
 
 
 
 
Juvenile Justice Seminar, B517 
Spring Quarter, 2018 
Wednesdays, 10:30-12:30, Room 117 
 
Professor Kim Ambrose 
Room 243 
kambrose@uw.edu; 206-685-6806 
Office Hours: By Appointment 
 
Course Description and Goals: 
 

Juvenile court has existed for over 100 years to address criminal and other “offensive” 

behaviors of children.  Racial disparities have been embedded in the system from the 

outset and continue today amidst declining arrest and incarceration rates for youth. 

Constitutional jurisprudence and legislative responses to trends in social policy and 

juvenile offense patterns have resulted in many changes to the way youth accused of 

crime are treated in the United States.  Recently, after more than two decades of 

increasing numbers of adolescents being adjudicated in the adult criminal justice 

system, the US Supreme Court has weighed in, finding that states have gone too far 

when they mandate life sentences for juveniles and recognizing the growing body of 

research on adolescent brain science. States have been making adjustments to their 

legislative schemes to comport with the Supreme Court’s 8th Amendment limits on 

extreme mandatory sentences for youth and state courts have also been answering 

some of the questions left open, such as what is a life sentence, what is a meaningful 

opportunity for release and when and how must age be considered when sentencing 

youth in the adult criminal system? We are beginning to see some movement away from 

the punitive policies that developed in the 1990’s in Washington and other parts of the 

country.  

 

This course will explore similarities and differences between the juvenile justice and 

adult criminal justice systems. We will explore how and whether current juvenile court 

systems address the needs of youth, their families, and the broader community. Juvenile 

laws vary widely from state to state. We will be looking at national trends and 

Washington law. 

 

mailto:kambrose@uw.edu


The goals of the course are to obtain an understanding of how the law has evolved to 

address young people who are accused of crime, how the juvenile court system is or 

isn’t working to address juvenile criminal behavior and what roles attorneys, the bench, 

service providers, detention facilities, institutions and community members play. In 

addition, the course is designed to learn how to critically and productively discuss 

juvenile law and policy issues to identify positive avenues for reform. Class time will 

include lecture, discussion, and guest speakers from the juvenile justice system. 

 

Text 

 

There is no required text for this course. Readings will be on-line or on the CANVAS 

page. 

 

Grading 

 

CLASS PARTICIPATION 

20% of grade 

 

Students should come to class having read assigned materials and be prepared to 

contribute to the discussion. There are many strongly held opinions about how the law 

should deal with the criminal behavior of youth – and many different legal models 

found across the country. Being a lawyer/advocate requires the ability to analyze issues 

and effectively discuss them with others. Students are required to attend 80% of classes 

to receive credit pursuant to the law school’s attendance policy. 

 

SITE VISIT WITH WRITTEN REPORT 

20% of grade 

 

One of the best ways to understand the juvenile system is to observe it first-hand. 

Students will be provided the opportunity to visit a juvenile prison or other institution or 

visit juvenile court. A short written report, maximum 1500 words, responding to your 

experience will be required. In lieu of the written report, you may choose a creative way 

to respond to your visit (video, audio, other visual representation, etc.) The site visit will 

replace one class session (we will not meet on March 28 during the first week of classes.) 

 

SHORT PAPER 

30% of grade 



You will have one 1000 word written assignment due on May 9, 10 AM. which will 

require you to make a legal argument based on cases that we have discussed in class. A 

prompt for the assignment will be uploaded to CANVAS on May 2.   

 

OP-ED 

30% of grade 

Your final assignment is to draft a 600 word op-ed piece on a juvenile justice topic of 

your choosing. Op-Ed samples can be found on CANVAS. Due May 24, 5 pm. 

ACCESS AND ACCOMMODATIONS  

Your experience in this class is important. If you have already established accommodations with 
Disability Resources for Students (DRS), please communicate your approved accommodations 
to your instructor at your earliest convenience so we can discuss your needs. If you have not 
yet established services through DRS, but have a temporary health condition or permanent 
disability that requires accommodations (conditions include but not limited to; mental health, 
attention-related, learning, vision, hearing, physical or health impacts), you are welcome to 
contact DRS at 011 Mary Gates Hall or 206-543-8924 or uwdrs@uw.edu or disability.uw.edu. 
(Links to an external site.) DRS offers resources and coordinates reasonable accommodations 
for students with disabilities and/or temporary health conditions. Reasonable accommodations 
are established through an interactive process between you, your instructor(s) and DRS. It is the 
policy and practice of the University of Washington to create inclusive and accessible learning 
environments consistent with federal and state law. 

 

SCHEDULE OF TOPICS AND READINGS: 

 

Wednesday March 28:  Class does not meet first week of the quarter (see site visit above). 

 

Meeting One:  April 4 

 

TOPIC: The History of Juvenile Court—How did we get here?  
 
The first juvenile court was established in 1899, but years earlier “wayward” children were 
placed in facilities outside of their homes. By the 1920’s every state had a juvenile court 
(Washington’s first juvenile court act was in 1918.) From the beginning, there were racial 
disparities in who ended up in prison and who received rehabilitative services. The juvenile 
court was transformed to what it is today by the U.S. Supreme Court’s 1967 decision In re 
Gault, where SCOTUS provided some due process protections to children adjudicated 
“delinquent,” including the right to counsel and the right to confront witnesses. A few years 
later, the Court expanded due process protections in juvenile court to include a right to proof 
beyond a reasonable doubt (In re Winship 1970) but stopped short of giving juveniles the right 
to a jury trial. (McKeiver v. Pennsylvania 1970).  
 



Since Gault, there has continued to be a tension in juvenile court between procedural formality 
and creating a developmentally appropriate process where the goal of rehabilitation can be 
achieved. And juvenile court has continued to be a place where racial disparities continue to 
exist at every stage of the proceedings.  
 
Readings: 
 
Robin Walker Sterling, Gault and the Road Not Taken (16 page excerpt on CANVAS). This 
excerpt gives a brief history of the juvenile court movement, filling in what many historical 
accounts leave out – the role of race.  
 
In re Gault 387 U.S. 1, 87 S. Ct. 1428 (1967)(Westlaw)  
Where else can you get both “Star Chamber” and “Kangaroo Court” referenced in a US 
Supreme Court opinion? Although it was an 8-1 decision for Gault, there were 2 concurring 
opinions, one concurring in part dissenting in part decision and one dissent – an indication of 
the challenges that these not quite criminal or civil proceedings presented for the Court. Pay 
attention to how this case got to the court procedurally (remember no right to appeal at the 
time.)  
 
Discussion Questions: What concerns did the majority in Gault have about what was going on 
in juvenile court? Did the majority decide children adjudicated in juvenile court should be given 
the same rights as adults in criminal proceedings? Why or why not? What rights were juveniles 
given and what is the constitutional basis? What are the dissent’s concerns about what due 
process protections will do to juvenile court proceedings? Some contend juveniles should have 
all of the due process protections of adult court, including jury trials, with a rehabilitative 
sentencing structure. Others believe that the original ideals of juvenile court should be sought 
after and the procedure gets in the way. What is the appropriate balance? 
 
Meeting 2: April 11 
 
TOPIC: How old is old enough to be held criminally responsible? Are young children competent? 
Infancy, Capacity and Competency 
 
States vary regarding whether there exists a lower age limit for holding juveniles responsible in 
juvenile or adult criminal court, with most states not setting a lower limit.  That means children 
as young as 5 or 6 may be adjudicated in some juvenile courts. Check the law in your home 
state here. 
 
Readings: 
 

 Rights of Juveniles § 2:2 (2018 Ed.)  
 

 9 Year Old Pleads Guilty in Bremerton school shooting, Seattle Times, March 6, 2012.  
 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/Id4c70e219c1d11d991d0cc6b54f12d4d/View/FullText.html?originationContext=typeAhead&transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://njdc.info/practice-policy-resources/state-profiles/multi-jurisdiction-data/minimum-age-for-delinquency-adjudication-multi-jurisdiction-survey/
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Ib72782633eb711ddaca58dd9d323f749/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/Ib72782633eb711ddaca58dd9d323f749/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
http://blogs.seattletimes.com/today/2012/03/9-year-old-pleads-guilty-in-bremerton-school-shooting/


In Washington, the minimum age for criminal capacity is 8.  
 

 Review: RCW 9A.04.050 
For children between 8 and 11, a capacity hearing is required where the State has the 
obligation of overcoming the presumption that the child does not have capacity.  

 Read State v. Ramer, 151 Wash.2d 116, 86 P.3d 132 (2004)(westlaw) where the 
Washington Supreme Court applies 7 factors to determine whether the child has 
capacity to commit a sex offense.  

 
Capacity, the ability to understand the nature of your actions and know that they are wrong, is 
distinct from competency, the ability to understand the nature of the proceedings and assist 
counsel. These issues can be overlapping and confusing in juvenile court. Young children who 
are arrested and brought to juvenile detention facilities for acting out behavior often have 
developmental and mental health issues, some as a result of childhood trauma which has 
resulted also in child welfare system involvement.  

 Read State v. Swenson-Tucker, 131 Wash.App. 1045 (Div. 2 2006) (UNPUBLISHED 
available on Westlaw) 

 
The historical “child saving” underpinnings of juvenile court results in a common belief that 
juvenile court intervention is justified even for very young children in order to help the child. 
There has been very little review by the appellate courts of capacity issues, but one is currently 
pending in the Washington Supreme Court.  

 Skim the petition for review, which was granted in March 2017 in State v. Robert C. 
[westlaw] 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
Discussion Questions: 
What should the State’s response be to young children who break the law? Is the current legal 
mechanism for determining who is old enough to be adjudicated in Washington satisfactory? 
What about children who are involved in multiple systems, like the child welfare system, should 
they be treated differently?  
 
Meeting 3: April 18 
 
TOPIC: When is a juvenile an adult for criminal prosecution? Transfer/Decline/Fitness  
 
Every state has some mechanism for determining the upper limit for juvenile court jurisdiction 
and states have multiple mechanisms for determining when a child (usually meaning under 18 
years old) should be prosecuted in adult criminal court.  Most states use age 17 as the upper 
limit for juvenile court jurisdiction. Almost every state allows a judge to discretionarily transfer 
a youth to the adult system (called “decline” in Washington). Some states allow prosecutors 
decide where to file certain types of charges. Most states also have some type of “statutory 
exclusion” where certain types of offenses are excluded from juvenile court jurisdiction (in 
Washington this is called “auto-decline.”)  Check out your state’s scheme here. 
 

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=9a.04.050
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I130f829af79d11d98ac8f235252e36df/View/FullText.html?navigationPath=Search%2Fv3%2Fsearch%2Fresults%2Fnavigation%2Fi0ad604050000013db34a5597863879f6%3FNav%3DCASE%26fragmentIdentifier%3DI130f829af79d11d98ac8f235252e36df%26startIndex%3D1%26contextData%3D%2528sc.Search%2529%26transitionType%3DSearchItem&listSource=Search&listPageSource=528fbab1f23806940722eddd8fe9fa02&list=ALL&rank=1&grading=na&sessionScopeId=807bb4dfb18fa26a821bbb88bf50cf8f&originationContext=Smart%20Answer&transitionType=SearchItem&contextData=%28sc.Search%29
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/Icd384787a3fa11da97faf3f66e4b6844/View/FullText.html?navigationPath=Search%2Fv3%2Fsearch%2Fresults%2Fnavigation%2Fi0ad604050000013db3490f5a86387912%3FNav%3DCASE%26fragmentIdentifier%3DIcd384787a3fa11da97faf3f66e4b6844%26startIndex%3D1%26contextData%3D%2528sc.Search%2529%26transitionType%3DSearchItem&listSource=Search&listPageSource=bb32c8de2548d6b205f3a92ffa0dacd6&list=ALL&rank=2&grading=na&sessionScopeId=807bb4dfb18fa26a821bbb88bf50cf8f&originationContext=Smart%20Answer&transitionType=SearchItem&contextData=%28sc.Search%29
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/Iee1e95870d3c11e7b92bf4314c15140f/View/FullText.html?listSource=RelatedInfo&list=Filings&rank=2&docFamilyGuid=Iee1e958a0d3c11e7b92bf4314c15140f&originationContext=filings&transitionType=FilingsItem&contextData=%28sc.Keycite%29
http://www.jjgps.org/jurisdictional-boundaries


Readings: 
 

 A recent example of a youth sent by a judicial decision to adult court Rare ruling sends 
15 year old murder suspect to adult court, Seattle Times, 11/6/16 on CANVAS. 

 

 Kent v. U.S., 383 U.S. 541 (1966)(excerpt on CANVAS). The first U.S. Supreme Court 
decision to address the juvenile court addressed a transfer proceeding in the District of 
Columbia, reversing the decision. It referenced in its appendices factors which are now 
known as the “Kent factors” and have been adopted by many if not most states that 
allow for discretionary transfer of children to adult court.  

 

 The Campaign for Youth Justice, Raising the Bar: State Trends in Keeping Youth Out of 
Adult Courts (2015-2017)  
This report describes the various legal mechanisms states use for processing youth in 
the adult criminal system (Ch. 3) and it provides an overview of recent trends. There is a 
graph on p. 42 that shows how different states handle transfer.  

 

 Read this example of how Washington courts apply those factors to a 14 year old girl: 
State v. H.O., 119 Wash. App. 549 (Div. 1 2003)[westlaw] 

 Kid Crime, Adult Time, Pacific Northwest Inlander, 9/8/2010. This article explains how 
Washington’s framework for turning children into adults for criminal prosecution has 
impacted specific individuals. Also on CANVAS. 

 
Finally, two reforms are pending in Washington State: (1) a challenge (again) to the 
constitutionality of Washington’s decline statute –review a well written Amicus brief here: 

 State v. Tyler Watkins, Amicus Brief by Juvenile Law Center (Argued 3/13/18 Wash. Sup. 
Ct.)[on westlaw] 

and (2) a legislative change removing certain offenses from “automatic decline.” After many 
attempts to legislatively amend the auto-decline statute, the 2017-18 legislature made 
significant reforms in  

 ESSB 6160,  
which removed certain offenses from the list of “auto-decline” offenses and increased juvenile 
court jurisdiction to age 25 for those removed offenses. The new law also prohibits 
discretionary decline for all offenses except murder for youth 14 and younger (previous law 
allows a youth any age of capacity to be discretionarily declined to adult court.) 
 
Discussion Questions: At what age should youth be tried in the adult system, if ever? How 
should the decision be made – by judges, prosecutors or the legislature? Is ESSB 6160 a step in 
the right direction? What should the response be to 16 and 17 year olds who commit violent 
crimes?   
 
Meeting 4:  April 25 
 

http://cfyj.org/images/A-StateTrends_Report-Web.pdf
http://cfyj.org/images/A-StateTrends_Report-Web.pdf
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I39f971a2f5a811d983e7e9deff98dc6f/View/FullText.html?navigationPath=Search%2Fv3%2Fsearch%2Fresults%2Fnavigation%2Fi0ad604050000013db37371c786389f02%3FNav%3DCASE%26fragmentIdentifier%3DI39f971a2f5a811d983e7e9deff98dc6f%26startIndex%3D1%26contextData%3D%2528sc.Search%2529%26transitionType%3DSearchItem&listSource=Search&listPageSource=335e3a0dc16c8fe43dde9c44cfa20771&list=ALL&rank=2&grading=na&sessionScopeId=807bb4dfb18fa26a821bbb88bf50cf8f&originationContext=Search%20Result&transitionType=SearchItem&contextData=%28sc.Search%29
http://www.inlander.com/spokane/article-15576-kid-crime-adult-time.html
http://www.courts.wa.gov/content/Briefs/A08/949735%20Amici%20-%20Juvenile%20Law%20Ctr,%20et%20al.pdf
http://www.courts.wa.gov/content/Briefs/A08/949735%20Amici%20-%20Juvenile%20Law%20Ctr,%20et%20al.pdf
http://lawfilesext.leg.wa.gov/biennium/2017-18/Pdf/Bills/Senate%20Passed%20Legislature/6160-S2.PL.pdf#page=1


TOPIC: What happens when children face adult consequences-- Juvenile Life Without Parole and 
other Sentencing Issues for Youth in the Adult Criminal System 
 
The increasing number of children being tried as adults in the 1990’s gave rise to a significant 
amount of advocacy by lawyers and social scientists working together to convince the U.S. 
Supreme Court that the developmental differences between children and adults made certain 
types of adult sentences inappropriate for children, including the death penalty and mandatory 
life without parole. The significance of the U.S. Supreme Court’s 8th Amendment decisions 
affecting adolescents may depend on where you live; however, there is no question that these 
decisions are continuing to play out in important ways all over the country – as states grapple 
with what to do with children who commit crimes that may be classified as serious.  
 
Readings: 
  
The “trilogy” of SCOTUS 8th Amendment juvenile cases is important reading. The cases build on 
each other and have been excerpted down to a reasonable length.  
 

 Roper v. Simmons 543 U.S. 551, 125 S.Ct. 1183, 161 L.Ed.2d 1 (2005) (excerpt on 
CANVAS)  

 Graham v. Florida 560 U.S. 48, 130 S.Ct. 2011, 176 L.Ed.2d 825 (2010)(excerpt on 
CANVAS) 

 Miller v. Alabama, 567 U.S. ___, 132 S. Ct. 2455, 2470, 183 L. Ed. 2d 407 (2012) (excerpt 
on CANVAS) 

 

 Washington’s response: At the time of Miller, Washington had approximately 30 
individuals serving LWOP sentences for crimes committed as juveniles. Washington 
allows LWOP in aggravated murder cases only. In 2014, Washington was one of the 
early states that legislatively addressed Miller before the Supreme Court applied it 
retroactively (which it did in 2015 in Montgomery v. Alabama). In what is known as the 
“Miller fix” statute, the Washington legislature went even farther than required by 
granting review at 20 years for all cases (besides LWOP) where juveniles were sentenced 
as adults. It did not, however, prohibit LWOP cases altogether for juveniles allowing it to 
remain as an option after an individualized determination by a judge. Read the statute:  
RCW 9.94A.730 

In Washington, the Supreme Court has applied the adolescent brain science and Miller to 
lengthy term of years sentences (State v. Ronquillo, 190 Wn. App. 765, 778, 361 P .3d 779 
(2015)(51 years is a de facto life sentence for Miller); 18 year olds (State v. O’Dell, 183 Wn.2d 

680, 358 P.3d 359 (2015)); and to juveniles sentenced to less than life (State v. Houston-
Sconiers, 188 Wn.2d 1, 8, 391 P.3d 409 (2017) (age must be considered as a mitigator when 
sentencing juveniles in the adult system and mandatory enhancements cannot be mandatory 
for juveniles.)  

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=9.94A.730


 Read the excerpts of State v. O’Dell and State v. Houston-Sconiers on CANVAS as they 
are significant cases that have gone farther than most courts in the country. There is 
currently litigation pending testing their retroactivity and how far these decisions 
extend. 

Guest speaker: O.I.—a Race and Justice Clinic client who was recently released through the 
new juvenile parole process (“Miller fix”) will speak about his experience being sent to the adult 
criminal system at the age of 15 and getting the opportunity for a second chance more than 20 
years later. 
 
Meeting 5:  May 2 
 
TOPIC: The Juvenile Court Process: Arrest through Disposition 
 
Since Gault, juvenile proceedings resemble adult proceedings in many ways but generally have 
more diversion and sentencing (disposition) options to reflect the system’s rehabilitative goals. 
For the past few of decades, detention rates have been dropping as more jurisdictions 
recognize the negative impact of secure detention.   
Readings 
 

 On CANVAS you will find a document that includes a flow chart, glossary and description 
of How Washington’s Juvenile Justice System Works. The document also describes 
Washington’s determinate sentencing scheme. It is unique amongst juvenile systems, 
which generally use indeterminate structures.  

Youth who end up in juvenile court, like adults in the criminal system, plead guilty most of the 
time. They are frequently represented by public defenders who do not have the resources to 
provide quality representation or may not take their obligations in juvenile court as seriously as 
they might when representing adults.  

 State v. A.N.J., 168 Wn.2d 91 (2010) [westlaw] Read this often-cited case about 
ineffective assistance of counsel in juvenile court. 

Increasingly, the use of detention for young people has come under scrutiny as an ineffective 
and inhumane response to adolescent criminal behavior. Alternatives, like restorative justice, 
are being piloted, but they do not fit neatly within the due process structure. 

 ‘We can’t just keep doing what we’ve been doing’: King County tries risky alternative to 
jail, Seattle Times, 10/23/2017. 

 ‘Bold step’: King County to treat youth crime as a public health risk, Seattle Times, 
11/16/27 

 What will it take to stop locking up kids? Breaking Down the Numbers, The Stranger, July 
19, 2017. 

   
Discussion Questions:  What is the proper role for counsel in juvenile court? Is it the same as 
lawyers for adults in the criminal system? What are the pros and cons of indeterminate and 
determinate sentencing schemes for youth in juvenile court? If you think the system is flawed, 
what would it look like to “fix” the system? 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/Icdccd7160c6811dfb08de1b7506ad85b/View/FullText.html?navigationPath=Search%2Fv1%2Fresults%2Fnavigation%2Fi0ad74016000001623ecfa09faaacf3f6%3FNav%3DCASE%26fragmentIdentifier%3DIcdccd7160c6811dfb08de1b7506ad85b%26startIndex%3D1%26contextData%3D%2528sc.Search%2529%26transitionType%3DSearchItem&listSource=Search&listPageSource=87cb783ab61579d405cd61d05de6ba87&list=ALL&rank=2&sessionScopeId=28ec59db6feb468ccf6cb7ca980ebba23521144d4edd3ba28841c4950c516313&originationContext=Smart%20Answer&transitionType=SearchItem&contextData=%28sc.Search%29
https://www.seattletimes.com/education-lab/we-cant-just-keep-doing-what-weve-been-doing-king-county-tries-risky-alternative-to-youth-jail/
https://www.seattletimes.com/education-lab/we-cant-just-keep-doing-what-weve-been-doing-king-county-tries-risky-alternative-to-youth-jail/
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/bold-step-king-county-to-look-at-youth-crime-as-public-health-risk/
https://www.thestranger.com/juvie/2017/07/19/25297054/what-will-it-take-to-stop-locking-up-kids


 
Meeting 6:  May 9 
 
TOPIC: Investigating Juvenile Crime: Pathways to the Juvenile System 
 
Young people come to the attention of law enforcement and the juvenile system in a variety 
ways, and their status as youth is often critical.  How far do the “constitutional differences” 
between adults and children extend? How should police interact with young people when 
investigating crime?   
 
What about school behavior? Much attention has been paid to the “School to Prison Pipeline” 
which is an imprecise term that refers to the many students who have been arrested, 
suspended or expelled under ‘zero tolerance’ policies or have been subject to arrest or pushed 
out of school after the dramatic increase in school-based policing that followed the Columbine 
school shooting.  
 
Read: 

 J.D.B. v. North Carolina, 564 U.S. 261, 131 S.Ct. 2394, 180 L.Ed.2d 310 (2011)(excerpt on 
CANVAS) 

 State v. Meneese, 174 Wash.2d 937(2012)[westlaw] 

 State v. E.J.J., 183 Wash.2d 497(2015)[westlaw] 
 
The Obama Administration Department of Education and DOJ Office of Civil Rights issued joint 
guidance (a Dear Colleague Letter) on school discipline acknowledging the racial disparities that 
exist and encouraging schools to adopt policies to reduce these disparities. (Aside, some have 
blamed the Parkland shooting on these “lax” policies, see: Did Lax -0bama-Era-School Policies 
Enable the Parkland Shooter?, The National Review, 3/2/2018) In 2014, the Trump 
Administration issued a different Dear Colleague Letter, which has also come under scrutiny by 
some conservatives who do not agree with the way racial disparities are addressed.  
 

 Dear Colleague Letter, DOE and DOJ Office of Civil Rights, January 8, 2014. 

 Race dramatically skews discipline, even in elementary school, Seattle Times, 6/23/15 

 Highline District struggles with fallout after limiting school suspensions, Seattle Times, 
9/10/16. 

 
Discussion Questions:  Should criminal procedural rules be different for children and adults be 
different? How? What should, if anything, should schools do to stem the school -to-prison 
pipeline and reduce suspensions and expulsions? What role does the federal government have?  
 
*Short Paper due May 9. 
 
Meeting 7:  May 16 
 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I16e70fbbdcd211e1b11ea85d0b248d27/View/FullText.html?navigationPath=%2FFoldering%2Fv3%2Fkambrose%3D40u.washington.edu%2Fhistory%2Fitems%2FdocumentNavigation%2Fc370a2ed-01cb-4aaf-bab1-169ee7781ed9%2FcoDcc0DRz24EQueMvuxGx9mLzQ8U9G9vPBxGJuLCwzW4Smfx%603BBAnHQjuFAOTL4OgO7lWmG%60%60I%7CRIT6OOzQsXNuJ4iTAeEN&listSource=Foldering&list=historyDocuments&rank=1&sessionScopeId=28b149609cf13eb4df2b8efc7b3a1ef2a5ec2cf6478aa8c2685196744c4e0914&originationContext=MyResearchHistoryAll&transitionType=MyResearchHistoryItem&contextData=%28oc.Search%29&VR=3.0&RS=cblt1.0
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/Ia2d53bc91c2c11e590d4edf60ce7d742/View/FullText.html?navigationPath=Search%2Fv1%2Fresults%2Fnavigation%2Fi0ad74016000001623ed0e9ddaaacf50d%3FNav%3DCASE%26fragmentIdentifier%3DIa2d53bc91c2c11e590d4edf60ce7d742%26startIndex%3D1%26contextData%3D%2528sc.Search%2529%26transitionType%3DSearchItem&listSource=Search&listPageSource=0959debbe7bc4a753b05bb38b93a1a0f&list=ALL&rank=1&sessionScopeId=28ec59db6feb468ccf6cb7ca980ebba23521144d4edd3ba28841c4950c516313&originationContext=Smart%20Answer&transitionType=SearchItem&contextData=%28sc.Search%29
https://www.nationalreview.com/2018/03/parkland-shooting-school-discipline-policies-limited-law-enforcement-involvement-with-students/
https://www.nationalreview.com/2018/03/parkland-shooting-school-discipline-policies-limited-law-enforcement-involvement-with-students/
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201401-title-vi.html
https://www.seattletimes.com/education-lab/race-dramatically-skews-discipline-even-in-elementary-school/
https://www.seattletimes.com/education-lab/highline-struggles-with-fallout-of-limiting-student-suspensions/


TOPIC: The Consequences of Juvenile Court Involvement (first half of class) 
AND Guest Panel – Working in the Juvenile System. 
 

In the beginning, juvenile court was considered a place where youth would receive 
rehabilitative assistance in a confidential environment. But recall in Gault, the term “star 
chamber” was used to cast doubt on this system. Today, a majority of juvenile courts and 
juvenile records are open to the public. Washington has open juvenile courts and records since 
the Juvenile Justice Act was adopted in 1977. As a result, and as a result of policies that have 
been adopted over the years equating juvenile “adjudications” or “delinquency findings” to 
adult convictions, youth who have been processed in juvenile suffer from many (but not all) of 
the same disabilities that adults with criminal histories endure. In the last 5 years, the 
Washington legislature has made some steps back to protecting youth from the impact of 
juvenile records. Some other states are also moving in that direction as well. 
 
Readings: 
 

  Beyond Juvenile Court: The Long Term Impact of a Juvenile Record, Washington 
Defender Association (2013):  There have been some changes to the law since this 
resource for defense attorneys was updated.  One addition to the juvenile records 
scheme is an administrative sealing process and the removal of discretionary LFO’s  
(that was lobbied by UW’s very own Legislative Advocacy Clinic over two different 
years.).  

 State v. S.J.C., 183 Wash.2d 408 (2015) [westlaw] The administrative sealing process 
(sometimes referred to as ‘automatic sealing’) was challenged by the King County 
Prosecuting Attorney’s office under the open courts requirement of the Washington 
State Constitution. The opinion, written by J. Yu, reviews the history of juvenile court.  

 
Discussion Questions:  Should juvenile court records be confidential and unavailable to the 
public altogether? Also, please come to class with questions for prosecutors, defense attorneys 
and judges.   

https://defensenet.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/Beyond-Juvenile-Court.pdf
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I8fc26e9711cd11e5a795ac035416da91/View/FullText.html?navigationPath=Search%2Fv1%2Fresults%2Fnavigation%2Fi0ad74016000001623ec9d409aaacee3d%3FNav%3DCASE%26fragmentIdentifier%3DI8fc26e9711cd11e5a795ac035416da91%26startIndex%3D1%26contextData%3D%2528sc.Search%2529%26transitionType%3DSearchItem&listSource=Search&listPageSource=acb09c44421b956a9d67c7652b922aa1&list=ALL&rank=1&sessionScopeId=28ec59db6feb468ccf6cb7ca980ebba23521144d4edd3ba28841c4950c516313&originationContext=Search%20Result&transitionType=SearchItem&contextData=%28sc.Search%29

