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RESPONDENT’S MOTION FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE

TO THE HONORABLE RONALD M. GEORGE, CHIEF JUSTICE, AND TO
THE HONORABLE ASSOCIATE JUSTICES OF THE CALIFORNIA SUPREME
COURT:

Respondent respectfully moves this Court, pursuant to Evidence Code sections 452
and 459 and California Rules of Court, rules 8.252(a) and 8.520(g), to take judicial notice

of the following documents:



Exhibit 1: Attorney General and State Superintendent of Public
Instruction: Safe Schools Task Force Final Report (June 2000)

Exhibit 2; Assem. Bill No. 1785, Stats. 2000 (1999-2000 Reg.
Sess.) ch. 995, as introduced;

Exhibit 3: Nieto, Security and Crime Prevention Strategies in
California Public Schools (Oct. 1999);

Exhibit 4: Legislative History Pertaining to California Penal
Code section 628.1: Sen. Bill No. 822, Stats. 1995 (1995-1996 Reg. Sess.),
as introduced,

Exhibit 5: Legislative History Pertaining to California Education
Code section 38000: Sen. Floor Analyses, Sen. Rules Comm., Sen. Bill No.
1626, Stats. 1998 (1997-1998 Reg. Sess.), as amended Jun. 18, 1998;

Exhibit 6: Legislative History Pertaining to California Penal
Code section 148: Assem. Comm. on Crim. Law & Pub. Saf., Assem. Bill
No. 158, Stats. 1983 (1983-1984 Reg. Sess.), Letters from Winston
Parkman to Assemblyman Curtis Tucker dated August 4, 1982 and January
17, 1983 and Bill Analysis Cover and Worksheet;

Exhibit 7: Legislative History Pertaining to California Penal
Code section 148: Assem. Comm. on Pub. Saf., Assem. Bill No. 462, Stats.
1987 (1987-1988 Reg. Sess.), 3d Reading and Bill Analysis Worksheet;

Exhibit 8: California Department of Education, Letter from
Superintendent Jack O’Connell to All County and District Superintendents,
School Administrators and Chief Business Officers, Regarding the
Governor’s Budget for 2010-2011 (Mar. 4, 2011);

Exhibit 9: San Bernardino City Unified Schools District, Crime
Statistics; and

Exhibit 10:  Campus Safety Magazine (Dec. 2009), DOJ Releases
Updated K-12 School Crime Stats



Attached exhibits 1-2 and 4-8, are the proper subject of judicial notice under
Evidence Code section 452. Subdivision (c) of that provision provides that judicial
notice may be taken of “Official acts of the legislative, executive, and judicial
departments of the United States and of any state of the United States.”

Pursuant to that authority, it is appropriate to take judicial notice of Exhibit 1
because it is an official publication of the California Attorney General’s Office and the
State Superintendant of Public Administration. (See People v. Crusilla (1999) 77
Cal.App.4th 141, 147 [court took judicial notice of an official publication of the
California Attorney General’s Office].)

Similarly, Exhibits 2 and 4-7 are proper matters for judicial notice because they
contain the legislative history of Penal Code sections 148, 628, and 628.1, and California
Education Code section 38000. (See People v. Snyder (2000) 22 Cal.4th 304, 309
[judicial notice taken of legislative history pertaining to Government Code section
83116.5, including a memorandum sent by sponsor of legislation to senate committee];
Huff v. Wilkins (2006) 138 Cal.App.4th 732, 742 [court took judicial notice of legislative
history pertaining to Vehicle Code section 38503, including statement prepared by the
Assembly’s Committee on Transportation]; White v. Ultramar, Inc. (1999) 21 Cal.4th
563, 572, fn. 3 [court took judicial notice of committee reports and individual legislators’
(including co-authors’) comments from the Assembly and Senate committee bill files].)

As to Exhibit §, the letter from California Department of Education Superintendent
Jack O’Connell to all county and district superintendents, school administrators, and
chief business officers, regarding the Governor’s Budget, is also a proper matter for
judicial notice. The letter is an official act by the executive department. (See Ca.
Advocates for Nursing Home Reform v. Bonta (2003) 106 Cal. App.4th 498, 515 fn. 8 [all
county letter sent by Department of Health Service to county welfare directors and other
local officials to provide information on estate recovery program proper matter for
judicial notice under Evidence Code section 452].)

Finally, the remaining exhibits 3, 9, and 10, are proper matters for judicial notice

under Evidence Code section 452, subdivision (h), because the documents constitute



“[flacts and propositions that are not reasonably subject to dispute and are capable of
immediate and accurate determination by resort to sources of reasonably indisputable
accuracy.”

Exhibit 3 was cited to support the proposition that “During the 1990s, despite the
development of the school/law enforcement partnership and development of school safety
plans, it was evident that public schools continued to be victimized by crimes against
persons and property.” (See Opening Brief on the Merits at p. 5.) That proposition is a
proper matter for judicial notice because courts are permitted to take judicial notice of
economic and social conditions, as common knewledge and verifiable facts under
Evidence Code section 452. (See Gillum v. Johnson (1936) 7 Cal.2d 744, 760 [Supreme
Court judicially knows “that unemployment for several years has presented serious and at
times very acute problems for state and national governments™].)

Finally, Exhibits 9 and 10 are proper matters to be judicially noticed because they
contain statistical data/facts that are capable of immediate and accurate determination by
resort to sources of reasonably indisputable accuracy. And, it has been held that such
statistical data is a proper matter for judicial notice. (See Powell v. Superior Court
(1991) 232 Cal. App.3d 785, 795 fn. 7 [court took judicial notice of statistical data
provided by the Jury Services Division of Los Angeles Superior Court].)

CONCLUSION
* For the reasons stated above, respondent respectfully requests that this Court take
judicial notice of the documents attached in Exhibits 1 through 10.

Dated: July 19, 2010 EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Attorney General of Califorma
DANE R. GILLETTE
Chief Assistant Attorney General
GARY W. SCHONS
Senior Assistant Attorney General
STEV OETTING

Stipe 1smW Attorney General
e J m/ e,

§SA BEJARANO ’
Attorneys for Plaintiff and Respondent
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Case Name: In re Martin M., a minor
No.: S177704

I declare:

I am employed in the Office of the Attorney General, which is the office of a member of the
California State Bar, at which member's direction this service is made. [ am 18 years of age or
older and not a party to this matter. [ am familiar with the business practice at the Office of the
Attorney General for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United
States Postal Service. In accordance with that practice, correspondence placed in the internal
mail collection system at the Office of the Attorney General is deposited with the United States
Postal Service that same day in the ordinary course of business.

On July 20, 2010, T served the attached respondent’s motion for judicial notice by placing a true
copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid, in the internal
mail collection system at the Office of the Attorney General at 110 West A Street, Suite 1100,
P.O. Box 85266, San Diego, CA 92186-5266, addressed as follows:

Lauren E. Eskenazi

Attorney at Law

11693 San Vicente Boulevard
Suite # 510

Los Angeles, CA 90048

Fourth Appellate District

Division Two

Court of Appeal of the State of California
3389 Twelfth Street

Riverside, CA 92501

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California the foregoing is true
and correct and that this declaration was executed on July 20 2010, at San Dlego California.
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An the Supreme Court of the State nf California

In re: MARTIN M., a Person Coming
Under the Juvenile Court Law.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA,

Plaintiff and Respondent.

V.
MARTIN M., a Minor,

Defendant and Appellant.

Case No. S177704

Fourth Appellate
District Two, Case No.
E045714

San Bernardino County
Superior Court, Case
No. J220179

[PROPOSED]ORDER GRANTING REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL

NOTICE

IT ISHEREBY ORDERED:

Pursuant to Evidence Code sections 452 and 459 and California Rules

of Court, rules 8.252(a) and 8.520(g), this Court will take judicial notice of

the following documents:



Exhibit 1: Attorney General and State Superintendent of
Public Instruction: Safe Schools Task Force Final Report
(June 2000);

Exhibit 2: Assem. Bill No. 1785, Stats. 2000 (1999-2000
Reg. Sess.) ch. 995, as introduced,;

Exhibit 3: Nieto, Security and Crime Prevention
Strategies in California Public Schools (Oct. 1999);

Exhibit 4: Legislative History Pertaining to California
Penal Code section 628.1: Sen. Bill No. 822, Stats. 1995
(1995-1996 Reg. Sess.), as introduced;

Exhibit 5: Legislative History Pertaining to California
Education Code section 38000: Sen. Floor Analyses, Sen.
Rules Comm., Sen. Bill No. 1626, Stats. 1998 (1997-1998
Reg. Sess.), as amended Jun. 18, 1998;

Exhibit 6: Legislative History Pertaining to California
Penal Code section 148: Assem. Comm. on Crim. Law &
Pub. Saf., Assem. Bill No. 158, Stats. 1983 (1983-1984 Reg.
Sess.), Letters from Winston Parkman to Assemblyman
Curtis Tucker dated August 4, 1982 and January 17, 1983 and
Bill Analysis Cover and Worksheet;

Exhibit 7: Legislative History Pertaining to California
Penal Code section 148: Assem. Comm. on Pub. Saf., Assem.
Bill No. 462, Stats. 1987 (1987-1988 Reg. Sess.), 3d Reading
and Bill Analysis Worksheet;

Exhibit §: California Department of Education, Letter
from Superintendent Jack O’Connell to All County and
District Superintendents, School Administrators and Chief
Business Officers, Regarding the Governor’s Budget for
2010-2011 (Mar. 4, 2011);



Exhibit 9: San Bernardino City Unified Schools District,
Crime Statistics; and

Exhibit 10; Campus Safety Magazine (Dec. 2009), DOJ
Releases Updated K-12 School Crime Stats

IT IS SO ORDERED:

DATED:

PJ.
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Case Name: In re Martin M., a minor
No.: S177704

I declare:

I am employed in the Office of the Attorney General, which is the office of a member of the
California State Bar, at which member's direction this service is made. Iam 18 years of age or
older and not a party to this matter. I am familiar with the business practice at the Office of the
Attorney General for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United
States Postal Service. In accordance with that practice, correspondence placed in the internal
mail collection system at the Office of the Attorney General is deposited with the United States
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Attorney General and
State Superintendent of Public Instruction

SAFE SCHOOLS
TASK ‘:FOR:CE

e TR

JUNE 2000



Attorney General and State Superintendent of Public Instruction

SAFE ScHooLs Task ForcE

Sheriff Don Horsléy, Co-Chair
San Mateo County

Sandra McBrayér, Co-Chair
The Children’s Initiative, San Diego

Eaward J. Chavez, Chief
Stockton Police Department

Carl Cohn, Superintendent
Long Beach Unified School District

John wayne Dawkins, Student
Yolo High School, West Sacramento

Guy Emanuele, Superintendent {ret.)
Fremont

Brenda English, Deputy District Attorney
Los Angeles County

Steven Goldsmith, Director

Centinela Valley Juvenile Diversion Project’

Los Angeles

Nancy Goodrich, Assistant Chief
San Diego Police Department

Jeff Horton, President
California School Board Association
Los Angeiles

Patricia Huerta, Commissioner
California State PTA
EYE Counseling and Crisis Services

Aron Kwong, Student
Kennedy High School, Sacramento

Wesley Mitchell, Chief of Police Services
Los Angeles Unified School District

Linda Murray, Superintendent
San Jose Unified School District

Henry Perea, City Counciiman
Fresno

Laura Reed, Principal
Mark Hopkins Elementary Schoot
Sacramento

Joseph A.Santoro, Chief
Monrovia Police Department

Michael Schumacher, Director
Health Care Agency, Santa Ana

Steven H. Staveley, Director
Division of Law Enforcement
Califormia Department of Justice

Stephen Thom, Mediator
Community Relations Services
U.S. Department of Justice, Los Angeles

Edward Velasquez, Assistant
Montebelio Unified School District

Annie Webb, Principal
Locke High School, Los Angeles

Gail Whang, Program Manager
Oakiand Unified Schooi District

Dear Ms. Eastin and Mr. Lockyer:

On behalf of your Safe Schools Task Force, we hereby submit to you our
recommendations and strategies for improving school safety in California.

The problems of school crime and violence affect us all. Recent tragedies on
school campuses in Mount Morris Township, Michigan; Littleton, Colorado;
and Conyers, Georgia raise new levels of interest and debate about addressing
issues of school safety. School and law enforcement officials are increasingly
concerned with preventing lethal youth violence.

Fortunately, despite these horrific events, youth violence is down in
California, as it is across the nation. Our schools are among the safest places
for our children. Yet, any crime on school campus is one too many. Our
children’s future and that of our state depend upon making every school
campus a safe learning environment. We must work tirelessly to keep crime
going down and to recognize early patterns of behavior — such as truancy,
vandalism and substance abuse — that may result in youth turning to more
serious crime. Research shows that when we intervene early, we can prevent
youth from turning to a life of crime and violence.

You asked us to identify strategies and programs for improving school safety.
At your direction, we also explored ways to develop partnerships between
schools and law enforcement to keep schools safe and free from violence.
The 23-member Task Force, representing education, law enforcement, com-
munity groups and youth, shared their views and knowledge on critical
school safety issues. In-depth discussion regarding school crime and violence
issues helped the Task Force formulate a report that identifies eight key

policy recommendation areas and includes 46 strategies to strengthen school
safety in California.

On behalf of the Safe Schools Task Force, we thank you for your outstand-
ing leadership and the opportunity to have participated in this important
process. We also thank the staff of the California Department of Education’s
Safe Schools and Violence Prevention Office and the Attorney General’s
Crime and Violence Prevention Center for their support of our efforts.

Respectfully submitted,

The Attorney General and State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s Safe
Schools Task Force.

Losde. € 1y~

Don Horsley
Co-Chair

Sandra McBrayer
Co-Chair

“Partnering for Safe Schools”
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iNTROIUCTION

Scope of the Problem

Recent tragedies on school campuses in Mount Morris Township,
Michigan; Littleton, Colorado; and Conyers. Georgia raise new levels
of interest and debate about addressing issues of school safety. School
and law enforcement officials are increasingly concerned with prevent
ing lethal youth violence.

In 1998-99, there were 26 school-associated violent deaths nation-
wide. Tragically, 15 of the 26 were at Columbine High on April 20,
1989. A focus on these few, horrific incidents creates a perception
that schools are not safe and can cause anxiety among students and
teachers that is detrimental to the education process.

The truth is that the chance of a homicide in a California school is less
than one in a million (California Safe Schools Assessment, 1998-99),
similar to the probability nationwide. More than 5.8 million students
attend over 8,330 public schools in California. California children
today are safer in school, on average, than they are in a car, on the
street or, sadly, even at home. Our schools are among the safest
places for our children.

Nevertheless, there is cause for concern. Three of the deaths which
took place nationwide last year were at California schools: a school
parking lot shooting; a student found beaten to death in a school shed;
and a head injury death over the use of a basketball court at a middle
school (National School Safety Center, School-
Associated Violent Deaths, 7998-1999),

In the 1998-1999 school year, the rate for
drug and alcohol offenses rose 11 percent.
The number of knives seized on campus
increased to ©6,168. And while down slightly
from the previous year, the number of guns
confiscated on campus last year was 637.

As Chart 1 demonstrates, incidents of Property
Crimes continue to decline from previous
years, while incidents in other categories,
such as Crimes Against Persons and Drug and
Alconhol Offenses, increased. In our public o L=
high schools, drug and alcohol offenses have
reached their highest reported level.’

Number of incidents per 1,000 Students Enrolled

'This may e due, in part, 1o improved reporting and the inclusion of possession
of marjuana paraphernalia as a reportable incident effective july 1, 1998.

Source: California Safe ‘Bchools Assessment 1998- 99 ;
California Department of Educatlon o g

1995-96
1996-97
[31997-98
{3 1998-99




Our children’s future, and that of our state, depend upon making every
school campus a safe learning environment. Troubled children often
develop a pattern that leads through escalating behavior problems (o
eventual violence. VWe must work tirelessly to recognize early patterns
of behavior — such as truancy, vandalism and substance abuse —
and implement strategies to prevent youth from turning to more serious
crime. If caught early encugh, atrisk youth can escape a life of crime
and violence.

The Task Force recognized that short term, school safety strategies
range from effective crisis response management to strong efforts to
prevent behavior problems from escalating to violence. long term, we
must acknowledge the underlying causes of youth violence and work
to address the needs of atrisk children before they commit crimes.
While crisis intervention is critical, so is early intervention with atrisk
children. The Task Force recognizes that probably the most important
factor in steering young people away from crime is a nurturing and
positive home environment. Early childhood experiences are critical.
Strong relationships between children and their parents, teachers,
ather adult role models and mentors, and strong ties to community
resources for assistance when needed, are critical to success. “There
needs to be a full spectrum of response,” stated Task Force member
atricia Huerta, Community Concerns Commissioner, California State
A. "There should be more community control over the design and
elivery of these programs....Youth are only as healthy as their family
and community.” :

Finally, schools cannot accomplish this mission in isolation. Success
depends on everyone working together — students, parents, school
staff, law enforcement, community service organizations, social ser-
vice agencies, businesses, local government, faith community leaders
S and all other community members. Success requires partnerships,
R cooperation, strong will and commitment.

Mission of the Safe Schools Task Force

In Februapy::1 999, State Superintendent of Public Instruction Delaine
Eastin-and-Attorney General Bill Lockyer formed the Safe Schools Task
Force to further combat crime in our schools and create a more power-
ful partnership between schools and law enforcement to keep schools
safe and free from violence. The 23-member Task Force — representing
education, law enforcement, community groups and youth — were
asked to identify model strategies and programs for improving school
safety, determine current needs and make recommendations (o
strengthen partnerships between schools and iaw enforcement to
enhance school safely strategies.



Purpose of Safe Schools Task Force Report

The purpose of this report is to provide the Attorney General and the
State Superintendent of Public Instruction with recommendations on
how to strengthen the partnership between schools and. law enforce-
ment to assure safe schools. These recommendations wiil serve as a
guide to advocate for and implement programs and approaches that
will continue to improve the safety of school campuses. The report
provides a framework from which these two constilutional officers can
work together to address school safety issues. It contains both short-
and long-term goals to assure that California’s schools remain safe and
secure learning environments.

Partnership between Law Enforcement and Schools

Members of law enforcement are often the first point of contact
between troubled youth and the community. Therefore, law enforce-

ment officials have a unique opportunity to Chart 2: Crime Rat

take a leadership rote in forging relationships 1998-99 School Yea
between parents, educators, community 12
organizations and others to |dent|fy_atvr|5k ’ 3 [ Property Grimes
youth and prevent them from committing crimes =104 [l Crimes Against Persons
or graduating to more serious offenses. As £ Drug/Alcohal Offenses
) g g Other Crimes

demonstrated in Chart 2, the use of alcohol &
and drugs, often seen as "gateway offenses,” s 6 “
was the most common type of offense g il
reported at thz high school level. § 44 =
California is entering its third decade of $ 24
leadership in creating a successful partnership = |
between education and law enforcement to 0-4 e

f derly school campuses and Fementary Ml
ensure S.a_e' orderly ; p Source: California$
communities. In 1982 California voters California §

passed Proposition 8 amending California

Constitution Article |, Section 28 to provide all students and staff ...
the inalienable right to attend campuses which are safe, secure and
peaceful. To this end, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction
and the Attorney General formed the School/Law Enforcement Part-
nership in 1983. The concept acknowledged the need for combined
authority and leadership and was codified in 1985 with the passage
of the Interagency School Safety Demonstration Act (Education Code
Sections 32260-32296).

Through its volunteer cadre of education and law enforcement specialists,
the School/Law Enforcement Partnership has provided information,
training and technical assistance to schools throughout the state on
school safety issues. The Partnership sponsors numerous grant programs

3




which emphasize safe school planning, conflict resolution, schoal
community policing partnerships and gang violence reduction. The
purpose of the Partnership is to encourage schools and law enforce-
ment agencies to develop and implement interagency partnerships,
programs, strategies and activities that improve school attendance,
encourage good citizenship and promote safe schools. The Task
Force focused part of its efforts on suggestions on how the Partnership
can be strengthened to meet today’s most pressing school safety
challenges.

Summary of Recommendations

The Task Force worked diligently to develop recommendations and
strategies that are reasonable, realistic and attainable. The resulting
recommendations center on three overall goals: (1) to develop strate-
gies to prevent behavior problems from escalating into violence and to
inspire youth with educational, school and community service activities,
(2) to assure that California schools are prepared for a crisis and to
prevent that crisis from wrning into a catastrophe; and, (3) to develop
and strengthen partnerships between schools, school communities and
law enforcement to ensure campus and community safety.

The report promotes building positive relationships between teachers
and students and between students and each other; expanding safe
school planning efforts; increasing the presence of law enforcement
on schoal campuses and integrating Community Oriented Policing
and Problem Solving (COPPS) strategies with school communities;
strengthen the capacity of the School/law Enforcement Partnership

~: Program; promoting positive youth development; establishing strong
;accountability measures; using research-based practices and model
. -programs; and increasing professional development training of
..-educators and school staff to include school safety skills. The report
~racknowledges the work schools, legislators and community leaders
have already accomplished and supports the continuation and
expansion of existing resources.

In-depth discussion regarding school crime and violence issues helped
the Task Force formulate eight key policy recommendation areas which
include 46 strategies to strengthen school safety in California.



SaFe ScHooLs Task Force
RECOMMENDATIONS

~— T

TdelssierioataFoivEal ]

Strengthen and expand resources to promote building
strong, positive relationships between teachers and
students and between students and each other.

Discussior:  Task Force members have heard repeatedly from youth
that they don't feel they are being listened to, that their voice is often
not heard until situations culminate in a tragic event. Schools must be
safe havens where students have a strong voice in planning and
problem solving, and where every student knows at teast one caring
adult to whom they can go for support or help.

Task Force members agreed that teachers and administrators who pro-
ject a caring attitude toward students and focus on the assets of each
student, help those students believe in their capacity to be successful.

In turn, this belief contributes to the students” power to make decisions,
plan, solve problems and work with others in their school and community.

in the discussions on the development of caring relationships, school-
yard bullying was identified as a significant and pervasive obstacle.
Youth who eventually exhibit extreme violence have often been
harassed or bullied by other youth. VWhen we altribute children’s
behavior problems to the fact that they are aggressive, we are over-
looking the deeper understanding that aggressive behaviors such as
kicking, hitting and biting, are learned behaviors and that children
identify situations where these behaviors will have rewarding results.
A pattern of misdirected frustration, aggression and intimidation can
be easily ingrained and early intervention by caring and atlentive
adults is crucial. "lt's harder and harder for kids to change once the
pattern is set and time goes on,” according to Dr. Leonard Eron,
Psychologist at the University of lllinois - Chicago.

Currently, California schools average only one counselor for more than
1,000 students ranking last among states (On Youth Violence, Biparti-
san Working Group, U.S. House of Representatives, 1999; and
Digest of Education Statistics 1998, U.S. Department of Education).
Additional student support services staff (school counselors, psycholo-
gists, nurses and social workers) are needed to address the personal,
family, peer, emotional and developmental needs of students. By
focusing on these mental health needs, these staff will be able to pick
up early warning signs of troubled youth and identify appropriate

actions and services, thereby improving student behavior, performance
and school safety. .

5




Task Force members agreed that school communities are complex
social settings. While the first reaction to crises like school campus
shootings may be to buy and install security technology, achieving
safe schools over the long term requires an investment in building
relationships, student support services and positive adult interaction
with youth. Members also agreed that there should be incentives for
teachers and law enforcement officers to live in neighborhoods where
they work. :

Strateqies

7. Support strategies in schools for teaching self respect, respect for
“others and appreciation for diverse cultures and lifestyles.

“Stipport youth-to-youth peer programs in which youth are given
on-going  opportunities to be resources to each other, to develop
helping skills, counteract youth's "code of silence” and build
connectedness among students.

3. ‘Support legislation to establish bullying prevention programs for
elementary and middle grades, and advocate implementation of
“bullying prevention and intervention programs at all California
schools.

4., Incorporate conflict resolution/ peer mediation program training for
students and staff as an integral component of school discipline
programs.

5. Support systems that emphasize caring relationships, high expecta-
tions, asset development, and provide oppaortunities for interaction
between teachers, other schooi staff and students.

6. Increase the availability of guidance, student support and counsel-
ing services on campuses to strengthen student connectedness and
improve student success.

7 Support legislation to provide incentives for teachers, administrators,
counselors and law enforcement to live in neighborhoods where
they work. ‘

&. Promote parental involvement in student activities and in all safe
school program development.

9. Include youth members on all boards, task forces and commitiees
dealing with youth issues.



Fecorrwrwenid

Reinforce the comprehensive safe school planning
process, including effective crisis response preparation
and procedures.

Brisnussior: In 1997, the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill
187 (Chapter 736, Hughes) requiring all schools to develop com-
prehensive safe school plans. Safe school plans are the basis for all
school crime and violence prevention strategies. The Task Force members
underscored the need for schools to involve law enforcement,
emergency responders and the entire school community in the
development of the plan. Members emphasized that good planning
and strong partnerships can prevent many school safety problems.
However, in their experience, preparation for dealing quickly and
effectively with crises that do happen on school campuses should be
an essential component of the safe school plan.

The School/Law Enforcement Partnership Program, administered by
the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the California Attorney
General since the mid-1980s, has advocated comprehensive safe
school planning and offered safe school plan development training
and $5,000 safe school impiementation grants. According to Task
Force members, many schools have strong safe school plans, but some
schools do not. Safe school plans are intended to be collaborative
and inclusive. In addition, the law requires that schools complete a
review of the plan at least once a year, and amend it if necessary.

Task Force members underscored the need for schools to take a com-
prehensive approach to this important effort. They agreed that even
the most effective family, education, law enforcement and government
agency collaboration may not fulty prevent youth violence. However,
the partnership can work to overcome technological and legal barriers
that prevent information sharing. The critical advantage will be a
school/community ability to ensure collaboration in addressing the
needs of children at risk before they commit crimes, as well as to
develop a multi-incident emergency plan to effectively react in times

of crisis.

Strategies

7. Provide school communities with a guide that includes the most
up-to-date lessons learned from recent school crises in the nation,
to assist them in developing crisis response plans as an essential
element of the safe school planning process. The guide should
show how to involve law enforcement in all steps of the process,




Z. Advocale for legislation to provide discretionary funding to all
school districts (K-12) to address needs identified in their safe
school plans.

3. Support efforts of the School/law Enforcement Partnership Cadre
to increase training and technical assistance on the safe school
planning process and assistance with the mandated annual review
of the plans.

4. Support the integration of research-based crime and violence
prevention programs in the development of safe school plans by
developing a clearinghouse of programs which have been
evaluated and proven to be successful.

5. Advise and support schools in building accouritability standards into
their safe school plans so that partners have shared respensibility.

6. Encourage the appointment of a Schoot Safety Program Director at
each school district and county office of education.

p e .
) ﬁiecommendazmn

Support strategies, including community oriented
policing and problem solving, to increase law
enforcement and probation officers as partners
on school campuses.

Discussior: Law enforcement officials are often the first point of
contact between troubled youth and the community. This places them
in a position to provide leadership and support to community-wide
collaborative efforts. Many youthful offenders suffer from multiple risk
factors that, if not discovered and addressed, remove them from
schools and place them into the juvenile justice system. Therefore,
law enforcement agencies have a vital role in building schoot/law
enforcement partnerships that bring to bear the full resources of the
community for youth at risk. The connection between problem solving
and creating partnerships is a primary focus of community oriented
policing.

School-based partnerships between law enforcement, families and the
school community address problems such as drug dealing or use on
school grounds, problems experienced by students on the way to and
from school, vandalism and graffiti, disputes that pose a threat to
student safety and loitering and disorderly conduct. Partnerships can
make further inroads with youth by involving teachers, parents and
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friends. Police and probation officers can tink families 1o appropriate
counseling services and provide a social safety net for children at risk
of delinquency. Additionally, the Department of Justice and the Califor-
nia Department of Education, through the School/Law Enforcement
Partnership Program, administer the School Community Policing Part-
nership program established by Assembly Bill 1756 (Havice, Chapter
317, 1998). This $10 million per year competitive grant program
provides funding to school districts and county offices of education to
develop and implement community oriented policing strategies for
school communities.

School officials report that on-campus officers are effective j
in guiding relationships with students and acting as deter-

rents to truancy. According to the recent California Attorney No Offcers Ful-Time
General's "Survey of Sworn Peace Officers on California 38%

High and Middie School Campuses,” 37% of high schools
have no full or parttime officers on campus (Chart 3).

Probation officers can provide intensive supervision for
students on probation who attend school. School officials
report that probation officers are very successful in reducing
truancy and intervening with atrisk youth. They cite the Part Time
probation officers” ability to work with juvenile offenders

through the entire justice system.

Currently, there are approximately 5,500 probation officers

in California, representing a large pool of positive resources

for guiding atrisk youth. However, the majority of schools statewide
do nol have probation officers regularly assigned on campus. The
recent California Attorney General’s survey found that onty 197 out of
the 2030 middle and high schools have a probation officer who works
reqularly with students on campus. At many small, rural schools, the
probation officer acts as a school resource officer. In the majority of
these schools, probation officers are responsible for truancy reduction
programs; working closely with at risk juveniles, including those not
formally on probation; and conducting home visits.

Al larger schools, probation officers often work with other law enforce-
ment or school district officers. There are currently innovative programs
in schools that link a probation officer and a police officer on each
campus and include interagency coordination with school officials,
counselors and parents. The teams are located by the district at high
schools and also serve juvenile offenders attending feeder e'\ementary
and middle schools. In addition to working with students on formal
and informal probation, the teams provide prevention and early inter-
vention services. [he teams have the authority to respond (o problems
ranging from truancy to minor criminal offenses.



Strateqies

7. Integrate Community Oriented Policing and Problem Solving .
(COPPS) strategies in safe schools plan development.

2. Supporl legislation to provide funding for additional law
enforcement and probation officers on school campuses.

3, Include probation departments in any proposed legislation defining
partners in local school safety efforts and inctude probation officers
on school safety related commissions and task forces.

<..Promote information sharing among school/law enforcement/
‘ prcﬁbat_ion_'agencies, including computer system compatibility to
-access appropriate and pertinent information.

“Encourage school communities to contact the School/Law
Enforcement Partnership Cadre for technical assistance on forming

partnerships with law enforcement and on the implementation of
COPPS strategies.

6. Require evidence of sustainable collaboration among the school
community and law enforcement on all’school safety related grant
applications and entitlement funding.

7~ Encourage schools to review the annual California Safe Schools
Assessment Report with local law enforcement and probation
departments and develop a collaborative plan for improvement of
school climate.

o

Build linkages between regional School/law Enforcement Partner-
ship Cadre teams and networks such as Healthy: Start and the After
School Learning and Safe Neighborhoods partnerships.

Eerommendaiion

Strengthen the capacity of the Attorney General and
State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s School/Law
Enforcement Partnership Cadre to provide training,
resources and technical assistance to California schools.

Discussion: Since 1983, the State Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion and the Attorney General have unified their efforts and resources
through the School/Law Enforcement Partnership to promote programs
that enhance the school learning environment, reduce school and com-
munity youth violence and ensure the safety of students and teachers.
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The Partnership administers a number of grant programs which
emphasize safe school planning, conflict resolution, school community
policing partnerships and gang violence reduction. Additionally, this
volunteer cadre of law enforcement and education specialists is the
foundation for the leadership of local schools and communities in
California on planning and implementing school safety strategies. The

Partnership ptays a key role in making schools safer and promotes
positive activities for youth.

In the early 1980s, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and
the Attorney General launched the concept of connecting schools and
law enforcement with youth and in collaborations for safety on school
campuses. The Cadre has worked diligently to make school communi-
ties safe. They have provided more than 200,000 personal contacts
for assistance and resources. The specialized, diverse skills of this
volunteer group have played a large part in the promotion of school
safety practices in California. The State Department of Education and
the Attorney General's Office have depended on the Cadre to spread
a message of interagency collaboration while providing technical
assistance to school communities. The Cadre is a well established,
competent group of experts willing and able to assist schools in
implementation of safe schools strategies. Task Force members,
having discussed the work of the School Law Enforcement Partnership,
noted that this Cadre possesses vast experience and expertise in
providing students and staff with training in critical safe school strategies,
such as (1) anger management, (2) conflict resolution and (3) other
services. Along with training and technical assistance, the Cadre
provides personal contact and direct services.

However, Task Force members also expressed frustration that the Cadre
is limited in size and funding by statute. Task Force members also stated
that those engaged in school safety efforts missed the opportunity of
people coming together to discuss school safety needs that was made
available during the annual regional training conferences sponsored in
the past by the School/Law Enforcement Partnership.

Strateqies

7. Amend the California Education Code to allow for expansion of
the TOO-member limit to the Schoot/Law Enforcement Partnership
Cadre and to increase sponsoring agency staff to ensure statewide
delivery of technical assistance and training for California schools.

Z. Support training and funding for the Partnership to meet current

legislative mandates to develop, amend and review safe school
plans for California schools.
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3. Provide additional training to the Cadre relative to current and best
practice model programs and promising innovations in school safety.

4, Provide funding and staff to reinstate regional training conferences
for educators, law _enforcement, probation, social service agencies
and community representatives to learn about current schoo! safety
strategies.and issués.

commumtles. ,

Diseussion: Task Force members discussed the di ey
between communities and families and the absence of strong role
models for youth. Mentors can play a key role, especially for at-risk
youth whose family situations can significantly contribute to the pro-
pensity for violence. law enforcement officers can assist in mentoring
and guiding youth. Community-based organizations can help assess
family and community needs and augmenl services provided to students
and their families. t was agreed that community initiatives that help
families and students develop healthy refationships, encourage parental
participation and increase support through adult role models (e.g.,
Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, sports booster clubs, Boys and Girls Clubs,
Big Brothers/Big Sisters) are necessary for healthy growth and positive
development of youth.

Recognizing that the highest rates of juvenile crime occur between the
hours of 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., Task Force members emphasized
the importance of providing well-supervised, positive activities for the
after-school hours. Law enforcement and community-based organiza-
tion partners can assist in all aspects of positive after-school programs.
Youth should be involved in developing concepts for meaningful
involvermnent in after-school activities.

Strategies

7. Support national and statewide campaigns to raise the awareness
of the importance of raising healthy and emotionally secure children.

2. Support teaching parenting skills as part of personal health skills or
life sciences at the secondary level.

12



3. Promote after-school programs as a safety strategy and provide
consultation through school community partnerships.

4, Advocate partnerships with community-based organizations to
keep schools open after hours for academic enrichment, tutoring,
mentoring, extra curricular activities, athletics, school and commu-
nity service projects.

soorunendalion

Establish strong accountability measures for school
safety community partnership programs.

Driseussiors: As recently as June 1998, the U.S. Department of
Education published the Safe and Drug free Schools Principles of
Effectiveness and stated that future funding appropriated to states for
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title IV - Safe
and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act, would be predicated on
local education agencies implementing programs that meet four basic
principles: conduct a needs assessment, set measurable goals and
objectives, implement effective research-based programs and conduct
evaluation. In order to continue uninterrupted funding and to maintain
local flexibility and implementation of locally developed programs that
may not have been rigorously evaluated, local education agencies
may choose to implement programs that show promise of being
effective.

Researchers have developed an increasing body of knowledge about
promising and proven methods for reducing youth violence. The Task
Force agrees that support should continue to be directed to programs
that work, and that ongoing evaluation be a condition of ongoing
support. ltis also agreed that, as with the design of a program, the
evaluation should be developed jointly in order that all anticipated
outcome information is included in the monitoring and reporting
phases of the evaluation process.

Schools need the support of community-wide organizations and agen-
cies to develop strategies for effective crime and violence reduction
programs. Strategies which strengthen and sustain partnerships and
collaboration among schools, parents, law enforcement, probation
depariments, local government, social services and other community
groups are the most successful and demonstrate shared responsibility
for the assessment of needs, setting goals and objectives, program
operation and performance measurement.
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Strateqies

7. Require and fund evaluation measurement plans that demonstrale
sustained collaboration in grant and entittement funding applications.

2. Publicize results, lessons learned and successes in collaborative
" efforts.

3. Encourage school administrators to develop policies in conjunction
_;With their school safety site committee that clearly communicate o
parents, students and staff that violence is unacceptable and
‘preventable.

,-Support violence prevention and intervention training for all students,
school employees and volunteers (including school bus drivers,
cafeteria personnel, janitorial staff).

A

5. Involve the California School Boards Association to provide train-
ing to board members and community partners in the development
and benefit of collaboration in the safe school planning process.

TR

- 4. ]
w&ecommendatmn

ldentify, fund and disseminate information about best
practices and model programs for safe schools.

Biseussion: California has implemented many strategies to promote
school safety. These include school resource officers on campus; aware-
ness training for tolerance, respect and inter-cultural communication;
probation officers on campus; school community policing partnerships;
safety strategies for travel to and from school, effective emergency
response and notification procedures; parenting classes; juvenile
diversion programs; truancy and dropout prevention; gang prevention;
victim/offender mediation; after-school academic enrichment, character
education and peer mediation. Programs with demonstrated effective-
ness and ongoing evaluation should be made available for replication
and consideration by other school communities.

Researchers agree that an important step in ending school violence is
to break through the impersona!l atmosphere of larger secondary
schools and create smaller communities of learning within {arger
structures.  Behavioral problems, including truancy, classroom disrup-
tion, vandalism, aggressive behavior, theft, substance abuse and gang
participation are greater in larger schools. School size also plays an
important role in shaping the kinds of social relationships that form.
Smalier schools reduce the isolation that causes violence, create a
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sense of ownership and belonging to school and allow students to
form closer relationships with teachers. In addition, as yet, California
has not established a model infrastructure of assistance for students in
the areas of counseling, student support or mental health services.

Strategies

7. Establish a clearinghouse for research, development and technical
assistance on violence prevention programs.

Z. Develop and disseminate a resource document of proven and
promising models and strategies for school safely to schools
throughout California.

3, Support class size and school size reduction as a safety and
academic model,

4, Involve the media in promoting the benefits of school safety events
and programs.

5. Seek increased funding at the federal, state and local level to
replicate and enhance comprehensive safe school programs.

Work with institutions of higher education, the
California Commission for Teacher Credentialing (CTC),
and providers of professional development to include
school safety knowledge and skills development in pre-
service and in-service programs for teachers, school
administrators and student support services personnel.
trscussior: In February 1992, (in response to Senate Bill 2460,
Cecil Green, 1990) the Commission on Teacher Credentialing {CTC)
appointed a statewide advisory panel of K-12 educators, school
board members, community volunteers, credential candidales, law
enforcement and liaisons from government agencies to develop and
recommend strategies to creale a positive school environment free
from violence. After completing an extensive review of research and
conducting focus groups, CTC issued its report which included recom-
mendations for pre-service and in-service training.

CTC is currently revising the standards governing the credentials for ) ‘to FosterAcadenuc ‘Excellence
teachers, schoo! administrators and student support services personnel, e V y Rec"mm;?f’dauo’gs f"ff"ducm
and will consider the inclusion of the recommendations from the 1395 , Tolence in-California choos(1995v
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report in those revisions. Task Force members reiterated the impor-
tance of providing credentialed teachers, school administrators and
student support services personnel with information and training on
effective strategies for the prevention or reduction of violence on
school campuses. Some topics which should be considered for inte-
gration in the training and information provided to schoo! personnel
include developmental risk factors and assets. resources for at-risk
students, conflict resolution and peer mediation, interpersonal and
communication skills with youth and classroom management. Topics
should also include creating positive classroom environments that are
conducive to leaming, personal and social responsibility skills,
multi-cultural sensitivity, character education and parent involvement.
Recognizing the existing requirements and constrictions on credential
programs, it will be necessary to cover some topics at an awareness
level, others through field-work experience, as well as other strategies.

Strategles

7. Initiate dialogue with CTC regarding strategies to ensure that
knowledge and skills related to school safety and violence
prevention are integrated in pre-service programs for teachers,
admlnjistrators and student support services personnel.

Z. Promote and support mechanisms to utilize in pre-service training
programs school site personnel who have exceptional expertise in
school.violence issues and working with atrisk students.

3. Encotragercollege and university credential programs to help
~candidates*bild an understanding of comprehensive school

‘iolence prevention strategies that link activities to the differing
needs of students and staff at schoot sites.

4. Work with the California School Boards Association, California
Teachers Association, California Federation of Teachers, Association
of California School Administrators, CTC and institutions of higher
education to advocate support for demonstration sites in which an
institution of higher education would "adopt” local schools to
demonstrate the use of violence prevention curriculum or strategies
that have been developed. The results of such demonstration sites
would contribute to the database on promising practices.

5, Encourage providers of in-service proféssibnal development to
include skill development training in conflict resolution and peer
mediation, which includes strategies for integrating conflict
resolution education across the curriculum and for involving parents
and community members to reinforce the skills.
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APPENDIX A

SYNOPSIS, CURRENT EFFORTS

Comprehensive Safe School Plans

Senate Bill 187 (Chapter 736, Statutes of 1997, Hughes)

In 1997, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed into law a landmark bill on school safety
which requires every school site to have a comprehensive school safety plan. Senate Bill 187
requires schools to identify appropriate safety strategies and programs that are relevant to the needs
and resources of the school. The law requires schools to include specific representatives of several
disciplines in the planning process; to adopt policies and procedures in the event of an emergency or
a disaster; to solicit community input on the plan and to conduct annual reviews and updates of the
plan.

School/Law Enforcement Partnership

Since 1983, the Attorney General and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction have unified their
efforts and resources through the School/Law Enforcement Partnership to promote programs that
enhance the schoot learning environment, reduce school and community youth crime and ensure

the safety of students, Partnership programs emphasize conflict resolution and youth mediation
training; school community policing parinerships and grants; truancy prevention efforts and gang
violence prevention. The Partnership encourages schools and law enforcement agencies to develop
and implement interagency relationships, strategies and activities to improve school attendance,
encourage good citizenship and promote safe schools. To achieve these goals, the Partnership
established a 100-person statewide cadre of professionals and technical assistance facilitators from
education, law enforcement and youth-serving organizations to provide assistance to local entities.
Assistance may be in the form of a telephone consultation, a training workshop or in the provision
of materials. The Partnership Cadre is represented on the Task Force and the role of the Cadre may
be strengthened through many of the recommendations of the group.

Carl Washington School Safety and Violence Prevention Act of 1999

In June 1999, the Governor signed Assembly Bill 11713 (Chapter 51, Statutes of 1999, Florez) to
provide $100 million for school safety programs. In October 1999, the Governor signed Assembly
Bill 658 (Chapter 645, Statutes of 1999, Washington) to provide $71 million to county offices of
education for participation in the School Safety and Violence Prevention Act of 1999. The funds
have been allocated based on prior year enrollment figures to school districts and county offices of
education serving grades 8 through 12. Districts and county offices received a minimum of $10,000.
The funding may be used for hiring personnel trained in conflict resolution, school safety infrastructure
needs (such as communication systems), establishment of staff in-service training programs, establish-
ment of cooperative relationships with law enforcement agencies and other purposes that contribute
to the reduction of violence on school campuses. Additional information about the Act is available
on the California Department of Education web site at www.cde.ca.gov/spbranch/safety/.
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Governor's School Violence Prevention and Response Task Force

Assembly Bill 1113 also established the Governor's School Violence Prevention and Response Task
Force to evaluate existing school safety programs and to make policy recommendations to the
Governor and Legislature specific to early warning indicators and crisis response management. The
Task Force, co-chaired by the Attorney General and the State Superintendent of Instruction, held public
hearings and issued a formal report with recommendations in April 2000.

Guidance and Counseling Support Systems for Youth and Families

The California Department of Education is strengthening their role in guidance and counseling services
and building support systems for students and families. Through programs such as Healthy Start and
the After-School Learning and Safe Neighborhoods Partnerships, many districts are working to ensure
that every school has the services of a counselor or other support service personnel. This effort
received increased impetus after recent school site tragedies. The Carl Washington School Safety
and Violence Prevention Act funding may be used for the provision of these services.
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APPENDIX B

OVERVIEW: WHAT CALIFORNIA IS DOING

TO KEEP SCHOOLS SAFE

California is one of only a few states that require schools to compiie and report school crime.
t

Under state law, schools are required o develop comprehensive school safa

(SB 187, Hughes, 1997). |

Teachers must receive traming on ¥ \fl o handle and prevent vinlence it the classroom
(AB 2264, Andal, 1993). i

No school district may employ a person until a background check is conducted by the Depart:

ment of Justice (AB 1610, Ortiz, 1997). The law also eliminates a loophoie that had exempted
substitute and temporary workers from Lbackground checks. :

'\‘f‘hoo Is are prohibiled from hiring u reta Hining schoot employees who have been convicted
of serious or violen! felonies (AB 161\2 Alby, 1997). This law also authorized an electronic

ﬂngerpnnttng system for the Department of lustice that reduces the turnaround time for criminal
background checks. - |

Under state law it is & feiony o tegally possess a firearm within 1,000 feet of a schoo!

(AB 645, Allen, 1995). This law also‘ provides an increased felony penalty for usmg a ftrearm
within this zone. j

1

5 100 mittion in state biock grant funétjs (AB 1113, Flores, 1999) provides funding for local
schools for schocl safety, including hiring personnel trained in conflict resolution, school safety
infrastructure needs (such as communidation systems), training programs, establishment of coop-
erative relationships with law enforcement agencies and other purposes that contribute to the
reduction of violence on school campuses

The School/Law Enfarcement }‘iit’lﬁff

stipy, administered by the California Department of Justice
and Department of Education, provtdes support to schools, law enforcement and community
agencies for collaboratively developing and implementing strategies that create safe schools and
promote positive youth development. Fartnership programs emphasize conflict resolution and
youth mediation training, truancy prevention and gang violence prevention.

The Partnership also provides local assistance grant fur 1cding o’ scnools in collaboration with
law enforcement agencies and the community, including the Schoot Community Policing Part
narship Program

Safe ‘irt'*ot; s implam nrt‘a‘sim'* Program, the L;ﬂnm” Res
Medistion Program and the Student

olution and Youlh

California authorized %50 million in new funds for afierschool programs in 1998, adminis-
tered by the California Department of Education. {AB 1428, Ortiz; AB 2284, Torlakson;
SB 1756, Lockyer).




The state, schools and local communities administer a wide range of additional programs de-
signed 1o prevent gangs, alcohol and drug abuse and other efforts (o reduce youth vialenge
in schools and throughout our communities. In Fresno, for example, campus-based police/
probation teams work with the Fresno Unified School District to reduce juvenile crime and improve
campus safety.

The Governor's School Violence Prevention and Response Task Force, established under
AB 1113, examined current school safety laws and procedures, held public hearings and issued
a report with recommendations in April 2000.
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APPENDIX C

HISTORY OF SCHOOL/
LAW ENFORCEMENT PARTNERSHIP

1983 School/Law Enforcement Partnership initiated.
1985 School/Law Enforcement Partnership codified (Education Code §32260 et seq.).
”%J School/Llaw Enforcement Partnership’s Safe Schools: A Planning Guide for Action

published and distributed to all California schools; Safe School implementation
" Grant program enacted (Education Code §35294 .5).

1996 School/Law Enforcement Partnership added School/ Community Violence Prevention
and Conflict Resolution/Youth Mediation Grants for school districts.

1997 Safe School Plans required for all schools (Education Code § 35294).

1999 School Community Policing Partnership Grants awarded through School/Law
Enforcement Partnership (Education Code § 32296).

2000 - 2007 School/Law Enforcement Partnership's Safe Schools: A Planning Guide for Action
updated and distributed to all California schools
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE—1999-2000 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL No. 1785

Introduced by Assembly Member Villaraigosa

January 26, 2000

An act to amend Sections 628, 628.1, 628.2, and 628.5 of the
Penal Code, relating to hate crimes.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB' 1785, as introduced, Villaraigosa. Hate crimes: school
crime reporting program. »

Existing law requires that school districts report on crimes
committed on school grounds, as specified. Existing law
requires the State Department of FEducation, in consultation
with the Department of Justice and a representative selection
of school districts, to develop a standard school crime
reporting form. Existing law requires the department to
identify  guidelines for reporting, and documentation for
validating, the incidents of each crime description included
on the standard school crime reporting forms, as specified.

This bill would require the department to specifically
include reporting of hate motivated incidents and hate
crimes, as defined, on the standard school crime reporting
form. This bill would also require the department to establish
reporting  guidelines and documentation for  validation
criteria for hate crimes, as defined. By increasing the
reporting duty of school districts, this bill would impose a
state-mandated local program.

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse
local agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated
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by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for
making that reimbursement, including the creation of a State
Mandates Claims Fund to pay the costs of mandates that do
not exceed $1,000,000 statewide and other procedures for
claims whose statewide costs exceed $1,000,000.

This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State
Mandates determines that the bill contains costs mandated by
the state, reimbursement for those costs shall be made
pursuant to these statutory provisions. '

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.
State-mandated local program: yes.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares the
following:

(a) Hate  motivated incidents and  hate  crimes
jeopardize the safety and well-being of all students and
staff and are injurious to those victimized by such
behavior.

(b) There has been an increasing level of hate
motivated incidents and hate crimes in our schools and
communities.

(c) It should be the goal of the state to insure that
students appreciate and respect diversity, understand the
roles and contributions of people of diverse groups, and
are prepared to interact harmoniously, work
productively, and thrive personally in a pluralistic
society. 7

(d) Current law requires that school districts report
crime  statistics to the California  Department of
Education, twice annually. ~However, ‘the ongoing
collection of information about hate motivated incidents
and hate crimes is limited.

(e) Better reporting and data collection of hate
motivated incidents and hate crimes will provide useful
information, both locally and at the state level, to assist in
targeting limited resources with greater effectiveness.

SEC. 2. Section 628 of the Penal Code is amended to
read:

—
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628. It 1s the intent of the Legislature in enacting this
section to ensure that schools, school districts, local
government, and the Legislature have sufficient data and
information about the type and frequency of crime,
including hate motivated incidents and hate crimes,
occurring on school campuses to permit development of
effective programs and techniques to combat crime on
school campuses.

SEC. 3. Section 628.1 of the Penal Code is amended to
read:

628.1. (a) By June 30, 1995, the State Department of
Education, in consultation with the Department of
Justice and a representative selection of school districts
and county offices of education which currently compile
school crime statistics, shall develop a standard school
crime reporting form for use by all school districts and
county offices of education throughout the state. No
individual shall be identified by name or in any other
manner on this reporting form. The form shall define
what constitutes the criminal activity required to be
reported and shall include, but not be limited to, all of the
following:

&)

(1) Description of the crime or incident, including
hate motivated incidents or hate crimes.

)

(2) Victim characteristics.

(3) Suspect characteristics, if known.

(b) For purposes of this section the following
definitions shall apply:

(1) “Hate motivated incident” means an act or
attempted act which constitutes an expression of hostility
against a person or property or institution because of the
victims real or perceived race, religion, disability,
gender, nationality, or sexual orientation. This may
include using bigoted insults, taunts, or slurs, distributing
or posting hate group literature or posters, defacing,
removing, or destroying  posted  materials or
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announcements, posting or circulating demeaning jokes
or leaflets.

(2) “Hate crime” means an act or attempted act
against the person or property of another individual or
institution which in any way manifest evidence of
hostility toward the victim because of his or her actual or
perceived race, religion, disability, gender, nationality, or
sexual orientation. This includes, but is not limited to,
threatening telephone calls, hate mail, physical assault,
vandalism,  cross  burning,  destruction of  religious
symbols, or fire bombings.

SEC. 4. Section 628.2 of the Penal Code is amended to
read:

628.2. (a) On forms prepared and supplied by the
State Department of Education, each principal of a school
in a school district and each principal or -director of a
school, program, or camp under the jurisdiction of the
county  superintendent of schools shall forward a
completed report of crimes committed, including hate
motivated incidents and hate crimes as defined in
paragraphs (1) and (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 628.1,
on school or camp grounds at the end of each reporting
period to the district superintendent or  county
superintendent of schools, as the case may be.

(b) The district superintendent, or, as appropriate, the
county superintendent of schools, shall compile the
school data and submit the aggregated data to the State
Department of Education not later than February 1 for
the reporting period of July 1 through December 31, and
not later than August 1 for the reporting period of January
1 through June 30.

(c) The superintendent of any school district that
maintains a police department pursuant to Section 39670
of the Education Code may direct the chief of police or
other administrator of that department to prepare the
completed report of crimes for one or more schools in the
district, to compile the school data for the district, and to
submit the aggregated data to the State Department of
Education in accordance with this section. If the chief of
police or other designated administrator completes the
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report of crimes, the chief of police or other designated
administrator shall provide information to each school
principal about the school crime reporting program, the
crime descriptions, including hate motivated incidents
and hate crimes as defined in paragraphs (1) and (2) of
subdivision (b) of Section 628.1, included in the reporting
program, the reporting guidelines, and the required
documentation identified by the State Department of
Education for each crime description.

(d) The  State  Department of  Education  shall
distribute, upon request, to each school district governing
board, each office of the county superintendent of
schools, each county probation department, the Attorney
General, the Fair Employment and Housing
Commission, county human relations commissions, civil
rights  organizations, and private organizations, a
summary of the statewide aggregated data. The
department also shall distribute, upon request, to each
office of the county superintendent of schools, each
county sheriff, and each county probation department, a
summary of that county’s school district reports and
county reports. This information shall be supplied not
later than March 1 of each year for the previous school
year. The department shall also submit to the Legislature
a summary of the statewide aggregated data not later
than March 1 of each year for the previous school year. In
addition, commencing with the second annual report, the
department shall identify and analyze trends in school
crime by comparing the numbers and rates of crimes and
the resulting economic losses for each year against those
of previous years.

(e) All school district, county, and statewide reports
prepared under this chapter shall be deemed public
documents and shall be made available to the public at a

.price not to exceed the actual cost of duplication and

distribution.

SEC. 5. Section 628.5 of the Penal Code 1s amended to
read:

628.5. The Legislature hereby recognizes that all
pupils enrolled in California public schools have the
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inalienable right to attend classes on campuses that are
safe, secure, and peaceful. The Legislature also
recognizes the importance of accurate school crime data,
including data on hate motivated incidents and hate
crimes as defined in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subdivision
(b) of Section 628.1, in developing .and implementing
school safety strategies and programs.

The State Department of Education, in consultation
with school districts and county offices of education, shall
identify guidelines for reporting and documentation for
validating the incidents of - each crime description
contained on the standard school .crime reporting forms
prepared pursuant to Sections 628.1 and 628.2. Reporting
guidelines and documentation for wvalidation criteria- shall
be established for each crime description, including, but
not limited to, all of the following: battery, assault with a
deadly weapon, graffiti, homicide, sex offenses, robbery,
extortion, drug and alcohol offenses, possession of
weapons, destructive devices, arson, burglary, theft,—and
vandalism, and hate motivated incidents and hate crimes
as defined in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subdivision (b) of
Section 628.1.

SEC. 6. Notwithstanding Section 17610 of the
Government Code, if the Commission on State Mandates
determines that this act contains costs mandated by the
state, reimbursement to local agencies and school
districts for those costs shall be made pursuant to Part 7
(commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4 of Title
2 of the Government Code. If the statewide cost of the
claim for reimbursement does not exceed one million
dollars ($1,000,000), reimbursement shall be made from
the State Mandates Claims Fund.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

“The progress of a state may be measured by the extent to which it safeguards the rights of
children.”’ G. Abbott

Senator Hughes and Senator Alpert requested that the California Research Bureau (CRB)
conduct a survey of schoo! security policies and practices of a representative sample of
California school districts. This survey represents the first attempt to assess the security
measures and crime prevention resources used by school districts in California.
Subsequent events, such as the Columbine High School tragedy, have keenly focused
public attention on the issue of safety in public schools.

The CRB survey finds that school districts in California generally respond to school
violence in two distinct ways. The most common approach is through violence prevention
curricula whereby individual one-on-one violence and aggressive behavior is addressed
through counseling, life skills building, peer mediation and conflict resolution. The other,
but less common approach, is to make it physically difficult for terrorist acts to occur on
school campuses by using a combination of highly visible security personnel along with
detection technologies such as metal detectors and surveillance cameras, and more
conventional security measures such as canine searches, locks, and metal bars. Few school
districts are prepared to deal with a catastrophic event, such as the taking of hostages or a
tragedy such as that at Columbine.

Key findings from the CRB survey of interest to policymakers include:

e Most of the largest school districts (more than 22,000 students) in California combine
violence prevention program curricula with a strong police and security presence. In
contrast, many of the state’s smallest school districts (less than 1,000 students) do not

have a visible law enforcement presence on school campuses and do not see a need to
have one.

e Many school districts in the state are incorporating the use of closed circuit video
surveillance cameras (CCTV), canine searches, and metal detectors into their school
safety programs.

e The vast majority of school districts actively use violence prevention and anti-drug use
curricula, but are unable to directly measure the impact or effectiveness of the curricula
on reducing violence and drug use among students. National studies suggest wide
variation in effectiveness.

e Many small school districts (under 5,000 students) and elementary and middle schools
in some average size school districts (less than 22,000 students) rely primarily upon

school staff, teachers and volunteers to provide supervision and security during school
hours. |

The involvement of students, parents and a broad range of civic and public officials in
violence prevention planning and implementation is key to an effective program, according

California Research Bureau, California State Library 1



to the research literature. Few California school districts have brought together these kinds
of resources at the local level to formulate a community response. F or example, the CRB
study found that:

¢ Local judges are not involved in violence prevention planning at the school or school
district level even though they make decisions in juvenile, dependency, family and
criminal courts affecting school-age children.

¢ Schools do not have access to data to track individuals and families involved in the
judicial system so as to improve the focus of services provided by the school.

¢ School safety plans do not include a full range of security issues, but instead focus
primarily on data collection of school-related crime, emergency procedures, dress
codes, and harassment policies, as currently required by state law (Educaz‘zon Code,
Section 35294.1 et seq.). ‘

¢ Schools may not have adequate.data about youth drug use and v1olence in the
.community to formulate an effective response.

The survey found a wide range of professionalism in school security. Nearly 13,000 part-
time and full-time :school district personnel provide security in California’s K-12 schools.
However, a substantial number of these personnel are not trained nor certified to perform-
safety nor security-related work. Most are teachers, staff or volunteers. In contrast, around
half of the state’s largest school districts (student population of over 22,000) have their
own police forces. Only ten percent of medium-sized districts (student population 5,000 to
21,999) and very few smaller districts (student population under 5,000) have a dedicated
school police force. A substantial number of school districts have agreements and
contracts with municipal police or other local law enforcement agencies for security: more
than 900 municipal police officers provide security at K-12 school districts.-

Finally, survey findings and the evaluation literature raise important policy questions about
the effectiveness of the violence and drug prevention programs used by school districts.
These programs receive significant public funding (nearly $100 million in 1998/99) yet
most lack any outcome data. One prominent researcher, Delbert Elliott, director of the
Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence in Colorado, contends that “we are
wasting money on programs that have been demonstrated not to work.”

2 California Research Bureau, California State Library



VIOLENCE IN AMERICAN SCHOOLS

School safety is a serious problem. Nearly 3 million crimes a year are committed in or
near the 85,000 U.S. public schools. About one in nine public school teachers, and one in
four public school students, reported being victims of violence in 1996. School crime and
vandalism cost taxpayers an estimated $200 million a year.2 School violence can include

gang activity, locker thefts, bullying and intimidation, gun use, assault—any activity that
produces a victim.

According to a recent poll, many American teenagers believe that a shooting rampage like
the one in Littleton, Colorado, could happen at their school and think they know a student
who might be troubled enough to carry one out.> About four out of ten students polled said
they know students who have threatened to kill someone, but few reported the threat to
school officials. A 1999 survey of male high school and middle school students by the
Josephson Institute found that one in four high school students and nearly one in five
middle school students carried a firearm to school in the last year. A third of the middle
school students said they could get a firearm if they wanted one, as could 60 percent of
high school students (Chart 1).* A recently released federal study finds that while there
has been a reduction in the number of high school students who reported carrying a firearm
to school between 1991 and 1997, up to 60 percent still have access to firearms.” From
1992 to the present, firearm-related shootings accounted for 78 percent of all school-
associated homicides and suicides.

. Chart 1
Potential for Firearm Violence in U.S. Schools
(high and middle school students)
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Source: Josephson Institute of Ethics, 1999

Random and spontaneous acts of violence, like that which occurred at Columbine High
School, instill a climate of fear in schools. But most violent school-related crimes involve
an interpersonal dispute and a single offender and victim.

California Research Bureau, California State Library 3



Chart 2
School Associated Deaths: 1992-1999
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Like most learning, the earliest sources of school violence begin in the family. Children
bring into the classroom their family environment, their experiences in the neighborhood,
their attitudes about how to handle frustrations and discipline, and their entire socialization
and view of the world. Weak parental bonding, ineffective parenting (lax monitoring,
discipline, and supervision), exposure to violence in the home, and a social climate that
glorifies violence put children at risk for being violent later in life.” Outside of the home,
school is a place where children from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds come together
to spend the greater part of their day. Incidents of violence may arise due to racial
tensions, cultural differences in attitudes and behavior, and neighborhood rivalries.

Once in school, peer pressure in the middle or high school is a major influence on at-risk
teens, who often compete for acceptance and status among peers. Serious violence at or
near schools is often associated with youths or groups of youth who may be seen as
failures in school and rejected by their peers. Without intervention by parents and school,
these rejected teens may form new bonds among themselves, rationalizing their
disengagement from peers and fomenting anger. In communities where youth are exposed
to violence through gangs and drugs, teens have a more difficult time resolving conflicts
non-violently. Violence can be modeled, encouraged, and rewardgd. ‘

Violence crosses all social and economic boundaries. Gangs, drugs, weapons, and juvenile
crime are increasingly present in rural, suburban, and urban communities and schools. For
example, school-related multiple murders over the last two years have occurred in small,
rural, and predominately white communities lacking histories of high-profile violence and
high crime rates. ’

4 California Research Bureau, California State Library



Gangs and drugs are important indicators of a problem. In 1995, students who reported
that they had been victims of a violent crime at school were also more likely to report that
drugs were available at school than students who had not (73 percent to 65 percent).
Although urban students were more likely to report street gangs at their schools than were

suburban or rural students, between 1989 and 1995, school gangs increased in all three
residential categories (Chart 3).3

Chart 3
Percentage of Students Who Reported That Street Gangs
Were Present in Their Schools
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The 1995 National School Crime Survey found that students perceive specific areas in the
school (such as entrances, hallways, or restrooms,) as unsafe. They also fear being
attacked on the way to and from school. According to the survey, between 1989 and 1995,
the percentage of students age 12 through 19 who reported fearing being attacked or
harmed on the way to and from school, and who avoided one or more places at school,
nearly doubled. In 1996, the Departments of Justice and Education found that nearly three
times more nonfatal violent crimes with student victims occurred away from school than in
school (255,000 incidents to 671,000 incidents).”

Public Opinion About the Causes of Youth Violence

Even though school violence has been a concern for many years, there are different
perspectives about its causes. For example, the public and the education community
sometimes view school violence differently. With frequent news stories about student
violence, the public may feel that schools are not doing their part to stop violence. On the
other hand, many educators do not see schools as violent places, but rather as places where
students congregate and bring community and family problems that might erupt into
violence. Ina 1998 Gallop poll survey, when respondents were asked the major problems
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facing public schools, the top three answers were “lack of discipline by schools,”
“violence/fighting,” and “drug use.” In contrast, a 1998 survey of school district
administrators ranked the.most serious problems facing school principals as student
tardiness (41 percent), absenteeism/cutting class (25 percent), and physical conflicts among
students (21 percent). Inresponding to student behavioral problems, school districts
suspended students for more than five days (49 percent of the time), expelled students (31
percent of the time), or transferred students to alternative schools/programs (20 percent of
the time).'?

Some commentators assert that young people’s failure to learn fundamental moral values is
one reason for school violence, while others see glorified violence in the culture as a
contributing factor. According to.a 1999 national survey of parents and teens, only 37
percent of the respondents were of the opinion that today’s children will grow up to make
America a better place. The same poll found the public disturbed by the lack of values
such as honesty, civility and responsibility in America’s youth."’

According to a 1999 NEWSWEEK poll, 90 percent of Americans believe that parents today
domnot spend as much time with théir teenagers as they should, and over 40 percent beheve
that baby boomers do not provide enough guidance to give their teens.a strong base.'* Ina
CNN media poll conducted after the Jonesboro and Columbine tragedies, the top three
responses to “who or whatis‘mest responsible for school Vlolence Were parents, access to
guns, and the media (see Chart 4). '

: Chart 4 . .
Publlc Oplmon as to the Causes of School Vielence

% of School Districts

= o R
Parents ' Access to Guns The Media
Source: CNN Telephone Poll, 1998 and 1999 .
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Contemporary Approaches to School Safety

According to researchers, two common community responses occur after every high-
profile case of school violence:

e “We never thought it could happen here.”
e “There 1s nothing you can do to prepare for such incidents.”

Some parents and students have responded to school safety concerns by moving to home
schooling. In the last two years, home schooling has increased from 700,000 to 1.5 million
schooi-age children. According to Brian Ray, President of the National Home Education
Research Institute, “In the last couple of years we are seeing more parents concerned with
safety at schools whether its violence, drugs, or psychological and emotional safety.”!*

Some schools have developed comprehensive school safety plans that incorporate
effective, research-based programs and strategies, zero-tolerance policies for drugs and
weapons, and community collaboration. The goal of such plans is to create and maintain a
positive and welcoming school climate, free of drugs, violence, and intimidation, in which
teachers can teach and students can learn. According to national school security experts,
there are three basic elements for establishing an effective school safety policy: 1

e Improving data collection to measure the extent of the problem. Schools and
communities cannot develop effective strategies, nor allocate prevention resources
effectively, without a thorough understanding of the nature and extent of youth drug
use and violence in the community.

e Involving community and local organizations in the development and implementation
of school safety plans. Active participation from parents, teachers, students, law
enforcement officers, elected officials and business leaders is crucial.

e Using a variety of crime prevention programs or strategies to effectively meet the
needs of all students. Successful school safety plans involve a variety of broad-based

strategies, policies, and programs that focus on improving the overall quality of the
school environment.

According to TIME magazine, hand-held metal detectors, the adoption of school uniforms
or clothing restrictions, surveillance cameras, and panic alarms have become common
policies for schools since the school violence in Jonesboro and Littleton.!> One Maryland
county school district has installed a sophisticated $685,000 camera surveillance system in
all 23 high schools, issued student identification cards, stationed uniformed police officers
on campuses and created back door exits for administrative offices. “I never thought in my
career I would recommend electronic cameras in schools. But we’ve never had anything
like this before in America,” said Superintendent Paul Vance, of Montgomery School
District.!® A Connecticut school district stations plain-clothes guards at all school
campuses and armed police at school entrances, and has teams of counselors looking for
warning signs among troubled students. In Indiana, the state superintendent and
department of education collaborated with Indianapolis law enforcement to stage a mock
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school hostage simulation.” Nonetheless, many school districts are unprepared to deal with
an event of random violence such as at Jonesburo or Columbine, according to the National
School Board Association’s school security expert.'’

Some school safety experts are calling for the use of telephones in each classroom, a cell .
phone for each school, breathalyzers in each high school, and surveillance cameras in
school areas that are security risks.'® Several states have créated anonymous toll-free
telephone hot lines or internet sites for persons to report students with guns and weapons
on school campuses. Several state attorneys general have established school safety task
force web sites that update current and proposed state laws pertammg to school safety and
CI‘lSlS preparatlon

However, the most common violence-prevention measures are relatively inexpensive. A
1998 study found that the direct prevention plan most commonly reported by school
district administrators includes placing teachers in hallways, grouplng troubled students in
altema‘uve schools, and requiring v151tor reglstratlon &

Selected School Dr-ug‘and Crime Prevention Funding Programs

There are a number of school violence prevention programs. Although much emphasis has
been placed on drug prevention funding, violence prevention programs have had the most
success. Some focus on individual children who are identified by teachers or peers as
aggressive or at risk for school failure. These programs strive to increase student social
competence and to reduce aggressive behavior. Another set of programs focuses on family
risk by working with parents, peers, and community members. Other programs attempt to
change the school environment. Still others believe the best way to address the school
violence issue is to focus on legal reform, including federal civil rights legislation to
establish the rights of children to attend schools which are, safe, secure and peaceful »

State legislatures have recently enacted legislation improving the access of schools to
juvenile justice information and records for schools and juvenile justice agenc1es
increasing security on school grounds, and enacting tough penaltles for serious juvenile
felons. ‘The federal government has spent nearly $6 billion since 1985 on school drug and
alcohol prevention programs. A number of states, including California, Colorado, Kansas,
Minnesota, Oklahoma and Utah, have established community-based V_iolence prevention
programs that involve public schools as partners with other agencies and organizations,
such as law enforcement and nonprofits. ‘However, many of these programs do not have a
consistent long-time funding base. Others, such as some drug prevention programs, are
not rated effective by program evaluations.*! '

Federal and state grant funds are available to school districts for crime prevention
programs. In California, school districts generally rely on federal formula grant programs
such as Title IV and federal and state dlscretlonary grants‘to pay for drug and violence

"Many of the lessons learned from this exercise are available in a training video and regional training
workshop on school security and crisis preparedness sponsored by the Indiana Department of Education.
The training video is entitled, “Youth Crisis Planning and Response to Hostage Taking in Schools.”
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prevention efforts. Formula grants, which are allocated according to population, give
schools and school districts wide latitude on how to use the funds. Discretionary grants
must be applied for and usually have specified criteria that restrict the use of the funds.
Schools and districts often piece these funding grants together along with general funds to
meet their most pressing crime prevention needs. Most grant programs do not require
schools and districts to evaluate or compile data on the outcome of the programs or their

effect on student behavior.

Table 1

Partial List of Federal and State Expenditures for School-Based Violence and Drug

Prevention Programs in California

FY 1999/2000

Funding Program Agency Funding for Strategy
California
Safe and Drug Free Schools and U.S. Department of $59.5 million School staff training and
Communities Act (Title IV) Education (formula) curriculum development
School Policing and Partnership Calif. Departments of | $3 million Police and community agency
Act : Justice and Education | (discretionary) | collaboration
Conflict Resolution and Youth Calif. Department of £.9 million School violence prevention

Mediation Program Education (discretionary)

21* Century Community Learning | U.S. Department of $24.6 million School district curriculum

Center Programs Education (discretionary) | development for reentering

students

High Risk Education and Public Calif. Department of $18 million School program development for

Safety Education (discretionary) | reentering at-risk students

Gang Risk Intervention Program Calif. Departments of | $3 million County Education departments
Justice and Education | (discretionary) | and local law enforcement

Gang Crime and Violence Calif. Department of $3 million Police and community agency

Prevention Partnership Program Justice _(discretionary) | collaboration

After School Learning and Safe U.S. Department of $50 million Schools, community agencies,

Neighborhoods Partnerships Education (discretionary) | elected officials, and parent

Program ] | collaboration

Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act of 1994 (Title 1V)

This federally-funded formula grant program is used by school districts as they deem
appropriate to provide instruction, student counseling, teachers and staff training, before-
and after-school programs and community service, and violence prevention curriculum
development and acquisition. It is also used to fund Drug Abuse Resistance Education
(DARE), a well-known prevention program, and red-ribbon week. Program flexibility also
allows school districts to spend up to 20 percent of their annual allotment for safety
measures such as installing metal detectors and hiring security personnel. While California
school districts are not required to report to the Department of Education on how the funds
are spent, in FY 1998/99 they were required to spend the funds on “research-based”
strategies. California-school districts received $59.5 million (or about $4.83 per student) in
FY 1998/99. In FY 1999/00, school districts in California will receive $49.4 million (or

about $4.02 per student).

The CRB school survey found that school districts of all sizes around the state use these
funds for drug prevention programs. However, fewer high schools in small- and medium-
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sized school districts receive these funds (see Chart 5, page 10). One small school district
reported receiving less than $100 in.FY 1997/98, so the district placed it on reserve.until
there was-enough to accomplish something meaningful.?? Some small and rural school
district officials indicate that drug abuse is not an issue in their schools, which may in part
explain why they participate less in SAFE.

Chart 5 .
Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities (SAFE)
by School District Size and Type of School
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School Policing and Partnership Act of 1998 (Intervention-based)

This state-funded discretionary grant program is available to schools and school districts to
form partnerships with law enforcement and community agencies to prevent crime and
violence in schools (4B 1756, Chapter 317, Statutes of 1998). According to a survey by
the California Department.of Justice, 67 percent of school districts have school safety
teams that include school site staff, law:enforcement, and probation officers. In addition,
40 percent of these school districts include community tepresentatives and volunteers in
their partnerships.”’ The state allocated $3 million for the program in FY 1999/2000.

Conflict Resolution and Youth Mediation Grants

This state Department of Education program provides discretionary grant funds to schools
and school district to implement a variety of scheol violence reduction programs and
strategies to address identified local needs. The mini grants are administered through
County Offices of Education. The state Fiscal Year 1998/99 budget allocated $280;000 for
conflict resolution program grants and $625,000 for community policing and partnership -
grants.
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High-Risk Youth Education and Public Safety

This state Department of Education program provides $19 million for two five-year
discretionary grant programs to school districts and county offices of education to help at-
risk youth leaving a county or state juvenile justice facility with the necessary resources to
reenter school. The program requires close collaboration between the school district, the
school, county probation, and the family to provide structured 8-12 hours per day
programming for the student. According to the Department of Education, 19 school
districts receive funding for the program in FY 1999/2000.

The 21st Century Community Learning Center Program.

This U.S. Department of Education grant program provides expanded learning
opportunities for participating children in a safe, drug-free and supervised environment.
Grantees are free to design their own programs to meet their after-school needs. Three-
year demonstration grants are administered by schools or school districts. In FY 1998/99,
$200 million was available nationally for demonstration grants. In California, 59 schools
or school districts received $24.6 million for their projects. This amounts to 12 percent of
the available federal funds, although California has 15 percent of the nation’s school-age

population. It is anticipated that as much as $600 million will be available nationally for
FY 1999/2000.

Gang Risk Intervention Program (GRIP)

This state discretionary grant program ($3 million annually) is administered by the
Department of Justice through County Offices of Education, with the goal of keeping
gangs out of schools by involving parents, teachers, school administrators, nonprofit
community organizations, and gang experts in the decision-making process. School
districts with GRIP programs provide counseling for students, connect students to positive
sports and cultural activities, provide job training to students (including apprenticeship
programs and career exploration in the community), and create opportunities for youth to

have positive interactions with law enforcement officers. In FY 1999/2000, thirty school
programs received $3 million.

Gang Crime and Violence Prevention Partnership Program

This discretionary grant program is administered by the California Department of Justice
and is designed to assist schools, parents, community groups and law enforcement
agencies by providing basic information and innovative strategies to help prevent youth
from joining gangs. About $3 million annually is available to community-based

organizations and non-profits that are working in partnership with schools and/or law
enforcement.

After School Learning and Safe Neighborhoods Partnerships Program.

This state funded multi-purpose discretionary grant program is targeted at schools that are
successful at building broad-based support from local neighborhoods, parents, community
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groups, local elected officials, and churches to help students with their after school
academic and recreational needs. The Department of Education is responsible for
awarding grants to school sites that demonstrate .a need for these services and the capacity
to bring together diverse local.community groups that are committed to the program.
School districts in.Sacramento, Los Angeles, .and San Diego counties (START, BEST, and
Critical Hours Programs) are considered by the Department of Education to have model
programs. In FY 1999/2000, $50 million was available. Schools had to match the
awarded grants on a dollar per dollar basis.
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BRIEF HISTORY OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE PREVENTION EFFORTS IN
CALIFORNIA

In the spring of 1974, the Attorney General and the Superintendent of Public Education
convened an Ad Hoc Task Force on “Management of Conflict and Crime in Schools.” The
catalyst was concern about gang involvement on school campuses, increasing acts of
violence and assault, and general problems of discipline and control, especially in Los
Angeles schools. The Task Force concluded that there was very little coordination
between school and criminal justice officials, prevention efforts and crisis planning were
non-existent, and that reporting of school-related crime was poor, not uniformly coded, and
lacked a statewide mandate.**

In 1980, Attorney General George Deukmejian filed a unique civil action in Los Angeles
Superior Court (Civil No. 64340). The action sought to clarify the law regarding both the
constitutional rights of Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) school children, and
the duties of various defendants including the city council, board of supervisors, district
attorney, police department and sheriff’s department to eliminate or reduce school

violence. The civil action, entitled 4 Lawsuit to Restore Safety in the Schools, contended
that:

Children are being compelled to attend schools where conditions exist which adults
would never tolerate in places of work. Aduits can speak and act for our children
who cannot speak and act for themselves. Students should be able to attend school
without fear of being subject to physical violence.”

The lawsuit was dismissed in Los Angeles Superior Court on the grounds that the State had
no right to file an action against a local government entity.”

The School Attendance Improvement Act of 1980 funded 32 school districts in a pilot
program to reduce truancy, improve attendance through rewards, train teachers and
counselors in new discipline strategies, and allow police on carnpus.25 (Outcome
information on the suecess or failure of this pilot project is not available.) In 1982, the
people voted to add Article 1, Section 28(a) and 28(c), to the California Constitution,
establishing the inalienable constitutional right to safe, secure and peaceful schools. In
1984, the legislature enacted a new uniformed state school crime reporting structure (Penal
Code, Section 628 et seq.). Legislation was also enacted giving law enforcement leeway to
pursue and investigate juvenile crime on campus (Welfare and Institution Code, Section
625 and 625.1). More recent legislation authorizes three-year demonstration grants to

school districts to prevent truancy, antisocial behavior, and delinquency (Chapter 200,
Statutes of 1997).

"Attorney General George Duekmejian, “A Lawsuit to Restore Safety in the Schools,” Campus Strife,The
Educator’s Crime Prevention Quarterly, California Department of Justice, 1980/81

" This decision was appealed to the State Appellate Court where it was upheld shortly after in a non-
published decision (Civil No. 64341).
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California was one-of the first states in the nation to mandate the collection of uniform
crime data on school crime. However, the collection process was neither consistent
school-to-school or district-to-district, according to the Department of Education. Many
school districts did not systematically .collect data nor have reliable computerized systems.
Some school districts initiated zero tolerance policies that led to increased-reporting of
school crime incidents, while other d1str1cts remamed more tolerant of such incidents and
did not report them. These factors led to an “over-.and under-reportmg - problem that
damaged the reputation of some schools and affected the willingness of others to report
crime data. As a result, the school crime reporting system was temporarily suspended in
1993 until a more reliable system could be developed.*® -

The California Safe Schools Assessment became law in 1995, requiring all school districts
to report incidence of school crime under a new and uniform reportlng structure (Penal
Code Section 628 et seq.). Unlike previous years when school crime data was hot
uniformly reported or audited, thenew system’ requ1res a management team from several
different state and private agen01es ‘to audit and cross-check-data submitted by schools and
school districts. This process assures to ‘a certain degree that schools and school d1strlcts
are interpreting and reporting school crime in the same manner.

Chart 6 reports data over a three-year period from California schools, drawn from the
improved reporting structure. There have been significant reductions in crimes against
persons and property, but not in drug and alcohol offenses.

Chart 6
California Public School Crime Trends
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Safe School Plan Development in California School Districts

California schools are required to have a safe school plan completed by September 1998
(Education Code, Section 35294.1 et seq.), although small school districts (under 2,500
students) can develop a district-wide plan. School site councils (Education Code Section

52853) are responsible for developing the safe school plans. Schools are generally
required to include the following in the plan:

e A process to assess school-related crime.
e Strategies to help ensure school safety such as routine and emergency disaster
~ procedures, child abuse reporting, and policies to notify teachers about students who
commit serious acts that require expulsion or suspension from school,
e A sexual harassment policy.

e A dress code policy that bans apparel that could threaten the health and safety of the
student body.

Schools could include the local school site council’s recommendations in the safety plan,
and were required to use the School/Law Enforcement Partnership publication Safe
Schools: A Planning Guide for Action as aresource. Schools were prohibited from
contracting with private consultants to develop their plans. The Safe Schools Plan law is
scheduled to expire on January 1, 2000. Legislation (SB 334) has been passed to make
the requirement permanent, including yearly updating. The CRB school survey found
that all school districts have completed a school safety plan as required. However, many
schools have not incorporated crisis management planning (responding to a terrorist act
such as that at Columbine High School) into school safety plans. This is not currently a
requirement of school safety plans.

According to judges interviewed for this report, the judiciary has been largely absent
from the discussion and development of school safety plans. They believe that family,
juvenile, dependency, and criminal courts and their administrative adjuncts could be
important elements in promoting and preserving safe schools and should be part of the
community planning process. A key is how to identify “at-risk” students. Recently
enacted legislation (4B 1366) requires that teachers and counselors undergo training to
identify at-risk students for counseling. On the other hand, “confidentiality and privacy
laws” make it difficult for county social service agencies to share information with school
districts about troubled young people and their families.”” Judges can facilitate
information sharing between county, school and criminal justice institutions to improve
protection for children, school staff and the public.28

Schools are also required to evaluate and amend their safety plans no less than once a
year to ensure that they are updated and properly implemented. The CRB school survey
found that many school districts in the state have not yet undertaken school safety plan
evaluations, as shown in Chart 7. The intention is that activities stated in a school safety
plan be measured as to their success in meeting the plan’s goals. While the legal
requirement that school districts have a safe school plan in place sunsets January 1, 2000,
the evaluation requirement does not. Therefore, schools that have not met the evaluation
requirements are required to do so.
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Number of Evaluated School Safety Plans by School Type
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CALIFORNIA SCHOOL SECURITY RESOURCES

According to the CRB survey, the average school district security and safety budget is
less than two percent of the total district budget, although eight districts report a higher
percentage. The vast majority of small school districts report spending less than
$100,000. About a third of the largest districts, and a few of the medium-sized districts,
spent more than §1 million, while another third of school districts reported spending
between $1 million and $500,000.
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Traditionally teachers, administrators, and support staff filled the role of school security,
but no longer can do both jobs adequately in many schools. The CRB survey found that
most school districts in California use a combination of non-sworn in-house security
(including teachers, administrators, and support staff), contract security, school police
and municipal police. Maintaining a dedicated school police force requires a
considerable financial commitment. Relative cost may be one factor influencing choice
of security personnel (see Table 2, page 17).
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Chart 9
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Non-sworn school security and non-sworn contract security personnel also provide
security services to California school districts. Included among these personnel are
school faculty, other school employees and volunteers. Based on the CRB survey
sample, an estimated 12,924 non-sworn security personnel provide school security
services in California school districts (see Chart 9). ‘Contract security personnel, and
non-sworn security personnel employed for that purpose by California school districts,
usually report to the site administrator or their designee, and receive their assignments
from them as well. Their average pay range is $8. OO per hour for part-time work to
$12.00 per hour for full-time work.

Table 2
Comparatlve Pay Scales for Law Enforcement Personnel Workmg in
K-12 Schools

AVERAGE MONTHLY OR
Type:of Agency ‘
HOURLY WAGE
Municipal Police $4,350
Sheriffs $4,000
School District Police $3,200
Non-Sworn School and Contract ($8.00 to $12.00 an Hour)
Security Personnel '

Source: Peace Officers Standards and Training, 1999
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Chart 10
Equipment Used by School District Police and Non-Sworn
Security Personnel
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School district police officers (and in some cases, non-sworn security personnel) are
authorized by law to carry firearms, batons, handcuffs and mace. According to the CRB
survey, seven in ten school districts with district police allow their officers to carry all the
safety equipment available to them, including firearms, but only one in ten districts allow
contract security personnel to carry firearms (see Chart 10 above). This could reflect the
uneasiness school districts and communities have about the use and presence of firearms
on school campuses. For example, one large urban school district recently disallowed
contracted municipal police from carrying firearms on school grounds.

School District Police

School district police are employees of the districts. Their numbers and duties vary from
district to district and, in many cases, from school to school within the same district.
School district police officers are authorized to carry firearms, investigate crime scenes,
submit crime reports to the district attorney and juvenile courts, make arrests under
certain circumstances, and obtain search warrants. Projected from findings of the CRB
survey, there are about 825 school district police officers in the state.”

The reasons that a school district might prefer a dedicated school district police force
vary, but the most important are their availability at all times to respond to a serious
incident, and their familiarity with the schools and students. The CRB school survey
found that less than half of the largest school districts in the state have a dedicated police
force. Less than a third of school district police forces provide 24-hour security for

" Responding school districts reported 624 full time school district police, 525 municipal police, and 4,097
non-sworn security and non-security personnel. The survey sample composition is representative, allowing
statewide projections.
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school district property. School districts evidently place a higher priority on maintaining
a daytime police presence on campuses than on protecting school property around the
clock.

School principals, or their designees, are the final decision- makers for most school
district police and other security personnel issues involving student discipline,
investigations and other security-related decisions (see Chart 11). According to one -
school police officer, “It often is selective on the part of the administrator as to what gets
reported, who gets involved and who gets notified. [ find that a little concerning. There
needs to be a wr1tten standard procedure.”

About a third of school districts with a schdol police force maintain a traditional law
enforcement chain of command reporting structure involving student crime,
investigations and security 1ssues In these districts, there is-a district-employed police
chief.

Chart 11
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Municipal Police Officers/School Resource Officers

The CRB survey found that nearly half of all the responding large school districts and
one fifth of the smaller school districts employ municipal police officers/safety resource
officers (SRO) to provide security in their districts (see Chart 12). SROs are usually city
or county Jaw enforcement officers, or in some cases a probation officer, assigned by
their departments to work.in the schools within their jurisdiction. Accordmg to the CRB
survey, over 500 municipal police officers/SROs provide security and resources in 54 of
the responding school districts, which projects to approximately 930 officers working in
school districts across the state.
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For many school districts, the advantages of contracting for municipal police are that they
are fully sworn officers with police authority and street experience to enforce the law on
campus, and have the training to provide anti-drug education and student counseling.
Students from urban communities respect the difference between city police and any
other kind of officer.”” According to one school district superintendent, “there’s an
instant respect factor for municipal police on school campuses.” Some large school
districts are considering replacing their dedicated school police forces with municipal
police officers from local jurisdictions, according to survey responses. Municipal police
are an expensive option, earning an average monthly salary of $4,350, according to the
Peace Officers Standards and Training (POST).

A substantial number of municipal police officers employed by school districts are
funded with federal Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) grants which will
expire before FY 2001, unless Congress authorizes additional funding.*® Whether school
districts continue to employ municipal police officers for security on school campuses
after local COPS grants expire could be a key policy concern for local public officials.

Several school districts also employ county probation officers at high school and middle
school campuses to work with selected at-risk students and to provide information and
counseling to others. Fresno School District has been the leader in this innovative
approach. In 1994, the district established a partnership with the city police and county
probation departments to bring officers onto school campuses. Students who commit
minor misdemeanors, either on- or off-campus, must complete a six-month contract with
a probation officer who monitors their school progress and daily activities. School
caseloads for probation officers can range from 50 to 100 students. Together with the
municipal police officers who are also assigned to school campuses, they form a unique
school safety partnership in the Fresno School District.

Chart 12
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A number of districts use a combination of staffing options. For example, some schools-
have non-sworn in-house security that i Is. supplemented with mum01pa1 pohce
officers/SROs. Other districts use non-sworn in-house security for daily duties and use
contract security for spe01al purposes such as securmg transportatlon depots or buildings
used at night. This is a reasonable division of labor. The mummpal police/SROs can
focus their efforts on enforcing and 1nvest1gat1ng criminal offenses, and on classroom
instruction and student counseling. Meanwhile, in-house security personnel can conduct
preventive patrols, supervise common areas, and conduct security assessments.
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Non-Sworn Contract Security and in-House Security

According to the CRB survey, non-sworn security personnel are by far the largest
security presence on school campuses across the state. Nearly 4,097 non-sworn security
personnel are employed or contracted for by responding school districts statewide,
projected to nearly 13,000 statewide (see Chart 13). About half of these personnel
perform less than full-time security-related work.

Duties for many non-sworn school security and contract security personnel vary from
district to district and, in many cases, from school to school within the same district.
Depending on their level of training (see training standards discussion below), non-sworn
school security personnel may have limited arrest powers and authority to carry firearms.
Contract security personnel usually receive relatively low pay (averaging about $8.00 per
hour for part-time work to $12.00 per hour for full-time work ). They also have a high
turnover rate, which can lead to inconsistency in enforcing security measures.

Chart 13
Non-Sworn Security and Contract Security in California
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Security Search Technologies

In 1981, special lighting and building alarms were highly regarded by many school
districts as sound approaches to crime prevention. Today, closed circuit video
surveillance cameras (CCTV) are the preferred physical security measures used in school
districts. According to the CRB school survey:

* 29 percent of school districts use CCTV cameras on school buses;
o 22 percent of the districts place CCTV cameras on campuses; and
o 13 percent use CCTV cameras to monitor other school property.
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Chart 14
School District Surveillance Camera Usage*
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This is an impressive increase from 1996, when a CRB study found that only a few school
districts in California had placed CCTV surveillance cameras on campus ! School districts
across the country began using CCTV surveillance systems in the mid-1990s before the recent
wave of tragic school: shootlngs Some district administrators now believe that CCTV cameras
are an essential part:oficrime prevention in schools. 32 When asked whether an effective CCTV
surveillance system could have prevented the Columbine killings, a Huntsville, Alabama school
district official said “probably not, but it could have minimized the damage »33

«districts are employmg random student searches for weapons and drugs,
especially in middle; A number of large school districts use hand-held metal
detectors before andduring the schoo (day, and at after-school events, ‘Many school districts also
use canines to search for drugs and weapons (see Chart 15 below). ‘Searches are usually
conducted randomly and/or when there is a suspicion that drugs or weapons are on campus.
Trained dogs check lockers, rest rooms, and other common areas of school buildings. Canines
are also used in elementary schools (K-6) as part of the “Just Say No to Drugs” program.

Increasingly, school
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Chart 15
Districts Utilizing Random Seaches and Canine Searches
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The use of dogs to detect drugs at schools may increase over the next few years. According to
Ronald Stephens, Executive Director, National School Safety Center,* If we’re going to require
kids to attend school, then we ought to be required to provide safe schools, and canine searches
are an important part of doing that.” Some members of the education community and civil
liberty advocates are concerned that the use of canine searches on school campuses is an
intrusion in a place where people have a reasonable expectation of privacy. However, the courts
have generally agreed that the use of dogs to sniff objects (as opposed to people) is not a search
within the}r4neaning of the Fourth Amendment and thus requires no heightened level of
suspicion.

Training Requirements for School District Police and Non-Sworn Security Officers

The “gold standard” for police officers training is developed and administered by Peace Officers
Standards and Training (POST). Municipal police in California are trained using POST
standards. Key training elements include 17 standardized pass/fail examinations covering all
aspects of criminal law and a firearm proficiency test. All school police officers hired after July
1, 1999, must complete the POST accredited course of instruction (California Penal Code,
Section 832.3) before exercising the powers of an officer. School district police officers hired
before July 1, 1999, are required to complete the POST course work by July 1, 2002. As a result,
school district police officers will meet the same training and course standards required of all
municipal police officers.

In contrast, the nearly 13,000 non-sworn security personnel hired by California school districts
must meet a different training standard requirement. Non-sworn security personnel who work
more than 20 hours per week on security-related duties are required to complete 24 hours of
security and safety training developed by the Department of Consumer Affairs, Bureau of
Security and Investigative Services, by July 1, 2000 (California Business and Professions Code
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Section 7583.45). This course work is offered through most California community college
districts. '

About half of the non-sworn security personnel in school districts are either employed part-time
(less than 20 hours per week), or are volunteers or employees that provide some school day
security or yard supervision in addition to their teaching and administrative duties. They are not
required by law to receive security and safety training. Many of the smaller school districts, and
some of the larger districts, do not provide their non-sworn school security personnel with any
training at all. Many of these personnel are school faculty or staff who work for the school but
provide security on a part-time basis.

Chart16
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SCHOOL VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS

Violence prevention curricula are designed to help school-age youth expand their knowledge of
skills that are known to be effective in changing attitudes that contribute to impulsive behavior
and violence. Since 1988, nearly $7 billion in public funds have been directed at supporting a
wide range of student, teacher, parental and community programs aimed at preventing violence
in and around schools. However, much of what is known about violence prevention programs is
anecdotal. Only recently, in federal F'Y 1998/99, has the U.S. Department of Education changed
guidelines to improve program accountability. No long-term evaluations have been conducted
on the effectiveness of violence prevention curricula in reducing violence and drug abuse among
school-age children. “We are wasting money on programs that have been demonstrated not to
work,” contends Delbert Elliott, Director of the University of Colorado Center for the Study and
Prevention of Violence. The Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act of 1994 (see
discussion on page 9) in particular has attracted a great deal of attention for its lack of
accountability. The program simply “mails out checks” without holding anyone accountable,
according to federal “Drug Czar,” General Barry McCaffery in a Los Angeles Times interview.

In California, school districts utilize violence prevention curricula including: conflict resolution,
peer mediation, life skills training, anger management, “peace building,” “teens-on-target,” and
“straight talk about risk” (discussed in more detail below). Although these curricula vary in style
and intensity, they all share the goal of reducing violent student behavior and thereby improving
the school environment. . Violence prevention curricula are taught in daily to weekly sessions and
may include topics such as self-control, causes and dynamics of conflict, risk factors for
violence, and self-esteem. Teachers or consultants trained in a particular curriculum attempt to
reinforce enforce healthy behavioral standards in the school and sometimes in the community.
Chart 17 below reports the crime prevention strategies used by California schools.

Chart 17
Crime Prevention Strategies Used by California School
A Districts
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Most of the 159 California school districts that responded to the CRB survey use a variety
of crime prevention strategies, as shown in Chart 17. Interestingly, high schools report -
using significantly fewer of these crime prevention strategies. Very few school districts
(and none of the largest districts) use all of these crime and drug prevention strategies.
Those that do include: one high school district in Lassen County, one K-8 district.in
Humboldt and Tulare counties, and one K-6 district and one K-8 district in San Diego
County. It is unclear why small urban and rural districts employ the broadest range of
crime prevention strategies. While many crime prevention programs overlap and
evaluation data are inconclusive, districts must chose what is best for their students. -Cost
is surely one factor, especrally in large school districts with large student populatlons

Safe and Drug Free Scnools and Commumtzes Act of ] 994 1s the most common fundlng
program for drug prevention in schools, although evaluation studies suggest the limited
effectiveness of many local;progra;ms.35 This federally. funded program (discussed on page
9) automatically provides formula grant funds to school districts. Districts spend the funds
on a wide range of violence and drug prevention strategies.

Conflict resolution programs (anger management, peer mediation, and life skills) are the
principal violence prevention strategies used in California schools. Many school districts
also impose .a variety -of dress codes that range from wearing uniforms to prohibiting -
certain dress and clothing items. : :

None of these crime and violence prevention strategies incorporate a direct performance
measurement or result-oriented evaluation component that .can demonstrate actual
reductions in school violence. Much. of the research that does exist is anecdotal, resulting
from student self-assessment surveys Accordlng to the California Safe Schools
Assessment report, rates of drug and alcohol offenses and battery and assault crime rates in
California schools have decreased less than natlonal rates over the last three years. Thus it
is difficult to determine if California viclence preventlon programs have had any impact on
reducing violence or conflict between students. Recent national evaluations also suggest
that many anti-drug programs are ineffective. In particular, the Drug Abuse Resistance
Education (DARE) program appears to not have reduced drug use among students who
completed the curricula, compared to those students who do not (see page 29 for
drscussron of the DARE program). ‘ 5

FAST

This early intervention program is de51gned for chlldren ages 4 to 14. It attempts to
address the urgent social problems of youth violence and chronic juvenile delinquency by
building and enhancing youth relationships with their families, peers, teachers, school
staff, and other members of the community. ‘The theory is that these relationships form a
safety net of multifaceted protective factors for young, at-risk children that can help them
to succeed at home, in school, and in the community. The goal is to help them avoid
becoming delinquent, violent, or addicted.
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Chart 18
Families and Schools Together (FAST) by School District Size
and School Type
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Prevention activities seek to enhance family functioning, reduce alcohol and drug abuse,
and decrease the family stress experienced from daily life. The program begins with
outreach in which parent-professional partners visit the homes of isolated at-risk parents
who are identified by school personnel. At-risk parents are invited into the program, ten
families at a time. The cost per family is approximately $1,200 for 86 hours of service
over 30 sessions spanning two years. The cost per school to serve about 30 families is
$36,000 per year. The program is funded in California through the Department of Social
Services, Office of Child Abuse Prevention. As shown in Chart 18, the number of families
in the program is relatively small.

Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.).

This brief (9-week) instructional program is taught to primarily to middle and elementary
school students by a trained, uniformed law enforcement officer. The format is similar to
DARE. The program teaches students about the impact of crime on its victims and the
community; discusses cultural differences; teaches conflict resolution skills (including how
to meet basic social needs without joining a gang); and stresses responsibility to the school
and the neighborhood. The program ends in a lesson in which the students are taught the
importance of goal setting. The program is a less structured and intensive relative to other
gang resistance programs that are directed at higher-risk groups.

The CRB survey found that school districts in California do not utilize this program to any
significant degree. Despite its limited use by California school districts, evaluation results
of a national survey in 11 sites found that students completing the program had more pro-
social attitudes and lower rates of some types of delinquent behavior than did students in
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comparison groups.”” When used in conjunction with dress code requirements or
restrictions on certain attire, gang resistance can be effective.

_ Chart 19
Gang Resistance Education and Training (GREAT) by School
District Size and School Type
50+
e
o 407
g @K-6 CMSJHS MWHS
2 30-
2
Q
=
o
&
i
=]
X
999 or Less 1,000-4,999 5,000-21,999 22,000+
=46) (N=36) (N=34) (N=42)*
" School District Population
Source: California Research Bureau Sehool Survey, 1999 i *N = Number of School Districts

Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE)

This well known program is-taught by uniformed law enforcement officers. It was
developed by the Los Angeles Police Department in 1983, and has:since spread
nationwide. Its core curriculum focuses on teaching pupils the skills needed to recognize
and resist social pressures to use drugs. It contains lessons about drugs and their
consequences, decision-making skills, self-esteem, and alternatives to drugs. Teaching
techniques include lectures, group discussions, question—and-answer sessions, audiovisual
materials, workbook exercises, and role- playmg

In Cahforma as shown in Chart 20 DARE 1s mamly popular in- elementary schools, where
it is taught in half of California’s school districts.
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Chart 20
Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) by School District
Size and Type of School
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The DARE programs have come under much scrutiny recently. Many DARE program
evaluations conducted across the country have not found that the program has much
success in reducing drug use among youth.38 Researchers conclude in a U.S. Department
of Justice report that the DARE core curriculum will not reduce substance use among
students. The report recommends that any further reliance on DARF as a drug prevention
strategy should be viewed as a part of a more comprehensive program using social learning
and life learning skills.>® Since 1991, the U.S. Department of Justice has funded over $4
billion for local drug prevention programs. Yet too many school districts use ineffective
drug prevention programs, according to recent evaluations.*’

Conflict Resolution Programs

“Conflict resolution” is the cornerstone of violence prevention curricula. Conflict
resolution programs are used extensively in California’s 50 largest school districts.
However very few high schools in small districts, and less than 40 percent of high schools
in medium-sized districts, offer conflict resolution programs (see Chart 21 below). Small
school district administrators interviewed for this survey indicate that they do not use
conflict resolution and violence prevention programs because they lack the resources and
do not have the grant writing expertise to secure program grants.

The programs teach communication skills and creative thinking to help students to prevent,
manage, and peacefully resolve conflicts. The underling premise is that conflict is a
normal, natural phenomenon. Conflict resolution processes include negotiation (between
two parties without a facilitator), mediation (involving a third-party process facilitator),
and consensus decision-making (facilitated group problem solving). All three curricula are
designed for ail levels of K-12 school.
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Chart 21
Violence Prevention: Conflict Resolution Programs by School
District Size and School Type
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A recent survey conducted by the California State Auditor found that less than half of the
middle schools and high schools that use conflict resolution programs train their faculty
and staff and only a. fraction of schools train parents The same study found that in schools
where faculty and staff receive conflict resolution training, school principals believe their
schools are better prepared to handle conflict than in schools where faculty and staff are
not trained."’

Research on the effectiveness of conflict resolution programs w1thln schools has been
ongoing since the 1970s. Most of it has focused on mediations programs (involving a
third-party process facilitator), which are more common. Very few studies, however, have
used a control group to compare outcomes with students not enrolled in conflict resolution
programs. The most successful findings are from a 1995 national evaluation, which found
that students trained in conflict resolution -using mediation were better able to. manage a
controlled conﬂlct W1th0ut resorting to physical confrontatlon than students who did not
receive the training.** In 1995, 70 percent of the California school districts using conflict
resolution curricula reported that 1n01dences of suspension were reduced and that referrals
to pr1n01pals decreased 42 percent.”

In general, California school districts do not evaluate the effectiveness of their conflict
resolution programs. They have not constructed specific outcome measurements tied to
the performance of the students in the program, nor is there follow-up research of the
students who have successfully completed the program. Thus there is no program-related
data by which to compare schools that use conflict resolution curricula, against those that
do not, nor is there data to compare with statewide school crime rates such as battery and
assault on campus.
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Peer Mediation Programs

In this form of conflict resolution, students involved in a conflict agree to have a trained
peer mediator help them resolve their dispute. Peer mediators are fellow students trained
in special mediation skills including problem solving, active listening, communicating,
identifying points of agreement, and maintaining confidentiality and a non-judgmental
stance. About 10,000 schools and community groups in the U.S. are using peer mediation,
according to Margery Baker, executive director of the National Institute for Dispute
Resolution. Trained peer mediators help youth to examine their disagreement and develop
a mutually acceptable solution. The process is designed to be democratic and void of
blame. Young people benefit from an opportunity to contribute to positive solutions in
their school environment while learning skills to resolve conflict in their own lives.

Teens are often willing to learn from their peers. Sixty-one percent of 11-17 year olds
would trust advice from someone who had actually experienced a problem, such as a
former drug addict, a gang member or a teen mother, according Carole Close, who
operates a peer mediation center for the Cleveland School District in Ohio.** However,
much of the research on peer mediation is anecdotal. Few studies examine the rates of

suspension, fights or confrontational incidents in schools to see if they decrease with the
program.

Life Skills Training

This three-year primary prevention program targets 7" 8" and 9 grade students to
discourage the use of alcohol, cigarettes, and marijuana. The curriculum includes 15
lessons over a year period taught in school by regular classroom teachers, with booster

sessions provided in the second year (ten classes) and third year (five classes). Three basic
program components include:

o Personal self-management (decision-making and problem-solving, self-control skills
for coping with anxiety and self-improvement skills);
e Social skills enhancement (communication and general social skills); and

e Drug-related information designed to improve knowledge and affect attitudes about
drug use and peer pressure.

Life skills training has been effective at reducing alcohol, cigarette, and marijuana use
among young people in the short term but not the long term. Research finds that the

effects of decreased student tobacco and alcohol use are not sustained through the end of
high school.*®

Peace Building Programs

This program integrates conflict resolution into the curricula and daily management of the
classroom, using instructional methods of cooperative learning and “academic
controversy.” The Educators for Social Responsibility curriculum, Making Choices about
Conflict, Security, and Peacemaking, shows teachers how to integrate conflict resolution
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into the curriculum, classroom management, and discipline practices. It emphasizes
opportunities to practice cooperation, appreciation of diversity, and caring and effective
communication. Studies on the program’s effectiveness found that discipline problems
requiring teacher management decreased by approximately 80 percent, and referrals to the
principal were reduced to zero. e

Anger Management begrams

The courses are designed for teachers, students, and parents to help them deal ‘with théir
anger and to reinforce positive life skills, usually in a shared environment. Most school- .
based anger management curricula draw upon several theories about social learning and
cognitive behavior. They utilize a variety of mechanisms to teach behavioral change
including tutored video instruction, observation, gurded practice and successful experience,
role-playing, modeling, and performance feedback. Students have the opportunity to self-
assess their abilities to manage their anger. It usually takes two full days of training for
teachers to become classroom facﬂltators ‘Some skill courses last two weeks, others as
long as one semester.

Bullying Prevention Programs

An estimated nine out of ten junior high and h1gh school students have witnessed bullylng,
and eight out of ten have been bullied during their school careers.” Bullymg programs
seek to increase awareness of the problem, to achieve active involvement.on the part.of
teachers and parents, to develop clear rules against bullying behavior, and to provide
support and protection for the victims of bullying. Key elements include:conflict
resolution training for staff members, social skills building for victims, positive leadership
skills training for bullies, intervention techniques for: bystanders, and the presence of
parental support. Intervention models can be used on.a school-wide classroom, or at the
individual level.

In Bergen, Norway, the frequency of bullying/victim problems decreased by more than 50
percent two years after the program began. These results applied to both boys and girls
and to students across all the grades studied. Recent U.S. research found the same 50
percent reduction in bullying, as well as a reduction in antisocial behavior (theft,
vandalism, and truancy), and an improvement in school climate. 48

Although bullying occurs at all levels of grade school, the CRB school survey finds that
California high schools in smaller districts generally do not offer bullying programs (Chart
22).
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Chart 22
Violence Prevention: Anti-Bullying Programs by School
District Size and School Type
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Dress Codes

Gang-related apparel has been a concern for many years. In 1993, the Legislature enacted
a law giving school boards the authority to adopt reasonable dress code regulations
(Education Code, Section 35153). Since then, school dress codes targeting gang attire
have been challenged in courts under the First Amendment, but school districts have
prevailed. The California School Boards Association recommends a “reasonable dress
code” regulation as the first step for schools that wish to develop a dress code. Key
elements include securing parental support at the beginning of the process, protecting
religious expression, selecting either a voluntary or mandatory uniform policy with an “opt
out” provision, providing an assistance plan for poor students, and treating uniforms as part
of an overall safety program. In the Long Beach School District, the crime rate in middle

schoo419$ dropped by 36 percent between 1993 and 1995 after the introduction of the dress
code.

The CRB survey found that dress codes, particularly anti-gang-color dress codes, are
required in most large California school districts, as shown in Chart 23. High schools in
small school districts are the least likely to enforce a dress code requirement.
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Source: California Research Bureau School Surve)./, 1999 **N = Number of Districts

Chart 23 _
Dress Code Requirements* by School District Size and
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LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE OPTIONS

While not necessarily the recommendation of the California Research Bureau, the author

or the Legislative members requesting this report, the following options reflect the broad
range of research on the subject.

Violence Prevention Planning and Curricula

School districts in California generally respond to school violence in two distinct ways.
The most common approach is through violence prevention curricula whereby individual
one-on-one violence and aggressive behavior is addressed through counseling, life skills
building, peer mediation and conflict resolution. The second approach is to make it
physically difficult for terrorist acts to occur on school campuses by using a combination
of highly visible security personnel along with detection technologies such as metal
detectors and surveillance cameras, and more conventional security such as canine
searches, locks, and metal bars.

Although school safety plans are required by state law (Education Code Section 35294 et

al.), that requirement expires on January 1, 2000. The Legislature has passed legislation
(SB 334) to extend the requirement.

Very few school safety plans address how to respond to a random act of terrorist violence
(see pages 8 and 15). Many school safety plans currently address only the limited range of
issues required by state law (reporting school crime, emergency disaster procedures, child
abuse reporting, school staff notification of student expulsion, sexual harassment policy

and dress code). Yet given recent horrifying examples, such as Littleton, schools probably
need to better meet public concerns.

e The Legislature could require that school safety and security plans include crisis
planning and management. Again, such proposals are currently under consideration.

o Training for a terrorist action might also be beneficial. For example, Travis Unified
School District recently conducted such an exercise with the participation of the Air
Force. Berkeley High School conducted a similar exercise with local police, fire, and
paramedic personnel.

The CRB school survey finds that a significant number of school districts are using
violence prevention programming and curricula as a proactive, risk reduction approach
to school violence (see pages 27 and 26).

e Schools need to carefully consider their security needs, build on data drawn from
students and the community, and incorporate those needs into a school safety plan that
specifies programs and expected outcomes (see page 7). Not all school districts are
meeting these basic requirements for effective violence prevention. Current law and
legislative proposals do not envision that school safety plans include all of these

components, for example a security risk assessment and improved data collection and
analysis.
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e Currently school districts rely on a variety of curricula and programs, in part driven by
federal and state funding sources. Evaluation research suggests wide variations in
program effectiveness (see pages 28, 31, and 32).. The Legislature could require
districts to take this research into account when formulating school plans and deciding
on school safety programs. The Department of Education could compile and
disseminate research findings. »

 There is some evidence thateffective school violence prevention curricula include
students in the planning and implementation process (see‘page 33). The Legislature .
could require school districts to include students in planning and implementation.

* School safety is.in part a-question of perception (see pages 5-and 6). In order to
develop.a communityconsensus-and decrease security concems,:schools could survey
parents.and students.about their perceptions :and improve communication about safety
policies. This information could be used to revise school safety plans. The
Department of Education and the Department of Justice could partner to develop a
model survey-assessment form. The Legislature could-create a:special funding
mechanism. : . Co

e The Legislature could authorize a one-time funding measure so that a school safety
assessment could be .conducted by a-qualified security expert for every school in the
state. The infusion of expert analysis might improve the implementation of school
safety plans and-enable a cost-effective selection of programs.and security
technologies.  School safety measures might include the use:of telephones in-each
classroom, cell phones for each school, breathalyzers in each high school, and
surveillance cameras in school areas that are security risks (see page 7).

e Schools could streamline existing safety procedures into one manual or document.
This'manual could be used to inform volunteers and school staff, .

Involvement of the Judiciary

According to-CRB interviews, some judges believe that their expertise and legal
responsibility for decisions involving at-risk children and their families could be better
integrated into school violence prevention policy. At-risk students and their families
interact with the courts, and that information could to be-shared with schools (see page 15).
Judges could offer important insight and ideas towards the development of school safety
plans. Perhaps the Legislature could formally require judi¢ial participation in the planning
process.

e The Attorney General recently formed a School Violence Prevention Task Force to
create a model state school safety and security plan. Members of the Task Force
include the Attorney General, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, and
Legislative members from the Assembly and Senate. The Judiciary Council could
request the appointment of a liaison to the Attorney General’s Task Force.
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e The Administration could work with courts to initiate a judicial program in schools
whereby judges could take sabbaticals to participate in school mentoring and other
educational services that would improve campus safety and reduce youth crime,
violence, and drug abuse.

Data

In California, a number of state and county agencies including the juvenile and family
courts and child welfare systems have separate data collection systems and overlapping
responsibilities in matters involving school-age children. These systems are not
coordinated to avoid duplication nor is the information used to improve violence
prevention services for the individual child (see page 15).

e The Administration could direct the appropriate state agencies to partner with county

and school officials to develop a plan to better collect and integrate data to serve these
at-risk students.

As a result of confidentiality laws, schools generally do not know if a child transferring
or entering a school for the first time has been abused or is at-risk due to family
problems. Troubled families and their children might be involved in the juvenile court,
dependency hearings, civil cases (divorce) and criminal cases (domestic violence). Each
court proceeding can take place in isolation from the others, inhibiting the courts (and
schools) from recognizing and seeking to prevent potential serious problems.

e The courts and county child welfare services could jointly plan and develop family-
centered data systems with the goal of evaluating services to be better directed to these
troubled families. This effort may require some state funding and direction. The
information could be shared with school officials so that violence prevention services
could be targeted for at-risk youth in school.

Better School Crime Prevention Program Evaluations

Many school-based violence prevention programs lack evaluation or outcome data. For
example, the state has funded pilot programs in the past yet not documented outcome to
learn what worked and what did not. Recent studies suggest that widely used programs,
for example DARE, are not effective in reducing drug use, a primary contributor to
juvenile violence (see page 31). An empirical database could offer a better gauge of what
works, or does not work, in curbing school violence and drug-use.

e The Legislature could require the appointment of an expert task force that would
formulate approaches to directly evaluate the performance of programs used by school
districts to reduce violence and crime. Task force members might include academic
specialists, program administrators, school district officials, and representatives of the
Department of Education. The goal of the task force would be to establish a model
evaluation process, including data-oriented audits, self-reporting surveys, and tracking
systems to assess student and school outcomes. Evaluations would answer the
question, “What changed because of the intervention?” The information would be
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shared with school districts so they could more cost-effectively spend their limited
resources (see page 32).

Grant Funding for School Districts

District administrators in small school districts interviewed for this survey indicate that
they do not use conflict resolution and violence prevention programs because they lack
the resources and do not have the grant writing expertise to secure program grants. For
example, the Safe and Drug Free Schools Act is a federal forrnula grant fund that has
attracted a great deal of attention for 1ts lack of outcome based accountab111ty Some of the
smallest school districts in the. state receive. less than a $100 annually from this fund (see
page 9). There are also a number of demonstratlon grant funds available to-school districts
for violence prevention. Many smaller school districts (with a student population of 5,000
or less) do not have the resources or the ab111ty to match federal and state grant funding for
violence and crime prevent1on programs. The shortfall is partlcularly severe for high
schools in small districts, many of which lack the range of violence prevention programs
offered in larger school districts (see Chart 17, page 27). '

¢ The Legislature and the Governor could require the Department of Education.and the ‘
Office of Criminal Justice Planning to offer grant writing assistance to smaller school
districts so.as to acquire a fair share of discretionary grant funds.

¢ Small school districts may need financial assistance to meet federal.requirements for
matching funds for school safety grant programs. The Legislature could create a
“challenge grant” program to fund grant matches. for smaller and at-risk school districts
(see pages 9 and 10).

¢ The Department of Education could evaluate the security needs of small districts and
recommend a targeted funding program to the Legislature.

Crisis Management

The CRB study finds that. many districts do not have a crisis management plan (see page
15). Crisis response is an important compenent of violence prevention planning. Ata
minimum, a crisis management plan should mclude a contingency plan to intervene during
a crisis and to respond in the aftennath ofa tragedy Having a school response team that .
knows what to do during a crisis is a critical component of the crisis management plan.

e Upgrading the training of non-security school personnel is one mechanism to improve
crisis response. Basic violence prevention curricula and violence prevention training
for staff and volunteers are currently not required as components of a schoo] safety
plan, but could be.

¢ Another issue revolves around training for a crisis situation. One option might be to
stage a mock crisis-exercise when students are not in school. Travis and Berkeley
Unified School Districts, for example, undertook such an exercise recently during the
summer break.

40 California Research Bureau, California State Library



e The Legislature could require each school principal to appoint a team of school staff,
law enforcement officials, and health care officials to serve as a crisis response team at
- the beginning of each school year.

e School district police officers or municipal police officers could train members of the
response team on how to respond to a crisis (violent incidents, suicides and natural
disasters) as an organized unit. A communication system among school staff, police,
hospitals, mental health professionals, parents, and elected officials could support the
crisis response teams.

School Police and Staff Security Training and Qualifications

A substantial number of the estimated 13,000 non-sworn security personnel who provide
part-time security at K-12 school campuses are not required to be trained (see pages 25
and 26). By July 2002, all school district police will have completed a POST training
course that meets the standards currently required of municipal police officers. Non-sworn
security personnel who work over 20 hours a week will meet training requirements
established by the Department of Consumer Affairs. Many of these personnel are faculty
members and other school employees whose primary job is to teach and perform other
school-related work. Others are part-time employees employed or contracted for security

purposes. Their preparedness to respond to a potentially violent event is arguably
inadequate.

e The Legislature could require the Department of Education and the Department of
Consumer Affairs, Bureau of Securities and Investigations to develop minimum
training requirements for part-time (under 20 hours) school security, school personnel,

and volunteers. School districts or municipal police officers could offer the training
several times a year.

School districts that employ municipal police officers under the Community Oriented
Policing Services (COPS) grant program could face a loss of funding after 2001 (see page
21). This would have a major impact on how security is provided on California school
districts campuses.

o If Congress does not authorize continued funding of the 1994 Violent Crime Control
and Law Enforcement Act, the Legislature and the Administration could consider
establishing a state grant program to fully or partially fund municipal police officers
hired under the aforementioned act. Priority funding could be given to schools districts
that previously employed municipal police officers.
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APPENDIX A:
SCHOOL SAFETY AND SECURITY SURVEY
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School Safety and Security Survey

Goals

e Understand the priorities which school districts place on security.
¢ Assess the security resources of school districts, including the number and type of
personnel.

¢ Identify the type and number of crime prevention strategies used by school districts.

Methodology and Content

The development of the survey involved a number of steps, including clarifying research
goals, defining terminology, and designing and constructing the survey instrument.
Meetings were held with statewide school safety administrators and professional
organizations to seek their input in refining the survey and their cooperation in distributing
it. The survey instrument was sent to all school district superintendents in a representative
sample of California school districts. Finally, on-site follow-up interviews and telephone
calls were conducted with school district administrators and line staff to clarify responses
and to seek additional information.

In general, the survey respondents were asked to do the following:

¢ Describe the school district’s level of compliance in development of safe school plans,
including participation of parents, community groups and students.

¢ Indicate the kinds of crime prevention programs and strategies used in the district and
in individual schools.

e List the number of school district police, municipal police, contract security and/or in-
house security providing security on school district campuses.

o Identify the types of equipment school district police carry on school district campuses.

e Answer a series of formatted questions relating to workload, staffing, and training of
school district police and security personnel.

e Specify the amount and percentage of school district budgets dedicated to security.

Surveys were sent out to a statewide sample of 240 school districts. The school districts in

the sample were divided into four groups: the 50 largest districts and three equal groups
based on district size:

e The 50 largest school districts with a student population of more than 22,000.
e School districts with a student population of 5,000 to 21,999.

e School districts with a student population of 1,000 to 4,999.

¢ School districts with a student population of 1,000 or less.

Surveys were returned by 158 of the 240 school districts in the sample (representing 43
percent of the state’s K-12 student population, or 2,705,400 out of 5,710,075 students).
Forty-two of the 50 largest school districts representing 91 percent of the student
population of those districts responded to the survey. Fifteen percent of the school districts
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with 5,000 - 21,999 students responded, 12 percent of the school districts with 1,000 -
4,999 students responded, and only 10 percent of the smallest school districts responded.
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School Safety and Security Survey

Part I School Safety Programs

1. Has each school in your district completed their Comprehensive School Safety
Plan, as required by law (Chapter 737, Statutes of 1997)

Yes (Please indicate the number of schools)
No (Please indicate the number of schools)

1A. Ifyes, please indicate below the number and grade-level of schools in your district
that have evaluated and amended their safety plans? (If evaluations have been
completed, please return copies with this survey.)
K-6 JHS HS
2. Please indicate which of the following crime/violence prevention strategies schools
in your district use and the grade-level of the school where the program occurs (K-6
grade, junior high/middle school- including grades 7™ and 8" or grades 7™ through
9™ and high school).”
Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities (SDFSC) K-6__ JHS___HS
Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.) K-6_  JHS___ HS
Gang Resistance Education and Training (G R.E.A.T.) K-6__ JHS__ HS
Families and Schools Together (F.A.S.T.) K-6___JHS___HS
Violence prevention curricula K-6___JHS___ HS
School norms against violence, bullying, and aggression K-6__ JHS__ HS
Dress code K-6_ JHS_ HS
Personal and social skills training for students: K-6_ JHS__ HS
Anger management K-6___ _JHS___ HS
______Peace building K-6_ JHS__ HS
Social problem solving K-6__ JHS__HS
Contlict resolution/management K-6__ JHS___ HS
Social resistance (i.e. just say no, etc.) K-6___JHS__HS
Other, please describe. K-6__ JHS___HS
3. Do crime/violence prevention strategies used by schools in your district include
participation from parents, community groups or students in the decision-making
process?
Yes_ (If yes, please indicate below the number and grade-level school where

these groups participated.)

"For school districts that do not have middle or junior high schools, please use the K-6 elementary and high
school categories.
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Part I1

Parents K-6_  JHS HS

Community Groups K-6___JHS__ HS
Students K-6_ JHS___HS
No If no, why not?

School Safety Services

Peace Officer Personnel .

1. Please indicate the number of school district employed police officers or
contracted police officers?

Number of district employed police officers
Number of non-district (Municipal Police/County Sher1ff) pohce ofﬁcers

,contracted 10 work in the school dlstrlct

Do your district police officers participate in the Peace Officers Standards and

2.
Training (POST) program (District officers have full academy training and the
district receives reimbursement from P.0.S.T)?
Yes
No
3. Do the district police officers carry any of the following eqﬁipfnent?
Firearm
‘Chemical spray (Mace, pepper, etc.)
Baton (Night stick)
Handcuffs
4. Do your district police officers wear distinctive uniforms?
Yes
No
5. Please indicate the hours of operation for your district police officers.
24 hours a day, 5 days per week
Daytime only
“After hours” only
On campus during the school day only
48
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6. Who in your school district do police officers report to?

School district police chief
Central office administrator (Asst. Supt., Director, Supt., etc.)
Site administrator (e.g. Principal)

Site administrator’s designee

Other (Please identify who)

7. Do your district police officers operate district owned police vehicles with red
lights, sirens, etc.?

Yes
No

8. Please indicate which of the following services are performed by your district
police officers?

Make arrests
Conduct investigations
Submit investigations to the county district attorney for prosecution
Obtain search warrants, or arrest warrants

Submit investigations to the juvenile court for prosecution
Unlock doors -
Respond to alarms

B. Non-Sworn Security Personnel

1. Please indicate the number of in-house or proprietary campus supervisors,

proctors, noon duty assistants, and/or security personnel employed by the district
to provide security?

2. Please indicate the number of contract security personnel (Non district employees)
employed by your school district?

3. Please indicate the hours of operation for your security personnel.

24 hours a day, 5 days per week
Daytime only

“After hours” only

On campus during the school day only

4. Please indicate the training provided for your security personnel listed in #1 above

None _
POST Training (number of hours)
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10.

In-house, in service only (please indicate the type and length of training)

Prior law enforcement/security training (please indicate the type and
length of training)

Do the security personnel in your school district carry any of the following
equipment?

Firearm

Chemical spray (Mace, pepper, etc)
Baton (Night stick)

Handcuffs

]

Please indicate if the security personnel in your school district wear a distinctive
uniform?

None
T-shirt/wind breaker
Police/sheriff type uniform

Who in your school district do security personnel report to?

District police chief .

Central office administrator (Asst. Supt., Director, Supt., etc.)
Site administrator (e.g. Principal)

Site administrator’s designee

Other (Please identify who)

L

Do your district security personnel operate district owned vehicles with distinctive
markings, including electric carts, pickups, etc.?

Yes
No

Does your school district use community volunteers to assist your security or
police personnel to monitor school campuses?

Yes (Please indicate the time of day)
0

Z

Are your school district security personnel permitted to do any of the following
tasks?

Search students in the absence of a certified administrator
Arrest persons and summon police
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Interview students suspected of committing a crime or rule violation

What is your school district’s annual safety services budget (Please include
personnel, equipment, and administrative costs)?

What percentage of your annual school district budget is dedicated to
safety/security services?

Does your school district use any of the following equipment?

Walk through metal detectors
Hand held metal detectors
Surveillance cameras

“Panic” alarms

None of the above

Does your school district use metal detectors for any of the following purposes?

To check students entering campus in the beginning of the school day.
To check students entering campus after lunch.

To check studentsand other persons attending school-related events.
Other uses. Please explain.

Does your school district conduct random searches for drugs, alcohol or weapons?

Yes
No

Does your school district use dogs to detect drugs?

Yes
No

—

7 Does your school district use video surveillance cameras in any of the
following areas or locations?

School buses

Maintenance yards

Campus entrances and exits
Hallways

Stairwells

Libraries

Parking lots
Cafeteria
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Campus quad areas
High risk areas (Areas of poor lighting, swimming pools, where money is
kept, labs) '
Other areas (please specify)

Who is responsible for monitoring your school district video surveillance system?

Personnel employed by the school district

Non-district contract personnel (Private patrol operators etc.)
Municipal/county police personnel

Community volunteers

Does a designated person on a regular, current action basis regularly review the
videotapes?

Yes
No

Are the videotapes only reviewed after an incident occurs?

Yes
No

How effective are your school district’s safety measures?

Very effective-our school district is safe with very few incidents.
Effective-our school district is safe with incidents occurring .a few times a
Week.

Ineffective-our school district is unsafe with incidents occurring on a
frequent basis.

Please provide any additional comments below.
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SENATE BILL No. 822

Introduced by Senator Dills

February 23, 1995

An act to amend Sections 628.1, 628.2, 628.4, 628.5, and 628.6
of the Penal Code, relating to school crimes, and declaring the
urgency thereof, to take effect immediately.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 822, as introduced, Dills. School crime reporting
program.

(1) Existing law requires the State Department of
Education, in consultation with the Department of Justice and
a representative selection of school districts, to develop a
standard school crime reporting form, by June 30, 1985, for use
by all school districts throughout the state. The form is
required to include, among other things, the total number of
pupils enrolled in the school as of November 15 and April 15.

This bill would require that form to be developed by June
30, 1995, and would include county offices of education within
those provisions. The bill would modify the form to report the
total number of pupils enrolled n a school- or
county-operated program on October 15, as reported in the
California Basic Education Data System. '

(2) Existing law  requires the State Department of
Education to prepare and supply school crime reporting
forms to local educational agencies, and requires those
agencies to submit the completed reports to the department.

This bill would authorize the department to designate a
person or entity to prepare, supply, and receive those reports,
and to perform specified related duties.
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(3) Existing law requires the department to identify
criteria for wvalidating the incidents of crime reported, and
requires validation criteria to be established for each crime
description, including, among other things, assault, unlawful
fighting, and chemical substance offenses.

This bill instead would require the department to identify
criteria for reporting and validating school crimes, would no
longer require criteria to be established for assault, unlawful
fighting, or chemical substance offense, but would require
reporting and validation criteria to be established for, among
other things, graffitt and drug and alcohol programs. The bill
would make related changes.

(4) Existing law requires the department, beginning July
1, 1991, to use tested validation criteria in a representative
sample of school districts and county offices of education to
assess the accuracy of school crime data submitted to it by
those agencies.

This bill instead would require the department, or its
designee, beginning July 1, 1995, to use approved reporting
and validation criteria for that purpose.

(5) This bill would declare that it is to take effect
immediately as an urgency statute.

- Vote: %/3. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.
State-mandated local program: no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

1 SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares all of
2 the following:

3 (a) There is merit in collecting information that helps
4 schools, school districts, and county offices of education
5 1identify the most urgent school safety issues confronting
6 pupils, teachers, administrators, and community
7 members. This information provides an objective basis
8 for planning appropriate prevention and intervention
9 strategies to enhance the safety of school campuses.

10 (b) There 1is a need for consistent and accurate
11 reporting of incidents of school crime occurring on school
12 campuses and in county-operated education programs.
13 Therefore, the Legislature intends for procedures for
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reporting school crime to be clarified in statute and
regulation.

(¢c) Current statutes relating to the school crime
reporting program are Inconsistent with input gathered
from school crime experts throughout the state. Although
program operation has been suspended until July 1, 1995,
the components for accurate and consistent reporting
must be 1in place before the program can resume
operation. It is the intent of the Legislature to include
within  those components regulations for program
definitions, reporting guidelines, and required
supporting documentation.

(d) Because regulations and statutes must support
sound reporting practices, 1t 1s important that new
regulations be approved in a timely manner in order to
support the implementation of a consistent and accurate
school crime reporting program.

SEC. 2. Section 628.1 of the Penal Code is amended to
read:

628.1. By June 30, 4985 1995, the State Department of
Education, 1in consultation with the Department of
Justice and a representative selection of school districts
and county offices of education which currently compile
school crime statistics, shall develop a standard school
crime reporting form for use by all school districts and
county offices of education throughout the state. No
individual shall be identified by name or in any other
manner on this reporting form. The form shall define
what constitutes the criminal activity required to be
reported and shall include, but not be limited to, all of the
following:

(a) Description of the crime.

(b) Victim characteristics.

(c) ©ffender Suspect characteristics, if known.

(d) Total students number of pupils enrolled at—the on
October 15, as reported in the California Basic Education
Data System, for the county-operated program, site, or
school reporting the crime enx—Nevember—>—for—the—first
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SEC. 3. Section 628.2 of the Penal Code is amended to
read: .

628.2. (a) On forms prepared and supplied by the
State Department of Education, or its designee, each
principal of a school in a school district and each principal
or director of a school, program, or camp wunder the
jurisdiction of the county superintendent of schools shall
forward a completed report of crimes committed on
school or camp grounds at the end of each reporting
period to the district superintendent or  county
superintendent of schools, as the case may be.

(b) The district superintendent, or, as appropriate, the
county superintendent of schools, shall compile the
school data and submit the aggregated data to the State
Department of Education, or its designee, not later than
February 1 for the reporting period of July 1 through
December 31, and not later than August 1 for the
reporting period of January 1 through June 30.

(¢) The superintendent of any school district that
maintains a police department pursuant to Section 39670
of the Education Code may direct the chief of police or
other administrator of that department to prepare the
completed report of crimes for one or more schools in the
district, to compile the school data for the district, and to
submit .the aggregated data to the State Department of
Education, or its designee, in accordance with this
section. If the chief of police or other designated
administrator completes the report of crimes, the chief of
police or other designated administrator shall provide
information to each school principal about the school
crime  reporting  program, the crime  descriptions
included in the reporting program, and the reporting and
validation criteria identified by the State Department of
Education for each crime description.

(d) The State Department of Education, or its
designee, shall distribute, upon request, to each school
district governing board, each office of the county
superintendent  of  schools, each county probation
department, the Attorney General, the Fair
Employment and Housing Commission, county human
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relations commissions, civil rights organizations, and
private  organizations, a summary of the statewide
aggregated data. The department also shall distribute,
upon request, to.each office of the county superintendent
of schools and each county probation department, a
summary of that county’s district reports and county
reports. This information shall be supplied not later than
March 1 of each year for the previous school year. The
department shall also submit to the Legislature a
summary of the statewide aggregated data not later than
March 1 of each year for the previous school year. In
addition, commencing with the second annual report, the
department shall identify trends in school crime and
evaluate  school district and county school crime
prevention programs by comparing the numbers and
rates of crimes and the resulting economic losses for each
year against those of previous years.

(e) All school district, county, and statewide reports
prepared under this chapter shall be deemed public
documents and shall be made available to the public at a
price not to exceed the actual cost of duplication and
distribution.

SEC. 4. Section 628.4 of the Penal Code is amended to
read:

628.4. By—Jupe 30,199 —the The State Department of
Education, or its designee, shall publish and distribute to
all school districts and county offices of education an
annual school crime reporting update that describes
typical errors in school crime reporting procedures,
describes effective and efficient methods of monitoring
and recording school crime data, and identifies trends in
school crime drawn from the annual school crime report
submitted to the Legislature.

SEC. 5. Section 628.5 of the Penal Code is amended to
read:

628.5. The Legislature hereby recognizes that all
pupils enrolled in California public schools have the
inalienable right to attend classes on campuses that are
safe, secure, and peaceful. The Legislature also
recognizes the importance of accurate school crime data
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in developing and implementing school safety strategies
and programs.

The State Department of FEducation, in consultation
with school districts and county offices of education, shall
identify criteria for reporting and validating the reperted
tneidenee incidents of each crime description contained
on the standard school crime reporting forms prepared
pursuant to Sections 628.1 and 628.2. Wahdatten Reporting
and validation criteria shall be established for each crime
description, that—nelade including, but skelt not limited
to, all of the following: asseuwlt; battery, assault with a
deadly weapon, umawtal—fighting graffiti, homicide, sex
offenses, robbery, extortion, ehemieal—substance drug and
alcohol offenses, possession of weapons, destructive
devices, arson, burglary, theft, and vandalism. By—Jenuvery
5199+ —the—State—Department—of—Edueation—shall-pilot—test
Eh]e ]&};é&?im E;iEEHEl mgﬁa ngpiEiSEfiEa' § 'E sampling—of

SEC. 6. Section 628.6 of the Penal Code is amended to
read:

628.6. Beginning July 1, 1993+ 1995, the State
Department of Education, or its designee, shall use tested
approved  reporting and  validation criteria in a
representative  sample of school districts and county
offices of education to assess the accuracy of school crime
data submitted to it by those agencies.

The State Department of Education, or ifs designee,
shall inform school districts and county offices of
education of the reporting and validation criteria for the
crime descriptions included on the standard school crime
reporting forms specified in Section 628.1. Each district
and county office of education shall in turn notify their
respective schools, programs, and sites of the reporting
and validation criteria.

SEC. 7. This act is an urgency statute necessary for the
immediate preservation of the public peace, health, or
safety within the meaning of Article IV of the
Constitution and shall go into immediate effect. The facts
constituting the necessity are:
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In order to ensure that new regulations are approved
in a timely manner to affect the implementation of a
consistent and accurate school crime reporting program,
it is necessary that this act take effect immediately.
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SB 1626 Senate Bill - Bill Analysis

SENATE RULES COMMITTEE _SB 1626
OFfice of Senate Floor Analyses

1020 N Street, Suite 524

(916) 445-6614 Fax: (916) 327-4478

___ UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Bill No: SB 1626

Author : Hughes (D)
Amended: 6/1B/98
Vote: 21
SENATE PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE : 6-0, 3/31/98
AYES: Vasconcellos, Rainey, Burton, McPherson, Schiff
Watson

NOT VOTING: Kopp, Polanco

SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE : 9-0, 5/4/98

AYES: Johnston, Alpert, Burton, Dills, Hughes, Karnette,
Kelley, McPherson, Vasconcellos

NOT VOTING: Calderon, Johnson, Leslie, Mountjoy

SENATE FLOOR : 37-0, 5/14/98 {(Consent}

AYES: Alpert, Ayala, Brulte, Burton, Calderon, Costa,
Dills, Greene, Hayden, Haynes, Hughes, Johannessen,
Johnson, Johnston, Karnette, Kelley, Xnight, Kopp,
Leslie, Lewis, Lockyer, Maddy, McPherson, Monteith,
Mountjoy, O‘Connell, Peace, Polanco, Rainey, Rosenthal,
Schiff, Sher, Solis, Thompson, Vasconcellos, Watson,
Wright

NOT VOTING: Craven, Rurt

ASSEMBLY FLOOR : 76-0, 8/13/98B - See last page for vote
SUBJECT School security officers: training

SCURCE  : Peace Officers Research Association of
California
a
DIGEST - This bill sets minimum required standards for

applicants and existing employees who serve as school
security officers.

Assembly Amendments allow fingerprints to be submitted
electronically.

ANALYSIS Existing law authorizes the governing board of
any school district to establish a security department
under the supervision of a chief of security.

Existing law authorizes a school district to establish an
unpaid velunteer school police reserve officer corps to
supplement a school police department. Any person
deputized by a school district as a school police reserve
officer shall complete the training prescribed by Section
832.2 of the Penal Code. It is the stated intent of the
Legislature to allow school districts to use volunteer
school police reserve officers to the extent necessary to
provide a safe and secure school environment.

Existing law enacted in SB 366 (Chapter 117, Statutes of
1997) required POST to review minimum training and
selection standards for school district police and members
of a security or police department of a school district.
The commission was required to report its findings and
recommendations to the Legislature by January 1, 1998.

This bill:

-

.States that it is the intent of the Legislature to ensure
the safety of pupils, staff, and the public on or near
California's community colleges, by providing community
college security officers with training that will enable
them to deal with the increasingly diverse and dangerous
situations they encounter.

2.Requires that after July 1, 2000, every school security
officer employed by a community college district who
works more than 20 hours a week as a school security
officer on the property of a community college, shall
complete a course of training developed no later than
July 1, 1999, by the Bureau of Security and Investigative
Services of the Department of Consumer Affairs in
consultation with the Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training.

BILL ANALYSIS
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1
3.provides that if any community college security officer
is required to carry a firearm while employed. that

0

school security officer shall additionally satisfy the
training requirements of Penal Code Section 832.

4 .Defines "security officer" as any person primarily
employed, or assigned to provide security services as a
watchperson, security guard, or patrolperson on or about
premises owned or operated by the school district to
protect persons or property or to prevent the theft or
unlawful taking of district property of any kind or to
report any unlawful activity observed to the district and
local law enforcement agencies.

w

.Provides that no security officer shall be employed, or
continued to be employed, until the applicant or employee
has submitted two copies of his or her fingerprints on
forms, or electronically prescribed by the Department of
Justice. The district would be required to submit the
fingerprints to the Department of Justice, which, in
turn, must submit one copy of the fingerprints to the
United States Federal Bureau of Investigation.

An applicant or contracted employee who holds a permanent
registration with the Bureau of Security and
Investigative Services as a security guard need only
submit one copy of his or her fingerprints, which copy
shall be submitted to the United States Federal Bureau of
Investigation.

An applicant or contracted employee who is registered by
the Bureau of Security and Investigative Services, and
who holds a firearms qualification card as specified in
Section 7583.22, is exempt from the requirements of this
subdivision.

The applicant or employee has been determined not to be a
person prohibited from employment by the community
college and has been determined by the Department of
Justice not to be a person prohibited from possessing a
firearm if the applicant or employee is required to carry
a firearm.

The Department of Justice is authorized to participate in
the National Instant Criminal Background Check System in
lieu of submitting fingerprints to the United States
Federal Bureau of Investigation in order to meet these
requirements.

o

.Requires that every security officer employed prior to
July 1, 2000, who works more than 20 hours a week as a
school security officer shall meet the new training

requirements by July 1, 2002, unless he or she has
completed an equivalent course of instruction, as
specified.

~

.Adds in the Business and Professions Code the same
requirement that after July 1, 2000, {a) every security
guard employed by a K-12 school district or community
college, and, {(b) every school security guard working on
the property of a public K-12 or community college
district pursuant to a contract with a private licensed
security agency who works more than 20 hours per week,
shall complete a course of training developed no later
than July 1, 1999, by the Bureau of Security and
Investigative Services of the Department of Consumer
Affairs. Providea that the course shall be developed in
consultation with the Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training.

8 .Makes related changes.

NOTE: There are 999 K-12 (586 elementary, 104 high school
and 309 unified) level school districts in California;
there are 106 community colleges in California. Many
school districts at the K-12 level use unarmed security
guards and most districts do not have their own school
peace officers.

_Relat,

1 Legiglation

SB 366 {(Hughes), Chapter 117, Statutes of 1997, passed the
Senate 35-2 (Noes: Hurtt, Mountjoy).

SB 1627 {Hughes), which is on the Senate Floor, sets new
standards for school police officers. Both bills are
intended to improve the level of training for school
personnel -- school police officers (peace officers) and
school security officers (who are not peace officers) -- on
K-12 and community college property in order to better
ensure school safety.

Page 2 of 4
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FISCAL EFFECT : Appropriation: No Fiscal Com.: Yes
Local: No

Fiscal Impact (in thousands)

Major Provisions 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 Fund
Training and ------------------- See comments
below---------- See below

fingerprint fees

Processing fingerprint Unknown increased costs,

probably Special*

cards minor, absorbable to process additional
fingerprint cards, offset by fee

revenues

Training course Unknown increased costs in the

rangeSpecial**
of $4-123

*Fingerprint Fees Account
**Private Security Services Fund

SUPPORT  : (verified 8/14/98)

Peace Officers Research Association of California (source)
San Bernardino County sheriffs Department

California School Employees Association

Kern County Superintendent of Schools

California College and University Police Chiefs Association
City of Los Angeles

violence Prevention Coalition of Greater Los Angeles

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT : The author indicates the Executive
Summary from the POST "Report to the Legislature on School
Safety and Professional Standards for School Peace
Officers/Security Personnel" (November 1997) states that:

"Great variations also exists with respect to the
professional standards of school security guards. Whether
as @chool employees or contract personnel, security
officers generally wear uniforms and serve in prevention
and reporting roles. Unlike school police officers, they
do not investigate nor make arrests. There are no state
minimum training standards for school security officers who
are employees and only nominal for those who are contract
security depending upon what safety equipment is
possessed.”

This bill and the companion measure, SB 1627, are designed
to implement the POST report recommendations and to provide
standardized training for both (1) school police and (2)
school security officers whether employed or on contract.
indicates the Executive Summary from the POST "Report to
the Legislature on School Safety and Professional Standards
for School Peace Officers/Security Personnel" (November
1997) states that:

"Great variations also exists with respect to the
professional standards of school security guards. Whether
as school employees or contract personnel, security
officers generally wear uniforms and serve in prevention
and reporting roles. Unlike school police officers, they
do not investigate nor make arrests. There are no state
minimum training standards for school security officers who
are employees and only nominal for those wheo are contract
security depending upon what safety equipment is
possessed. "

This bill and the cowmpanion measure, SB 1627, are designed
to implement the POST report recommendations and to provide
standardized training for both (1) school police and (2)
school security officers whether employed or on contract.

ASSEMBLY FLOOR

AYES: Ackerman, Aguiar, Alby, Alquist, Arcner, Ashburn,
Baca, Baldwin, Battin, Baugh, Bordonaro, Bowen, Bowler,
Brewer, Brown, Bustamante, Campbell, Cardenas, Cardoza,
Cedillo, Cunneen, Davis, Ducheny, Escutia, Figueroa,
Firestone, PFrusetta, Gallegos, Goldsmith, Granlund,
Havice, Hertzberg, Honda, House, Kalocogian, Keeley, Knox,
Kuehl, Kuykendall, Leach, Lempert, Leonard, Machado,
Margett, Martinez, Mazzoni, Migden, Miller, Morrissey,.
Morrow, Murray, Napolitano, Olberg, Oller, Ortiz,
Pacheco, Papan, Perata, Poochigian, Prenter, Pringle,
Richter, Runner, Scott, Shelley, Strom-Martin, Thompson,
Thowmson, Torlakson, Vincent, Washington, Wayne, Wildman,
Woods, Wright, Villaraigosa

NOT VOTING: Floyd, McClintock, Sweeney, Takasugi

RJG:s1 8/17/98 Senate Floor Analyses
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SUPPORT/OPPOSITION: SEE ABOVE
+ END www*
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BILL ANALYSIS

_SB 1626
page 1
SENATE THIRD READING
SB 1626 {Hughes)
As Amended June 18, 1998
Majority vote
SENATE VOTE : 37-0
PUBLIC SAFETY 8-0 APPROPRIATIONS 21-0
Ayes: Perata, Cunneen, Bowler, Ayes: Migden, Ashburn, Ackerman,
Hertzberg, House, Murray, Bordonaro, Kelley, Brewer,
Napolitano, Washington Cardenas, Escutia,
Granlund,
Hertzberg, Kuehl, Machado,
Olberg, Papan, Poochigian,
Shelley, Strom-Martin,
Sweeney,
Thompson, Thomson,
Washington
SUMMARY : Requires school security officers, as defined, who work

more than 20 hours per week to complete a new school security
training course to be developed. Precludes security guards from
being employed directly or as contract employees at K-12 schools
or community colleges after July 1, 2000, unless they have cleared
criminal background checks. Specifically, _this bill

1) Requires the creation of a new training course designed for
school security officers.

2

Requires after July 1, 2000, every K-12 and community college
school security officer and every school security officer
working on the property of a K-12 school or community college
district pursuant to a contract with a private licensed
security agency, who works more than 20 hours a week as a
school security officer, to complete the new course.

3

Requires every school security officer employed by a school
district prior to July 1, 2000, to meet the new training
requirement by July 1, 2002, but exempts security officers who
have already completed a 32-hour training course related to
school police/security functions.

4) Requires all security guards and school security officers
employed by or working at a public school district to have
passed criminal background checks before working at the
schools.

5) Makes other conforming changes.
EXISTING LAW

1) Authorizes the governing board of any school district to
establish a security department under the supervision of a
chief of security, and to employ personnel to ensure the safety
of school district personnel and pupils and the security of the

SB 1626
Page 2

school's property.

2) Authorizes the school district to use volunteer school police
reserve officers, and requires deputized school police reserve
officers to complete certain training offered by Peace Officers
Standards and Training (POST), currently consisting of 32 hours
of training.

3

Provides no person who has been convicted of a violent or
serious felony, as defined, shall be employed by a school
district, or shall be employed by a school district in a
position requiring qualifications, unless the conviction is for
a serious (i.e., but not violent) felony and the person has
obtained a certificate of rehabilitation and pardon or proves
to the sentencing court by clear and convincing evidence that
he or she has been rehabilitated for one full year.

4) Provides no person shall be employed or retained in employment
by a school district who has been convicted of any sex offense,
as defined, or controlled substance offense, as defined.

FISCAL EFFECT : According to the Assembly Appropriations Committee
analysis, one-time costs to the Private Security Services Fund
(i.e., under the State and Consumer Services Agency) of less than
$100,000 for course development.

COMMENTS : According to the author, "The California public expects
schools to provide a safe environment. The California
Constitution guarantees it. Nevertheless, great variation exists
between schools and districts as it relates to the background
checks and training of those who provide security services. The
competency of those responsible for maintaining school safety is
unquestionably a significant safety factor.

Page 1 of 2
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*This bill closes some of the wide disparities that exist with
respect to the professional standards and training of security
guards. Whether as school employees or contract personnel,
security officers generally wear uniforms and serve in a
prevention and reporting role working closely with the children.
Unlike school police officers, they do not investigate nor make
arrests. There are no state minimum training standards for school
security officers whether contracted for or employed by the
district. There are nominal training requirements only if the
security officer is required to wear a weapon or safety equipment.

“The School Security Officer Bill will require that all employed
or contracted officers in the K-14 system, who work more than 20
hours a week, shall complete a course of training developed by the
Department of Consumer Affairs, Bureau of Security and
Investigative Services in consultation with the Commission on
Peace Officer Standards and Training.

"In addition, it requires that all contracted (i.e., employed
Becurity are not reguired to be checked) security officers receive
a complete criminal records check prior to performing their
duties. These records checks shall be performed by the California

SB 1626
Page 3

Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

"This bill recommends measured increases in the training and
selection of school security officers. Again, the goal is to
provide some credibility for the public and protection for the
children and the employees that those who are guarding them, are
themselves not criminals and know what they are doing."

Please see the policy committee analysis for a more comprehensive
discussion of this bill.

Analysis prepared by : David Hendren / apubs / (916} 319-3744

040578

Page 2 of 2
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The documents following this page were

photocopied from the files of the
Assembly Committee on

Criminal Law and Public Safety
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ASSEMELY COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL LAW

4T : BILL NO: AR 158
. ANMD PUBLIC SAFFTY ' ” ' >
FISCAL: HO

BYROM [r. EHER, CHAIRMAN URGENCY : NG

' HEARING
STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 2136 DATE: S/RIE3
(916) 445-3768 .
BILL HO.: BE 158 {as introduced)
AUTHOR : TUCKER
SUBJECT: RESISTING OR OBSTRUCTING PEACE OFFICERS Il THE

FERFORMANCFE O THEIR DUTIES,

DIGEST:

Existing law makes it 2 crime %o willfully resist, obstruct or delav
any pablic gificer in the lawfpl discharge of 6uty This biil would
oﬁva dndicial decisions which have interpreted the Term vpublic
officers” to include peave officers.

. STAFE COMMENTE:

Cogifies Existing Practice. Commonly referred to as the crime of
" Preslsting arrest™, Section 148 of the Penal Code hasg long been inter-
oreted o apply to "peace officers” as well as public officers. (Sce
In re, Bagcon {1965) 240 Cal. App. 24 34 and use note to CALIIC 16,100
which states that the term public officer includes those persons des-
ignated as pesce officers pursuant to Seckions B30 through 830.9 of

the Penal Code.) Therefore, this bill mekes no substantive cherge in
the law.

_5@URCE: Winstasn Parkman
SUPPORT: DORAC

OPPOSITICHN:  Unknown

CONSULAENNET:  CGeoffroy A, Gogdman
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Wiille it i trwe, the Court of Appeal has held in those
Rt Becty 198 Jz goplicable to peoce officers, that

Veowr must consider, most judges howe BESn prosequion
(i prosecutor minded and this js an eosy out for them.

- case gs competent cuthority for the

"Tie essential charocteristics of "public office” are:
autlwrity conferred by Jew, [2) fixed tenure of office, and
power tp exercise zome portien of sovereign functfions of
government . the ke element of such test iz thgt the Ygfffcer”

g ocareying put some soversign function,”
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7 "public officer® ore:

"The positior must be cresied by the constitution, the
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1. Deputy Sheriffs,
2. Deputy DMsiricl Attorneys;

3. Alcoholic Beveroge Conlrgl deputies; ond
4. HMany sthers, hut not city police officers.
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A3 a defenss attorney in criminal ceses,
T -am wppalled at the number -of wrongful
momvichione Gb ained for alleged vislation of
Section 145 hn California Penal Code.

Secticn 148 refers to persons who interfere
ith "Public Officers” nob peace officers.

Llective wisdomm,
Off eer™ for a
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to include "peate

bl d,-,a:v' does not pas withont someone beiﬂg
convicted undey this section for interfering with
e police officer, who, by no delinition, is
Ypublic pfficer,™

L epggest we lesalize ths court's juodgments
by smending Penal Code section 143 |to read as
& > !
Zollows: = -

"148. EBEesisting oY ocbstructinhg public officex
or police officer.,
Eyery person who wilfully resisis, d&laya or

obstrunts any public pfficeyr or any peace officer,

it the Alszcharge ox avbamp* to discharge any duty
of nifien . . . sho,”
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1t we 244 "peace officer” to the statute,
then the conviction will be legal.
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1y iapossible to convince = judge
2r is not necessarily » pmblic
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& present section 1438,
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ASSERBLY COMMITTEE OGN PUBLIL SAFLTY
Larry Stirling, Chetr

AD 457 (N.Weters) - As Introduced: February 3, 1887

SUBJECT ESISTING, DELAYING OR UBSTRUCTING & PEACE
{0 ENCOMPASS EMERGENCY MEDICAL TECHMICIANS AND
FPARAMEQICE?
Tu 5T

Under current idw, %l"’U'Tj resisting, delaying pr obstructing amy public
gfficer or peace officer in the discharge or attempt to discharge any duty

of kit or her office 15 a misdemesncr, punishable when no other punishment is
prescriped by up to one vear im the county jJail, a fine not to exceed %1,000
ar both.

This bi1] extends the definition of this Crime Lo encompass those who willfully
resist, delay or obstruct an emergency medical technician or mobile intensive
care paramedic, as defimed,

COMMENTS

1y Pyrgose. Under current Tsw, 1t i a8 crime for one to stop 8% the scens of
an emergency for the purposes of viewing efther the stene oFr the activities
of emergency personngl in the course of their duties, and to impede such
persons from performing their duties. This provision, however, does not
proscribe one from doing so when not for these specified purposes.
According to the state Emergency Medice) Serwices Authprity, this b117 is
needed Decause the lack of specific intent to go 1o the scene for the
nurpnses of sipwing Tt has been successfully used 235 4 defense,

2} Technical Amendmernt

Sur tod. Thiz bBI11 amends Section 148 of the
Penal Lode, &ince Ser

a7

on 402 of the Penal Lode already makes it & crime
under certain circumstances to interfere with emergency personnel in the
performance of thelr duties (ses Domment #1%, the author may wish to

cons fder grpanding the clroumstances wnder which Penal Code Section 402
appiies, rathar than having two seporate seciions in different areas of the
code which address the same type of aciivity,
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It ghould he natad that this bi11 carries a maximum jail term of | year in
*@e county fail, and that Section 407 carries a mavimum laf) teem of

months. Should the asuthor elpct to Lake this amendment, he could eiiner
eawﬁ Lh» mex imum pehsity at & months, rafse the maximum penglty to 1 yesr,
foalion Turoa was imum peErnaity of 1 oyear dust for Lhose offerders with Lhe
werifig tntent Lo inlesfsre with an emergency,  Allowing for a4 higher
Al under certain clropmslances under the fast opiioen would a0t he
Croroporlionate since such persons ave mors celpabie than these who simply
oo the thie qiene GF an emergrensy for Lhe Durpose 0f viewing fL
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AB 462

what Are “fmﬂrqen;y Medtcal Technicians® and "Mobile Intensive Care
ﬁ§g§@ﬁdwsa This bi1] defines "gmargency medical technicien™ to be those
Tpassessing & valid LPU!%L Cﬂmhzﬁti“ﬁ certificate from 8 program approved
by thp Jiatp Jepartment 2gith Services for the medical training and
fucation of ambuiange DET@‘IRC]" and who meel certain stﬂnda“ds a8z set
?DW*h ?n the Health and Safsty Code. [t defites "mobile intensive care

Pcs" bt be fhose who meer the standards as set f@rth ir the Healtk
c? r‘tfl Sﬁef‘rze‘-t'y' Lode,

G‘

1~

=

=
9
o
2
T
£,
ik i
1

Safety Ceode, howsver, provides that the local Emergency

vs Suthority, not the Department of Health 3ervices, shall
srvification of apergency medicdl technicians, Additionally,
gou ;anQEf provides far certification of "mobile intensive care
: wgbead provides for three levels of emergency medical
{PV o r@fé@ft the proper definitions of emergencCy

§ "z should he cross-referenced to Division 2.5
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What Does A Buty of “0ffice” Include? This bi1l {and current taw} refersg

to those who discharge 'any duty of his or her office.” Although
commissioned emergency medica] technicians would have duties of their

% “ r : g 1 4 ] a0
of fige, " noncommissioned emergency medical technicians who are employed by
private enterprise would mol have duties of "office.” In order to clarify
that this bill is intendged to refer to emergency techniciams, whether
commissioned or not, 1t should be amended to read "any duty af his or her
emp i oyment .

SHRCE: Tuotfumne County Sheriff's Dffice
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4B 462

COMCURRENCE TR SEHATE AMENUMENTS
A8 467 (¥, Waters) - As Amended: June 17, 1987

ASSEMBLY VOTE_ 79-0  { April 21, 1GB7 ) SEWATE VOTE__33-0 { Julv 9, 1987 )
{Lonsent Calendar)

Criginal Committes Referepce: PUB. §.
inser
BIGEST

&€ passed by the Assembly, this bi1) extended the definmition of resisting,
ﬁe]a;ing or obstructing & peace of ficer or any public officer to encompass

those who willfully resist, delay or obstruct emergency medical techniclanms
[EWTs), as defined.

The Senzis amendments:

1) Provide that when law enforcement officers and EMTs are &t the scene of an

acsident, manag&mant of the scene of the accident shall west with the Taw
anforcement agency

2y PReguire law enforcement representatives to consult with representatives of
other response agencies alse at the sceme to ensure that resources are
properiy used.

o additional stats costs.

Deelee OF fdamo AB 162
55%.3268

T/14787 canubs



SUBJEC

pes

SOURCE:

e

[ N—

T
St

Lrimes

Tuclumne Lounty Sheriff's Office
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THIZD READIMG
KB 362
K. Waters (D)
BS1T/BY 1n Senate

Majority

78-0, p. 1462, 4/21/B7
(Passed Assembly on Consent)

DIGEST:

This Bi11 wiso pravides for menagement of an accident scene when law enforcement
efflcers and emorgency medical technicians are present at the sceme of an

accicent.

Tgchargs
1,008, o

Tulg b1 wouled dnclude within the above provisions the wilTful reststance,
dotay, or cbstruction of epmergency medical technicians in the discharge or
attempt to dlscharge the duties of their office or employment.

f LY 1 "a {. i n_}
mosl foal

DIGEST: This ti11 would include emergency medical technicians in the provision
which maies iU a misdemeanor to will
officer or pasce officer in the discharge of his or her office.

Urider curren

any pubite afficer or peare afficer, in the di

any rh

.,
Wi

-
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y of his or mer office may be punished by a fine not excesding

roby g cognty Jadl term not excesding one year, or by both.

Ve doet not Gdentbify mobile dntenstve cere parsmedics or emergency

y the cpurde of Lhelr duty or employmant.  This BT wouid

fully resist, delay, or ghstruct any public

law every person who witifully resists, delays, or
" ttscharge or attempi to

o o e

¢ 4

vin the categary of the people who should not be

Lherehy providing the same profection to
as atready prostded Lo peacs of ficers,




48 462

Page ¢
wisting Taw gubhor PeEL afficers to Close aress affected by
srplotians, natural jent, or ather disasters whanever there s a
wendace to the pablbd AT aﬂd prohibits unauthorized persons o
wiTifully and knowl 11 a1y remiin in those aress. \
1 weutd prov oforeement officers and emergency medical
ams ave ai ok a nt, managamanf of the scene of the
as oelined, t wed in chp apprapriate law enforcement agency,
redquivre the 25 VB thet law gnforcement agency to consult
epresentatives of other response agsncies at the sceme to ensure that
rigte resourced arg sroperly utildzed, thus ~mpnting a2 state-mandated
rem Dy tmposing new duties upon local Jew enforcement agencies,

Mo Fizcal Comniftes: Yes  local: Yes

Cxlifornia Ambu

Tuolumre County Sheesifd

3 s 2~
FaEic.

CaliTarnia Associat

ARGUMERTS IH SUPPURT: Proponents assert that in & nember of instances
pETamEGict nmave **pﬂrﬁeﬂ*pd “uwga11°@ for ipterference” in their ztiemnts to
mravide skified care in 1ife-threatening situations.

RIS MTm 773/87 Sengbe Floor Analygses
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Legislative Analyst
March 30, 1987

Y BIiLL MD. 462 (Morman Waters)
Asse mb]y March 16, 1987
B7-88

Seszion

ANALYSIS OF ASS
@

EWelL
Ay Amended in
19

Figcal £ffect:

Lest: Ko addifional stste costs,

Revenue: Unknown revenues to local governments
and state special funds from fines and
wenglly assessments,

fnalysis:

This bil1} makes 1t & crime to willfully resist,
delay, or obstruct emergency medical technicians in the
discharge of their office or employment, 1hi5 crime
would be punﬁsh&ble by a fine of up to 31,000,
imprisorment in a county jail for up to one year, or by
both fine and imprisonment.

Under existing Taw, it 15 a crime, punishable as
specified above, to willfully resist, delay or obstruct
public officers or peace officers in the discharge of
their office.

Fiscal Effect

To the extent that fines #re imposed as a result
of this bi11, local governments &and certain state
special funds could recelve additional revenues from
fines and penalty assessments.

Mandated Local Program. The b11] could result
in local law enforcement and incarceration costs. The
i1l contains 8 orimes and 1nfractions disclaimer.
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Larry Stirting, Chair
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1100 J Street, Room 404
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{916) 445-3268

BILL ANALYS]S WORKSHEET
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ribe the specific problem or deficiency in current Taw that
‘EEla to remedy,
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bl Please present specific facts or examples that demonstrate the need for
thig bill.
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Fage 2 - Worksheet

I the proposed remedy in the bi11 goes beyond the need demonsirated by
your Tauts or exampies, piease gxpiain why.
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SOUACE ARD BACKGROUND OF BILL.

)

£
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At

What, 17 any,

e
introdurtion of

an, or
L
)

gqanization or governmenia! entfty requested
3137

750
this

{1

AT -~ o B : . £ -

Has & :1m;?ar Hi%11 been before either th1$ sestign or a previﬁus
sessipn of the Legisiature? 1f so, please identify the session,
n1171 rumber, and disposition of the bill.

i

Has there hean any interim commiftes report cn this b1117 If so,
Tease identify the report,
F; L”;

Piease sttach copies
Bi1T, or state where
cemmifies stoff,

of any background material in explanstion of this
such material 1% avaiieble for reference by
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O wrai plar any substantive
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amendments to this bild 1o hearing?
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Page 3 - Worksheet
b)Y 1f the answer to {2) 15 "yes" plesse explair briefly the substance of
the amendments being prepared {or attsch @ copy of the draft which has
gong to Legislative Cowrsel)

£0STS IMPOSED BY BILL,

stimate the cest or savings to sny state or local law enforcement
ttionel agency, including the judicisl system, imposed by thic bill
#ir the formula used to ectimete the cost or savings.

LI C i nATE T M i M fmedT

RETUEM THIS FORK TO: Darlene Fridiey-Blue

Lommittes Recretary

Essembly Committee on Public Safety
1150 J Street, Room £04

SaCramento, E& atgls



BACKGROUND
BB 462

fmergency Madical Services Authority

Susan fFrench

Legislation
2-4336
P Section 148
6111 amends to expand ubstructiom of Justice

PC Section 263 _ | . .
bill cress reference this Section for the definition of EMT and Mobile
Intensive Care 1F‘af!‘é‘.ﬁlﬁd%£.

H+5 Divizien 2.5
Pre-Hospital Emergency Medical Care Technicians certified and
authorized by local Emergency Medical Service Agency. Must also meet

standards/requiations as established by the State Emergency Medical
Seryices Agency.

T
14
Q

ection 407

I.i':
m

&% s 1t & misdemeanor to interfers with Emergency Professicnals when
going to scene for purpose of wiewing.

Aocording to Legislative Counsel and EMSA, EMT's are not pubiic
of ficials, nor are "commissioned® to perform public duties,
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2,;(} 5.“‘3 !.1'1 ‘Jil,
Member Wetors:

beheli af the Lalifpruia Awbulance Asporcisation
hat we gre im whol wupaz+edﬂﬁwppnrt of yourid® 462.
re sxperienzed, ©n more ther one otcagion, wacalled
ence wirh tbﬂ»w att”mptﬂ te provide skilled paramedic
ti

falifornia stetutes zlenrly do mot idencify emergency medinal
techniclans or mobile inrensive care paramedics within the category
ol the people whe should pot be Snterfered wirh during the course
i thelr dutles, Your legislarion 1s extremely important Lo the
quality of care received by the citirvens of this state.

Thawk you fov your isterest and concers in this area. We stand
rmgﬁy To suppore thiy bill 1n every way pogeible,
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Governor Budget 2010 - Letters (CA Dept of Education) Page 1 of 5

JACK O'CONNELL
STATE TUPERINTERDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION

March 4, 2010
Dear County and District Superintendents, Charter School Administrators, and Chief Business Officers:
GOVERNOR’S BUDGET FOR 2010-11

On January 8, 2010, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger released his budget for 2010-11. in addition to proposals for 2010-

11, the budget includes new proposals for revising the enacted 2008—-09 and 2009-10 budgets to address the state’s fiscal
crisis.

This letter provides information on the Governor's proposals that affect kindergarten through grade twelve (K~12) education.
Copies of this document, as well as other budget-related documents, are available on the Caiifornia Department of
Education (CDE) Education Budget Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fgffr/eb/. Official state budget documents are
available on the Department of Finance (DOF) Web site at http://www.dof.ca.gov/ (Outside Source).

The proposals for both 2008-08 and 2009-10 are currently under consideration by the Legislature, which is meeting in
special session to address the state’s fiscal crisis. The proposals for 2010—11 will be considered by the Legislature
throughout the spring. Both sets of proposals are likely to change significantly before final enactment.

Overview

The state again faces a huge budget challenge. The Governor’'s Budget projects a deficit of $19.9 billion for the two-year
period including fiscal years 2009-10 and 2010-11. On January 8, 2010, Governor Schwarzenegger declared a “fiscal
emergency.” Pursuant to Proposition 58 (Article IV, Section 10[f] of the California Constitution), the Legislature is required to
hold a special session and must act within 45 days to address the emergency. If the Legislature does not act within 45 days,
it may not act on other bilis or adjourn until it has done so.

This $19.9 billion deficit is the result of a variety of factors. The state has seen a greater than anticipated decline in General
Fund revenues. Some budget reductions did not materialize and temporary budget solutions are set to expire. As a-result,
the Governor’s Budget proposes to close the budget gap in the current and budget years through expenditure reductions
across most programs and significant increases in federal funds.

in the event that increases in federal funds do not materialize, the Governor's Budget proposes to suspend tax credits and
make additional ongoing program reductions.

Proposition 98

2008-09 Proposition 98 Changes

Due to a greater than anticipated drop in state revenues, the minimum funding level required by Proposition 98 is projected
to be $2.2 billion below the level provided to K—12 and community college (K—14) programs under the 2008-09 budget
package as amended in July 2009. The Governor proposes to reduce 2008-09 spending for K-14 programs from state and
local funds by $82.9 million, from $49.1 biliion to $49 billion. The DOF projects this savings can be achieved through natural
savings and will not change amounts allocated to K-14 programs.

In connection with the 200809 spending reduction, the Governor’s Budget proposes to reopen the Proposition 98
certification that was enacted in Assembly Bill 3 of the 2009 Fourth Extraordinary Session (ABX4 3), (Chapter 3, Statutes of
2009, Fourth Extraordinary Session). This proposed change to the certified Proposition 98 guarantee for 2008-09 would
mean that the Proposition 98 minimum funding level would be calculated under “Test 1” for the first time since 1988-89.
Figure 1 provides an overview of Proposition 98 principles and the calculation methodology.

Effectively, this change would mean the outstanding maintenance factor of $11.2 billion specified in ABX4 3 would no longer
exist. As enacted in ABX4 3, the $11.2 billion maintenance factor would have been restored over time to the Proposition 98
base as the state’s economy and revenues improve, as outiined in the constitution. The Governor's Budget recognizes an
$11.2 billion statutory “in-lieu” maintenance factor obligation and proposes to begin repaymentin 2012-13; however,
repayment would no longer be based on the constitutional formula and wouid be at the discretion of the Legislature.

Figure 1
Proposition 98 Overview

Basic Principles

http://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/el/le/yr101tr0304b.asp 7/6/2010



. Governor Budget 2010 - Letters (CA Dept of Education) Page 2 of 5

Proposition 98, approved by the voters in 1988, provides a constitutionally guaranteed minimum level of
funding to K=12 schools and community colleges.

In years of “normal” state revenue growth, K~14 education is guaranteed a level of state and local funding at

least equal to the funding level received in the prior year, adjusted for changes in enroliment and per capita
personal income.

In years of extraordinarily good or bad revenue growth, K—14 education participates in the state’s gains or
losses according to specified “fair share” formulas.

Proposition 98 may be suspended in a statute passed with a two-thirds vote, enacted separately from the
budget.

Following a “fair share” reduction in the level of the Proposition 98 funding guarantee or a suspension of the
guarantee, the state eventually must restore K-14 education funding to the ievel that would have been

provided had no reduction occurred. The pace of this restoration is tied to the pace of the state’'s economic
recovery.

The Specifics: Test 1, Test 2, Test 3, and Restoration
Specifically, the guaranteed minimum funding level for K-14 education is the greater of:

o Test 1—Percent of General Fund Revenues: The percentage of state General Fund tax revenues
received by schools and community colleges in 1986-87 as adjusted for the impact of shifts in
property taxes from local governments to schools (currently about 40.6 percent), or

o Test 2—Maintenance of Prior-Year Service Levels: The prior-year level of funding from state aid and
local property taxes increased for enroliment growth and inflation as measured by the change in per
capita personal income.

However, in years when the percentage growth in per capita General Fund revenues is less than the
percentage growth in per capita personal income and the difference exceeds 0.5 percent, the following
alternative test is substituted for Test 2:

e Test 3—Adjustment Based on Available Revenues: The prior-year leve! of funding from state aid and
local property taxes increased for enroliment growth and inflation as measured by the change in per
capita General Fund revenues plus 0.5 percent. Test 3 ensures that K-14 education bears a fair

share of the state’s General Fund revenue growth or decline in extraordinarily good or bad revenue
growth years.

e Test 3B—"“Equal Pain, Equal Gain™: Test 3B is the same as Test 3, except that K—14 education
cannot suffer more cuts than the rest of the state budget.

Restoration—If the Proposition 98 guarantee is reduced because of the application of Test 3 or a
suspension of the guarantee, the amount lost is never repaid. The funding level must eventually be

restored in the future, however, according to a formula that is tied to the pace of the state’'s economic
recovery.

2009-10 Proposition 98 Changes

The Governor’'s Budget projects General Fund revenues for 2009-10 will be $1.5 billion less than expected as of the July
enacted budget. As a result of the reduction in General Fund revenues, the current year Proposition 98 guarantee is
projected to be decreased by $568 million, from $50.4 billion to $49.9 billion. This reduction is made up of a projected $340
miltion in savings from the kindergarten through grade three (K--3) Class Size Reduction program and a savings due to a
decline in average daily attendance (ADA).

2010-11 Proposition 98 Changes

The Governor's Budget projects General Fund revenues for 2010-11 will increase by $1.2 billion over the revised 2009-10
level. As a result of this increase, the Governor's Budget provides $50 billion in state and local funds for K-14 programs
under Proposition 98 in 2010—~11. This is an increase of $100 million from the revised 2009-10 funding level.

The Govemor’s Budget proposes eliminating a current sales tax on fuel and increasing the excise tax on gasoline. This
proposal has a negative effect on the Proposition 98 guarantee because the fuel sales taxes are General Fund revenues
used in determining the Proposition 98 minimum funding level for K-14 education. The loss of $1.8 billion in General Fund
revenues equates to a $300 million decrease in the minimum amount of funding required for K-14 education.

2010-11 Major Funding Adjustments

Figure 2 provides major adjustments to 2010-11 spending. Although total Proposition 98 funding is flat from year to year,
the adjustments are largely negative because of the need to backfill one-time solutions in 2008-10.

Figure 2
K-12 Proposition 98 Funding
2010-11 Adjustments (in millions)
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| Program or Activity |L Amount |
[One-time funding I

|Emergency Repair Program |L $ 50
(Categorical funding for new schools in 2008-09 and 2009-10 N 20 ]
|Charter school faciliies funding ‘L 18 |
[Ongoing funding |L ]
[Backfill revenue (imit reduction I 1.500 ‘
|§pecial education—behavioral intervention plan |L 65 |
|Categorical funding for new schools I 15 |
Mandates—suspension of all. mandates except for inter/intra district transfers ($7.7 million) and the 14
California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) ($6.8 million)

[School district administrative costs Il -1,200 ]
|Reduction to the K-3 Class Size Reduction program due to projected savings in the program |t -550 |
IContracting out |L -300 |
\Negative cost-of-living adjustment |L -202 ]
[Reduction of California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Stage 3 I 123 |
|Reduction in child care reimbursement rate limits in voucher-based programs \L 77 |
[County office of education administrative consolidation IL 45 |

New School Categorical Funding

The Governor’s Budget provides $15 million from the General Fund to provide categorical funding to newly established
schools. Under current law, schools established after the base year used for allocating the categorical funds that were made
fiexible in 2008-09 may receive an allocation for these programs if they are administering the programs as they existed
before they were made fiexible. Additionally, the Governor’s Budget provides $20 million in one-time funds to provide
categorical funding for newly established schoois in 2008-09 and 2009-10.

School Facilities Emergency Repairs (Williams)

The Governor’'s Budget provides $50 million from the Proposition 98 Reversion Account for emergency facility repairs
pursuant to the Williams lawsuit setlement in 2004. Additional information on the Williams case is available on the CDE
Williams Case Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/eo/ce/wc/index.asp.

Reduction in Administrative Costs

The Governor's Budget proposes to reduce school district revenue limit funding by approximately $1.5 biliion to account for
reductions to local administration. Of this amount, $1.2 billion is the result of a proposal to “reduce the proportion of funding
school districts spend on central administration and protect classroom spending, including spending for teachers and
principals, from further reductions.” An additional $300 million is proposed to be achieved by eliminating barriers to
contracting out to enable school disfricts to achieve cost reductions

Additionally, the Governor's Budget proposes a $45 million reduction to county offices of education (COE) revenue limits.

This proposat would require COE to consolidate services and functions, which may include forming regional consortia to
provide services.

K-3 Class Size Reduction

The Governor’s Budget proposes to reduce the K-3 Class Size Reduction program by $550 million to refiect projected
savings in the program. ABX4 3 allows school districts to continue receiving funds for the program even though they
increase class sizes. Savings will occur because the funding level is lower for higher class sizes.

Mandates

The Governor's Budget suspends all K-12 mandates except costs associated with inter/intra district transfers (37.7 million)
and the CAHSEE ($6.8 million). The Governor's Budget also proposes to fund costs associated with special education
behavioral intervention plans ($65 million).

Cost-of-Living and Growth Adjustments

The budget is reduced by $202.2 million for schoo! district and COE revenue limits and most categorical programs to reflect
a negative cost-of-living adjustment of 0.38 percent.

The Governor's Budget projects a 0.11 percent increase in ADA. The Governor's Budget provides growth funding only for
programs listed in Figure 3.

Figure 3
Growth Adjustments by Program
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| Program and Resource Code H Growth |
[Charter school categorical block grants (0000) 1l 0.11% ]
|E:ounty office of education revenue limits (0000) . |r 0.1 —|
[School district revenue limits (0000) I 0.11 ]
\Special education—state portion only (various) || 0.11 —|
[Child nutrition (5310) ] 0.11 ]

Child Care and Development

The Governor’s Budget proposes to reduce child development funding by $77.1 million through the continued use of the
2005 Market Rate Survey and by reducing the reimbursement rate ceilings for licensed child care providers in voucher-
based programs from the 85th percentile to the 75th percentile of the regional market rate. The proposal will also reduce the
reimbursement rate ceilings for licensed-exempt providers from 90 percent of the ceilings for licensed family child care
homes to 70 percent. The reimbursement rate changes would be effective July 1, 2010. This proposal affects the voucher-
based programs, including the Alternative Payment Program ($12 million) and the CalWORKS Stage 2 ($37 million) and
Stage 3 ($28.1 million) programs. '

The budget further reduces the CalWORKS Stage 3 program by $122.9 million to achieve additional ongoing Proposition 98
General Fund savings. In the past, CalWORKS Stage 3 has been fully funded to provide continued child care services for
former CalWORKS families after their 24 months of Stage 2 transitional services have ended. Unlike CalWORKS Stage 1
and Stage 2, Stage 3 is not an entitlement program.

Charter Schools

The Governor's Budget provides $18.4 million in one-time funds to the Charter Schools Facilities Grant Program to convert
the program from a reimbursement model to an annual grant program, allowing charter schools that currently receive these
funds budgetary cash relief.

Federal Funds

The Governor’s Budget proposes $8 million for the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program, which provides an additional free
fresh fruit or vegetable snack to students during the school day.

Program Reforms

In addition to expenditure reductions, the Governor's Budget proposes additional flexibilities to schools through program
reforms.

Teacher Seniority

The Governor’s Budget proposes to change state law to give local school districts the flexibility to lay off, assign, reassign,
transfer and rehire teachers based on skill and subject matter needs without regard to seniority.

Substitute Costs

The Governor’'s Budget proposes to eliminate provisions in state law that require teachers who have been laid off to receive
first priority for substitute assignments and these substitutes be paid at the rate they received before they were laid off if they
work more than 20 days within a 60-school-day period.

Notification Process for Teacher Layoffs

The budget proposes to change the staffing notification window for teachers to 60 days after the state budget is adopted or
amended. Under current law, teachers must be notified by March 15.

What is Next?

We will continue to keep you posted on the decisions made in the special session for the current year. In the meantime, you
can find detailed information about individual programs on the CDE Funding Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/faffo/. The
information available includes a program description, the allocation methodology, eligibility criteria, application process, and
important dates. You can also subscribe to the CDE Funding miailing list to receive e-mail notifications as requests for
applications are announced and posted on the Web. To subscribe, select the "Join the Funding Mailing List" link on the CDE
Available Funding Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/fgffo/af/.

If you have any program-specific questions regarding the impact of the 2010—11 budget package, please utilize the CDE
Search CDE Funding Web page at hitp://www.cde.ca.gov/fgffo/st/ to locate CDE funding and contact information.

If you have any questions regarding this subject or the 201011 Budget, please contact the Fiscal Policy Division by phone
at 916-324-4728. You may also contact Carol Bingham, Director, Fiscal Policy Division, by e-mail at chingham@cde.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

htip://www.cde.ca.gov/nr/el/le/yr101tr0304b.asp 7/6/2010
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JACK O'CONNELL

JO:ap

NOTICE: The guidance in this letter is not binding on local educational agencies or other entities. Except for the statutes,
regulations, and court decisions that are referenced herein, this letter is exemplary, and compliance with it is not mandatory.
(See Caiifornia Education Code Section 33308.5.)

California Department of Education
1430 N Street

Last Reviewed: Monday, March 08, 2010
Sacramento, CA 95814
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SCHOOLS PARENT RESOURCES STupeEnT Resources  Dhistrict OfFRCES . ScHOOL BOARD

trict Offices > Cistniet Polige » Crime Statistics

" " You are here: Horne >
4 Home 5% Email P Print

Crime Statistics
Search San Bernardine... @

District Police Stats

Crime 2007-2008 2006-2007 2005-2000
About the Distriet Police Robbery (211 PC) 86 78 74
N Battery on School Property (243.2 PC) 24 6 41
Staff Directory Possession of Aleohol on School Property (25608 PC) 11 18 17
Services Fighting (415 PC) ' 795 699 751
Burglary (459 PC) 65 87 16
Truancy (Daytime Loitering) Petty Theft (488 PC) 72 164 155
o Grand Theft (487 PC) 35 43 51
safety Tips Knife on School Grounds (626.10 PC) 80 204 139
Crime Statistics Gun on School Grounds (626.9 PC) 2 12 10

CA Codes For more information on these crime statistics, contact the School District Police at (909) 388-6030.

Ca Courts

Contact Us 4

San Bernardino City Unified Schoot District, 777 North F Street, San Bernardino, CA 92410, (909) 381-1100
Home /  Calendar / ContactUs / PrintPage / EmailPage / (FRSS /  Espafiol /  Accessibility /  SiteMap /  Copyright Notices
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SCHOOL SAFETY
DOJ Releases Updated K-12 School Crime Stats

WASHINGTON
December 14, 2009

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of Justice Programs Bureaus of Justice Statistics just released
Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 2009.

This annual report examines crime occurring in school as well as on the way to and from school. 1t also
provides the most current detailed statistical information on the nature of crime in schools and school
environments and responses to violence and crime at school.

Key findings include the following:

In the 2007-08 school year, an estimated 55.7 million students were enrolled in prekindergarten through
grade 12. Preliminary data show that among youth ages 5-18, there were 43 school-associated violent
deaths from July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008. In 2007, among students ages 12-18, there were about
1.5 million victims of nonfatal crimes at school, including 826,800 thefts3 and 684,100 violent crimes
(simple assault and serious violent crime). During the 2007-08 school year, 85 percent of public schools
recorded that at least one violent crime, theft, or other crime occurred at their school. The following section
presents key findings from each section of the report.

Violent Deaths

e From July 1, 2007, through June 30, 2008, there were 21 homicides and 5 suicides of school-age youth
{ages 5-18) at school, or about 1 homicide or suicide of a school-age youth at school per 2.1 million
students enrolled during the 2007-08 school year.

Nonfatal Student and Teacher Victimization

e In 2007, students ages 12-18 were victims of about 1.5 million nonfatal crimes (theft3 plus violent

crimed4) while they were at school, compared to about 1.1 million nonfatal crimes while they were away
from school.

e 1In 2007, the rates for theft and violent crime were higher at school than away from school. In that year,
students were victims of 31 thefts per 1,000 students at school, compared to 21 thefts per 1,000
students away from school. At school there were 26 violent crimes per 1,000 students, compared to 20
violent crimes per 1,000 students away from school.

e Although there was an overall deciine in the victimization rates for students ages 12-18 at school
between 1992 and 2007, there was no measurable difference in the rate of crime at school between
2004 and 2007. Between 1992 and 2007 the rate of crime for students away from school declined.

e In 2007, 4 percent of students ages 12-18 reported being victimized at school during the previous 6
months: 3 percent reported theft,3 and 2 percent reported violent victimization. Less than half of a
percent of students reported serious violent victimization.

e In 2007, 10 percent of male students in grades 9-12 reported being threatened or injured with a weapon
on school property in the past year, compared to 5 percent of female students.

e Higher percentages of Black students (10 percent) and Hispanic students (9 percent) reported being

threatened or injured with a weapon on school property than White students (7 percent) and American
Indian/Alaska Native students (6 percent).

e During the 2007-08 school! year, a greater percentage of teachers in city schools (10 percent) reported
being threatened with injury than teachers in town schools (7 percent) and suburban or rural schools (6
percent each). A greater percentage of teachers in city schools (5 percent) and suburban schools (4
percent) reported being physically attacked, compared to teachers in rural schools (3 percent).

http://www.campussafetymagazine.com/Channel/School-Safety/News/Print/Story/2009/12/...  7/6/2010
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A greater percentage of secondary school teachers (8 percent) reported being threatened with injury by
a student than elementary school teachers (7 percent) However, a greater percentage of elementary

school teachers (6 percent) reported being physically attacked than secondary school teachers (2
percent).

School Environment

During the 2007-08 school year, 85 percent of public schools recorded that one or more incidents of
crime had taken place at school, amounting to an estimated 2.0 million crimes. This figure translates to a
rate of 43 crimes per 1,000 public school students enrolled in 2007-08. During the same year, 62
percent of public schools reported an incident of crime that occurred at school to the police, amounting to
about 704,000 crimes—or 15 crimes per 1,000 public school students enrolled.

In 2007-08, 75 percent of public schools recorded cne or more violent incidents of crime, 17 percent
recorded one or more serious violent incidents, 47 percent recorded one or more thefts, and 67 percent
recorded one or more other incidents. Thirty-eight percent of public schools reported at least one violent
incident to police, 13 percent reported at least one serious violent incident to police, 31 percent reported
at least one theft to police, and 49 percent reported one or more other incidents to police.

During the 2007-08 school year, 25 percent of public schools reported that bullying occurred among
students on a daily or weekly basis, and 11 percent reported that student acts of disrespect for teachers
other than verbal abuse took place on a daily or weekly basis. With regard to other discipline problems
reported as occurring at least once a week, 6 percent of public schools reported student verbal abuse of
teachers, 4 percent reported widespread disorder in the classroom, 4 percent reported student
racial/ethnic tensions, and 3 percent reported student sexual harassment of other students.

Twenty percent of public schools reported that gang activities had happened at all during 2007-08 and 3
percent reported that cult or extremist activities had happened at all during that school year.

In 2007, 23 percent of students ages 12-18 reported that there were gangs at their schools. Overall, a
smalier percentage of White students (16 percent) and Asian students (17 percent) reported a gang
presence at school than Black students (38 percent) and Hispanic students (36 percent).

In 2007, 22 percent of all students in grades 9-12 reported that someone had offered, sold, or given
them an illegal drug on school property in the past 12 months.

Ten percent of students ages 12-18 reported that someone at school had used hate-related words

against them, and more than one-third (35 percent) reported seeing hate-related graffiti at school in
2007.

In 2007, 32 percent of students ages 12-18 reported having been bullied at schoo! during the school
year. Twenty-one percent of students said that they had experienced bullying that consisted of being
made fun of; 18 percent reported being the subject of rumors; 11 percent said that they were pushed,
shoved, tripped, or spit on; 6 percent said they were threatened with harm; 5 percent said they were
excluded from activities on purpose; and 4 percent of students said they were tried to make do things
they did not want to do or that their property was destroyed on purpose.

In 2007-08, 34 percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that student misbehavior interfered with
their teaching, and 32 percent reported that student tardiness and class cutting interfered with their
teaching. Seventy-two percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed that other teachers at their school
enforced the school rules, and 89 percent reported that the principal enforced the school rules.

A higher percentage of secondary school teachers than elementary school teachers reported that student
misbehavior (39 vs. 33 percent) and student tardiness and class cutting (45 vs. 26 percent) interfered
with their teaching in 2007-08. During the same year, a lower percentage of secondary school teachers
than elementary school teachers agreed that school rules were enforced by teachers (56 vs. 79 percent)
and by the principal in their school (86 vs. 89 percent).

Fights, Weapons, and Illegal Substances

In 2007, 36 percent of students in grades 9-12 reported they had been in a fight anywhere, and 12
percent said they had been in a fight on school property during the preceding 12 months. In the same
year, 44 percent of males said they had been in a fight anywhere, compared to 27 percent of females,

and 16 percent of males said they had been in a fight on school property, compared to 9 percent of
females.

Eighteen percent of students in grades 9-12 in 2007 reported they had carried a weapon8 anywhere,
and 6 percent reported they had carried a weapon on school property during the previous 30 days. There
were at least three times as many males as females who reported carrying a weapon—either anywhere
or on school property—in all survey years. In 2007, for example, 9 percent of males carried a weapon on

school property, compared to 3 percent of females, and 29 percent of males carried a weapon anywhere,
compared to 7 percent of females.

In 2007, 45 percent of students in grades 9-12 reported having consumed at least one drink of alcohol
anywhere, and 4 percent reported having consumed at least one drink on school property during the
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previous 30 days.

Twenty percent of students in grades 9-12 in 2007 reported using marijuana anywhere during the past
30 days, and 4 percent reported using marijuana on school property during this period.

Fear and Avoidance

In 2007, approximately 5 percent of students ages 12-18 reported that they were afraid of attack or
harm at school, and 3 percent reported that they were afraid of attack or harm away from school. In
2007, smaller percentages of White students (4 percent) and Asian students (2 percent) reported being
afraid of attack or harm at school than their Black (9 percent) and Hispanic (7 percent) peers.

In 2007, 7 percent of students ages 12-18 reported that they had avoided a school activity or one or
more places in school in the previous 6 months because of fear of attack or harm: 3 percent of students
avoided a school activity, and 6 percent avoided one or more places in school.

Discipline, Safety, and Security Measures

Forty-six percent of public schools (approximately 38,500 schools) took at least one serious disciplinary
action against a student during the 2007-08 school year. Of the 767,900 serious disciplinary actions
taken, 76 percent were suspensions for 5 days or more, 19 percent were transfers to specialized schools,
and 5 percent were removals with no services for the remainder of the school year).

Although the overall percentage of public schools taking a serious disciplinary action declined between
1999-2000 (54 percent) and 2003-04 (46 percent), there has been no measurable change since then.
This same general pattern of decline between the period of 1999-2000 and 2003-04 with no measurable
change in more recent survey years held both for the percentage of public schools that reported taking

serious disciplinary actions for the offense of physical attacks or fights and for the offense of
insubordination.

Between the 1999-2000 and 2007-08 school years, there was an increase in the percentage of public
schools reporting the use of the following safety and security measures: controlled access to the building
during school hours (from 75 to 90 percent); controlled access to school grounds during school hours
(from 34 to 43 percent); students required to wear badges or picture 1Ds (from 4 to 8 percent); faculty
required to wear badges or picture IDs (from 25 to 58 percent); the use of one or more security cameras
to monitor school (from 19 to 55 percent); the provision of telephones in most classrooms (from 45 to 72
percent); and the requirement that students wear uniforms (from 12 to 18 percent).

Between the 2003-04 and 2007-08 school years, there was an increase in the percentage of public
schools reporting the drug testing of student athietes (from 4 to 6 percent), as well as an increase in the

percentage of public schools reporting the drug testing of students in other extracurricular activities
(from 3 to 4 percent).

During the 2007-08 school year, 43 percent of public schools reported that they had an electronic
notification system for a school-wide emergency, and 31 percent of public schools reported that they had
a structured, anonymous threat reporting system.

The majority of students ages 12-18 reported that their school had a student code of conduct (96
percent) and a requirement that visitors sign in (94 percent) in 2007. Metal detectors were the least

commonly observed security measure. Ten percent of students reported the use of metal detectors at
their school.

To review the full report, click here.
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