
Deep Dive - Court & Community Schools - Part 1 Key 
takeaways 
●​ The meeting focused on court and community schools in California, featuring presentations 

from three speakers: Joanne Finney (SOAR Academy/JSAC), Dominic Robinson (CDE), 
and Rosie McCool (Chief Probation Officers of California). 

●​ Court schools serve students in juvenile detention facilities, while community schools serve 
expelled students, those referred by SARB committees, foster youth, and homeless 
students. 

●​ There are significant demographic disparities in court schools: Black students (20% vs 5% 
statewide), students with disabilities (30% vs 14%), and foster youth (20% vs <1%). 

●​ Academic outcomes in court schools are concerning: 30% graduation rate (vs 84% 
statewide), 8% meeting ELA standards (vs 48%), and 5% meeting math standards (vs 34%). 

●​ Recent legislation (SB823) closed state juvenile facilities, shifting responsibility to counties 
and creating the Office of Youth Community Restoration (OYCR). 

●​ Strong partnerships between County Offices of Education, probation departments, and 
community organizations are essential for student success. 

Discussed topics 
Overview of court and community schools 
Joanne Finney provided a comprehensive overview of court and community schools in 
California. 

●​ Details 
○​ Explained that juvenile court schools are located in secure detention facilities run by 

county probation departments, with education provided by County Offices of Education 
(COEs). 

○​ Clarified that community schools are non-secure settings run by COEs for students who 
are expelled, referred by SARB committees, in foster care, homeless, or need alternative 
placement. 

○​ Noted that district alternative schools like continuation high schools are operated by local 
school districts, not COEs. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ California has 40 juvenile halls/commitment facilities and over 400 community school 

programs statewide. 
○​ COEs are legally required to operate schools for students in juvenile detention under Ed 

Code 48645. 
○​ Court and community schools are held to the same LCAP and SPSA planning 

obligations as other public schools. 

Student demographics and outcomes 
Joanne’s presentation highlighted the demographics of students in court schools and their 
academic outcomes. 



●​ Details 
○​ Shared that Black students make up nearly 20% of enrollment in court schools 

compared to just 5% statewide. 
○​ Noted that students with disabilities are almost twice as likely to be enrolled in court 

schools (30% vs 14% statewide). 
○​ Emphasized that foster students make up more than 1 in 5 students in court schools 

while representing less than 1% of the general student population. 
○​ Reported graduation rates for court school students hover around 30% compared to the 

statewide average of 84%. 
○​ Stated only about 8% of court school students meet standards in English language arts 

and about 5% in math, compared to statewide averages of 48% for ELA and 34% for 
math. 

○​ Highlighted chronic absenteeism rates of about 30% in court schools compared to 14% 
statewide. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ Court schools serve some of the most vulnerable student populations in California. 
○​ Academic outcomes for students in court schools are significantly lower than statewide 

averages. 
○​ The data demonstrates the urgent need for targeted support, strong literacy and 

numeracy programs, and comprehensive reentry planning. 

Funding and resources 
The speakers discussed how court and community schools are funded and the challenges 
related to resources. 

●​ Details 
○​ Joanne: Explained that court and community schools are primarily funded through the 

Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF), specifically a calculation based on average daily 
attendance (ADA). 

○​ Joanne: Noted that many programs rely on supplemental federal funds such as Title I, 
Title III, and IDEA. 

○​ Joanne: Mentioned local contributions and partnerships, particularly with probation and 
county agencies, provide additional support. 

○​ Dominic: Emphasized the importance of using LCAP intentionally to track how 
effectively counties transition students back into school and apply credits. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ The ADA-driven funding model can create instability due to students' short-term stays 

and high mobility. 
○​ Despite multiple funding streams, resources remain insufficient compared to the high 

needs of the student population. 
○​ Local partnerships are crucial to supplement funding and provide comprehensive 

services. 

Recent legislative changes 



The presentations covered significant legislative changes affecting court and community 
schools. 

●​ Details 
○​ Joanne: Discussed SB823, which closed the Division of Juvenile Justice and shifted 

responsibility for students back to counties. 
○​ Joanne: Mentioned AB1224, which extended the number of days guest teachers can 

cover for absent teachers (up to 60 days). 
○​ Joanne: Noted AB2174 specifically addresses chronic absenteeism in court and 

community schools. 
○​ Dominic: Highlighted AB2181, which ensures students who transfer late in high school 

aren't held back by local graduation requirements if they've met state requirements. 
○​ Rosie: Explained that SB823 implementation means counties now serve youth up to age 

25 in local facilities. 
●​ Conclusion 

○​ The closure of state juvenile justice facilities has placed greater emphasis on 
rehabilitation and re-entry at the county level. 

○​ Recent legislation has strengthened protections for students in court and community 
schools, particularly around credit transfer and graduation requirements. 

○​ Counties now need expanded programs and supports for older students (18-25) who 
previously would have been in state facilities. 

Office of Youth Community Restoration (OYCR) 
The speakers discussed the role of the OYCR, created under SB823. 

●​ Details 
○​ Joanne: Explained that OYCR provides technical assistance to counties as they realign 

local programs and manages grants and program monitoring. 
○​ Joanne: Noted OYCR operates the Ombudsman's Office, which gives students and 

families a place to raise concerns. 
○​ Joanne: Mentioned OYCR leads policy development and research at the state level. 
○​ Rosie: Added that OYCR investigates complaints registered from youth, families, or 

other interested parties. 
●​ Conclusion 

○​ OYCR was designed to shift the focus of the juvenile justice system away from 
punishment and towards rehabilitation, restoration, and equity. 

○​ OYCR is working to address pressing issues including chronic absenteeism, literacy 
crisis, gaps in transition planning, data sharing barriers, and youth employment/reentry 
supports. 

Challenges in court and community schools 
The speakers identified several challenges facing court and community schools. 

●​ Details 
○​ Joanne: Highlighted recruiting and retaining teachers as a significant challenge. 



○​ Joanne: Noted the need for role clarity between probation and COEs. 
○​ Joanne: Mentioned short student stays make it difficult to provide continuity of 

instruction or track progress. 
○​ Joanne: Discussed the growth in older students (18-21) presenting new challenges. 
○​ Joanne: Shared that many students arrive with low academic skills (average reading 

level below 4th grade, math around 3rd grade). 
○​ Rosie: Added challenges related to student readiness, internet capability/security, 

tutoring support, and course variety. 
○​ Rosie: Noted the wide age range (12-25) of youth in facilities creates additional 

challenges. 
●​ Conclusion 

○​ The unique environment and student population require highly skilled educators, but 
vacancies and turnover remain persistent issues. 

○​ Students' significant trauma and mental health needs, combined with academic gaps, 
require intensive academic, social-emotional, and wraparound services. 

○​ The short-term nature of many students' stays creates challenges for educational 
continuity and progress tracking. 

Partnerships and collaboration 
The importance of partnerships between education, probation, and community organizations 
was emphasized throughout the meeting. 

●​ Details 
○​ Dominic: Stressed that every county should have a formal memorandum of 

understanding (MOU) between the COE and county probation, along with a joint 
transition policy. 

○​ Dominic: Explained that the MOU should spell out who does what, how records are 
shared, how credits are applied, and how youth are supported during transitions. 

○​ Rosie: Highlighted examples of successful collaborations, including a music recording 
studio in Sonoma County and a coffee cart program in Merced County. 

○​ Gina: Shared that Sonoma County has a strong history of collaboration between 
probation, the COE, and Santa Rosa Junior College. 

●​ Conclusion 
○​ Strong partnerships between systems lead to improved outcomes for students. 
○​ When probation, COEs, and districts coordinate effectively, transitions are smoother and 

students are less likely to disappear from the system. 
○​ Local advocacy by board members can help strengthen these partnerships and improve 

programs. 

Role of county board members 
The speakers provided suggestions for how county board members can support court and 
community schools. 

●​ Details 



○​ Dominic: Recommended board members ensure their county has up-to-date MOUs 
between the COE and Probation. 

○​ Dominic: Suggested boards monitor immediate enrollment and credit acceptance data. 
○​ Dominic: Advised using the LCAP intentionally to track how effectively counties 

transition students back into school. 
○​ Dominic: Encouraged supporting professional learning for staff on trauma-informed and 

restorative practices. 
○​ Gina: Shared an example of local advocacy where board members eliminated fees 

charged to families for meals in juvenile detention. 
○​ Rosie: Offered to facilitate tours of juvenile facilities for board members who want to 

learn more. 
●​ Conclusion 

○​ County board members play an important role at the intersection of policy, accountability, 
and humanity in schools. 

○​ Board members can advocate for policies and practices that support successful 
transitions and credit transfers. 

○​ Visiting juvenile facilities and community schools helps board members better 
understand the needs and experiences of students. 

Action items 
●​ County Board Members 

○​ Review and ensure up-to-date MOUs exist between County Office of Education and 
Probation 

○​ Request metrics on average days from release to enrollment and percentage of credits 
accepted within 10 days 

○​ Strengthen existing COE local performance indicators in LCAP, especially for expelled 
youth and foster youth 

○​ Support professional learning for staff on trauma-informed and restorative practices 
○​ Review the SB114 evaluation when released and discuss implications for their county 
○​ Consider visiting local juvenile facilities to better understand programs and student 

experiences 
●​ ACCBE 

○​ Host next session on October 30th featuring Monterey, San Diego, and Imperial counties 
discussing their programs 

○​ Organize student panel on November 17th featuring young people who are or have been 
in the system 

○​ Consider exploring the role of AI in court and community schools in future sessions 
○​ Develop an advocacy agenda based on the three-session series on court and 

community schools 

 


	Deep Dive - Court & Community Schools - Part 1 Key takeaways 
	Discussed topics 
	Overview of court and community schools 
	Student demographics and outcomes 
	Funding and resources 
	Recent legislative changes 
	Office of Youth Community Restoration (OYCR) 
	Challenges in court and community schools 
	Partnerships and collaboration 
	Role of county board members 

	Action items 

