforcing

v

riminal code. They do not complete
ensive coursework in youth development,
sive substantive training on age-appropriate
behaviors for students ineach age category,
nor teach students within the school setting

as their primary function.* The approach

of school police to students is often neither
trauma-centered nor responsive to the ne
experience of student populations within
schools,

ative

School districts already spend millions of
dollars to fund school police and security.
This investment in an infiastructure of
criminalization-especially in schools in
Black and Brown communities-does nol
improve, and ofton takes away from, learning,
support, and true salety for students. We
need a complete realignment of funding
and policy priodties for school disticts that
includes a divestment of resources from
the criminalization infrastructure and an
investment in teaching, counseling, and
student supportl services.

When we take a step back and review what
weo know about safe schools, we realize that
placing mare police in schools may create the
appearance of safety but does not actually
create safe schools. We know that placing
mote police in schools will not work: itwill
not create school environments that reduce
violence in our communities, catch early
indicators of mental health needs, or identify
root causes of underlying violence. The tragedy
in Parkland must not be used as justification to
enact policies that make schools less safe for
students. Accordingly, we reject proposals to
place more police and guns into our schools.
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POLICE IN SCHOOLS ARE NOT
THE ANSWER TO THE
NEWTOWN SHOOTING

ORIGINALLY PUBLISHED JANUARY 20113

Introduction: What is real school safety?

On December 14, 2012, our nation was hit
with the most ragic of tragedies: a shooting
at a school. Our emotions ran the gamut
-we were devastated, outraged, shocked,
horrified, and unbelievably distressed.
Coming too close on the heels of the
shootings ata S Oak Creek,
amaovie th a politic
gathering in a supermarket parking lot in
Tucson, we were stuck wondering how this
uld happen again. It left the country
some hard questions - what can we do to
keep our children safe? How can we reduce
violence in our communities? These are
challenging questic Sy answers,
and these are questions we have long tried
to answer,

In the wake of this most recent tragedy, our
attention has appropriately tumed to pun
control. After every mass shooting there is a
clarion calt for restrictions on puns. Usually,
little is done on this fronl. However, the
spate of mass shootings and the death toll
of young people in The streels of Chicago™
and other cities, make this the moment
for significant controls, And, we know we
need more. The tessons from Newtown and
Chicapo also require that we address the
oot causes of this viclence.

The Newtown she
rationat focus on school safety. Ultimately,
keeping our children safe is the highest
priority. And, in fact, all data show that our
schools remain the safest place for children.
Unfortunately, some of the early reactions,
rooted in the well-intentioned desire to do
something swiftly to prote Ung people,
revolved around placing more security and
more guns in schools. The first of these
came from the b at Rifle Association
which believes the answer is an armed
officer at every school. Other proposals
inctude ir ing law enforcement in
schoo :ploving the National Guard,®
and arming every teacher.® These proposals
satisfy our desire to appear secure, They
are based on the theory that the only way
to keep us safe from guns is to have more
guns. The Newtown tragedy was a shooting
an outsider, making it more
akin to the incidents in Aurora and Tucson
than past shootings at schools by students;
but still, the responses to Newtown are
1at doing more 1o "police” our schools.
when we take a step back and
vhat we know about safe schools, we
realize that these prop s go more towards
creating the appearance of safety rather
than towards actually creating truly sale

ng also evoke




schools. Mayor Bloomberg of New Yor
district that has dealt with the consequen
of police in schools for years® - recognizes
how the influx of secunty measures can change
school climate. Inresponse to learning about
the proposals about the National € and
other measures for ing ed police in schools,
he stated, “Oh god that is ridiculous, you
can't live your life that way. You would be
in a prison.”® ym Mutter of Philadelphia
has also rejected these proposals as wrong-
headed.®

Based on a sipnificant body of research
and decadus of lived
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movement to dismantle the School-to-
Prison Pipeline for over thirteen years. Youth,
parents, local groups and their organizers
other community leaders, and coalitions
have been at the forefront of this movement
inception. With our community

& have s tully advocated for
kmto\« ide 1e>gi\!<mw reform of zero tolerance
policies and practices, and worked closely
with school districts to develop alternatives to
criminalization.

For more than seventy years, the NAACP
Legal Defense and Educational Fund,
Ine. {LDF) has dismantled

experience, we know
that these strategies

will lail, They willdo
nothing to create school
environments that
reduce violence in our
communities, catch early
indicators of mental
health needs, identify

Many proposals go more
towards creating the
appearance of safety rather
than towards actually
creating truly safe schools

barriers to access and
opportunity and advocated
for high quality, inclusive
education for African
Americans and other
students of color, LDF
coordinated the legal
challenge to public school
segregation, including

root causes underlying
\/ioivmt@ or ui!l'/n \«\xk'!ls and resources of

also fail to consider t h(\h()&.t <>fumnl<>nd e
consequences - measured in educational,
emotional, and economic costs - of placing
maore police in schools,

Our organizations have worked together to
raise awareness about the devastating trend
known as the Schoaol-To-Prison Pipeline.

fically, too many schools are employing
s and practices of extremne discipline that
push voung peopte out of school and into the
juvenile and criminal justice system. The influx
of police In schools has been one of the main
contributors to the growing number of children
funneled into this pipeline,

Advancement Project is a noxt generation,
multi-racial civit rights organization, founded in
1999 by a team of veteran civil rights lawyers.

We have supported the growing national

the historic case Brown
v. Board of Education. LDE's “Dismantling
the Schoolto Prison Pipaline” inftlative s a
topical continuation of this work, addressing
contemporary obstacles to access and
inclusion that undermine educational
opportunity. Capitalizing upon institutional
expertise in both education and criminal
justice, LDF stalf members ¢ rategic
fepal advocacy on school discipline issues,
designed to dismantie the pipeline to prison.
And ils stafl pm\,!c es !mdwshxp nsever ai

sip

ipline, including the Dipn
Campaign, and the School to Prison F
Legal Stralepies Collaborative,

The Dignity in Schools Campaign (DSC)
challenges the systemic problem of pushout
in our nation’s schools and works to dismantie
the school-to-prison pipeline. As a national
coalition, the DSC builds power amongst
parents, youth, organizers, advocates and

cpo!nw




educators to transform their own communities,
support alternatives to a culture of zero-
tolerance, punishment, criminalization and the
dismantiing of public schools, and fight racism
and all forms of oppression. We bring together
owr members through direct action organ
public policy advocacy and leadership
development to fight for the human right of
avery young person to a quality education and
to be treated with dignity,

The Alliance for Educational Justice
(AEJ) is a now national alliance of youth
organizing and inlergenerational proups
working for educational justice. AEJ aims
{o bring grassrools proups together to bring
about changes in federal education policy,
build a national infrastructure for the education
justice sector, and bulld the capacity of ow

vanizations and our youlh leaders W sustain
and grow the progressive movement over the
long haul.

There is a movement underway around
the country to reduce the role of law
enforcement in schools. The Councll of State of
Governments (CSG) Justice Center is launching
a national consensus-huitding project that
will convene experts insuch flelds as school
safety, behavioral health, education, juvenile
Justice, social ices, law enforcement, and
child welfare, Youth, parents, and community
partners will also play a critical and active role
in the project fo develop creative solutions.
The project is administerad in coordination
with the Supportive Scheol Discipline tnitiative
launched torney General £ or and
Secretary of Cducation Arne Dur July
2011, and is supported by a public/private
partnership that includes the Office of Juvenile
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Justice and Delinguency Prevention, Novo
Foundation, The California Endowment, and
The Atlantic Phifanthropies.™ Locally, cities
and states are also taking steps to reduce law
enforcernent involvernent in schools. For
example, in the Spring of 2008, the New York
Clty Council began implementing the Student
Satety Act- a law developed by a coalition of
community organizations who wanted the City
to provide demographic and other data on
student suspensions, expulsions, and arrests.
Denver Pu wols s inthe pre of
improving fts intergovernmental agreement
with the police department to ensure that the
role of law enforcement in schools is Himifted.
Community organizations have worked with
officials in Los Angeles to move away from
ticketing vouth who were late to school and
toward a non-punitive approach to attendance
issues. And, in December 2012, Senator Durbin
of inois held the first-ever Cong onal
heating on the School-To-Prison Pipeline. Any
proposal to place more armed personnel in
schoolwould represent a significant departure
from the national trend.

increasing police presence in our schools is
not the answer to the bragady in Newtown or to
other acts of violence. We have seen increased
police presence leading to high numbers of
vouth ticularly youth of color, students with
disabilities, lesbian, gay, bisexual, franspender,
and queer (LGBTO; students, and gender
nor-conforming students - being arrested for
minor and trivial mishohaviors. We have seen
young people who are pushed out of schools
by hostile and prison like school cultures. We
ha an time, enerpy, and resources devoted
to the ariminalization, not the education, of
young people.’




The Newtown tragedy will be forever
imprinted in our minds, and there is no simple
solution to prevent these tragedie wether
at a school, a mall, a place ot worship, or at
a theater. This brief is not a response to the
shooting in Newtown, but rather to those w
are calling for more police and more guns as
aresult. It draws on our collective experience
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and academic research to explain why police
in schoots are not th et to reducing
violence in our communities and classrooms,
to shed fight on the unintended consequences
of placing more police In our schools, and to
recommend what steps should be taken to
ensure that ali young people are safe in thelr
schools.

1. Don’t Let History Repeat Itself

This is not the first me that policymakers
have been called upon to act in response to
trapedies in our schools. in many Colerado
schools, particularly after the tragedy at
Columbine High School, the response to
valid safety concerns was to add more

police, security puards, metal detectors, and
surveillance cameras to school. Colorado
increased securily and police presence in
schools in an effort to make sche safor. As
aresull, the look and feal of many schools
has been changed dramatically, becoming
fess welcoming and more threatening to
students. with these changes, Colorado also
savy increasing numbers of students arrested
inschool - mostly for minor olfenses, as
posed to ha weapons, whic s the
type of offense this approach was originally
intended to address.” For example, betw
2000 and 2004, Denvor experienced a seventy-
one percent increase in school referr:
to law enforcement.™ The majority of the
referrals were for minor behaviors tike use

of obscenities, disruptive appearance, and
destruction of non-school property. Setious
conduct, like carrying a dangerous weapon to
school, accounted for only 7% of the referrals.™
The school district paid, in 2002.2003 and

>

2004, over $1.2 miflion annually to the
Denver Police Department for police presence
in schools.™ Essentially, the District was paying,
police to respond to incidents that used to
result in a call home or a trip o the principal’s
office. Adecade atier Columbine, these
unintended consequences persist: between
2007 and 2012, most of the referrals to law
enforcement were for detrimental behavior,
drug violations, “other” violations of Code of
Conduct, and disobedien cfiance - not

for serious weapons or other school safety
concerns.

Recognizing the harmiu of these
policies, for sixyears Padres y Jdvenes Unidos,
avyouth and parent organization, advocated for
reforms. Finally, in 2008, working with then
Superintendent (now U.S. Senator) Michael
Bennett, the proup successfully secured
reforms that drarmatically revised the discipling
code, abandoning the post-Columbine
talerance policies and practices in Denver
Public Schools. As part of the disal
reform process, there was a specific
reducing police involvement in routine school
discipline matters, which has led to reduced
referrals in recent years.® Currently, Padresy

€




Jdvenes Unidos is helping to put into place

a new intergovernmental agreement to even
mote effectively imit and redirect the role of
police in their schools. As a result, Denver’s
police already have an approptiately inmmd
role in the schools and the Districtis on its way
to making a greater impact in reducing school
based arrests and racial disparities in those
arrests.

The huge increase in police presence in
schoals is not limited o Coloradao. Over the last
two docades, and particularly post-Columbine,
pofice in schools and zero tolerance policies
profiferated throughout the county. This
phenomenon is the result of our reaction to
incidents of highly publicized juvenile crimes

and the perception that our schools were
cols

gelting more violent - not becau
were actually more dangerous
police presence in our schools has dramatically
increased. According to the ULS. Depattment of
Justice, the number of school resource < ﬁ( ors
increased 38% between 1997 and 2007.% The
regutar presence of school security guards
increased 279% belween 1999 and 2( 007,

The New York City Department of Education
INYC DORY, for example, turned control of
school security over to the New York Police
Department in 19 All school securily is
under direct control of the NYPD and school
officials have imited authorily when law
enforcement intervenes in student behavioral
incidents. As aresull, the distinction between
school safety and school discipline has been
blurred. The NYCDOE also implemented the
chools policy, which created funds

ed police presence, metal detectors,
ameras in schools that were

and securi
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poatly resourced. Despite the fact that the
Columibine shooting took place in a suburban
and majority white school, the post-Columbine
security measures - and the resulting
unintended conseque ere most keenly
felt inurban ar h a high percentage

of students of color, many of whom live in
concentrated poverty. These areas were also
home 1o schools and communities who have
been historically underfunded, criminalized,
politically underrepresented, and socially
outcast,

Almost Titeen years afler Columbine,
Colorado has begun to revise its position
o school safely. New statewide lepislation,
widely supported by the fegislature, school
officials, parents, and studenls, recognizes that
the right approach to keeping schools safe is
keeping youlh in school and out of the juvenile
and criminal justice sys Porhaps best

stated by Sen. [inda Ney the legislalion’s
sponsor from Littleton, €O, where Columbine

High Schoolis located - “As a resull of our zero
tolerance policies, nearly 100,000 students have
been referred 1o law enforcement over H.\ past
decade, and who benefits from that? o will
soon see mare children walking out of school
with a diploma not a ciiminal record

We have seen what happens whei ramp
up police presence and other security measures

fresponse to a shooting or other violent act

i Colorado, it resulted in moie students get
arr 1 for minor mis e students
being pushed out of ’mo!, and a declining
sense of safety in schools. These unintended

despite efforts by parents, students, and the
school district, the high arrest rates and racial

10



disparities that resulted from increased police
presence arnd zero tolerance policles sttt exist.

We should learn from the policy choloes
made by the Colorado legislators and school
officials - nol repeal them. The lessons from
Colorado and elsewhore reveal the dangers
of misplaced priovities. Increasing police
presence in schools is simply not the answer.
when school officials implement policies that
create prison-like atmospheres in schools,
they provide false hope and miss crucia
opportunities to promote a safe and healthy
environment. Fvery dollar thal poes into police,
metal detectors, and surveillance cameras is a
dollar that could have been used for leachers,
suldance counselors, school psychologists,
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and program supports for young people. And
vet, despite investing in heavy police presence
i our schools inthe last decade, there is no
clear positive correlation between police in

S nd student safety.* The Ametican
Psychological Association has found that
zero tolerance and other harsh ¢
approaches do not improve school
And further research sho
tappropriate reliance on school-based law
enforcement officers can actually promote
disorder and distrust in * Farhom
making students feel safe, this trend has led to
ncrea wlent anxiety, and led to Increasing
numbers of students ending up in prison
instead of on a college or career path.®

11
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Il. Unintended Consequences: What is the Real Result of
Police in Schools?

Placing more police in schools has significant and harmiul unintended consequences for young people
that must be considered before agreeing to any proposal that would increase the presence of law
enforcement in schools. Around the country, we see rampant use of school-based law enforcement to
respond to typical childhood behavior that does not threaten the safety of others, Forexample:

« inMay 2012, an honors student in Houston, Texas was forced to spend a night in jail when she
missed class to go to work to support her family.

« InApril 2012, a kindergartener from Milledgeville, GA was handcuffed and arrested for throwing a
tantrum,

+ In 2007, athirteen-year old from New York was handcuffed and removed from school for writing
the word “okay” on her school desk.

+ 102008, in Chicago, a middle school student was arrested just for walking past a fight that broke
out after school. The student recognized that the arrest changed her entire school experience.
“Even though | had good grades, my teachers treated me differently after that. They saw me as
someone who got into fights and got arrested. They didn’t want to let me graduate, eat lunch
with my class, or go on our class trip even though | hadn’t done anything. It showed me that the
world wasn't fair” %

« In 2008, a student at a Florida school was arrested after authorities said he was “passing
gas”. According to areport released by the Martin County Sheriff’s Office, the 13-year-old boy
“continually disrupted his classroom environment” by intentionally breaking wind.™

« inLos Angeles, CA, the police hand out tickets to students - many under the age of fourteen - for
being late to school. #

These examples are indicative of a more systemic problem.™ The use of law enforcement in schools
in Florida, for example, has resulted in 16,377 referrals of students directly to the juvenile justice
system during the 2010-2011 school year - an incredible average of 45 students per day.™ Statewide,
two-thirds of the school-based referrals were for misdemeanors.*™ The crimes? Disruption of a school
function, disorderly conduct, and minor school-yard fights.” These data, along with qualitative data,
indicate that two-thirds of the arrests were unnecessary and that schools were routinely using police
to respond to minor misbehaviors, some of which did not even constitute infractions of student
discipline codes. In Los Angeles, between 2004-2009, 47,000 tickets were issued by the Los Angeles
Police Department and the Los Angeles School Police Department (LASPD) for truancy alone. An
additional 37,500 tickets were issued and arrests were made by just LASPD between 2009 and 20011
for all types of school incidents including, for example, truancy, disturbing the peace, vandalism




and petty theft."” in Delaware, during the
2010-2011 school year, approximately 90% of
school arrests were for misdemeanors.™ In
Pennsylvania, from 1899-2007, school-based
arrests almost tripled.” In North Carolina,
there were over 16,000 school-based referrals
o the juvenile justice system in 2008-2009. ©
In 2007-2008 in Baltimore City Public Schools,
there were 1,699 arrests and referrals to law
enforcement.™ Arrests are happening across
all ages: In Hartford, Connecticut, for example,
86 primary grade students were arrested, 25 of
who were in fourth, fifth, or sixth grade, and 13
who were grade three or below.”

Young people of color are disproportionately
burdened by this trend. This happens on both
the individual school and district levels, and on
a systemic level. For example, in Delaware in
2010-2011, Black students were three and half
times more likely to be arrested in school than
White students.” In 2007-2008 in Philadelphia,
a Black student was three and a half more
times likely, and a Latino studentoneand a
half times more likely, to be taken into custody
from school than a White student.™ Black
students make up only 21% of the youth in
Florida, but were the subject of 46% of all 2011
school-related referrals to law enforcement ®
In East Hartford, Connecticut in the 2006-2007
school vear, Black and Latino students were
69% of the population, but experienced 85%
of school based arrests.™ In West Hartford,
Connecticut, Black and Latino students made
up 24% of the population, but experienced
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63% of the arrests.”’ In addition to disparities
in individuals schools or districts, across the
country schools with large populations of
students of color are more likely to rely on
zero tolerance policies and have a significant
police presence in school®™ As aresult, it

is not uncommon for the same behavior
that triggers little to no response in many
predominately White communities to result
in severe consequences in communities of
color. Stories from the ground indicate that
the same disparities exist in arrest rates and
interactions with law enforcement for students
with disabilities and LGBTQ and gender non-
conforming students.™

Itis important to recognize that the increased
rates of arrest are not a result of students
behaving “more badly.” Instead, they appear
to be a direct result of placing police in the
schools. Athree-year study of numerous
schools in the same district with differing
police presence found that the schools with
police had nearly five times the number of
arrests for disorderly conduct as schools
without a police presence.™ In Massachusetts,
a study highlighted three demographically
simitar school districts: one with armed police
stationed in schools, one with police assigned
to schools on a rotating or as needed basis,
and one without police in schools. Springfield,
the district with the on-site police department,
had a significantly higher arrest rate than the
other two.”

malzation of Stustont St




There are significant harms to young people
attending schools that over-police. Research
shows that a first-time arrest doubles the odds
that a student will drop out of high school,
and a first-time court appearance quadruples
the odds.™ The American Psychological
Association, CSG, and the Center for Disease
Control and Prevention have all found that
extreme discipline, including arrests, predict
grade retention, school dropout, and future
involvement in the juvenile and criminat
justice systems.™ As a result, students face
lasting consequences, not only in the justice
system, but also when applying for college, the
military, or a job.”™

Rather than making students feel safer,
placing police in schools often creates a
hostile environment that breeds distrust. For
example, nationwide increases in school
security and police presence in the wake of the
Columbine tragedy have also led to increased
use of metal detectors, surveillance cameras,
pat-downs, drug-sniffing dogs, and tasers.”

As students in Philadelphia explained, these
approaches create “a hostile environment. It
makes it seem as though they expect us to

be negative. |feel violated. | shouldn't have
to go through a metal detector . .. and upon
entering |a particular school for the first time]

| had to take off my shoes and they searched
me like 1 was a real criminal. .. [after that]  was
making up every excuse not to go to school"”

As recent Chicago public high school
graduate Edward Ward testified before the
U.S. Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on the
Constitution, Civil Rights, and Human Rights
last month,
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From the moment we stepped through
the doors in the morning, we were faced
with metal detectors, x-ray machines
and uniformed security. Upon entering
the school, it was like we stepped into

a prison ... My school's environment
was very tense; the halls were full with
school security officers whose only
purpose seemed to be to serve students
with detentions or suspensions. Many
of the school security officers were very
disrespectful to students; some of them
spoke to us as if we were animals. They
were constantly yelling and antagonizing
us from the moment we stepped into the
halls until we reached our destination.
This was nerve-wracking for me, because
although | was an honor student, | feit
constantly in a state of alert, afraid to
make even the smallest mistake or create
a noise that could enable the security
officers to serve me with a detention.
Instead of feeling like | could trust them,
Ifelt I couldn't go to them for general
security issues because | would first be
interrogated before anything would get
done.™

These views echo those of students
nationwide. Research shows that aggressive
security measures produce alienation and
mistrust among students which, in turn, can
disrupt the learning environment.™ Such
restrictive environments may actually lead
toviolence, thus jeopardizing, instead of
promoting, school safety.® For example, of
the students surveyed in one school in Palm
Beach County, a school district that has its own




police department, only 35 percent said they
felt protected, while 65 percent said that they
felt “something other than protected, including
intimidated and harassed.”

Students across the country face dally
encounters with law enforcement at thelr
schools that are degrading, demoralizing, and
done in vialation of their constitutional rights.
in Philadelphia, a young female high school
student spoke to the gross misconduct she
routinely experienced at the hands of security
guards when searching for cellphones, not
weapons:

When security guards searched me in
school for my cell phone the usual routine
is for them to pat me on my chest and rub
theirhand down my cleavage. Then they
make us lift and shake our bras out. Also,
they would run their hands down from
our waist to our ankles. Nexttheyturn us
around and pat our back pockets. Atthe
very end they use the wand to search us
thoroughtly.™

When students experience such treatment
at the hands of school police, a fundamental
trust is broken and the learning environment
is damaged for students and teachers alike.
Highly-restrictive efforts to control students by
involving police in schoot disciplinary matters
cause higher levels of school disorder.®

Furthermore, placing police in schools
can undermine both educators’ authority
and the relationships between students and
educators that are essential to successful
schools. Thereis no uniform approach to
determining the role of police in schools,
and the line between matters of school
safety and those that amount to school
discipline is sometimes nonexistent.™ Some
law enforcement officers report that school
principals do not have a clear understanding
of criminal law and expect officers to adopt
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their perspectives on individual students.®
Meanwhile, law enforcement officers often lack
training in working with young people and are
not prepared to de-escalate, resolve conflict,
or respond in developmentally appropriate
manners.™ This tack of preparedness and
understanding on the part of both educators
and officers is incredibly damagingto a
school community. Where educators have
intervened in police/student contact (as the
example below illustrates) even they have
been subjected to unfortunate police tactics.
As stated in a complaint filed by the New York
Civil Liberties Union challenging the practices
of New York City’s School Safety Division,

[O]n October 9, 2007, a student at

East Side Community High Schoolin
Manhattan, who was trying to enter
school early to catch up on schoolwork,
became involved in an altercation with

a School Safety Officer who refused her
entry, The School Safety Officer decided
to arrest the student and parade her

in handcuffs out of the school’s main
entrance in front of other students who
were gathering to enter the building to
start the school day. The school principal,
concerned that such a display would

be disruptive to other students and
unnecessarily degrading to the arrested
girl, argued that the School Safety Officer
should escort the girl out of the building
through a side door rather than the front
door.

Amended Complaint at 94 42-43, BH, et al v.

City of New York, et al. (ED.NY. June 11, 2010)
(No. 10-cv-0210). In response to the principal’s
effort to intervene, the School Safety Officer
arrested the principal and charged him with
obstruction and resisting arrest. Ultimately,
the judge who heard the charges against

the principal dismissed them, observing:
“Unfortunately, this incident highlights the




tension between school administrators and
the NYPD concerning a principal’s authority
in overseeing school premises. Further,
this incident highlights the need to exercise
sensitivity in effectuating student arrests.”
Amended Complaint at € 43.

These experiences can breed widespread
resentment, distrust, and hostility among
youth, directed at the very people charged
with keeping them safe. In many cases, these
young people may resent being treated as
criminals; may lose faith in the goodwill of
police when they believe they are being
treated unfairly, and may become antagonistic
toward law enforcement in response.”
Problems like these cannot simply be solved
by more training for police. Indeed, itis the
very involvement of police in school discipline
that disrupts the learning environment by
diminishing students’ belief in the legitimacy
of school staff authority and by creating an
adversarial retationship between school
officials and students.™

In addition, placing more taw enforcement

in schools distracts them from their role of
ensuring safety in our schools and in our
communities. Redirecting police resources to
schools means that police officers spend more
time as school disciplinarians and dedicate
less time to ensuring the safety of students
and the community. As the International
Association of Chiefs of Police noted, “the
deployment of at least 1 officer to each of the
roughly 100,000 schools in this nation would
result in the reassignment of nearly 1/7th of
American law enforcement officers.”™ Law
enforcement should be allowed to concentrate
their efforts on preventing, investigating, and
responding to crime where it is occurring.
The majority of violent crimes against youth
take place outside of school. The Bureau of
Justice Statistics’ Indicators of School Crime
and Safety indicate that, in 2010, only a
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small fraction of all youth homicides occurin
school™ and only a small fraction of youth
deaths are the result of homicides that occur
in school.™ However, instead of having law
enforcement personnel devote their energies
to what they were trained to do, whichisto
address serious criminal behaviors that erode
public safety and public health, they are
placed in schools where they tend to spend
valuable time on minor or even trivial offenses.
This compromises, rather than enhances
public safety, because time that could be
spent addressing the complex challenges
associated with serious crimes is instead spent
responding to school behaviors.

The consequences of placing police in school
are incredibly high - particularly for youth of
color, students with disabilities, gender non-
conforming students, and LGBTQ youth. The
decision to place more police in school must
balance the valid need for school security
with the risks and drawbacks of having law
enforcement in our schools. Here, the costs
are high and the gains are minimal: there is
no clear correlation between police in schools
and student safety, and placing more police
in schools clearly harms the relationships
between youth and adults, increases the
likelihood that students will be arrested for
age-appropriate behaviors, and fails to address
the root causes of violence. The proposals
to increase the police presence in schools
following Sandy Hook is counterintuitive and
goes against everything that we know about
the best way to ensure that youth are in school
communities that are supportive, safe, and
effective,

16



I11. Creating Truly Safe Schools & Reducing Violence

Increased security measures at school, such
as metal delectors, surveillance cameras,
entry check points, and police presence,

are unlikely to prevent all schoolrelated
shootings. Rescarch has found that the
relationships bebween students, parents, and
staff are more important in making a s
safe than increased security measures.™ W
must focus on long term solutions that will
reduce violence and nurture young people by
addressing root causes and piving thom the
support and tesources they need. Creating
truly safe schools - instead of areating the

others in the community

I the short term, we should support schools
increating school safety and security plans,
ining students and adults to follow
plans, and having relevant profes
development for all school personnel.

mal

In the long term, supporting and incentivizing
conflict resolution programs in school
are key elements of making schools safer.
Conflict resolution programs teach how to
“effectively and peaceably” handle conflict
by both addressing the theory behind
conflict resolution and

appearance of safe schools
means taking steps to
enstre a positive school
climate that is focused on
fostering connectedness
and communication, and
on promoting pract
that have proven to be
eflective, like non-violent
conflict resolution and

We must focus on long-
term solutions that will
reduce viclence and justice is an approach
nurture young people by
addressing root causes.

by putting into place
a process |
and adull
problems

Restorative

that focuses on the needs
of victims, offenders,
and the communily by

restorative justice.

America’s top researchers on school safety
have issued a statement on the Newtown
tragedy. They remind us that students are
safest in schools where they feel connected to
their educators and their peers; where youth
trust adults enough fo share the problems
they face (be it conflict, depression, bullying,
other issues} and any fears they may have
about safety.™  As the researchers note, federal
taw enforcement agencies such as the FBL US.
Secret Service, and others have shown us that
the best way to prevent many acts of viclence
targeted at schools is by “maintaining ¢
communication and trustwith students and

encouraging ofenders to
take responsibility for their
actions and repair the harm done in some
way. The direct victims, and any other affected
community members, take an active rofe in
the process. In practics, restorative justice
often takes the form of restorative circles and
restorative conferences where the community
comes together to explore how each per
has been affected by the offense
International Institute for Restorative Practices
found thal schools using restorative justice had
decreased incidents of violence, assault, and
disorderly conduct in thelr s¢ These
prograr d other similar evidence-based
programs, invest in creating healthy and safe
schools and communities.




78

In order to support policies and practices that create safe and effective school
communities, we urge the following:

1

Do not place more police officers or armed personnel in schools.

We strongly oppose the calls for arming school teachers, principals, and others in

the school building, Similarly, we obiject to using the imiled resou of the federal
government to expand the presence of police in schools. More specifically, we oppose
the legistation offered late last Congress by Senator Barbara Boxer to facililale the
installation of National Guard troops in LLS. schools (S We cannot support any
such actions thal have not been shown te make schools safer and instead can lead to
terrfying, fatal mistakes,

I«

Aplanto increase the presence of police may also undermine the work of both the Office
for Civil Rights and the U.S. Department of Education and the Civil Rights Division of

the U.S. Department of Justice. During the Obam, ministration, these agencies have
endeavored to dismantle t hool-To-Prison Pipeline, including by challenging police
practices in schools. In October 2012, the United States Department of Justice filed suit
against the city of Meridian, the County of Lauderdale, two youth court judges, the State
\ippi, and two state agencies for operating a schoolto-prison pipeline.® The
complaint alleges that these actors are “engag{ing] in a pattern or practice of untawful
conduct through which they routinely and systematically arrest and inc ate children,
including for minor school rule infractions, without even the most basic procedural
safepuards, and in violation of these children’s constitutional rights™

Provide increased support for best practices in improving school
communication and connectedness.

We support the teaching of Social and Emotional Learning practices such as Restorative
Justice and Positive Behavior intervention and Supports. These frameworks enable
students to develop a stronger sense of empathy and compassion for each other, as

well as their teachers; help get to root causes of misbehavior and/or conflict; and will
tessen the ¢ 35 that students who have serious “problems” will be ignored, thereby
improving thelr chances of getting the support and understanding needed to bring them
backintot “hool community, The Restorative . 1 Schools ACt{HLR 415, Cohen)
and the Positive Behavior for Safe and Effective Schools Act (H.R. 3165, D
both direct federal support for training schools and teachers in these best practices.
The Successiul, Safe, and Healthy Students / 9, Harkiny would use school data
on bullying, harassment, and discipline to target support for implementing these best
practices aswell,

Support the development of comprehensive local or regional
strategies to improve student safety while reducing the number of
youth entering the justice system.

Congress and the administratic

1 should promote expanded educational opportunities

for our nation's youth by funding grant programs to support community-based
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solutions, Funds should go toward the development and implementation of multi-year,
comprehensive local or regional plans to reduce the use of exclusionary discipline and
the number of youth entering the juvenile and ariminal justice systems.

4 Place meaningful restrictions on federal grants for school policing.
The Community Oriented Policing Service's { ) “Secure our Schools” grants funded
by the U8, Department of Justice is the primary source for federal funding of school
police efforts. We firmly believe that any proposals for additional appropriations for
these prants would be far betler spent by supporting the placement ol counselors, ¢
workers, and mental health services therein, not by placing more police in schools.

[

CONCLUSION

The news reports about the Newtown tragedy showed us an incredibly tght-knit school community -
one inwhich parents felt that the school was an extension of their home, and teachers an extension of
their families. The events at Newtown cafl on all of us, as parents, students, teachers, and community,
to find ways to restore and safeguard the trust that makes school communities like Newtown's so
special. Cur children need to learn, grow, and thrive in places where they feel safe, loved, encouraged,
and welcomed. Intimes Hke these, all of our thoughts turn to finding any way to make our children
safer and we react with our hearts, rather than our heads. This is completely understandable, but we
must approach this question deliberately, not reactively, and we must respond using research and
evidence-based practices, not just emotion. Where Congress and the Administration work to address
schoo 1 the aftermath of this tragedy, it must be in a manner that helps restore such trust - not
one that promotes fear and undermines the sense of connectedness that ultimately keeps us all safe,
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Statement for the Record
Pace Center for Girls
Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Human Services

Hearing on “An Ounce of Prevention: Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs”
September 13, 2022

Chair Bonamici, Ranking Member Fulcher, and members of the Committee, thank you for
holding this hearing on “An Ounce of Prevention: Investments in Juvenile Justice Program” and
for your commitment to supporting investments in prevention services. My name is Mary Marx,
and | am President and CEO of Pace Center for Girls, Inc (Pace).

Exposure to community violence, domestic violence, and violence in school - coupled with
pervasive poverty - impacts girls’ thinking, behavior, and well-being. This results in high rates of
school dropouts, physical and mental iliness, and involvement in the child welfare and juvenile
justice systems. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention in the Department of
Justice has identified several factors that put girls in the United States at an increased risk for
exposure to juvenile justice involvement, including: sexual and physical abuse, school failure,
substance dependency, involvement in the child welfare system, financial insecurity, or
homelessness." A comprehensive approach to preventing placement in the juvenile justice
system must include effective prevention and early intervention strategies.

Over Pace’s 37-year history, our evidence-based program has impacted the life trajectory of
more than 40,000 girls through our 21 Pace centers and 15 outreach programs throughout
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina. Pace’s successful prevention model provides better long-
term outcomes for young women and girls. Juvenile arrest, detention, and incarceration fail
young people by failing to address the underlying trauma driving them into these harmful
systems. A high percentage of girls in the juvenile justice system have a history of physical and
sexual violence; for example, in Florida, 84% of girls in the juvenile justice system are victims of
family violence, 31% have been sexually abused, and 41% have been physically abused.” The
juvenile justice system often restricts access to services and exposes girls to re-traumatization
and abuse while detained.®

1 U.S. Department of Justice, Girl Study Group - Understanding and Responding to Girls’ Delinquency.
(April 2010). Retrieved from https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/0jjdp/226358.pdf

2 Florida Department of Juvenile Justice, IFL DJJ Comprehensive Accountability Report. (2017).
Retrieved from https://www.djj.state.fl.us/research/reports-and-data/research-reports/comprehensive-
accountability-report

3 Esubalew Dadi, Community-Based Treatment More Effective, Less Expensive than Incarceration for
Youth Offenders. (February 2017). Retrieved from http://www. fpi.institute/wp
-content/uploads/2017/02/FPI-Juvenile-Justice-report.pdf
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I Center for Girls.

At Pace, we take a different approach. Our comprehensive, trauma-informed prevention
programs address the underlying needs of girls and young women with risk factors for entering
the juvenile justice system. Pace is recognized as a national model for reducing recidivism and
improving school success, employment and self-sufficiency amongst girls - all at a fraction of
the cost of detention and incarceration. Over the past decade, Pace Center for Girls has been a
key partner in Florida’s more than 65% decrease in the number of girls being referred to the
state’s juvenile justice system.

Pace has received public and private support within the states where we work; and we are
extremely grateful for the federal resources and bipartisan support that have allowed us to
expand our services to ensure the success of more girls. In 2016, Pace received grant funding
through OJJDP to support our data-driven community collaborative model to turn the curve on
girls’ involvement in the juvenile justice system. In 2018, and again in 2020, OJJDP provided
additional funding to expand this model in Florida and Georgia.

Through our work, we have developed the following recommendations for trauma and gender
responsive prevention programs, which we outline below. Further investment in prevention
programs coupled with the implementation of these policy priorities would increase public safety
and help provide the conditions that youth need to thrive. We appreciate your consideration of
Pace’s policy recommendations and look forward to working with you and the committee to
implement these priorities.

Pace Center for Girls Policy Recommendations

e Invest in gender responsive programs effective in changing behaviors. Exposure to
community violence, domestic violence, and violence in school - coupled with pervasive
poverty - impacts girls’ thinking, behavior, and well-being. This results in high rates of
school dropouts, physical and mental iliness, and involvement in the child welfare and
juvenile justice systems. Support for evidence-based and trauma-informed programs with
a track record of success is a crucial part of reducing recidivism and improving school
success, employment and self-sufficiency for young women and girls.

e Invest in prevention programs that address the root cause of problem behaviors, reduce
recidivism rates and divert youth from the juvenile justice system. It is crucial that
prevention services include the full continuum of prevention, diversion, intervention,
treatment, and aftercare. Arrest, detention, and incarceration fail young people by failing
to address the underlying trauma driving them into these harmful systems. Evidence-
based and community-based treatment options have been shown to produce substantial
reductions in recidivism.

e Encourage the consistent use and implementation of civil citation and pre-arrest diversion
programs for young people.

e Reduce Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC) by addressing conditions, policies and
practices and committing to the least restrictive community-based sanctions.
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Rnter for Girls.

e Reduce the number of young people directed to the adult criminal court by changing the
direct file statutes and prohibit youth from being housed in adult facilities.

e Further collaborate with federal and state agencies, county systems and community-
based providers to revise statutes, policies, procedures, and practices that shepherd
young people into the juvenile justice system.

e Invest in research to gather additional data on the needs of young women and girls with
risk factors for juvenile justice system contact. This data will strengthen prevention
programs that serve girls and young women.

We look forward to collaborating to advance the work of keeping girls out of the juvenile justice
system and on a path to long-term health, thriving, and economic independence.

Again, thank you for your attention to prevention services. If you have any questions about the
issues discussed, or would like any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
via email at Mary.Marx@pacecenter.org. Thank you for your time and consideration. We look
forward to continuing our work together.

Sincerely,

Mary Marx
President & CEO

[Questions and responses for the record by Ms. Evans follows:]
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ROBERT C. ‘BOBBY" SCOTT, VIRGINIA,
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RAUL M. GRIALVA, ARIZONA

JOE COURTNEY, CONNECTICUT

GREGORIO KILILI CAMACHO SABLAN,
NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

FREDERICA S. WILSON, FLORIDA
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COMMITTEE ON
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
2176 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6100

October 5, 2022

Ms. Naomi Smoot Evans, J.D.

Executive Director

Coalition for Juvenile Justice
1629 K Street NW, Suite 300

Washington, DC 20006

Dear Ms. Evans:

MINORITY MEMBERS:

VIRGINIA FOXX, NORTH CAROLINA,
Ranking Member

JOE WILSON, SOUTH CAROLINA
GLENN THOMPSON, PENNYSLVANIA
TIM WALBERG, MICHIGAN

GLENN GROTHMAN, WISCONSIN
ELISE M. STEFANIK, NEW YORK
RICK W, ALLEN, GEORGIA

BRAD FINSTAD, MINNESOTA
JOSEPH SEMPOLINSKI, NEW YORK

I would like to thank you for testifying before the House Committee on Education and Labor,
Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Human Services hearing entitled “An Ounce of Prevention:
Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs,” Thursday, September 8, 2022, at 12:00 p.m. (Eastern

Time) via Zoom.

Please find enclosed additional questions submitted by Committee Members following the
hearing. Please provide a written response no later than Wednesday, October 19, 2022, for
inclusion in the official hearing record. Your responses should be sent to Clerk of the

Committee at E&L Testimony(@mail.house.gov and Rashage Green at

(Rashage.Green@mail.house.gov) of the Committee staff.

I appreciate your time and continued contribution to the work of the Committee.

Sincerely,

ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT

Chairman

Enclosure
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Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Human Services
“An Qunce of Prevention: Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs”
Thursday, September 8, 2022
12:00 p.m. (Eastern Time)

Representative Suzanne Bonamici (D-OR)

1.

According to research gathered by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges, court personnel who have been trained and received technical assistance through
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJIDP) are more likely to
consider a child’s well-being, have family members present and engage with them during
proceedings, make cultural considerations in juvenile removal, and factor behavioral and
mental health needs in court proceedings. For that reason, I have consistently supported
funding for the Child Abuse Training for Judicial and Court Personnel program.

a. Ms. Evans, how would additional resources for OJJDP help close gaps in judicial
training to improve court proceedings and prevent both child abuse and juvenile
delinquency?

b. Are there other organizations that interact with child welfare systems in need of
technical assistance resources from OJJDP?

The recently passed Bipartisan Safer Communities Act includes significant resources for
the hiring of School Resource Officers (SROs). Although I am very supportive of this bill
and more resources for our schools and students, research shows that the presence of
SROs is not necessarily effective in preventing gun violence in schools. As the Biden-
Harris Administration begins the process of implementing the Bipartisan Safer
Communities Act, I led my colleagues in sending an oversight letter to Secretary Cardona
encouraging the Department to prioritize evidence-based investments to reduce violence
in schools and to express concern about the potential for exacerbating the over-policing
of schools.

a. Ms. Evans, what does the available evidence show about the presence of SROs in
schools related to student outcomes and the prevention of gun violence?

b. How would a national expansion of law enforcement officers in schools affect the
existing overcriminalization of youth and the disparities in the juvenile justice
system faced by youth of color and youth with disabilities?
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Questions for the Record — Responses from Naomi Smoot Evans
House Civil Rights and Human Services Subcommittee hearing on
“An Ounce of Prevention: Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs.”

Questions from Representative Suzanne Bonamici (D-OR):

1. According to research gathered by the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges, court personnel who have been trained and received technical assistance
through the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) are more
likely to consider a child’s well-being, have family members present and engage with
them during proceedings, make cultural considerations in juvenile removal, and
factor behavioral and mental health needs in court proceedings. For that reason, I
have consistently supported funding for the Child Abuse Training for Judicial and
Court Personnel program.

a. Ms. Evans, how would additional resources for OJJDP help close gaps in judicial training
to improve court proceedings and prevent both child abuse and juvenile Delinquency?

Additional resources for OJJDP could help ensure that judges, attorneys, and practitioners have
access to new and additional training and publications to help them address the needs of the
young people and families who come before them. In recent years, for example, training has
focused on ways that courts can identify youth who have experienced trafficking, thus making
sure they are not criminalized for this behavior, and that they receive the services and necessary
supports.! Training has also helped child welfare courts be able to better support families and
address their needs more holistically.? Resources currently include training for judges who are
new to the bench, as well as materials for seasoned judges. Additional resources would help
ensure that judges are able to access training easily across all states and territories, regardless of
whether they preside over a rural, urban or suburban jurisdiction.

Additional resources are helpful as they provide insight from multiple perspectives in order to
ensure all aspects of a child’s life are being adequately supported and also to ensure that
resources are being used properly. Research also shows that existing risks/needs assessments
are often misused or misunderstood and additional training and resources would help prevent
this.? It also explains that adequate family engagement with youth is often lacking.*

b. Are there other organizations that interact with child welfare systems in need of
technical assistance resources from OJJDP?

! See: hit tps:// WWW. nqﬁ:] org/events/virtual-national-judicial-institute- -on- -domestic-child-sex-trafficking/ and
htl s/ .org/publications/domestic-child-sex-trafficking-series/
2 See https://www.ncifc.org/events/2022-national-child-abuse-and lect-institute/.

3 Love, Hanna et. al. “Understanding Research and Practice Gaps in Juvenile Justice: Early Insights from the Bridge Project.” Dec. 2016.
Available at: https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/250489. pdf.
4

1d.
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Yes. In addition to judges, attorneys, service providers, and court service personnel all benefit
from training and resources that help them understand how they can be trauma-responsive and
culturally-responsive, while helping to support youth and family’s individual needs.

2. The recently passed Bipartisan Safer Communities Act includes significant resources for
the hiring of School Resource Officers (SROs). Although I am very supportive of this bill
and more resources for our schools and students, research shows that the presence of SROs is
not necessarily effective in preventing gun violence in schools. As the Biden-

Harris Administration begins the process of implementing the Bipartisan Safer

Communities Act, I led my colleagues in sending an oversight letter to Secretary Cardona
encouraging the Department to prioritize evidence-based investments to reduce violence
in schools and to express concern about the potential for exacerbating the over-policing
of schools.

a. Ms. Evans, what does the available evidence show about the presence of SROs in
schools related to student outcomes and the prevention of gun violence?

In a study of 33 public schools, increasing the presence of SROs was not found to increase
school safety.® Instead, research shows that the rate of deaths in school shootings was 2.83 times
greater in schools with

armed guards present as compared to incidents where armed guards were not present.* The
presence of police in schools has also been shown to result in increased arrests and
criminalization for normal, school-based behaviors.” For these reasons, a majority of CJJ's
members voted to support a policy platform that would permit the presence of law enforcement
on schools only upon a demonstrated threat to the immediate safety of students, staff, or
faculty, and then only so long as the threat existed.®

b. How would a national expansion of law enforcement officers in schools affect the
existing overcriminalization of youth and the disparities in the juvenile justice
system faced by youth of color and youth with disabilities?

5 “Police Free Schools.” National Juvenile Justice Network. July 2021. Available at: https:/njjn.org/uploads/digital-library/Police-
Free%208chool%20Final_July2021_1.pdf.

© Peterson, Jill, et. al. “Presence of Armed School Officials and Fatal and Nonfatal Gunshot Injuries During Mass School Shootings, United
Stales 1980 2019.” Feb. 16 2021. Available at:

1m ]lnki&mm term=021621.

ng, Ryan and Marc Schindler. “A better path forward for criminal justice: Reconsidering police in schools.” Brookings Institute. April 2021.
Avallable at:
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Youth of color and youth with disabilities are disproportionately arrested by school police in 43
states and the District of Columbia.® During the 2015-2016 school year, for example, Black and
Latinx students made up 41% of all students but 59% of the students who were arrested, though
there is no data that points to higher rates of misbehavior among Black and Latinx youth.!? In 28
states, data shows that the share of Black youth who are arrested is at least 10 percentage points
higher than their overall share of the student population, with 10 of those states reporting their
portion of arrests for Black youth were a full 20 percent higher than their representation in the
student population.’! Black boys were three times more likely to get arrested for school-based
offenses than White boys who engaged in similar behaviors, while Black girls were four times
more likely than White girls to be arrested for similar school-based offenses.!?

Youth with disabilities are also disproportionately arrested. Students with disabilities have been
found to be referred to law enforcement at rates six times higher than their general education
peers.”> SROs often respond inappropriately to youth with behavioral disabilities.!* In Kenton
County, Ky, for example, an SRO placed a third grader with attention deficit hyperactivity
disorder under arrest, handcuffed him, and pinned his elbows behind his back because the
child had a severe temper tantrum.!® In another incident, an SRO in a N.C. school handcuffed,
pinned down, and proceeded to taunt a 7-year-old boy after he spit in his classroom, a behavior
that his mother stated was the result of his disability.!¢

Adding more school resource officers would not fix either of these issues and instead has the
potential to continue to exacerbate the targeting of Black youth and youth with disabilities in
our country’s schools. The addition of counselors and therapists, however, who are trained to
work with children and address the underlying issues that they face, could be a meaningful
solution. Nonetheless, as many as 1.7 million children in our country attend schools that have
police on their campus, but do not have a counselor readily available to them."”

9 “How Do School Resource Officers Impact Racial Equity in the Nation’s Schools: A Review of Research and Scholarship.” Strategies for

Youth. Available at: https://str outh.org/sitefiles/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/How-Do-SR Os-Impact-Racial-Equity-in-Schools. pdf.
'Old.

.

12 Id.

13 “Are school resource officers really protecting our kids?” Fairfax County Times. Dec. 3, 2021. Available at:

https://www.fairfaxtimes articles/opini school ce-offi lly-p i Kids/article_5c3b121a-53af-11ec-b9e9-

798521f415¢ html.
14 Morris, Madeline. “School Resource Officers: Do the Benefits of Student Safety Outweigh Their Negative Impacts?” Children’s Legal Rights

Journal. Available at: https:/I luc.edu/cgi/vi cgi?article=124 j.
15

Id.
16 Armus, Teo. “A 7-year-old with autism was handcuffed by a school resource officer and pinned to the ground, video shows.” Available at:
https://www.washi ion/2020/10/13/school-police-handcuffs-auti
17

Blad, Elvie. “1.7 Million Students Attend Schools With Police But No Counselors, New Data Show.” March 4, 2019.

hitps:/www.edweek.org/leadership/1-7-million-students-attend-schools-with-police-but 1 data-show/2019/03.

[Questions and responses for the record by Mr. Muhammad fol-
lows:]



MAJORITY MEMBERS:

ROBERT C. ‘BOBBY" SCOTT, VIRGINIA,
Chairman

RAUL M. GRIALVA, ARIZONA

JOE COURTNEY, CONNECTICUT

GREGORIO KILILI CAMACHO SABLAN,
NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

FREDERICA S. WILSON, FLORIDA

SUZANNE BONAMICI, OREGON

MARY SATTLER PELTOLA, ALASKA

Mr. David Muhammad
Executive Director

COMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION AND LABOR

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
2176 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6100

October 5, 2022

National Institute for Criminal Justice Reform

4900 Shattuck Ave. #3817
Oakland, CA 94609

Dear Mr. Muhammad:

MINORITY MEMBERS:

VIRGINIA FOXX, NORTH CAROLINA,
Ranking Member

JOE WILSON, SOUTH CAROLINA
GLENN THOMPSON, PENNYSLVANIA
TIM WALBERG, MICHIGAN

GLENN GROTHMAN, WISCONSIN
ELISE M. STEFANIK, NEW YORK
RICK W, ALLEN, GEORGIA

BRAD FINSTAD, MINNESOTA
JOSEPH SEMPOLINSKI, NEW YORK

I would like to thank you for testifying before the House Committee on Education and Labor,
Subcommittee on Civil Rights and Human Services hearing entitled “An Ounce of Prevention:
Investments in Juvenile Justice Programs,” Thursday, September 8, 2022, at 12:00 p.m. (Eastern

Time) via Zoom.

Please find enclosed additional questions submitted by Committee Members following the
hearing. Please provide a written response no later than Wednesday, October 19, 2022, for
inclusion in the official hearing record. Your responses should be sent to Clerk of the

Committee at E&L Testimony(@mail house.gov and Rashage Green at

(Rashage.Green@mail.house.gov) of the Committee staff.

T appreciate your time and continued contribution to the work of the Committee.

Sincerely,

ROBERT C. “BOBBY” SCOTT

Chairman

Enclosure
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Representative Frank J. Mrvan (D-IN)

1. Mr. Muhammad, in your testimony, you describe your partnership with the City of
Oakland, its police department and local community-based organizations in launching an
innovative youth development and diversion program called the Neighborhood
Opportunity and Accountability Board.

a. Can you tell us more about the program, its outcomes, and the practices found to
work best for youth?
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The Oakland Neighborhood Opportunity and Accountability Board (NOAB) is an innovative,
community-driven, youth development model of juvenile justice being implemented by the National
Institute for Criminal Justice Reform (NICIR) in the East Bay Area of California. The NOAB diverts youth
from formal processing in the juvenile justice system and, instead, utilizes neighborhood councils to
address delinquent behavior and improve outcomes by connecting youth and their families to
community-based services and supports. The NOAB initiative focuses on restorative, rather than punitive
practices; increases community involvement in public safety decision-making; and invests resources in
youth, families, and neighborhoods to address immediate needs and root causes of crime. Following two
years of program development, NICJR began piloting NOAB in Oakland, CA. On April 22, 2020, the
Oakland City Council unanimously approved an MOU between NICJR and the Oakland Police Department
to operate this innovative initiative, which launched May 1, 2020.

The NOAB Initiative envisions a system of neighborhood-based boards governed by principles of positive
youth development and restorative justice to serve in place of the traditional court system. Each NOAB is
composed of 6-10 community members who have demonstrated a commitment to the well-being of
youth and the neighborhood. Members may include teachers, faith leaders, formerly incarcerated
individuals, business owners, family members of incarcerated youth, and crime victims. Members receive
small monthly stipends for their service in the program. In Oakland, the NOAB is composed of eight
community members who are all residents or business owners in Oakland. Due to the pride and
connection that Board members have for their community, there is a greater focus on healing and caring
for the youth and family than is typically experienced in traditional juvenile justice settings.

When a youth is arrested by an officer, Police Department staff review the case, assess whether the
youth meets the NOAB criteria, and make the decision to refer the case to the NOAB. If the case has a
victim, the victim is consulted for their consent before the youth is referred to the NOAB. Upon referral,
the youth receives a notice that they will be contacted by the NOAB Coordinator and must engage with
the diversion program. Referrals can occur through a notice to appear process, where a youth is given a
citation and called to appear for a hearing. Within 48 hours of receiving the referral, the NOAB
Coordinator meets with the youth and family to interview the youth, administer holistic needs and asset
assessments, and complete program intake.

The NOAB Coordinator explains the program, including the many benefits, and gains the youth and
family’s agreement to participate. The youth and their family are then scheduled to appear before the
NOAB Board at a NOAB Conference to determine an appropriate intervention plan using a Family Group
Conferencing model. In this meeting, Board members engage the youth and family in a discussion about
their strengths, challenges, and goals, as well as any specific needs, providing guidance and support
throughout the discussion. The diversity of board members offers several lenses through which to
understand and address the youth’s needs and risks, unlike traditional processes dominated by the sole
lens of a justice system practitioner.

When a youth referred to the NOAB maintains that they are innocent of the delinquent act, the NOAB

www.nicjr.org
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convenes a communal to adjudicate the matter. To determine culpability, the NOAB employs a
well-trained Hearing Officer as a neutral fact finder. The Hearing Officer facilitates a discussion between
the youth, victim, and family members to determine the facts of the incident. The victim and youth are
afforded the opportunity to identify an individual to be their advocate in the process. When all of the
information has been presented, the Hearing Officer makes a recommendation to the NOAB for a final
determination. Youth who are found to have engaged in harmful behavior are referred to the NOAB to
participate in the NOAB process.

The NOAB Conference culminates in the development of an Individual Achievement Plan (IAP) that
includes connections to services, supports, and opportunities with an emphasis on educational support,
mentoring and life coaching, behavioral health care, family counseling, and youth employment. When
there is an identified victim who is willing to participate in the process, the plan also includes restorative
justice programming. Partner programs lead restorative justice circles with the youth, victim, family
members, and members of the community. When incorporated, restorative justice circles serve as the
vehicles to drive the development of the IAP to ensure that victims feel included in the process. When
appropriate and feasible, the NOAB also considers providing restitution to victims, particularly in cases
where restitution is a barrier to engaging in a restorative process.

Once the Individual Achievement Plan is determined and agreed upon by the youth and their family, the
NOAB Coordinator then directly connects the youth and family with the identified service providers.
Organizations providing services, supports, and opportunities include:

Restorative Justice Programming: Restorative Justice for Oakland Youth

Cognitive Behavioral Therapy: Community Youth Outreach

Family Counseling: Carl B. Metoyer Center for Family Counseling

Youth Employment: Youth Empowerment Partnership

Case Management, Life Coaching, and Mentoring: Community & Youth Outreach, Communities
United for Restorative Youth JusticeCURYJ, Young Women’s Freedom Center, Urban Peace
Movement, Fresh Lifelines for Youth, tThe Brotherhood of the Elders Network,; Rites of Passage,
Oakland Unified School District Alternative Education Office

The NOAB Coordinator maintains consistent contact with the youth, family, and service providers
throughout the program. Detailed notes and updates on each youth are maintained in a NOAB database
to track progress. After six to nine months of successful program participation (with specific duration
determined on a case-by-case basis), the youth graduates and charges are disposed.

The NOAB is committed to being a true diversion from system involvement. Therefore, youth who
commit lower-level offenses, who would not usually be detained or adjudicated in the juvenile court, do
not receive a referral to the NOAB. Youth arrested for non-violent felonies or multi-misdemeanors, who
would otherwise be processed through the juvenile justice system, have the opportunity to avoid the
punitive process of formal system involvement and, instead, are referred to the community-driven
NOAB.

By diverting youth who would otherwise be processed in the formal juvenile justice system, the NOAB
seeks to reduce the extremely high cost of juvenile incarceration. Furthermore, by providing services and
opportunities to improve youth outcomes, the NOAB also aims to reduce costs associated with youth
recidivism. Ideally, funds saved through NOAB programs will be reinvested in communities and
community-based interventions that are focused on positive youth development.

www.nicjr.org
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The NOAB Process

Police refer case to NOAB
in lieu of detention and
system involvement

Connection to
Services, Supports

Intake: { NOAB Conference: Community Plan:

NOAB Coordinator . Youth and family With information d Opportunities:
i meetswithyouth | appear before the from NOAB an pportunities:
i and family within48 | | NOAB Board to Conference, NOAB Youth and family are
hours of referral to : discuss the delinquent Coordinator develops connected to one or
conduct intake and ! behavior, life goals, an Individual more of the many
initial assessment | | and what's needed to Achievement Plan NOAB partner
: achieve them with the youth and community based

family service providers

Graduation:
After 6-9 months of successfully participating
in the program, the youth graduates and the
arrest and charge are disposed

Outcomes:

Since its inception in May 2020, the Oakland NOAB has received a total of 60 referrals and has shown
impressive outcomes thus far. From January 2021 to October 2021, the Oakland NOAB received 20 youth
referrals. Fourteen of these youth were arrested for felonies, including grand theft auto, carjacking with
a firearm, and burglary through forcible entry. The NOAB Coordinator engaged with each youth to
provide life coaching, self-advocacy, and mentoring services, along with referrals to partnering service
providers for additional support —such as job readiness training and individual counseling. Only one
youth was rearrested and charged with a new offense. He was released after two weeks in custody; upon
his release, he received immediate in-home, intensive life coaching support.

WwWw.nicjr.org
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Not only has the NOAB reduced youth delinquency and improved outcomes for the youth participants
and their families, it has:

o Enhanced the profiles, capacities, and impacts of the community organizations serving these
participants;

o Expanded individual purpose and meaning for the eight NOAB board members that drive the
development of the youth achievement plans;

® Decreased costs of the juvenile justice system;

Advanced cohesion, safety, and community-police relations in the City of Oakland; and

e Offered a new promising practice to all stakeholders invested in justice system reform,
reimagining public safety, crime reduction, youth diversion, and positive youth development.

The profiles below provide a small snapshot of youth in the Oakland NOAB program. They include
successes and challenges of our youth, their families, and their communities, and share a glimpse of the
network of systems to which they are now connected. Names of the youth highlighted below have been
changed to protect their privacy.

Juan

Juan was arrested for assault with a deadly weapon in August 2021. He was accused of hitting a
housemate with a baseball bat after a verbal altercation escalated between them. The NOAB
Coordinator met with Juan at his home within days of the referral to conduct the initial assessment. Juan
was transparent about the incident and identified that he had anger issues and a lack of prosocial
activity involvement.

On August 26, 2021, Juan and his mother met with the NOAB to prioritize areas of support. Collectively,
the group recommended 1:1 life coaching with a supportive adult and a youth employment opportunity.
Juan acknowledged that his anger was avoidable and was highly receptive to recommendations from the
Board. Juan is currently a senior in high school and on track to obtaining his high school diploma. He
regularly meets with his Life Coach and recently graduated from the Fresh Lifelines for Youth program.

Randy

On January 25, 2022, officers arrested Randy for carjacking with a firearm. After spending nearly three
weeks in Juvenile Hall, Randy was referred to NOAB by the Alameda County’s Public Defender’s Office in
March. Within a week, the NOAB Coordinator met with Randy and his family in the community to initiate
support services. The family was relieved when they learned that Randy would be connected to a
positive role model and would receive 1:1 mentoring and life coaching. Randy and his family have had
significant traumatic experiences, ranging from prolonged homelessness to substance and domestic
abuse from a former caregiver. Additionally, Randy had not attended school regularly for two
consecutive years due to the pandemic.

On April 28, 2022, Randy and his family met with the NOAB to collectively devise a plan to help keep
Randy out of trouble. The group determined that Randy would start by re-engaging with his school. The
group also recommended Randy receive mental health services to begin the healing process around his
trauma. Randy was receptive to the Board and agreed that receiving support was long overdue. Since the
arrest, Randy has re-enrolled in school and meets several times a week with his life coach.

www.nicjr.org
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Best Practices

NOARB relies on principles of Restorative Justice (R)); Positive Youth Development (PYD); Diversity, Equity,
Inclusion, and Belonging; Community Engagement; and Family Involvement. NOAB is founded on the
premises that community-driven RJ can mitigate unnecessarily damaging experiences embedded in
traditional juvenile justice processes and that PYD can further promote positive youth outcomes by
leveraging a youth’s strengths, engaging them in prosocial activities, and providing strategic supports.
Instead of relying on punishment for addressing harm and removing youth from their communities, RJ
promotes accountability that favors responsibility, dialogue, community, family and victim involvement.
RJ also favors services designed to address symptoms of social inequality that lead to criminal behavior
versus the current system, which often exacerbates and reinforces those symptoms (Winslade, 2019).

Young people and their families are the best experts in their lives and experiences, and a collaborative
approach produces greater investment and more positive outcomes. The National Child Traumatic Stress
Network notes, “When families are viewed and treated as partners in both their child’s care and in the
operations of the juvenile justice system itself, the child, the family, and the system benefit. The most
effective interventions for youth in the justice system are those that engage families in a strength-based
partnership” (Rozzell, 2013). NOAB conferences follow the same Family Group Conferencing model that
the child welfare system has used to involve youth and their families in a group planning and decision
making process (Rozzell, 2013). Families and youth not only deserve to be part of the case planning
process, they hold the keys to its success. The NOAB process emphasizes the voices of youth and their
families, promoting a sense of ownership and deeper accountability, and establishes the youth as an
integral player in identifying the services, supports, and opportunities that they need to be successful.

Research has shown that youth are more likely to make positive behavioral changes when those in
positions of authority do things with them rather than to them or for them— a fundamental difference
between NOAB and traditional justice models (Costello et al., 2019). Youth offenders who are separated
from their community are more likely to develop a criminal identity and end up in the adult prison
system (Strang & Braithwaite, 2017). Youth who receive no intervention at all may still experience system
contact if the conditions that led them to cause (and experience) harm are not addressed. Empowering
youth and their communities to collaboratively address behavior can contribute to meaningful,
measurable short-term benefits across an array of outcomes in youth’s lives. NOAB activities aim to
improve youth and family well-being by reducing harm caused by over-policing and justice system
processing, deepening prosocial connections, addressing root causes of misbehavior, and holding youth
accountable to those they impact. These pathways build from interdisciplinary research on protective
and promotive factors that contribute to decreased justice involvement and increased thriving (Dahlberg
& Krug, 2006; Osher et al., 2020).

www.nicjr.org
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