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The Children’s Defense Fund’s (CDF) Leave No Child Behind® mission is to ensure every child a 
healthy start, a head start, a fair start, a safe start and a moral start in life, and successful 
passage to adulthood with the help of caring families and communities. CDF-New York’s unique 
approach to improving conditions for children combines research, public education, policy 
development, community organizing and statewide advocacy activities, making us an innovating 
leader for New York’s children, particularly in the areas of health, education, early childhood and 
juvenile justice. Through CDF’s Cradle to Prison Pipeline® Campaign – a national initiative to 
stop the funneling of thousands of children, especially poor children and children of color down 
life paths that often lead to arrest, conviction and incarceration – CDF-NY works to replace 
punitive school discipline and safety policies in New York City schools with social and emotional 
supports that encourage a positive school climate and improve educational and social outcomes 
for youth.  
 
Thank you to Chair Gibson and the members and staff of the City Council Committee on Public 
Safety for this opportunity to testify on the Mayor’s Fiscal Year 2017 Preliminary Budget. We 
appreciate the continued commitment of the Public Safety Committee to matters of school and 
student safety and the successful passage of the amended School Safety Act that is set to bring 
even greater transparency to rates of arrests and summonses in the City’s public schools. For the 
past year, CDF-NY has participated in the School Safety Working Group of the Mayor’s Taskforce 
on School Climate and Discipline alongside other advocates, students, teachers, school staff and 
administrators, and representatives of City government. Recommendations were released from 
Phase 1 of deliberations in July of 2015, and a second report will be prepared in the coming 
months. While we await that second round of recommendations, there are steps we can take 
immediately to reduce the frequency and duration of summonses and arrests as well as address 
and prevent the harm of excessive removal from school along the lines of race, disability status, 
sexual orientation, and gender identity. 
 
Overview 
 
Funding for School Safety is $347 million in the Fiscal 2017 Preliminary Plan, an increase of 
$11.3 million from the Fiscal 2016 Adopted Budget due to the investment in “Think Kids”, a de-
escalation training for school safety agents. As peace officers, School Safety Agents (SSAs) have 
the authority to arrest, and each year in New York City large numbers of children arrested in 
schools for a range of behaviors subjectively determined to be disruptive. Despite overall declines 
in arrests and summonses, troubling disparities in race and disability status have remained 
consistent on a system-wide level. In 2015 we supported Committee Members’ efforts to require 
the Department of Education (DOE) report the school-by-school ratio of SSAs to guidance 
counselors. While the NYPD currently has a budget for 5,147 school safety agents, in testimony 
presented by the DOE before the Committee of Public Safety in April 2015, approximately 2,700 
guidance counselors and 1,200 social workers currently work in NYC schools. In a City where 
more than four student arrests are made in school each day and 563 summonses are issued to 
students 16 and older in one school year, and where 61 percent of school arrests are of Black 
students and 43.7 percent of issued summonses are given for subjective, youthful offenses like 
disorderly conduct that tend to be disproportionately issued to students of color, these and other 
opportunities to stop New York City’s cradle to prison pipeline must be seized.1 As time spent 
learning is one of the surest and most consistent indicators of academic achievement, 
alternatives to arrests and summonses must be implemented to keep students in classrooms.2 
 
The NYPD maintains publicly that SSAs are not to be first responders every time there is a 
disruptive student, but the boundaries of SSAs’ authority are unclear and inconsistent from school 
to school so that normal and routine disciplinary issues are often approached with a law 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 New York Civil Liberties Union (NYCLU). (2015). Student Safety Act Reporting on Arrests and Summonses: July 1, 2014 
– June 30, 2015. Retrieved from http://www.nyclu.org/files/ssa_FactSheet_2014-2015.pdf.   
2 Losen, D., Hewitt, D., & Toldson, L. (2014). Eliminating excessive and unfair exclusionary discipline in schools: Policy 
recommendations for reducing disparities. Bloomington, IN: The Equity Project and Indiana University. Available at 
http://www.indiana.edu/~atlantic/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/Disparity_Policy_Full_031214.pdf.  



Page 3 of 4 

enforcement response. While there are nearly 1800 public schools citywide, 10 percent or 180 
schools account for 41 percent of all suspensions and the vast majority of arrests and 
summonses issued by the School Safety Division (SSD) of the NYPD.3 School Safety Act data 
shows just ten school campuses account for 49 percent of all summonses and 19 percent of all 
arrests made by the SSD. The Mayor’s Taskforce on School Climate and Discipline was charged 
with the task of, among many items, updating the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the NYPD and the Department of Education (DOE) to align the use of school discipline 
and security personnel and security measures with supportive school climate goals. We ultimately 
seek an MOU that de-criminalizes student code of conduct violations, differentiates between 
disciplinary issues and threat of imminent danger or behavior that poses a serious threat to safety, 
and includes specific language that promotes utilizing the discipline process first and pursuing 
summonses or arrests as a last resort. 
 
At this time, we urge the Council to push the administration to increase its investment in whole-
school restorative justice models that have the proven capacity to safely reduce the reliance on 
summonses and arrests. By continuing and expanding the Council’s FY 2015 Restorative Justice 
Initiative in particular, we have a remarkable opportunity to strategically transform schools from 
punitive model to a preventative and restorative model that aligns with youth development 
principles and improves school culture and climate. More systemic, high quality supports with an 
intentional focus on early intervention would produce better and more equitable outcomes than 
exclusionary discipline practices and policies like in-school summonses and arrests. 
 
Expand Investments in School-based Restorative Justice 
 
In 2015, the New York City Council allocated $2.4 million for the implementation of a restorative 
justice program to “change the culture of the chosen 15 schools’ approach to school disciplinary 
policies”.  Today each participating school has a full-time school-based restorative justice 
coordinator tasked with developing a needs-based strategic plan, providing ongoing training and 
professional development for school staff, and engaging and developing positive relationships 
with students, parents, and families. Tremendous need and demand exists for this initiative – 
while 115 schools were invited by the Department of Education’s Office of Safety and Youth 
Development to apply, only 15 of the over 50 schools that submitted thorough applications 
expressing interest could be selected for participation. CDF-NY, as members of the Dignity in 
Schools Campaign – New York, respectfully asks that the Council allocate $5 million to the 
Restorative Justice Initiative in FY 2016: $2.4 million will support and ensure the sustainability of 
schools involved in the FY 2015 Restorative Justice Initiative, and $2.6 million will allow for the 
expansion of the program to an additional number of schools, as well as provide interested 
schools with professional development designed to improve school climate and build capacity to 
implement restorative practices. 
 
Nationally, as well as internationally, there is now considerable evidence that restorative 
approaches can result in reduced suspension and expulsion, decreased referrals to law 
enforcement, improved academic achievement and other beneficial results.4 This research exists 
alongside studies showing that students who are removed from the learning environment for even 
a few days are more likely to be pushed out of school and become involved with the justice 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 City of New York. (2015). Safety with Dignity: Recommendations from the Mayor’s Leadership Team on School Climate 
and Discipline. New York, NY: Author. Retrieved from http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/sclt/downloads/pdf/Safety-with-Dignity-
Executive-Summary.pdf.  
4 Schiff, M. (2013). Dignity, Disparity and Resistance: Effective Restorative Justice Strategies to Plug the “School to 
Prison Pipeline”. Prepared for the Center for Civil Rights Remedies and the Research-to-Practice Collaborative, National 
Conference on Race and Gender Disparities in Discipline. Retrieved from 
http://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/resources/projects/center-for-civil-rights-remedies/school-to-prison-folder/state-
reports/dignity-disparity-and-desistance-effective-restorative-justice-strategies-to-plug-the-201cschool-to-prison-
pipeline/schiff-dignity-disparity-ccrr-conf-2013.pdf.  
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system.5 Other school districts have shown us that youth who have engaged in harm but 
participate in restorative justice programs are less likely to harm others in the future, and people 
who experience harm are more likely to report being satisfied with the outcome than people that 
went through the court process.6 Restorative practices address and discuss the needs of all 
school stakeholders, build healthy relationships between educators and students, reduce, 
prevent, and improve harmful behavior, repair harm when it does happen and restore positive 
relationships, and resolve conflict by holding people accountable.7 Whole-school restorative 
justice has the potential to make significant contributions in helping schools become safer places, 
reducing exclusion and the demand for exclusion, raising attendance and graduation rates, 
discouraging bullying behaviors, and preventing staff turnover and burnout.8 
 
All efforts to increase actual safety as well as perceptions of safety must take into account efforts 
to keep students in classrooms where they can succeed and be engaged in learning. Whole-
school restorative justice approaches, like the ones funded through the Speaker’s Initiative, have 
the capacity to gradually transform the culture of discipline in NYC schools from one of 
punishment and exclusion to one focused on meeting the needs of youth. The Council’s 
leadership has provided a promising step toward the long-term institutionalization of restorative 
approaches in schools City-wide.  
 
Conclusion 
 
It is our hope that the Council continue dialogue with the DOE on the value of sustainable 
investment in restorative justice in schools and ending the disproportionate impact of exclusionary 
measures. CDF-NY is grateful to the Administration and NYPD School Safety Division for their 
commitment to decreasing the issuance of arrests and summonses in schools, however, more 
work must be done to eradicate the persistent disparities facing New York’s students. We look 
forward to an Executive Budget that makes the investments needed that focus on the moral, 
social, and academic development of youth rather than punishment and removal. Thank you 
again for this opportunity to testify. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force. (2008). Are zero tolerance policies effective in the 
schools? An evidentiary review and recommendations. American Psychologist, 63, 852-862. Retrieved from 
http://www.apa.org/pubs/info/reports/zero-tolerance.pdf. 
6 Nancy Rodriguez, “Restorative Justice at Work Examining the Impact of Restorative Justice Resolutions on Juvenile 
Recidivism” Crime Delinquency. 3 (2007): 355-374. 
7 McMorris, B.J., Beckman, K.J., Shea, G., Eggert, R.C. (2013). Applying Restorative Practices to Minneapolis Public 
Schools Students Recommended for Possible Expulsion: A Pilot Program Evaluation of the Family and Restorative 
Conference Program. Minneapolis, MN: School of Nursing and the Healthy Youth Development Prevention Research 
Center, University of Minnesota. Retrieved from 
http://www.nursing.umn.edu/prod/groups/nurs/@pub/@nurs/documents/content/nurs_content_488712.pdf. 
8 Advancement Project, American Federation of Teachers, National Education Association, National Opportunity to Learn 
Campaign. (2014). Restorative Practices: Fostering Healthy Relationships & Promoting Positive Discipline in Schools, A 
Guide for Educators. Washington, D.C.: Author. Retrieved from 
http://b.3cdn.net/advancement/5d8bec1cdf51cb38ec_60m6y18hu.pdf.  












