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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Washington State Institutional Education program offers K–12 educational services to youth who are 

institutionalized either through incarceration or rehabilitation. Despite the critical role education plays in 

these young people’s lives, their academic experiences have often been underrepresented and poorly 

recorded—largely due to systemic underfunding and limited data infrastructure (Korman et al., 2019). As 

a result, there is a significant lack of insight into their educational journeys, including what precedes their 

institutional placement, their time in the program, and their transitions into further education, employ-

ment, or the justice system.

This report, produced by Education Northwest in partnership with the Washington State Education 

Research and Data Center (ERDC), provides a comprehensive descriptive analysis of students enrolled in 

institutional education programs across Washington state. Drawing on longitudinal data from students in 

the expected graduation years 2019–2023, the study explores enrollment patterns, student demograph-

ics, educational experiences, and long-term outcomes for youth involved in institutional settings such as 

detention centers, juvenile institutions, and rehabilitation centers.

Key findings
Enrollment patterns

•	 Approximately 2 percent of all students in the 2019–2023 cohorts were enrolled in institutional educa-

tion before age 19 (N=9,593).

•	 Most students enrolled in institutional education (80%) were first enrolled between ages 14 and 17, 

with age 16 being the most common age.

•	 Nearly all students (98%) enrolled in institutional education spent time in a detention center, while 

15% also passed through a long-term juvenile institution.

•	 Enrollment length varied widely, with a median of 8 days, an average of 91 days, and a maximum of 

2,300 days. Students who transitioned from long-term juvenile institutions to community facilities 

had the longest placements, while those in detention centers only had the shortest.

Student demographics
•	 Students who were enrolled in institutional education were disproportionately male (71%) and more 

likely to identify as American Indian/Alaska Native, Black, Latino/a/x, or multiracial, compared to their 

peers who were never enrolled in institutional education

•	 In comparison to their peers, students who were enrolled in institutional education were more likely 

to experience poverty, homelessness, and other systemic challenges (i.e., structural barriers within 

social, economic, and institutional systems that limit access to essential resources)
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Pre-enrollment school experiences
•	 Students who were enrolled in institutional education were more likely to attend schools with higher 

discipline rates and higher absenteeism, suggesting systemic disparities in opportunities to learn and/

or develop within a supportive social-emotional environment 

•	 These students also had higher individual rates of exclusionary discipline and chronic absenteeism 

prior to their first institutional education enrollment, in comparison to same-age peers who were 

never enrolled

Short-term trajectories
•	 After institutional education enrollment, students were less likely to return to traditional public K–12 

schools and more likely to attend alternative schools or reengagement schools (alternative schools 

serve students whose needs don’t fit traditional settings, while reengagement schools focus on  

older youth who have dropped out or are credit-deficient, see more the glossary in Appendix B for 

more detail)

•	 In the year after institutional education enrollment, students had higher dropout rates than their 

peers, and the elevated dropout rates persisted in subsequent years

•	 Criminal justice recidivism was high: 43 percent of students who were enrolled in institutional edu-

cation had a criminal charge with a guilty conviction or adjudication within three years of their first 

institutional education enrollment

Long-term outcomes
•	 One in four students who were enrolled in institutional education graduated high school within  

six years of their expected graduation date, and an additional 12 percent earned a GED within the 

same timeframe

•	 A higher proportion of students who were enrolled in institutional education were considered 

“opportunity youth” (i.e., neither employed nor enrolled in postsecondary education) in the three 

years after high school (31%), in comparison to students overall (18%)

•	 Students with greater exposure to institutional education tended to have lower graduation rates.

•	 Graduation rates were lowest among those who first enrolled at age 15 or 16, and students who 

began at age 15 also experienced lower employment rates. 

•	 Different institutional education pathways were associated with different long-term outcomes.  

Students in community facilities had the highest employment rates, while detention-only youth 

showed the lowest postsecondary enrollment and those in long-term or rehabilitation facilities  

had lower on-time graduation. 
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Implications
This report provides descriptive insights into the educational trajectories, contexts, and outcomes of stu-

dents enrolled in institutional education. It does not evaluate program effectiveness or attempt to estab-

lish causal links between institutional education enrollment and student outcomes. Instead, the findings 

aim to inform statewide efforts to strengthen educational supports and improve reentry outcomes 

through equity-driven reform and cross-system collaboration.

The findings highlight deep and persistent systemic inequities that shape the educational and life paths 

of students in institutional education. Most students enter institutional education between ages 14 and 

17, often after experiencing exclusionary discipline and chronic absenteeism and attending schools with 

high discipline rates. These patterns suggest that institutional education enrollment is not an isolated 

event, but the result of compounding educational and social disadvantages. Addressing these disparities 

requires policy reforms that confront root causes such as poverty, racial inequities, and insufficient 

support for students with disabilities. Within institutional settings, educational supports must go beyond 

student safety to include the provision of trauma-informed practices, culturally responsive pedagogy, 

and individualized academic planning, while also attending to early warning signs with evidence-based 

responses (such as chronic absenteeism, repeated suspensions, declining academic performance, and 

disengagement) to prevent students from entering institutional education in the first place.

Troubling short- and long-term outcomes—such as high dropout rates, low graduation and postsecond-

ary enrollment, and elevated criminal justice recidivism—underscore the need for coordinated efforts 

across education, juvenile justice, social services, and workforce development. Holistic reentry strategies 

should address educational continuity, mental health, housing stability, and employment readiness. This 

requires a multidisciplinary approach to understanding each student’s needs and how they may be best 

served across various agencies and actors over time.

Finally, variation in outcomes based on institutional education enrollment duration, age of first enrollment, 

and facility type points to the importance of data-informed strategies. Disaggregated data should 

guide targeted interventions and resource allocation to ensure justice-involved youth have equitable 

opportunities to succeed.

Limitations and future directions
Given the constraints and limitations of administrative data and the absence of student and staff perspec-

tives, this report offers an incomplete picture of students’ experience in institutional education. Adminis-

trative records do not capture critical experiences—such as trauma, mental health, or personal achieve-

ments—that shape student outcomes. While the report maps movement across systems, it cannot 

fully reflect the complex, nonlinear pathways that institutionalized youth navigate. The findings in this 

report do offer a helpful starting point to understanding some of the patterns and trends experienced 

by students who were enrolled in institutional education. We recommend that future research integrate 

qualitative insights and center youth voices to inform more responsive and effective interventions.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Washington state’s Institutional Education program provides K–12 education to young people who are 

currently or formerly incarcerated or otherwise institutionalized. To date, little is known about young 

people’s experiences prior to their involvement in institutional education; their time within the program; 

or their education, workforce, and justice-related experiences after institutional education. Education 

Northwest (EDNW) is pleased to support the work of the Washington State Education Research and Data 

Center (ERDC) by addressing some of these knowledge gaps. A clear and improved understanding of the 

data can help prevent young people from being institutionalized in the first place and guide the holistic 

and tailored educational support young people need while institutionalized (Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention, 2024; Snydman, 2022).

Institutional education is recognized as a legislative priority for both federal 
and state governments
Federal legislation such as the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act, and Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) mandates that justice-involved youth 

have access to educational programs that support their academic success, rehabilitation, and reinte-

gration into their communities (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2024; U.S. Department of 

Education & U.S. Department of Justice, 2014). State legislation further defines educational standards and 

assigns responsibility for providing services to justice-involved youth—often to school districts or gov-

ernment agencies (Carter, 2018; Leone & Wruble, 2015; The Council of State Governments Justice Center, 

2015). States such as Florida, Massachusetts, and Oregon have created policies and established state 

agencies and systems to ensure that justice-involved youth in institutional facilities receive consistent 

educational opportunities (The Council of State Governments Justice Center, 2015).

Following suit, the Washington State Legislature passed House Bill (HB) 1295 in 2021, which expanded 

the responsibilities of the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), the Department of 

Children, Youth and Families (DCYF), and the State Board of Education. The bill emphasized improving the 

delivery of public education for youth currently in or recently released from institutional facilities. Under 

Washington’s basic education program, the state would provide instruction and funding for school-aged 

students in facilities operated by DCYF, the Department of Social and Health Services, the Department 

of Corrections, counties, and cities. Local school districts and regional educational service districts would 

typically deliver these services, while OSPI oversaw implementation and allocated funding. The new 

legislation directed OSPI and DCYF, under Section 14, to jointly develop recommendations for creating, 

implementing, and funding a reformed institutional education system. Starting September 1, 2027, OSPI 

will assume a more direct role by overseeing and providing basic education services to justice-involved 

students under 21 enrolled in institutional programs outside Department of Social and Health Services  

or Department of Corrections jurisdiction (Washington State House of Representatives, 2021).

https://ospi.k12.wa.us/student-success/access-opportunity-education/institutional-education
https://www.ed.gov/laws-and-policy/laws-preschool-grade-12-education/every-student-succeeds-act-essa
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/about-idea/
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/about-idea/
https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/about/legislation
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Students enrolled in institutional education and justice-involved youth face 
systemic challenges
Institutionalized youth in Washington state often receive their education through institutional education 

programs, typically within juvenile justice settings such as long-term facilities or county detention centers. 

A smaller group enters institutional education via rehabilitation centers without direct justice involvement. 

However, the broader literature frequently conflates institutional education with justice involvement, 

obscuring the distinct educational experiences of youth in various institutional settings (Development 

Services Group, 2019). This conflation makes it difficult to isolate the educational challenges from the 

broader context of institutionalization. Nevertheless, research on justice-involved youth offers critical 

insights into the systemic barriers that affect all institutionalized students, regardless of their pathway into 

institutional education.

These systemic challenges are deeply rooted in the structural limitations of institutional settings. Deten-

tion centers and rehabilitation facilities often operate with constrained funding, which directly impacts 

the quality and scope of educational services available (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2024; 

Leone & Wruble, 2015). Educational programs in these environments often struggle to fully address 

the diverse academic and developmental needs of their students. The lack of appropriate support and 

resources not only hinders educational progress but also contributes to higher rates of criminal recidivism 

among youth, perpetuating a cycle of justice involvement (Benner et al., 2016; Goins & Fox, 2023; Shutte 

& Maike, 2009). These systemic inadequacies highlight the urgent need for reform in how educational 

services are delivered within institutional settings.

Students who enroll in institutional education often face challenges rooted in systemic 
inequities and gaps in prior educational access
Young people enrolled in institutional education frequently hold multiple minoritized or marginalized 

identities. For example, they are more likely to be students of color, have a disability, and be from low- 

income families (Morgan, 2021; Snydman, 2022). These intersecting identities contribute to disproportion-

ate exposure to exclusionary discipline, chronic absenteeism, and academic underperformance before 

being institutionalized (Novak & Fagan, 2022; Southern Education Foundation, 2022).

Justice-involved youth also face compounded educational and emotional challenges. They are more likely 

to experience academic delays, disciplinary actions such as suspensions or expulsions, and significant psy-

chological stress—including trauma and cumulative experiences of victimization (Almquist & Cusworth 

Walker, 2022; Vincent et al., 2008). These outcomes are closely tied to systemic educational risk factors 

such as truancy, frequent school transitions, low academic achievement, and inadequate school climates 

(Development Services Group, 2019). Youth in the juvenile justice system often demonstrate lower per-

formance on standardized tests, reduced literacy and math skills, and elevated rates of special education 

needs (Quinn et al., 2005).
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Youth enrolled in institutional education—particularly those who are justice-involved—
also experience high rates of exclusionary discipline
Prior research has shown that disciplinary policies in schools often disproportionately affect students of 

color, contributing to systemic inequities in educational access and outcomes (Crawley & Hirschfield, 2018; 

Welsh & Little, 2018). These disparities are especially pronounced for male students from minoritized back-

grounds, who are more likely to be subjected to punitive disciplinary actions.

This pattern is closely tied to what scholars refer to as the school-to-prison pipeline—a phenomenon in 

which exclusionary school practices, such as suspensions and expulsions, increase the likelihood of youth 

becoming involved in the juvenile justice system. Importantly, disciplinary decisions are not always based 

solely on individual student behavior; they are often shaped by school-level policies, norms, and implicit 

biases that disproportionately target certain student populations (Boudreau, 2019). Understanding these 

systemic dynamics is essential for addressing the educational barriers faced by institutionalized youth and 

for informing more equitable policy and practice.

Reentry presents additional challenges for formerly incarcerated youth
Many students enrolled in institutional education face disrupted educational trajectories, limited access 

to rigorous instruction, and inadequate transitional support (Pace, 2018). Formerly incarcerated youth 

are less likely to graduate high school, enroll in postsecondary education, or secure stable employment 

(Benner et al., 2016; Cauffman et al., 2021; Sweeten, 2006). These outcomes are shaped by both individual-

level factors (e.g., learning disabilities, trauma) and systemic issues (e.g., lack of coordination between 

juvenile justice and education systems) (Development Services Group, 2019).

Even when students return to school after incarceration, they may face renewed disciplinary action and 

experience further educational setbacks. In some cases, the schools they enroll in may not have access 

to the full range of academic resources and supports needed to close learning gaps, which can make 

the educational transition after incarceration more difficult for students (Crary, 2024). Without targeted 

support—such as individualized education plans, mental health services, and community-based interven-

tions—these students remain at elevated risk of criminal justice recidivism and long-term disengagement 

from education and employment.

Formal education opportunities could help reduce impact  
of institutionalization
The literature underscores the urgent need for cross-system collaboration to support justice-involved 

youth and highlights promising strategies and areas for reform. Effective approaches include aligning 

correctional education with local school standards to ensure continuity in learning, investing in reentry 

transition programs that support academic and social reintegration, and expanding access to mental 

health and special education services (Pace, 2018). Some programs have successfully implemented 

individualized education plans and trauma-informed practices within institutional settings, which have 
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shown positive impacts on student engagement and outcomes. Additionally, partnerships between 

schools, juvenile justice agencies, and community organizations have demonstrated potential in creating 

more coordinated and responsive support systems.

Despite these successes, opportunities remain to strengthen and scale these efforts. Many programs still 

face challenges in implementation due to inconsistent funding, limited staffing, and fragmented com-

munication across systems. To address these gaps, schools, communities, and policymakers must work 

together to dismantle structural barriers and build equitable pathways for institutionalized youth to thrive 

both academically and socially. A solutions-focused approach that builds on existing models of success 

can help guide future reforms and ensure that institutional education systems are better equipped to 

meet the needs of all students.

A better understanding of institutional education requires integrated and 
connected data across systems
Historically, the educational experiences of justice-involved youth have been overlooked and inaccu-

rately documented due to limited funding and inadequate data collection resources, leading to a lack of 

necessary information to evaluate their educational outcomes and trajectories (Korman et al., 2019). Data 

on justice-involved youth and their educational outcomes is often limited and inconsistent, especially in 

tracking their progress during and after rehabilitation. There is also a lack of information on the types of 

youth who enter the system and their previous academic backgrounds.

This report begins to address these data limitations by using a rich longitudinal data system from ERDC 

and providing a comprehensive descriptive analysis of students who were enrolled in institutional edu-

cation programs across Washington state. Drawing on longitudinal data from 2019–2023 student cohorts, 

the study explores enrollment patterns, student demographics, educational experiences, and long-term 

outcomes for youth involved in institutional settings such as detention centers, juvenile institutions, and 

rehabilitation centers.

This report is designed to assist statewide efforts to improve the experiences of young people enrolled 

in institutional education. Washington has the infrastructure to provide high-quality, aligned educational 

opportunities through institutional education that aim to alleviate the impact of systemic inequities and 

support young people’s successful transition to education or the workforce upon release. Washington 

also has the buy-in: A statewide task force on institutional education, established by HB 2116 - 2019-20, 

stated “Institutional education facilities are part of the public school system and the students in secure 

facilities deserve the same chance to succeed as students in neighborhood schools” (Improving Institu-

tional Education Programs and Outcomes Task Force, 2020, p. 1). This report provides data and insights 

to inform policy decisions, guide resource allocation, and support the development of equitable, stu-

dent-centered practices across institutional education settings.

https://app.leg.wa.gov/ReportsToTheLegislature/Home/GetPDF?fileName=IIEPO%20Final%20Report_4ab7b9ab-e7b2-4262-9f21-97953cdb4be8.pdf
https://app.leg.wa.gov/ReportsToTheLegislature/Home/GetPDF?fileName=IIEPO%20Final%20Report_4ab7b9ab-e7b2-4262-9f21-97953cdb4be8.pdf
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RESEARCH DESIGN

Our approach
We recognize the importance of addressing the priorities and local needs of Washington policymakers 

and practitioners. For this reason, our approach emphasized deep, meaningful engagement with our 

partners. The evaluation team met with ERDC monthly to ensure that our questions, measures, and analy-

ses incorporated their knowledge and perspectives of the Washington context and system improvement 

priorities. We also facilitated two meaning-making meetings with key state agency partners, including the 

Department of Social and Health Services, DCYF, and OSPI, who provide services to students in institu-

tional education. The first meeting helped clarify priorities of each agency as they related to the scope of 

our study and research questions. The second meeting engaged participants in interpreting findings from 

multiple perspectives and promoting a shared understanding of system improvement opportunities. Our 

collaborative approach to design and analysis is embedded in our data collection process, methods, and 

how we refined, shared, and used findings.

Research questions
This study was guided by the following research questions that examine students’ enrollment in institu-

tional education across Washington state.

1.	 What are the general patterns of institutional education enrollment for students  

in Washington?

2.	 What are students’ experiences and school contexts prior to their first enrollment  

in institutional education?

3.	 What are students’ short-term trajectories after their first enrollment in institutional education?

4.	 What are students’ longer-term academic and workforce outcomes, and do they vary by age of 

first institutional education enrollment, duration of enrollment, or facility type?
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Key terms
A full list of terms included in this report can be found in Appendix B. Below are some essential terms 

needed to understand our approach and findings:

•	 Institutional Education (IE). K–12 educational services provided to youth who are incarcerated, 

formerly incarcerated, or placed in institutional settings such as detention centers, juvenile 

institutions, or rehabilitation facilities.

•	 Institutional Education Pathway. A student’s trajectory through different institutional education 

settings (e.g., detention-only, long-term institution, transfer to community facility). The settings 

included in these pathways are:

•	 Detention Center. A short-term, county-run facility where youth are held after arrest or while 

awaiting court decisions. Nearly all IE students (98%) spend time in detention centers.

•	 Long-Term Juvenile Institution. A state-operated facility for youth placed under court orders 

for extended periods, typically following adjudication.

•	 Community Facility. A less restrictive setting for youth transitioning out of long-term juvenile 

institutions, often used as a step-down placement for reintegration.

•	 Rehabilitation Center. A residential facility providing care and education for youth with 

intellectual disabilities, developmental delays, or severe behavioral disorders. Enrollment here 

does not usually involve juvenile justice.

•	 Exclusionary Discipline. School disciplinary practices that remove students from the classroom  

or school (e.g., suspensions, expulsions).

•	 Alternative School. A public school designed with the goal of serving students whose needs cannot 

be met in a traditional setting, often serving those with disrupted educational histories.

•	 Reengagement School. Schools that provide Open Doors youth reengagement services for stu-

dents aged 16 or older who have dropped out or are credit-deficient.

•	 Open Doors Program. Washington’s statewide reengagement initiative offering education and 

workforce pathways for youth aged 16–21 who have dropped out or are credit-deficient.

Data sources, samples, and methods
This study used ERDC’s P20W statewide longitudinal data system to follow individual students through-

out their time in the Washington state public education system and after. The specific data sources used 

for this study, as well as the corresponding data contributors, are described below (table 1). In addition to 

these restricted-use data sources, we also incorporated county-level crime data, which is publicly available 

through the Washington State Criminal Justice Databook.
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Table 1. Restricted-use data sources included in study

Data type Data sources

K–12 data •	 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction: Comprehensive Education Data 
and Research System (CEDARS)

Postsecondary data •	 State Board for Community and Technical Colleges

•	 Public Centralized Higher Education Enrollment System

•	 National Student Clearinghouse

Workforce data •	 Employment Security Data

Criminal history data •	 Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP): Criminal History Database

Sample
Our study includes five cohorts of students who were enrolled in the Washington state public education 

system with an expected graduation year between 2019 and 2023 (a total of 475,617 students). In this 

report, we often describe the full sample of students for context before focusing specifically on the 

subsample of the 9,593 students who were enrolled in institutional education for the first time at age 18 

or younger (2% of all students).1

We examined data starting from students’ first enrollment in the Washington state public school system, 

ranging back as far as the 2005–06 school year. This means we were able to follow all the students back to 

their kindergarten year, if they were enrolled in Washington at that time. We have data available for these 

cohorts through the 2022–23 school year, which corresponds to grade 12 of the 2023 cohort and is four 

years past the earliest cohort’s anticipated high school graduation. This allows us to follow most cohorts’ 

postsecondary and workforce outcomes in the year after graduation.

Analytic approach
This study employs a descriptive analytic approach to examine the experiences and outcomes of students 

who were enrolled in institutional education programs in Washington state. The analyses include all 

students from the 2019–2023 cohorts, comparing those who were enrolled in institutional education at 

any time before age 19 to those who were not. Within-group comparisons are used to explore variation 

among students who were enrolled in institutional education, recognizing the diversity of institutional 

settings and student backgrounds.

1 �Institutional education enrollment data has been collected for many years but has only been systematically and 
reliably collected since 2015. We include all available institutional education enrollment data, which may be 
undercounting enrollments before 2015.
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We intentionally selected a descriptive methodology for three key reasons:

•	 Non-comparability of student trajectories. Students who experience institutional education often 

follow deeply divergent and systemically shaped educational and life paths compared to their peers. 

These differences—rooted in structural inequities, justice involvement, and school-level contexts—

make direct comparisons inappropriate and potentially misleading. Attempting to statistically control 

for these differences would risk oversimplifying the complex, intersecting factors that shape students’ 

experiences. As Loeb and colleagues (2017) note, descriptive research is essential when causal infer-

ence is not feasible due to ethical or structural constraints and when the goal is to illuminate socially 

important phenomena.

•	 Inseparability of institutional education from institutionalization more broadly. Because stu-

dents do not opt into institutional education but rather are placed there due to incarceration or insti-

tutionalization, it is not possible to isolate the causal impact of institutional education itself. Exposure 

to institutional education is inherently tied to broader system involvement, and any attempt to infer 

causality would risk attributing outcomes to educational settings rather than the larger context of 

institutionalization and systemic disadvantage. The federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention emphasizes that youth in institutional settings face complex, intersecting challenges—

such as disabilities, trauma, and systemic bias—that make causal comparisons problematic and  

often inappropriate.

•	 Limited duration of institutional education experiences. Many students spend only a brief time in 

institutional education settings: in the present study, one quarter of students who were enrolled in in-

stitutional education were enrolled for only one day or less. While this report describes trajectories of 

students who were enrolled in institutional education, it is important to interpret these patterns with 

caution. The brevity of students’ time in institutional education limits the extent to which outcomes 

can be meaningfully attributed to their educational experiences within these settings. Short stays 

may not allow for sustained engagement, instructional continuity, or the implementation of interven-

tions that could significantly influence long-term outcomes.

The purpose of this report is not to evaluate the effectiveness of institutional education programs or facil-

ities or to attribute causality between institutional education enrollment and student outcomes. Instead, 

the analysis aims to describe patterns and differences in student experiences, enrollment trajectories, 

school contexts, and outcomes among students who were enrolled in institutional education.

The findings of this report are intended to support statewide improvement efforts and policy recommen-

dations and may support asking more specific questions for further data collection, investigation, and 

knowledge generation. By documenting the educational pathways of institutionalized youth, the report 

lays the groundwork for identifying opportunities that can strengthen educational supports within  

institutional settings and improve reentry outcomes. Descriptive research is particularly valuable in edu-

cational contexts where variables cannot be manipulated and causal relationships cannot be isolated.
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The analysis is grounded in the understanding that students who were enrolled in institutional education 

often face multiple, compounding barriers—including poverty, disability, and systemic bias—and that 

their experiences cannot be meaningfully understood without acknowledging these broader contexts. 

As such, the report emphasizes descriptive insights over statistical inference, with the goal of informing 

equity-driven reforms and cross-system collaboration.
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INSTITUTIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT PATTERNS

The first aim of this study is to describe patterns of student enrollment in Washington’s institutional 

education system. This section begins by looking across all five cohorts (graduation requirement years 

2019–2023) to describe the overall population of students with institutional education experience, 

highlighting how they differ from students who were never enrolled in institutional education. We then 

examine three key dimensions of students’ institutional education experience: the types of institutional 

education facilities they move through, the age at which they are first enrolled, and the length of time 

they spend in institutional education. Together, these enrollment patterns provide important context for 

understanding students’ varied experiences in institutional education and lay the foundation for later 

analyses of student outcomes.

How many students were enrolled in institutional education?

Who is enrolled in institutional education?
Students with institutional education enrollments have a diverse set of identities and experiences that 

administrative data can only partially capture. Our data show that a higher percentage of students  

who were enrolled in institutional education were male and identified as American Indian or Alaska  

Native, Black, Latino/a/x, or multiracial (table 2), as compared to students who were never enrolled in 

institutional education.

Table 2. Gender and racial/ethnic identities of students who were enrolled in institutional education 
compared to students with no enrollments, 2019–2023 cohorts

Students with no institutional 
education enrollments

Students with institutional 
education enrollments

Number of students 466,024 9,593

Female 49% 29%

Male 51% 71%

Gender X <1% <1%

American Indian/Alaska Native 1% 4%

Asian 8% 1%

Black 5% 8%

Latino/a/x 23% 27%

9,593 2%
students of students

A total of or

in the 2019–2023 cohorts, were enrolled in 

institutional education in Washington before 

the age of 19.
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Students with no institutional 
education enrollments

Students with institutional 
education enrollments

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1% 1%

Two or more races 7% 9%

White 55% 50%

Note: Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Additionally, students who were enrolled in institutional education had other intersecting experiences 

that may also shape their educational experiences and pathways. Figure 1 shows this intersection, illus-

trating the percentage of students with institutional education enrollments who were also ever eligible for 

free or reduced-price lunch (FRPL), ever received Learning Assistance Program (LAP) services, ever experi-

enced homelessness, or ever received special education services during their time enrolled in Washington 

schools. There were several differences in their experiences compared to students who were never in 

institutional education:

•	 Ninety-four percent of students who were enrolled in institutional education were ever eligible 

for free or reduced-price lunch—34 percentage points higher than their peers who were never in 

institutional education

•	 Sixty-three percent of students who were enrolled in institutional education received support 

through the LAP—24 percentage points higher than their peers

•	 Forty-six percent had ever experienced homelessness—more than three times the rate of their peers

•	 Forty-three percent received special education services at some point—more than double the rate  

of their peers
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Figure 1. Students who were enrolled in institutional education were more likely to be FRPL-eligible, 
experience homelessness, and receive special education services, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: FRPL = free or reduced-price lunch program; ELD = English language development; LAP = Learning Assis-
tance Program. N = 466,024 for students with no institutional education enrollments; N = 9,593 for students who 
ever had an institutional education enrollment.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Note that these data points represent students’ experiences across their schooling—they may have been 

FRPL eligible before or after their institutional education enrollments, or may have experienced home-

lessness in the years prior or after to institutional education enrollment. These data points are meant to 

provide a general summary of the experiences of students who were enrolled in institutional education. 

See table A1 in appendix A for full data on student identities and experiences, overall and in the year of 

their first institutional education enrollment.

Finally, although we do not have qualitative data to fully understand the students who are enrolled in 

institutional education, these data underscore that these students are often navigating multiple circum-

stances and challenges while enrolled in school.

  Students with no IE enrollments    Students who ever had an IE enrollment

60%

94%

39%

63%

13%

46%

20%

43%

19%

7%

Ever eligible 
for FRPL

Ever had 
any LAP

Ever 
experienced 

homelessness

Ever in special 
education

Ever eligible for 
ELD services

Ever in migrant 
education

23%

4%
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Where are students enrolled?
Washington’s institutional education program operates across several facility types: county-run detention 

centers, long-term juvenile institutions, community facilities, residential rehabilitation centers, and adult 

jails. Students have varied experiences within the system: some are enrolled in only one type of facility, 

while others move through multiple facilities over time. In this section, we describe the number of stu-

dents who were enrolled in each type of facility and introduce four categories of institutional education 

pathways that will be used throughout the report.

First, nearly all students who were enrolled in institutional education had at least one enrollment in a 

county-run detention center (98%; see table A2 in appendix A). This is not surprising, given that detention 

centers are often the first placement for students involved in the juvenile justice system. A smaller share 

had experiences in other facility types: 16 percent had at least one enrollment in a long-term juvenile insti-

tution, 3 percent in a community facility, 2 percent in a residential rehabilitation center, and fewer than  

1 percent in an adult jail.2

Students follow different pathways through the institutional education system
We categorized students’ experiences in different facility types into four mutually exclusive pathways 

(figure 2a). These categories, developed in collaboration with community partners and ERDC, shift the 

focus from individual facility types to broader trajectories that are more grounded in student experience. 

The four pathway types were chosen because they capture the most common patterns of movement 

through the system and highlight meaningful differences in student environments, programming, and 

supports. Together, they provide a framework for understanding how students encounter institutional 

education, allowing us to look at the varied experiences and outcomes of students in each group.

2 �Those who were enrolled in institutional education in adult jails and were under 19 years old are represented but 
make up a very small percentage of our data (less than 1%). Moreover, any student who was enrolled in an adult 
jail was simultaneously enrolled elsewhere.
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Figure 2a. Distribution of students across various institutional education pathways, 2019–2023 cohorts

Note: The four categories in this figure are mutually exclusive. “Other” includes pathways such as only enrolling in rehabilitation centers, a combination of  
enrollment in detention centers and rehabilitation centers, or enrollment only in adult jails, for example. N = 9,593. Percentages may not add up to 100 due  
to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

82% Only ever enrolled in a detention center 12% Enrolled in a long-term juvenile 
institution, but never a community facility

3% Transfered to a community facility

2% Other

Pathway 1. Detention 
center only | 82%

Pathway 3. Long-term 
juvenile institution 
with transfer to a 
community facility | 3%

Pathway 2. Long-term 
juvenile institution | 
12%

Students whose institutional education enrollments were exclusively at county-run detention centers. Detention 

centers provide treatment and care for juveniles who are in protective custody or have committed criminal 

offenses. Students in this group may have had one or multiple enrollments in a detention center but never had 

enrollments at other justice facilities.

Students who were enrolled in institutional education at a long-term rehabilitation institution and also later at a 

community facility—usually because of good behavior, reflecting a move “back out of the justice system.” A subset 

of these students may have also spent some time in adult jail or rehabilitation centers.

Students who were enrolled in institutional education at a long-term juvenile institution operated by DCYF but 

did not transfer to a community facility. These centers care for students who have been placed under court orders. 

Most entered after an initial institutional education enrollment at a detention center. A subset of these students 

may have also spent some time in adult jail or rehabilitation centers.
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This study also aims to highlight the experiences of students who had at least one institutional education enrollment in a residential rehabilitation 

center. Although this is a small group of students—comprising only 2 percent of all students in the study who had been enrolled in institutional 

education (figure 2b)—the experiences of these students are unique, so it is important to consider them separately. Residential rehabilitation 

centers are facilities that support children with intellectual disabilities, developmental delays, physical impairments, or severe behavioral disorders. 

Unlike detention centers, long-term juvenile institutions, or community facilities, enrollment in a rehabilitation center does not usually happen 

through the juvenile justice system. However, there is some overlap: 59 percent of students who were ever enrolled in a rehabilitation center also 

had experience in other institutional education facilities.

Figure 2b. Percentage of students who ever enrolled in a rehabilitation center, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: N = 9,593. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

In sum, this report primarily focuses on the experiences of all students who were enrolled in any type of institutional education facility. However,  

in some sections of the report, we provide disaggregated findings for students in pathways 1–3 as well as for students who were ever enrolled in  

a rehabilitation center.

Other pathways | 2% Students who were enrolled in any other combination of institutions not listed above. For example, this group 

includes students who enrolled in a detention center and an adult jail and students who enrolled in a detention 

center and a rehabilitation center. Since this group includes students with varied experiences, we do not use 

this group in future disaggregated analyses. Students in this group are still included in the overall sample and 

analyses, however.

98% Never enrolled in a detention center
2% Ever enrolled in  
a rehabilitation center
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Students who followed different institutional education pathways differed in terms of 
their identities and experiences
Students who were enrolled in the four pathways differed in terms of their gender and racial/ethnic 

identities and their experiences with economic disadvantage, English language proficiency, and special 

education services, among others (table 3; see table A3 in appendix A for the full table). Notably, the 

gender imbalance in students who were enrolled in a long-term juvenile institution was greater than in 

other pathways. Ninety percent of students who were enrolled in a long-term juvenile institution and 

not a community facility were male, compared to 67 percent of students who were only enrolled in a 

detention center. The percentage of students who were ever FRPL eligible was consistently high across 

the four pathways, but highest for those students who were enrolled in a long-term juvenile institution 

and those who transferred to community facilities. Also notable was the much higher percentage of 

students who were enrolled in rehabilitation centers who ever received special education services (85%) 

compared to students in other pathways (between 40% and 54%).

Table 3. Identities and experiences of students who follow different institutional education pathways, 
2019–2023 cohorts

Only ever 
enrolled in a 

detention center

Enrolled in a 
long-term juvenile 

institution but never 
a community facility

Transferred to 
a community 

facility

Ever enrolled in 
a rehabilitation 

center

Number of students 7,899 1,169 334 213

Female 33% 10% 13% 34%

Male 67% 90% 87% 66%

Gender X <1% <1% <1% <1%

American Indian/
Alaska Native

5% 4% 4% 3%

Asian 1% 1% 2% 2%

Black 7% 15% 17% 13%

Latino/a/x 27% 27% 32% 17%

Native Hawaiian or 
Pacific Islander

1% 2% 3% 1%

Two or more races 9% 8% 9% 8%

White 51% 43% 33% 55%

Ever FRPL eligible 93% 97% 99% 90%

Ever eligible for  
ELD services

18% 21% 28% 17%

Ever received special 
education services

40% 54% 45% 85%
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Only ever 
enrolled in a 

detention center

Enrolled in a 
long-term juvenile 

institution but never 
a community facility

Transferred to 
a community 

facility

Ever enrolled in 
a rehabilitation 

center

Ever experienced 
homelessness

45% 50% 48% 44%

Ever in migrant 
education program

7% 6% 7% 2%

Ever had any  
LAP services

63% 64% 66% 46%

Note: FRPL = free or reduced-price lunch program; ELD = English language development; LAP = Learning Assis-
tance Program. The first three categories in the table are mutually exclusive. The students in the fourth category, 
who had ever enrolled at a residential rehabilitation center, may also be counted in the long-term juvenile institu-
tion pathway or the transfer to community facility pathway. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

When are students first enrolled?
We were interested in understanding when students have their first touchpoint with institutional educa-

tion. Using students’ birth dates, we calculated the age at which they were first enrolled in an institutional 

education facility. Looking at age instead of grade allowed us to follow students over time, regardless of 

whether they repeated grades or progressed through school in a non-traditional timeline.

Most students were first enrolled in institutional education between ages 14 and 17
Eighty percent of the students in our study experienced their first institutional education enrollment  

between the ages of 14 and 17 (figure 3). The most common age of first enrollment was 16 years old  

(24%), followed by 15 years old (22%)—ages that correspond to the first years of high school.

Figure 3. Most students were enrolled in institutional education for the first time between the ages 
of 14 and 17, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: N = 9,593. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

1% 2%
7%

15%
22% 24%

19%

10%

11 or 
younger

12 13 14 15 1716 18
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Note that institutional education data were first systematically and reliably collected in the 2014–15 school 

year, when the students in the earliest cohort would have been about 13 or 14 years old, and students 

in the most recent cohort would have been about 9 or 10 years old. There is thus a possibility that we 

are slightly under-counting the number of students in earlier cohorts whose first institutional education 

enrollment was at a younger age.

The characteristics of students who first entered institutional education at younger ages 
differed from those who entered later in adolescence
To understand whether the students who first entered institutional education at younger ages were 

different from their peers who first entered at older ages, we broke students into three groups based on 

their age of first enrollment. Younger students were aged 14 or younger (representing about a quarter of 

the sample), average age students were aged 15 or 16 (representing the most common ages and about 

half of the sample), and older students were aged 17 or older when they were first enrolled in institutional 

education (representing about a quarter of the sample).

Students who were first enrolled in institutional education at younger ages were more likely to identify as 

white, whereas older entrants were more likely to identify as Hispanic/Latino/a/x (figure 4). A higher per-

cent of younger entrants ever received special education services, and a lower percent were ever eligible 

for English language development services (figure 5). See table A4 in appendix A for complete data on 

student identities and experiences for each age.
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Figure 4. There were differences in the racial/ethnic identities of students who were first enrolled in institutional education at younger 
versus older ages, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: N = 2,410 for students who were younger than average when first enrolled in institutional education; N = 4,402 for students who were 15 or 16 when first 
enrolled; N = 2,781 for students who were older. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Figure 5. There were differences in the experiences of students who were first enrolled in institutional education at younger versus older 
ages, 2019–2023 cohorts

 Note: FRPL = free or reduced-price lunch program; ELD = English language development; LAP = Learning Assistance Program. N = 2,410 for students who were 
younger than average when first enrolled in institutional education; N = 4,402 for students who were 15 or 16 when first enrolled; N = 2,781 for students who 
were older.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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How long were students enrolled in institutional education?
More than half of students (55%) had multiple institutional education enrollments—either at the same 

facility multiple times or at multiple facilities related to the same period of institutionalization. When 

students had multiple enrollments, we calculated the total number of days they were enrolled across all 

enrollments as a measure of students’ general exposure to institutional education. It is important to 

note that 20 percent of students with institutional education enrollments entered and left the facility on 

the same day. We count these students as having zero enrollment days, since it is not likely they received  

a full day of instruction upon initial enrollment.

Students typically spend a brief period in institutional education facilities, but they have 
a wide range of experiences
Students spent a total of 91 days, on average, enrolled in institutional education across all enrollments. 

However, this number is heavily skewed by a small number of students with high exposure to institutional 

education. Looking at the overall distribution provides a more detailed look at students length of enroll-

ment in institutional education (figure 6):

•	 A quarter of students were enrolled for  

only 1 day or less

•	 A quarter were enrolled for 2–8 days

•	 A quarter were enrolled for 9–54 day

•	 A quarter were enrolled for 55–2,300 days
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Figure 6. Detailed distribution of the total number of days students were enrolled in institutional education, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: N = 9,593. Each bar represents the total days spent enrolled in institutional education. For example, the first bar illustrates that 20 percent of students 
spent 0 days enrolled in institutional education. The second bar illustrates that nearly 10 percent of students spent 1 day enrolled in institutional education. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Patterns also differed across the four institutional education pathways (see table A5 in appendix A). Stu-

dents who were only ever enrolled in detention centers generally had fewer days in institutional educa-

tion, while those with experiences in long-term juvenile institutions, community facilities, or rehabilitation 

centers were enrolled for more days.

There were also differences in the length of time students were enrolled by the age of their first institu-

tional education enrollment, with younger students being enrolled for more days on average compared 

to older students. This is not surprising because students who were younger at institutional education 

entry have more time to accumulate enrollment days before aging out of state-provided basic education 

services at 21. When looking at only the number of days students were enrolled in their first year of institu-

tional education enrollment, we see that older students were enrolled for more days during that first year 

(see table A6 in appendix A).

Key insights and implications of institutional education enrollment patterns
Students who were enrolled in institutional education differ demographically from their peers: they 

are more likely to be male, identify as American Indian/Alaska Native, Black, Latino/a/x, or multiracial, 

and experience higher rates of poverty, homelessness, and special education services. Their pathways 

through institutional education facilities vary, with the most common being enrollment in a detention 

center only, followed by long-term juvenile institutions. Demographics and prior experiences also differ 

across these pathways.

Although most students spend only a brief time in institutional education, enrollment durations range 

from a few days to multiple years. Most students have their first institutional education enrollment 

between ages 14 and 17, with demographic differences observed by age of entry.

These findings have three main implications:

•	 Contextualize outcome comparisons. Enrollment patterns highlight why students with institutional 

education experience should not be directly compared to peers without institutional education 

experience. Differences in demographics, school contexts, and prior experiences make it critical  

to understand within-group variation.

•	 Tailor reentry supports by enrollment length. The duration of institutional education enrollment 

affects both the degree of services that may have been provided in the setting as well as the students’ 

needs upon reentry. Those returning after short stays may require different supports than those with 

longer, more disruptive experiences.

•	 Tailor support based on age of first enrollment. Age at first institutional education enrollment  

has long-term implications. Younger students may face repeated placements and extended 

disruption, while older students may need targeted assistance as they approach graduation and 

transition to adulthood.



Education Northwest | Institutional Education in Washington State� 24

STUDENT EXPERIENCES AND SCHOOL CONTEXTS PRIOR 
TO THE FIRST INSTITUTIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT

It is important to understand what students were experiencing at school before their first institutional 

education enrollment, particularly in relation to exclusionary discipline and absenteeism. These mea-

sures matter because both can be signs of school disengagement and are potential precursors to more 

sustained educational disruptions (Piscitello et al., 2022). To understand these patterns, it is necessary 

to consider both individual and contextual factors: removals from class reflect student behavior but are 

also shaped by the broader disciplinary culture and climate of schools. In addition, exclusionary discipline 

practices are not neutral. As with systems involvement overall, discipline and absenteeism are related to 

systemic factors like racism, gender stereotypes, and other biases—and they can both reflect and perpet-

uate inequities (Davison et al., 2022; Larson et.al, 2019). Examining their relationship with subsequent insti-

tutional education enrollment helps illuminate the pathways through which some students are funneled 

into institutional settings.

What were students’ experiences with exclusionary discipline and 
absenteeism leading up to their first institutional education enrollment?
In this analysis, we examined how often students were removed from class or school and the number of 

days they were absent. We looked at students’ experiences in the years leading up to—but not includ-

ing—the year of the first enrollment in institutional education. We excluded that year because students 

entered institutional education at different points in the school year, making it unclear whether discipline 

events or absences occurred before or after their institutional education enrollment. We assume that 

the trends in the years leading up to institutional education are a reasonable proxy for what may have 

continued up to the actual point of enrollment. Our data included information on whether students were 

removed from class or school and the number of days they were removed.

Students who were ever enrolled in institutional education experienced more 
exclusionary discipline and absenteeism than their peers who were never enrolled  
in institutional education
In the years before institutional education enrollment, students of any given age were removed from class 

or school at higher rates than their peers who were never enrolled in institutional education (figure 7). As 

an example, we will consider a snapshot in time comparing two groups of 14-year-olds: one group who 

was eventually enrolled in institutional education and another group who was never enrolled in institu-

tional education. The group that eventually was enrolled in institutional education had higher removal 

rates at age 14 (6.6 days on average) than the group that was never enrolled in institutional education  

(0.6 days on average). This pattern was true across all ages.
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Figure 7. Students who were later enrolled in institutional education had more prior exclusionary 
discipline than their same-age peers, 2019–2023 cohorts

  

Note: The dark teal bars with circles on the left illustrate the average number of days a student was removed from 
school at that age, for all students who were never enrolled in institutional education. The lavender bars with 
squares on the right illustrates the average number of days a student was removed from school at that age, for 
all students who ever were enrolled in institutional education at any later age. See table A7 in appendix A for the 
number of students whose data factor into each bar. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Similarly, students of all ages who were eventually enrolled in institutional education were absent for 

more days than their peers in the years leading up to their first institutional education enrollment. For 

example, a 15-year-old who was later enrolled in institutional education was absent an average of 26.8 

days, while their peer who was never enrolled in institutional education was absent an average of 10.8 

days. This pattern was true across ages, and the gap between the groups grew over time, as shown below 

(figure 8).
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Figure 8. Students who were later enrolled in institutional education were absent for more days 
leading up to their first enrollment than their same-age peers, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: The dark teal bars with circles on the left illustrate the average number of days a student was absent from 
school at that age, for all students who were never enrolled in institutional education. The lavender bars with 
squares on the right illustrates the average number of days a student was absent from school at that age, for all 
students who were ever enrolled in institutional education at any later age. See table A7 in appendix A for the 
number of students whose data factor into each bar. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Students experienced an uptick in exclusionary discipline in the years leading up to their 
first institutional education enrollment
The number of removal days students experienced each year leading up to their first institutional educa-

tion enrollment increased over time (figure 9; see table A8 in appendix A for the full results). For example, 

the light blue line with triangle markers illustrates the uptick in exclusionary discipline for students who 

were 15 when they were first enrolled in institutional education. At age 11, or four years before their first 

institutional education enrollment, these students had less than one removal day on average. By age 13, 

these students experienced over five removal days, on average. And in the year right before their first 

institutional education enrollment, these students were removed from class or school for more than nine 

days, on average. This increase over time can be seen across all students enrolled in institutional educa-

tion, regardless of the age of first institutional education enrollment. However, the “speed” of the uptick—

or the slope on the graph—differed by age. Students who were enrolled in institutional education at 

younger ages had a sharper increase in removals than students who were enrolled in institutional edu-

cation at older ages. Other experiences unique to older students may contribute to this difference (e.g., if 

absence is higher for older students, their removal days may be lower).
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Figure 9. The number of days students were removed from school increased in the years leading up 
to their first institutional education enrollment, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: Each data point in this figure represents the average number of days a student was removed at that age.  
N = 9,324. Data is not shown for students whose first institutional education enrollment was at age 12 or younger.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

What was the school and community context like before students’ first 
institutional education enrollment?
Prior to their first institutional education enrollment, students who were enrolled  
in institutional education attended schools with higher school-level exclusionary 
discipline rates, absenteeism, and county arrest rates
Given the stark differences in exclusionary discipline and absenteeism between students who were even-

tually enrolled in institutional education and those who were not (see figures 7 and 8 above), we expand-

ed our analysis to examine the average characteristics of the school students attended in the year prior to 

their first institutional education enrollment. Since this includes a range of elementary, middle, and high 

schools, we look at differences in school characteristics by age. We want to be able to compare the school 

context of a 15-year-old who was enrolled in institutional education the next year to the school context  

of a 15-year-old who was never enrolled in institutional education.

Prior to a student’s first enrollment in institutional education, they were in schools with higher exclusion-

ary discipline rates (figure 10) as well as higher absenteeism rates (figure 11) and higher county arrest rates 

(figure 12) compared to their peers who were never enrolled in institutional education. For example, on 

average, a 14-year-old who was enrolled in institutional education the next year attended a school where 
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12 percent of students experienced exclusionary discipline in the form of classroom or school removals. In 

contrast, a 14-year-old who was never enrolled in institutional education, on average, attended a school 

where 9 percent of students experienced exclusionary discipline. When looking at the average number 

of days absent, a 14-year-old who was never enrolled in institutional education was at a school where the 

average number of days absent was 10.7, compared to schools where students who were later enrolled 

in institutional education were enrolled (11.8). In the year prior to their first enrollment, 14-year-olds who 

were enrolled in institutional education the next year were in schools in counties with higher juvenile 

arrest rates, on average (2.6%), compared to their same-age peers who were never enrolled in institutional 

education (2.2%).

Figure 10. Prior to being enrolled in institutional education, students were in schools that practice 
more exclusionary discipline, on average, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: School characteristics were calculated for the school a student was enrolled at the longest during that year. 
See table A9 in appendix A for the number of students whose data factor into each bar. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Figure 11. Prior to being enrolled in institutional education, students were in schools with higher 
absenteeism, 2019–2023 cohorts

Note: School characteristics were calculated for the school a student was enrolled at the longest during that year. 
See table A9 in appendix A for the number of students whose data factor into each bar.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

8.1
9.2

10.1 10.7
11.7

12.7
14.2

9.0
10.1

11 1412 1513 16 17

  Students who would never enroll in IE    Students who would enroll in IE the next year

Av
er

ag
e d

ay
s a

bs
en

t a
t t

ha
t a

ge

Age

11.2 11.8
13.3

14.3
15.5



Education Northwest | Institutional Education in Washington State� 30

Figure 12. Prior to being enrolled in institutional education, students were in schools with higher 
county arrest rates, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: School characteristics were calculated for the school a student was enrolled at the longest during that year. 
The county arrest rates used were for the county where the school was located. See table A9 in appendix A for the 
number of students whose data factor into each bar.
Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Key insights and implications: Before enrollment in institutional education
Students who were later enrolled in institutional education attended schools with higher overall discipline 

rates and lower attendance, pointing to systemic disparities in school environments. Individually, these 

students also experienced higher rates of exclusionary discipline and chronic absenteeism prior to their 

first institutional education enrollment, compared to their same-age peers who were never enrolled in 

institutional education.

These findings have two main implications:

•	 Reevaluate discipline practices. The elevated rates of exclusionary discipline among students who 

were later enrolled in institutional education, combined with their attendance at schools with higher 

overall discipline rates, point to systemic factors that may be contributing to student disengagement. 

Schools should critically assess their discipline policies to ensure they are equitable and do not dispro-

portionately impact students from marginalized backgrounds.

•	 Provide targeted early intervention supports. The increase in disciplinary incidents prior to 

institutional education enrollment may serve as an early warning signal. Schools can use this pattern 

to identify students at risk and intervene with targeted supports—such as counseling, restorative 

practices, and academic assistance—before institutional education becomes part of their trajectory.

2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 2.2%
2.0%

1.7%
1.5%

2.9%
2.6%

11 1412 1513 16 17

  Students who would never enroll in IE    Students who would enroll in IE the next year

Av
er

ag
e j

uv
en

ile
 a

rre
st 

ra
te

 in
 

co
un

ty
 w

he
re

 sc
ho

ol
 is

 lo
ca

te
d

Age

2.7% 2.6%
2.4% 2.3%

2.1%



Education Northwest | Institutional Education in Washington State� 31

SHORT-TERM TRAJECTORIES AFTER THE FIRST YEAR OF 
INSTITUTIONAL EDUCATION ENROLLMENT

This section explores what happens to students after their first year of enrollment in institutional edu-

cation. Specifically, we examine the types of schools students attended, the extent to which students 

dropped out in subsequent years, and whether they experienced criminal justice recidivism following 

their initial institutional education enrollment.

What types of schools did students return to after their first institutional 
education enrollment?
We looked at the school type for students’ most-attended school in the year before, during, and after 

their first institutional education enrollment. These patterns provided a glimpse into if and how students 

transition back into the K–12 system. While our data show where students enrolled, they cannot capture 

the reasons behind the decision to enroll in different school types, nor can they capture the transition 

experience. Students exiting incarceration often face significant barriers to reenrolling in their previous 

schools—either because schools decline to readmit them, or because students are redirected to alter-

native educational settings. In some cases, delays in transferring student records or mismatches in credit 

recognition further complicate the transition, pushing students into different or less supportive educa-

tional environments (Leone & Weinberg, 2012; New Jersey Department of Education, 2017; Pace, 2022).

After their first institutional education enrollment, many students transition from public 
schools to alternative and reengagement schools
Overall, there is a general shift away from traditional public schools and toward alternative and reengage-

ment schools after students’ first institutional education enrollment (figure 13). Alternative education 

schools are public elementary/secondary schools that serve students whose needs cannot be met in a 

traditional classroom setting. Reengagement schools are schools that only provide Open Doors youth 

reengagement services as approved by OSPI’s Reengagement Program supervisor.3 Before institutional 

education, 92 percent of students attended a traditional public school and 6 percent attended an alterna-

tive school. In the year following institutional education, only 58 percent were in traditional public schools, 

while 19 percent were in alternative schools and 7 percent were in reengagement schools. For 14 percent 

of students, their most-attended school in the year after their first institutional education enrollment was 

still within an institutional education setting.

3 �For this study, we look only at reengagement schools. Not all reengagement programs take place in reengage-
ment schools, so we do not capture whether students attended a reengagement program within another type  
of school.
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Figure 13. In the year after first institutional education enrollment (IE1), many students were 
enrolled at alternative schools or reengagement schools and some were still enrolled in 
institutional education, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: We limited the sample in this graph to students who had data for these three time points. N = 7,671. Reen-
gagement schools are schools that only provide Open Doors Youth Reengagement services as approved by OSPI’s 
Reengagement Program supervisor. There are additional reengagement programs that are not counted as their 
own schools. Students must be 16 or older to participate in Open Doors. Percentages may not add up to 100 due  
to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

The trend toward alternative and reengagement schools is driven by older students 
who move into those schools at higher rates than younger students after their first 
institutional education enrollment
Older students move into alternative and reengagement schools following their first institutional educa-

tion enrollment at higher rates than younger students. Figure 14 illustrates the percentage of students 

who were enrolled in either a traditional public school, an alternative school, or reengagement school af-

ter the year of the first institutional education enrollment. It shows that students who were 11 or younger 

at their first enrollment overwhelmingly returned to traditional public schools (71%), while only 5 percent 

exited an institutional education facility to an alternative school. In contrast, 28% of students who were 18 

at the age of first institutional education enrollment returned to a traditional public school, while a quarter 

enrolled in an alternative school and 27 percent enrolled at a reengagement school. This last finding is 

consistent with the policy that students must be 16 years or older to participate in Open Doors. The figure 

also illustrates that a portion of students were enrolled in institutional education in the year following 

their first institutional education enrollment (see table A10 in appendix A for complete data table).
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Figure 14. In the year following the first institutional education enrollment, older students tended to move into alternative and reengage-
ment schools, and younger students tended to move back into traditional public schools, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: Reengagement schools are schools that only provide Open Doors Youth Reengagement services as approved by OSPI’s Reengagement Program super-
visor. There are additional reengagement programs that are not counted as their own schools. Students must be 16 or older to participate in Open Doors. We 
limited the sample in this graph to students who had data for these three time points. The sample size for each age group is as follows: 11 or younger (N = 55),  
12 (N = 183), 13 (N = 653), 14 (N = 1,341), 15 (N = 1,862), 16 (N = 1,884), 17 (N = 1,356), 18 (N = 337). Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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institutional education enrollment. For these analyses, we focused on students who were 14 or older 

when they first entered institutional education.

Students who were enrolled in institutional education had higher dropout 
rates than their peers
Students who were previously enrolled in institutional education had higher dropout rates than their 

peers (figure 15). For example, 6 percent of 16-year-olds who had their first institutional education 

enrollment the year prior dropped out, compared to less than 1 percent of 16-year-olds overall. Our 

findings align with national findings on this population, and in the next section we put these findings 

into context to highlight where targeted support and reengagement strategies could help students  

stay connected to school.

Figure 15. Students who were first enrolled in institutional education the previous year had higher 
dropout rates than their same-age peers who were never enrolled in institutional education,  
2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: The dropout rate only includes dropouts if that was a student’s last enrollment status. For example, if a stu-
dent dropped out at age 16 and then reenrolled and graduated at age 18, that dropout would not be counted here. 
The dropout indicator used in our study included confirmed dropouts as well as unknown final enrollment statuses. 
The sample size for students who were never enrolled in institutional education was about 400,000 students. The 
sample size for students who were enrolled in institutional education the year prior varied by age: 15 (N = 1,432),  
16 (N = 2,136), 17 (N = 2,266), 18 (N = 1,864).

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Drop out incidents were not isolated to the year immediately after the first institutional 
education enrollment—they happened over time and increased with students’ age
Students who were enrolled in institutional education dropped out at a steady rate in the years follow-

ing their first institutional education enrollment. More than a third of students in our study dropped 

out within three years of their first institutional education enrollment (see table A11 in appendix A). This 

percentage was higher for students who were older at their first institutional education enrollment. Figure 

16 isolates our sample to show those who were first enrolled in institutional education at age 15 and 

illustrates their dropout trajectory. Among those students, 4 percent dropped out during their first year 

of institutional education enrollment, an additional 6 percent dropped out in the year immediately after 

their first institutional education enrollment, an additional 12 percent dropped out in the second year 

after, and an additional 19 percent dropped out in the third year after. This makes for a cumulative total 

of 40 percent of students who were 15 at the time of their first institutional education enrollment and 

dropped out within three years.

Figure 16. Among students who were 15 years old when they were first enrolled in institutional 
education, a growing portion dropped out of school in each year following their first enrollment, 
2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: The dropout rate only includes dropouts if that was a student’s last enrollment status. For example, if a stu-
dent dropped out at age 16 and then reenrolled and graduated at age 18, that dropout would not be counted here. 
The dropout indicator used in our study included confirmed dropouts as well as unknown final enrollment statuses. 
N = 2,136.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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How many students experienced criminal recidivism in the years following 
their first institutional education enrollment?
For this study, we were able to connect students’ educational data to the criminal history database provid-

ed by WSIPP. This database includes information about every charge a person has received, the outcomes 

of those charges (including adjudications for juveniles and convictions for adults), and the nature of each 

charge. We were primarily interested in whether students experienced criminal recidivism in the years 

immediately following their first institutional education enrollment. We define recidivism as a student 

having either an adult criminal charge that resulted in a guilty verdict or a juvenile charge that resulted  

in an adjudication of delinquency.

Many students experienced criminal recidivism in the years after their first institutional 
education enrollment
A quarter of all students with institutional education enrollments had a guilty outcome in the year after 

their first institutional education enrollment, while 43 percent had a guilty outcome within three years 

of their first enrollment (figure 17). There were no observed differences in recidivism rates by students’ 

age of first institutional education enrollment (figure 18), and trends were generally similar for students 

regardless of how long they were enrolled in institutional education during the first year (see table A12  

in appendix A).

Figure 17. A quarter of students experienced recidivism in the year following their first institutional 
education enrollment, and 43 percent did so within three years, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: The first bar includes all students with institutional education experience (N = 9,593). The second bar is limited 
to students whose first institutional education enrollment was in 2021 or earlier (N = 9,160).

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Figure 18. Recidivism rates in the year following and within three years of the first institutional 
education enrollment were similar by the age of first enrollment, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: The dark blue bars on the left include all students with institutional education experience (N = 9,593).  
The lavender bars on the right are limited to students whose first institutional education enrollment was  
in 2021 or earlier (N = 9,160).

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Key takeaways and implications for reentry support
Students who exit institutional education face significant challenges in reengaging with school. Many 

do not return to traditional public schools, instead enrolling in alternative or reengagement programs. 

These transitions are often complex and may reflect both student needs and systemic barriers. Elevated 

dropout rates in the years following institutional education enrollment, along with high rates of recidivism, 

underscore the vulnerability of this population. The timing and type of school reentry play a critical role  

in shaping students’ post-institutional education trajectories.

These findings have four main implications for policy and practice:

•	 Strengthen transition systems. Ensure smooth and well-supported transitions for students 

reentering school after institutional education, particularly when moving into new school types  

or reengaging mid-year.

•	 Investigate school placement factors. Examine the reasons students enroll in alternative or  

reengagement schools—whether due to unmet needs or limited access to traditional schools— 

and address systemic push/pull factors.
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•	 Anticipate and address dropout risk. Provide immediate, targeted support for students return-

ing from institutional education to reduce dropout likelihood, including academic planning, mental 

health services, and mentorship.

•	 Coordinate cross-system support. Recognize that high recidivism rates reflect broader systemic 

challenges and individual differences; collaboration across education, juvenile justice, and social 

services is essential to support holistic reentry.
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LONG-TERM STUDENT OUTCOMES

In this section, we describe the long-term outcomes of students who were enrolled in institutional edu-

cation, focusing on high school completion, postsecondary pathways, and workforce participation. The 

analysis is descriptive and intended to provide a clear picture of how students with institutional education 

experience are faring, not to estimate the impact of institutional education enrollment on later outcomes.

Students who experience institutional education are a distinct population whose educational trajectories 

are shaped by systemic disparities—including exclusionary discipline, poverty, and racial inequities—that 

often precede and follow institutionalization. These disparities create fundamentally different pathways 

compared to students who were never enrolled in institutional education. As such, students who were 

never enrolled in institutional education are not used as a direct comparison group in this study. Instead, 

their outcomes are presented as a contextual reference point to illustrate the depth and scale of the chal-

lenges faced by students who were enrolled in institutional education.

For this descriptive study, the more actionable insights come from examining variation within the institu-

tional education population itself—for example, by length of enrollment, age at first institutional educa-

tion enrollment, or the types of facilities attended. These internal comparisons offer a more meaningful 

lens for identifying opportunities to improve educational and life outcomes for justice-involved youth.

What were students’ high school completion outcomes?
Students with institutional education enrollments went on to graduate high school  
at lower rates and earn GEDs at higher rates than the overall student population
Nineteen percent of students in the 2019–2023 cohorts with institutional education experience graduated 

high school on time and 25 percent graduated within six years (figure 19). This was lower than the overall 

student population, where 73 percent of students in the cohorts graduated on time and 77 percent grad-

uated within six years.

In contrast, a higher percentage of students with institutional education experience earned a GED within 

six years of starting high school (12%) compared to the overall student population (2%).
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Figure 19. Compared to the overall student population, students with institutional education 
experience graduated from high school at lower rates and earned GEDs at higher rates

 

Note: The on-time graduation numbers include students in the 2019–2023 cohorts (N = 475,617 for all students; 
N = 9,593 for students with institutional education enrollments). The six-year outcomes include students in the 
2019–2021 cohorts (N = 284,738 for all students; N = 6,823 for students with institutional education enrollments). 
See table A13 in appendix A for the number of students whose data factor into each bar.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Graduation rates differed by length of institutional education enrollment, age of first 
enrollment, and institutional education facility pathway
When zooming in on the population of students who were ever enrolled in institutional education, we 

saw differences in graduation rates by their experiences in institutional education. Trends in GED comple-

tion were often inversely related to graduation rate trends—typically, if a student group had a lower grad-

uation rate they had a higher GED completion rate. As with all facility pathway comparisons, these differ-

ences should not be interpreted as program effects. Each facility type plays a distinct role in the justice 

and education systems, serves different student populations, and varies in resources and programming.

Enrollment duration in institutional education. Students who spent longer periods in institutional 

education had lower graduation rates than those with shorter stays (figure 20).

Age of first institutional education enrollment. Differences by age were less pronounced. Students 

whose first institutional education enrollment occurred at age 15 or 16 had slightly lower graduation rates 

than those whose first enrollment was earlier or later (see table A16 in appendix A for full table).

73%
77%

2%

19%
25%

Graduated high school  
on time

Graduated high school 
within 6 years 

Earned a GED within 
6 years

  All students    Students with IE enrollments

Pe
rc

en
t o

f s
tu

de
nt

s

12%



Education Northwest | Institutional Education in Washington State� 41

Institutional education facility pathway. Students who were enrolled in long-term juvenile institutions 

had lower on-time graduation rates than those who were enrolled only in detention centers. Students 

who were transferred to community facilities had higher within-six-years graduation rates than those 

who did not transfer and had similar or higher graduation rates than students who were only enrolled 

in a detention center. Students who were ever enrolled in a rehabilitation center had lower on-time 

graduation rates than students who were enrolled in other institutional education settings but never 

rehabilitation centers. Students who were ever enrolled in a rehabilitation center, however, had higher 

six-year graduation rates in comparison to students who were enrolled in other institutional education 

settings but never rehabilitation centers (see table A17 in appendix A for full table).

Figure 20. Students who were enrolled in institutional education for more days graduated from 
high school at lower rates than students who were enrolled for fewer days

 

Note: On-time graduation rates include students in the 2019–2023 cohorts (N = 9,593 for students with institutional 
education enrollments). Six-year outcomes include students in the 2019–2021 cohorts (N = 6,823 for students with 
institutional education enrollments). Enrollment length categories were defined by quartiles: short (lowest quartile), 
moderate (middle two quartiles), and long (top quartile). See table A15 in appendix A for full table.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Spotlight on 2019 cohort high school graduation and dropout trajectories
Students in the 2019 cohort who were first enrolled in institutional education before grade 9 followed 

varied high school trajectories, including graduation, dropout, transfer, and continued enrollment. Figure 

21 illustrates these pathways and helps contextualize the low graduation rates reported earlier. Of the 

560 students in this group, about half eventually dropped out (285 students), while 161 graduated and 67 

transferred out of Washington. A small number remained enrolled through 2022.
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Figure 21. High school graduation and dropout trajectories for students in the 2019 cohort whose first institutional education enrollment 
was before their grade 9 year

 

Note: This figure includes students from the 2019 cohort who were enrolled in Washington schools in grade 9 and had a first institutional education enrollment 
prior to grade 9. The dropout indicator used in our study included confirmed dropouts as well as unknown final enrollment statuses. A limitation of this figure 
is that it does not illustrate students who earned GEDs. Students who earned GEDs may show up differently in this figure based on the timing of their GED 
completion and their withdrawal from school. We know from outside literature that, in WA state, about 45–50% high school dropouts eventually earn a GED, 
typically within 5–6 years of dropping out (Chen, 2015).

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

What were students’ postsecondary education and workforce outcomes?
We examined students’ postsecondary education enrollment and workforce participation after high school exit, regardless of whether they grad-

uated, earned a GED, or left school without a credential. This approach provides a more complete picture of students’ post–high school trajectories 

and acknowledges that many students with institutional education experience exit high school through different pathways. Please see table A14 in 

appendix A for postsecondary outcomes specifically for high school graduates and GED earners.
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In this analysis, we were particularly interested in whether students enrolled in postsecondary education, 

entered the workforce (with or without postsecondary enrollment), or were not participating in educa-

tion or employment. Students in the latter category are often referred to as “opportunity youth” and are 

an especially important group to track, as disconnection from both school and work during late adoles-

cence and early adulthood can have long-term consequences for future economic stability, well-being, 

and social mobility. These consequences include increased risk of poverty, mental health challenges, 

criminal justice involvement, and reduced educational attainment and employment outcomes (Mendel-

son et al., 2018).

Students with institutional education experience were far less likely to enroll in 
postsecondary education institutions than their peers
In the year after high school exit (regardless of whether they graduated), only 11 percent of students 

with institutional education experience enrolled in a postsecondary education institution, compared to 

42 percent of the overall student population (figure 22). Postsecondary education enrollment rates were 

slightly higher for both groups when only considering students who graduated high school (see table A14 

in appendix A).

Figure 22. Compared to the overall student population, students with institutional education 
experience enrolled in postsecondary education institutions at lower rates than the overall  
student population

Note: The postsecondary enrollment numbers for the year after high school exit include all students in the  
2019–2023 cohorts (N = 475,617 for all students; N = 9,593 for students with institutional education enrollments). 
The three-year outcomes include students in the 2019–2023 cohorts who exited high school in 2021 or earlier  
(N = 196,544 for all students; N = 4,680 for students with institutional education enrollments).

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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When students who were enrolled in institutional education subsequently enrolled in 
postsecondary education, they tended to enroll in two-year institutions
Within three years of high school exit, 16 percent of students with institutional education experience had 

enrolled in a two-year institution, while only 2 percent had enrolled at a four-year institution (figure 23). 

Figure 23. Students who had institutional education experience enrolled at two-year institutions 
at higher rates than four-year institutions, different from students without institutional education 
experience, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: Figure includes students with a high school exit date in 2021 or earlier. Some students enrolled in multiple 
institution types within the three-year period. N = 288,568 for all students; N = 6,431 for students with institutional 
education experience.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Students with institutional education experience were less likely to be employed overall 
and more likely to be employed instead of being enrolled in postsecondary education
Within three years of high school exit, 66 percent of students with institutional education experience had 

employment records, compared to 73 percent of all students in the cohorts. However, these numbers only 

tell part of the story, since some students who appeared to be employed after high school were working 

to support their postsecondary education enrollment. To better understand this distinction, we examined 

the share of students who participated only in the workforce without postsecondary education enroll-

ment. This group accounted for 52 percent of students who were ever enrolled in institutional education, 

compared to 29 percent of students overall. In other words, students with institutional education experi-

ence were more likely to participate in the workforce instead of pursuing further formal education.
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Figure 24. Students who had institutional education experience were employed at lower rates 
overall, and a higher percentage were employed without being enrolled in postsecondary 
education, 2019–2023 cohorts

 

Note: This figure includes students in cohorts 2019–2023 with a high school exit date of 2021 or earlier. N = 196,544 
for all students; N = 4,680 for students with institutional education enrollments.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Additionally, among students employed in the year after high school exit, those with institutional educa-

tion experience earned lower wages on average than their peers. Their average hourly wage was $13.49, 

compared to $15.10 for the overall student population.

A higher percentage of students with institutional education experience were  
neither in postsecondary education nor in the workforce compared to the  
overall student population
A higher percentage of students with institutional education experience were disconnected from both 

school and work compared to the overall student population (figure 25). One year after high school  

exit, 43 percent of students in the study cohorts had neither a postsecondary enrollment record nor  

an employment record. Within the three years after high school exit, this percentage declined slightly  

to 31 percent.
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Figure 25. After high school, a higher percentage of students with institutional education  
experience would be considered opportunity youth than in the overall student population

 

Note: The numbers for the year after high school exit include all students in the 2019–2023 cohorts (N = 475,617 
for all students; N = 9,593 for students with institutional education enrollments). The three-year outcomes include 
students in the 2019–2023 cohorts who exited high school in 2021 or earlier (N = 196,544 for all students; N = 4,680 
for students with institutional education enrollments).

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Spotlight on 2019 cohort postsecondary and workforce trajectories
Students in the 2019 cohort who ever enrolled in institutional education took a variety of paths after 

high school, combining postsecondary enrollment, employment, or periods of disconnection from both 

education and the workforce. Figure 26 illustrates these postsecondary and workforce trajectories in the 

year after high school exit and in the overall three-year period following high school exit. We highlight this 

group to show the range of pathways, including transitions between education, work, and disconnection. 

For example, some students who were disconnected in the year after high school exit later enrolled in 

postsecondary institutions or joined the workforce within three years. Viewing these outcomes together 

provides a more comprehensive picture of students’ post–high school pathways than examining single 

outcomes in isolation.
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Figure 26. Postsecondary education and workforce trajectories for students in the 2019 cohort ever enrolled in institutional education

 

Note: The figure includes all students in the 2019 cohort. It shows the year following the high school exit year and the time period within the three years follow-
ing the high school exit year. We could not follow students three years out if their exit year was after 2021.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Postsecondary education and workforce outcomes differed somewhat by students’ 
length of institutional education enrollment, age at first enrollment, and institutional 
education facility pathway
In addition to examining outcomes for all students who were enrolled in institutional education, we also 

looked at whether these outcomes varied within the different subgroups of these students (e.g., students 

who were enrolled in rehabilitation centers versus other settings, students who were first enrolled in 

institutional education at younger ages as opposed to older). See tables A15, A16, and A17 in appendix A 

for complete data.

•	 Enrollment duration in institutional education. Postsecondary education enrollment rates did 

not differ substantially by institutional education enrollment duration. However, students with more 

days in institutional education were less likely to be employed, more likely to be disconnected from 

both school and work, and earned lower hourly wages in the year after high school.

•	 Age of first institutional education enrollment. Postsecondary education enrollment rates were 

generally consistent across age groups. Students whose first institutional education enrollment 

occurred at age 15 had slightly lower employment rates, wages, and higher rates of disconnection. 

•	 Institutional education facility pathway. Postsecondary education enrollment rates were higher 

for students who were enrolled in long-term juvenile institutions and for those who transferred from 

long-term juvenile institutions to community facilities. Employment rates were lower for students 

who were ever enrolled in a residential rehabilitation center, but higher for those who were trans-

ferred from long-term juvenile institutions to community facilities. The percentage of students consid-

ered opportunity youth was highest among those who were ever enrolled in a rehabilitation center 

and lowest among those who were transferred to community facilities.

Key insights and implications: Trajectories after institutional education
Within three years of high school exit, most students with institutional education experience have either 

been employed or enrolled in postsecondary education at some point. However, compared to the overall 

student population, they are less likely to enroll in postsecondary institutions, more likely to enter the 

workforce instead of continuing education, and more likely to be disconnected from both education and 

employment. These students follow distinct post–high school trajectories shaped by prior disruptions 

in education and by personal circumstances. While institutional education programs provide access to 

education during periods of instability, outcomes vary significantly based on factors such as age at first 

enrollment, duration of institutional education exposure, and facility type.

There are five main implications for policy and practice when looking at the long-term trajectories of 

young people who were enrolled in institutional education:

•	 Expand postsecondary education and workforce pathways. Students with institutional edu-

cation experience need intentional supports to increase postsecondary education enrollment and 

workforce participation. Reengagement schools and related programs, such as Open Doors, should 
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continue to offer work-based learning, industry credentials, and dual credit opportunities that can 

help bridge this gap.

•	 Target support based on institutional education exposure. Students with longer or repeated 

institutional education enrollments may require more intensive and sustained support to reconnect 

with education or employment.

•	 Focus on critical age windows. Students who were first enrolled in institutional education around 

age 15 showed lower outcomes, suggesting a need for targeted interventions during this critical 

developmental period.

•	 Understand best practices for transitions from long-term to community facilities. Students 

who successfully transition from long-term institutions to community-based settings often show 

improved outcomes. Understanding what facilitates these transitions—such as specific supports  

or programs—can inform best practices.

•	 Consider systemic factors. Lower graduation, postsecondary, and employment rates should not  

be interpreted as direct effects of institutional education programs. Instead, they reflect broader  

systemic challenges. Highlighting successful outcomes despite adversity can inform strategies to 

better support students with institutional education experience.
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CONCLUSION

This report provides a descriptive overview of the educational experiences and outcomes of students 

who participated in Washington state’s institutional education system. The findings reveal that students 

who were enrolled in institutional education differ significantly from their peers in terms of demograph-

ics, school contexts, and educational trajectories. They face elevated risks of exclusionary discipline, 

chronic absenteeism, and systemic barriers both before and after being enrolled in institutional edu-

cation. After institutional education, students often transition to alternative or reengagement schools, 

experience higher dropout rates, and face challenges reconnecting with education or employment.

The data in this report are intended to assist statewide efforts to improve the experiences of justice-

involved youth by identifying actionable areas for reform. Key implications for policy and practice  

include the need to:

•	 Reevaluate discipline practices and implement early interventions to prevent being enrolled in insti-

tutional education

•	 Identify common risk factors and use local data (e.g., school-level and individual student indicators) 

to flag early warning signs and implement supportive interventions that reduce the likelihood of 

future institutional education enrollment

•	 Tailor reentry supports based on enrollment length, age of first institutional education enrollment, 

and facility type

•	 Strengthen school transitions to ensure students are reengaged in environments that meet  

their needs

•	 Coordinate cross-system support to address the complex challenges students face before, during, 

and after being enrolled in institutional education

•	 Expand postsecondary education and workforce pathways to improve long-term outcomes

While these patterns reflect broader systemic inequities, they should not be interpreted as evidence that 

institutional education causes poor outcomes. Students who are enrolled in institutional education are 

often navigating significant disruptions in both their education and their personal lives. Importantly, insti-

tutional education programs provide access to educational services during periods when students might 

otherwise be disconnected from school entirely. Each instance of academic persistence—such as graduat-

ing high school or enrolling in postsecondary education—is a meaningful success.

Limitations
Several limitations constrain the scope and interpretation of this analysis. One limitation relates to the 

quality and completeness of the available data. Institutional education enrollment data from earlier years 

may be underreported, which could affect the accuracy of long-term patterns. Although all available 
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years were included to provide a comprehensive view, future research should assess the reliability of early 

data and consider excluding years with significant gaps.

Second, the study lacks access to detailed incarceration data. This limitation prevents us from distinguish-

ing between facility transfers and full releases from incarceration. Institutional education enrollment data 

thus reflect the number of students served but not the number of times a student may have entered or 

exited the justice system. This limits our ability to assess recidivism or repeated justice system involve-

ment, which are important indicators of long-term engagement and support needs.

The report also does not incorporate qualitative data such as interviews, focus groups, or student narra-

tives. As a result, it cannot capture the lived experiences of youth in institutional education settings, which 

are critical for understanding the full impact of institutional education on student outcomes. Due to the 

administrative nature of the data, we are unable to capture many important experiences linked to institu-

tionalization—such as family engagement, trauma, mental health challenges, and other psychosocial fac-

tors—that are not typically recorded in these systems. This means that while the data paint a compelling 

picture of systemic barriers and educational disruptions, they do not reflect the full humanity, resilience, 

or accomplishments of the students themselves.

Additionally, although this report attempts to map student movement across multiple systems, it cannot 

fully account for the informal transitions, personal milestones, or community-based supports that shape 

student trajectories. The complexity of these pathways—and the ways students navigate them—requires 

deeper exploration beyond what administrative data can offer.

Finally, the analysis does not include school- or county-level contextual data that may influence pathways 

into institutional education. Nor does it account for policy shifts—such as mandates for timely education 

in adult facilities—that may have shaped enrollment trends over time.

Future directions
Future analyses should invest in the examination of post–institutional education pathways, including 

Open Doors programming. Tracking students who transition from institutional education into alternative 

or reengagement schools could offer valuable insights into long-term educational trajectories and identi-

fy opportunities for targeted support.

Most importantly, future research must center student voices. In a system that rarely prioritizes the 

perspectives of justice-involved youth, qualitative studies that elevate their experiences, insights, and 

aspirations are essential. These narratives can deepen our understanding of how institutional education 

environments either support or hinder learning and development, and they can help shift the narrative 

from one of deficit to one of resilience and possibility. Including insights from community members and 

local service providers who work directly with justice-impacted youth could further ensure that policy 

and practice are informed by those most directly affected.
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By integrating both quantitative and qualitative approaches, future research can more fully illuminate the 

challenges and opportunities facing youth in institutional education—and help build systems that are 

more responsive, equitable, and empowering.
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APPENDIX A. DATA TABLES
Table A1. Student identities and experiences by institutional education enrollment,  
2019–2023 cohorts

Students without 
IE enrollments

Students with  
IE enrollments

Number of students 466,024 9,593 

Gender Female 49% 29%

Male 51% 71%

Gender X <1% <1%

Racial/ethnic 
identity

American Indian/Alaska Native 1% 4%

Asian 8% 1%

Black 5% 8%

Latino/a/x 23% 27%

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1% 1%

Not reported <1% <1%

Two or more races 7% 9%

White 55% 50%

Federal program 
eligibility -  
in any year

FRPL eligible 60% 94%

Ever eligible for ELD Program 23% 19%

Ever received special education services 20% 43%

Ever experienced homelessness 13% 46%

Ever in migrant education program 4% 7%

Ever had any LAP services 39% 63%

Federal program 
eligibility - in the 
year of first IE 
enrollment

FRPL eligible – 84%

Eligible for ELD Program – 10%

Received special education services – 30%

Experienced homelessness – 13%

Migrant education program – 3%

Had any LAP services – 12%

Note: Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding. FRPL = Free and Reduced-Price Lunch Program;  
ELD = English Language Development; LAP = Learning Assistance Program

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A2. Percentage of students in 2019–2023 cohorts who enrolled in each facility type or facility 
type pathway

All years Year of IE1

Number of students 9,593 9,593

Any enrollment in IE 
facility type

Adult jail <1% <1%

Community facility 3% <1%

Detention center 98% 98%

Long term juvenile institution 16% 6%

Rehabilitation center 2% 2%

Facility type pathway   

Facility type pathway Only ever enrolled in a detention center 82% –

Enrolled in a long-term juvenile institutions 
but never a community facility

12% –

Enrolled in a long-term juvenile institutions 
and transferred to a community facility

3% –

Ever enrolled in a rehabilitation center 2% –

Note: The first three facility type pathways in the table are mutually exclusive. The students in the fourth cate-
gory, who had ever enrolled at a residential rehabilitation center, may also be counted in the long-term juvenile 
institution pathway or the transfer to community facility pathway. Facility type pathways represent a student’s 
institutional education enrollment across all years, so there are no corresponding values for the Year of IE1 column. 
Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A3. Identities and experiences of students’ institutional education enrollments, by facility type pathway, cohorts 2019–2023

Only ever 
enrolled in a 

detention center

Enrolled in a 
long-term juvenile 

institution, but never 
a community facility

Transferred to a 
community facility

Ever enrolled in 
a rehabilitation 

center

Number of students 7,899 1,169 334 213 

Gender Female 33% 10% 13% 34%

Male 67% 90% 87% 66%

Gender X <1% <1% <1% <1%

Racial/ethnic identity American Indian/Alaska Native 5% 4% 4% 3%

Asian 1% 1% 2% 2%

Black 7% 15% 17% 13%

Latino/a/x 27% 27% 32% 17%

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1% 2% 3% 1%

Not reported <1% <1% <1% <1%

Two or more races 9% 8% 9% 8%

White 51% 43% 33% 55%

Federal program 
eligibility - in any year

Ever FRPL eligible 93% 97% 99% 90%

Ever in ELD program 18% 21% 28% 17%

Ever received special  
education services

40% 54% 45% 85%

Ever experienced homelessness 45% 50% 48% 44%

Ever in migrant education program 7% 6% 7% 2%

Ever had any LAP services 63% 64% 66% 46%
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Only ever 
enrolled in a 

detention center

Enrolled in a 
long-term juvenile 

institution, but never 
a community facility

Transferred to a 
community facility

Ever enrolled in 
a rehabilitation 

center

Federal program 
eligibility - in the year 
of first IE enrollment

FRPL eligible 84% 90% 89% 65%

ELD program 9% 12% 15% 8%

Received special education services 28% 40% 33% 67%

Experienced homelessness 12% 14% 14% 8%

Migrant education program 3% 4% 4% 1%

Had any LAP services 13% 10% 13% 46%

Note: FRPL = Free and Reduced Lunch Program; ELD = English Language Development; LAP = Learning Assistance Program. The first three facility type path-
ways in the table are mutually exclusive. The students in the fourth category, who had ever enrolled at a residential rehabilitation center, may also be counted  
in the long-term juvenile institution pathway or the transfer to community facility pathway. Percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A4. Identities and experiences of students’ institutional education enrollments, by age of first institutional education enrollment,  
cohorts 2019–2023

Age of first IE enrollment

11 or 
younger

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Number of students 60 209 709 1,432 2,136 2,266 1,864 917

Gender Female 22% 25% 29% 33% 32% 30% 26% 25%

Male 78% 75% 71% 67% 68% 70% 74% 75%

Gender X <1% <1% 1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1%

Racial/ethnic identity American Indian/Alaska Native 5% 8% 6% 5% 4% 4% 4% 4%

Asian 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2%

Black 5% 10% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 9%

Latino/a/x 12% 14% 25% 25% 25% 28% 30% 30%

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 2%

Not reported <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% <1%

Two or more races 18% 11% 10% 10% 8% 9% 8% 7%

White 58% 55% 50% 51% 52% 50% 46% 46%

Federal program 
eligibility - in any year

Ever FRPL eligible 98% 100% 97% 97% 95% 93% 92% 90%

Ever in ELD program 8% 10% 16% 18% 18% 19% 22% 24%

Ever received special  
education services

75% 62% 54% 48% 42% 38% 38% 39%

Ever experienced homelessness 50% 57% 54% 53% 49% 44% 40% 38%

Ever in migrant education program 5% 6% 6% 6% 7% 6% 8% 9%

Ever had any LAP services 48% 60% 64% 67% 63% 62% 62% 63%
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Age of first IE enrollment

11 or 
younger

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Federal program 
eligibility - in the year 
of first institutional 
education enrollment

FRPL eligible 90% 89% 91% 89% 87% 83% 80% 76%

ELD program 2% 4% 9% 9% 9% 10% 11% 11%

Received special education services 57% 44% 41% 33% 30% 28% 26% 26%

Experienced homelessness 15% 15% 14% 13% 14% 12% 11% 11%

Migrant education program 3% 0% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4%

Had any LAP services 10% 15% 17% 16% 12% 9% 12% 11%

Note: FRPL = Free and Reduced-Price Lunch Program; ELD = English Language Development; LAP = Learning Assistance Program. Percentages may not add up 
to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.



Education Northwest | Institutional Education in Washington State� 62

Table A5. Total number of days enrolled in institutional education overall and during the year of first institutional education enrollment,  
by facility pathway, 2019–2023 cohorts

Facility pathway

All students Detention 
center only

Long-term juvenile 
institution but never 
a community facility

Long-term juvenile 
institution and transferred 

to a community facility

Ever enrolled in 
a rehabilitation 

center

Number of students 9,593 7,899 1,169 334 213

Total number of 
days enrolled 
in institutional 
education overall

Mean 91 21 388 559 398

Minimum 0 0 3 43 0

25th percentile 1 1 143 325 183

Median 8 4 278 507 342

75th percentile 54 18 512 720 478

Maximum 2,300 804 1,950 2,300 2,027

Note: The first three facility type pathways in the table are mutually exclusive. The students in the fourth category, who had ever enrolled at a residential reha-
bilitation center, may also be counted in the long-term juvenile institution pathway or the transfer to community facility pathway. 

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A6. Total number of days enrolled in institutional education overall and during the year of first enrollment, by age of first institutional 
education enrollment, 2019–2023 cohorts

Age of first IE enrollment

All 
students

11 or 
younger

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Number of students 9593 60 209 709 1,432 2,136 2,266 1,864 917

Total number of days enrolled  
in IE overall

Mean 91 186 220 178 121 97 70 59 48

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

25th percentile 1 0 3 3 2 1 1 1 1

Median 8 13 33 24 14 9 7 5 5

75th percentile 54 150 293 207 111 55 40 29 26

Maximum 2,300 1,741 2,027 2,067 2,300 1,922 1,866 1,561 1,304

Total number of days enrolled 
during year of first IE enrollment

Mean 20 11 16 15 18 17 20 22 29

Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

25th percentile 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Median 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 4

75th percentile 13 7 13 10 12 11 14 17 20

Maximum 365 130 333 331 360 347 352 365 346

Note: Students had 0 days of institutional education enrollment if they entered and exited the institutional education facility on the same day.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A7. Average days removed from class or school and average days absent by age, 2019–2023 cohorts

Never enrolled in IE First enrolled in IE at a later age

Age Number of 
students

Removal days in 
that year

Days absent in 
that year

Number of 
students

Removal days in 
that year

Days absent in 
that year

11 363,070 0.1 6.2 7,994 0.9 8.6

12 371,930 0.2 8.4 7,964 2.8 14.8

13 382,888 0.4 9.7 7,480 4.8 19.2

14 395,257 0.6 10.9 6,303 6.6 23.2

15 415,366 0.5 10.8 4,465 6.9 26.8

16 421,186 0.4 12.7 2,450 6.6 29.8

17 422,903 0.3 14.2 792 5.4 29.2

Note: Removal days include days when a student was removed from class or school.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A8. Average days removed from class or school and average days absent by age,  
2019–2023 cohorts

Age of first IE 
enrollment

Age of disciplinary 
action

Number of 
students

Removal days in 
that year

Days absent in 
that year

12 11 195 2.33 12.99

13 11 646 1.52 11.30

13 12 670 4.99 20.98

14 11 1,307 1.44 9.55

14 12 1,334 4.07 17.05

14 13 1,363 7.26 25.01

15 11 1,838 0.87 8.72

15 12 1,879 3.18 15.84

15 13 1,921 5.50 20.66

15 14 1,981 9.41 28.87

16 11 1,840 0.75 8.47

16 12 1,877 2.28 13.50

16 13 1,931 4.20 18.05

16 14 2,003 5.88 22.59

16 15 2,073 8.24 30.68

17 11 1,461 0.53 7.10

17 12 1,481 1.68 12.24

17 13 1,530 3.06 15.29

17 14 1,569 4.76 18.78

17 15 1,613 5.97 23.99

17 16 1,662 7.22 30.86

18 11 707 0.63 6.28

18 12 723 1.48 10.98

18 13 735 3.46 15.85

18 14 750 4.78 18.86

18 15 779 5.07 22.17

18 16 788 5.39 27.67

18 17 792 5.38 29.18

Note: Removal days include days when a student was removed from class or school. Data include records for  
students in each age that they were enrolled in Washington schools.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A9. Average school characteristics of students of different ages, 2019–2023 cohorts

Age Number of 
students

Percent of students at a 
school who experienced 
exclusionary discipline

Average 
days absent 

at school

Average 
county juvenile 

arrest rate

Never enrolled in IE 11 285,730 3.1% 8.1 2.3%

12 364,620 6.2% 9.2 2.3%

13 382,718 8.2% 10.1 2.3%

14 395,248 9.2% 10.7 2.2%

15 415,366 7.1% 11.7 2.0%

16 421,186 5.7% 12.7 1.7%

17 422,903 4.7% 14.2 1.5%

Enrolled in IE in the 
following year

11 145 5.8% 9.0 2.9%

12 661 8.8% 10.1 2.6%

13 1,363 11.4% 11.2 2.7%

14 1,981 12.0% 11.8 2.6%

15 2,073 10.1% 13.3 2.4%

16 1,662 9.0% 14.3 2.3%

17 792 7.8% 15.5 2.1%

Note: Removal days include days when a student was removed from class or school.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A10. School types before, during, and after the year of first institutional education enrollment, 2019–2023 cohorts

Age of first IE 
enrollment

Number of 
students

Year in relation to 
first IE enrollment

Traditional 
Public School

Alternative 
School

Institutional 
Education

Reengagement 
School

Other

All ages 7,671 Year before 92% 6% 0% 0% 1%

Year of 74% 12% 10% 2% 1%

Year after 58% 19% 14% 7% 1%

11 or younger 55 Year before 93% 2% 0% NA 6%

Year of 87% 4% 4% NA 5%

Year after 71% 5% 15% NA 9%

12 183 Year before 96% 1% 0% NA 4%

Year of 86% 3% 7% NA 4%

Year after 72% 5% 17% NA 5%

13 653 Year before 95% 2% 0% NA 3%

Year of 84% 5% 9% NA 2%

Year after 76% 8% 15% NA 1%

14 1,341 Year before 96% 3% 0% NA 1%

Year of 82% 7% 9% NA 1%

Year after 72% 15% 12% NA 2%

15 1,862 Year before 95% 4% 0% NA 1%

Year of 80% 10% 9% NA 1%

Year after 64% 21% 13% NA 0%

16 1,884 Year before 92% 7% 0% 0% 1%

Year of 72% 17% 10% 0% 1%

Year after 49% 22% 15% 13% 1%
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Age of first IE 
enrollment

Number of 
students

Year in relation to 
first IE enrollment

Traditional 
Public School

Alternative 
School

Institutional 
Education

Reengagement 
School

Other

17 1,356 Year before 88% 10% 0% 0% 1%

Year of 61% 17% 12% 7% 1%

Year after 43% 23% 16% 17% 1%

18 337 Year before 75% 18% 0% 5% 2%

Year of 45% 20% 18% 16% 1%

Year after 28% 26% 17% 27% 1%

Note: Reengagement schools are schools that only provide open doors youth reengagement services as approved by OSPI’s Reengagement Program Super-
visor. There are additional reengagement programs that are not counted as their own schools. Students must be 16 or older to participate in Open Doors, so 
younger students have a value of NA in this table. We limited the sample in this graph to students who had data for these three time points. Percentages may 
not add up to 100 due to rounding.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A11. Percent of students who drop out during or after the first institutional education enrollment, 2019–2023 cohorts

Dropout timing

Number of 
students

During the 
year of first 

IE enrollment

Year 
after first 

enrollment

Two years 
after first 

enrollment

Three years 
after first 

enrollment

Within three 
years of first 
enrollment

Any time after 
the first IE 
enrollment

All students 9,593 8% 10% 11% 10% 38% 44%

Age of first IE 
enrollment

11 or younger 60 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 40%

12 209 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 51%

13 709 0% 0% 2% 6% 8% 48%

14 1,432 0% 2% 6% 12% 19% 49%

15 2,136 4% 6% 12% 19% 40% 50%

16 2,266 6% 13% 20% 11% 49% 49%

17 1,864 13% 21% 10% 4% 49% 37%

18 917 29% 14% 5% 3% 53% 21%

Note: The dropout rate only includes dropouts if that was a student’s last enrollment status. For example, if a student dropped out at age 16 and then reenrolled 
and graduated at age 18, that dropout would not be counted here. The dropout indicator used in our study included confirmed dropouts as well as unknown 
final enrollment statuses.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A12. Criminal recidivism after first institutional education enrollment by total days enrolled in institutional education, age of first  
enrollment, and institutional education facility pathway type, 2019–2023 cohorts

Year after first IE enrollment Within three years of first IE enrollment

Number of 
students

Any 
charge

Charge 
outcome: 

any 
diversion

Charge 
outcome: 
any guilty

Number of 
students

Any 
charge

Charge 
outcome: 

any 
diversion

Charge 
outcome: 
any guilty

All students 
with IE 
enrollments

9,593 39% 13% 24% 9,160 60% 24% 43%

Length of IE 
enrollment 

Short enrollment  
(0-4 days)

2,825 37% 11% 22% 2,680 57% 40% 22%

Moderate enrollment 
(5-98 days)

4,390 41% 14% 27% 4,202 61% 46% 23%

High exposure  
(99-2300 days)

2,378 40% 15% 24% 2,278 62% 45% 27%

Age of first IE 
enrollment

Before 14 978 41% 17% 23% 978 60% 34% 41%

14 1,432 40% 15% 24% 1,432 56% 27% 40%

15 2,136 39% 14% 24% 2,136 59% 24% 43%

16 2,266 37% 12% 23% 2,261 60% 21% 44%

17 1,864 42% 11% 26% 1,666 63% 21% 47%

18 917 35% 7% 23% 687 59% 18% 44%



Education Northwest | Institutional Education in Washington State� 71

Year after first IE enrollment Within three years of first IE enrollment

Number of 
students

Any 
charge

Charge 
outcome: 

any 
diversion

Charge 
outcome: 
any guilty

Number of 
students

Any 
charge

Charge 
outcome: 

any 
diversion

Charge 
outcome: 
any guilty

IE facility 
type pathway

Detention center only 7,899 36% 9% 23% 7,537 56% 17% 41%

Long-term  
juvenile institution 
(no transfer)

1,169 57% 34% 33% 1,115 77% 58% 57%

Transferred to a 
community facility 
from a juvenile 
institution

334 55% 37% 31% 326 77% 64% 52%

Ever enrolled in a 
rehabilitation center

213 34% 11% 12% 202 56% 23% 32%

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A13. Education and workforce outcomes for all students and students with institutional  
education experience, 2019–2023 cohorts

All students IE students

High school graduation and GED N = 475,617 N = 9,593

Graduated high school on time 73% 19%

Graduated high school within six years* 77% 25%

Earned a GED within six years* 2% 12%

In the year after high school exit N = 475,617 N = 9,593

Enrolled in any postsecondary education institution 42% 11%

Enrolled in a two-year institution 20% 10%

Enrolled in a four-year institution 23% 1%

Employed 63% 53%

Employed only (not enrolled in postsecondary education) 32% 46%

Not enrolled in postsecondary education institution or employed 23% 43%

Average hourly wages 15.10 13.49

Within three years of high school exit N = 288, 568 N = 6,431

Enrolled in postsecondary education institution 48% 16%

Enrolled in a two-year institution 30% 16%

Enrolled in a four-year institution 31% 2%

Employed 73% 66%

Employed only (not enrolled in postsecondary education) 29% 52%

Not enrolled in postsecondary education institution or employed 18% 31%

Average hourly wages 19.56 18.30

Note: The on-time graduation numbers include students in the 2019 through 2023 cohorts (N = 475,617 for all 
students; N = 9,593 for students with institutional education enrollments). The six-year outcomes include students 
in the 2019–2021 cohorts (N = 284,738 for all students; N = 6,823 for students with institutional education enroll-
ments). Postsecondary education and workforce outcomes within 3 years of high school exit include all students 
with high school exit dates in 2021 or earlier (N = 196,544 for all students; N = 4,680 for students with institutional 
education enrollments).

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A14. Postsecondary education outcomes for all students and students with institutional  
education experience, high school graduates and GED-completers only, 2019–2023 cohorts

All students IE students

In the year after high school graduation or GED completion N = 371,549 N = 3,489

Enrolled in postsecondary education institution 51% 17%

Enrolled in a two-year institution 24% 15%

Enrolled in a four-year institution 29% 3%

Within three years of high school graduation or GED completion N = 218,857 N = 2,337

Enrolled in postsecondary education institution 62% 25%

Enrolled in a two-year institution 34% 22%

Enrolled in a four-year institution 39% 5%

Note: These data are limited to students who graduated high school or earned a GED. Postsecondary education 
outcomes within three years of high school exit include all students with high school graduation dates or GED 
completions in 2021 or earlier.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.

Table A15. Education and workforce outcomes for students with institutional education experience  
by total days enrolled in institutional education, 2019–2023 cohorts

IE enrollment length

IE students Short 
enrollment 
(0–4 days)

Moderate 
enrollment 
(5–98 days)

Long enrollment 
(99–2300 days)

High school graduation and GED N = 9,593 N = 2,825 N = 4,390 N = 2,378

Graduated high school on time 19% 29% 17% 11%

Graduated high school within six years* 25% 34% 22% 22%

Earned a GED within six years* 12% 8% 10% 20%

In the year after high school exit N = 9,593 N = 2,825 N = 4,390 N = 2,378

Enrolled in postsecondary  
education institution

11% 12% 10% 12%

Employed 53% 59% 52% 49%

Employed only (not enrolled in 
postsecondary education)

46% 50% 46% 44%

Not enrolled in postsecondary 
education institution or employed

43% 38% 45% 45%

Average hourly wages 13.49 14.26 13.47 12.47
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IE enrollment length

IE students Short 
enrollment 
(0–4 days)

Moderate 
enrollment 
(5–98 days)

Long enrollment 
(99–2300 days)

Postsecondary outcomes within  
3 years of high school exit

N = 6,431 N=1,902 N=3,035 N=1,494

Enrolled in postsecondary  
education institution

16% 20% 15% 18%

Other outcomes within 3 years  
of high school exit

N = 4,680 N=1,388 N=2,285 N=1,007

Employed 66% 69% 64% 63%

Employed only (not enrolled in 
postsecondary education)

52% 53% 52% 51%

Not enrolled in postsecondary 
education institution or employed

31% 28% 32% 31%

Average hourly wages 18.30 18.47 18.19 18.30

Note: The on-time graduation numbers include students in the 2019 through 2023 cohorts. The six-year outcomes 
include students in the 2019–2021 cohorts. Postsecondary education and workforce outcomes within three years of 
high school exit include all students with high school exit dates in 2021 or earlier.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A16. Education and workforce outcomes for students with institutional education experience by age of first enrollment,  
2019–2023 cohorts

Age of first IE enrollment

IE 
students

Before 
14

14 15 16 17 18

High school graduation and GED N = 9,593 N = 978 N = 1,432 N = 2,136 N = 2,266 N = 1,864 N = 917

Graduated high school on time 19% 22% 20% 15% 18% 21% 22%

Graduated high school within six years* 25% 30% 27% 22% 23% 28% 28%

Earned a GED within six years* 12% 11% 11% 10% 14% 12% 12%

In the year after high school exit N = 9,593 N = 978 N = 1,432 N = 2,136 N = 2,266 N = 1,864 N = 917

Enrolled in postsecondary education institution 11% 10% 12% 10% 11% 11% 10%

Employed 53% 52% 53% 48% 55% 55% 58%

Employed only (not enrolled in postsecondary education) 46% 45% 46% 42% 48% 48% 51%

Not enrolled in postsecondary education or employed 43% 45% 43% 48% 41% 41% 38%

Average hourly wages 13.49 13.08 12.91 13.22 13.88 13.84 13.66

Postsecondary outcomes within three years of high school exit N= 6,431 N = 618 N = 897 N = 1,431 N = 1,578 N = 1,319 N = 588

Enrolled in postsecondary education institution 16% 19% 19% 17% 16% 17% 17%

Other outcomes within three years of high school exit N = 4,680 N = 1,447 N = 2,662 N = 1,057 N = 1,140 N = 971 N = 403

Employed 66% 67% 66% 59% 67% 68% 69%

Employed only (not enrolled in postsecondary education) 52% 53% 51% 47% 55% 54% 55%

Not enrolled in postsecondary education or employed 31% 27% 29% 37% 29% 29% 28%

Average hourly wages 18.30 18.40 18.21 18.01 18.33 18.48 18.50

Note: The on-time graduation numbers include students in the 2019 through 2023 cohorts. The six-year outcomes include students in the 2019–2021 cohorts. 
Postsecondary education and workforce outcomes within three years of high school exit include all students with high school exit dates in 2021 or earlier.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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Table A17. Education and workforce outcomes for students with institutional education experience by institutional education pathway, 
2019–2023 cohorts

IE students Detention 
center only

Long-term 
juvenile institution  

(no transfer)

Transferred to a 
community facility 

from a juvenile 
institution

Ever enrolled in 
a rehabilitation 

center

High school graduation and GED N = 9,593 N = 7,899 N = 1,169 N = 334 N = 213

Graduated high school on time 19% 20% 9% 18% 15%

Graduated high school within six years* 25% 25% 23% 30% 29%

Earned a GED within six years* 12% 10% 23% 21% 6%

In the year after high school exit N = 9,593 N = 7,899 N = 1,169 N = 334 N = 213

Enrolled in postsecondary education institution 11% 10% 14% 14% 11%

Employed 53% 54% 50% 59% 38%

Employed only (not enrolled in  
postsecondary education)

46% 47% 45% 52% 30%

Not enrolled in postsecondary education  
or employed

43% 43% 43% 34% 58%

Average hourly wages 13.49 13.67 12.27 14.53 10.22

Within three years of high school exit N = 6,431 N = 5,418 N = 714 N = 207 N = 104

Enrolled in postsecondary education institution 16% 17% 20% 22% 20%

Other outcomes within three years of  
high school exit

N = 4,680 N = 3,990 N = 495 N = 137 N = 67

Employed 66% 66% 64% 72% 55%

Employed only (not enrolled in  
postsecondary education)

52% 52% 52% 58% 39%
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IE students Detention 
center only

Long-term 
juvenile institution  

(no transfer)

Transferred to a 
community facility 

from a juvenile 
institution

Ever enrolled in 
a rehabilitation 

center

Not enrolled in postsecondary education  
or employed

31% 31% 30% 21% 40%

Average hourly wages 18.30 18.26 18.44 19.28 16.73

Note: The on-time graduation numbers include students in the 2019 through 2023 cohorts. The six-year outcomes include students in the 2019–2021 cohorts. 
Postsecondary education and workforce outcomes within three years of high school exit include all students with high school exit dates in 2021 or earlier. The 
first three facility type pathways in the table are mutually exclusive. The students in the fourth category, who had ever enrolled at a residential rehabilitation 
center, may also be counted in the long-term juvenile institution pathway or the transfer to community facility pathway.

Source: Authors’ analysis of ERDC P20W Data System.
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APPENDIX B. GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Alternative School. A public school designed with the goal of serving students whose needs cannot be 

met in a traditional setting, often serving those with disrupted educational histories.

Chronic Absenteeism. Missing 10% or more of school days in a year, a strong predictor of disengage-

ment and risk for institutional education enrollment.

Community Facility. A less restrictive setting for youth transitioning out of long-term juvenile institu-

tions, often used as a step-down placement for reintegration.

Cross-System Collaboration. Coordinated efforts among education, juvenile justice, social services, and 

workforce agencies to support youth before, during, and after institutional education.

Detention Center. A short-term, county-run facility where youth are held after arrest or while awaiting 

court decisions. Nearly all IE students (98%) spend time in detention centers.

Early Warning Indicators. School- or student-level signals (e.g., rising absenteeism, repeated disciplinary 

removals) that predict risk for institutional education enrollment and can guide preventive interventions.

English Language Development (ELD) Services. Instructional support for multilingual learners  

to develop English proficiency.

Exclusionary Discipline. School disciplinary practices that remove students from the classroom  

or school (e.g., suspensions, expulsions).

Free or Reduced-Price Lunch (FRPL). A federal program indicator of economic disadvantage; 94% of IE 

students were ever FRPL-eligible.

Institutional Education (IE). K–12 educational services provided to youth who are incarcerated, formerly 

incarcerated, or placed in institutional settings such as detention centers, juvenile institutions, or rehabili-

tation facilities.

Institutional Education Pathway. A student’s trajectory through different institutional education  

settings (e.g., detention-only, long-term institution, transfer to community facility).

Learning Assistance Program (LAP). Washington’s program providing supplemental academic support 

for students performing below grade level.

Long-term Juvenile Institution. A state-operated facility for youth placed under court orders for  

extended periods, typically following adjudication.

Open Doors Program. Washington’s statewide reengagement initiative offering education and work-

force pathways for youth aged 16–21 who have dropped out or are credit-deficient.
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Opportunity Youth. Young people (typically ages 16–24) who are neither enrolled in school nor  

employed; 31% of IE students fit this category within three years of high school exit.

Recidivism. The occurrence of a new criminal charge resulting in a guilty verdict or adjudication after 

initial justice involvement; 43% of IE students recidivated within three years.

Reengagement School. Schools that provide Open Doors youth reengagement services for students 

aged 16 or older who have dropped out or are credit-deficient.

Reentry Supports. Services and strategies that help students transition from institutional education back 

into school or work, including credit transfer, mental health support, and individualized education plans.

Rehabilitation Center. A residential facility providing care and education for youth with intellectual dis-

abilities, developmental delays, or severe behavioral disorders. Enrollment here does not usually involve 

juvenile justice.

Trauma-Informed Practices. Educational approaches that recognize and respond to the impact of 

trauma on learning and behavior, emphasizing safety, trust, and empowerment.
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