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Institutional Education in Washington State 

Executive Summary 

Background 
In the state of Washington school districts, in collaboration with residential habilitation and 

detention facility administrators, are required to insure the provision of education services to students 
that are either committed to or detained in an institution. The Office of Superintendent of Public 
Instruction allocates funds to school districts, in accordance with the state’s institutional education 
program funding formula, to implement these programs. Districts are charged with using these funds to 
hire staff, develop curriculum, and deliver both a program of basic and special education in a manner 
consistent with the manner in which programs are provided in the traditional program to the extent 
possible. Institutional education sites are required to meet state-reporting requirements consistent with 
traditional schools; however, enrollment and achievement data is reported separately for institutions as 
a group as opposed to being included with the individual districts that operate these programs.   

Introduction 
This analysis presents an overview of the statutes and administrative rules governing institutional 

education programs, the types of state funded programs, the manner in which programs are funded, 
and a description of the students who are served by these programs. This analysis concludes by 
highlighting some of the challenges to implementing successful institutional education programs in the 
state of Washington and presents some recommendations that will help to mitigate these challenges. 

Contained in the appendix of this report is a brief history of funding for institutional education 
programs in Washington state as well as descriptions of how a sample of other states administer and 
fund their juvenile justice education programs. These summaries provide both insight into the 
assumptions used to arrive at institutional education funding decisions and context for juvenile justice 
education across the nation. These resources help to inform contemporary debates regarding the 
adequacy of funding for institutional education programs in light of the characteristic of today’s 
institutional education student population, the services programs are expected to provide, and the cost 
of delivering those services. 

Summary of Findings 
Upon reviewing state statutes and administrative rules governing institutional education, speaking 

with program administrators, and analyzing the institutional education program funding formula, three 
primary areas of challenge to implementing successful institutional education programs emerged. These 
areas include program design and implementation, funding, and accountability.  

Program Design and Implementation: Statues and administrative rules are silent in regard to the 
design of institutional education programs. As a consequence there is no consistency in regard to the 
type of basic skills assessments used to determine students’ academic needs, or array of 
subjects/content students have access to, and there is no state requirement that district’s make an 
effort to link institutional education programs to other programs in the district that serve struggling 
students in an attempt to provide a continuum of service. On the whole, programs vary significantly 
given their enrollment, access to technology, and access to curricular support.  

Funding: Institutional education program funding formulas are not transparent, and the funding 
model has not been adjusted in response to either changes in juvenile justice policies or in light of best 
practices in juvenile justice/basic education for high needs students. 

Accountability: Districts are not held to any standard for the achievement or academic progress of 
those students who are enrolled in institutional education programs. Unlike some categorically funded 
programs, OSPI staff does not have a rubric to use in order to monitoring institutional education 
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programs plans. In particular, this is little to no monitoring to assure that districts are operating 40-day 
programs that are consistent with the programs offered during the school year. Further, monitoring for 
the provision of special education services is still in its naissance, and monitoring for the identification, 
provision of services and retesting of transitional bilingual students does not occur despite the fact that 
some students who are enrolled in institutional education programs have previously been identified as 
transitional/bilingual.  

Recommendations 
In order to take steps toward improving consistency in institutional education programs as 

implemented, build a system of funding programs that is transparent and aligned to state expectations, 
and hold districts accountable for meeting both state and federal requirements for the provision of 
educational services OSPI should: 

1. Adopt common academic standards for juvenile justice education programs that include 
consistent expectations for minimum school programming and the minimum skills/courses that 
should be taught; 

2. Evaluate the assumptions currently used to drive IE program allocations; and 
3. Adopt both short-term and long-term strategies for funding institutional education programs in 

light of program costs and changes to the basic education funding formula.
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Statutory Requirement 

The provision of education for juveniles held in certain institutions is required by RCWs 28A.190 – 
residential education programs; 28A.193 – education programs for juvenile inmates; and 28A.194 – 
education programs for juveniles in adult jails. Institutional education is included among the basic 
education programs as defined by the state Legislature and the six specific types of institutions that 
receive institutional education funding include: 

 
1. Residential habilitation center (RHC), which provide 24-hour-a-day care of children with 

disabilities. The disabilities range from profoundly mentally retarded, physically impaired, or 
severe behavior disorders. There are three centers maintained by the Division of Developmental 
Disabilities and the Division of Mental Health of the Department of Social and Health Services 
(DSHS). 

2. Juvenile rehabilitation centers (JRA), which provide 24-hour-a-day diagnosis, confinement, and 
rehabilitation of juveniles committed by the courts. There are five institutions maintained by the 
Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (JRA) of the DSHS. 

3. State group homes (SGH), which provide 24-hour-a-day services for adjudicated youth. There 
are six group homes maintained by the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration of the DSHS. 

4. County detention centers (CDC), which provide 24-hour-a-day treatment and care for juveniles 
who have been placed under protective custody or have committed a criminal offense. There 
are 21 centers maintained by county governments. 

5. State corrections facilities (DOC), which provide 24-hour-a-day incarceration of adults and 
juveniles committed as adults. Institutional education funding is provided for the education of 
juveniles under the age of 18. There is one correctional facility operated by the Department of 
Corrections that houses juvenile inmates. 

6. County and city jails (AJL), which provide 24-hour-a-day holding, detention, special detention or 
incarceration of adults and juveniles charged or committed as adults. Institutional education is 
provided for the education of juveniles under the age of 18. As of July 2011 eight county jails 
housed juveniles and therefore receive institutional education funding.  

 
Duties and Responsibilities of Education Program Providers: The statues that specify the specific 

duties and responsibilities of education program providers differ slightly by program type, but the 
underlying intent of the language is the same. Generally, the duties of education program providers are 
to: 

 
• Employ and supervise administrators, teachers, specialized personnel and other persons, 

deemed necessary for the conduct of the program of education; 
• Provide textbooks, materials and supplies necessary for the conduct of the program of 

education; 
• Develop and implement curriculum; 
• Conduct a program of education, including related student activities, that is similar to the 

program of instruction offered to non-residential students to the extent practicable; and 
• Spend only those funds appropriated by the legislature, and allocated by the superintendent of 

Public Instruction, in addition to funds from federal and private grants, bequests and gifts made 
for the specific purpose of maintaining and operating Institutional education programs. 
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The provision of education services related to special needs such as special education is specifically 
included among the duties and responsibilities of education program providers outlined in 28A.190.030 
regarding residential education programs. Provision of these services is not explicitly included in either 
28A.193—education programs for juvenile inmates or 28A.194—education programs for juveniles in 
adult jails; however, statutes governing special education make it clear that regardless of where 
students are they are identified entitled to receive special education services once these have been 
identified. 1  

 
Duties and Responsibilities of Facility Administrators (i.e. DSHS, Counties, or Department of 

Corrections): In general, the duties and responsibilities of the administrator or superintendent of the 
facilities in which an Institution education program is conducted are to: 

 
• Provide building and exercise space for the education program; 
• Provide equipment and support services necessary to conduct the education program; 
• Provide clinical and medical evaluation services necessary for the determination by the 

education provider of the educational needs of students; and  
• Employ and supervise security staff to safeguard agents of the education providers and inmates 

while engaged in educational and related activities. 
 
The specificity and extensiveness of the duties and responsibilities of the facilities in which 

institutional education programs are provided vary by institution type, and they are generally more 
comprehensive in the statutes that were adopted earlier.  For example, the statute that governs both 
residential schools and detention facilities specifies that facilities are responsible for the transportation 
of students from the facilities to the sites of the program of education if necessary, and the statute also 
details the specific support services (i.e. heat, lights, telephones, janitorial services, repair services, etc.) 
that facilities are responsible for providing. In contrast statues governing educational programs for 
juveniles in adult jails2 are rather vague. They do not specify the support services that facilities are 
required to provide and only required that these services be provided within the scope of existing 
resources.  

Federal Policies Regarding Neglected, Delinquent and At-Risk Youth 
In 1974 Congress passed the federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act, with 

bipartisan backing. The act established a federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(OJJDP) to conduct research, provide training, and make grants to states and jurisdictions that 
voluntarily complied with the act’s mandates. The new law required participating states to remove 
status offenders and dependency cases from secure confinement, and to separate juveniles from adults 
by “sight and sound” in correctional facilities. In 1980, the act was amended to require that participating 
states remove minors from jails. Forty-eight states participated.3  

 
Title 1, Part D – Neglected & Delinquent: The Department of Education allocates funds to state 

educational agencies that then award grants to other state agencies or local education agencies to 

                                                           
1 RCW 28A.155.020—Special Education, Administration of program in the office of the superintendent of public 

instruction — Adoption of definitions by rule — Local school district powers not limited 
2 Chapter 28A.194 RCW 
3 Source: http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=reforming_juvenile_justice 

http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=reforming_juvenile_justice
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improve programs of education for neglected, delinquent, or at-risk children or youth. In the 2011-12 
school year Washington received Federal Title 1, Part D appropriations in the amount of $4,403,324; 
$3,388,741 for Subpart 1, and $4,403,324 for Subpart 2. Subpart 1 funds are granted to other state 
agencies and Subpart 2 funds are granted to local education agencies. 

State education agencies must submit a plan to the Department of Education outlining the way in 
which they will use funds to supplement state funded activities. In general funds are to be used to help 
to ensure that students are provided with the knowledge and skills needed to make successful 
transitions to secondary school completion, vocational or technical training, further education, or 
employment.  

State Funding for Institutional Education Programs 
Overview:  Budget language regarding appropriations for institutional education programs has 

evolved over time from a single line item with no restrictions or limitations to a formula driven 
entitlement that is calculated based on a given set of pupil to staff funding ratios4.  

In the 2011-12 school year twenty-seven school districts and four education service districts 
received institutional education program funding, and program allocations totaled $17.9 million. The 
state provides funding for a 220-day educational program, and funds are allocated to local school 
districts and educational service districts (ESD) on a monthly basis in the same manner used to allocate 
general apportionment funds. Figure 1 shows the total annual institutional education program allocation 
for the period between the 2000-01 and 2010-11 school years. In this period there were no changes to 
the pupil to staff ratios used to fund programs, so year to year changes are largely attributed to changes 
in program enrollment and in state-funded salaries. 

 
Figure 1: Annual Institutional Education Program Allocations 

 
* The 2010-11 school year appropriation is as of July, 2011 

 
 

                                                           
4 See Appendix A for a complete history of institutional education program funding and related legislation. 
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Enrollment Counts:  In October 1988 OSPI begin collecting enrollment figures from institutions 
directly in lieu of the DSHS collecting the figures and sending them to OSPI. Districts and ESDs report 
their full-time equivalent (FTE) program enrollment to OSPI as of day counts taken between the months 
of September through July. Institution education program enrollment count dates are the same as those 
used for general apportionment, and fall on the fourth school day in September and the first school day 
of the next ten consecutive months.5 

In the context of institutional education 1 FTE is equivalent to a minimum of 20 hours of instruction 
per week if a student is age 3-8, and a minimum of 25 hours of instructional per week if a student is age 
9 or older.6 In the period between September and December, districts’ allocations are based on 
budgeted enrollment figures, and beginning in January allocations are based on program’s actual annual 
average full-time equivalent (AAFTE) enrollment up to that point in the school year.  

In the basic education program enrollment is relatively stable during the month, and as follows, one-
day counts are generally representative of the total number of students served during the count period. 
However, in the context of both detention centers and jails, which tend to serve as short-term holding 
facilities, one-day counts do not represent the total number of students served by an institution during a 
count period. 

In the 2009-10 school year county detention centers (CDC) reported a combined total AAFTE of 
761.17 students. In contrast, CDCs reported serving an unduplicated total of 9,350 students and a 
duplicated total of 19,584 students in the 2009-10 school year.7  Assuming that this population was 
relatively evenly distributed throughout the year CDCs serve roughly 779 unique individuals each month. 
Given a 47.7% recidivism rate among these students, education program personnel are charged with 
processing an average of 1,632 entries and exits out of the program each month.  

In the past OSPI has conducted no less than two studies in order to assess the merits of moving from 
a system of using one-day counts to one that acknowledges population flow such as average daily 
attendance. In the 1988-89 school year OSPI began requiring districts to report both count date and 
average daily enrollment in an effort to determine whether average daily enrollment counts were 
consistently higher than one-day counts during the year. OSPI staff found that “of the 40 institutions 
reporting, 23 (57.5%) reported higher count date enrollment; 12 (30.0%) reported higher average daily 
enrollment; and 5 (12.5%) reported no difference.8 OSPI staff attempted to gather average daily 
enrollment data again in 2008 via survey, and also found that average daily counts were not universally 
beneficial. In the cases where average daily counts were greater than one day counts the variance was 
not significant enough to warrant an entire system change. 

 
Funding Ratios:  Once reported, institutional education program enrollment data is applied to the 

States’ institutional education program pupil to staff funding ratios in order to determine a district’s 
total allocations.  Funding ratios vary by institution type, but on the whole include allocations for 
certificated, administrative, and classified staff salaries and benefits, and allocations for materials, 
supplies and districts’ indirect costs. Table 1 details the ratios used to determine the number of staff 
funded at each type of institution.  

 
 

                                                           
5 WAC 392-122-211 – Definition—State institutional education program—institution enrollment count dates 
6 WAC 392-122-225 – Definition—State institutional education program—institutional education full-time 
equivalent (FTE) students 
7 Source: Unduplicated and duplicated annual student counts reported to OSPI’s Institutional Education program 
supervisor.  
8 Case, Tom. SPI Agency Memorandum, June 21, 1989. 
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Table 1: Institutional Education Program Pupil per Staff Funding Ratios 
 Staff Type 

Institution Type Certificated 
Instructional 

Certificated 
Administrative Classified 

Residential Habilitation Centers—State 7.8 69.9 6 

Juvenile Rehabilitation—State 9.3 78.7 64.5 

Group Homes—State 1 per home* - - 

Detention Centers—County 10 - - 

Department of Corrections—State 9.3 78.7 64.5 

Jails—County/City 9.3 78.7 64.5 

* Authorizing legislation specifies a funding ratio of 5.5 instructional staff. However, OSPI policy has been to 
fund state group homes at a rate of 1 FTE CIS per group home. 
 
 

Minimum Staffing Allocations:  Funding is also provided to ensure that certain types of institutions 
have sufficient resources to hire a full-time staff person even if their enrollment is not sufficient to 
generate that level of staff support. These institutions include residential habilitation centers, juvenile 
rehabilitation centers, those facilities operated by the Department of Corrections, and both county and 
city jails. Columns 5-7 in Table 2 below identify the minimum FTE staffing allocation a district would 
receive in the event that their enrollments is not sufficient to generate a full-time equivalent CIS unit 

 
 
Table 2: Institutional Education Program Minimum Staffing Levels 

 Staffing Ratios Minimum Staffing Levels 
Institution 
Type 

Certificated 
Instructional 

Certificated 
Administrative Classified Certificated 

Instructional 
Certificated 

Administrative Classified 

Residential 
Habilitation 
Centers—State 

7.8 69.9 6 1.0 .112 1.3 

Juvenile 
Rehabilitation—
State 

9.3 78.7 64.5 1.0 .118 .144 

Group Homes—
State 1 per home - - - - - 
Detention 
Centers—
County 

10 - - - - - 

Department of 
Corrections—
State 

9.3 78.7 64.5 1.0 .118 .144 

Jails—
County/City 9.3 78.7 64.5 1.0 .118 .144 

 
 
In the last ten years the cost of maintaining minimum staffing level at certain institutions has risen 

and declined steadily with changes in program enrollment. However, in the period between the 2009-10 
and 2010-11 school years these costs rose sharply. 
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In the 2010-11 school year the Legislature begin funding programs for juveniles incarcerated in 
county and city jails.9 State juvenile justice laws discourage the incarceration of juveniles in adult 
facilities unless they have committed certain serious offenses, so on the whole, there are very few 
juveniles incarcerated in adult facilities. Given juvenile court’s policies, several of these newly funded 
programs have enrollments that are not sufficient to generate a full-time staff person at the funded rate 
of 9.3 FTE students to 1 FTE certificated instructional staff. As a result of the addition of county and city 
jail programs to the group of funded institutions the number of programs that are eligible for minimum 
staffing allocations doubled from five programs in the 2009-10 school year to 10 in the 2010-11 school 
year. Figure 2 charts the change in the minimum staffing appropriations authorized by the state 
Legislature between the period of FY 2000 and FY 2013.10 

 
 
Figure 2: Institutional Education Programs Minimum Staffing Appropriations, 2000-2013 

 
 
Staffing Enhancements for Special Populations (MIOU):  In the 1987-89 biennial operating budget 

the DSHS was given $536K to establish a mentally ill offender unit for 16 individuals housed at Echo 
Glenn Juvenile Rehabilitation Center. In the following year (FY 1988) OSPI begin receiving funds to 
support an enhanced teacher to student ratio within the mentally ill offender units at the institutions for 

                                                           
9 Chapter 226, Laws of 2010 as codified by 28A.194 RCW. 
10 OSPI does not calculate total formula generated allocations separately from minimum staffing allocations. As a 

result it is difficult to differentiate the portion of districts allocations that we attributable to the minimum 
provisions on a historical basis. 
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delinquent youth.11 Funding was allocated to districts beginning with the summer program in the 1987-
88 school year, and the initial FY 1988 appropriation was $120K. Funds were re-appropriated in the 
1989-91 biennial budget at the level of $167K each school year. 12 

In the 1991-93 biennium the Legislature begin specifying the pupil to staff ratios that were to be 
used in order to determine districts’ institutional education program allocations in the legislative budget 
notes. In the same biennium the MIOU appropriation was no longer included as a specific line item in 
the budget. However, funds continued to be included in OSPI’s maintenance level appropriation for 
institutional education programs, and since that time OSPI has distributed MIOU funds to both Echo 
Glen and Maple Lane Juvenile Rehabilitation Centers based a proportional split that is consistent with 
how funds were allocated in the period between 1991 and 1993. Echo Glen and Maple Lane currently 
receive 94% and 6% of MIOU funds respectively, and in the 2010-11 school year the total MIOU 
allocation was $125,160. 

 
Non-Employee Related and Indirect Cost Allocations: Districts also receive funds for the non-

employee related (NERC) and indirect costs associated with operating institutional education programs. 
Allocations for NERCs are provided for both institutional education programs and general education 
programs. In the context of institutions funding for NERCs has always been allocated on a per pupil basis 
whereas in general program funding has historically been allocated on a per staff basis. Beginning in the 
2011-12 school year general apportionments funds will be allocated in accordance with the prototypical 
school funding model as outline in chapter 28A.150.260. In this model NERC will now be known as 
materials, supplies, and operating costs (MSOC) and these funds will be allocated on a per pupil basis in 
the same manner used to fund NERCs in institutional education programs. In the 2011-12 school year 
districts that operate institutional education programs will receive $323.22 per pupil for NERC. In 
comparison, districts will receive $542.53 per pupil for basic MSOC through general apportionment. 

Indirect cost allocations for Institutional Education programs are calculated at a rate of 4.7% of the 
sum of a district’s formula driven allocation for employee salaries and benefits, and allocations for NERC.  

 
Spending Parameters: Districts have the authority to hire the type of staff they deem necessary, and 

are charged with designing curriculum and implementing programs of their choice. There is no detailed 
list of allowable expenditures included in either statute or agency rule regarding institutional education 
programs, but districts are limited as to which funds they can access in their efforts to implement 
successful programs. Districts can only use state and federal funds allocated for institutional education 
on these programs and are restricted from using local levy funds to support their IE programs.  

Juvenile Court Policies of Washington State: Impact on Institutional Education 
Program Enrollment 

In Washington, the statute that governs juvenile courts is known at the Juvenile Justice Act of 
1977.13  The act has seen two significant amendments that came in the 1997, and 2003 legislative 
sessions.14  The Juvenile Justice Act of 1977 provides the framework for the system of juvenile justice in 

                                                           
11 The legislation does not specify which of the other JRA institutions had mentally ill offender units, or how many 

individuals were housed in those units, but OSPI communications note that funds were distributed to both 
Echo Glen and Maple Lane.  

12 OSPI Bulletin NO.20-88 F.S. June 23, 1988 
13 RCW 13.40 – Juvenile Justice Act of 1977 
14 Juvenile Justice Act of 1977 as amended by c 338 L 97, and as amended by c 378 L 03 
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Washington State, and the intent of the original legislation was to provide for “a system capable of 
having primary responsibility for, being accountable for, and responding to the needs of youthful 
offenders and their victims.”13 

In Washington, the Juvenile Court is a jurisdiction of the Superior Court. The courts can commit a 
juvenile to a facility as part of a court-ordered disposition, juveniles can be detained prior to 
adjudication, after adjudication, or while awaiting disposition or placement elsewhere. In addition, a 
small proportion of juveniles are also voluntarily admitted in lieu of adjudication as part of a diversion. A 
diversion agreement holds youth accountable through community service, restitution, curfews, written 
assignments, or court order attendance at a traditional or alternative school program such as the day-
reporting programs offer at county detention centers.  

In cases where a juvenile is suspected of committing one of several serious offenses he or she may 
be remanded or transferred to the adult courts. If convicted of such an offense juveniles are then likely 
sentenced to serve their time in either county or city jails, or state correction facilities. Sentence of less 
than one year are typically served locally in county or city facilities while longer-term sentence are 
served in State Department of Corrections facilities. 

Enrollment at each type of institution has declined sharply in recent decades, and in most cases this 
decline is due to a policy change on the part of the juvenile courts that discouraged the commitment of 
non-violent and or first-time youthful offenders. It is also the policy of the state that pre-adjudicated 
youth remain in the community whenever possible. In the past youth who were convicted of status 
offenses, or offenses that would not be illegal if there were of age, were detained, but it is no longer the 
state’s policy to detain juveniles for these offenses.  

In the last 20 years the use of alternatives to detention has become more standard in Washington 
State as well as in other states across the nation. As a result of this policy change the number of 
confined youth in Washington has declined. In the last 10 years Washington has realized a 35.5% decline 
in its total FTE institutional education program enrollment; a decline from 2,291.28 AAFTE students in 
2001 to 1,477.69 AAFTE in the 2010-11 school year. Figure 3 illustrates the change in institutional 
education program enrollment in the period between the 2000-01 and the 2010-11 school years.  
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Figure 3: Institutional Education Program Enrollment by Institution Type, 2001-2011 

* AAFTE enrollment as reported through July 2011 via OSPI’s E-672 Institutional Education Program enrollment 
reporting form. 

Student information 
In the 2006-07 school year OSPI began collecting data on those students enrolled in detention 
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Education Data and Research System (CEDARS). Schools are organized into two classifications of 
programs including juvenile detention centers run by counties (CDCs) and those institutions operated by 
the Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration of the Department of Social and Health Services. These 
institutions include state group homes, juvenile rehabilitation centers and residential habilitation 
centers.  
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education program data collected in CEDARS there is some question as to the accuracy of what is 
reported. For example, in October of 2010 Institutions reported that there were 1,437 students enrolled 
in their programs via the OSPI form E-672, which is used for funding purposes. In contrast CEDARS shows 
that there were 1,089 students enrolled in these programs at the same time; a variance of more than 
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Despite these limitations, CEDARS data show that in the institutions operated by the JRA 65.3% 
(443) of students qualify for free or reduced priced meals, 35.7% (242) of students are identified as in 
need of special education services, and 1.9% (13) of students are either transitional or bilingual. In the 
County Detention Centers 69.1% (275) of students are eligible for free or reduced priced meals, 13.8% 
(55) of students are identified as in need of special education services, and .5% (2) are transitional or 
bilingual. 
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All institutions, with the exception of detention centers, are required to administer statewide 
student assessments for adequate yearly progress (AYP) purposes. However, despite the fact that CDCs 
are not required to test students the staff at these facilities are encouraged to work with district 
administrators to see that students are tested when appropriate. 

Table 3 below represents the Measures of Student Progress (MSP) and High School Proficiency Exam 
(HSPE) scores for students who were enrolled in an institutional education program during the testing 
period of the 2010-2011 school year. The data shows that many students not only face social and 
emotional barriers to success (as evidenced by their involvement in the juvenile justice system), but they 
also have significant academic hurdles to overcome. 

 
 
Table 3: 2010-11 MSP/HSPE Results for Students Enrolled in Institutional Education Programs 

 Subject 

Institution Type Reading Math Writing Science 

State Institutions Percent Meeting Standard 

Grade 6 0.0% 0.0%   

Grade 7 28.6% 23.5% 22.2%  

Grade 8 8.6% 2.7%   

Grade 10 36.6% 14.4% 35.5% 6.7% 

County Detention 
Centers Percent Meeting Standard 

Grade 10 14.7% 5.7% 25.6% 4.8% 

 

Challenges to Implementing Successful Institutional Education Programs 
Upon reviewing state statutes and administrative rules governing institutional education, speaking 

with program administrators, and analyzing the institutional education program funding formula, three 
primary areas of challenge to implementing successful institutional education programs emerged. These 
areas include program design and implementation, funding, and accountability. 

Program Design and Implementation 
Individual districts are charged with developing the curricula, instruction methods, and educational 

objectives of their programs in the manner that they see fit. The state provides very little guidance to 
districts in terms of what programs should look like in long-term facilities, versus short term detention 
facilities, or group homes and as a result the quality of institution programs and the availability of 
services to students vary widely. As follows, institutional education program funding decisions were not 
made in light of an expectation for the type of programs the state wanted to see implemented or best 
practices in either juvenile justice or basic education. Instead, these decisions were made in piecemeal 
fashion over the course of several decades often as a result of legal decisions or legislative findings that 
required the state to begin funding certain services.15 

                                                           
15 See Appendix A 
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Districts are limited as to the types of programs they can afford to implement and sustain, and 
programs vary significantly from one site to the next. There is no consistency between programs in 
regard to the type of basic skills assessments used to determine students’ academic needs, or the array 
of subjects/content areas students have access to. In 1987 OSPI and JRA agreed to standardize the initial 
screening test for academic performance by asking all facilities to use and share the results of one test 
instrument. Some districts agreed to use the instrument and some did not, but since this time there 
have been no attempts to standardize intake and assessment procedures. Further, and there is no state 
requirement that district’s make an effort to link institutional education programs to other programs in 
the district that serve struggling students in an attempt to provide a continuum of service. On the whole, 
programs vary significantly given their enrollment, access to technology, and access to curricular 
support. 
 

Funding 
The pupil to staff ratios used to fund institutional education programs are not codified in statute 

unlike the funding ratios used for the basic program of instruction. Instead, these ratios only “live” in 
legislative budget notes from the 1995-97 and 1997-99 biennia. Over the years the Legislature has 
added to the number and type of state-funded institutional education programs, and has authorized 
slight changes to the way in which institutional are funded, but these changes have not impacted the 
pupil to staff ratios. These changes have instead, required small tweaks to OSPI’s calculation model, or 
have required OSPI to make judgments about how to implement these changes. 

The accumulation of these small changes has made the calculation model a bit cumbersome and 
difficult to interpret. Specific areas of concern center on the assumptions used to allocate funds for 
salaries, mentally ill offender units, staffing levels at state group homes, and to calculate minimum 
staffing allocations. 

The salaries allocated for institutional education program staff have historically been different then 
so allocated for general education staff. The rationale for this policy is unclear, and a disparity exists in 
terms of the level of support districts receive for institutional education programs in contrast to other 
basic education program. This difference in allocated salaries is most significant for classified staff. In the 
basic education program districts supplement certificated instructional staff salaries an estimated 
average of 16.7%, administrative salaries by 44.2%, and classified salaries by an estimated 26.3%.16 
However, districts are unable to supplement the salaries of staff working in institutional education 
programs to the same extent given restrictions on the uses of local levy funds to support these 
programs. 

At the same time, statue requires districts to pay the certificated instructional staff members who 
work in programs outside of general education salaries that are consistent with those paid to staff 
working in the general program.17 This practice of allocating differential salaries by programs coupled 
with the fact that districts cannot use local funds to supplement institutional education programs makes 
it challenging for districts to meet the intent of this legislation without increasing class size or 
implementing less costly, and sometimes less effective program models.  

In the case of MIOU allocations funds are awarded based on historical precedent as opposed to 
actual population statistics. In the past OSPI has not collected MIOU enrollment data separate from the 

                                                           
16 Estimates based on the difference between salaries allocated as reported on the 1191 apportionment report, 

and those total salaries paid to staff as reported in the 2009-10 School District Personnel Summary Report 
dated October 2010. 

17 RCW 28A.400.200 Sec. 3(c) 
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general institution enrollment, so staff at OSPI do not know whether this distribution is still equitable or 
if this method of allocating funds needs to change. 

In the case of State Group Homes, the legislative budget notes specifying the rate at which homes 
are to be funded authorizes a maximum of 5.5 instructional staff for all state group homes. In contrast it 
has been OSPI policy to fund state group homes at a rate of 1 FTE CIS per home. In the 2011-12 school 
year Olympia school district will begin operating a state group home. This begs the question whether 
the funding ratio for group homes should be reevaluated or whether OSPI should adjust its policy and 
distribute a maximum of 5.5 staff to all 7 group homes. 

Juvenile Justice Laws have changed since the state first determined its Institutional Education 
funding formulas, and as a result the population of students served by Institutional Education Programs 
has changed. The increased use of alternatives to confinement means that the state now serves fewer 
students in these programs, but the students who are confined are more likely to be serious or repeat 
offenders then they were in the past. These students face many barriers to achieving academic success, 
and often require a great deal of one-to-one academic and emotional support. This shift requires a re-
evaluation of the adequacy of the states Institutional Education funding model at meeting students’ 
needs.  

 

Accountability 
Both State and Federal expectations of schools in regard to accountability have increased in recent 

decades. Traditional schools are held to rigorous achievement standards, while little attention has been 
given to the achievement of students who are at some point detained in a rehabilitation or correctional 
institution. Further, the state does not have specific standards for juvenile justice education programs 
that take into account the limitations of the instructional setting and the unique needs of the students 
these programs aim to serve. Schools and districts are required to meet AYP, while the outcomes of 
students in institutional education programs are excluded from these scores; despite the fact that some 
students stay in long-term facilities for more than a full school year. 

Existing accountability structures that help to ensure that students receive the full range of services 
they are entitled to in the traditional school setting have not been fully extended to institutions. 
Monitoring for special education has only begun in recent years, in response to changes in federal rules 
governing Title 1, Part D, which require districts to provide an assurance that they will meet existing IEPs 
and work with districts if they identify a student as in need of special education services while the child 
or youth is in a correctional facility or a facility for neglected & delinquent youth.18 The state does not 
currently monitor for the provision of transitional/bilingual services to those students who have been 
identified as in need to those services, and despite the fact that Institutions are required to administer 
the MSP and HSPE they are not required to administer the Washington Language Proficiency Test 
(WLPT) to transitional/bilingual students. 

Institutional Education programs have flown below the radar in the sense that they have been held 
to very few program standards. The one clear standard that programs have to meet is that they offering 
a 220-day program. However, districts have not had to provide a great deal of assurance as to how they 
go about meeting this requirement. Neither statute nor agency rules specify minimum summer program 
standards. As follows, there is no explicit requirement that the programs districts operate during the 
summer look like the programs offered during the school year.  OSPI’s S-275 personnel data suggests 
that districts’ school year programs may in fact look very different from what is offered in the summer. 
Very few certificated instructional staff working in these programs have either base contracts for 220 
days, or a combination of base and supplemental contract days that come close to totaling 220. The 

                                                           
18 Sec. 1414(C)(15) 
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data suggests that in most cases program administrators have 220-day contracts, but that is not the case 
for either certificated instructional or classified staff. 

While district’s institutional education programs are not held to the same student achievement 
standards as traditional schools they are required to do similar levels of reporting. Each time a student 
enters and exits a program staff must enter that information in to the CEDARS system. This creates a 
significant amount of work for staff most notably at detention centers where students stay less than two 
weeks at a facility on average and have a recidivism rate of about 47.7%. In the 2009-10 school year 
districts processed a total of 21,166 entries into their programs 19,584 of which were at county 
detention centers.  At a rate of 15 minutes per entry to interview a student and contact their home 
district to request transcripts, this workload amounts to nearly 5,300 hours of non-instructional staff 
time per year. These reporting requirements are significant, but the data has not been translated into 
information that can be used to inform instructional practice or state policy.  

Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations outline steps that OSPI should take in order to improve consistency 

in institutional education programs as implemented; move toward a system of funding programs that is 
transparent and aligned to state expectations for programs; and hold districts accountable for meeting 
both state and federal expectations for the provision of educational services.  

 

Program Design and Implementation 

Adopt common academic standards for juvenile justice education programs that include 
expectations for minimum school programming and the minimum skills/content areas that should 
be available to students. 

1. Determine what effective program model look like at each type of institution. 
2. Identify curricular resources for students in need of academic remediation and credit recovery 

that can be used in the juvenile justice education setting. 
3. Include institutional education programs in curriculum pilot when possible. (i.e. Microsoft IT 

Academy, Navigation 101, etc.) 
 

Funding 

Evaluate the assumptions used to drive institutional education program allocations. 
1. Allocate salaries consistent with those provided in the LEAP document. 
2. Consider whether using the staff mix of the individuals working in institution programs is still 

justified given recent policy decisions regarding staff mix that have been made for programs like 
TBIP, Highly Capable, and LAP. 

3. Begin collecting MIOU enrollment data in order to distribute funding based on current 
enrollment. 

4. Seek guidance from legislative staff regarding whether OSPI has the authority to allocated 1 CIS 
per group home. 

Ensure consistency between institutional education program WACs and current administrative 
practices. 
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1. Clarify the recovery procedures OSPI will use when districts operate less than a 220-day 
program. 

2. Revise funding distribution schedule to align disbursements with the general apportionment 
allocation schedule or revise WAC to reflect actual practice (WAC 392-122-270). 

Evaluate the sustainability of and the rationale for continuing to fund a full 1.0 CIS and associated 
support services at institutions with less than 1.0 FTE student. 

Consider reducing the minimum 1 allocation to a .5 if less than a .6 student FTE. Assuming that a 
.6 FTE student receives 15 hours of instruction and that 1.0 FTE teacher is the equivalent of 30 
hours of teaching time (5 instructional periods and 1 planning) than at .5 FTE CIS plus the 
corresponding allocations for CAS and CLS.  

 

Adopt both short-term and long-term strategies for funding institutional education programs in 
light of program costs and changes to the basic education funding formula. 

1. In the short tem: 
a. Request funding to add support for Classified staff to the funding model for county 

detention centers given the significant workload created as a result of student data 
management requirements. 

b. Include institutional education programs in discussions regarding basic education 
funding changes especially as it relates to allocations for staff compensation, 
substitutes, MSOC, and the Professional Development needs of staff. 

2. In the long term, establish a funding model that is consistent with the basic education funding 
structure, and funding levels that are based on the states’ expectations for the programs to be 
implemented in the various institution settings. 

a. Consider the implications of the nature of the student population (MIOU status, 
disability status, TBIP status) at each institution has on the ratio of students to staff 
required in order to implement the desired program. 

b. Consider the MSOC needs are at each institution given the program we expect to see 
and the nature of the students. 

c. Consider whether it is appropriate to allocate categorical funds to institution programs 
given what we know about the students served and our constitutional obligations to 
provide services.  

d. Consider whether staffing levels should be adjusted based on the nature of the 
institution (i.e. average length of stay, number of entries into and exits out of the 
program, adult serving vs. juvenile serving institution). 

 

Accountability 

Develop an institutional education program accountability and quality assurance system 
1. Establish “AYP” targets for students that are enrolled in institution education program for more 

than a full school year. 
2. Beginning monitoring to ensure that programs are identifying, providing services to and re-

testing students who are in need of transitional/bilingual services. 
3. Increase oversight of districts compliance with the requirement to operate a 220-day program 

by requiring districts to provide an assurance during the budgeting process that they are 
providing a 220-day program 
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4. Revise personnel reporting instructions to ensure consistency in the way in which districts 
report 220-day staff. 

Develop a data management plan for institutional education programs 
1. Consider whether these programs be treated like programs, schools or co-ops like skill centers? 
2. Consider whether the differences in facility types provide a justification for treating facilities 

differently as it relates to reporting requirements (i.e. short-term vs. long-term facility).
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Appendix A:  Summary of Institutional Education Program Funding and Related 
Washington State Legislation, 1977-2013 

  

1977-79 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 339, Laws of 1977 1st Ex. Sess. Section 97 

• Basic Education Program Funding 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 23.5 FTE BEA Students 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 19.6 VOC Students 
o 1 FTE Classified Staff Unit per every 3 Certificated FTE 

Chapter 339, Laws of 1977 1st Ex. Sess. Section 105 
• Institutional Education Program allocation provided in lump sum amount with no restrictions or 

limitations 
 

1979-81 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 270, Laws of 1979 1st Ex. Sess. Section 100(2) 

• Basic Education Program Funding 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 20 FTE BEA Students 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 16.67 VOC Students 
o 1 FTE Classified Staff Unit per every 3 CERT FTE 

Chapter 270, Laws of 1979 1st Ex. Sess. Section 115 
• Institutional Education Program allocation provided in lump sum amount with no restrictions or 

limitations 
 

1981-83 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 340, Laws of 1981 Section 87(4) 

• Basic Education Program Funding 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 20 FTE BEA Students 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 18.3 VOC Students 
o 1 FTE Classified Staff Unit per every 3 CERT FTE 

Chapter 340, Laws of 1981 Section 101 
• Institutional Education Program allocation provided in lump sum amount with no restrictions or 

limitations 
 

1983-85 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 76, Laws of 1983 Section 97 

• Basic Education Program Funding 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 20 FTE BEA Students 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 18.3 VOC Students 
o 1 FTE Classified Staff Unit per every 3 CERT FTE 

Chapter 76, Laws of 1983 Section 111 
• Institutional Education Program allocation provided in lump sum amount 
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• Legislature adds county detention centers to the list of institutions eligible for IE program 
funding. 

 

1985-87 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 405, Laws of 1985 Section 405 (Supplemental Change) 

• Amends Section 111, Chapter 76, laws of 1983 1st. ex. Sess. (uncodified), and establishes that for 
the 1984-85 school year no more than $3,355,783 of the total $20,057,000 institutional 
education program appropriation (16.73%) could be spent for support of basic education 
programs for juveniles confined in county detention centers. 

Chapter 6, Laws of 1985 1st Ex. Sess. Section 507 
• Basic Education Program Funding 

o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 20 FTE BEA Students 
o 1 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit per 18.3 VOC Students 
o 1 FTE Classified Staff Unit per every 3 CERT FTE 

• Institutional Education Program section specifies: 
o Maximum total appropriation by institution type 
o Maximum average per pupil distribution rate by institution type  

 

1987-89 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 7, Laws of 1987 1st. Ex. Sess. Section 503 

• BEA ratios are included in the budget: 
o 46 FTE Certificated Instructional Staff Unit staff per 1000 FTE students 

 Enhancements are provided for students in grades K-3 
 As an aside in the 77-79 biennium allocations for CIS were specified for the first 

time. The average of the allocation for BEA and VOC CIS provided in this year 
translates into roughly 1 FTE CIS staff per every 46 FTE students (46.4037).  

o 4 Certificated Administrative Staff Unit per 1000 FTE BEA students 
o 1 Classified Staff Unit FTE per every 3 CIS units (46+4=50; 50/3=16.667) 

Chapter 7, Laws of 1987 1st. Ex. Sess. Section 508 
• Institutional Education Program section specifies: 

o Maximum19 total appropriation by institution type 
o Maximum average per pupil distribution rates by institution type  

 

1989-91 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 19, Laws of 1989 1st Ex. Sess. Section 515 

• Institutional Education Program section specifies: 
o Total appropriation by institution type 
o Maximum average per pupil distribution rates by institution type  
o 220 day program expectation and requirement that OSPI ensure that districts are 

operating a 220 day program is specified for the first time.20 

                                                           
19 Strikethrough effect added to indicate change from one biennium to the next. 
20 The requirement for OSPI to monitor is new this year, but the expectation that districts operate a 220 day 

program is not according to OSPI memo to districts dated April 23,1990. 
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• Institutional Education Program section gave OSPI the following charge (subsection 7): 
o “conduct a study of institutional education programs, addressing the division of 

administrative and budgetary responsibilities between the school districts, the 
department of social and health services, and, in the case of county detention centers, 
the juvenile court administrators. The superintendent shall consult with the department 
of social and health services and the institutions in designing and conducting the study, 
and in developing recommendations. The study shall include recommendations on 
methods to improve communication, decision making, and cooperation among school 
district and institutional staff, as well as coordination of programs and responsiveness to 
student needs. The superintendent shall submit a report of the study to the legislature 
prior to December 1, 1990, including recommendations for legislative action and 
changes in administrative practices. 

 
The findings and recommendations of the work group that Chapter 19, Laws of 1989 1st Ex. Sess. Section 
515 authorized are as follows: 
 
Work Group Findings and Recommendations –Juvenile correctional education21 

Findings 
• Youths’ needs are severe and education programs are not in compliance with state and federal 

laws 
• There is serious fragmentation in the current administrative practices and organizational 

structure of institution education. 
• There are no statewide standards or procedures 
• There is an absence of leadership, advocacy, monitoring, and clear lines of authority for 

education programs. 
• A complex, ineffective funding formula makes it impossible to plan for and use scarce and 

inadequate resources. 
 
Recommendations 
• Establish a separate school district 

o Develop quality programs – components of the corrections education program will 
include an individual education plan for each student which will cover: 
 Academics 
 Vocational preparation 
 Social skills 
 Occupational awareness 
 Independent living 
 Physical fitness and recreation 
 Transition to next placement 

o Provide contract option 
o Train and recruit staff 

• Fund the school district with basic education allocation dollars 
o Higher teacher/student ratio (2.15 times the BEA rate) 
o Fiscal Accountability 
o Eligibility for Special funding 

                                                           
21Institutional Education Legislative Study Committee, Final Report. Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

November 1990.  
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Work Group Findings and Recommendations – Residential Habilitation Centers 

Findings 
• As the result of federal and state mandate, the population of school-aged individuals historically 

served by RHC’s is decreasing in size. 
• Schools educational facilities existing as part of the RHC’s will be reduced in size and number 

with a high probability of selective closure. 
• A new population of school-aged individuals requiring proactive treatment and services is 

increasing for various reasons, at an alarming rate. 
• There are insufficient resources to provide services to this underserved population. 
 
Recommendations 
• Maintain current funding model with a small schools factor, stable funding, and a “hold 

harmless” provision. 
o Provide funds for a minimum of 9 students and if the population declines below 5 then 

the IE program will be closed and it would be recommended that the remaining 
students be placed in another institution or into an alternative community placement 

• Involve education personnel in residential placement decision making process. 
• Continuation of present agreements and contracts between school districts and RHC’s. 

 

1990-91 Supplemental Operating Budget 
Chapter 16, Laws of 1990 1st Ex. Sess. Section 511 (uncodified) as amended by Chapter 2, Laws of 1991 
1st Sp. Session Section 510 

• Per pupil disbursement rate limits specified for each type of institution were eliminated for the 
1990-91 school year. 

 

1991-93 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 16, Laws of 1991 1st Sp. Sess. Section 514 

• Institutional Education Program section specifies: 
o Average staffing ratios for each category of institution, excluding juvenile parole leaning 

centers, shall not exceed the rates specified in the legislative budget notes. 
 In the legislative budget notes pupil to staff funding ratios are expressed as: 

• Handicapped Institutions: 
o 7.8 FTE students to 1 instructional staff 
o 69.9 FTE students to 1 administrative staff 
o 6 FTE students to 1 classified staff 

• Delinquent Institutions 
o 9.3 FTE students to 1 instructional staff 
o 78.7 FTE students to 1 administrative staff 
o 64.5 FTE students to 1 classified staff 

• Group Homes 
o 8.5 FTE students to 1 instructional staff 

• County Detention Centers 
o 10 FTE students to 1 instructional staff 

o The legislation requires the superintendent of public instruction to: 
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 Define what constitutes a full-time equivalent students for the purposes of 
institutional education programs 

 In cooperation with the secretary of social and health services, define 
responsibility for variety of services offered through the common schools and 
the department of social and health services; 

 Convene meetings of the parties responsible for the well being of the children in 
the institutional education programs for purposes of identifying and resolving 
problems associated with service deliver; and 

 Report to the appropriate fiscal committees of the Legislature by January 10, 
1992. 

 
The recommendations of the work group that Chapter 16, Laws of 1991 1st Sp. Sess. Section 514 
authorized are as follows: 
 
Work Group Recommendations 

Findings 
• A need for revision of RCW 28A.190, Residential Education Programs to address the joint 

management of institution education programs 
• A need for developing institutional education program methods for determining institutional 

enrollment and forecasting of institutional population enrollment 
• A need for the provision of state funding for students with disabilities in institution education 

programs 
• A need to define Parole Learning Center programs and funding of these centers 
• A need to address the impact of downsizing on the Residential Center programs 

 
Recommendations 
• OSPI in conjunction with DSHS and county juvenile court administrators will implement rules … 

for the determination of student FTE enrollment. 
• Amend RCW 28A.190.010 through 060 to clarify, define, and specify OSPI and DSHS 

responsibilities for the provision of services to this population of students 
• Provide state funding to institutional education programs which is available to all school districts 

who serve special needs population, including special education 
• Establish a stable funding model with a minimum floor provision during residential habilitation 

center decline 
 

1993-95 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 24, Laws of 1993 1st Sp. Session, Section 512 

• Funding for Learning Centers is discontinued 
• There is no change to Institutional Education Program funding language in the budget however, 

in the budget notes the funding ratios for Group Homes is changed slightly and is expressed as: 
o Group Homes 

 8.5 FTE students to 122 instructional staff 
 

                                                           
22 Strike through effect added to indicate change from one biennium to the next. 
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1995-97 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 18, Laws of 1995 2nd Sp. Sess. Section 514 

• Institutional Education program funding language changed slightly from the previous 
biennium and then states: 

o Average Staffing ratios for each institutional education program shall be based on 
annual average FTE student enrollment. 

o Language continued to state that staffing ratios for each category of institution and 
other assumptions shall be those specified in the legislative budget notes. 

o Funding ratio for state group homes changed again and is expressed as 5.5 
instructional staff (down from 8.5). 

 

1997-99 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 149, Laws of 1997 Section 512 

• Institutional Education Program funding language states: Staffing ratios for each category of 
institution shall remain the same as those funded in the 1995-97 biennium. 

 

1998-99 Supplemental Operating Budget 
Chapter 244, Laws of 1998 

• The Legislature directed the Department of Corrections and the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction to “conduct a study to determine the educational needs of inmates under the age of 
twenty-one incarcerated in jail and prison, the impact of providing educational services and 
special educational services to those inmates on the security and penological interests of the 
correctional institutions that incarcerate those inmates, and the ability of local school districts, 
the community and technical colleges, private vendors, juvenile detention centers, and the 
correctional institutions to provide those educational and special services.” 

 
The recommendations of the work group that was authorized by Chapter 244, Laws of 1998 are as 
follows: 
 
Work Group Recommendations 

• The advisory group made no recommendation about the education of offenders under the age 
18 in Department of Corrections’ facilities but did make a recommendation regarding the 
education of this population of offenders in jails. 

• The advisory group recommended that local jurisdictions should continue to have the discretion 
to decide whether to house remanded offenders under age 18 in county detention centers or 
jails.   

o If the offenders under age 18 are housed in the jail, the county has two options: 
 Temporary transfer to county detention center during school hours 
 Arranging for basic and special education in the jail 

o If the county decides to provide education in the jail, the provider and jail 
administration may either adopt the full program or alternative program model. 

 
Chapter 346, Laws of 1998 Section 510 (amends 1997 C 454 S 505; uncodified)  
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• Institutional Education Program funding section is amended to include funding for those 
inmates 18 and under in DOC facilities and the language specifies that their funding ratio will be 
like that in the Neglected and Delinquent facilities. 
 

1999-01 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 309, Laws of 1999 Section 501(1)(d) 

• $145,000 is provided for an institutional education program director 
Chapter 309, Laws of 1999 Section 512 

• Budget states that staffing ratios for each category of institution shall remain the same as those 
funded in the 1995-97 biennium. 

• The funded staffing ratios for each category of institution shall remain the same as those funded 
in the 1997-99 biennium. 

• Minimum staffing allocation is provided for RHCs, DOC, and JRA 
• Ten percent carryover is provided for all institutions. 

 

2001-03 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 7, Laws of 2001 2nd Sp. Sess. Section 511 

Institutional Education Program funding language is unchanged from the previous biennium. 
 

2003-05 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 25, Laws of 2003 1st Sp. Sess. Section 510 

Institutional Education Program funding language is unchanged from the previous biennium. 
 

2005-07 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 518, Laws of 2005 Section 510 

Institutional Education Program funding language is unchanged from the previous biennium. 
 

2007-09 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 522, Laws of 2007 Section 510 

Institutional Education Program funding language is unchanged from the previous biennium. 
 

2009-11 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 564, Laws of 2009 Section 510 

Institutional Education Program funding language is unchanged from the previous biennium. 
 

2011-13 Biennial Operating Budget 
Chapter 50, Laws of 20011 Section 510 

Institutional Education Program funding language is unchanged from the previous biennium. 
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Appendix B: A sample of other states administrative procedures and funding models 
for juvenile justice education. 

Arizona 
Program Administration:  In Arizona the Office of Corrections (AOC) is responsible for the provision 

of education services to detained and incarcerated youth. Academic services include 
educational/diagnostic screening, educational planning, and a program structure that closely 
approximates the educational services that are available through the public school system. Most 
programs have small libraries available as well as classrooms of varying sizes. Special needs students, 
when identified, receive timely and appropriate services in accordance with their valid Individualized 
Education Program (IEP) objectives, and curriculum is aligned to state standards. 

Funding: County Equalization Funds (CEF) are stipulated in statute for use by county juvenile 
detention education programs and are allocated by a formula developed by the Arizona Legislature. This 
formula includes annual census data, local effort, and the poverty level of a particular jurisdiction. CEF 
are “lag year” funds in that county jurisdictions are reimbursed for services provided in the previous 
fiscal year. The formula reimburses counties for each child detained after the first 48 hours of 
confinement. CEF funds the majority of the detention education budget for each county. 

Additional funding options are available through statewide and federal education grant programs, 
since the detention education programs are considered a Public Education Agency (PEA). The Court, in a 
compact with the Arizona Department of Education (ADE), has agreed to act as the fiscal pass-through 
agent to the counties and provide administrative support, statewide data reporting, staff training and 
some fiscal support as well as the coordination of all federal education grant programs. Although the 
county equalization funds pass directly from the State Treasurer’s Office to the County Treasurer’s 
Office, the AOC monitors the CEF to ensure that the federal funds for which the AOC acts as fiscal pass-
through agent are used solely to supplement not supplant state and local funding for detention 
education programs pursuant to federal regulations.  

Total funding for detention education programs includes county equalization funds as well as the 
state and federal education grant funds provided for supplemental purposes. The AOC administers the 
following title funds: 

• Title I, N & D, Part D  
• Title II-A (Includes Class Size Reduction)  
• Title VIB, IDEA Basic  
• Secure Care Education  

 

Colorado 
 
Program Administration:  The Colorado Department of Human Services, Division of Youth 

Corrections provides education services to all committed youth. However, youth in secure state-
operated detention facilities are provided educational services through local school districts. 

Although the State of Colorado, Division of Youth Corrections operates the secure detention 
facilities, the responsibility to educate youth residing in secure detention centers belongs to the local 
school district in which the detention facility is located. There are eight state operated detention centers 
in Colorado. The typical length of stay in Colorado detention centers is brief--approximately 10-14 days. 
regular education and special education services are provided for youth and all detention programs 
meet Colorado Department of Education requirements. 
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Once committed, Colorado Revised Statutes require that each youth complete a thorough, 
multidisciplinary assessment process that includes an educational assessment. This process is required 
to be completed within the first 23 days of commitment. As part of this process, the DYC Educational 
Assessment Specialists obtain a full set of educational records, request or review any existing 
Individualized Education Plans (IEP), administer academic testing to determine current level of academic 
performance, and complete a career assessment with each student. Educational Assessment Specialists 
join other professionals at the multi-disciplinary team meeting held for each youth, to detail findings 
from all assessed areas and determine the most appropriate placement for each youth. Also in 
attendance at this placement meeting are the youth, the youth’s parent/guardian, and the youth’s client 
manager. While completing this assessment process, youth are enrolled in educational programming, 
attend classes and earn academic credit. 

Funding:  Colorado State Revised Statutes mandate that the expense of providing educational 
services for all youth committed to the State of Colorado Department of Human Services, Division of 
Youth Corrections is the responsibility of the Division of Youth Corrections. There are eight state 
operated secure commitment facilities. Each of these facilities has a comprehensive education program 
specifically designed to meet the needs of each youth. A Personal Learning Plan (PLP) is designed for 
each youth who is then required to attend academic, vocational or work experience programming each 
day as detailed in this personal plan. 

The Colorado Department of Education (CDE) state standards and mandates are met by the DYC 
education programs. All teachers and principals are licensed by CDE. To assure quality assurance with 
CDE and Department/Division requirements, annual audits are performed by the DYC Office of Quality 
Assurance. 

 

Florida 
Program Administration: The state of Florida is divided into 67 counties and each county is also a 

school district. The Florida Department of Education (FDOE) is the lead agency for juvenile justice 
education programs, curriculum, support services, and resources. However, the DOE and the 
Department of Juvenile Justice are charged with working together to implement programs for youth 
detained or committed to juvenile institutions. The FDOE and DJJ do not provide oversight for programs 
offered to juveniles incarcerated or detained in adult corrections facilities. These services are provided 
by the Department of Corrections.  

The DOE and DJJ each designate a Coordinator for Juvenile Justice Education Programs to serve as 
the point of contact for resolving issues not addressed by district school boards and to provide each 
department’s participation in the following activities: 

• Training, collaborating, and coordinating with the Department of Juvenile Justice, district school 
boards, educational contract providers, and juvenile justice providers, whether state operated 
or contracted. 

• Collecting information on the academic performance of students in juvenile justice programs 
and reporting on the results. 

• Developing academic and career protocols which provide guidance to district school boards and 
providers in all aspects of education programming, including records transfer and transition. 

• Prescribing the roles of program personnel and interdepartmental district school board or 
provider collaboration strategies. 

 
In recent years the DJJ has instituted a quality assurance review process. The review is driven by four 

main criteria that have defined indicators. The criteria include entry transition, service delivery, exit 
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transition, and contract management. If a program is found to be below satisfactory the program 
administrators must develop a corrective action plan, and the DJJ provides districts with technical 
assistance in order to help ensure that plans are implemented successfully. 

For the last three years the state of Florida has used a common student assessment system, but 
staff at the DJJ note that implementing the system has been a challenge and sites have been pushing to 
have the legislation which required the use of common assessments to be repealed. 

Funding: The Florida Education Finance Program (FEFP) is the primary mechanism for funding public 
schools in the state. The FEFP bases financial support for education on the individual student 
participating in a particular program. Students are counted four times per year—in July, October, 
February, and June. FEFP funds are primarily generated by multiplying the number of un-weighted full-
time equivalent students (UFTEs) in each of the funded educational programs— for example career 
education programs—by cost factors to obtain weighted FTEs (WFTEs). WFTEs are then multiplied by 
the base student allocation and by a district cost differential to determine the base funding from state 
and local FEFP funds. Program cost factors are determined by the Legislature annually and represent 
relative differences among FEFP programs. The FEFP provides funding for youth in kindergarten through 
twelfth grade. Youth who have obtained a high school diploma or general educational development 
(GED) are not eligible for funding under the FEFP. 

Funding is provided for a 250-day program with up to 10 days allotted for teacher planning. During 
the school year teachers do not get scheduled time off for breaks and holidays, so in order for teaching 
staff to take time during the year districts must allocate funds for substitute teaching staff which is not 
included in the funding model. In addition to the formula driven per pupil allocation provided for each 
site the state of Florida also provides a $1,000 flat enhancement to the FEFP allocation for juvenile 
justice education. The average per pupil expenditure in the 2009-10 school year for juvenile justice 
education was $7,789. 

Oregon 
Program Administration:  In the state of Oregon the Department of Education is responsible for 

providing educational services to youth in the Oregon Youth Authority Correctional and County Juvenile 
Detention Facilities. This includes ten Oregon Youth Authority (OYA) and fifteen County Juvenile 
Detention facilities. The facilities are organized into two distinct school districts that are administered by 
the Oregon Department of Education. Juveniles incarcerated in OYA facilities are served by the Youth 
Corrections Education Program (YCEP) and the Juvenile Detention Education Program (JDEP) serves 
juveniles held in county detention facilities. YCEP serves students up to the age of 25 while JDEP serves 
students up to the age of 21.  

The Oregon DOE negotiates contracts with education program providers that outline each party’s 
duties and responsibilities. The Oregon DOE requires that programs run for no less than 220 days, and 
detail other state and federal requirements education program providers will meet in the course of 
operating programs. Both YCEP and JDEP programs are in large part conducted by the local education 
agencies in which the detention facility is located, however, the law provides that school districts can 
sub-contract with other entities to operate a program. 

The Oregon DOE maintains a statewide student information system for these programs, which 
includes student counts, demographic, and achievement data. The state uses a common student intake 
assessment and the data collected by the assessment is also housed within the DOE’s central data 
system. 

Funding:  There are three components to the formula used to determine allocations for juvenile 
justice education programs. These include: the average daily membership (ADM) in the program, the 
average statewide per pupil allocation, and a student weight factor.  
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Average daily membership is defined as the aggregate number of days’ membership or the sum of 
days students were present, during a certain period of time divided by the number of days the school 
was actually in session during that same period.23 In the basic education program each student is given a 
weight based on their demographic characteristics. The characteristics include, but are not limited to the 
student’s FRPL status, whether the student is homeless, in foster care, a pregnant or parenting teen, etc. 
Each of these factors carries a different weight, but in the end no student can be funded for more than a 
2.0 ADM even if their actual weight is greated than a 2.0. In the case of YCEP and JDEP programs 
students are given a weight of 2.0 and 1.5 respectively. 
Once a district’s weighted ADM for both YCEP and JDEP programs are determined these figures are then 
multiplied by the statewide average per pupil allocation to determine program allocations. In the 2011-
12 school year the average per pupil allocation is $5,825.

                                                           
23 OR. REV. STAT. §327.006 (2007) 
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Appendix C:  Institutional Education Program Expenditures by Program and Object 
 

 

Object of Expenditures

Program

Debit 
Transfers 

(0)

Credit 
Transfers 

(1)

Certificated 
Salaries

(2)

Classified 
Salaries

(3)

Emp. Benefits & 
Payroll  Taxes

(4)
Supp. & Mat'ls

(5)

Purchased 
Services

(7)
Travel

(8)

Capital 
Outlays

(9)

Total 
Expenditures by 

Program

26 Special Education--
Institutions--State 1,475      -                   1,216,298              1,125,894            854,875                97,889                  95,764                  7,446           -                        3,399,641          

56 State Institutions, Centers, 
and Homes--Delinquent 8,346      -                   8,265,237              1,123,161            2,709,526            329,309                309,864                19,475         90,735            12,855,654        

57 State Institutions--
Neglected and Delinquent--
Federal 188         -                   293,391                  117,790                143,361                78,978                  93,493                  13,897         -                        741,098             

Total District Expenditures 10,009   -                   9,774,926              2,366,845            3,707,762            506,176                499,121                40,818         90,735            16,996,393        

42 State Institutions 46,638   -                   960,290                  449,195                437,428                64,282                  35,262                  14,094         6,263               2,012,451          
Total Institutional Education Expenditures 56,647   -                   10,735,216            2,816,040            4,145,190            570,458                534,383                54,912         96,998            19,008,844        

Institutional Education Program Expenditures 2009-10

Educational Service District

School District
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Appendix D: Annual Average Institutional Education Program Enrollment 
 

Final Annual Average FTE Institutional Education Program Enrollment by Institution Type 
Institution Type 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11* 

RHC 
          

106.29  
          

101.53  
          

100.70  
          

116.41  
          

115.75  
          

107.18  
          

108.23  
          

128.04  
          

135.28  
          

130.71  
          

133.20  

N&D 
          

960.61  
          

923.18  
          

776.37  
          

759.93  
          

747.56  
          

695.00  
          

703.34  
          

660.01  
          

611.48  
          

597.77  
          

505.76  

SGH 
            

59.53  
            

65.14  
            

59.14  
            

51.62  
            

47.26  
            

44.20  
            

46.83  
            

43.23  
            

41.08  
            

48.10  
            

53.95  

CDC 
       

1,079.30  
       

1,044.19  
       

1,042.43  
       

1,035.99  
          

995.80  
          

969.40  
          

928.69  
          

881.59  
          

842.20  
          

761.17  
          

743.08  

DOC 
            

85.55  
            

63.35  
            

48.02  
            

19.31  
               

0.96  
               

2.73  
               

0.82  
               

1.91  
               

1.09  
               

1.55  
               

2.55  

AJL           
            

39.15  

  Total  
       

2,291.28  
       

2,197.39  
       

2,026.66  
       

1,983.26  
       

1,907.33  
       

1,818.51  
       

1,787.91  
       

1,714.78  
       

1,631.13  
       

1,539.30  
       

1,477.69  
Enrollment figures for the 2010-11 school year are current as of July 
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Appendix E: Annual Count of Students Served by County Detention and Juvenile Rehabilitation Center Programs 

2005-06 2005-06 2006-07 2006-07 2007-08 2007-08 2008-09 2008-09 2009-10 2009-10
Facility Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated
Chelan Juvenile Detention Center 316               203               190               66                  
Clallam Juvenile Detention Center 642               333               560               305               571               308               512               264               467               230               
Clark Juvenile Detention Center 2,922            1,418            1,611            792               1,598            803               1,388            674               1,499            723               
Cowlitz Juvenile Detention Center 1,185            694               1,460            619               1,358            720               1,044            580               1,254            514               
Franklin Juvenile Detention Center 1,809            632               1,370            503               1,057            588               1,040            598               746               448               
Grant Juvenile Detention Center 285               168               264               167               237               189               259               159               511               281               
Grays Harbor Juvenile Detention Center 538               309               711               370               517               286               509               256               700               306               
King County Juvenile Detention 3,789            2,111            3,044            1,819            3,314            1,915            3,208            1,826            4,643            1,774            
Kitsap Juvenile Detention Center 958               537               871               471               718               408               686               361               586               308               
Lewis Juvenile Detention Center 357               212               323               171               273               164               312               178               309               177               
Martin Hall 1,101            1,053            832               530               682               456               619               398               534               347               
Mason Juvenile Detention Center 251               133               262               138               258               146               162               82                  120               38                  
Okanogan Juvenile Detention Center 497               282               371               199               369               192               296               139               337               161               
Remann Hall  Detention 2,547            1,422            2,651            1,677            1,972            1,344            3,055            1,392            2,433            948               
Skagit Juvenile Detention Center 550               362               587               283               279               262               560               327               357               221               
Snohomish County/Denny Detention 2,212            1,196            1,956            1,038            1,988            1,093            1,708            846               1,571            936               
Spokane Juvenile Detention Center 1,305            1,236            1,284            662               1,382            684               1,115            568               786               419               
Thurston Juvenile Detention Center 1,208            677               1,240            695               1,183            647               1,075            571               1,043            522               
Walla Wall Juvenile Detention Center 423               193               523               240               500               214               534               238               482               262               
Whatcom Juvenile Detention Center 890               371               900               406               731               395               797               299               N/A N/A
Yakima Juvenile Detention Center 1,345            704               1,273            756               1,407            857               1,364            1,057            967               630               
Island Juvenile Detention Center 200               67                  284               109               239               105               
Subtotal Detention Center 24,814         14,043         22,409         12,044         20,784         11,804         20,527         10,922         19,584         9,350            

2005-06 2005-06 2006-07 2006-07 2007-08 2007-08 2008-09 2008-09 2008-09 2009-10
Facility Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated Duplicated Unduplicated
Camp Outlook 66                  66                  54                  54                  52                  52                  48                  48                  56                  56                  
Maple Lane School 503               422               502               425               639               560               631               494               395               318               
Echo Glen Children's Center 412               394               404               337               428               249               327               216               394               309               
Green Hil l  School 576               503               360               240               580               490               498               434               417               369               
Naselle Youth Camp 343               316               326               322               294               285               308               294               320               321               
Subtotal JRA 1,900            1,701            1,646            1,378            1,993            1,636            1,812            1,486            1,582            1,373            
Grand Total 26,714         15,744         24,055         13,422         22,777         13,440         22,339         12,408         21,166         10,723         

Source: Annual counts of student entries into Instituional Education programs in County Detention and JRA facil ities as reported by instituions to OSPI IE program staff

Students served by Institutional Education Programs, 2005-10 
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Appendix F:  Juvenile Justice Education Research Centers and Advocacy 
Organizations 
Organization Acronym Web Address 
American Correctional 
Association 

ACA www.aca.org 

American Institutes for 
Research 

AIR www.air.org/focus-area/human-social-development 

Correctional Education 
Association 

CEA www.ceanational.org 

National Center on 
Education, Disability, and 
Juvenile Justice 

EDJJ www.edjj.org/state_directory 

The Council for Educators 
of At-Risk and Delinquent 
Youth 

CEARDY www.ceardy.org 

The Juvenile Justice 
Educational Enhancement 
Program 

JJEEP www.criminologycenter.fsu.edu/jjeep 

The National Evaluation 
and Technical Assistance 
Center on the Education of 
Children and Youth Who 
are neglected, Delinquent, 
or At-Risk 

NDTAC www.neglected-delinquent.org 

State of Arizona AZ www.azcourts.gov/jjsd/CorrectionalEducation/DetentionEducation 

State of Colorado CO www.colorado.gov/cs/Satellite/CDHS-
ChildYouthFam/CBON/1251582358888#EducationServices 

State of Florida FL www.fldoe.org/ese/pdf/careeredplan07.pdf 
State of Oregon OR http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?=603 
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