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SERIES PREFACE

ny years ago, Jim Casey, a founder and longtime CEO of déR&dob
at his least prepared and least effective employees were those unfortu-
ate individuals who, for various reasons, had spent much of their youth
in institutions or who had been passed through multiple foster care placements.
When his success in business enabled him and his siblings to establish a philan-
thropy (named in honor of their mother, Annie E. Casey), Mr. Casey focused his
charitable work on improving the circumstances of disadvantaged children, in
particular by increasing their chances of being raised in stable, nurturing family
settings. His insight about what kids need to become healthy, productive citizens
helps to explain the Casey FoundationOs historical commitment to juvenile justice
reform. Over the past two decades, we have orgamizéshded a series of
projects aimed at safely minimizing populations in juvenile correctional facilities
through fairer, better informed system policiespeactices and the use of
effective community-based alternatives.
In December 1992, the Annie E. Casey Foundatioohledra multi-year,
multi-site project known as the Juvenile DetentiomaAtiees Initiative (JDAI).
JDAIOs purpose was straightforward: to demortsitgteisdictions can estab-
lish more effective and efficient systems to disioitiye purposes of juvenile
detention. The initiative was inspired by work weahad previously funded in
Broward County, Florida, where an extremely crowddederous, and costly
detention operation had been radically transfoBnadard CountyOs experience
demonstrated that interagency collaboration aagddsgn policies and pro-
grams could reduce the numbers of kids behindvitlaosit sacrificing public
safety or court appearance rates.
Our decision to invest millions of dollars and aastunts of staff time in
JDAI was not solely the result of Broward Cowsug@sssful pilot endeavors,
however. It was also stimulated by data thated\eeedpidly emerging national
crisis in juvenile detention. From 1985 to 1998, rthmber of youth held in
secure detention nationwide increased by 72 pgreerftigure Ahis increase



might be understandable if the youtH
in custody were primarily violent
offenders for whom no reasonabl
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alternative could be found. But other
data (see Figure Bgveal that less
than one-third of the youth in secure
custody (in a one-day snapshot in
1995) were charged with violent
acts. In fact, far more kids in this
one-day count were held for status
offenses (and related court order vio-
lations) and failures to comply with
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conditions of supervision than for
dangerous delinquent behavior
Disturbingly, the increases in the
numbers of juveniles held in secure
detention facilities were severely dis-
proportionate across races. In 1985,
approximately 56 percent of youth in
detention on a given day were white,
while 44 percent were minority
youth. By 1995, those numbers wer
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reversedsee Figure C@ conse-

guence of greatly increased detentic
rates for African American and
Hispanic youth over this 10-year
period:

As juvenile detention utilization
escalated nationally, crowded facil
ties became the norm rather than th
exception. The number of facilitieg
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operating above their rated capacities rose bgeéeknt, from 24 to 178,
between 1985 and 199%&¢€ Figure @nd the percentage of youth held in over-
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crowded detention centers rose from 20 percent
to 62 percent during the same dedzee
Figure E)In 1994, almost 320,000 juveniles
entered overcrowded facilities compared to
61,000 a decade earlier.

Crowding is not a housekeeping problem
that simply requires facility administrators to
put extra mattresses in day rooms when itOs
time for lights out. Years of research and court
cases have concluded that overcrowding pro-
duces unsafe, unhealthy conditions for both
detainees and staff. A recently published report
by staff of the National Juvenile Detention
Association and the Youth Law Center summa-
rizes crowdingOs impact:

Crowding affectsegw aspect of institu-
tional life, fom the provision of basic ser-
vices such as food and bathroom access to
programming, recreation, and education.
It stretches existing medical and mental
health resources and, at the same time, pro-
duces more mental health and medical
crises. Crowding places additional stress on
the physical plant (heating, plumbing, air
circulation) and makes it more difficult to
maintain cleaning, laundry, and meal
preparation. When staffing ratios fail to
keep pace with population, the incidence of
violence and suicidal behavior rises. In
crowded facilities, staff invariably resort to
increased control measures such as lock-
downs and mechanical restfaints.
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Crowding also puts additional financial pressuam aiready expensive pub-

lic service. Operating costs for public detengoers more than doubled
between 1985 and 1995, from $362 million to alB®2D million(see Figure F).

Some of these increased operating expenses

doubt due to emergencies, overtime, and oth
unbudgeted costs that result from crowding.

JDAI was developed as an alternative to th
trends, as a demonstration that jurisdictior
could control their detention destinies. The in
tiative had four objectives:

n to eliminate the inappropriate or unnecessary |
of secure detention;

n to minimize failures to appear and the inciden
of delinquent behavior;

n to redirect public finances from building ney
facility capacity teesponsible alternative strate
gies; and

n to Improve conditions in secure detention fagilitig

To accomplish these objectives, participati
sites pursued a set of strategies to change dg¢
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tion policies and practices. The first strategy was

collaboratiothe coming together of disparate juvenile jugsitasrs stakeholders

and other potential partners (like schools, contyngmaiups, the mental health

system) to confer, share information, develop sysgeralicies, and pro-

mote accountability. Collaboration was also es$ansides to build a consensus

about the limited purposes of secure detentionis@mswith professional stan-

dards and most statutes, they agreed that detemtion should be used doly

enswe that alleged delinquents appear in court

ape¢heies and to protect the

community by minimizing serious delinquent aetbevwhdases are being processed.
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Armed with a clearer sense of purpose, the sitesxtimined their systemsO
operations, using objective data to clarify preldeich dilemmas and to suggest
solutions. They changed how admissions decisiensade (to ensure that only
high-risk youth were held), how cases were pdo¢easéeularly to reduce
lengths of stay in secure detention), and createdlternatives to detention
programs (so that the system had more options)siks detention facility was
carefully inspected and deficiencies were corsectkdt confined youth were
held in constitutionally required conditions. Efdo reduce disproportionate
minority confinement and to handle OspecialOiafeteases (e.g., probation
violations or warrants) were also undertaken.

In practice, these reforms proved far more ditficmhplement than they are
now to write about. We began JDAI with five stesk County, IL; Milwaukee
County, WI; Multnomah County, OR; New York CitydaBacramento County,
CA. Just about when implementation activities twelbegin, a dramatic shift
occurred in the nationOs juvenile justice polizprenent. High-profile cases,
such as the killing of several tourists in Flayalgled with reports of signifi-
cantly increased juvenile violence, spurred bdta oowerage and new legislation
antithetical to JDAIOs notion that some youth inégBtinappropriately or unnec-
essarilyO detained. This shift in public opinimpliated matters in virtually all
of the sites. Political will for the reform strasediminished as candidates tried to
prove they were tougher on juvenile crime thanapeonents. Administrators
became reluctant to introduce changes that migperceived as OsoftO on
delinquents. Legislation was enacted that drereicietuse up in several places.
Still, most of the sites persevered.

At the end of 1998, three of the original sitesNCddultnomah, and
Sacramento CountiesNremained JDAI participant$r Bad implemented a
complex array of detention system strategies.c&adhclaim that they had
fundamentally transformed their system. Theirierpes, in general, and the
particular strategies that they implemented to nhege detention systems
smarter, fairer, more efficient, and more effeatigea unique learning laboratory
for policymakers and practitioners who want toowehis critical component of
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the juvenile justice system. To capture their atioog and the lessons they
learned, we have produced this series of pubfdhRathways to Juvenile
Detention RefornThe original series included 13 monographs, medtici
cover a key component of detention reform. Asvtitis matures and expands,
additionalPathwaysre being added to the series. A list of curaeailgble titles
in the Pathwayseries is provided at the end of this publication.
In 2000, the National Council on Crime and Delimpyg NCCD) completed
its evaluation of the project. NCCDOs analysasnednthat sites had reduced
reliance on secure detention without increasimgstear failure-to-appear rates,
despite the harsh policy environment that drogstabet utilization up nationaHy.
For taking on these difficult challenges, antidoing both their successes and
their failures, the participants in the JDAI siéserve sincere thanks. At a time
when kids are often disproportionately blamedaioy of societyOs problems, these
individuals were willing to demonstrate that adltiald and could make impor-
tant changes in their own behavior to respondefieotively to juvenile crime.

Bart Lubow
Senior Associate and Initiative Manager
The Annie E. Casey Foundation

Notes

1In 1985, white youth were detained at the rate a#808,000, while African American and Hispanic
rates were 114 and 73, respectively. By 1995oratbges had decreased by 13 percent, whitéebe
for African Americans (180 percent increase) amariits (140 percent increase) had skyrocketed.
Wordes, Madeline and Sharon M. Jones. 1998. Oimeddsenile Detention and Steps Toward
Reform,@rime and Delinquency, 444%D560.

2Burrell, Sue, et aCrowding in Juvenile Detention Centers: A Probliagi8anualational Juvenile
Detention Association and Youth Law Center, Richm©ndprepared for the U.S. Department of
Justice, Department of Justice Programs, Offideivehile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
(December 1998), at 5D6.

3M. Wordes, et alJuvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative EvaliReiporakland, CA: National
Council on Crime & Delinquency, 2000.
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WHY SHOULD WE FOCUS ON GIRLS?

More Girls Are Being Arrested and Detained

ring the past decade juvenile justice systemghbub the country saw
increase in the numbers of girls being detaimadyh they represented
nly 19 percent of detained youth in 2001, mdeeage entering detention
and they have significant needs that differ indemjfee and kind from those of
the boys for whom detention systems have hisgdreah designed. In addition,
there is evidence that the juvenile justice phifessfor boys and girls, resulting
in inappropriate detention of girls. The increadetention use for
Though they girls and the special needs of those girls detaigedy the already
represented only 1S9troubling conditions under which many girls araimsd and is
percent of detainedcreating a real crisis in many jurisdictions.
youth in 2001, more From 199091999 there was a 50 percent increhsenimiber
girls are entering of female delinquency cases entering detentiomreshwith a 4
detention and theypercent increase for baysd girlsO upward trend continued through
have significant 20012 The rise in detained girls is a result, in pasptbfan increase
needs that differ inin arrests and detention for technical violatibqsobation and
both degree and parole and for warrants. From 1983 through 199u\tkaile arrest
kind from those of rate increased more for girls than for boys (Z&npexrs compared
the boys for whomuwith 30 percent) and then through 2002 declineddesjirls than
detention systemsfor boys (21 percent as compared with 31 perEentile juvenile
have historically arrest rates appear, moreover, to be influenced by gender-specific
been designed. factors. Notably, over the past two decades the femaltiqmagf
arrests for assault and aggravated assault dnstdestantially,
prompting the suggestion that policy changes amgjesh in attitudes toward
women and girls have resulted in the unintendestaquoence of more female
arrests.
Though the increase in arrest rates for girlsitpeeed boys, fewer girls than
boys are arrested and violent crime accountsrfallgproportion of arrests of
girls? In 2002, girls comprised 29 percent of juvenikstarrbut the greatest
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proportion of female arrests continued to be foe minor offenses, some of
which (i.e., prostitution and runaways) we trawdilip associate with girls.

Detention Is Used Differently with Girls

In addition to the increase in arrests, thereesnee that detention is often used
differently for girls than boys, especially fonteal violations and status offenses.
In 2001, girls comprised 19 percent of detaineith,yout 24 percent of those
detained for technical violations and 43 percettiosE detained for status
offensesln some states, girls comprise more than 70 pefrgenth detained for
status offenses. Moreover, nationally in 200hjd¢atkiolations were 31 percent
of detained girls but 16 percent of committed gufgoorting the hypothesis that
courts are using detention to OprotectO or Osgingcerho do not end up com-
mitted post-adjudicationOne recent study indicates that though detention is
used for girls with less extensive delinquenoyidssthan boys, girls spend
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more time in detention than their male counterparthat study of chronically
delinquent youth, conducted by the Oregon So@ahibg Center, boys entering
treatment foster care had an average of 14.2ffeioses and girls an average
of 11.8 prior offenses, yet boys had averagedsria di@gention while girls had
averaged 131 ddys.

Conditions of Confinement for Girls Are Oftety mferient
The increase in detention use for girls has nedgprbblems within detention
systems. Many girlsO units are overcrowded aitibreomd confinement for
many girls in detention are poor. Over the paatieemomplaints
In 2001, girls about conditions for girls in detention were raiseGeorgia,
comprised 19 Connecticut, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Louisianah S2akota,
percent of detained and California, among other states. As the rdéterition for girls
youth, but 24 has increased, already poor environmental cogditidrinequities
percent of those in programming, physical exercise, mental heatmé&et, and
detained for education have become worse.

technical violations the system Was Designed and Developed for Boys
and 43 percent of yoreover, detention centers, as well as altesriatiketention have
those detained for hisorically been designed for boys N existing gmlipiactices, and
status offenses. aining are boy-specific. For example, the alngestate regulations
addressing conditions of confinement for gingderee of failure
to attend to the gender-specific needs of detaitseed ess than half of the states
have enacted regulations addressing specifionsmditonfinement for girls and
none of them are comprehensive (see Chapter @)ffichdties of transforming
this male-based culture to one responsive tovislepeental needs of girls are
magnified by the increasing number of girls intaetewhich puts pressure on the
whole juvenile justice system.

Interest in and Knowledge of Gender-Specifi¢si€3eesing

Federal attention to girls in the delinquencymsystgan with the 1992 Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Aatidsmeqt that states analyze
their juvenile justice systemOs provision ofr@penifie servicesO to female offenders
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and plan the delivery of gender-specific treaéméirevention services. Between
1992 and the current reauthorization of the JJRRFuAding was available under
OChallenge EO to prevent gender bias and praesde@e full range of gender-
specific services for girls. As an indicationeahtérest in gender among the

states, from 1995D1998 Challenge E was the madarpGhallenge area,

accounting for almost 20 percent of funding afiplissamong the ten Challenge

areas. Among the states that received Challenge E fur
percent used some of the funds to gather data on they
their female populations, 38 percent funded gicigp pro
grams, 25 percent held a conference or provioheolgti@bou
the needs of girls, and 10 percent were involgpeadiiic le
islative, system, or policy changes concerngig girl

Although somewnhat altered, the federal focusl®ca
tinues under the current JJDP Act, which was ozengith ir
November 2002. The reauthorized act requirestdbafpsan
include, Oa plan for providing needed gendeiespeniice
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile dedincyCanc
O... assurance that youth in the juvenile jugsitEmsar
treated equitably on the basis of gender®... .0

JDAI sites arstruggling with how to reduce the populi
of girls in their secure facilities, implemenhtetealternative
to best meet girlsO needs, and provide gendesivespr
gramming for girls who require detention. Sitesratathd th:
reducing the use of detention for girls requimadtaneou

To effectively reduce
inappropriate
detention of girls,
sites should view
the core population
management
strategies through

a gender lens,
analyzing data with
attention to the
impact of practices
and policies on girls
and implementing
reform with an
understanding

of girlsO needs.

attention to several core population managemategsts already known to

reduce inappropriate and unnecessary confinememvéipthose core strategies
by themselves Nwithout specific policies, practiodgyrograms that address the
particular challenges posed by girlsNdo not sdéaiest to eliminate dispari-
ties (e.g., girlsO higher detention rates feraffanses), to improve program per-
formance, or to ensure appropriate conditions nfinement. For example,
without gender-responsive alternatives to detdatitime girls whose screening
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scores are overridden due to domestic violence, objective admissions screening
instruments will not be successful in reducing their detention. Moreover, without
policies to reduce detention for warrants and probation violations, the girls who
need them most will not be eligible for gender-responsive detention alternatives.
To effectively reduce inappropriate detention of girls, sites should view the core
population management strategies through a gender lens, analyzing data with
attention to the impact of practices and policies on girls and implementing reform
with an understanding of girlsO needs.

Viewing the core strategies through a gendeedgimes sites to:

n Collaborateidentify, empower, and convene stakeholders mépgepeblic
and private sectors that impact girlsO lives;

n Rely on DataUse quantitative and qualitative data to assdegptet of
detention and every stage of the detention poocgsts;

n Control the Front GatesExamine Risk Assessment Instrument elements,
scoring, andwerrides for their impact on girls and behavewsiated with
girls;

n Expedite CaseReduce processing and detention time for girés/bioding
expertise on girlsO resources, matching gidsitoas through collaborations
and alternatives and swiftly processing cases;

n Address Special Detention Cag®sform practices that result in girlsO dis-
proportionately affected by warrants, technidatisits of probation and
parole, and detention for misdemeanors and Statuses;

n Address Conditions of ConfinemeAssess and reform conditions impact-
ing girls who are vulnerable due to trauma hsstoniental and physical
health needs, and histories of family violencehaod;

n Develop Gender-Responsive Alternatives to Detericeate and better
utilize gender-responsive detention alternativesutcerinappropriate deten-
tion and promote community relationships that chuceedetentioreturns;

n Reduce Racial and Gender Disparit&ave gender into all efforts to
reduce racial disparities making disproportiomadeityconfinement (DMC)
strategies racially, culturally, and gender rasponsi
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This Pathwayesponds to needs expressed in many jurisdietie@tiser just
beginning or well into detention reform, by progdrinciples and practices for
gender-responsive detention reform. It will difssemplex personal and social
backdrop for girls in the delinquency system akdalothe ways in which girls
are tracked into detention at various key poittte jmvenile justice process. With
a map of how girls end up in detention, the monbgvdbexamine strategies for
gender-responsive detention reform focusing agdteyn sticking points for girls
and cross-system approaches to reform. Hopbaailigssons learned from JDAI
experiences and other relevant research ondgiténiion will provide jurisdictions
with a starting point as they work to reduce #ygpiopriate detention of girls.

Notes

Harms, P, ODetention in Delinquency Cases: 19mB0IIDP Fact Shedftashington, DC: US
Department of Justice, Office of Justice Progedfitg of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prewenti
2003.

2Sickmund, M., Sladky, T.J., & Kang, \W@ensus of Juveniles in Residential Placement Rathook,
Available at www.ojjdp.ncjrs.org/ojstatbb/cjrp/.

3Snyder, H.,Juvenile Arrests 20®¥ashington, DC: US Department of Justice, Officdusfice
Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and DelingResention, 2004.

“Ibid.
sSickmund, Sladky, and Kang, 2004.
¢|bid.

‘Chamberlain, P. (January 2426, 20D2¢, Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care Model: Research
and Community-Based ServRresented at the 2nd National Training Conferencduwenile
Detention Reform. Portland, Oregon: Annie E. Clasagdation.

®Chesney-Lind, M., OWhat to Do About Girls,O in MolaM. (Ed.) Assessment to assistance: Programs
for women in community corredgmsl39-170), Lanham, MD: American Correctionabdastson,
2000.

%42 U.S.C.A. 1 5633(a)(7)(B)().

1942 U.S.C.A. 1 5633(a)(15).
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR GENDER-
RESPONSIVE DETENTION REFORM

1. Girls Are Different Than Boys.

dolescent girls who are in the justice systemfidiffeboys developmen-

ally in their focus on relationships; their irgkzed responses to trauma

M the form of depression, self-mutilation, andtaobe use; and their
externalized responses to trauma in the formresigg. In addition, the path-
ways girls take into the justice system differtfrogse of their male counterparts
in the prevalence and type of trauma, familyalodsseparation they experience.
Girls have higher incidence of mental health disaadd unidentified learning
disabilities than do boys.

Social expectations of girls and girlsO expetifacé&®m those of boys and
girlsO development in adolescence is influencegépifferences. These social
expectations influence their relationships withrttwghers, peers, and with men,
as well as with institutions such as schoold) bagdtproviders, social services,
and the justice system.

Finally, the juvenile justice process has ardiffapact on girls than it does on
boys. Girls are more likely than boys to be difainminor offenses and technical
violations and are more likely than boys to beneetiwo detention for technical
violations. Running away and domestic violen¢ectmimon in the lives of girls,
tend to result in their detention and system iexant.

All of these differences demand particular attentaetention reform.

2. Gender-Responsive Policies and Practices sémeiriahdo a
Constitutional and Individualized Juvenile Systiére.

Federal and state constitutional and statutorgdpives that detention systems be
equitably administered across gender and thaarprogng be delivered in a
manner responsive to the needs of each gendeitHgrfdderal Equal Protection
Clause and state Equal Rights Amendments, youramdheomen who @asim-
ilarly situated are entitled to equal programmidgraatment from states and
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counties. For example, jurisdictions that haveadites to detention for boys but
not girls, may be violating equal protection. Mereditle IX provides a statutory
foundation for claims when states and countiestduravide equitable educa-
tional, employment training, or athletic prograngnienboys and girls in custody.
In addition to equal protection grounds, the Dwedds Clauses of federal and
state constitutions support girlsO and boys@ rigtligidualized treatment that
is sensitive to gender and development. Undert®tightmentO theories, current
practices and programs that were designed fombagysot be constitutional
when applied to girls. In essence, gender-regpdetsintion reform is central to
individualized juvenile justice in which poligwespgograms respond to the needs
and circumstances of girls just as they sholldyfr

3. System Leaders Should Examine Both DecrgjolRrMagdses

and Attitudes Toward Girls.

Since the early 1970s, researchers have notext Bigs@din the justice system

resulting in girls being confined for less serfamnses and for longer periods than

boys. Perhaps the most striking findings were thateusdis, significant numbers

of girls were being confined for status offensas.sifuation continues today

despite the 1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquesventon Act that mandated

the deinstitutionalization of status offendersuiir a practice known as Oboot-

strapping,O status offending girls are detairmhfempt citations or violations

of valid court orders when they violate conditbrobation, and girls with

minor delinquency charges are detained for ruawiag and curfew violations.
JDAI data and other relevant research demonkatfatterns of arrest and

case processing continue to be different fahgml$or boys. Various reasons for

these differences in how and why girls are deftavedheen suggested:

n Paternalism among decision-makers;

n Detention to obtain services for girls with stgmifineeds;

n Detention to protect girls from sexual victiminatio

n Fear of teen pregnancy and its social costs;

n Fear of adolescent girlsO expressions of sekigtityiolate social norms;

n Intolerance of girls who are non-cooperative andampliant.
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Detention reform for girls, therefore, must bedgmwillingness by decision-
makers to look critically at how girls are pracasddreated in the justice system,
and the attitudes and beliefs about gender thplagiezl out in daily practices,
policies, and individual judgments.

4. Data Collection and Analysis Are CriticattiveEBetention

Reform for Girls.

Data collection that examines the role of gender at edaoltlstgpvenile justice
process is essential for gender-responsive (séaRaithway #7, By the Numbers:
The Role of Data and Information in DetentiormRddata analysis should
explore gender differences at key decision polating: arrest, petitions, deten-
tion admissions, overrides to screening instryrdetgation hearings, etc. Data
should track the impact of the Risk Assessmenhiest on girls and also should
track returns to detention.

In addition, quantitative analyses should be paitedjualitative data, such
as interviews of girls and other stakeholdersathatarify social issues related to
detention use for girls and help develop deteadtemnatives. Finally, significant
proportions of detained girls are currently, a& baen, served by other human
services systems. As a result, cross-systenalgsés #mat identify girlsO system
overlaps and system histories are critical tolmataainderstanding of the needs
of girls and whichesponses are effective.

5. Inter-System Collaboration Is Essential ssihdd@Gender Disparities.
Being involved in multiple systems contributdsetalisproportionate arrest and
detention of girls directly and indi-
rectly. Recent analysis of cases in the
Cook County Juvenile Court, for
example, found delinquent girls 44
percent more likely than delinquent
boys to have had a prior child protec-
tion petition filed, and girls who have
had a child protection case were almost
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four times more likely than the general populatitiave a delinquency petition
filed against them (compared with twice as likeboy/s}.

Similarly, the Vera Institute of Justice foundeat York City girls in foster
care were 17.6 percent more likely to be detheeditls who were not in foster
care, while boys in foster care were 4.8 peraeniikaly to be detained than boys
not in foster care.

The high percentage of girls in detention who lbese clients of various
human services systems (e.g., special educattahheadth, child welfare) is an
important indicator that inter-agency and intdesysollaboration could prevent
unnecessary detention admissions and result itimedyereleases because more
appropriate services would be available. Tod&ydnpthe growing detention of
girls is evidence of OdumpingO cases by thesestathes, limiting juvenile justice
officialsO options.

6. Detention Facility Conditions Should Adt®sNe@ids

and Vulnerabilities.

Girls arrive in detention particularly vulnerabith histories of abuse, school
failure, multiple home transitions, and mentaliheatds. Teenage girlsO self-images
depend on healthy relationships, yet their ataigeds, school failures, and system
involvement have damaged their relationships ateddeeelopment of positive
identities and feelings of success more diffifdt. this makes girls particularly
vulnerable to harm from conditions in detentionn #h@uld be addressed in
detention reform.

Though research documents high rates of postti@siness disorder and
depression among girls in detention, mental reatening and treatment are
often poor and overcrowding in detention has rhadeworseGirls with trauma
histories are further traumatized when isolatireatraints are used in detention.

Many girls in detention have experienced scHoot fget detention further
disrupts their education and many girls have modiad) special education needs,
which remain undiagnosed in detention. Girls whore detention experience
frequent disruptions in their education, makingesstul reentry into public
school and their communities more difficult.



GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR GENDER-RESPONSREEORWVENTION

Girls also have health needs associated withnpyegnd childbirth that are
often unattended in detention. From the most Esies of personal hygiene to
the broader issues of educational programmis@, gghts to dignity and respect
are routinely being violated in detention. In amdib the lessons on reforming
conditions of confinement containedHathway #6, Improving Conditions of
Confinement in Secure Juvenile Detention @Gdmtarspply to both boys and
girls, gender-responsive detention reform recuiteegion to the particular
impact of conditions of confinement on girls.

7. Gender-Responsive Strategies Should Be Basedthiot

Deficit Driven.

Outside of the justice system, girlsO progransnimeginning to focus on
strengths. An increasing number of empowermemam®dor Oat-riskO girls are
available in communities, offering opportunitieskiti development, leadership
training, and community organizing. These progeuognize the need to nurture
and encourage girlsO strengths, while justiogosggtamming continues to focus
on controlling girlsO behaviors and labelingthblems. Detention and related
services are largely based on that deficit model.

BoysO justice system programs also too oftenarelgficit model when they
should be strengths based. For both boys andefidg;driven approaches are
ineffectie, focusing on behaviors rather than needs, witdimdp on a youthOs
strengths has the short-term benefit of improisr her sense of self-worth and
the long-term benefit of promoting autonomy ariessiciency.

Notes

‘Chesney-Lind, M., & Shelden, Kirls, Delinquency, and Juvenile Justice, 2nd Beitiaont, CA:
West/Wadsworth, 1998.
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3Conger, D., & Ross, TReducing the Foster Care Bias in Juvenile Detention Decisions: The Impact of
Project ConfirnNew York: The Vera Institute of Justice, 2001.

“Teplin, L., Abram, K., McClelland, G., Dulcan, Ié.Mericle, A., OPsychiatric Disorders in Youth in
Juvenile Detention&chives of General Psyctatry, 13391143, 2002.
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GIRLSO NEEDS VS. DETENTION REALITIES

Needs of GirlsO in the Justice System
ugh every girl in the system is far more thare#dus she brings with her,
effective implementation of detention reforms dispmnunderstanding the
social context and individual needs of girls wdaueter the delinquency
system and detention. During the 1990s, reseadsreifsed gender-specific risk
factors and needs of girls in the justice sydtenollowing is a brief summary of
that research.

| never been this quiet in my life. Cause | have neer been locked up in no kind of place
like this. | want to hold my peace until | get out cause | donOt want to stay here no longer.

So itOs almost like . .. they take your voice awald Girl in Detention in Massachusetts

Trauma Histories

A history of physical or sexual victimization isobtiee most common charac-
teristics of girls in the justice system. The depth of this victimization is staggering.
For example, chronically delinquent girls stugigtebOrego

Social Learning Center reported their first semaalnters A history

an average age of 6.7h overwhelming 92 percent of ¢ of physical
interviewed in four California counties in 1998 &#tere  or sexual

some form of abuse N88 percent suffered emotiamse, &  victimization
percent reported physical abuse, and 56 percent repo  is one of the

or more form of sexual abuse (40 percent reported at' mMost common
incident of forced sex and 17 percent reported more th  characteristics
incidentsy. Trauma appears to be more central to the hi  of girls in the
of girls in the system than it does for boys. Bedsan the justice system.
Oregon Social Learning Center shows that whilec@np®

boys in their study had documented histories sigahgbuse, 77.8 percent of the
girls had histories of abéigen extensive longitudinal study found that gids an
women with histories of childhood abuse or negbeet 73 percent more likely
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An overwhelmingthan females without abuse histories to be afaegteaperty, alcohol,
92 percent of drug, and misdemeanor offenses such as disoruityt,ccurfew viola-
girls interviewed tions, or loitering. Moreover, unlike boys, gittsetildhood experiences
in four California of abuse and neglect were more likely to be arrested as a juvenile or
counties in 1998 adult for a violent offense than those withouediistories.
had suffered some Many detained girls are currently involved inifutish where they
form of abuseN are subject to sexual violence from pimps and Ekpests believe
88 percent the rates of prostitution among detained girlsiging however, girls
suffered emotional are often not charged with prostitution but wikktee crimes such as
abuse, 81 percentrunning away, drugs, or public order offenseiatia for example, the
reported physical juvenile court judges, prosecutors, and youthadelwaal agree that
abuse, and 56 prostitution is much more prevalent among thengetajirls than is
percent reported apparent from their offen8eSirls detained in San Francisco and
one or more form Atlanta talk of being robbed, beaten, and kidnappeamps and
of sexual abuse.johns, a level of significant and ongoing abusesthates specialized
attention and treatment.

Family Stress and Chaos
Family stress and chaos are characteristic igéshef Imany detained girls, and
inappropriate detention use only continues thiasengaof residential instability,
family separation, and disrupted relationshipgdDeht girls studied by the
Oregon Social Learning Center had an averagdamhg&Gransitions when they
entered the studyNmore than one home transitioedoh year of their lives.
Seventy-three percent of girls in the study camefsingle-parent household as
compared with 56 percent of boys, and 35 percgimisatame from low-income
households as compared with 22 percent ofMoys.than half of the girls inter-
viewed in the juvenile system in Duval Countyidélonad parents who abused
drugs and nearly a third had a parent who wasttyuimearcerated. One in five
girls had a deceased par@ftgirls in the Oregon study, 67 percent had father
convicted of a crime and 48 percent had mothersteohof a crimke.

Family stress results in child welfare involvdoramiany delinquent girls so
that delinquent girls are likely to have historidse child welfare system or be
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child welfare involved while in the detention sysseparation from parents is
repeated when detention forces separation beingeandytheir children. Of girls
studied in the California Youth Authority in 1928 percent had been pregnant
at least once, and 16 percent had been pregnininvhistodyAccording to a
survey of probation caseloads in Cook County ienegr 2002, one-fifth (21.2
percent) of all girls on probation were pregngrarenting? Under the Adoption
and Safe Families Act (ASFA), which imposestistgcframes from a childOs
removal to his or her return or release for adpptice a girl and her child are
separated and the child is placed in the fostesystem tr-

chances of reunification are reduced and it becomes ety Family stress

results in
child welfare

that mother and child will be separated permanently

Mental and Physical Health
Studies show that adolescent girls in the jugsieemshay  INVOlvement for
higher rates of depression and post-traumatis disesde ~Mmany delinquent
(PTSD) than boys, resulting in significant distregssontribut~ 9171s so that

ing to behavioral problems in custody. Of girldestid the delinquent girls
California Youth Authority, 65 percent exhibitedpggms o~ @r€ likely to have
PTSD at some point in their lives, and 49 percemt exhibi ~ histories in the

ing those symptoms at the time of the su@iy.every sca  Child welfare
delinquent girls studied by the Oregon Social bep@ente ~ SyStem or be child
had more significant mental health problems thesimver  Welfare involved
three-quarters of the girls in the study met ifesiarfor thre ~ While in the

or more DSM IV Axis 1 diagnoses study of detained you ~ detention system.
in Cook County from 1995 to 1998 found that gidd highe

rates of psychiatric disorders than boys N neaglg-tivarters of girls met criteria

for one or more psychiatric disorder and rate=pofssion and anxiety disorders

were particularly high among dirNotably, girls are more likely than boys to be
diagnosed with more than one mental health disoitger a mental health disor-

der with a substance use disétder.
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System-involved girls engage in sexually riskyobglad tend to have higher
rates of STDs than girls in the commufNational standards identify STD test-
ing and treatment and prenatal health care asat$senetained juveniles, yet
many jurisdictions fail to provide these basreseft study found that both boys
and girls in detention in Cook County had muchédrighates of risk behaviors for
HIV and AIDS than youth in the general population.

School Failure

Even more than for boys, negative attitudes teefaodl and school failure are
powerful predictors of delinquency in giG&hool failure Neither in the form of
truancy, suspension, poor grades, or expulsiorthevasst statistically significant
risk factor for girls who were repeat offendéngvial County, Florid&.Girls are
particularly vulnerable to school failure durieg @and early adolescefide.
Duval County, 39 percent of girls whose caseditegeviewed and 90 percent of
girls interviewed had histories of school suspensenty-five percent of girls
interviewed needed special education service$ petcént of the case files
reviewed reflected special education needs. TimbEesprobably underrepresent
the level of educational need, because educktied-data were missing from a
significant percentage of the case-files.

Detention Realities

If girls enter detention particularly vulnerablke tdutheir chaotic home lives,
histories of trauma, and high rates of mentas|lieenditions in detention often
exacerbate their difficulties. Detention, likenjiesgustice programming, was
designed for boys and has been slow to accomthedageds of girls. Staffing
patterns, staff training, classification systérysical design, and the correctional
routine typical of detention were all designeadrfale juvenile population. Given
the needs and vulnerabilities of girls, this nzmlelmmay be particularly damaging.

Detention = Trauma
Girls re-live early trauma when isolated andmedtia detention, a practice that
occurs more frequently in overcrowded detentitsnwith staff inconsistently trained
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in gender-responsive practices@begvay #6, Improving Conditions of Confinement
in Secure Juvenile Detention Centersjse of restraints is particularly problematic
for pregnant girls. Isolation increases the rskiafle in adolescents and, given
that twice as many girls as boys attempt suscidparticularly dangerous practice
for girls.

Though providing girls with a safe opportunityhéaling is central to gender-
responsive programming, in detention girls arerefiectimized by staff and the
environment. For example, girls in detention amdatmns report that staff use
demeaning and sexually abusive language, wlatdswiokir human rights and
national standardsGirls in detention and corrections also reportigatysnd
sexual abuse by male staff, which has been @t stibjigation and spawned
protective legislation in a number of states.

Detention = Powerlessness
For girls who see women in society as less ptueerfoien, who have seen their
mothers victimized in abusive relationships, aadhaxe been victimized them-
selves, developing a sense of mastery andpattalilarly importaftDetention,
however, makes girls feel powerless. A commoaiobarplng girls in detention
is that they are kept in the dark by casewodweysrs, and probation officers, who
do not contact them, yet have
control over placement and

service decisions. Girls expre
confusion about the reasons
behind their moves in and out
of programs and detention,
who the system players arg
and what roles they play. Thi
lack of control generates frus
tration and runs counter to
their developmental needs.
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Detention Exacerbates Health and Mental Hedtithn€ond

Though research identifies extensive mental healls among detained and
incarcerated girls, few girlsO detention unitssadgrisO mental health compre-
hensively and appropriately. Adequate mental fe@éming is not common, nor
is mental health treatment, and temporary deteistidisruptive to community
mental health treatment and to treatment througtcaten. In a recent study of
girls® services and conditions of
confinement, juvenile court judges,
defense attorneys, and girls sur-
veyed identified mental health
diagnosis and treatment as the

most significant gap in detention
services.

Unhealthy environmental con-
ditions in girlsO detention centers
exacerbate existing physical and
mental health problems among the

girls. Girls in detention report dif-
ficulty sleeping on hard, uncomfortable mattrassappealing and unhealthy
food; lack of physical exercise; significant wgagig; being required to wear
clothes that are dirty and smell; lack of persemd in their rooms; lack of access
to basic feminine hygiene products; and beingeedaiwear ill-fitting, stained
underwear. Though significant rates of STDs aheribighealth behaviors are
reported among detained girls, detention unitsotleaneen for physical health
issues consistently or thoroughly and appropeiali lcare is often unavailable.
The failure to properly treat pregnant girls, te@doy girls and advocates in the
field, is particularly troubling, as it will afteetwell-being of the next generation
of children.

Detention Education Is Often Inadequate
The quality of education within secure detentiofteéa poor and rarely gives girls
the opportunity to experience academic successaig\for youth in the system
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report the failure of schools in detention to élbo#h regular and special education
students effectively. Education records from comyrsahools are rarely available
in detention and transitions to subsequent sdacehpents in treatment programs
or the community are haphazard. Schools in sextardiah typically do not
coordinate curricula with public schools, makidgfitult for youth to receive
fair credit for their education in the system amdlggh school diplomas. Finally,
0JJIDPOs guidelines for effective gender-spmgrifimpreall for curricula reflecting
womenQOs roles in society and promoting positive felmamodels, yet these
programs are rare in detentfon.
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SYSTEMIC ISSUES AFFECTING GIRLSO

DETENTION

2nd National Training Conference on Juvenilernflen Reform in
Portland, Oregon, provided a forum for jurisdistingather and discuss
their experiences implementing detention refomgsri At a workshop,

jurisdictions described their struggles to retdeceumber of girls detained in

terms that were familiar to everyone. Their fggogldations reflected some of

the most difficult issues in detention reform N vimts of probation, warrants,

awaiting placement cases, inter-system OdetentfmngjO status offenders, and

minor delinquents.

National data and data from JDAI sites suppontvaisss from the field that
social context, combined with features of theilgjastice process, results in

inappropriate detention for girls. Understandirggdynamic is critical to gender-

responsive detention reform. Currently, data tedicat girls are inappropriately

detained: (1) for minor offenses, warrants, ahdi¢at violations of probation

and parole; (2) as a direct and indirect redaltndfy violence; and (3) as a result

of the failure of systems to work together.

Girls Are More Likely to Be Detained for Misdgme.
Status Offenses, Warrants, and Technical Violatio

Minor Offenses
Nationally, in 2001 girls were almost twice as Akdbpys to |
detained for technical violations and status edfefschnic
violations and status offenses accounted forcg&htpet girl:
detentions and 25 percent of boysO detentiofig(see).
The practice of detaining larger percentagesisothgir
boys for minor offenses, status offenses, teeiolatans, an
warrants is visible around the country. Accordiag ainalys
of detention seening data in Georgia from January thi
July 31, 2002, 41 percent of detained girls haddemean
as their most serious offense as compared witic&4t pé boy:

Nationally, in 2001
girls were almost
twice as likely as
boys to be detained
for technical
violations and
status offenses.
Technical violations
and status offenses
accounted for 41
percent of girlsO
detentions and 25
percent of boysO
detentions.
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FHzURE 2
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23 percent of girls had a status or administrative
offense as compared with 11 percent of boys, and 9
percent of girls had a warrant as compared with 7
percent of boys (see Figure 3).

A recent study of detained youth in St. Louis
examined the impact of gender on the courtOs deci-
sion to detain in serious (violent felonies) and non-
serious (status offenses or misdemeanors) cases. It
found that girls were more likely than boys to be
detained in non-serious cases. The study found that
controlling for factors such as criminal histdrighw
influence the detention decision, girls charged
with non-serious offenses were 1.9 times more
likely than similarly situated boys to be detained.

Secure detention for status offenders is unlawful
under the JJDP Act, except for violations ofch vali
court order and the Act requires close monitoring
of status offenders who are taken into custody as a
result of violations of valid court ordéreough
the JJDP Act first mandated deinstitutionalization
of status offenders in 1974, throughout the country
many girls who are primarily runaways and status
offenders are being detained. Through findings of
contempt, probation violations, or violations of
valid court orders, courts detain girls with undgrly
status offenses or minor delinquency charges, in a
practice that has been called Obootstrapping.O

In some states, like New York and Massachusetts,
bootstrapping has been limited or prohibited by
the courts(see Chapter 6). A number of other
jurisdictions have repealed or rarely use laws
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governing status offendetdowever, in jurisdictions that actively use status
offense laws and have no judicial limitation,adh&mpt sanction is more likely
to bootstrap girls than boys into detention. Aystodducted by Donna Bishop
and Charles Frazier in Florida in the early 1@®@isnas this. According to that
study, a typical male status offender had a 3Zehpehance of formal referral to
court that increased to 45.7 percent if he waedefer contempt, while the typ-
ical female status offender had a 31.2 percecedbfaiormal court referral that
increased to 69.7 percent if she was referred fempdnThis bias extended
to the use of incarceration for
repeat status offenders Nthe typica
male status offender had a 3.9 pe
cent chance of incarceration, whicl
increased to 4.4 percent if he wa
found in contempt; the typical
female offender had a 1.8 percer
chance of incarceration, which
increased to 63.2 percent if she we
held in contempt.

Moreover, in jurisdictions that
do not actively use status offense
laws, analysts have questioned whether minorudaliggcharges (i.e., curfew,
shoplifting, and minor in possession of alcolebeang filed increasingly against
girls who would otherwise have been treated tmsraffense laws, criminaliz-
ing status offense behavior in girls.

Warrants

A greater proportion of girls than boys are detBnecarrants, which are often
triggered by running away from home or placemera.résult of warrant prac-
tices that mandate detention, girls are detairetbdbe combination of minor
delinguency and running away, when neither thelyindedelinquency nor the
running away alone would have resulted in deteAtioarding to Cook County
data for 2001, slightly less than half of gitls@tide admissions were due to a
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Juvenile Arrest Warrant (JAW) compared with
approximately one-quarter of male admissions (see
Figure 4).

Practices that result in detention of girls for
warrants (when the underlying behavior is really a
status offense) pose a significant hurdle even in
jurisdictions like Multnomah County, Oregon,
which have successfully reduced detention popula-
tions of boys and girls. In 2001, Multnhomah
County only detained 155 girls and 406 boys, yet
more than two times the percentage of girls (51.6
percent) than boys (20.7 percent) were detained for
running away, truancy, or underage possession of
alcohol with a prior warrant (see Figure 5). Of
detention admissions for girls in 2001 (155), 45
percent were for running away with a prior warrant
compared to 18.7 percent of admissions for boys in
2001 (406). In Portland, girls and boys picked up
for minor offenses or running away without out-
standing warrants are taken to the New Avenues
for Youth Reception Center where they are
assessed, referred to services, and rarely detained
(see Chapter 5). However, if a youth has a prior
warrant and is picked up for the same minor
offense, he or she is likely to be detainedsasta re
of the warrant (sdeathway #9, Special Detention
Cases: Strategies for Handling Difficult Pogulation

Technical Violations

Warrants and technical violations of probation (as
opposed to new offenses) affect return to detention
as well. A review of JDAI data from four of the
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original sites between 1994 and 199
indicates both the significance of prob
tion violations, warrants, and prograr
failures as reasons for detention returns
well as the gender gap in detentig
returns for these reasons. Across the JI
sites, girls returned to detention for wa|
rants, probation or parole violation, 0
program failures in greater percentag
than boys and that gap increased wi
each detention return. Thus, across t
four sites, of youth that returned tc
detention once within one year, 53 pe
cent of girls as compared to 41 percent

boys did so for warrant, probation o

parole violation, or program failure. Of

youth returning twice within one year, 66 perdagitle as compared with 47 per-

cent of boys did so for warrants, probation ofepamation, or program failure.

Moreover, of youth returning to detention thre@ginvithin one year, 72 percent

of girls as compared with 49 percent of boys dwr searrants, probation or

parole violation, or program failure. The gengeragaliffer
ence between the rate of boysO and girlsGnezassd from
percent between the first and the second detegtiion to 1.
percent between the first and third return (sae=Fag.
Social context interacts with the juvenile jugtioees
resulting in detention of girls for minor offemsestechnic:
violations but can be difficult to measure. Vigtwadl practi
tioners report many runaway girls in detentiowdorants ar
violations of probation on underlying delinquerncgtatu
offenses. In fact, those working with girls igemntifning awe
as one of the most common and challenging issyefadt

Across the JDAI sites,
girls returned to
detention for warrants,
probation or parole
violation, or program
failures in grater
percentages than boys
and that gap increased
with each detention
return.
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Data indicate that while both boys and girls ray &wm their homes and place-
ments, girls run away at higher rates. The Oregaai Searning CenterOs research
with chronically delinquent youth indicates tha @ércent of the boys studied
had pre-treatment runaway histories as compane@2u8tpercent of the gitls.
Moreover, running away triggers system involvemogatfor girls than for boys.
Nationally, in 2002 girls accounted for 60 pera&pivenile arrests for running
away? Similarly, the Vera Institute of Justice studgpsiéf youth in New York
City found higher rates of runaway girls thanibdie foster care system and a
recent study of detention cases in Maryland foahdutiming away played a cen-
tral role in the detention of girls awaiting placeih

Girls Are Detained as a Result of Their ChaotlicvEl®om
In Cook County, system data show that while thralbwétial detention rate for
males and females is about the same (41 pehserggdons for detention differ,
with more girls detained as a result of theiryfasitilations and more boys
detained as a result of the seriousness of tise Offee data for 2001 indicate that
override rates (on detention screening instrumentsjwice as high for girls than
boys and half the girlsO overrides were for feasoggo do
Virtually all with their home lives (domestic violence or peefrsing to

practitioners report take the girl home). These data support the dgualiteports
many runaway girls iffrom experts working with girls in the field natlgnal
detention for warrants Another indication that family chaos plays aisgmifole
and violations of in the detention of girls is the incidence of RdoablvedO
probation on under|yinggirls in the justice system: girls currently oreidy involved
delinquency or statuswith both the juvenile justice and child protecsigstems. In
offenses. In fact, thoseCook County, from 1994 through 2000, girls werpetdent
working with girls more likely than boys to have had a child pratgo#ittion
identify running away adled on their behalf, and girls who had childegtain peti-
one of the most commofons were almost four times more likely thanigitte gen-

and challenging issuegral population to end up with a delinquency petiti

they face. Moreover, girls with higher numbers of delinqupetifons
are much more likely to have been in the depensigstemn
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while this correlation does not hold to the samgeeedc
boys'?

The use of the juvenile justice system by faimitiegaos i
an effort to remove their daughters from their Booneic
obtain services for them has been noted in thetuli&
Chesney-Lind cites examples of police or probé#iaers su
gesting that parents file delinquency chargepat teeil
daughters to probation when parents are fruswitetheir
daughtersO behaviors at Hbrivany experienced juvel
defense lawyers corroborate this practice. Natioest da
suggest a connection between enforcement of dosioéstic
laws and the criminalization of girls. The disptiopate ris
in arrests of girls, as compared to boys, oypastievo decac

The data for 2001
indicate that override
rates (on detention
screening instruments)
were twice as high for
girls than boys and half
the girlsO overrides were
for reasons having to do
with their home lives
(domestic violence or
parent refusing to take
the girl home).

for aggravated assault has been described adesnalediconsequence of stricter

enforcement of domestic violence laws that cigemahe girl and ignores the

real issue N her chaotic and stressed family.

The connections between domestic violence antiatefenyoung girls are

just beginning to be identified, but the frequendpmestic violence as the iden-

tified reason for overriding a release decisigin$arises important questions for
researchers. Is there more domestic violence@tgirhes than in boysO homes?
Are girls more willing to report domestic violefwee8creeners (and others making

detention decisions) viewing girls as more vumecadomestic violence and
overriding release decisions in girlsO casesimstmitar boysO cases? What sort

of home-based interventions will work to addredy faises so that girls are not

detained because of domestic chaos and violence?

Lack of Cross-System Collaboration IncreasdsrDetéaitr|s
The JIDP Act focuses on collaboration betweenweltfiddle and juvenile justice

systems, requiring states to:

n Implement a system to ensure that child welfardgeee available to juvenile

courts for youth charged with delinquency;
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n Incorporate relevant child protective servicalsgoto disposition planning

for delinquent youth; and

n Ensure that delinquent youth funded under Titl& Ikéceive procedural

protections available to youth in the child wedfstent:

Both the failure of systems to work together andtbkence of appropriate
gender-responsive programming contribute to inamieouse of detention for
girls. Advocates for girls in the justice systeenidentified the lack of commu-
nication and advocacy across the juvenile jobktldeyelfare, mental health, and
education systems as a long-standing cause ofpriafpdetention and place-
ment for girls who are dumped in detention whengheuld be serviced in the
other systems. In addition, reducing detentiofouggrls depends on the devel-
opment of effective gender-responsive progranuortimgf girls do not return to
detention or wait in detention for a program bed.

A 1998 study by the Vera Institute of Justice glghklthe costs, to youth and
the public, of the lack of coordination betweenlihe welfare and juvenile justice
systems. That study estimated that 1,000 fodtnenhivere in the criminal or

juvenile justice systems in New York City in 199@.
In Cook County, fromydy found that 15 percent of youth in detentiom fmid-
1994 through 2000, girl$ecember 1996 to mid-February 1997 were fostdrechil
were 44 percent moreyhich was eight times the rate of foster childnengthe
likely than boys to haveyew York City general population. Yet the fostktreh in
had a child protectiongetention were not committing serious offensesniigt
petition filed on their account for their significant presence in detefticater
behalf, and girls whostdies conducted by the Vera Institute of Jéstiod that
had child protection the impact of foster care on detention was greateq girls.
petitions were almostoyerall, foster youth were more likely to be detaian non-
four times more likelyfoster youth, but that bias was particularly $hafpster girls
than girls in the generalyho comprised 28 percent of the studied fosterezhiid
population to end Upgetention in New York from 1997 through 1999, while-
with a delinquencyfoster girls comprised only 17 percent of the asterfchil-
petition. dren in detention. Of the entire population ofsgiho
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entered detention in New York City between 1994998, over 20 percent were
in foster care compared with 10 percent of aleimbgsng detentiof.
The study concluded that lack of coordination leetét® juvenile justice and
foster care systems was largely responsibles fustaushildren were less likely
to have an adult present at any stage of thedingcdbereby reducing their
chances of release. Moreover, juvenile justmengétzad difficulty determining
who to call in the child welfare agency when a &bsle wa
arrested. Significantly, foster children weredia likelytob  The use of the juvenile
arrested in their foster or group homes than rsterfpoutl justice system by
were in their homes. Once in detention, fostelrehitypicall families in chaos in an
could not return to their foster placements, whek given'1  effort to remove their
another child, further reducing their chancesledse ar daughters from their
increasing their instability. homes or to obtain
Another population for whom cross-system collaw  services for them has
and expanded gender-responsive resources aleixific been noted in the
involved with prostitution. Advocates and researebéma  |iterature.
that more than 300,000 teens in the United Steeswalve
in prostitution. In 2002, girls comprised 67 pdroérarrests for prostitution,
which (with running away) was one of only two séfeategories for which more
girls than boys were arrested. Recently, advanatesbiserved that the age of
entry into prostitution is getting younger. Ciigsh as San Francisco and Atlanta,
which are analyzing the problem, have found ¢gmficant numbers of female
teen prostitutes are detained. In San Francidleméh 2002, 11.4 percent of girls
in detention were charged with prostitution aigllikely that many more were
involved with prostitution but detained for othiéertses. In one Georgia county,
the juvenile court sees 35D40 girls involved stitption each montti.Judges
say that because they fear for the girlsO s#fetgtomet and have no alternative
to detention, they feel compelled to detain tegmaggtutes though they know
these girls pose no community risk and would tee setved in their homes and
communities.
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It is important to note that for many girls in déten, cross-system issues
move into the next generation as they have clolfdilegir own. When teenage
mothers are detained, their children are ofteadpiadoster care repeating the
pattern of family separation that so many of tteigidetention experienced
through their lives. The Adoption and Safe Fardtesf 1997 (ASFA), and its state
counterparts, require either reunification orseles adoption of children in fos-
ter care within a time frame that is not feasibledny confined girls. As a result
of ASFA, the stakes for mothers in the justieersgist very high and many more
detained girls risk permanent separation fromcthielrent®
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PROMISING PRACTICES AND
GENDER-RESPONSIVE PROGRAMS

der-responsive detention reform should incladéces, policies, and
grams that address: (1) systemic inequitiegsh#tin inappropriate
nfinement of girls (for minor offenses, techvimations, family chaos,
and as the result of lack of cross-system caditatprand (2) girlsO needs and
pathways into detention that are different fromettod boys. Reform of systemic
inequities and development of gender-responswiatetand disposition alter-
natives should minimize girlsO returns to detgrément detention Odumping,O
and reduce detention awaiting placement. The ifajigactices and programs
are efforts at gender-responsive reform that ireterpbese approaches. They
have either demonstrated effectiveness or aréafigteffiective in reducing inap-
propriate detention of girls. They are roughlgcared here
Experts agree thatas either practice (a set of strategies withisystem) or
girls who form program (direct service delivery). However, mahgrofare
positive @ blend of both.

connections to
individuals and
programs within
their communities
are less likely to
return to detention
but stengths-based
community seices

Gender-Responsive Practices
Linking Girls to Gender-Responsive CommuniSeBased
Experts agree that girls who form positive coometbi indi-
viduals and programs within their communities ssdikely
to return to detention, but strengths-based contyrgarvices
' are unavailable to detained girls. A common coirgoiaimg
judges, probation, and defense counsel is thateheyt aware
of existing community services for girls. Puldisbenvice
are unavailable to directories and forming coalitions of girlsOeseprioviders
detained girls. are useful ways to identify and promote connedtgirisoto
community-based programs. Coalitions focusing rts® gi
services have published directories of localceessdaor girls that have been
distributed to system officials as well as tingie$ention and on probation. This
improves girlsO awareness of and access to gebaraditresources and helps
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community-based programs work together. Coaliogsl-serving organiza-
tions exist in some communities (e.g., the Giolal@idd of Greater Boston,
www.girlscoalition.org) and can be useful in aiggrind convening girlsO services
providers. Resource directories have been camgiteion, San Francisco, and
Cook County. These directories can be on the éntenaking them readily avail-
able and easy to modify. To ensure relevancshthdg evaluate programs with
information from girls in the community for whore ffrograms are designed.
In San Francisco and Boston, the juvenile jugsieams are actively linking
girls to strengths-based community programs toerdlulel use of detention and
other out-of-home placements, and to promote &stigd community ties. In
San Francisco, the probation department and thedUnay have developed a
collaborative project to reduce recidivism fotifinstdetaine
girls, ages 12 to 18, by linking girls to communaised servic  |n San Francisco and
strengthening girlsO services organizations, amdirexgirls Boston, the juvenile
services. Girls in juvenile hall are given a strengthadses  justice systems are
ment, which forms the basis for an individualceeplan an  actively linking girls
referral to community programs. The initiativeaboliate  to strengths-based
with 14 community-based programs that are traingelit@ community programs
programming in juvenile hall to connect with tHe ghd the  to reduce the use of
provide programming for those girls in the communit detention and other
The partnership with community-based programssret = out-of-home
gender-responsiprogramming for girls in juvenile hallthro  placements, and to
out the day. Programs begin after school and®00 ptm.,an  promote long-lasting
include writing workshops, expressive arts, masapylanc  community ties.
prostitution pevention. The initiative strengthens commt
based girlsO services through training N targetsyaeant to girls involved in the
justice systemNand thugh a United Way commitment to increase fundydasin
services targeting system-involved girls. It htedcserong workinglationships
between community-based girlsO programs aridgt®e@ices Unit at juvenile
hall. Most significant, it provides girls contirsjaenderesponsive program-
ming in detention that follows them into the comityun
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BostonOs Female Focus Initiative (FFI), run loynaucity-based nonprofit
(Roxbury Youthworks Inc.), is a similar effortatiogr out of a girl-only pro-
gramming space in a Boston neighborhood. (TheE&fates out of the OStill We
RiseO center, which was named by the girls frdnayheAngelou poem.) FFI
was developed to respond to a rapidly growingagopuwf females committed
to the Massachusetts Department of Youth Se®¥®f (The number of girls
in the DYS committed caseload increased 168 piorent
After assessing a sitet995 to 2005, and the number of committed girlBoiston
___to determine Whyincreased 31 percent in ca}Iendar year 2002 dfbihey
girls are being detaineodesigned to promote girlsO connections to strieasgtils-
and what their n eedscommunity programs and delivers virtually af gkitvices in
are, sites should collaboration with these programs. Through thdsbara-
collaborate with tions, FFI supports girls as they leave treatmeptesttion
community-based until they are no longer under the authority of (248 18 or
programs to develop 1) and provides girls with relationships in tIImTumity
continuum of targetedthat can continue into their adult life. Through@scollabo-
alternatives to rations, girls have access to job training andnplatceart
detention for girls. Thisorogramming, emmperment groups, and faith-based and
continuum should recreational programming. In collaboration witnaunity
emphasize the principl@ealth center, a nurse works part-time at the\&S®RiseO
center providing gender-responsive health assssangent

of least restrictive
alternatives. be |ocated‘acilitating health care access in the community.

in and reflect girlso&eating a Continuum of Alternatives for Girls
communities, be gendefer assessing a sifeabalyzing site data and speaking to key
responsive in designgiakeholders) to determine why girls are beingatetaid
and respond to theyhat their needs are, sites should collaborateowithunity-
specific needs pased programs to develop a continuum of tardetes-a
identified within the ges to detention for girls. This continuum sheuphasize
population of girls. ihe principle of least restrictive alteraatibe located in and
reflect girlsO communities, be gender responsaigrin afed
respond to the specific needs identified withipdpealation of girls (i.e., sub-
stance abuse).
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PhiladelphiaOs GirlsO Continuum

Philadelphia provides one example «

a gender-responsive continuum

PhiladelphiaOs Department of Huma

Services coupled collaborations acrc

human services divisions, courts, ar

the community with a continuum of

home-based alternatives to detentic

and incarceration in a concerted an

successful effort to reduce detention

use for girls. At the end of 2000, the populafigiris at the Philadelphia Youth

Study Center (its secure detention facility) wesasing and attorneys from the
Philadelphia DefenderOs Association conducteg destahstrating that most

of these girls were high need/low risk, inapprdprigined, and inadequately
served. Two-and-a-half years later, in June 2@08,were fewer than ten girls
detained, and detentions have remained low.

Anne Marie Ambrose, Deputy Commissioner for thesi@ivof Juvenile
Justice Services, and advocates in Philadelinigeatieir success to a contin-
uum of home-based alternativegldeed to reduce the use of detention for girls
who ae minor offenders and a girlsO probation unit eeldicaising those ser-
vices instead of detention. Although Philadelgisidndd difficulty maintaining
all the services in its continuum over time, thiincoim has included pre-hear-
ing intensive supervision, electronic monitormggtonal Family Therapy, and
Multi-Systemic Therapy as well as community-baskers. PhiladelphiaOs sys-
tem recognizes that girls in the justice and dependystems often present the
same issues, so many of Philadelphia0s serai@iieeto girls across those
points of entry and it has designated a juvenitesassion for youth (many of
whom are girls) in the dependency system whaegedkwvith delinquency. The
focus of that court session is to prevent depgraiehtfrom crossing over into
the delinquency system.
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Project Confirm: Addressing OFoster Care BiasO
The Vera Institute of JusticeOs Project Confisncress-system strategies to
reduce the Ofoster care biasO against detamadNewtYork City. Its strategies
include: (1) notifying the child welfare systenmaHester child is in police cus-
tody or detention; (2) conferencing and informati@ming between child welfare,
probation, and other interested agencies; ancti@)yaseeking placements and
resources as detention alternatives for difoiepl&te foster youth. Though
Project ConfirmOs cross-system strategies oftimotjficommunication, and
information sharing succeeded in reducing fosteiaa for

Comprehensive girls with less serious offenses, high rates GILOAshong

cross-system |ega|detained foster girls (58 percent of girls as oesnwih 43
representation makesPercent of boys) made reducing the Ofoster s@yeatiang

sense as a model fo@irls particularly difficuit.

girls who are OftenComprehensive Legal Representation
simultaneously involve&mprehensive, cross-system legal representétisrsarse
with multiple agencies,g 3 model for girls who are often simultanenwslyad with
and whose needs oftefiple agencies and whose needs often requistiadu
require education, child.yig welfare, and mental health advocacy alomgside
welfare, and mentalgyency representation. The Juvenile Rights AdRrciest
health advocacy (;rap) is a law clinic at Boston College Law Sbiaddias
alongside delinquencyjeyeioped a model of comprehensive represemtagjiots in
representation. yhe system. At JRAP, one lawyer and two law stuejerets

sent each girl through multiple legal and adnaitiv&ractions
until the client ages out of the system (18 on Massachusetts). Under this
comprehensive model, clients® goals are purswsigepyathrough legal and
administratie systems to ensure ongoing agency responsiveaessianabil-
ity to statutes, regulations, and constitutiom&igions governing services to girls.
JRAP attempts to reduce juvenile justice placebyeatessing appropriate
services within human services systems andsthegirimunities. Moreover, con-
tinuous representation provides ongoing suppcetat@nships for the client,
viewing delinquency in the context of the girédslidunctioningNher needs
and strengths.
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Project data indicate that each gi
represented by the JRAP is involved,
average, in four legal or administrati
cases. These include delinquency, stz
offenses, dependency, special educat
suspension, expulsion, appeals, and p
disposition advocacy within the soci
services and youth services systems. J
evaluation data describe enormous sysi
inefficiency and explain why lack of cor
sistency and coordination across syste
is such a significant complaint amon
both girls and professionals working i
the systems.

Though each girl encountered b

7

JRAP is different, the following case illustiagemulti-system nature of JRAP
cases and the potential for comprehensive legaéreatiof.

Tamika had been in the custody of the Departoerdl @ervices
(DSS) as a neglected child since she wasosix $bardbegan
running away from placements at eight and wias placesrous
foster homes, and residential and mental hgediingrét 14
she became involved in prostitution and was ezbruomtite
Department of Youth Services (DYS) for delirnichesfaiowing
years were a cycle of detention, placementnandietention for
AWOL. She never picked up a new offense but/fled $nplace-
ments. She was never successful in schoalgmdhathoalified
for special education services when she waade, Sthe received
limited educational services and her educatmontma®usly
disrupted by her many residential and detecgomepts. At 16,
shortly after her DYS commitment, she gavehleirtfirsd child.
During a run from a foster home, she placecdrarfowiter foster
mother and a child protection petition wasddg@abandonment.
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She subsequently had a second child and why tisusbddOs
father. At 18 she aged out of the DYS and D®&S syste

Tamika was involved in a delinquency case, gussiticsr advocacy with two
state agencies (DSS and DYS), special educateantgtion, a dependency case
as a mother, and a restraining order as a victine. traditional legal system, she

would probably have been
appointed two different attorneys,
one for the delinquency charge end-
ing at the commitment to DYS and
another for the dependency case.
She would have had no access to
counsel for the administrative cases
to access post-disposition services
from agencies, the special education
case, or the domestic violence
restraining order. This situation is
not unigue to Massachusetts. A
recently published case study of a
delinquent girl in Philadelphia reports that thnougsix years of court involve-
ment on one charge she saw four judges andreesezed, and probably had six
attorneys and at least three probation officers.

Under a model of comprehensive representatiaf, TalinikaOs records are
compiled and a chronology of placements and sedeeeloped. Advocacy
focuses on reducing detention and incarceratemteysing social services place-
ments and programs in the community for Tamikehanahildren while pro-
tecting her from abuse by the father of her daugideholding the schools
accountable for her education. Her victimizati@encisld, a teenage prostitute,
and an intimate partner, coupled with her minaneris a persuasive argument
for less restrictive, community-based placeméhtsoeial services. However,
because typical representation is fragmented geailable) the connections
across her experiences would not have been grasdrgbe would likely have
been separated from her children in traditionaigdehcy placements and
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detention. Though she continues to encountedtifie as an adult, she received

far more appropriate services and support duririgelnage years as a result of

comprehensive representation than she otherwidehewsr Tamika remained a

JRAP client for six years, one of the longeginstaps of her life, and continues

to call for referrals and support as an adult.

Gender-Responsive Cross-System Case Conferengihg-Stnd

Needs-Based Approach

Case planning through conferences that fully entthedgirl in the identification

of stengths and needs for services is an effectivee@adtcan be incorporated

at detention, probation, or disposition. Typicakyyices &
dictated to the girl and her participation is novely elicite:
in planning. Bcause she has no role in the decision-t
process, she has no stake in the outcome. Bygedizgngtt
and needs from her with the support of all the tangtaadult
and relevant agencies in her life, she becoradsrvéisé out
come. Conferences should include family membtrsy(ihr
available), lawyers or Guardians ad Litem farthbeyapist:
social workers, probation, dependency and jyustide age
cies, and schools. The service plan must be spetifiting
specific services to strengths or needs iddnyifiee girl an
agreed upon by the group. General services orawnslitch

Case planning through
conferences that fully
include the girl in the
identification of
strengths and needs for
services is an effective
practice and can be
incorporated at
detention, probation,

or disposition.

OcounselingO or Owill attend €glawelnot sufficiently targeted to goals. This girl-

centeed case conferencing is gender responsive insthatlt empowering and

relational in design. It also offers continuity. Qheenitial case plan is devel-

oped, the same parties reconvene at each chamg@arstances to revisit the

strengths and needs and modify the setvices.

Multnomah Coustypdoss-System Conferencing

In Multnomah County, the 011:30 meetingO is an iroowaitase processing,

using opss-system case conferencing to maximize the ohaslease, in part,

through pre-adjudicatory case managemeiraftseay #5, Reducing Unnecessary

Delay: Innovations in Case Proge$himgneeting occurs while the youth is in
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custody and is followed by the
detention hearing at which the
case recommendations devel-
oped in the meeting can be pre-
sented to the judge. The meeting
is attended by the prosecutor,
defense counsel, a representa-
tive from the Department of
Community Justice, and, in cases
with an active dependency case,
a representative from the Depart-
ment of Human Services (DHS).
The parties report that in cases with complex seoiae needs, such as many
girlsO cases, they use the 11:30 meeting to wayk thebavailable options, trying
to find ones that fit the girlOs needs. The followingllsistrates the potential of
the 11:30 meeting, and other collaborative appsobaked on pre-adjudication
conferencing, to reduce the use of detentiorrifr gi

Under OregonQs interstate compact, youth feorstateotrho are
picked up in Multhomah County must be held entitah be
returned to their home state. For years tbis iregulls who run
to Oregon from out of state being held in dekatprof these
girls are running from abuse in their homeso3éditle risk to
the community, but are clearly in need of sdogaingervention.
The detention center had no capacity to inthstejatse allega-
tions or develop service interventions, buhéetbbdetain them
nonetheless. Early in 2001, one girl who hadnmulddho to
Portland and described abuse in her home wjiedhefsan
11:30 meeting. Her attorney presented a plan rédedse to
HarryOs Mother, a staff-supervised sheliétycenati@cting with
the Department of Community Justice as a daftentiative for
girls. At the 11:30 meeting, the parties reaabezbament whereby
HarryOs Mother would investigate the abusaavitiesin Idaho,
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develop a social services plan for the gidyaieireéo her home

state. Once the protocol was developed ircHsa, angecame the

standard for cases of out-of-state, runawasoythaiihthese boys

and girls are no longer detained and their ngdezhgional and

family issues are addressed.

Another example of Multnomah CountyOs effortssatsystem placement is

the Alternative Placement Committee (APC), codmfsepresentatives from

DHS, Oregon Youth Authority, residential treatnpeagrams, and the juvenile

court. If a youth is delinquent and has compleicsareeds, her case can be

reviewed by the committee, which can then coadimati-
system service planning. APC strives to devehifed tec
ommendation that can be presented to the coigtiidtsline
require that cases be presented in a Obalamregh Gsise
approach, identifying youth and family strengthsetlsa
needsO and recommendations are developed byusaust
sidering level of risk, community protection, dithiesource
and the best interest of the youth. The committe¢snaeek
and in 2001 reviewed 55 cases, approximatelyftiona
which were girls. APC deliberations have sigthyfficaduce
out-of-home placements in the Multhomah system.

Cross-System Data Sharing

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventiomafdate
that child welfare records be made availabletodnde cou
for any youth before the court for delinquencyirscatpo:
rated into the juvenile court delinquency recordigpositiol

The link between child
welfare and delinquency
is particularly strong

for girls and, as a
result, record sharing
across these systems
and data collection
tracking multiple

system involvement can
help prevent OdumpingO
of girls who should be
served by the child
welfare or mental

health systems.

planning® These provisions respond to the clear data thatdelamguent youth

have child welfare system histories or are inwitlvéxdth systems simultaneously.

The link between child welfare and delinquencytisyarly strong for girls and,

as a result, record sharing across these systdatsa antlection tracking multi-
ple system involvement can help prevent Odumipgdgwho should be served

by the child welfare or mental health systems.
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In Cook County, for example, each family is adsignéamily numberO allow-
ing the courts to track each family memberOgswiittathe juvenile court. Data
collected from all available sources and mainbgitieel Department of Children
and Family Services provide judges with weeklgflisie dually involved juve-
niles on their delinquency dockets so that thetpit@mndispositions to the needs
of multi-system youth. These lists are also maithbkvto the stateOs attorney,
public defender, Guardian ad Litem, and probdtios information helps identify
appropriate detention and disposition alternativerssure effective representation
and appropriate judicial decisions, yet it is Ualaleato advocates and courts in
many jurisdictions. A GirlsO Justice Initiative stufiwenile defense counsel
found that between 85 percent and 93 percent eprgidess to information

COOK COUNTYOS GIRLS LINK: A CASE STISPONSBANPERRECE

The most effective gender-responsive practiseandaaione. They are a coordinated set of
strategies targeting a range of system dadisikmguai to impact girls and result in their
inappropriate detention (i.e., community pcabatmocessing, and risk assessment). [Cook
CountyOs Girls Link is an example of this aamgpplreath to gender-responsive pragtice.

Since 1994, representatives of more thand2@ grhlate agencies in Cook County have been
meeting regularly with the goal of affectingteysgenfior girls. The group, known as Girls

Link, has had remarkable staying power amtyomgfsggpproximately half of its original
members still around the table. Girls Lirtkyisdinelirectly responsible for many of Caok
CountyOs most notable innovations in tranigguandgvelopment for girls in the justice
system.

The relationships developed across syste@suntgaak be partially credited with the
development of a staff-secure shelter, CaokeSinlemtyd) detention alternative for girls, the

girls® evening reporting center, and thedapdatientOs female-only unit: RENEW. Girls Link
was instrumental in developing gender-respessiverdgools and a case management
model for girlsO probation services. Gpbrlidukaidy effective and active in training,
reaching across systems and public and parste peainote gender-responsive program-
ming through a series of programs and opgortteitieécal assistance.

Those involved in Girls Link believe an ifgitedieotess is the continuity and breadth of
the effort. Over the years, Girls Link hasehdgrvaist for girls in human services, law
enforcement, probation, education, juvenitbgustieiary, and the private sector. These
efforts have drawn federal resources, refativedppaaiice, and resulted in residential and
community alternatives to detention. More@@m@skGirls Link has undergone a thorough
evaluation. Its efforts are among the mostr=ivepieliee country.

The elements of Cook CountyOs decade-lgegadferespionsive policies and programs to
reduce detention for girls are summarized.in Table
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TABLE 1

OVERVIEW OF COOK COUNTYOS GENDER-RESPN REMERMETENTI

Structures

Practice

Reforms

Alternatives
to Detention

Girls Link: A coalition acrosfargeted FundingGirls Analyses:Girls Link sponsor&daining in Gender-
law enforcement, courts,  LinkOs planning and implenibree studies of gender-resg®asponsive Practices:

defense bar, stateOs attornegfion has been funded withsive reform in Cook County:Girls Link has offered training
corrections, juvenile justice, agdant from OJJDP, Illinois . each year in gender-responsive
children and family servicesJavenile Justice Commissio?‘i; A.process evaluation of %adsgramming and practices,
Oinfluence the developmentIBfAl support from the Annie 'E!(’ both inside and outside of the
female responsive systems @egtey Foundation, and in-kinda profile of juvenile femaleourts, for probation, stateOs
meet the needs of girls whosangport from Cook County. offenders in Cook County; adigorneys, and human services
involved in the juvenile justice ) providers.
system or deemed at risk 3. An analysis of the pathways _
through: advocacy, education, girls take into and through tkGuidelines for Effective
policy and program developmentO system from arrest through Female Responsive

. disposition. Programming for GirlsO:
WomenQOs Leadership In November 2003, Cook Cqunty
Group:Since 2002, the Cook issued an extensive manual pn
County Juvenile Probation gender-responsive programming
Department brings female to assist organizations working
supervisors and deputy chiefs with justice system-involved
together on a regular basis to girls. The manual includes
add womenOs voices to girlsO guidelines for assessment,
programming, address workplace evaluation, staffing, and
issues, and develop womenQOs program design.
leadership. The effort is intended
both to support women working
in a predominantly male field
and to stimulate innovation in
programs and practices for girls.
Female Offender Female-Only Docketdwo Girl-Focused

Probation UnitsTwo units juvenile court judges maintairogramming: Girl Talls
were established (May 199§urisdiction over girlsO delina collaboration of organizations
and July 2001) in which probaency cases connected witkorking with girls currently or
tion officers with caseloads tife RENEW units, providingformerly detained at the Cook
25 girls develop expertise ircth#inuity of judicial oversigitounty Temporary Detention

needs of the female juvenile Center, providing médion and
population and the resources support to the girls and voice
available to them. Probation and visibility to their issues.

officers in these units receive
training in gender-responsive
programming.

GIRLS2WOMBESla yearly
full-day conference sponsored
by the Cook County Juvenile
Probation Department for girls
on probation.

Shelter Care FacilityA Evening Reporting
14-bed temporary alternativ€enter:Opened in September
detention for young women 20@1 for young women with
would otherwise be detainegémding violations of probation,
the Cook County detention @arrants, or new charges, the
ter due to their RAIl score, aavening reporting center offers
override, or awaiting placenféngirls a 21-day, community-
based, 5-night/week program
from 4:00-9:00 p.m.
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PAT ZEGLEN: A CHAMPION FOR GIRLS

Consistency has been a key to Cook Countyfgirisfarmsone key ingredient of that
consistency has been Pat Zeglen, policy adnmrifstr@ook County Juvenile Probatio
Department. Zeglen recalls, OAs a womarg hveetétirigs better for younger wome
for the next generation, their children.GHatkg#hrtunity arose with an initial planni
grant from OJJDP to develop a collaboratigngemeotiesponsivity for the increasing
number of girls entering the juvenile justiténsgsiek County.

For Zeglen, Girls Link was, and continuesdlodreeahallenge, an opportunity to O..
some risks and do some things differentlysGt@ig@femoting gender-responsivity is
thing they will accomplish in Cook Countyheecand®ets of girls are relatively small

n
n, and
ng

j

. take
some-
and

the leadership of the Cook County JuvenileDepayatient and Juvenile Court are regeptive

to addressing the needs of girls.

Zeglen has been with the Juvenile ProbatientDep8&faryears and is co-founder of its newly

developed WomenOs Leadership Group. S$iezisdwathogg advocates, judges, and
working in the courts and has become th@epierfmsponsive practices in Cook Co
According to Mike Rohan, director of juveioitegurdlzaurt services in Cook County,

others
unty.
DPeople

respect PatOs drive. Prior to Pat, we wene $gstesacchange, but not on girls. Pat has been

the inspiration in Cook County, bringing thgesslex cesponsiveness to our attention
exposing us to ideas, which might have béenl 6verloo

To her credit, she has been a consistenowyycmnivinovative policies and programs,
also for critical examination of Cook Coustg@sefialf of girls. She fully supports re
and evaluation, believing that the best segiidtesdme with the best understanding ¢
needs.

and

but
search
f girlsO

ZeglenOs leadership is notable for the ladkail@eyd€er leadership style is collaborative

and she views her role as one of Oconsciarréhass maiale-dominated juvenile court §

system.

Monica Mahan, a fellow member of Girls Linkiaimdyssqueal worker at the Children and

Family Justice Center at Northwestern Univ@csitpl, @bserves, OFor girls, Pat has
been the go-to person in Cook County: skealmesshb believes it is the right thing
not because her name is on it.0

always
0 do,

Zeglen is a persistent and determined vadgcif@ogk County and advancing their agenda

has become her mission. She recently posgtoeettheto continue the work. She is
on Cook County®s newly developed JuvenilméibisdanglGde youth perspectives in
efforts, and its Women®s Leadership Groopmimimiilyl among women in the Juveni

vorking
reform
e

Probation Department and courts. She is depatopnshg with health services to pravide
mentoring and parenting education to the cigabfepgegnant and parenting girls in Cook

County and continues to speak out nationglpyweaismess about effective practices fq

Because gender issues are often hidden withimtathagency business, it is particulgrly

important to have someone inside the systemtlg@msisntelligently pushing the girls
agenda forward. In Cook County, Pat Zeglersanthat p

or girls.

O
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about the histories of physical abuse and sexuaétamong their female clients

important to effective representation, but onlpé&sbent said that information

was typically available to them.

Gender-Responsive Programming: Detention aitidSipesnatives

In addition to addressing systemic problems thmadighm practices, gender-

responsive systems should provide girls accaagéoch gender-responsive programs

as detention and disposition alternatives. Deatealtiernatives directly reduce

detention by providing alternatives to securedgusiad disposition alternatives

reduce girlsO returns to detention for new offensaatmn:
of conditions of probation or paroleibcreasing their succ
post-adjudication.

Though thee is no single list of gender-responsive pr
elements embraced by everyone in the field, there is at
that girlsO pgrams should be:

n ComprehensiVéweaving family, community, and syst

together for girls;

n Safé\ promoting healing from trauma caused by ph

and psychological abuse;

n Empowerind\ addressing needs while encouraging |

ship and the development of her strengths;

n Community and Family FocusBdased in the comm
nity, fostering healthy family relationships as@isabl
community connections; and

n RelationalN supporting continuous, positive relations
for girls with older women, family, and peers.

Nationally, the female
proportion of
adjudicated cases
ordered to probation
rose from 15 percent
in 1990 to 21 percent
in 1999. Some
jurisdictions have
responded to the rise
in girls on probation
with dedicated female
probation units, which
may be effective in
reducing detention for
technical violations of
probation.

The following programs incorporate these elenmahtaddress issues that

result in the inappropriate detention of girlsofthese programs were designed

specifically for girls, have been evaluated foreffectiveness with girls, or

contain elements that are particularly respoodive heeds of girls.
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Female-Focused Probation Units

Nationally, the female proportion of adjudicatsd<cardered to probation rose
from 15 percent in 1990 to 21 percent in 18@me jurisdictions have responded
to the rise in girls on probation with dedicatedle probation units, which may
be effective in reducing detention for techniolaitians of probatioh.

Cook CountyOs two female offender units N called WEREclaim, Empower,
Nurture, and Embrace Womanhood Nillustrate this mddie probation officers
believe that their gender-responsive training, docggls, and low caseloads
allow them to develop relationships and supplsrirgithe community in ways
that would otherwise be impossible. Each uniivieaprbbation officers, all of
whom are women. In January 2005, there were 22hdRENEWOs caseload,
representing 29 percent of the girls on probatiGook County. The maximum
caseload for each probation officer is 25. Prolodficers in these units choose
to work there and receive specialized training imefewhalescent development
and the needs of girls in the justice system.

In 2000 and 2001, there were 33 violations of poobéiked by these units,
but only about 1 percergsulted in detention, far fewer than for girleneigl
probation units. RENEW staff attribute the low viofatate to the continuity of
attention their casesceive, including assignment to a single judgexdraple,
the RENEW units reduced detention of girls for waray having their cases

heard in a dedicated girlsO
calendar, by a judge familiar
with them.

Having a probation unit
focused on girls also allows
Cook County to better
identify service needs and
target responsive programs.
For example, the Cook
County juvenile probation
department sponsors a yearly
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GIRLS2WOMEN conference for girls on probation, dmguon employment
and gender-related issues like safety. The FermaalegEReporting Center,
opened in September 2001, was in part a resiglirbfarused probation agenda
that identified limitations of co-educational genféhe ability to identify issues
among a cross-section of girls also stimulatedipnotrograms on self-esteem,
self-respect, avoiding pregnancy, and parentifegnale probation focus also
helps probation officers develop expertise on ecotymasources and build con-
nections in the community for girls on probation.

Evening Reporting for Girls in Cook County

The Cook County Female Evening Reporting Center is a gespiersive alter-
native to detention that provides a safe spaaddsavtgle building their ties to
their community and their families. The majoritgidé at the reporting center
are awaiting adjudication and scored for conditielealse on their admissions
risk assessment. They were ordered on home comifjindgtheevening reporting,
until hearing and disposition. A minority of thdsgiere given probation and
eveningeporting as their post-adjudication disposition.

The Female Evening Reporting Center opened in Sept@firand is
located in a church community center on the Sadegh The evening reporting
center provides an array of gender-responsivgthstieased opportunities after
school and into the evening. The Female EveningiRgCenter was established
because girls and boys were distracted from tha@nprogg in co-educational
reporting centers, tending to focus on each athée kco-educational environ
ment, girls were alseluctant to participate openly in the groups.

When they are assigned, the evening reportingipnatifficer goes out to the
home, introduces the program, and explains thieptooess hoping to engage
and educate the girl and family about the repaeimgrThe services within the
center are contracted to a social services ages®&y inahe community center.
Programming in the center includes victim impaipas a part of the restora-
tive justice process, as well as skills andtbs-based programs such as computer
training, arts and crafts, and nutrition and healireness. The Femalenihg
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Reporting Center is open from 4D9 p.m. with tratamm provided by a van
service.

Wings for Life: Keeping System-Involved Gihisima@dilTdren Together

OThe feel of our program has changed dramatically ith the children. 1tOs more of a family.
The girls respect each other and the program becausef the children. They hold each
other accountable for taking care of the children and being good moms® Audra Ray,

Former Program Director, Wings for Life, Texas

Wings for Life, in Marion, Texas, is a residept@jram run by Associated
Marine Institutes (AMI, a large, national nonpisditvice provider) where girls
committed to the Texas Youth Commission live Wwéln babies for four to six
months and receive a range of gender-respongiaenonang. Prior to coming
to Wings, each of the girls had violated probation and math¢eeerated. The
majority of the girls committed felony offenses.

Children from birth to three years old live ingtewooms with their mothers
at the program, which also accepts pregnaniimis for Life is a charter school
under the University of Texas and provides eachithireducation consistent
with state requirements, including having a edrsfiecial education teacher on
staff. Girls receive parenting education and assigtah skills they will need to
live in the community with their children. The $fglls training extends for 30
days after their discharge to ease their trasisition

Approximately 50 percent of the children livingher program with their
mothers are involved with child protective serameedVings works with the
mothers to satisfy conditions of that agency. Afféve girls in Wings do not
have custody of their babies but are working lv@throgram to regain custody,
at which time the baby will live with them in thegpam. Girls in Wings receive
individual counseling, group counseling, and pnogray directed at re-social-
ization. There is a nurse on staff and pregnntegieive prenatal care, Lamaze
education, and nursing support.

Though girls have run away from the program, if ttreythemselves in
within 24 hours they are accepted back. Havinghegsiity for their children



157

appears to be a disincentive for running awaygaasresult in a report to child
protective services. Though the program has nohygeted outcome evaluations,
staff believe, based on reports from girls who staytact with the program after
graduating, that relatively few girls who contpletarogram return to the system.

Developing a program for both mothers and batses swgnificant logistical
and funding challenge, but program staff beliewastwell worth it. They
describe the program as more like a home andubpeofigirls and their children
as a Ofamily.O They say that having the chi@teeoréfates the supportive family-
like environment.

PACE: Preventing Detention through Comprehemsiva;t¢-Based
Gender-Responsive Programming
PACE Center for Girls is a nationaflgagnized program operating 19 gender-
responsive PACE Centers throughout Florida. The BAGEulum addresses
OSix Domains of Adolescent DevelopmentO for gits:
intellectual, spiritual, emotional, relationaagxand phys  PACE focuses closely
cal. PACE day programs provide education, lifegeraea on girls(~) transitions,
training, communication skills, career awarereitbyflifestyle ~ monitoring girls for
and violence prevention. It conducts individuapoeinensiv ~ three years following
assessments for each girl and designs individedlizatio  their participation in
programs in collaboration with local school bo@#8€E the day program, a
focuses closely on girlsO transitions, monitotinépgihee  |evel of follow-up
years following their participation in the day jamogea level very unusual in youth
follow-up very unusual in youth programming. programming.

PACE identified six gender-specific risk factatsofter
characterize the girls it srvschool failure, family instability and condanty
sexual activity andggnancy, delinquent behavior, victimization, and/ioeha
that can endanger health. According to an Apl 2@pshot of the population,
PACE girls are a group at high risk for delinquiigyercent of RCE girls had
a prior arrest; 27 pmmt reported domestic violence in their homes2and
percent had moved three or more times in the yeageérs. As a group, PACE
girls have experienced significant trauma and shaigie-risk health behaviors:
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29 percent report abuse at home and 23 perceritsepaal abuse; 28 percent
have histories of running away; 35 percent hasidaeraa suicide; and 44 per-
cent have a diagnosed mental health disorder.

PACE has been successful at reducing justiceisysteement, and conse-
guently detention, for the girls enrolled in thmiograms. In fiscal year
20002001, between 85 and 97 percent (dependivigetiter they had a prior
delinquency record) of girls in the program rechaineof the delinquency sys-
tem. In addition to reductions in delinquency wvemlent, girls enrolled in PACE
ran away significantly less than they had pitAk@&. Outcome measures from

fiscal year 2001D2002 show that prior to PACE 8&céri
Multidimensional ©f the girls had run away from home, which drofup#&8d.3
Treatment Eoster Cardercentwhile enrolled in PACE and 6.2 percentevivelied

(MTFC), developed b transitional services.

Dr. Patricia ChamberlalrP\/Iultidimensional Treatment Foster Care

of th.e Oregon S90'‘fjl'\/lultidimensional Treatment Foster Care (MTFC), ldped
Learning Center, Is arlBy Dr. Patricia Chamberlain of the Oregon Sociahingar
example of a gender'Center, is an example of a gender-responsive, asede-b

responsive, h(_)m?'bésedpost-adjudication program effective in reducinglivison
post-adjudication

program effective in

and detention returns. MTFC uses a team approaaseo
planning. A clinical supervisor, treatment fostemgs, bio-
reducing recidivism anqogical familyyouth advocate, family therapist, child therapist,
detention returns. IvlTFgouth, school, and probation or parole officer atlape
uses a team approa_ch tﬁ?wolved. Case planning reflects the girlsO viewat ahey
case planning. need as well as what they want to be e/atv The foster
placement jmvides the most family-like setting to provide the
girl a safe and stable home environment, assist her {o steatelgies for under-
standing her past experiences, increase hetabawelop a plan for her future,
and give her opportunities to practice the skdldedeto reakzher future plans.
Girls in MTFC participate in individual and family therdglsgraining, health
activities, school, work, community activities,cdinelr relevant services. Foster
families are carefully recruited, trained, and dedgday the treatment foster care
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staff who contact the families each day to immlgdiairk through issues as they

arise and ensure ongoing positive feedback fajirtaGirlsO successes are rein-

forced and difficulties are identified and addressly and in a sustained way.

The first task of MTFC is to provide a stable,@tipp home for each girl.

For girls with histories of running away from hdn@eprogram supports them in

developing alternative problem-solving stratéfgesgirl runs away from the

foster home, her placement remains available whéershe returns and the

treatment plan, developed with the girl, is ddexttehoring up the home so the

girl can live there successfully. MTFC is notaitlesf Owe wonCOt give upO message

it gives to the girls. It promises them a stable homeatter

what they do. Consequently, running away is noaseefai
ure of the foster home or the girl but an expeeteior the
the program works through with the girl. The coatlin o
loving firmness and commitment to stability igalito thi:
gender-responsive approach.

Evaluation data compared outcomes for girls weisle fio
boys and found that while the treatment fostepoacess fi
girls differed from that for boys, arrests, pelfteel delin
guency, and program completion outcomes werenbef@
boys and girls. On all three outcome measuregjildsthan:
boys in Multidimensional Treatmenbsker Care did bet
than boys and girls inogip caré”

Multnomah Coust@Reception CenterO

The New Avenues for Youth Reception and Referral Get
program established through a contract betwee
Multnomah County Depament of Community Justice, -
Portland Police Bureau, and New Avenues for Youibn-
profit agency serving homeless and runaway y@itridally

Every arrested youth
brought by police to the
Reception Center meets
with a counselor who
assesses their needs
and plans their release
and referral services.
According to these
assessments, victimization
IS more widespread
among girls than boysK
with three times as many
girls as boys requiring
medical attention at
intake and twice as
many girls as boys
reporting abuse.

Potland police brought approximately 2,000 youthahnto detention on mis-

demeanors or status offenses, despite state laws making most uthtivesde yo

igible for secure detention. Many of these youth nveaway girls who were
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perceived by police officers as vulnerable andliofrgetection. Under a nego-
tiated memorandum of agreement, beginning Decén2@d1, the police bring
youth charged with status offenses and minor reizders to the New Avenues for
Youth Reception Center rather than to the detentgoter. (Youth with out-
standing warrants or runaways from outside of iOaegatill taken to the deten-
tion center.)
From March 2001 through March 2002, the Receptemte screened 719
youth, 48 percent of whom were girls, a third ofwilvere picked up for running
away. Every arrested youth brought by police Retteption
The center has beerCenter meets with a counselor who assessesetiginme
effective in reducingplans their release and referral services. Agcordimese
inappropriate (and assessments, victimization is more widespread gim®ng
unlawful) detention ofthan boysNwith three times as many girls as boys-re
high-need, low-risking medical attention at intake and twice as nidspag boys
youth, many of reporting abuse.
whom are girls.  The New Avenues for Youth Reception Center does not
have a residential component, so all youth mustebse
following intake, assessment, and referrals. quaeers of the boys and girls
were released to a parent, guardian, other rbkpadsilt, or to themselves. Of
the remaining youth, approximately 20 perceneagitts and 10 percent of the
boys wereeteased to a range of homeless and runaway Sheite3percent of
the boys and girls screened by the Reception @erggemanded to the deten
tion center.
Close to 10 percent of the girls repbysical, psychological, or sexual abuse.
These girls arreferred to family-focused community servicesvaed, war-
ranted under the mandatory reporting statute aisfare made thugh the child
abuse hotline for protective foster care and tavérilgé Rights Project for legal
representation. As a result, these cases otfamogywhich often result in deten-
tion for girls in other jurisdictions, are propeigntified and serviced as family
issues in Multnomah County.
The Reception Center provides family mediatiommied family counseling
services. Whenever possible the families ofsgmehere involved in the referral
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services, which include domestic violence shaliecsunseling; female health;
mental health; mentoring; youth empowerment; géeiyention; gay, lesbian,
and bisexual support and counseling; and GED agidyement programs.

The advocacy and human service communities leaévbe Reception
Center effectively provides a conduit to appremmhmunity services for teens
in Multnomah County. Moreover, it provides a priewerservice that was previ-
ously unavailable, linking minor and status offertdeservices that address
the issues underlying their offending. The cendebden effective in reducing
inappropriate (and unlawful) detention of high-Heedrisk youth, many of whom
are girls. Those involved with the center agrdeltbat-up studies are needed to
determine the rate of service follow-through aRecgption Center youth.

DeKalb CountyOs Crisis Intervention Programy Reetecition by Reducing

Family Chaos

From 2002 to 2005 in Georgia, a pilot project redlitappropriate detention of

girls (and boys) through family-focused crisisémigon. In DeKalb County, the

stateOs second largest county, the Departmemitef Justc

and the DeKalb Juvenile Court recognized thaniicsigt From 2002 to 2005 in
number of youth were detained because their pafeseddt Georgia, a pilot project
take them home, despite Detention Assessmenimiast reduced inappropriate
(DAI) scores too low for secure custody. In ABg0gt acris detention of girls (and

intervention program targeting these youth and familic  boys) through family-
implemented in collaboration with the Children & Teen ~ focused crisis
Foundation, a family preservation agency intervention.

From August 2002 through May 2003, the program w
with 163 youth, 44 percent of whom were girls. lofahie girl® cases, the DAI
scores &re low or medium (69 percent low DAI scores), mtkeng presum-
ably ineligible for detention. The majority obgirtre 11916 years old, 95 percent
were African American, and their offenses pvenarily simple battery, motor
vehicle theft, shoplifting, running away, trespassinnruly conduct. 8gram staff
report that in girlsO cases tension between mathéasighters and sexual abuse
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THE CENTER FOR YOUNG WOMENOS DEVELCPAIRRS BIBIANNA@CTIVISM AMON
WOMEN IN THE JUSTICE SYSTEM

The Center for Young WomenOs Developmanir{i@¥&\ipégam in San Francisco, entirely

G YOUNG

operate

by young women (under 25) who are eitherdormeatly involved in the juvenile justice system

CYWD hires all staff directly from the strestdeohall, pays them a living wage with &edefits

involves them fully in the management and dewvékhenoeganization. CYWD is their enterpfise.

The Girl®s Detention Advocacy Project (@vAPYusgaawth of the centerOs work. Stattee: by M
Sanchez, a young woman who spent her teamagéeywiars and group homes and who recently

became executive director of CYWD, GDARgtkHf lgarkshops in juvenile hall focusitigadn

poli

education, healing, personal accountabilifiyadwndcsey. Those groups are followed wigh individ

goal setting and a continued process of |e@atoibg lself-advocates. GDAP accompanies gi
throughout the court process, providing infadwatiacy, and support to them and their fami

Ol have a passion for working with girls ide,fBeeidains Sanchez. She began her work w

rls
ies.

th the

CYWD as a teenage girl in juvenile hall. Haninegctien to a youth-run community-baseeorganiza
made a difference to her when she was semoimesa@way from San Francisco. OThe center staff

called and visited me and | knew there wasity @immonmen for me when | returned to San
Francisco,O she says.

More than the ongoing connection, Sanchelzabeélievemnter communicates confidence to y

pung

women by investing resources in them andydefitivgudlem in words and actions that they ¢an

grow to become leaders. She believes thabidyaung s affected firsthand by the system
be the onels to change it.O

GDAPOs goal for girls in detention is to euabmtet tthee system and create circumstances i
which they can be successful when releasadcdinslished by incorporating each girlOs int

and ideas into her community service, collaftbrgimguvenile hall GirlsO Services ©nit to ejas

transitions into the community, and providirity gitts at CYWD.

CYWD has a unique recipe for promoting lezategsfopray, system-involved women:
n provide them with important work;

n listen to their views about what they knome8jl too

n give them a stake in the outcome of thein@féostsf@ place to heal; and

n help them build an enterprise devoted to ceafetynyiyuth organizing, and leadership for
women.

Recently, CYWD publishiikddiwe]Justice Handbapkide to the justice system for youth and f
OThe beautiful thing,0 Sanchez notes, Qjsatbateyofrom the CYWD are trained and educ

throughout the Bay Area about the justiceisysteerhasidbook.O Characteristic of the CYWD

approach, the handbook was developed basedofrauegtls on the streets and in the sys
and, in turn, those girls are responsiblerfgrytvaih to advocate for themselves.

will

N
erests

young

amilies
ate youth

em

CYWD has received well-deserved nation&ébatteitionique brand of leadership for egfish Lat
Simon, the 27-year-old former executive dMWDr afas awarded the MacArthur FoundationOs
OGeniusO Fellowship in 2003. Simon bega€Y\\RiBg Btreet Outreach Program when she was
16 years old and three-and-a-half years latatsheraouwive director. The MacArthur Foundation
described SimonOs success this way: O[b}y thepiagnt and experiences of street-sgnart youn
women, she instills a sense of community thanyaunge to help themselves and each other out of
difficult circumstances.O Both Lateefah Siraderen8avichez are on the Organizing Council of the

Community Justice Network for Youth.
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by a male member of the household were commonepoetthat many of the
girls have histories of running away and prostitigtisuspected.

In 53 percent of the girlsO cases (and 66 péroeetatl cases) youth were
picked up by their parents after crisis intervesgivices (brief counseling, referral
to and coordination of community-based services) tlaerefore, were not
detained. Once under way, the program providéslintesrvention training for
detention intake workers who also provided fanslg counseling resulting in
fewer parents refusing to take their girls hontbeAsogram progressed, only
the most complex cases required referral todisantgrvention program.

Notes:

‘Conger & Ross, 2001.
2The name and details have been changed to pnesemenymity.

)lIn Massachusetts, juveniles committed to the Degarof Youth Services for delinquency, probation
violations, or as youthful offenders are the Ebpioy of that agency until 18 or 21. At commitime

the juvenile court drops jurisdiction and all desabout service, placement, and return to the
community (OparoleO) are made by the Departmenutbf Services along a continuum of
administrative process. Although there is notdgittunsel during this phase of the delinquerey cas
and no practical access to counsel for most §B4R, continues representation post-dispositidn unti
the girl ages out of the agency.

‘Beyer, M., Blair, G., Katz, S., Simkins, S., &Bézg, A., OA Better Way to Spend $500,000: How the
Juvenile Justice System Fails Gilis€onsin WomenOs Law Jd8nalD76, 2003.

Beyer, et al., 2003.
®42 U.S.C.A. © 5633(a) (26).
'Sherman, F., 2003.

8Sickmund, M.,A Profile of Females in the Juvenile Justice P3gstmted: American Society of
Criminology Conference, Atlanta, Georgia, Novemb26001 (juvenile court statistics information
updated September 2002).

*Daniels, M., OThe Female Intervention Tedumghile Justice Journgly/114D20, Washington, DC:
US Department of Justice, Office of Justice Pregr@ffice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, 1999.

“Chamberlain, P, OTreatment Foster Care,O inBRuasjoagwood, K. (EdsGommunity Treatment
for Youth: Evidencas®d Interventions for Severe Emotional and Behaviora({pistid#d438),
New York: Oxford University Press, 2002.
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ELIMINATING GENDER BIAS AND
PROMOTING GENDER RESPONSIVENES

apter 5 provides examples of practices and psdtpatnrmake better
use of community resources, provide gender-rgspaitsrnatives to
etention and incarceration, and work across systems. These practices and
programs can reduce detention by addressing some of the
systemic problems, which result in inappropritgataten for
Advocates can influenC%mS_ In addition to those approaches, advoeat@ésfloence
policy more broad Iypolicy more broadly to reduce gender bias and grgerder
to reduce gender bi"’lsresponsiveness through legislation, litigatiordamonenta-
and promote gendertion. These approaches can build public will fotaéde and
responsiveness thrOIngF'esponsive treatment of girls and ensure thaitioes and

legislation, litigation, officials provide services to girls in a lawfuh@nan
and documentation.

These approaches cahk€gal Strategies to Promote Gender Equity
build public will The ways in which juvenile justice practices allepo

for equitable and adversely impact girls suggest legal theoriesasnthat could
responsive treatment openefit from systemic and individual legal advdceggl
girls and ensure thattheories focusing on gender may be useful to:
institutions and officials" reduce the misuse of detention for minor offesisgss
provide services to girls offenses, and technical violations; and
in a lawful manner." Promote equity in access to gender-responsivéiodeten
alternatives.

As with many of the strategies and practicediatkinti
this monograph, effective legal theories for giylapply to boys as well, in that
they focus on stages and decisions in the jywsinde process that result in inap-
propriate detention for many youth.

Legal Advocacy for Social Service Alternatives

In addition to legal advocacy directed at the atatgquirements for detention,
lawyers for girls may pursue alternatives toidetémough the social services,
mental health, and special education systemssd3etany girls charged with
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delinquency have current or former contacts vafie thystems, statutes and reg-

ulations governing those services may provideunppes for more appropriate

alternatives to the justice system (e.g., spleatien services, foster placement

as a dependent child). Comprehensive case intikaing histories of services

and contacts with other systems, an understarfdgigs® development, and

access to records from other systems are impstateps.

Challenging OBootstrappingO of Status Offenders

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preventiomafdate
deinstitutionalization of status offenders so dtaés thi
detain status offenders, absent a violation laf acuat orde!
are in violation of the JJDP Act and risk losiregdétunding
Moreover, the reauthorized JJDP Act requires mogitol
status offenders held for violations of court Gr@rs, whc
are disprportionately represented among status offena
also dismportionately detained for violations of validt
orders and contempt. This practice is called dymuitsy!
and legal challenges to ithamded the practice in a few s
including Massachusetts and New ¥dmkboth states, tt
decisions were based on limitations in the langitgestal
status offense statutes. In both cases, theiwatetsthe sta
legislatures to provide courts with appropriate tm@nforc

its orders through amendments to the status offavads

Girls, who are
disproportionately
represented among
status offenders, are
also disproportionately
detained for violations
of valid court orders
and contempt. This
practice is called
Obootstrapping® and
legal challenges to

it have ended the
practice in a few states,
including Massachusetts
and New York.

Eliminating the use of detention for status offerate&rged with violating court

orders would reduce the numbers of girls in dateantid reduce the practice of

Odumpin@ girls, who should be serviced in the sociassysiem, into detention.

Applying Equal Rights Theories

Equal protection provisions and state equal rigtgedments (ERAS) provide

legal theories supporting gender-responsive det@igimatives and program

ming as well as access for girls to servicae thaimble to boys. For example,

if a jurisdiction has a non-secure detention dltexrar boys but not for girls, so
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that boys and girls with similar offenses andseffestories are not treated simi-
larly, the jurisdiction may be violating equalegptan or state equal rights.
Moreover, if a jurisdiction adds girls to a progveinout modifying the program
to be gender responsive, it may be violatingregusllaws. Each state constitu-
tion and the federal constitution protect similsitiyated groups from being
treated differently under their equal protectionsek
Eliminating the use ofMoreover, 14 states have adopted ERAs and, irstatesy
detention for Staltusthese ERAs offer greater protection than statéededl

offenders charged Withequal protection clauses.
violating court orders siaie purpose Clauses

would reduce the gypy eight states include rehabilitation, in sonme, feithin

numbers of girls ine purpose clause of theiejuile justice statutes. Twenty-five
detention and reducegates speak specifically of rehabilitation aal ingading
) the prfactice of providing specific direction as to how it shoulcdmem-
OdumpingO girls, Wh@ished. Many of the states that do not mentiabiitation
should be serviced ingpecifically refer to youth development or gréwgfuments
the social services paged on state purpose clauses may be partionfgejiing
system, into detentionj, siates with ERAs or statutes mandating gesgensive
practices. In combination, these statutes mayrsiggal

theories for girls inappropriately detained and beatpols for advocates to

encourage states toalep gender-responsive alternatives to detention.

OE[A]s a matter of statewide concem, it is in the best interest of the people of this state
that equal access for both males and females underl8 years of age to appropriate facil-
ities, services and treatment be available throughall state agencies providing or funding
human services and juvenile corrections programs fo children and adolescents.N
Oregon Revised Statutes 417.270 (2)
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Statutory & Regulatory Changes

Legislation focusing on issues of gender eqodgrgesponsive programming,
and conditions of confinement for detained girisreduce detention and
improve services hy:

n clarifying state policy; Equal protection

provisions and

state equal rights
amendments (ERAS)
provide legal theories
supporting gender-

n requiring specific funding;

n establishing individual or group causes of I¢igat ac

n enacting standards for courts to redress pooti@os
and

n providing standards for the oversight of ginsGeser

Four key principles for gender-responsive sialatieg are:  fesponsive detention
» providing equal access and gender-responsiveipragy ~ @lternatives and
matter of state policy; programming as well
» funding for girls® programs should be adequenestth &S access for girls
number of girls in the justice population and addyiel: {0 Services that are
particular needs; available to boys.
n programs for all youth should be gender resparsiv
n tying equal access and equitable funding to spygois of programming
and services.
Only a few states have statutes specifical@ssiddrgender in delinquency
programming. & example, Oregband Minnesofapecifically provide for gender
equity in programming. Oregon mandates that gfateias and juvenile correc-
tions programs provide Oequal access to appsmnates and treatment.O It
specifically requires agencies to report to islatleg on the percentages of fund-
ing going to services for boys and girls. Minnesotdates services for females
that are Osubstantially equivalentO to those gofovidales.
Connecticttand Oregon both include statements of policyon éhgender-
responsive programming. Connecticut incorporae®#h of creating and main-
taining gender-specific programs for juveniledefferinto its general juvenile
justice purpose clause. OregonOs OEqual Acbegst3 laith acknowledgments
that girls often lack equal access to faciieges, and treatment and that it is
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in the best interest of the people of the stafgoiode equal access. Both
Minnesota and Oregon provide some oversight $oeffiort. Oregon requires
financial accounting to the legislature and Mitamgsovides for county plans
with a mechanism for review, oversight, and apm@hof an advisory group.
Finally, all three statutes provide a broad defimt gender-specific program-
ming by placing it within the broader contextdifidually tailored programming,
reflecting gender as well as other charactefigiisniles. Though these statutes
have not yet been used as the basis for sysigaticnion
Legislation focusing orbehalf of girls, they have that potential.
issues of gender equity, Virtually every state has statutes protecting duoélisi
gender-responsivefrom sexual misconduct by their custodians. Acgdalizn
programming, andAmnesty International report, only Alabama, Oregod,
conditions of Minnesota are without such legislative protectiometer, of
confinement for states with such legislation, only about half teuees that
detained girls can clearly protect juveniles in the delinquency al s@rvices
reduce detention andsystems (as opposed to adults in prison). Amnesty
improve services by:International actively promotes custodial sexsabnauct
clarifying state policy;legislation in all states and wrote a compreheusile to
requiring specific existing statutes and regulations. Laws cleaiingayirls in
funding; establishingdetentionNas well as in non-secure programs rushilay
individual or group welfare, mental health, or juvenile justice syéstimsld be
causes of legal action;on the books in every state andigeeasy access to justice
enacting standards forfor girls who are too oftenwerless in the face of sexual
courts to redress poormisconduct by their custodians.
conditions; and  State regulations addressing conditions of coafihém
providing standardsdetention and programs for girls are another anghich
for the oversight of gender-responsive practices and policies shoelffebeed.
girlsO services.However, only approximately half of the states halaticet
specifically addressing the needs of detaineahéinda girls
and no state treats the issue comprehensivelyo$heommon aa of existing
regulation is the supervision of girls by maleadtaffugh most state regulations
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only require the presence of at least one feafalmesinber. Only Minnesota
broadly mandates that O... [s]taff members shiadl place
in positions of responsibility for the supervisimhwelfare Few states have
residents of the opposite sex in circumstancesathdt regulations addressing
described as invasions of privacy, degrading diatiogntc  health care or parenting
the resident®ew states have regulations addressinghe ~ education for pregnant
or parenting education for pregnant girls in cys girls in custody.
Professional standards for conditions of confibhéongroutt
provide some guidance to jurisdictions developitggresponsive regulations.
Among those areas that should be addressed liegstitions are:

n separation by gender in housing and programming;

n girlsO hygiene needs;

n pregnancy and sexual health counseling and care;

n girlsO access to family including children;

n equal access to gender-responsive programs aed aeavable to boys;

S

opportunities for physical exercise and partaigatsports;

n gender-responsive training for staff;

n supervision of girlylbemale staff;

n respect for girlsO privacy;

n restraint and isolation practices; and

n protection from abuse in institutions.
(SeePathway #6, Improving Conditions of Confinementine Suvenile@ntion
Center.

Documenting the Situation of Girls in Local Systieces

As jurisdictions become asvaf the needs of girls in their justice systems, do
mentation can play a crucial role in setting #medagto safely reduce detention
and develop gender-responsive practices and.gadiciesample, threeports
documenting the situation facing girls in SandiscoOs juvenile hall helped cat-
alyze ongoing reform efforts. In 1996, the Cent@&@riminal and Juvenilastice
publishedOut of Sight, Out of Mind: The Plight of Adol&tknin the San
Francisco Juvenile Justice Sysiemdiscussed the rising population of girls and
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poor conditions of confinement in juvenile hall described the context of
offending and juvenile justice processing fangdkms area. That report was followed
in 2000 byUrban Girls in Trouble: Highlights from San Fradagenile Probation,
which drew on detailed interviews with girls ientien and provided clear recom-
mendations about how the probation department betit serve San FranciscoOs
girls and reduce their unnecessary detention.

Momentum from these reports resulted in collaborégtween the San
Francisco district attorneyOs office and theignobapartment to bring on a
victim advocate experienced in working with gitiseacoordinator of the juve-
nile hall GirlsO Services Unit. The GirlsO Senitosas established to provide

education, advocacy, and
rehabilitation services to
young women detained in
juvenile hall, and to decrease
their incarceration and out-of-
home placement by increasing
the quality and quantity of
gender-specific prevention and
intervention services.

In 2001, the United Way
of the Bay Ara0s OSafe Com-
munities Issue CabinetO con-
vened an extensive group of
service praders to examine

the situation for girls in thea AreaOs justice system. The group identified arres
rates, sexual assault rates, reincarceraticam@sstitution as the leading areas
of concern. In a continuation of efforts, timi&d Way collaborative (comprised of

14 community-based agencies, probation, and tted Wkay) released a reépor

in spring 2003 entitle@irls on the Edgehich pesented its findings and described

a model for linking girls in the justice systenormnaunity-based programs.
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Responsible media coverage of the situationl$andive justice system can
also be helpful in educating the public and puoifilicals. For example, beginning

in January 200The Atlanta Journal-Constitutian a series of articles exposing
the plight of girls involved in prostitution. The series brought this issue to the

publicOs attention and helped to galvanize the juldigisigture, juvenile justice,
and social services communities. In this instiomenentation resulted in the
development of a community-based Osafe housed foostitutes, legislation
increasing the penalties for adult pimps of miandshigh-profile prosecutions
of pimps involved in the trafficking of girls farsgitution.

Notes:

142 U.S.C.A. 1 5633 (11)(A&B).
242 U.S.C.A. u 5633 (23).

’In Re Horence £709 N. E. 2d 418 (Mass. 1999) (holding Juvenilet@oes not have the power to
issue contempt orders against a juvenile fog tailcomply with conditions of custody in a Childre
in Need of Services (CHINS) case, because thi¢ieJ@oemt cannot issue orders under CHINS law);
In Re Naquan J.727 N.Y. S.2d 124 (N.Y. App. Div. 2001) (findingnia Court did not have the
authority to order that Person in Need of Serff¢NS) be held in contempt, for leaving appointed

placements, and repeatedly violating court ofeaade the PINS law limited available sanctions for

violations).

“Levick, M., & Sherman, F., OWhen Individual Diffege Demand Equal Treatment: An Equal Rights

Approach to the Special Needs of Girls in theiltudastice Systerisconsin WomenOs Law Journal,

2003, 18, 9b50.

*lbid.

®0r. Rev. Stat. & 417.270 (2001).

Minn. Stat. Ann. & 241.70 (1992).

®Conn. Gen. Stat. Ann. & 46b-121h (2002).

*Minn. R. 2930.1700.
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LESSONS LEARNED

1. We Need to Know More About How Detenties &rd®imgrams
Affect Girls.
Understanding the impact of juvenile justice pesctin girls and evaluating the
effectiveness of programs for girls are criéipaltstgender-responsive detention
reform. Because the focus on girls in the jupestite system is fairly new, there
is a lot we do not know about how systems prateasd what sorts of programs
and policies will be most effective. What we de kricates that data collection
across systems is particularly critical, agtsraibderstanding of the ingredients
that go into decision-making about girls througti@ijuvenile justice process.

The discussion in Chapter 3 demonstrates thatiteatesparities between the
processing of girls and boys and that many cahtextiors result in inappropriate
detention of girls. In most jurisdictions, howelatg are not analyzed by gender,
nor collected to answer gender-based questidun$y Tmderstand the detention
of girls, data collection and analysis could atsbrtiie following:

n map decision points for girls that affect theantien;

n collect data by gender along those decision moidentify factors critical

to detaining girls;

n examine overall population trends for girls;

n track girls longitudinally to determine if and tigy return to detention;

n link statistical analyses with qualitative analysdsvant contextual factors;

and
n explore social services involvement among gigséhiion.

2. Core Detention Reform Strategies Are EssGmtimler-Responsive
Detention Reform, But Not Sufficient. We AlsoDNdeedop Gender-
Responsive Policies, Practices, and Programs.

JDAICs core strategies are essential to gepdsiveesgform, but reducing inap-
propriate detention for girls, whose needs areeoarl intersect many systems,
requires more. Jurisdictions like Philadelphigndfmah County, and Cook County,
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which have successfully reduced inappropriatéarefengirls, have developed

a continuum of gender-responsive practices anahpsoyvhether it is Multhomah
CountyOs 11:30 meeting and Reception Center, GaokyGs girlsO staff-secure
shelter and Female Evening Reporting Center, ladéphials continuum of
alternatives-to-secure detention and cross-sy&eitejcourt session, generalized
strategies to reduce detention for all youth nealytade adapted specifically for
girls. For example, we know that many girls gmeromaiately detained as a result
of violence in their homes. Effective gender-sagpatetention reform, such as
DeKalb CountyOs Crisis Intervention Program, stuhiress the issues underlying
this inappropriate use of detention.

3. Inter-Agency and€x-System Collaboration Is Essential.

As a esult of abuse histories, running away, mentai pealttems, etc., girls
have histories in other service delivery systenemvBtogirls, more than boys,
are simultaneously involved in the juvenile justice

and child welfare systems. Courts, frustrated w

girlsO unmet needs, inappropriately detain the

Gender-responsive reform must work across th

systems so that girls are not detained in misgui

efforts to provide services. Regardless of

motives behind the detention decision, detentic

is not a therapeutic environment. Conferencir

across systems can work to prevent detentior

many cases. Advocacy to access mental he

education, and social services and to prevet ¢

cases from escalating deeper into taeilenyus-

tice system has also worked. Formal links betw

community-based services for girls and the jusi

system appear promising to reduce girlsO returns

to detention and strengthen their community tiemdér-respongivreform
means that detention should no longer be the durgpinigd for girls whose
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issues should be addressed by other systemegicesl S#ranging those practices
requires collaboration across agencies and systems.

4. Formal Structures Help Support Gender-ReRmdosive

The longevity of Girls Link and its accomplishnmmr@sthe years are testimony

to the critical role of formal structures, pagituthose that have official approval

and include individuals at the highest levelsalfjiovenile justice systems. Cook
County officials and the
Girls Link evaluation
report that Girls Link has
altered the consciousness
and culture of their sys
tem by ensuring a consis-
tent and focused voice for
gender sensitivity. Though
gender should be a factor
in discussions on all levels,
commitment among lead-
ership in the Department
of Human Services and
Juvenile Court has also

been responsible for the implementation of a contiof alternatives to deten-

tion for girls in Philadelphia, including progréaisred specifically to girls.

5. Genddresponsive Reform Requires Leadership.

Reform for girls is advanced most effectively wih@sn champions, leaders either
inside or outside of the system. Pat ZeglenOshipaimeCook County is an
example of the power of a determined, long-termitment to girlsO issues. She

is a highly respected system insider who hasirtsaldergause and raises gender
responsivity at ewy opportunity. Lateefah Simon and Marlene Santliee o
Center for Young Women@s/Elopment are examples of youth leaders who have
inspired girls in the justice system to help tihesas&hey serve as mentors, role
models, and partners for girls in detention, lethiem develop their capacities
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as leaders. They also demonstrate the importammuding girlsO voices in
reform efforts.

Because girlsO issues are often among theladtitedsed and can be buried
within other, broader system issues, a leadateedicinterjecting a girlsO agenda
into each discussion is critical. Virtually ewersdjction promoting gender-
responsive reforms can point to someone who hast in@dmission to reform
the system for girls.

6. Gender-Responsive Detention Reform Reqipte Aptulbaches.
Inappropriate detention of girls resutismfsystemic flaws, gender-biased policies,
and inadequate resources, both financial agtaprmatic. As a result, effective
reform equires multiple approaches. Gender-based |elgalgadsahnd legislative
and regulatory reform, coupled with implementatiarender-responsive prac-
tices, should most effectively lead to compreheefsivm for girls. Multnomah
CountyOs practice reforms, such as the 11:30 arebfRegeption Center, coupled
with their Ejual Access Law, are an example of this. Sarcé@meigensive docu-
mentation of the situation of detained girls, eoupith innovative programming
like the Center for Young WomenOs Developmeritlegranother example.
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RESOURCES ON DETENTION
AND GIRLS

Organizations

Annie E. Casey Foundation

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative
701 St. Paul Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

ph: (410) 547-6600

www.aecf.org

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative Sites
Cook County

Mike Rohan, Director

Juvenile Probation & Court S&res

Circuit Court of Cook County

1100 S. Hamilton Avenue

Chicago, IL 60612

ph: (312) 433-6575
mrohan@cookcountygov.com

Multnomah County

Rick Jensen, Detention Reform Initiative Coordinato
Department of Community Justice

1401 NE 68th Avenue

Portland, OR 97213
rick.k.jensen@co.multnomah.or.us

REFORM
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Santa Cruz County

Judy Cox, Chief Probation Officer

Probation Center

3650 Graham Hill Road (mailing address: PO Box) 1812
Santa Cruz, CA 95061

ph: (831) 454-3800

judy.cox@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Other Resources

Leslie Acoca

National GirlsO Health Screen Project
In Our Daughter®s Hands

911 Centro Way

Mill Valley, CA 94941

ph: (415) 288-2211

fax: (415) 488-4605
blckswans@aol.com

Dr. Patricia Chamberlain
Director of Community Programs
Oregon Social Learning Center
160 East 4th

Eugene, OR 97401

ph: (541) 485-3711

fax: (541) 485-7087
pattic@oslc.org
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Paul DeMuro

PD Associates

33 Oxford Street
Montclair, NJ 07042
ph: (973) 746-9525
pdemuro@aol.com

John Rhoads

JPR Consulting

2750 Sky Horse Trail

Reno, CA 89511

ph: (775) 853-6933
johnprhoades@hotmail.com

Marlene Sanchez,

Executive Director, Center for Young WomenOs Daeelop
1426 Fillmore Street, Suite 205

San Francisco, CA 94115

ph: (415) 345-0263

fax: (415) 345-0259

www.cywd.org

Francinel. Sherman

Juvenile Rights Advocacy Project
Boston College Law School

885 Centre Street

Newton, MA 02459

ph: (617) 552-4382

fax: (617) 552-2615
shermanf@bc.edu
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Patricia Puritz

National Juvenile Defender Center
1350 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Suite 304

Washington, DC 20036

ph: (202) 452-0010

fax: (202) 452-1205

Pat Zeglen

Policy Administrator

Cook County Juvenile Probation
1100 S. Hamilton Avenue
Chicago, IL 60612

ph: (312) 433-4658

fax: (312) 433-5534
pazegle@cookcountygov.com

Stephanie Vetter

JDAI Consultant

4000 SE 82nd Avenue

Suite 1000-73

Portland, OR 97266

ph: (503) 358-5707
stephaniegptter@hotmail.com
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The Pathways to Juvenile Detention Reform series
includes the following publications:

Overview: The JDAI Story: Building a Better Juw&@tention System
1.Planning for Juvenile Detention Reforms: A Steatt&pproach
2.Collaboration and Leadership in Juvenile DeteR&dorm

3.Controlling the Front Gates: Effective Admissiolsdand Practices
4.Consider the Alternatives: Planning and ImplengeDetention Alternatives
5.Reducing Unnecessary Delay: Innovations in Casssing

6.Ilmproving Conditions of Confinement in Secure JievBetention Centers
7.By the Numbers: The Role of Data and Informatiddeitention Reform
8.Reducing Racial Disparities in Juvenile Detention

9. Special Detention Cases: Strategies for HandffiauDPopulations
10.Changing Roles and Relationships in DetentionrRefor

11.Promoting and Sustaining Detention Reforms

12.Replicating Detentiond®orm: Lessons from the Florida Detention Iniéativ
13.Detention Reform and Girls: Challenges and Saution

For more information about tRathwayseries or
the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiativetacbn

The Annie E. Casey Foundation
701 St. Paul Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 547-6600

(410) 547-6624 fax
www.aecf.org
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