








district in which the pupil's parent resides the responsibility for providing a special
education program for cvcry qualifed pupil in California between the ages of 18
and 22 years. As set forth above, the introductory clause of section 56041
explicitly excepts from the reach of the statute tdthose pupils meeting residency
requirements for school attendance specified in subdivision (a) of Section 48204.5'
That provision lists the exceptions to the general rule that children between the
ages of six and 18 must attend school in the school district in which the residence
of their parent or guardian is located.z (See Katz v. Los Gatos-saratoga Joint

in relevant part that
çGgnqotwithstanding Section 48200, a pupil complies with the residency
requirements for school attendance in a school district, if he or she is any of the
following'.

çç(1)(A) A pupil placed within the boundaries of that school district in a
regularly established licensed children's institution, or a licensed foster home, or a
family home pursuant to a commitment or placement under Chapter 2
(commencing with Section 200) of Part 1 of Division 2 of the Welfare and
lnstitutions Code.

Section 48204, subdivision (a), provides

çç(B) An agency placing a pupil in a home or
subparagraph (A) shall provide evidence to the school
commitment is pursuant to law.

institution described in
that the placement or

(642) A pupil who is a foster child who remains in his or her school of
origin pursuant to subdivisions (d) and (e) of Section 48853.5.

tç(3) A pupil for whom interdistrict attendance has been approved pursuant
to Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 46600) of Part 26.

:ç(4) A pupil whose residence is located within the boundaries of that
school district and whose parent or legal guardian is relieved of responsibility,
control, and authority through emancipation.

çç(5) A pupil who lives in the home of a caregiving adult that is located
within the boundaries of that school district. Execution of an affidavit under
penalty of perjury pursuant to Part 1.5 (commencing with Section 6550) of
Division 1 1 of the Family Code by the caregiving adult is a sufficient basis for a
determination that the pupil lives in the home of the carejiver, unless the schooldistrict determines from actual facts that the pupil is not llving in the home of the
caregiver.

Iootnote continued on nextpage)
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Union High School Dist, supra, 1 17 Ca1.App.4th at pp. 57-58.) In accordance
with those exceptions, section 56041 does not apply when, for example, the
eligible 18- to 22-year-o1d pupil, prior to reaching the age of majority, had been
placed in a licensed children's institution or foster home by the juvenile court, or
was residing in a state hospital. (j 48204, subds. (a)(1)(A), (6).) In those
instances, the responsibility for providing special education and related services
lies with the school district in which the institution or home is located,

Other, more specific provisions in the special education scheme cal've out
additional exceptions to the application of section 56041. For example, the
Legislature has assigned to the county board of education the responsibility for
providing, or contracting with a local school district to provide, both general
education and special education services to youth and young adults incarcerated in

thejuvenile detention facilities within its jurisdiction. (jj 48645.2, 56150; see
Welf. & lnst. Code j 1731.5, subd. (a)(1), (2) (a court may commit to the Division
of Juvenile Facilities any person convicted of one or more specified offenses who

was younger than 21 years o1d at the time of apprehensionl.) Similarly, the
Legislature has assigned responsibility for providing special education to

(footnote continuedh-om previous page)

tç(6) A pupil residing in a state hospital located within the boundaries of
that school district.''

We observe, and at oral argument the parties agreed, that when theLegislature incorporated section 48204's exceptions to the residency nzle into
section 56041, lawmakers clearly intended the reference to (çemancipation'' in
section 48204, subdivision (a)(4), to mean emancipation of a minor. (See alsoFam. Code, j 7050, subd. (e)(15) (providing that an emancipated minor is
considered an adult for purposes of dçestablishling) the minor's own residenceq.)

15

Case: 10-55879     12/17/2013          ID: 8911992     DktEntry: 63     Page: 15 of 29

LAUSD V. GARCIA 19



hospitalized smdents to the local educational agency that serves the geographic

area where the hospital or medical facility is located. (j 56167, subd. (a).)
The Legislature's designation of a single, local educational agency as the

entity responsible for providing a FAPE to the qualiled individuals placed in a

juvenile detention facility or residing in other institutional settings arguably
promotes the goals of consistent, orderly, efscient, and effective delivery of
special education programs in those settings. However, otlr review of the
educational scheme reveals that the Legislature has not added a provision tp the
statutory scheme that specifically assigns responsibility for providing a FAPE to

qualified individuals in the county jail setting and has not amended section 56041
to create an exception to that effect. Nor has counsel for either side pointed to a
statute or case that assigns responsibility for providing special education in these
circumstances. Further, the language of other statutes such as section 48645.2,
which assigns to the county board of education the responsibility for operating

juvenile court schools, is not broad enough to fairly encompass responsibility for
eligible individuals between the ages of 18 and 22 who are incarcerated in county

jail. Absent any indications of a contrary legislative intent in the language and
structure of the special education statutory scheme as a whole, we conclude that
when none of the statutory exceptions to section 56041 applies, the entity
responsible for providing special education to an eligible young adult pupil while

he or she is incarcerated in county jail is properly determined by the terms of
section 56041. As we have seen, under section 56041, the responsible entity is

generally the district in which the inmate's parent resides.
L.A. Unified argues that the language of section 56041 does not evince any

intent to assign responsibility for providing special education to eligible county

jail inmates because the statute does not expressly refer to county jails. That
section 56041 makes no specific reference to county jail inmates does not mean it

16
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does not assign responsibility for providing special education services in that
setting, however. As demonstrated by this court's past decisions, we have not
hesitated to construe statutory language to cover a subject that was not expressly
mentioned in the provision in question, when doing so is consistent with the
stitute's purpose. For example, in City ofsan Jose v. Superior Court (1993)
5 Ca1.4th 47, we held that the procedural safeguards set forth in Evidence Code
section 1045, which govems the disclosurdbf confidential police personnel files to

criminal defendants, also applied injuvpnile delinquency proceedings,
notwithstanding that the statute did not expressly refer to delinquency matters.
(City ofsan Jose, supra, at pp. 53-54; see also Cel-Tech Communications, Inc. v.
Los Angeles Cellular Telephone Co. (1999) 20 Ca1.4th 163, 183 (the Legislature's
failure to specifkally prohibit certain activity under the unfair competition 1aw
does not prevent a court from determining that the activity is unfair under the

actl.) Likewise here, the absence of an express reference to county jails does not
preclude us from interpreting section 5604 1 to assign responsibility for providing
special education to eligible 18- to 22-year-o1d individuals incarcerated in such
facilities because such a construction is consistent with the overarching statutory
purpose of satisfying the state's obligations under the IDEA by ensuring that a
clearly designated educational agency is assigned responsibility for providing
eligible individuals Sçthe right to an appropriate educational opportunity to meet

their unique needs.'' (j 56000, subd. (a); see 20 U.S.C. jj1400(d)(1)(a), 1412(a).)
L.A. Unised argues that the legislative history of section 56041 reflects a

more limited pumose, namely, to maintain interdistrict funding obligations when a
student who has been placed by one school district into a special education

program located in another school district reaches the age of majority and would
otherwise become the funding responsibility of a district that had no involvement
in the placement decision. In light of the broadly worded language of section

17
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56041, we carmot agree with L.A. Uniied's contention that the statute should be
interpreted narrowly as applying to only the foregoing circumstances.

Section 56041 has been described as a provision that Stensurelsj funding
continuity.'' (Orange Cozfnfy Dept. ofEduc. v. Calfornia Dept. ofEduc. (9th Cir.
201 1) 668 F.3d 1052, 1059; see also Sierra Sands UnsedschoolDistrîct v.
Student (Spècial Ed. Hearing Off., Oct. 22, 2002, No. 2198-02) p. 2 Ej 56041 is a
provision GGto maintain ftmding responsibilities''); Student v. Berkeley LJn#3c#
School Dist. (Special Ed. Hering Off., Nov. 6, 2003, No.. 1989-03) (samel.) As
previously discussed, the statute was enacted as part of an omnibus special
education bill that expanded the scope of eligibility, made procedural changes, and
conformed California 1aw to federal statutes and regulations. (Stats. 1992,
ch. 1360, j 1 et seq., p. 6806 et seq.) According to legislative materials associated
with the measure, section 56041 was recommended by a representative of the

special education local plan area (SELPAI3 of Santa Barbara County and
Ssaddresseldq a problem for local educational agencies which are impacted by

3 With the implementation of California's Master Plan in 1980, each local
educational agency was required to organize orjoin a local çsspecial education
services region'' of dssufficient size and scope'' to ensure the delivery of special
education and related services to a1l qualified individuals within that geographic
area. (jj 56000, 56140; see also j 56195.1, subd. (a); Stats. 1980, ch. 797,
pp. 241 1-2413, 2418-2419, 2420-2423.) The SELPA can be a single district, or a
group comprised of inore than one district, one or more districts and a county
office of education, or one or more county offices of education. (j 56140,
subd..(d).) With input from a community advisory committee that includes
parents of students with disabilities, each SELPA is required to develop and
submit to state ofscials a local plan setting out how its participating agency or
agencies will implement and administer the special education programs to
qualified smdents within the geographic area served by the plan. (jj 56001(9,
56190, 56195.1; 56200., see generally, Legis. Analyst Rep., supra, Overview of
Special Edùcation in Cal.)
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nonpublic, nonsectarian schools.'' (Sen. Com. on Ed., Rep. on Assem. Bill
No. 2773 (1991-1992 Reg. Sess.) p. 2.) Our review of the legislative materials
discloses no further details regarding the nature of that problem. But according to
a 2003 decision by the Special Education Hearing Office,4 relied upon by L.A.
Unified to sufport its argument, the Tçproblem'' referred to in the foregoing
legislative report concerned minor students with disabilities who resided in
nonpublic, nonsectarian schools outside the jurisdiction of their local educational
agency. In the hearing officer's vieW, ttlrqather than automatically transfening the
responsibility for the student's education to the district where the student is
residing when he or she is or becomes an adult at age eighteen, Section 56041
requires the educational agency that placed the student in the nonpublic or
nonsectarian school to continue to be responsible for the smdent's education.''

(Student v. Berkeley Unt&# School Dist. (Special Ed. Hearing OfE, Nov. 6, 2003,
No. 1989-03) p. 7.)S The pupose of the statute, according to the hearing ofscer,

4 The Special Education Hearing Office was the gredecessor of the OAH
,which conducts the state administrative special educatlon due process hearingsthat resolve complaints alleging failure to provide a FAPE or to othemise complywith the IDEA. (jj 56500-56507; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 5, jj 3082, 4600 et seq.;see 20 U.S.C. j 1415(b)(6)(A), (9; 34 C.F.R. j 300.151-300.153 (2013).)

s
narrow circumstances described by the Special
decision in Student v. Berkeley Unfedschoolnumber of subsequent administrative hearing
to assign responsibility to a school district that had not been involved in the adult
pupil's individualized educational plan or placement prior to the pupil's having
reached the age of majority. (See Student v. Orange Cbzfn/y Dept. of Education
(OAH, Nov. 30, 2009, Nos. 2009090943, 2009100565) gconsolldated with Orange
C/z/nf.y Dept. ofEducation v. Studentj; Parent ex rel. Student v. Calfornia Dept.ofMental Health (OAH, Oct. 26, 2009, No. 2009050920); Orange Coz/n/.pDepartment ofEducation v. Student (OAH, May 22, 2009, Nos. 2008 120021,

section 5604 1 applies only in the
Education Hearing Office's
Dist, Garcia points out that a
decisions have applied section 56041

Countering L.A. Unified's assertion that

Iootnote continued on nextpage)
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was ttto protect certain school districts and SELPAS that have a large number of
residential schools attended by adult special education students from other districts
from becoming overwhelmed by the financial responsibility for the education of

those adult students.'' (Ibid.j
The materials described above support L.A. Unified's point that the

impettzs for the lawmakers' enactment of section 5604 1 was to solve a problem
resulting from the placement of a minor pupil in a residential school located
outside the geographical boundaries of the'pupil's' district.of residence - fhat is,
outside the district in which the parent resided. We observe, however, that
although lawmakers were presented with a specifc and narrow problem, they did
not limit the statute's application to only those situations in which a school district

had placed the minor student in a residential school outside of its jurisdictional
boundaries. lnstead, the statute is worded in broader terms. It distinguishes only
between conserved and nonconserved pupils and, as previously discussed, its only
express limitations are the exceptions to the residency requirements for

compulsory education generally. (j 56041, subd. (a) (ççExcept for those pupils
meeting residency requirements for school attendance specitsed in subdivision (a)
of Section 48204 . . . .'').)

(footnote continuedkom previouspage)
2009020130) (consolidated with Student v. Orange C/zfnf.y Department of
Educationj; Student v. Los Angeles (/n4/1# School District (OAH, Apr. 17, 2007,
No. 2007010772).)The administrative hearing decisions cited by the parties have applied, or
declined to apjly, section 56041 to assign responsibility for providing special
education to ellgible 18- to 22-year-old pupils in settings other than a countyjail
or other adult correctional facility. Because the factual scenarios presented by
those decisions are not before us, we express no view regarding their reasoning or
result.
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For its part, amicus curiae California School Boards Association asserts that
,

notwithstanding the statute's aémittedly broad terms, it is unlikely the Legislature
intended for section 56041 to be used to assign responsibility for special education

services for county jail inmates. As the Califomia School Boards Association
points out, when the Legislature enacted section 56041 in 1992, Califomia 1aw did
not explicitly require special education for countyjail inmates between the ages of
18 and 22, and it was not until 2004 that the Legislamre amended section 56040,
subdivision (b), to conform to the IDEA'S amendments in this regard. (See
20 U.S.C. j 14 12(a)(1)(B)(ii) (permitting states to forego providing a FAPE to an
individual 18 through 2 1 years old who did not have an individualized education

plan in place prior to his or her incarceration in an adult correctional facilityl.)
The California School Boards Association argues that, given the statutes in
existence in 1992, which included provisions permitting, but not requiring, county
officials to establish general education classes in county jail facilities (jj 1900,
1906, 1907), the Legislature could not have intended section 56041 to include
within its scope the responsibility for providing special education to eligible

county jail inmates.
We are persuaded that when the Legislature enacted section 5604 1, it did so

to address a specific problem, and that lawmakers did not consider the statute's
application to the setting at issue here. At the same time, however, we agree with
Garcia that the applicability of section 56041 is not necessarily limited by the
Legislature's lack of contemplation, at the time of the statme's enactment, whether
the provision applied to assign responsibility for providing spec'ial education in a

county jail. When, as here, the Legislature has chosen to address a specific
problem by enacting a statute with general terms, the particular impems for the
enactment does not limit its scope. (Khajavi v. Feather River Anesthesia Medical
Group (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 32, 51; see Barr v. United States (1945) 324 U.S.
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83, 90 (when lawmakers choose broad statutory language içit is unimportant that
the particular application may not have been contemplated'q.)

Notwithstanding that a distinct and specifc problem may have motivated the
Legislature's enactment of section 56041, our constmction of that statute as the
provision that designates the entity responsible for providing special education to

an eligible county jail inmate between the ages of 18 and 22 years is consistent
with several of the apparent objectives of section 5604 1. First, our interpretation
of the statute follows the general state educational policy of assigning funding
responsibility for a pupil's compulsory public education to the school district in
which the pupil's parent resides. Furthermore, and as the federal district court
observed, this interpretation protects a local educational agency serving the

geographic area in which a heavily populated county jail like the Los Angeles
County jail is located from becoming overwhelmed by the Gnancial responsibility
for educating eligible young adult inmates whose parents reside in other districts.

(See f os Angeles UnWc# School District v. Garcia, supra, 669 F.3d at p. 961.)
Our construction of section 56041 likewise comports with the special

education scheme generally. As previously mentioned, a court interpreting a
statute to best effectuate its intent does not view the provision in isolation, but
rather ç$ tin the context of the statutory framework as a whole in order to determine
its scope and purpose and to harmonize the various parts of the enactment.'

(Citation.q'' (Prospect Medical Group Inc. v. Northridge Medical Group (2009)
45 Ca1.4th 497, 506.) Viewing the statme through that broader lens, we conclude
that our construction furthers the overarching purpose of the statutory scheme as a
whole, which, as already discussed, is to ensure that there is a clearly designated
educational agency responsible for providing eligible individuals Sçthe right to an

appropriate educational opportunity to meet their unique needs.'' (j 56000,
subd. (a); cf. Prospect Medical Group Inc. v. Northridge Medical Group, supra, at
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pp. 506-507 (looking to the Knox-Keene Act as a whole to conclude that one of its
provisions, Hea1th & Saf. Code, j 1379, applied to a situation that did not exist at
the time of its enactmentq.)

We further observe that although the special education framework includes
speci/c provisions that render section 56041 inapplicable in institutional settings
that are similar to countyjails, there is no inconsistency between the existence of
those statutes and applying the more general terms of section 56041 to designate
respongibility for providing special education to an eligible 18 to 22 year old who

is incarcerated in county jail. With regard to institutional settings like juvenile
court schools, the Legislature has specifically considered the unique characteristics
of the particular educational environment and designated the entity responsible for
providing special education in those facilities accordingly. There is no indication
that the Legislature has specifically considered the delivery of special education

programs to eligible young adult inmates in county jail. Unless and until the
Legislature chooses to adopt a special rule to govel.n responsibility in that setting,
there is nothing impermissible or incongruous about designating the entity

responsible for special education programs in countyjail in accordance with the
more general terms of section 5604 1.

As for the statmes cited by amicus curiae California School Boards
Association that govern the delivery of general education programs in adult
corredional facilities, we agree with Garcia that there are no inherent
contradictions between the provisions. As a matter of IDEA and state 1aw policy,
a FAPE typically is provided in an educational environment with nondisabled

sttzdents. (20 U.S.C. j 1412(a)(5)(A); j 56040.1, subd. (a); see j 56000, subd. (c);
see also San Francisco Unfed School Dfzf. v. State ofcalfornia (1982) 131
Ca1.App.3d 54, 70 (the Sçmainstreaming policy'' reflects a ççbasic goal of the Act to
educate handicapped children in the dleast restrictive environment' possible'l.)
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Under the Education Code, a county superintendent of schools, with the assent of
the county's board of education and board of supervisors, may establish and

maintain classes or schools for inmates in its county'sjails and other correctional
facilities. (jj 1900, 1905-1906.) Iù addition, a county's board of supervisors is
authorized to assign to any school district maintaining secondary schools the

responsibility for operating such classes or schools in a county jail. (j 1907.)
These statutes are not necessarily inconsistent with allocating responsibility for

providing special education to an eligible county jail inmate to the school district
in which the eligible inmate's parent resides; rather these statutes provide a
structure within which the school district responsible for providing a special
education program can work together with the entity operating a general education

program in the same facility.
L.A. Uniûed asserts finally that applying section 56041 to assign

responsibility for providing special education programs to eligible cotmty jail
inmates would lead to absurd, unworkable results. According to L.A. Unified,
requiring the school district where an eligible inmate's parent resides to provide

special education in the county jail where the inmate is incarcerated presents
signitscant logistical concerns,. esp. ecially for school districts that are
geographically distant from the county jail. L.A. Unified maintains that such
districts would face uncertain staff and service obligations, and there could be
delays in services and barriers to the quick resolution of disputes between the

school district and the inmate. L.A. Unified warns furthermore thatjail
administrators would face stafGng and security issues in the event persolmel from

numerous school districts were to simultaneously converge on the jail facility to
provide special education programs to their respective pupils.

L.A. Unified is correct that under settled principles of statutory construction,
a court is obligated to avoid a constnzction that would lead to impractical or
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unworkable results.(Commission on Peace Olccr Standards and Training v.
Superior Court (2007) 42 Ca1.4th 278, 290.) We are npt persuaded, however, that
construing section 56041 to designate the entity responsible for providing special

education to an eligible 18- to 22-year-old county jail inmate would result in
unworkable or absurd consequences. L.A. Unified's argument describing the
various difficulties that could arise when many, perhaps distant, school districts
are assigned responsibility for providing special education to eligible 18- to 22-
year-old pupils who are incarcerated in 'a single county jail raises valid, palpable
concems. But pone of the identiied problems is insurmountable or renders the
construction of section 56041 unworkable. In this regard, we'agree with Garcia
that any potential difficulties arising from designating the school district in which

the county jail inmate's parent resides as the entity responsible for providing
special education and related services in a county jail may be overcome by the
school district's ability to contract with another school district or agency to deliver
the necessary services. Local educational entities like school districts are
statutorily authorized to enter into agreements with other public agencies to
provide special education to an eligible pupil and routinely enter into such

contracts. (See j 56369.) Our review of the special education scheme discloses
furthermore that in a number of settings the Legislature has imposed on school
districts the responsibility for funding special education programs for eligible
pupils who reside within the geographic boundaries of another district or even

another state. (See jâ 56365, subds. (d)-(i) gassigning to the local educational
agency the responsibility for ftmding the full amount of tuition for a pupil properly
placed in a nonpublic, nonsectarian school, including schools located outside of
the stateq, 56 195.5, subd. (b) (authorizing a local educational agency to provide for
the special education of individual pupils through programs maintained by other

districts or countiesq.)
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Amicus curiae California School Boards Association cautions that even
were another school district or entity willing to contract with the school district in

which the eligible county jail inmate's parent resides, there are no guarantees such
an agreement would adequately discharge the responsible school district's
obligations under our state 1aw and the IDEA. The California School Boards
Association argues that because correctional instimtions are penological rather
than educational in nature, they present distinctive and signifcant program-
implementation issues that could impact th: delivery of an inmate's special
education program, placing school districts at risk of being held liable for the
denial of a FAPE to a qualiGed individual. The association's concerns do not
render our interpretation of section 56041 unworkable, however. When a school
district contracts with certain entities, for example, with a nonpublic, nonsectarian
school, to provide special education and related services that the school district
cannot itself provide, the Legislature has ensured that such arrangements will
comply with required policies and procedures by clarifying the necessary terms
and respective duties to be set forth in master contracts between the school district

and the other entity. (See, e.g., j 56366, subd. (a) Erequired terms of agreuments
between local educational agencies and nonpublic, nonsectarian schools or
agenciesl.) Although there is no specific statutory provision setting forth the
required terms of a contract between school districts and other entities for the .

provision of special education services in county jails, a school district is not
without any guidance in this matter. For example, many of the terms for
agreements with nonpublic, nonsectarian schools mandated by section 56366,

subdivision (a), could be imported into existing agreements for the general
education of county jail inmates pursuant to sections 1900 through 1909.5. (See
also j 1259 gregarding agreements fot educating inmates under the jurisdiction of
the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitationq.) lf any additional guidance or
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clarification is needed, school districts are free to seek further action by the
Legislature.

CONCLUSION
An individual with a qualifying disability who is between the ages of 18

and 22 years and has met certain specified prerequisites is entitled to continue his

or her special education program while incarcerated in a county jail. Although the
Legislature has expressly designated the entity responsible for providing special
education and related sèrvices tb eligiblk pupils residing in various institutional

settings such as juvenile court schools, it has not adopted a similar narrow statute
applicable to the county jail setting. In the absence of such legislative action, we
conclude for the reasons explained above that the assignment of responsibility for

providing special education to eligible county jail inmates between the ages of
18 and 22 years is govemed by the terms of section 5604 1.

CANTIL-SAKAUYE, C. J.
WE CONCUR:

KENNARD, J.
BAXTER, J.
WERDEGAR, J.
CHIN, J.
CORRIGAN, J.
LIU, J.
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