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Percentage of racial/ethnic group with IEP by
achievement decile (41" grade NAEP 2017, PA only,
reading; N=3,230 students)

O T L

Lowest 10% 79% 47% ** 46% ***
3 44% 159 *** 18% ***
26% 6% *** 12% **
14% 7% 10%
Middle 50% 19% 39 ** 6% **
Total N with IEP 190 60 160

Continuous variables standardized, *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. Source: NCES, NAEP 2017, Reading; restricted-use data file.
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Statistically significant regression coefficients indicating SWD
are less likely to be suspended relative to total number of
coefficients reported, by select study characteristics (k=14)




















































































































































































Kipp Dawson, Retired Teacher
Pittsburgh Public Schools
Statement Submitted for the Record
(on December 16, 2019)

One critical step we must take to plug and dismantle the school to prison pipeline, with its
disprbportionate impact on students of color, students with disabilities, and LGBTQA+ children, is to end
out-of-school suspensions from our schools for any child, pre-K through 12" grade. Such suspensions

begin almost all treks into and through this horrendous transition.

When a school sends a child home with an out-of-school! suspension, it shoots itself, the child,

and the child’s teachers in the foot.
No matter the age or grade level of the child.

During my 25 years teaching, spanning pre-K through 8™ grade, there were times when it had
become impossible to conduct a class so long as a child who was having a difficult time remained in our.
classroom, This happens, for a variety of reasons, in every demographic area, among children of all ages.
School administrators, school districts are {or should be) prepared for such eventualities ~ with
responses that minimize the disruption of any child’s participation in class(es) and school without

resorting to and relying on suspensions.

Let us recognize that sending a child home with a suspension:

¢ Tells the child (and peers) that (s)he is no longer a member of the class and school community,
even if only temporarily; andAtherefore

¢ Sets up an adversarial relationship between the child and the class/school community; and

» Sends a message to parents and guardians that the school is not capable of including the child in
the class and scheol, if only temporarily; and

s s an abnegation of the school’s base-line responsibility of including and teaching the child, even

~ if “only temporarily”; and

s Deprives the child of participation in the learning experiences which will be necessary for
successful continuation with the worl of the class{es); and, therefore,

¢ Makes it more difficult for the child to successfully participate in the class and school learning
activities when {s)he returns; and, therefore, |

+ All but guarantees more issues and problems for the child; and
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e |5 afailure — and marks a failure — on the part of the school,

So.should we turn a blind eye on children’s actions which are disrulptive to themselves and/or

others in a classroom or school setting? Of course not.

it is our responsibility as a community, as a school district, and as a school, to be ready to meet all of

our responsibilities to all of our children. This includes:

¢ Consciously working to make all of our classrooms and schools places where every child

feels welcome, respected, and a necessary part of the classroom and school community;

and

¢ Having facilities and trained personnel at all schools to accommodate our children when
situations arise where a child is not able to participate appropriately in a classroom or other
school setting; and

¢ Having in place restorative practices such as peer mediation, mentoring, counseling, and
other student-centered means of helping children return to their regular school settings;

e Having an honest and collaborative relationship in place, and constantly built, between the

school and parents/guardians, as well as community organizations working on behalf of the

children and the schools.

All of our children deserve schools which treat them and their peers with this kind of respect. All
of our teachers and other school workers deserve to work in schools and school districts which
prioritize building this kind of teaching/learning community. Helping our schools move in this
direction will require resources and practices that can only exist when our schools have the
support of their communities which can ensure adeguate funding, and the community
oversight, which our children deserve and need. We can do this if we have the understanding
and will to make it happen. Taking these steps will help to stop the criminalization of our
children, and particularly our children of color, our children with disabilities, and our LGBTQA+

children. Doing these things can tear a big hole in that school-to-prison pipeline where it usually

begins.
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Testimony of Janet Rosenbaum, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor of Epidemiology

Department of Epidemiology and Biostatistics

School of Public Health, SUNY Downstate Health Sciences University, Brooklyn, NY

Testimony to Pennsylvania Advisory Committee to the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,
November 21, 2019

During the hearing, issues were raised that my research directly addresses, and I want to speak
directly to these issues.

1. Suspenswn further increases the likelihood of poor outcomes in young adulthood, 12 years after
suspension.,

One speaker noted that children or adolescents who misbehave in school are already on
problematic trajectories, and suspension may only occur on the way to poor outcomes, such as non-
completion of high school and criminal justice involvement. My research (Rosenbaum, 2018, also
submitted to the briefing book) addressed this issue by matching adolescents (ages 12-18) who were
suspended for the first time with similar adolescents who had not been suspended at all, and evaluating
their outcomes at ages 18-25 and again at ages 25-32. Matching used an apples to apples comparison to
make sure that suspended and non-suspended adolescents had similar characteristics: race, delinquency,
grade averages, school attachment, household income, household compositions, and many other traits, a
total of 60 characteristics. My research found that compared with non-suspended youth, suspended
youth were less likely to graduate high school and more likely to have criminal justice involvement in
the next 12 years. This matching design allows us to conclude that even though suspended youth would
be likely to have poor outcomes even if they weren’t suspended, suspension is an additional
disadvantage.

My additional research using these methods has found suspended youth were more likely to test
positive for a sexually transmitted infection 5 years later (trichomonas, detected by a urine sample) and
also more likely to smoke both 5 and 12 years later, compared with matched non—suspended youth.
These papers are currently under review.

2. Black students are treated adversely by suspension and truancy systems, even when systems appear to
be objective. :

My research has also shown that Black students are treated adversely compared to similar non-
Black students, even when systems seem to have clear rules that appear to be objective. For suspension,
male adolescents who are taller are more likely to be suspended if they are Black, but height is not a risk
factor for suspension for other populations, suggesting that teachers or administrators' decision to
suspend may stem from how they react to Black male students' height (Rosenbaum 2018). For truancy,
Black students are more likely to have absences marked unexcused than White students. The criteria for
suspension and unexcused absences appear to be objective, but they have disparate negative impact on
Black students. As a panelist noted, teachers and administrators are more likely to perceive misbehavior
by White students as a symptom of a medical or mental health problem, whereas teachers and
administrators may perceive similar misbehavior by Black students as defiance and grounds for
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punishment. The system of coding absences as excused versus unexcused also penalizes poverty:
absences or tardies due to transportation problems, housing instability, or parents’ uristable work
schedules are coded as unexcused, whereas absences due to health care visits or college visits are coded
as excused.

3. Preschool suspension continues despite New York State policy aiming to eliminate it by 2017-18:
teachers and administrators require support to adapt to new policies.

New York State aimed to eliminate preschool suspension and expulsion by the 2017-18 school year.
The NYC KIDS 2017 survey conducted by the New York City Department of Health and Mental
Hygiene NYC DOHMH) between July and December 2017, evaluates the level of suspension in
daycare, preschool, and pre-K in NYC by asking parents whether they have been asked to pick up their
child early or keep them home for at least one full day due to their child's behavior, The NYC KIDS
2019 survey will assess the same quantity. | am still awaiting permission from NYC DOHMH
Communications Office to report the exact percentage estimates from this survey. However, 1 can
report my conclusion from the estimates: policies to eliminate suspension by some target date will not
on their own reduce the percentage to zero by the target date. As other panelists have said, teachers and
administrators require support to adapt to new policies.

4, Court diversion programs for truancy do not reduce truancy, but restorative justice approaches may
reduce truancy.

The Honorable John Uhler discussed the issue of truancy, and how court diversion programs
may be able to reduce truancy, Court diversion programs are used in about 60% of school districts, but
they have not been evaluated with a rigorous design that includes a comparison group. Unfortunately,

" our rigorous evaluation of a court diversion program for truancy in a large Midwestern county found that
adolescents {grades 7-10) in the court diversion program did not improve in attendance over the next 2-4
years, compared with similar adolescents who were not referred to the program (McNeely et al, 2019).
Our evaluation used two comparison groups: adolescents in the neighboring county, which did not have
a court diversion program for truancy, and adolescents in the same county who were not referred. Asin
the previous study, the adolescents were matched on important characteristics, including free [unch
status, child protective services involvement, Black race, Native American/American Indian status,
attendance history, standardized test scores, and other characteristics, a total of 15 characteristics from
administrative records including the state’s Department of Education, Department of Child Protective
Services, and other agencies. The evaluation suggests that a restorative justice program may be more
effective in reducing truancy, as has been shown in a randomized controlled study of a program in
Queensland, Australia (Mazerolle et al, 2017).
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