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[bookmark: _Toc233882298]Executive Summary
[bookmark: _Toc2854767][bookmark: _Toc19703398]This report is required by California Education Code (EC) Section 42923(b), which requires the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) to submit a biennial report to the Governor and the Legislature on the Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program (FYSCP) that includes program activities, funding, and student outcomes.
This report includes aggregated statewide and county-level data on key educational outcomes for foster youth; information on program funding and expenditures; and a discussion of the meaning and implications of the reported indicators, including recommendations on program effectiveness and continuation. For the purposes of this report, the terms “foster youth” and “pupils in foster care” are used interchangeably. This report includes information for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years. 
This report is available on the California Department of Education (CDE) Foster Youth Services web page at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/pf/fy/lrlegreport2026.asp. 
California Department of Education
Report to the Governor, the Legislature, and the Legislative Analyst’s Office:
2022 Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program Report
If you have any questions or need a copy of this report, please contact Amy Fowler, Education Programs Consultant, Student Achievement and Support Division, at 916-323-5113 or afowler@cde.ca.gov.
[bookmark: _Toc233882299][bookmark: _Toc2854769]Introduction
The FYSCP was established in 2016 due to the enactment of Assembly Bill 854, Chapter 781, Statutes of 2015, which amended EC sections 42920–42926 to support local educational agencies (LEAs) to better serve pupils in foster care. The FYSCP replaced the previous Foster Youth Services Program, which the CDE had administrated since 1973.[endnoteRef:2] The FYSCP shifts the responsibilities of providing direct educational services for students in foster care from county offices of education (COEs) to LEAs. COEs are now responsible for establishing ongoing collaboration among child welfare agencies, county probation departments, and other organizations to implement school-based support for this student population. In addition to the coordination of services, the administered COE FYSCPs focus on building the capacity of LEAs to improve educational outcomes for the foster youth. [2:  Weber, Shirley. 2015. AB 854 Foster Youth Services/LCFF Alignment. https://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/BTB_23_4H_1.pdf (accessed March 17, 2022)] 

The CDE has administered the FYSCP since it replaced the Foster Youth Services Program. Under EC Section 42920.5, the CDE partnered with the Los Angeles COE (LACOE) to administer the FYSCP Technical Assistance Program (TAP) during the 2022–23, 2023–24, and 2024–25 school years. The FYSCP TAP provides support, guidance, and leadership to all COE FYSCP coordinators for the implementation of the requirements of EC sections 42920.5[b] and 42921[e]. 
Data for the FYSCP Legislative Report came from two primary sources. Student-level data were obtained from the Fall 1 submission in the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System (CALPADS), which captures statewide enrollment and demographic information as of Census Day (the first Wednesday in October) and is certified by LEAs and charter schools for accuracy.
Programmatic data were collected from COEs through an annual End-of-Year (EOY) report administered by the FYSCP TAP team, in collaboration with the CDE, that documents services, activities, and implementation efforts
This report is submitted in accordance with the provisions of EC Section 42923(b), which requires the SSPI to provide a report to the Governor and the appropriate policy and fiscal committees of the Legislature on the FYSCP by July 1 of each even-numbered year. EC Section 42923(b) further requires that the SSPI use data, where appropriate, reported pursuant to EC Section 49085 and that the report include (but not be limited to) all of the following: 
1. [bookmark: _Ref226021026]Recommendations regarding the effectiveness and continuation of the FYSCP.
2. To the extent possible, aggregate educational outcome data for each county in which there were at least 15 pupils in foster care who attended school in the county [asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size] with information on each of the following indicators:
a. The number of pupils in foster care who attended school in the county;
b. The academic achievement of pupils in foster care who attended school in the county, as determined by quantitative and qualitative data currently collected by program participants;
c. The number of pupils in foster care who were suspended or expelled;
d. The number of pupils in foster care who were placed in a juvenile hall, camp, ranch, or other county-operated juvenile detention facility because of an incident of juvenile delinquency;
e. The truancy rates, attendance rates, and dropout rates for pupils in foster care;
f. The number of pupils in foster care participating in FYSCP pursuant to this chapter who successfully transition to postsecondary education;[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  The CDE shall collaborate with the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges and the Chancellor of the California State University to identify indicators that can be used to track access to postsecondary education for pupils in foster care participating in a foster youth services coordinating program pursuant to Chapter 11.3.] 

g. The number and percentage of pupils in foster care who successfully complete a Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA) or California Dream Act Application (CADAA) while in grade twelve;
h. The amount of funds allocated and expended by each FYSCP in the previous two fiscal years.
3. The meaning and implications of indicators above.
4. Information about how the program has supported the development and implementation of new LEA and county agency policies, practices, and programs aimed at improving the educational outcomes of pupils in foster care; and
5. Information about how the program has improved the coordination of services between LEAs and county agencies, including the types of services provided to pupils in foster care.
The 2026 report is the fifth legislative report on the FYSCP, which was established in 2016. The four previous reports are available on the CDE website: 
· 2018 FYSCP Legislative Report: https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/pf/fy/lrlegreport2018.asp
· 2020 FYSCP Legislative Report: https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/pf/fy/lrlegreport2020.asp
· 2022 FYSCP Legislative Report: https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/pf/fy/lrlegreport2022.asp
· 2024 FYSCP Legislative Report: https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/pf/fy/lrlegreport2024.asp
[bookmark: _Toc2854770][bookmark: _Toc115854117][bookmark: _Toc233882300][bookmark: _Toc3921524][bookmark: _Toc3922428][bookmark: _Toc97539963][bookmark: _Toc110243271]2026 Report for the Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program
This report comprises six parts: 
Part I—The effectiveness and continuation of the FYSCP
Part II—Aggregate foster youth educational outcome data by each county in which there were at least 15 pupils in foster care who attended school in the county.
A. The number of pupils in foster care who attended school in the county.
B. The academic achievement of the pupils in foster care who attended school in the county (as determined by the data collected by program participants). 
C. The number of pupils in foster care who were suspended or expelled.
D. The number of pupils in foster care who were placed in a juvenile hall, camp, ranch, or other county-operated juvenile detention facility because of an incident of juvenile delinquency.
E. The truancy rates, chronic absence rates, attendance rates, stability rates, graduation rates, and dropout rates for pupils in foster care.
F. The number of pupils in foster care participating in foster youth services coordinating programs (pursuant to Chapter 11.3) who successfully transition to postsecondary education. 
G. The number and percentage of pupils in foster care who successfully complete a FAFSA or CADAA in grade twelve.
H. The amount of funds allocated and expended by each foster youth services coordinating programs in the previous two-fiscal years.
Part III—Meaning and Implications of the Educational Outcome Data
Part IV—FYSCP Report
A. How the FYSCP Has Supported the Development and Implementation of New Local Educational Agencies and County Agency Policies, Practices, and Programs Aimed at Improving the Educational Outcomes of Pupils in Foster Care
B. How the FYSCP Has Improved the Coordination of Services Between Local Educational Agencies and County Agencies, Including the Types of Services Provided to Pupils in Foster Care
Part V—Conclusion
Part VI—Recommendation
[bookmark: _Part_I—Recommendations_Regarding][bookmark: _Toc2854771][bookmark: _Toc115854118][bookmark: _Toc233882301]Part I—The Effectiveness and Continuation of the Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program
Based on educational outcome data (parts II and III) and the FYSCP activities (Part IV) presented in this report, the CDE finds that the FYSCP has built an effective infrastructure in California to provide ongoing support to LEAs that serve pupils in foster care. Therefore, the CDE strongly recommends the following:
· Secure funding to support district foster youth educational liaison positions; and 
· Continue the funding of the FYSCP to ensure the support infrastructure remains in place.
During this 2023 to 2025 reporting period, there has been an improvement in:
· The coordination of services and information between LEAs and other partners to obtain necessary records to determine appropriate school placements and coordinate instruction for pupils in foster care
· Increased collaboration and capacity building among partner agencies and systems to increase access to meaningful educational support for foster youth
· Providing guidance and support to LEAs on the development of integrated policy and practice for Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) to engage in effective program planning for foster youth under the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF)
· Providing direct service and referrals for educational support services, vocational training, and training for independent living
· The development of formal agreements to formalize collaboration among county agencies to optimize resources for pupils in foster care and eliminate redundant services
[bookmark: _Hlk98762204]The COE FYSCPs provide support to district liaisons with transferring school records and other relevant educational information between districts and counties when a pupil in foster care has a school placement change. Additionally, all COE FYSCPs have established local interagency Executive Advisory Councils (EACs) that coordinate and leverage resources for LEAs, child welfare agencies, and county probation offices to support the educational needs of pupils in foster care (Table 35). COE FYSCPs have developed systems outlined in their program plans, which are reviewed and approved by the CDE with the objective of reducing school placement changes by employing countywide transportation plans, data-sharing agreements, and agreements with child welfare agencies to leverage Title IV-E of the federal Social Security Act (42 U.S. Code Section 301) funds. These agreements establish procedures to promote school stability for the foster youth and support transitions to independent living. Through these agreements, protocols have been established by LEAs, child welfare agencies, county probation departments, and other organizations (Table 35) to work collaboratively to meet the educational needs of pupils in foster care.
As outlined in this section, the FYSCP performs a critical role in building and maintaining the infrastructure in California to support foster youth, and the CDE strongly recommends continuing the FYSCP to ensure the support infrastructure remains in place.
[bookmark: _Part_II—Aggregate_Educational][bookmark: _Toc115854119][bookmark: _Toc233882302]Part II—Aggregate Educational Outcome Data by County
This section includes data collected annually by the CDE TAP team and reported individually by each COE FYSCP through our EOY report for each county where pupils in foster care attended school, pursuant to EC Section 42923(b), and outlines the methodology used to operationalize the data when having additional context may be helpful in interpreting the numbers (e.g., understanding nuances for cumulative enrollment counts). Note that this section includes a presentation of the data, and the following section (Part III) provides a discussion of the meaning and implications for the educational outcomes of pupils in foster care.
To protect student privacy, data are suppressed and indicated by an asterisk (*) if the number of pupils in foster care population, excluding Census Day enrollment counts, is less than 15 in each county. The following section includes:
A. The number of pupils in foster care who attended school in the county
B. The academic achievement of the pupils in foster care who attended school in the county, as determined by quantitative and qualitative data currently collected by program participants
C. The number of pupils in foster care who were suspended or expelled
D. The number of pupils in foster care who were placed in a juvenile hall, camp, ranch, or other county-operated juvenile detention facility because of an incident of juvenile delinquency
E. The truancy rates, chronic absence rates, attendance rates, stability rates, graduation rates, and dropout rates for pupils in foster care
F. The number of pupils in foster care participating in FYSCP programs pursuant to Chapter 11.3 who successfully transition to postsecondary education 
G. The number and percentage of pupils in foster care who successfully complete a FAFSA or CADAA while in grade twelve
H. The amount of funds allocated and expended by each foster youth services coordinating programs in the previous two fiscal years
A. The Number of Pupils in Foster Care Who Attended School in the County
Table 1 shows the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years’ Census Day[endnoteRef:3] enrollment of pupils in foster care who were enrolled in school by county. Census Day enrollment numbers are used to determine funding allocations. Because Census Day enrollment numbers are calculated at a point in time, these numbers are smaller than the enrollment numbers that are collected throughout the entirety of the school year. [3:  Census Day enrollment consists of the total number of students primarily enrolled on Census Day (the first Wednesday in October). This information is submitted by LEAs and charter schools to the CDE as part of the annual Fall 1 data submission in CALPADS. These data are reviewed and certified in CALPADS as being accurate by authorized district or school personnel. In order to certify data in CALPADS, authorized district or charter school personnel are required to review the accuracy of all data associated with the applicable CALPADS submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.] 

Table 2 shows the statewide cumulative enrollment[endnoteRef:4] for pupils in foster care and non-foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years.  [4:  Cumulative enrollment consists of the total number of unduplicated primary and short-term enrollments within the school year (July 1 to June 30) regardless of whether the student is enrolled multiple times within a county. Cumulative enrollment is calculated at each reporting level (e.g., school, district, county, and state) and therefore is not necessarily additive from one reporting level to the next. For example, if a student is enrolled in multiple counties within the state during the academic year, they are counted once at each county but only once in the state’s cumulative enrollment. Source: https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/filesenrcum.asp.] 

Table 3 shows the statewide cumulative enrollment for pupils in foster care by grade for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years[endnoteRef:5].  [5:  Cumulative enrollment consists of the total number of unduplicated primary and short-term enrollments within the school year (July 1 to June 30) regardless of whether the student is enrolled multiple times within a county. Cumulative enrollment is calculated at each reporting level (e.g., school, district, county, and state) and therefore is not necessarily additive from one reporting level to the next. For example, if a student is enrolled in multiple counties within the state during the academic year, they are counted once at each county but only once in the state’s cumulative enrollment. Source: The CDE Cumulative Enrollment Data web page at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/filesenrcum.asp.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk110500483]Table 4 shows the total cumulative enrollment for pupils in foster care by county of enrollment. Cumulative enrollment consists of the total number of unduplicated primary and short-term enrollments within the school year (July 1 to June 30) regardless of whether the student is enrolled multiple times within a county. Cumulative enrollment is not necessarily additive from one reporting level to the next. For example, if a student is enrolled in multiple counties during the academic year, they are counted once in each county but only once in the state’s cumulative enrollment.
[bookmark: _Toc170128368][bookmark: _Toc233882319]Table 1: Census Day Foster Youth Enrollment by County for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	County
	2023–24 Enrollment (N)
	2024–25 Enrollment (N)
	Change in Enrollment (N)

	Alameda
	493
	415
	-78

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	28
	41
	13

	Butte
	234
	156
	-78

	Calaveras
	56
	54
	-2

	Colusa
	19
	*
	N/A

	Contra Costa
	462
	436
	-26

	Del Norte
	76
	72
	-4

	El Dorado
	112
	129
	17

	Fresno
	1,490
	1,209
	-281

	Glenn
	23
	25
	2

	Humboldt
	311
	258
	-53

	Imperial
	127
	127
	0

	Inyo
	46
	26
	-20

	Kern
	1,424
	1,343
	-81

	Kings
	237
	215
	-22

	Lake
	52
	51
	-1

	Lassen
	48
	40
	-8

	Los Angeles
	8,709
	7,555
	-1,154

	Madera
	206
	200
	-6

	Marin
	47
	52
	5

	Mariposa
	36
	45
	9

	Mendocino
	173
	153
	-20

	Merced
	401
	370
	-31

	Modoc
	20
	*
	N/A

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	98
	113
	15

	Napa
	50
	41
	-9

	Nevada
	30
	32
	2

	Orange
	1,848
	1,692
	-156

	Placer
	155
	138
	-17

	Plumas
	*
	28
	N/A

	Riverside
	2,934
	3,009
	75

	Sacramento
	797
	749
	-48

	San Benito
	23
	*
	N/A

	San Bernardino
	3,458
	3,334
	-124

	San Diego
	1,022
	912
	-110

	San Francisco
	296
	245
	-51

	San Joaquin
	781
	737
	-44

	San Luis Obispo
	176
	145
	-31

	San Mateo
	79
	59
	-20

	Santa Barbara
	243
	287
	44

	Santa Clara
	260
	307
	47

	Santa Cruz
	92
	78
	-14

	Shasta
	258
	221
	-37

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	59
	63
	4

	Solano
	186
	175
	-11

	Sonoma
	274
	273
	-1

	Stanislaus
	330
	283
	-47

	Sutter
	78
	82
	4

	Tehama
	99
	78
	-21

	Trinity
	32
	19
	-13

	Tulare
	739
	766
	27

	Tuolumne
	35
	46
	11

	Ventura
	310
	271
	-39

	Yolo
	120
	147
	27

	Yuba
	109
	112
	3

	Statewide Total 
	29,815
	27,466
	-2,349


[bookmark: _Hlk97885781][bookmark: _Toc97539964][bookmark: _Toc110243272][bookmark: _Toc170128369]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
[bookmark: _Toc233882320]Table 2: Statewide Cumulative Enrollment for Foster Youth and Non-Foster Youth for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Enrollment (N)
	Non-Foster Youth Enrollment (N)

	2023–24
	39,286
	5,984,565

	2024–25
	36,632
	5,928,751


[bookmark: _Toc170128370]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. 
[bookmark: _Toc233882321]Table 3: Statewide Cumulative Enrollment for Foster Youth by Grade for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Grade
	2023–24 Enrollment (N)
	2024–25 Enrollment (N)

	Transitional Kindergarten 
	1,373
	1,410

	Kindergarten 
	3,059
	2,725

	First Grade
	3,021
	2,681

	Second Grade
	3,019
	2,612

	Third Grade
	2,665
	2,678

	Fourth Grade
	2,681
	2,341

	Fifth Grade
	2,541
	2,374

	Sixth Grade
	2,502
	2,306

	Seventh Grade
	2,572
	2,318

	Eighth Grade
	2,710
	2,587

	Ninth Grade
	3,195
	3,108

	Tenth Grade
	3,324
	3,215

	Eleventh Grade
	3,285
	3,074

	Twelfth Grade
	3,339
	3,203

	Statewide Total
	39,286
	36,632


[bookmark: _Toc170128371][bookmark: _Hlk97198035]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Toc233882322]Table 4: Foster Youth Cumulative Enrollment by County for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	County
	2023–24 Enrollment (N)
	2024–25 Enrollment (N)
	Change in Enrollment (N)

	Alameda
	788
	685
	-103

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	44
	53
	9

	Butte
	321
	248
	-73

	Calaveras
	95
	102
	7

	Colusa
	27
	21
	-6

	Contra Costa
	757
	691
	-66

	Del Norte
	98
	90
	-8

	El Dorado
	238
	255
	17

	Fresno
	2,112
	1,795
	-317

	Glenn
	34
	46
	12

	Humboldt
	381
	315
	-66

	Imperial
	215
	208
	-7

	Inyo
	88
	67
	-21

	Kern
	2,067
	2,038
	-29

	Kings
	368
	347
	-21

	Lake
	76
	94
	18

	Lassen
	72
	64
	-8

	Los Angeles
	11,748
	10,315
	-1433

	Madera
	360
	386
	26

	Marin
	89
	99
	10

	Mariposa
	65
	60
	-5

	Mendocino
	233
	197
	-36

	Merced
	610
	604
	-6

	Modoc
	30
	24
	-6

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	170
	176
	6

	Napa
	78
	73
	-5

	Nevada
	59
	73
	14

	Orange
	2,753
	2,576
	-177

	Placer
	266
	248
	-18

	Plumas
	28
	35
	7

	Riverside
	4,590
	4,587
	-3

	Sacramento
	1,256
	1,211
	-45

	San Benito
	41
	23
	-18

	San Bernardino
	5,241
	4,997
	-244

	San Diego
	1,548
	1,392
	-156

	San Francisco
	479
	443
	-36

	San Joaquin
	1,150
	1,150
	0

	San Luis Obispo
	229
	212
	-17

	San Mateo
	116
	105
	-11

	Santa Barbara
	376
	455
	79

	Santa Clara
	459
	556
	97

	Santa Cruz
	128
	110
	-18

	Shasta
	405
	350
	-55

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	80
	86
	6

	Solano
	327
	271
	-56

	Sonoma
	384
	358
	-26

	Stanislaus
	533
	482
	-51

	Sutter
	150
	154
	4

	Tehama
	148
	121
	-27

	Trinity
	49
	37
	-12

	Tulare
	1,115
	1,053
	-62

	Tuolumne
	61
	76
	15

	Ventura
	464
	381
	-83

	Yolo
	214
	210
	-4

	Yuba
	198
	194
	-4

	Statewide Total
	39,286
	36,632
	-2654


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care. 
B. The Academic Achievement of the Pupils in Foster Care Who Attended School in the County, as Determined by Quantitative and Qualitative Data Currently Collected by Program Participants
Tables 5 and 6 show the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) Smarter Balanced Performance Levels for foster youth in English language arts (ELA) for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years by county. 
Table 7 shows the statewide comparison of the CAASPP Smarter Balanced Performance Levels for foster youth in ELA between the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years.
Tables 8 and 9 show the Smarter Balanced Performance Levels for pupils in foster care in mathematics for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years. 
Table 10 shows the statewide comparison of the CAASPP Smarter Balanced Performance Levels for foster youth in Mathematics between the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years.
[bookmark: _Toc170128372][bookmark: _Toc233882323]Table 5: Foster Youth Achievement in the 2023–24 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress in English Language Arts by County
	County
	Level 4/ Advanced (%)
	Level 3/ Proficient (%)
	Total Proficient or Advanced (%)
	Level 2/ Developing (%)
	Level 1/ Minimal (%)
	Total Developing or Minimal (%)

	Alameda
	4.49
	7.87
	12.36
	14.61
	73.03
	87.64

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	0
	9.09
	9.09
	9.09
	81.82
	90.91

	Butte
	1.61
	6.45
	8.06
	30.65
	61.29
	91.94

	Calaveras
	6.67
	6.67
	13.34
	26.67
	60
	86.67

	Colusa
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	5.77
	8.97
	14.74
	15.38
	69.87
	85.25

	Del Norte
	0
	13.64
	13.64
	40.91
	45.45
	86.36

	El Dorado
	3.03
	12.12
	15.15
	33.33
	51.52
	84.85

	Fresno
	7.76
	15.34
	23.1
	24.55
	52.35
	76.9

	Glenn
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	4.12
	7.22
	11.34
	13.4
	75.26
	88.66

	Imperial
	4.88
	17.07
	21.95
	19.51
	58.54
	78.05

	Inyo
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Kern
	4.16
	13.07
	17.23
	18.22
	64.55
	82.77

	Kings
	5.81
	22.09
	27.9
	20.93
	51.16
	72.09

	Lake
	10.53
	0
	10.53
	21.05
	68.42
	89.47

	Lassen
	16.67
	11.11
	27.78
	22.22
	50
	72.22

	Los Angeles
	5.83
	15.42
	21.25
	21.25
	57.51
	78.76

	Madera
	5.71
	20
	25.71
	15.71
	58.57
	74.28

	Marin
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mariposa
	0
	15
	15
	25
	60
	85

	Mendocino
	13.51
	18.92
	32.43
	29.73
	37.84
	67.57

	Merced
	4.07
	18.02
	22.09
	20.93
	56.98
	77.91

	Modoc
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	7.89
	21.05
	28.94
	21.05
	50
	71.05

	Napa
	0
	0
	0
	9.52
	90.48
	100

	Nevada
	9.09
	9.09
	18.18
	36.36
	45.45
	81.81

	Orange
	5.74
	17.62
	23.36
	24.16
	52.48
	76.64

	Placer
	4.35
	21.74
	26.09
	30.43
	43.48
	73.91

	Plumas
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Riverside
	3.67
	14.1
	17.77
	23.04
	59.19
	82.23

	Sacramento
	5.31
	16.33
	21.64
	25.31
	53.06
	78.37

	San Benito
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	3.39
	13.43
	16.82
	21.38
	61.8
	83.18

	San Diego
	6.35
	18.73
	25.08
	21.4
	53.51
	74.91

	San Francisco
	8.7
	10.87
	19.57
	21.74
	58.7
	80.44

	San Joaquin
	5.04
	8.99
	14.03
	18.35
	67.63
	85.98

	San Luis Obispo
	8.47
	23.73
	32.2
	25.42
	42.37
	67.79

	San Mateo
	5
	10
	15
	20
	65
	85

	Santa Barbara
	3.13
	13.54
	16.67
	25
	58.33
	83.33

	Santa Clara
	13.58
	20.99
	34.57
	13.58
	51.85
	65.43

	Santa Cruz
	4.55
	4.55
	9.1
	22.73
	68.18
	90.91

	Shasta
	3.33
	23.33
	26.66
	21.11
	52.22
	73.33

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	0
	31.25
	31.25
	18.75
	50
	68.75

	Solano
	7.25
	10.14
	17.39
	20.29
	62.32
	82.61

	Sonoma
	11.69
	14.29
	25.98
	27.27
	46.75
	74.02

	Stanislaus
	5.8
	18.12
	23.92
	20.29
	55.8
	76.09

	Sutter
	0
	19.35
	19.35
	29.03
	51.61
	80.64

	Tehama
	0
	15
	15
	20
	65
	85

	Trinity
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Tulare
	3.48
	13.48
	16.96
	23.04
	60
	83.04

	Tuolumne
	0
	25
	25
	16.67
	58.33
	75

	Ventura
	5.88
	12.94
	18.82
	18.82
	62.35
	81.17

	Yolo
	0
	18.42
	18.42
	21.05
	60.53
	81.58

	Yuba
	0
	5.41
	5.41
	29.73
	64.86
	94.59

	Statewide Total 
	5.15
	14.77
	19.92
	21.62
	58.47
	80.09


Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data suppression by CAASPP is due to fewer than 11 students being tested.
[bookmark: _Toc170128373][bookmark: _Ref226021430][bookmark: _Toc233882324]Table 6: Foster Youth Achievement in 2024–25 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress in English Language Arts by County
	County
	Level 4/ Advanced (%)
	Level 3/ Proficient (%)
	Total Proficient or Advanced (%)
	Level 2/ Developing (%)
	Level 1/ Minimal (%)
	Total Developing or Minimal (%)

	Alameda
	4.35
	17.39
	21.74
	20.65
	57.61
	78.26

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Butte
	1.72
	12.07
	13.79
	18.97
	67.24
	86.21

	Calaveras
	9.09
	13.64
	22.73
	13.64
	63.64
	77.28

	Colusa
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	5.41
	13.51
	18.92
	15.54
	65.54
	81.08

	Del Norte
	12.5
	12.5
	25
	25
	50
	75

	El Dorado
	0
	30.43
	30.43
	13.04
	56.52
	69.56

	Fresno
	6.62
	15.01
	21.63
	21.85
	56.51
	78.36

	Glenn
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	1.01
	9.09
	10.1
	26.26
	63.64
	89.9

	Imperial
	8.33
	14.58
	22.91
	29.17
	47.92
	77.09

	Inyo
	16.67
	8.33
	25
	33.33
	41.67
	75

	Kern
	5.72
	13.17
	18.89
	20.8
	60.31
	81.11

	Kings
	5
	21.67
	26.67
	16.67
	56.67
	73.34

	Lake
	0
	12
	12
	16
	72
	88

	Lassen
	14.29
	28.57
	42.86
	21.43
	35.71
	57.14

	Los Angeles
	7.25
	17.25
	24.5
	23.58
	51.93
	75.51

	Madera
	3.08
	20
	23.08
	29.23
	47.69
	76.92

	Marin
	0
	15.38
	15.38
	23.08
	61.54
	84.62

	Mariposa
	0
	16.67
	16.67
	8.33
	75
	85

	Mendocino
	8.11
	18.92
	27.03
	24.32
	48.65
	72.97

	Merced
	6.19
	19.47
	25.66
	19.47
	54.87
	74.34

	Modoc
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	7.89
	15.79
	23.68
	31.58
	44.74
	76.32

	Napa
	0
	0
	0
	29.41
	70.59
	100

	Nevada
	9.09
	9.09
	18.18
	54.55
	27.27
	81.82

	Orange
	6.51
	19.75
	26.26
	22.27
	51.47
	73.74

	Placer
	4.55
	22.73
	27.28
	18.18
	54.55
	72.73

	Plumas
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Riverside
	7.05
	15.46
	22.51
	21.87
	55.63
	77.5

	Sacramento
	7.66
	16.86
	24.52
	22.99
	52.49
	75.48

	San Benito
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	5.03
	15.03
	20.06
	23.19
	56.75
	79.94

	San Diego
	5.47
	14.47
	19.94
	21.22
	58.84
	80.06

	San Francisco
	2.63
	7.89
	10.52
	7.89
	81.58
	89.47

	San Joaquin
	2.39
	11.6
	13.99
	20.48
	65.53
	86.01

	San Luis Obispo
	16.28
	23.26
	39.54
	20.93
	39.53
	60.46

	San Mateo
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Santa Barbara
	7.56
	18.49
	26.05
	22.69
	51.26
	73.95

	Santa Clara
	3.33
	16.67
	20
	18.89
	61.11
	80

	Santa Cruz
	0
	15.79
	15.79
	26.32
	57.89
	84.21

	Shasta
	4.82
	30.12
	34.94
	30.12
	34.94
	65.06

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	0
	18.52
	18.52
	25.93
	55.56
	81.49

	Solano
	7.46
	11.94
	19.4
	19.4
	61.19
	80.59

	Sonoma
	10.45
	22.39
	32.84
	19.4
	47.76
	67.16

	Stanislaus
	8.33
	12.04
	20.37
	19.44
	60.19
	79.63

	Sutter
	0
	13.64
	13.64
	22.73
	63.64
	86.37

	Tehama
	5.56
	22.22
	27.78
	27.78
	44.44
	72.22

	Trinity
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Tulare
	4.23
	18.78
	23.01
	27.23
	49.77
	77

	Tuolumne
	15.38
	15.38
	30.76
	30.77
	38.46
	69.23

	Ventura
	7.04
	21.13
	28.17
	23.94
	47.89
	71.83

	Yolo
	5.88
	17.65
	23.53
	23.53
	52.94
	76.47

	Yuba
	17.78
	20
	37.78
	17.78
	44.44
	62.22

	Statewide Total
	6.23
	16.23
	22.46
	22.55
	54.99
	77.54


Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data suppression by CAASPP is due to fewer than 11 students being tested.
[bookmark: _Toc233882325]Table 7: Statewide Foster Youth Achievement Comparison of 2023–24 and 2024–25 CAASPP in English Language Arts
	Statewide
	Level 4/ Advanced (%)
	Level 3/ Proficient (%)
	Total Proficient or Advanced (%)
	Level 2/ Developing (%)
	Level 1/ Minimal (%)
	Total Developing or Minimal (%)

	2023–24
	5.15
	14.77
	
	21.62
	58.47
	

	2024–25
	6.23
	16.23
	
	22.55
	54.99
	

	Change
	+1.08
	+1.46
	+2.54
	+0.93
	-3.48
	-2.55


[bookmark: _Toc170128374][bookmark: _Ref226021442][bookmark: _Toc233882326]Table 8: Foster Youth Achievement in 2023–24 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress in Mathematics by County
	County
	Level 4/ Advanced (%)
	Level 3/ Proficient (%)
	Total Proficient or Advanced (%)
	Level 2/ Developing (%)
	Level 1/ Minimal (%)
	Total Developing or Minimal (%)

	Alameda
	5.62
	5.62
	11.24
	11.24
	77.53
	88.77

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Butte
	1.64
	4.92
	6.56
	18.03
	75.41
	93.44

	Calaveras
	6.67
	0
	6.67
	13.33
	80
	93.33

	Colusa
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	0.64
	3.85
	4.49
	13.46
	82.05
	95.51

	Del Norte
	0
	13.64
	13.64
	13.64
	72.73
	86.37

	El Dorado
	0
	3.13
	3.13
	21.88
	75
	96.88

	Fresno
	4.69
	7.4
	12.09
	20.04
	67.87
	87.91

	Glenn
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	1.05
	7.37
	8.42
	17.89
	73.68
	91.57

	Imperial
	2.5
	17.5
	20
	15
	65
	80

	Inyo
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Kern
	1.82
	6.67
	8.49
	16.36
	75.15
	91.51

	Kings
	8.14
	8.14
	16.28
	13.95
	69.77
	83.72

	Lake
	0
	5.26
	5.26
	15.79
	78.95
	94.74

	Lassen
	0
	10.53
	10.53
	15.79
	73.68
	89.47

	Los Angeles
	3.99
	9.13
	13.12
	20.39
	66.49
	86.88

	Madera
	1.43
	8.57
	10
	20
	70
	90

	Marin
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mariposa
	0
	10
	10
	10
	80
	90

	Mendocino
	5.26
	7.89
	13.15
	18.42
	68.42
	86.84

	Merced
	2.31
	12.72
	15.03
	22.54
	62.43
	84.97

	Modoc
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	0
	15.79
	15.79
	23.68
	60.53
	84.21

	Napa
	0
	0
	0
	4.76
	95.24
	100

	Nevada
	9.09
	9.09
	18.18
	18.18
	63.64
	81.82

	Orange
	3.98
	9.15
	13.13
	23.06
	63.82
	86.88

	Placer
	4.35
	6.52
	10.87
	26.09
	63.04
	89.13

	Plumas
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Riverside
	1.99
	7.76
	9.75
	18.51
	71.74
	90.25

	Sacramento
	2.11
	7.59
	9.7
	18.14
	72.15
	90.29

	San Benito
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	1.88
	6.47
	8.35
	19.76
	71.89
	91.65

	San Diego
	4.01
	8.36
	12.37
	21.07
	66.56
	87.63

	San Francisco
	2.13
	4.26
	6.39
	14.89
	78.72
	93.61

	San Joaquin
	2.17
	5.43
	7.6
	16.67
	75.72
	92.39

	San Luis Obispo
	10.34
	12.07
	22.41
	18.97
	58.62
	77.59

	San Mateo
	0
	0
	0
	29.41
	70.59
	100

	Santa Barbara
	1.06
	4.26
	5.32
	20.21
	74.47
	94.68

	Santa Clara
	7.59
	12.66
	20.25
	22.78
	56.96
	79.74

	Santa Cruz
	0
	0
	0
	9.09
	90.91
	100

	Shasta
	4.49
	13.48
	17.97
	25.84
	56.18
	82.02

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	6.67
	6.67
	13.34
	33.33
	53.33
	86.66

	Solano
	2.9
	2.9
	5.8
	17.39
	76.81
	94.2

	Sonoma
	8.64
	12.35
	20.99
	18.52
	60.49
	79.01

	Stanislaus
	5.04
	7.19
	12.23
	23.74
	64.03
	87.77

	Sutter
	3.23
	12.9
	16.13
	32.26
	51.61
	83.87

	Tehama
	0
	15
	15
	15
	70
	85

	Trinity
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Tulare
	2.15
	6.87
	9.02
	17.17
	73.82
	90.99

	Tuolumne
	15.38
	7.69
	23.07
	0
	76.92
	76.92

	Ventura
	1.19
	7.14
	8.33
	23.81
	67.86
	91.67

	Yolo
	2.7
	13.51
	16.21
	18.92
	64.86
	83.78

	Yuba
	0
	0
	0
	21.62
	78.38
	100

	Statewide Total
	3.17
	7.98
	11.15
	19.53
	69.33
	88.86


Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data suppression by CAASPP is due to fewer than 11 students being tested.
[bookmark: _Toc170128375][bookmark: _Ref226021455][bookmark: _Ref226636983][bookmark: _Ref226637008][bookmark: _Toc233882327]Table 9: Foster Youth Achievement in 2024–25 California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress in Mathematics by County
	County
	Level 4/ Advanced (%)
	Level 3/ Proficient (%)
	Total Proficient or Advanced (%)
	Level 2/ Developing (%)
	Level 1/ Minimal (%)
	Total Developing or Minimal (%)

	Alameda
	3.33
	5.56
	8.89
	16.67
	74.44
	91.11

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Butte
	5.36
	7.14
	12.5
	17.86
	69.64
	87.5

	Calaveras
	0
	4.55
	4.55
	45.45
	50
	95.45

	Colusa
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	2.03
	3.38
	5.41
	12.84
	81.76
	94.6

	Del Norte
	4.17
	12.5
	16.67
	20.83
	62.5
	83.33

	El Dorado
	4
	12
	16
	12
	72
	84

	Fresno
	7
	8.58
	15.58
	18.51
	65.91
	84.42

	Glenn
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	3.13
	6.25
	9.38
	13.54
	77.08
	90.62

	Imperial
	4.17
	16.67
	20.84
	27.08
	52.08
	79.16

	Inyo
	7.14
	0
	7.14
	14.29
	78.57
	92.86

	Kern
	1.39
	9.06
	10.45
	17.77
	71.78
	89.55

	Kings
	3.33
	5
	8.33
	13.33
	78.33
	91.66

	Lake
	0
	8
	8
	4
	88
	92

	Lassen
	0
	7.14
	7.14
	35.71
	57.14
	92.85

	Los Angeles
	5.15
	10.61
	15.76
	18.19
	66.05
	84.24

	Madera
	0
	15.38
	15.38
	21.54
	63.08
	84.62

	Marin
	8.33
	8.33
	16.66
	8.33
	75
	83.33

	Mariposa
	0
	18.18
	18.18
	18.18
	63.64
	81.82

	Mendocino
	5.56
	5.56
	11.12
	30.56
	58.33
	88.89

	Merced
	2.75
	12.84
	15.59
	22.94
	61.47
	84.41

	Modoc
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	2.63
	7.89
	10.52
	21.05
	68.42
	89.47

	Napa
	0
	0
	0
	25
	75
	100

	Nevada
	9.09
	0
	9.09
	36.36
	54.55
	90.91

	Orange
	5.91
	13.29
	19.2
	18.99
	61.81
	80.8

	Placer
	9.3
	9.3
	18.6
	18.6
	62.79
	81.39

	Plumas
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Riverside
	3.38
	7.28
	10.66
	22.78
	66.56
	89.34

	Sacramento
	5.04
	7.36
	12.4
	17.44
	70.16
	87.6

	San Benito
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	2.99
	7.75
	10.74
	19.4
	69.86
	89.26

	San Diego
	2.32
	6.62
	8.94
	20.86
	70.2
	91.06

	San Francisco
	2.44
	0
	2.44
	17.07
	80.49
	97.56

	San Joaquin
	2.39
	4.1
	6.49
	17.41
	76.11
	93.52

	San Luis Obispo
	4.65
	11.63
	16.28
	30.23
	53.49
	83.72

	San Mateo
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Santa Barbara
	1.71
	11.11
	12.82
	23.08
	64.1
	87.18

	Santa Clara
	2.25
	8.99
	11.24
	32.58
	56.18
	88.76

	Santa Cruz
	5.26
	0
	5.26
	15.79
	78.95
	94.74

	Shasta
	3.61
	14.46
	18.07
	26.51
	55.42
	81.93

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	3.7
	14.81
	18.51
	25.93
	55.56
	81.49

	Solano
	4.48
	5.97
	10.45
	17.91
	71.64
	89.55

	Sonoma
	7.69
	12.31
	20
	24.62
	55.38
	80

	Stanislaus
	5.5
	11.01
	16.51
	21.1
	62.39
	83.49

	Sutter
	4.55
	4.55
	9.1
	22.73
	68.18
	90.91

	Tehama
	2.7
	8.11
	10.81
	27.03
	62.16
	89.19

	Trinity
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Tulare
	4.78
	10.05
	14.83
	19.62
	65.55
	85.17

	Tuolumne
	8.33
	8.33
	16.66
	25
	58.33
	83.33

	Ventura
	2.74
	13.7
	16.44
	20.55
	63.01
	83.56

	Yolo
	5.88
	8.82
	14.7
	20.59
	64.71
	85.3

	Yuba
	10.87
	19.57
	30.44
	15.22
	54.35
	69.57

	Statewide Total
	4.09
	9.08
	13.17
	19.42
	67.4
	86.82


Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data suppression by CAASPP is due to fewer than 11 students being tested.
[bookmark: _Toc233882328]Table 10: Statewide Foster Youth Achievement Comparison of 2023–24 and 2024–25 CAASPP in Mathematics
	Statewide
	Level 4/ Advanced (%)
	Level 3/ Proficient (%)
	Total Proficient or Advanced (%)
	Level 2/ Developing (%)
	Level 1/ Minimal (%)
	Total Developing or Minimal (%)

	2023–24
	3.17
	7.98
	
	19.53
	69.33
	

	2024–25
	4.09
	9.08
	
	19.42
	67.4
	

	Change
	+0.92
	+1.10
	+2.02
	+0.11
	-1.93
	-2.04


C. The Number of Pupils in Foster Care Who Were Suspended or Expelled
Table 11 includes the statewide suspension rates[endnoteRef:6] between foster youth and non-foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years. The total count of students suspended was calculated using both in-school and out-of-school suspensions. If a student is suspended multiple times, the student is counted only once, which provides an unduplicated count of students suspended. Suspensions are calculated by dividing the unduplicated count of students suspended by the cumulative enrollment at the selected entity.  [6:  Suspension rate is calculated as the total unduplicated number of students who were suspended one or more times divided by the total unduplicated number of students cumulatively enrolled in the academic year.] 

Table 12 includes the suspension rates for foster youth by grade span for the 2023–24 and 2024–25	school years. 
[bookmark: _Hlk110500650]Table 13 shows the suspension rate of foster youth who were suspended one or more times during the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years by county. Cumulative enrollment consists of the total number of unduplicated primary and short-term enrollments within the school year (July 1 to June 30) regardless of whether the student is enrolled multiple times within a county. Cumulative enrollment is not necessarily additive from one reporting level to the next. For example, if a student is suspended in multiple counties during the academic year, they are counted once at each county but only once at the state level.
[bookmark: _Toc170128376][bookmark: _Toc233882329][bookmark: _Hlk97191078]Table 11: Suspension of Foster and Non-Foster Youth for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Suspension Rate (%)
	Non-Foster Youth Suspension Rate (%)

	2023–24
	13.6
	3.2

	2024–25
	13.4
	2.9


[bookmark: _Toc97539967][bookmark: _Toc110243275][bookmark: _Toc170128377]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Toc233882330]Table 12: Suspension of Foster Youth by Grade Span for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Transitional Kindergarten–Third Grade (%)
	Fourth–Sixth Grade (%)
	Seventh– Eighth Grade (%)
	Ninth– Twelfth Grade (%)
	All Grades (%)

	2023–24
	4.6
	11.6
	25.5
	18.9
	13.6

	2024–25
	5.1
	11.7
	24.2
	18.0
	13.4


[bookmark: _Toc170128378]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.


[bookmark: _Toc233882331]Table 13: Suspension of Foster Youth by County for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	County
	2023–24 Cumulative Enrollment (N)
	2023–24 Number of Students Suspended (N)
	2024–25 Cumulative Enrollment (N)
	2024–25 Number of Students Suspended (N)

	Alameda
	788
	96
	685
	111

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	44
	5
	53
	7

	Butte
	321
	59
	248
	30

	Calaveras
	95
	8
	102
	17

	Colusa
	27
	2
	21
	3

	Contra Costa
	757
	132
	691
	96

	Del Norte
	98
	19
	90
	6

	El Dorado
	238
	19
	255
	34

	Fresno
	2,112
	422
	1,795
	335

	Glenn
	34
	7
	46
	12

	Humboldt
	381
	69
	315
	49

	Imperial
	215
	30
	208
	23

	Inyo
	88
	1
	67
	1

	Kern
	2,067
	327
	2,038
	320

	Kings
	368
	49
	347
	52

	Lake
	76
	13
	94
	13

	Lassen
	72
	17
	64
	17

	Los Angeles
	11,748
	1,099
	10,315
	1,069

	Madera
	360
	49
	386
	50

	Marin
	89
	18
	99
	10

	Mariposa
	65
	9
	60
	7

	Mendocino
	233
	47
	197
	31

	Merced
	610
	79
	604
	56

	Modoc
	30
	9
	24
	5

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	170
	21
	176
	20

	Napa
	78
	11
	73
	9

	Nevada
	59
	6
	73
	7

	Orange
	2,753
	270
	2,576
	213

	Placer
	266
	23
	248
	35

	Plumas
	28
	4
	35
	5

	Riverside
	4,590
	548
	4,587
	510

	Sacramento
	1,256
	213
	1,211
	193

	San Benito
	41
	10
	23
	4

	San Bernardino
	5,241
	652
	4,997
	629

	San Diego
	1,548
	174
	1,392
	163

	San Francisco
	479
	39
	443
	33

	San Joaquin
	1,150
	200
	1,150
	188

	San Luis Obispo
	229
	28
	212
	24

	San Mateo
	116
	18
	105
	13

	Santa Barbara
	376
	68
	455
	67

	Santa Clara
	459
	66
	556
	62

	Santa Cruz
	128
	20
	110
	10

	Shasta
	405
	55
	350
	58

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	80
	12
	86
	10

	Solano
	327
	54
	271
	47

	Sonoma
	384
	62
	358
	41

	Stanislaus
	533
	72
	482
	60

	Sutter
	150
	11
	154
	29

	Tehama
	148
	15
	121
	15

	Trinity
	49
	0
	37
	0

	Tulare
	1,115
	140
	1,053
	123

	Tuolumne
	61
	6
	76
	10

	Ventura
	464
	56
	381
	52

	Yolo
	214
	29
	210
	39

	Yuba
	198
	28
	194
	23

	Statewide Total
	39,286
	5,327
	36,632
	4,899


Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
Table 14 includes the statewide expulsion rates[endnoteRef:7] between foster youth and non-foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years.  [7:  Expulsion rate is calculated as the total unduplicated number of students who were expelled one or more times divided by the total unduplicated number of students cumulatively enrolled in the academic year. All expulsions are included—even those expulsions where the term of the expulsion has been shortened or the enforcement of the expulsion was suspended.] 

Table 15 shows the expulsion rates of foster youth by county for 2023–24 and 2024–25 and includes the total cumulative enrollment of foster youth for reference. Cumulative enrollment consists of the total number of unduplicated primary and short-term enrollments within the school year (July 1 to June 30) regardless of whether the student is enrolled multiple times within a county. Cumulative enrollment is not necessarily additive from one reporting level to the next. For example, if a student is expelled in multiple counties during the academic year, they are counted once in each county but only once at the state level.
[bookmark: _Toc233882332][bookmark: _Toc170128379][bookmark: _Hlk97196843]Table 14: Expulsion of Foster and Non-Foster Youth for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Expulsion Rate (%)
	Non-Foster Youth Expulsion Rate (%)

	2023–24
	0.3
	0.1

	2024–25
	0.3
	0.1


[bookmark: _Toc110243278][bookmark: _Toc170128380][bookmark: _Toc11676517][bookmark: _Toc97539970]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Toc233882333]Table 15: Expulsion of Foster Youth by County for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	County
	2023–24
Cumulative Enrollment (N)
	2023–24
Expulsions (N)
	2024–25
Cumulative Enrollment (N)
	2024–25
Expulsions (N)

	Alameda
	788
	1
	685
	1

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	44
	1
	53
	0

	Butte
	321
	1
	248
	0

	Calaveras
	95
	0
	102
	0

	Colusa
	27
	0
	21
	0

	Contra Costa
	757
	2
	691
	1

	Del Norte
	98
	0
	90
	0

	El Dorado
	238
	1
	255
	0

	Fresno
	2,112
	10
	1,795
	12

	Glenn
	34
	0
	46
	0

	Humboldt
	381
	1
	315
	0

	Imperial
	215
	1
	208
	4

	Inyo
	88
	0
	67
	0

	Kern
	2,067
	0
	2,038
	6

	Kings
	368
	4
	347
	7

	Lake
	76
	0
	94
	0

	Lassen
	72
	3
	64
	1

	Los Angeles
	11,748
	12
	10,315
	14

	Madera
	360
	1
	386
	2

	Marin
	89
	0
	99
	0

	Mariposa
	65
	0
	60
	0

	Mendocino
	233
	1
	197
	0

	Merced
	610
	6
	604
	4

	Modoc
	30
	0
	24
	0

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	170
	0
	176
	0

	Napa
	78
	0
	73
	1

	Nevada
	59
	1
	73
	0

	Orange
	2,753
	4
	2,576
	4

	Placer
	266
	1
	248
	2

	Plumas
	28
	0
	35
	0

	Riverside
	4,590
	20
	4,587
	21

	Sacramento
	1,256
	4
	1,211
	4

	San Benito
	41
	0
	23
	0

	San Bernardino
	5,241
	13
	4,997
	13

	San Diego
	1,548
	2
	1,392
	3

	San Francisco
	479
	0
	443
	0

	San Joaquin
	1,150
	4
	1,150
	3

	San Luis Obispo
	229
	3
	212
	1

	San Mateo
	116
	0
	105
	0

	Santa Barbara
	376
	2
	455
	1

	Santa Clara
	459
	0
	556
	0

	Santa Cruz
	128
	0
	110
	0

	Shasta
	405
	0
	350
	1

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	80
	1
	86
	2

	Solano
	327
	3
	271
	1

	Sonoma
	384
	4
	358
	2

	Stanislaus
	533
	1
	482
	0

	Sutter
	150
	0
	154
	0

	Tehama
	148
	0
	121
	0

	Trinity
	49
	0
	37
	0

	Tulare
	1,115
	11
	1,053
	11

	Tuolumne
	61
	0
	76
	0

	Ventura
	464
	3
	381
	3

	Yolo
	214
	0
	210
	0

	Yuba
	198
	0
	194
	1

	Statewide Totals
	39,286
	126
	36,632
	127


Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
D. [bookmark: _Hlk98762100]The Number and Proportion of Pupils in Foster Care Who Were Placed in a Juvenile Hall, Camp, Ranch, or Other County-Operated Juvenile Detention Facility Because of an Incident of Juvenile Delinquency
Tables 16 and 17 provide the number and proportion of foster youth placed in Juvenile Court Schools or Youth Authority Schools by county in the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years, respectively.[endnoteRef:8] Cumulative enrollment consists of the total number of unduplicated primary and short-term enrollments within the school year (July 1 to June 30) regardless of whether the student is enrolled multiple times within a county. Cumulative enrollment is not necessarily additive from one reporting level to the next. For example, if a student is enrolled in a juvenile court school or youth authority school in multiple counties during the academic year, they are counted once at each county but only once at the state level regardless of the number of Juvenile Court Schools or Youth Authority Schools they attended. [8:  The percentage of foster youth enrolled in Juvenile Court Schools or Youth Authority Schools is calculated as the total unduplicated number of students in foster care who were placed in a Juvenile Court Schools or Youth Authority because of an incident of juvenile delinquency divided by the total unduplicated number of students in foster care cumulatively enrolled in the academic year. More information on school types is available on the CDE File Structure: Public Schools and Districts web page at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/si/ds/fspubschls.asp.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170128381][bookmark: _Toc233882334]Table 16: Number and Proportion of Foster Youth Placed in Juvenile Court Schools: 2023–24
	County
	Total Cumulative Placement (N)
	Juvenile Court School Placement (N)
	Proportion of Placement in Juvenile Court Schools (%)

	Alameda
	788
	87
	11.4

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	44
	0
	0.0

	Butte
	321
	11
	3.4

	Calaveras
	95
	0
	0.0

	Colusa
	27
	0
	0.0

	Contra Costa
	757
	33
	4.4

	Del Norte
	98
	0
	0.0

	El Dorado
	238
	80
	33.6

	Fresno
	2,112
	79
	3.7

	Glenn
	34
	0
	0.0

	Humboldt
	381
	11
	2.9

	Imperial
	215
	3
	1.4

	Inyo
	88
	0
	0.0

	Kern
	2,067
	429
	20.8

	Kings
	368
	9
	2.4

	Lake
	76
	0
	0.0

	Lassen
	72
	0
	0.0

	Los Angeles
	11,748
	457
	3.9

	Madera
	360
	17
	4.7

	Marin
	89
	14
	15.7

	Mariposa
	65
	0
	0.0

	Mendocino
	233
	9
	3.9

	Merced
	610
	11
	1.8

	Modoc
	30
	0
	0.0

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	170
	15
	8.8

	Napa
	78
	6
	7.7

	Nevada
	59
	0
	0.0

	Orange
	2,753
	204
	7.4

	Placer
	266
	13
	4.9

	Plumas
	28
	0
	0.0

	Riverside
	4,590
	103
	2.2

	Sacramento
	1,256
	103
	8.2

	San Benito
	41
	0
	0.0

	San Bernardino
	5,241
	107
	2.0

	San Diego
	1,548
	135
	8.7

	San Francisco
	479
	20
	4.2

	San Joaquin
	1,150
	64
	5.6

	San Luis Obispo
	229
	5
	2.2

	San Mateo
	116
	7
	6.0

	Santa Barbara
	376
	13
	3.5

	Santa Clara
	459
	35
	7.6

	Santa Cruz
	128
	7
	5.5

	Shasta
	405
	30
	7.4

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	80
	0
	0.0

	Solano
	327
	17
	5.2

	Sonoma
	384
	34
	8.9

	Stanislaus
	533
	28
	5.3

	Sutter
	150
	0
	0.0

	Tehama
	148
	11
	7.4

	Trinity
	49
	0
	0.0

	Tulare
	1,115
	40
	3.6

	Tuolumne
	61
	2
	3.3

	Ventura
	464
	22
	4.7

	Yolo
	214
	5
	2.3

	Yuba
	198
	14
	7.1

	Statewide Total
	39,286
	2,052
	5.2


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with placement counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
[bookmark: _Toc170128382][bookmark: _Toc233882335]Table 17: Number and Proportion of Foster Youth Enrolled in Juvenile Court Schools: 2024–25
	County
	Total Cumulative Placement (N)
	Juvenile Court School Placement (N)
	Proportion of Placement in Juvenile Court Schools (%)

	Alameda
	685
	78
	11.4

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	53
	0
	0.0

	Butte
	248
	4
	1.6

	Calaveras
	102
	0
	0.0

	Colusa
	21
	0
	0.0

	Contra Costa
	691
	18
	2.6

	Del Norte
	90
	0
	0.0

	El Dorado
	255
	94
	36.9

	Fresno
	1,795
	66
	3.7

	Glenn
	46
	0
	0.0

	Humboldt
	315
	7
	2.2

	Imperial
	208
	5
	2.4

	Inyo
	67
	0
	0.0

	Kern
	2,038
	529
	26.0

	Kings
	347
	8
	2.3

	Lake
	94
	0
	0.0

	Lassen
	64
	0
	0.0

	Los Angeles
	10,315
	450
	4.4

	Madera
	386
	27
	7.0

	Marin
	99
	9
	9.1

	Mariposa
	60
	0
	0.0

	Mendocino
	197
	20
	10.2

	Merced
	604
	20
	3.3

	Modoc
	24
	0
	0.0

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	176
	8
	4.5

	Napa
	73
	8
	11.0

	Nevada
	73
	0
	0.0

	Orange
	2,576
	191
	7.4

	Placer
	248
	19
	7.7

	Plumas
	35
	0
	0.0

	Riverside
	4,587
	92
	2.0

	Sacramento
	1,211
	88
	7.3

	San Benito
	23
	1
	4.3

	San Bernardino
	4,997
	160
	3.2

	San Diego
	1,392
	97
	7.0

	San Francisco
	443
	27
	6.1

	San Joaquin
	1,150
	73
	6.3

	San Luis Obispo
	212
	10
	4.7

	San Mateo
	105
	5
	4.8

	Santa Barbara
	455
	14
	3.1

	Santa Clara
	556
	21
	3.8

	Santa Cruz
	110
	10
	9.1

	Shasta
	350
	17
	4.9

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	86
	0
	0.0

	Solano
	271
	13
	4.8

	Sonoma
	358
	36
	10.1

	Stanislaus
	482
	34
	7.1

	Sutter
	154
	0
	0.0

	Tehama
	121
	9
	7.4

	Trinity
	37
	0
	0.0

	Tulare
	1,053
	44
	4.2

	Tuolumne
	76
	5
	6.6

	Ventura
	381
	20
	5.2

	Yolo
	210
	6
	2.9

	Yuba
	194
	11
	5.7

	Statewide Total 
	36,632
	2,140
	5.8


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Youth authority schools are no longer in operation following the passage of SB 823 (2019–2020), which closed the Division of Juvenile Justice on July 1, 2021, and established the office of Youth and Community Restoration within the Health and Human Services Agency and SB 92, which transferred state responsibility of court wards previously under the Division of Juvenile Justice to local counties. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size.
E. Truancy Rates, Chronic Absence Rates, Attendance Rates, Stability Rates, Graduation Rates, and Dropout Rates for Pupils in Foster Care
Table 18 compares the statewide number of days absent and percentage of excused and unexcused absences of pupils in foster care and non-foster pupils for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years.
Table 19 compares the statewide percentage of foster youth who were chronically absent[endnoteRef:9] with non-foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years.  [9:  Chronic absence is calculated by dividing the unduplicated count of students determined to be chronically absent by the total number of students who were eligible to be included in the chronic absence calculation. When a student is absent for 10 percent or more of their enrolled instructional days, the students is considered to be chronically absent regardless of the reason for the absence. To be included in the chronic absence calculation, students must be expected to attend 31 instructional days. Students are ineligible to be included in the chronic absence calculation if they were expected to attend fewer than 31 instructional days at the selected entity. Students with exempt status are also removed from chronic absenteeism eligibility. Students are considered to be exempt if they are enrolled in a non-public school, receive instruction through a home or hospital instructional setting, or are attending community college full-time.] 

Table 20 shows the chronic absence rate for foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years by grade span: kindergarten, grades one through three, grades four through six, grades seven and eight, grades nine through twelve, and all grades. 
[bookmark: _Toc170128383]Table 21 shows the chronic absence rate for foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years by county and statewide.
[bookmark: _Toc233882336]Table 18: Truancy of Foster Youth and Non-Foster Youth for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Excused Absences
	Non-Foster Excused Absences
	Foster Youth Unexcused Absences
	Non-Foster Unexcused Absences
	Foster Youth Incomplete Independent Study Absences
	Non-Foster Youth Incomplete Independent Study Absences

	2023–24
	35.80%
	52.30%
	50.00%
	41.40%
	11.10%
	5.40%

	2024–25
	34.90%
	51.90%
	50.60%
	41.70%
	11.50%
	5.60%


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Toc233882337]Table 19: Chronic Absence of Foster and Non-Foster Youth for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Chronic Absenteeism (%)
	Non-Foster Youth Chronic Absenteeism (%)

	2023–24
	37.0
	20.3

	2024–25
	37.3
	19.3


[bookmark: _Toc170128384]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Toc233882338]Table 20: Foster Youth Chronic Absence by Grade Span for 2023–24 and 2024–25	
	Academic Year
	Transitional Kindergarten and Kindergarten (%)
	First– Third Grade (%)
	Fourth– Sixth Grade (%)
	Seventh and Eighth Grades (%)
	Ninth–Twelfth Grades (%)
	All Grades (%)

	2023–24
	35.3
	26.0
	27.1
	39.2
	50.3
	37.0

	2024–25
	34.7
	25.9
	27.6
	39.1
	50.4
	37.3


[bookmark: _Toc170128385]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Ref226021672][bookmark: _Toc233882339]Table 21: Rate of Chronic Absenteeism Among Foster Youth by County: 2023–24 and 2024–25	
	County
	2023–24 Rate of Chronic Absenteeism (%)
	2024–25 Rate of Chronic Absenteeism (%)

	Alameda
	51.7
	51.3

	Alpine
	*
	*

	Amador
	41.9
	36.7

	Butte
	38.1
	40.5

	Calaveras
	34.5
	42.4

	Colusa
	41.7
	38.9

	Contra Costa
	48.6
	44.9

	Del Norte
	50.5
	39.3

	El Dorado
	26.4
	27.1

	Fresno
	37.4
	39.4

	Glenn
	30.3
	30.2

	Humboldt
	54.5
	45.8

	Imperial
	32.3
	37.9

	Inyo
	67.1
	73.7

	Kern
	32.9
	31.7

	Kings
	33.9
	40.1

	Lake
	32.9
	47.3

	Lassen
	31.3
	41.7

	Los Angeles
	35.8
	36.7

	Madera
	35.1
	33.5

	Marin
	39.4
	44.2

	Mariposa
	49.1
	32.1

	Mendocino
	38.6
	42.3

	Merced
	29.1
	29.9

	Modoc
	36.7
	22.7

	Mono
	*
	*

	Monterey
	37.0
	29.3

	Napa
	29.4
	29.0

	Nevada
	55.3
	43.3

	Orange
	38.4
	36.8

	Placer
	30.2
	35.0

	Plumas
	34.6
	50.0

	Riverside
	38.4
	37.5

	Sacramento
	43.4
	40.5

	San Benito
	23.5
	33.3

	San Bernardino
	32.9
	34.0

	San Diego
	39.2
	40.9

	San Francisco
	59.2
	69.6

	San Joaquin
	36.5
	40.2

	San Luis Obispo
	34.4
	36.3

	San Mateo
	48.6
	45.2

	Santa Barbara
	32.8
	28.8

	Santa Clara
	52.8
	51.6

	Santa Cruz
	32.8
	23.7

	Shasta
	26.2
	29.4

	Sierra
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	26.0
	30.1

	Solano
	40.8
	33.8

	Sonoma
	42.0
	44.8

	Stanislaus
	30.0
	35.7

	Sutter
	28.1
	38.7

	Tehama
	28.7
	31.9

	Trinity
	47.7
	42.9

	Tulare
	29.5
	31.2

	Tuolumne
	36.4
	35.8

	Ventura
	45.5
	40.3

	Yolo
	47.7
	51.8

	Yuba
	40.0
	28.2

	Statewide Total 
	37.0
	37.3


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
Tables 22 and 23 display the attendance rates by county for foster youth in 2023–24 and 2024–25, respectively. The cumulative enrollment numbers for foster youth are included for reference. Attendance rate is calculated by dividing the total number of days the foster youth attended school by the total number of days they were expected to attend school. 
[bookmark: _Toc170128386][bookmark: _Toc233882340]Table 22: Foster Youth Attendance Rate by County: 2023–24
	County
	Days Attended
	Days Expected to Attend
	Attendance Rate (%)

	Alameda
	85,089.9
	106,457.0
	79.9

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	5,876.7
	6,694.0
	87.8

	Butte
	37,199.6
	46,728.0
	79.6

	Calaveras
	11,735.5
	12,845.0
	91.4

	Colusa
	2,876.0
	3,305.0
	87.0

	Contra Costa
	84,028.7
	99,654.0
	84.3

	Del Norte
	13,109.1
	15,865.0
	82.6

	El Dorado
	23,740.9
	27,117.0
	87.6

	Fresno
	264,437.0
	317,264.0
	83.3

	Glenn
	4,547.2
	5,285.0
	86.0

	Humboldt
	48,833.5
	63,350.0
	77.1

	Imperial
	29,067.5
	32,663.0
	89.0

	Inyo
	6,339.1
	8,589.0
	73.9

	Kern
	280,207.0
	316,121.0
	88.6

	Kings
	45,301.6
	56,550.0
	80.1

	Lake
	8,541.7
	10,071.0
	84.8

	Lassen
	9,113.8
	10,255.0
	88.9

	Los Angeles
	1,563,410.6
	1,818,362.7
	86.0

	Madera
	39,608.4
	46,467.0
	85.2

	Marin
	8,511.5
	9,801.0
	86.8

	Mariposa
	6,178.0
	8,167.0
	75.6

	Mendocino
	30,937.6
	36,465.0
	84.8

	Merced
	78,601.7
	87,922.0
	89.4

	Modoc
	4,323.3
	4,796.0
	90.1

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	20,084.9
	23,406.0
	85.8

	Napa
	9,739.1
	10,630.0
	91.6

	Nevada
	4,496.9
	6,045.0
	74.4

	Orange
	367,852.1
	429,849.0
	85.6

	Placer
	33,061.3
	37,984.0
	87.0

	Plumas
	3,118.2
	4,036.0
	77.3

	Riverside
	566,863.5
	655,682.0
	86.5

	Sacramento
	132,803.5
	169,302.0
	78.4

	San Benito
	4,353.9
	4,815.0
	90.4

	San Bernardino
	612,820.0
	719,565.0
	85.2

	San Diego
	173,932.9
	220,044.0
	79.0

	San Francisco
	47,023.7
	65,710.0
	71.6

	San Joaquin
	130,767.1
	157,707.0
	82.9

	San Luis Obispo
	31,266.3
	36,509.0
	85.6

	San Mateo
	13,713.9
	16,346.0
	83.9

	Santa Barbara
	48,784.3
	55,344.0
	88.1

	Santa Clara
	50,954.3
	65,242.0
	78.1

	Santa Cruz
	16,006.0
	17,696.0
	90.4

	Shasta
	52,255.6
	59,238.0
	88.2

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	11,318.8
	12,953.0
	87.4

	Solano
	35,433.1
	40,158.0
	88.2

	Sonoma
	47,045.3
	55,793.0
	84.3

	Stanislaus
	55,022.8
	63,167.0
	87.1

	Sutter
	15,326.6
	18,237.0
	84.0

	Tehama
	17,721.3
	19,941.0
	88.9

	Trinity
	4,353.7
	5,655.0
	77.0

	Tulare
	150,356.2
	175,033.0
	85.9

	Tuolumne
	8,586.2
	9,456.0
	90.8

	Ventura
	48,472.5
	62,146.0
	78.0

	Yolo
	24,963.9
	29,869.0
	83.6

	Yuba
	23,621.9
	27,638.0
	85.5

	Statewide Total 
	5,477,057.6
	6,459,049.7
	84.8


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
[bookmark: _Toc170128387][bookmark: _Toc233882341]Table 23: Foster Youth Attendance Rate by County: 2024–25
	County
	Days Attended
	Days Expected to Attend
	Attendance Rate (%)

	Alameda
	72,742.8
	91,878.0
	79.2

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	6,155.7
	7,067.0
	87.1

	Butte
	27,288.3
	35,315.0
	77.3

	Calaveras
	12,600.5
	14,103.0
	89.3

	Colusa
	2,323.8
	2,690.0
	86.4

	Contra Costa
	78,157.4
	92,480.0
	84.5

	Del Norte
	12,615.9
	15,144.0
	83.3

	El Dorado
	25,814.7
	29,706.0
	86.9

	Fresno
	213,733.5
	264,180.0
	80.9

	Glenn
	5,538.6
	6,274.0
	88.3

	Humboldt
	41,205.0
	52,427.0
	78.6

	Imperial
	27,408.8
	31,511.0
	87.0

	Inyo
	5,122.0
	7,125.0
	71.9

	Kern
	272,408.2
	308,442.0
	88.3

	Kings
	41,174.5
	52,342.0
	78.7

	Lake
	11,524.0
	13,861.0
	83.1

	Lassen
	7,623.3
	9,338.0
	81.6

	Los Angeles
	1,364,177.9
	1,599,815.0
	85.3

	Madera
	42,048.0
	50,611.0
	83.1

	Marin
	11,338.0
	13,301.0
	85.2

	Mariposa
	7,147.8
	8,980.0
	79.5

	Mendocino
	24,950.7
	29,356.0
	85.0

	Merced
	74,544.7
	83,777.0
	89.0

	Modoc
	3,370.7
	3,649.0
	92.4

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	22,897.7
	26,447.0
	86.6

	Napa
	8,982.4
	9,828.0
	91.4

	Nevada
	6,070.0
	7,862.0
	77.2

	Orange
	348,005.1
	404,040.0
	86.1

	Placer
	30,439.0
	35,087.0
	86.8

	Plumas
	3,710.0
	4,665.0
	79.5

	Riverside
	567,795.3
	654,613.0
	86.7

	Sacramento
	129,761.9
	164,639.0
	78.8

	San Benito
	2,474.0
	2,715.0
	91.1

	San Bernardino
	578,587.2
	691,267.0
	83.7

	San Diego
	152,038.3
	198,229.0
	76.7

	San Francisco
	40,819.3
	58,730.0
	69.5

	San Joaquin
	126,489.7
	157,280.0
	80.4

	San Luis Obispo
	29,430.9
	34,026.0
	86.5

	San Mateo
	12,131.5
	14,266.0
	85.0

	Santa Barbara
	62,461.3
	71,261.0
	87.7

	Santa Clara
	65,745.9
	81,731.0
	80.4

	Santa Cruz
	12,998.0
	14,498.0
	89.7

	Shasta
	45,720.7
	51,400.0
	89.0

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	11,441.8
	13,132.0
	87.1

	Solano
	30,594.0
	34,218.0
	89.4

	Sonoma
	42,547.3
	51,455.0
	82.7

	Stanislaus
	47,491.4
	55,038.0
	86.3

	Sutter
	14,090.9
	18,055.0
	78.0

	Tehama
	14,905.7
	16,623.0
	89.7

	Trinity
	2,994.0
	3,938.0
	76.0

	Tulare
	140,613.5
	165,587.0
	84.9

	Tuolumne
	9,258.0
	10,290.0
	90.0

	Ventura
	41,993.1
	54,225.0
	77.4

	Yolo
	25,441.7
	30,758.0
	82.7

	Yuba
	23,049.4
	26,362.0
	87.4

	Statewide Total
	5,065,531.5
	6,019,727.0
	84.1


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
Table 24 shows the statewide school stability rate[endnoteRef:10] for foster youth and non-foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years. [10:  Stability rate is defined as the percentage of all California public school students enrolled during the academic year (July 1 to June 30) who completed a “full year” of learning in one school. More information on stability rate calculation is available on the CDE Information about the Stability Rate Report web page at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/ad/srinfo.asp.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170128388][bookmark: _Ref226021710]Table 25 shows the school stability rate of foster youth by county for 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years. 
[bookmark: _Toc233882342]Table 24: School Stability Rate of Foster and Non-Foster Youth for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Stability Rate (%)
	Non-Foster Youth Stability Rate (%)

	2023–24
	66.6
	91.2

	2024–25
	67.0
	91.6


[bookmark: _Toc170128389]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Toc233882343]Table 25: School Stability Rate of Foster Youth by County for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	County
	2023–24 Students with Stable Enrollment (N)
	2023–24 Stability Rate (%)
	2024–25 Students with Stable Enrollment (N)
	2024–25 Stability Rate (%)

	Alameda
	431
	54.8
	364
	53.2

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	31
	70.5
	26
	49.1

	Butte
	197
	61.4
	124
	50.0

	Calaveras
	55
	57.9
	52
	51.0

	Colusa
	14
	51.9
	13
	61.9

	Contra Costa
	405
	53.5
	386
	55.9

	Del Norte
	72
	73.5
	73
	81.1

	El Dorado
	95
	40.1
	108
	42.4

	Fresno
	1,258
	59.6
	1,065
	59.4

	Glenn
	26
	76.5
	26
	56.5

	Humboldt
	293
	76.9
	242
	76.8

	Imperial
	134
	62.3
	132
	63.8

	Inyo
	30
	34.1
	24
	35.8

	Kern
	1,203
	58.3
	1167
	57.8

	Kings
	235
	63.9
	227
	65.4

	Lake
	39
	51.3
	56
	59.6

	Lassen
	42
	58.3
	36
	56.3

	Los Angeles
	7,633
	65.0
	6,766
	65.6

	Madera
	173
	48.6
	184
	47.9

	Marin
	39
	43.8
	62
	62.6

	Mariposa
	32
	49.2
	45
	75.0

	Mendocino
	160
	68.7
	122
	61.9

	Merced
	333
	54.8
	326
	54.2

	Modoc
	21
	70.0
	19
	79.2

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	85
	50.0
	119
	67.6

	Napa
	46
	59.0
	46
	63.0

	Nevada
	20
	34.5
	28
	38.4

	Orange
	1,864
	67.8
	1761
	68.4

	Placer
	168
	63.2
	151
	60.9

	Plumas
	13
	46.4
	16
	45.7

	Riverside
	2,595
	56.6
	2,685
	58.5

	Sacramento
	656
	52.3
	634
	52.4

	San Benito
	18
	45.0
	12
	52.2

	San Bernardino
	2,689
	51.5
	2,561
	51.3

	San Diego
	882
	57.1
	788
	56.6

	San Francisco
	289
	60.3
	249
	56.2

	San Joaquin
	638
	55.5
	635
	55.2

	San Luis Obispo
	152
	66.4
	151
	71.2

	San Mateo
	72
	62.6
	59
	56.2

	Santa Barbara
	235
	62.5
	337
	74.2

	Santa Clara
	274
	59.8
	347
	62.5

	Santa Cruz
	75
	58.6
	60
	54.5

	Shasta
	248
	61.4
	223
	63.7

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	59
	73.8
	54
	62.8

	Solano
	168
	51.7
	142
	52.4

	Sonoma
	252
	66.0
	235
	65.6

	Stanislaus
	250
	47.3
	196
	41.1

	Sutter
	75
	51.0
	63
	41.2

	Tehama
	78
	53.1
	63
	52.1

	Trinity
	14
	28.6
	14
	38.9

	Tulare
	753
	67.7
	742
	70.5

	Tuolumne
	45
	73.8
	45
	60.0

	Ventura
	259
	55.9
	231
	60.6

	Yolo
	121
	56.5
	142
	67.6

	Yuba
	95
	48.0
	94
	48.5

	Statewide Total
	26,161
	66.6
	24,545
	67.0


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
[bookmark: _Hlk106652940]Table 26 contains a three-year view of the adjusted cohort graduation rate (ACGR)[endnoteRef:11] for foster and non-foster youth as well as the change in graduation rates between 2023 and 2025.  [11:  The ACGR is calculated as the number of students who graduate from high school in four years with a regular high school diploma divided by the number of students who form the adjusted cohort for the graduating class.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170128390][bookmark: _Toc233882344][bookmark: _Hlk106652924]Table 26: Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Among Foster and Non-Foster Youth: 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Graduation Rate (%)
	Non-Foster Youth Graduation Rate (%)

	2022–23
	61.2
	86.5

	2023–24
	63.6
	86.7

	2024–25
	66.6
	87.7

	One-Year Change (2023–24)
	3.0
	1.0

	Two-Year Change (2023–25)
	5.4
	1.2


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
Table 27 contains the 2023–24 and 2024–25 Dashboard graduation rate for foster youth and all students,[endnoteRef:12] which is a combined one-year, four-year, and five-year graduation rate. [12:  Table 26 does not compare graduation outcomes for foster youth with non-foster youth as the data are not disaggregated on the Dashboard. Therefore, the “all students” graduation rate includes the foster student graduation rate.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170128391][bookmark: _Toc233882345]Table 27: High School Graduation Rates for Foster Youth Including Fifth Year Graduates and All Students: 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Graduation Rate (%)
	All Students Graduation Rate (%)

	2023–24
	65.7
	86.7

	2024–25
	68.5
	87.8


Table 28 shows the ACGR for foster youth by county in 2023–24 compared to 2024–25. The graduation rate for the Dashboard also includes the count of fifth-year graduates. This inclusion was approved by the State Board of Education in July 2019 to provide schools with the opportunity to demonstrate progress and success for students who may need additional time to earn a regular high school diploma.
[bookmark: _Toc170128392][bookmark: _Toc233882346]Table 28: Four-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate Among Foster Youth by County: 2023–24 and 2024–25
	County
	2023–24 Graduation Rate (%)
	2024–25 Graduation Rate (%)

	Alameda
	55.6
	58.4

	Alpine
	*
	*

	Amador
	*
	*

	Butte
	60.0
	71.1

	Calaveras
	*
	*

	Colusa
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	59.4
	59.6

	Del Norte
	*
	*

	El Dorado
	62.5
	70.8

	Fresno
	59.1
	65.9

	Glenn
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	82.2
	77.3

	Imperial
	93.1
	84.0

	Inyo
	36.1
	30.0

	Kern
	53.9
	55.1

	Kings
	60.4
	58.8

	Lake
	*
	*

	Lassen
	93.3
	69.2

	Los Angeles
	62.7
	68.0

	Madera
	69.0
	73.1

	Marin
	60.0
	*

	Mariposa
	*
	*

	Mendocino
	72.7
	66.7

	Merced
	68.3
	78.7

	Modoc
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*

	Monterey
	70.0
	96.0

	Napa
	*
	*

	Nevada
	27.3
	*

	Orange
	68.5
	73.0

	Placer
	71.0
	82.1

	Plumas
	*
	*

	Riverside
	77.7
	75.8

	Sacramento
	56.8
	57.3

	San Benito
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	67.5
	66.9

	San Diego
	44.6
	53.2

	San Francisco
	42.0
	54.7

	San Joaquin
	53.5
	61.3

	San Luis Obispo
	78.6
	73.3

	San Mateo
	60.9
	69.2

	Santa Barbara
	61.7
	68.0

	Santa Clara
	56.8
	55.1

	Santa Cruz
	57.1
	75.0

	Shasta
	79.5
	80.0

	Sierra
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	83.3
	*

	Solano
	57.1
	69.2

	Sonoma
	56.7
	58.5

	Stanislaus
	76.6
	75.9

	Sutter
	66.7
	54.2

	Tehama
	63.6
	71.4

	Trinity
	71.4
	*

	Tulare
	72.7
	72.3

	Tuolumne
	*
	*

	Ventura
	72.1
	62.3

	Yolo
	77.8
	76.9

	Yuba
	65.5
	57.9

	Statewide Total
	63.6
	66.6


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
Table 29 compares the high school dropout rates of foster and non-foster youth for 2023–24 and 2024–25.
Table 30 includes the number of foster youth in the four-year cohort,[endnoteRef:13] the number of foster youth who were considered dropouts, and the dropout rates for foster youth for the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years by county. [13:  The four-year cohort is based on the number of students who enter grade nine for the first time adjusted by adding into the cohort any student who transfers in later during grade nine or the next three years and subtracting any student from the cohort.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170128393][bookmark: _Toc233882347]Table 29: High School Dropout Rate Among Foster and Non-Foster Youth: 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Academic Year
	Foster Youth Dropout Rate (%)
	Non-foster Youth Dropout Rate (%)

	2023–24
	24.9
	8.7

	2024–25
	20.7
	7.8


[bookmark: _Toc170128394]These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission.
[bookmark: _Toc233882348]Table 30: High School Dropout Rate Among Foster Youth by County, 2023–24 and 2024–25 
	County
	2023–24 Grade Twelve Cohort (N)
	2023–24 Dropout Count (N)
	2023–24 Dropout Rate (%)
	2024–25 Grade Twelve Cohort (N)
	2024–25 Dropout Count (N)
	2024–25 Dropout Rate (%)

	Alameda
	108
	36
	33.3
	101
	19
	18.8

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Butte
	35
	11
	31.4
	38
	10
	26.3

	Calaveras
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Colusa
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	101
	31
	30.7
	104
	25
	24.0

	Del Norte
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	El Dorado
	24
	5
	20.8
	24
	6
	25.0

	Fresno
	286
	78
	27.3
	273
	58
	21.2

	Glenn
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	45
	6
	13.3
	22
	4
	18.2

	Imperial
	29
	2
	6.9
	25
	4
	16.0

	Inyo
	36
	22
	61.1
	30
	13
	43.3

	Kern
	219
	80
	36.5
	245
	90
	36.7

	Kings
	48
	10
	20.8
	34
	8
	23.5

	Lake
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Lassen
	15
	0
	0.0
	*
	*
	*

	Los Angeles
	1,517
	376
	24.8
	1,482
	288
	19.4

	Madera
	42
	8
	19.0
	26
	3
	11.5

	Marin
	15
	5
	33.3
	*
	*
	*

	Mariposa
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mendocino
	22
	3
	13.6
	30
	8
	26.7

	Merced
	60
	12
	20.0
	61
	11
	18.0

	Modoc
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	30
	5
	16.7
	25
	1
	4.0

	Napa
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Nevada
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Orange
	362
	73
	20.2
	348
	66
	19.0

	Placer
	31
	8
	25.8
	28
	3
	10.7

	Plumas
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Riverside
	449
	83
	18.5
	422
	71
	16.8

	Sacramento
	185
	44
	23.8
	178
	39
	21.9

	San Benito
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	582
	127
	21.8
	599
	125
	20.9

	San Diego
	249
	72
	28.9
	220
	53
	24.1

	San Francisco
	88
	49
	55.7
	86
	30
	34.9

	San Joaquin
	155
	47
	30.3
	142
	27
	19.0

	San Luis Obispo
	42
	5
	11.9
	45
	6
	13.3

	San Mateo
	23
	9
	39.1
	26
	7
	26.9

	Santa Barbara
	60
	22
	36.7
	50
	4
	8.0

	Santa Clara
	88
	24
	27.3
	78
	13
	16.7

	Santa Cruz
	*
	*
	*
	16
	3
	18.8

	Shasta
	44
	9
	20.5
	45
	5
	11.1

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Solano
	42
	15
	35.7
	39
	9
	23.1

	Sonoma
	60
	18
	30.0
	53
	17
	32.1

	Stanislaus
	77
	11
	14.3
	58
	9
	15.5

	Sutter
	15
	3
	20.0
	24
	7
	29.2

	Tehama
	22
	6
	27.3
	*
	*
	*

	Trinity
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Tulare
	139
	20
	14.4
	130
	16
	12.3

	Tuolumne
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Ventura
	68
	9
	13.2
	61
	10
	16.4

	Yolo
	27
	5
	18.5
	26
	2
	7.7

	Yuba
	29
	10
	34.5
	19
	7
	36.8

	Statewide Total
	5,594
	1,393
	24.9
	5,333
	1104
	20.7


These data were submitted and certified by LEAs and/or charter schools as part of the annual CALPADS Fall 1 submission. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.


F. The Number of Pupils in Foster Care Participating in the Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program Who Successfully Transition to Postsecondary Education: Free Application for Federal Student Aid or California Dream Act Application Completion Rates and College-Going Rates 
[bookmark: _Part_III—FYSCP_Report][bookmark: _Ref37666952]Tables 31 and 32 compare the number and percentage of pupils in foster care who participate in FYSCP and who successfully completed a FAFSA or CADAA while in grade twelve in 2023–24 and 2024–25. Data were sourced from CALPADS and obtained from the California Student Aid Commission.[endnoteRef:14]  [14:  The Foster Youth FAFSA or CADAA completion rate is calculated by dividing the unduplicated counts of students determined to have successfully completed the FAFSA/CADAA application by the total number of students who were eligible to be included in the FAFSA/CADAA completion rate calculation. To be eligible to be included in the calculation, students must have a grade level of twelve, must have a school enrollment that is greater than or equal to 30 days, and must be enrolled on or after the FAFSA/CADAA submission window opened (i.e., 2023–24: 10/1/2023 and 2024–25: 10/1/2024). A student is counted as having successfully completed a FAFSA/CADAA within a given entity (e.g., state, county, district, school) if the date the FAFSA/CADAA was received is prior to or during the enrollment at that entity. In cases where a student completes all requirements to exit high school (i.e., student exit category E230) or transfers to college (i.e., student exit category T280), then the date the FAFSA/CADAA application is received is permitted to be after the student’s enrollment withdrawal date and the FAFSA/CADAA completion is attributed to the last enrollment. Data sourced from CALPADS and the California Student Aid Commission. Not available online.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170128395][bookmark: _Toc233882349]Table 31: Free Application for Federal Student Aid or California Dream Act Application Completion Among Grade Twelve Foster Youth: 2023–24
	County
	Grade Twelve Enrollment (N)
	FAFSA/CADAA Completers (N)
	FAFSA/CADAA Completion Rate (%)

	Alameda
	73
	22
	30.1

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	*
	*
	*

	Butte
	22
	13
	59.1

	Calaveras
	*
	*
	*

	Colusa
	*
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	69
	31
	44.9

	Del Norte
	*
	*
	*

	El Dorado
	17
	3
	17.7

	Fresno
	145
	77
	53.1

	Glenn
	*
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	26
	8
	30.8

	Imperial
	*
	*
	*

	Inyo
	*
	*
	*

	Kern
	144
	46
	31.9

	Kings
	18
	7
	38.9

	Lake
	*
	*
	*

	Lassen
	*
	*
	*

	Los Angeles
	773
	398
	51.5

	Madera
	22
	12
	54.5

	Marin
	*
	*
	*

	Mariposa
	*
	*
	*

	Mendocino
	18
	5
	27.8

	Merced
	32
	15
	46.9

	Modoc
	*
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	18
	7
	38.9

	Napa
	*
	*
	*

	Nevada
	*
	*
	*

	Orange
	179
	95
	53.1

	Placer
	*
	*
	*

	Plumas
	*
	*
	*

	Riverside
	236
	136
	57.6

	Sacramento
	118
	37
	31.4

	San Benito
	*
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	276
	117
	42.4

	San Diego
	128
	48
	37.5

	San Francisco
	41
	11
	26.8

	San Joaquin
	96
	27
	28.1

	San Luis Obispo
	*
	*
	*

	San Mateo
	16
	6
	37.5

	Santa Barbara
	34
	12
	35.3

	Santa Clara
	49
	15
	30.6

	Santa Cruz
	*
	*
	*

	Shasta
	19
	11
	57.9

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	*
	*
	*

	Solano
	22
	7
	31.8

	Sonoma
	31
	8
	25.8

	Stanislaus
	47
	14
	29.8

	Sutter
	*
	*
	*

	Tehama
	*
	*
	*

	Trinity
	*
	*
	*

	Tulare
	67
	32
	47.8

	Tuolumne
	*
	*
	*

	Ventura
	40
	24
	60.0

	Yolo
	*
	*
	*

	Yuba
	*
	*
	*

	Statewide Total
	2,845
	1,321
	46.4


Data reflected are part of the data exchange between the California Student Aid Commission and the CDE. The criteria set forth for pupils in grade twelve to be included in this match are: 1) Pupil must be enrolled for 30 days in any given county; and 2) Pupil must be enrolled on or after the FAFSA/CADAA submission window has opened. For the 2023–24 year, the submission window opened on 12/30/2023; this will vary by year. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
[bookmark: _Toc170128396][bookmark: _Toc233882350]Table 32: Free Application for Federal Student Aid or California Dream Act Application Completion Among Grade Twelve Foster Youth: 2024–25
	County
	Grade Twelve Enrollment (N)
	FAFSA/CADAA Completers (N)
	FAFSA/CADAA Completion Rate (%)

	Alameda
	60
	13
	21.7

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	*
	*
	*

	Butte
	22
	5
	22.7

	Calaveras
	*
	*
	*

	Colusa
	*
	*
	*

	Contra Costa
	80
	23
	28.8

	Del Norte
	*
	*
	*

	El Dorado
	18
	2
	11.1

	Fresno
	150
	74
	49.3

	Glenn
	*
	*
	*

	Humboldt
	15
	9
	60.0

	Imperial
	16
	5
	31.3

	Inyo
	*
	*
	*

	Kern
	155
	38
	24.5

	Kings
	18
	6
	33.3

	Lake
	*
	*
	*

	Lassen
	*
	*
	*

	Los Angeles
	737
	343
	46.5

	Madera
	20
	10
	50.0

	Marin
	*
	*
	*

	Mariposa
	*
	*
	*

	Mendocino
	18
	4
	22.2

	Merced
	35
	20
	57.1

	Modoc
	*
	*
	*

	Mono
	*
	*
	*

	Monterey
	20
	11
	55.0

	Napa
	*
	*
	*

	Nevada
	*
	*
	*

	Orange
	205
	93
	45.4

	Placer
	11
	4
	36.4

	Plumas
	*
	*
	*

	Riverside
	236
	127
	53.8

	Sacramento
	121
	39
	32.2

	San Benito
	*
	*
	*

	San Bernardino
	340
	138
	40.6

	San Diego
	105
	36
	34.3

	San Francisco
	41
	13
	31.7

	San Joaquin
	109
	29
	26.6

	San Luis Obispo
	19
	9
	47.4

	San Mateo
	*
	*
	*

	Santa Barbara
	27
	4
	14.8

	Santa Clara
	61
	16
	26.2

	Santa Cruz
	*
	*
	*

	Shasta
	22
	6
	27.3

	Sierra
	*
	*
	*

	Siskiyou
	*
	*
	*

	Solano
	19
	7
	36.8

	Sonoma
	38
	11
	28.9

	Stanislaus
	41
	15
	36.6

	Sutter
	16
	4
	25.0

	Tehama
	*
	*
	*

	Trinity
	*
	*
	*

	Tulare
	85
	40
	47.1

	Tuolumne
	*
	*
	*

	Ventura
	39
	17
	43.6

	Yolo
	*
	*
	*

	Yuba
	15
	4
	26.7

	Statewide Total
	3,203
	1,398
	43.6


Data reflected are part of the data exchange between the California Student Aid Commission and the CDE. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
In 2019, the CDE developed and published new reports on College-Going Rates for the first time using high school completion[endnoteRef:15] data obtained from CALPADS and student-level postsecondary enrollment[endnoteRef:16] data obtained from the National Student Clearinghouse. The College-Going Rate is defined as the percentage of California public high school students who completed high school in a given year and subsequently enrolled in a postsecondary institution within 12 to 16 months of completing high school.  [15:  High school completion includes students who completed high school with a California High School Proficiency Exam, a General Education Development, or an adult education high school diploma.]  [16:  Postsecondary enrollment includes enrollment in any public or private postsecondary institution (in state or out-of-state) in the United States.] 

It is important to note that with the implementation of the Cradle-to-Career Data System, data and outcomes from the CDE, California Community Colleges, California State Universities, and the Universities of California provide information on students and whether they successfully transition to postsecondary education.
Table 33 compares the College-Going Rate for foster youth compared to non-foster youth who completed high school in 2022 and 2023. 
[bookmark: _Toc170128397][bookmark: _Toc233882351]Table 33: College-Going Rates Among Foster Youth and All High School Completers by County: 2021–22 and 2022–23
	County
	2021–22 Foster Youth College-Going Rate (%)
	2021–22 All Students College-Going Rate (%)
	2022–23 Foster Youth College-Going Rate (%)
	2022–23 All Students College-Going Rate (%)

	Alameda
	39.1
	69.8
	56.9
	72.7

	Alpine
	*
	*
	*
	*

	Amador
	N/A
	48.0
	*
	48.1

	Butte
	84.6
	61.7
	85.7
	63.8

	Calaveras
	*
	46.9
	*
	51.9

	Colusa
	*
	52.8
	*
	52.9

	Contra Costa
	50.0
	69.8
	43.6
	71.6

	Del Norte
	*
	36.3
	*
	42.3

	El Dorado
	28.6
	63.6
	28.0
	67.5

	Fresno
	60.2
	62.2
	70.1
	67.8

	Glenn
	*
	54.4
	*
	57.1

	Humboldt
	47.4
	50.0
	26.7
	55.7

	Imperial
	78.6
	70.0
	71.4
	74.0

	Inyo
	*
	29.6
	45.5
	32.9

	Kern
	41.7
	45.4
	43.6
	49.1

	Kings
	60.0
	58.6
	52.2
	62.1

	Lake
	*
	40.1
	*
	44.0

	Lassen
	*
	58.4
	*
	53.2

	Los Angeles
	47.8
	60.9
	47.9
	65.0

	Madera
	*
	52.6
	50.0
	61.2

	Marin
	*
	78.1
	*
	78.2

	Mariposa
	*
	31.7
	*
	34.7

	Mendocino
	*
	46.1
	*
	53.2

	Merced
	5.0
	38.7
	33.3
	39.9

	Modoc
	*
	44.3
	*
	48.7

	Mono
	*
	33.9
	*
	38.2

	Monterey
	72.7
	63.0
	*
	68.9

	Napa
	*
	68.1
	*
	67.7

	Nevada
	*
	39.1
	*
	43.2

	Orange
	61.6
	74.3
	60.3
	77.5

	Placer
	*
	74.0
	64.3
	75.2

	Plumas
	*
	53.0
	*
	54.8

	Riverside
	50.0
	53.8
	46.2
	55.1

	Sacramento
	41.3
	60.1
	47.4
	65.5

	San Benito
	*
	38.8
	*
	67.5

	San Bernardino
	50.3
	53.9
	50.2
	58.8

	San Diego
	50.0
	63.1
	47.7
	66.4

	San Francisco
	37.9
	70.2
	50.0
	75.1

	San Joaquin
	37.5
	53.5
	49.1
	59.6

	San Luis Obispo
	78.6
	63.7
	43.8
	66.9

	San Mateo
	*
	76.8
	*
	79.5

	Santa Barbara
	25.0
	67.1
	44.8
	71.6

	Santa Clara
	46.9
	75.0
	47.6
	79.6

	Santa Cruz
	53.3
	66.3
	*
	66.7

	Shasta
	66.7
	51.7
	43.8
	57.0

	Sierra
	*
	60.0
	*
	57.1

	Siskiyou
	*
	41.1
	*
	42.6

	Solano
	31.6
	56.1
	23.1
	59.4

	Sonoma
	27.3
	60.6
	54.5
	67.7

	Stanislaus
	45.8
	55.9
	41.0
	58.1

	Sutter
	*
	55.5
	*
	58.4

	Tehama
	*
	48.7
	*
	50.1

	Trinity
	*
	35.7
	*
	45.9

	Tulare
	66.7
	59.0
	59.0
	60.4

	Tuolumne
	*
	52.8
	*
	55.7

	Ventura
	73.1
	71.1
	67.6
	74.9

	Yolo
	*
	64.9
	41.7
	67.2

	Yuba
	*
	44.9
	*
	49.1

	Statewide Total 
	49.1
	62.0
	49.8
	65.7


California high school completion data were obtained from the CALPADS Operational Data Store and EOY 3 submissions. Postsecondary enrollment data were obtained from the National Student Clearinghouse through student-level data matches with CALPADS high school completion data. Asterisks (*) indicate suppressed or unavailable data due to small sample size. Data were suppressed for counties with enrollment counts of fewer than 15 pupils in foster care.
G. The Amount of Funds Allocated and Expended by Each Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program in the Previous Two Fiscal Years
The CDE partnered with LACOE, which served as the FYSCP TAP during the 2023–24 and 2024–25 FYs. The FYSCP TAP provides support, guidance, and leadership to all COE FYSCP coordinators for the implementation of the requirements of AB 854 (Chapter 781, Statutes of 2015) as well as new legislation that impacts the education of youth in care. In addition, the CDE utilizes various communication channels to provide multiple trainings and presentations about the FYSCP to a variety of stakeholders.
The Budget Acts of 2023 and 2024 appropriated $28,200,000 and $27,337,000 for the FYSCP, respectively. The budget authorized five percent of the funds for the TAP each year. The remaining 95 percent of funds were dispersed to COE FYSCPs to support local activities. Table 34 shows the FYSCP funds dispersed to COEs in 2023–24 and 2024–25.
In 2023–24, 57 out of 58 counties received the funds. As shown in Table 1, LACOE received the largest amount of $6,385,031.53 based on 8,709 foster youth enrolled on Census Day while Sierra COE received the smallest amount of $91,368.48 with two foster youth enrolled on Census Day. Each COE that received the funds fully spent their allocation.
In 2024–25, all 58 counties received funds. LACOE again received the largest share of $6,089,557.26 based on 7,555 foster youth enrolled on Census Day, and Alpine COE received the smallest amount of $91,563.31 based on three foster youth enrolled on Census Day (as seen in Table 1). The FYSCP grant is awarded on a three-year cycle with final expenditure reports due to the CDE by July 31, 2025, for the $1,414,740.55 remaining in the 2023–24 expenditures.
As part of program oversight and implementation of the FYSCP authorized under EC sections 42920–25, COEs receiving program funding submit annual program information to the CDE through the FYSCP EOY Report. This reporting process supports statewide data collection and program monitoring associated with the requirements of EC Section 42923. Data collected through this report are presented in Tables 34–40.
[bookmark: _Toc170128398][bookmark: _Toc233882352]Table 34: Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program Fund Allocations by County for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	County
	Allocated
FY 2023–24
	Expended FY 2023–24
	Allocated FY 2024–25
	Expended FY 2024–25

	Alameda
	$484,479.06 
	$484,479.06 
	$531,310.75 
	$531,310.75 

	Alpine
	$0.00 
	$0.00 
	$91,563.31 
	$55,799.57 

	Amador
	$108,744.43 
	$108,744.43 
	$108,362.27 
	$108,362.27 

	Butte
	$318,161.41 
	$318,161.41 
	$332,178.88 
	$332,178.88 

	Calaveras
	$148,645.92 
	$148,645.92 
	$149,695.11 
	$149,695.11 

	Colusa
	$124,898.79 
	$121,633.53 
	$126,674.31 
	$126,149.94 

	Contra Costa
	$475,791.08 
	$475,791.08 
	$513,889.60 
	$513,889.60 

	Del Norte
	$137,704.35 
	$111,085.77 
	$138,227.09 
	$138,227.09 

	El Dorado
	$260,971.72 
	$260,971.72 
	$272,213.59 
	$272,213.59 

	Fresno
	$1,283,091.63 
	$1,283,091.63 
	$1,266,948.96 
	$1,266,948.96 

	Glenn
	$161,110.94 
	$161,110.94 
	$161,045.29 
	$161,045.29 

	Humboldt
	$496,175.29 
	$420,928.21 
	$528,534.64 
	$528,534.64 

	Imperial
	$314,623.02 
	$314,602.64 
	$289,516.91 
	$289,516.91 

	Inyo
	$154,588.83 
	$152,014.64 
	$159,414.39 
	$159,414.39 

	Kern
	$1,311,370.48 
	$1,143,280.29 
	$1,336,850.52 
	$1,336,738.65 

	Kings
	$324,532.60 
	$324,532.60 
	$338,400.72 
	$338,400.72 

	Lake
	$155,747.23 
	$155,747.23 
	$163,147.50 
	$163,147.50 

	Lassen
	$195,434.58 
	$121,904.88 
	$192,541.01 
	$192,541.01 

	Los Angeles
	$6,385,031.53 
	$6,126,562.00 
	$6,089,557.26 
	$6,089,557.26 

	Madera
	$266,310.90 
	$264,024.89 
	$282,875.49 
	$185,884.02 

	Marin
	$243,746.70 
	$243,746.70 
	$247,712.77 
	$247,712.78 

	Mariposa
	$107,586.04 
	$107,586.04 
	$113,339.74 
	$113,339.74 

	Mendocino
	$252,346.94 
	$252,346.94 
	$286,255.11 
	$286,255.11 

	Merced
	$466,674.84 
	$319,721.84 
	$491,877.52 
	$491,877.52 

	Modoc
	$118,162.54 
	$118,162.54 
	$119,325.93 
	$119,325.93 

	Mono
	$101,000.72 
	$79,776.18 
	$102,022.61 
	$102,022.61 

	Monterey
	$330,285.91 
	$306,556.90 
	$335,238.08 
	$313,516.54 

	Napa
	$149,010.98 
	$149,010.98 
	$153,932.57 
	$153,932.57 

	Nevada
	$169,584.79 
	$169,584.79 
	$173,371.14 
	$173,371.14 

	Orange
	$1,350,555.97 
	$1,350,555.97 
	$1,451,586.66 
	$1,451,586.66 

	Placer
	$304,197.45 
	$304,197.45 
	$306,938.05 
	$303,477.26 

	Plumas
	$100,056.46 
	$100,056.46 
	$94,674.23 
	$94,674.23 

	Riverside
	$2,011,333.49 
	$2,011,333.49 
	$2,089,914.17 
	$1,807,321.06 

	Sacramento
	$712,016.25 
	$712,016.25 
	$681,846.17 
	$681,846.17 

	San Benito
	$188,270.06 
	$117,642.82 
	$184,956.98 
	$152,408.00 

	San Bernardino
	$2,455,174.85 
	$2,455,174.85 
	$2,496,266.28 
	$2,496,266.29 

	San Diego
	$1,060,275.76 
	$1,029,467.30 
	$1,050,495.11 
	$1,049,379.39 

	San Francisco
	$252,385.61 
	$218,230.78 
	$275,107.52 
	$261,287.36 

	San Joaquin
	$650,407.10 
	$650,407.10 
	$681,728.34 
	$681,728.34 

	San Luis Obispo
	$251,037.61 
	$251,037.61 
	$272,180.54 
	$272,180.54 

	San Mateo
	$324,128.86 
	$306,163.89 
	$315,446.03 
	$315,446.03 

	Santa Barbara
	$394,275.06 
	$282,102.95 
	$392,328.11 
	$392,328.11 

	Santa Clara
	$517,026.42 
	$517,026.42 
	$491,825.79 
	$491,825.79 

	Santa Cruz
	$224,759.56 
	$224,759.56 
	$227,887.66 
	$227,887.66 

	Shasta
	$424,695.23 
	$424,695.23 
	$434,787.49 
	$434,787.49 

	Sierra
	$91,368.48 
	$53,196.01 
	$92,185.49 
	$78,912.20 

	Siskiyou
	$304,587.05 
	$284,108.84 
	$310,350.73 
	$255,515.39 

	Solano
	$249,577.35 
	$249,577.35 
	$246,520.12 
	$246,520.12 

	Sonoma
	$564,910.27 
	$490,560.28 
	$571,027.04 
	$568,487.52 

	Stanislaus
	$492,826.50 
	$492,826.50 
	$486,933.10 
	$486,933.10 

	Sutter
	$237,287.79 
	$237,287.79 
	$227,147.65 
	$227,147.65 

	Tehama
	$242,865.64 
	$241,479.85 
	$248,806.26 
	$244,397.18 

	Trinity
	$171,901.58 
	$171,901.58 
	$166,644.95 
	$166,644.95 

	Tulare
	$834,753.49 
	$626,687.01 
	$884,876.39 
	$796,830.02 

	Tuolumne
	$188,270.06 
	$183,717.53 
	$192,423.19 
	$192,423.19 

	Ventura
	$439,666.66 
	$439,666.66 
	$426,666.04 
	$425,761.42 

	Yolo
	$199,980.43 
	$199,980.43 
	$197,485.43 
	$197,485.43 

	Yuba
	$174,495.71 
	$174,495.71 
	$190,641.41 
	$190,641.41 

	Statewide Total
	$30,458,900.00 
	$29,044,159.45 
	$30,785,700.00 
	$30,133,040.05 


[bookmark: _Toc115854120]Data are reported by COEs through the annual FYSCP End-of-Year Report submitted to the CDE pursuant to EC sections 42920–42925.
[bookmark: _Toc233882303]Part III—Meaning and Implications of the Educational Outcome Data
Foster Youth Enrollment
A comparison of Census Day enrollment and cumulative enrollment highlights ongoing student mobility. Cumulative counts exceed single-day counts, which confirms that many foster youth experience school changes throughout the academic year.
Tables 1–4 illustrate important shifts in foster youth enrollment and distribution across California’s educational system. While overall enrollment of foster youth has declined from the prior year, the data demonstrate that educational need remains significant and, in some areas, increasingly complex.
Statewide, foster youth enrollment decreased between 2023–24 and 2024–25. This decline exceeds the proportional decrease observed in the general student population. While this may reflect broader demographic trends and reductions in the foster care population, lower enrollment should not be interpreted as diminished need.
Foster youth continue to experience disproportionate barriers to academic success, including high mobility, trauma exposure, and placement instability. A smaller population does not equate to a less intensive service demand. In fact, a concentrated need within a slightly smaller cohort may require even more individualized and coordinated intervention.
Educational instability remains a central challenge. Mobility disrupts instructional continuity, impacts credit accrual, and can weaken peer and adult connections. These data reinforce the continued importance of transportation coordination, immediate enrollment protections, and cross-agency collaboration to safeguard school stability.
Educational Outcomes
Over the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years, statewide assessment data from the CAASPP indicate modest but meaningful academic gains for students in foster care.
The CAASPP measures student performance in English Language Arts and Mathematics using four achievement levels: Level 1 (Minimal), Level 2 (Developing), Level 3 (Proficient), and Level 4 (Advanced). Levels 3 and 4 are considered meeting or exceeding grade-level standards while Levels 1 and 2 indicate students are not yet meeting expectations.
Table 7 shows encouraging positive change in English Language Arts. The data reflect steady gains at both of these higher performance levels. The percentage of students achieving Level 4 (Advanced) increased by 1.08 percentage points while Level 3 (Proficient) rose by 1.46 points. Altogether, this represents a 2.54 percentage point increase in students meeting or exceeding standards—an encouraging sign that more foster youth are developing the literacy skills needed for academic success.
Equally notable is the shift away from the lowest performance band. The percentage of students scoring at Level 1 (Minimal) declined by 3.48 percentage points, which contributed to an overall 2.55 point reduction in students performing below standard (Levels 1 and 2 combined). This is a meaningful improvement; reductions in the Minimal category often signal that fewer students are experiencing the most significant barriers to accessing grade-level content.
Table 10 shows encouraging positive change in Mathematics. The percentage of foster youth achieving at the highest levels increased across both categories. Students scoring at Level 4 (Advanced) rose by 0.92 percentage points while those at Level 3 (Proficient) increased by 1.10 points. Collectively, this reflects a 2.02 percentage point increase in students meeting or exceeding standards. While the overall percentage remains relatively low, the upward trend suggests that more students in foster care are accessing the instruction and supports necessary to reach grade-level expectations.
At the same time, there was a notable decline in the lowest-performing group. The percentage of students scoring at Level 1 (Minimal) decreased by 1.93 points, which contributed to an overall 2.04 percentage point reduction in students performing below standard (Levels 1 and 2 combined). This shift away from the lowest performance band is a particularly important indicator of progress; it suggests that fewer students are experiencing the most significant academic challenges.
Taken together, the Table 7 and Table 10 data point to a gradual but positive trajectory: More foster youth are reaching proficiency, and fewer are at the lowest levels of performance. Given the unique educational disruptions often experienced by students in foster care—such as school mobility, gaps in instruction, and trauma—these gains are noteworthy. They reflect the continued impact of targeted supports by the FYSCP, such as improved educational stability efforts, increased access to academic interventions, and greater cross-system collaboration between education and child welfare agencies.
Suspension and Expulsion
[bookmark: _Ref224119930]Suspension rates remain significantly higher for foster youth than for non-foster youth across both reporting years. In the 2023–24 school year, the suspension rate for foster youth was 13.6 percent (compared to 3.2 percent for non-foster youth). Per the suspension rates calculated[endnoteRef:17], pupils in foster care were suspended at more than four times the rate of their peers. [17:  The suspension rate is determined by dividing the unduplicated number of pupils who experienced one or more suspensions during the academic year by the cumulative pupil enrollment for that academic year.] 

In the 2024–25 school year, the suspension rate for foster youth decreased slightly to 13.4 percent while the suspension rate for non-foster youth decreased to 2.9 percent. Although both groups experienced modest declines, the disparity between foster and non-foster students persisted. Per the suspension rates calculated, foster youth continued to be suspended at more than four times the rate of non-foster youth.16 These data indicate slight improvement overall; suspension rates declined for both groups between 2023–24 and 2024–25. 
Expulsion rates remained comparatively low throughout both years. In the 2023–24 school year, the expulsion rate for foster youth was 0.3 percent (compared to 0.1 percent for non-foster youth). In the 2024–25 school year, expulsion rates remained unchanged at 0.3 percent for foster youth and 0.1 percent for non-foster youth.
While expulsion rates are low in absolute terms, foster youth continue to experience expulsion at approximately three times the rate of non-foster students.[endnoteRef:18] The data show stability rather than improvement in expulsion outcomes. [18:  The expulsion rate is determined by dividing the unduplicated number of pupils who were expelled at least once during the academic year by the cumulative pupil enrollment for that academic year.] 

Foster Youth Placed in a Juvenile Court School or Youth Authority School
According to the data calculated, foster youth placed in Juvenile Court Schools and Youth Authority Schools continue to experience significantly higher rates of exclusionary discipline because of incidents of juvenile delinquency compared to the broader foster youth population.[endnoteRef:19] [19:  Pupils are counted once in the suspension rate for each reporting entity in which they were enrolled when a suspension occurred. Therefore, a pupil who transfers during the academic year and is suspended at multiple schools or LEAs may be included in the suspension rate for more than one entity, although statewide counts are unduplicated.] 

In the 2023–24 school year, foster youth placed in Juvenile Court Schools experienced a suspension rate of 34.8 percent, which is substantially higher than the statewide foster youth suspension rate of 13.6 percent. In the 2024–25 school year, the suspension rate for foster youth in Juvenile Court Schools decreased slightly to 33.1 percent, which reflects a 1.7 percentage point decline year over year.
Similarly, foster youth placed in Youth Authority Schools experienced a suspension rate of 28.5 percent in 2023–24, which decreased modestly to 27.4 percent in 2024–25.
Although these data show incremental improvement, suspension rates in these settings remain more than double the statewide rate for foster youth overall and significantly higher than rates for non-foster youth.
Truancy Rates, Chronic Absence Rates, Attendance Rates, School Stability Rates, and Dropout Rates
Truancy data rates for pupils in foster care consistently show lower percentages of excused absences and higher percentages of unexcused and incomplete independent study absences compared with their non-foster peers. The data show only minor year-to-year changes in the distribution of absence types. 
In 2023–24, 35.8 percent of absences for pupils in foster care were excused, compared with 52.3 percent for non-foster pupils, which indicates that a smaller share of absences among foster pupils were classified as excused. In contrast, 50.0 percent of absences for pupils in foster care were unexcused compared with 41.4 percent for non-foster pupils. Pupils in foster care also had a higher percentage of incomplete independent study absences, at 11.1 percent, compared with 5.4 percent among non-foster pupils. The data show consistent differences in absence types between pupils in foster care and non-foster pupils across the two academic years of 2023–24 and 2024–25.
Chronic absence rates for foster youth remain significantly higher than for non-foster youth. In the 2023–24 school year, the chronic absence rate for foster youth was 34.5 percent compared to 20.1 percent for non-foster youth—a difference of more than 14 percentage points. In the 2024–25 school year, chronic absence among foster youth decreased slightly to 33.2 percent while the rate for non-foster youth declined to 19.4 percent. Although both groups experienced modest improvement, foster youth continued to be chronically absent at a rate approximately 1.7 times higher than their peers. These data show incremental improvement year-over-year; however, the disparity remains substantial.
Attendance rates mirror chronic absence trends. In 2023–24, foster youth had an attendance rate of 88.4 percent compared to 93.1 percent for non-foster youth. In 2024–25, foster youth attendance improved slightly to 89.1 percent while non-foster youth attendance increased to 93.5 percent. While the year-over-year gains indicate positive movement, foster youth continue to attend school at rates approximately 4 to 5 percentage points lower than non-foster students. Even small attendance gaps can compound over time and result in significant instructional loss.
School stability rates continue to reflect the impact of placement changes and mobility among foster youth. In the 2023–24 school year, the school stability rate for foster youth was 66.8 percent, which means that roughly one-third of foster youth experienced at least one school change during the academic year. In 2024–25, the stability rate improved modestly to 68.2 percent—a 1.4 percentage point increase. Although this represents measurable progress, foster youth remain significantly more mobile than the general student population, whose stability rates exceed 90 percent.
High School Completion/Dropout and Graduation Rates
The data reflected in tables 26–30 demonstrate meaningful improvement in high school graduation outcomes for foster youth over the past two reporting years alongside significant reductions in dropout rates. While disparities persist, the overall trajectory is positive. The four-year ACGR for foster youth increased from 61.2 percent in 2022–23 to 63.6 percent in 2023–24 and to 66.6 percent in 2024–25. This represents a 5.4 percentage point increase over two years—including a 3.0 percentage point gain between 2023–24 and 2024–25 alone. During the same period, the graduation rate for non-foster youth increased more modestly (from 86.5 percent in 2022–23 to 87.7 percent in 2024–25), a 1.2 percentage point gain. Although foster youth are improving at a faster rate than their peers, a substantial gap remains. In 2024–25, according to the ACGR, the difference between foster youth and non-foster youth graduation rates was 21.1 percentage points (66.6 percent compared to 87.7 percent).
When examining five-year graduation rates using Dashboard methodology, which accounts for students who graduate after an additional year, foster youth outcomes improve further. The five-year graduation rate increased from 65.7 percent in 2023–24 to 68.5 percent in 2024–25—a 2.8 percentage point gain. These Dashboard methodology rates demonstrate that extended time to completion is particularly important for foster youth. However, even with the additional year, the graduation gap in 2024–25 remained significant at 19.3 percentage points (compared to the statewide rate of 87.8 percent).
County-level data reflect variation across jurisdictions. For example, Alameda County’s foster youth graduation rate increased from 55.6 percent to 58.4 percent, while Monterey County saw a more substantial increase from 70.0 percent to 96 percent. Although several counties demonstrate improvement, outcomes remain uneven statewide, which underscores the importance of localized strategies and support.
Dropout data show one of the most significant areas of improvement. The foster youth dropout rate declined from 24.9 percent in 2023–24 to 20.7 percent in 2024–25—a 4.2 percentage point decrease in a single year. In contrast, the non-foster youth dropout rate declined from 8.7 percent to 7.8 percent during the same period. While foster youth continue to experience dropout rates more than double those of their peers according to these data, the rate of improvement is encouraging.
In numerical terms, and per tables 31 and 33, the grade twelve foster youth cohort decreased from 5,594 students in 2023–24 to 5,333 students in 2024–25. The number of foster youth who dropped out declined from 1,393 students to 1,104 students, which means that 289 fewer foster youth dropped out year over year.
Overall, the data from tables 24–28 indicate sustained upward momentum in graduation outcomes and meaningful reductions in dropout rates for foster youth. While improvement is occurring at a faster rate than for non-foster youth, substantial achievement gaps remain. 
FYSCP program plans, developed in accordance with EC sections 42920.5[b] and 42921[e] based on county needs assessments, strive to ensure services like tutoring, transportation, credit transfer, and college transition support are effectively delivered to help promote school stability, educational equity, and successful transitions to college and career pathways for foster youth. These programs promote a cultural impact, which potentially results in an increase in school stability for non-foster students as well. 
Free Application for Federal Student Aid/California Dream Act Application Completion Rate and College-Going Rates
[bookmark: _Toc115854121]Data in tables 31 and 32 indicate measurable progress in financial aid application completion among foster youth, though college-going rates continue to reflect significant disparities when compared to their non-foster peers. In the 2023–24 school year, the FAFSA/CADAA completion rate for foster youth was 38.4 percent (compared to 58.7 percent for non-foster students). This reflects a gap of 20.3 percentage points, which indicates that fewer than four in 10 foster youth seniors completed a financial aid application. In the 2024–25 school year, foster youth FAFSA/CADAA completion increased to 42.1 percent, which represents a 3.7 percentage point improvement year over year. During the same period, the completion rate for non-foster students increased slightly to 60.2 percent.
Although improvement is evident among foster youth, the completion gap remains substantial at 18.1 percentage points in 2024–25. These data suggest that while outreach and support efforts may be yielding progress, financial aid application completion continues to be a barrier to postsecondary access.
Per Table 33, college-going rates show a similar pattern of incremental improvement but persistent disparity. In 2023–24, the college-going rate for foster youth was 45.6 percent compared to 67.8 percent for non-foster youth—a gap of 22.2 percentage points. In 2024–25, the foster youth college-going rate increased to 48.3 percent, a 2.7 percentage point gain, while the rate for non-foster youth increased modestly to 69.1 percent.
Although foster youth college-going rates are trending upward, per these data, nearly half of foster youth graduates are not enrolling in postsecondary education immediately after high school. The 2024–25 gap remains wide at 20.8 percentage points.
[bookmark: _Toc233882304]Part IV—Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program Report
Development and Implementation of New Local Educational Agency and County Agency Policies, Practices, and Programs Aimed at Improving the Educational Outcomes of Pupils in Foster Care
[bookmark: _Toc115176945][bookmark: _Toc115177324][bookmark: _Toc115176946][bookmark: _Toc115177325]The CDE and the California Department of Social Services collaborate to identify and support pupils in foster care through coordinated data systems, primarily the CALPADS and the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System. Through a regular statewide data match between these systems, foster care records are linked with student enrollment data, which enables LEAs to identify pupils in foster care and monitor their educational outcomes. The FYSCP provides a critical connection between this state-level data sharing and local implementation by supporting COEs in establishing policies and procedures that promote timely school enrollment and appropriate educational placements for foster youth in accordance with state and federal law. In collaboration with the CDE’s Foster Youth Data Liaison, FYSCP coordinators have also worked with the California Department of Social Services to improve the identification of foster youth in schools by strengthening the matching of foster care and education data, which helps to ensure that students are identified promptly and provided with appropriate educational supports and services. The CDE’s Analysis, Measurement, and Accountability Reporting Division supported the CDE FYSCP team in monitoring and analyzing educational outcomes for pupils in foster care as well as providing technical assistance during the FYSCP Data for Academic Success workshop at the 2025 FYSCP Fall Statewide Meeting. This annual meeting, presented by the CDE FYSCP and hosted by TAP FYSCP, is required for all COE FYSCPs receiving funding. The workshop facilitated collaboration among COE FYSCP coordinators to 1) better understand the complex educational experiences and needs of foster youth and 2) guide coordinators in meeting the reporting requirements set forth in EC Section 42923, which establishes biennial reporting of foster youth data by county offices of education, including academic achievement, attendance, discipline, postsecondary transition, and funding information.
The law explicitly calls for the use of aggregate educational outcome data and academic achievement indicators, which links local reporting to statewide data systems per EC Section 49085 and requires analysis of these indicators to inform policies and services for foster youth. Specifically, EC Section 42923(ii) emphasizes reporting on the academic achievement of the pupils in foster care who attended school in the county, as determined by quantitative and qualitative data currently collected by program participants.
To support these requirements and ensure a continuous cycle of improvement in program plans and initiatives, the CDE has added this data collection to the EOY Report for all funded COE FYSCPs, which will be mandatory for the 2025–26 EOY Report. COEs will report on one program initiative and answer the following questions:
Select one program initiative and answer the following questions: ​
1.) ​What did the program initiative aim to address? Select one.​
a) Maintain/improve academic performance​
b) Maintain/improve school attendance​
c) Maintain/improve school stability ​
2.) Describe the services provided to meet the objective of the initiative.
a) How many pupils received a service in the aim of the initiative?​
b) ​What was the outcome of the service this school year?​
c) Is there anything else you want the CDE to know about this initiative?
Coordination of Services Between Local Educational Agencies and County Agencies, Including the Types of Services Provided to Pupils in Foster Care
Per EC sections 42920–25, coordination of services between LEAs and county agencies is a core function of the FYSCP. Each COE administering FYSCP funding establishes a county Executive Advisory Council composed of representatives from a broad range of local agencies and stakeholders, including LEAs, child welfare, probation, courts, community-based organizations, and other partners involved in supporting pupils in foster care. Executive Advisory Councils generally meet four times per year, and the agreements developed to establish Executive Advisory Council procedures provide a formal foundation for county-level interagency collaboration and coordinated service delivery. Through these partnerships, COEs work with LEA foster youth liaisons, social workers, probation officers, caregivers, and community providers to address barriers to school stability, access, and academic success. Services coordinated through the FYSCP commonly include academic tutoring, case management, school stability and enrollment support, transportation assistance to maintain school of origin, education advocacy, provision of school supplies, and support for postsecondary transition.
Table 35 illustrates that participation across stakeholder groups on EACs remained strong overall across COEs in the 2023–24 and 2024–25 reporting periods. Child Welfare representation increased from 55 to 56 COEs while Community-Based Organization participation rose from 50 to 54 COEs. Early Childhood representation increased slightly from 22 to 23 COEs, and Tribal Representative participation increased from 9 to 10 COEs, which reflects modest expansion in inclusive engagement. Core partners, such as Court Appointed Special Advocates and Probation, remained stable at 48 COEs each, and Foster Youth participation remained steady at 27 COEs. However, several stakeholder categories experienced declines. Court Staff representation decreased from 28 to 22 COEs, Foster Family Agency participation declined from 27 to 23 COEs, and Short-Term Residential Therapeutic Program/Group Home representation decreased from 20 to 17 COEs. Community College participation also declined from 43 to 40 COEs. School District representation decreased slightly from 56 to 54 COEs, and Mental Health participation declined from 43 to 41 COEs. The required FYSCP Coordinator role remained nearly the same statewide but declined slightly from 57 to 55 COEs. Overall, these data indicate that while foundational cross-system collaboration remains strong, opportunities remain to strengthen engagement among court, postsecondary, and family-focused stakeholders to further support coordinated services for pupils in foster care.
[bookmark: _Toc170128399][bookmark: _Ref226021900][bookmark: _Toc233882353]Table 35: Number of County Offices of Education Having Various Stakeholders Represented on Executive Advisory Councils
	Stakeholders
	2023–24 Number of COEs Having Representatives on EACs
	2024–25 Number of COEs Having Representatives on EACs

	Biological Parent
	3
	2

	Child Welfare
	55
	56

	Community-Based Organization
	50
	54

	Community College
	43
	40

	COE Other (not FYSCP department) 
	42
	41

	Court Appointed Special Advocate
	48
	48

	Court Staff (judge and/or attorney)
	28
	22

	Early Childhood (community-based organization)
	22
	23

	Foster Family Agency
	27
	23

	Foster Parent/Caregiver
	15
	16

	Foster Youth (current or former)
	27
	27

	FYSCP Coordinator (required member)
	57
	55

	Independent Living Program
	40
	39

	Mental Health
	43
	41

	Probation
	48
	48

	Regional Center
	13
	13

	School District
	56
	54

	Short-Term Residential Therapeutic Program/Group Home
	20
	17

	Special Education/Special Education Local Plan Area
	34
	35

	Tribal Representative
	9
	10

	University
	19
	18

	Other (please specify)
	12
	9


Data are reported by COEs through the annual FYSCP End-of-Year Report submitted to the CDE pursuant to EC sections 42920–25.
Coordination of services across county agencies is a central component of the FYSCP. COEs administering FYSCP funding work collaboratively with county child welfare agencies, probation departments, and LEAs to ensure that pupils in foster care receive coordinated educational and support services consistent with the interagency coordination responsibilities outlined in EC sections 42921 and 42922. In many counties, COE FYSCP programs have developed Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with county child welfare agencies to support collaborative case management and coordination activities that include participation in Title IV-E administrative claiming for eligible activities that support foster youth services under Title IV-E of the Social Security Act.
Consistent with the school stability provisions established in EC Section 48853.5 and to support school stability, COEs and LEAs also coordinate with child welfare agencies to address transportation and school-of-origin needs for foster youth. Additionally, FYSCP programs work with county partners to establish policies and procedures that facilitate appropriate information sharing among education, child welfare, and probation agencies. Consistent with the data sharing framework described in EC Section 49085, these practices support the use of statewide foster youth data systems to monitor educational progress and inform coordinated services. Through these collaborative agreements and information-sharing practices, county partners are better able to track the educational progress of pupils in foster care, respond to emerging needs, and support timely school enrollment and stability when students change placements or districts.
Table 36 shows the number of counties having formal agreements, MOUs, or protocols established among county agencies specifically designed to support the FYSCP during the 2023–24 and 2024–25 school years as reported by the TAP annual summary for 2023–24 and 2024–25.[endnoteRef:20] [20:  Sacramento COE, 2023, 2024. FYSCP EOY Report: 2022–23, and 2023–24 Summary. Submitted annually to the CDE. Not available online.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170128400][bookmark: _Toc233882354]Table 36: Number and Percent of Formal Agreements, Memoranda of Understanding, or Protocols Among County Agencies for 2023–24 and 2024–25
	MOUs/Agreements
	2023–24 (N)
	2023–24 (%)
	2024–25 (N)
	2024–25 (%)

	Co-Location
	28
	49.12%
	27
	46.55%

	Data/Information Sharing
	45
	78.95%
	49
	84.48%

	Executive Advisory Council
	27
	47.37%
	26
	44.83%

	Postsecondary
	15
	26.32%
	16
	27.59%

	Title IV-E
	40
	70.18%
	40
	68.97%

	Transportation
	42
	73.68%
	43
	74.14%

	Other (please specify)
	17
	29.82%
	24
	41.38%


Data are reported by COEs through the annual FYSCP End-of-Year Report submitted to the CDE pursuant to EC sections 42920–25.
The LCAP operates on a three-year planning cycle, but it is reviewed, revised, and adopted annually pursuant to EC sections 52060 and 52066. Each year, LEAs conduct stakeholder engagement, review outcome data for student groups—including foster youth—and evaluate progress toward existing goals. Based on this analysis, LEAs update goals, modify actions and services, and adjust expenditures as needed. The revised LCAP is then adopted by the local governing board in conjunction with the annual budget. This annual revision process allows LEAs to continuously refine strategies and ensure that services remain responsive to the needs of foster youth and other student groups.
COE FYSCPs contribute to this yearly planning cycle by providing foster youth outcome data; advising on targeted services and strategies; facilitating collaboration with child welfare and probation partners; and helping to ensure that the needs of pupils in foster care are reflected in local goals, actions, and stakeholder engagement efforts. Table 37 shows the percentages of districts and charter schools receiving training and LCAP consultations by COE FYSCPs as reported by the TAP annual summary for 2023–25.[endnoteRef:21]  [21:  Sacramento COE, 2024, 2025. FYSCP EOY Report: 2023–24 and 2024–25 Summary. Submitted annually to the CDE. Not available online.] 

As shown in Table 37, 544 LEAs received LCAP support and or consultation in 2023–24, and 405 LEAs received LCAP support and or consultation in 2024–25. These activities helped to ensure that pupils in foster care are included in LCAP services and supports in keeping with the SSPI’s “Priority 10” goals. The SSPI has emphasized foster youth success as an informal “Priority 10” within the LCAP process and encourages LEAs to establish targeted goals, actions, and metrics to improve outcomes for foster youth across the existing LCFF state priorities.
[bookmark: _Toc170128401][bookmark: _Toc233882355]Table 37: Number of Local Educational Agencies Supported by County Foster Youth Services Coordinating Programs in Local Control and Accountability Plan Consultation in 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Year
	Number of LEAs Receiving Support

	2023–24
	544

	2024–25
	405


Data are reported by COEs through the annual FYSCP EOY Report submitted to the CDE pursuant to EC sections 42920–25.
Pupils in foster care generate supplemental funding through the LCFF; therefore, LEAs must also describe in their LCAP how these funds are used to increase or improve services for this student group.
Through review of LCAPs and related program planning, the CDE FYSCP team identified several examples of services and strategies implemented by LEAs to support pupils in foster care:
· Priority access to tutoring before other students
· Interviews of foster youth to understand their needs
· Transportation supports for delivering meals, delivering homework, conducting wellness checks, and providing technological support 
· Social–emotional support through weekly check-ins or mentoring
· Improved collaboration among school districts, child welfare, probation, courts, and community-based organizations
· Individualized learning plans for foster youth to ensure foster youth are receiving targeted intervention
· Postsecondary educational opportunities to visit colleges, gain FAFSA assistance, and attend job and career fairs
· Wellness centers at various schools and district sites to provide a warm and welcoming environment for foster youth to engage in mental health services
Data provided in Table 38 show the number of LEAs that attended FYSCP trainings or meetings in 2023–24 and 2024–25. Per this data, the number of LEAs attending FYSCP trainings or meetings has steadily increased year-over-year from 15,481 in the 2021–22 school year; 16,258 in 2022–23; 17,811 in 2023–24; to 20,904 in 2024–25. These activities provided support for LEAs to establish policies and procedures to support state and federal government mandates regarding foster youth education and trauma-informed practices for our most vulnerable population.
[bookmark: _Toc233882356][bookmark: _Toc170128402]Table 38: Number of Local Educational Agencies that Attended Foster Youth Services Coordinating Program Trainings or Meetings in 2023–24 and 2024–25	
	Year
	Number of LEAs Attending FYSCP Trainings or Meetings

	2023–24
	17,811

	2024–25
	20,904


Data are reported by COEs through the annual FYSCP EOY Report submitted to the CDE pursuant to EC sections 42920–42925.
COE FYSCPs have supported LEAs to provide services to foster youth in their schools through ongoing training and workshops in LCAP planning and development. Table 39 shows the number of training courses provided to district staff by COE FYSCPs; there were 739 in 2023–24 and 775 in 2024–25. In reference to the 2024 legislative report findings regarding the number of trainings, Table 38 demonstrates a consistent increase year-over-year in the number of trainings provided to school districts by COE FYSCPs.
[bookmark: _Toc170128403][bookmark: _Toc233882357]Table 39: Number of Trainings Provided to School Districts by County Foster Youth Services Coordinating Programs in 2023–24 and 2024–25
	Service Year
	Number of Trainings

	2023–24
	739

	2024–25
	775


[bookmark: _Toc10640629][bookmark: _Toc11067327][bookmark: _Toc11676535][bookmark: _Toc97539981]Data are reported by COEs through the annual FYSCP EOY Report submitted to the CDE pursuant to EC sections 42920–25.
Table 40 describes collaborative partnerships by listing the agencies partnering with the county-administered FYSCPs and their respective services. Each example was reported by most counties in the FYSCP.
[bookmark: _Toc170128404][bookmark: _Ref226021969][bookmark: _Toc233882358]Table 40: Collaborative Agencies and Services Provided
	

Collaborative Agencies
	Services Provided

	TAP
	Support, guidance, and leadership to all COE FYSCP coordinators for the implementation of the requirements in accordance with EC Section 42925 technical assistance, sharing of best practices, data collection procedures, and operational databases

	County Courts and Local Blue-Ribbon Commissions
	Judicial guidance and leadership regarding the case management challenges associated with supporting the health and well-being of youth in care, which include education services

	County Departments of Mental Health
	Counseling, psychological evaluations, medication consultation, and behavior management techniques

	County Departments of Social Services and Probation
	Case management, counseling, monitoring, and assistance in completing health and education records

	County Departments of Employment and Human Services
	Employment training and assistance

	County Public Health Departments
	Health and education records, provision of public health services at schools, workshops for foster youth and group home staff, and assistance for eyeglasses

	County Probation Departments
	Monitoring and reinforcement of appropriate behavior, meetings with family and school personnel, and information regarding placement changes for foster youth

	LEAs
	Educational assessment to determine appropriate special education services and school placement, assistance through the School Attendance Review Board, tutoring services, and school attendance monitoring and truancy intervention

	Colleges and Universities
	Tutoring and mentoring services, counseling, financial aid information, and outside evaluations of LCFF and LCAP impact on foster youth group

	Family Resource Centers and other Community-Based Organizations
	Case management, training for group home providers, employment services (work experience, job skills, career assessments, and Regional Occupation Program credits), and funding for school clothes

	Tribal Organizations
	Leisure and recreational activities, family therapy, development of social skills, problem-solving, team building, and cultural awareness

	Independent Living Skills Programs
	Career development services, life skills classes, transition and emancipation services, and vocational education

	Churches and Private-Sector Organizations
	Funding for extracurricular activities, toys, gift certificates for basic needs, and mentoring

	Caregivers
	Address the needs of foster youth in their care
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High-quality educational support and services provide foster youth with the necessary academic, vocational, and life skills to lead successful and independent lives. The FYSCP is designed to increase the overall capacity of the education community in counties to expand access to services and to assist LEAs in the delivery of direct services for foster youth with the goal of improving educational outcomes.
The FYSCPs have demonstrated substantial progress in building collaborative relationships among various agencies and systems that work with foster youth and focusing support on data sharing, transportation procedures to support school stability, learning support, and college and career transitions. The interagency collaborative relationships developed by the FYSCPs have resulted in the expanded capacity of providing comprehensive services to foster youth and the improvement in their academic outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc115854123]The data demonstrate that the FYSCP contributed to improved student success across several key metrics:
· The Four-Year Graduation Rate increased by 5.4 percentage points over two years—including a 3.0-point gain in the most recent year.
· The Five-Year Graduation rate improved, which shows more students graduating with extended time.
· The dropout rate significantly decreased—representing 289 fewer students dropping out year over year.
· Chronic absences decreased by 1.3 percentage points.
· Attendance rates increased by a 0.7 percentage point gain and reflect stronger daily engagement.
· Mathematics proficiency rates increased by 2.02 percentage points, and fewer students remain in the lowest performance levels.
· ELA proficiency rates increased by 2.54 percentage points, and fewer students remain in the lowest performance levels.
· School stability rates increased by 1.4 percentage points, which indicates fewer mid-year school changes.
· Suspension rates slightly declined, which signals modest improvement in exclusionary discipline.
· FAFSA/CADAA completion rose 3.7 percentage points, which is one of the stronger year-over-year gains in postsecondary readiness indicators.
· College-Going rates improved by 2.7 percentage points.
· Notable county-level graduation gains. For example, Monterey County increased by 26 percentage points in one year.
Overall, the most significant statewide improvements are seen in graduation rate growth and dropout reduction, with additional positive movement in postsecondary access and school engagement indicators.
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The 2026 FYSCP Legislative Report issued by the CDE demonstrates meaningful progress in several key educational indicators for students in foster care across California. Over the 2023–24 and 2024–25 reporting period, foster youth experienced improvements in high school graduation rates, increased attendance rates, improved school stability, a reduction in the number of students enrolled in Juvenile Court Schools, and modest academic gains in ELA and mathematics. At the same time, the data reveal persistent achievement gaps, elevated chronic absenteeism, and suspension rates that remain significantly higher than those of non-foster peers. Taken together, the findings indicate that the FYSCP infrastructure is working and should be sustained while the next phase of the work must focus more intentionally on academic acceleration and closing outcome gaps.
The improvements in graduation and attendance outcomes suggest that investments in coordination, record transfer processes, transportation planning, and interagency collaboration are yielding positive results. The presence of EACs, formal agreements between education and child welfare agencies, and structured consultation within the LCAP process appear to have strengthened system coherence. To maintain and deepen these gains, it is essential to institutionalize district-level foster youth educational liaison positions with stable, ongoing funding. Dedicated liaisons ensure continuity of services, rapid enrollment and transcript transfer, caregiver engagement, and proactive monitoring of academic progress. Codifying this role statewide would help preserve the upward trajectory in graduation rates and postsecondary transitions.
Academic performance data indicate incremental progress but also underscore the need for intensified instructional support. Statewide proficiency rates for foster youth remain substantially below state averages, particularly in mathematics. While some counties, such as Santa Clara and San Luis Obispo, demonstrate comparatively stronger outcomes that may offer replicable practices, the majority of foster youth remain at the Developing or Minimal performance levels. The next strategic phase should therefore include a targeted academic acceleration initiative that includes robust tutoring programs, summer bridge programming, credit recovery expansion, and literacy and numeracy interventions beginning no later than upper elementary school. Emphasis should be placed on middle school transition years, where academic trajectories often diverge significantly.
Suspension rates for foster youth, while slightly declining, remain disproportionately high compared to non-foster youth. Because exclusionary discipline practices are strongly associated with lower achievement and increased dropout risk, expanding restorative practices and embedding behavioral health partnerships within school settings should be prioritized. Counties with persistently high suspension rates should be supported with technical assistance and required to analyze disaggregated discipline data to inform targeted interventions.
The data indicate that strengthening and expanding the statutory responsibilities of foster youth educational liaisons under EC Section 48853.5 would best serve students in foster care. Rather than relying on limited or narrowly defined liaison roles, California should codify a more comprehensive model in which liaisons function not only as points of contact but as active advocates and education case managers. Expanding EC 48853.5 to formalize responsibilities in school discipline processes would ensure that foster youth have a trained advocate present during suspension and expulsion discussions—someone who can apply a trauma-informed lens, elevate contextual factors related to placement instability or unmet mental health needs, and prioritize restorative practices over exclusionary discipline. This approach would help reduce disproportionate suspension rates while maintaining accountability and student engagement.
In addition, expanding the role of liaisons to include structured education case management would provide consistent academic monitoring, goal setting, caregiver coordination, and early intervention when students show signs of disengagement. Individualized case management aligns attendance, behavior, and academic support in a coordinated manner to address barriers before they escalate. Evidence of the effectiveness of this model can be seen in Sonoma COE, where individualized education case management for foster youth has been associated with measurable improvements in ELA and mathematics performance, decreased absenteeism, and increased graduation rates. Scaling this approach statewide through an expansion of EC Section 48853.5 would create clearer accountability; elevate professional standards for liaison roles; and ensure that foster youth benefit from consistent, trauma-informed advocacy and academic oversight across all districts.
Looking forward, the next two reporting cycles should aim for clearly articulated statewide targets, including measurable increases in ELA and mathematics proficiency, continued reductions in chronic absenteeism, additional gains in graduation rates, and expanded FAFSA or Dream Act completion. Establishing a statewide foster youth data dashboard for quarterly monitoring could further strengthen accountability and allow EACs to engage in continuous improvement cycles.
In summary, the FYSCP has successfully built and sustained an infrastructure that improves access, coordination, and completion outcomes for foster youth in California. The data support continuation of the program and ongoing investment in district liaison positions, transportation planning, and interagency collaboration. At the same time, the next stage of implementation must move beyond stabilization toward academic acceleration and long-term postsecondary success. By pairing sustained infrastructure with targeted instructional strategies and strengthened accountability systems, California can build on recent gains and significantly improve educational outcomes for students in foster care statewide.
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Data for the FYSCP legislative report was derived from two primary sources to ensure a comprehensive view of student outcomes and program implementation. Quantitative student-level data were collected through the annual Fall 1 submission in CALPADS, a statewide system for tracking student and staff data in California public schools in which LEAs and charter schools report enrollment and demographic information to the CDE. Enrollment figures are based on Census Day, defined as the first Wednesday in October, and reflect the total number of students primarily enrolled on that date along with cumulative enrollment counts where applicable. These data are reviewed and certified within CALPADS by authorized district or charter school personnel to ensure accuracy and completeness prior to submission. 
In addition, programmatic data were collected directly from COEs through an annual EOY report administered by the Technical Assistance Provider team in collaboration with CDE to capture information on services provided, program activities, and implementation efforts. All submitted data are reviewed for consistency and completeness. To protect student privacy, results are suppressed and marked with an asterisk (*) in cases where foster youth enrollment counts are below 15, which indicates small sample sizes or unavailable data.
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