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TES T IMONY OF THE CFNTER F OR (,IHLDRLN’S ADVOCACY
"IN OPPOSITION TO SECTION 17 OF PROPOSED BILIL NO, 830,
AN ACT CONCERNING THE GOVERNOR’S RFCOMMENDAT!ONS

B REGARBING EDUCA'I ION

Mareh 9, 2009

This lcsumony is submmcd on behalf of thc Center for Chxldmn 5 Advocacy, a non-profit

~ organization based at the University of Connecticut School of Law. The Center provides

holistic legal services for poor children in Connecticut’s conmunitics through individual

representation and systemic advocacy, Through our Truancy Court Prevention Project and
- TeamChild Juvenile Justice Pr o_;cci the Center represents children in securing tpplopnate
educational programming and improving academic outcomes by reducing hzg,h suspcnsmn,

uxpulswn, and d:opoul rates.

We strongly oppose section 17 of the Governor’s Recommendations Regarding
Education, which delays imptemcntatlon of the in-school suspension law until July §
2011, for three reasons:
1) Immediate implementation is not costly since under the law schools remain free
~ to adopt disciplinary pr og,mms olher l}mn potentially costly in-school suspension
programs.
:2) Another delay only prolongs the devastating educational costs of out- of-schoo!
" suspension, as measured in terms of student disengagement from lhc]cammg
environment and drop out rates.
3) Delaying implementation risks increased juvenile justice involvcmcnt for
students excluded from school for trivial offenses,

The in-school suspension bill introduced and signed into iaw in 2007 garered
overwhelming majorities in both the House and the Senate,’ and received a strong
cndarscmea}t from the Governor, who called out-of-school suspension a “recipe for

-~ failure””? But since 2007, when the Office of Fiscal Amly‘sls found that the costs of

lmplemcmmg the revisions to Connecticut’s suspension law would, in most cascs, be

“minimal,”™ the perceived fiscal impact of implementation has increased e\ponentmliy
because ol a misperception that the law mandates schools to adopt in-school suspenslon
pr: og,rams The law does not rcqune such a sweeping mandate.

'The bilt passed by ad to | margin in l_hc House and by a 2 to | margin in the Senate, See HB 7350 Housy-.

Rout. CaLL VOTE, hitp:f/wwiv.cga.cl.gov/2007/VOTE/M/2007THV-00170-ROOUBO7350-HV . im aud HB
7350 SenatE RoLL CALL VYoOTE, hup limvw cga ct.gov/i2007/VOTE/S/20078V-00285-RO0OH 307 350-

SV htm,

2 Press Release, Governor M. Jodi RL" Governor Rell Signs In-School .‘auspensmns Bill (June 28, 2007),
hllp fiwww.ct. gnvlgovemorrcIl/cwp/wcw asp?A=2791&Q=385306.

> OFFICE OF FISCAL ANALYSIS, FISCAL NOTE FOR HB 7350, AN ACT CONCERNING IN- S'(‘!IOOLSUSI’F INSIONS

(2007), hitp:/fwww.cga,ct.gov/2007/FN/200711B-07350-R000462-FN. him,

Hor instance, some have criticized the new law as circumseribing the authority of local school distriets to
‘implement alternatives to out-of-schoo! suspension, like Saturday detention. Kate Farrish, Manchester
‘Schools Chief Protests New Law on Suspensions, HARTFORD COURANT, Jan, 29, 2009, Others have urged
that municipalities should be permitted “lo establish a suspension policy that best meets the needs and
abilitics of the individual school district,” Connecticut Conference of Municipalitics, CCM's 2008 State
Legislative Priorities, hitp://www.com-cLorg/advocacy/2007-2008/011708legpriorities. himi.

Phono 860-570-5327 - Fax B60-570-5256 - ‘www.kidscounsel.org

R | BT 2T




-1 ‘Implementation does not Require the Creation of In-School Suspension Programs

By law, a student can be “suspended”——excluded from school privileges or transportation
“services for up to len consecufive dayswfor conduct that violates a pubhcmed board policy,

ser lousiy dlSl upts the educational | process or endang,ers pe: sons or propcrty The 2007
revisions require suspensions to be “in-school suspensions™ unless the school administration
detcrmines that the student (1) poses such a danger to persons or property or (2) is so disruplive
~ of the educational process, that he or she must serve the suspension outside of school.® Under
the law, schools remain free (o impose a wide range of disciplinary options, entirely within their

discretion; no school is required fo create any in-school suspension pi ogram at all if they have

chosen other means of in-school dlscxplme, such as afler-school delenuon, Salunday detention,
: wuhdrawal of schooi pr 1v1lcges, or conmlumly senfzce.7

I. Delaying lmpiementation Imposes Signiﬁeant Educational and Economic Costs
While we appreciate the difficult choices the General Assembly faces in the curr ent fiscal
climate, delaying implementation will impose significant and avoidable cconomic cosls—cosls
that exceed the fiscal lmpdct of maintaining the July 1, 2009 1mplczmnldnon ddle

. 1‘ X clusmmn P Dtscrplmary Policies Increaw Student Ahenanon and Drop Out Rates
On any given day, as many as 4,100 Connecticut children are excluded from school, and cach
year more than 250,000 school days are lost to suspension for conduct_llnt includes dress code
violalions, inappMpridte lang,uagc, insubordination, and truancy.® Aside from the obvious

educational costs to missing school, c*<0111510m1y discipline policies undermine a student’s sense

of belonging to a school community and deteri loratc the personal relationships with teachers that

arc fundamental to academic and lifetime success.” Too often, children suspended from school

already feel detached from their education; even a short time away from school can increase

feclings of disengagement and dmmancally compromisc academic achievement.'? ]*oa other
children, oul-of-school suspensions may serve as the final push toward dropping out,'" setting

the child up for a lifetime of financial hardship and imposing substantial costs (o society in terms
~ of lost wages and taxes, welfare benefits, and crime.

S CONN. GEN, STAT. § 10-233¢(a).
°Id. § 10-233c(g).

? For a list of alternatives to suspcmnon see, e.g., Reece L. Pclcrson Ten Alternatives to Suspension, in 18 IMPACT:
FEATURE ISSUL ON FOSTERING SUCCESS IN SCHOOL AND BEYOND FOR STUDENTS WITH BEMOTIONAL/BEHAVIORAL
DISORDI iRS 10~11 (Vicki Gaylord ct al, eds.) (Spring 2005), hitp://www.ici.umn.edwpraducts/impact/1 §2/182. P,

*TABY AL & ALEXANDRA DUFRESNE, MJSSINO OUuT: SUSPENDING STUDENTS FROM CONNECTICUT SCHOOLS §, 8

(Aug. 2008), available at hup:i/iwww. clkldslmk org/publications/edu08missingout.pdf.

? NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL, EN(.AG!NG SCHOOLS: FOS' r[ RE}\(‘ HIGH SCHOOL 5’1 UDENTS® MOTIVATION TO
LEARN 217-18 (2004),

' Comn, Voices for Children, Keep Connecticut’s Children in .S‘choo! Improve Discipline and Academ:c
Performance by Reserving Out-of-School Suspensions for Situations Where they Are Necessary (Jan, 2009),

" TABY ALl & ALEXANDRA DUFRESNE, MISSING OUT: SUSPENDING STUDENTS FROM CONNECTICUT SCHOOLS 4
(Aug. 2008), available at Wip:/fwww.ctkidslink, orgfpubhca{tousicduOSnnssmgout pdf {citing a report by the State
Board of Education which found that repeat suspensions were one of many risk faclors for droppmg out and
dcscr:bmg students who dropped out as feeling alienated from school).

See e.8., ALLIANCE FOR EXCE ALENT EDUC,, DROPOUTS, DIPLOMAS, AND DOLLARS LS. HIGH SCHOOLS AND THE
NATION'S ECONOMY 37-39 (Ang, 2008), http:/iwww.allded.org/files/Econ2008. PAf (noting that Comnecticut youth
who dropped owt of school tast ycar witl cost the slalc aimost $2 5 bllhon in lost Wages over ihc course of their
lifetimes). : - - :
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o chcalcd out-of-school suspensions may even accelerate a.child’s path to dcimqucncy Studnes SR

have shown that exclusionary punishments for trivial offenses “contribute to a pattern of
antisocial behavior . . . [that] contmue[s] into adolescence” and increases the risk of mvo]vcnwnt
in the juvenile Jushce system,” In 2007, Connccticut’s Court Support Services Division (CSSD)
reported that nine out of ten 16 and 17-year-olds in the juvenile Jusucc system had, at one point,
been excluded from school through an out-of-school suspcnsmn ’ While juvenile justice
- involvement cannoi be attributed to onc variable standing alonc, allowing just one student to fall
‘through the cracks of a broken system of school discipline can be dev'isldtmg for the child and
costly for the slate. The cuncnl annual cos( of housing jus{ one child in the Connecticut Juvenile
: immmg School is $280,000" —siX. hmcs (he cost of scndmg, a ch:ld to Yale.

We ﬁ'rmly bclieve (hat section ]7 of Ploposcd Bili No. 830 will ncedlessly delay the scheduled
1mplcmcmallon of a cost-cflective means of improving educational oulcomes, reducing dropout
rates, and stemming the tide of juvenile delinquency for our vulnerable and at-risk youth
Discipline policies that promote prevention and ear ly intervention are critical {o giving every
child an equal chance at academic and pcrsonal succcss Wc urge you to opposc this scction of
the bill. : :

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Respectfully submitted,
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Law Student Intern

" ADVOCATES FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH, ISSUE BRIEF: SCIIOOL SUSPENSION: BFFECTS AND ALTERNAT TVES 2
{2006), http:/Awww.soros.org/initiatives/baltimore/articles pubhcnlmns/amcles/tssue 20060418/

issucbrief _20060418.pdf,

" 1d.; see alse ALI & DUF FRESNE, supra nole 10, at 4.

% ALl & DUFRESNE, supra note 10, at 4, '

' CONN. JUVENILE JUSTICE ALLIANCE, PUBLIC bonuu R: PORT: LESSONS LEARNED FROM MISSOURI,
RECOMMENDATIONS ON T1H: FUTURE OF THE CONNECTICUT JUVENILE T RAINING SC1 100Ls {fuly 2008),
hup:/Awvww.ctjja, ors,/rce.ourccslwoulfdala c_ﬂswha!now doc.




