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1 Executive Summary
Introduction

One major responsibility of the U.S. public school system is to provide a safe and hospitable “school
climate” in which teachers can successfully teach and students can successfully learn. School discipline
policies are one factor for promoting safe, positive, and healthy schools. “Zero tolerance” discipline
policies enforce mandatory sentencing for specific behaviors, leaving no room for administrators to
exercise good judgment based on specific contexts. Current national, state, and local school district
policy debates have explored the costs and benefits of zero tolerance and alternative discipline
programs. Few of these debates, however, incorporate the health of students and their communities as
part of the cost-benefit analysis. In order to more deeply investigate the potential impacts of different
school discipline policies on health determinants and disparities, Human Impact Partners (HIP)
conducted a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) on school disciplinary policies being implemented or
considered in Los Angeles, Oakland, and Salinas, California school districts. This HIA was the first HIA on
an education policy in the United States and was funded by The California Endowment (TCE).

HIA is a combination of procedures, methods, and tools by which a policy or project may be judged for
its potential health effects on a population, and the distribution of those effects within the population.
HIA can be used to improve the quality of public policy decision-making through evidence-based
recommendations to enhance predicted positive health impacts and minimize negative ones.

Background and Screening

Human Impact Partners initially pursued incarceration as a topic for a prospective HIA due to its major
impacts to individual and societal health and wellbeing, as well as our understanding that these impacts
are not commonly discussed in policy-making or advocacy contexts. Discussions with foundations and
advocates revealed that school discipline would be a more impactful focus area. School suspensions and
expulsions were acknowledged as upstream determinants of incarceration outcomes, and advocates
perceived that momentum for policy change was growing in many school districts around the country.
Prior needs assessments conducted by TCE identified school discipline as a priority health issue with
opportunities for change in Los Angeles, Oakland, and Salinas. School districts in each of these cities
were found to be at various stages of reforming and/or implementing their discipline policies, with
advocates in each city already working to advance discipline policy change and policy implementation.
Thus, the HIA was funded in these three TCE sites. To guide the HIA process, HIP assembled a national
stakeholder advisory group consisting of academic scholars of education policy, leaders of Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) and Restorative Justice (RJ) development and
implementation, nonprofit leaders in policy analysis, and public health and school district
representatives.

As described in more detail below, school discipline policies assessed in this HIA are Exclusionary School
Discipline (ESD; also called “zero tolerance”), Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), and



Restorative Justice (RJ). In Los Angeles, HIP worked in collaboration with Community Asset Development
Re-Defining Education (CADRE), which has fought for greater implementation of an existing School-Wide
Positive Behavioral Supports (SWPBS) policy in schools throughout Los Angeles Unified School District
(LAUSD). This HIA aims to inform implementation of the policy in Los Angeles.

Oakland Unified School District’s (OUSD’s) board passed a district-wide Restorative Justice resolution
2010, and while RJ is being practiced in some Oakland schools, this HIA aims to provide evidence to
inform further implementation.

Restorative Justice Partners (RJP) was the Salinas partner on the HIA. RJP works to introduce RJ practices
into Salinas school districts, and in 2011, Salinas City Elementary School District (SCESD) passed an RJ
resolution. In Salinas, this HIA aims to inform a decision-making process on whether to introduce RJ
practices to the Alisal Union School District (AUSD).

School Discipline Policies Evaluated in this HIA

Exclusionary School Discipline (ESD) policies, also known as “zero tolerance policies,” typically enforce
mandatory sentencing such as automatic out-of-school suspension, expulsion, or even arrest as
consequences for specific student behaviors. These policies emerged as part of a federal mandate
regarding weapons at school, but over the course of their widespread adoption in the 1990s, local
school districts slowly broadened their scope, eventually including drugs, alcohol, threats,
insubordination, and even cursing to the list of behaviors that may now trigger severe disciplinary
actions. While there are limited data on the proportion of schools in the United States that formally
implement ESD policies, there is consensus in the research community that the majority of U.S. public
schools tend to rely heavily on ESD as their primary disciplinary strategy.

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports and Restorative Justice are two well-known whole-school
climate programs currently being scaled up in U.S. schools to address classroom and campus behavior,
often as alternatives to zero tolerance policies. The two policies are complementary.

With the goal of improving school climate and decreasing school disruption, Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports (PBIS) teaches social skills and reinforces positive student behaviors. HIA
partners in South Los Angeles have focused efforts on adopting and implementing PBIS district-wide in
LAUSD, and there is interest within OUSD and multiple Salinas school districts (including SCESD) to
increase the use of PBIS in schools as well.

A Restorative Justice (RJ) approach also can be universally applied across a school, engaging students in
taking responsibility for school improvement and when necessary, focusing on ‘repairing the harm’
caused by challenging behavior through stakeholder cooperation and dialogue. Administrators, teachers
and peers work with the offender to take responsibility for his/her actions and change disruptive
behavior. HIA partners in both Oakland and Salinas have focused on implementing RJ.

HIA Goals and Scope

The goals of this HIA are to:
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B Determine health impacts of ESD policies and potential impacts of PBIS and RJ
B Recognize where gaps in equity occur

B Provide recommendations for school districts

B Increase awareness of ESD alternatives

B Increase HIA as a tool for policy decisions

The health impacts that were assessed at each site were those associated with educational attainment,
recurring misbehavior in schools, community violence and crime, drug use, family, school and
community cohesion, and mental health. The national advisory committee provided guidance on,
reviewed, and approved the HIA scope.

HIA Assessment Methods

Methods utilized in this HIA included a review of the literature, evaluation of California state student
and school staff surveys, a survey administered by and for parents in South Los Angeles, focus groups
with students and parents in Los Angeles and Oakland, and interviews with a school superintendent and
advocates in Salinas.

Summary of Findings

The HIA finds that ESD is hazardous for health in terms of the health determinants studied, while both
PBIS and RJ are promising alternatives for improving health impacts. More evaluation of PBIS and RJ is
needed for a deeper understanding of the impacts of these strategies on health.

For all three districts analyzed, PBIS would increase time in school for students, which would in turn
improve health knowledge and behaviors, increase longevity, increase earning potential and thus access
to resources, and increase access to social networks of support. Students who remain in school are less
likely to become involved in a physical fight, carry a weapon, and use drugs. In addition, keeping
students in school would prevent family stress and financial burdens associated with staying home to
supervise children. Negative mental health conditions associated with exclusionary discipline, such as
embarrassment, reticence, stress, and feelings of rejection and alienation, would be reduced as a result
of PBIS implementation.

There is less robust research on the impacts of RJ than on the impacts of PBIS. However, based on the
more limited sources and methods used in this HIA, as implemented in OUSD and Salinas schools, RJ
would increase time in school for students, which would in turn support all of the benefits in the
preceding paragraph. In addition, RJ may increase the development and sustainability of positive
relationships throughout the school community, increase respect among students, improve conflict
resolution skills, and prevent instances of violence, fights, and crime.
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Health

Summary of PBIS, RJ, and ESD Impacts on Health Determinants

Strength of

Determinant Impact Magnitude Severity Evidence Uncertainties
Education + (PBIS) | Mod—-Major (PBIS) ¢ ¢ (PBIS) Varying degrees of

+(RJ) Moderate (RJ) Mod-Major 4 (RJ) discipline policy

- (ESD) Major (ESD) 4446 (ESD) implementation
Misbehavior, will modify impacts
Recurring + (PBIS) | Mod-Major (PBIS) . ¢ ¢ (PBIS)

L . Mod-Major
Discipline +(RJ) Mod-Major (RJ) 4 (R) Student
Events, and - (ESD) | Major (ESD) 446 (ESD) | vulnerability or
Incarceration trauma associated
Community +(PBIS) | Minor (PBIS) # (PBIS) with factors
Violence and | + (RJ) Minor (R]) Major ¢ (R) outside of school
Crime - (ESD) | Minor (ESD) ¢ (ESD) play a role in all of
PR these health
Drug Use + (PBIS) l\/lllnor Mod (PBIS) * (PBIS) dot e
Minor -Mod (R]) | Moderate eterminants (i.e.,

*(R) Minor—Mod ¢ (R) school discipline

- (ESD) (ESD) ¢ (ESD) policies are not the
Family, only contributor)

Y + (PBIS) | Minor (PBIS) ¢ (PBIS)
School and Moderate
) +(RJ) Moderate (RJ) 4 (RJ)
Community .
. - (ESD) Mod-Major (ESD) 4 (ESD)
Cohesion
Mental +(PBIS) | Moderate (PBIS) , ¢ (PBIS)
Mod-Major

health +(RJ) Moderate (R]) ¢ (R))
conditions - (ESD) | Mod-Major (ESD) 4 ¢ (ESD)
Explanations:

o Impact refers to whether the proposal will improve health (+), harm health (-), or whether results are mixed (~).

o Magnitude reflects a qualitative judgment of the size of the anticipated change in health effect (e.g., the increase in
the number of cases of disease, injury, adverse events): Negligible, Minor, Moderate, Major.

o  Severity reflects the nature of the effect on function and life expectancy and its permanence: High = intense/severe;
Mod = Moderate; Low = not intense or severe.

o  Strength of Evidence refers to the strength of the research/evidence showing causal relationship between mobility
and the health outcome: ® = plausible but insufficient evidence; ¢ ¢ = likely but more evidence needed; ¢ ¢ ¢ =
causal relationship certain. A causal effect means that the effect is likely to occur, irrespective of the magnitude and
severity.

Health Disparities

Black, and to a lesser extent Latino, males are suspended and expelled more frequently than students of
other racial groups despite evidence showing that Black students are consistently disciplined for less
serious or more subjective reasons than students of other racial groups. Black and Latino boys make up
the majority of incarcerated juveniles and are vastly overrepresented in adult prison. Thus, the school to
prison pipeline is particularly robust for Black and Latino men and boys. And although problem
behaviors, such as drug use, are marginally higher among White youth, increased police presence in
many Black and Latino neighborhoods increases the chances of police contact that results in arrests and
subsequent incarcerations. Through these impacts, exclusionary discipline disproportionately leads to
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poor short- and long-term health outcomes for Black and Latino males.
Low-income students and students with disabilities are also punished disproportionately.
Key Recommendations

Overall, this HIA found that ESD leads to negative health outcomes through educational attainment,
recurring discipline events and incarceration, violence, drug use, and social cohesion, as well as direct
mental health impacts. Based on results of this HIA, we recommend PBIS and/or RJ as alternatives to
exclusionary discipline practices. However, importantly, since there is currently a dearth of research
evidence on PBIS and RJ, we also recommend a rigorous system of school discipline events data
collection and evaluation across all schools that are piloting these alternative programs.

Conclusion

Each school district where this HIA was conducted is in the midst of school discipline policy change.
Restorative Justice and/or Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports are being practiced in Los
Angeles, Oakland, and Salinas, but policies are not being fully implemented in all schools in these
districts. As more schools implement PBIS and RJ, and as more years of data on disciplinary outcomes
become more widely available for these schools, it will be possible to more robustly assess the
effectiveness of these programs on improving health outcomes.
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Case Study: Los Angeles Unified School District

High school graduation rates and test scores for LAUSD are lower than state averages, and dropout rates
are higher than state averages. Suspension rates in LAUSD Local District 7 in South LA have been
approximately 4 suspensions per 100 students, and disciplinary referrals disproportionately involve
students of color. The violent crime rate in South LA is over twice that of the county, while the property
crime rate is about equal to the county’s rate. Many school staff have reported that drug use is a
problem among students. About one-third of students reported that sadness or depression affects their
normal daily activities.

LAUSD passed a School-Wide Positive Behavioral Supports (SWPBS) policy in 2007. However, not all
district schools are doing a good job putting the policy into place. Based on an analysis of PBIS in schools
in four states across the country, in 2009-10, if the middle and high schools in Local District 7 had
increased their use of SWPBS by 50%:

e 741 (approximately 1/3) out-of-school suspensions would have been prevented
* Atleast 741 school days of student instructional time would have been saved

* 31 school days of teaching time would have been saved

* 93 school days of administrative time would have been saved

South Los Angeles parents expressed in focus groups and surveys that education for their children is a
top priority. Based on their experiences, suspensions push kids towards delinquency, increase violence,
increase drug and alcohol use, and increase the chances of their children coming into contact with law
enforcement. Parents were also very concerned about mental health issues for their children, believing
that poor mental health can spiral into other problems like drug use, violence, and disciplinary events
and incarceration.

South LA youth, both those who had and had not been suspended in the past, were very opposed to
exclusionary discipline practices overall. They felt that suspensions and expulsions are ineffective at
preventing future misbehavior and set students up for academic failure. They also expressed that severe
disciplinary actions can result in stress and harm psychological well-being of students. Students
overwhelmingly agreed that suspensions encourage students to “hang out” and have fun at best, and
engage in illicit and violent activities at worst. Some students acknowledged that disciplining chronically
disruptive students was necessary.

Findings of this HIA support the following key recommendations at LAUSD:

¢ All LAUSD schools should fully implement the existing SWPBS policy.

* The Los Angeles School Police Department, the Los Angeles Police Department, and the Los
Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department should prioritize and be trained in SWPBS as an
intervention approach with South LA youth, community, and schools.

¢ LAUSD teachers and schools should engage parents to the highest degree possible, including
within classrooms and in SWPBS implementation.

¢ LAUSD should concretely define the meaning of “willful defiance,” which is often cited as a
reason for school exclusions, and stop suspending and expelling students for subjective reasons.
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Case Study: Oakland Unified School District
High school graduation rates and test scores for OUSD are lower than, and dropout rates are higher

than, state averages. Suspension rates have been approximately 15 suspensions per 100 students, and
disciplinary referrals disproportionately involve students of color. Oakland is classified as one of the
most violent cities in the state. Many juvenile arrests occur in OUSD schools. Many school staff report
that drug use is a problem among students. About one-third of students reported that sadness or
depression affects their normal daily activities.

In January 2010, the OUSD School Board passed a resolution to adopt a district-wide Restorative Justice
(RJ) policy, and RJ is currently being piloted at 12 OUSD schools. District leadership hopes that in the
future, all OUSD schools will implement RJ at full scale. OUSD has also started implementing a Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) program. By the end of the 2011-12 school year, a cohort
of 10-12 pilot schools will be implementing PBIS in some form. Full PBIS implementation at these schools
is expected to begin in the 2012-13 school year.

Based on a predictive analysis of PBIS in schools in four states around the country, in 2009-10, if the 36
middle and high schools that have publicly available suspension data from the California Department of
Education’s Dataquest website had increased their use of PBIS by 50%:

* 1,568 (approximately 1/3) out-of-school suspensions would have been prevented
* At least 1,568 school days of student instructional time would have been saved
* 65 school days of teaching time would have been saved
* 196 school days of administrative time would have been saved
RJ is also anticipated to keep more kids in school rather than being suspended and expelled.

The general feeling of several Oakland high school students who participated in focus groups was that
exclusionary discipline was completely ineffective, and that an RJ approach is more promising. One
student said that in response to a disciplinary situation, misbehaving students should discuss and
guestion the weight of and reasons for their harmful behavior, appropriate consequences, and how to
prevent similar behavior in the future.

Some students who had experienced RJ circles themselves claimed that RJ can result in students
involved in a conflict resolving their differences and even becoming friends. However, at least two other
students expressed that they wouldn’t feel comfortable participating in an RJ circle and becoming
friends with someone who harmed them.

Findings of this HIA support the following key recommendations at OUSD:

* OUSD should continue the existing RJ and PBIS programs at OUSD pilot schools.

* QUSD should concurrently conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the RJ and PBIS
programs.

* As part of the evaluation, OUSD should implement a rigorous system of school discipline events
data collection across all OUSD schools, with data cross-referenced with information on student
and family demographics, academic performance and advancement, and health.

* QUSD should concretely define the meaning of “willful defiance,” which is often cited as a
reason for school exclusions, and stop suspending and expelling students for subjective reasons.
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Case Study: Salinas City Elementary School District
Suspension rates at SCESD have been approximately 8 suspensions per 100 students, and disciplinary

referrals disproportionately involve students of color. The homicide rate in the city of Salinas has
recently increased steadily over the past several years, and is currently estimated to be around four
times higher than the national rate. The rate of total violent crimes in Salinas is also higher than state
and national rates.

Restorative Justice (RJ) practices have been piloted in some Salinas elementary schools since 2009. In
Summer 2011, SCESD’s school board unanimously passed a Restorative Justice resolution for the district.
Today, advocates are pushing for RJ implementation in other districts in the county, such as Alisal Union
School District. In addition to RJ, Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) strategies have
been implemented in three SCESD schools, and the district plans to expand their PBIS programs when
funding allows.

The SCESD superintendent interviewed for this HIA emphasized the positive role of RJ in her district. She
has anecdotally observed that RJ has reduced suspensions, expulsions, and referrals to police, and has
helped student and teacher stress levels go down. She believes that students who learn RJ skills at
school bring them into their homes and communities, and that this can result in decreased violence and
crime in the community overall. She also supported the use of PBIS in schools.

Findings of this HIA support the following key recommendations for Salinas school districts:

¢ SCESD should continue supporting and developing its existing RJ and PBIS programs.

*  SCESD should concurrently conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of RJ and PBIS programs.

* As part of the evaluation, SCESD should implement a rigorous system of school discipline events
data collection across all SCESD schools, with data cross-referenced with information on student
and family demographics, academic performance and advancement, and health.

* Additional Salinas school districts, including Alisal, should consider passing and implementing RJ
and PBIS resolutions and programs.
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2 Introduction

One major responsibility of the US school system is to provide a safe and hospitable “school climate” in
which teachers can successfully teach and students can successfully learn. School discipline policies are
one key driver for promoting safe, positive, and healthy school climates. Beyond the effects of school
discipline on educational achievement, however, healthy school climates and the discipline policies that
impact them can both model and enrich healthy communities, so that even outside school boundaries,
respect, cooperation, and learning are behavioral norms. These healthy environments, whether in
schools or in the broader communities schools represent, are intimately tied to the population’s
educational, economic and health outcomes.

2.1 EXCLUSIONARY SCHOOL DISCIPLINE POLICIES

Today, in the era of “No Child Left Behind” (NCLB), schools face enormous pressures to target their
resources towards achieving measureable academic outcomes, such as high standardized-test scores
and graduation rates. The NCLB emphasis has created a culture of policy-making whereby educators feel
compelled to push “standards-based accountability” reforms, which tend to emphasize individual-level
interventions designed to remedy poor academic performance. In some cases, this comes at the cost of
school-wide community building. Teaching behavioral norms and developing positive school climate are
often afterthoughts, secondary to initiatives that seem more obviously linked to academic performance.

As a result, many schools have adopted a reactive approach to school discipline, where the goal is to
treat symptoms of an unhealthy school climate, as opposed to addressing risk factors that may lead to
that climate. To achieve quick returns, schools dispose of “bad seeds” from the community, so that the
“good apples” can learn, undisturbed. This has contributed to a disciplinary approach that can be
referred to as “Exclusionary School Discipline” (ESD).

In reality, school discipline policies exist on a spectrum that spans from severe exclusionary actions
(generally referred to as “Zero Tolerance” policies), to school-wide systems that prioritize intervention
and positive behavioral supports. While there are limited data on the proportion of schools in the
United States that formally implement Zero Tolerance or ESD policies, there is consensus in the research
community that the majority of U.S. public schools tend to rely heavily on ESD as their primary
disciplinary strategy.' Therefore, for the purposes of this paper, ESD is treated as the school discipline
status quo.

The aggressive exclusionary discipline reflected in Zero Tolerance policies, specifically, is intended to
deter future “misbehavior” by punishing all offenses severely. In so doing, these policies typically
enforce mandatory sentencing for specific student behaviors. These policies emerged as part of a
federal mandate regarding weapons at school, but over the course of their widespread adoption in the
1990s, local school districts slowly broadened Zero Tolerance policies’ scope, eventually including drugs,
alcohol, threats, insubordination, and even cursing to the list of behaviors that may now trigger severe
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disciplinary actions. These policies might mandate automatic out-of-school suspension, expulsion, or
even arrest as consequences for specific offenses.” For example, according to a 2009 story in the New
York Times, a Delaware first-grade student was suspended and summoned to a disciplinary hearing after
bringing a camping utensil to school. The utensil, awarded to the six-year-old as a Cub Scout honor,
doubled as a knife and was therefore considered a threat to safety. School officials stated that any child
who brings a weapon to school faces immediate disciplinary action — regardless of intent.’

Outside descriptions in the popular media, the academic literature describes no persuasive arguments
supporting the effectiveness of the spectrum of ESD policies for promoting school safety.” Furthermore,
numerous studies of school discipline find that schools that use ESD are no more likely to implement
discipline consistently than schools that have alternative discipline policies.’ In fact, studies have found
that 30% to 50% of suspended students are repeat offenders, suggesting that suspensions, especially, do
not deter future disruptive behavior. In one study, researchers concluded that “for some students,
suspension functions as more of a reinforcer than a punisher,”* where it may be perceived as a reward
by students, many of which constantly struggle in school.

Other literature on discipline points to the overrepresentation of minority students in school
punishment® as an illustration of how schools overuse exclusionary discipline towards certain student
subgroups, excluding specific racial, ethnic or disabled groups of students, regardless of the severity or
type of offense.® Advocates for school discipline reform point to persistent racial and gender disparities
in disciplinary referrals, suspensions, and expulsions as indications that the education community needs
to re-evaluate school discipline practices and norms. Students of color (particularly, Black males) are
punished more, and more severely, than White students. According to the U.S. Department of Education
Office of Civil Rights, for every White student suspended, nearly 3 Black students, 1.5 American Indian,
and 1.2 Latino students are suspended.” Studies have also found that high-needs, urban schools with
large Black, low-income, and Latino student populations are more likely to resort to punitive approaches
to discipline and less likely to use alternative disciplinary practices.® Given the negative impact of school
exclusions on academic achievement, disproportionate discipline for minority students might also
contribute to disparities in academic achievement between White and minority students.’

2.2 ALTERNATIVE DISCIPLINE POLICIES

Until school administrators become convinced of the efficacy and the feasibility of
alternatives to school suspension and expulsion, there is little likelihood that there will be
a wholesale abandonment of exclusionary discipline. Research on effective preventive
alternatives....is thus critical in order to assist schools in development sound alternatives
to exclusionary discipline.*

The disconnect between exclusionary school discipline’s ubiquity and effectiveness has led groups of
students, parents, teachers, administrators and others invested in schools to further examine the
consequences of exclusionary discipline policies and to explore policy alternatives. Over the last ten
years, groups including the American Psychological Association, the American Academy of Pediatrics,
the Advancement Project, and various state departments of education have issued reports on school
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discipline challenges and opportunities. As a result of this spotlight, alternative approaches to
exclusionary discipline—including predecessors of and programs like Positive Behavioral Interventions
and Supports (PBIS) and Restorative Practices in Schools (RPS)—have gained significant momentum in
policy discussions across the country. In California, school districts looking to expand their disciplinary
toolboxes have dedicated considerable resources to the implementation of PBIS and RPS, particularly.

PoOSITIVE BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTIONS AND SUPPORTS (PBIS)

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) is an evidence-based method for improving
student behavior and creating a safe and productive school culture. PBIS schools set clear expectations
for behavior, acknowledge and reward appropriate behavior, and implement a consistent continuum of
consequences for problem behavior. The PBIS design includes three tiers of supports, which include Tier
| supports for the entire student population (often referred to as School-Wide PBIS) and Tier Il
interventions for students at higher risk of behavioral problems. Tier lll supports offer students with
serious or chronic behavior problems behavior assessments to determine the causes of their behavior,
as well as individualized behavioral interventions. School-wide PBIS is employed throughout the entire
school, including the cafeteria, the buses and the hallways. All school personnel are trained in PBIS and
are continually supported in implementing it. Finally, PBIS schools are expected to rely on data, tracked
most easily in the form of office referrals, to both develop and modify their PBIS implementation.
Promising evidence for the implementation of PBIS in elementary schools has not been similarly
replicated at the middle and high school levels.

ScHOOL-BASED RESTORATIVE JUSTICE (R)J)

The Restorative Justice approach to school discipline holds youth accountable to members of the school
community for their negative behaviors. In a school setting, it shifts the focus away from rules and
toward the relationships between people in the school community. Repairing damage caused by
offending student behavior occurs by including all of the people involved to determine what happened
and identifying responses that might make things better. This allows people who have harmed others to
take responsibility for their behavior and for everyone to be involved in creating a safer community.’® As
defined and practiced in Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) schools, for example, RJ operates under
three core principles: (1) identifying harm, (2) involving all stakeholders to their desired comfort level,
and (3) true accountability — taking steps to repair the harm and address its causes to the degree
possible.™

Despite mounting evidence from the Juvenile Justice system that Restorative Justice approaches are
effective for decreasing recidivism in juvenile delinquency, Restorative Justice in schools is relatively
unexplored territory in the United States. While evaluations of school-based RJ are sparse, there is
considerable information about the philosophy of school-based RJ, which emphasizes “prevention,

n11

intervention, and re-integration,””” as opposed to exclusion.

2.3 A ROLE FOR HEALTH IMPACT ASSESSMENT

HIA is a combination of procedures, methods and tools by which a policy or project may be judged for its
potential health effects on a population, and the distribution of those effects within the population.™
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HIA can be used to improve the quality of public policy decision making through evidence-based
recommendations to enhance predicted positive health impacts and minimize negative ones.

In a recent Institute of Medicine report in the series “For the Public’s Health”, the expert committee
recommends that, “State and federal governments evaluate the health effects and costs of major
legislation, regulations, and policies that could have a meaningful impact on health. This evaluation
should occur before and after enactment.”*® The idea that policy is itself a health determinant, and that
social, economic and physical environments are shaped not only by individual choices but also by
national, state and local policy decisions, has been under-explored.

This call to inter-sectoral action for health is perhaps most relevant to education, particularly because
research consistently demonstrates that school achievement and health are inextricably linked. In 2009,
the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation’s Commission to Build a Healthier America summarized a wide
body of literature on this topic.

People with more education are likely to live longer, to experience better health
outcomes, and to practice health-promoting behaviors such as exercising regularly,
refraining from smoking, and obtaining timely health care check-ups and screenings.
Educational attainment among adults is linked with children’s health as well, beginning
early in life: babies of more-educated mothers are less likely to die before their first
birthdays, and children of more- educated parents experience better health.™*

Yet despite our awareness that education plays a critical role in shaping the health trajectories of
American youth, decisions about specific school-based policies rarely weigh their potential health
consequences. This is a missed opportunity to collaborate across sectors to improve the well-being of
American youth.

In school discipline policy debates, particularly, a health perspective has the potential to make novel
contributions regarding the health ramifications and long-term cost-effectiveness of various policy
options. There are obvious ways that school disciplinary policies may affect the health and well-being of
students. Mental health can be impacted directly. In 2010, 15-year-old student Nick Stuban was
suspended from school in Fairfax, Virginia for a first-time behavioral offense involving possession of a
marijuana look-alike substance. Following the event, Nick, a football player and avid Boy Scout, was not
allowed on school grounds to participate in any of his daily activities. He subsequently plunged into a
depression that resulted in suicide. A broader examination of zero tolerance policies in Fairfax, VA,
documents similarly devastating stories regarding the direct effects of disciplinary policies on the health
of disciplined students.”

Other health effects of school discipline are less obvious, and rarely, if ever, considered in decision-
making around school or district discipline policies. For instance, students suspended from school are
much more likely to engage in troublesome behavior. According to the Centers for Disease Control, “out
of school” youth are significantly more likely than “in school youth” to become involved in physical
fights, carry a weapon, smoke, use alcohol, marijuana and other drugs, and engage in sexual
intercourse.'® Exclusionary discipline may also contribute to future disciplinary referrals,’’*® involvement
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with the criminal justice system,*® ?! failure to complete school,”*** lower levels of employment and
income, and detract from family and community cohesion. Similarly, the contribution of discipline
policies to students’ perceptions of fairness and racial or ethnic discrimination has unique health effects.
Identifying the effects of different policy options on the long-term health of students and their
communities offers the potential to influence current policy discussions. While health is only one
outcome influenced by school discipline decisions, its effects are potentially profound; incorporating an
understanding of these health consequences contributes to fair, comprehensive and vigorous debate.

This report aims to identify the range of potential health effects that school discipline policy options may
have in order to inform current policy discussions underway in three communities in California. The
School Discipline Policy Health Impact Assessment was conceived of and led by Human Impact
Partners—a non-profit agency dedicated to the use and promotion of health impact assessment in the
United States—in collaboration with researchers at the University of California, San Francisco and
University of California Berkeley’s School of Public Health and Goldman School of Public Policy between
March 2010 and December 2011. The project was funded by The California Endowment (TCE), in
addition to support for individual researchers from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. A National
Advisory Committee comprised of education and violence experts representing academic institutions,
non-profit organizations, schools and government agencies offered counsel and support to these
activities. A complete list of the National Advisory Committee and other contributing agencies and
researchers is available in Appendix A.

This report structure follows the HIA process. We begin by presenting how the topic of school discipline
was selected for analysis, followed by a discussion of the research scope. We then describe how school
discipline policies lead to a variety of pathways that impact student and community health, and examine
how existing PBIS and RJ models may be expected to differ from exclusionary disciplinary outcomes. Our
findings are then applied to predictive analyses in case studies of three California locations: middle and
high schools in Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), middle and high schools in Oakland Unified
School District (OUSD), and elementary schools in Salinas City Elementary School District, all of which are
in various stages of reforming their school discipline contexts. Finally, we offer site-specific
recommendations for improving school discipline, overall school climate, and the health of all students
at these three sites. Broadly, we recommend that to promote healthy schools and communities, schools
should adopt a public health approach to school-wide discipline. We recommend an emphasis on
alternative disciplinary strategies that are focused on prevention, supportive of positive behavior, and
that encourage learning from misbehavior.

3 Background and Screening

IM

While there is no “typical” health impact assessment, best practice standards outline five steps in

conducting an HIA:

B Screening: determines the need for and value of an HIA
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B Scoping: identifies the potential health impacts to evaluate

B Analysis: Uses qualitative and quantitative data, expertise and experience to judge the
magnitude and direction of potential health impacts

B Reporting: delivers results to stakeholders through reports and presentations
B Monitoring: tracks the effects of the HIA on the decision and critically reviews the HIA process

The screening process was conducted between March and November 2010. Human Impact Partners
initially pursued incarceration as a topic for a prospective HIA due to its major impacts to individual and
society health and wellbeing, as well as our understanding that these impacts are not commonly
discussed in policy-making or advocacy contexts.

With the goal of gaining knowledge about policy angles and decision-making points appropriate for HIA,
HIP staff reached out to incarceration policy advocates around the nation. Discussions with advocates
revealed that school discipline would be a more impactful focus area for HIA. School suspensions and
expulsions were acknowledged as upstream determinants of incarceration outcomes, and advocates
perceived that momentum for policy change was growing in many school districts around the country.
Initial research and brainstorming of potential health impacts of school discipline policies, which was
visually illustrated by pathway diagrams (see Appendix B), yielded many serious and long-term
hypothesized health impacts. However, these impacts were not being acknowledged in existing
campaigns for policy change.

HIP coalesced these hypothesized impacts into distinct health determinant categories representing
separate pathways to health:

B Educational attainment

B Discipline

B Violence

B Drug abuse

B  Mental health

B Family and community cohesion

These pathways are discussed further in Section 4.

Because HIP had never before conducted an HIA on an education policy and didn’t have the expertise or
network to influence policy change alone, once deciding to pursue this HIA, the organization reached
out to others to collaborate on this project. The following contributors guided and carried out the HIA
process from start to finish:

B  Human Impact Partners staff led the HIA process and facilitated the core HIA team.
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B A Robert Wood Johnson Health and Society Scholar at the University of California, San
Francisco and University of California, Berkeley School of Public Health was a member of the
core HIA team.

B A student researcher at the University of California Goldman School of Public Policy was a
member of the core HIA team.

B A National School Discipline HIA Advisory Committee composed of advocates, academic and
other researchers, public health department staff, and school administrators (see Appendix A)
was formed during the screening phase of the HIA and guided the entire HIA process, beginning
with scoping (see Section 4).

In December 2010 the project received funding from The California Endowment (TCE). TCE focuses their
funding on 14 communities within the State of California, and their own prior needs assessments in
these communities identified school discipline as a priority health issue with opportunities for change in
Los Angeles, Oakland and Salinas. School districts in each of these cities were found to be at various
stages of reforming their discipline policies, and timelines for anticipated policy change allowed enough
time for an HIA analysis. In Los Angles, Oakland, and Salinas, there were already advocates working on
advancing discipline policy change, and when HIP reached out to them they expressed interest in
participating in an HIA. Thus, the HIA was funded in these three TCE sites.

The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation provided additional funding for the HIA to individual researchers
on the HIA team.

4 HIA Scope

4.1 ScHooL DiscIPLINE HIA OBIJECTIVES

School disciplinary policies are likely to impact the health of students, families, and communities
through several pathways. Students who are suspended, expelled, or sent to the juvenile justice system
may have different educational, employment and income opportunities, all of which are important
social determinants of health. The health of communities and subsequent generations also may be
impacted when discipline policies affect criminal activity, education and incarceration.

One of the guiding values of HIA is equity. It is well documented that African American, Latino, Native
American, and special-needs students are suspended or expelled at rates higher than those of their non-
Hispanic white or non-special needs peers. The health disparity impacts of school disciplinary policies on
students and their communities can inform debates about their consequences.

Given the likely impacts of different school discipline policies on health determinants and health
disparities, our HIA aims to identify impacts of discipline policies on health determinants, which can then
be linked to specific health outcomes. We anticipate that data on the impacts of these policies on
individual and community health will be useful for school districts, as well as state and federal legislators
considering changes to these policies. Furthermore, while health disparities are described extensively in
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public health literature, interventions to prevent these disparities in educational arenas are under-
studied. This HIA of school disciplinary policies highlights opportunities for public health and education
stakeholders to develop a shared agenda around educational success.

Specific objectives of this HIA included the following:

B Determine the health impacts of zero tolerance, Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports,
and Restorative Justice on students and communities in Oakland, South Los Angeles and East
Salinas school districts;

B Increase awareness among educators, school officials, teachers, parents, and students of the
health implications of school disciplinary policies and thereby increase support for those that
are found to be health-beneficial; and

B Increase awareness about HIA as a tool for identifying health impacts of public policy decision-
making and build the capacity of others to conduct and participate in HIAs.

4.2 HIA SCOPING PROCESS

HIP and the National School Discipline HIA Advisory Committee (National Advisory Committee)
conducted HIA scoping between May and December 2010. Scoping began by creating a series of
pathway diagrams that illustrate hypothesized pathways between school discipline policies and health
outcomes through educational attainment and achievement, disciplinary events and incarceration,
mental health, violence, drug abuse, and family/community cohesion. Pathway diagrams for educational
attainment, incarceration, and drug abuse are included in Appendix B.

HIA PARTNERS AND ROLES

While scoping for the overall HIA was led by the HIA Team with guidance from the National Advisory
Committee, HIP and local partners collaboratively developed site-specific workplans in each of the three
case study locations. These workplans included specific tasks, responsible parties, and timelines
corresponding to local advocacy milestones.

The local HIA partner in Los Angeles was Community Asset Development Re-defining Education (CADRE),
and in Salinas the local partner was Restorative Justice Partners (RJP). There was no formal partner in
Oakland, however, various organizations contributed to specific stages of the HIA process and are cited
later in this report.

Partner roles in the HIA scoping phase included:

B Educating the HIA team on the local school discipline context including on how discipline-related
decisions are made, who the key players are, and what school discipline-related decisions the
HIA could influence.

B Helping shape HIA scope and assessment to reflect priorities and needs of local partners.

B Reviewing the HIA scope and place-specific workplan.
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In some cases, sharing relevant quantitative data that they may have access to.

In some cases, helping coordinate access to qualitative and quantitative data sources, including
parents, administrators, and students.

4.3 DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The pathway diagram and corresponding research questions to examine educational outcomes, and thus

health outcomes associated with school discipline policies, included evaluating school performance with

respect to:
B graduation rates
B academic performance and educational outcomes measures (standardized test scores)
B rates of truancy
B dropout rates
B relationships between school’s discipline practices and the above indicators

The pathway diagram and corresponding research questions to examine misbehavior, recurring

discipline events, and incarceration and thus health outcomes associated with school discipline policies,

included evaluating school performance with respect to:

suspension and expulsion rates and triggers

student behavior

relationships between school’s discipline practices and the above indicators
relationship between school discipline practices and later risk for incarceration

relationship between parents and youth and law enforcement

The pathway diagram and corresponding research questions to examine mental health outcomes

directly associated with school discipline policies included evaluating school performance with respect

to:
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prevalence of depression
prevalence of suicidal thought and tendencies
prevalence of anxiety

relationship between school discipline practices and the above indicators



The pathway diagram and corresponding research questions to examine violence and thus health
outcomes associated with school discipline policies included evaluating school performance with respect
to:

B rates and types of school violence
B community crime rates

B relationship between school discipline practices and risk for violence and crime

The pathway diagram and corresponding research questions to examine drug use and thus health
outcomes associated with school discipline policies included evaluating school performance with respect
to:

B rates of drug and alcohol use among students
B rates of drug-related offenses including suspensions/expulsions

B relationship between school discipline practices and the above indicators

The pathway diagram and corresponding research questions to examine family and community cohesion
and thus health outcomes included comparing schools with different policies with respect to:

B student connectedness to schools, teachers, and peers
B parent and youth connectedness to their greater community and neighborhood
B family and community cohesion and stress

B relationship between school discipline practices and the above indicators

ExcLuSIONS DISPROPORTIONATELY IMPACT MINORITY STUDENTS

A broad research theme that is weaved through all elements of the HIA scope (when possible) is the
exploration of any disproportionate impact on minority students of discipline policies in Los Angeles,
Oakland and Salinas.

Student behavior is only one variable that contributes to disciplinary outcomes. Teacher and
administrator attitudes, school governance, and the racial make-up of schools also play crucial roles in
determining the impact of disruptive behavior on students’ educational trajectories.”>?’ Taken together,
school- and student-level factors explain the disproportionate use of disciplinary action across racial,
cultural, disability, and socioeconomic status lines.?33

Extensive research on disparate disciplinary outcomes suggests that racial disproportionality does not
necessarily reflect authentic differences in student misconduct between minority and White students. In
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fact, rich empirical research indicates that Black students, in particular, are referred to school
administrative offices more often** and tend to receive harsher punishments than White students, even
for less serious offenses.>’

Research on racial disproportionality does indicate, however, that not all schools with low-income or
minority student bodies record high suspension rates. This finding suggests that school-level
interventions can successfully decrease racial disparities in school exclusions. For example, Raffaele
Mendez et al. (2002)*® found that schools that tended to emphasize prevention programs had lower out-
of-school suspension rates, likely secondary to decreased disruptive behavior, and improved teacher
classroom management. Other research on the positive relationship between administrator attitudes
and school disciplinary action reinforces how school context and governance together drive rates of
suspension and expulsion.*

4.4 FINAL HIA SCOPE

Pathway diagrams, proposed research questions, and initial ideas for data sources were presented to
the National Advisory Committee in a phone meeting in June 2010, during which the HIA Team received
valuable feedback and additional resources. Following this meeting, the HIA scope was refined into a
final scope detailing specific research questions, indicators, methods of analysis, and data sources. The
final scope, divided into six sections representing each health determinant, is presented in Appendix C.

5 Assessment

We used a multiple-method approach to address research questions in this HIA, combining the
experience and perspectives of stakeholders who daily experience the impacts of school discipline
policies with quantitative data sources and methods. We conducted focus groups and interviews with
OUSD, LAUSD, and Salinas students and administrators to learn local perspectives on school discipline.
We created a survey that was administered by parent-members of CADRE to 120 South LA parents. We
conducted an original multivariable regression analysis to determine effectiveness of PBIS on disciplinary
and educational outcomes. We complemented these methods with a detailed review of empirical
literature on school discipline and published reports from school districts and the California Department
of Education (CDE). Additionally, we referenced the California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS) and the
California School Climate Survey (CSCS). This section summarizes general methods and findings before
delving into case study analyses in Section 6.

5.1 Literature Reviews

Literature reviews were conducted by searching available scientific databases with terms related to
school discipline, including: school discipline; school violence; suspension; expulsion; racial
disproportionality; school achievement; school organizational health; restorative justice; and positive
behavioral interventions and supports. Additional web searches using popular databases were
subsequently examined for articles not appearing in the academic literature.
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Literature review findings are presented in this section. First, evidence linking each of the six health
determinants to health outcomes is described, followed by literature evidence on the impacts of ESD,
PBIS, and RJ on health.

5.1.1 CONNECTION BETWEEN HEALTH DETERMINANTS AND HEALTH OUTCOMES

The six health determinants in this HIA scope were selected based on their likely impact on health

outcomes (with the exception of mental health, which is a health outcome in itself) along with their

connection with school discipline. The following table summarizes the literature evidence supporting
each health determinant’s connection to health outcomes.

Table 5-1. Evidence linking select social determinants to health

Social
Determinant Health Effects Further Resources
Education The more education people have, the better their health knowledge, * Education and Health
. 40 RWIJ Report:
behaviors, and outcomes. ) -
. . . L (http://www.commissio
* Highly educated people have lower likelihoods of engaging in risky, nonhealth.org/PDF/c27
health-detrimental behavior and are less likely to be overweight or 0deb3-ba42-4fbd-baeb-
obese 4! 2cq65956f00e/|ssue%20
. X Brief%206%20Sept%200
* Well-educated adults have better mortality outcomes than their less 9%20-
educated peers. %20Education%20and%
* Educational attainment directly impacts people’s earnings potential. 20Health.pdf)
One year of education, for example, leads to roughly an 8% increase
in earnings.”™**
* Education improves people’s access to social networks of support,
reducing social stressors, improving community cohesion, and
increasing social capital.42
¢ Attendance and grade point average are the two best predictors of
whether incoming 9th grade students will graduate.45
Misbehavior, * Some types of misbehavior, such as violence, are directly or indirectly | * Burrell,S., DeMuro, P.,
Recurring related to health (see below). Dunlap, E., Sanniti, C.,

Discipline Events,
and Incarceration

Recurring discipline events can lead to school drop-out,46 and when
students drop out of school they are deprived above the health
benefits listed above.

Juvenile and adult incarceration are associated with stress-related
illnesses, psychiatric problems, suicide attempts, higher long-range
recidivism rates, and increased HIV, Hepatitis C, and tuberculosis.

& Warboys, L. (1998).
Crowding in Juvenile
Detention Facilities: A
Problem Solving
Manual. Richmond, KY:
National Juvenile
Detention Association
and Youth Law Center.
Haggarty, M. F. (2000,
Summer). Incarcerated
Populations & HIV.
Retrieved April 25,
2011, from The Body:
the Complete HIV/AIDS:
http://www.thebody.co

m/

Farmer, P. (2003).
Pathologies of Power:
Health, Human Rights,
and the New War on
the Poor. Berkeley:
University of California
Press.
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Community
Violence and
Crime

The impacts of violence on health are both direct and indirect. In
other words, violence can cause injury or death, but it also can affect
health-related behaviors; create violence-related stress that has
physiological affects on health; and can increase neighborhood and
social adversity that are related to poor health.*’

Child maltreatment, intimate partner violence, school, neighborhood
and workplace violence all have both immediate and lasting effects
on individuals and communities.

Neighborhood levels of violence are also linked to a population’s
health. For instance, studies link neighborhood violent crime rates
with adverse birth outcomes such as preterm birth and low birth
weight, even when individual-level risk characteristics are taken into
account.”®

The effects of violence are cumulative; for instance, children who
have experienced 5+ exposures to violence are 6x more likely to have
low levels of self-rated health

There are strong associations between risk of violence and non-
violent delinquency by both adolescent girls and boys49 and exposure
to violence in socially disadvantaged communities

Stress and Health RWJ
Report
(http://www.rwijf.org/fil
es/research/sdohseries2
01l1lviolence.pdf)

Drug Use

Alcohol use is linked to weight gain, high blood pressure, depressed
immune system, cancer, liver disease, dementia, other brain disease
and heart disease

Other drugs have been linked with a range of health outcomes,
encompassing a range of acute and long-term effects. These effects
include: mental health status deterioration, overdose and death, lung
disease, violent behavior, unwanted pregnancies, transmission of HIV
and other communicable diseases.

Alcohol and other substance use also are linked to poor school and
work performance, increased numbers of accidental injuries and
deaths, increased involvement in the justice system.

University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill
School of Medicine,
Bowles Center for
Alcohol Studies
(http://www.med.unc.e
du/alcohol/)

Center for Injury
Research and Policy at
Johns Hopkins
Bloomberg School of
Public Health

Family, School,
and Community
Cohesion

Social trust and other forms of social cohesion are important drivers
of collective efficacy and key mechanisms linking inequality and
health®®*?

Low trust is significantly associated with lower self-rated health,
suicide, homicide, assault, all-cause mortality, heart-disease
mortality, and mortality from other causes>

Low levels of collective efficacy are associated with major
depression54 and violence™

Bjornstrom EE. The
neighborhood context
of relative position,
trust, and self-rated
health. Soc Sci Med.
2011 May 27.%

Mental Health

Stress related to feeling unsafe in one’s neighborhood can have
adverse health effects throughout life, and may influence subsequent
generations.

Peer-to-peer bullying and educator-induced trauma aggravates stress
symptoms and in some cases contribute to increased likelihood of
developing Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD).56

Both early life>” and chronic stress have been linked to poor birth
outcomes; childhood illnesses like obesity;58 and adult chronic
disease, including mental health disorders,59 diabetes, obesity, heart
disease,60 and substance abuse.®

Stress and Health RWJ
Report:
(http://www.rwijf.org/fil
es/research/sdohstressa
ndhealthissuebrief2011

0324.pdf)
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5.1.2 EXCLUSIONARY SCHOOL DISCIPLINE POLICIES

Now looking upstream of the health determinants, the following section presents literature evidence
connecting exclusionary discipline to each of the six health determinants.

RESEARCH CONNECTING ESD 1O EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES
Research has consistently shown that there is a negative association between rates of

62-64

suspension/expulsion and both school-wide and individual academic achievement.®> Out-of-school

suspension has been linked to persistent academic failure, grade retention, negative school attitudes,

> 26,6569 O average, students

increased Special Education referrals, and high early school dropout rates.
who have been suspended more than once participate in fewer extracurricular activities, achieve lower
grades, and have lower attendance rates than one-time suspendees or students who have never been

suspended.”®®’

A recent statewide longitudinal study in Texas*® that tracked an entire cohort of students between 7"
grade and graduation found that approximately 10% of students suspended or expelled during those
years dropped out, and about 59% of students disciplined 11 times or more did not graduate from high
school.

Furthermore, many studies show that even after controlling for rates of poverty, proportion of African-
American students, school size, type, and locale, schools with high rates of suspension tend to achieve
lower standardized test scores than schools with lower rates of suspension.”® Studies offer a number of
explanations for why exclusions lead to poor academic performance, including feelings of alienation,
disenfranchisement from school, lack of trust, and considerable time spent out-of-school.

RESEARCH CONNECTING ESD TO MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND
INCARCERATION

ESD and Recurring Discipline Events

While this section discusses ESD events as risk factors for additional misbehavior by the student and
thus recurring discipline and incarceration, it is important to note that student misbehavior is not the
only predictor of suspension and expulsion. Teacher and administrator attitudes about school discipline
may be even more relevant: one researcher found that classroom and school characteristics are more
predictive of an individual student’s probability of being suspended than are student attitudes and
behavior.* A statewide study conducted in Texas*® found that of nearly 1 million students studied,
nearly 60% of whom were suspended or expelled once between 7" and 12" grade, only 3% of the
disciplinary actions were for conduct for which state law mandates suspensions and expulsions; the
remainder were made at the discretion of school officials.

Most literature reports that suspension leads to increased rates of misbehavior and suspension among
those suspended,’* ® with repeat offenders causing between 30% and 50% of suspensions.”
However, this research is mixed, with some literature sources saying that ESD actually decreases
incidents of misbehavior’? and aggressive behavior.”
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One reason for an increase in misbehavior may be that being suspended (or expelled) causes kids to be
away from supervision provided at school. A Centers for Diseases Control and Prevention (CDC) study
found that when youth are not in school, they are more likely to become involved in a physical fight,
carry a weapon, use drugs (tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, and cocaine), and engage in sexual
intercourse.'®

As reported in the introduction to this report, there are vast racial disparities in suspension and
expulsion, with black males being punished more frequently and more severely than students of other

6, 18, 25, 36, 37, 74-77

racial groups. Some research shows that Latino students also disproportionately

disciplined, although this research is less consistent.*” ’®

ESD and Incarceration

The increased reliance on severe consequences in response to student disruption has resulted in an
increase of referrals to the juvenile justice system for infractions that were once handled in school. %
Most researchers have found the existence of a “school to prison pipeline,” in that exclusionary
discipline practices at school lead to a higher risk of referral to juvenile justice and adult incarceration.
One reason for this is that as of 2000, 41 states require that if a school removes a student for any
criminal offense outlined in the state’s zero tolerance policy, the district is required to report that
student to the juvenile authorities.”” Another reason is that unsupervised youth are more likely to
commit crimes: as many as 60% of daytime crimes are committed by truant youths,® and crimes outside
of school are subject to consequences by law enforcement. Thus, the logical pathway between school
and prison is that ESD leads to drop-out,”® ** being out of school may lead to delinquent behavior, and
this behavior may result in incarceration. A finding of the Texas longitudinal study cited previously was
that a student who was suspended or expelled for a discretionary violation was nearly three times as
likely to be in contact with the juvenile justice system the following year.*®

Black and Latino boys are the most likely to be suspended and expelled in school, make up the majority
of incarcerated juveniles,® and also are vastly overrepresented in adult prison.?’ Thus, the school to
prison pipeline is particularly robust for Blacks and Latinos. In addition, there tends to be increased
police presence in lower-income neighborhoods, many of which are heavily-populated with Blacks and
Latinos, which increases the chances of police contact with youth in these neighborhoods. This may
partly explain why the youth, and minority youth especially, who live in these neighborhoods may be
subject to disproportionate amounts of arrests and subsequent incarcerations (A. Ruelas, personal
communication, Nov. 17", 2011).

RESEARCH CONNECTING ESD TO MENTAL HEALTH OUTCOMES

While the other five health determinants represent indicators of health influenced by school discipline,
exclusionary discipline may directly impact health as well. A strong body of evidence suggests that ESD
practices may actually be developmentally inappropriate for adolescents. While in certain instances,
adolescent misbehavior results from individual poor choices, in many cases, adolescent delinquency —
especially, acts of “defiance” and rebellion — may be expressions of developmental and neurological
immaturity.21
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ESD approaches have been found to increase post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD),>® and may
exacerbate students’ tendencies towards disruption by arousing feelings of resentment and counter-
coercion.®? This is especially true for students with learning disabilities or exceptional mental or physical
needs. These students are more prone to misbehavior, discipline, and referral to the juvenile justice
system.®*
Suspension and expulsion are not the lone culprits in harming mental health. More insidious disciplinary
practices that pass without record legally and socially-sanctioned disciplinary practices, such as corporal
punishment (still legal in 20 states) and so-called “motivational” public displays of disciplining, along

with frequent use of alienating classroom management strategies, such as “time-outs,”®

may lead to
short- or long-term emotional damage among students.®’> These sorts of exclusionary disciplinary
practices decrease students’ feelings of “bondedness” to school, increasing the likelihood of
delinquency® and inclinations towards aggressive and anti-social behaviors®’ and resulting behavioral

disorders, such as Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD) and Conduct Disorder (CD).%

RESEARCH CONNECTING ESD TO COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

School violence has been relatively stable since 1985.' However, there are mixed reports on whether
critical violence, such as gun violence or other life-threatening violence, has changed, although

research’"

and data agree that it remains a very small percentage of all school disruptions. Hahn et al
cites various sources suggesting that gun violence declined over the 1990s after a peak in 1994, as did
involvement in physical fights on school property.”® However, the same authors indicated that the
proportion of high school students reporting having been threatened or injured with a weapon on

school property in the past 12 months remained steady over this period, at 7% to 9%.

There is no peer-reviewed literature evidence connecting ESD policies such as zero tolerance to actual

491 However, researchers have discovered that based on

direct measures of violence and disruption.
data from the National Center for Education Statistics, schools that use zero tolerance policies are still

less safe than those without such policies.’?

RESEARCH CONNECTING ESD 1O DRUG USE

As reported above, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) study found that when youth are
not in school, they are more likely to use drugs (tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, and cocaine).*

RESEARCH CONNECTING ESD 1O ScHooL, FAMILY AND COMMUNITY COHESION

Little to no peer-reviewed research has been conducted on the impact of school discipline on school,
family and community cohesion. However, one suggested family impact of ESD relates to family income
and the costs associated with school exclusions. The American Psychological Association Task Force on
Zero Tolerance reports that the costs of treatment associated with a student’s contact with the juvenile
justice system can negatively impact families.**

The same source notes that “no reports were found...indicating that [zero tolerance policies] have
assisted parents in the difficult challenges of parenting or that family units have been strengthened
through their use.”
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RESEARCH ON DISPARITIES IN ESD
An abundance of strong evidence shows that an overrepresentation in suspensions and expulsions has

6, 18, 21, 25, 37, 38, 46, 74, 93, 94

been found consistently for African American students, and less consistently for

Latino students.>” *® ”® African American students may be disciplined more often and more severely for
less serious or more subjective reasons.”* 7% 77 %

Low-income students are given more severe disciplinary consequences, such as suspension, than their
higher income counterparts.”> *® Both high- and low-income students agree that ESD policies are

6, 26, 33

directed more towards poor students. Children with single parents are between two and four

times as likely to be suspended or expelled from school as are children with both parents at home.*

94, 96, 97

Students with disabilities also punished disproportionately. A recent statewide longitudinal study

in Texas® that tracked an entire cohort of students between 7% grade and graduation found that nearly
three quarters of students who qualified for special education services were suspended or expelled at
least once. Students coded as having an “emotional disturbance” were especially susceptible to
suspension and expulsion.

5.1.3 POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTIONS AND SUPPORTS

This section presents literature evidence connecting PBIS to each of the six health determinants.

RESEARCH CONNECTING PBIS TO EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

Initial research from non-randomized studies indicate that implementation of PBIS was associated with
improvements in student academic performance.” The developers of PBIS recently conducted a three-
year randomized trial of school-wide PBIS using a waitlist design. Findings from this study indicated that
PBIS was associated with an increase in third grade reading performance.” These are encouraging
findings on the impact of PBIS on educational outcomes.

RESEARCH CONNECTING PBIS TO MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND
INCARCERATION

Results of multiple studies indicate that implementation of school-wide PBIS is associated with a

reduction in office discipline referrals and suspensions.'***

RESEARCH CONNECTING PBIS TO MENTAL HEALTH OUTCOMES

Our literature review did not reveal any previous research on the effect of PBIS on mental health.

RESEARCH CONNECTING PBIS TO COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

The three-year randomized trial of school-wide PBIS, conducted by the developers of PBIS, indicated
that PBIS is associated with improvements in students’ perceptions of safety at school.”” However, data
on actual crime and violence occurrences was unavailable.

RESEARCH CONNECTING PBIS TO DRUG USE

Our literature review did not reveal any previous research on the effect of PBIS on drug use.
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RESEARCH CONNECTING PBIS TOo ScHooL AND COMMUNITY COHESION

Preliminary findings from the ongoing five-year longitudinal randomized controlled trial of PBIS indicate
that training in PBIS is associated with improvements in the school staff members’ perceptions of the
schools’ organizational health.'® '° Good organizational health was defined to include an emphasis on
academic achievement, friendly and collegial relationships among staff, respect for all members of the
school community, supportive administrative leadership, consistent discipline policies, attention to
safety issues, and family and community involvement. “Organizational health” is an indicator assessed
by staff and not students, and thus it is flawed as an indicator of students’ connections with one another
and with their school.

5.1.4 RESTORATIVE JUSTICE

This section presents literature evidence connecting RJ to each of the six health determinants. It is
important to note that research suggests that successful implementation of RJ requires all adults within
a school site — from custodial staff to school administrators — to be trained in restorative practices
over a three-year period before RJ is fully effective (F. Davis, personal communication, Feb. 8, 2011).
Appendix D includes a more comprehensive summary table of evaluations on school-based RJ to date.

RESEARCH CONNECTING RJ TO EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

Research indicates that RJ practices in schools reduce suspensions and expulsions and helps create and
sustain positive relationships throughout the school community (see below). These conditions are
anticipated to lead to better educational outcomes such as attendance, academic performance,
graduation, and test scores.

RESEARCH CONNECTING RJ TO MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND

INCARCERATION

According to the report, “School-based restorative justice as an alternative to zero-tolerance policies:
Lessons from West Oakland”*®’ at Cole Middle School in Oakland, students and teachers felt that the
implementation of RJ contributed to better behavior in the classroom. Some teachers reported that as a
result of the RJ process there were fewer instances of harmful behavior, such as students acting out in
the classroom or showing disrespect. This report also showed that astonishingly, expulsions were
completely eliminated and suspensions were reduced by 87% after RJ was implemented at Cole Middle
School. In the three years before RJ was implemented, there were 50 suspensions per 100 students, and
in the two years after RJ was implemented, the rate fell to only six per 100 students.

However, many potentially confounding events could obscure the Cole Middle School data. Two main
confounders are that a new principal started at the school at the same time that RJ implementation
started, and student enrollment at the school reduced drastically in the same timeframe as RJ was
implemented.®

® The report presents the following additional limitations to the Cole Middle School study:

*  Cole Middle School was in the process of closing down and contained only one grade during the year of observation;
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A study of RJ practices in Pennsylvania schools determined that RJ led to decreased suspensions,
expulsions, disruptive behavior, recidivism, and discipline referrals in all six participating schools.'®
Similarly, a study of RJ in 19 Scottish schools found a measurable reduction of playground incidents,
109 A New Zealand study of RJ

conferencing to address disciplinary problems in 34 New Zealand schools also saw a reduction in

discipline referrals, exclusion and use of external behavior support.

suspensions.110

RESEARCH CONNECTING RJ TO MENTAL HEALTH OUTCOMES
RJ has been found to have a positive effect on mental health outcomes in schools around the globe. Pre-

L 12 Baltimore, Maryland,® and New York City™*

post evaluations of student RJ programs in Australia,
reported increased levels of respect and empathy, improved conflict resolution skills, and reduced
antisocial behavior among students after they learned and implemented RJ practices. In addition to

using them within their schools, students may also take these skills into their families and communities.

RESEARCH CONNECTING RJ To COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

Based on a report describing a pilot school-based RJ program at a West Oakland middle school, RJ was
found to have contributed to making the school more peaceful, with fewer fights among students.'”’
The study of the effects of RJ in six Pennsylvania schools documented reduced violence,'® and an

evaluation of school-based RJ in Australia reported increased perceptions of safety.!*" 1% 12

A pre-post
evaluation of a series of workshops on restorative practices for 5,000 students, 300 teachers, and 15
elementary schools in New York City'** found reduced crime among participants after participating in

the workshops.

RESEARCH CONNECTING RJ TO DRUG USE

Our literature review did not reveal any previous research on the effect of RJ on drug use.

RESEARCH CONNECTING RJ TO SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY COHESION

A study of school-wide RJ in 19 Scottish schools determined a “positive disciplinary culture shift” though
also indicated that greatest success was achieved where schools were successful in creating and
sustaining positive relationships throughout the school community.® Another study reported that
when RJ was introduced with commitment, enthusiasm, leadership and significant staff development,
there was a clear positive impact on all relationships in school.*"

A pre-post evaluation of a school-based RJ program in Australia found increased student participation in
the school community as a result of RJ. Increased respect among students was also observed.

*  Programs besides RJ, including a mediation program, also existed and may have influenced student behavior and the
number of suspensions.

*  Aswith all studies using direct observation and interviewing techniques, the presence of the interviewer and observer
may have affected responses and behaviors; teachers mentioned that students may have been less disruptive when
an observer was present, as another adult was in the classroom.
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5.2 PBIS Effectiveness Study

To estimate the effectiveness of PBIS on disciplinary and educational outcomes, we combined data from
the California Department of Education, the University of Oregon and the National Center for Education
Statistics. Our objective was to monitor how changes in the degree of implementation or “fidelity” to
the PBIS model coincided with changes in the number of school suspensions, major office disciplinary
referrals (ODRs), recidivism rates for ODRs, truancy rates, and English and math test scores. We also
looked at whether the racial disproportionality of ODRs (whether or not certain racial groups of students
were affected more than others) changed with increased PBIS implementation. For a more detailed
explanation of the methodology used for this analysis, please see Appendix E.

The major finding of this study was that middle and high schools, after controlling for student
demographics, would see a 34% reduction in out-of-school suspensions if they were to increase their
implementation of PBIS by 50% (scored using a commonly used PBIS implementation survey). The
resulting reduction in out-of-school suspensions could then be translated to time-savings for student
learning, teaching time in the classroom, and administrative tasks.

5.3 California Healthy Kids Survey and California School Climate
Survey

The California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS) and the California School Climate Survey (CSCS) were both
obtained from WestEd, the designers and administrators of the surveys, for the 2005-06 and 2007-08
school years. The data request for both surveys included non-alternative, non-charter middle and high
schools in Los Angeles Unified School District (CHKS n=85, CSCS n=42), and Oakland Unified School
District (CHKS n=55, CSCS n=31). Unlike LAUSD and OUSD, elementary school data for Salinas City
Elementary School District, for the years 2007-08 and 2009-10, were obtained via official WestEd
technical reports, as the raw data files were unavailable.

The goals of the CHKS are to provide needs assessment data on school climate and student health and
behavioral issues. The survey is administered to participating schools on odd-numbered years for grades
5, 7,9 and 11. These grades were chosen because they were identified as important transitional years
for youth. Seventh graders are administered a “Middle School” version of the questionnaire while 9"
and 11" graders are given the “High School” version. School staff are trained to administer the survey to
students during a selected school period. Selected questions to analyze on the CHKS include
demographics, smoking, tobacco and drug use, school and domestic violence, gang involvement and
resiliency.

The CSCS is an elective web-based survey that is offered to most staff working in grades 5 through 12 in
the same schools that participate in the CHKS survey. Selected questions to analyze on the CSCS include
perceptions of school-wide staff-to-student support, student academic performance, student and staff
safety (including prevalence of violence), student alcohol and drug use, and school discipline policy
enforcement.
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Relevant questions on the CHKS and CSCS were first identified on survey questionnaires, and all non-
selected questions in the data set were dropped. All variables were aggregated to percentages to
represent the percent of respondents who answered with a non-zero response. Then, the data from
both surveys were merged based on their unique California Department of Education school
identification code and the school year.

For both of these data sets, only two data points (2005-06 and 2007-08 school years) could be obtained
and compiled. The original intention for the analysis of these surveys was a longitudinal analysis of
associations between staff perceptions of zero tolerance implementation and student behaviors,
attitudes and health indicators. However, the availability of only two data points does not allow for a
true longitudinal analysis, and thus it would be inappropriate to draw conclusions about any accidental
relationships between various survey indicators. This HIA reports relevant CHKS and CSCS survey results
only to provide context within the existing conditions profiles for the three case study sites.

FINDINGS

Findings from the CHKS and CSCS were very mixed, both within districts and between districts. For
example, between the two survey years (2005-06 and 2007-08), an increasing percentage of LAUSD staff
perceived that zero tolerance policies were enforced, while a lower percentage of OUSD staff perceived
this. Further details of staff and student responses are included in each individual site’s case study
chapter.

A selection of CHKS and CSCS results for both LAUSD and OUSD are included in Appendices F and G,
respectively. Appendix H includes a summary of select CHKS and CSCS results for SCESD.

5.4 Focus Groups

We facilitated several focus groups on the topic of school discipline with students and parents from
Oakland Unified School District and Los Angeles Unified School District. These focus groups incorporate
often “unheard” voices into the school discipline dialogue, and we believe that these voices are essential
parts of the school discipline story. Focus group questions, included as Appendix |, addressed research
guestions in the scope and were tailored to each specific age group.

With support from local organization Youth Alive!, Human Impact Partners completed three focus
groups with high school students in grades 9 through 12 at Castlemont Campus High Schools in East
Oakland.™® These students were members of Youth Alive’s Teens on Target (TNT) program, which gives
youth from high-violence neighborhoods a chance to develop leadership skills in violence prevention.
Students were split up into three groups of approximately 10 students each. All focus groups were
approximately 1.5 hours in length, and were audio recorded.

HIP and CADRE conducted two focus groups of South LA parents (one in English with 13 participants,
and one in Spanish with seven participants) and another with seven students in grades 5 through 12,
conducted in English."™® All focus groups were approximately 1.5 hours in length and were audio
recorded.

37



FINDINGS

South LA focus groups covered participants’ personal experiences with school suspension and expulsion,
school discipline practices, consequences of out-of-school time, connectedness to school, community
cohesion, and alternatives to exclusions. While parents and students expressed a range of opinions on
school discipline policies, overall, participants agreed that school exclusions are ineffective in preventing
future misbehavior. Rather than an opportunity to reflect on their behavior, students consider school
exclusions to be time off for having fun. Participants also emphasized that unsupervised time spent out
of school due to suspension increases youth'’s likelihood of engaging in risky and illicit behavior. Parents
and youth also shared deep concerns about pervasive community violence and its impact on the culture
of schools — especially for young, Black men. Finally, parents and students stressed the value of healthy
school climate, highlighting the importance of teacher-student bonds. Parents of LAUSD students added
that safe schools necessitate high levels of parent engagement and participation.

In Oakland, Castlemont students disagreed with a zero tolerance approach to school discipline. They feel
that time out of school due to suspensions and expulsions is like a “vacation,” and that kids don’t want
to be in school anyway. In addition, rather than punish students severely for all types of offenses,
students in all three focus groups overwhelmingly agreed that different severities of discipline should be
assigned to various types of misbehavior. Many youth cited “disrespecting adults” as the major cause for
suspensions, and felt that suspensions as punishment were ineffective at preventing future offenses in
school. Participants in one group noted the failure of school staff to take action against drug use on
campus. One topic of discussion was the RJ “peace circles” that were beginning to be used in their
schools after the recent RJ resolution was passed. Students reported having mixed feelings about the
peace circles, with some citing that they would feel uncomfortable or worried about opening up their
feelings to their peers or “appearing weak.” Others said that students would not take what is discussed
in those circles seriously, “because people are immature.” On the other hand, a few students expressed
that they would like to be able to explain their feelings and thoughts to others in case they were going
through similar experiences.

For detailed accounts of two of the CADRE focus groups, please see Appendix J. While notes for the
third CADRE focus group and the three Oakland focus groups were not summarized, audio recordings
and written transcriptions are on file at HIP’s office.

5.5 Interviews

We conducted interviews with the Salinas City Elementary School District superintendent, Donna
Vaughan, as well as Elizabeth Husby, Executive Director of Restorative Justice Partners in Salinas. Both
interviews (D. Vaughan, personal communication, 9/20/2011; E. Husby, personal communication,
6/6/2011) informed our understanding of RJ implementation in Salinas schools and provided anecdotal
evidence on impacts of RJ on educational attainment and other health determinants in our HIA scope.
Interview questions were prepared in advance and addressed research questions in the scope. Interview
summaries are included in Appendix K.

38



FINDINGS

Donna Vaughan discussed her strong belief in Restorative Justice as a strategy for teaching life skills,
encouraging youth to learn from mistakes, and helping students stay in school. Based on her own
experience, she believes that “drop-outs are made in elementary school,” and thus focusing RJ efforts
on the elementary school age group has long-lasting value. Ms. Vaughan said that in her experience,
both RJ and PBIS result in fewer referrals to law enforcement. She feels that while impulsive behavior
will always happen among youth, RJ holds promise in preventing repeat incidents as students become
aware of the complexity of conflicts and the value of conflict resolution.

Addressing some of our other research questions, Ms. Vaughan reported having observed declines in
student and teacher stress levels in schools that have implemented RJ, and she shared that there are
counseling resources at each of her schools for children that come from violent homes. She feels that RJ
in schools leads to reduced crime in the community, given that youth learn to repair and recognize harm
at a young age, and also because kids take R} home and teach RJ skills to their parents. She also believes
that “schools are hubs of the community, and sometimes they reflect the pain that the community is
experiencing.” She anticipates that drug use would decline with RJ, because RJ’s ability to prevent and
reduce stress makes students less needy of the escape that drugs provide. She thinks reduced drug use
among students could even lead to a “ripple effect” of decreased drug use in the greater community
over time.

5.6 Parent Survey in Los Angeles

Collaboratively, HIP and CADRE developed a survey with the goal of gaining insight from South LA
parents on HIA research questions. The final survey is included as Appendix L. The survey was verbally
administered by parent-members of CADRE to 120 local parents who have youth in grades 6 through 12.
Parent-members of CADRE administered surveys in both Spanish and English. Survey administrators
targeted neighborhoods where youth attend South LA’s Fremont High School or elementary and middle
schools that feed into Fremont High School.” CADRE parents administered surveys by:

B visiting these schools during hours when parents dropped off or picked up their kids and asking
them to complete the survey, and

B going door-to-door to households on streets where they personally knew parents and/or
students and knew that students attended one of these schools.

FINDINGS

Survey findings are presented in Appendix M.

® Fremont High School was targeted because its one of only two remaining local public high schools in LD7 (and the
other high school is fairly new), and because most parent members of CADRE have children who go to or have
gone to Fremont High. In addition, Fremont High School is the closest high school to CADRE.
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6 HIA Location 1: South Los Angeles

6.1 INTRODUCTION

South Los Angeles is loosely defined as the area of the city of Los Angeles and some small pockets of
unincorporated Los Angeles County that lie south of the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10), east of La Cienega
Boulevard, north of the Century Freeway and west of Alameda Street. Its distinct demographic,
socioeconomic, and geographic characteristics have all played a part in shaping its current school
environment. See Figure 6-1 for a map of South LA and the ZIP codes that are included in its geographic
area (boundaries in this figure are defined by zip codes; however, many analyses in this report [e.g.,
Figure 6-3] define South LA by census tract boundaries).

Figure 6-1. ZIP codes of South Los Angeles

120

Source: Ong et al 2008

Los Angeles Unified School District’s (LAUSD) Local District 7 (LD7), which is also referred to in this HIA
case study, is a smaller subset of the shaded area in Figure 6-1, and is portrayed in Figure 6-2 below.
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Figure 6-2. LAUSD Local District 7
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Source: Los Angeles Unified School District, Local District 7'

Therefore, the terms “South LA” and “Local District 7” are not fully interchangeable, and each has a
separate list of schools in their catchment area. Table 6-1 shows overlaps between the South LA and
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Local District Schools. Eight schools are included in both designations. Data used for this report refer to
“Local District 7” schools rather than South LA schools, except when clearly noted otherwise.

Table 6-1. Comparison list of schools within South LA versus schools within Local District 7

South Los Angeles1 Local District 7°

Middle Schools:

32nd Street USC Performing Arts Magnet (Middle)
Bethune

Drew

Edison

Foshay Learning Center (Middle)

Markham

Muir

High Schools:

32nd Street USC Performing Arts Magnet (High)
Foshay Learning Center (High)

Fremont

Jordan (David Starr)

King Drew Medical Magnet

Manual Arts

New Technology (Jordan)

West Adams Preparatory
! Source: List of schools in South LA ZIP codes
% Source: LAUSD Report Cards™
Green indicates that school’s inclusion in the category with the corresponding column heading

This chapter will examine the policy context that is the impetus of our HIA in South LA, present the
existing conditions of the region for education, discipline, drug abuse, violence, mental health, and
community cohesion, and describe predicted changes in these conditions and their associated health
effects as a result of the implementation of alternative school discipline policies.

6.2 PoLicY CONTEXT

LAUSD’s ROAD TO SCHOOL-WIDE POSITIVE BEHAVIOR SUPPORTS

LAUSD as a whole has had one of the highest dropout (or “pushout”) rates in the country; at its worst,
half of all students who started high school in the district failed to graduate. During the 2005-2006
academic year, students of color accounted for approximately 92% of all suspensions, and the rate for
African American students was nearly twice their enrollment rate in the district.'??

Community Asset Development Re-defining Education (CADRE) is a community-based, membership
parent organization in South Los Angeles. CADRE works for systemic change by supporting grassroots
South LA parents as the leaders in stopping the pushout crisis in schools serving low-income
124 With the mission to end school pushout in Los Angeles schools, CADRE’s 2006
“Call to Action” demanded that the LAUSD remedy its violations of the human rights of students and

neighborhoods of color.

parents by modifying their discipline policy. It demanded that each school in the district have a School-

42



Wide Positive Behavior Support plan in place requiring it to significantly reduce the use of exclusionary
and aversive punishment mechanisms. Since then, CADRE and other Los Angeles organizations have
vigorously continued the campaign to end the pushout crisis and human rights violations in LA schools
by making presentations at public hearings, holding demonstrations, collecting letters of support, and
meeting repeatedly with LAUSD and United Teachers of Los Angeles (UTLA) staff.'*

In 2007, the LAUSD Board of Education unanimously approved adoption of “school-wide positive
behavior support” (SWPBS) as the discipline model for every school in the district. The policy mandates
staff and parent training in the teaching and the reinforcing of the skills necessary for implementation of
this policy.'*

SWPBS IMPLEMENTATION IN LAUSD

The SWPBS policy has played a big role in a significant drop (43% ") in the district-wide suspension rate
between 2004-05 and 2010-11. In schools that have implemented SWPBS fully and intentionally, there
have been increases in achievement and attendance. However, racial disparities are still persistent:
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Black students are still suspended at three times the rate of White students.

While the passage of the SWPBS policy was considered a momentous victory, it must be properly
implemented to achieve changes in human rights, educational, and other health-related outcomes.
CADRE released a shadow report in 2010 documenting their in-depth analysis of LAUSD’s
implementation of SWPBS. CADRE investigated the district’'s level of SWPBS implementation by
conducting individual interviews, door-to-door canvassing, surveys, and other means of hearing directly
from students and parents in South LA about their experiences with school discipline. CADRE found
“lackluster implementation in many schools coupled with, among other things, continued unacceptably
high and disproportionate disciplinary rates for African American students.” CADRE’s report also offers
recommendations to LAUSD for improving its implementation going forward.'

CADRE discovered violations of the students’ right to dignity. According to the report, suspension was
the disciplinary method of first resort and was often given even for minor misbehavior. Many students
and parents perceived that students were mistreated during the suspension process through the use of
name-calling and hostility, and that school staff often used excessive physical force, even where the
situation posed no risk of harm. CADRE also found that students’ rights to due process were regularly
violated. Among students who dropped out of high school, 23% said that the way in which the school
treated them was one of the reasons that they left.

CADRE found violations of the students’ right to education. They discovered that parents were not
notified when students were suspended. Suspension reportedly entailed being sent to a counselor’s or
dean’s office, waiting for long periods of time with no academic work or instructional support, missing
out on classroom assignments and tests, and falling behind in schoolwork. CADRE’s investigation
concluded that so-called “opportunity transfers” (OTs), which are transfers from one district school to
another, are actually a method of pushout. Rather than follow proper OT policy and procedures that
restrict transfers and monitor progress of transferred students, many schools reportedly ask students to
leave the schools and 33% of students were told that they had to leave schools.
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Violations of the parents’ right to participation were also documented. The CADRE team uncovered
many stories of parents who had been barred from participating in significant decisions about their
child’s education. In particular, parents were not notified about a child’s suspension from school and the
right to appeal. Parents also had a hard time setting up conferences with teachers to discuss behavioral
and other important issues; even when such meetings occurred, translation services were not provided
for non-English-speaking parents. Of students who were asked to leave school, 65% of parents were not
provided with any written notice about this decision, and 76% were not told that they could challenge it.

CADRE's RIGHT TO EDUCATION CAMPAIGN TODAY

CADRE’s ongoing Right to Education Campaign is proceeding into its 6th year. The overall long-term goal
of their Right to Education Campaign is to end the school-to-prison pipeline, which would be
demonstrated first by a dramatic decline in suspensions and overall discipline incidents in their public
schools serving primarily low-income communities of color. Their overarching strategy is community
organizing, with their primary leaders being the grassroots parents/caregivers of the low-income youth
of color most affected by over-criminalization and over-incarceration, for institutional accountability in
eradicating the policies and practices that are contributing to it. For full implementation to take effect,
they have adopted simultaneous campaign strategies for multiple targets, including the Board of
Education, regional LD7, the Central Office, Fremont High School, and the teachers union, United
Teachers of Los Angeles.

Based on the shadow report recommendations, their parent leaders and attorney partners negotiated
and secured an agreement from LD7 to significantly scale up SWPBS implementation, specifically parent
engagement and data-based decision-making, en route to a commitment to reducing suspensions by 50
percent by June 2012, overall and for African American students especially. CADRE is leveraging their
accountability work in LD7 and gaining initial agreement from the Board of Education President to
initiate a District-wide administrative directive to intensify SWPBS implementation. In October 2011,
CADRE and coalition partners in the Dignity in Schools (DSC) Campaign presented the LAUSD Board and
Superintendent with a set of demands that were developed collaboratively with parent participation.
Demands included the following:(A. Ruelas, personal communication, Nov. 17, 2011)

B By lanuary 15, 2012, develop a 3-5 year action plan with “teeth” and timelines for full
implementation of SWPBS and ensure real parent and community participation in the
development process;

B Require all schools in LD7 and the “bottom” 33% of schools in LAUSD — those with the highest
disproportionality and/or highest suspension rates — to immediately convene the SWPBS team
or a similar group with full parent participation and a youth team member to review school-site
discipline numbers and develop goals for reducing disproportionality and suspension;

B Because 40% of all suspensions in LAUSD are for the highly subjective categories of “disruption”
and “defiance,” develop a policy and campaign with parent and community participation to
address these issues at school with intervention and support instead of out of school exclusions;
and

B To ensure SWPBS policy implementation remains a priority, hold quarterly LAUSD Board
Meetings at which disaggregated district and school discipline data is reviewed, policy
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implementation is assessed, and parents and community can share concerns and
recommendations.

The LAUSD board committed to all of these demands.

6.3 SOUTH LOS ANGELES DEMOGRAPHICS

South LA has unique demographic characteristics as compared to the county as a whole, and since this
HIA examines discipline disparities based on race, demographic differences are introduced here. For the
most comprehensive demographic data collected on South Los Angeles, we referred to a 2008 report
published by the UCLA School of Public Affairs.?® South Los Angeles contains less than 10% of the total
population in Los Angeles County, but is younger, less White, less educated, and lower income
compared to the rest of the County. The area also has lower home ownership rates compared to the
County.

Figure N-1 in Appendix N compares the proportions of residents in each racial group of South LA and LA
County. South LA has proportionally far more minority residents compared to LA County, with the
exception of Asian/Pacific Islander residents. To see where the prevailing ethnic groups are distributed
throughout South LA, see Figure 6-3 below. The map shows the majority racial/ethnic groups for each
census tract, as well as the boundaries for South LA used in UCLA’s report.°

¢ Boundaries in Figure 6-1 and 6-3 appear to vary slightly, however, data reported in each is assumed to reflect the
same geographic area.
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Figure 6-3. Geographic distribution of racial groups from the 2000 US Census

Race/Ethnicity, 2000
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Source: Ong et al. 2008"°

The division between where non-White minorities and non-minorities live in Los Angeles is clear: Whites
form the majority of census tracts on the coasts while minorities are the majority in inland census tracts
(with the exception of San Pedro/Wilmington at the Southern coast between 1-110 and 1-710). Within
South LA, much of the western census tracts are majority African American, while the tracts that are
directly adjacent to the I-110 freeway and the vast majority of the tracts east of the 1-110 freeway have
a Hispanic majority.

South LA also has different levels of educational attainment compared to the rest of the County. Figure
N-2 in Appendix N shows the percentages of residents who have achieved five different levels of
educational attainment. There are lower percentages of South LA residents who have attended some
college, or have obtained a Bachelor’s or graduate degree, compared to the County as a whole.

South LA also has higher levels of poverty compared to the rest of the County, with the eastern half of
the South LA community having even higher poverty levels (between 30-40% of individuals living below
the poverty line) compared to the western half (where 15-29% of individuals are living below the
poverty line) as shown in Figure 6-4.
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Figure 6-4. Poverty rates in South LA, by Service Planning Area, 2006
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Source: Ong et al. 2008

6.4 SELECT HEALTH STATUS INDICATORS IN SOUTH LOS ANGELES

The following health status data is from LA County Department of Public Health’s LA HealthDataNow!
query datasets.'”’ Table 5-1 above discusses connections between school discipline policies and these
health outcomes through the six health determinants studied in this HIA.

Life Expectancy

Each of the six health determinants is linked to life expectancy. Within the general South LA area,’
Asian/Pacific Islanders and Hispanics have the longest life expectancy of 82 years, while the Black and
White populations have much lower life expectancies at 72 and 67 years, respectively. Life expectancies
in the county are relatively similar for all groups except Whites, who have a much lower life expectancy
in South LA than they do countywide (see Table N-1 in Appendix N).

Adult and Child Health Status

As Table N-2 in Appendix N indicates, children’s (age 0-17) general health status in South LA was lower
than in the county overall in 2007. Fifty-six percent of South LA children reported excellent or very good
health status, while in LA County the proportion was 68%.

4 South LA is defined as LA Service Planning Area 6 (South) and Health Districts “South,” “Southeast,” and
“Southwest” by LA County Public Health Department.
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Likewise, more South LA adults had fair or poor health status in 2007 (27%) compared to adults
countywide (19%).

Heart Disease

Stress, a health outcome considered in this HIA, is one risk factor for heart disease. A very similar
proportion of adults in South LA have been diagnosed with heart disease (7.7%) as in the county (7.5%).

Hypertension

Stress is also a risk factor for hypertension. A slightly higher proportion of adults in South LA have been
diagnosed with hypertension (28%) as compared with the county (25%).

Adult Depression

Youth mental health impacts associated with school policies can affect adult mental health, as well as
mental health of a young person’s family and community. Adults in South LA have a very similar rate of
depression (13.9%), as do adults in the county overall (13.6%). Depression data are not available for
children from this source.

6.5 EXISTING CONDITIONS IN SOUTH LOS ANGELES

In this section we present existing conditions in South LA schools and the South LA community related to
the six determinants of health.

METHODS
California Healthy Kids Survey and California School Climate Survey

Methods for the analysis of these surveys are described in Section 5.3. CHKS and CSCS data for the
entire LAUSD district was used, rather than only looking at these data for LD7 or South LA schools. This
was done to improve statistical power, as data for schools in the South LA area were sparse. All LAUSD
CHKS and CSCS survey results discussed in this report are summarized in Appendix F and G, respectively.

Focus Groups and Surveys with South LA Parents and Students

Methods and citations for South LA focus groups and surveys are included in Sections 5.4 and 5.6.

6.5.1 EDUCATION

For educational outcomes, this section will present statistics from two separate data sources. Reported
percentages that are not in parentheses are from the California Department of Education, and those in
parentheses are from LAUSD’s Local District 7 Report Card.
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For the 2007-08 school year, the unweighted average high school graduation rate for Local District 7’s
six high schools was 40%.% * *® This is much lower than the rate for LAUSD as a whole (72%) and also
lower than the state graduation rate (80%)."*®

In this same time period, the percentage of these high school students scoring either “Proficient” or
“Advanced” on the California standardized reading and math tests were 23% and 5%, respectively. For
middle schoolers, 18% achieved these scores in reading and 14% achieved these scores in math.™ 12
These test scores are drastically lower than those of LAUSD, LA County, and the State of California,
which increase in that order (see Figures 6-5 and 6-6 below).

Figure 6-5. Percent proficient and advanced in reading and math in Local District 7 high schools, 2007-
08
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Source for LD7 scores: LAUSD Report Card, 2007-08"%

Source for other geographical areas: CA Department of Education, Dataquest, 2007-08'%°

€ Only three of these six high schools are currently open today.

" For South LA high schools (see Table 6-1), the graduation rate was 71%, according to the CA Department of
Education.

€ For South LA high schools (see Table 6-1), these test scores were 17% and 4%, respectively, according to the CA
Department of Education.

" For South LA middle schools (see Table 6-1), these test scores were 16% and 11%, respectively, according to the
CA Department of Education.
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Figure 6-6. Percent proficient and advanced in reading and math in Local District 7 middle schools,
2007-08
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As shown in Figure 6-7 below, LAUSD high school dropout rates have been higher than statewide and
countywide trends.'?
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Figure 6-7. Grade 9-12 4-year derived' high school dropout rates in LAUSD, LA County, and California,
2006-07 to 2009-10’
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Furthermore, according to 2009-10 data, in California and especially in LAUSD, Black, American Indian,
Pacific Islander, and Latino students are more likely to drop out of high school than White students.'*®
LAUSD reported that, among the students that reported their race in 2009-10, the adjusted Grade 9-12

one-year dropout rate® for Pacific Islander students was highest among all students (8.3%), followed by

" The 4-year derived dropout rate is an estimate of the percent of students who would drop out in a four year period
based on data collected for a single year.

Adjusted grade 9-12 4-year derived dropout rate formula = (1-((1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 9 Dropouts/Gr. 9
Enrollment))*(1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 10 Dropouts/Gr. 10 Enrollment))*(1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 11
Dropouts/Gr. 11 Enrollment))*(1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 12 Dropouts/Gr. 12 Enrollment))))*100

T Dropout Spikes in dropout rates since 2004-5 may actually be somewhat misleading. It is possible that dramatic
increases in school dropout are attributable to California’s improved capacity to track student datadata before the 2006-
07 school year was available, but not presented. In 2004-5, California launched the California Information System (CSIS),
which records individual students’ school enroliment across all school districts in California. Consequently, starting in
2007, CDE and all school districts across the state, have more accurate means to report enrollment, graduation rates,
and dropout rates in all school districts. It wais not advisable, therefore, to compare dropout rates pre-2007 with those
post-2007. Nonetheless, OUSD’s dropout rates are consistently much higher than the county’s and state’s, indicating a
need for serious intervention.

“Itis inappropriate to compare 4-year derived dropout rates with 1-year dropout rates.

Adjusted grade 9-12 1-year dropout rate formula = Dropouts - Reported Grade 9-12 Dropout Total minus Reenrolled
Grade 9-12 Dropouts plus Grade 9-12 Lost Transfers. 1-year Rate Formula: (Adjusted Gr. 9-12 Dropouts/Gr. 9-12
Enrollment)*100
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American Indian students (8.1%) and African American students (8.0%). White students dropped out of

school at a rate of 3.9%, while Asian Americans recorded the lowest dropout rate of 2.6%.%°

Truancy rates' were significantly lower in LAUSD than in any other school district within LA County until
the 2009-10 school year. In 2009-10, there was an odd and sudden shift in truancy (defined as missing
more than 30 minutes of instruction without an excuse three or more times during the school year)
rates for LAUSD, LA County, and the state, bringing all three locations to a rate of 28% (see Figure N-3 in
Appendix N).*?® The cause of this shift is unknown and speculations are discussed in Appendix N.

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES IN LAUSD ScHooLS

According to the CSCS survey, only about one-third of LAUSD staff reported that students arrived at
school alert and rested between 2005 and 2008, and only approximately one-quarter of staff thought
that students were motivated to learn. CHKS responses indicated that skipping school becomes more
common as LAUSD students progress through grades 7, 9, and 11.

PARENT PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND EDUCATION

In CADRE’s parent survey, there was a question about which educational issues the parents were most
concerned about for their children. Out of six issues, the following three rose to the top:

B 91% said that doing well in school was a top educational issue
B 90% said that their children graduating was a top educational issue
B 75% said that going to college was a top educational issue

In parent focus groups, one parent mentioned that suspensions push kids towards delinquency. By not
allowing kids in the classroom, the kids end up on the streets. A parent said, “If he’s only in first grade
and he already wants to quit school, what’s going to happen in the future? Basically, they don’t help
students.”

YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND EDUCATION

In the youth focus group, student participants commented that naturally, when students are excluded
from school, they miss a considerable amount of instructional time, setting suspendees up for academic
failure.

However, while participants did characterize school exclusions as harmful for disciplined students, they
agreed that sometimes excluding chronically disruptive students could benefit other students. One
middle school student shared that suspending a “really, really loud” student from her class helped her
“get better grades, because there were no interruptions.” The participant explained that when her

"t is important to note that the District’'s measure of truancy accounts neither for unexcused absences resulting from
out-of-school suspensions nor for excused absences. Therefore, these data actually understate the prevalence of truancy
in OUSD.
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teacher devotes the majority of instructional time to managing one student and “saying stuff like, ‘stop

m

doing that,’” it is very difficult for other students to learn. Excluding disruptive peers from class can help
students “sit [in class] actually doing work and paying attention and listening to the teacher instead of

listening to [disruptive students’] big ol’ mouth[s].”

IN CONCLUSION, South LA parents and youth that are affiliated with CADRE and who took part in this
HIA greatly value education. While students acknowledged that disciplining chronically disruptive
students was necessary, for the most part, parents and youth believe that exclusionary discipline sets
students up for delinquency and academic failure. Students in LD7 achieve much lower reading and
math scores than the rest of LAUSD, LA County, and the state. Their graduation rate is much lower than
both LAUSD and statewide averages. As a whole, LAUSD staff observe that most students are not well
rested and motivated to learn at school. Skipping classes becomes more prevalent as students progress
through middle and high school.

6.5.2 |V|ISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND INCARCERATION
Discipline Events

Suspension and Office Disciplinary Referral (ODR) data were available from the LAUSD Local District 7
Office for the 2010-2011 school year. While most of the data in this case study pertain to only the
middle and high schools in Local District 7, the best available data source included data from elementary
schools as well. Hispanic students made up the majority (81.2%) of the Local District 7 student
population, with African American students as the next major group (17.9%) in LD7. However, African
American students shared a disproportionate burden of the suspensions (51.1%) compared to Hispanic
students. Both groups of students had a higher average length of suspension compared to the students
of other racial groups. See Table N-3 in Appendix N for a summary of suspensions in LD7 by race and
ethnicity.

According to office disciplinary referrals based on the primary problem behavior for all of Local District 7
(see Table N-4 in Appendix N for summary table), defiance and disruption were the most common types
of problem behavior for all students referred to a school administrator for discipline, regardless of
race/ethnicity. This reflects national trends (D. Osher, personal communication, March 2™, 2012). Both
disruption and defiance are defined in the same clause of the California Education Code as when a
student has, "Disrupted school activities or otherwise willfully defied the valid authority of supervisors,
teachers, administrators, school officials, or other school personnel engaged in the performance of their

"13% These classifications are determined subjectively by the superintendent or principal of the

duties.
school. More serious, dangerous and impartially determined threats such as possessing a firearm,
brandishing a knife, selling a controlled substance, sexual assault, and possession of an explosive, which
are legally mandated by state and federal zero tolerance laws to result in either suspensions or

expulsions, were extremely rare.

Based on this data, it is impossible to determine which individual “problem behavior” events resulted in
suspensions and expulsions; however, the take-away message from Table F-4 is that there is a wide
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range in types of “problem behavior,” and school exclusions are determined subjectively by a school
superintendent or principal. In a strict zero tolerance disciplinary context, theoretically, all of the
problem behavior episodes in this table would result in suspension or expulsion.

Another interesting finding related to the office disciplinary referrals is that African-American students
were much more likely to be disciplined for the vast majority of problem behavior categories (see Table
N-4 in Appendix N). One limitation of this analysis is that there’s a potential that the same students are
being counted more than once in this ODR data set. In other words, we are unsure of the extent to
which referrals are predominantly involving a smaller group with multiple referrals, or if the referrals are
spread out more or less evenly amongst the student population.

Incarceration

As mentioned in Section 5.1.2, there tends to be increased police presence in lower-income
neighborhoods, such as many parts of South LA, which increases the chances of police contact with
youth in these neighborhoods. Subsequently, youth who live in these neighborhoods may be subject to
disproportionate amounts of arrests and incarcerations simply due to the increased exposure to law
enforcement units. Unfortunately, access to local data on incarceration was not obtained for this report,
and so a statistical analysis on existing levels of incarceration in South LA was not conducted.

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND

INCARCERATION

Between 2005-06 and 2007-08, approximately half of LAUSD staff reported in the CSCS that zero
tolerance policies were enforced at school. A majority (79-81%) of staff perceived that disruptive
student behavior was a moderate or severe problem, while incongruously, over half of staff reported
that students were well behaved.

PARENT PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING

DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND INCARCERATION

In CADRE’s parent survey, 44% of parents think that suspension leads to more misbehavior in school. In
addition, 68% of parents agree or strongly agree that suspension and expulsion practices increase the
chances of their child coming into contact with law enforcement.

In focus groups, parents reported that suspensions and expulsions most likely lead to continued
misbehavior related to their students being frustrated at getting the help they need and their apparent
inability to manage the school environment. New English language learners are even more sensitive to
this phenomenon: “I think it’s likely that they will continue misbehaving because | have a child that...he’s
a bit disobedient...he doesn’t like doing homework and even more so because of the change in
language...they really don’t offer ESL classes anymore. For him it’s very difficult.”

54



YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING

DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND INCARCERATION

Students’ perceptions of the most common reasons for suspension are theft, fighting, insolence,
defiance (e.g. “cursing and mouthing off”) to teachers and to one another, and “creating rumbles and
riots.”

Students reported that out-of-school time (from suspensions or expulsions) encourages youth to engage
in additional delinquent activities or to simply “hang out” and have fun. Most students in the focus
group believed that suspensions were ineffective in preventing future delinquency. Only two
participants agreed that suspension prevents future suspension; their rationale was that suspension
jeopardizes permanent records.

IN CONCLUSION, exclusionary practices disproportionately affect minority students in Local District 7
much like the rest of the nation, and many exclusions are determined subjectively by teachers and
school administrators in reaction to non-violent problem behaviors. Time spent outside of school due to
suspensions and expulsions results in leisure time for students and may encourage them to engage in
more delinquent behavior. Many parents agree that exclusionary practices increase the chances of their
child running into problems with law enforcement, which coincides with the findings of some peer-
reviewed research.

6.5.3 COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

Violent crimes and property crimes in South LA are shown on Figures N-4 and N-5 in Appendix N. As
Figure 6-8 illustrates below, the overall property crime rate in South LA closely mirrored the County rate,
whereas violent crimes per 1,000 persons in South LA are twice as high with significant variation within
the community.

Figure 6-8. Comparison of violent and property crime rates in South LA and LA County, 2006
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Perceptions of safety in South LA are lower than those in the entire county. According to LA County
Public Health Department health survey results, 51% of South LA™ residents perceive their
neighborhood to be safe. For comparison, 82% of LA County adult residents perceive their

neighborhood to be safe.’”

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME IN LAUSD ScHooLsS

The majority of LAUSD staff reported in the CSCS survey that their schools were safe for staff (77-83%)
and for students (66-78%). However, fairly large proportions of staff reported harassment among
students (52-65%) and physical fighting between students (40-57%), with a slightly smaller proportion
(27-39%) reporting racial/ethnic conflict among students.

In the CHKS survey, student perceptions of the prevalence of physical violence, harassment (physical
and sexual), and fighting were mixed depending on grade level.

PARENT PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND

CRIME

The parent survey found that 46% of parents responded that physical assault was a top concern for their
child. This was the 4™ biggest concern among survey respondents. In addition, 68% of parents agreed or
strongly agreed that suspension and expulsion practices increase violence at school, and 60% of parents
disagreed or strongly disagreed that suspension and expulsion practices create safer learning

environments.

In a focus group with South LA parents, one parent mentioned, “Campuses are dangerous. Society has
made it okay to end a conflict by fighting. In the community we live in now, that's how things are
settled.”

These focus groups with Los Angeles parents revealed that pervasive community violence impacts the
culture of neighborhood schools. In particular, the topic of violence sparked passionate discussion
among participants. One parent began: “All of our stories are the same. | live in South Central. There’s
gang violence all the time. There are two-to-three shootings easily [every week]. There are homeless
people who live in the area. They are always bothering young kids or young ladies.”

Parents agreed that community violence severely limits families’ capacities to maintain safe, healthy
homes. As one participant explained, “People really try to take care of their homes, but the gang
violence is just overwhelming.” Several of the parents who participated had been victims of home
burglary, car theft, or collateral violence.

According to some parents, community members and law enforcement have even become complacent,
turning a blind eye to daily violence. “The sad part is that the violence that goes on, you never see it. It

™ South LA is defined as LA Service Planning Area 6 (South) and Health Districts “South,” “Southeast,” and
“Southwest” by LA County Public Health Department.
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goes unreported.” Most distressing to parents is that community violence cannot be self-contained. The
culture of conflict seeps into the schools and school systems, one parent explained.

Community violence also weakens community cohesion. Participants described how rampant violence
creates a culture of self-preservation, whereby families self-isolate in order to stave off negative
influences from the outside community. One parent commented: “I feel like | don’t fit in with my
community. | have a front and a back door. | keep my front door closed. | notice the people ahead sell
drugs, shootings. | don’t let my kids go out. | take them out of the community.”

Parents described a stark division between those community members who celebrate violence and
those who teach youth to resolve conflict non-violently. One participant declared that it is the
community’s responsibility to lead efforts to reduce violence. “We have to change [the current]
mentality,” one parent emphasized.

YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND

CRIME

In a focus group of South LA students, youth overwhelmingly agreed that they do not feel safe when
school “gates” are open into the community. All participants described the communities surrounding
their schools as “very dangerous,” rife with violent crime and drug trafficking. Several participants
shared stories about instances in which community members disrupted school campus peace by
shooting guns and engaging in violence outside of the school. One student described an incident in
which a community member infiltrated her school campus and shot a gun; the school was put on
“lockdown” until police apprehended the intruder. Students also added that there is a pervasive lack of
supervision on school playgrounds, where many fights erupt during recess and after school.

Student participants described how suspended youth take part in further illicit activities when they are
out of school. Several participants shared that suspended youth band together to “go robbing” in local
neighborhoods; other suspended youth return to their schools to “start fights.”

IN CONCLUSION, violent crimes are much higher in South LA than the rest of LA County, and violence
negatively impacts families, communities, and school environments in South LA. Statewide survey
results found that LAUSD staff perceives their schools to generally be safe, but that harassment, fighting
and racial/ethnic conflicts are also present. South LA parents and children are deeply concerned about
violence in their communities, and feel that higher numbers of suspensions and expulsions fail to make
schools safer.

6.5.4 DRUG USE

The South LA region was found in 2003 to have more participants in alcohol and drug programs, and a
higher percent of total population in alcohol and drug programs, than all other regions in LA County,
with exception of the Antelope Valley region, which has a similar pattern.**
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CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: DRuG USE IN LAUSD ScHoolLs

Between 24% and 44% of staff felt that alcohol or drug use was at least a moderate problem among
students. In the CHKS survey, many students reported using alcohol, marijuana and tobacco within the
last 30 days.

PARENT PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND DRUG USE

Respondents to CADRE’s parent survey reported that out of nine choices for top health issues they’re
concerned about for their children, 48% selected drug and alcohol use as a top health issue. In addition:

B 68% of parents agree or strongly agree that suspension and expulsion practices increase the
chances of their child using drugs or alcohol

B 42% of parents suspect that kids who are not in school due to suspension or expulsion are doing
or selling drugs and alcohol
In a focus group with South LA parents, they reported that drug use is overt on school campuses. One
parent said, “There is one side of the school where the youth from inside the school are smoking drugs
because when you are walking by you can smell it. And | think, if | can smell it from out here, | don’t
think the teachers won’t smell it from inside. One is just walking by and you can smell it and now those
that are inside, how can they not notice what the kids are doing?”

Their testimonies suggest that school staff do not actively pursue drug users; instead, they turn a blind
eye and fail to respond to these students.

When students are not in schools, parent participants said that they have a higher likelihood of using
drugs and engaging in other illicit or illegal activities. As one parent remarked, the impact of time spent
out of school is that children are “pushed towards delinquency.”

In addition, parents acknowledged that drugs are pervasive in the community, and that some students
know where to obtain drugs near school.

IN CONCLUSION, statewide survey results for LAUSD as a whole indicate moderate drug and alcohol
use among students. Public health literature and feedback from South LA parents indicate that being out
of school due to exclusionary discipline leads to increased drug use.

6.5.5 FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: SCHOOL/COMMUNITY COHESION IN LAUSD scHooLS
According to the CSCS survey, LAUSD staff members perceive that most adults at schools really care
about students. However, they reported that only about half believe that every student can be a
success. Approximately 40% of staff thought that lack of respect of staff by students was at least a
moderate problem. Roughly half of students reported in the CHKS that they feel close to people at their
school, they’re happy to be at their school, they feel that they are part of their school. Most (64-83%)
students answered affirmatively when asked whether teachers or other adults tell them when they do a
good job, want them to do their best, and believe they will be successful.
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PARENT PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY

COHESION
In the focus group with South LA parents, participants said that:

B Teachers model weak inter-personal skills by not respecting one another or students.

B Excluding kids from school leads to financial burdens for parents and families who incur
additional childcare costs and might have to take time off of work. In turn, this leads to family
stress.

B Strong parent engagement is a key ingredient in maintaining school safety. Many parents
believe that it's enough to simply drop their kids off at school; however, in order to truly engage
in a school, parents must go a step farther and attend school events in order to get to know
their child’s school community. This deeper engagement raises their children’s motivation to
work hard in school.

YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON COMMUNITY COHESION

In a focus group with South LA students, youth reported that they highly value relationships with
teachers whom they can trust. They characterized trusting teachers as having strong senses of humor,
being willing to talk about problems, and generally “understanding” youth.

Students also reported that their schools are deeply racially/ethnically divided. One high school
freshman described how she and her friends voluntarily isolate themselves from certain peers in order
to avoid intermingling with badly behaved cliques. Students spoke frequently about how different
racial/ethnic cliques have distinct behavioral reputations. Participants also described how each social
group congregates in certain areas in school buildings, enabling students to avoid certain locales that are
prone to “fighting.”

IN CONCLUSION, connectedness to schools and particularly teachers is highly valued by South LA
students. In the CHKS survey, about half of LAUSD students reported feeling connected to their schools,
and slightly higher percentages responded positively about relationships with teachers and other adults
at their schools.

Family and community cohesion is greatly affected by community violence. For families, financial
burdens caused by suspending and expelling students cause a great degree of family stress. Parent
engagement in schools may help increase school, family, and community cohesion.

6.5.6 MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS

As reported in Section 6.4, depression data for South LA children was not available for this analysis, and
adults in South LA have a very similar rate of depression as adults in the county overall. However, there
are many other aspects of mental health besides a depression diagnosis. One particularly prevalent
mental health ailment is chronic stress, and one cause of stress is violence and conflict in one’s school or
residential community.
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CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: MENTAL HEALTH IN LAUSD ScHoolLs

According to the CSCS survey, approximately one-third (33-38%) of LAUSD staff perceived that
depression or other mental health problems among students were at least a moderate problem among
their students, and about the same percentage (32%-35%) of students said that sadness and depression
affected some of their normal activities.

PARENT PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND MENTAL HEALTH

The parent survey found that out of nine choices for top health issues they’re concerned about for their
children, parents were most concerned about mental health issues. Sixty-three percent of survey
respondents selected stress/anxiety/depression.

Based on their experiences, parent members of CADRE overwhelmingly feel that mental health is of
extreme importance to youth because poor mental health can spiral into other problems. For example,
they sense that poor mental health can lead to drug use, which can then lead to violence, which can
result in disciplinary events at school and/or law enforcement consequences. Parents expressed that
suspended students can inherit a reputation as “bad kids,” leading to intense feelings of rejection and
alienation both inside and outside of school. However, they did not condone all in-school disciplinary
alternatives as categorically better than exclusions. In fact, they felt that certain disciplinary alternatives,
such as having students pick up trash and humiliating them can cause students to feel exploited and
exhibited as trouble-makers, which could be damaging to mental health.

YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND MENTAL HEALTH

LAUSD students remarked that severe disciplinary action, including suspension from school,

|II

“embarrass” disciplined students, making them feel “shy” and reticent to interact with authority figures
thereafter. Youth described feeling “alone” and “stressed” after facing disciplinary actions. One
participant explained that school suspensions cause stress, in part because parents incur additional

childcare costs and might have to take time off of work.

Participants noted that out-of-school suspension is not the only disciplinary strategy that impacts
students’ psychological well-being. According to youth, less formalized in-school practices, such as
“sending kids to younger classes,” serve only to demoralize and “embarrass” students, lending little
educational value to misbehaving youth.

IN CONCLUSION, while its unclear how mental health among South LA students compares to that of
students in the rest of LA County, depression and other poor mental health outcomes are prevalent
among students in LAUSD schools. Statewide survey data shows that for LAUSD as a whole, about one-
third of students are depressed or sad. Based on their experience, South LA parents feel that suspension
can lead their children to feel rejected and alienated, and that a poor state of mental health can lead to
a chain of other serious events in youth. Students confirmed literature findings that exclusionary
discipline can lead to or exacerbate stress, PTSD, tendencies toward disruption, and other negative
mental health outcomes.
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6.6 PREDICTED HEALTH IMPACTS OF PBIS IN SOUTH LOS ANGELES

LAUSD passed a SWPBIS policy in 2007. However, not all schools are effectively putting the policy into
place. Because PBIS has not been implemented long enough for post-implementation data to be
obtained, it is difficult to find conclusive evidence about its effectiveness and for answering all of the
research questions in this HIA. Once post-implementation data begins to become available, researchers
will be able to better track, longitudinally, how educational and health outcomes change as PBIS
implementation changes.

In the absence of robust data on the effectiveness of PBIS, this HIA has developed conclusions based on
the best available evidence. Based on the findings of this HIA, predicted health impacts of PBIS in South
Los Angeles, through the six health determinants, are presented below.

METHODS

To predict impacts of PBIS on the six health determinants, we drew upon many of the same methods
described in Section 5 and Section 6.5. An additional method used in the predictive analysis was the PBIS
Effectiveness Study, which is described in Section 5.2 and further detailed in Appendix E. Briefly, this
PBIS effectiveness study developed a model for estimating the effectiveness of PBIS on disciplinary and
educational outcomes.

6.6.1 PREDICTED IMPACTS ON EDUCATION

Based on a predictive analysis of PBIS in schools in four states around the country (not including
California), and application of results to schools in Local District 7, in 2009-10, if the middle and high
schools in Local District 7 (see Table 6-1)" had increased their use of PBIS by 50%:°

741 out-of-school suspensions would have been prevented
At least 741 school days of student instructional time would have been saved

31 school days of teaching time would have been saved (based on an estimate of 15 minutes of
teaching time used per suspension)™**

B 93 school days of administrative time (time school staff spends on managing discipline issues)
would have been saved (based on an estimate of 45 minutes of administrator leadership time
used per suspension)™?

Educational attainment may increase if PBIS implementation is successful at reducing the number of
dropouts. As summarized in Table 5-1 in Section 5.1.1, attendance and grade point average are the two
best predictors of whether incoming 9" grade students will graduate.

CADRE’s parent survey found that, among their sample of South LA parents:

" Jordan New Technology High School had closed by 2009-10, so it is not included in these calculations.

° As measured by the Effective Behavioral Support (EBS) Survey.
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B 73% of parents agree or strongly agree that suspension and expulsion practices decrease the
chances of their child graduating from high school

B 72% of parents agree or strongly agree that suspension and expulsion practices decrease the
chances of their child going to college
A parent said that the school their daughter attends punishes students, not by kicking them off campus,
but by sending them to detention afterschool, where they receive tutoring from a teacher. The parent
thought that this was a better way to punish students rather than excluding them from school to be left
at home.

Some South Los Angeles students shared an alternative view on exclusionary discipline. In a focus group
with South LA youth, while students characterized school exclusions as harmful for disciplined students,
they also agreed that sometimes excluding chronically disruptive students benefits other students by
improving the learning environment.

CONCLUSION: Education is an important determinant of a healthy life. PBIS would increase time in
school for students of South LA schools, which would in turn improve health knowledge and behaviors,
increase longevity, increase earning potential and thus access to resources, and increase access to social
networks of support.

6.6.2 PREDICTED IMPACTS ON MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS,
AND INCARCERATION

As mentioned in Section 6.6.1, according to the estimated effectiveness of PBIS at reducing time spent
on disciplinary referrals, a 50% increase in PBIS implementation in all LD7 middle and high schools would
prevent 946 suspensions and 118 school days of administrative time spent handling suspensions.

In addition to preventing suspensions and expulsions, we conclude that PBIS implementation reduces
misbehavior and “getting in trouble.” Research literature cited in Section 5.1.2 shows that when youth
are not in school, they are more likely to become involved in a physical fight, carry a weapon, and use
illegal substances. Thus, if PBIS keeps students in school, they are less likely to have these behaviors.
South LA parents echoed these sentiments, and recommended that staff give positive reinforcements
and rewards for good behavior to well-behaved students.

We also determined through literature review (see Section 5.1.2) that exclusionary discipline leads to
incarceration (i.e., a “school-to-prison pipeline”). Thus, by keeping kids in school, PBIS has great
potential to reduce incarceration of residents of South LA.

CONCLUSION: PBIS has the potential to improve health outcomes by preventing student misbehavior,
disciplinary events, and future incarceration. Certain misbehaviors cause harm to others (i.e., fighting,
theft, violence), and can also lead to recurring discipline by schools and even incarceration, which are
associated with reduced earnings, violence, and poor mental health for the individual, family and
community.
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6.6.3 PREDICTED IMPACTS ON COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

The status quo discipline policy, zero tolerance, has been found to be ineffective at decreasing violence
in schools in the literature.

CONCLUSION: If PBIS implementation in South LA schools is successful at improving attendance and
educational outcomes, then it is expected to decrease violence and crime in the community, as there
will be fewer students with unsupervised out-of-school time due to exclusionary punishments. In turn,
injuries, death, and stress are expected to decrease. A reduction in stress can, in turn, reduce heart
disease, hypertension, adverse birth outcomes, and negative mental health impacts.

6.6.4 PREDICTED IMPACTS ON DRUG USE

CONCLUSION: Drug use can be harmful to students’ health and can also lead to poor school
performance and increased likelihood of getting in trouble with the law. When children are not in
school, they are more likely to use drugs. In addition to literature showing this association, South LA
parents have observed this to be true: in a focus group, a parent reported that her child’s behavior
improved once the school contacted her about her child’s class cutting, and arranged the student to
meet with a social worker. The situation began improving after the parent started communicating better
and more frequently about school issues with her child. This lack of communication between parent and
child, she inferred, is part of what drives students to drug use and other poor activities.

Thus, since our PBIS analysis predicted that PBIS would reduce exclusions from LD7 schools (see Section
6.6.2), we conclude that implementation of PBIS would prevent drug use and associated health hazards
among youth in South L.A.

6.6.5 PREDICTED IMPACTS ON FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION

CONCLUSION: One documented benefit of PBIS is that it improves the organizational health of
schools.” In addition, this HIA found that excluding kids from school leads to financial burdens for
parents and families who incur additional childcare costs and might have to take time off of work. In
turn, this leads to family stress. PBIS implementation would prevent this stress by keeping youth in
school.

P Good organizational health is defined in the referenced study to include an emphasis on academic achievement,
friendly and collegial relationships among staff, respect for all members of the school community, supportive
administrative leadership, consistent discipline policies, attention to safety issues, and family and community
involvement.
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6.6.6 PREDICTED IMPACTS ON MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS

CONCLUSION: South LA students and parents feel that severe disciplinary actions, including
suspension from schools, cause negative mental health conditions such as embarrassment, reticence,
stress, and feelings of rejection and alienation. This is in line with research evidence (cited in Section
5.1.1 of this report) illustrating that exclusionary discipline can lead to stress, short- or long-term
emotional damage and even behavioral disorders among students, decrease students’ feelings of
“bondedness” to school, and increase the likelihood of delinquency and inclinations toward aggressive
and anti-social behaviors.

Thus, if PBIS implementation is successful in South LA schools, it is expected that these negative mental
health outcomes associated with exclusionary discipline policies will decrease.

6.7 CONCLUSIONS

Based on this analysis, implementing alternative school discipline policies in South Los Angeles, such as
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, may help students gain health benefits associated with
increased educational attainment; connectedness to school, family and community; and improved
conditions for mental health. PBIS would also prevent many students from hazardous conditions for
health associated with not being in school, incarceration, drug abuse, and violence.

Table 6-2 below summarizes the impacts of PBIS implementation in LD7 schools on health determinants
prioritized in this HIA. Included is information on the direction, magnitude, and severity of impacts, as
well as the strength of the evidence and any uncertainties regarding predictions.
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Table 6-2. LAUSD summary of PBIS impacts on health determinants

Health Strength of
Determinant Impact Magnitude Severity Evidence Uncertainties
Education Moderate - Varying degrees of PBIS
+ Moderate - Major . L X ) ving deg ]
Major implementation

Misbehavior, between LAUSD
Recurrin schools will modif

- & + Moderate Moderate L &4 . y
Discipline Events, impacts
and Incarceration
Community Student vulnerability or

) . + Minor Moderate ¢ . .
Violence and Crime trauma associated with
Drug Use + Minor Moderate ¢ factors outside of
Family, School and school play a role in all
Community + Minor Moderate * of these health
Cohesion determinants (i.e.,
Mental health school discipline
conditions + Moderate Moderate * policies are not the

only contributor)

Explanations:

o Impact refers to whether the proposal will improve health (+), harm health (-), or whether results are

mixed (~).

o Magnitude reflects a qualitative judgment of the size of the anticipated change in health effect (e.g., the
increase in the number of cases of disease, injury, adverse events): Negligible, Minor, Moderate, Major.
o Severity reflects the nature of the effect on function and life-expectancy and its permanence: High =

intense/severe; Mod = Moderate; Low = not intense or severe.

o Strength of Evidence refers to the strength of the research/evidence showing causal relationship between
mobility and the health outcome: # = plausible but insufficient evidence; ¢ ¢ = likely but more evidence
needed; ¢ ® ¢ = causal relationship certain. A causal effect means that the effect is likely to occur,
irrespective of the magnitude and severity.

6.8 RECOMMENDATIONS

In response to HIA findings related to exclusionary discipline and SWPBS implementation at South LA
schools, the following recommendations were developed by CADRE parent members and Human Impact
Partners:

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

In order to improve educational outcomes, we recommend that LAUSD and Local District 7 fully
implement the SWPBS policy. Implementation of PBIS will reduce student exclusion from school, and
thus improve their opportunities to learn, as well as graduate from high school.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PREVENTING AND MITIGATING STUDENT’S ENGAGEMENT WITH

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND INCARCERATION

This study found that exclusionary discipline in school leads to future incarceration as an adult, and that
incarceration is associated with negative mental and physical health impacts. Because students come
into contact with all levels of law enforcement, from school police to city and county officers, a
community-wide mitigation to these problems should involve law enforcement at all levels. To prevent
and mitigate South LA children’s engagement with law enforcement, we recommend that the Los
Angeles School Police Department, the Los Angeles Police Department, and the Los Angeles County
Sheriff’s Department dedicate a meaningful amount of their professional development over the next
three years to be trained in:

B School-Wide Positive Behavior Support as an alternative intervention approach with South LA
youth, community, and schools.

B International Human Rights standards to understand how to treat youth and community
members with dignity and respect, and the role this plays in transforming community-law
enforcement relationships.

A community review team, consisting of youth, parents, psychologists, residents, teachers, and school
counselors, should be established jointly by the above three law enforcement agencies to generate
feedback and guidance on community relationships and interactions with each agency, and to improve
accountability.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REDUCING VIOLENCE IN SCHOOLS

This study concluded that implementation of SWPBS shows promise for decreasing violence, while the
status quo discipline policy, zero tolerance, has been found to be ineffective at decreasing violence in
schools. To reduce the direct (i.e., injuries and death) and indirect (i.e., stress and mental health) health
impacts of violence on our children, we recommend that LAUSD and Local District 7:

B Reduce violence by fully complying with, defining, and modeling behavior expectations as
mandated in its Discipline Foundation SWPBS Policy

B Track all instances of violence so that parents and school personnel can make better informed
decisions when issues arise

B Fully comply with its Discipline Foundation SWPBS Policy and put in place a system of intensive
and non-exclusionary interventions for students

B Redirect and seek out new funding to bring back after-school programs that keep youth
engaged and less likely to encounter violence

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING SCHOOL, FAMILY, AND COMMUNITY COHESION

We recommend that LAUSD teachers and schools engage parents to the highest degree possible. One
potential example of this would be to invite parents to do classroom observation. This would allow them
to witness the learning environment in the classroom, as well as the various classroom management
challenges that exist. In addition, parents of LAUSD students should engage with teachers and school
activities to the best extent that they can given their time and financial constraints. Schools should
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involve parents in SWPBS implementation teams, as well. This relationship-building may increase school,
family, and community, and cohesion.

Finally, schools should apply culturally-responsive community engagement in order to understand the
culture and context of the community by regularly interfacing with community members, opening up
their campuses and hosting community events.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS RELATED TO SCHOOL

DISCIPLINE
This HIA found that exclusionary discipline is related to stress, emotional and behavioral disorders,
increased delinquency, and aggressive and anti-social behaviors. To address the health impacts of South
LA children’s mental health issues going unacknowledged and unaddressed, we recommend that LAUSD
reverse the harmful practices of suspending students for “willful defiance” and other relatively minor
offenses by:

B  Implement SWPBS in all schools, and in accordance with the existing SWPBS policy, include the
consideration of student mental health status before suspensions.

B Concretely and measurably define the meaning and parameters of suspensions based on “willful
defiance” so that they are concrete and can be monitored.

B Integrate and ensure that this definition and the parameters are reflected in LAUSD’s Discipline
Foundation SWPBS Policy.

Other recommendations for improving mental health are:
B Conduct trainings to help LAUSD staff recognize red flags concerning student mental health
behavior.

B Examine the mental health of all students who have been suspended or expelled from school,
and all students in Individualized Education Programs (IEP), to decrease negative health
conditions (stress, depression, anxiety) going undetected and unaddressed.

B Request additional funding from the Federal Government to create more school-based health
centers in communities like South LA, where there is a high demand for mental health services.

B Develop a system to track student mental health data and trends.
6.9 MONITORING

An HIA monitoring plan, both to track the impact of this HIA on school discipline practices in LD7 and
South LA schools and also to measure the impact of school discipline on health outcomes, is included in
Appendix O. This monitoring plan is intended to be a “living” document, in that it can be further
developed and revised as necessary during the monitoring period.
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7 HIA Location 2: Oakland

7.1 INTRODUCTION

Oakland, California is the largest city on the eastern side (“East Bay”) of the San Francisco Bay. The city’s
abundant natural resources, attractive location, and the presence of the Port of Oakland, which is now
Northern California’s largest and the nation’s fifth busiest® port,™** have played large roles in fueling its
growth and character. While labeled in recent decades for its high crime rates, Oakland is now also
undergoing a renaissance of arts, culture, revitalization, and declining violent crime rates.

OAKLAND UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Public schools in Oakland, operated by the Oakland Unified School District (OUSD), have performed
poorly in recent history. Test scores in OUSD schools are below the state average, as are graduation
rates, particularly for students of color. Due to financial troubles and administrative failures, OUSD was

in receivership by the state of California from 2003 to 2009.%**

However, in spite of these challenges,
over the past six years, OUSD’s cumulative increase in Academic Performance Index (API) score of 116

points has made OUSD the most improved large, urban school district in the state of California.”*

Oakland Unified School District (OUSD) serves approximately 39,000 students in 65 elementary schools,
20 middle schools, 24 high schools, and 32 District authorized charter schools.'*> The ethnic majority of
OUSD students is Hispanic/Latino (39.8%), followed closely by African-American/Black (31.5%), and then
Asian American (13.0%) and Caucasian/White (8.0%).® Nearly 30% of the student body are English
Language Learners, and 64% qualify for free or reduced price meals. See Table P-1 in Appendix P for
more details on OUSD’s student demographics.

Since 2003-04, OUSD has made steady improvements in its Academic Performance Index (API) score,
California’s main metric for evaluating student achievement. Last year, the District’s API score increased
by 26 points, which was more than two times the average growth rate of the entire state.
Correspondingly, the District’s four-year high school graduation rate increased from 58% to 69%. In this
time period, the District also opened 31 new small schools in low-income neighborhoods with
community input, expanded summer school services from 2,000 to 8,000 students, and increased after-
school programs from 34 to 91 schools, serving more than 17,500 students. However, due to budgetary
and personnel issues stemming in part from the district’s recent shift towards smaller schools, OUSD has
been forced to close 5 elementary schools for the 2012-13 school year, with more closures likely to
occur in the near future.”®

ACADEMIC OPPORTUNITY GAP FOR STUDENTS OF COLOR
While the District is moving in the right direction, it continues to under-serve a significant proportion of
its students. Subgroup analyses by race/ethnicity, socioeconomic, English language learner, and

9 According to the number of Twenty-foot Equivalent Units (TEUs) moved annually.
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disability status show that all OUSD subgroups have made academic gains over the last decade.
However, persistent disparities in academic achievement between aggregated student populations and
specific subgroups are cause for serious concern. In 2008-09, for example, White OUSD students
achieved an average API score of 901, which is considered “Advanced” by the state of California. By
comparison, Latino and Black students achieved average API scores of 650 and 625, respectively, both
scores considered “Below Basic.”"

7.2 PoLicYy CONTEXT

OUSD’s ROAD TO RESTORATIVE JUSTICE

In recent years, OUSD has demonstrated a firm commitment to addressing inequities among students.
In January 2010, the OUSD School Board passed a resolution to adopt a district-wide Restorative Justice
policy. The three-year Restorative Justice initiative “include[d] professional development of
administrators and school site staff redesign of District discipline structures and practices and

promote[d] alternatives to suspension at every school.”**’

The RJ Resolution prioritizes the following key goals:

to offer alternatives to suspension/expulsion;

to [create] and [support] a culture shift in the way the District systematically responds to
student discipline problems in District schools by moving toward restorative approaches, not
inconsistent with law, which re-integrate rather than exclude;

B toreduce racial, ethnic, and any other protected class disparities in school discipline, especially
suspension and expulsion; and

B to address the alarming rate of disproportionate contact with students of color.**’

The District’s decision to adopt RJ was, in large part, an outgrowth of a civil lawsuit filed in the early
1990s by a group of OUSD parents. The lawsuit alleged that OUSD’s resource allocation decisions,
academic tracking policies, and exclusionary discipline practices disproportionately burdened historically
under-achieving students of color (B. McClung, personal communication, Feb 1, 2011). In 1993, OUSD
entered into a voluntary agreement with the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights to
reduce racial disparities in terms of school discipline actions, among other outcomes (B. McClung,
personal communication, Feb 1, 2011). What resulted was a “Voluntary Resolution Plan” (VRP), which
stipulated a host of conditions to which the District must adhere in order to ensure equal access to
learning opportunities for all students.

" In California, the API is a single number ranging from 200 to 1000 that reflects a school’s performance level based on
the results of statewide testing. The API is used as a ranking tool that measures (1) the academic growth of a school
relative to its own performance from the prior year, and (2) compares schools statewide and to 100 other schools that
have similar demographic characteristics, whereby a score of 1000 signifies “Advanced” status, 875 “Proficient,” 700
“Basic,” 500 “Below Basic,” and 200 “Far Below Basic.”
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RJ IN OUSD TobDAY

In 2010, The California Endowment (TCE) awarded an $850,000 grant to Restorative Justice for Oakland
Youth (RJOY), an advocacy group dedicated to seeding restorative practices in schools, over three years
to provide site-based RJ coordination in four small high schools on East Oakland’s Castlemont campus.
The District also selected six other schools in which to pilot RJ over the next three years. Additionally,
The City of Oakland funded RJ Coordinators under Measure Y* at McClymonds and Street Academy in
2010-11, and Ralph Bunche High School and West Oakland Middle School in 2011-12. Schools were
chosen on the basis that their principals demonstrated a full commitment to implementing restorative
practices.

In OUSD schools, RJ operates under three core principles: (1) identifying harm, (2) involving all
stakeholders to their desired comfort level, and (3) true accountability — taking steps to repair the harm

B3 |n addition, OUSD has placed a strong focus on

and address its causes to the degree possible.
community-building and building relationships among students and school staff, as well as with the
surrounding neighborhoods in which the schools are located; and increasing empathy and encouraging
students to bring their cultural values into the classroom are of the highest importance (D. Yusem,
personal communication, Jan. 17, 2012). The hallmark of RJ in OUSD is the use of conferencing “circles.”
Circles bring together victims, perpetrators, and community members to engage in a collaborative
process of reparation. Often, circle conferences guide offenders to make formal apologies to victims or

to reach consensus about what actions should be taken to repair harm.

Today, there are twelve schools in OUSD that are implementing RJ through a variety of funding sources.
While some schools have brought on dedicated RJ coordinators, others have reassigned existing staff as
coordinators. Despite considerable political support for R} among District and school leaders, major
financial constraints have stymied efforts to roll out RJ District-wide. The lack of funding is particularly
problematic, because RJ necessitates a dedicated coordinator to train school staff, engage the
community, and manage RJ caseloads (B. McClung, personal communication, Feb 1, 2011). Moreover,
research suggests that successful implementation of RJ requires all adults within a school site to be
trained in restorative practices over a three-year period (see Section 5.1.4).

OUSD’s RJ Resolution explicitly encourages schools to continue to engage in their current discipline
processes, so long as they do not conflict with RJ. The District deliberately granted schools this semi-
autonomy after researching other large school districts’ unsuccessful efforts to impose “top-down”
discipline mandates on schools (B. McClung, personal communication, Feb 1, 2011). OUSD’s highly
decentralized structure makes it especially challenging to prescribe mandatory District-wide discipline
policies; historically in Oakland, school discipline has fallen under the purview of principals.
Consequently, discipline practices vary widely at the school level. District leadership recognizes that

* Measure Y, or the Violence Prevention and Public Safety Act of 2004, supports social services, nonprofits, police,
employment, schools, criminal justice, faith-based agencies and community members at the neighborhood level to
address the symptoms of violence.
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inconsistent application of restorative practices threatens to dilute the effectiveness of the RJ model.
The District hopes that the RJ Resolution resonates in schools as a symbol of solidarity, signaling a new
era for school discipline in Oakland.

OUSD’s LONG-TERM RESTORATIVE JUSTICE VISION

District leadership hopes that in the future, all OUSD schools will implement RJ full-scale, facilitating a
District-wide culture shift from status quo discipline to a restorative paradigm. Absent adequate
funding, however, the District has had to devise strategies to disseminate its restorative message
indirectly. Therefore, OUSD has taken measures to coordinate efforts across District departments and
among community-based partners to reinforce the core principles of the Rl model. Many local partner
organizations now practice RJ in some capacity, including Youth Alive, Our Kids, Catholic Charities of the
East Bay, East Bay Agency for Children, Family Violence Law Center, Seneca Center, Leadership
Excellence, Bay Area Community Resources, and more. Furthermore, the District’s own newly formed
African-American Male Achievement (AAMA) Task Force, dedicated to improving academic and health
outcomes for African-American males across OUSD, recently set a goal to reduce disparities for African-
American males in terms of suspensions — an outcome measure of RJ. Coordination and collaboration
among District departments are essential in order to align the whole District with the mission of
reducing school exclusions (B. McClung, personal communication, Feb 1, 2011).

OUSD’s IMPLEMENTATION OF POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL INTERVENTIONS AND SUPPORTS
While OUSD has been on a policy path to implementing RJ, the district has also began implementing,
concurrently, a program of Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS). The main objective of
PBIS at OUSD was to lower suspensions and racial disproportionality in suspensions (D. Yusem, personal
communication, Jan 17, 2012). While RJ and PBIS implementation were not intended to be implemented
together, the two practices are considered to be complementary (B. McClug, personal communication,
Feb 1, 2011).

By the end of the 2011-12 school year, a cohort of 10-12 pilot schools will be implementing PBIS in some
form. All of the pilot schools will have coaches, and OUSD is working with site teams to develop behavior
matrices and then rolling them out to staff. Full PBIS implementation at these schools will begin in the
2012-13 school year (D. Yusem, personal communication, Jan. 17, 2012). At this time it is uncertain
whether PBIS will be implemented district-wide in the future.

7.3 OAKLAND DEMOGRAPHICS

This section provides a demographic context of Oakland, the broader community in which OUSD is
located.

According to the 2010 Decennial Census, Oakland’s population was 390,724. Oakland is located in
Alameda County, where it is the county seat and most populous city with about 26% of the county’s
population. In 2010, approximately 21% of the population was under 18 years of age. The racial makeup
was approximately 35% white, 28% African American, 17% Asian, and 1% Native American. The Latino
population of any race was approximately 25%."*® As illustrated in Figure P-1 in Appendix P, Oakland has
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a higher African American, slightly higher Hispanic/Latino population, and lower Asian/Pacific Islander
and White populations compared to the county as a whole.

As shown in Figure P-2 in Appendix P, Oakland has a slightly higher percentage of residents that have
less than a high school education compared to Alameda County as a whole.

Oakland had an unemployment rate of 12.9% in 2010, compared to 12.1% for Alameda County.
However, the median household income was much lower in Oakland ($49,190) compared to Alameda
County ($67,169)."*°

Income has been shown in the literature to be associated with health outcomes, including life
expectancy. Figure 7-1 shows where low-income student populations are (as identified by participation
in a free and reduced price meal program, or FRPMP) in relation to life expectancy in the city.

Figure 7-1. Oakland life expectancy and school poverty levels
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Source: Alameda County Department of Public Health CAPE unit, Vital Statistics 2004-2008, CA Dept. of Education, 2008-2009

Based on this map, it seems that 100% of the schools with low FRPMP participation are located in areas
with life expectancies of at least 78.7 years, while the vast majority of schools with high FRPMP
participation are located in areas with lower life expectancies than 78.7 years. It should be noted that
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many of the schools shown in the map are now closed or reorganized, due to policy changes in the
district since 2009.

7.4 SELECT HEALTH STATUS INDICATORS IN OAKLAND

This section reports existing conditions of health indicators that belong to pathways beginning with
school discipline. Table 5-1 discusses connections between school discipline policies and these health
outcomes through the six health determinants studied in this HIA.

LIFE EXPECTANCY

Each of the six health determinants is linked to life expectancy. Life expectancy in East Oakland as of
2003 was 72 years.'* In the wealthier and more privileged Oakland hills communities, life expectancy is
much higher at 83, while in the county the average life expectancy is 80 years.'*!

HEART DISEASE
Stress, a health outcome considered in this HIA, is one risk factor for heart disease. Heart disease is the
leading cause of death for Oakland residents, causing 23.8% of all deaths, as well as for Alameda County

142 Hospitalization rates for coronary heart disease in

residents, causing 24.5% of all deaths in the county.
Oakland are lower than the county average, where the Oakland rate is 815.3 per 100,000 people and
Alameda County rate is 924.6. Countywide African Americans have the highest rate of hospitalization

from coronary heart disease at 1,098.6 per 100,000.'*

MENTAL HEALTH OUTCOMES

Youth mental health impacts associated with school policies can affect adult mental health, as well as
mental health of a young person’s family and community. ACPHD reports that 3% of Oakland’s
population received inpatient or emergency room care for mental disorders in 2010—a rate of 1,087
visits per 100,000 population. Alameda County had a similar percentage with a rate of 925 visits per
100,000 population. Generally, for both areas, the rates for men were higher than the rates for women.

In Oakland, emergency department visit rates for African Americans were 65% higher than the total
rate, while all other racial/ethnic groups had lower rates than the citywide rate.’*

TEEN BIRTH RATE

Oakland’s city-wide teen birth rate of 45.7 births per 1,000 girls age 15-19 is 72% higher than the 26.5
rate nation-wide.'

7.5 EXISTING CONDITIONS IN OAKLAND

This section reports existing conditions related to the six determinants of health (identified as key health
determinants along the pathway between school discipline policies and health outcomes; see Section
4.3 and Table 5-1) in Oakland schools and the City of Oakland.
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METHODS
California Healthy Kids Survey and California School Climate Survey

Methods for the analysis of these surveys are described in Section 5.3. Data was collected for all OUSD
schools that participate in these surveys. All CHKS and CSCS survey results for OUSD that are discussed in
this report are summarized in Appendix F and G, respectively.

Focus Groups with East Oakland High School Students

Methods and citations for Oakland focus groups are included in Section 5.4.

7.5.1 EDUCATION

For the 2007-08 school year, the unweighted average high school graduation rate for OUSD was 69%.
This is lower than the rate for Alameda County as a whole (83%) and also lower than the state
graduation rate (80%)."%°

In this same time period, the percentage of these high school students scoring either “Proficient” or
“Advanced” on the California standardized reading and math tests were 24% and 9%, respectively. For
middle schoolers, 28% achieved these scores in reading and 25% achieved these scores in math.'?®
These test scores are drastically lower than those of Alameda County and the State of California (see

Figures 7-2 and 7-3 below).

Figure 7-2. Percent proficient and advanced in reading and math in OUSD high schools, 2007-08
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Figure 7-3. Percent proficient and advanced in reading and math in OUSD middle schools, 2007-08

60

50 -

40 -

30 -

20 -

10 A

Percent Proficient and Advanced

English-Language Arts Mathematics
B QOUSD M Alameda County HCA

For at least the last two decades, OUSD high school dropout rates have been higher than statewide and
countywide trends. OUSD’s 2009-10 dropout rate was still significantly higher than in any other school
district within Alameda County; in that year, 32.5% of OUSD students dropped out of school, compared
to 17.1% in the County, and 17.4% in the state (see Figure 7-4).'*
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Figure 7-4. Grade 9-12 4-year derived" high school dropout rates in OUSD, Alameda County, and
California, 2006-07 to 2009-10"
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Source: KidsData.org, 2011

Furthermore, according to 2009-10 data, in California and especially in OUSD, Black, American Indian,
126

Pacific Islander, and Latino students are more likely to drop out of high school than White students.
OUSD reported that, among the students that reported their race in 2009-10, the adjusted Grade 9-12
one-year dropout rate’ for American Indian students was highest among all students (12.5%), followed
by African American students (11.4%) and Filipino students (11.2%). White students dropped out of

school at a rate of 6.0%, while Asian Americans recorded the lowest dropout rate of 4.1%.'%

' The 4-year derived dropout rate is an estimate of the percent of students who would drop out in a four year period
based on data collected for a single year.

Adjusted grade 9-12 4-year derived dropout rate formula = (1-((1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 9 Dropouts/Gr. 9
Enrollment))*(1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 10 Dropouts/Gr. 10 Enrollment))*(1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 11
Dropouts/Gr. 11 Enrollment))*(1-(Reported or Adjusted Gr. 12 Dropouts/Gr. 12 Enrollment))))*100

“ Dropout Spikes in dropout rates since 2004-5 may actually be somewhat misleading. It is possible that dramatic
increases in school dropout are attributable to California’s improved capacity to track student data before the 2006-07
school year was available, but not presented. In 2004-5, California launched the California Information System (CSIS),
which records individual students’ school enroliment across all school districts in California. Consequently, starting in
2007, CDE and all school districts across the state, have more accurate means to report enroliment, graduation rates,
and dropout rates in all school districts. It is not advisable, therefore, to compare dropout rates pre-2007 with those
post-2007. Nonetheless, OUSD’s dropout rates are consistently much higher than the county’s and state’s, indicating a
need for serious intervention.

VIt is inappropriate to compare 4-year derived dropout rates with 1-year dropout rates.

Adjusted grade 9-12 1-year dropout rate formula = (Adjusted Gr. 9-12 Dropouts/Gr. 9-12 Enrollment)*100

76



As shown in Figure P-3 in Appendix P, truancy rates" were significantly higher in OUSD than in any other
school district within Alameda County until the 2009-10 school year. During the 2009-10 school year, a
change in the reporting system may have skewed results (see Appendix P).

EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES IN OUSD scHooLs: CHKS

AND CSCS ANALYSIS

During the 2005-06 and 2007-08 school years, OUSD staff reported that only 36-41% of students arrived
at school alert and rested, and 36-43% of students were motivated to learn. CHKS responses indicated
that skipping school becomes more common as OUSD students progress through grades 7,9, and 11.

YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES

Focus group participants expressed that time away from school due to suspensions causes students to
fall behind. One student said:

Honestly, all it does is not prepare them for when they come back. When they come back, they’re not
going to know what’s going on at school/class. They’re going to be inadequate, and they’re going to have
to go around and ask so many questions and get all the make-up work and it just makes the kid
unprepared. It doesn’t help them. Suspending the kid doesn’t do anything. They just sit at home and play
videogames. It does nothing for the child.

IN CONCLUSION, dropout and truancy rates are higher in OUSD compared to other school districts in
Alameda County. OUSD staff observe that most students are not well rested and motivated to learn at
school. Skipping classes becomes more prevalent as students progress through middle and high school.
Students expressed that time at home due to suspensions is generally unproductive, and forces them to
catch up to the rest of class upon returning to school.

7.5.2 MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND INCARCERATION

Discipline Events

OUSD resorts to suspension and expulsion more frequently than most school districts within Alameda
County and California. OUSD’s suspension rate of 14.8 suspensions per 100 students exceeds Alameda
County’s rate of 12.2 and the state’s rate of 12.5.'%°
of Education (CDE), OUSD issued 6,882 suspensions, 41% of which were a result of “violence and/or

In 2009-10, according to the California Department

drugs.”**® Although CDE does not provide reasons for the remaining 59% of suspensions, historically,
according to school officials and students themselves, the vast majority of suspensions in OUSD occur as
a result of injury to another person or violence not in self-defense, followed by “defiance” or disruption
(B. McClung, personal communication, Feb. 1, 2011). “Defiance” and “disruption” are determined
subjectively by the superintendent or principal of the school.
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Both disruption and defiance are defined in the same clause of the California Education Code as when a
student "Disrupted school activities or otherwise willfully defied the valid authority of supervisors,
teachers, administrators, school officials, or other school personnel engaged in the performance of their

duties."**°

This lack of a consistent definition is one reason why punishments for defiance vary so widely,
and may also be a hidden source of discrimination and inequity regarding how and who gets excluded
from school. For example, because the definition is vague, it allows teachers great leeway to apply
different standards to different students, which may contribute to certain groups, such as African-

American males, being over-represented in those who are disciplined under “defiance.”

Within OUSD, there are huge disparities in suspension rates between racial/ethnic groups. While the
total number of suspensions has decreased in the last several years, the rate of suspension among Black
students is significantly higher than that of Latino, Asian, and White students in the District. Although
Black students represent only one-third of OUSD’s student population, they make up two out of every
three suspensions in the District."* A recent analysis of OUSD suspensions revealed that between
August 2009 and February 2010, Black students accounted for exactly 70% of all OUSD high school

144 Suspensions among OUSD’s Latino students are also increasing. In 2008-09, Latino

suspensions.
students accounted for 21% of the District’s total suspensions, compared to roughly 18% in prior

years.'*
Incarceration

Unfortunately, access to local data on incarceration was not obtained for this report, and so a statistical
analysis on existing levels of incarceration in Oakland was not conducted.

OUSD, along with many local community-based organizations, has launched various initiatives to reduce
disproportionate contact of students of color with the juvenile justice system. The District recently set a
goal to reduce all OUSD student involvement in the criminal justice system by 50 percent. Health
impacts associated with incarceration are described in Table 5-1.

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND

INCARCERATION

Between 2005-06 and 2007-08, approximately half of OUSD staff reported in the CSCS that zero
tolerance policies were enforced at school. A majority (78-83%) of staff perceived that disruptive
student behavior was a moderate or severe problem, while just over half (57-58%) of staff reported that
students were well behaved.

YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND

INCARCERATION

One of the central questions underlying the school exclusions debate is whether or not students
genuinely seize the opportunity to reflect upon their transgressions when they are absent from school.
In a focus group of 21 East Oakland high school students, grades 9-12, interviewed students
characterized out-of-school time (either due to mandated suspension or voluntary “hooky”) as an

n u

opportunity “to take a vacation,” “hang out with friends,” “get high,” “play videogames,” “steal stuff, do
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drugs, get in trouble, and get fat,” [and] “eat pizza.”*'®

Not a single youth among all 21 interviewees
agreed that out-of-school suspension encourages students to “learn from their mistakes.” One student
reported his/her opinion about the value of suspensions on fighting: “I don’t think it would stop them
from fighting because apparently they grew up in that type of situation where they knew to fight when

they got upset. They knew they had to fight if someone crossed them or got at them the wrong way.”

This evidence indicates that students are not likely to benefit from school exclusions by learning from
their mistakes and preventing future misbehavior and discipline events.

Youth also expressed in focus groups that the majority of suspensions are due to the student exhibiting
some form of disrespect to an adult at the school. Other youth reported that mouthing off and fighting
were the most common reasons.

IN CONCLUSION, more OUSD students are suspended and expelled compared to students in other
districts in the county and state, and school exclusions disproportionately affect students of color in
OUSD. From students, there is little evidence that exclusionary policies prevent future recurrence of
misbehavior, and many students suggest that time spent out of school leads to additional misbehavior.

7.5.3 COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

In Oakland, violence, arrests, and incarceration disproportionately impact youth of color, and especially
African-American males. Youth living in West and East Oakland, where the homicide rate is between
37.2 and 74.3 per 100,000 youth,'** are most burdened by violence. Between 2001 and 2003 in Alameda
County, 78% of all young African-American male victims of homicide and 52% of all young Latino male
victims of homicide resided in Oakland.**®

In the last four years, the number of juvenile felony, violent, and misdemeanor arrests has skyrocketed
by more than 100%. A sizeable proportion of these arrests occur in OUSD schools. According to OUSD
officials, the most common reasons for suspension and expulsion today are violence, defiance, and
possession of controlled substances, all offenses increasingly prosecuted by the Oakland Police
Department over the last several years (B. McClung, personal communication, Feb 1, 2011).

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME IN OUSD scHooOLS

The majority of staff reported that their schools were safe for staff (84-85%) and for students (76-83%).
However, fairly large proportions of staff reported harassment among students (62-70%) and physical
fighting between students (55-55%), with a slightly smaller proportion (32-39%) reporting racial/ethnic
conflict among students.

Many students reported in the CHKS survey that within the previous year they had been in a physical
fight (19-41%), had their property stolen or deliberately damaged (21-37%), carried a gun on school
property (8-20%), and had seen someone else carrying a gun, knife, or other weapon on school property
(35-51%).
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YOUTH PERCEPTIONS ON COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

In the focus group of OUSD students, the students characterized violent behavior as a personal problem
that depends on the “type” of the student and whom they hang out with (e.g. membership in gangs).
One student attributed fighting to issues at home, and claimed that suspension won’t help solve these
issues and will only harm the student: “I don’t think suspension would stop them from fighting because
apparently they grew up in that type of situation where they knew to fight when they got upset. They
knew they had to fight if someone crossed them or got at them the wrong way.”

As described in the previous section, other students claimed that exclusionary discipline encourages
students to steal and get in trouble, among other things.

Students also mentioned that violence, particularly gang-related violence, affects everyone. One student
said, “It’s like collateral damage. You suffer and you’re less safe because of the situations other people
put you in by your environment.” Students described feeling generally safe at school, but unsafe in the
area around their campus, which they described as very violent. Some students talked about being
“afraid to walk to school” and planning routes to and from school to avoid violent areas.

IN CONCLUSION, violence and incarceration of youth in Oakland disproportionately affect children of
color, and arrest rates for juvenile crime incidences have been increasing in recent years. CHKS and CSCS
survey results show that fighting, harassment, and carrying weapons is prevalent in Oakland schools.
Some students who attend OUSD felt that the risk of being involved in school crime and violence was
primarily a personal characteristic, but that the effects of criminal incidences affect everyone in school.
Some expressed that suspension does not do anything to prevent fighting, and others claimed that
suspension encourages students to engage in crime and violence.

7.5.4 DRUG USE

Possession of controlled substances is one of the most common reasons for suspension and expulsion in
OUSD today (B. McClung, personal communication, Feb 1, 2011).

CHKS AnND CSCS AnALYSIS: DRUG USE IN OUSD scHooLS

In the latest CSCS survey reviewed (from 2007-09), 25% of staff felt that student alcohol use was at least
a moderate problem, and 42% felt that student drug use was at least a moderate problem. In the CHKS
survey, many students reported using alcohol, marijuana and tobacco within the last 30 days.

YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND DRUG USE

As described above, Castlemont High School students characterized out-of-school time (either due to
mandated suspension or voluntary “hooky”) as an opportunity to “get high,” among other things. They
felt that suspensions and expulsions did not encourage them to “learn from their mistakes.”

Students in Oakland schools reported that very little is done to punish drug offenders on campus. One
student reported that:
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| was a [teacher’s assistant] for this one teacher. She was the ninth grade English teacher, and this boy
actually pulled out a blunt in class and started rolling it. Like he wasn’t trying to hide it or anything. He just
pulled it out and started rolling it. They took it. The teacher asked for it and he refused to give it up, and
he felt like he wasn’t doing anything wrong. He was like ‘I’'m not interrupting the class, so why are you
trying to take my weed?’ So he refused to give it up and the principal showed up and they talked to him.
He finally gave it up. He did not get suspended though.

Another student in this focus group reported:

Countless times in my second period, this boy would always walk in smelling like weed. And the teacher
won’t do nothing. She would be like ‘Oh, well, go get some spray.” And he would put on some spray or
lotion. And nothing changed. And then one day, she said ‘just get out of my class’ and he went to the
office and they didn’t do nothing, so he went to the bathroom and started smoking. All the security did
was lock the bathroom door. They didn’t do nothing. It was crazy.

It seems that drug use, even on school grounds, is tolerated to some extent, and when students are
actually sent out of class because of offenses, the students involved receive no serious consequences.

IN CONCLUSION, a significant percentage of OUSD students use drugs and alcohol. High school
students participating in focus groups agreed that enforcement of drug use on their campus is extremely
lax, even while school staff has strong evidence that students are using them. Many students in focus
groups reported that suspension leads students to do drugs during their time away from school.

7.5.5 FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: FAMILY, ScHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION IN OUSD

SCHOOLS

Between 2005 and 2008, a vast majority of OUSD staff felt that adults at school acknowledge, listen to,
and believe in students. A significant number (average of 35% between the two survey years) thought
that lack of respect of staff by students was a moderate or severe problem.

Approximately half of students reported in the CHKS that they feel close to people at their school,
they’re happy to be at their school, and they feel that they are part of their school. Most (61-79%)
students answered affirmatively when asked whether teachers or other adults tell them when they do a
good job, want them to do their best, and believe they will be successful.

According to CHKS surveys from 2005-07, the majority of OUSD students feel a “medium” connection to
school, followed by those who feel a “high” connection. Less than 20% of students reported feeling a
“low” connection. Figure P-4 in Appendix P illustrates these survey results.

Adults within schools play a critical role in influencing students’ feelings of connectedness to the school
environment. According to the 2008-09 CSCS, OUSD teachers, administrators, and staff believe that the
overwhelming majority (~94%) of adults within the school community are quite effective at promoting
high expectations for students, engaging in caring relationships, and providing meaningful opportunities
for student participation — all characteristics that define school connectedness.
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Despite relatively high levels of school connectedness, OUSD students are somewhat more likely, on
147
than

their peers across the state. In all school violence and safety measures, however, students that reported

average, to engage in acts of violence (i.e. carrying guns to school, or partaking in physical fights)

higher connectedness™ to school were much less likely to engage in unsafe behavior than students that
reported low connectedness to school. In 2008-09, 2.7% of surveyed 7™, 9", and 11"-grade OUSD
students that felt a strong connection to school reported carrying a gun to school once, compared to
5.4% of students who felt a weak connection to school.*’

Moreover, students who report high connectedness to school use less drugs and alcohol. For example,
in 2007-08 CHKS survey data for OUSD, 80.7% of 7"-, 9"-, and 11™-grade students who felt a high
connection to school did not use drugs, compared to 63.5% of students who felt a low connection to

147
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schoo Students exhibited the same patterns in terms of alcohol consumption and cigarette smoking.

OUSD YOUTH PERCEPTIONS OF FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION

Students don’t perceive there to be any trust between students and adults. One student mentioned
there being a students-versus-teachers sentiment that is borne from a lack of respect for some of the
teachers. Students felt that teachers were treating them negatively in response to long histories of
negative behavior and treatment of teachers by students. As a result, teachers are perceived to treat
students in a harsh way: “Sometimes, they could be in the wrong in the way they treated you. It's not
what you do or say but how you say it or how you do it.”

OUSD STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF FAIRNESS OF SCHOOL RULES

Another critical component of school climate, aside from “school connectedness,” concerns student and
staff’s shared perceptions of the fairness of school rules. This metric is particularly important, since
attitudes about the reasonableness of rules motivate behavior. While students are the most central
objects of school rules, teachers also share a vested interest in implementing rules fairly and
consistently. Inconsistent application of school rules can give rise to resentful feelings among staff,
confusion, and ultimately, ineffective school discipline.

According to the 2008-09 CSCS, the majority of OUSD staff felt that schools handle disciplinary issues
fairly and clearly. In 2008-09, roughly 80% of staff agreed that schools clearly communicate to students
the consequences of breaking school rules. However, staff was markedly less satisfied with the level of
professional development offered around positive behavioral support strategies. Nearly half of all
survey participants felt inadequately prepared to implement positive behavioral supports and classroom

148

management effectively.” This chasm between fairness of rules and ability to carry out positive school

discipline presents a major opportunity for improvement in OUSD.

IN CONCLUSION, family, school and community cohesion are important in that they all play a role in

explaining student behavior, including violent behavior and academic performance. OUSD students

“School connectedness includes being treated fairly, feeling close to people, feeling happy, feeling part of, and feeling
safe at school.
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observe a lack of trust between students and teachers. The majority of OUSD staff reported in 2008-09
that they believe there are clear and open lines of communication between schools and students
regarding rules, however, there is a lack of professional support around PBIS.

7.5.6 MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS

CHKS AnND CSCS ANALYSIS: MENTAL HEALTH

According to the CSCS survey, between 2005 and 2009 up to 57% of OUSD staff perceived that
depression or other mental health problems among students were moderate or severe problems, and
up to 35% of students said that sadness and depression affected some of their normal activities. An
average of 45% of students in these years responded that they are happy to be a part of their schools.

OUSD students who feel a strong connection to school struggle less with depression than students who

147
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feel weaker connections to school™’ (see Figure 7-5 below).

Figure 7-5. OUSD students' depression-related feelings by level of school connectedness, 2005-07
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YOUTH PERSPECTIVES ON EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE AND MENTAL HEALTH

In a focus group at Castlemont High School, students made connections between school exclusions and
mental health. They felt that suspensions affect students’ mental health by depriving them of
opportunities to engage in a social world (versus their home world) and develop essential social skills,
which damage their chances at finding and keeping well-paying jobs.

Other students characterized mental health as students’ attitudes about their educational
responsibilities. Out-of-school suspension, students observed, often leads to apathy. One high school
student commented: “If someone goes home, plays games and eats, talks on the phone, is on the
computer, they’re going to have a mentality where they won’t care if they get suspended. So it’s really
not going to be a punishment. They’re going to keep acting up, because they know they’ll just get
suspended.”
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IN CONCLUSION, a significant proportion of OUSD students experience depression and sadness.
Students’ mental health improves when they feel more connected to their school, teachers, and fellow
students. Exclusionary practices, such as suspensions, do not foster feelings of school connectedness
within affected students, and therefore have contributed to those students’ negative mental health
outcomes. Youth also expressed that suspensions deprive students of gaining valuable social skills
needed for life. Research literature shows that exclusionary discipline can lead to or exacerbate stress,
PTSD, tendencies toward disruption, and other negative mental health outcomes.

7.6 PREDICTED HEALTH IMPACTS OF RJ AND PBIS IN OAKLAND

Restorative Justice is being piloted in 12 OUSD schools, and the district intends to expand the program
to other schools when financially feasible. As of November 2011, five additional schools were interested
in an RJ program on their campus. PBIS is also practiced in some OUSD schools and may be expanded.
This HIA predicts the impact of district-wide RJ and PBIS implementation in OUSD schools on health
outcomes, based on the six health determinants. While we cannot make highly specific predictions
about how RJ and PBIS at OUSD would impact health, we have developed conclusions based on the best
available evidence.

It is important to note that OUSD’s RJ resolution applies to all schools in the district, but for this report,
only middle and high schools were examined.

METHODS

To predict impacts of RJ and PBIS on the six health determinants, we drew upon many of the same
methods introduced in Section 7.5 above. An additional method used in the predictive analysis was the
PBIS Effectiveness Study, which is described in Section 5.2 and further detailed in Appendix E. Briefly,
this PBIS effectiveness study developed a model for estimating the effectiveness of PBIS on disciplinary
and educational outcomes. The PBIS effectiveness study included 10 high schools and 50 middle schools;
alternative schools were excluded.

7.6.1 PREDICTED CHANGES TO EDUCATION

As described in more detail in Section 5.1.4, a recent RJ program in an OUSD middle school eliminated
expulsions and reduced suspensions by 87%. In addition, RJ has been found to decrease misbehavior.
Thus, with a comprehensive RJ program at OUSD schools, more students will stay in school to learn and
potentially graduate.

Based on a predictive analysis of PBIS in schools in four states around the country (not including
California), and application of results to schools in OQUSD, in 2009-10, if the 36 middle and high schools
that have publicly available suspension data from the California Department of Education’s Dataquest
website had increased their use of PBIS by 50%:

B 1,568 out-of-school suspensions would have been prevented (approximately a 34% reduction in
the number of suspensions that actually occurred that year)

84



At least 1,568 school days of student instructional time would have been saved

65 school days of teaching time would have been saved (based on an estimate of 15 minutes of
teaching time used per suspension)™*?

B 196 school days of administrative time (time school staff spends on managing discipline issues)
would have been saved (based on an estimate of 45 minutes of administrator leadership time
used per suspension)**?

CONCLUSION: Because RJ implementation is expected to keep more students in the classroom rather
than being suspended or expelled, which can lead to eventual dropout, it would give students a chance
to actually complete school and graduate.

Based on the analysis of national PBIS data, PBIS implementation in OUSD would have a similar outcome
of keeping more students in school.

Both RJ and PBIS implementation are thus expected to encourage school attendance and completion,
which would in turn improve health knowledge and behaviors, increase longevity, increase earning
potential and thus access to resources, and increase access to social networks of support.

7.6.2 PREDICTED CHANGES TO MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS,
AND INCARCERATION

As stated above and in Section 5.1.4, an evaluation of RJ in OUSD’s Cole Middle School found that RJ
implementation eliminated expulsions and drastically reduced suspensions. In addition, RJ has been
found to decrease disruptive classroom behavior.

When asked how the school should react in a disciplinary situation, a student participating in an OUSD
focus group alluded to the RJ principles of repairing harm and involving all stakeholders in a disciplinary
response: “Instead of taking them to the office and telling them they’re suspended, they should ask,
‘What do you think the consequence should be? What do you think we should do,” instead of jumping
and saying you’re suspended. They should ask, ‘What made you do this? What can we do to help
prevent this?"”

According to the PBIS model, if every OUSD middle and high school was able to increase their PBIS
implementation score by 50% in 2009-10, 1,568 suspensions would have been prevented and
correspondingly, there would have been a time savings of at least 1,568 days of instructional time, 65
days of teaching time, and 196 days of administrator leadership time during that year.

RJ and PBIS are both promising policies simply because they are alternatives to exclusionary discipline.
As reported in Section 5.1.2, teachers themselves view suspensions and expulsions as ineffective
disciplinary tools. Research indicates that when youth are not in school, they are more likely to become
involved in a physical fight, carry a weapon, and use illegal substances. Furthermore, they are more
likely to be incarcerated. Thus, if RJ and PBIS keep students in school, they are less likely to have harmful
behaviors and become incarcerated.
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CONCLUSION: Based on objective data and the standpoint of OUSD students, suspensions are not an
effective method of preventing future misbehavior or suspensions. Rather than automatic suspension or
expulsion, RJ implementation would allow victims and offenders to discuss what they perceive to be the
cause of offenses, as well as appropriate and fair punishments for the offender. PBIS is also predicted to
reduce suspensions.

Both RJ and PBIS are anticipated to improve health outcomes by preventing student misbehavior.
Student misbehavior can cause harm to others (i.e., fighting, theft, violence), and can also lead to
recurring discipline by schools and even incarceration, which are associated with reduced earnings,
violence, and poor mental health for the individual, family and community.

As mentioned in Section 7.4.3, violence, defiance, and possession of controlled substances are the top
reasons for juvenile referrals to the police in OUSD. Because RJ is expected to reduce the incidence of all
three of these behaviors, it is also expected to reduce the rate of juvenile arrests due to these behaviors.

7.6.3 PREDICTED CHANGES TO COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

Based on a report describing a pilot school-based RJ program at a West Oakland middle school, RJ was
found to have contributed to making the school more peaceful, with fewer fights among students.'”’
The study of the effects of RJ in six Pennsylvania schools documented reduced violence,'® and an

evaluation of school-based RJ in Australia reported increased perceptions of safety.''% 1'% 11>

CONCLUSION: A comprehensive RJ program in OUSD schools would result in reduced violence overall

with fewer fights among students, and increase perceptions of safety at school.

Since both RJ and PBIS implementation in Oakland schools are expected to improve attendance and
educational outcomes, then it is expected to decrease violence and crime in the community, as there
will be fewer students with unsupervised out-of-school time due to exclusionary punishments. In turn,
injuries, death, and stress are expected to decrease. A reduction in stress can, in turn, reduce heart
disease, hypertension, adverse birth outcomes, and negative mental health impacts.

7.6.4 PREDICTED CHANGES TO DRUG USE

Drug use can be harmful to students’ health and can also lead to poor school performance and
increased likelihood of getting in trouble with the law (see Table 5-1).

CONCLUSION: When children are not in school, they are more likely to use drugs (see section 5.1.2).
Since our analysis indicates that both RJ and PBIS would reduce exclusions from OUSD schools (see
Section 7.6.2), we conclude that implementation of both RJ and PBIS may help to decrease drug use and
associated health hazards among Oakland youth.

However, reducing drug use during school exclusions may not be the most significant impact that of RJ
on drug use. According to some OUSD high school students, there is a lack of meaningful responsiveness
to drug use among adults and students at school. Perhaps the most important impact of an RJ program
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on drug use is that it will encourage a dialogue among students and staff around drug use, rather than
ignoring or marginalizing the issue. This may influence student knowledge about risks of drug abuse,
which may impact their use of drugs and in turn have positive impacts on health.

7.6.5 PREDICTED CHANGES TO FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION
RJ is intended to engage students and staff to come together to work out conflicts.

In an OUSD focus group with some students who had experienced RJ circles themselves, at least one
student claimed that RJ holds promise for people involved in a conflict to “end up being friends or
apologizing.” However, at least two other students had the opposing view, saying that they wouldn’t
feel comfortable participating in an RJ circle and becoming friends with someone who harmed them.
One of these students even said, “| wouldn’t even want to sit in the same room as that person. I'd want
retaliation.”

One student expressed an anecdote about how RJ led to better student-teacher relationships. Because
there were problems with students ganging up on her, a teacher requested that the entire classroom
engage in an RJ exercise. During the exercise, all students were allowed to take turns and bring up things
they didn’t like about the teacher and her teaching. This student concluded, “the outcome of that was
good because based on what she heard from the students, she changed how she was teaching, and the
students like her now.”

CONCLUSION: RJ is expected to change the apparent perception of students that teachers and staff
don’t care about their well-being and success. RJ is anticipated to be a positive force for improving
school climate, respect, and cohesion. These positive impacts, which can improve mental health, may
extend out to communities beyond school borders. On the other hand, some students are wary of RJ
because it seems unrealistic to face other students who caused them harm.

By keeping youth in school, implementation of both RJ and/or PBIS would prevent family stress
associated with financial burdens that come along with parents needing to supervise kids at home. A
reduction in stress can, in turn, reduce heart disease, hypertension, adverse birth outcomes, and
negative mental health impacts.

7.6.6 PREDICTED CHANGES TO MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS

Research evidence (cited in Section 5.1.1 of this report) illustrates that exclusionary discipline can lead
to stress, short- or long-term emotional damage and even behavioral disorders among students,
decrease students’ feelings of “bondedness” to school, and increase the likelihood of delinquency and
inclinations toward aggressive and anti-social behaviors. In focus groups, students confirmed that they
experience negative impacts of ESD on mental health in the context of OUSD.

CONCLUSION: Restorative Justice implementation in OUSD schools is expected to result in improved

mental health outcomes, for both students who receive suspensions, as well as for the student and
school staff community at-large. Restorative Justice will increase the dialogue between victims and
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offenders, and will aim to repair the harm done by the offender(s) in a way that may help address the
underlying reasons for the incident. As a result, the victims will feel satisfied that their damages were
resolved, the offenders will be able to confront their victims and take responsibility for their actions, and
the affected communities will feel empowered through the process.

Because they are alternatives to exclusionary discipline, RJ and PBIS both hold promise for reducing
negative mental health outcomes associated with exclusionary discipline policies.

7.7 CONCLUSIONS

Implementing alternative school discipline policies in OUSD, such as Restorative Justice and Positive
Behavioral Interventions and Supports, may help students gain health benefits associated with the six
determinants of health studied in this HIA.

RJ is anticipated to decrease suspensions and expulsions and thus encourage school attendance and
completion, and educational attainment is strongly linked to health. RJ was also found to prevent and
reduce student misbehavior and eventual incarceration, which are associated with reduced earnings,
violence, and poor mental health. Violence and drug use outside of schools may also decrease as a result
of RJ, because fewer students will be suspended and expelled and be unsupervised in the community; in
turn, injuries, stress and even deaths may decrease. RJ holds promise for improving school climate, as
well as school-wide cohesion, respect, and mental health.

District-wide commitment to PBIS is anticipated to help students gain health benefits associated with
increased educational attainment and improved conditions for mental health. PBIS would reduce
misbehavior, drug use, violence, disciplinary events, and even incarceration.

Tables 7-1 and 7-2 summarize the impacts of RJ and PBIS on health determinants prioritized in this HIA.
Included is information on the direction, magnitude, and severity of impacts, as well as the strength of
the evidence and any uncertainties regarding predictions.

Table 7-1. OUSD summary of RJ impacts on health determinants

Health Determinant Strength of
Magnitude Severity Evidence Uncertainties
Education + Moderate Mod/Major ¢ Varying degrees of RJ
Misbehavior, implementation between
recurring discipline . OUSD schools will modify
+ Moderate/Major Mod *e impacts

events, and

incarceration -
Student vulnerability or

Community violence

+ Minor/Moderate Mod ¢ trauma associated with
and crime factors outside of school
Drug use + Minor/Moderate Low ¢ play a role in all of these
Family, school, and health determinants (i.e.,
community cohesion + Moderate Low ¢ school discipline policies

are not the only
Mental health + Moderate Moderate L4 contributor)
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Table 7-2. OUSD summary of PBIS impacts on health determinants

Health Strength of
Determinant Impact Magnitude Severity Evidence Uncertainties
Education . Moderate - Major Mode.rate - .o Yarying degr?es of PBIS
Major implementation
Misbehavior, between OUSD schools
R.ECLjWI"II’Ig N Moderate Moderate .o will modify impacts
Discipline Events,
and Incarceration Student vulnerability or
Community . trauma associated with
Violence and Crime ¥ Minor Moderate ¢ factors outside of
Drug Use + Minor Moderate ¢ school play a role in all
Family, School and of these health
Community + Minor Moderate ¢ determinants (i.e.,
Cohesion school discipline
Mental health policies are not the
conditions + Moderate Moderate * only contributor)

Explanations:

o Impact refers to whether the proposal will improve health (+), harm health (-), or whether results are
mixed (~).

o Magnitude reflects a qualitative judgment of the size of the anticipated change in health effect (e.g., the
increase in the number of cases of disease, injury, adverse events): Negligible, Minor, Moderate, Major.

o Severity reflects the nature of the effect on function and life-expectancy and its permanence: High =
intense/severe; Mod = Moderate; Low = not intense or severe.

o Strength of Evidence refers to the strength of the research/evidence showing causal relationship between
mobility and the health outcome: ¢ = plausible but insufficient evidence; ¢ ¢ = likely but more evidence
needed; ¢ ¢ ® = causal relationship certain. A causal effect means that the effect is likely to occur,
irrespective of the magnitude and severity.

7.8 RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, we recommend the continuation of existing RJ and PBIS programs at OUSD pilot schools, while
concurrently conducting evaluation of their effectiveness. Based on findings of this HIA, both RJ and PBIS
are promising alternatives to exclusionary discipline policies for the protection and promotion of
student, family, and community health and wellness at OUSD. However, importantly, we also
recommend a more rigorous system of school discipline events data collection across all OUSD schools.

A rigorous, comprehensive data collection system would allow a better understanding of the way that
school discipline is being used throughout the system, and potentially facilitate a comparison between
RJ and PBIS pilot schools and non-pilot schools. Ideally, that data would be cross-referenced with
information on student and family demographics, academic performance and advancement, and health.

Finally, we realize that the implementation of RJ at the school level requires institutional commitment
that is not consistent with a randomized control trial, which in some contexts become the gold standard
for evaluating the effectiveness of intervention work. In lieu of a randomized control trial, we
recommend a comprehensive evaluation of both programs.
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The following additional recommendations were developed in response to HIA findings related to
exclusionary discipline, RJ, and PBIS implementation at OUSD schools.

Restorative Justice Recommendations

In addition to a full evaluation as discussed above, in order to maximize the positive impacts of RJ
implementation, we recommend the following:

All adults within pilot schools, across all levels of authority, should be trained in RJ.

The implementation of RJ should be closely monitored and evaluated throughout the
implementation process in pilot schools, and in areas where gaps in implementation fidelity are
found, consensus should be reached on how to improve implementation.

B The district should achieve as much buy-in as possible among administrative and teaching staff
at pilot schools.

B The RJ pilot schools should regularly engage and include community members, including
parents, students, and local residents, in the comprehensive evaluation.

Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports

B Similarly to RJ, an evaluation of PBIS at select pilot schools is recommended.

B PBIS implementation should engage parents, teachers and students, and an ongoing monitoring
process should be established to ensure full compliance with its protocols.

Other recommendations

B “Defiance” is one of the most common reasons why OUSD students are suspended or expelled.
The term is subjective and vaguely defined, and therefore its application to measuring student
discipline severity is not standardized. We recommend that OUSD concretely and measurably
define the meaning and parameters of suspensions based on “willful defiance” so that they are
concrete and can be monitored.

7.9 MONITORING

An HIA monitoring plan, to track the impact of this HIA on school discipline practices in OUSD schools, as
well as measure the impact of school discipline on health outcomes, is included in Appendix Q. This
monitoring plan is intended to be a “living” document, in that it can be further developed and revised as
necessary during the monitoring period.

8 HIA Location 3: Salinas

8.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter will examine the policy context that is the impetus of our HIA in Salinas, present the
existing conditions of the region for education, discipline, drug abuse, violence, mental health, and
community cohesion, and describe predicted changes in these conditions and their associated health
effects as a result of the implementation of alternative school discipline policies.
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Salinas is the county seat and the largest city of Monterey County, California. While the coastal areas of
the county draw tourists from around the world and have been ranked among the nation’s most
expensive places to live, there exists a large disparity in socioeconomic status throughout the county.'*

Agriculture drives the Salinas economy, and the city attracts a large migrant worker population due to
seasonally available agriculture jobs. However, despite the strong agricultural base for the economy, this
seasonal work is not lucrative or consistent: some neighborhoods have a per capita income as low as
$5,519—far below the poverty line and the per capita income of Monterey County,**® which, in 2010,
was $24,950.%**

A recent influx of new, wealthier residents moving from Silicon Valley, 60 miles to the north, has driven
housing costs up. Unaffordable housing combined with a high unemployment rate (10.9% in 2010™?)

and low-paying jobs has led to many families having to share small residential spaces. In 2010, 22% of

Salinas residents were living below the poverty line.™*

Within this economic and housing context, along with overcrowded schools and a lack of jobs for youth,
youth violence is a major concern for Salinas residents. Crime rates in Salinas are considerably higher

than national averages, and the violent crime rate in particular is one of the highest in the nation, across

communities of all sizes (i.e., even higher than that of larger cities).*>

SALINAS CITY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT

Salinas city schools are broken into the following four separate districts:
Elementary School Districts

B Alisal Union School District (AUSD) — serves grades K-7
B Salinas City Elementary School District (SCESD) — serves grades K-6
Elementary and Middle School District

B Santa Rita Union School District (SRUSD) — serves grades K-8

Middle and High School District

B Salinas Union High School District (SUHSD) — serves grades 7-12

Figure 8-1 shows a map of Salinas (center, outlined in red), the boundaries of SUHSD in bold purple, the
elementary/middle school districts that feed into it, as well as neighboring school districts.

91



Figure 8-1. Map of schools and districts in Monterey County (adapted)
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Salinas City Elementary School District (SCESD) is the largest primary school district, in terms of

126

enrollment, in the city™= and is the focus of this case study.

As mentioned above, this district serves grades K-6, and feeds into SUHSD. SCESD is home to 13 schools
and had a 2010-11 enrollment of 8,268 students. Schools in this district generally have a grade range of
Kindergarten through 6" grade. As shown in Figure R-1 in Appendix R, SCESD has a significant majority of
Hispanic students (86%), but lower proportions of all other ethnic and racial groups, and this is similar to
the racial/ethnic composition of the city.

8.2 PolLicy CONTEXT

SCESD’s ROAD TO RESTORATIVE JUSTICE

Restorative Justice has been practiced in Monterey County since 1987 to address growing violence in
Salinas and the rest of the county. R} was initially used as a mediation strategy between juvenile
offenders and victims. The program was very successful from the outset, with 87% of juvenile offenders
not re-offending within the first year (E. Husby, personal communication, June 6™ 2011). However, until
recently, RJ was not implemented in Salinas schools.
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Restorative Justice Partners, Inc. (RJP) is the administrator and fundraising arm of various RJ programs in
Monterey County. RIP provides and oversees RJ for the prevention of and response to a variety of
offenses in Monterey County, including conflict management programs in juvenile justice, merchant

accountability, and schools.™

In 2009, Dr. Donna Alonso Vaughan, Superintendant of SCESD, spearheaded an RJ program in that
school district after attending a conference put on by RIP entitled “RJ City.” The conference brought
speaker Dan Van Ness, executive director of the Centre for Justice and Reconciliation at Prison
Fellowship International, to county stakeholders to discuss RJ practices.

RJP was instrumental in bringing RJ principles into the first Salinas school, Sherwood Elementary School,
in 2009. RJ implementation at Sherwood was based on the RJ resolution passed in Oakland Unified
School District in 2009 (D. Vaughan, personal communication, Sept. 20", 2011). The pilot at Sherwood
had limited success for various reasons.

In 2010, a peer mediation program was piloted at Kammann Elementary School, based upon Ron and
Roxanne Claassen’s “Discipline That Restores” curriculum. With this model, 4" 5% and 6% grade
students were trained to help other students solve problems. The goal of this program was to give kids
life skills to be able to mediate in their neighborhoods and in their families. While improvements have
already been noticeable in the pilot schools, the district will have much better outcome data in 2012,
including changes in student discipline referrals and attendance, to gauge progress and point to areas
needing improvement.

During the rest of 2010, probation officers, school administrators, and students from all SCESD schools
were trained in RJ.

To build a low-cost district-wide approach in 2010, SCESD worked with Ron Claassen at Fresno Pacific
University, who trained district staff on mediation principles and tools. These trainings were built upon
Respect Agreements, which are formed between several groups within the district: the Board and
District leaders, the district superintendent and principals, principals and their staff, staff and students,
and finally, between all students. Initially, only a few schools adopted Respect Agreements, but now

%6 1n Summer 2011, the district’s school board unanimously

these agreements are adopted district-wide.
passed a resolution that was based on the RJ resolution that Oakland Unified School District passed in
2009, and declared that SCESD was a Restorative Justice district (D. Vaughan, personal communication,

Sept. 20", 2011).

RJP’s ScHooL DiscipLINE CAMPAIGNS TODAY

While currently overseeing the RJ program in SCESD, RJP is also advocating for R} implementation in
other Monterey County school districts, such as Alisal Union School District (AUSD) in Salinas. Their
strategy is to target the elementary school level first, in order for children to learn effective conflict
management skills from a young age.

RJP developed an RJ in the Schools program in which they partner with school districts to implement RJ
programs in a three-step policy process:
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a) District passes School Board Resolution;

b) RJ in the Schools training for teachers, administrators and classified staff (such as Ron and Roxanne
Claassen’s Discipline That Restores); and

c) RJP then works as community partner within the district to assure training application and implementation
process is conducted efficiently and equitably for all stakeholders toward successful outcomes.

Currently, RJP is working with SCESD toward creating a restorative environment at all of that district’s 13
schools. Specifically, RIP has been working as a policy implementation manager for Laurel Wood and
Boranda Meadows Schools to support their “RJ in the Schools” processes. As a result, the schools have
successfully created respect agreements for all classrooms, and all staff have been trained on the
language of the Claassen’s 4-Options Model. Los Padres and Natividad Schools have more recently been
added to RJP’s caseload for systemic support of RJ in the Schools policy. The four schools reported
various levels of implementation during a recent site visit by RJP and the Claassen’s. Further, all four
schools are showing progress due to RJP’s systemically focused support that helps guide their process
and meet the diverse needs of each school as requested by administration.

RJP plans to target RJ implementation in the Alisal Union School District next, and has also received
interest from, and will be working with, other Monterey County Schools (Spreckels Unified School
District, Soledad Unified School District and Marina Schools).

In addition to RJ, Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS) strategies have been
implemented in three SCESD schools, and the district plans to expand their PBIS programs when funding
allows.™®

8.3 SALINAS DEMOGRAPHICS

The population of Salinas, according to the 2010 US Census, is 151,031."’ The racial/ethnic make-up of

the city is 75% Hispanic/Latino, 15.5% White (non-Hispanic/Latino), 5.8% Asian, 1.6% African American,
1.5% Two or More Races, 0.3% American Indian/Alaskan Native, and 0.3% Pacific Islander.**®

Salinas residents have a median age of 28.8 years, which is lower than Monterey County (33.9 years)
158

and California (38.5 years).

Comparisons of educational attainment between Salinas, Monterey County, and California are shown in
Figure R-2 in Appendix R. Salinas, and to a lower extent, Monterey County as a whole, appears to have a
greater proportion of residents over 25 years of age who have less than a high school diploma or
equivalent certification, and a lower proportion of its residents with advanced degrees.

The 2010 median household income in Salinas was $47,738 and 22.1% of residents lived below the

poverty line.™”’
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EAST SALINAS

The East Salinas neighborhood (see Figures 8-1 and 8-2), known as Alisal, is a working class
neighborhood with a large proportion of relatively underprivileged immigrant families. With a
population of approximately 32,000, the vast majority of workers are employed in the agricultural, food
processing and hospitality industries. This community has the fifth highest number of uninsured
residents in the state. Nearly one-third of all residents in the community are school-aged children, and
with the high cost of housing in Monterey County, many of these families are forced to live in cramped,
unhealthy conditions. This neighborhood is one of the densest in the state.’*

Figure 8-2. Map of Boundaries of East Salinas
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Separated from the rest of Salinas by Interstate 101, Alisal has a strong identity, both positive and
negative, among local residents. Challenges include high rates of unemployment, low educational
attainment, and crime and blight, which are balanced by a growing sense of community pride and a
desire to improve the social and economic conditions in the neighborhood.”
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This sense of community pride, combined with a strong and committed political leadership in Monterey
County and Salinas that is committed to improving the conditions within Alisal, make this a community
poised for change.™

East Salinas primary school students are served by Alisal Union School District (AUSD), which has 12
schools and, in 2010-11, had 8,087 students.*®

8.4 SELECT HEALTH STATUS INDICATORS IN SALINAS

Unless otherwise cited, most of the data in this section comes from the Behavioral Risk Factor
Surveillance System (BRFSS). BRFSS is a national telephone survey that primarily measures risk factors to
health, including nutritional habits, drug use, mental health outcomes, and a host of physical health
outcomes. This data was analyzed by the Monterey County Health Department and Steps to a Healthier

Salinas, who then released a data sheet of Salinas responses for the years of 2004 through 2008.*%°

General Health Status

In Monterey County in 2009, the majority of people (all ages and genders) reported being in Good
health (36%), while approximately 25% reported having very good health and 24% reported excellent
health status. Twelve percent of the population reported being in fair health and 4% reported being in

h.’* General health responses in a different survey of Salinas residents were similar, however

poor healt
the racial disparities in this other survey are noteworthy: among white respondents, 62% reported
excellent or very good general health and only 15% reported fair or poor health. Among Mexican
American respondents, only 26% reported excellent or very good health and 32% reported fair or poor

health.'®
Access to Health Care

Another racial disparity in Salinas is access to health care: 88% of white residents have health insurance
while only 57% of Mexican American residents do. At the time of this survey’s (Behavioral Risk Factor
Surveillance Survey) data collection, 89% of white residents had visited a health care provider within the

past year while 68% of Mexican American residents had.*®°

Obesity, Diabetes, Cholesterol, and Hypertension

Seventy-one percent of Salinas residents are overweight or obese, and percentages among white and
Mexican American residents are similar. Approximately 10% of the surveyed population reported having
been diagnosed with diabetes. More white residents (47%) than Mexican-American residents (33%)
have been told by a health professional that they have high cholesterol. Over twice as many white

residents (35%) have high blood pressure than Mexican-American residents (17%)."*°

Asthma
Approximately 12% of Salinas residents have been diagnosed with asthma, and this proportion is much

higher for white residents (17%) than Mexican-American residents (7%).
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8.5 EXISTING CONDITIONS IN SALINAS

METHODS
California Healthy Kids Survey and California School Climate Survey

Methods for the analysis of these surveys are described in Section 5.3. All CHKS and CSCS survey results
for SCESD that are discussed in this report are summarized in Appendix H.

Suspension Data

Suspension data for Sherwood Elementary School and Kammann Elementary School, two RJ pilot
schools in Salinas, were obtained from the California Department of Education’s Dataquest website.

Interview with SCESD Superintendent

Finally, Dr. Donna Alonso Vaughan, the SCESD superintendent, was interviewed in order to obtain
insights on that district’s discipline landscape as well as its implementation programs for RJ. This
interview is cited in Section 5.5 and summarized in Appendix K.

8.5.1 EDUCATION

As SCESD is an elementary-level school district only, there are no statistics on graduation or student
dropout rates.

As shown on Figures R-3 and R-4 in Appendix R, Sherwood and Kammann Elementary Schools
outperform the SCESD average for both English Language Arts and math standardized test scores. An
upward trend in test scores was observed between the 2007-08 and 2008-09 school years, while test
scores remained the same between the 2008-09 and 2009-10 school years. RJ] was implemented at
Sherwood Elementary in 2009 and at Kammann Elementary in 2010; it appears that test scores
remained the same immediately before and after RJ was implemented at Sherwood. Post-RJ data is not
available for Kammann Elementary.

Truancy rates in SCESD have been steadily decreasing each year since 2005-06 when 47% of students in
the district were found to have had at least one truancy that year. In 2009-10, the truancy rate was
down for the district to about 30%.

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES IN SALINAS SCHOOLS

According to the CSCS survey, between 2008-09 and 2009-10 an average of 59% of students at Salinas
schools are motivated to learn, and an average of 55% arrive at school alert and rested. CHKS responses
about educational opportunities in the classroom are mixed: an average of 57% of SCESD elementary
students expressed that there are high expectations of them from adults at school, and only an average
of 14% gave a “high” response to the question of whether there are opportunities for meaningful
participation in the classroom.
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ScHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATOR PERSPECTIVES ON EDUCATION

Based on her experience as superintendent of Salinas City Elementary School District, Dr. Vaughan feels
strongly that the path to school dropouts begins in elementary school. Disciplinary strategies that
exclude students (i.e., zero tolerance) in elementary school may prevent those students from obtaining
an education.

IN CONCLUSION, Sherwood and Kamman schools outperformed SCESD in test scores before RJ was
implemented, and post-RJ data is not yet available. Truancy rates have been decreasing at SCESD since
2005-06. Elementary school students did not score high when asked on the CHKS survey whether they
are given opportunities for meaningful participation in the classroom. The SCESD superintendent
anecdotally suggested that zero tolerance policies are sources of school exclusion for students.

8.5.2 MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND INCARCERATION

Suspension rates were obtained for Sherwood and Kammann Elementary Schools. Rates declined
between 2007-08 and the most recent year that data was available (2009-10), for both schools. Most
recent rates for Sherwood and Kammann Elementary Schools, respectively, are approximately 7 and 4
suspensions per 100 students. Suspension rates were also obtained for Monterey County and the state
as a whole; however, these rates are for all grades in those jurisdictions, and thus they are not
comparable to the elementary school rates. Figure R-5 in Appendix R shows rates for the two
elementary schools, and rates for all grades in Monterey County and California.

We were not able to obtain post-implementation suspension data for RJ pilot schools. But according to a
recent Opinion article in the Sacramento Bee, since RJ was launched in Salinas city schools, expulsions
have dropped to zero and the suspension rate has dropped to 3.9 percent — far below the average of
13.8 percent for all of Monterey County.*®® However, because of the SCESD superintendent’s explicit use
of expulsion as only a last resort, there were also zero expulsions in the years before RJ was
implemented as well.

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS, AND

INCARCERATION

Between 2008-09 and 2009-10 school years, an average of 70% of staff agreed or strongly agreed that
zero tolerance policies were enforced in SCESD elementary schools. Between 48% and 66% of staff
thought that disruptive behavior was a problem at their school. Seventy-three percent of staff reported
that students were well behaved.

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR PERSPECTIVES ON MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS,

AND INCARCERATION

Dr. Vaughan has observed that under status quo discipline, more students are referred to the police,
while RJ and PBIS, on the other hand, are associated with fewer police referrals. She also explained that
many Salinas police officers can’t speak Spanish, which is a big disconnect in this particular city because

Spanish is the language that most residents speak (D. Vaughan, personal communication, 2011)."*®
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IN CONCLUSION, data obtained for this analysis showed that suspension rates at RJ pilot schools are
declining in recent years. Data reported from The Sacramento Bee found that after RJ implementation,
the SCESD suspension rate had dropped to 3.9 percent — a percentage that’s 3.5 times lower than the
Monterey County average. The district superintendent has observed more police referrals under zero
tolerance policies than under RJ and PBIS policies.

8.5.3 COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

As described above, community violence is an ongoing problem in Salinas (D. Vaughan, personal
communication, Sept. 20", 2011). As shown in Figure R-6 in Appendix R, it seems that both Salinas and
California had similar violent crime rates in the 1980s, which were higher than the nation. In 1992
Salinas experienced an increase in its violent crime rate while California experienced a decrease. Salinas
eventually saw a similar decrease beginning about four years after the state’s rate began decreasing, but
the city’s current rate (approximately 789 per 100,000 residents in 2009) remains higher than both
California (approximately 472 per 100,000 in 2009) and the nation as a whole (approximately 429 per
100,000 in 2009).

While the US homicide rate has generally declined since 2006 (and arguably, since 1993), the rate in
Salinas doubled in two consecutive years (2008 and 2009), and now stands almost four times the
national rate. As of 2009, the national rate was approximately 5 homicides per 100,000 residents, and
the Salinas rate was approximately 20 per 100,000 residents (see Figure R-7 in Appendix R).

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME IN SCESD scHooLS

The majority (92% to 94%) of staff reported that their school was a safe place for students, and about
the same amount (91% - 94%) thought their school was safe for staff. Less than half (43% to 45%) of
staff thought that harassment or bullying was a problem, and an even lower percentage (23% to 28%) of
staff thought that physical fighting was an issue. Between 29% and 33% of staff thought that gang-
related violence was an issue, and between 32% to 51% thought that vandalism and graffiti were
problems. About 30% thought that theft was a problem.

Among students, less than half (44% to 47%) said they felt safe at school all the time and even fewer
(26% to 29%) said they felt safe outside of school all the time. About half of students reported having
been hit or pushed at school.

BRFSS ANALYSIS: COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME IN SCESD scHooOLS

According to the BRFSS survey,'® 35% of the Salinas population strongly agreed or agreed that there’s a
lot of crime in their neighborhood in 2008, up from 24% in 2004. The majority of surveyed residents in
2008 reported having lived in Salinas for over 20 years, and only 4% have lived in Salinas for less than
one year.

IN CONCLUSION, Salinas has higher crime and homicide rates than the state or the country. CHKS and

CSCS survey results show that within SCESD, staff and students generally consider their schools to be
safe, but there are also perceptions of harassment, bullying, fighting, gang-related violence, vandalism,
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graffiti, and theft. In recent years, increasing percentages of Salinas residents have reported the
perception of high crime rates in their community.

8.5.4 DRUG USE

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: DRuUG USE IN SCESD scHooLS

During 2007-08 to 2009-10 CSCS survey years, almost no school staff indicated that alcohol or drug use
was a moderate/severe problem in their school.

Because the CHKS used an elementary school module for 5t graders, there were few questions asked
regarding alcohol, tobacco and other drug use. However, it was found that during the 2007-08 and
2009-10 survey years, an average of 9% of students reported drinking any alcohol and 2% of students
reported smoking cigarettes in the past month.

IN CONCLUSION, it seems that drug and alcohol use is not very prevalent in SCESD schools, according
to both students and staff.

8.5.5 FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY COHESION IN SCESD

SCHOOLS

According to CSCS survey results from 2008-09 and 2009-10, SCESD staff members perceive that most
adults at schools really care about students, they believe that every student can be a success, and they
believe that the school is a supportive and inviting place for students to learn and for staff to work.
According to the CHKS survey for the same years, only about half of students answered “high” when
asked whether there are caring relationships with adults in school, and when asked about school
connectedness. Between the two survey years, an average of 76% of students scored “high” when asked
whether they have caring relationships with adults at home.

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR PERSPECTIVES ON FAMILY, SCHOOL, AND COMMUNITY
COHESION

Dr. Vaughan reported that there is a large transient population in Salinas that consists mainly of farm
workers. In addition, there is a large homeless population: out of approximately 8,500 students in her
elementary school district, 1,050 are homeless. In her eyes, while RJ may not directly contribute to
solving these issues of community, it may help to bring hurt people together (D. Vaughan, personal
communication, Sept. 20", 2011).

IN CONCLUSION, according to the CHKS and CSCS surveys, most staff at SCESD schools perceive high
levels of connectedness and support at their schools. However, only about half of surveyed students
scored “high” on measures of connectedness to schools. The large transient and homeless populations
in Salinas are challenges for community cohesion, and RJ may have the potential to bring people
together on common ground.
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8.5.6 MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS

CHKS AND CSCS ANALYSIS: MENTAL HEALTH IN SCESD scHooLS

In the 2008-09 school year, 21% of SCEDS staff reported that depression and other mental health issues
were either a moderate or severe problem at their schools, and in the 2009-10 school year, this
proportion was 7%.

ScHooOL ADMINISTRATOR PERSPECTIVES ON MENTAL HEALTH

Dr. Vaughan claims that by creating a less toxic and negative environment in which people tend to
cooperate better, RJ can help student and teacher stress levels go down. She has also observed that an
RJ program can help staff identify students with serious mental imbalances.

IN CONCLUSION, between 7 and 21% of SCESD staff reported that depression and other mental health
issues were a moderate or severe problem at their schools. Anecdotal evidence suggests that RJ may
support better mental health outcomes than zero tolerance. Research literature shows that exclusionary
discipline can lead to or exacerbate stress, PTSD, tendencies toward disruption, and other negative
mental health outcomes.

8.6 PREDICTED HEALTH IMPACTS OF RJ IN SALINAS

Because RJ has not been implemented long enough for post-implementation data to be obtained (for all
of our research questions), it is difficult to find conclusive evidence about its effectiveness and impact on
our outcomes. Once post-implementation data begins to become available (literature on RJ
effectiveness has shown that it takes about three years for noticeable improvements in educational
outcomes to take place), researchers will be able to better track, longitudinally, how educational and
health outcomes change in relation to changes in RJ implementation.

METHODS

To predict impacts of RJ on the six health determinants, we mainly drew upon literature evidence and
the interview with Dr. Vaughan. We did not conduct the PBIS effectiveness study (that was conducted
for Los Angeles and Oakland case studies) for Salinas, as the data set on which it is based does not
include the elementary school level.

8.6.1 PREDICTED CHANGES TO EDUCATION

There are little data and research findings on R)’s impact on educational attainment. As described above
in Section 8.5.2, since RJ was launched in Salinas city schools, expulsions have dropped to zero and the
suspension rate has dropped to 3.9 percent — far below the average of 13.8 percent for all of Monterey

162 As reported in more detail in Section 5.1.4, a recent RJ program in an Oakland Unified School

County.
District middle school eliminated expulsions and reduced suspensions by 87% and decreased

misbehavior.*”’
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CONCLUSION: The above evidence suggests that with a comprehensive RJ program at AUSD, SCESD

and other Salinas school districts, more students may stay in school to learn and potentially graduate.

Because RJ implementation is expected to encourage school attendance and completion, it is also
expected to improve health knowledge and behaviors, increase longevity, increase earning potential and
thus access to resources, and increase access to social networks of support.

8.6.2 PREDICTED CHANGES TO MISBEHAVIOR, RECURRING DISCIPLINE EVENTS,
AND INCARCERATION

As stated above and in Section 5.1.4, student misbehavior, suspensions, and expulsions all decreased in
response to RJ implementation at an Oakland middle school and at Salinas elementary schools.

Drawing upon additional evidence collected for the Oakland case study (Section 7 of this report), when
asked how the school should react in a disciplinary situation, a student participating in an OUSD focus
group alluded to the RJ principles of repairing harm and involving all stakeholders in a disciplinary
response: “Instead of taking them to the office and telling them they’re suspended, they should ask,
‘What do you think the consequence should be? What do you think we should do,” instead of jumping
and saying you’re suspended. They should ask, ‘What made you do this? What can we do to help
prevent this?"”

CONCLUSION: The above evidence indicates that an R} program at AUSD and other Salinas school
districts would reduce expulsions and suspensions. Furthermore, based on the standpoint of Oakland
high school students, suspensions are not an effective method of preventing future misbehavior or
suspensions. Rather than automatic suspension or expulsion, RJ implementation would allow victims
and offenders to discuss what they perceive to be the cause of offenses, as well as appropriate and fair
punishments for the offender.

RJ is anticipated to improve health outcomes by preventing student misbehavior. Student misbehavior
can cause harm to others (i.e., fighting, theft, violence), and can also lead to recurring discipline by
schools and even incarceration, which are associated with reduced earnings, violence, and poor mental
health for the individual, family and community.

8.6.3 PREDICTED CHANGES TO COMMUNITY VIOLENCE AND CRIME

Based on a report describing a pilot school-based RJ program at a West Oakland middle school, RJ was
found to have contributed to making the school more peaceful, with fewer fights among students.'”’
The study of the effects of RJ in six Pennsylvania schools documented reduced violence,'® and an
evaluation of school-based RJ in Australia reported increased perceptions of safety.™" 1% 13

In Salinas, Dr. Vaughan reported that schools are hubs of communities and that they reflect the
concerns of the community. If students are learning RJ skills at school, they may also use their RJ skills at

home and in their community. Use of RJ skills at home and in the community may decrease violence and

102



crime. It is also intended that RJ implementation in Salinas schools will actually include adults, further
reinforcing its messages of mutual respect and peaceful conflict mediation even outside the school
community (D. Vaughan, personal communication, Sept. 20", 2011).

CONCLUSION: An RJ program in AUSD and other Salinas school districts would result in reduced

violence overall with fewer fights among students, and increase perceptions of safety at school.

Since RJ implementation in Salinas schools are expected to improve attendance and educational
outcomes, then it is expected to decrease violence and crime in the community, as there will be fewer
students with unsupervised out-of-school time due to exclusionary punishments. In turn, injuries, death,
and stress are expected to decrease. A reduction in stress can, in turn, reduce heart disease,
hypertension, adverse birth outcomes, and negative mental health impacts.

8.6.4 PREDICTED CHANGES TO DRUG USE

CONCLUSION: Drug and alcohol use is not very prevalent in SCESD schools, according to both students

and staff. Thus, RJ isn’t anticipated to reduce drug use by a great degree.

When children are not in school, they are more likely to use drugs (see section 5.1.2). Since our analysis
indicates that RJ would reduce exclusions from SCESD schools (see Section 8.6.2), we conclude that
implementation of RJ may help to decrease drug use and associated health hazards among Salinas
youth.

In addition, Dr. Vaughan reported that students often use drugs as an escape from various personal or
academic problems, and that RJ can provide a way to give those students skills to deal with, or even
prevent, these problems instead of having them turn to drugs. As this skill- and relationship-building
becomes more institutionalized at schools, a ripple effect out into the community may be seen where
drug use is discouraged and its prevalence decreased among young people. (D. Vaughan, personal
communication, Sept. 20", 2011).

8.6.5 PREDICTED CHANGES TO FAMILY, SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY COHESION

CONCLUSION: By encouraging discussion and open communication between school staff and students,
RJ has the potential to improve school and community cohesion. RJ is anticipated to be a positive force
for improving school climate, respect, and cohesion. These positive impacts, which can improve mental
health, may extend out to communities beyond school borders.

By keeping youth in school, implementation of RJ would also prevent family stress associated with
financial burdens that come along with parents needing to supervise kids at home. A reduction in stress
can, in turn, reduce heart disease, hypertension, adverse birth outcomes, and negative mental health
impacts.
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8.6.6 PREDICTED CHANGES TO MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS

Research evidence (cited in Section 5.1.1 of this report) illustrates that exclusionary discipline can lead
to stress, short- or long-term emotional damage and even behavioral disorders among students,
decrease students’ feelings of “bondedness” to school, and increase the likelihood of delinquency and
inclinations toward aggressive and anti-social behaviors.

CONCLUSION: Restorative Justice implementation in AUSD and other Salinas school districts is
expected to result in improved mental health outcomes, for both students who receive suspensions, as
well as for the student and school staff community at large. Restorative Justice will increase the dialogue
between students embroiled in conflict, and will aim to repair the harm done in a way that may help
address the underlying reasons for the incident. As a result, those involved will feel satisfied that the
damages were resolved and the students will take responsibility for their actions. The affected
communities will feel empowered through the process.

Because it is an alternative to exclusionary discipline, R} holds promise for reducing negative mental
health outcomes associated with exclusionary discipline policies.

8.7 CONCLUSIONS

Restorative justice programs are new to Salinas school districts, and it may take several more years of
dedicated implementation before its impact can be properly evaluated. Nevertheless, we conclude that
implementation of Restorative Justice at AUSD and other Salinas school districts is likely help students
gain health benefits associated with the six determinants of health studied in this HIA.

As an alternative to zero tolerance, restorative justice at AUSD and other Salinas school districts is
anticipated to decrease suspensions and expulsions and thus encourage school attendance and
completion, and educational attainment is strongly linked to health. RJ was also found to prevent and
reduce student misbehavior and eventual incarceration, which are associated with reduced earnings,
violence, and poor mental health. Violence and drug use outside of schools may also decrease as a result
of RJ, because fewer students will be suspended and expelled and be unsupervised in the community; in
turn, injuries, stress and even deaths may decrease. RJ holds promise for improving school climate, as
well as school-wide cohesion, respect, and mental health.

Table 8-1 summarizes the impacts of R} on health determinants prioritized in this HIA. Included is
information on the direction, magnitude, and severity of impacts, as well as the strength of the evidence
and any uncertainties regarding predictions.
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Table 8-1. Salinas schools: summary of RJ impacts on health determinants

Health Strength of
Determinant Impact Magnitude Severity Evidence Uncertainties
Education + Moderate Mod/Major L4 Varying degrees of RJ
Misbehavior, implementation
i iscipli between OUSD schools
recurring discipline + Moderate/Major Mod L X 4 . e
events, and will modify impacts
incarceration
C it Student vulnerability or
.ommum Y . + Minor/Moderate Mod ¢ . y.
violence and crime trauma associated with
Drug use + Minor/Moderate Low * factors outside of
Family, school, and school play a role in all
community + Moderate/Major Low 2 of these health
cohesion determinants (i.e.,
M | health school discipline
er:jt'a' ealt + Moderate Moderate ¢ policies are not the only
conditions contributor)

Explanations:

o Impact refers to whether the proposal will improve health (+), harm health (-), or whether results are
mixed ().

o Magnitude reflects a qualitative judgment of the size of the anticipated change in health effect (e.g., the
increase in the number of cases of disease, injury, adverse events): Negligible, Minor, Moderate, Major.

o Severity reflects the nature of the effect on function and life-expectancy and its permanence: High =
intense/severe; Mod = Moderate; Low = not intense or severe.

o Strength of Evidence refers to the strength of the research/evidence showing causal relationship between
mobility and the health outcome: ¢ = plausible but insufficient evidence; ¢ ¢ = likely but more evidence
needed; ¢ ® ¢ = causal relationship certain. A causal effect means that the effect is likely to occur,
irrespective of the magnitude and severity.

8.8 RECOMMENDATIONS

Overall, we recommend expanding RJ into pilot schools within AUSD and other Salinas school districts,
while concurrently conducting evaluation of its effectiveness at SCESD and other districts. Based on
findings of this HIA, RJ is a promising alternative to exclusionary discipline policies for the protection and
promotion of student, family, and community health and wellness. However, importantly, we also
recommend a more rigorous system of school discipline events data collection across all Salinas schools.

A rigorous, comprehensive data collection system would allow a better understanding of the way that
school discipline is being used throughout the system, and potentially facilitate a comparison between
RJ pilot schools and non-pilot schools. Salinas City Elementary School District is working with RJP to set
up an appropriate data collection system and ideally, this will allow data to be cross-referenced with
information on student and family demographics, academic performance and advancement, and health.
In order to implement an effective system capable of recording and reporting quality data, the district
would need to secure funders who are willing to provide the resources and funds, as the districts
already find themselves overloaded with their current data tracking responsibilities.

Finally, we realize that the implementation of RJ at the school level requires institutional commitment
that is not consistent with a randomized control trial, which in some contexts become the gold standard
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for evaluating the effectiveness of intervention work. In lieu of a randomized control trial, we
recommend a comprehensive evaluation.

The following additional recommendations were developed in response to HIA findings related to
exclusionary discipline and RJ at Salinas schools.

Restorative Justice Recommendations

In addition to pilot programs and concurrent data collection and evaluation as described above, in order
to maximize the positive impacts of RJ implementation, we recommend the following:

B |If pilot programs at individual schools prove successful and districts seek formal, high-level
support for RJ, district-wide Restorative Justice resolutions, such as that passed at Salinas City
Elementary School District in 2011, could be passed at AUSD and other Salinas districts.

B All adults within pilot schools, across all levels of authority, should be trained in RJ. Initially,
trainers from Fresno Pacific University, such as Ron Claassen, are recommended to train district
staff on mediation principles and other RJ tools. To assure sustainability and district-wide
implementation of RJ in the Schools, we recommend subsequent inter-district trainings and/or
working with a partnering organization, such as RJP. Eventually, when schools are able to train
other internal stakeholders, cost will be kept to a minimum and school climate commitment to
RJ principles to a maximum.

B  The implementation of RJ should be closely monitored by an outside organization (or individuals
from multiple organizations) throughout the implementation process in pilot schools. In areas
where gaps in implementation fidelity are identified, consensus should be reached on how to
improve implementation.

B The RJ pilot schools should regularly engage and include community members, including
parents, students, and local residents, in the comprehensive evaluation.

8.9 MONITORING

An HIA monitoring plan, to track the impact of this HIA on school discipline practices in SCESD schools,
as well as measure the impact of school discipline on health outcomes, is included in Appendix S. This
monitoring plan is intended to be a “living” document, in that it can be further developed and revised as
necessary during the monitoring period.

106



9 Conclusion

The findings of this HIA indicate that exclusionary discipline practices can have negative impacts on
students’ mental and physical health and well-being. This HIA also suggests that implementing
alternative school discipline policies in schools, such as Restorative Justice and Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports, may help students gain significant health benefits. Site-specific conclusions
are included in case studies for Los Angeles, Oakland, and Salinas.

Each school district where this HIA was conducted is in the midst of school discipline policy change.
Restorative Justice and/or Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports are being practiced in Los
Angeles, Oakland, and Salinas, but policies are not being fully implemented in all schools in these
districts. As more schools implement PBIS and RJ, and as more years of data on disciplinary outcomes
becomes more widely available for these schools, it will be possible to more robustly assess the
effectiveness of these programs on improving health outcomes.

107



10 References

1

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

108

Losen DJ, Skiba RJ. Suspended education: Urban middle schools in crisis. Montgomery, AL: Southern Poverty
Law Center; 2010.

Hammond C, Linton D, Smink J, Drew S. Dropout risk factors and exemplary programs: A technical report.
Clemson, SC: National Dropout Prevention Center/Network; 2007.

Urbina I. It’s a fork, it's a spoon, it’s a ... weapon? New York Times. October 12, 2009;Sect. Al.

Skiba RJ. Zero tolerance, zero evidence: An analysis of school disciplinary practice. Policy research report.
Bloomington, IN: Indiana Education Policy Center, Smith Research Center; 2000.

Skiba RJ, Peterson RL. School discipline at a crossroads: From zero tolerance to early response. Exceptional
Children. 2000;66(3):335-347.

Skiba RJ, Michael RS, Nardo AC, Peterson RL. The color of discipline: Sources of racial and gender
disproportionality in school punishment. Urban Review. 2002;34(4):317-342.

DBS Corporation. 1990 elementary and secondary school civil rights survey: National summaries. Washington,
DC: Office for Civil Rights; 1993.

Payne AA, Welch K. Modeling the effects of racial threat on punitive and restorative school discipline
practices. Criminology. 2010;48(4):1019-1062.

Gregory A, Skiba RJ, Noguera PA. The achievement gap and the discipline gap: Two sides of the same coin.
Educational Researcher. 2010;39(1):59-68.

Caplan A. Restorative practices in schools: Development of an evaluative survey to measure the impact of
restorative practices on school climate. Berkeley, CA: University of California, Berkeley; 2011.

What is restorative justice? 2010. Available at:
http://publicportal.ousd.k12.ca.us/19941071414514550/site/default.asp. Accessed: March 30, 2011.
World Health Organization. Definitions of HIA. Available at:

http://www.who.int/hia/about/defin/en/index.html. Accessed: January 12, 2012.

For the public’s health: revitalizing law and policy to meet new challenges. Washington, DC: Institute of
Medicine; 2011.

Egerter S, Braveman P, Sadegh-Nobari T, Grossman-Kahn R, Dekker M. Education matters for health. San
Francisco, CA: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation; 2009.

St. George D. Suicide turns attention to Fairfax discipline procedures. The Washington Post. February 20, 2011.
CDC. Health risk behaviors among adolescents who do and do not attend school—United States, 1992.
MMWAR. 1994,;43:129-132.

Tobin TJ, Sugai GM, Colvin G. Patterns in middle school discipline records. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders. 1996;4(2):82-94.

Costenbader V, Markson S. School suspension: A study with secondary school students. Journal of School
Psychology. 1998;36(1):59-82.

Bowditch C. Getting rid of troublemakers: High school disciplinary procedures and the production of dropouts.
Social Problems. 1993;40(4):493-507.

Casella R. Zero tolerance policy in schools: Rationale, consequences, and alternatives. Teachers College
Record. 2003;105(5):872-892.

American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force (Lead Author). Are zero tolerance policies
effective in the schools? An evidentiary review and recommendations. American Psychologist. 2008;63(9):852-
862.

Alexander KL, Entwisle DR, Kabbani N. The dropout process in life course perspective: Part |, profiling risk
factors at home and at school. Teachers College Record. 2001;103(5):760-822.

Ekstrom RB, Goertz ME, Pollack JM, Rock DA. Who drops out and why? Findings from a national study.
Teachers College Record. 1986;87(3):356-373.

Wehlage GG, Rutter RA. Dropping out: How much do schools contribute to the problem? Teachers College
Record. 1986;87(3):374-392.




25

26

27

28

29

30
31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

109

Wu S-C, Pink WT, Crain RL, Moles O. Student suspension: A critical reappraisal. The Urban Review.
1982;14:245-303.

Skiba RJ, Peterson RL, Williams T. Office referrals and suspension: Disciplinary intervention in middle schools.
Education and Treatment of Children. 1997;20(3):295-315.

Payne AA, Gottfredson DC, Gottfredson GD. Schools as communities: the relationships among communal
school organization, student bonding, and school disorder. Criminology. 2003;41(3):749-778.

Johnson T, Caldwell G. Profiled and punished: How San Diego schools undermine Latino & African American
student achievement. Oakland, CA: ERASE Initiative, Applied Research Center; 2002.

Advancement Project. Opportunities suspended: The devastating consequences of Zero Tolerance and school
discipline. Paper presented at: A National Summit on Zero Tolerance; Washington, DC.

School suspensions: Are they helping children? Cambridge, MA: Children's Defense Fund; 1975.

Costenbader VK, Markson S. School suspension: A survey of current policies and practices. NASSP Bulletin.
1994;78(564):103-107.

Morrison GM, D’Incau B. The web of zero tolerance: Characteristics of students who are recommended for
expulsion from school. Education and Treatment of Children. 1997;20(3):316-335.

Brantlinger E. Social class distinctions in adolescents’ reports of problems and punishment in school.
Behavioral Disorders. 1991;17(1):36-46.

Bradshaw CP, Mitchell MM, O'Brennan LM, Leaf PJ. Multilevel exploration of factors contributing to the
overrepresentation of Black students in office disciplinary referrals. Journal of Educational Psychology.
2010;102(2):508-520.

Skiba RJ, Eckes SE, Brown K. African American disproportionality in school discipline: The divide between best
evidence and legal remedy. New York Law School Law Review. 2010;54(4):1071-1112.

American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force. Are zero tolerance policies effective in the
schools? An evidentiary review and recommendations. American Psychologist. 2008;63(9):852-862.

Raffaele Mendez LM, Knoff HM. Who gets suspended from school and why: A demographic analysis of schools
and disciplinary infractions in a large school district. Education and Treatment of Children. 2003;26(1):30-51.
Raffaele Mendez LM, Knoff HM, Ferron JM. School demographic variables and out-of-school suspension rates:
A quantitative and qualitative analysis of a large, ethnically diverse school district. Psychology in the Schools.
2002;39(3):259-277.

Skiba RJ, EdI H, Rausch MK. How do principals feel about discipline? The Disciplinary Practices Survey. Paper
presented at: Annual Convention of the American Educational Research Association; April 9-13, 2007; Chicago,
IL.

Freudenberg N, Ruglis J. Reframing school dropout as a public health issue. Preventing Chronic Disease.
2007;4(4):1545-1151.

Lantz PM, Sever LE. Strategies for providing follow-up and treatment services in the National Breast and
Cervical Cancer Early Detection Program--US, 1997. MMWR. 1998;47(11):215-218.

Cutler DM, Lleras-Muney A. Education and health: evaluating theories and evidence. Cambridge, MA: National
Bureau of Economic Research; 2006.

Day JC, Newburger EC. The big payoff: Educational attainment and synthetic estimates of work-life earnings.
Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau; 2002.

Ross CE, Wu C-l. The links between education and health. American Sociological Review. Washington, DC:
American Sociological Association. 1995;60(5).

Allensworth EM, Easton JQ. What matters for staying on-track and graduating in Chicago public high schools: a
close look at course grades, failures, and attendance in the freshman year. Chicago, IL: Consortium on Chicago
School Research at the University of Chicago; 2007.

Fabelo T, Thompson MD, Plotkin M, Carmichael D, Marchbanks Ill MP, Booth EA. Breaking schools' rules: A
statewide study of how school discipline relates to students' success and juvenile justice involvement: Justice
Center: The Council of State Governments, Public Policy Research Institute; 2011.

Egerter S, Barclay C, Grossman-Kahn R, Braveman P. How social factors shape health: Violence, social
disadvantage and health. San Francisco, CA: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation; 2011.

Messer LC, Kaufman JS, Dole N, Herring A, Laraia BA. Violent crime exposure classification and adverse birth
outcomes: a geographically-defined cohort study. International Journal of Health Geographics. 2006;5:22.



49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

110

Preventing violence and related health-risking social behaviors in adolescents. Rockville, MD: Agency for
Healthcare Research and Quality; 2004.

Kawachi |, Berkman LF. Social cohesion, social capital and health. In: Berkman LF, Kawachi I, editors. Social
Epidemiology. New York, NY: Oxford University Press; 2000.

Bjornstrom EE. The neighborhood context of relative position, trust, and self-rated health. Social Science &
Medicine. 2011;73(1):42-49.

Subramanian SV, Kim DJ, Kawachi I. Social trust and self-rated health in US Communities: A multilevel analysis.
Journal of Urban Health. 2002;79(4 Suppl 1):521-S34.

Kawachi I, Kennedy BP, Glass R. Social capital and self-rated health: a contextual analysis. American Journal of
Public Health. 1999;89(8):1187-1193.

Ahern J, Galea S. Collective efficacy and major depression in urban neighborhoods. American Journal of
Epidemiology. 2011;173(12):1453-1462.

Sampson RJ, Raudenbush SW, Earls F. Neighborhoods and violence crime: A multi-level study of collective
efficacy. Science. 1997;277:918-924.

Hyman IA, Perone DC. The other side of school violence: Educator policies and practices that may contribute
to student misbehavior. Journal of School Psychology. 1998;36(1):7-27.

Felitti VJ, Anda RF, Nordenberg D, Williamson DF, Spitz AM, Edwards V, et al. Relationship of childhood abuse
and household dysfunction to many of the leading causes of death in adults. The Adverse Childhood
Experiences (ACE) Study. American Journal of Preventive Medicine. 1998;14(4):245-258.

Garasky S, Stewart SD, Gundersen C, Lohman BJ, Eisenmann JC. Family stressors and child obesity. Social
Science Research. 2009;38(4):755-766.

Frone MR. Work-family conflict and employee psychiatric disorders: The National Comorbidity Survey. Journal
of Applied Psychology. 2000;85(6):888-895.

Taylor SE, Lehman BJ, Kiefe Cl, Seeman TE. Relationship of early life stress and psychological functioning to
adult C-reactive protein in the coronary artery risk development in young adults study. Biological Psychiatry.
2006;60(8):819-824.

NIDA Community Drug Alert Bulletin. 2002. Available at:
http://archives.drugabuse.gov/StressAlert/stressalert.html#Anchor-Stress-13906.

Davis JE, Jordan WJ. The effects of school context, structure, and experiences on African American males in
middle and high schools. Journal of Negro Education. 1994;63(4):570-587.

Raffaele Mendez LM. Predictors of suspension and negative outcomes: a longitudinal investigation. New
Directions for Youth Development. 2003(99):17-33.

Skiba RJ, Rausch MK. School disciplinary systems: Alternatives to suspension and expulsion. In: Bear GG, Minke
KM, editors. Children's needs lll: Development Prevention, and Intervention. Bethesda, MD: National
Association of School Psychologists; 2006. p. 87-102.

Safer DJ, Heaton RC, Parker FC. A behavioral program for disruptive junior high students: Results and follow-
up. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology. 1981;9(4):483-494.

Morrison GM, Anthony S, Storino M, Dillon C. An examination of the disciplinary histories and the individual
and educational characteristics of students who participate in an in-school suspension program. Education and
Treatment of Children. 2001;24(3):276-293.

Oppenheimer J, Ziegler S. Suspension, alternatives to suspension and other approaches to discipline. Toronto,
Ontario: Toronto Board of Education; 1988.

Sprague J, Walker H. Early identification and intervention for youth with antisocial and violent behavior.
Exceptional Children. 2000;66(3):367-379.

Tobin TJ, Sugai GM. Using sixth-grade school records to predict school violence, chronic discipline problems,
and high school outcomes. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. 1999;99(1):40-53.

Skiba RJ, Rausch MK. The relationship between achievement, discipline, and race: An analysis of factors
predicting ISTEP scores. Bloomington, IN: Center for Evaluation and Education Policy; 2004.

Skiba RJ. Zero tolerance: The assumptions and the facts. Bloomington, IN: Center fo Evaluation and Education
Policy; 2004.

Holmes TR, Murrell J. Schools, discipline, and the uniformed police officer. NASSP Bulletin. 1995;79(569):60-
64.

Burke E, Herbert D. Zero Tolerance Policy: Combating violence in schools. NASSP Bulletin. 1996;80(579):49-54.




74

75

76
77

78

79

80

81
82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

20

91

92

93
9

95

96

97

98

111

McCarthy JD, Hoge DR. The social construction of school punishment: Racial disadvantage out of universalistic
process. Social Forces. 1987;65(4):1101-1120.

McFadden AC, Marsh GE, Price BJ, Hwang Y. A study of race and gender bias in the punishment of school
children. Education and Treatment of Children. 1992;15(2):140-146.

Making the grade. New York, NY: Applied Research Center; 1998.

Gregory A, Weinstein RS. The discipline gap and African Americans: Defiance or cooperation in the high school
classroom. Journal of School Psychology. 2008;46(4):455-475.

Gordon R, Della Piana L, Keleher T. Facing the consequences: An examination of racial discrimination in U.S.
public schools. Oakland, CA: Applied Research Center; 2000.

Opportunities suspended: the devastating consequences of Zero Tolerance and school discipline policies.
report from a National Summit on Zero Tolerance [Proceedings] (Washington, DC, June 15-16, 2000). In; 2000;
Washington, DC; 2000. p. 129.

Baker ML, Sigmon JN, Nugent ME. Truancy reduction: Keeping students in school. Washington, DC: US
Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention; 2001.
Sickmund M. Juveniles in corrections: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention; 2004.

Prison Policy Initiative. u.s. incarceration rates by race. Available at:
http://www.prisonpolicy.org/graphs/raceinc.html. Accessed: November 22, 2011.

Comer JP, Poussaint AF. Raising Black children: Two leading psychiatrists confront the educational, social, and
emotional problems facing Black children. New York, NY: Penguin Books; 1992.

Quinn MM, Rutherford RB, Leone PE. Students with disabilities in correctional facilities. ERIC Clearinghouse on
Disabilities and Gifted Education. 2001;#E621.

Leone PE, Meisel S. Improving education services for students in detention and confinement facilities.
Children's Legal Rights Journal. 1997;17(1):1-12.

Hawkins JD, Smith BH, Catalano RF. Social development and social and emotional learning. In: J. E. Zins RPW,
M. C. Wang, & H. J. Walberg (Eds.), editor. Building academic success on social and emotional learning: What
does the research say? New York, NY: Teachers College Press; 2004. p. 135-150.

Hemphill SA, Toumbourou JW, Herrenkohl TI, McMorris BJ, Catalano RF. The effect of school suspensions and
arrests on subsequent adolescent antisocial behavior in Australia and the United States. J Adolesc Health.
2006;39(5):736-744.

Hunter L. School psychology: A public health framework: Ill. Managing disruptive behavior in schools: The
value of a public health and evidence-based perspective. Journal of School Psychology. 2003;41(1):39-59.
Heaviside S, Rowand C, Williams C, Farris E. Violence and discipline problems in U.S. public schools: 1996-97.
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics; 1998.

Hahn R, Fuqua-Whitley D, Wethington H, Lowy J, Crosby A, Fullilove M, et al. Effectiveness of universal school-
based programs to prevent violent and aggresive behavior: A systematic review. American Journal of
Preventive Medicine. 2007;33(2S):5114-5129.

Recommendations to reduce violence through early childhood home visitation, therapeutic foster care, and
firearms laws. American Journal of Preventive Medicine. 2005;28(2 Suppl 1):6-10.

Skiba RJ, Peterson R. The dark side of zero tolerance: Can punishment lead to safe schools? Phi Delta Kappan
1999:372-76, 381-82.

Kaeser SC. Suspension in school discipline. Education and Urban Society. 1979;11(4):465-484.

McFadden AC, Marsh GE, Price BJ, Hwang Y. A study of race and gender bias in the punishment of
handicapped school children. Urban Review. 1992;24(4):239-251.

Dawson DA. Family structure and children’s health and well-being: Data from the 1988 National Health
Interview Survey. Journal of Marriage and the Family. 1991;53(3):573-584.

Leone PE, Mayer MJ, Malmgren K, Meisel SM. School violence and disruption: rhetoric, reality, and reasonable
balance. Focus on Exceptional Children. 2000;33(1):1-20.

Wagner M, Kutash K, Duchnowski AJ, Epstein MH, Sumi WC. The children and youth we serve: A national
picture of the characteristics of students with emotional disturbances receiving special education. Journal of
Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. 2005;13(2):79-96.

Sugai G, Horner RR. A promising approach for expanding and sustaining school-wide positive behavior support.
School Psychology Review. 2006;35:245-259.




99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

122

112

Horner RH. Response to intervention and School - wide Positive Behavior Support. Eugene, OR: University of
Oregon; 2008.

Taylor-Greene S, Brown D, Nelson L, Longton J, Gassman T, Cohen J, et al. School-wide behavioral support:
Starting the year off right. Journal of Behavioral Education. 1997;7:99-112.

Horner RH, Sugai G, Todd AW, Lewis-Palmer T. School-wide positive behavior support: an alternative approach
to discipline in schools. In: Bambara LM, Kern L, editors. Individualized supports for students with problem
behaviors: designing positive behavior plans. New York, NY: Guilford Press; 2005.

Bradshaw CP, Reinke WM, Brown LD, Bevans KB, Leaf PJ. Implementation of School-Wide Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports (PBIS) in elementary schools: Observations from a randomized trial. Education and
Treatment of Children. 2008;31(1):1-26.

Bradshaw CP, Mitchell MM, Leaf PJ. Examining the effects of schoolwide positive behavioral interventions and
supports on student outcomes: Results from a randomized controlled effectiveness trial in elementary
schools. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions. 2010;12(3):133-148.

Luiselli JK, Putnam RF, Sunderland M. Longitudinal evaluation of behavior support interventions in public
middle school. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions. 2002;4(3):184-190.

Bradshaw CP, Koth CW, Thornton LA, Leaf PJ. Altering school climate through school-wide Positive Behavioral
Interventions and Supports: Findings from a group-randomized effectiveness trial. Prevention Science.
2009;10(2):100-115.

Bradshaw CP, Koth CW, Bevans KB, lalongo N, Leaf PJ. The impact of school-wide positive behavioral
interventions and supports (PBIS) on the organizational health of elementary schools. School Psychology
Quarterly. 2008;23(4):462-473.

Sumner MD, Silverman CJ, Frampton ML. School-based restorative justice as an alternative to zero-tolerance
policies: Lessons from West Oakland. Berkeley, CA: Thelton E. Henderson Center for Social Justice; 2010.

Lewis S. Improving school climate: Findings from schools implementing restorative practices: International
Institute for Restorative Practices; 2009.

McCluskey G, Weedon E, Lloyd G, Kane J, Riddell S, Stead J. Can restorative practices in schools make a
difference? Paper presented at: Conference of British Educational Research Association; London, UK.

Drewery W, Winslade J. Developing restorative practices in schools: Flavour of the month or saviour of the
system? Hamilton 3240, New Zealand: University of Waikato, School of Education; 2006.

Morrison B. The school system: Developing the school’s capacity in the regulation of civil society. In:
Braithwaite J, Strang H, editors. Restorative Justice & Civil Society. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University
Press; 2001.

Morrison B. Restoring safe school communities: A whole school response to bullying, violence & alienation.
Sydney: Federation Press; 2006.

Woehrle LM. Summary evaluation report: a study of the impact of the Help Increase the Peace Project in the
Chambersburg Area School District. Baltimore, MD: American Friends Service Committee; 2000.

Morrison B. Restorative justice in schools. In: Elliot E, Gordon RM, editors. New Directions in Restorative
Justice. Cullompton, Devon: Willan Publishing; 2005.

Sherman LW, Strang H. Restorative justice: The evidence: The Smith Institute; 2007.

Kane J, Lloyd G, McCluskey G, Riddell S, Stead J, Weedon E. Restorative practices in three Scottish councils:
Final report of an evaluation of the first two years of the Pilot Projects 2004-2006. Edinburgh: Scottish
Executive Education Department; 2007.

McCluskey G, Lloyd G, Kane J, Riddell S, Stead J, Weedon E. Can restorative practices in schools make a
difference? Educational Review. 2008;60(4):405-417.

OUSD Castlemont Students Focus Group. Oakland, CA: Human Impact Partners; 2011.

CADRE. CADRE Youth and Adult Focus Groups. Los Angeles, CA: CADRE; 2011.

Ong P, Firestine T, Pfeiffer D, Poon O, Tran L. The state of South LA. Los Angeles, CA: University of California,
Los Angeles; 2008.

Los Angeles Unified School District, Local District 7 Map. 2011. Available at: http://district7-lausd-
ca.schoolloop.com/districtmap. Accessed: November 23, 2011.

School Report Cards. 2008. Available at: http://getreportcard.lausd.net/reportcards/reports.jsp. Accessed:
November 26, 2011.




123

124

125

126
127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

142

143

144
145

146

147
148

113

Redefining dignity in our schools: a shadow report on school-wide positive behavior support implementation in
South Los Angeles, 2007-2010. Los Angeles, CA: Community Asset Development Re-defining Education
(CADRE); 2010.

Community Asset Development Re-Defining Education (CADRE). 2011. Available at: http://www.cadre-la.org/.
Accessed: October 19, 2011.

Jaque-Antén D. Discipline Foundation Policy: School-Wide Positive Behavior Support. Los Angeles, CA: Los
Angeles Unified School District; 2007.

Dataquest. 2011. Available at: http://dg.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/.

LA HealthDataNow! 2011. Available at: http://dgs.hasten.ladhs.org/default.aspx. Accessed: November 14,
2011.

School Report Cards. 2011. Available at: http://getreportcard.lausd.net/reportcards/reports.isp. Accessed:
11/26/2011.

High School Dropouts. 2011. Available at:
http://www.kidsdata.org/data/topic/table/high school dropouts.aspx?f=1&loc=2,127,161&tf=8,9,10,16,37.
Accessed: November 8, 2011.

California Education Code 48900(k). Code C, editor. 48900; 2011.

Alcohol & Drug Program: Annual Review. 2003. Available at:
http://www.geog.ubc.ca/courses/geob370/students/class05/madanylu/analysis.html.

Muscott HS, Mann EL, LeBrun MR. Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports in New Hampshire: Effects
of large-scale implementation of Schoolwide Positive Behavior Support on student discipline and academic
achievement. Journal of Positive Behavior Interventions. 2008;10(3):190-205.

Container Traffic North American 1990-2010. Alexandria, VA: American Association of Port Authorities; 2011.
Oakland  Unified  School  District | Budget Crisis Information. 2011. Available at:
http://www.ousd.k12.ca.us/199410228131741573/blank/browse.asp?A=383& BMDRN=2000&BCOB=0&C=578
16. Accessed: November 18, 2011.

Oakland Unified School District. 2011. Available at: http://www.ousd.k12.ca.us/ousd/site/default.asp.
Accessed: February 22, 2011.

Beckles Y. OUSD school closures vote Wed follows years of creating small schools, then having to pay for
them. Oakland North.

Resolution of the Board of Education of the Oakland Unified School District. District BoEotOUS, editor.
Oakland, CA: Board of Education of the Oakland Unified School District; 2010. p. 1-2.

2010 Census Interactive Population Map. 2011. Available at: http://2010.census.gov/2010census/popmap/.
Accessed: November 18, 2011.

American Factfinder - 2010 ACS 1-year Estimates for Oakland city, CA. 2011. Available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtm|?pid=ACS 10 1YR DP03&prod
Type=table. Accessed: November 18, 2011.

East Oakland Community Information Book Update: Social and Demographic Characteristics. Oakland, CA:
Alameda County Public Health Department, Community Assessment, Planning, and Education (CAPE) Unit;
2005.

Beyers M, Brown J, Cho S, Desautels A, Gaska K, Horsley K, et al. Part 1: health inequities. Oakland, CA:
Alameda County Public Health Department; 2008.

Bautista E, Beyers M, Brown J, Cho S, Martin J, Murgai N. The health of Alameda County cities and places: A
report for the Hospital Council of Northern and Central California, 2010. Oakland, CA: Alameda County Public
Health Department, Community Assessment, Planning, Education, and Evaluation (CAPE) Unit; 2010.
Pregnancy, a Health Education Guide. 2011. Available at:
http://www.acphd.org/user/services/atoz prgdtls.asp?prgid=33. Accessed: February 10, 2011.

Gronke A. Disparity in Oakland suspension rates. Oakbook. August 6, 2010.

Beyers M, Jain S, Mena M. Violence in Oakland: a public health crisis. Oakland, CA: Alameda County Public
Health Department; 2006.

Brown J, Garcia J, Jain S, Wright W. Youth Health and Wellness in Alameda County. Oakland, CA: Alameda
County School-Based Health Center Coalition & Alameda County Public Health Department; 2006.

WestEd. California Healthy Kids Survey. 2008. Available at: http://chks.wested.org/.

WestEd. California School Climate Survey. 2008. Available at: http://cscs.wested.org/.




149

150

151

152

154

155

156

157
158

159

160

161
162

114

Shedlock M. C.A.RR. Median Home Prices Down 47% From Peak. 2008. Available at:
http://globaleconomicanalysis.blogspot.com/2008/10/car-median-home-prices-down-47-from.html.
Accessed: November 4, 2011.

Cohen L, Erlenborn J. Cultivating peace in Salinas: a framework for violence prevention. Oakland, CA:
Prevention Institute; 2001.

American Factfinder - 2010 ACS 1-year estimates for selected economic characteristics for Monterey county,
CA. 2012. Available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS 10 1YR DP03&prod
Type=table. Accessed: February 3, 2012.

American Factfinder - 2010 ACS 1-year estimates for selected economic characteristics for Salinas city, CA.
2012. Available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS 10 1YR DP03&prod
Type=table. Accessed: February 3, 2012.

Crime rates for Salinas, CA. 2011. Available at: http://www.neighborhoodscout.com/ca/salinas/crime/.
Accessed: November 4, 2011.

Schools and Districts Map of Monterey County. 2011. Available at:
http://www.monterey.k12.ca.us/home/districts-and-schools/map. Accessed: November 7, 2011.

Restorative Justice Partners. 2011. Available at: http://www.restorativejusticepartners.com/ripartners/about.
Accessed: November 4, 2011.

Redmond C. Field Notes: Promoting Common Sense School Discipline Policies in LA & Salinas. Fight Crime:
Invest in Kids. Washington, DC: The California Endowment. 2011(September 2011).

American Factfinder - 2010 ACS. 2011. Available at: http://factfinder2.census.gov.

American Factfinder - 2010 ACS 1-year estimates. 2012. Available at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.
Building Healthy Communities: East Salinas. 2010. Available at:

http://www.calendow.org/healthycommunities/SalinasDescrip.html. Accessed: January 19, 2012.

2004 to 2008 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance Survey Results for the City of Salinas, California. Salinas, CA:
Monterey County Health Department, Community Assessment and Data Analysis Unit and Steps to a Healthier
Salinas; 2011.

AskCHIS. 2012. Available at: http://www.chis.ucla.edu/main/default.asp.

Raymond B. Viewpoints: Common-sense discipline needed in school. The Sacramento Bee. July 23, 2011;Sect.
11A.




