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SERIES PREFACE

any years ago, Jim Casey, a founder and long-time CEO of the United

Parcel Service, observed that his least prepared and least effective employ-

ees were those unfortunate individuals who, for various reasons, had spent
much of their youth in institutions, or who had been passed through multiple fos-
ter care placements. When his success in business enabled him and his siblings to
establish a philanthropy (named in honor of their mother, Annie E. Casey), Mr.
Casey focused his charitable work on improving the circumstances of disadvan-
taged 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 Foundation’s historical commitment
to juvenile justice reform. Over the past two decades, we have organized and
funded a series of projects aimed at safely minimizing populations in juvenile cor-
rectional facilities through fairer, better informed system policies and practices and
the use of effective community-based alternatives.

In December 1992, the Annie E. Casey Foundation launched a multi-year,
multi-site project known as the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI).
JDAT’s purpose was straightforward: to demonstrate that jurisdictions can estab-
lish more effective and efficient systems to accomplish the purposes of juvenile
detention. The initiative was inspired by work that we had previously funded in
Broward County, Florida, where an extremely crowded, dangerous, and costly
detention operation had been radically transformed. Broward County’s experience
demonstrated that interagency collaboration and data-driven policies and pro-
grams could reduce the numbers of kids behind bars without sacrificing public
safety or court appearance rates.

Our decision to invest millions of dollars and vast amounts of staff time in
JDAI was not solely the result of Broward County’s successful pilot endeavors,
however. It was also stimulated by data that revealed a rapidly emerging national
crisis in juvenile detention. From 1985 to 1995, the number of youth held in

secure detention nationwide increased by 72 percent (see Figure A). This increase



might be understandable if the youth
in custody were primarily violent
offenders for whom no reasonable
alternative could be found. But other
data (see Figure B) reveal 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
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 were
reversed (see Figure C), a conse-
quence of greatly increased detention
rates for African-American and
Hispanic youth over this 10-year
period.!

As juvenile detention utilization
escalated nationally, crowded facili-
ties became the norm rather than the

exception. The number of facilities

FIGURE A

AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION OF JUVENILES IN
U.S. PUBLIC DETENTION CENTERS,
1985-1995
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Source: Census of Public and Private Juvenile Detention, Correctional
and Shelter Facilities, 1985-1995.

FIGURE B

ONE-DAY COUNTS IN DETENTION FACILITIES

BY OFFENSE CATEGORY, 1995 .
Property, drugs, public order,

and “other”*—37.5%

9,247
Violent offenses—ZS.B%\

1,041
8,355

Status offenses and technical
violations—33.9%

*Examples of “other” include alcohol and technical violations.
Source: Census of Public and Private Juvenile Detention, Correctional

and Shelter Facilities, 1985-1995.

FIGURE C

JUVENILES IN PUBLIC DETENTION CENTERS
BY MINORITY STATUS, 1985-1995

minority 43.4% minority 56.4%

white 56.6% white 43.6%

1985 1995

Source: Census of Public and Private Juvenile Detention, Correctional

and Shelter Facilities, 1985-1995.
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operating above their rated capacities rose by 642 percent, from 24 to 178,

between 1985 and 1995 (see Figure D), and the percentage of youth held in over-

FIGURE D

NUMBER OF OVERCROWDED U.S. PUBLIC
DETENTION CENTERS, 1985-1995
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Source: Census of Public and Private Juvenile Detention,
Correctional and Shelter Facilities, 1985-1995.
FIGURE E
PERCENTAGE OF JUVENILES IN
OVERCROWDED U.S. PUBLIC DETENTION CENTERS,
1985-1995
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Source: Census of Public and Private Juvenile Detention,
Correctional and Shelter Facilities, 1985-1995.

crowded detention centers rose from 20 per-
cent to 62 percent during the same decade (see
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 it’s
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 crowding’s impact:

Crowding affects every aspect of institu-
tional life, from the provision of basic ser-
vices such as food and bathroom access to
programming, recreation, and education.
Ir 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 restraints.”



Crowding also puts additional financial pressure on an already expensive pub-

lic service. Operating costs for public detention centers more than doubled

between 1985 and 1995, from $362 million to almost $820 million (see Figure F).

Some of these increased operating expenses are no
doubt due to emergencies, overtime, and other
unbudgeted costs that result from crowding.
JDAI was developed as an alternative to these
trends, as a demonstration that jurisdictions
could control their detention destinies. The ini-

tiative had four objectives:

» to eliminate the inappropriate or unnecessary use
of secure detention;

» to minimize failures to appear and the incidence
of delinquent behavior;

» to redirect public finances from building new
facility capacity to responsible alternative strate-
gies; and

» to improve conditions in secure detention facilities.

To accomplish these objectives, participating

sites pursued a set of strategies to change deten-

tion policies and practices. The first strategy was

FIGURE F

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES IN
U.S. PUBLIC DETENTION CENTERS, 1985-1995
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Correctional and Shelter Facilities, 1985-1995.

1995

collaboration, the coming together of disparate juvenile justice system stakeholders

and other potential partners (like schools, community groups, the mental health

system) to confer, share information, develop system-wide policies, and to pro-

mote accountability. Collaboration was also essential for sites to build a consensus

about the limited purposes of secure detention. Consistent with professional stan-

dards and most statutes, they agreed that secure detention should be used only #

ensure that alleged delinquents appear in court at the proper times and to protect the

community by minimizing serious delinquent acts while their cases are being processed.
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Armed with a clearer sense of purpose, the sites then examined their systems’
operations, using objective data to clarify problems and dilemmas, and to suggest
solutions. They changed how admissions decisions were made (to ensure that only
high-risk youth were held), how cases were processed (particularly to reduce
lengths of stay in secure detention), and created new alternatives to detention
programs (so that the system had more options). Each site’s detention facility was
carefully inspected and deficiencies were corrected so that confined youth were
held in constitutionally required conditions. Efforts to reduce disproportionate
minority confinement, and to handle “special” detention cases (e.g., probation
violations or warrants), were also undertaken.

In practice, these reforms proved far more difficult to implement than they are
now to write about. We began JDAI with five sites: Cook County, IL; Milwaukee
County, WI; Multnomah County, OR; New York City; and Sacramento County,
CA. Just about when implementation activities were to begin, a dramatic shift
occurred in the nation’s juvenile justice policy environment. High-profile cases,
such as the killing of several tourists in Florida, coupled with reports of signifi-
cantly increased juvenile violence, spurred both media coverage and new legislation
antithetical to JDAI’s notion that some youth might be “inappropriately or unnec-
essarily” detained. This shift in public opinion complicated matters in virtually all
of the sites. Political will for the reform strategies diminished as candidates tried to
prove they were tougher on juvenile crime than their opponents. Administrators
became reluctant to introduce changes that might be perceived as “soft” on
delinquents. Legislation was enacted that drove detention use up in several places.
Still, most of the sites persevered.

At the end of 1998, three of the original sites—Cook, Multnomah, and
Sacramento Counties—remained JDAI participants. Each had implemented a
complex array of detention system strategies. Each could claim that they had
fundamentally transformed their system. Their experiences, in general, and the
particular strategies that they implemented to make their detention systems
smarter, fairer, more efficient, and more effective, offer a unique learning laboratory

for policymakers and practitioners who want to improve this critical component of
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the juvenile justice system. To capture their innovations and the lessons they
learned, we have produced this series of publications—Pathways to Juvenile
Detention Reform. The series includes 13 monographs, all but two of which cover
a key component of detention reform. (As for the other two monographs, one is a
journalist’s account of the initiative, while the other describes Florida’s efforts to
replicate Broward County’s reforms statewide.) A complete list of the titles in the
Pathways series is provided at the end of this publication.

By the end of 1999, JDAI’s evaluators, the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency, will have completed their analyses of the project, including quanti-
tative evidence that will clarify whether the sites reduced reliance on secure deten-
tion without increasing rearrest or failure-to-appear rates. Data already available,
some of which was used by the authors of these monographs, indicate that they
did, in spite of the harsh policy environment that drove detention utilization up
nationally.

For taking on these difficult challenges, and for sharing both their successes and
their failures, the participants in the JDALI sites deserve sincere thanks. At a time
when kids are often disproportionately blamed for many of society’s problems, these
individuals were willing to demonstrate that adults should and could make impor-

tant changes in their own behavior to respond more effectively to juvenile crime.

Bart Lubow

Senior Associate and Initiative Manager
The Annie E. Casey Foundation

Notes

Tn 1985, white youth were detained at the rate of 45 per 100,000, while African-American and Hispanic
rates were 114 and 73, respectively. By 1995, rates for whites had decreased by 13 percent, while the
rates for African-Americans (180 percent increase) and Hispanics (140 percent increase) had skyrock-
eted. Wordes, Madeline and Sharon M. Jones. 1998. “Trends in Juvenile Detention and Steps Toward
Reform,” Crime and Delinquency, 44(4):544-560.

2Burrell, Sue, et. al., Crowding in_Juvenile Detention Centers: A Problem-Solving Manual, National Juvenile
Detention Association and Youth Law Center, Richmond, KY, prepared for the U.S. Department of
Justice, Department of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

(December 1998), at 5-6.
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WHY PROMOTING AND SUSTAINING
DETENTION REFORM ARE IMPORTANT

uvenile detention reform is a questionable and fragile enterprise. Building and

sustaining the skill and collective will for such reform is rarely easy. Thoughtful

detention policy lacks a constituency; indeed, the general public is wary of
adolescents. Too often, inflamed by notorious cases, the community believes that
the only problem is that too many youth are released when they should be incar-
cerated. Most systems are unable to counter those instincts. When horrible events
happen, system leaders are unable to explain the policies and practices that govern
their operations.

Without effective responses, systems are defenseless when they are questioned,
either by well-meaning people or by those who cynically want to exploit a tragedy.

Attacks on the system come easily because they are fueled by

All reform, including
detention reform, involves
changing systems.

myths, like the following, that make reform more difficult:
1) most violence is caused by youth, 2) most youth are violent,

3) youth are “different” today, 4) detention reduces crime, or

Reformers must recognize

at the outset that reform
will take time and will

5) judges are the problem. Those who would develop a rational,
fair, and effective detention system, therefore, have enormous

“external” hurdles to overcome—in the form of public and

require strong leadership.

Durable reform will be
the responsibility of
everyone in the system.

political resistance—if they are to win support and garner the
resources needed to make system improvements.

Leaders also confront substantial “internal” resistance from
other stakeholders or from entrenched interests in public
bureaucracies who are comfortable with the status quo and who view change as a
threat. A detention center administrator who has longed for a modern facility may
see crowding as an impetus for the new facility rather than for changing outdated
and wasteful admissions and case processing practices that cause unnecessary or
inappropriate detention. Line staff, comfortable with their traditional exercise of

discretion, may view new policies as intruding upon their “turf.” If true detention



reforms are to be implemented and endure, policymakers and staff must recognize
that the changes make sense and will serve them well.
Promoting and sustaining reform are not mutually exclusive but rather

mutually reinforcing sets of activities. Promoting detention reform refers to those

activities that persuade various publics (external and
internal to the system) that 1) a need for change
exists, and 2) the proposed changes will meet the
need. Once reforms are under way, continued
promotion is needed to convince these same parties

that the changes are effective.

PROMOTING REFORM INCLUDES
ACTIVITIES THAT:

clarify the need for change

convey visions of a new system

build initial support for change

persuade potentially recalcitrant stakeholders
that reform makes sense and can work

= deflect unwarranted criticism

Promotion should not be confused with “selling ) )
= recruit new allies

snake oil.” Although reformers certainly have impor- ® demonstrate that reforms are working.

tant barriers to overcome, they must avoid making
false promises (e.g., “We will eliminate crime through detention reform”) that will
only reduce the credibility of their endeavors. They must be explicit about reform’s
true goals. If leaders market detention reform as something else (e.g., only about
saving money), the very purpose of the reform effort may change or be lost in the
process.

Promoting reform, however, is rarely enough. Juvenile detention reform history
in this country is filled with sleek vehicles whose high-performance engines
sputtered and stalled before the race was over.

All reform, including detention reform, involves changing systems. Reformers
must recognize at the outset that reform will take time and will require strong
leadership. Durable reform will be the responsibility of everyone in the system.

Maintenance of detention reform requires constant attention. Those who want
to create a better detention system need to confront the system’s natural tendency
to resist change and to revert to prior practice, especially in response to celebrated
cases. They must also acknowledge that leadership in juvenile justice is often
transitory, a way station on a longer career journey. Line staff, too, often move on.
For these reasons, explicit strategies to sustain innovations that work must be an

essential component of a genuine reform initiative. Sustaining reform refers to
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institutionalizing those policies, practices, and funds that will perpetuate the new
system despite turnover, celebrated cases, or political changes.

This Pathways will explore how JDAI sites promoted and sustained detention
reforms in their jurisdictions. We will first cover how leaders got others to recog-
nize and embrace the need for change and organized a response to meet that need,
including getting the right stakeholders involved. This will be followed by a discus-
sion of the ways that stakeholders clarified their agenda and presented it to others. We
will also examine how data were used to make the case for change. Finally, the section
on promoting reform will conclude with a review of what the sites did and did not

do in their communications

THOSE WHO PROMOTE REFORM MUST TARGET A VARIETY OF AUDIENCES, strategies and how they built

ALL OF WHOM WILL BE NECESSARY AT SOME TIME DURING THE CYCLE OF
CHANGE. THESE INCLUDE:

support both within and out-

w colleagues within the same branch of the juvenile justice system, such as other side the system.

judges in juvenile court, or line and supervisory staff in juvenile probation

m stakeholders in other branches of the juvenile justice system, who will vary accord-
ing to which branch is leading the reform effort (for example, if juvenile court is report describes the strate-
leading the reform, it will need to include prosecutors, defense attorneys, and

stakeholders from other relevant systems, such as child welfare or public
education, who may be a source of referrals to the juvenile justice system

elected public officials at the local or state level . ) . )
community members tionalized policies, practices,

The second part of this
gies that sites developed to
sustain their reforms, includ-

ing ways that they institu-

staff positions, and funds.

These sections will examine
the way that simple things like clear job descriptions or revised training curricula
can help make reform an enduring component of the detention system. We will
also see how to make the case that such reforms are cost-effective.

The final section will discuss some of the key lessons the JDAI sites learned in

their efforts to promote and sustain comprehensive detention system reform.



PROMOTING REFORM

A. Establishing the Need for Reform

ites that pursue detention reform typically require a galvanizing issue or

personality to move a reform agenda. Crises can be opportune times for

leaders to convey the need for change and for stakeholders to come together
willingly in collaboratives. Most often the precipitating factor is crowding.
Sometimes it is litigation. Other times, detention reform is begun by someone
who is simply determined to do the right thing: to create a fairer, more effective
(including more cost-effective) system. Although initial support for detention
reform can be triggered by many forces, someone in a leadership position must
take advantage of opportunities to suggest that reform is necessary, that it is valid,
and that it is worthy of support.

The initial impetus for detention system reform was different in each JDAI
site. In the late 1980s, Cook County’s detention system had 1) no objective screen-
ing instrument to control admissions, 2) no alternative-to-detention programs,
and 3) unusually long case processing times. Despite these troublesome character-
istics, little attention was paid to the Juvenile Temporary Detention Center (or the
detention system in general) because the center was so large—498 beds—that it
was rarely crowded. Beginning around 1990, however, the JTDC population
began to grow as a result of mandatory transfer (waiver) laws. Cook County offi-
cials became concerned about crowding and about the need for and cost of building
new bed space. The county was ready to approach detention in new ways.

In Sacramento, overcrowding led Judge Roger Warren to empanel a group of
key leaders to develop solutions. In New York City, the anticipated replacement of
the Spofford Juvenile Detention Center by two new facilities with less total bed
space commanded official attention and the hope that reforms would avoid a
shortage of detention space when the new construction was completed. When
JDAI began, Multnomah County’s detention center was already the subject of

federal litigation. The county was chastened by having been found to operate an
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unconstitutional facility; leaders were determined to avoid such debacles in the
future.

Even if they are not litigating, outside advocacy groups can provide the impe-
tus for reform. For example, in Pennsylvania in the mid-1970s, the Juvenile Justice
Center organized citizens to protest local plans to increase the size of secure deten-
tion centers. In San Francisco in the early 1990s, Coleman Advocates for Children
waged a similar campaign.

Foundation support can also enable leaders to convince their colleagues that
reform is worth investment. In Philadelphia in 1989, a local foundation gave a
small grant to support a multiparty negotiation to resolve overcrowding in the
city’s detention center. The foundation suggested that negotiation was preferable
to litigation, lent its reputation, and gave its money to support the alternative.
Court, county, and state officials whose policies and practices affected the
detention center’s population thus had external support for coming together.

The Annie E. Casey Foundation supported a similar effort in Broward County
(Ft. Lauderdale), Florida, in the late 1980s. Broward’s detention center had been
the object of litigation, and the Foundation’s intervention allowed the parties to
promote sustainable reforms. To plaintiffs’ attorneys, the Foundation-initiated
negotiations and system reforms were preferable to the tenuous change that often

results from court orders.

B. Building Support for Reform
Once the need for change is established and championed by some leaders or
advocates, a broader base of support is essential. To broaden the base, each JDAI
site established detention reform collaboratives that brought together influential
system stakeholders, often with leaders from a range of other sectors, including
other human service systems, businesses, community residents, and nonprofit
organizations. (For more on the formation and function of these collaboratives, see
Collaboration and Leadership in Juvenile Detention Reform in this series.)

Many communities across the country have committees that are supposed to

bring about reform. Committees alone are inadequate to the task. Effective



collaborations require an appropriate mix of strong leadership, active participants,
and a spark that ignites reform.

The JDAI collaboratives were officially responsible for developing comprehen-
sive reform plans. In reality, however, their initial deliberations served largely to
expand the base of support for change, first by ensuring that key people within and
outside the system had a better understanding of what was wrong and second by
empowering those people to develop methods to improve the detention system.

In New York City, for example, the mayor’s office empaneled a group of about
30 representatives from appropriate city and state agencies and community groups
to lead the detention reform effort. At the outset, however, it was necessary to
provide basic education to build support for the project. Pat Brennan, Assistant
Criminal Justice Coordinator and one of the lead organizers of this effort, remem-
bered, “Family court and juvenile detention were so unknown to people that when

we had these steering committee meetings, everyone educated .
No single formula

for promoting broad
support for detention
reform is “right”

for all places.

each other. No one knew how their own agencies operated in
the context of juvenile detention, so no one minded dedicating
time. They got a lot out of the process.”

By contrast, at the time JDAI started in Sacramento, the
county already had an established collaborative body, the
Criminal Justice Cabinet, that had been working on solutions to juvenile detention
crowding. Those stakeholders had developed the beginnings of a shared agenda,
and they spoke a common language. As a result, during the planning of detention
reform, Sacramento made the quickest progress in identifying potential solutions to
its problems. It did not have to engage in the kinds of basic education and
organizing that were necessary in New York.

Cook County went through its own unique promotional stage. The initial
champions of reform were leaders in the county’s executive branch, which was
responsible for the juvenile detention center. Although Cook County empaneled
a broad collaborative like the other sites, in the early stages it did not effectively
include key stakeholders, such as juvenile probation. As a result, support for

change was uneven. Not surprisingly, the county’s initial reform plan was unclear
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and lacked authority. Subsequently, when the judiciary championed reform and all
of the right stakeholders were involved, Cook County officials were able to iden-
tify critical problems and garner sufficient support to experiment with solutions.

No single formula for promoting broad support for detention reform is “right”
for all places. Although experience in all JDAI sites confirms that getting stake-
holders into a collaborative is critical for building support for reform, it also reveals
that each jurisdiction must find its own appropriate mix of stakeholders. In
Multnomah County, for example, having the editor of the major daily newspaper
serve as chair of the county’s “detention reform committee” was critical to early
credibility and commitment by the participants. In Sacramento, the right mix for
the most part meant representatives from juvenile justice agencies.

It is also crucial to have the right person represent each institutional stake-
holder. JDAI sites learned that although they needed strong support from agency
heads, those leaders did not necessarily have to be present at the reform table. It
was necessary, however, to have surrogates present with the vision, courage, and

authority to speak for the others.

C. Naming the Effort to Reach Different Audiences

Words matter. Each of the JDAI sites found a method for describing the initiative
in ways likely to avoid a negative backlash while building support across juvenile
justice ideologies. It was particularly important to use the right words to reach line
staff, because getting the support of leadership alone would have been inadequate
to move the initiative forward.

Multnomah officials promoted detention reform in order to make sure “we
have the right kids 7z detention.” Reform was never about releasing juvenile
offenders. Cook County leaders, also, were clear that they were not in the business
of “getting kids out of detention.” Indeed, in Cook County, the phrase “detention
reform” would not have been helpful. JDAI was about making “sure the right kids
were in” detention.

On the other hand, in Sacramento, which pitched its effort to professional
leadership, JDAI was indeed about systems reform. In fact, Sacramento decided to

call its effort the “Juvenile Justice Initiative,” eliminating explicit reference to
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“alternatives” while embracing reform of the system as a whole. The county’s

leaders wanted to convey that they, not funders, were in control of reform.

Words mattered in other important ways. In each of the sites, leaders rein-

forced important values by insisting that words like “fair,” “rational,” “account-
y g

able,” “objective,” and “effective” become part of the rhetoric and practice of

detention reform.

D. Using Data to Build Support for Reform

Data can play an integral role in promoting detention reform. Indeed, the JDAI

sites found that some system change can result just from talking about data,

because such discussion changes attitudes and develops a common need for good

information. Sites had to develop a consensus
about what information was needed, how it
was to be gathered, and how it was to be
reported. The very process of making those
decisions reinforced the goals of the initiative.
Data were used in a variety of ways to pro-
mote reform in JDAI sites. In its early stages,
for example, the Casey Foundation shared data
that showed that, without any increase in juve-
nile crime, Broward County significantly
reduced its need for secure detention while sav-
ing millions of dollars. (See Figures 1 and 2.)
At the outset of JDAI, data raised questions
about the effectiveness and efficiency of
current detention practice. Data showed that
many non-serious offenders were unnecessarily
detained and that some youth were held for
unaccountably long periods of time. During
JDATD’s planning phase, the National Council
and Delinquency (NCCD)

provided each site with data analyses that

on Crime

FIGURE 1
BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
AVERAGE DAILY POPULATION, 1987-1992
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Source: Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services.

FIGURE 2
BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA
COSTS AVOIDED THROUGH DETENTION REFORM
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suggested policy choices. This information included tables and charts that identi-

fied who was being detained, for how long, and for what offenses. These data often

clarified that low-risk youth were being detained, thereby increasing support for

reform strategies. Other analyses projected what could happen to the detention

population if the status quo persisted and what impact various reforms might have

on bed-use rates. (Figures 3 and 4 are illustrative examples from an NCCD study in

San Francisco, which was not part of JDAL) These analyses not only answered

L.

10.

11.

12.

13.

FIGURE 3

SUMMARY OF BED SAVINGS ACHIEVED BY POLICY ADJUSTMENTS
AFFECTING 13 SUBGROUPS OF YOUTH DETAINED IN THE SAN FRANCIS-
CO YOUTH GUIDANCE CENTER

Subgroup and How Adjusted

Minors who score 0-9 points on Detention Scale:
reduce stay from average 2.8 to 1.5 days

Minors who score exactly 10 points on Detention Scale:
change scale to qualify some members of this subgroup for release

Minors age 11 years or younger: cut referrals to secure detention
by 80 percent

Youth age 18 and older: cut referrals to juvenile facility by 50 percent

Minors detained on warrants who are released prior to a disposition
hearing: reduce stay from average 11 days to 3 days

Minors detained on warrants who are held until a disposition hearing:
reduce stay from average 36.7 days to 21 days

Minors on home supervision: increase home supervision slots from 20
to 40 and increase average use from 12 to 40

Postdisposition minors awaiting private placement: reduce average
stay from 22 to 20 days

Postdisposition minors awaiting transfer to Log Cabin Ranch:
reduce average stay from 9.8 days to 2 days

Postdisposition minors awaiting transfer to California Youth Authority:
seek CYA cooperation in reducing stay from present level of 18.6 days per
youth; not presently in control of the Probation Department

Postdisposition minors committed to the juvenile hall: reduce stay
from average 18.6 days to 0 by eliminating program

Probation violators detained then released before a dispositional hearing:
reduce detention referrals by 75 percent and reduce average stay from
7.4 to 4 days

Probation violators who are held until a new dispositional hearing:
reduce stay from average 32.3 days to 15 days

NET BED SAVINGS FROM ALL POLICY ADJUSTMENTS
REDUCTION FOR OVERLAP BETWEEN SUBGROUPS
GRAND TOTAL BED SAVINGS

Source: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.
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critical questions about what was really
happening in the system, but also pro-
vided compelling evidence that certain
changes could successfully address the
problems.

JDAI sites also used data to promote
specific reforms. In Multnomah County,
for example, data analyses revealed that
on any given day, large numbers of tech-
nical probation violators were in the
detention facility. These data showed
that probation officers were frequently
using secure detention to sanction
noncompliant youth. Eventually,
Multnomah County developed a struc-
tured approach to respond to probation
violations, one that restricted officers’
idiosyncratic use of secure beds and
relied instead on non-detention sanc-
tions whenever possible.

In Cook County, data analyses
revealed that youth who were issued
summonses upon arrest often failed to

appear at their first court hearing—
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FIGURE 4

SAN FRANCISCO YOUTH GUIDANCE CENTER AVERAGE MONTHLY PEAKS:
BASELINE VS. ALTERNATIVE FORECASTS
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Source: National Council on Crime and Delinquency.

usually scheduled eight weeks later—resulting in large numbers of bench warrants.
When these youth were subsequently returned to court, the outstanding bench
warrants virtually assured that they would be placed in the detention center. Based
upon these data, Cook County officials developed a series of reform strategies,
including a court notification program and more timely first appearances, that

reduced the likelihood that youths would fail to appear.

USING DATA TO PROMOTE REFORM

All JDAI sites used data throughout their initiatives. They found that data use:

= gives stakeholders a common understanding of the problem

= jlluminates changes that can be made without increasing risk to the public

= shows how a menu of proposed changes in policies and practice will affect long-term projections
= demonstrates, through cost-benefit analysis, how thoughtful reform can save funds over time.

USING DATA TO SUSTAIN REFORM

Sites also used data to keep reforms going. They found that data use:

= provides critical information about how alternative policies and practices are working

= informs policymakers when policies are not working, at the same time suggesting where changes must
be made

= shows the relative cost-effectiveness of reform strategies

= reinforces political support for reform.
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E. Promoting Support for Reform Within the System

Even the best reforms can be thwarted by line staff and supervisors if they are so
inclined. Leaders will inevitably be tested. To be successful, any leader must
promote the initiative with staff early and often.

One of JDAI’s fundamental objectives was to improve conditions of confine-
ment. At the Cook County juvenile detention center, reform was at first hard to
sell. When Jesse Doyle arrived as superintendent, he sought to change the center’s
mission from providing “custody” to providing “custody and care.” To do so, he
brought in rep