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Good afternoon, Committee Chairs and members of the Council. I am Assistant
Chief James Secreto, the Commanding Officer of the NYPD’s School Safety Division, and I
am here with Deputy Chief John Donohue, the Commanding Officer of the Office of
Management Analysis and Planning. On behalf of Police Commissioner Raymond Kelly,
we would like to thank you for this opportunity to provide our comments regarding the bill
before you today, Intro. 816-A.

It has been almost eleven years since the functions of the Board of Education’s
Division of School Safety were transferred to the Police Department, giving the Police
Department the responsibility for managing school security personnel and designating
School Safety Agents, or SSAs, to be employees of the Police Department. We have
previously discussed with you the reasons for that change, and the level of crime that
dangerously compromlsed the safety and security of the City’s pubhc schools at that time,
to the ultimate detriment of the educational mission.

Our mutual goal was to provide the highest level of safety and security for students
and school personnel, by utilizing the Police Department’s expertise, experience and
resources in reducing crime and disorder in the schools. We believe that together, the
Police Department and the Department of Education have succeeded. We note the striking
improvement in the safefy of our schools, the increased professionalism of the SSA cadre,
more accurate reporting of crime in schools, and the significantly higher level of confidence
in the security of their schools among students, educators, and parents.

From the 1999/2000 school year to the 2008/2009 school year, total crime in the
schools decreased by 34%. Since the 2001/2002 school year, violent crime in schools
decreased by 25%, and the seven major index felonies decreased by 33%. Further, non-
criminal incidents, such as harassment, disorderly conduct and trespassing, which can also
seriously disrupt the tone of a school, dropped 44%, and possession of weapons and
dangerous instruments dropped 43%. These decreases are matched by the current year’s
experience. Since the beginning of the current school year, total crime has decreased by
another 27%., violent crime has decreased by 22%, the seven major index felonies have
decreased by 24%, non-criminal incidents have dropped by 29%, and possession of
weapons and dangerous instruments dropped by 32%.



These dramatic decreases are of course attributable to the hard work of many
people, from both the NYPD and the DOE, with the strong participation and assistance of
students and their parents, but it is clear that the School Safety Agents are the backbone of
school security.

At the time of the transfer eleven years ago, there were 3,041 active SSAs. Today,
the Division is made up of 5,249 SSAs, a 73% increase. Approximately 70% of School
Safety Agents are women, and approximately 93% are black or Hispanic. Virtually all of
~‘our School Safety Agents are City residents, and many SSAs are themselves parents with
children in the City’s public schools. . -

School Safety Agents are responsible for patrolling designated areas in the schools
‘and in the immediate vicinity to maintain the order necessary to further the educational-
process. This may include challenging unauthorized visitors, removing unruly students,
and taking enforcement action when necessary and appropriate. We have previously
discussed with you the qualifications and training of SSAs, describing the comprehensive
14-week training course they receive upon hire, as well as the dynamic in-service training
program we conduct. SSAs are an integral part of the school community, and our
confidence in their professionalism is supported by the most recent Citywide public school
survey conducted by the DOE, reflecting the view of the people most involved in the life of
the school — the students, teachers, and parents. The survey revealed that 76% of students
and 92% of teachers feel safe in their schools, and that 93% of parents feel that their
children are safe at school. The majority of all three groups (74% of students, 82% of
teachers, and 95% of parents) also feel that SSAs help to promote a safe and respectful
environment in their schools.

With this in mind, we would like to turn to the bill before you today, composed of
three major elements affecting the Police Department: quarterly reporting regarding
complaints against School Safety Agents; a public education campaign inviting the filing of
complaints against School Safety Agents; and quarterly reporting regarding certain
categories of information for criminal and non-criminal incidents.

We will first discuss the provisions of the bill which are directed in particular to
School Safety Agents. Intro. 816-A selects one distinet category of City employee, School
Safety Agent, for treatment and oversight unlike that directed to any of the City’s other
245,000 civilian employees, even beyond that given to other agencies’ uniformed officers.
Its provisions are modeled in large part on the special scrutiny given only to the NYPD’s
police officers. We respectfully oppose this portion of the legislation as unnecessary,
counterproductive, and potentially damaging to the fabric of our school communities, and
urge the Council to refrain from enacting these provisions as drafted.

We understand the Council’s interest in how the Police Department handles
complaints against School Safety Agents, and have provided to the Council a full

description of how complaints are made, and how they are investigated once they are made.

Briefly, all complaints against civilian members of the service are reported to the Internal
Affairs Bureau and are then assigned for investigation depending upon the seriousness of



the complaint. The most serious complaints, of corruption and serious misconduct, are
retained by IAB for investigation; other complaints are investigated by either the School
Safety Division’s Investigations Unit or the local Integrity Control Officer.

Through our discussions with the Council’s staff, we learned that there was some
confusion when individuals seeking to make a complaint against an SSA called the City’s
genéral service and complaint number, 311. We appreciated receiving this information,
and we solved the problem by working with the Department of Information Technology
and Telecommunications, to ensure that every such complaint is referred to the Internal
Affairs Bureau, whlch is, again, the proper entity within the Police Department to receive
it.

But we must strongly disagree with what seems to be a premise underlying Intro.
816-A, that the public must be further educated as to how to make a complaint against a
School Safety Agent. We have seen no actual evidence that a public education campaign to
this effect is necessary. Instead, we have witnessed a highly publicized effort by the New
York Civil Liberties Union over the last several years to encourage complaints against
school-based NYPD personnel. This effort, which continues unabated, even included an
offer of cash prizes, topping out at $1,000, in a 2006 contest entitled “Who Runs Your
School The Principal or the Police?”

During the 2008 calendar year, there were 1,159 complaints of misconduct or other
types of incidents involving School Safety Agents. However, the use of this overall number
is misleading if one intends to focus on what we think of as the types of complaints handled
by the Civilian Complaint Review Board. Of the total number of incidents involving
School Safety Agents, 174, or 15%, actually alleged unnecessary force, abuse of authority,
discourtesy, or offensive language. The rest reflected a variety of misconduct allegations or
personal situations, which might be found among the employees of any large entity,
whether public or private, and which are not contemplated by the bill.

We would alse note that our thorough internal investigation process resolves every
complaint on the merits and in a timely manner, including findings of substantiation at a
rate higher than those reached in CCRB cases. When the Council has requested
information in its oversight capacity regarding the investigation of complaints against
School Safety Agents, we have provided it, and will continue to respond to such requests
for information, to the degree practicable. -

Further, the steps envisioned by the bill, to prominently advertise, in schools and on
our websites, the ability to call 311 to make a complaint against SSAs, can be seen as an
invitation to drive a wedge between School Safety Agents and the rest of the school
community. This type of campaign invites students who may be the subjects of necessary
action by SSAs to make retaliatory complaints, in a manner that could serve to chill the
very actions that are necessary to keeping the school safe and orderly. Unlike the usually
transitory encounters between police officers and those who file complaints against them,
students and SSAs coexist in a close environment on a day-to-day basis, where there is a
real risk that students could misuse the complaint process in order to affect the ongoing



performance of the SSA in their school. We suggest that there is nothing to be gained by
further publicizing a telephone number, 311, which is already firmly in the publlc
consciousness as the way to make complaints about City employees and services, while
there is much to be lost in the relationship between School Safety Agents and the rest of the
school community.

With respect to the language of the bill itself, the public education component would
require 311 operators to transfer the call to the Internal Affairs Bureau, upon the consent
of the caller. However, the 311 system is not designed to function in this manner. When a
caller to 311 seeks to make a complaint against a School Safety Agent, or any other civilian
employee of the NYPD, the 311 operator records the complaint and forwards it to IAB
through an electronic data transfer. In emergency situations, the 311 operator will
immediately transfer the call to 911. Of course, the caller always has the option of calling
IAB’s Action Desk directly in order to make a complaint.

In addition, some of the specific data points regarding complaints, which would be
required by Intro. 816-A, are not currently collected and would require new recordkeeping
systems, for example, segregating complaints by school district and tabulating the number
of days a complaint has been pending. Perhaps most problematic, the requirement that the
Council receive a report regarding each School Safety Agent, individually identified,
receiving more than one complaint, would likely result in that information being shared
throughout the school community, notwithstanding whether the subject complaints were
substantiated or unfounded. This provision in particular goes beyond what we believe is a
fair understanding of the Council’s oversight role. ' '

In order to gauge the practical impact of those portions of the bill directed to School
Safety Agents, we note the tremendous increase in CCRB complaints which occurred after
311 was mobilized to accept them. This increase in complaints was, however, accompanied
by a large decrease in the number of complaints going to full investigation or substantive
conclusion. In the analogous situation presented by Intro. 816-A, we believe that the bill’s
combination of recordkeeping requirements and solicitation of complaints would result in a
dramatic increase in complaints filed, each of which would have to be investigated. The bill
would also demand an increase in the personnel and other resources needed to fulfill its
information-sharing function, requiring a redesign of our internal databases in order to
collect and maintain the required information in the format desired. The overall effect of
the bill would be to consume the resources that would otherwise be devoted to fighting
crime and maintaining order in the schools. At a time when it is a challenge to maintain
our core mission in the face of fiscal constraints and a depleted workforce, it would be
counterproductive to impose new recoxrdkeeping burdens on our agency.

We have similar concerns regarding the second major portion of the bill affecting
the Police Department, requiring a guarterly report of selected activity in schools, There is
already posted on the DOE’s website school-by-school reporting of the number of major
crimes, other crimes, and non-criminal incidents. The bill would require reporting of
information which is not centrally collected which we suggest would not serve a
demonstrated need, and could violate the privacy provisions of the Family Court Act., For



example, because the numbers of students arrested and/or summonsed is so small,
providing demographic data and student status in each case could serve to specifically
identify the student involved. In addition, requiring the Police Department to report on
student status is not practicable, since this data is not relevant to the police action taken
and would not be reflected in our reports.

The bill also seeks a report on the “number of incidents that arose due to metal
detector or magnetometer scanning,” which implies that there is something inherently
problematic in the use of scanning. The use of scanning equipment in schools was begun in
1988 by the Board of Education’s Division of School Safety. The program has been
significantly expanded and improved since the NYPD undertook this responsibility,
encompassing full-time scanning, part-time scanning, and unannounced scanning., There
are, at a minimum, two lines for scanning, one for male students and one for female
students, with an SSA of the same gender managing the process and conducting hand-held
magnetometer screening as necessary. The use of scanning routinely results in the
discovery and seizure of hundreds of dangerous weapons each year, primarily bladed
instruments, as well as the recovery of other weapons in the immediate vicinity of the
school, which have been discarded there during scanning days. While we acknowledge that
scanning can be inconvenient and may result in some delay to the start of the school day,
we firmly believe that scanning in general and, especially, unannounced scanning, is an
invaluable tool for the protection of students and school personnel alike. For example,
according to published reports, in 1996, there were 126 guns recovered from the City’s
public school students; during the last school year there were six, and so far this school
year, we have recovered two.

In closing, we would like to share with you our estimate of the fiscal impact of Intro.
816-A. Were the bill to be enacted, it would require the addition of more than 100
members of the Police Department, to handle the anticipated increase in complaint receipt
and investigation and to fulfill the recordkeeping responsibilities. In addition, it would
take away from their duties the full-time equivalent of 102 School Safety Agents, for the
purpose of participating in the investigative process.

At a time when the City’s resources are under severe strain, we suggest that
enactment of Intro. 816-A as written would compromise our ability to maintain safety and
security in the City’s public schools. We have and will continue to provide information to
the Council which it seeks in its oversight role, and we welcome a continnation of the
dialogue we have had regarding the language of Intro. 816-A. We will also continue our
strong partnership with the Department of Education to build upon the gains we have
made in ensuring the best possible education for our children, in the safest possible
environment. Thank you, and we will be are pleased to answer any questions you may
have.



