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COMMITTEE ACTION

	
Proposed Substitute Motion 2025-0206.2, which would acknowledge receipt of an independent monitoring report on confinement of juveniles in King County, passed out of committee on September 3, 2025, with a “Do Pass” recommendation. The Proposed Motion was amended in committee with Amendment 1 to replace the independent monitoring report with an updated report that contains a section about supervisory documentation that was inadvertently left out of the transmitted report.




SUBJECT

A motion acknowledging receipt of an independent monitoring report on confinement of juveniles in county detention facilities as required by a proviso in the 2025 Budget.

SUMMARY

[bookmark: _Hlk99552771]The Council included a proviso in the 2025 Budget requiring the Executive to engage an independent monitor to review the use of solitary confinement for youth in detention, a continuation of independent monitoring related to the County’s implementation of Ordinance 18637 which placed restrictions on the use of solitary confinement of youth. This proposed motion would acknowledge receipt of the independent monitors’ report. 

The transmitted report covers the period between April 1, 2024 – March 31, 2025.  The report notes that the challenges faced by the Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention (DAJD) discussed in previous reports persisted during this reporting period, including a larger population of youth and longer stays, staffing shortages, and more youth booked on serious charges.  An additional challenge noted in the report was the loss of the Juvenile Division staff person responsible for data quality assurance.  

According to the report, the number of incidents of restrictive housing at the juvenile detention facility increased compared to the previous reporting period, as did the number of assaults directed towards staff members.  An area of progress noted by the independent monitors was a decrease in the average duration of time youth spent in restrictive housing.  In addition, restrictive housing incidents involving aged out young adults in adult detention facilities decreased compared to the previous reporting period, however, the monitoring team noted concern around a practice of assigning residents to cool down periods in confined visitation booths without access to reading material.   

The independent monitoring team reviewed previous recommendations around clarifying unintended consequences in the code definition of prohibited solitary confinement, improving behavior management strategies, correcting inconsistencies in descriptions of how a youth’s behavior poses an imminent and significant risk of physical harm, and improving restrictive housing documentation.  Additionally, the monitoring team made a new recommendation to provide youth in adult detention with reading materials during cool down periods.


BACKGROUND 

Juvenile Detention in King County. The King County Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention’s (DAJD) Juvenile Division has operated the County’s juvenile detention system since 2002. Under state law[footnoteRef:1], King County is required to operate a detention facility for juvenile offenders.  The Juvenile Division also operates court-ordered alternatives to secure detention programs. [1:  RCW 13.04.135] 


King County’s juvenile secure detention facility is located in the Judge Patricia H. Clark Children and Family Justice Center (CCFJC). The County’s average daily population (ADP) of youths in secure detention was 55 in 2024.[footnoteRef:2]  The facility provides a health clinic, juvenile programming including a gymnasium, food services, volunteer services, family visitation, behavioral health services provided by Ryther, regular and special education provided by Seattle School District, and a library managed by King County Library System. [2:  2024-12-kc-dar-scorecard.pdf] 


The CCFJC houses youths ages 12 to 17 awaiting adjudication in King County Juvenile Court and ordered to secure detention. In addition, beginning in 2018, the Executive directed through Executive Order for all youth under age 18 charged as adults to be housed at the CCFJC.[footnoteRef:3]  The average length of stay for juveniles is 21.2 days for youth charged as juveniles and 276.8 days for youth charged as adults.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  King County Executive Order “Youth Charged as adults to be housed at the Youth Services Center,” November 2, 2017]  [4:  2024 averages according to 2024-12-kc-dar-scorecard.pdf] 


Whether a youth who is arrested is admitted into secure detention is based on a screening process performed by Juvenile Court Juvenile Probation Counselors, who determine whether the youth meets the detention intake screening criteria.  The criteria are intended to keep youth out of detention if Juvenile Court determines they can safely return home or be placed in a community-based residential care facility.  Therefore, most juveniles in detention are being held for offenses categorized as serious or violent offenses.

King County adopted the Juvenile Justice Operational Master Plan in 2000, adopting a policy to emphasize prevention, intervention, and alternatives to the use of secure detention for juvenile offenders. As a result, even as King County’s overall population has grown, the number of youths arrested, charges referred, charges filed, and youths held in secure detention has declined significantly, including a 61 percent reduction since 2010 in the number of youths in detention in King County.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Updated data from the September 2023 Care and Closure Progress Report, pg. 21] 


As part of its juvenile detention reform efforts, King County participates in the Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI), which is a national juvenile justice improvement initiative geared towards changing how detention is used for youth. The County became a formal JDAI site in 2004 and uses JDAI standards for its programs and detention.
Use of Solitary Confinement for Youth. Solitary confinement is a form of imprisonment in which the person is isolated from human contact, often with the exception of members of staff. Solitary confinement can also be called room confinement, segregated housing, protective custody, restrictive housing, restricted housing, time out, restricted engagement, close confinement, special management unit, administrative detention, non-punitive isolation, temporary isolation, or other terms.

JDAI detention facility standards prohibit the use of room confinement for reasons other than as a temporary response to behavior that threatens immediate harm to a youth or others. The standards reflect the advice of dozens of practitioners and nationally recognized experts that room confinement should not be used for discipline, punishment, administrative convenience, or other reasons.[footnoteRef:6] Further, the Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators reports that isolating or confining a youth in their room should be used only to protect the youth from harming themself or others and if used, should be for a short period and supervised.[footnoteRef:7] [6:  JDAI Juvenile Detention Facility Assessment, pp. 177-180.
https://assets.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-juveniledetentionfacilityassessment-2014.pdf#page=103]  [7:  The Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators, Toolkit: Reducing the Use of Isolation, Council of Juvenile Correctional Administrators, March 2015
Home | The Council of Juvenile Justice Administrators (cjja.net)] 


Restricting the Use of Solitary Confinement in King County.  In December 2017, the King County Council adopted Ordinance 18673 which banned solitary confinement for youth except in specific limited circumstances.[footnoteRef:8] This legislation had three elements. [8:  Ordinance 18637, adopted December 21, 2017.] 


The first element created King County Code Chapter 2.65, banning the use of solitary confinement for youth detained by King County “except as necessary to prevent significant physical harm to the juvenile detained or to others when less restrictive alternatives would be ineffective,” regardless of the facility in which the youth is held.  The ordinance defines a “juvenile” as a youth held in the juvenile detention facility or a young adult over age 18 held in the adult detention facility for a matter committed when they were under age 18. The ordinance defines "solitary confinement" as the placement of an incarcerated person in a locked room or cell alone with minimal or no contact with persons other than guards, correctional facility staff, and attorneys. The ordinance further notes that using different terminology for this practice does not exempt a practice from being considered solitary confinement.

Secondly, the ordinance requires DAJD’s Juvenile Division to ensure that all juveniles detained in any King County detention facility are given reasonable access to the defense bar, juvenile probation counselors, social service providers, and educators in a timely manner.

Finally, the ordinance required that the Executive appoint an independent monitor or monitors who have expertise in juvenile detention operations and corrections, officer safety and security, and trauma-informed behavioral modification practices to monitor and report on the implementation of the ordinance.

State Prohibition of Solitary Confinement for Detained Youth.  In 2020, Washington State enacted legislation prohibiting solitary confinement of detained youth as punishment,[footnoteRef:9] which became effective as state law on December 1, 2021.  The law defines different confinement scenarios including “solitary confinement,” “room confinement,” and “isolation,” and establishes restrictions on the use of such practices including the circumstances, conditions, and duration they can be used, and requiring check-ins every 15 minutes during the confinement.  The law required the state Department of Children, Youth, and Families (DCYF) to develop a model policy which detention facilities within the state, including King County DAJD, are required to adopt or else notify DCYF of how and why the facility's policies and procedures differed from the model policy. [9:  Second Substitute House Bill 2277, codified in RCW Chapter 13.22 ] 


The state law includes restrictions beyond those contained in county code, prompting the Juvenile Division to change policies, effective December 1, 2021, to eliminate use of “time outs” and “cool downs” of up to two hours.  DAJD’s restrictive housing policy was also revised to require staff to establish a reintegration plan for any youth who remained in restrictive housing for more than four hours within a 24-hour period.

State law requires DAJD to collect and report data related to restrictive housing in order for DCYF to compile and publish statewide data, prompting changes to DAJD’s data collection and data sharing.

Juvenile Division Restrictive Housing Policy and Behavioral Management Approach.  In response to enactment of Ordinance 18673, DAJD's Juvenile Division established a Restrictive Housing policy, which was then updated in December 2021 to comply with the new state law.  In compliance with county code and state law, the policy states that, "restrictive housing for punitive purposes is explicitly prohibited," and that restrictive housing is prohibited unless the youth poses a risk of physical harm and there are no less restrictive alternatives available. Juvenile Division's policy states that all youth held in restrictive housing must have access to:
· Clothing;
· A mattress and bedding;
· A toilet and sink at least hourly;
· Necessary mental health services; and
· Reading material, paper, writing material, envelopes, and treatment material (except in cases of concern for self-harm as determined by medical and mental health staff and detention supervisors).

Each time a youth is placed in restrictive housing, the policy requires the following procedures:
· Documentation of the reason the youth was placed into restrictive housing;
· Safety and security checks every fifteen minutes;
· A supervisory check-in with the youth within two hours, and then every four hours outside of ordinary sleeping periods;
· Evaluation by a medical professional as soon as possible within six hours or before an ordinary sleep period, and at least once per day thereafter; 
· Evaluation by and development of a care plan by a mental health professional as soon as possible within four hours; and
· Documentation of the date and time of the youth's release from restrictive housing.

The policy requires that staff provide youth with the goals and objectives the youth must achieve in order to be released.  The policy further requires that a youth must be removed from restrictive housing when the youth no longer poses an imminent risk.

A multidisciplinary team of restorative justice coordinators, youth detention staff, supervisors, medical and mental health professionals, and a teacher holds daily meetings during which they review incidents of restrictive housing as well as assess other behavioral support and restorative justice needs for individuals in detention.

The behavioral management approach used at CCFJC includes incentives for meeting behavioral expectations and interventions to respond to inappropriate behavior. The incentive system allows youth to move through a tier system with sustained compliance which results in increasing levels of incentives. Youth who reach the highest tier are rewarded with a later bedtime and other special privileges. Behavioral interventions include verbal de-escalation techniques, restorative work assignments, and, for more problematic behavior, creation of an Individual Development Plan.  Juvenile Detention Officers document the activities and location of each youth in the facility every fifteen minutes using a Youth Accountability Checklist.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  As described in the Independent Monitoring Team Report April 2022 – June 30, pg. 14] 


Prior Monitor Reports.  The Executive engaged the first independent monitor in accordance with the county ordinance prohibiting solitary confinement of youth, and independent monitoring services began on July 1, 2018.[footnoteRef:11] The Council accepted the monitor’s first report in December 2018.[footnoteRef:12] A second report was issued in January 2019.[footnoteRef:13] [11:  Stephanie Vetter, Senior Consultant and JDAI Advisor, Center for Children's Law and Policy, working as a private contractor and juvenile justice expert in the areas of JDAI, the federal Prison Rape Elimination Act, adolescent development, juvenile detention operations and corrections, officer safety and security, and trauma informed behavioral modification practices.]  [12:  Motion 15256]  [13:  2019-RPT0011] 


In 2019, a new independent monitoring team of Kathryn Olson[footnoteRef:14] and Bob Scales[footnoteRef:15],[footnoteRef:16]  was contracted to provide reports in compliance with a proviso added to the 2019-2020 Biennial Budget Ordinance.[footnoteRef:17] The team's first report covered July – December of 2019.[footnoteRef:18] Recommendations in that report included consideration of:  [14:  Change Integration Consulting, LLC]  [15:  Police Strategies, LLC]  [16:  According to the report, the independent monitoring team, "have deep and broad background and expertise in law; the criminal justice system; law enforcement operations, policy, training, labor relations, and community relations; records auditing; advising on data tracking and reporting systems; juvenile justice; reducing racial/ethnic disparities in the criminal justice system; knowledge of PREA and JDAI, trauma informed care, and impacts on policies and practices; restorative justice techniques; and federal, state and local government and criminal justice organizations. They have worked in a wide range of jurisdictions with multiple stakeholders and strive to foster accountability and transparency in the monitoring and reporting process."]  [17:  Ordinance 18835, Section 52, as amended by Ordinance 18930, Section 36, Proviso P8]  [18:  Motion 15680] 

· Whether the King County Council should amend Ordinance 18637 to exclude youth in their room voluntarily or engaged in one-on-one programming from the definition of restrictive housing; 
· Enhancing youth activity and restrictive housing tracking forms; 
· Creating an exit plan for any youth placed in restrictive housing; and 
· Integrating restrictive housing policies and procedures with the Behavior Management System.  

A second report covered January – June of 2020.[footnoteRef:19] Recommendations in that report included:  [19:  Motion 15788] 

· Resetting the Juvenile Division's restorative practices program and developing individual case management plans; 
· Documenting specific and thorough details of behavior resulting in restrictive housing; 
· Providing more specific information about programs available to AAOs (Adult Age Outs); 
· Formalizing informal support services being provided to AAOs; and 
· Reinstating education opportunities for AAOs that were interrupted by COVID-19 impacts. 

The second report also reiterated the recommendation to create an exit plan for any youth placed in restrictive housing. 

Independent monitoring was again required by proviso in the 2021-2022 Biennial Budget and the 2023-2024 Biennial Budget.[footnoteRef:20]  The report covering July 2020 -June 2021[footnoteRef:21] noted the progress that had been achieved by the Juvenile Division and held off making new recommendations because of several major projects the division was undertaking, including transitioning to a new electronic record-keeping system and revising policies to comply with the new restrictive housing state law.   [20:  Ordinance 19546, Proviso P1, Section 54]  [21:  Motion 16086] 


The next report covering July 2021 – March 2022[footnoteRef:22] commended the Juvenile Division on expanding evidence-based interventions and developing a case management approach to behavior management that includes individual treatment plans.  However, the report also noted a significant increase in incidents of restricted housing during the reporting period, attributed to the challenges of increased incidents of assaults and staffing shortages.   [22:  Motion 16208] 


The report covering April 1, 2022 – June 30, 2023,[footnoteRef:23] noted that challenges faced by DAJD during the reporting period included staffing shortages that impacted youth’s in-room time and technology changes that led to lapses in documentation.  The independent monitoring team provided recommendations to improve documentation and youth safety.  The report covering July 1, 2023 – March 31, 2024[footnoteRef:24] noted that the challenges faced by DAJD discussed in previous reports persisted during this reporting period, including a larger population of youth and longer stays, staffing shortages that impacted youth’s in-room time, and technology changes that led to lapses in documentation. According to the report, the number of incidents of restrictive housing at the juvenile detention facility was comparable to the previous reporting period, and there was a decrease in the duration of time youth spent in restrictive housing.  In that report, the independent monitoring team provided recommendations to improve documentation and develop consistent policies for participation in programming and tablet usage. [23:  Motion 16540]  [24:  Motion 16661] 


2025 Budget Proviso Requirements.  In the process of adopting the 2025 Budget, the King County Council added a proviso[footnoteRef:25] that requires the Executive to continue independent monitoring to review the use of solitary confinement in DAJD operations. The proviso requires that: [25:  Ordinance 19861, Section 54, Proviso P3] 


Of this appropriation, $100,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits a report on confinement of juveniles in county detention facilities and a motion that should acknowledge receipt of the report, and a motion acknowledging receipt of the report is passed by the council.  The motion should reference the subject matter, the proviso's ordinance, ordinance section, and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion.

The report required by this proviso shall cover the reporting period of April 1, 2024, through March 31, 2025, and should build on all prior reports submitted on practices related to the confinement of juveniles as required by Ordinance 18637, Section 6, Ordinance 18930, Section 36, Ordinance 19210, Section 50, and Ordinance 19546, Section 54.  The report required by this proviso shall be prepared by an appointed, independent monitor or monitors retained in accordance with Expenditure Restriction ER1 of this section.  The monitor or monitors shall include in the report an analysis of compliance with K.C.C. chapter 2.65 and chapter 13.22 RCW, by the department of adult and juvenile detention juvenile division, and the report shall also include, but not be limited to:

A.  A discussion of challenges, progress, and setbacks, and any significant management, policy or operating environment changes that have occurred since the prior report related to behavioral interventions and confinement of juveniles at county detention facilities;

B.  A review of the documentation of each incident of use of solitary confinement during the evaluation period, including identification of the number of incidents and an evaluation of the circumstances for the use of solitary confinement;

C.  A review of the average duration of solitary confinement incidents, including identification of the number of incidents exceeding four hours and an evaluation of each incident;

[bookmark: _Hlk206767205]D.  A review of the documentation of supervisory review before the use of solitary confinement, including identification of the number of incidents exceeding two hours when supervisory review did not occur and an evaluation of each incident;

E.  A review of the documentation of medical and mental health assessments of youth in solitary confinement, including identification of the number of incidents when health clinic staff was not notified within one hour or an assessment by a medical professional was not completed within six hours and an evaluation of each incident;

F.  A review of the documentation of how youth subject to solitary confinement had continued access to education, programming, and ordinary necessities, such as medication, meals, and reading material, when in solitary confinement, and identification of the number of incidents when access was not documented and an evaluation of each such incident;

G.  The gender, age, and race of youth involved in each solitary confinement incident;

H.  An assessment of the progress by the department of adult and juvenile
detention juvenile division on implementing the recommendations outlined in previous monitor reports;

I.  Any new recommendations for reducing the use and duration of solitary confinement for juveniles in detention, and recommendations for improving data collection and reporting of incidents of solitary confinement of juveniles in detention; and

J.1.  Except as otherwise provided in subsection J.2. of this proviso, a certification by the monitor or monitors that the department of adult and juvenile detention juvenile division has appropriately documented and maintained data on at least ninety percent of incidents for each category of incident described in subsections B. through subsection F. of this proviso.

  2.  If the monitor or monitors cannot make the certification in accordance with subsection J.1. of this proviso because the department of adult and juvenile detention juvenile division did not appropriately document and maintain data on at least ninety percent of incidents for any category or categories of incident described in subsections B. through F. of this proviso, the monitor shall include in the report an explanation from the department of adult and juvenile detention as to why data was not appropriately documented and maintained on at least ninety percent of incidents for each category of incident.

In preparing and completing the report required by this proviso, the monitor or monitors shall consult with stakeholders, including representatives of the King County Juvenile Detention Guild (Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention - Juvenile) representing employees in the department of adult and juvenile detention juvenile division.

The executive should electronically file the report and a motion required by this proviso no later than June 30, 2025, with the clerk of the council, who shall retain an electronic copy and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff and the lead staff for the law and justice committee or its successor.


ANALYSIS

Proposed Motion 2025-0206 would acknowledge receipt of an independent monitoring team report on confinement of juveniles, as required by the 2025 King County Budget.  The report, which is Attachment A of the proposed motion, covers the period from April 1, 2024, through March 31, 2025, and was prepared by the monitoring team of Kathryn Olson[footnoteRef:26] and Bob Scales.[footnoteRef:27],[footnoteRef:28]  Approval of the proposed motion would acknowledge receipt of the report and release $100,000 in the DAJD budget to be spent or encumbered. [26:  Change Integration Consulting, LLC]  [27:  Police Strategies, LLC]  [28:  According to the report, the independent monitoring team, "have deep and broad background and expertise in law; the criminal justice system; law enforcement operations, policy, training, labor relations, and community relations; records auditing; advising on data tracking and reporting systems; juvenile justice; reducing racial/ethnic disparities in the criminal justice system; knowledge of PREA and JDAI, trauma informed care, and impacts on policies and practices; restorative justice techniques; and federal, state and local government and criminal justice organizations. They have worked in a wide range of jurisdictions with multiple stakeholders and strive to foster accountability and transparency in the monitoring and reporting process."] 


According to the report, the assessment for the reporting period was conducted through reviewing documents and data analysis; interviewing detained youth and age outs, detention officers, supervisors, and professional staff; attending multi-discipline team meetings and other detention activities; and meeting with the King County Juvenile Detention Guild Executive Board.

Proviso Requirement A: Challenges, Progress, Setbacks, and Changes.  The independent monitors noted that DAJD faced many of the same challenges as in prior reporting periods, including:
· Staffing shortages,
· Increased average daily population for juvenile detention and adult age outs (AAOs) in adult detention,
· A higher number of juveniles being booked on more serious charges, and
· Longer average lengths of stay for detained youth, particularly for those charged as adults.

The independent monitors noted that those combined challenges impact how frequently restrictive housing is used, how well staff is able to de-escalate conflict among youth, the number of living halls that can be safely staffed, and how much access youth have to education and programming.  These factors in turn influence morale for the youth and staff.  According to the independent monitors, these factors also impact time available for DAJD staff to document and track restrictive housing incidents.

New Challenges.  A new challenge noted for this reporting period is that the Juvenile Division data analyst responsible for review and quality assurance of restrictive housing data was no longer with the agency during this reporting period, resulting in less reliable data while new personnel were being hired and trained.

Noted as a significant challenge by independent monitors is the increase in youth threats and assaults towards other youth and staff members.  The report states that the percentage of assaults directed at Juvenile Detention Officers (JDOs) increased from 5 percent in the previous reporting to 10 percent during the current reporting period.  The report states that JDOs also perceive an increase in disrespectful and verbally abusive treatment of staff.  The number of youth assaults on peers also increased during the reporting period.

Areas of Progress.  The following areas of progress were noted in the report:

· Youth Accountability Checklist Integration: At the end of the reporting period the Juvenile Division discontinued the long-time practice of using hard copy Youth Accountability Checklists for recording the location and activity of all detained youth every fifteen minutes.  Those routine checks are now integrated into the electronic Jail Management System (JMS), resulting in better accessibility and greater reliability between that data and Restrictive Housing Assessment Checklists.

· Mental Health and Medical Assessments Process Improvement: Juvenile Division implemented a process improvement in documentation of mental health and medical assessments, gaining efficiency by having those assessments entered directly into JMS by Health Clinic staff rather than being sent to Corrections Supervisors for JMS entry.

· Programming Alternatives: The report notes progress in providing programming alternatives for detained youth as well as approval of funding in the 2025 Budget to convert two temporary support positions[footnoteRef:29] into permanent positions. [29:  The temporary positions made permanent were a Gang Intervention Specialist and a Community Program Coordinator.] 


· Reduction of Time Youth Spend in Room Confinement for Modified Programming: Youth spending additional time confined alone in their rooms due to staff shortages has been a significant area of concern raised by advocates, Councilmembers, and previous monitoring reports within the past several years.  The monitors noted that there were zero incidents of modified programming other than to accommodate staff breaks in the first quarter of 2025, down from 22 days of modified programming in October 2024.

Setbacks.  A setback noted by the monitors was the increase in the number of restrictive housing incidents over the past three years.  The report does note, however, that the average amount of total time spent in restrictive housing has steadily declined during that same time period.

Proviso Requirement B: Incidences and Circumstances of Solitary Confinement.  For youth housed at the CCFJC during the reporting period, Table 1 shows the number of incidents where youth were placed in restrictive housing, which totaled 620 incidents during the reporting period.  Note that because the transition to electronic documentation of 15-minute youth checks began on March 20, 2025, making it challenging to compare data consistently between the previous and new reporting methods, the independent monitoring team ended data analysis for this report on March 19, 2025, and recommends including data from March 20 – March 31, 2025, in the next report.


Table 1: Number of Restrictive Housing Incidents April 1, 2024 - March 19, 2025 
	2024
Q2
	2024
Q3
	2024
Q4
	2025
Q1
	Total

	110
	126
	161
	223
	620



The high number of restrictive housing incidents in the first quarter of 2025 reflects the use of restrictive housing to help manage two challenging assaults, each involving a group of six youth and resulting in multiple injuries to staff.  Both incidents occurred in February 2025.  The total number of restrictive housing incidents in that month was 102, 31 to 76 percent higher than in other months during the reporting period.

The report provides the following table to compare the number of restrictive housing incidents per reporting period.  The table illustrates an increase in the average number of restrictive housing incidents per month compared to each of the prior two reporting periods.

Table 2.  Restrictive Housing Incidents for Current and Prior Reporting Periods[footnoteRef:30] [30:  DAJD Restrictive Housing Monitoring Report April 1, 2024 – March 31, 2025, pg. 14] 

[image: ]

Table 3 attempts to remove population variations as a factor in the number of restrictive housing incidents by showing the ratio between the average number of restrictive housing incidents per quarter and the annual ADP.  Of note is that beginning in 2022, coinciding with implementation of the new juvenile confinement state law, DAJD began counting all restrictive housing incidents longer than an hour, rather two hours as previously reported.  The columns shaded gray represent the years when incidents under two hours are included in the data.

The data in Table 3 indicates a significant increase in both the average daily population (ADP) and number of restrictive housing incidents in the first quarter of 2025.  The data also shows that the ratio of restrictive housing incidents to population increased in the first quarter of 2025 compared to previous years.  However, the comparison is incomplete since it includes only one quarter of data for 2025, and the number of restrictive housing incidents can vary significantly from month to month and quarter to quarter.

Table 3: Trend of Restrictive Housing Incidents Compared to ADP
	
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024
	2025 Q1

	Restrictive housing incidents (quarterly average)
	51
	37
	82
	138
	134
	223

	Average daily population (ADP)
	27.3
	22.4
	34
	43
	55
	61

	Ratio
	1.9
	1.7
	2.4
	3.2
	2.4
	3.7




Table 4 shows the circumstances under which restrictive housing incidents occurred during the reporting period.

Table 4.  Circumstances of Restrictive Housing Incidents
	Circumstance
	Percentage of incidents

	Assault
	47%

	Disruptive
	27%

	Threat
	14%

	Imminent Harm
	9%

	Unknown
	3%



As shown in Table 4, nearly half of the incidents of restrictive housing occurred because the youth involved assaulted another youth or a staff member.  Not all incidents of threats or assaults result in restrictive housing, as the code and Juvenile Division policies call for use of restrictive housing only if less restrictive measures are not available.

The report states that independent monitors found inconsistency in the level of detail provided about each incident, making it difficult to determine whether the restrictive housing incidents complied with county code restrictions that limit its use to preventing imminent and significant harm.  The report also questions why "imminent harm" is used by JDO staff as a separate category of behavior since it should be a consideration in any use of restrictive housing.

In response to questions from Council staff, DAJD stated that while Juvenile Division does not have definitions of the terms “assault,” “threat,” and “disruption,” they believe that DAJD staff have a common understanding of the terms based on the division’s Restrictive Housing policy.  DAJD also stated that, “the Department will continue to work closely with the independent monitoring team to clarify terminology and policy, strengthen alignment, and provide additional training sessions for Detention Supervisors and Detention Officers to ensure better consistency and understanding.”  DAJD also believes the quality assurance process implemented by the Juvenile Division will improve the reliability of behavior descriptions.

Also in response to a question from Council staff, DAJD described how a “disruption” can constitute a threat of “imminent and significant physical harm” consistent with the code prohibition on the use of solitary confinement for any other reasons.  According to DAJD, disruptive behavior that would result in use to restrictive housing is behavior that, based on JDOs’ professional judgment and experience, could quickly escalate to physical harm if not addressed promptly.  An example given by DAJD was a youth running around a dayroom, ignoring verbal directives, who then goes up the dayroom stairs and threatens to jump.

Proviso Requirement C: Duration of Solitary Confinement Incidents.  In tracking the duration of a restrictive housing incident, the Juvenile Division tracks the total amount of time a youth spends in their cell related to that incident before fully rejoining the general population. This means the data often reflects combined intervals of time rather continuous time a youth spends in their cell.  Particularly for restrictive housing incidents that take longer to resolve, youth will cycle in and out of their cell during their time on restrictive housing status.  For example, when an incident involves multiple youths within the same living unit, this can result in what is termed “split programming” where the involved youth alternate between programming and restrictive housing in different intervals until they reach a resolution that allows them to safely interact.

The average duration of restrictive housing events during the reporting period was 302 minutes, or five hours, representing a one hour decrease in the average duration from the prior reporting period.

Table 5 shows a comparison of the average duration of time of restrictive housing incidents in the prior reporting periods.  The data shows a downward trend in average duration of restrictive housing incidents over the past three years.

Table 5. Average Duration of Incidents for Current and Prior Reporting Periods
	Reporting Period
	Average Duration of Restrictive Housing Incidents
	Annual Decrease

	April 1, 2022 – June 30, 2023
	444 min.
	NA

	July 1, 2023 – March 31, 2024
	360 min.
	19%

	April 1, 2024 – March 19, 2025
	302 min.
	15%



According to the report, approximately 14 percent of the restrictive housing incidents lasted one hour.  Approximately 41 percent of the restrictive housing incidents had a total duration of two hours or less.  In 65 percent of the restrictive housing incidents, youth were released from restrictive housing status within a total duration of less than four hours. 

The report also provided data, shown in Table 6, on the amount of time a youth initially spent in restrictive housing before being released for group programming, even if that youth later returned to restrictive housing for an unresolved safety issue.  As shown in Table 6, in 31 percent of incidents, youth were initially released within 30 minutes or less, and in 83 percent of incidents, youth were initially released within 45 minutes or less.

In response to Council staff questions, DAJD provided information that there were seven restrictive housing incidents during the reporting period, representing one percent of total restrictive housing incidents, where a youth was not released for programming within four hours of initially being placed in restrictive housing.  According to DAJD these incidents involved extenuating circumstances such as multiple assaults or incidents occurring within a short time period, a youth refusing to leave for programming, and a youth refusing to be searched for contraband.

Table 6. Time in Restrictive Housing Before Release for Group Programming
	Less than 15 minutes
	15 minutes
	30 minutes
	45 minutes
	90+ minutes

	0.8%
	11.3%
	19.5%
	51.9%
	16.5%



Circumstances of Restrictive Housing Incidents Lasting More than Four Hours.  The proviso required the independent monitors to identify and evaluate incidents of restrictive housing exceeding four hours.  Although in 99 percent of incidents the involved youth did not spend four hours consecutively in restrictive housing, in 216 incidents youth were in restrictive housing status for a total duration of four or more hours over one or more days.  This represents 35 percent of the restrictive housing incidents during the reporting period.  In 62 percent of such incidents, the restrictive housing was imposed in response to an assault.  In the remaining cases, it was due to threats or disruptions.

The average duration of total time in restrictive housing for the incidents exceeding four hours was 10 hours and 45 minutes, with the longest incident lasting 39 hours over several days.  Note that county code states that DAJD’s Restrictive Housing policy should limit the duration of solitary confinement to no more than four hours in a twenty-four-hour period,[footnoteRef:31] whereas DAJD is measuring the duration of time a youth spends in restrictive housing related to one event, even if the youths’ restrictive housing status occurs intermittently over multiple 24-hour periods. [31:  K.C.C. 2.65.020] 


Proviso Requirement D & E Supervisor and Health Professional Reviews.  In an excerpt provided by the independent monitors that was unintentionally left out of the report (see Amendment 1), the monitors discussed the proviso requirement to review the documentation of supervisory review before[footnoteRef:32] the use of solitary confinement.  The monitors stated that data reliability issues contributed to difficulties identifying when supervisory review did not occur for incidents exceeding two hours.  The monitoring team stated that while they were not able to perform a data analysis on supervisory review without the expenditure of significant time and resources, they are, “confident that Corrections Supervisors nonetheless are routinely involved in restrictive housing decisions exceeding two hours, and there are checks and balances to ensure continual assessment of the need to keep youth in confinement.”   [32:  While the proviso requirement requires review of documentation of supervisory review “before” use of solitary confinement, King County code says that DAJD’s Restrictive Housing policy should include “a requirement that any use of solitary confinement be subject to review by supervisors” without refence to the review being “before” the use of solitary confinement.] 


The available data indicates medical assessments were documented as taking place in 34.2 percent of restrictive housing incidents, and mental health assessments were documented as taking place in 38.7 percent of the restrictive housing incidents.  This documentation rate is similar to the documentation rate from the previous reporting period.  

For restrictive housing incidents exceeding four hours, mental health assessments were documented as having occurred 58.8 percent of incidents and medical assessments in 65.7 percent of incidents.  The monitoring team noted the difficulty of analyzing the mental health and medical assessment data for compliance since law and policy require them to be completed within four and six hours respectively, and many restrictive housing incidents last less than four hours or, if the total duration exceeds four hours, the youth “rarely remain in restrictive housing for hours at a time.”[footnoteRef:33] [33:  DAJD Restrictive Housing Monitoring Report, April 1, 2024 – March 31, 2025, pg. 28] 


Proviso Requirement F: Access to Programing and Necessities.  As noted above, Juvenile Division provided data showing that youth involved in restrictive housing were able to return to group programming within 45 minutes 83 percent of the time.  If a youth does not attend a school class due to being in restrictive housing, teachers typically provide an instructional packet.  However, Juvenile Division’s reporting practices do not include documenting whether a youth in restrictive housing has access to an instructional packet or not.

The report also notes that approximately 40 programs were available for youth detained at the CCFJC as of the first quarter of 2025.  The monitoring team noted observing program providers using a trauma-informed approach to communication with youth.

An area of improvement from the previous reporting period, noted by the independent monitors, is that the facility library has been restored to good order and “appears organized, well stocked, and welcoming,”[footnoteRef:34] as opposed to the disarray reported last year. [34:  DAJD Restrictive Housing Monitoring Report, April 1, 2024 – March 31, 2025, pg. 44] 


The report states that while interviewed youth state that they have access to reading materials, both books and on their tablets, during restrictive housing, Corrections Supervisors documented that youth had access to reading materials in 59 percent of incidents.  This represents a 14 percent increase since the last reporting period.  The reading material access documentation procedure in JMS, which was implemented in 2022, requires Corrections Supervisors to select a drop-down menu and check “yes” or “no.”  The report states that because Corrections Supervisors check on youth multiple times and make notes about their interaction with the youth, they may not be selecting the reading access drop down menu for each check in.

County code and state law also require access to clothing, mattress and bedding, medication, toilet and sink at least hourly, necessary mental health services, and writing material.  All youth in detention at CCFJC have a mattress, bedding, toilet, sink, and writing material in their rooms unless there is concern for self-harm.  Access to medication and mental health services is captured under the documentation of mental health assessments. 

Proviso Requirement G: Demographic of Youth in Solitary Confinement.  The report provides demographic information showing that youths aged 15, 16, and 17 were involved in a significant share of restrictive housing incidents during the reporting period as compared to younger individuals. 

The report also provides data showing that, of the restrictive housing incidents during the reporting period, 11 percent involved females and 89 percent involved males.[footnoteRef:35]  This is a small overrepresentation of females compared to the population during the reporting period. [35:  DAJD categorizes gender based on the youth’s gender identification.] 


The monitoring team also compared the race and ethnicity of youth involved in restrictive housing incidents to the race and ethnicity of the ADP and found that Black youth were overrepresented in restrictive housing incidents and Hispanic youth were underrepresented.

Reporting on Additional In-Room Time.  During the COVID-19 pandemic and the staffing shortages in the years coming out of the pandemic, youth advocates and Councilmembers raised concerns about the amount of time youth were confined to their room during time they would otherwise be in programming.  In response, the independent monitoring team began reporting on information about time youth spent in what the Juvenile Division refers to as “modified programming.”  Modified programming occurs due to reasons unrelated to youths’ behavior, such as staff shortages, teacher shortages, COVID quarantine, and facility issues.  Typically, staff breaks would be covered by other staff, and youth programming would not be affected, however, when Juvenile Division does not have enough staff to cover legally required staff breaks,[footnoteRef:36] youth are returned to their rooms during staff breaks, resulting in additional in-room time and disruption to regularly scheduled programming. [36:  Federal labor law requires employers to provide employees with two 15-minute breaks and one 30-minute break during an eight-hour shift.] 


During this reporting period, the amount of time youth spent in modified programming was reduced significantly, from an average of two hours per month during the past reporting period to an average of 1 hour and 17 minutes per month.  During the final quarter of the reporting period, youth spent no time in modified programming.  

Reporting on Adult Age-Outs (AAOs).  The information in the previous sections applied to youth housed at the juvenile detention facility at the CCFJC.  Code requirements around solitary confinement conditions also apply to AAOs, or residents in adult detention who are being detained on a matter that occurred while they were under age 18.  The report states that for AAOs detained in adult detention during the reporting period, there were only 11 incidents of restrictive housing involving five AAOs compared to 33 incidents involving ten AAOs during the prior reporting period.  

It is not clear based on the documentation available that the incidents involving AAOs were in response to imminent threats of harm, and the independent monitors note that restrictive housing assessments were not completed in eight of 11 incidents.  All incidents exceeded four hours.

The independent monitors noted a practice being used at the King County Correctional Facility (KCCF) where AAOs are placed in visitor booths for a cool down period.  The AAO Restrictive Housing policy allows for AAOs whose behavior presents a security issue to be placed in a cool down for up to two hours.  Because AAOs housed in communal cells cannot be isolated in their rooms like youth at CCFJC, KCCF has been using visitor booths as an alternative isolated space for cool downs.  However, the monitors note that the booths are approximately nine square feet, and “it is far from ideal, given the size of the area in which an AAO is confined, and it is recommended that DAJD explore other options.”[footnoteRef:37] [37:  DAJD Restrictive Housing Monitoring Team Report, April 1,2024 – March 31, 2025, pg. 36] 


The report notes that the level of programming and in-class educational opportunities at the CCFJC are not available to AAOs in adult detention, but that Seattle Public School teachers provide educational packets to the youth based on their individualized education goals and meet with them one-on-one approximately once per week. According to the report, despite less educational support, all AAOs interviewed had completed or were in the process of completing the work to achieve their high school diplomas.  AAOs also have access to programming via individual tablets.

The independent monitors did note, however, that according to interviews AAOs who were confined to visitor’s booths for cool down periods did not have access to reading materials or school-related materials during those times.  Cool down periods are not defined as Restrictive Housing in the AAO Restrictive Housing Policy; however, the independent monitors recommend that DAJD should consider providing AAOs access to reading and educational materials during cool down periods.

Proviso Requirement H: Progress Implementing Recommendations.  Beginning on page 54 of the report, the monitoring team provides a list of all recommendations since 2019 and the implementation status.  Of the 29 recommendations, DAJD has completed 13, 14 are in progress, and two recommendations were withdrawn by the independent monitors.

Two of the recommendations that remain to be completed are directed at the King County.  These recommendations are to address potential unintended consequences in how prohibited restrictive housing is defined in code, particularly in regards to youth in their rooms voluntarily, a single female in custody, and one-on-one programming between a JDO and youth who is not yet ready to safely integrate with peers.

Some of the key recommendations highlighted in the report that are directed at DAJD include:

· [bookmark: _Hlk207019105]Improving behavior management strategies: In progress.  Recently, DAJD convened a Behavior Management Workgroup that meets weekly and has submitted proposals to Juvenile Division leadership for consideration.

· Correcting inconsistencies in descriptions of how a youth’s behavior poses an imminent and significant risk of physical harm: In progress.  The monitoring team states that all monitoring reports since 2019 have raised issues around inconsistences in this area, which is key for evaluating whether DAJD staff is complying with restrictive housing prohibitions.  The report states that DAJD continues to provide training and support to supervisors, and restrictive housing events are reviewed weekly to ensure compliance.

· Exploring making living hall assignments based on age and developmental stage: In progress.  The Juvenile Division planned to implement a housing classification system that considers age and developmental stage after the conclusion of the 2024-2025 school year.

· Improving restrictive housing documentation and realizing the full potential of JMS: In progress.  Juvenile Division has implemented new JMS reports to verify that required checks and assessments have been completed.  Additionally, short cuts have been implemented to simplify data entry.

· Implementing electronic room check technology: Completed.  This was implemented in March 2025.

· Improving AAO access to education and programming opportunities: In progress. DAJD is exploring using tablets to allow residents to learn about and request in-person program offerings. 

Proviso Requirement I: New Recommendations.  The report includes one new recommendation, which is that AAOs have access to reading materials during cool down periods, due to being in a confined space for up to two hours and possibly longer.

Proviso Requirement J: Certification of Documentation.  A new requirement added in Proviso P3 is that the monitoring team certify that at least 90 percent of restrictive housing incidents were appropriately documented in terms of the number, circumstances, and duration of incidents; completion of supervisory review and medical and mental health assessments; and access to education, programming, and ordinary necessities.  The monitoring team stated that the 90 percent documentation standard was not met during the reporting period.

The report documented DAJD’s explanation for not meeting the compliance requirements, stating that DAJD takes the matter seriously, and that DAJD is confident that medical and mental health assessments are being completed while youth are in restrictive housing.  However, DAJD states that, “the processes required to document restrictive housing placements are labor-intensive and time-sensitive,” and that, “This documentation competes with other critical operational duties such as training, coaching, direct supervision of detention operations, and assisting juvenile detention officers in de-escalation efforts.”  During the reporting period, DAJD implemented a process improvement that reduced the date entry burdens on Corrections Supervisors, and introduced daily, weekly, and monthly reviews of restrictive housing documentation.  According to Executive staff, the Juvenile Division is hopeful that the changes will improve documentation compliance.

The report also states, “DAJD acknowledges that prior monitoring reports have consistently identified opportunities to refine the existing ordinance language to mitigate operational challenges.  The department remains committed to working in partnership with the Council to explore and implement adjustments that uphold accountability while supporting practical and sustainable implementation within the facility.”

Responsiveness to Proviso Requirements. The report appears to be responsive to the proviso requirements.

AMENDMENT

Amendment 1 would replace Attachment A, the King County Department of Adult and Juvenile Independent Monitoring Team Report on Implementation of Ordinance 18637 Restrictive Housing from April 1, 2024 – March 31, 2025, with an updated report.  The updated report adds a section on pages 11 and 12 that was provided by the independent monitoring team to address proviso requirement D, related to supervisory review of solitary confinement.  This section was inadvertently omitted from the original transmittal.  The added section was summarized in the “Proviso Requirement D & E Supervisor and Health Professional Reviews” subsection of this staff report.
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