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THE PHILADELPHIA POLICE SCHOOL DIVERSION PROGRAM

Designed to dismantle the school-to-prison pipeline, the Diversion Program was
developed via collaboration among the Philadelphia Police Department (PPD),
School District of Philadelphia (SDP), Philadelphia Department of Human Services
(DHS), and other city agencies. Implemented across all city schools in 2014, this
innovative policing strategy diverts—in lieu of arrest—students with no
delinquency history who commit one of several specified offenses in school and,
based on identified needs, offers voluntary, community-based prevention services
to diverted youth and their families.

THE DIVERSION PROCESS:

PRIORS

BEHAVIORAL INCIDENT OCCURS IN SCHOOL

A school staff member (e.g., teacher, principal, school safety
officer) may call police to report the incident. School
personnel retain the authority to enact school-based
discipline (e.g., suspension, referral for expulsion).

POLICE DETERMINE OFFENSE ELIGIBILITY
FOR DIVERSION

Responding PPD officer identifies whether the reported
incident meets diversion eligibility criteria based on a pre-
determined list of low-level offenses, such as disorderly
conduct, possession of a non-firearm weapon, and
trespassing.

DIVERSION INTAKE CENTER REVIEWS
DELINQUENCY HISTORY

PPD officer calls the Diversion Intake Center to determine
whether a given youth has any prior adjudications or open
court cases which would disqualify them from diversion.

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES HOME

VISIT

A DHS social worker conducts a preliminary home visit to
evaluate the youth's and family’s strengths and needs and
offers a referral to Intensive Preventive Services (IPS).




DEMOGRAPHICS OF EXAMINED YOUTH

To evaluate the impact of the Philadelphia Police School Diversion Program, we
compared diverted youth outcomes to those of comparable youth arrested in
schools the year before Diversion Program implementation.

DIVERTED YOUTH SAMPLE

The full diverted sample included all youth diverted from arrest through the

Philadelphia Police School Diversion Program for a school-based incident during the
2014-2015, 2015-2016, or 2016-2017 school year (n = 1,281).

IDENTIFYING THE COMPARABLE ARRESTED SAMPLE

Youth in the comparable arrested sample included all students arrested in schools

during the 2013-2014 school year (i.e., the year before the Diversion Program began)

who committed a diversion-eligible offense and who did not have an open case or
prior adjudication (n = 531).

FuLL Ineligible Open cases or COMPARABLE
ARRESTED Offense prior ARRESTED

(n=1,021) adjudication (n =531)
SAMPLES FOR 1- AND 2-YEAR FOLLOW-UP ANALYSES

AvG. GENDER IEP
All SDP 52.0% 19.5% 14.0% 8.3% 6.4% AGE: (% M) (%YESs)

Students e 51.6% 14.0%

Comparable 10.9% 7.7% 1.1‘?60/
o (1]
i g 155  61.8% 31.8%

73.8% 14.5% 9.4% 1:6%
FuII /0.6%
Diverted

14.9 69.2% 30.0%

(n=1,281) mBlack/AA B Hispanic/Latino B White D Asian O Multi/Other * |EP: Individualized Education Plan

Compared to the broader SDP population, Black youth and male youth were
overrepresented among arrested and diverted youth.

Additionally, 30% of diverted youth and 33% of comparable arrested youth had a
history of child welfare involvement at the time of their school-based incident.

SAMPLES FOR 4- AND 5-YEAR FOLLOW-UP ANALYSES

. AvaG. GENDER IEP
Comparable 76.6% 10.9% 7.7% J-1% - AGE:  (%M) (%YEs)
Arrested /"

(n=531) 15.5 61.8% 31.8%
0,
2014-2015 73.8% 14.8% 9.6% 1-(2)/20/
Diverted .6%

(n=427) mBlack/AA B Hispanic/Latino B White EAsian O Multi/Other

At the time of this study, 4- to 5-year follow-up data were only available for the first
cohort of diverted youth (i.e., those diverted during the 2014-2015 school year).

14.8 69.8% 35.6%




REDUCED ARRESTS

REDUCED # OF SCHOOL-BASED ARRESTS BY 84 % FROM THE YEAR

BEFORE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION TO YEAR 5 OF PROGRAM OPERATION

School-Based Arrests Number of Students
Diverted

2013-2014

oz BEBOE 486
sz BBBEE 472
ooz BBBEI 433
orzoe 881 308

20182019 8@ 337

Pre-Program 2014- 2015- 2016- 2017- 2018- : 100 Students = @
2013-2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

54% |64% |68% . Preprogram

From the year before program implementation to year 5 of the program, the
number of school based arrests decreased by 84%. Notably, the number of
school-based arrests for possession of non-firearm weapons, marijuana
possession, and disorderly conduct decreased by more than 90%.

WHILE MAINTAINING SCHOOL SAFETY

34 0/ REDUCTION IN ANNUAL # OF REPORTED SERIOUS
‘] BEHAVIORAL INCIDENTS

The annual number of serious Serious Behavioral Incidents Reported

behavioral incidents reported
in schools declined 34% from I17% I15% 112% |15% 34%
the year before program
implementation to the
program’s fifth year of
operation.

This finding suggests that even
as arrests decreased, school

i Pre-Program 2014- 2015- 2016- 2017- 2018-
Safety was not Compromlsed. 2013-2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019




REDUCED FUTURE JUSTICE SYSTEM CONTACT

REDUCED RECIDIVISM ARRESTS
AMONG DIVERTED YOUTH

-e-Arrested Youth
%
ARRESTED: 48 /0

Diverted Youth
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Months Since Referring School-Based Incident

Diverted youth were significantly less likely to have a recidivism arrest than
comparable arrested youth five years after their referring school-based incident
(40.6% vs. 48.1%, respectively).

ARRESTED YOUTH WERE ] ,4 TIMES MORE LIKELY THAN

DIVERTED YOUTH TO HAVE A RECIDIVISM ARREST IN THE
FIVE YEARS FOLLOWING THEIR SCHOOL-BASED INCIDENT"

*This finding was generated while accounting for youth characteristics (i.e., age, race/ethnicity, gender)
and offense type.




PREVENTED COLLATERAL CONSEQUENCES

A PRIMARY GOAL OF THE DIVERSION PROGRAM WAS TO SPARE YOUTH
THE TRAUMA OF ARREST AND ITS COLLATERAL CONSEQUENCES.

K

SENTENCING

FINES

Arrested youth

fi N :
must pay fines, ’? For certain offenses,
court costs, & ‘ a juvenile record

may be required T IMMIGRATION can significantly
to pay restitution S . .
pay DX Some juvenile affect subsequent
MILITARY Fecordsican adult sentencing

Youth with a affect a youth’s
immigration

@ juvenile arrest
may be ineligible to status
TRAUMA enlistin the DNA

. . militar
Arrest itself—being y Children adjudicated

handcuffed, transported v . of a felony offense &
in a police vehicle, . .- some misdemeanor

fingerprinted, held for offenses must submit
hours, & potentially COLLATERAL a DNA sample to the

detained—can be ot
traumatic CONSEQUENCES
OF ARREST

Not only did program implementation eliminate school-based arrest for the

referring incident, but in the five years following that referring incident, the
majority of diverted (59%) youth did not go on to experience a future arrest.

% ARRESTED AT THE TIME OF THE ORIGINAL SCHOOL INCIDENT

% WITH A RECIDIVISM ARREST WITHIN 5 YEARS OF THE SCHOOL INCIDENT

A
100 O OF YOUTH ARRESTED IN SCHOOLS IN THE PRE-DIVERSION PROGRAM

PERIOD CARRIED THE EFFECTS OF SCHOOL-BASED ARREST INTO THE FUTURE,

%
WHILE 59 O OF DIVERTED YOUTH NEVER EXPERIENCED AN ARREST—NOT AT

THE TIME OF THE SCHOOL INCIDENT NOR IN THE FOLLOWING FIVE YEARS.




AIMED TO KEEP KIDS IN SCHOOL

DIVERTED YOUTH WERE LESS LIKELY TO EXPERIENCE
EXCLUSIONARY SCHOOL DISCIPLINE IN THE YEAR
FOLLOWING THEIR REFERRING INCIDENT

72%
i 68% B Arrested Youth

Diverted Youth

* statistically significant
difference

k
13%
° 10%

H =

Incident-Related Suspension Expulsion or
Suspension within 1 year Disciplinary Transfer
within 1 year

Types of Exclusionary School Discipline

Percentage of Youth Who Experienced
Exclusionary School Discipline

Diverted and arrested youth did not differ significantly in likelihood of suspension
for their referring school-based incident. However, after controlling for youth
characteristics and suspension history, arrested youth were 1.6 times more likely
than diverted youth to be suspended and 1.6 times more likely to be referred for
expulsion or disciplinary transfer in the year following their referring incident.

HOWEVER, THE LONG-TERM PICTURE IS MORE COMPLEX

When examining outcomes four years after a referring incident for the first cohort of
diverted youth (i.e., diverted in the 2014-2015 school year), we observed mixed
findings related to school discipline and academic achievement.

Although the likelihood of suspension in the four years following a referring incident
appeared to differ significantly between diverted and comparable arrested youth,
this difference was not statistically significant once we accounted for other
important youth characteristics and suspension history, implying that factors other
than diversion or arrest were driving the difference.

Additionally, diverted and comparable arrested youth demonstrated no significant
differences in school dropout or on-time graduation in the four-year follow-up.




CONNECTED YOUTH TO VOLUNTARY
PREVENTION SERVICES

DHS SUCCESSFULLY CONTACTED 74 % OF FAMILIES
89 % OF THESE FAMILIES ACCEPTED SERVICES

When Contact was Made with Families, Number of Diverted Youth
Most Diverted Youth Connected with Services Connected with Services

89% 89% 2014 - 2015 888@@6 222
2015 - 2016 888@88@ 290
06207 BBBBE
2017-2018 $GHE 192
ors-200 BBBE 1o
Received Accepted Referred to Received :

Home Visit Services Programming Program Intake : 50 students = 8

98%
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Importantly, youth who could and could not be contacted did not differ
significantly in their demographic characteristics (e.g., age, race, gender) or the
type of incident that prompted their diversion.

TIMELINE TO CONTACT

Youth who accepted services after DHS contact typically completed a
program intake within 20 days of their diversion incident.*

D 7 days 2 days PS 8 days —
B Qs e g

Diversion Home Visit Program Referral Program Intake

In addition to intensive prevention programming, providers linked youth and
families with supplemental resources, such as mentoring, mental health
services, and community organizations to address food and housing insecurity.

*Due to the skewed nature of the data, the median was used to determine the typical time between service points.




POLICE SUPPORT FOR THE DIVERSION PROGRAM
GREW OVER TIME

BY YEAR 5 86 % OF OFFICERS AGREED WITH THE PROGRAM

Percentage of Surveyed Officers

-
9%

Disagreed

Undecided _ 32% B Before program implementation

5% End of year 5 of program operation

Surveyed officers reported that the Diversion Program improved their
relationships with students; they also reported the program improved school
safety (e.g., reduced the number of youth carrying weapons into school).

IN OFFICERS’ OWN WORDS, POSITIVES
OF THE DIVERSION PROGRAM INCLUDE:

“Better
relationships
with students”

“Fewer kids
getting
arrested”

“Kids get the “Children are

services that getting a
they need” second chance”




PRODUCED NET FINANCIAL BENEFITS FOR

STAKEHOLDERS

REDUCED DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS BY $1.6 MILLION
TO $1.9 MILLION ANNUALLY

With partners from the Vera Institute of Justice, we conducted a cost-benefit
analysis based on data from the first year (2014-2015) and fifth year (2018-2019) of
the Diversion Program to capture both “start-up” and “mature” program costs.

Program implementation increased some costs (e.g., salary, benefits, service
provider contracts) to the Philadelphia Police Department and the Department of
Human Services. The School District of Philadelphia reported no additional costs
related to the Diversion Program. All costs were outweighed by considerable cost-
savings from fewer school-based arrests, associated youth detentions and
commitments, and recidivism arrests, as well as fewer costs to victims and lost
productivity costs associated with recidivism arrests.

Compared to the year before program implementation, the Diversion Program
produced more than $1.6 million in net annual savings in 2014-2015 and more
than $1.9 million in net annual savings in 2018-2019.

PROGRAM COSTS TO
AGENCIES:

Salary &
benefits for
new

positions
Supplemental

funding for
community
providers

PROGRAM-RELATED
CoSsT SAVINGS:

Fewer
recidivism
arrests

Fewer youth
commitments

Fewer
youth
detentions

Fewer post-
incident
suspensions

Fewer
victim &

Fewer
school-

based dlos:. "
arrests productivity

costs

2014-2015 2018-2019

COoSTS TO AGENCIES:

CoSsT SAVINGS:

NET TOTAL SAVINGS:

*All values are adjusted to 2019 dollars.

$748,667 $706,398

$2,352,112 $2,636,112

$1,603,445

$1,929,714




TAKEAWAYS AFTER FIVE YEARS

The Philadelphia Police School Diversion Program disrupted the school-to-prison
pipeline, substantially reducing school-based arrests without compromising school
safety.

In the Diversion Program'’s first five years, 2,036 students were spared the
traumatic experience of an arrest and its many negative collateral consequences.

Arrested youth were 1.4 times more likely than diverted youth to have a
subsequent arrest in the five years following their school-based incident.

Arrested youth were 1.6 times more likely than diverted youth to be
suspended from school in the year after their examined school-based incident.

When social workers offered diverted youth and families voluntary services, 89%
accepted them and received a referral to a local provider.

86% of school police officers reported strong agreement with the Diversion
Program, and officers reported observing the program’s benefits to school
safety.

Program implementation saved stakeholders between $1.6 million and
$1.9 million annually compared to prior school-based arrest practices.

CONSIDERATIONS & FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The Diversion Program reflects a change in police policy, creating automatic
diversion in lieu of arrest for all eligible youth. This change resulted in clear
reductions in school-based arrests.

However, school staff maintained discretion for responding to youth incidents
(e.g., with exclusionary discipline). We saw few differences in long-term school
related outcomes between youth diverted in the program’s first year (i.e., 2014-
2015) and comparable youth arrested in the previous year. This finding may
suggest a need for more structure in school personnel decision making, which
could similarly improve school outcomes for diverted youth.

Recently, the School District of Philadelphia has been working to address this
issue with targeted reforms; results of these efforts may be reflected in future
long-term analysis of additional diverted cohorts.

Implementing school-based diversion produced no negative outcomes and resulted
in several important positive outcomes: an 84% reduction in the annual number of
school-based arrests, a significant decrease in likelihood of recidivism arrest, and
connection of youth with voluntary community-based intensive prevention services.
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