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Abstract

At the May 23, 2011, quarterly meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Council), Council members heard a panel presentation on school discipline and at-risk youth. Michael Thompson, Justice Center Director, Council of State Governments, presented preliminary findings from a statewide study conducted in Texas of how student discipline relates to students’ success and juvenile justice involvement. Kristin Moore, Ph.D., Senior Scholar, Child Trends, and Chris Boccanfuso, Ph.D., Research Scientist, Child Trends, presented on evidence-based, nonpunitive alternatives to zero tolerance. In addition, Farhad Asghar, Associate Dean of Continuing Education, Bank Street College of Education, presented information about Liberty LEADS, a dropout prevention/college preparation program for at-risk New York City youth

Jeff Slowikowski, Acting Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and Coordinating Council Vice Chair, reported on the status of the consolidated report of recommendations from the Council’s four issue teams.
In addition, Council members heard agency announcements and updates including a presentation from the U.S. Department of Justice on the National Forum on Youth Violence Prevention, a brief presentation from Casey Family Programs Federal Fellows on the crossover youth agenda, and an announcement from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development on Father’s Day 2011.
No action items emanated from the meeting. 
Meeting Summary

Welcome and Opening Remarks

The Honorable Eric H. Holder, Jr., Attorney General, Coordinating Council Chair
Attorney General Eric H. Holder, Jr., convened the quarterly meeting of the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Council) at 2:30 p.m. He welcomed attendees, thanked them for their important work on behalf of youth, and asked Council members and designees to introduce themselves. He then provided a brief overview of the meeting agenda.
School Discipline, Juvenile Justice, and Delinquency Prevention
Elizabeth Albro, Associate Commissioner, Teaching and Learning Division, National Center for Education Research, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education (ED), (Moderator)
Elizabeth Albro introduced the panelists, who then made individual presentations.
Texas School Discipline Study

Michael Thompson, Justice Center Director, Council of State Governments

Michael Thompson presented preliminary findings from a statewide study conducted in Texas of how student discipline relates to students’ success and juvenile justice involvement. In a study supported by the Atlantic Philanthropies and the Open Society Foundations, the Council of State Governments Justice Center tracked every Texas public school student who entered seventh grade in 2000, 2001, and 2002 and tracked those students over a six-year period to determine how many children are suspended, expelled, or removed from school for disciplinary reasons and to what extent these decisions are mandated by State law; whether disciplinary decisions disproportionately impact students of color or students with disabilities; the relationship between removal from the classroom and academic performance; relationship between disciplinary decisions and juvenile justice involvement; and variation among schools.

Highlights of the findings, which will be officially released in July, include the following:

· The majority of Texas students received disciplinary actions (suspension, expulsion, placement in alternative education, or placement in the juvenile justice system) at least once during the six years they were followed.
· An overwhelming percentage of disciplinary actions were discretionary decisions rather than State mandated.
· A significant percentage of students were repeatedly disciplined (11 or more removals).
· Students who were repeatedly disciplined were much more likely to be involved in the juvenile justice system. 
· Students who were repeatedly disciplined were more likely to have poor academic outcomes.
· African Americans were disproportionately represented among students who were disciplined.
· Students with disabilities (e.g., learning disorders, emotional disorders) were disproportionately represented among students who were disciplined.
· Schools and school districts varied widely in their use of disciplinary actions.
Mr. Thompson urged Federal leaders to focus attention on the issue of school discipline, conduct more research into the issue, highlight promising practices, and look for consensus among education, juvenile justice, child welfare, and health professionals.

Evidence-Based, Nonpunitive Alternatives to Zero Tolerance
Kristin Moore, Ph.D., Senior Scholar, Child Trends; Chris Boccanfuso, Ph.D., Research Scientist, Child Trends
Kristin Moore talked about the growing reliance on zero-tolerance policies in schools nationwide, despite the fact that these policies have not been evaluated using experimental research and that other approaches to school discipline have been shown be effective.  
Chris Boccanfuso reported on the results of his investigation into the effectiveness of zero-tolerance policies. Non-experimental research indicates that this punitive approach has not reduced the number of drug or violent offenses in schools, and enforcement is extremely inconsistent across race, disability status, and socioeconomic status. In addition, suspension and expulsion—the two punishments most commonly associated with zero tolerance—increase students’ risk for participation in risky or illegal behavior, poor academic achievement and dropout, and entry into the “school-to-prison pipeline.” 
Dr. Boccanfuso reported that several nonpunitive policies and programs have been experimentally evaluated and proven to improve student behavior and school safety. Instead of relying mainly on punishment, these programs use one of several broad approaches:

1. Character education and socio-emotional learning programs help develop students’ character by teaching core values (e.g., empathy, honesty) and help children acquire life skills to manage emotions, establish and maintain positive relationships, and make responsible decisions. Evaluation of these programs have shown positive impact on social-emotional skills, improved behavior of at-risk students, reduced aggression and conflict, and improved academic performance. Programs that have been rigorously evaluated and shown to positively impact behavior include Positive Action, Too Good for Violence, and Connect with Kids. 
2. Targeted behavioral supports for at-risk students improve school safety and student behavior by addressing the root cause of negative/violent behavior, providing students with tools to deal with the specific sources of negative behavior, and providing continuing training or mentoring for at-risk students throughout their academic career. Experimental evaluations of several of these programs found that they build social and emotional competencies, reduce the likelihood of substance abuse, improve student behavior, and reduce the number of repeat offenses, suspensions, and expulsions. 

3. Multi-tiered approaches to discipline incorporate preventive approaches aimed at all students (e.g., teaching and rewarding positive behaviors) and targeted behavioral supports for students exhibiting problem behaviors. Several of these programs (e.g., Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports) have been extensively evaluated and shown to improve social behavior and social skills, reduce referrals for discipline problems, reduce aggressive behavior, improve academic outcomes, and have lasting impacts.
Dr. Boccanfuso concluded by stating that, although disciplinary measures have a place in promoting a safe, supportive educational environment, there is no evidence that zero tolerance contributes to such an environment. On the other hand, several nonpunitive alternatives to zero tolerance have been shown to be effective. He observed that these nonpunitive approaches to school discipline are more prevalent at the elementary school level and are needed in middle and high schools. 
Liberty LEADS: Dropout Prevention and College Access
Farhad Asghar, Associate Dean of Continuing Education, Bank Street College of Education 
Farhad Asghar presented information about Liberty LEADS, a dropout prevention/college preparation program for at-risk New York City youth run by Bank Street College. The program, which has been serving youth for more than 20 years, currently serves 320 students in fifth through twelfth grade. The program is guided by the belief that all children have gifts, talents, and great potential. Students have access to a wide range of academic resources, college prep classes, leadership development and community service activities, individual and family counseling, mentoring, cultural enrichment and adventure-based activities, and referrals to other programs. Evaluation results show that Liberty LEADS’ comprehensive approach to working with youth is highly effective. Program retention rate has increased to 92 percent; 94 percent of the students graduate from high school on time; and 100 percent of students who apply to college are admitted.
Mr. Asghar observed that, if U.S. schools adopted low-cost, high-return interventions such as those used at Liberty LEADS, the Nation would see a significant increase in high school graduation rates.
Questions and Discussion
Dr. Albro invited attendees to comment or ask questions of the presenters.

· Please elaborate on what it means to “be disciplined.” Mr. Thompson responded that, in the Texas study, “discipline” included suspension (in or out of school), expulsion, placement in alternative education program, and placement in the juvenile justice system. 
· Elaborate on the finding that a large percentage of disciplinary actions were discretionary decisions rather than State mandated. Mr. Thompson responded that Texas law mandates removal for certain offenses including possession or firearms and drugs. Fighting in school is not covered under these laws, so removal of a student for fighting would be considered a discretionary decision. The vast majority of students removed from the classroom were done so for offenses other than those covered by State law (e.g., “insubordination”).
· The large percentage of students removed for discretionary reasons is surprising. Could the existence of Texas’s alternative education program make teachers and administrators more likely to remove students from the regular classroom? Mr. Thompson responded that the vast majority of disciplinary actions do not involve placement in the alternative education program, so it does not appear to be a “magnet.” But the findings show that the idea that Federal and State law are driving disciplinary decisions is simply not true.
· Did the Texas study look into the role of parents? Mr. Thompson responded that student records provided information about socioeconomic factors and other variables that might place a child at risk.
· Why did the Texas study not look at students’ involvement with the child welfare system? Mr. Thompson responded that the data were not available. Texas is one of the few States that link data from the education system and juvenile justice.
· In regard to the discrepancy among schools, are there other things that are going on that might lead to varying suspension rates? Mr. Thompson said that the fact that similarly situated schools have such wildly different experiences suggests that school discipline is not simply a matter of resources. It is important to focus on what is going on school by school.
· Has there been any work on early childhood? Dr. Moore responded that research on early childhood education shows that positive, high-quality, ongoing investments during early childhood produce better long-term outcomes. 
· Did the Texas study examine how many students were removed from school for having aspirin, legitimate prescription drugs, etc.? Dr. Moore said that this information was not in the database.
· Elaborate on the alternative placement program in Texas. Texas is unusual in that it has an alternative placement program. In many States, kids who are expelled have no place to go.
· Young children are being expelled today from early childhood programs. There is currently a conversation around training teachers with better skills to manage individual children and the classroom as a whole; however, this training is expensive. Dr. Moore responded that it can be a challenge to fund these programs. Dr. Boccanfuso said that some moneys are available from private sources.
· Is low academic achievement a predictor of behavioral problems? Dr. Boccanfuso responded that longitudinal research studies have found that the biggest predictors of behavioral problems are attendance issues and low academic achievement. It is a cycle, because children who are punished and made to miss class fall even farther behind. Mr. Thompson commented that the subset of students who are disciplined frequently are the children that all the Council agencies are working with. There is a clear need to bring agencies together across systems to improve outcomes for these children.

· Is there a significant gender difference? Dr. Boccanfuso responded that girls are somewhat less likely to have recurrent behavioral problems.
· Most of these studies focus on students in seventh grade or older. Would outcomes differ if children were targeted at a younger age? Mr. Asghar observed that prevention is critical, so it is important to offer positive interventions to students with academic difficulties at a younger age before it is too late. Dr. Moore agreed, saying that while it is never too late to intervene, the younger the child the more likely the approach will be effective. Mr. Thompson added that, although this is true, it is important to remember that a lot can be done to assist children in seventh through twelfth grades.
· We know that having an emotional-behavioral disorder is a major risk factor for dropping out of high school. Was this population more likely to be disciplined? Mr. Thompson responded that “emotional disturbance” (the term used in the Texas database) was one of the single best predictors for suspension or expulsion. It is important to look at this subset of the population in more detail.

· How do Liberty LEADS students compare to a random sample of at-risk youth? Mr. Asghar responded that Liberty LEADS students do far better than their counterparts. For example, 60 percent of New York City public school students graduate on time, whereas Liberty LEADS graduates 94 percent of their students on time. If schools adopted some of the child-centered practices used by Liberty LEADS, outcomes would improve. 
· Please comment on how programs can address cultural diversity. Mr. Asghar responded that, while a “cookie-cutter approach” to dropout prevention would not work, certain aspects of the child-centric approach used by Liberty LEADS and other successful dropout prevention programs could be replicated. It is important to understand the children in the program and their families.
· Please comment on how Liberty LEADS is funded, how funds are blended, how much it costs, etc. Mr. Asghar responded that funding is a challenging issue. Liberty LEADS has been successfully working with youth for 22 years, and unfortunately many philanthropic organizations are looking to fund innovative “new” programs. Organizations such as the Coordinating Council are important, because coordinating across agencies is critical to help the whole child, and taking a preventive approach will ultimately take our limited resources further. 
· Has Liberty LEADS thought about expanding to serve more than 320 youth? Mr. Asghar replied that taking the program to a larger scale would be his dream, because there is no question that it works. The challenge is finding the resources.
· Please comment on the role of family and community. Mr. Asghar replied that the role of the family is critical, and it is important to provide families with the supports they need; in addition to working with families, Liberty LEADS connects each child with another caring adult. Dr. Moore added that, because many at-risk kids do not have stable, supportive families, it is important to bring in another caring adult. Dr. Boccanfuso observed that many of the most effective programs integrate families and communities into the solution. 
· Is there any evidence that work experience is beneficial for older youth having discipline problems in schools? Dr. Moore replied that the research is mixed. Having a job can have either positive or negative effects. She observed that apprenticeships can be a lot like mentorships; this model looks promising, although it has not yet been thoroughly evaluated. Mr. Thompson commented that for 18- to 25-year-old reentering offenders, paid employment beginning immediately when they return to the community is critical for successful reentry. Mr. Asghar added that training youth for employment is a great way to help kids develop skills, build self-esteem, and build self-efficacy.
· We know from the research that having a relationship with a mentor/caring adult contributes to youth resiliency. Are there ways that middle and high schools could facilitate these types of relationships? Mr. Asghar said that many colleges are creating opportunities for first-time students to connect with a mentor, and several New York City high schools are implementing this model. Dr. Boccanfuso said that character education programs and social-emotional learning programs require a shared vision of what the school should look like and teamwork among teachers.
· Mr. Thompson, is this something that you are looking at as you try to understand the differences among schools? Mr. Thompson said it is clear that there is huge variation among schools, but it is not clear why. In the next stage of the research, it is important to find out what is happening at the individual schools and what kinds of programs have the most positive impact.
· It would be useful to look at school climate. There is a lot of focus on that issue, and it is hard to believe that this wouldn’t be a factor.
Judge Gordon Martin, practitioner member, suggested that the Council take a strong stance against zero-tolerance policies and educate the teachers of this country about the negative impact of their discretionary disciplinary decisions on students. He suggested that the Council develop an educational pamphlet to be circulated immediately after the Texas School Discipline Study results are released in July. He reminded meeting participants that, when the U.S. Supreme Court was about to hear a case on the juvenile death penalty, the Council took a stance against it and developed an educational pamphlet outlining the reasons why juveniles should not be executed. 
Mr. Thompson observed that policymakers at the State and local levels know little about the issue of school discipline. He suggested that the Council could play an important role in bringing people together to focus on this topic and highlight promising programs. 
Attorney General Holder thanked panel members for their presentations and for the important work they are doing. He observed that there is undoubtedly a consensus around the issue of zero tolerance among Council members. The challenge is to go beyond this group of like-minded people to attack the widely accepted notion of zero tolerance, educate State and local policymakers, and change policies and practices.
Update on Consolidated Report
Jeff Slowikowski, Acting Administrator, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ); Coordinating Council Vice Chair
Mr. Slowikowski reported on the status of the consolidated report of recommendations from the Council’s four issue teams. He said that some of the teams’ recommendations (e.g., recommendations about juvenile reentry) have already been implemented. He remarked that he hopes the Council will move forward soon on two broad, cross-cutting issues:
· Information sharing: DOJ hopes to create a subcommittee of the Council to look for ways to improve information sharing among agencies.

· Zero-tolerance policies: DOJ hopes the Council will make a strong statement against reliance on these policies.

Mr. Slowikowski reported that the Council Operations Committee will meet in June to finalize the report, which will be presented to the Council at the July quarterly meeting. The recommendations from the final report will be incorporated into the Council’s annual report to Congress.
Agency Announcements and Updates
National Forum on Youth Violence Prevention
Thomas Abt, Chief of Staff, Office of Justice Programs (OJP), DOJ
Thomas Abt reported on the new partnership between Federal agencies and six U.S. cities to help participating localities share challenges and promising strategies with one another and explore how Federal agencies can better support local efforts to prevent youth and gang violence. Federal partners include DOJ, the U.S. Department of Education (ED), the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), and the White House Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). 
At a working session in October 2010, teams from the cities of Boston, MA; Chicago, IL; Detroit, MI; Memphis, TN; Salinas, CA; and San Jose, CA, met with Federal agencies to share information and experience about what works and what doesn’t in preventing youth and gang violence. Each city pledged to develop or enhance a comprehensive plan to prevent youth and gang violence in their city, using multidisciplinary partnerships, balanced approaches (blending prevention, intervention, enforcement, and reentry), and data-driven strategies. 
In the short term, the goals of developing these plans are to lead to more active partnerships, improved coordination of resources, and better use of data—at the local and Federal level. In the medium term, the goal of favorable exposure of these plans is to improve localities’ ability to secure funding from a variety of resources (Federal, State, local, private) for youth violence-prevention efforts. In the long term, the goals of implementing these plans are to reduce youth violence, improve opportunities for positive youth development, enhance public safety and quality of life, and encourage innovation and better coordination of funding, policy, and regulation at local and Federal levels.
Each of the six cities developed a robust plan in a relatively short timeframe, getting community and stakeholder buy-in. In April 2011, the Summit on Preventing Youth Violence was held in Washington, DC, where the cities had an opportunity to present and discuss their plans, hear inspirational speakers, exchange ideas with other cities and representatives of Federal agencies, and receive positive media coverage. 

The Forum’s current focus is on implementing these comprehensive plans and adding new cities (pending appropriation) in 2012. The Forum hopes to expand the conversation, adding new voices and engaging additional stakeholders both within and outside the Federal government. Recently Casey Family Programs joined the partnership.
Mr. Slowikowski opened the floor for questions and discussion:

· How were the six cities selected? Mr. Abt responded that participating cities were selected on the basis of need (high rate of youth violence), geographic diversity, and willingness and capacity to engage.

· Were there common elements among the cities’ comprehensive plans? Mr. Abt responded that, although the plans differed to meet the unique needs of each city, common elements included a data-driven assessment of the problems and broad community buy-in. 
Mr. Slowikowski thanked Mr. Abt and commented that the Forum is an excellent, concrete example of multiple agencies working together to address a problem.
Casey Family Programs: Crossover Youth Agenda
Eric Steiner, Casey Family Programs; Sue Badeau, Todd Shenk, Annie Blackledge, Federal Fellows

Eric Steiner, who works at Casey Family Programs’ Seattle headquarters, said that Casey emphasizes an integrated communitywide approach, working across systems to improve the child welfare system. He commented that he is heartened by the collaborative work that is being done at the Federal level. He introduced three Federal Fellows—Casey staff members who are under an Intergovernmental Act (IPA) assignment to work at various Federal agencies around the issue of child welfare. 

Todd Shenk reported that he is working with HUD to explore how HUD can improve outcomes around child welfare and housing, identifying barriers, opportunities, and promising practices. He commented that there are numerous opportunities to work collaboratively to improve the lives of our Nation’s children.

Annie Blackledge reported that she is working in ED’s Office of Vocational and Adult Education to build on existing partnerships and develop new ones to promote equity for vulnerable students, share data within ED and across agencies, and identify best/promising practices to improve outcomes for at-risk youth.

Sue Badeau, who is working with OJP, reported that she is working on several OJP projects with an interagency perspective, including the upcoming national conference, the National Forum on Youth Violence Prevention, and followup work for the Coordinating Council. She observed that, in regard to Attorney General Holder’s question of how to make theoretical ideas real or how to implement concrete changes in zero-tolerance policies and practices, much of this happens at the community level.

Mr. Slowikowski opened the floor for questions and discussion:

· Harry Wilson, practitioner member, remarked that while many foundations have a great deal to offer the Federal government, they have a different way of operating. These partnerships between Casey and Federal agencies will help inform Casey and also help inform Federal staff. 
· Robin Delany-Shabazz, OJJDP, said that she is grateful Casey is placing individuals within Federal agencies. She observed that this innovative arrangement will be critical in helping Federal agencies learn new and better ways to work together to improve the lives of children and families.
Mr. Slowikowski observed that this partnership between Casey and the Federal government is exciting and thanked the speakers for their presentations.
Father’s Day 2011
Ron Ashford and Maria Queen, HUD
Ron Ashford and Maria Queen reported that HUD is holding a nationwide Father’s Day Event on June 18 to celebrated fatherhood and family and to support fathers in staying connected with their children. Approximately 200 housing authorities will hold a daylong event to provide fun activities for fathers and children to enjoy together and simultaneously to connect fathers with economic resources. Along with HUD, Federal partners include DOL, HHS, U.S. Department of Agriculture, ED, and DOJ. These agencies will ask local grantees and offices to offer onsite information and services such as employment resources, healthcare consultation, and legal counseling. Mr. Ashford referred participants to their meeting packets for a press release on the upcoming event.
HHS Announcements
Martha Moorehouse, HHS
Martha Moorehouse referred participants to HHS announcements in their meeting materials.
Summary of Next Steps, Closing Remarks
Jeff Slowikowski
Mr. Slowikowski thanked participants for attending. He announced that the next quarterly meeting of the Council will be July 21, 2011, 10 a.m., at OJP. He reminded agency representatives that OJJDP would be happy for another agency to host a future Council meeting. 
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