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1	 In data collected by the U.S. Department of Education for the 
2017–18 school year (the most recent available), 53% of high 
schools reported a full-time SRO on campus and another 21% 
reported an SRO on campus at least once a week (Wang, 
Kemp & Burr, 2022). There is some evidence this data underes-
timates SRO presence (Curran & Boza, 2023).

2	 Riser-Kositsky, Sawchuk, & Peele (2021, June 4).
3	 There were no SROs in CPS elementary or K-8 schools at the time.

4	 Local School Councils are the elected governing bodies in 
Chicago that make decisions about principal hiring and other 
school-level policies.

5	 Fisher & Hennessy (2016); Gottfredson et al. (2020); Owens 
(2017); Sorensen, Avila-Acosta, Engberg, & Bushway (2023); 
Weisburst (2019); Zhang (2019).

6	 Chrusciel, Wolfe, Hansen, Rojek, & Kaminski (2015); Kurtz (2020, 
June 26); Wolfe, Chrusciel, Rojek, Hansen, & Kaminski (2017).

Introduction
Schools across the United States have long grappled with the role 
and impact of school-based police officers, often referred to as school 
resource officers (SROs).1  Proponents for school-based policing believe 
that SROs contribute to school safety by preventing or addressing crime 
and violence in schools. Opponents of SROs in schools argue that the 
presence of SROs criminalizes students and increases the likelihood of 
school-based arrest, particularly for students of color. Policies around 
SROs vary in districts across the country.

These debates became more urgent in the wake of the 

murder of George Floyd in 2020, leading school com-

munities across the country to interrogate the presence 

of SROs in schools and remove SROs in some places.2  

In Chicago, the Board of Education asked the district 

to develop a plan to phase-out the SRO program, which 

assigned two SROs to most CPS high schools.3  As part 

of this effort, Chicago Public Schools (CPS) partnered 

with a group of community-based organizations (CBOs) 

to develop the Whole School Safety (WSS) Framework 

which defines school safety holistically with three  

pillars of 1) physical safety, 2) emotional safety, and 

3) relational trust. Schools then established Whole 

School Safety committees comprised of members of 

the school community to reflect on the proactive and 

reactive measures used in the school to support stu-

dents’ physical safety, emotional safety, and relational

trust and develop WSS Plans. Additionally, the Board 

gave decision-making power to Local School Councils 

(LSCs)4  about whether SROs remained on high school

campuses and the first LSC votes were held in summer 

2020. Starting in the 2021–22 school year, schools that 

removed SROs were offered compensatory funding to 

reinvest in other safety-related activities in the school.

These choices were made against a backdrop of 

existing research that provides mixed evidence regard-

ing the impact of police presence in schools. Studies 

broadly find SROs increase reported behavioral infrac-

tions and suspensions, particularly for students of color, 

or have no impact on these outcomes.5  Researchers 

note that it is impossible to determine whether these 

changes arise from differences in underlying student 

behavior or differences in detection and/or reporting of 

that behavior. Most studies do not examine how SROs6 

affect perceptions of school safety by students and 

teachers, although a few find educators believe safety  

is improved or unchanged with SROs,  with either 

no impact or a worsening of perceived safety among 

students.7   In studies that interview students directly 

(typically in focus groups), students express a range of 
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7	 Curran, Viano, Kupchik, & Fisher (2021); Javdani (2019); Theriot 
(2016); Theriot & Orme (2016).

8	 E.g., Cobbina, Galasso, Cunningham, Melde, & Heinze (2020); 
Layton & Gerstenblatt (2022).

9	 Difference-in-difference analysis is often used to estimate a 
causal effect. We do not feel that the assumptions required for 
a causal interpretation are met in this analysis, so we cannot 
attribute any observed changes solely to the removal or reten-
tion of SROs in CPS high schools. One of our chief concerns is 
the possible differential impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on 
schools that made different decisions about SROs. However, 
the difference-in-difference and covariate adjustments still 

provide important information about school climate and  
discipline outcomes prior to and after the removal of SROs. 
This is discussed further in Appendix C.

10	 The CPS Student Code of Conduct categorizes behaviors into 
six levels. For this study, high-level discipline infractions are  
the three most severe categories: 1) “very seriously disrupt,”  
2) “most seriously disrupt,” and 3) “are illegal and most seri-
ously disrupt.” These include most violent incidents, serious
threats of violence, and all alcohol, drug, and weapons-related
infractions. https://www.cps.edu/about/policies/student-code-
of-conduct-policy/

perspectives from feeling distrustful and criminalized 

by SROs, to ambivalence about SRO presence, to feeling 

protected and supported by SROs.8  

This brief describes the initial findings from a study 

of the changes in SRO presence in CPS. The central 

questions that we explored are:  

1. What were the characteristics of schools that 

retained, partially removed, or fully removed SROs?

• What were the characteristics of students in 

schools that made different decisions about SROs?

2. When CPS high schools removed one or both SROs, 

how did school climate (student and teacher per-

ceptions of physical safety, student perceptions of 

relationships with teachers) and discipline outcomes 

(infractions, high-level infractions, suspensions, and

police notifications) change? 

We investigated the first question descriptively using 

CPS administrative data on district-run high schools 

and the ninth- through twelfth-grade students enrolled 

in them from 2014–15 through 2022–23. Schools were 

placed into four categories based on their SRO status 

in 2022–23—1) Retained both (2 SROs), 2) Partially 

Removed (1 SRO), 3) Fully Removed (0 SROs), and  

4) None at Baseline (0 SROs)—and we compared 

student characteristics (race/ethnicity, gender, free and 

reduced-price lunch eligibility, English Learner status, 

and special education status) and school characteristics

(populations served, school size, and suspension rates) 

within each group. We found variation in most of these 

characteristics among the different categories of SRO 

presence. In particular, we found notable differences 

by race/ethnicity in terms of the student populations 

experiencing different levels of SRO presence in their 

schools. 

For the second question, we employed a difference-

in-difference approach, comparing school climate and 

discipline outcomes from school year 2018–19 (prior 

to the Board of Education resolution) to 2022–23 (the 

most current year available) using CPS administrative 

and survey data. This method accounts for changes in 

the school climate and discipline outcomes over the 

study period, and provides an estimate of the differ-

ence in the change of an outcome among the different 

SRO status categories.9  We examined outcomes at the 

school-level (e.g., annual counts of discipline infrac-

tions, high-level discipline infractions, suspensions, 

police notifications, and school-level scores of Student 

Physical Safety, Teacher Physical Safety, and Student-

Teacher Trust) and at the individual student-level  

(e.g., odds of having a reported infraction, high-level 

infraction, suspension, police notification, and student-

level scores of Student Physical Safety and Student-

Teacher Trust). 

Overall, we found that when SROs were removed 

from CPS high schools, there were statistically sig-

nificant reductions in reported high-level behavioral 

infractions 10  within schools and in the chances that 

a student has a high-level behavioral infraction. For 

police notifications, though the school-level result was 

not statistically significant, the reduction in notifica-

tions may be substantive in a practical sense. We did not 

detect statistically significant changes on infractions 

overall or suspensions. We also examined measures 

from the 5Essentials survey most closely aligned to 

the WSS Framework. Student and teacher perceptions 

of physical safety—which we will refer to as  “Student 

Physical Safety” and “Teacher Physical Safety” for the 

remainder of this brief—and Student-Teacher Trust, 

a component of relational trust, did not significantly 

https://www.cps.edu/about/policies/student-code-of-conduct-policy/
https://www.cps.edu/about/policies/student-code-of-conduct-policy/
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11	 The School Safety (referred to as “Student Physical Safety”) 
and Student-Teacher Trust student measures are validated 
measures from the 5Essentials Survey (Hart, Young, Chen, 
Zou, & Allensworth, 2020). The Teacher Safety (referred to 
as “Teacher Physical Safety”) measure is administered at the 
same time, annually, as a supplement to the 5Essentials Survey, 

though it is not directly aligned to the 5Essentials framework. 
The School Safety and Teacher Safety measures focus on  
aspects of physical safety, so we refer to these as “Student 
Physical Safety” and “Teacher Physical Safety” in this brief in 
order to differentiate them from the other pillars of school 
safety as defined by the WSS Framework.

change at either the school or student levels.11  

Table 1 contains the summary of findings for each 

of the outcomes examined in this brief, along with the 

items on each of the survey measures.

We chose the 5Essentials Survey and other annual  

survey outcomes that are most closely related to the  

pillars of the WSS Framework. The Student and Teacher  

Physical Safety measures capture elements of the 

physical safety pillar of the WSS Framework. The 

Student-Teacher Trust measure reflects a portion of the 

relational trust pillar, but we acknowledge that neither 

was designed to be aligned with the other and the SRO 

program was not intended to address relationships 

between students and teachers. However, we feel it is 

a relevant outcome to examine as the WSS Framework 

calls for increased attention to school climate and,  

TABLE 1

Summary of high school outcome analyses 

Outcome After the removal of SROs, 
was there a change in…

…at the 
school-level?

…at the 
student-level?

Discipline Discipline infractions Not significantly Not significantly

High-level discipline infractions Yes, a reduction Yes, a reduction 

Suspensions (in-school and out-of-school) Not significantly Not significantly

Police notifications A potentially 
meaningful reduction, 
but not statistically 
significant

Not significantly

School Climate Student Physical Safety

How safe do you feel? 
- In the hallways of the school.
- In the bathrooms of the school.
- Outside around the school.
- Traveling between home and school.
- In your classes.

Not significantly Not significantly

Teacher Physical Safety

To what extent is each of the following a problem 
at your school: 

- Physical conflicts among students
- Robbery or theft
- Gang activity
- Disorder in classrooms
- Disorder in hallways
- Student disrespect of teachers
- Threats of violence towards teachers

Not significantly N/A

Student-Teacher Trust

How much do you disagree or agree with the 
following statements? 

- I feel safe with my teachers at this school.
- I feel comfortable with my teachers at this school.
- My teachers always keep their promises.
- My teachers always listen to students’ ideas.
- My teachers treat me with respect.

Not significantly Not significantly

Note: We flag results that were statistically significant at the alpha = 0.10 level.
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specifically, relational trust among members of the 

school community. While we may not expect to see  

dramatic changes in distal school climate outcomes  

immediately after SRO removal, this work provides an 

initial look and a structure for examining such out-

comes in the future. Details on the survey measures 

and all other variables, including the outcomes, are 

provided in Appendix A.
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Districtwide data and trends

12	 No CPS elementary or K-8 schools had SROs in any year dis-
cussed. Charter, Options (alternative), virtual, and special edu-
cation school schools are not included as they were not subject 
to the same policies related to SROs. One charter school did 
have SROs on campus during the study period, but is not 
included in any analysis as data on charter schools' discipline 
outcomes are not collected by the district.

13	 The ARK of St. Sabina, Broader Urban Involvement & Leader-
ship Development (BUILD), Community Organizing and Family 
Issues (COFI), Mikva Challenge, and Voices of Youth in Chicago 
Education (VOYCE).

14	 UIC Institute for Policy and Civic Engagement (2022).

At the time of the 2020 Board resolution that estab-

lished LSCs as the decision makers on the presence of 

SROs in high schools, there were 84 district-run high 

school campuses in CPS; 13 of them had removed SROs 

prior to 2020 while the rest had the “status quo” of two 

SROs stationed at their campuses.12  Starting in the 

2020–21 school year, the number of SROs across the 

district began to decline as LSC votes fully removed 

SROs at their schools, partially removed SROs, or  

retained both. Figure 1 shows the changes in SRO 

counts across CPS high school campuses. In the most 

recent school year, 2023–24, 39 campuses had at least 

one SRO (17 retained both and 22 partially removed 

SROs) and 44 campuses had no SROs (inclusive of the 

13 that had none at baseline).

In order to retain SROs or receive funding to  

reinvest in alternate safety-oriented activities if SROs 

were removed, high schools were required to assemble 

a WSS Committee and participate in WSS planning, 

a process that was co-designed with five community-

based organizations13  that had advocated for police 

removal and who had worked with CPS to develop the 

WSS Framework.14  Almost all schools that used SRO 

reinvestment funds spent them on staffing in one of  

FIGURE 1

The number of CPS high school campuses with SROs began declining in the 2020–21 school year

Note: For 2020–21, LSCs voted on whether to retain or remove the SRO program in total. The option of partial removal was first available for 2021–22. This figure shows 
the number of district-run high school campuses (or sites) with two, one, or zero SROs during each school year from 2019–20 through 2023–24. There were two 
campuses with co-located high schools (one with two high schools and one with four high schools). Co-located schools shared their SROs and jointly made the decision 
about whether to retain SROs. In addition, one high school had two separate campuses, each with two SROs. Other analyses in this brief are conducted at the 
school-level, so total counts of units or clusters may di�er for this reason. 

2019–20 2020–21 2021–22 2022–23 2023–24

2 SROs 1 SROcampuses

campusesNo SROs

71

54

20
18 17

22 22

43 44

21

42

13

30

school closure
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15	 A forthcoming research brief will provide details on the  
different ways schools spent reinvestment funds. 

two categories: additional security personnel or social-

emotional supports (e.g., social workers, intervention-

ists, restorative justice coordinators).15  

At the time of the Board resolution in 2020, CPS had 

experienced a years-long downward trend in reported 

disciplinary infractions, the use of exclusionary  

discipline (such as in-school and out-of-school suspen-

sion), and police notifications related to behavioral 

infractions. Figure 2 shows the percentage of CPS  

high school students in each school year since 2014–15 

with different disciplinary outcomes (solid lines). The 

proportion of students with discipline infractions, high-

level infractions, suspensions, and police notifications 

declined each year through 2018–19. Data for 2019–20 

and 2020–21 are not included due to pandemic-related 

disruptions to instruction and data collection. Between 

2021–22 and 2022–23, there was an increase in each  

of these outcomes. Schools that fully removed SROs,  

either prior to or after the Board resolution, consistently  

had lower rates of discipline infractions, suspensions, 

and police notifications than schools that partially 

removed or retained both SROs.

While discipline outcomes trended down across 

the district, Student Physical Safety, Teacher Physical 

Safety, and Student-Teacher Trust all remained some-

what flat through 2018–19, with a peak in 2020–21 

(except for Student Physical Safety which was not  

measured in that year) and then trended downward 

through 2022–23 (Figure 3).

Suspension Police Notification

FIGURE 2

Recorded discipline infractions, suspensions, and police notifications declined in CPS high schools from 
2014–15 through 2018–19

Note: Suspension includes both in-school and out-of-school suspension. Data for 2019–20 and 2020–21 are not reported due to disruptions in instruction and data 
collection related to the COVID-19 pandemic. See Table A.5 in Appendix A for the number of students included in each group and year. Figure A.2 in Appendix A 
provides graphs of the school-level trends over time for discipline outcomes. 
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Student-Techer Trust

FIGURE 3

Student and Teacher Physical Safety and Student-Teacher Trust were flat through 2018–19 in CPS 
high schools, but trended downward starting in 2020–21

Note: The scores of di�erent measures are on di�erent scales and are not comparable to each other. Data for 2019–20 are not reported due to disruptions in instruction 
and data collection related to the COVID-19 pandemic. Only one Student Physical Safety item was administered in 2020–21 and measure scores were not calculated. 
See Table A.2 in Appendix A for the number of schools included in each group and year. Figure A.1 in Appendix A also provides graphs of the student-level trends in 
survey scores over time.
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Findings

Research Question 1

What were the characteristics of schools that retained, partially removed, 
or fully removed SROs? 

• What were the characteristics of students in schools that made different
decisions about SROs?

To understand the implications of the LSCs’ choices  

for CPS students, we examined the demographics and 

characteristics of students who experienced different 

levels of SRO presence and removal.

Black students were most likely to be in schools 

that retained one or both SROs.

During the 2018–19 and 2019–20 school years, approxi-

mately 90% of CPS high school students had two SROs 

stationed inside their school. By 2022–23, that number 

declined to 21%, with an additional 17% having one  

SRO, and 62% of students in high schools with no  

SROs (see Figure B.1 in Appendix B).16  Although the 

proportion of students with an SRO declined substan-

tially for all race/ethnicity groups, large racialized  

differences emerged during implementation of the 

policy, as shown in Figure 4. In 2022–23, 63% of Black 

high school students had at least one SRO in their 

school, compared with 29% each for Latinx and White 

students, 22% for Asian/Pacific Islander students and 

27% of students in additional race/ethnicity groups.

Students who were eligible for free or reduced-

price lunch, students who were not English 

Learners, and students in special education  

were more likely to be in schools that retained 

one or both SROs than their peers.

We use free or reduced-price lunch eligibility as a 

proxy to identify students with socioeconomic disad-

vantage. A larger percentage of high school students 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (41%) attended a 

school that retained one or both SROs, compared with 

ineligible students (30%) in 2022–23 (top panel of 

Figure 5 on p.10).

Comparing high school students who were ever 

classified as an English Learner to those who never had 

that classification (middle panel of Figure 5 on p.10), a 

higher percentage of the “never English Learner” group 

attended a high school with at least one SRO (43% vs. 

29%, respectively) in 2022–23.17  Forty-two percent of 

students identified for Special Education services were 

in a school with an SRO presence in 2022–23, while  

38% of students who did not receive Special Education 

services were (bottom panel of Figure 5 on p.10). 

There was no difference in SRO presence by student 

gender (results not shown). 

16	 There are differences between these percentages and the 
percent of schools with SROs because schools varied in enroll-
ment, and small schools were less likely to remove SROs than 
large schools.

17	 The “never English Learner” group was differentially comprised 
of Black students. Forty-five percent of the never English Learner 
group was Black, compared with 3% of current English Learners 
and 2% formerly classified as English Learners.
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FIGURE 4

In 2022–23, most Black students had an SRO (1-2 SROs) in their high schools, while most Latinx, White, 
Asian/Pacific Islander/Hawaiian, and students in other race/ethnicity groups had no SRO presence 
in their school

Note: The additional race/ethnicity categories include Native American/Alaskan Native, Multiracial, and no reported race/ethnicity. These groups were combined 
due to small sample sizes rather than excluding these students from this reporting. Percentages within each category may not sum to 100% due to rounding.
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Schools that retained one or both SROs tended 

to serve predominantly Black students.

To understand how high schools across CPS differed,  

we next examined what characteristics of schools were 

associated with choosing full or partial removal of SROs. 

The racialized patterns at the student level reflect 

differences in the characteristics of high schools that 

removed SROs. Among the 17 high schools that retained 

both SROs through 2022–23, 11 served predominantly 

(80% or more) Black students and four served a student 

population 80% or more composed of both Black and 

Latinx students (Figure 6 on p.10). All schools serving 

predominantly Latinx students opted to remove at least 

one SRO.
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FIGURE 5

Students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch, English Learner status, and special education status were 
associated with SRO presence in their high schools

Note: Percentages within each category may not sum to 100% due to rounding.
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High schools that served predominantly Black students were the most likely to have retained both SROs 
through 2022–23
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High schools with more reported behavioral 

infractions and with higher suspension rates were 

more likely to have retained one or both SROs.

Measures of school discipline in 2022–23—the percent 

of students with a behavioral infraction, the percent of 

students with a high-level behavioral infraction, and 

the percent of students with a suspension—were related 

to having an SRO presence. The top panel of Figure 7 

shows the distribution of school choices when schools 

were split into three groups, based on the percent of 

students receiving a suspension during the school  

year. Specifically, of the 29 high schools with the  

lowest suspension rates in 2022–23, eight had an SRO  

presence (1-2 SROs). For the 29 high schools with the 

highest suspension rates, 22 had an SRO presence. 

There were similar patterns when we categorized schools  

by reported behavioral infractions and reported high-

level behavioral infractions: the higher the infraction 

rate, the more likely that the school had retained both 

SROs (Figure B.2 in Appendix B).

Smaller schools and those serving economically 

disadvantaged students were more likely to 

have retained at least one SRO.

School enrollment and the proportion of economically 

disadvantaged students were also related to SRO  

presence (Figure 7). In 2022–23, 19 of the 29 high 

schools with the highest student enrollment had no SRO 

presence. In contrast, only seven of the smallest 29 high 

schools had no SRO presence while the other 22 had at 

least one SRO on campus (middle panel of Figure 7). 

Schools that served the lowest proportions of students  

with economic disadvantage (i.e., had the fewest students  

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch) were the most 

likely to have removed SROs prior to the 2020 Board 

resolution; 10 of the 13 schools that had no SROs at base-

line were in this group (bottom panel of Figure 7).

Among the 29 high schools serving less than 84% 

students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, 22 

had no SROs. Of the 29 high schools serving the highest 

proportion of free or reduced-price lunch eligible 

students (92% or higher), only nine had no SROs.
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FIGURE 7

High schools that retained SROs had higher suspension rates, were smaller, and served fewer 
socioeconomically disadvantaged students

Note: Categories for each school characteristic were created by dividing schools into three equal-sized groups, based on the school-level percent of students with a 
suspension, enrollment, and percent of students eligible for free/reduced-price lunch. Analysis of schools by the percent of students with an infraction and by the 
percent of students with a high-level infraction was qualitatively, similar to the analysis shown for suspension (see Appendix B).
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When CPS high schools removed one or both SROs, how did school climate 
and discipline outcomes change? 

   

Research Question 2

Methods
To quantify how student- and school-level discipline 

and climate outcomes changed with the removal of 

SROs, we employed a difference-in-difference analysis.  

We chose this approach because the decisions to remove 

or retain SROs were not random: many school-level 

characteristics, policies, and contexts could have  

influenced both the SRO decision and the outcomes  

of interest. As shown in Figure 2 on p.6, schools that 

fully removed SROs by 2022–23 tended to have fewer  

discipline infractions and police notifications, even 

going back as far as 2014–15 when SROs were present 

in those schools. There were pre-existing differences 

in outcomes among schools who retained, partially 

removed, or fully removed SROs from their schools. 

The difference-in-difference approach allows us to 

separate changes arising from SRO removal from other 

explanatory factors including, importantly, trends over 

time. To do this, we compared outcomes in 2018–19 

between schools that later partially removed or fully 

removed SROs and schools that retained both (called the 

first difference).18  Then, we compared outcomes after the 

policy change (in 2022–23) for the same groups (called the 

second difference). In these comparisons, we controlled 

for observed student and school characteristics, so that we 

were comparing schools and students that were as similar 

as possible—and not comparing outcomes of schools with 

very different contexts. If the first and second differences 

were different, then that is evidence consistent with the 

notion that SRO removal explains changes in outcomes.19  

Another limitation to keep in mind with these results is 

that schools are relatively early in their implementation of 

SRO removal. Because an important element of the WSS 

Framework is shifting school climate, which may include 

but extends far beyond the act of removing SROs, it may 

take multiple consecutive years of implementation of 

alternate strategies to see significant effects.

SRO removal was not significantly related to 

the changes in discipline infractions.

While discipline infractions increased districtwide 

in 2022–23 compared to 2018–19, our analyses did  

not detect a relationship between these changes at  

the student (Table C.1 in Appendix C) nor school  

(Table C.2) levels and the removal of SROs.

SRO removal was significantly related to the 

changes in high-level discipline infractions. 

In schools that fully removed SROs, students’ probabilities 

of having a high-level behavioral infraction increased less 

than for students in schools that retained SROs.

High-level infractions were higher districtwide in 

2022–23 compared to 2018–19 (see Figure 2 on p.6), 

but the trend was significantly different for students in 

schools that had fully removed SROs compared to those 

that retained both. This is illustrated in Figure 8. The 

dark green line (retained both SROs) shows that the 

chances of a high-level infraction were higher in 2022–23 

than in 2018–19 for students in schools that retained both 

SROs. The dotted lines represent what we would have 

expected for students in schools that partially and fully 

removed SROs, if there was no effect of SRO removal.  

However, we see that the actual rate in 2022–23 for 

students in schools that fully removed SROs is lower than 

that expectation by 2.2 percentage points. This is the 

difference-in-difference estimate, and it is statistically  

significant. The 1.3 percentage point difference for 

students in schools that partially removed SROs was not 

statistically significant. Further, while the chance of a 

high-level infraction, on average, increased over the time 

18	 We excluded high schools that did not have SROs prior to the  
baseline year of 2018–19 from the difference-in-difference analysis.

19	 This approach can have a causal interpretation (i.e., the estimates 
capture the impact of SRO removal) if a set of important 
assumptions are met; we provide a discussion and more detail 

in Appendix C. We do not think all assumptions are met to say 
that SRO removal was the sole reason for observed differences, 
but reporting these differences, which have been adjusted for 
many observed school and student-level characteristics, does 
provide a “like-with-like” interpretation of results.
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period for students in schools that retained one or both 

SROs (those solid lines have positive slopes), it remained  

steady for students in schools that fully removed SROs 

(purple line is nearly flat). 

At the school level, the typical number of high-level  

disciplinary infractions in schools that retained both  

SROs was 118 in 2018–19 and 173 in 2022–23, an increase  

of 55 high-level infractions (Figure 9). In schools that 

fully removed SROs (purple lines), the typical increase 

over time was just 13 (from 116 in 2018–19 to 129 in 

2022–23) which is 42 high-level infractions lower than 

the expectation if there was no effect of SRO removal and is 

statistically significant. For schools that partially removed 

SROs (light green lines), the difference-in-difference  
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approach suggests that there were approximately 14 fewer 

high-level behavioral infractions than predicted.

SRO removal was not significantly related to  

the changes in suspensions.

We examined suspensions, inclusive of in-school and 

out-of-school, at both the school and student levels. 

The trends for the partial and full removal categories 

were not significantly different than for schools that 

retained both SROs (Tables C5 and C6).

SRO removal was not significantly related to  

the changes in police notifications.

High schools that fully removed SROs had a steeper drop 

in the number of police notifications in 2022–23 than  

did schools that retained both SROs. This difference-in- 

difference was not statistically significant, but it was  

substantively large. Statistical significance depends on 

having a large enough sample to be certain the results did 

not occur by random chance. In the case of the school  

analyses, there were small numbers of schools in each of 

the SRO categories, making it difficult to find differences 

to be statistically significant, even if they were large. 

Because we base our analyses on the population of schools 

in the district, we can say with certainty that these were 

the differences observed in police notifications by SRO 

groups, we just cannot be certain they did not occur by 

random chance. Figure 10 shows the differences in the 

predictions of the number of police notifications for the 

different SRO presence categories. 

SRO removal was not significantly related to 

changes in student perceptions of physical safety.

From 2018–19 to 2022–23, there was a districtwide 

decrease in student perception of physical safety across 

high schools (see Figure 3) and this trend held in the 

different SRO presence categories of schools and for 

their students (see Tables C.9 and C.10 in Appendix C). 

SRO removal was not significantly related to 

changes in teacher perceptions of physical safety.

From 2018–19 to 2022–23, there was a slight decrease 

in teacher perception of physical safety districtwide 

(see Figure 3 on p.7). We did not detect a significant 

difference-in-difference for schools that partially or 

fully removed SROs as compared to schools that 

retained both (see Table C.11 in Appendix C). 

SRO removal was not significantly related to 

changes in Student-Teacher Trust.

We did not detect significant differences in the Student-

Teacher Trust trends with partial or full removal of 

SROs at the student or school levels (see Tables C.12 

and C.13 in Appendix C).
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Interpretive summary
In Chicago, the relevance of this analysis for policy is clear: the Chicago 
Board of Education voted to remove SROs from all CPS schools starting 
in 2024–25. The analysis we conducted can inform this conversation, 
but we also recognize that questions about the presence of police in 
schools are complex and reflect differences in lived experiences and 
perspectives across policymakers, practitioners, young people, families, 
and communities. 

In this study, we found:

The individual decisions of LSCs collectively 

led to differences in the presence of SROs by 

student race. 

When individual LSCs determined whether to retain 

SROs, their collective individual decisions had district-

wide equity implications. Although students in all 

groups we examined were much less likely to have an 

SRO in their school in 2022–23 compared to 2018–19, 

differences by student population emerged alongside 

the shift away from SROs. In particular, Black students 

became more than twice as likely as other students to 

have an SRO in their school. 

Schools removed SROs without detrimental 

changes in student disciplinary outcomes or 

perceptions of school climate. 

There were few significant changes associated with SRO 

removal, and the changes that occurred tended to be 

improvements. One outcome—the number of high-level 

infractions—showed a statistically significant decline 

when SROs were fully removed. And the numbers of 

police notifications were cut approximately in half, on 

average, in schools which fully removed SROs, although 

the difference was not statistically significant. Data on 

discipline infractions and police notifications can be 

unreliable as an indicator of safety in a school because it 

relies on whether incidents are reported or not. For that 

reason, student and teacher reports can provide  

information on whether there has been a change in 

safety. The absence of evidence to suggest that removing 

police from schools led to changes in how safe students 

and teachers felt is important information, although  

individual experiences and perspectives on this point 

may vary and more years of data may be needed to  

establish this as a trend.   

The methods and analyses used provide a compelling 

“like-with-like” interpretation of results because 

we accounted for differences in observed school and 

student-level characteristics. But this analysis alone 

does not establish causation; changes, or lack of 

changes, in discipline and school climate outcomes 

could arise from factors other than SRO removal. Nor 

does this analysis examine the underlying mechanisms 

that led to our findings.

For example, the removal of SROs in some schools 

was accompanied by compensatory funding for other 

safety-related supports like school-based security 

personnel, social workers, interventionists, and 

restorative justice coordinators. The availability of those 

additional adults may have helped improve students’ 

and teachers’ experiences and school culture overall. 

Our findings are likely best interpreted as due to the 

combination of SRO removal with alternate spending. As 

CPS continues to implement SRO removal and expand 

the WSS Framework districtwide, there is need for 
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continued attention to how these policies shift student 

experiences overall, and for different groups of students. 

We will provide additional insights in ongoing 

research—including whether SRO removal changed 

outcomes for particular groups of students, how schools 

chose to reinvest the funds made available by SRO 

removal, and how districtwide practices and outcomes 

continue to evolve over time and with the districtwide 

expansion of the WSS Framework.
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Appendix A
Sample and variables

Analytic samples
All analyses in this brief include district-run high 

schools in Chicago Public Schools (CPS) that were 

operational in a given school year. Charter schools 

are not included as they were not subject to the same 

policies related to school resource officers (SROs). 

Additionally, we excluded other schools that were not 

subject to the “status quo” of having two SROs prior to 

the 2020 Board of Education resolution that established 

the process for removal of SROs: Options (alternative), 

virtual, and special education schools. Student-level 

analyses include all students enrolled in grades 9-12 in 

the included schools in the given school year. The total 

number of high schools and 9-12 students per year is 

provided in Table A.1.

TABLE A.1

Number of operational district-run high schools and 
students in grades 9–12 enrolled by year

School year High schools 9-12 students

2014–15 91 80,725

2015–16 90 78,278

2016–17 89 76,036

2017–18 89 75,310

2018–19 87 74,030

2019–20 87 73,912

2020–21 87 73,976

2021–22 86 73,880

2022–23 86 74,017

For the difference-in-difference analyses of disci-

pline and climate outcomes, we further restricted the 

school-level sample to the 72 high schools meeting the 

above criteria that were open continuously from our 

baseline year of 2018–19 through 2022–23 and that had 

two SROs in the baseline year. Additionally, we exclud-

ed one high school that was missing 5Essentials Survey 

and other annual survey data in 2017–18, 2018–19, or 

2022–23. This yields a sample of 142 school by year 

observations: 71 in 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23

The student-level sample for the impact analysis 

included all students enrolled in grades 9-12 the 72 

district-run schools that were open continuously from 

2018–19 through 2022–23 and that had two SROs in 

the baseline year. Because we use school fixed-effects 

in the student-level difference-in-difference models, 

we did not have to exclude students in the school that 

was missing 5Essentials Survey data. We did, however, 

have to exclude 5,422 observations of students in four 

schools that had no variation in our outcomes, as the 

model is not estimable. Six more observations were 

dropped due to missing data (no race/ethnicity). This 

yielded a sample of 98,124 student-by-year observations: 

49,682 in 2018–19 and 48,442 in 2022–23. There are 

97,749 unique students in our sample (some students 

had observations in both years) across 68 schools.

For the survey outcomes, we had to further reduce our 

sample to students with scores. Students may not have 

responded to the survey or their scores may not have  

been estimable or dropped for other technical reasons 

(e.g., too few items, misfit). We kept students who had 

both a Student Physical Safety and Teacher-Student Trust 

score. This leads to a sample of 66,043 student-by-year  

observations: 37,025 in 2018–19 and 29,018 in 2022–23. 

There are 66,019 unique students in our sample (some 

students had observations in both years) across 68 schools.

Outcome variables
The 5Essentials Survey results and supplementary  

measure scores were estimated using Rasch family 

models. Note that different measure scales are not  

comparable. For example, we cannot make direct  

comparisons between the Student Physical Safety 

scores to the Teacher Physical Safety scores to claim 

that students felt less safe than teachers.

For the school-level analyses, we used the 5Essentials 

Survey school scores calibrated from the Rasch model. 

These scores were on the logit scale and were precision-

weighted using an individual-level weight of the inverse 
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of the standard error. For the student-level scores, we 

used the logit scale.

The Student Physical Safety measure is the School 

Safety measure from the 5Essentials Survey. We renamed 

it for the purpose of this brief, to differentiate it from 

the teacher measure and to make it clear that it covers  

only the physical safety pillar of the Whole School 

Safety (WSS) Framework adopted by CPS.

The measure contains five items with the stem  

“How safe do you feel…?” which students rated on a 

scale of: 1) Not safe; 2) Somewhat safe; 3) Mostly safe;  

4) Very safe.

• In the hallways of the school

• In the bathrooms of the school

• Outside around the school

• Traveling between home and school

• In your classes

Both student-level and school-level scores were 

calculated from these items. The average school scores 

over time are shown in Figure 3 on p.7 in the main text. 

The number of schools that contributed to each average 

are provided in Table A.2. The average student scores 

over time are shown in Figure A.1 and the number of 

students in each average in Table A.3.

The Teacher Physical Safety measure is a supple-

mentary measure on the CPS annual survey. It is not 

directly aligned to the 5Essentials Survey framework. 

There are seven items with the stem “To what extent  

is each of the following a problem at your school?”  

which teachers rate on a scale of: 1) Not at all; 2) A little;  

3) Some; 4) To a great extent.

• Physical conflicts among students

• Robbery or theft

• Gang activity

• Disorder in classrooms

• Disorder in hallways

• Student disrespect of teachers

• Threats of violence towards teachers

The Teacher Physical Safety items are reverse  

coded which means that the “higher” responses  

actually indicate a lower perception of physical  

safety. As such, the scores reported in this brief are 

transformed to their opposite (multiplied by -1) for  

interpretability. The average school scores over time 

are shown in Figure 3 on p.7 in the main text. The  

number of schools that contributed to each average  

are provided in Table A.2.

The Student-Teacher Trust measure is a student  

measure from the 5Essentials Survey. The measure 

contains five items with the stem “How much do you 

disagree or agree with the following statements?”  

which students rate on a scale of: 1) Strongly disagree; 

2) Disagree; 3) Agree; 4) Strongly agree.

• I feel safe with my teachers at this school

• I feel comfortable with my teachers at this school

• My teachers always keep their promises

• My teachers always listen to students’ ideas

• My teachers treat me with respect

TABLE A.2

Number of students in each group and year (each "dot" in Figure 3)

SRO status in 
2022–23

2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22 2022–23

All combined, 
districtwide

91 89-90 89 88-89 86 0 86 78-80 86

Retained both  
(2 SROs)

17 17 17 17 17 0 17 15-16 17

Partially 
removed 
(1 SRO)

23 23 24 24 24 0 24 24 25

Fully removed  
(0 SROs)

31 31 31 31 31 0 31 28 31

None at 
baseline 
(0 SROs)

13 13 13 13 13 0 13 10-13 13

Note: Ranges are provided where the number of schools contributing to the average differed among the measures. This happened because some schools were 
missing one or more survey measures in any given year. 
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Both student-level and school-level scores are 

calculated from these items. The average school scores 

over time are shown in Figure 3 on p.7 in the main text. 

The number of schools that contributed to each average 

are provided in Table A.2. The average student scores 

Student-Teacher TrustStudent Physical Safety

FIGURE A.1

Average student survey scores over time

Note: The scores of di�erent measures are on di�erent scales and are not comparable to each other. Data for 2019–20 are not reported due to disruptions in instruction 
and data collection related to the COVID-19 pandemic. Only one Student Physical Safety item was administered in 2020–21 and measure scores were not calculated. 
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SRO status in 2022–23:

All combined, 
Districtwide

Retained both 
(2 SROs)

Partially removed
(1 SRO)

Fully removed
(0 SROs)

None at baseline
(0 SROs)

over time are shown in Figure A.1 and the number of 

students in each average in Table A.3.

We examined high-level discipline infractions, the 

annual count of high-level infractions at the school-

level and whether a student had a high-level discipline 

TABLE A.3

Number of students in each student survey average shown in Figure A.1

SRO status in 
2022–23

2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22 2022–23

All combined, 
districtwide

57,970–
58,593

59,691–
60,336

57,528–
58,265

47,400–
55,711

54,880–
56,068

0 34,010 41,756–
43,148

44,674–
45,551

Retained both  
(2 SROs)

12,757–
12,920

12,070–
12,223

11,432–
11,616

8,849– 
10,417

10,441–
10,678

0 8,353 7,480 – 
7,751

7,756– 
7,930

Partially 
removed 
(1 SRO)

10,127–
10,220

9,943– 
10,038

9,835– 
9,961

7,718– 
9,089

8,867– 
9,036

0 5,632 7,870– 
8,139

7,060– 
7,199

Fully removed  
(0 SROs)

28,712–
29,010

31,434–
31,762

30,354–
30,719

26,042–
30,617

29,901–
30,565

0 15,446 22,622–
23,354

24,661–
25,152

None at 
baseline 
(0 SROs)

5,303– 
5,347

5,464– 
5,522

5,477– 
5,536

4,536– 
5,299

5,585– 
5,703

0 4,562 3,784– 
3,904

5,197– 
5,270

Note: Ranges are provided where the number of respondents differed among the measures.
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infraction within a school year. Trends over time in 

school-level counts of high-level infractions are shown 

in Figure A.2 with relevant Ns in Table A.4. Trends in 

the percentage of students who had a high-level dis-

cipline infraction are shown in Figure 2 on p.6 in the 

main text, and the number of students in the denomina-

tor of each percentage is provided in Table A.5.

We examined suspensions, the annual count of sus-

pensions at the school-level and whether a student had 

a suspension within a school year. Both in-school and 

out-of-school suspensions are included as we intend 

to summarize trends and differences in exclusionary 

discipline. Trends over time in school-level counts of 

suspensions are shown in Figure A.2 with relevant Ns 

in Table A.4. Trends in the percentage of students who 

had a suspension are shown in Figure A.2 in the main 

text, and the number of students in the denominator of 

each percentage is provided in Table A.5.

We examined police notifications, the annual count 

of police notifications related to discipline infractions 

at the school-level and the whether a student had a po-

lice notification within a school year. Trends over time 

in school-level counts of police notifications are shown 

in Figure A.2 with relevant Ns in Table A.4. Trends in 

the percentage of students who had a police notification 

are shown in Figure 2 on p.6 in the main text, and the 

number of students in the denominator of each percent-

age is provided in Table A.5.

Infraction Suspension Police notification

FIGURE A.2

Average number of discipline outcomes across schools over time

Note: Suspension includes both in-school and out-of-school suspension. Data for 2019–20 and 2020–21 are not reported due to disruptions in instruction and data 
collection related to the COVID-19 pandemic.
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TABLE A.4

Number of schools in each group and year (each "dot" in Figure A.2)

SRO status in 
2022–23

2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22 2022–23

All combined, 
districtwide

91 90 89 89 87 0 0 86 86

Retained both  
(2 SROs)

17 17 17 17 17 0 0 17 17

Partially 
removed 
(1 SRO)

23 23 24 24 24 0 0 25 25

Fully removed  
(0 SROs)

31 31 31 31 31 0 0 31 31

None at 
baseline 
(0 SROs)

13 13 13 13 13 0 0 13 13

TABLE A.5

Number of students in each proportion shown in Figure 2

SRO status in 
2022–23

2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22 2022–23

All combined, 
districtwide

80,725 78,278 76,036 75,310 74,030 0 0 73,880 74,017

Retained both  
(2 SROs)

17,881 16,829 16,058 15,439 15,338 0 0 15,647 15,751

Partially 
removed 
(1 SRO)

13,861 13,296 12,837 12,561 12,152 0 0 12,491 12,494

Fully removed  
(0 SROs)

40,844 40,302 39,529 39,656 39,083 0 0 38,418 38,630

None at 
baseline 
(0 SROs)

6,406 6,656 6,956 7,179 7,338 0 0 7,324 7,142

Covariates

Student-level covariates
Free or reduced-price lunch status is used as a proxy 

for socioeconomic disadvantage; it is an indicator that 

the student was eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 

in the school year.

Race/ethnicity is a categorical variable with the 

single-value race/ethnicity group as recorded in CPS 

administrative records.

Gender is a categorical variable as recorded in CPS ad-

ministrative records. The first year that the N (non-binary) 

gender code appeared in CPS administrative data trans-

ferred to the UChicago Consortium was in fall 2021–22. 

English Learner (EL) status identifies whether a stu-

dent was classified as an English Learner, either in the 

given school year (Active EL) or was previously (but was 

no longer) classified as an English Learner (Former EL). 

Students in the Never EL category were never classified 

as an English Learner while enrolled in CPS.

The variable received special education services 

indicates whether a student received special education 

services in the given school year.

The eighth-grade GPA variable is a student’s grade 

point average (GPA) on the standard four-point scale in 

their eighth-grade year, calculated over all enrolled and 

graded courses. If a student repeated eighth grade, we 

used the latest year.
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We include fixed effects for student grade level as a 

control in our difference-in-difference models.

School-level covariates
School’s census block crime rate is the number of 

crimes reported to the Chicago Police Department in 

the census block where the school is located, divided 

by the population of the census block (from 2010). This 

includes both index and non-index crimes.

High schools were classified into three types for the 

school type variable: neighborhood, selective enroll-

ment, and other citywide. Neighborhood schools are 

comprehensive high schools that primarily enroll 

students from the surrounding neighborhood. Selective 

enrollment high schools in Chicago are competitive and 

mainly have college preparation programs intended 

to serve high-achieving students. Other citywide 

schools are those that serve students citywide and 

often have specialized programs, such as International 

Baccalaureate, career and technical education, or others.

The principal stability variable is an indicator of 

whether the school’s principal had been in that position 

in the previous school year.

The percent of student body with economic  

disadvantage is the percentage of a school’s students 

who qualify for free or reduced-price lunch.

The percent of student body who are Black is the 

percentage of a school’s students whose single-value 

race/ethnicity is recorded as Black/African-American.

The percent of student body who are Latinx is the 

percentage of a school’s students whose single-value 

race/ethnicity is recorded as Latinx.

The 5Essentials Ambitious Instruction score is 

the average of all 5Essentials Ambitious Instruction 

measures for a school from 2017–18. This is considered 

a baseline characteristic of a school and values in other 

years could be directly or indirectly affected by SRO  

removal, so we do not use scores from other years. 

These scores that are averaged are on a scale of 1-99  

and are a standardized and rescaled version of the 

precision-weighted means described earlier. The 

Ambitious Instruction measures include English 

Instruction, Math Instruction, Academic Press, and 

Quality of Student Discussion.20 

The 5Essentials Effective Leaders score is the 

average of all 5Essentials Effective Leaders measures 

for a school which include Teacher Influence, Program 

Coherence, Teacher-Principal Trust, and Instructional 

Leadership and is from 2017–18.

The 5Essentials Collaborative Teachers score is 

the average of all 5Essentials Collaborative Teachers 

measures for a school which include Collaborative 

Practices, Collective Responsibility, School 

Commitment, Teacher-Teacher Trust, and Quality  

of Professional Development and is from 2017–18.

The 5Essentials Involved Families score is the  

average of all 5Essentials Involved Families measures 

for a school which include Parent Influence on 

Decision-Making, Teacher-Parent Trust, and Parent 

Involvement in School and is from 2017–18.

The school 9-12 enrollment is the total number of 

students enrolled in a high school in grades 9-12.

20	More information on score construction for the 5Essentials 
Survey measures can be found in Hart et al. (2020) or at https://
help.5-essentials.org/s/article/how-scores-are-calculated

http://essentials.org/s/article/how-scores-are-calculated
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Appendix B
Supplementary data displays

FIGURE B.1

SRO presence across high school students by year

Note: Percentages within each school year may not sum to 100% due to rounding.
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FIGURE B.2

SRO presence by high school discipline infraction rates, 2022–23 

Note: Categories were created by dividing schools into three equal-sized groups based on the school-level percent of students with a suspension, percent of students 
with any infraction, and percent of students with a high-level infraction. 
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Appendix C
Difference-in-difference methods and estimates

We ran different models depending on whether the 

outcome was linear, a count, or binary and whether 

the unit of analysis was at the school- or student-level. 

Model specifications follow.

The specification for our logistic student-level mod-

els (binary outcomes: discipline infraction, high-level 

discipline infraction, suspension, and police notifica-

tion) is provided in Equation 1.

logit (Yijt = 1|Xit , Wijt , Postt , Partialj , Fullj ) = 

α + β1 (Partialj × Postt ) + β2 (Fullj × Postt ) + β3Postt + 

γX it + δWijt 					     (1)
	

• In all equations: i indexes students, j indexes schools, 

and t indexes the school year (time).

• Xit is a vector of student-level characteristics for

student i in year t, defined in Appendix A, which

include:

– Free or reduced-price lunch status (reference 

group: Not eligible)

– Race/ethnicity (reference group: White)

– Gender (reference group: Male)

– English Learner (EL) status (reference group:

Never EL)

– Special education status (reference group: Did not

receive services)

– Eighth-grade GPA (note this is measured prior to

year t for all students)

– Grade level (reference group: 9th grade)

• Wijt is a vector of indicator variables for the school

( j ) that student i was enrolled in during year t and 

δ is the vector of their coefficients. These are school

fixed effects. An arbitrary school will be used as the 

reference category.

• Partialj and Fullj indicate the treatment status 

of school j, whether the school partially or fully

removed SROs in 2022–23, respectively. The refer-

ence group are students in schools that retained 

both SROs through 2022–23. There are no treatment

“main effects” in this model due to the inclusion of 

school fixed effects.

• Postt is an indicator that the observation is post-

treatment. This takes the value of 0 for t=0 (2018–19) 

and 1 for t=1 (2022–23).

The specification for our linear student-level models 

(outcomes, student scores: Student Physical Safety, 

Teacher-Student Trust) is provided in Equation 2.

Yijt = α + β1 (Partialj × Postt ) + β2 (Fullj × Postt ) + 

β3Postt + γX it + δWijt +  εijt (2)

All variable definitions follow from those provided 

for Equation 1, except that Yijt now represents a linear 

outcome and there is a residual term for student i in 

school j at time t, εijt.

The specification for our Poisson school-level models 

(annual count outcomes: discipline infractions, high-

level discipline infractions, suspensions, and police 

notifications) is provided in Equation 3.

log    Yjt |Z jt , Postt , Partialj  , Fullj 

Enrollmentjt

α + β1 Partialj × Postt + β2 Fullj  + β3Postt + 

β4(Partialj × Postt ) + β4(Fullj × Postt ) +
γZjt — log (Enrollmentjt ) (3)

• The exposure variable is Enrollmentjt, the number of

ninth- through twelfth-grade students enrolled at 

school j in year t.

• Partialj , Fullj , and Postj  are defined as above for school j.

• Zjt is a vector of school-level characteristics, defined

in Appendix A, including:

– Census block crime rate in year t

– School type (reference category: Neighborhood; 

not time-varying)

– Principal stability indicator in year t

– Percent of student body with economic disadvan-

tage in year t

= 
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– Percent of student body who are Black in year t

– Percent of student body who are Latinx in year t

– 5Essentials Ambitious Instruction score in 2017–18

– 5Essentials Effective Leaders score in 2017–18

– 5Essentials Collaborative Teachers score in 2017–18

– 5Essentials Involved Families score in 2017–18

We did not include the fifth essential, Supportive 

Environment, as the Student Physical Safety and 

Student-Teacher Trust measures, which are some of our 

outcomes, are elements of it.

The specification for our linear school-level mod-

els (outcomes, school scores: Student Physical Safety, 

Teacher Physical Safety, and Teacher-Student Trust) is 

provided in Equation 4.

Yijt = α + β1 Partialj + β2 Fullj  + β3Postt +
β4(Fullj × Postt ) + β5(Fullj × Postt ) + γZjt + εjt (4)

All variable definitions follow from those provided for  

Equation 3, except that Yijt now represents a linear out-

come, there is a residual term for school  j at time t, εjt, 

and the school’s total ninth- through twelfth-grade enroll-

ment (Enrollmentjt) is now included in the Zjt vector.

Each of the following subsections provides the model 

estimates for each model we ran. While difference-in-

difference analyses are often used to quantify a causal 

effect, we do not interpret our results as causal.

First, a causal interpretation relies largely on an 

assumption that the outcomes have parallel trends in 

the pre-period. In this context, that would mean that 

the discipline and survey outcomes would need to be 

parallel in the years leading up to our baseline year of 

2018–19. Figures 2, 3, A.1, and A.2 in show some these 

trends. In addition to this visual inspection, we ran 

models with similar specifications to Equations 1-4 

using data from 2014–15 through 2018–19 to investigate 

the parallel trends assumption more systematically and 

conditioned on our suite of control variables. Instead  

of the binary post variable, we included a linear time 

variable that took on the values 0-4 for each of the 

school years 2014–15 through 2018–19, respectively. 

This time variable was then interacted with the treat-

ment status variables and we conducted hypothesis 

testing on the coefficients of the interaction terms to 

test whether we have evidence against parallel trends. 

Because the treatment status has three levels, leading 

to more than one coefficient, we conducted an F-test or 

chi2-test as appropriate to determine whether the set of 

slopes on the treatment variables were significantly dif-

ferent from zero. The results of these significance tests 

are provided in each subsection below. In most cases, 

we obtained a p-value that did not provide evidence 

against the assumption, but also does not definitively 

provide evidence in favor of parallel trends. One of our 

chief concerns, which we cannot test largely to a lack 

of data (potential unobserved confounders), is the dif-

ferential impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and related 

educational disruptions that occurred in 2019–20 and 

2020–21, right as LSCs were making decisions about the 

SRO program in high schools in CPS. Schools that made 

different decisions regarding SROs may have differed 

in important and unobserved ways in the pandemic-

affected years.

Secondly, we acknowledge nonrandom selection into 

treatment. The descriptive analyses in the main text 

described some of the ways that high schools that made 

different decisions about SRO presence differed. We 

included these variables in our difference-in-difference 

models. However, we do not claim that we have fully  

explained, by inclusion of these covariates, the selection 

mechanism for differing levels of SRO presence.

These are limitations on causal interpretations 

of the estimated differences among schools. We still 

believe that describing these differences, even though 

we cannot fully attribute them to the removal of SROs, 

still provides important information to CPS, the CBOs 

working with school communities, and the public about 

how schools changed after removing SROs.
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TABLE C.1

Logistic regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the student-level discipline infraction 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance Odds ratio

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post 0.337 0.446 0.757 0.449 1.401

   Full X Post -0.022 0.270 -0.083 0.934 0.978

Post-treatment year 
(2022-23)

0.297 0.207 1.431 0.152 1.345

Qualifies for free or 
reduced-price lunch

0.294 0.041 7.159 <0.001 *** 1.342

Student race/ethnicity [Reference category: White]

   Black 0.752 0.066 11.358 <0.001 *** 2.121

   Native American/ 
   Alaskan Native

0.172 0.148 1.164 0.245 1.188

   Latinx 0.112 0.040 2.844 0.004 *** 1.119

   Multiracial 0.211 0.104 2.025 0.043 ** 1.234

   Asian/Pacific Islander/ 
   Hawaiian

-0.416 0.092 -4.507 <0.001 *** 0.659

Student gender [Reference category: Male]

   Female -0.126 0.033 -3.795 <0.001 *** 0.882

   Non-binary -0.885 0.484 -1.828 0.068  * 0.413

English Learner status [Reference category: Never English Learner]

   Active English Learner -0.166 0.038 -4.344 <0.001 *** 0.847

   Former English Learner -0.245 0.037 -6.609 <0.001 *** 0.783

Received special 
education services

-0.003 0.040 -0.067 0.946 0.997

8th-grade GPA -0.722 0.028 -25.851 <0.001 *** 0.486

Student grade level [Reference category: 9th grade]

   10th grade -0.168 0.047 -3.549 <0.001 *** 0.845

   11th grade -0.159 0.050 -3.157 0.002 *** 0.853

   12th grade -0.481 0.070 -6.901 <0.001 *** 0.618

Intercept -0.130 0.161 -0.807 0.419 0.878

67 school fixed effect rows not shown

Note: For this student-level model, we used Stata’s logit command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
98,124 student-level observations, 49,682 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 48,442 in 2022–23. There were 64 campus/site clusters. * indicates that differences 
are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.

Discipline infractions
Table C.1 provides the difference-in-difference estimates 

for the student-level discipline infraction model, speci-

fied as in Equation 1. Logistic regression is used as the 

outcome is binary and the estimates provided in the 

table are on the log odds (“logit”) scale, except for the 

right-most column which is the odds ratio (odds for the 

intercept).

As described above, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.446 [Chi2(2) = 1.615], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.
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TABLE C.2

Poisson regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the school-level discipline infraction 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance IRR

Treatment status main effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial removal -0.714 0.498 -1.433 0.152 0.490

   Full removal -1.030 0.427 -2.411 0.016 ** 0.357

Post-treatment year 
(2022-23)

0.681 0.383 1.778 0.075 * 1.976

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post 0.474 0.633 0.749 0.454 1.607

   Full X Post -0.049 0.454 -0.109 0.913 0.952

School’s census block 
crime rate

1.234 1.038 1.188 0.235 3.434

School type [Reference category: Neighborhood]

   Selective enrollment 1.374 1.023 1.344 0.179 3.953

   Other citywide -0.632 0.381 -1.659 0.097 * 0.532

Principal stability 0.297 0.270 1.102 0.271 1.346

Percent of student 
body with economic 
disadvantage

0.028 0.028 0.999 0.318 1.029

Percent of student body 
who are Black

0.008 0.019 0.428 0.669 1.008

Percent of student body 
who are Latinx

0.012 0.019 0.626 0.532 1.012

5Essentials Ambitious 
Instruction score  
(2017–18)

-0.013 0.019 -0.676 0.499 0.987

5Essentials Effective 
Leaders score (2017–18)

-0.037 0.022 -1.697 0.090 * 0.964

5Essentials Collaborative 
Teachers score (2017–18)

0.032 0.020 1.622 0.105 1.033

5Essentials Involved 
Families score (2017–18)

-0.024 0.015 -1.617 0.106 0.977

Intercept -1.302 2.037 -0.639 0.523 0.272

Note: For this school-level model, we used Stata’s Poisson command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site, and the school’s total 
enrollment as the exposure. This analysis is based on 142 school-level observations, 71 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23. There were 67 campus/
site clusters. * indicates that differences are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are 
significant at p<0.01.

Table C.2 provides the difference-in-difference  

estimates for the school-level discipline infraction 

model, specified as in Equation 3. Poisson regression 

with school enrollment as the exposure is used as the 

outcome is a count and the estimates provided in the 

table are on the log of the rate scale, except for the  

right-most column which is the incidence risk ratio.

As described above, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.329 [Chi2(2) = 2.221], we 

fail to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.
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TABLE C.3

Logistic regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the student high-level discipline 
infraction outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance Odds ratio

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post -0.148 0.147 -1.003 0.316 0.863

   Full X Post -0.336 0.157 -2.133 0.033 ** 0.715

Post-treatment year 
(2022-23)

0.353 0.100 3.536 <0.001 *** 1.423

Qualifies for free or 
reduced-price lunch

0.439 0.057 7.655 <0.001 *** 1.552

Student race/ethnicity [Reference category: White]

   Black 0.992 0.103 9.646 <0.001 *** 2.697

   Native American/ 
   Alaskan Native

0.309 0.224 1.377 0.169 1.362

   Latinx 0.231 0.081 2.865 0.004 *** 1.260

   Multiracial 0.407 0.142 2.861 0.004 *** 1.502

   Asian/Pacific Islander/ 
   Hawaiian

-0.404 0.117 -3.454 0.001 *** 0.667

Student gender [Reference category: Male]

   Female -0.224 0.038 -5.919 <0.001 *** 0.799

   Non-binary -1.346 0.817 -1.648 0.099 * 0.260

English Learner status [Reference category: Never English Learner]

   Active English Learner -0.310 0.051 -6.076 <0.001 *** 0.734

   Former English Learner -0.387 0.043 -9.073 <0.001 *** 0.679

Received special 
education services

0.110 0.041 2.712 0.007 *** 1.117

8th-grade GPA -0.654 0.025 -26.332 <0.001 *** 0.520

Student grade level [Reference category: 9th grade]

   10th grade -0.203 0.045 -4.486 <0.001 *** 0.817

   11th grade -0.248 0.045 -5.480 <0.001 *** 0.780

   12th grade -0.567 0.053 -10.742 <0.001 *** 0.567

Intercept -1.113 0.132 -8.459 <0.001 *** 0.328

67 school fixed effect rows not shown

Note: For this student-level model, we used Stata’s logit command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
98,124 student-level observations, 49,682 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 48,442 in 2022–23. There were 64 campus/site clusters. * indicates that differences 
are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.

High-level discipline infractions
Table C.3 provides the difference-in-difference 

estimates for the student-level high-level discipline 

infraction model, specified as in Equation 1. Logistic 

regression is used as the outcome is binary and the esti-

mates provided in the table are on the log odds (“logit”) 

scale, except for the right-most column which is the 

odds ratio (odds for the intercept).

As described previously, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.796 [Chi2(2) = 0.456], we 

fail to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.
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Table C.4 provides the difference-in-difference 

estimates for the school high-level discipline infraction 

model, specified as in Equation 3. Poisson regression 

with school enrollment as the exposure is used as the 

outcome is a count and the estimates provided in the 

table are on the log of the rate scale, except for the  

right-most column which is the incidence risk ratio.

As described previously, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.383 [Chi2(2) = 1.919], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.4

Poisson regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the school high-level discipline 
infraction outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance IRR

Treatment status main effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial removal 0.037 0.261 0.141 0.888 1.038

   Full removal -0.017 0.186 -0.094 0.925 0.983

Post-treatment year 
(2022–23)

0.385 0.103 3.731 <0.001 *** 1.469

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post -0.082 0.160 -0.514 0.607 0.921

   Full X Post -0.284 0.171 -1.661 0.097 * 0.752

School’s census block 
crime rate

0.278 0.365 0.762 0.446 1.320

School type [Reference category: Neighborhood]

   Selective enrollment -0.980 0.311 -3.146 0.002 *** 0.375

   Other citywide -0.506 0.160 -3.170 0.002 *** 0.603

Principal stability -0.070 0.131 -0.534 0.594 0.932

Percent of student 
body with economic 
disadvantage

0.023 0.009 2.466 0.014 ** 1.024

Percent of student body 
who are Black

0.009 0.006 1.434 0.152 1.009

Percent of student body 
who are Latinx

0.000 0.007 -0.063 0.950 1.000

5Essentials Ambitious 
Instruction score  
(2017–18)

-0.009 0.006 -1.417 0.156 0.991

5Essentials Effective 
Leaders score (2017–18)

0.000 0.011 0.020 0.984 1.000

5Essentials Collaborative 
Teachers score (2017–18)

-0.010 0.013 -0.745 0.456 0.991

5Essentials Involved 
Families score (2017–18)

0.007 0.009 0.767 0.443 1.007

Intercept -3.281 0.715 -4.589 <0.001 *** 0.038

Note: For this school-level model, we used Stata’s Poisson command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site, and the school’s total 
enrollment as the exposure. This analysis is based on 142 school-level observations, 71 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23. There were 67 campus/
site clusters. * indicates that differences are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are 
significant at p<0.01.
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Suspensions
Table C.5 provides the difference-in-difference estimates  

for the student-level suspension model, specified as in 

Equation 1. Logistic regression is used as the outcome 

is binary and the estimates provided in the table are on 

the log odds (“logit”) scale, except for the right-most 

column which is the odds ratio (odds for the intercept).

As described previously, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.253 [Chi2(2) = 2.752], we 

fail to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.5

Logistic regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the student-level suspension outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance Odds ratio

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post -0.224 0.326 -0.686 0.492 0.799

   Full X Post -0.054 0.282 -0.193 0.847 0.947

Post-treatment year 
(2022–23)

-0.135 0.239 -0.566 0.572 0.874

Qualifies for free or 
reduced-price lunch

0.427 0.060 7.103 <0.001 *** 1.533

Student race/ethnicity [Reference category: White]

   Black 0.991 0.076 13.015 <0.001 *** 2.695

   Native American/ 
   Alaskan Native

0.319 0.188 1.696 0.090 * 1.375

   Latinx 0.235 0.062 3.784 <0.001 *** 1.265

   Multiracial 0.406 0.150 2.712 0.007 *** 1.501

   Asian/Pacific Islander/ 
   Hawaiian

-0.429 0.123 -3.501 <0.001 *** 0.651

Student gender [Reference category: Male]

   Female -0.162 0.036 -4.437 <0.001 *** 0.851

   Non-binary -1.295 0.868 -1.492 0.136 0.274

English Learner status [Reference category: Never English Learner]

   Active English Learner -0.205 0.045 -4.497 <0.001 *** 0.815

 Former English Learner -0.353 0.044 -8.004 <0.001 *** 0.703

Received special 
education services

0.052 0.042 1.258 0.208 1.054

8th-grade GPA -0.701 0.030 -23.098 <0.001 *** 0.496

Student grade level [Reference category: 9th grade]

   10th grade -0.108 0.050 -2.180 0.029 ** 0.898

   11th grade -0.167 0.058 -2.885 0.004 *** 0.846

   12th grade -0.573 0.070 -8.143 <0.001 *** 0.564

Intercept -0.761 0.154 -4.944 <0.001 *** 0.467

67 school fixed effect rows not shown

Note: For this student-level model, we used Stata’s logit command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
98,124 student-level observations, 49,682 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 48,442 in 2022–23. There were 64 campus/site clusters. * indicates that differences 
are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.
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Table C.6 provides the difference-in-difference esti-

mates for the school-level suspension model, specified 

as in Equation 3. Poisson regression with school enroll-

ment as the exposure is used as the outcome is a count 

and the estimates provided in the table are on the log of 

the rate scale, except for the right-most column which is 

the incidence risk ratio.

As described previously, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.570 [Chi2(2) = 1.122], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.6

Poisson regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the school-level suspension outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance IRR

Treatment status main effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial removal -0.514 0.415 -1.239 0.215 0.598

   Full removal -0.521 0.514 -1.013 0.311 0.594

Post-treatment year 
(2022–23)

-0.372 0.230 -1.622 0.105 0.689

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post 0.051 0.308 0.164 0.869 1.052

   Full X Post 0.167 0.368 0.455 0.649 1.182

School’s census block 
crime rate

-0.263 0.656 -0.401 0.688 0.769

School type [Reference category: Neighborhood]

   Selective enrollment -1.595 0.416 -3.830 <0.001 *** 0.203

   Other citywide -0.671 0.356 -1.885 0.059 * 0.511

Principal stability -0.010 0.227 -0.042 0.966 0.991

Percent of student 
body with economic 
disadvantage

0.021 0.015 1.410 0.158 1.021

Percent of student body 
who are Black

0.016 0.010 1.651 0.099 * 1.017

Percent of student body 
who are Latinx

0.010 0.011 0.866 0.386 1.010

5Essentials Ambitious 
Instruction score  
(2017–18)

0.012 0.014 0.851 0.395 1.012

5Essentials Effective 
Leaders score (2017–18)

0.007 0.016 0.436 0.663 1.007

5Essentials Collaborative 
Teachers score (2017–18)

0.002 0.018 0.126 0.900 1.002

5Essentials Involved 
Families score (2017–18)

-0.019 0.017 -1.137 0.255 0.981

Intercept -3.779 1.247 -3.031 0.002 *** 0.023

Note: For this school-level model, we used Stata’s Poisson command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site, and the school’s total 
enrollment as the exposure. This analysis is based on 142 school-level observations, 71 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23. There were 67 campus/
site clusters. * indicates that differences are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are 
significant at p<0.01.
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Police notifications
Table C.7 provides the difference-in-difference estimates  

for the student-level police notification model, specified  

as in Equation 1. Logistic regression is used as the out- 

come is binary and the estimates provided in the table  

are on the log odds (“logit”) scale, except for the right-

most column which is the odds ratio (odds for the 

intercept).

As described previously, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.075 [Chi2(2) = 5.182], we 

reject the null hypothesis, meaning we have evidence to 

conclude that the parallel trends assumption is violated 

at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.7

Logistic regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the student-level police notification 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance Odds ratio

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post 0.016 0.428 0.038 0.969 1.017

   Full X Post -0.444 0.476 -0.933 0.351 0.642

Post-treatment year 
(2022–23)

0.047 0.276 0.169 0.866 1.048

Qualifies for free or 
reduced-price lunch

0.742 0.133 5.571 <0.001 *** 2.100

Student race/ethnicity [Reference category: White]

   Black 1.142 0.254 4.492 <0.001 *** 3.133

   Native American/ 
   Alaskan Native

1.324 0.388 3.413 0.001 *** 3.757

   Latinx 0.368 0.184 1.996 0.046 ** 1.444

   Multiracial 0.371 0.432 0.860 0.390 1.450

   Asian/Pacific Islander/ 
   Hawaiian

-0.352 0.352 -1.001 0.317 0.703

Student gender [Reference category: Male]

   Female -0.169 0.108 -1.561 0.119 0.845

English Learner status [Reference category: Never English Learner]

   Active English Learner -0.663 0.131 -5.057 <0.001 *** 0.515

 Former English Learner -0.497 0.095 -5.257 <0.001 *** 0.608

Received special 
education services

0.213 0.074 2.878 0.004 *** 1.238

8th-grade GPA -0.654 0.061 -10.643 <0.001 *** 0.520

Student grade level [Reference category: 9th grade]

   10th grade -0.211 0.124 -1.698 0.090 * 0.810

   11th grade -0.284 0.120 -2.361 0.018 ** 0.753

   12th grade -0.507 0.142 -3.574 <0.001 *** 0.602

Intercept -2.984 0.421 -7.087 <0.001 *** 0.051

67 school fixed effect rows not shown

Note: For this student-level model, we used Stata’s logit command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
98,054 student-level observations, 49,682 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 48,442 in 2022–23. Seventy students with a gender value of non-binary were 
excluded due to no variation in outcome. There were 64 campus/site clusters. * indicates that differences are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences 
are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.
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Table C.8 provides the difference-in-difference 

estimates for the school-level police notification model, 

specified as in Equation 3. Poisson regression with 

school enrollment as the exposure is used as the out-

come is a count and the estimates provided in the table 

are on the log of the rate scale, except for the right-most 

column which is the incidence risk ratio.

TABLE C.8

Poisson regression output from the difference-in-difference model the school-level police notification 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance IRR

Treatment status main effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial removal 0.188 0.411 0.457 0.648 1.206

   Full removal 0.146 0.471 0.310 0.757 1.157

Post-treatment year 
(2022–23)

0.115 0.266 0.431 0.666 1.122

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post -0.126 0.438 -0.288 0.774 0.882

   Full X Post -0.637 0.586 -1.086 0.277 0.529

School’s census block 
crime rate

1.760 1.143 1.540 0.124 5.814

School type [Reference category: Neighborhood]

   Selective enrollment -1.743 0.760 -2.292 0.022 ** 0.175

   Other citywide -0.961 0.470 -2.045 0.041 ** 0.383

Principal stability 0.025 0.252 0.100 0.921 1.025

Percent of student 
body with economic 
disadvantage

0.030 0.022 1.323 0.186 1.030

Percent of student body 
who are Black

-0.005 0.015 -0.297 0.766 0.995

Percent of student body 
who are Latinx

-0.011 0.019 -0.590 0.556 0.989

5Essentials Ambitious 
Instruction score  
(2017–18)

0.002 0.014 0.117 0.907 1.002

5Essentials Effective 
Leaders score (2017–18)

0.010 0.019 0.516 0.606 1.010

5Essentials Collaborative 
Teachers score (2017–18)

-0.019 0.020 -0.956 0.339 0.981

5Essentials Involved 
Families score (2017–18)

-0.011 0.027 -0.402 0.688 0.989

Intercept -4.846 1.599 -3.030 0.002 *** 0.008

Note: For this school-level model, we used Stata’s Poisson command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site, and the school’s total 
enrollment as the exposure. This analysis is based on 142 school-level observations, 71 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23. There were 67 campus/
site clusters. * indicates that differences are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are 
significant at p<0.01.

As described previously, we conducted a chi2-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.343 [Chi2(2) = 2.138], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.
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TABLE C.9

Linear regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the Student Physical Safety 
student-level outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post 0.100 0.179 0.560 0.578

   Full X Post 0.120 0.170 0.702 0.485

Post-treatment year (2022–23) -0.443 0.157 -2.826 0.006 ***

Qualifies for free or reduced-price lunch -0.142 0.035 -4.108 <0.001 ***

Student race/ethnicity [Reference category: White]

   Black -0.167 0.093 -1.802 0.076 *

   Native American/Alaskan Native -0.210 0.165 -1.270 0.209

   Latinx -0.226 0.069 -3.256 0.002 ***

   Multiracial -0.080 0.077 -1.040 0.302

   Asian/Pacific Islander/Hawaiian -0.406 0.075 -5.447 <0.001 ***

Student gender [Reference category: Male]

   Female -0.289 0.023 -12.739 <0.001 ***

   Non-binary -1.246 0.291 -4.282 <0.001 ***

English Learner status [Reference category: Never English Learner]

   Active English Learner -0.050 0.032 -1.571 0.121

   Former English Learner 0.003 0.027 0.128 0.899

Received special education services -0.027 0.024 -1.131 0.262

8th-grade GPA 0.061 0.021 2.912 0.005 ***

Student grade level [Reference category: 9th grade]

   10th grade -0.013 0.023 -0.573 0.569

   11th grade 0.003 0.030 0.089 0.930

   12th grade 0.117 0.024 4.984 <0.001 ***

Intercept 1.394 0.125 11.129 <0.001 ***

67 school fixed effect rows not shown

Note: For this student-level model, we used Stata’s regress command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
66,043 student-level observations, 37,025 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 29,018 in 2022–23. There were 64 campus/site clusters.  * indicates that differences 
are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.

Student Physical Safety
Table C.9 provides the difference-in-difference estimates 

for the student-level Student Physical Safety model, 

specified as in Equation 2.

As described above, we conducted an F-test to  

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.265 [F(1, 67) = 1.262], we  

fail to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does  

not provide evidence that the parallel trends assump-

tion is violated, at the alpha = 0.10 level.
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Table C.10 provides the difference-in-difference 

estimates for the school-level Student Physical Safety 

model, specified as in Equation 4.

As described previously, we conducted an F-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.402 [F(1, 66) = 0.712], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.10

Linear regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the Student Physical Safety school-level 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance

Treatment status main effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial removal -0.044 0.091 -0.488 0.627

   Full removal 0.111 0.080 1.397 0.167

Post-treatment year (2022–23) -0.399 0.108 -3.677 <0.001 ***

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post 0.094 0.122 0.771 0.443

   Full X Post 0.059 0.125 0.475 0.636

School’s census block crime rate -0.646 0.229 -2.821 0.006 ***

School type [Reference category: Neighborhood]

   Selective enrollment 0.221 0.073 3.046 0.003 ***

   Other citywide 0.191 0.051 3.780 <0.001 ***

Principal stability 0.086 0.056 1.521 0.133

Percent of student body with economic 
disadvantage

-0.014 0.003 -4.741 <0.001 ***

Percent of student body who are Black 0.003 0.002 1.279 0.206

Percent of student body who are Latinx 0.001 0.002 0.674 0.503

5Essentials Ambitious Instruction score 
(2017–18)

0.003 0.002 1.454 0.151

5Essentials Effective Leaders score 
(2017–18)

0.005 0.003 1.812 0.074 *

5Essentials Collaborative Teachers 
score (2017–18)

0.004 0.003 1.219 0.227

5Essentials Involved Families score 
(2017–18)

-0.002 0.003 -0.714 0.478

School 9-12 enrollment 0.000 0.000 -1.279 0.205

Intercept 1.270 0.225 5.652 <0.001 ***

Note: For this school-level model, we used Stata’s regress command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
142 school-level observations, 71 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23. There were 67 campus/site clusters.  * indicates that differences are significant 
at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.
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Teacher Physical Safety
Table C.11 provides the difference-in-difference estimates 

for the school-level Teacher Physical Safety model, 

specified as in Equation 4. There is no student-level 

model for this outcome as the items are not answered  

by students.

As described previously, we conducted an F-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.997 [F(1, 66) < 0.001], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.11

Linear regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the Teacher Physical Safety school-level 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance

Treatment status main effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial removal 0.352 0.253 1.391 0.169

   Full removal 0.324 0.213 1.520 0.133

Post-treatment year (2022–23) -0.385 0.279 -1.378 0.173

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post -0.117 0.365 -0.322 0.749

   Full X Post -0.161 0.360 -0.448 0.656

School’s census block crime rate -1.811 0.621 -2.917 0.005 ***

School type [Reference category: Neighborhood]

   Selective enrollment 1.452 0.315 4.609 <0.001 ***

   Other citywide 0.690 0.226 3.056 0.003 ***

Principal stability 0.443 0.180 2.468 0.016 **

Percent of student body with economic 
disadvantage

-0.055 0.013 -4.370 <0.001 ***

Percent of student body who are Black 0.017 0.009 1.937 0.057 *

Percent of student body who are Latinx 0.023 0.009 2.517 0.014 **

5Essentials Ambitious Instruction score 
(2017–18)

0.002 0.010 0.172 0.864

5Essentials Effective Leaders score 
(2017–18)

0.007 0.011 0.614 0.541

5Essentials Collaborative Teachers 
score (2017–18)

0.026 0.015 1.807 0.075 *

5Essentials Involved Families score 
(2017–18)

0.003 0.012 0.283 0.778

School 9-12 enrollment 0.000 0.000 -2.828 0.006 ***

Intercept 1.210 0.766 1.578 0.119

Note: For this school-level model, we used Stata’s regress command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
142 school-level observations, 71 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23. There were 67 campus/site clusters. * indicates that differences are significant 
at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.
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Student-Teacher Trust
Table C.12 provides the difference-in-difference 

estimates for the student-level Student-Teacher  

Trust model, specified as in Equation 2.

As described previously, we conducted an F-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.114 [F(1, 67) = 2.571], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated, at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.12

Linear regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the Student-Teacher Trust student-level 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post -0.048 0.102 -0.471 0.639

   Full X Post -0.006 0.093 -0.064 0.949

Post-treatment year (2022–23) 0.008 0.076 0.100 0.921

Qualifies for free or reduced-price lunch 0.032 0.023 1.380 0.173

Student race/ethnicity [Reference category: White]

   Black -0.115 0.028 -4.062 <0.001 ***

   Native American/Alaskan Native -0.016 0.125 -0.127 0.899

   Latinx -0.051 0.016 -3.164 0.002 ***

   Multiracial -0.148 0.060 -2.464 0.016 **

   Asian/Pacific Islander/Hawaiian -0.015 0.057 -0.256 0.799

Student gender [Reference category: Male]

   Female -0.200 0.032 -6.312 <0.001 ***

   Non-binary -0.338 0.235 -1.439 0.155

English Learner status [Reference category: Never English Learner]

   Active English Learner 0.153 0.018 8.453 <0.001 ***

   Former English Learner 0.103 0.022 4.732 <0.001 ***

Received special education services 0.090 0.037 2.447 0.017 **

8th-grade GPA 0.282 0.023 12.123 <0.001 ***

Student grade level [Reference category: 9th grade]

   10th grade -0.068 0.025 -2.686 0.009 ***

   11th grade -0.075 0.059 -1.257 0.213

   12th grade 0.112 0.034 3.282 0.002 ***

Intercept 0.479 0.062 7.730 <0.001 ***

67 school fixed effect rows not shown

Note: For this student-level model, we used Stata’s regress command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
66,043 student-level observations, 37,025 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 29,018 in 2022–23. There were 64 campus/site clusters. * indicates that differences 
are significant at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.
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Table C.13 provides the difference-in-difference 

estimates for the school-level Student-Teacher Trust 

model, specified as in Equation 4.

As described above, we conducted an F-test to 

determine whether the set of slopes on the treatment 

variables are different from zero in our pre-trends 

model. With a p-value of 0.696 [F(1, 66) = 0.154], we fail 

to reject the null hypothesis, meaning this does not 

provide evidence that the parallel trends assumption is 

violated at the alpha = 0.10 level.

TABLE C.13

Linear regression output from the difference-in-difference model for the Student-Teacher Trust school-level 
outcome

Coefficient Estimate Standard 
error 

(robust)

t-statistic p-value Significance

Treatment status main effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial removal 0.042 0.074 0.575 0.567

   Full removal 0.069 0.067 1.031 0.306

Post-treatment year (2022–23) -0.072 0.072 -0.996 0.323

Difference-in-difference effects [Reference category: Retained both]

   Partial X Post -0.022 0.087 -0.248 0.805

   Full X Post 0.033 0.084 0.397 0.693

School’s census block crime rate -0.349 0.156 -2.231 0.029 **

School type [Reference category: Neighborhood]

   Selective enrollment 0.130 0.064 2.031 0.046 **

   Other citywide 0.051 0.050 1.008 0.317

Principal stability 0.066 0.038 1.742 0.086 *

Percent of student body with economic 
disadvantage

0.000 0.002 0.008 0.994

Percent of student body who are Black -0.002 0.001 -1.437 0.155

Percent of student body who are Latinx 0.000 0.001 -0.323 0.748

5Essentials Ambitious Instruction score 
(2017–18)

0.005 0.002 3.100 0.003 ***

5Essentials Effective Leaders score 
(2017–18)

0.002 0.002 1.104 0.274

5Essentials Collaborative Teachers 
score (2017–18)

0.002 0.003 0.568 0.572

5Essentials Involved Families score 
(2017–18)

-0.001 0.002 -0.466 0.643

School 9-12 enrollment 0.000 0.000 -0.551 0.584

Intercept 0.395 0.185 2.135 0.036 **

Note: For this school-level model, we used Stata’s regress command with cluster robust standard errors, clustered at the campus/site. This analysis is based on 
142 school-level observations, 71 in the baseline year of 2018–19 and 71 in 2022–23. There were 67 campus/site clusters. * indicates that differences are significant 
at p<0.10; ** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.05 and *** indicates that differences are significant at p<0.01.
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