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Executive Summary

some areas of improvement. But, an 
overarching theme of our analysis of 
available court school data is the lack 
of meaningful data that measures 
the outcomes most relevant to court 
school students. This lack of data 
makes it difficult for policymakers 
and stakeholders, including the court 
schools themselves, to adequately 
track successes, as well as areas in 
need of improvement.

In our full report, we provide more 
specific recommendations on ways 
to improve data collection in each of 
the areas listed below, but our primary 
recommendation is this:

California must develop metrics 
that require court schools and other 
education and juvenile justice stake-
holders to be held accountable for 
the educational outcomes of youth 
involved in the juvenile justice system; 
this includes students whose time in a 
court school may only be a few days 
or weeks, as well as students who are 
enrolled in court schools for months 
or, possibly, years. A failure to design 
better metrics would be a disastrous 
choice on the part of California stake-
holders to keep these students out of 
sight and out of mind. 

California faces many challenges in 
meeting the needs of students in the 
state’s juvenile justice system. This re-
port analyzes available data – collect-
ed through DataQuest, Ed Data, and 
public records act requests – about 
juvenile court schools, which primarily 
operate to serve students detained in 
juvenile halls or other detention facili-
ties, in the hopes of providing a snap-
shot of how court schools are serving 
their students. Due to ongoing issues 
with the state’s data and accountability 
metrics for these schools, the picture 
is blurry. 

We discussed many of the challenges 
that juvenile court school students en-
counter in our original 2016 Educational 
Injustice report. These issues included 
lack of support for regular school at-
tendance, high suspension rates, high 
drop-out rates, and poor academic 
outcomes. Our original report found 
that some court schools and probation 
departments failed to adequately pro-
vide the most basic level of education 
to the youth in their care. 

This 2023 update, based on data from 
the 2018-2019 and 2021-2022 school 
years, notes continued challenges 
in some of these areas, as well as 

California must 
develop metrics 
that require court 
schools and other 
education and 
juvenile justice 
stakeholders to be 
held accountable 
for the educational 
outcomes of youth 
involved in the 
juvenile justice 
system.
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While these findings are alarming, 
they do not fully reflect the number of 
students who are chronically absent. 
Under the state’s current definitions, 
students who attend a school for 
less than 31 instructional days are not 
eligible to be considered chronically 
absent, which means that students 
who are experiencing educational 
disruptions due to involvement in the 
juvenile justice or foster care systems 
may never be counted as chronically 
absent, even if they are frequently 
missing school. 

Expulsions. 
One encouraging data point is that 
formal expulsions appear to be rare in 
juvenile court schools. 

•	 During the 2018-2019 school year 
there was one student expelled from a 
juvenile court school. 

•	 Available data indicates that there 
were no court school students ex-
pelled in the 2021-2022 school year. 

Suspensions.
Court schools continue to have sig-
nificantly higher suspension rates as 
compared to the statewide suspension 
rate, although the prevalence of sus-
pension has decreased in recent years. 
While progress has been made in this 
area, court schools must continue 
to develop and utilize alternatives to 
suspensions.

•	 During the 2018-2019 school year, 
9.33% of all juvenile court school stu-
dents were suspended, more than 2.67 
times the statewide suspension rate of 
3.5%. 

•	 During the 2021-2022 school year, 
6.59% of all juvenile court school 
students were suspended, more than 
2.05 times higher than the statewide 
suspension rate of 3.2%. 

ACCESS TO SCHOOL

We reviewed four categories of data 
related to access to school: chronic 
absenteeism, expulsions, suspensions, 
and willful defiance suspensions. A 
common theme that emerged from 
our public records act requests was 
the important role that probation de-
partments played in whether students 
attended school while in a probation 
facility. Instances in which probation 
removes or excludes students from 
school are not tracked in any publicly 
available data source. 

Chronic Absenteeism. 
Chronic Absenteeism in the court 
school context should be considered 
differently than in the general public 
school context, because unlike in com-
munity-based public schools, students 
in court schools are almost all incar-
cerated and under constant supervi-
sion. In this context, any chronic absen-
teeism in a court school is concerning, 
because it indicates that students who 
literally have nowhere else to go are 
somehow still not attending school.  

•	 In 2018-2019 the average California 
court school Chronic Absenteeism 
rate was 12.9%, compared to 12.1% 
statewide.

•	 In 2021-2022 the average California 
court school Chronic Absenteeism 
rate was 16.8%, compared to 30% 
statewide.

•	 During both school years there were 
a number of court schools where the 
chronic absenteeism rate exceeded 
30%.  

•	 During these same school years 
around 20% of analyzed court schools 
reported 0% Chronic Absenteeism 
rates. 

DEMOGRAPHICS OF 
STUDENTS IN COURT 
SCHOOLS

Close to 20,000 students passed 
through a juvenile court school in 
2018-2019, a number that dropped to 
10,891 during the 2021-2022 school 
year. Data shows that vulnerable 
student groups are disproportionately 
represented in court schools, and that 
most students in court schools are 
enrolled for short periods of time. 

•	 During both of these school years, 
Black and Latino students comprised 
over 70% of the total students enrolled 
in the juvenile court school system. 

•	 Over 20% of youth in both school 
years were English Language 
Learners. 

•	 The percentage of students with 
disabilities rose from 20.1% to 29.8% 
between 2018-2019 and 2021-2022. 

•	 Youth in foster care made up over 
20.06% of students enrolled in court 
schools, while representing less than 
one percent of all students enrolled in 
California schools. 

•	 Data about youth experiencing 
homelessness is not widely avail-
able–some schools report as many as 
40% of their students are experiencing 
homelessness, while others seem to 
report that none of their students are 
experiencing homelessness.

•	 In both school years, the majority 
of court school students attended for 
fewer than 31 instructional days. 
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We feel confident that this data shows 
that there are continued issues with 
ensuring that juvenile court school stu-
dents graduate from high school, but 
do not find the available data particu-
larly helpful in determining what, ex-
actly, those issues are. We believe that 
continued conversation is necessary to 
capture and communicate the gradu-
ation rates of juvenile court school stu-
dents, and to provide accountability for 
all entities that bear responsibility for 
the educational outcomes of juvenile 
court school students and youth in the 
juvenile justice system more broadly.

Dropout Rates 
Available data shows that far too many 
youth in juvenile court schools in Cali-
fornia end up dropping out of school. 

•	 For the 2018-2019 school year, 
juvenile court schools had an overall 
dropout rate of 51.16% as compared to 
the statewide dropout rate of 9%.

•	 No court school in 2018-2019 had a 
drop out rate below 17.4%

•	 For the 2021-2022 school year, Cal-
ifornia’s juvenile court schools had a 
dropout rate of 41.11% as compared to 
the statewide dropout rate of 7.8%. 

•	 No court schools had a dropout rate 
below 12.5% in 2021-2022. 

arts (ELA) and mathematics. However, 
many of the available achievement as-
sessment measures fail to adequately 
capture achievement because they are 
not designed to track students who at-
tend schools for a short period of time 
(as many court school students do) or 
do not track students after they leave a 
particular institution. Additionally, many 
metrics are not fully reported due to 
data redaction policies that hide data 
for metrics where the number of stu-
dents reported on is fewer than ten. 

Graduation Rates
Available data struggles to meaning-
fully capture graduation rates for ju-
venile court school students; there are 
four different graduation rate metrics 
currently available for court schools, 
each of which can show very different 
results in the same school, as is dis-
cussed in more detail in the full report.

Utilizing the 4-year Adjusted Cohort 
Graduation Rate:

•	 In 2018-2019 juvenile court schools’ 
reported graduation rates ranged 
from 3.6% to 75%, while the statewide 
graduation rate for all public schools 
was 84.5%.

•	 The 2018-2019 graduation rate 
across all court schools with available 
data was 30%.

•	 During the 2021-2022 school year, 
the reported graduation rates ranged 
from 0% to 66.7%, while the statewide 
graduation rate was 87%. 

•	 The 2021-2022 graduation rate 
across all court schools with available 
data was 31.8%.

•	 About a third of court schools did 
not have available graduation rate data 
for the 2018-19 or 2021-2022 school 
years due to data redaction policies. 

Willful Defiance Suspensions. 
While the use of willful defiance sus-
pensions has decreased in schools 
across the state, they continue to be 
more common in court schools than in 
other schools. Historically, willful defi-
ance suspensions have given teachers 
and administrators broad discretion to 
suspend students for a wide range of 
behaviors. Researchers have repeated-
ly found that this broad discretion has 
resulted in willful defiance suspensions 
disproportionately affecting Black, 
Latino, and Indigenous students, and 
students with disabilities. 

•	 During the 2018-2019 school year, 
court schools cited willful defiance as 
the most serious grounds for sus-
pension for approximately 23.70% of 
all suspensions, in comparison to the 
statewide public school rate of 14.44%. 

•	 During the 2021-2022 school year 
court schools cited willful defiance as 
the most serious grounds for sus-
pension for approximately 16.34% of 
all suspensions, in comparison to the 
statewide public school rate of 7.34%. 

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 

Effectively measuring academic 
achievement for juvenile court school 
students remains a challenge. We ex-
plore academic achievement through 
the Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Grad-
uation Rate, Adjusted Cohort Dropout 
Rate, and California Assessment of 
Student Performance and Progress 
(CAASPP) Smarter Balanced Summa-
tive Assessments of English language 
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College Going Rates 
College-going rate data was only 
available for 21 of the state’s court 
schools, and the most recent school 
year of available data was 2020-2021. 
This data indicates that court schools 
are underperforming with regard to the 
statewide college going rate, but may 
be performing better than alternative 
schools on the whole. 

•	 Only one court school exceeded the 
statewide college-going rate, which 
was 62.25%, and that school is a unique 
boarding school for youth in foster 
care, rather than a school in a juvenile 
justice facility. 

•	 Ten court schools exceeded the 
college-going rate for the state’s 
alternative schools, which was 22.5%. 
Sacramento and Yuba County Court 
Schools’ college-going rates were 
more than double the rate for all alter-
native schools. 

•	 Two court schools reported a col-
lege going rate of zero, and an addi-
tional four reported rates that were 
below 10%.

PATHWAYS TO HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

Students attending juvenile court 
schools need, want, and deserve 
opportunities to pursue postsec-
ondary education, and we are happy 
to report that this is a topic in which 
some meaningful policy changes have 
been made since the publication of 
our first report in 2016. Most notably, 
California has recently allocated $15 
million in the state’s budget in ongo-
ing funding to establish and expand 
community college programs focused 
on providing both in-custody and 
on-campus postsecondary education 
programming for youth impacted by 
the juvenile justice system. California 
also passed legislation requiring high 
school graduates in juvenile justice 
facilities to have access to online pub-
lic college courses, and encouraging 
County Offices of Education to provide 
financial aid and college counseling 
services to youth as part of their tran-
sition plans. However, close attention 
must be paid to the implementation 
of these programs and investments to 
ensure that access is granted equally 
to all youth, regardless of the county or 
facility in which they reside. 

Data on this topic is limited for the 
juvenile court school population, 
either because it is not collected at all, 
or because it is redacted for priva-
cy reasons, but we were able to pull 
available data to provide a baseline 
analysis of postsecondary access. 

California Assessment of 
Student Performance and 
Progress. 
For our current report we analyzed 
the California Assessment of Student 
Performance and Progress (CAASPP) 
Smarter Balanced Summative As-
sessments of English language arts 
(ELA) and mathematics. The CAASPP 
tests are administered when students 
are in grades 3-8 and again in grade 
11. CAASPP assessments have four 
achievement levels: “Standard Not 
Met,” “Standard Nearly Met,” “Standard 
Met,” and “Standard Exceeded.” 

•	 In the best performing juvenile 
court school during the 2018-2019 
school year, 51.85% of students did not 
meet the ELA standard and 84.62% did 
not meet the Mathematics standard.  

•	 In the best performing juvenile 
court school during the 2021-2022 
school year, 61.54% of students did not 
meet the ELA standard and 86.49% 
failed did not meet the Mathematics 
standard. 

•	 In both years, the percentage of 
juvenile court school students who did 
not meet ELA or Math standards far 
exceeded the percentage of California 
public school students who did not 
meet the standard. 
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Due to the small sample size, we re-
frain from generalizing too much from 
this information. It is likely that some of 
the schools with higher college going 
rates also have higher FAFSA/CADAA 
completion numbers, but that those 
are simply not reported to this particu-
lar data source. On the other hand, it is 
also likely that some of the lack of data 
is due to court schools not filling out 
FAFSA/CADAA applications at all. One 
area of particular concern is the lack of 
completed Cal Grant applications, as 
Cal Grant is California’s primary state 
financial aid program. 

CONCLUSION

While there have been some positive 
developments in court school educa-
tion and postsecondary access since 
our 2016 Educational Injustice report, 
there are still areas of concern. Top 
among our concerns is the lack of 
metrics that truly allow us to docu-
ment educational barriers or identify 
promising practices for youth in the 
juvenile justice system. California has 
the ability to develop such metrics, 
in consultation with stakeholders, 
including youth and families, and we 
hope that this report will spark not only 
conversation, but also action to ensure 
that all youth in the juvenile justice 
system receive the education they 
need to learn, grow, and thrive. 

Financial Aid Data
The main takeaway about financial aid 
data for court schools is that it, largely, 
does not exist. We pulled 2022 and 
2023 data from the California Student 
Aid Commission’s Race to Submit 
portal, which is a statewide campaign 
that encourages schools and districts 
to view and track their submission 
numbers for the Free Application for 
Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) and the 
California Dream Act application. While 
the database is supposed to include 
all public high schools, many court 
schools were not listed.

•	 In the 2021-2022 school year, only 
13 juvenile court schools are listed in 
the CSAC Cal Grant Success Data-
base, and only two had more than 10 
total FAFSA or CADAA applications 
submitted. 

•	 Only 4 of the schools are listed as 
completing a single application for Cal 
Grant in 2022. 

•	 In 2022-2023, 18 juvenile court 
schools are listed in the CSAC Cal 
Grant Success Database, 4 of which 
had more than 10 total FAFSA comple-
tions (Riverside, Orange, Fresno, and 
San Pasqual in San Diego).

•	 6 schools submitted at least one 
application for Cal Grant. 

Top among our 
concerns is the 
lack of metrics 
that truly allow 
us to document 
educational 
barriers or 
identify promising 
practices for youth 
in the juvenile 
justice system.
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California will provide a world-class education for all students, 
from early childhood to adulthood. The Department of Education 
serves our state by innovating and collaborating with educators, 
schools, parents, and community partners. Together, as a team, 
we prepare students to live, work, and thrive in a multicultural, 
multilingual, and highly connected world.

California Department of Education Mission Statement1

youth in juvenile detention have ade-
quate access to education.3 

Youth in the juvenile justice system 
have the same rights to education as 
all students in California. They have 
a fundamental right to be enrolled in 
school under California’s constitution,4 
and juvenile court schools must com-
ply with the California Education Code 
and applicable state and federal laws.5 
This includes the obligation to respect 
the rights of detained youth with spe-
cial education needs. Detained youth 
with special education needs have the 
same rights and protections afforded 
to all other students with disabilities 
under applicable federal laws, includ-
ing the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act.6 Additionally, detained 

youth with disabilities also receive 
protection from discrimination/harass-
ment on the basis of disability under 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973.7 Both probation departments and 
County Offices of Education share re-
sponsibility for the provision of special 
education to students in juvenile court 
schools.8 Additionally, counties are 
“prohibited by State law from depriving 
youth of education when imposing 
discipline.”9 

California’s juvenile justice system is 
also failing to fully meet its promise 
to the youth and families that come 
into contact with it. While the wording 
differs in each department, Califor-
nia’s juvenile probation departments 
consistently pledge to provide care, 
treatment, and guidance.10 This shared 

Introduction

California is still not living up to the De-
partment of Education’s mission when 
it comes to students in California’s 
juvenile justice system. This updated 
report re-confirms concerns about the 
juvenile court school system originally 
documented in Youth Law Center’s 
2016 Educational Injustice report.2 
Children in California’s juvenile justice 
system are among some of the most 
academically at-risk student groups 
in the state’s public school system. 
We know that they have lower rates of 
academic achievement and post-sec-
ondary enrollment and completion, 
and higher suspension and dropout 
rates than the average public school 
student. It remains true that California 
cannot fulfill its promise to educate all 
students while failing to ensure that 
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A consistent theme throughout this 
and our last report on court schools 
is that while it is clear that there 
are general problems with access 
to quality education, it is difficult to 
ascertain what or who is causing 
those problems. Equally as difficult 
is ascertaining how systems can or 
should demonstrate successes. When 
the Youth Law Center issued our first 
Educational Injustice report in 2016, we 
received feedback from some Proba-
tion Departments and County Offices 
of Education that the data presented 
in that report painted an inaccurate 
picture of how well court schools were 
doing. These stakeholders had an 
opportunity to advocate for updated 
and additional data collection opportu-
nities in order to better showcase their 
success, and seven years later, there 
has been very little progress in this 
regard. Without metrics that target the 
gaps in the court school and juvenile 
justice systems, there is little ability 
to reward improvements, as the hard 
work of system and community stake-
holders is not captured, nor is there 
an ability to disincentivize practices 
that lead to poor outcomes. The data 
in this report presents a concerning 
picture of educational opportunities for 
students in court schools, but not a full 
picture. Our top recommendation is for 
stakeholders to develop transparency 
and accountability metrics that not 
only capture a snapshot of the present 
moment in court schools, but also set 
forth a vision to transform educational 
opportunities for youth impacted by 
the juvenile justice system in years to 
come. 

mission cannot be fulfilled if young 
people do not have access to a quality 
education. Probation departments are 
entrusted with the responsibility to 
care for the youth who enter into the 
juvenile justice system. They are also 
uniquely positioned to ensure that the 
youth in their facilities attend school. 
Juvenile court schools operating inside 
of juvenile probation facilities cannot 
function without coordination between 
school and facility staff. Probation 
shapes the learning environment for 
juvenile court school students. There-
fore, academic outcomes for juvenile 
court school students are partially 
shaped by the facilities and staff that 
detain them. Plans to improve aca-
demic outcomes for juvenile court 
school students must acknowledge 
probation’s unique responsibilities to 
court school students. 

California can do more to ensure that 
youth in the juvenile court school sys-
tem have access to quality education 
and the necessary educational sup-
ports to increase academic success. 
We believe that education remains a 
powerful tool for personal and societal 
transformation. It has the potential to 
break negative cycles and challenge 
limited expectations of what is pos-
sible. Every classroom should give 
youth the opportunity to reimagine a 
better future for themselves. Many of 
the youth inside California’s juvenile 
detention facilities are in dire need of 
the transformative force that edu-
cation can provide. More still must 
be done to ensure all juvenile court 
school students have access to such 
an educational experience, and key to 
that project is developing high-quality 
transparency and accountability mea-
sures that are tailored to the unique 
circumstances faced by students in 
the state’s court schools.

Without metrics 
that target the 
gaps in the court 
school and juvenile 
justice systems, 
there is little 
ability to reward 
improvements, 
as the hard 
work of system 
and community 
stakeholders is 
not captured, nor 
is there an ability 
to disincentivize 
practices that lead 
to poor outcomes.
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With those limitations in mind, our 
report focuses on the 2018-2019 and 
2021-2022 school years, where the 
data in which we are interested is both 
recent and the most complete. We 
have supplemented our quantitative 
data review with a review of previously 
published related reports and a review 
of relevant research.14 Throughout 
this report we identify areas where 
additional data is needed and where 
some promising new developments 
have been made. Finally, we end each 
section by providing recommenda-
tions to remove barriers to educational 
achievement and support pathways to 
postsecondary education for youth in 
the juvenile justice system. 

by that data. Due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, limited education data was 
published by CDE for the 2019-2020 
and 2020-2021 school years.12  Addi-
tionally, some of the data produced or 
provided by CDE is redacted to protect 
student privacy, which limits the depth 
of our analysis in some areas.13 Lastly, 
our analysis of court schools is limited 
to those court schools: (1) whose data 
was accessible via both Ed-Data and 
Data Quest and (2) were open during 
both the 2018-2019 and the 2021-2022 
school years. 

This report provides an update to 
Youth Law Center’s 2016 Educational 
Injustice report. The update provides 
an assessment of California’s court 
school education system using publi-
cally available data from the California 
Department of Education (CDE), Public 
Record Act (PRA) requests to several 
County Offices of Education (COEs) 
(Sample PRA requests provided in 
Appendix I), and other publicly avail-
able data.11 This report is focused on 
available data, and we have limited 
our analysis and recommendations 
to those issues that are documented 

Methodology 
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enrollment of the court schools we an-
alyzed was 10,891 students during the 
2021-2022 school year.18 The average 
length of stay in 2022 for all youth in 
camps was 110.43 days and 34.98 for 
all youth in juvenile halls.19  

Court-involved youth remain one of 
the most vulnerable student popula-
tions in the United States. Youth who 
enter the juvenile justice system are 
often from under-performing schools 
where they struggled academically. 

Additionally, many students who end 
up in juvenile detention facilities have 
experienced school pushout. School 
pushout refers to punitive school dis-
cipline practices that exclude students 
from class and too often push them 
out of school altogether.20 Students 
who have been pushed out of school 
are more likely to end up in the 
juvenile justice system. This process 
in which students are pushed out of 
school and into the juvenile justice and 

Many of the youth in the juvenile jus-
tice system in California will come into 
contact with the juvenile court school 
system. Youth attend court school 
while detained in a juvenile hall under 
a number of different circumstances. 
Youth may attend court schools while 
awaiting adjudication or disposition, af-
ter commitment to a local juvenile hall, 
camp or ranch facility, or, less com-
monly, while placed under the super-
vision of probation in the community 
in a group home or other placement.15 

In 2019, California recorded 43,181 
juvenile arrests, 31,717 juvenile court 
dispositions and the total cumulative 
enrollment of the court schools we 
analyzed was 19,767 students during 
the 2018-2019 school year.16 The aver-
age length of stay in 2019 for all youth 
in camps was 114.93 days and 32.42 
days for all youth in juvenile halls.17 
In 2022, California recorded 26,000 
juvenile arrests, 36,640 juvenile court 
dispositions and the total cumulative 

Demographics of Youth

Court-involved youth remain one 
of the most vulnerable student 
populations in the United States.” 

criminal justice systems is also often 
referred to as the “school to prison 
pipeline.” While the name implies 
that students move between the two 
systems in a linear manner, students 
often experience multiple moves 
between schools in their community 
and the juvenile court schools that are 
available during detention.21 Youth who 
become engaged with the juvenile 
justice system, are more likely to stay 
in the system.22 

Students with disabilities, especially 
students with learning disabilities, are 
more likely than their nondisabled 
peers to be pushed out of school and 
end up involved in the juvenile jus-
tice system.23 Nationally, researchers 
estimate between 65% to 85% of youth 
involved with the juvenile justice sys-
tem have a disability.24 Many students 
with disabilities who end up in juvenile 
detention facilities were already sub-
jected to restrictive and exclusionary 
disciplinary practices in their home 
schools.25 The national data consistent-
ly suggests that students with disabil-
ities are disproportionately present in 
juvenile court schools.26 
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TRANSIENT NATURE OF 
JUVENILE COURT SCHOOL 
POPULATION 

The student population who attend 
juvenile court schools is highly dynam-
ic. Many students are often in court 
schools for only a few days or weeks. 
Moving between school placements 
can cause disruptions that make it dif-
ficult for students to focus on learning. 
While many stakeholders are anecdot-
ally aware that the court school stu-
dent experience is often transitory and 
disrupted, it is difficult to capture the 
degree of student mobility with data. 

One attempt at capturing student 
mobility is the new California Depart-
ment of Education “stability rate.”27 The 
recent Decoding Alternative Education 
report by several California advocacy 
organizations utilized this new mea-
surement and found that the analyzed 
alternative schools,28 including court 
schools, had an average “instability 
rate” eight times higher than the state 
average.29 Their findings reflect that 
many students in court schools are 

not in their custodial settings for an 
entire academic year and thus do not 
complete a full academic year at the 
court school. But this “stability rate” 
measure only calculates the number 
of students who are in a school for less 
than a full academic year. To address 
this data gap, we were able to cal-
culate a new measure, which we call 
(for the purposes of this report) the 
Transitory Student Rate, for each court 
school. Our novel measure captures 
the percentage of students who were 
enrolled for fewer than 31 instructional 
days.30 While school instability is gen-
erally not desirable, rates of instability 
for court schools are more complex 
to evaluate. Having many students in 
court schools for short periods of time 
indicates that those students are not 
being incarcerated for long periods of 
time, which is on balance a good out-
come, even if it results in more school 
placement changes. Without a more 
granular analysis at a school by school 
level the Transitory Student Rate, as 
applied to court schools, may be bet-
ter used as a descriptive measure than 
an evaluative measure. 

For the 2018-2019 school year the 
average Transitory Student Rate for 
all California juvenile court schools 
was 60.2%. For the 2021-2022 school 
year the average Transitory Student 
Rate for all California court schools 
was 59.8%. Our findings indicate that 
in each school year more than half of 
all analyzed students attending court 
schools were there for fewer than 31 
instructional days at a time. 

We are not shocked to find that a 
majority of students in court schools 
attend for fewer than 31 instructional 
days. This conclusion is in line with the 
findings of the Decoding Alternative 
Education authors, the calculated aver-
age length of stays, and the anecdotal 
understanding in the field that court 
school students are often present only 
for days or weeks. 

Given these findings, we recommend 
that instructional and other school pro-
gramming for court school students 
reflect the highly mobile nature of the 
student population. COEs and facility 
staff must ensure students have any 
partial credits they earn during their 

TABLE 1. 2018-2019 Juvenile Court Schools Transitory Student Rates

COURT SCHOOLS WITH ≤ 30.0% 
TRANSITORY STUDENT RATES

COURT SCHOOLS WITH ≥ 70.0%  
TRANSITORY STUDENT RATES

El Dorado COE 
Rite of Passage: 22.9%31

Los Angeles COE 
Afflerbaugh-Paige Camp: 22.7% 
Dorothy Kirby Camp: 21.8% 
Glenn Rockey Camp: 22.7% 
Road to Success Academy at Campus 
Kilpatrick: 17.4%

San Diego COE 
San Pasqual Academy: 4.3%32

San Mateo COE 
Margaret J. Kemp: 19.2% 

Alameda COE Alameda County Juvenile Hall/Court: 75.4%

El Dorado COE Golden Ridge: 70%

Imperial COE Imperial County Juvenile Hall/Community: 79.8%

Los Angeles COE Barry J. Nidorf: 75.3%

Marin COE Marin County Juvenile Court: 72.2%

Napa COE Napa County Juvenile Hall/Court: 72.5%

Placer COE Placer County Court Schools: 77.3%

San Bernardino COE San Bernardino County Juvenile Detention and 
Assessment Center: 74%

San Francisco COE S.F. County Court Woodside Learning Center: 79.8% 
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time in a court school calculated and 
included on transcripts as required, 
ready access to exams, and that they 
receive transition services during their 
short terms of attendance. The need 
for timely action is especially true for 
students who have an established 
right to continuous educational sup-
port, including students with disabil-
ities who require support via special 
education services and timely reas-
sessment of their Individualized Edu-
cation Plans (IEPs), and students who 
have disabilities and are in need of an 
initial assessment to begin to receive 
special education services. We also 
recognize, however, that there is still 

a significant portion of young people 
who are present in the school for more 
than 31 instructional days, and some 
of those are students who may attend 
the school for months, or potentially, 
years, given the advent of local Secure 
Youth Treatment Facilities.33 Current 
data does not allow us to differentiate 
between these populations to better 
understand potential differences in 
demographics, needs, or outcomes, 
which makes it difficult for stakehold-
ers, including schools themselves, 
to assess the need for differentiated 
programming.

TABLE 2. 2021-2022 Juvenile Court Schools Transitory Student Rates

COURT SCHOOLS WITH ≤ 30.0% 
TRANSITORY STUDENT RATES

COURT SCHOOLS WITH ≥ 70.0% TRANSITORY STUDENT RATES

Los Angeles COE 
Afflerbaugh-Paige Camp: 22.6% 
Dorothy KIrby Camp: 14.8% 
Glenn Rockey Camp: 23.5% 
Road to Success Academy at 
Campus Kilpatrick: 20.8%

San Diego COE 
San Diego County Court: 44.2%

Santa Cruz COE 
Santa Cruz County Court: 17.9%

Alameda COE Alameda County Juvenile Hall/Court: 70.2%

El Dorado COE Blue Ridge: 70.8%

Imperial COE Imperial County Juvenile Hall/Community: 77.6%

Los Angeles COE Central Juvenile Hall: 71.2%

Napa COE Napa County Juvenile Hall/Court: 87.5%

Placer COE Placer County Court Schools: 76.8%

San Bernardino COE San Bernardino County Juvenile Detention and Assess-
ment Center: 73%

San Francisco COE S.F. County Court Woodside Learning Center: 89.9%

San Joaquin COE John F. Cruikshank Jr: 73.9%

Santa Clara COE Santa Clara County Court: 73.3%

Solano COE Solano County Juvenile Detention Facility - Evergreen Academy: 
72.6%

Sonoma COE Sonoma County Court: 74.3%

YOUTH OF COLOR ARE 
DISPROPORTIONATELY 
IMPACTED BY THE 
FAILURE TO ADDRESS THE 
EDUCATIONAL NEEDS 
OF COURT-INVOLVED 
STUDENTS

In our original 2016 Educational Injus-
tice report we found that youth of col-
or, primarily Black and Latino students, 
were most impacted by the State’s 
failure to address the academic needs 
of youth in juvenile court schools. Our 
original report found that during the 
2013-2014 school year Black and Lati-
no students comprised 82% of the total 
student enrollment in the California 
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juvenile court school system.34 During 
that school year, Black students com-
prised only 6% of total California public 
school enrollment, but they were the 
most overrepresented group in the ju-
venile court schools, with 20.6% of the 
total court school enrollment.35 Black 
students in court schools were 3.43 
times overrepresented in juvenile court 
schools compared to their percentage 
of the total California public school 
student population. Latino students 
comprised 53.6% of the total statewide 
public school enrollment and 61.4% 
of court school enrollment.36 Latino 
students in court schools were 1.15 
times overrepresented in juvenile court 
schools compared to their percentage 
of the total California public school 
student population. 

Our current analysis for this report 
found that youth of color, primarily 
Black and Latino students, continued 
to be the most impacted by the State’s 
failure to address the academic needs 
of youth in juvenile court schools. 

During the 2018-2019 school year 
Black and Latino students comprised 
78.33% of the total cumulative en-
rollment in the juvenile court school 
system.37 As seen in Charts 1 and 2, 
during that school year, Black students 
comprised only 5.52% of total Califor-
nia public school enrollment, but they 
remained the most overrepresented 
racial and ethnic group in the juvenile 
court schools with 22.24% of the court 
school enrollment. This meant Black 
students were 4.03 times overrep-
resented in juvenile court schools 
compared to their percentage of the 
total California public school student 
population. In the 2018-2019 school 
year, Latino students comprised 54.6% 
of total California public school en-
rollment and they remained the most 
prevalent group in the juvenile court 
schools where they were 56.10% of 
the juvenile court school enrollment. 
For this year, Latino students were 1.03 

CA 
American 0.51%

Asian 9.25%
Filipino 2.40%

Black or 5.52%
Hispanic or 54.60%

Native 0.46%
White 22.68%

Two or More 3.77%
None 0.85%
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Islander, 0.46%

White, 22.68%
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Chart 1: 2018-2019 School Year Race/Ethnicity Breakdown of 
Cumulative Enrollment for CA Public Schools

Chart 2: 2018-2019 School Year Race/Ethnicity Breakdown of 
Cumulative Enrollment for CA Court Schools
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times overrepresented in juvenile court 
schools compared to their percentage 
of the total California public school 
student population. American Indian/
Alaska Native students, while a small 
number of students in the court school 
system, were 1.45 times overrepre-
sented compared to their percentage 
of the total California public school 
student population. 

Once again during the 2021-2022 
school year Black and Latino students 
comprised the majority of the total 
cumulative enrollment in the juvenile 
court school system, at 74.51%.38 As 
seen in Charts 3 and 4, Black students 
were 5.20% of the total California 
public school enrollment, but once 
again remained the most overrep-
resented group in the juvenile court 
schools with 19.79%. This meant that 
Black students were 3.81 times over-
represented in juvenile court schools 
compared to their percentage of the 
total California public school student 
population. In that same year, Latino 
students comprised 55.80% of the 
total California public school enroll-
ment and once again they were the 
most prevalent group  in juvenile court 
schools at 54.72% of the juvenile court 
school enrollment. One important 
caveat about the 2021-2022 data is that 
the percentage of students for whom 
race and ethnicity data was redacted 
skyrocketed from 3.5% in 2018-2019 to 
14.6% in 2021-2022. Under data privacy 
protocols, schools do not report data 
on student groups whenever the group 
is 10 or fewer students. While the 

CA 
American 0.46%

Asian 9.52%
Filipino 2.29%

Black or 5.20%
Hispanic or 55.80%

Native 0.43%
White 20.10%

Two or More 4.26%
None 1.07%
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Filipino, 2.29%
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Hispanic or 
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Islander, 0.43%
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Two or More 
Races, 4.26%

None Reported, 
1.07%

Juvenile 
American 0%
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Filipino 0%
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American Indian 
or Alaska Native, 

0%

Asian, 0%

Black or African 
American, 19.79%

Filipino, 0%
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or Pacific 
Islander, 0%

White, 8.78%

Two or More 
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1.50%
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Chart 3: 2021-2022 School Year Race/Ethnicity Breakdown of 
Cumulative Enrollment for CA Public Schools

Chart 4: 2021-2022 School Year Race/Ethnicity Breakdown of 
Cumulative Enrollment for CA Court Schools

In 2021-2022, Black students were 

3.81 TIMES
overrepresented in 
juvenile court schools 
compared to their percentage 
of the total California public 
school student population.
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juvenile court schools. Furthermore, 
we observed a notable increase in the 
proportion of students with disabilities 
enrolled in court schools between the 
2018-2019 school year and the 2021-
2022 school year. 

During the 2018-2019 school year 
students with disabilities comprised 
20.06% of the total cumulative en-
rollment in the juvenile court school 
system.42 During that school year, 
students with disabilities were only 
12.97% of total California public school 
enrollment. This meant that students 
with disabilities were 1.55 times over-
represented in juvenile court schools 
compared to their percentage of the 
total California public school student 
population. In this school year, nine-
teen of the fifty-one court schools we 
analyzed had a percentage of students 
with disabilities greater than 25%. 

During the 2021-2022 school year 
students with disabilities comprised 
29.80% of the total cumulative en-
rollment in the juvenile court school 
system, while students with disabilities 
were only 13.98% of total California 

STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES ARE 
OVERREPRESENTED 
IN JUVENILE COURT 
SCHOOLS 

Our original 2016 report did not an-
alyze the number of students with 
disabilities39 attending court schools. 
However, researchers have found 
that across the nation students with 
disabilities, especially students with 
learning disabilities, are more likely 
than their nondisabled peers to end 
up involved in the juvenile delinquen-
cy system.40 Researchers estimate at 
the national level that students with 
disabilities make up one- to two-thirds 
of incarcerated youth, and that these 
disabilities are not always appropri-
ately identified or accommodated.41 
In order for court schools to meet the 
education needs of young people in 
the juvenile delinquency system, the 
system must address the needs of 
students with disabilities. 

Our current analysis for this report 
found that students with disabilities 
are overrepresented in California’s 

available data seems to show a slight 
decrease in overrepresentation of 
Black students between those years, 
the number of schools that redacted 
data on Black student enrollment 
increased from 14 to 29 in those years. 
The number of schools redacting data 
on White student enrollment increased 
from 9 to over 30. The 2021-2022 
data also showed no students in the 
American Indian/Alaska Native, Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, Filipino, 
or Asian student categories in a court 
school, despite the fact that we know 
this to be untrue. In fact, American 
Indian/Alaska Native students have 
historically been overrepresented in 
California’s juvenile justice system. 

While we understand the general 
reasoning behind the data redaction 
policies and are supportive of protect-
ing student privacy, we are concerned 
that data redaction policies inad-
vertently prevent policymakers and 
communities from addressing racial 
disproportionality in court schools 
and/or identifying schools to target 
for intervention or specialized support 
services. Juvenile court schools, as 
well as other alternative schools, tend 
to be much smaller than traditional 
public schools, and thus are dispro-
portionately impacted by these data 
redaction policies, which functionally 
means that the least amount of data is 
available for the schools that educate 
the students at highest risk of school 
push-out. At present, these policies 
are a significant barrier to our ability to 
accurately understand who is enrolled 
in court schools and what their out-
comes are.

2018-2019 
School Year

2021-2022 
School YearCourt School 

Cumulative 19,767 10,891Court School 
Cumulative 3,965 3,246
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Chart 5: A Comparison of the Change in Cumulative Enrollment 
and Cumulative Enrollment of Students with Disabilities
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not benefitting in the same way from 
changes in juvenile justice system 
practices that have reduced the overall 
number of youth in detention. Because 
court schools educate youth detained 
in juvenile facilities, enrollment in 
court schools can be used as a rough 
proxy for the demographics of youth 
the juvenile justice system detains or 
incarcerates, data which is not current-
ly collected or reported on a statewide 
level by probation departments. While 
the courts, probation departments, 
and other juvenile justice system 
decision-makers have instituted policy 
changes over the past several years 
with the effect of reducing overall 
arrests and the use of detention, and 
increasing the availability of commu-
nity and family-based alternatives to 
detention, this data may reflect that 
those changes have not had the same 
effect for youth with disabilities as for 
their non-disabled peers, and that the 
already disproportionate incarceration 
of youth with disabilities has wors-
ened even as overall practices have 
improved. 

Regardless of the cause of the in-
crease, the greater percentage of 
court school students with disabilities 
has important implications for the 
operation of court schools, the facil-
ities in which they are housed, and 
the juvenile justice system in general. 
Probation and the juvenile court must 
ensure that they are appropriately 
serving youth with disabilities in facil-
ities, communities, and courtrooms 
just as County Offices of Education and 
court schools must serve them in the 
classroom. 

Thirty court schools had a year-to-year 
increase in the percentage of stu-
dents with disabilities. Of those thirty 
court schools, twelve schools saw an 
increase of over 10%. This includes four 
schools that had an increase of over 
30%.     

While the available data allows us to 
observe this significant increase, it 
does not explain why the increase oc-
curred. There are a few possible expla-
nations; note that these explanations 
are not necessarily mutually exclusive, 
and that the explanations could differ 
from county to county. 

One reason that the percentage of 
students with disabilities in court 
schools might increase, even as the 
total population declines, could be 
that COEs and school districts have im-
proved their identification, screening, 
and intake processes such that they 
are correctly identifying students with 
disabilities who had previously gone 
undiagnosed or whose disability status 
was not appropriately communicated 
as students moved between schools. 
It seems possible that in at least some 
of the COEs observed, the increase in 
students with disabilities could be a 
result of improved practices, potential-
ly related to legislation that passed in 
2019 assigning greater responsibility 
to COEs for special education re-
cords transfer and transition planning 
between school districts and court 
schools.43 

It is also possible that the increase in 
the proportion of students with dis-
abilities in court schools is an indi-
cation that youth with disabilities are 

public school enrollment. This meant 
that students with disabilities were 2.13 
times overrepresented in juvenile court 
schools compared to their percentage 
of the total California public school 
student population. And twenty-nine of 
the fifty-one court schools we ana-
lyzed had a percentage of students 
with disabilities greater than 25%. 

We observed a significant increase 
in the percentage of juvenile court 
school students with disabilities 
between the 2018-2019 and 2021-
2022 school years; the overall per-
centage of students with disabilities 
in court schools increased by 9.74%. 
This increase in the percentage of 
students with disabilities occurred at 
the same time as a significant drop in 
overall enrollment in court schools. 
The number of students enrolled in 
court schools dropped by almost half 
- 44.9% between those two years - but 
the number of students with disabili-
ties did not drop at the same rate. As 
seen in Chart 5, the overall cumulative 
enrollment of juvenile court schools’ 
students with disabilities decreased 
from 3,965 in 2019 to 3,246 in 2022, or a 
decrease of 18.13%. Note that the count 
of students with disabilities in 2022 is 
likely a slight undercount, as eighteen 
court schools’ enrollment numbers 
were unavailable due to data policies 
that require numbers to be redacted 
whenever a school reports 10 or fewer 
students in a particular category. 

Of the fifty-one court schools we 
analyzed, only three court schools had 
a year-to-year decrease in the per-
centage of students with disabilities. 

Our observed increase in the percentage of court school 
students with disabilities only heightens the need for 
court school and probation staff to ensure they are able 
to meet the needs of students with disabilities. 
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juvenile court schools served a greater 
percentage of EL students statewide 
than regular public schools, yet served 
a smaller portion of FEP students. 

In the 2018-2019 school year, EL 
students comprised 19.3% of total 
statewide enrollment and 22.44% of 
court school census day enrollment.52 
During the same period, FEP students 
accounted for 22.48% of statewide 
enrollment, yet only 16.47% of the court 
school population. In the 2021-2022 
school year, EL students comprised 
19.1% of total statewide enrollment 
and 21.21% of court school enrollment. 
During the same period, FEP students 
accounted for 20.93% of statewide en-
rollment, yet only 16.44% of the court 
school population. As with our original 
2016 report we believe “[t]he lower rate 
of FEP students in court schools may 
be due to the older age and school 
enrollment history of the court school 
population or the failure to properly 
identify or reclassify EL students.”53

Juvenile detention facilities have an 
obligation to provide language ac-
cessible services to the youth who 
are placed there. While many facilities 
may struggle to collect this data, court 
schools often collect it and share it 
with CDE. Coordination between court 

court school and probation staff to en-
sure they are able to meet the needs 
of students with disabilities. 

ENGLISH LEARNERS 
IN JUVENILE COURT 
SCHOOLS 

Juvenile court schools, like all Califor-
nia public schools, have a legal obliga-
tion to provide English Learners (EL)47 
with a quality education. Students who 
speak a language other than English 
at home must be carefully assessed to 
determine whether they are an EL in 
order to properly meet their language 
needs. Under both state and federal 
law, schools are obligated to provide 
EL students with programming that 
both teaches them academic English 
and provides equal access to the same 
curriculum as other non-EL students.48 
Juvenile court schools have these 
same obligations to EL students.49 

In our original 2016 report we found 
that juvenile court schools served a 
greater percentage of EL students 
statewide than regular public schools, 
yet served a smaller portion of Fluent 
English Proficient (FEP)50 students.51 
Our current review of the data found 
that the same trend persisted in both 
school years we examined, that is, that 

Probation departments must also 
ensure that their practices do not 
prevent COEs from meeting their legal 
obligations to students with disabilities. 

A recent report from Disability Rights 
California (“DRC”) underscores chal-
lenges faced by youth with disabilities 
in the juvenile justice system. DRC’s 
recent investigation of the Kings 
County Juvenile Center found that 
Kings County failed to meet the spe-
cial education needs of its students.44 
DRC observed that probation staff, not 
teachers, would be in the classroom 
and look over students’ work. DRC also 
observed that probation and school 
staff did not regularly meet to discuss 
and coordinate support for students 
with disabilities. Lastly, the report 
found that probation staff regularly 
conducted informal school removals 
by either not taking students to class 
or removing them from the classroom. 
Despite court school students with dis-
abilities who receive special education 
being entitled to protection under both 
federal45 and state46 laws, DRC’s recent 
report demonstrates what the failure 
to respect these rights can look like in 
a juvenile court school. 

Our observed increase in the per-
centage of court school students with 
disabilities only heightens the need for 

CA Public CA Juvenile 
2013-2014 22.70% 27.50%
2013-2014 20.40% 13.20%
2018-2019 19.30% 22.44%
2018-2019 22.48% 16.47%
2021-2022 19.10% 21.21%
2021-2022 20.93% 16.44%
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Chart 6: EL and FEP Percentages in CA Public Schools & CA Juvenile Court Schools
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Crossover between the child wel-
fare and juvenile justice systems is 
a well-documented phenomenon 
– youth may come into the juvenile 
justice system with prior child wel-
fare history, be placed in foster care 
while involved in the juvenile justice 
system, or exit the juvenile justice 
system to the child welfare system. 
Despite this overlap, and the fact that 
juvenile court schools have some of 
the highest concentrations of foster 
youth of any schools in the state, foster 
youth attending juvenile court schools 
are not always included in outreach or 
services for foster youth. We hope that 
this data underscores the importance 
of proactively including foster youth 
who have encountered the juvenile 
justice system in initiatives to boost 
educational attainment and support 
youth in the transition to adulthood at 
the state and local levels. 

In both years analyzed, the majority of 
court schools did not have available 
data for homeless youth due to redac-
tion or other reporting issues. For 2018-
2019 homelessness data was available 
only in 11 schools and in 2021-2022 
homelessness data was available only 
in five schools. For this reason, we are 
not calculating a rate across all court 
schools.

We were, however, able to observe 
that rates of identification for homeless 
youth varied significantly between 
schools. For example, in 2018-2019 
13.74% of students enrolled in Alameda 
County’s court school were identified 
as homeless, and 42% of students 
enrolled in Humboldt County’s court 
school were identified as homeless, 
while other schools, even ones with 
large cumulative enrollment numbers, 
seemingly identified no homeless 
students. In 2021-2022, the five schools 
with available homelessness data were 
Alameda County Juvenile Court School 
at 16.8%, Barry J. Nidorf (Los Angeles 
County) at 3.2%, ACCESS Juvenile Hall 

school staff and detention facility staff 
could improve the ability for detention 
facilities to meet their obligations and 
better serve EL and FEP youth beyond 
the classroom. 

FOSTER YOUTH AND 
YOUTH EXPERIENCING 
HOMELESSNESS IN COURT 
SCHOOLS

Our 2016 report on court schools did 
not analyze the overlap between foster 
youth and youth experiencing home-
lessness with court school students. 
Our current analysis of court school 
data shows that youth in foster care 
are vastly overrepresented in court 
schools, and that there is a concerning 
lack of data regarding the enrollment 
of students experiencing homeless-
ness in court schools. 

In 2018-2019, 4,396 foster youth en-
rolled in a court school, representing 
22.24% of cumulative enrollments in 
court schools.54 In that year data on 
foster youth enrollment was either 
redacted or unavailable for five court 
schools. In 2021-2022, 2,335 foster 
youth were reported enrolling in court 
schools, but data was either redacted 
or unavailable for 27 court schools. 
Even with over half of court schools 
not reporting foster youth data, foster 
youth made up 21.44% of enrollments 
in court schools that year. By compar-
ison, foster youth made up less than 
one percent (0.7%) of enrollments in 
the state of California in both years. 
In 2021-2022, foster youth were 30.63 
times overrepresented in court schools 
as compared to their overall percent-
age of enrollments in the state of Cali-
fornia. As there are multiple definitions 
of foster youth in the California Educa-
tion Code, we note that for the pur-
poses of this section, the count refers 
to youth who meet the Local Control 
Funding Formula (LCFF) definition of 
foster youth.55 

In 2021-2022, 
foster youth 
were 30.63 times 
overrepresented 
in court schools as 
compared to their 
overall percentage 
of enrollments in the 
state of California.

at 2.5% (Orange County), El Centro Jr./
Sr. High at 11.77% (Sacramento County), 
and Santa Barbara County Juvenile 
Court School at 25.77%. That year, the 
statewide percentage of homeless 
students enrolled in California schools 
was 3.7%. 

Given that national data indicates that 
46% of youth who have experienced 
homelessness have been held in a 
juvenile detention center,56 we are 
more inclined to believe that court 
schools are undercounting homeless 
youth than to believe that the schools 
reporting high percentages of youth 
experiencing homelessness are ex-
treme outliers. Homeless youth status, 
unlike foster youth status, is not cen-
trally tracked through a data matching 
process – in order to identify children 
and youth experiencing homeless-
ness, school districts must implement 
processes to screen youth and families 
for homelessness. It seems possible 
that youth in court schools might not 
be screened for homelessness due to 
a mistaken belief that because they 
are temporarily residing in a detention 
facility, they cannot be screened for 
homelessness status, even if they were 
homeless prior to being detained or 
will exit to homelessness. 
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5 Proactively review or draft 
policies related to foster 
youth services that ensure 
that current and former 

foster youth in juvenile court schools 
are connected to educational and 
other resources that can support 
their graduation from high school and 
transition to postsecondary education 
or work. 

6 Implement policies and 
practices to ensure that youth 
experiencing homelessness 
are appropriately identified 

when entering or exiting a court 
school so that they can be linked to 
supportive services. 

7 Work with stakeholders 
to develop data protocols 
that protect student privacy 
without rendering student 

populations such as students with 
disabilities, foster youth, homeless 
youth, and American Indian/Alaska 
Native students invisible.

3 Juvenile justice system 
stakeholders including, 
but not limited to courts, 
probation, and COEs must 

work together to ensure that the 
rights of students with disabilities are 
respected in and out of the classroom, 
and that the system is not subjecting 
youth with disabilities to harsher 
penalties due to their disability status. 
A first step towards understanding the 
disproportional representation of youth 
with disabilities in the juvenile justice 
system is to collect data and analyze 
outcomes with attention to disability 
status. 

4 Require collaboration 
between court schools 
and probation to improve 
language access assessment 

and services for youth who are English 
Language Learners. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1Juvenile Court Schools should 
be required to track distinct 
populations in their school 
who are attending for only a 

short percentage of time (fewer than 
31 instructional days) and students 
who are attending for much longer 
periods of time (i.e. greater than 31 
instructional days and students in a 
Secure Youth Treatment Facility) in 
order to fully understand the different 
demographics, needs, and outcomes 
of these students.

2 County Offices of Education 
and probation departments 
should ensure that programs 
and policies in juvenile court 

schools reflect the fact that many 
of their students attend for only a 
short amount of time. Investments in 
transition services and relationship 
building with districts of origin to 
minimize disruption to student learning 
are imperative. 
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Access to School Issues 
As we noted in our original report there 
are many reasons why juvenile court 
school students miss school.57 In this 
section we will discuss four categories 
for which we have data: chronic absen-
teeism, expulsions, suspensions, and 
willful defiance suspensions. However, 
there are many underlying causes for 
these students missing school about 
which we do not have available data. 
A common theme that emerged from 
our PRA requests was the import-
ant role that probation departments 
played in whether students attended 
school while in a probation facility. 
Many of the documents provided by 
COEs to Youth Law Center via our PRA 
requests outlined thoughtful guide-
lines regarding the conditions under 
which a student would be removed 
from class, which would be followed 
by a statement regarding probation’s 
ability to act with great discretion. 
This is true even for COEs with robust 
Positive Behavior Intervention and 
Support frameworks.58 Furthermore, 
these removals from class or school 
are often described in the provided 
guidelines as explicitly not suspen-
sions, and therefore won’t be reflected 
in the data described below. While 
the data we discuss in this section 
will partially describe juvenile court 
school attendance and the prevalence 

of exclusionary discipline, it cannot 
tell the complete story of why juve-
nile court school students miss class 
because of all of the data that is not 
being tracked. 

CHRONIC ABSENTEEISM: 
MISSING INSTRUCTION 
WHILE INCARCERATED. 

In our original Educational Injustice 
report we were shocked to find that 
there were high truancy rates59 for 
juvenile court schools.60 At first one 
might assume that court schools are 
designed to limit opportunities for 
student truancy. Youth attending these 
schools are frequently secured in a 
facility under the direct supervision 
of detention facility staff at all times 
and school attendance is statutorily 

mandated. While we originally found 
that in the 2013-2014 school year the 
majority of juvenile court schools in 
California reported no truant students, 
we also noted that there were several 
court schools where the truancy rate 
exceeded 30%.61 

For this report we analyzed the “Chron-
ic Absenteeism62 Rate Indicator”63 
data for the 2018-2019 and 2021-2022 
school years. We chose to analyze the 
chronic absenteeism rates because 
the data were accessible via the Ed-
Data.org website for any local educa-
tional agency (“LEA”) in California. As 
discussed above on pages 11-12, the 
chronic absenteeism rate calculation 
excludes students who were enrolled 
in a LEA for fewer than 31 instruction-
al days. While the truancy rates we 

A common theme that emerged 
from our PRA requests was the 
important role that probation 
departments played in whether 
students attended school while in 
a probation facility. 
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TABLE 3. 2018-2019 Juvenile 
Court School Chronic 

Absenteeism Rates

TABLE 4. 2021-2022 Juvenile 
Court School Chronic 

Absenteeism Rates

HIGHEST TEN CHRONIC 
ABSENTEEISM RATES 

HIGHEST TEN CHRONIC 
ABSENTEEISM RATES 

Bishop Unified School District 
Keith B. Bright High (Juvenile Hall): 
88.9%

Ventura COE 
Providence: 65.2%

Los Angeles COE 
Barry J. Nidorf: 69.8%

Alameda COE  
Alameda County Juvenile Hall/
Court: 63.9%

Mendocino COE 
West Hills Juvenile Hall Court: 45.5%

Santa Cruz COE  
Santa Cruz County Court: 48.3%

Los Angeles COE 
Dorothy Kirby Camp: 27%

Placer COE 
Placer County Court School: 42.9%

Fresno COE 
Alice M. Worsley: 23.8%

San Joaquin COE 
John F. Cruikshank Jr: 42.9%

San Joaquin COE 
John F. Cruikshank Jr: 23.1%

Kings COE 
J.C. Montgomery: 34.5%

Santa Cruz COE 
Santa Cruz County Court: 20%

Kern COE 
Kern County Juvenile Hall Court: 34%

Los Angeles COE 
Glenn Rockey Camp: 18.6%

Mendocino COE 
West Hills Juvenile Hall Court: 31.3%

Los Angeles COE 
Afflerbaugh-Paige Camp: 18.6%

Contra Costa COE 
Mt. McKinley: 27.8%

Orange COE  
ACCESS Juvenile Hall: 17.7%

Los Angeles COE 
Dorothy Kirby Camp: 27.5%

analyzed for the 2013-2014 school 
year and the chronic absenteeism rates 
that were reviewed for this report both 
measure students’ missed instructional 
time, these rates are not calculated in 
the same way and direct comparisons 
between the two rates could not and 
should not be made. 

Unfortunately, our current findings are 
consistent with prior findings. While 
in both the 2018-2019 and 2021-2022 
school years around 20% of court 
schools had Chronic Absenteeism 
rates of 0%, there were a number 
of court schools where the chronic 

absenteeism rate exceeded 30%.64 For 
the 2018-2019 school year the average 
California court school Chronic Absen-
teeism rate was 12.9%. For the 2021-
2022 school year the average California 
court school Chronic Absenteeism rate 
was 16.8%. This year-to-year increase 
is not surprising as schools across the 
state are currently experiencing an 
increase in chronic absenteeism.65

While these findings are alarming, they 
do not fully reflect the percentage of 
young people in court schools who 
miss more than 10% of school days. 
As noted above, students who attend 

a LEA for less than 31 days are not 
eligible to be considered chronically 
absent. Our novel Transitory Student 
Rate indicated that a majority of court 
school students in both of the school 
years we reviewed attended a court 
school for fewer than 31 instructional 
days. This means that the lost in-
struction time for most court school 
students is simply not captured by the 
Chronic Absenteeism indicator. While 
the data we analyzed demonstrates 
that court school students’ missed 
instructional time remains a significant 
concern, the available data cannot 
fully capture the entire population 
and reflect the gravity of the issue. For 
these reasons the Chronic Absentee-
ism indicator alone is not a sufficient 
indicator of court school students’ 
missed instructional time. A better in-
dicator must be developed in order for 
all stakeholders to address the endur-
ing issue of missed instructional time. 

As we noted in our prior report, youth 
in juvenile court schools experience 
unexcused absences, missed classes, 
and tardiness for many different rea-
sons. Sometimes there exist unlawful 
facility practices that prevent class 
attendance,  some absences are due 
to insufficient facility procedures and 
limited oversight, and there may be 
instances in which youth decline to at-
tend school. In juvenile court schools, 
student attendance at school involves 
coordination among the youth, proba-
tion staff, and school staff. Breakdowns 
in coordination between probation and 
school staff can cause youth to com-
pletely miss school or be brought to 
school late. Since this issue was noted 
in our prior report, there has been little 
progress made to document when 
breakdowns in probation and school 
staff coordination result in court school 
students missing school. Because the 
resulting loss in instructional time is 
not tracked, it is difficult for either set of 
actors to be held accountable and for 
progress to be appropriately tracked. 
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problem is understanding the many 
different factors that contribute to the 
problem. The solutions to a problem 
must address all of its different causes. 
A necessary element of addressing 
chronic absenteeism in court schools 
must include better documentation 
of missed instructional time and the 
reasons why students are absent from 
class. Additionally, efficient and effec-
tive coordination between probation 
and school staff is critical to ensuring 
the basic educational responsibility of 
students being present in their class-
rooms is met. 

SUSPENSIONS AND 
EXPULSIONS 

Suspensions and expulsions can have 
broad and long lasting consequenc-
es beyond removing students from 
the classroom or a school. For years 
studies have confirmed that when 
youth are subjected to exclusionary 
discipline policies, including both 
suspension, expulsions, and arrests at 
school, they are more likely to drop out 
of school entirely70 and eventually be 
pushed into the juvenile justice system 
and adult incarceration.71 The focus 
on utilizing exclusionary discipline to 
address chronic absenteeism/truan-
cy can often result in increased rates 
of absenteeism/truancy.72 It is likely 
that even before entering the juvenile 
justice system, court school students 
experienced prior suspension or expul-
sions, school attendance issues, and 
had greater rates of repeating grades 
than their non-court-involved peers.73 
Additionally, there is a growing body 
of research that suggests exclusion-
ary discipline does little to decrease 
future misbehavior for the disciplined 
students or their peers, doesn’t signifi-
cantly improve educational achieve-
ment for peers, and often results in 
forcing youth off-track.74  

staff to ensure the attendance of 
detained youth who are placed under 
their care and supervision. Further-
more, the current law allows parents to 
potentially be held liable for absences 
that are caused in part by probation 
and detention staff practices. 

Probation and detention facility staffing 
issues and policy decisions contribute 
to the high rate of chronic absenteeism 
in court school programs. Sometimes 
decisions made by the probation 
department or facility staff related 
to entire groups of detained young 
people prevent youth from attending 
school. An investigation of the Los 
Angeles County juvenile halls revealed 
that there was a practice of barring 
entire living units of young people 
from attending school if one of them 
misbehaved.67 Similarly, Kern County 
probation staff blanketly barred all 
youths labeled “high security status” 
from attending school and required 
them to receive education services in 
their living units instead.68 

Other times the action taken by proba-
tion staff is a refusal to timely transport 
students to school. In April 2023, the 
California Attorney General filed a 
motion to enforce specific portions of a 
2021 stipulated judgment that required 
Los Angeles County’s probation de-
partment to “[p]rovide timely transport 
of youth from their units in the juvenile 
halls to school daily.”69

Because missed instructional time 
for juvenile court school students is 
difficult to track, and the reason for 
the missed instructional time is even 
harder to discern, fully addressing 
missed instructional time in court 
schools remains extremely difficult. 
Our hope in highlighting how proba-
tion in some instances contributes 
to the alarming chronic absenteeism 
rates in these schools is not to assign 
blame. A crucial step in addressing a 

In a traditional school, there are sig-
nificant and sometimes severe con-
sequences for truant youth and their 
parents. “Habitually truant”66 students 
may be referred to a School Atten-
dance Review Board (SARB) where 
they may be transferred to an alter-
native school and/or receive helpful 
interventions. The SARB or school 
district may also ask their local District 
Attorney’s Office to file a petition in 
juvenile court regarding a truant youth. 
If parents fail to compel their child to 
attend school, they may have a crim-
inal complaint filed against them and 
face court-imposed fines. Our public 
records requests confirmed that sev-
eral county offices of education viewed 
the first step in addressing chronic 
absenteeism in court schools as con-
tacting students’ parents. In publica-
tions regarding chronic absenteeism 
they mentioned the liability parents 
may face if their student did not attend 
school. It is important to note that no 
such consequences exist for the failure 
of a probation department or detention 

A necessary 
element of 
addressing chronic 
absenteeism in 
court schools must 
include better 
documentation of 
missed instructional 
time and the reasons 
why students are 
absent from class. 



Out of Sight, Out of Mind How California’s Education Data & Accountability Systems Fail Youth in Juvenile Court Schools    23

also found that since our initial analysis 
of 2013-2014 school year data in our 
2016 Educational Injustice report, court 
schools, as well as all public schools 
statewide, are suspending students 
at a lower rate.79 We acknowledge, 
however, that the suspension data may 
not fully capture removals from school 
and subsequent lost instructional time, 
as it appears that, generally, removals 
from school by probation staff are not 
tracked in suspension data. We also 
note that the way that suspension data 
is tracked could lead to a deflation in 
suspension rates for court schools, 
which have a highly mobile student 
population–suspensions are tracked 
across cumulative enrollment data, 
meaning that a student who is in the 
school for one day, and thus less likely 
to be present for enough time to be 
suspended, is given the same weight 
in the suspension rate calculation as 
a student who was there for the entire 
year.80 

California must continue to do more 
to address the reality that the most 
vulnerable students are still dispropor-
tionately removed from their classes 
via suspension. This reality is support-
ed by research, which makes clear 
that in California there are a number of 
identified alternatives available beyond 
suspension.81 The negative conse-
quences of suspensions are significant, 
and impact students well beyond their 
school age years. It should be a goal 
for California to decrease and ultimate-
ly eliminate the use of suspension for 
all students, including students edu-
cated in juvenile court schools. 

Willful Defiance Suspensions 
Willful Defiance is defined as “[d]is-
rupt[ing] school activities or otherwise 
willfully defying the valid authority of 
supervisors, teachers, administrators, 
school officials, or other school per-
sonnel engaged in the performance 
of their duties.”82 Historically students 

exceeding 50%. Two camps within the 
LACOE court school system recorded 
the highest suspension rates of any 
court school in California during the 
school year, with Glenn Rockey Camp 
reporting a 61.4% rate and Dorothy 
Kirby Camp reporting a suspension 
rate of 69%.

During the 2021-2022 school year, 
6.59% of all juvenile court school stu-
dents were suspended, more than 2.06 
times higher than the statewide sus-
pension rate of 3.2%.78 Once again, we 
found that many juvenile court schools 
had very high suspension rates. Table 
6 shows that eight court schools have 
suspension rates that were more 
than four times the statewide public 
school suspension rate. Another five 
court schools had suspension rates 
that were more than two times the 
statewide suspension rate. Two court 
schools, once again administered by 
LACOE, had suspension rates ex-
ceeding 50%. Similar to the 2018-2019 
school year, two camps administered 
by the LACOE recorded the highest 
suspension rates that school year, with 
Glenn Rockey Camp reporting a 55.9% 
rate and Afflerbaugh-Paige Camp re-
porting a suspension rate of 69%.

The data suggests that it is possible for 
juvenile court schools to be run with-
out suspending any students. During 
the 2018-2019 school year 17 court 
schools in California reported not sus-
pending any students. During the 2021-
22 school year 21 court schools report-
ed not suspending any students. We 

Expulsions 
Today, juvenile court schools in Califor-
nia very rarely expel students. During 
the 2018-2019 school year there was 
only one student expelled from a 
juvenile court school.75 During the 
2021-2022 school year, available data 
indicates that there were no students 
expelled from a juvenile court school.76 
Court schools often operate inside of 
a secure facility under the supervision 
of detention facility staff. The data 
demonstrates that expelling students 
from court schools is not an option that 
is frequently utilized by court schools. 
Given that expulsions are not being 
used in the court school context, and 
the research shows the broad and 
long lasting negative effects of expul-
sions, we recommend that the ability 
of court schools to expel students be 
eliminated. 

Suspensions 
During the 2018-2019 school year, 
9.33% of all juvenile court school 
students were suspended, more than 
2.67 times the statewide suspension 
rate of 3.5%.77 Unfortunately, many 
court schools have exceptionally high 
suspension rates. Table 5 shows that 
ten court schools had suspension 
rates that are four times the statewide 
suspension rate for all California public 
schools. Another eight court schools 
had suspension rates that are double 
the statewide suspension rate. Three 
court schools, all administered by the 
Los Angeles County Office of Educa-
tion (LACOE), had suspension rates 

During the 2018-2019 school year, 9.33% 
of all juvenile court school students were suspended, 

more than 2.67 times 
the statewide suspension rate of 3.5%.
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TABLE 5. 2018-2019 Juvenile Court Suspension Rates

COURT SCHOOLS WITH 0.0%  
SUSPENSION RATE

COURT SCHOOLS WITH  
0.0%-5.00% SUSPENSION RATE

COURT SCHOOLS WITH ≥ ≧10.00% 
SUSPENSION RATE

Butte COE 
Table Mountain 

El Dorado COE  
Blue Ridge 
Golden Ridge 
Rite of Passage 

Imperial COE  
Imperial County Juvenile Hall/Community 

Marin COE  
Marin County Juvenile Court 

Orange COE  
ACCESS Juvenile Hall

Placer COE  
Placer County Court Schools 

San Benito COE  
San Benito County Juvenile Hall Court

San Francisco COE 
S.F. County Court Woodside Learning 
Center

San Mateo COE 
Margaret J. Kemp

Santa Cruz COE  
Santa Cruz County Court

Solano COE  
Solano County Juvenile Detention Facility: 
Evergreen Academy

Stanislaus COE 
Stanislaus County West Campus

Tehama COE 
Tehama Oaks High 

Tuolumne COE 
Gold Ridge Educational Center 

Riverside COE 
Riverside County Juvenile Court: 
0.1%

Santa Clara COE 
Santa Clara County Court: 0.1%

Merced COE 
Merced County Juvenile Court: 
0.5%

Shasta COE  
Shasta County Juvenile Court: 
0.5%

San Luis Obispo COE 
San Luis Obispo County Juvenile 
Court: 1.6%

Tulare COE 
Tulare County Court: 1.8%

Napa COE 
Napa County Juvenile Hall/Court: 
2.0%

Mendocino COE 
West Hills Juvenile Hall Court: 
3.0%

Sonoma COE 
Sonoma County Court: 3.2% 

Santa Barbara COE 
Santa Barbara County Juvenile 
Court: 3.4%

San Diego COE 
San Diego County Court: 4.0%

Madera COE 
Juvenile Hall (Endeavor/ Voyager 
Secondary): 4.1%

Bishop Unified  
Keith B Bright High (Juvenile Hall): 
21.4%

Fresno COE 
Alice M. Worsley: 20.2%

Humboldt COE 
Humboldt County Office of Educa-
tion Juvenile Hall Court: 16.7% 

Los Angeles COE 
Afflerbaugh-Paige Camp: 69.4% 
Barry J. Nidorf: 17.7% 
Central Juvenile Hall: 22.5% 
Dorothy Kirby Camp: 69% 
Glenn Rockey Camp: 61.4% 
Road to Success Academy at 
Campus Kilpatrick: 58.3%

Monterey COE  
Wellington M. Smith Jr.: 10.5%

San Diego COE 
San Pasqual Academy: 30.9%

San Joaquin COE 
John F. Cruikshank Jr.: 13.2%

Monterey COE 
Wellington M. Smith, Jr.: 10.5% 

Yuba COE 
Harry P B Carden: 10.2%
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TABLE 6. 2021-2022 Juvenile Court Suspension Rates

COURT SCHOOLS WITH 0.0% 
SUSPENSION RATE

COURT SCHOOLS WITH 0.0%-
5.00% SUSPENSION RATE

COURT SCHOOLS WITH ≧≥ 10.00% 
SUSPENSION RATE

Butte COE Table Mountain 

Del Norte COE Elk Creek 

El Dorado COE Blue Ridge Rite of Passage 

Imperial COE Imperial County Juvenile 
Hall/Community 

Orange COE ACCESS Juvenile Hall

Placer COE Placer County Court Schools 

Riverside COE Riverside County Juvenile 
Court

San Benito COE San Benito County Juvenile 
Hall Court

San Francisco COE S.F. County Court 
Woodside Learning Center

San Mateo COE Margaret J. Kemp

Santa Clara COE Santa Clara County Court 

Santa Cruz COE  Santa Cruz County Court

Solano COE  Solano County Juvenile 
Detention Facility - Evergreen Academy

Stanislaus COE Stanislaus County West 
Campus

Tehama COE Tehama Oaks High 

Tuolumne COE Gold Ridge Educational 
Center

Yolo COE Dan Jacobs

Yuba COE Harry P B Carden

Alameda COE Alameda County 
Juvenile Hall/Court: 0.6%

Contra Costa COE Mt. 
McKinley: 1.8%

Madera COE Juvenile Hall 
(Endeavor/Voyager Secondary): 
1.6%

Marin COE Marin County 
Juvenile Court: 1.8%

Monterey COE  Wellington M. 
Smith, Jr.: 1.7%

Sacramento COE El Centro Jr./
Sr. High: 0.5%

San Diego COE San Pasqual 
Academy: 4.2%

Sonoma COE Sonoma County 
Court: 2.9%

Tulare COE Tulare County 
Court: 0.4%

Ventura COE Providence: 2.4%

Bishop Unified  
Keith B. Bright High (Juvenile Hall): 
50% 

Los Angeles COE 
 Afflerbaugh-Paige: 63.2% 
Glenn Rockey Camp: 55.9% 
Road to Success Academy at 
Campus Kilpatrick: 43.8% 
Barry J. Nidorf: 26.8% 
Dorothy Kirby Camp: 21.9%

San Joaquin COE 
John F. Cruikshank Jr: 15.4% 

San Mateo COE  
Hillcrest at Youth Services Center: 
21.1%
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we also once again saw several court 
schools that far surpassed the overall 
statewide “willful defiance” suspension 
rates during each year. During both 
school years covered in our current 
analysis we saw several court schools 
that far exceeded the overall average 
juvenile court school “willful defiance” 
suspension rates. 

There are several likely explanations 
as to why the rate of “willful defi-
ance” suspensions has decreased 
more slowly among juvenile court 
schools than in the broader public 
school category. For years advocates 

We also found that many court schools 
far surpassed the alarming 44.3%.86 

During the 2018-2019 school year, 
court schools cited “willful defiance” as 
the most serious grounds for approx-
imately 23.70% of all suspensions, in 
comparison to the statewide public 
school rate of 14.44%.87 During the 
2021-2022 school year court schools 
cited “willful defiance” as the most 
serious grounds for approximately 
16.34% of all suspensions, in compari-
son to the statewide public school rate 
of 7.34%.88 Despite this overall decline 
in willful defiance suspension rates, 

were suspended for willful defiance 
for “nonviolent acts such as ignoring 
the teacher, wearing a hoodie in class, 
talking back to a teacher or disrupting 
the class by tapping their feet.”83 The 
broad definition gives teachers and 
administrators significant latitude in 
deciding which behaviors warrant sus-
pension. Researchers have repeatedly 
found that willful defiance suspensions 
disproportionately affect Black, Latino, 
and Indigenous students and students 
with disabilities.84 

While willful defiance suspensions 
remain more common among juve-
nile court schools in comparison to 
the statewide rates, there has been a 
noticeable overall decrease in the use 
of these suspensions in California court 
schools since our original report. We 
previously found that during the 2013-
2014 school year, court schools cited 
“willful defiance” as the most serious 
grounds for approximately 44.3% of 
all suspensions, in comparison to the 
statewide public school rate of 37%.85 

CA Public 
Schools

CA Juvenile 
Court Schools

2013-2014 
School Year 37.00% 44.30%
2018-2019 

School Year 14.44% 23.70%
2021-2022 

School Year 7.34% 16.34%
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Chart 7: Percentage of Suspensions Where Willful Defiance  
was the Most Serious Offense Category

TABLE 7. Percentage of Suspensions where Willful Defiance 
was Most Serious Offense Category

CA Public Schools CA Juvenile Court Schools

2013-2014 School Year 37% 44.3%

2018-2019 School Year 14.44% 23.70%

2021-2022 School Year 7.34% 16.34%

During the 2021-2022 
school year court 
schools cited “willful 
defiance” as the 
most serious grounds 
for approximately 
16.34% of all 
suspensions, in 
comparison to the 
statewide public 
school rate of 7.34%.
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To finally end the negative effects 
of willful defiance suspensions on 
students and school communities we 
recommend that this suspension cat-
egory be completely eliminated, for all 
ages and grade levels. We are pleased 
to see that California Governor New-
som signed Senate Bill 274 (SB 274).97 
introduced by State Senator Nancy 
Skinner, D-Berkeley, shortly before the 
publication of this report. Starting July 
1, 2024, willful defiance suspensions 
are barred through grades 6-12 in all 
California public schools, with the ban 
scheduled to end on July 1, 2029.98 We 
urge the legislature to permanently 
ban willful defiance suspensions in all 
California public schools.  

of advocacy several California school 
districts eliminated willful defiance 
suspensions completely, including 
Pasadena,92 Oakland,93 Los Angeles,94 
and San Francisco.95 Because these 
changes were made by the local 
school district, they do not impact ju-
venile court schools that are operated 
by the corresponding County Offices 
of Education. This means that, broadly, 
the decrease in willful defiance sus-
pensions that is seen in court schools 
is likely due to a greater emphasis on 
utilizing alternatives to suspension,96 
rather than on state law changes or 
other local policy requirements. 

have criticized the broad reach of the 
willful defiance definition,89 the large 
number of students suspended for 
willful defiance,90 and higher rates of 
willful defiance suspensions among 
vulnerable student populations. The 
enduring decade-long advocacy in 
California to address the problems 
caused by willful defiance suspensions 
has resulted in some positive legis-
lative changes.91 However, many of 
these legislative changes have been 
focused on students who are younger 
than high school students. Juvenile 
court schools are less likely to include 
younger students and therefore less 
likely to have a corresponding reduc-
tion of “willful defiance” suspensions. 
Additionally, during this same decade 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1  Both the amount of missed 
instructional time and the 
reason for the absence, 

including when probation refuses to 
timely bring the student to class, must 
be tracked for all juvenile court school 
students. 

2  Both detention facility staff 
and juvenile court school staff 
must be held accountable 

to ensure that detained youth attend 
school and arrive on time. 

3  Eliminate expulsions in 
juvenile court schools. 

4  Continue to develop and 
utilize alternatives to 
suspensions in court schools. 

5  Eliminate suspensions in 
juvenile court schools. 

6  Work with stakeholders, 
including youth, to design 
a better tracking and 

accountability process for times when 
probation either removes students 
from school or prevents students from 
attending school. This could include 
but not be limited to better facility 
inspections, audits, or data/reporting 
systems. 

7  Permanently eliminate willful 
defiance suspensions.
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GRADUATION RATES 

Available data struggles to mean-
ingfully capture graduation rates for 
juvenile court school students. Our 
original 2016 report did not analyze 
the graduation rates of juvenile court 
schools and instead examined the 
overall percentage of juvenile court 
students in 2013 who earned a GED or 
obtained a high school diploma while 
in custody.99 Our analysis of the novel 
Transitory Student Rate demonstrated 
that most students in court schools 
attend for fewer than 31 instruction-
al days at a time.100 Therefore, many 
of the students in court schools will 
ideally transfer from a court school to a 
school in their home community. 

At present, there are a number of 
different graduation rates calculat-
ed by the California Department of 
Education. For all schools, there is a 
Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation 
rate,101  a Five-Year Cohort Graduation 
Rate,102 and a combined four-and-five 
year graduation rate.103 For alternative 
schools, there is also a Dashboard Al-
ternative School Status 1-year gradua-
tion rate (DASS rate).104 These rates are 
not all reported in one place. The Four-
Year Adjusted Cohort is available on 
Ed-Data and through DataQuest. The 
Five-Year Cohort Graduation Rate is 
available on DataQuest. The combined 

Effectively measuring academic 
achievement for juvenile court school 
students remains a challenge. In this 
report we explore academic achieve-
ment through the Four-Year Adjusted 
Cohort Graduation Rate, Adjusted Co-
hort Dropout Rate, and  California As-
sessment of Student Performance and 
Progress (CAASPP) Smarter Balanced 
Summative Assessments of English 
language arts (ELA) and mathematics.  
Many of the measures that are avail-
able to track academic achievement, 
including these three measures, are 
not designed for the highly dynamic 
nature of juvenile court school stu-
dents. As discussed above, we found in 
our current report that the majority of 
juvenile court school students attend a 
court school for fewer than 31 instruc-
tional days at a time. However, many of 
the available achievement assessment 
measures track students who are in 
schools on time spans ranging from 90 
days to years. While we have collect-
ed and analyzed the available data 
concerning academic performance, 
new measures are needed in order to 
truly evaluate the quality of education 
provided by the juvenile court school 
system. Any new measures must 
account for the highly mobile nature of 
the juvenile court school population. 

Academic Achievement 
four-and five year graduation rate and 
DASS rate are available only on the 
Dashboard, and only for the 2021-2022 
school year.105 

The graduation rate we are using in 
this report is the Four-Year Adjusted 
Cohort Graduation rate. We chose this 
rate for a few reasons. One is that it is 
easily comparable to California public 
schools more broadly and is available 
for multiple years, unlike the com-
bined-four-and-five year graduation 
rate and the DASS rate. Another is that 
the current version of the Dashboard 
does not make it clear that what is de-
scribed as a “Five Year” rate is actually 
a different rate than the “Five Year” rate 
available on DataQuest, which seemed 
as though it might lead to confusion 
for any readers seeking to verify data 
or undertake their own analysis, partic-
ularly as the Dashboard states that for 
2018-2019 there is no “Five Year” rate 
for alternative schools. In addition to 
issues around comparability, the DASS 
rate has come under recent scrutiny by 
the Federal Department of Education, 
which stated in 2022 that the DASS 
rate would “result in lower expecta-
tions on academic achievement for 
those schools serving greater propor-
tions of high-risk students…than other 
schools.”106 While we think that the 
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are unlikely to be present at a court 
school for long enough to graduate 
from that school. Therefore, the 4-year 
graduation rate of a juvenile court 
school is more appropriately used as a 
descriptive measure than an evaluative 
measure, meaning that we believe that 
the rate may help us to understand 
whether there are significant numbers 
of students who enter court schools 
and never return to school again, but 
may not be an appropriate measure of 
a court school’s contribution to stu-
dents’ graduation or lack thereof. Other 
juvenile justice system players who 
may contribute to low graduation rates 
among court school students could 
include, but not be limited to, students’ 
prior schools and districts, the school 
or district that is supposed to receive 
the students, probation departments 
and/or child welfare agencies, and the 
juvenile court.

For the 2018-2019 school year, juvenile 
court schools’ reported graduation 
rates range from 3.6% to 75%.111 The 
overall graduation rate of all court 
schools with available data was 30%. 
In comparison, the statewide public 
school graduation rate for the 2018-
2019 school year was 84.5%.112 Fif-
teen juvenile court schools reported 
graduation rates below 33 percent and 
two juvenile court schools had gradu-
ation rates exceeding 67 percent. No 
juvenile court school had a graduation 

there can be a wide range of variation 
in how graduation rates are reported 
that may paint a different picture of a 
school’s “success” depending on which 
metric is prioritized. Across all court 
schools for which we have 2021-2022 
graduation rate data available, the 
combined 4-and-5 year graduation 
rate was higher than the 4 year adjust-
ed cohort graduation rate; on average, 
the combined 4-and-5 year graduation 
rate was 7.31% higher than the 4 year 
graduation rate. This difference is not 
insignificant, and for some schools 
there was more or less variation, how-
ever, on balance we did not find that 
the combined 4-and-5 year rate told a 
dramatically different story about grad-
uation rates than the 4 year rate. 

We are using the 4-yr Adjusted Co-
hort Graduation Rate, which counts 
the graduation rate based on the 
number of students entering grade 
9 for the first time plus any student 
who transfers in, subtracting students 
who transfer out, emigrate to another 
country, or pass away. This rate does 
not include students who transfer to 
another school and graduate there, but 
does include students who enrolled 
in a court school, but did not return to 
school upon release from the facility. 
As stated previously, the juvenile court 
school student population is highly 
mobile, so most students who enroll 
in a court school during high school 

information provided in the DASS rate 
may still be of value, we are unsure 
whether and in what capacity the 
DASS rate will continue to exist in 
future years. 

We provide this detailed context in 
order to demonstrate that we found 
it difficult to track and understand 
different graduation rates that are not 
available via the same platforms, are 
not clearly differentiated and defined 
in all platforms, are not available for 
all schools or school years, and (as 
demonstrated in Table 8) can vary 
significantly within the same year and 
same school. We understand that 
California is in a period of change 
around graduation rate calculations – 
the Combined 4-and-5 year Rate and 
DASS rates have only been imple-
mented in the past few years, which 
may be contributing to the confusion, 
but we hope that in future years there 
is clearer communication about gradu-
ation rates across platforms. 

As Table 8 shows, there are significant 
differences between graduation rates 
depending on the metric used. A full 
analysis of different graduation rate 
metrics across all court schools could 
easily fill its own report, and so is out-
side the scope of this one. However, 
we wished to include this sample of 
different graduation metrics in a hand-
ful of court schools to illustrate that 

TABLE 8: 2021-2022 Comparison of Different Graduation Rate Measures at Select Schools

4 Year Adjusted 
Cohort Rate107

5 Year Cohort 
Rate108

Combined 4-and-
5 Year Rate109

DASS 1-Year 
Rate110

Road to Success Camp Kilpatrick  
(Los Angeles)

63.6% 42.1% 71.4% 66.7%

San Diego County Court School 26.2% 48.7% 44.4% 94.7%

Stanislaus County West Campus 0% 15% 5.9% 5.9%

Tehama Oaks High 63.6% 50% 71.4% Unavailable
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overpopulated with data, in that there 
are multiple rates and it is not neces-
sarily clear how each one captures or 
does not capture information about 
court schools, and underpopulated in 
that so much data goes unreported. 
We agree with the underlying value of 
protecting student information; howev-
er, around a third of the court schools 
analyzed each school year did not 
have publically available graduation 
rate data for any graduation metric. 
We also agree with prior policy con-
versations indicating that  the dynamic 
nature of the juvenile court school stu-
dent population limits the utility of the 
Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation 
Rate because of how many students 
will transfer out of a juvenile court 
school during the four-year period, 
but we are uncertain as to whether the 
DASS or combined four-and-five year 
rates are the appropriate replacement 

Rate, are redacted when the number 
of students in the cohort is 10 or few-
er.115 A number of cohorts in juvenile 
court schools have fewer than ten 
students and are therefore redacted. In 
both school years around one third of 
court schools had their graduation rate 
data redacted, or it was not provided 
by the LEA. While we reviewed all 
publicly available data for this report, 
there is a significant subset of data that 
is missing due to either redaction or 
the information otherwise not being 
provided by the LEA. 

We believe that continued conver-
sation is necessary to capture and 
communicate the graduation rates of 
juvenile court school students, and 
to provide accountability for all en-
tities that bear responsibility for the 
educational outcomes of juvenile 
court school students, not just court 
schools. The current landscape is both 

rate that met or exceeded the state-
wide rate.

For the 2021-2022 school year, juvenile 
court schools’ reported graduation 
rates ranged from 0% to 66.7%.113 The 
overall graduation rate of all court 
schools with available data was 31.8%. 
In comparison, the statewide public 
school graduation rate for the 2021-
2022 school year was 87%.114 Eleven 
juvenile court schools had graduation 
rates below 33 percent. No juvenile 
court schools in the 2021-2022 school 
year had graduation rates that met or 
exceeded the statewide graduation 
rate.

Graduation rates were not available 
for many of the state’s court schools 
during both the 2018-2019 and 2021-
2022 school years. To protect student 
privacy, Cohort Reports, including the 
Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation 

TABLE 10. 2021-2022 Juvenile Court School Lowest & Highest  
Reported 4-Year Graduation Rates

Lowest Five Graduation Rates Highest Five Graduation Rates

Stanislaus COE  
Stanislaus County West Campus 0% 

Los Angeles COE  
Central Juvenile Hall  7.3%

Alameda COE 
Alameda County Juvenile Hall/
Court 16.3%

Tulare COE  
Tulare County Court 
4.8%

Orange County COE 
ACCESS Juvenile 
Hall 13.9%

Monterey COE  
Wellington M. Smith, Jr 66.7%

Tehama COE 
Tehama Oaks High 63.6%

Sacramento COE 
El Centro Jr/Sr High 57.1%

Santa Barbara COE 
Santa Barbara County 
Juvenile Court 63.6%

Los Angeles COE 
Road to Success at 
Camp Kilpatrick 63.6%

TABLE 9. 2018-2019 Juvenile Court School Lowest & Highest  
Reported 4-Year Graduation Rates

Lowest Five Graduation Rates Highest Five Graduation Rates

Tulare COE  
Tulare County Court 3.6% 

Los Angeles COE  
Central Juvenile Hall  8.4%

Yuba COE 
Harry P B Carden 17.6%

Yolo COE 
Dan Jacobs 5.6%

Fresno COE 
Alice M. Worsley 10.7%

Placer COE  
Placer County Court Schools 75%

El Dorado COE 
Rite of Passage 65%

San Diego COE 
San Pasqual Academy 56.5%

Merced COE  
Merced County Juvenile 
Court 70%

Monterey COE  
Wellington M. Smith, Jr 57.1%
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changed how it calculated the Adjust-
ed Cohort Graduation Rate, which is 
also used to calculate the Adjusted 
Cohort Dropout Rate.116 Because dif-
ferent methodologies were used, our 
results in our 2016 Educational Injustice 
report for the 2013-2014 school year117 
should not be compared to our current 
findings. 

For the 2018-2019 school year, juvenile 
court schools had an overall dropout 
rate of 51.16% as compared to the 
statewide dropout rate of 9%.118 In the 
2018-2019 school year the juvenile 
court school student dropout rate 
was 5.68 times higher than the state-
wide dropout rate. As noted in Table 
11, dropout rates varied very widely 
among court schools, but no school 
had a dropout rate below 17.4%. Ten 
schools had dropout rates higher 
than or equal to 60%. Another eleven 
schools had dropout rates between 

to understand the impact of varying 
levels of juvenile justice system in-
volvement upon graduation and other 
outcomes – challenges and successes 
may differ between students served 
in community based placements, 
students who experience short term 
detention, and students who may be 
detained for longer periods of time in 
the newly established Secure Youth 
Treatment Facilities. Measures such as 
these could be reported and tracked 
through a juvenile justice entity such 
as the Office of Youth and Community 
Restoration, or through the California 
Department of Education.

DROPOUT RATES

Far too many youth in juvenile court 
schools end up dropping out of school. 
During the 2016-2017 school year the 
California Department of Education 

measures for accountability, descrip-
tive, or comparative purposes. 

We would also raise that none of the 
currently available metrics are able to 
answer this key question: how many 
youth impacted by the juvenile justice 
system go on to graduate from high 
school? Neither schools nor proba-
tion departments, to our knowledge, 
collect and publicly report educational 
outcomes for youth in the juvenile 
justice system writ large, which forces 
advocates and policymakers to at-
tempt to parse court school data as 
the best available proxy for juvenile 
justice system outcomes.

We believe that new measures must 
be created that publicly track gradu-
ation rates, and other outcomes, for 
students who have come into contact 
with the juvenile justice system. These 
measures should allow the public 

TABLE 11. 2018-2019 Juvenile Court School Dropout Rates 

Schools with 
Dropout Rates <20% 

Schools with Dropout Rates between 40%-59% Schools with Dropout Rates ≥ 60% 

San Diego COE  
San Pasqual  
Academy: 17.4%

Butte COE 
Table Mountain: 47.1%

Los Angeles COE 
Central Juvenile Hall: 
56.8%

Road to Success Acade-
my at Campus Kilpatrick: 
45.5% 

Madera COE  
Juvenile Hall (Endeavor/
Voyager Secondary): 
57.1%

Orange COE 
ACCESS Juvenile Hall: 
56.6%

Riverside COE 
Riverside County Juvenile 
Court: 49.5%

San Joaquin COE 
John F. Cruikshank 
Jr: 50%

Santa Barbara COE 
Santa Barbara Coun-
ty Juvenile Court: 
53.6%

Santa Cruz COE 
Santa Cruz County 
Court: 54.5%

Solano COE 
Solano County Juve-
nile Detention Facility 
- Evergreen Acade-
my: 48.4%

Ventura COE 
Providence: 44.2%

Alameda COE  
Alameda County Juve-
nile Hall/Court: 67.5%

Fresno COE  
Alice M. Worsley: 73.6%

San Bernardino COE 
San Bernardino County 
Juvenile Detention and 
Assessment Center: 
69.4%

San Diego COE 
San Diego County 
Court: 67.8%

San Francisco COE 
S.F. County Court 
Woodside Learning 
Center: 64.3%

Sonoma COE 
Sonoma County 
Court: 60%

Stanislaus COE 
Stanislaus County 
West Campus: 
66.7%

Tulare COE 
Tulare County 
Court: 85.7%

Yolo COE  
Dan Jacobs: 
88.9%

Yuba COE  
Harry P B Carden: 
76.5%
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the importance of protecting student 
information. However, we also believe 
that cohort data for juvenile court 
school students should be adjusted 
in the DataQuest Four-Year Adjusted 
Cohort Outcome Statewide Report 
as a category to fully capture the 
overall dropout rate for juvenile court 
schools. This fairly simple change in 
policy would both protect student 
privacy and provide a more complete 
picture of dropout rates for all juve-
nile court school students. There are 
already a number of available filters 
for race, gender, foster care status, 
English learners, and Students with 
Disabilities.121 While there is a filter for 
alternative school students,122 we do 
not believe that this filter is sufficient to 
capture the unique experience of juve-
nile court school students who nearly 
all attend school while detained. 

Rates, are redacted when the num-
ber of students in the cohort is 10 or 
less.120 A number of cohorts in juvenile 
court schools have fewer than ten 
students and are therefore redacted. 
In the 2018-2019 school year around 
27% of juvenile court schools had their 
dropout data redacted or it was not 
provided by the LEA. In the 2021-2022 
school year around 35% of juvenile 
court schools had their dropout data 
redacted or it was not provided by the 
LEA. While we reviewed all publicly 
available data for this report, there 
is a significant subset of data that is 
missing due to either redaction or the 
information otherwise not being pro-
vided by the LEA. 

We believe that a more complete data 
set is needed to truly measure the 
concerningly high dropout rates for ju-
venile court school students. We agree 
with the underlying value regarding 

40% and 59%. Only one school had a 
dropout rate below 20%. 

For the 2021-2022 school year, Cali-
fornia’s juvenile court schools had a 
dropout rate of 41.11% as compared to 
the statewide dropout rate of 7.8%.119 
In the 2021-2022 school year the 
juvenile court school student dropout 
rate was 5.27 times higher than the 
statewide dropout rate. As noted in 
Table 12, dropout rates varied widely 
among court schools, but no schools 
had a dropout rate below 12.5%. Three 
schools had dropout rates higher than 
60%. Another thirteen schools had 
dropout rates between 40% and 59%. 
Only two schools had dropout rates 
below 20%. 

While the available data reflects con-
cerning rates of juvenile court stu-
dents dropping out, a full picture is not 
available. To protect student privacy, 
Cohort Reports, including Dropout 

TABLE 12. 2021-2022 Juvenile Court School Dropout Rates 

Schools with 
Dropout Rates <20% 

Schools with Dropout Rates between 40%-59%
Schools with Dropout 
Rates ≥60% 

Los Angeles COE 
Afflerbaugh-Paige 
Camp: 12.5%

Sonoma COE 
Sonoma County 
Court: 15.4%

El Dorado COE 
Rite of Passage: 45.5%

Fresno COE 
Alice M. Worsley: 52%

Kern COE 
Kern County Juvenile Court: 52.2%

Kings COE 
J.C. Montgomery: 50%

Los Angeles COE 
Central Juvenile Hall: 47.3% 
Dorothy Kirby Camp: 41.2%

Madera COE 
Juvenile Hall (Endeavor/Voyager 
Secondary): 46.2%

Merced COE 
Merced County Juvenile 
Court: 41.2%

Orange COE 
ACCESS Juvenile Hall: 48.6%

San Bernardino COE 
San Bernardino County 
Juvenile Detention and 
Assessment Center: 42.1%

Tulare COE  
Tulare County Court: 47.6%

Ventura COE 
Providence: 41.2%

Yuba COE 
Harry P B Carden: 55%

Alameda COE 
Alameda County Juvenile 
Hall/Court: 63.3%

San Francisco COE  
S.F. County Court Woodside 
Learning Center: 75%

Stanislaus COE 
Stanislaus County West 
Campus: 75%
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For our updated analysis in this current 
report we turned to the California As-
sessment of Student Performance and 
Progress (CAASPP) Smarter Balanced 
Summative Assessments of English 
language arts (ELA) and mathematics 
in order to attempt to better evaluate 
the academic achievement of court 
school students without using the 
Title I, Part D assessments, which 
are difficult to obtain as they are not 
publicly available for both years of 

analysis. Additionally, we know that 
during the 2018-2019 and 2021-2022 
school years a slim majority of court 
school students stayed for less than 
31 instructional days. This means that 
this group of students would not be 
considered “long-term” and would not 
be assessed pursuant to TItle I, Part D 
requirements. 

The CAASPP tests are administered 
when students are in grades 3-8 and 
grade 11 and are meant to track stu-
dents’ long term academic progress. 
Therefore our analysis in this report 
should not be directly compared to 
the analysis we conducted for the 
original Educational Injustice report. 
The CAASPP assessments have four 
achievement levels: “Standard Not 
Met,” “Standard Nearly Met,” “Standard 
Met,” and “Standard Exceeded.”128 Our 

CALIFORNIA ASSESSMENT 
OF STUDENT 
PERFORMANCE AND 
PROGRESS  

In our original report we found that 
young people in juvenile court schools 
were making limited progress in read-
ing and math based on assessments 
given upon entry and exit for long-
term juvenile court school students.125 
These assessments were given 

pursuant to federal law requirements 
that recipients of Title I, Part D funding 
must track academic progress while 
in custody.126 We originally obtained 
this data for our 2016 report by sub-
mitting Public Records Act requests 
to each court school.127 Over 29% of 
the students tested demonstrated 
a loss in reading ability during their 
period of incarceration, while 27.7% 
exhibited diminished math skills. We 
believed these statistics were likely 
low because the court schools failed 
to assess nearly 60% of the long-term 
students served by these programs. 
Despite the requirement to complete 
assessments for long-term students, 
we found that many COEs did not 
complete both entry and exit assess-
ments for the majority of court school 
students. 

While the available data is bleak, one 
should not assume that high dropout 
rates mean youth exiting the court 
school system are not trying to reen-
roll in school. Youth impacted by the 
juvenile justice system frequently face 
challenges when attempting to re-en-
roll in school. As discussed above, 
a slim majority of the juvenile court 
school student population are present 
for fewer than 31 instructional days. 
This means that the majority of juve-

nile court school students must make 
the transition (or several transitions) 
from a juvenile court school to another 
school. Transition planning is therefore 
essential in order to ensure that these 
young people do not fall through the 
cracks.123 California school districts are 
statutorily prohibited from denying 
enrollment based solely on a youth’s 
involvement in the juvenile justice sys-
tem.124 Yet involvement in the juvenile 
justice system carries a stigma, and 
too often students struggle to reenroll 
in school after release from detention. 
Intentional support and assistance 
is necessary if juvenile court school 
students are going to rise above the 
many barriers they too often encounter 
re-enrolling in school. 

TABLE 13. Percentage of California Public School & Juvenile Court School Students Who  
Did Not Meet Standard for CAASP ELA & CAASP Mathematics 

CA Statewide 
% CAASP ELA 
Standard Not Met

CA Statewide % 
CAASP Mathematics 
Standard Not Met

Range of Juvenile 
Court Schools %  
CAASP ELA Standard 
Not Met

Range of Juvenile 
Court Schools %  CAASP 
Mathematics Standard 
Not Met

2018-2019  
School Year

26.63% 34.86% 51.85% to 100% 84.62% to 100%

2021-2022  
School Year

30.33% 44.96% 61.54% to 100% 86.49% to 100% 
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Our current analysis supports that 
many students who attend juve-
nile court schools are not meeting 
achievement levels. While the CAASPP 
assessments reflect juvenile court 
school students’ educational levels, 
they are not designed to capture the 
quality of the education students 
receive while they are detained. These 
assessments cannot capture what 
students learn while they are attend-
ing juvenile court school. Similarly, 
the entry and exit assessments that 
are required pursuant to Title I, Part 
D are of limited utility because many 
COEs do not fully assess their long-
term students and many court school 
students do not stay in the facilities 
long enough to be considered long-
term attendees. Ultimately, we believe 
additional measures of educational 
quality are needed to capture knowl-
edge acquisition in court schools.

meet the CAASPP ELA standard and 
84.62% failed to meet the CAASPP 
Mathematics standards. We similarly 
found that during the 2021-2022 school 
year 30.33% of statewide public school 
students assessed failed to meet the 
standards of the CAASPP ELA and 
44.96% failed to meet the standards of 
the CAASPP mathematics assessment. 
(See Table 13.) In comparison we found 
that during the same school year even 
in the best performing juvenile court 
school 61.54% of students failed to 
meet the CAASPP ELA standard and 
86.49% failed to meet the CAASPP 
Mathematics standards. During both 
school years we found that there were 
several juvenile court schools where 
100% of the assessed students at the 
juvenile court school failed to meet 
the standards of the CAASPP ELA and 
mathematics. 

analysis was focused on comparing 
the percentage of students at each 
juvenile court school who failed to 
meet their CAASPP ELA and mathe-
matics standards with the percentage 
of students statewide in public schools 
who scored at the “Standard Not Met” 
achievement level. We note that, simi-
lar to many other metrics in this report, 
data was unavailable due to redaction 
or lack of reporting for many court 
schools. 

During the 2018-2019 school year 
26.63% of statewide public school stu-
dents assessed via the CAASPP failed 
to meet the ELA standard and 34.86% 
failed to meet the standards of the 
CAASPP mathematics assessment.129 
(See Table 13.) In comparison we found 
that during the same school year even 
in the best performing juvenile court 
school 51.85% of students failed to 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 Clarify how the state’s different 
graduation metrics appear on 
the California School Dashboard, 
as well as how they apply to 

juvenile court schools, in order to aid 
community members, advocates, and 
policymakers in understanding what is 
captured or left out in different metrics. 

2 Develop measures to 
track statewide outcomes, 
including graduation rates, for 
all youth who spend any time 

attending a juvenile court school, as 
well as for youth in the juvenile justice 
system more broadly.

3 Expand upon efforts to 
support and assist youth 
transitioning into the 
community after release 

from detention, including assistance 
with enrolling in school and accessing 
available post-secondary education 
opportunities.  

4 CDE should maintain school 
level small cohort redactions, 
but should create a juvenile 
court school student category 

for its Graduation Rate and Outcome 
Data that is filterable to facilitate better 
tracking of overall juvenile court school 
dropout rates. 

5 Increase compliance with 
Title I, Part D entry and exit 
assessments for juvenile court 
school students. 

6 Create new measures 
to capture knowledge 
acquisition among short 
term students who are not 

assessed via the Title I, Part D entry 
and exit assessments for juvenile court 
school students. 

7 Increase coordination 
between the federal 
Department of Education and 
the California Department 

of Education to better utilize data 
collected under Title I, Part D for state 
and public accountability purposes. . 
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of the county or facility in which they 
reside. 

As a reminder for readers, postsecond-
ary education is not limited to pro-
grams preparing students for 4-year 
college degrees; it includes 2-year 
programs that prepare students for 
transfer to a four year program, 2-year 
programs that prepare students to 
enter the workforce, and shorter term 
certificate programs that can also pro-
vide a workforce credential. Programs 
in California are generally aligned to 
ensure that shorter-term coursework 
can be built upon towards a higher 
level credential,130 so that students can 
return to school throughout their lives 
in order to reskill and/or advance their 
careers. Given the breadth of offer-
ings in California’s public community 
college and university systems, there 
is almost certainly a postsecondary 
program that would be a good match 
for the interests of each individual stu-
dent attending a court school. In the 
early phases of implementation of col-
lege support programs, as described 
above, programs have supported 
students who pursued 4 year de-
grees and are now entering graduate 

Students attending court schools 
need, want, and deserve opportunities 
to pursue postsecondary education, 
and we are happy to report that this is 
a topic in which some meaningful poli-
cy changes have been made since the 
publication of our first report in 2016. 
Most notably, California has recently 
allocated $15 million in the state’s bud-
get in ongoing funding to establish and 
expand community college programs 
focused on providing both in-custody 
and on-campus postsecondary educa-
tion programming for youth impacted 
by the juvenile justice system. These 
programs have been slowly growing 
in the state since 2013, and California’s 
commitment to ongoing funding will 
allow a faster expansion to reach more 
students. California also passed legis-
lation requiring high school graduates 
in juvenile justice facilities to have 
access to online public college cours-
es, and encouraging County Offices of 
Education to provide financial aid and 
college counseling services to youth 
as part of their transition plans. Howev-
er, close attention must be paid to the 
implementation of these programs and 
investments to ensure that access is 
granted equally to all youth, regardless 

Pathways to Higher 
Education 

school programs, as well as students 
who have pursued career technical 
pathways. 

We hope that the expansion of higher 
education programs focused on the 
unique needs of youth in the juve-
nile justice system results in positive 
change in outcomes such as obtaining 
financial aid and enrolling in post-
secondary education programs. Data 
on this topic is limited for the juve-
nile court school population, either 
because it is not collected at all, or 
because it is redacted for privacy 
reasons. These data were not, to our 
knowledge, available at the time of our 
first report, and so we cannot provide 
a meaningful comparison. We can, 
however, provide the analysis below as 
a baseline for future years of analysis.

COLLEGE GOING RATES 

College-going rate data was only 
available for 21 of the state’s court 
schools, and the most recent school 
year of data was 2020-2021. Data 
on college-going rates is available 
through the Department of Education’s 
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were excluded from the Race to Sub-
mit Database and/or were unaware or 
chose not to participate, although par-
ticipation did seem to grow between 
2022 and 2023. 

In the 2021-2022 school year, only 13 
juvenile court schools are listed in the 
CSAC Cal Grant Success Database,133 
and only two had more than 10 total 
FAFSA or CADAA applications submit-
ted – those schools are Riverside and 
ACCESS Juvenile Hall in Orange Coun-
ty. Only 4 of the schools are listed as 
even completing a single application 
for Cal Grant in 2022. 

In 2022-2023, 18 juvenile court schools 
are listed in the CSAC Cal Grant 
Success Database, 4 of which had 
more than 10 total FAFSA completions 
(Riverside, Orange, Fresno, and San 
Pasqual in San Diego), and 6 of which 
submitted at least one application for 
Cal Grant. 

Due to the small sample size, we re-
frain from generalizing too much from 
this information. It is likely that some 
of the schools with high college going 
rates also have higher FAFSA/CADAA 
completion numbers, but that those 
are simply not reported to this partic-
ular data source. On the other hand, it 
is also likely that some of the lack of 
data is due to court schools not filling 
out FAFSA/CADAA applications at all. 

What is heartening is that the data we 
have suggests that counties that have 
had established college support pro-
grams for youth with experience with 
the juvenile justice system have higher 
college going rates than those that 
don’t have such programs. The top five 
court schools in terms of college-go-
ing rates (other than San Pasqual), 
are Sacramento, Yuba, Alameda, San 
Diego, and Riverside, four of which 
had community colleges in their area 
with dedicated support programs 
for formerly incarcerated students in 
2020-2021, and a number of which had 
dedicated program liaisons working 
in partnership with probation and the 
county office of education at that time. 
Sacramento in particular has one of 
the oldest dedicated support pro-
grams, at Sacramento City College, for 
youth impacted by the juvenile justice 
system, which operates both in the 
juvenile facility as well as on campus. 

FINANCIAL AID DATA

The main takeaway about financial 
aid data for court schools is that it, 
largely, does not exist. We pulled 2022 
and 2023 data from the California 
Student Aid Commission’s Race to 
Submit portal,132 which is a statewide 
campaign that encourages schools 
and districts to view and track their 
submission numbers for the Free 
Application for Federal Student Aid 
(FAFSA) and the California Dream Act 
application. While the database is 
supposed to include all public high 
schools, many court schools were not 
listed; it is unclear where the source of 
the issue is, although there is an ability 
for schools to request to be added to 
the database so they can participate in 
the Race to Submit. The availability of 
the data is thus somewhat dependent 
upon whether or not particular schools 
or districts are aware of the campaign 
and have chosen to participate. We 
found that, generally, court schools 

DataQuest portal, and is calculated 
based on the number of high school 
completers who enroll in any college 
within 12 months. A major limitation 
of this data is that it is only available 
for schools that report more than 10 
high school completers for the school 
year, and can only capture students 
who were reported as completing 
high school at the court school, not 
students who left the court school and 
then completed high school at another 
school in the community. 

The available data indicates that court 
schools are underperforming with 
regard to the statewide college going 
rate. The college-going rate for the 
state of California was 62.2% for the 
2020-2021 school year; the only court 
school that exceeded the statewide 
rate was San Pasqual Academy in San 
Diego, which is a unique court school 
in that it is a boarding school for youth 
in foster care, not a school that primar-
ily serves youth impacted by the juve-
nile justice system, or a school located 
within a juvenile detention facility. All 
other California court schools had 
college going rates significantly below 
the statewide rate.131 

However, when compared against 
the statewide college-going rate for 
all alternative schools, some court 
schools fared better. The statewide 
college-going rate for alternative 
schools was 22.5% in 2020-2021. The 
Sacramento and Yuba County court 
schools’ college-going rates were 
more than double the college-going 
rate for all alternative schools; 10 of the 
court schools with available data had 
college-going rates higher than the 
rate for all alternative schools. 

That being said, there were still court 
schools who reported college going 
rates that were concerningly low – two 
court schools reported a college going 
rate of zero, and an additional four 
reported rates that were below 10%.

Two court schools reported a 
college going rate of 

zero, 
and an additional four 
reported rates that were 

below 10%.
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this is that FAFSA eligibility is limited to 
the equivalent of 6 years of full-time 
enrollment in college, and in-facility 
college programs are largely able to 
use tuition waivers to cover the costs 
of education while students are de-
tained in facilities. In order to maximize 
an individual student’s aid eligibility for 
the time they need it most – which is 
when they are re-entering the com-
munity and thus need money for living 
expenses – students may choose not 
to fill out a FAFSA for the period of time 
that they are taking college courses 
while incarcerated. If students are 
doing this as a result of high-quality 
financial aid counseling that is encour-
aging them to weigh potential options 
about how to finance their postsec-
ondary education and re-entry, this is a 
good sign, even though it might result 
in lower FAFSA completion rates in a 
particular court school. 

of the application cycle. If schools are 
submitting FAFSAs, but not Cal Grant 
applications, there is likely some sort 
of breakdown in the GPA submission 
process that is resulting in students 
losing out on eligibility for Cal Grant, 
which is the state’s primary source of 
financial aid for students. The only two 
schools who reported completing Cal 
Grant applications for most or all of 
the students who completed FAFSAs 
in both 2022 and 2023 were Riverside 
and Orange.

One last note on FAFSA completion 
– due to the quirks of the federal and 
state financial aid systems and how 
they work (or don’t work) for students 
who are incarcerated while enrolled in 
college, postsecondary programs that 
work with students who will be taking 
college coursework while in a juvenile 
facility do not always have those stu-
dents fill out the FAFSA. The reason for 

It is, generally, concerning that court 
schools do not appear to be included 
in or engaged with this data reporting 
tool as it is one of the main mecha-
nisms used by the California Student 
Aid Commission to encourage schools 
(and thereby students and families) to 
fill out the FAFSA, as is now required by 
law for high school seniors. 

One area of particular concern is the 
lack of completed Cal Grant appli-
cations. The FAFSA is the gateway to 
federal financial aid programs such 
as the Pell Grant, and completing it 
is a required component of eligibil-
ity for Cal Grant. However, in order 
to complete a Cal Grant application, 
students must have a GPA (or high 
school equivalency score) on file with 
the California Student Aid Commission 
by March 2nd of the application cycle. 
Schools are supposed to submit these 
GPAs on behalf of students in October 

RECOMMENDATIONS

1 Develop accountability metrics 
that allow data about college-
going rates for court schools to 
be made publicly available.

2 Continue to expand and 
improve upon dedicated 
postsecondary support 
programs for youth impacted 

by the juvenile justice system.

3 Ensure that all court (and 
alternative) schools are 
included and engaged with 
statewide efforts to increase 

postsecondary education and financial 
aid application completion.

4 Develop high-quality 
trainings on financial aid and 
postsecondary access for 
juvenile justice and court/

alternative school stakeholders.

5 Identify and address barriers 
that are resulting in low Cal 
Grant application numbers for 
court school students.
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Conclusion
California has still not properly made 
education a priority for youth in the ju-
venile court school system. The stated 
purpose of juvenile court intervention 
is to rehabilitate youth; instead, the 
state allows their education to lan-
guish. While some progress has been 
made, especially regarding the utiliza-
tion of willful defiance suspensions in 
juvenile court schools, the more recent 
data analyzed for this report present 
a continued concerning picture of 
education in the juvenile court school 
system. 

Additionally, our analysis suggests that 
the full scope of many issues are not 
captured by the available measures 
that are used to generate data con-
cerning juvenile court school students. 
If we want education and access to 
post-secondary learning to be tools for 
both personal and societal transforma-
tion, then we must ensure that we are 
able to fully understand and address 
the entirety of the current challenges 
that exist for court school students. 

The state has a legal and moral re-
sponsibility to ensure that youth who 
have some of the most challenging 
childhood experiences receive the 
support and guidance necessary to 
ensure they have space to dream and 
reach their full potential. Every young 
person deserves the support they 
need to grow into a healthy and happy 
adult, and consistent access to a qual-
ity education makes space for youth to 
imagine who they want to be. Califor-
nia cannot expect education to expo-
nentially uplift the lives of youth in the 
juvenile justice system without making 
a similar investment in their education; 
these students must be supported 
to pursue education in court schools, 
in community-based schools, and in 
colleges and universities. These youth 
are part of our state’s future and the 
education they receive must prepare 
them to live, work, and thrive, in the 
bright future California envisions for all 
of its children.

The state has a 
legal and moral 
responsibility 
to ensure that 
youth who have 
some of the most 
challenging 
childhood 
experiences receive 
the support and 
guidance necessary 
to ensure they have 
space to dream 
and reach their full 
potential.
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SAMPLE PRA RECORDS REQUEST

Records Requested: 

Pursuant to the CPRA, please provide us with the records described below [within 10 days, as required by 
Government Code section 6253 (c), to [your name here] at [your email address or mailing address].  

1.	 The names and addresses of all juvenile court schools operated by the  __COE where youth un-
der the jurisdiction of the court pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code §  602 receive educa-
tional instruction or services. 

2.	 Records maintained for public inspection pursuant to Education Code § 51040 regarding “cours-
es of study” available in each _COE entity identified in response to Item No. 1 for the 2018-2019 
and 2021-2022 school years.

3.	 The names of all courses offered by each _COE entity identified in response to Item No. 1 during 
the 2018-2019 and 2021-2022 school year. 

a.	 The names of all “A-G courses,” as defined by Education Code § 41590(i)(2), offered by 
each _COE entity identified in response to Item No. 1 during the 2018-2019 and 2021-
2022 school years.  

4.	 Any records that reflect all policies, rules and procedures used by each __COE entity identified in 
response to Item No. 1 to implement and document “other means of correction” prior to sus-
pending students pursuant Education Code § 48900.5.

5.	 Any records that reflect the policies and practices of  _COE related to the identification and pre-
vention of, as well as interventions and response to, chronic absenteeism. 

6.	 For each __COE entity identified in response to Item No. 1, all records that reflect all policies, 
rules and procedures which govern how it is determined when a student is deemed truant. 

7.	 For each entity identified in response to Item No. 1, all records that reflect the number of students 
that were placed in an Independent Study program.

8.	 For each __COE school, entity or program identified in response to Item No. 1, all records that 
reflect or comprise the annual evaluation of all educational programs to be conducted pursuant 
to 15 CCR § 1370(a) for the 2018-2019 and 2021-2022 school years.

Appendix I 
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21.	 Students often experience multiple 
instances of punitive school discipline 
practices that include: suspensions, 
expulsions, referrals to school based law 
enforcement, and criminal arrests on 
school grounds. See Jessica Snydman, 
Unlocking futures: Youth with learning dis-
abilities and the juvenile justice system, 3, 7 
(2022), https://www.ncld.org/wp-content/
uploads/2022/12/NCLD-Unlocking-Fu-
tures-Final-7th-Dec-Updated-.pdf.

22.	 See Christopher Mallett et al., The 
“Learning Disabilities-to-Prison” Pipeline: 
Evidence From the Add Health National 
Longitudinal Study, 1-35 (Mar. 10 2022), 
available at: https://www.productivity.
govt.nz/assets/Submission-Documents/
DR-145-Attachment-2.pdf.

23.	 See Katherine Taylor, A Summary of 
Research on Youth with Disabilities & the 
Juvenile Justice System,  2 (2016), https://
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class. The four-year cohort is based on the 
number of students who enter grade 9 for 
the first time adjusted by adding into the 
cohort any student who transfers in later 
during grade 9 or during the next three 
years and subtracting any student from 
the cohort who transfers out, emigrates 
to another country, transfers to a prison or 
juvenile facility, or dies during that same 
period.” California Department of Education, 
Information about Adjusted Cohort Gradua-
tion Rate,  https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/
acgrinfo.asp (last reviewed Feb. 13, 2023). 

102.	“The methodology for calculating the 
five-year cohort graduation rate is a pro-
cess to determine the year 5 high school 
outcomes for non-graduates included 
in the four-year adjusted cohort gradua-
tion rate (ACGR) from the preceding year. 
As such, the four- and five-year cohort 
graduation rates share the same cohort of 
students in common, all of whom started 
grade 9 at the same time and were expect-
ed to graduate on-time four years later. 
Unlike the four-year ACGR, the five-year 
cohort is not adjusted by adding students 
who transferred in during year 5, subtract-
ing students who transferred out during 
year 5, or removing students who emigrat-
ed to another country or transferred to a 
prison or juvenile facility during year 5.” Cali-
fornia Department of Education, Information 
about Five Year Cohort Graduation Rate, 
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/fycgrinfo.
asp (last reviewed Sept. 21, 2023). 

103.	“On the California School Dashboard 
(Dashboard), comprehensive (or traditional) 
high schools and Dashboard Alternative 
School Status (DASS) schools receive a 
combined four- and five-year graduation 
rate for the Graduation Rate Indicator. This 
rate is based on the number of high school 
students who graduate with a regular 
high school diploma in either four or five 
years. The 2022 Graduation Rate Indicator 
includes students from the most recent 
graduation cohort (Class of 2022) as well 
as students from the prior cohort (Class of 
2021) who graduated in their fifth year of 
high school.” California Department of Edu-
cation, 2022 Dashboard Toolkit: Graduation 
Rate Indicator, https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/
ac/cm/documents/graduationrate22.pdf 
(last reviewed Sept. 21, 2023). 

https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/documents/dassgradrate22.pdf
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/documents/dassgradrate22.pdf
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/documents/dassgradrate22.pdf
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohRate.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohRate.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohRate.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest/dqcensus/CohOutcome.aspx?cds=00&agglevel=state&year=2021-22
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/acgrinfo.asp
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/acgrinfo.asp
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/fycgrinfo.asp
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/fycgrinfo.asp
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/documents/graduationrate22.pdf
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/cm/documents/graduationrate22.pdf
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124.	Educ. Code § 48645.5(b).

125.	See Educational Injustice, supra note 2 
at 14-15. 

126.	Under Title I, Part D, “long-term 
students” are those students enrolled in a 
program for 90 consecutive calendar days 
or longer.” This data is submitted to CDE on 
a yearly basis. See California Department 
of Education, Instructions: Title I, Part D 
Students Served, (July 13, 2023), https://
www.cde.ca.gov/FG/aa/co/ca23sinst1pd-
stuserved.asp. 

127.	 See Educational Injustice, supra note 2 
at 14-15. 

128.	For a detailed explanation of what 
each category means at the different 
grade levels when the assessments are 
given see CAASPP, Understanding Smarter 
Balanced English Language Arts/Literacy 
and Mathematics Summary Reports, https://
caaspp-elpac.ets.org/caaspp/Understand-
ingSBResults (last visited Aug. 15, 2023).  

129.	CAASPP data obtained through Ed-Da-
ta.org and DataQuest. 

130.	To be clear, there is still work to do to 
ensure that college coursework is aligned, 
however, California is, as compared to 
many other states, much further along 
the pathway of providing coursework that 
builds upon itself, rather than requiring 
students to start over completely if they 
choose to return to college after complet-
ing a shorter-term certification program. 

131.	 All data pulled from DataQuest 2020-
2021 College Going Rates reports. 

132.	Data pulled from the CSAC Race 
to Submit Dashboard is available here: 
https://webutil.csac.ca.gov/dashboard/ 
(Last visited Aug 16, 2023).

133.	Cal Grant is California’s primary state 
financial aid program, which has a specific 
focus on assisting low-income recent high 
school graduates and community college 
transfer students with costs related to high-
er education. 

https://www.cde.ca.gov/FG/aa/co/ca23sinst1pdstuserved.asp
https://www.cde.ca.gov/FG/aa/co/ca23sinst1pdstuserved.asp
https://www.cde.ca.gov/FG/aa/co/ca23sinst1pdstuserved.asp
https://caaspp-elpac.ets.org/caaspp/UnderstandingSBResults
https://caaspp-elpac.ets.org/caaspp/UnderstandingSBResults
https://caaspp-elpac.ets.org/caaspp/UnderstandingSBResults
https://webutil.csac.ca.gov/dashboard/
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