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A Strategy for Creating a Model Juvenile Justice System for San Francisco

by Dan Macallir and Andrea Shorter
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In November 1995, Willie Lewis Brown,
the powerful former Speaker of the

California State Assembly, was elecred

mayor of San Francisco in a landglide over

incumbent Mayor Frank Jordan, Swept in _

by the City's overwhelming progréssive vore
© on promises to restructure San Francisco's
“complex and often unaccountable maze of

governmenial bureaucracies, Mayor Brown

inade juvenile justice reform one of his
top priorities. -

Nowhere is the need for such sweeping
change more evident than in the City’s
antiquaied and feeble juvenile justice
system. Long considered among the least
accountable and most ineffective of Ciey
agencies, San Francisco's juvenile justice
system has been the subject of cidizen - .
critiques, expert repores, and media exposés
over the trearment of yourhs in its care for
more than half a ceneury, Althougly these
tevelations of abuse and mismanagement
provoked initial oucrage and denunciation,
interest among city officials quickly faded
once the stories disappeared from
the headlines.

An examinadon of the various reporrs and
analysis completed over the past three
decades reveals startling consistency: San
Francisco's juvenile justice system provides
lieele i the way of meaningful services or
interventions. Instead the system relies ona
revolving deor policy in which most youths
are simply detained for a shore period of
time and then cycled back into the commu-
nity with no follow-up or suppore.

Historical Ov\erview

This revolving door approach was high- .
lighted in a series of successive reports., Iit ics
1962 review of the City's juvenile justice:
system, San Francisco’s Juvenile Court
Commitree of the Bar Association con-
cluded, “No program of reliabilitation or
organized counseling exists for delinguents
or dependents. As a result, children are
released without any effective program-
tending ro insure against their return,™ A
subsequent study in 1968 by the Bay Area
Social Planning Council concluded “only a
thorough reorganization of the encire system
of juvenile justice will, in the long run,
pezmit raising the qualicy of services for
minors in chis city to a totally

acceptable level.”

The system’s strucrural failings were

~reaffirmed in the heralded 1987 Jefferson

Report, when consulearits from the United
Staes Justice Department found an almast
unwavering emphasis on custodial confine-
ment, even for minar and petty offenders.
For example, when researchers evaluared the
detention population using a risk-assess-
ment scale developed by the National

Advisory Committes for Juvenile Justice and

Delinquency Preventian, chey discovered
chat over half of these juveniles were
unnecessarily detained, and thar rhe high
security detention population could be
reduced to less than forty through the
intreducrion of aleernatives,” Rather than
reduce delinquent behavior, current policies
and practices simply promote syscem-wide
complacency and inerria. m

" Making the System Work

Making San Francisco’s juvenile justice
system work requires the adoption of
new organizational scrueture and ditection.
Under the new system, secure detention
becomes just one element of 2 full con-
tinuum of services capable of providing
comprehensive individualized intervenrions.
According o Jefferson and Associaves
researchers: .
A review of the recent policy and
" ~practices pationwide supports the much
ﬁemicled but long delayed movement
from institutional care to community-
based programs as & principal means for
reducing youth crime. Issues presented
~in the recent liveracure deal with
substandard conditions of confinement
and the high cost of secure care... and
the need to forge 2 new parenership
-berween the public and private sectors
to build the community resources
necessary to reduce youth crime.”

Rather than delivering direct services under
the proposed new system, the probation
department works in collaboration wich
local communiries to “identify, procure,
train, develop, moniror, reimburse, and
evaluate a variety of direct services.” The
goal is to redirect resources toward a range
of services delivered primarily through
communicy-based programs. Inwerventions
are designed:

(1) w provide a humane and livable

" program environment that dogs not
alienare, embitcer, or harm youth; (2)
to alter in 2 conseructive fashion the
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self-image, values, attitudes, skills,
l(nowlec%ge, or habits of youth
(rehabilimtion) {3) to establish or re-
establish” positive and supportive rela-
tmnshlps between youth and relevant
persons in the free communiry such as

"parents teachers, employers, police,

and peers {reintegrartion); (4) to
maintain direct contrel over the

“With che incroduction of intensive ¢ase
management, wraparound services, and
_flexible funding, the new system will offer a
level of intensive service not currently
available to its highest risk and neediest
youths. Ultimately, for San Francisco to~
- become a modcl system, its detention

institutional -populations. Table Two and
Three provide an analysis of the cost

- savings that would result from a smaller

juvenile hall, while Table Four shows the
potential programs that could be funded
if the populadion in the Youth Guidance
Center were reduced to fifty. -

population must be reduced and a full
range of pre and post adjudication residen- -
tial and nonresidential programs cstab-
lished. Table One lists a contmuum of
services.

4

behavior of youth duringthe period - ) Lo .

they are un:ﬂ:r agéncy jurisdiction.S Once separated from thclr:dlrect service
responsibilities, public sector staff quickly -
adapt to their primary role of service- ‘
_contract oversight. In che new system,

. roles are clearly separated, and the onus is
on the contracted service provider to

_produce measurable outcomes,

Under the proposed system, the probation’

department subcontracts with community-

based agencies primarily located.in_the

* "youths’ community and neighborhoods.

" The main function of probatisn staff is to
develop the capacity of community-based
“agencies to institute and maintain high-
quality services and to reduce service

'Evaluations of restructured juvenile justice
systems show that the new service delivery
systems are more effective and are operated
at the same or lower costs than the old

institutional systems, However, cost savings

1

A similar system to the one described'is
currently being implemented in the

fragmentation. - . and program improvement.occur, only- District of Columbia. In contrast to-
. o . . - where there are sizable reduct;ons in ~ . cgrreng_national trends toward more -
Because-the juvenile justice system bo - I T S - B - -
"fonger has primary responsibility for - S . = o S -
abused and neglected youths og starus  ——————— ___ - -

offenders, resources under the new system
should focus on high risk chronicoffend-

ers. Programming for serious and high risk : -

Preadjudlcauon Detention .-
Community-based mulriservice intake units = -
| Home Supervision - ’

offenders involves intensive case manage- T

Staff secure sheleer care -~ -

Post Dispesition

: -Nonrestdential - -

Rcstn:utmn/ community services - -

Vocational training/émployment refercal

Intensive tracking and momtonng _7 - L T
) . ) -2 . -~ | Day Treavment e .- - — -

-part-time case monitor to maximize = | Out-patient rug treatment — - -

Crisis intervention/family counseling

Intensive case management can involve up Boysand girls mencoring services - -
; : Residential . < e

to three face-to-face daily visits, — , | Specialized fosercare — ‘

Intensive swmff-secure group home

‘To maximize the individualization of Experiential stress/challenge program -
Short and long term residential drug treatment - -

services according to the risk and-needs of s

s o o ccure-treatment program for violent and : aggn:sm_ve offenders
each youth, the new probation syscemwill | .| SOURCE: CENTER ON JUVENILE AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE - 1 .
include wraparound services. First intro- ~ - — : - I _ ‘ ) e

ment, wraparound Services, and flexible -
JTunding. Intensive case management is the '
vital coordinating component to individu-
alized service. In some situations, this

-

“includes a full-time case manager.and-a

strucrure, support, and supervision. o

duced in the mental health field for the b - — _ : -
treatment of severely emotionally disturbed - TABLE 2: COST ANALYSIS OF A SOBED UVENILE HALL

S 3 . . - Present yearly operationg cost of 135-bed - = $5,864,354 -
yauths, wraparcund services provide for R - - e
. . ) . ~ | San Francisco juvenile hall estimated yearly
the purchase of-speclﬁ; Services on zn a’d ~operating cost 4 Current rares = $2,190,000 -~ —~
hoe, case-by-case basis, when the youth's - “Estimated savings on current operating costs = '$3,674.354

needs cannot be met through-existing
services, Essential to the implementarion of
wraparound services are flexible funds._

Saurce: -Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice - - ) . -
. San Francisco Juvenile Probiaton Department

TABLE 3: COST ANALYSIS OF A 75-BED JUVENILE HALL

Flexible funding involves the maintenance

. : R Present yearly operating costs of 135-bed - $5 864,354 - -
of a pool of dlsct‘et{qnqu fu.ndjng for che San Fragciscgjfvenile Eaﬂ estimarted yearly B it
purchase of specialized services. operating cost at current rates - = $3 285 000 -

— . -7 |Estimated savings on current operating costs = $2,579,354
N ~ o } Source: Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice - RN -
- _ ) _ San Francisco Juvenile Probatien Department N .

* The Afty beds would be reserved for the small number of chronic and violent offenders who must remain in secure confinement, Presenaly of che approximately 3000 yauths derained ar the YGC on a yearly basis. only 30 1o 35 are
committed o secure custady following their disposition. Most are retuened @ thcl: lomes while the remaineler are wmrmm-d e non secure Facilities, On a given day the YGC's B- 5 unic for chronic or vialent affenders halds |
berween 25 and 30 youchs. . - N - . e
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_ punitive justice, the Discrict has been
quietly reseructuring its juvenile justice
system by closing its old detention centers
and developing a range of nonresidential
community-based programs supported by
an array of residential options, The result
has been a drasrtic reduction in the number
of detained and institutionalized youths in
the District and an improvement in the
quality of services. -

A strategy for implementing an effective
juvenile justice system involves:

*  Directing the limited resources of the '
juvenile justice system towards yourh
who are repear offenders. Sinice 70% of
youths who dre arrested do not get
artested again, efforts directed at this

p(;pl_.lflatici[l simply drain resources,
Instead the department’s limiced
resources should be directed at the 15%
of youth whe are arrested five or more
times, This 15 % are the youths with
the highest risk factors and are most in
need of services. For public safety

~reasons, the syster’s resources should

focus on this population.

*  Implementing reforms swiftly and
efficiently. Experience has shown
that reform efforts are most-
effective and farreaching when they
occur in a short period of time.
When reforms are atrempted over
an extended period of time,

 resistance builds and the momentum

quickly fades.

"+ Reducing the size of the }  Juv nile hall

population at the same timé as ﬁew
programs are put in place, The two o
must occur simultaneously o the !
effort will be quickly undermmed.(

RALPH E. BOCHES‘ET AL
“REPORT OF THE JUVENILE 75 . -
.~ COURT COMMITTEE OFTHE , - .
| SAN FRANCISCO'54-55.(1962)." = =
% BAY AREA SOCIAL PLANNING" 5 ™,
- COUNCIL, SAN FRANCISCO 5~
+ JUVENILECOURT; THREE PI—IASE
* REPORT AND RECOMMENDA- - ’=_
. TIONS OF THETSTUDY COMMIT— L

_/\' .

A

+ Waiting undil after the ch:mgcs arein | -

" place to develop a broad- based % -
consensus. Because of the Ercpldatlon
and resistance inherent in major i
strucrural changes, consensus 6ccufs
aftel major reforms are in place and_

THE: CARE,AND' REATMENT OF . .
',SAN RRAI)ICISCO S YOUTHFUL ‘

'REFORMING ]UVENILE CO'RREC—. '
 TIONS: THE MASSACHUSET_IS

strucrural chanaes have ocﬁutr@d‘nn =
the juvenile justice field.in “the' absence
of a skilled and determmed Ieader

wards implementing a broad cd muum of
services capable of | mterruptmg r;thcycle of .
delmquency and addressing thé problems
of society’s highest risk youths;

- E'.snmated T - Ty
Numbervonouth - Average Lenght of b f-.' e ,‘ s -«
~ CostperSlec Number OFSk)ts A servc_d Yc::rly " Timein Progra.m Total Progra.m Cost T
Intensive Tracking & Monitoring % 10,000 100 4 : - 870 - -6 weeks — 7 $1,000,000
Day Treatment $ 15,000 50 \“ L1000 6 monfEs : $750,000,
Experiential Stress/Challenge Program $ 12,500 20 ﬁ"—:.'_‘— -5'_ Ly 180 .‘30’ days i $250 000" - )
Specialized Foster Care - $18,000 23 LR T 5 1ye:u‘+ B ) $450 000:, A
Staff Secure Temporary Shelter Care $ 40,000 U N 87: L 6 wecks T $400,000 .-
Total Average Cost Siot $ 19,100 205 1252 a4 e —\$ 2 850 000\ ST
Available for Additional Programming & Services B L " $ 824 354 T
Source: Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice - C




