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Introduction

LPS and the City share the goal of promoting school safety and a positive school
climate. They have had a successful partnership spanning decades of enhancing the
safety of LPS students with the School Resource Officer (SRO) program wherein LPD
officers are assigned to LPS schools. All parties acknowledge that crime prevention is
most effective when LPS, LPD, parents, behavioral health professionals, and the
community are working in a positive and collaborative manner. Student contact with
LPD’s SROs and LPS staff builds positive relationships leading to better student
outcomes.

It is important to create a school environment in which conflicts are de-escalated and
students are provided developmentally appropriate and fair consequences for
misbehavior that address the root causes of their misbehavior, while minimizing the loss
of instruction time. To best accomplish this goal, LPS staff should be responsible for
providing appropriate instruction and support, while enforcing LPS discipline policies
when necessary. Best practice would indicate that SROs are only called in by properly
trained LPS administrators to deal with student actions when the actions clearly meet
the definition agreed upon between the District and the County Attorney for behaviors
appropriate for referral to law enforcement. Even then, referrals to the juvenile justice
system need to be closely monitored to ensure fair and equitable treatment for all LPS
students.

LPS and LPD’s Six-goals for the SRO program established in the summer of 2018

1. To create a common understanding that:
1. School administrators and teachers are ultimately responsible for school
discipline and culture;
2. SROs should not be involved in the enforcement of school rules; and
3. A clear delineation of the roles and responsibilities of SROs as to student
discipline, with regular review by all stakeholders, is essential.
2. To minimize student discipline issues so they do not become school-based
referrals to the juvenile justice system;

To promote effectiveness and accountability;

To provide training as available to SROs and appropriate LPS staff on effective

strategies to work with students that align with program goals;

5. To employ best practices so that all students are treated impartially and without
bias by SROs and LPS staff in alignment with applicable City and LPS equity
policies; and

6. To utilize best practices for training and oversight with the goal of reducing
disproportionality.
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In order to provide the close monitoring previously identified and to provide actionable
data, LPS, in collaboration with LPD conducted a review of the SRO program in order to



make modifications as necessary to accomplish the stated SRO program goals. This
report was created from that work and is being presented to the Safe and Successful
Kids Interlocal Board, the Lincoln Board of Education, the Lincoln City Council and the
Mayor. To the extent permitted by law, the report will also be made available online for
the public.

To accomplish the process of creating the annual review, the interlocal board
established an evaluation process that included community stakeholders that took place
on November 8, 2018 at Schoo Middle School. The evaluation process was to include
the regular review of program goals and relevant data, including specific measures,
data points, and metrics included in the report. The first of the annual reports was
scheduled for the fall of 2020 based on data collected from the 2019-2020 school year.
An initial FAQ was developed and posted immediately online to respond to some
immediate questions from the community. LPS and LPD will continue to partner with
community and governmental agencies to further program goals, support strategies to
divert students from the criminal justice system, and access additional support services
for students.

Note about race/ethnicity categories used in this report: the demographic categories
used in this report align with the federal categories and guidance (based on decisions
made during the 2010 US census) used in many other kinds of educational reports.
These categories are imperfect and may not align with the ways many people represent
their own ethnic and racial backgrounds.



Lincoln Police Department Data

Introduction

The 2019-20 LPS school year was unique due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In very
early March, schools transitioned to remote learning, and thus, there were no students
inside LPS schools from early March to the end of school.

The absence of students in schools had an undeniable impact on the data we collected
and analyzed. For example, the absence of students is likely correlated with fewer
incidents involving an SRO in the middle and high schools, fewer crimes committed,
fewer crimes reported, fewer referrals/citations, and fewer SRO presentations, to name
a few.

Widespread remote learning due to a global pandemic is unprecedented in the recent
history of LPS, and thus, we strongly caution against comparing the data, analyses, and
trends from 2019-20 to prior years or the prior four-year trend. Certainly, we can make
some comparisons, but we urge readers to form only tentative conclusions and wait for
several more years of data.

Creation of the Dataset & Coding Notes

LPD created a dataset by analyzing all calls for service at an LPS middle or high school
during the 2019-20 LPS school year. Incidents that occurred at a middle or high school
in the summer, for example, were excluded. However, incidents that occurred at a
middle or high school outside of normal school hours (for example, an assault at a
school-sponsored event in the evening or vandalism to a school at night) are included in
the dataset. We included all incidents, regardless of whether an SRO or a non-SRO
police officer responded to the call, and we are able to differentiate between what type
of officer handled the call. Furthemore, “all incidents” include those incidents in which
an officer responded to a call for service, regardless of who initiated the call for service
or whether the call for service resulted in a police report and/or a citation. Quite simply,
if a police call for service occurred at an LPS middle or high school during the school
year (regardless of the outcome), we included it in our database.

A trained team of coders (LPD employees, LPS employees, and university student
interns) numerically coded the data, including the four years of data from 2015-2018.
These data compose the “prior four-year average” frequently cited in this report. This
was a monumental task that took nearly a year and involved reviewing many thousands
of calls for service. Designing, building, and analyzing these data took twenty-two
people across LPD and LPS, and this endeavor would not have been possible without
effective collaboration and communication between the two organizations.



There are a few coding notes worth mentioning. First, we only include juveniles in the
dataset if they were listed as a victim, suspect, and/or a party responsible in the LPD
reports. We omitted individuals if they were listed as a “witness” or “other,” for example.
When a juvenile is listed as a suspect, it means that the officer had credible information
to believe that the juvenile might be the individual responsible for the crime. For
example, a withess might identify the juvenile or the digital/forensic evidence might
suggest that a juvenile is responsible for the crime. However, depending on a variety of
factors, a police officer may not be able to develop probable cause to consider the
juvenile a party responsible.

When a juvenile is listed as a party responsible, this means there is probable cause to
cite the juvenile for a crime. The term “party responsible” does not necessarily mean
that a juvenile was cited or arrested. Some juveniles who are listed as the party
responsible are cited and some are not. There is a wide range of reasons why a party
responsible might not have been cited, such as the victim (or victim’s parents) declined
to pursue charges, the juvenile had a cognitive disability or another mitigating condition
(which might also make the juvenile eligible to be declared mentally incompetent by the
county attorney), or a mutual fight in which both juveniles (and parents) declined to
pursue charges.

In addition, we need to provide context for some law enforcement terms. “Juvenile
referral” is the legal equivalent of a citation for a juvenile. If a police officer completes a
juvenile referral for an individual, he or she has effectively “cited” the juvenile for an
offense(s). Also, the term “arrest’” means that an officer has issued a juvenile referral to
an individual for a crime. Arrest does not automatically imply that a student was placed
in handcuffs and/or transported to the Youth Services Center (YSC). The term “lodge”
refers to placing an arrested juvenile at the YSC.

Finally, we originally planned to analyze diversion data, namely, what types of incidents
and individuals are being sent to diversion. However, this issue is more nuanced than
we expected. A juvenile may be referred for several incidents over a period of time, and
the county attorney may decide to send the juvenile to diversion. Yet only one incident
will show as resulting in diversion, thereby rendering the data and analysis invalid. We
also did not have access to the full diversion data (i.e., non-LPS incidents that resulted
in diversion). We decided that University of Nebraska-Lincoln Professor Richard
Wiener’s research team was better equipped to evaluate the diversion programming in
Lancaster County, and hence, we refer those interested in diversion outcomes to Dr.
Wiener (who has conducted numerous presentations to city and county officials and
boards).



Number of Calls for Service (CFS) and
Citations at LPS Middle and High Schools

In examining the number of calls for service (CFS) that occurred at LPS middle and high
schools, we first analyzed whether the number of CFS increased, decreased, or
remained about the same, and whether both middle and high schools witnessed similar
trends.

From 2015-2018, LPD responded to an average of 1,356 CFS annually at LPS middle
and high schools. In 2019-20, LPD responded to 957 CFS at LPS middle and high
schools.

There were differences between the number of CFS at middle and high schools. From
2015-2018, LPD responded to an average of 330 CFS at LPS middle schools. In
2019-20, LPD responded to 306 CFS. From 2015-2018, LPD responded to an average
of 1026 CFS at LPS high schools. In 2019-20, LPD responded to 651 CFS at LPS high
schools. Given that schools were out due to COVID-19 in March and did not return, we
would expect the number of calls for service at LPS schools to decrease for 2019-20.

Although the total number of CFS at LPS middle and high schools fell far below the
four-year average due to COVID-19, projections show that CFS would have exceeded
the four-year average at middle schools but fallen below the four-year average for high
schools. There would have been about 2 more CFS per week at middle schools and 4
less CFS per week at high schools.
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*During 2019-20, the LPS school year was shortened due to COVID-19 (ended mid-March)

Next, we examined whether the number of juvenile referrals at LPS middle and high
schools increased, decreased, or remained about the same, and whether both middle
and high schools witnessed similar trends.

From 2015-2018, LPD issued approximately 89 citations/juvenile referrals from CFS at
LPS middle schools and 379 citations/juvenile referrals from CFS at LPS high schools.
In 2019, LPD issued 53 citations/juvenile referrals from CFS at LPS middle schools and
214 citations/juvenile referrals from CFS at LPS high schools. Based on these figures,
LPD would have issued fewer citations/referrals at both middle and high schools in
2019-20 compared to the four-year average.

We also need to consider what percentage (or rate) of CFS resulted in a
citation/referral.

From 2015-2018, LPD issued at least one citation/referral in approximately 25% of the
CFS at LPS middle schools and 33% of the CFS at LPS high schools. In 2019-20, LPD
officers issued at least one citation/referral in approximately 21% of the CFS at LPS
middle schools and 30% of the CFS at LPS high schools.

Overall, LPD officers issued (and were projected to issue) fewer juvenile referrals at
both LPS middle and high schools compared to the 4-year average, and officers issued
juvenile referrals at a lower rate per CFS compared to the 4-year average.
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Juveniles Arrested and Placed at the
Youth Services Center (YSC)

We examined the number of juvenile referrals (and bookings/lodges) that resulted from
an incident that occurred at an LPS middle or high school. We excluded incidents and
lodges that involved the juvenile being located at school for a crime that occurred off
school property, e.g., a juvenile who committed a drive-by shooting over the weekend
and was then contacted and arrested by officers at school. We also examined the
nature of the incident and charges.

In the four years prior to the 2019-20 school year, LPD officers issued an average of
468 citations/juvenile referrals for incidents that occurred at LPS middle or high schools.
Due to changes in data collection, we only have readily available data from the last two
school years for how many of these citations/juvenile referrals involved a juvenile being
lodged at the YSC. These data indicate that, on average, only 3-4 juveniles are lodged
annually at the YSC for crimes committed at an LPD middle or high school. Another 3-4
individuals are booked and released annually.

Next, we conducted a qualitative assessment of the incidents that resulted in a
citation/juvenile referral and lodge at the YSC.

Here is a brief description of those incidents:

-Violation of protection order in which the suspect previously assaulted the victim and
continued to harass victim

-Possession with intent to distribute controlled substance on school property
-Stole multiple vehicles and brought a loaded handgun to school

-Repeatedly harassed and assaulted an autistic student, then threatened to bring a gun
to school and shoot anyone who witnessed and reported the incident

-Attempted to start fight after making racists statements; when officer arrived, tried to
shove past officer to fight student, continued to fight officer even after in custody

-Sexually assaulted another student
-Felony assault on a combination of six students/staff members while destroying

property and making statements to kill LGBTQ students and students of color in the
school
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A review of these incidents indicates that LPD officers are booking or lodging juveniles
(only at the direction of juvenile probation) for very serious crimes committed at LPS
schools, such as sexual assaults, felony assaults resulting in serious bodily injury, or
repeated assault and harassment of victims that involved the credible threat of a mass
casualty event at a school.

We also examined whether threatening school violence was correlated with being cited
and lodged. A review of the data indicates that a threat of school violence did not
automatically result in lodging a juvenile, nor did it even frequently result in a citation. In
fact, in 2019-20, LPD officers investigated 35 threat assessment cases, and only 3
juveniles received citations/juvenile referrals (for disturbing the peace and false
reporting—no lodges).

Although LPD investigated numerous and diverse kinds of school threats, many of
these threats did not rise to the level of a criminal offense and/or did not warrant a
citation/juvenile referral. For example, officers might investigate a veiled threat on a
social media platform from a student who was angry at a friend/teacher/parents.
Although LPS and LPD will collaborate to investigate and assess this threat, LPD may
decide that educating the student about their behavior is the best course of action and
leave LPS to discipline the student rather than issue a citation/juvenile referral.

In summary, LPS has 42,297 students, and on average, LPD annually issues
approximately 468 juvenile referrals for incidents occurring at a LPS middle or high
school. Of these, only approximately 3-4 students are lodged at the YSC.

In other words, less than one percent of one percent of LPS students are cited and
lodged at the YSC each year.

Incidents that result in a citation/referral and lodge are criminal circumstances that have
seriously endangered the health and wellbeing of students and staff.
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Who Initiated CFS at LPS Middle and
High Schools

We analyzed who initiated CFS at LPS middle and high schools, and whether these
trends changed in 2019-20. We also examined who initiated CFS at LPS middle and
high schools that resulted in juvenile referral, and whether these trends changed in
2019-20.

Our analysis shows that there is a difference in who initiated CFS at LPS middle and
high schools.

From 2015-2018, here is the breakdown of who initiated CFS in LPS middle schools:
Teachers/staff (35%), parents (17%), administrators (17%), unknown (10%), students
(10%), other (7%), and law enforcement officers (5%).

In 2019-20, here is the breakdown of who initiated CFS in LPS middle schools:
Administrators (26%), teachers/staff (23%), unknown (23%), parents (15%), students
(11%), other (3%), and law enforcement officers (.3%).

Of note, administrators made up a larger percentage of those initiating CFS at LPS
middle schools in 2019-20 compared to the prior four year average, while parents,
teachers/staff, and law enforcement officers made up a smaller percentage of who
initiated CFS at LPS middle schools in 2019-20 compared to the prior four year
average.

From 2015-2018, here is the breakdown of who initiated CFS in LPS high schools:
Teachers/staff (29%), students (26%), administrators (14%), parents (10%), unknown
(9%), law enforcement officers (8%), and other (4%).

In 2019-20, here is the breakdown of who initiated CFS in LPS high schools: Students
(27%), administrators (21%), unknown (18%), teachers/staff (16%), parents (13%),
other (4%), and law enforcement officers (1%).

Of note, administrators made up a larger percentage of who initiated CFS at LPS middle
schools in 2019-20 compared to the prior four year average, while teachers/staff and
law enforcement made up a smaller percentage of who initiated CFS at LPS high
schools compared to the prior four year average.
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Who Initiated Calls For Service (CFS) at
LPS Middle and High Schools?

100.0% B Sstudents
Teachers/Staff
Administrators
75.0%
Parents
) Law Enforcement
50.0% l Other
Il Unknown
25.0%

0.0% ‘ hl ‘ | ‘ | ‘ l ‘ Ll ‘ ‘

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 4 Year Average 2019-20

When we examined who initiated a CFS that resulted in a juvenile referral, we found
that in both middle schools and high schools, the administrator was the person initiating
the CFS (46% of the time for both middle and high schools), followed by teachers/staff
(25%) and students (23%). This is in slight contrast to the prior four year average,
which shows that teachers/staff initiated the greatest percentage of CFS resulting in a
juvenile referral.

Notably, In 2019-20, SROs initiated only approximately 1% of CFS occurring at LPS
middle and high schools and 1% of CFS resulting in a juvenile referral. In general,
administrators initiated the greatest percentage of CFS, followed by teachers/staff and
students. Administrators were also responsible for initiating approximately half the CFS
that resulted in a juvenile referral. The data suggests that SROs are not proactively
initiating CFS, criminal investigations, or referrals, but collaborating with administrators
and only conducting CFS or referrals/lodges when collectively determined to be
absolutely necessary.
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Who Initiated Calls For Service (CFS) at
LPS Middle Schools that Resulted in a
Juvenile Referral?
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Who Initiated Calls For Service (CFS) at
LPS Middle and High Schools that
Resulted in a Juvenile Referral?
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Notification of Administrators by
Staff Members

We examined if an LPS staff member initiated a CFS at an LPS middle or high school,
was an administrator notified? In addition, if an LPS staff member initiated a CFS at an
LPS middle or high school that resulted in a juvenile referral, was an administrator
notified?

Due to a change in protocols, this information was not tracked prior to 2019-20. In
2019-20, when an LPS staff member initiated a CFS at an LPS middle school, our data
was able to verify that an administrator was notified by staff 94% of the time. When an
LPS staff member initiated a CFS at an LPS high school, our data was able to verify
that an administrator was notified 100% of the time.

We examined the cases in which an administrator was not notified, and we found that
these instances involved a staff member reporting a personal larceny or vandalism, as
well as instances where no reports were completed (such as a traffic complaint or a
juvenile complaint where officers were unable to locate anyone).

We specifically analyzed incidents initiated by a staff member that resulted in a juvenile
referral to examine whether an administrator was notified in these cases. In 2019-20,
we found that administrators were notified 100% of the time in both middle and high
schools.

Based on the data, when teachers/staff members are initiating CFS at LPS middle and

high schools (including those CFS that result in a juvenile referral), school
administrators are being notified the vast majority of the time.
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Types of Incidents Occurring in LPS Middle
and High Schools (Including Referrals)

We examined what types of CFS were occurring at LPS middle and high schools, as
well as what contributed to the increase in CFS at LPS middle schools in 2019-20
compared to the previous four-year average.

Five types of incidents made up 55% of the CFS at LPS middle schools in 2019-20:
School threats and threat assessment incidents, narcotics-related offenses,
disturbances, missing person incidents, and assaults and miscellaneous violent crime.

We believe the increase in school threats and threat assessment incidents is due to the
enhanced focus on this issue by LPD’s threat assessment coordinator who started in
late 2018. In fact, from 2015-2017, there were only 3 cases classified as school threats
or threat assessment, compared to 12 in 2018 and 17 in 2019-20. This is likely due to
the creation of a specific school threats incident code; prior to 2017, these incidents
were coded as disturbances or other types of incidents.

We examined the school threat assessment incidents, and we found that while LPD
investigated numerous and diverse kinds of school threats, many of these threats did
not rise to the level of a criminal offense and/or did not warrant a juvenile referral. For
example, officers might investigate a veiled threat on a social media platform from a
student who was angry at a friend/teacher/parents. Although LPS and LPD wiill
collaborate to investigate and assess this threat, LPD may decide that educating the
student about their behavior is the best course of action and leave LPS to discipline the
student rather than issue a juvenile referral. Overall, LPD issued only 3 referrals
(disturbing the peace and false reporting) for incidents involving a threat assessment.

Consistent with the prior four-year average, the following CFS types in 2019-20 were
among the most prevalent in LPS middle and high schools: Assaults and miscellaneous
violent crimes, larcenies, disturbances, missing person incidents, and narcotics-related
offenses. As noted, administrators, teachers/staff, parents, and students initiated 76%
of all CFS at LPS middle and high schools in 2019-20, while law enforcement generated
1% (other individuals and unknown individuals generated 23% of all CFS).

There are five types of CFS that compose the maijority of incidents that resulted in a
juvenile referral: assaults, narcotics, disturbing the peace (i.e., two students fighting in
the hallway), larceny, and vandalism. These five types make up 81% of the incidents
resulting in a juvenile referral. We also looked at who initiated these five types of CFS.
Consistent with previous findings, administrators initiated the largest percentage of
these types of incidents, followed by teachers/staff and students. The one exception
was larcenies—students initiated 64% of these types of CFS.

In summary, serious incidents compose the majority of CFS at LPS middle and high
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schools, such as assaults, larcenies, missing persons, and narcotics. Furthermore,
assaults, narcotics, disturbing the peace, larcenies, and vandalisms make up 82% of
the incidents that result in a juvenile referral. School administrators initiated the largest
percentage of these five types of incidents, followed by teachers/staff and students.
SROs initiated only approximately 1% of the five main types of incidents resulting in a

juvenile referral.

Type of Incidents in LPS Middle Schools

Type of Incidents in LPS Middle Schools
4 Year
2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | Average | 2019-20
Traffic collisions 2 a 4 2 2 4
fAssaults, robberies, miscellaneous vialent crime 47 74 57 70 52 48
Burglaries, vandalisms, miscellaneous property crime 20 23 13 17 18 2
Weapons incidents 5 3 4 1 3 5
Child neglectfabuse 7 16 18 10 13 4
Disturbances 51 52 45 59 52 45
School threats & threat assessment cases Q a 3 12 4 17
Alcohol-related offenses 3 4 0 5 3 8]
Larcenies 30 29 21 25 25 26
Trespassing incidents 4 B 3 10 & 4
Missing person incidents 26 42 L4 41 38 37
MNarcotics-related offenses 16 18 19 26 20 20
Sexual aszault and miscellaneous sex offenses 7 g el 10 o 15
Mental health investigations =] 7 10 15 10 12
Traffic and parking complaints 3 5 1 3 3 T
Lost/found property =) 11 B 11 10 2
Other a4 61 56 a4 51 53
Total 281 361 315 361 330 306

Type of Incidents in LPS High Schools

Type of Incidents in LPS High Schools
4 Year
2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | Average | 2019-20
Traffic collisions 39 41 35 47 41 29
Assaults, robberies, miscellaneous violent crime 191 185 203 205 199 112
Burglaries, vandalisms, miscellaneous property crime 61 41 &1 55 55 37
Weapons incidents 11 =] el =] o 2
Child neglectfabuse 7 =] 12 12 10 4
Disturbances 113 75 120 B0 o7 61
School threats & threat assessment cases a a =] 29 =] 20
Alcohol-related offenses 11 12 El 13 11 14
Larcenies 145 164 131 130 143 73
Trespassing incidents 16 30 13 20 20 11
Missing person incidents 52 B3 B6 125 B7 75
Marcotics-related offenses B6 83 B1 145 99 58
Sexual assault and miscellaneous sex offenses 10 14 19 21 16 19
Mental health investigations 34 a8 &8 71 55 39
Traffic and parking complaints 15 14 12 4 11 5
Lost/found property 32 26 38 a7 38 22
Other 39 144 140 140 131 70
Total 923 985 1043 1153 1026 651
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Type of Incidents in LPS Middle and
High Schools

Type of Incidents in LPS Middle and High Schools

4 Year
2015-16 | 2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | Average | 2019-20
Traffic collisions 41 41 39 49 43 33
Assaults, robberies, miscellaneous violent crime 238 269 260 275 261 160
Burglaries, vandalismis, miscellaneous property crime 81 54 74 72 73 49
Weapons incidents 15 2 13 10 12 T
Child neglectfabuse 14 25 30 22 23 B
Disturbances 164 127 165 139 145 105
School threats & threat assessment cases a a o 41 13 37
Alcohol-related offenses 14 15 k] 18 14 14
larcenies 176 153 152 155 165 99
Trespassing incidents 20 38 16 30 26 15
Missing person incidents 78 125 130 166 125 112
Marcotics-related offenses 102 101 100 171 115 78
Sexual assault and miscellaneous sex offenses 17 22 28 31 25 35
Mental health investigations a3 55 78 86 [=1=] 51
Traffic and parking complaints 16 19 13 7 14 ]
Lost/found property a1 37 a5 58 265 24
Other 143 205 196 184 182 125
Total 1204 1346 1358 1514 1356 Q57
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Type of Incidents in LPS High Schools
Involving Juvenile Referrals
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Who Initiated Assault CFS at LPS Schools
that Resulted in a Juvenile Referral?
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Who Initiated Disturbing the Peace CFS at
LPS Schools that Resulted in a Referral?
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Who Initiated Vandalism CFS at LPS
Schools that Resulted in a Referral?
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Disparity Indices for CFS

We examined all incidents occurring at LPS middle and high schools and evaluated
whether the racial disparity index for victims and suspects/persons responsible listed in
LPD reports changed in 2019-20 compared to the prior four year average.

The disparity index is a measure of the over- or underrepresentation in a particular
category, such as being a victim or suspect. A disparity ratio of 1.0 indicates no
disparity. A ratio of above 1 indicates overrepresentation in a particular category. A
ratio below 1 indicates underrepresentation in a particular category.

It is important to note that the disparity index can be subject to large changes due to
small population sizes. For example, if a population is very small in LPS and a handful
of students received a referral for a single incident, then the disparity index for this
group may change dramatically simply because of the small sample size. Hence, itis
best to look at the disparity index over time using averages of multiple years.

In general, the racial disparity index for all victims in 2019-20 closely approximated the
four-year average. Among victims in LPS middle and high schools in 2019-20,
American American or Alaska Native and Black/African American students are
overrepresented (2.4 and 2.6, respectively), while Asian and Hispanic/Latino students
are underrepresented (.4 and .6, respectively). Students who are English Language
Learners are underrepresented as victims (.7), while students who receive free or
reduced lunch are overrepresented (1.3).

The racial disparity index for all suspects/persons responsible in 2019-20 also
approximated the four-year average for nearly every group of students, with the
exception of American Indian or Alaska Native students, whose disparity index
decreased from 3.2 to 1.4.

Among suspects/persons responsible in LPS middle and high schools in 2019-20,
American Indian or Alaska Native and Black/African American students are
overrepresented (1.4 and 4.3, respectively), while Asian students are underrepresented
(.5). Students who are English Language Learners are underrepresented as
suspects/persons responsible (.8), while students who receive free or reduced lunch are
overrepresented (1.5).

In general, as in prior years, Black/African American and American Indian or Alaska
Native students were overrepresented among both victims and suspects/persons
responsible in 2019-20, as were free-and-reduced lunch students. In general, the victim
disparity ratios did not vary substantially among demographic groups in 2019-20
compared to the prior four-year average.
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Victim Disparity Index (Middle Schools)
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