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SUMMARY

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals addresses whether an order continuing a juvenile’s
detention and changing the location of detention is subject to emergency interlocutory review under
D.C. Code § 16-2328. The court holds that such an order is reviewable and that a juvenile may
challenge both continued detention and the detention location. It further holds that selecting a
particular detention location does not require a finding that that location, as opposed to another, is
necessary to protect safety or secure the child’s appearance, although continued detention itself must
satisfy the statutory detention criteria.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an order continuing a juvenile's detention and changing the location of detention is subject to
emergency interlocutory review under D.C. Code § 16-2328.

2. Whether a juvenile may challenge the location of detention, in addition to the underlying detention
decision, in an emergency appeal under D.C. Code § 16-2328.

3. Whether a trial court must find that placement in the particular detention location is required to protect
safety or secure the child's appearance under D.C. Code § 16-2310(a).

4. Whether the court should address broader legal issues after the appeal became moot.

HOLDINGS

1. An order that continues previously ordered detention and specifies a new detention location is a
detention order within the meaning of D.C. Code § 16-2328 and is subject to emergency interlocutory
review.

2. On an emergency appeal from an order initially detaining a child or moving the child from one detention
location to another, the child may challenge both the detention decision and the location of detention.

3. When deciding where to detain a child, the trial court need not find that placement in the particular
location, as opposed to another detention location, is itself required to protect safety or secure the child's
appearance.

4. Although the appeal became moot as to the challenged detention order, the court had discretion to
explain broader legal conclusions concerning recurring and significant detention issues.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We hold that such orders are detention orders within the meaning of Section 16-2328 and that a child may
seek emergency review of such orders.” (9)

“We further hold that on an emergency appeal challenging an order either initially detaining a child or
moving a child from one place of detention to another, a child may challenge not only the determination to
detain or continue the detention of the child but also the location of detention.” (10)

“The separate choice as to a particular place of detention need not turn on such a finding as to the place of
detention.” (13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



S.M. was alleged to have committed delinquent acts of theft and shoplifting. After initially being released, she
repeatedly absconded and was returned to custody. On May 30, 2025, after reports of insubordination and
leaving the Youth Shelter House during the night, the Superior Court ordered her detention location changed to
the more restrictive Youth Services Center.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

S.M. was detained pending resolution of delinquency allegations and was subsequently moved among detention
locations after repeated absconding. The Superior Court ordered on May 30, 2025, that she be moved from the
Youth Shelter House to the Youth Services Center. The District of Columbia Court of Appeals affirmed by
emergency judgment order, then granted rehearing in part after S.M. was released and the District argued that the
appeal was moot. The court retained the appeal to address recurring issues concerning emergency appellate
jurisdiction and the statutory standards governing detention placement, while vacating case-specific
determinations from the prior order.
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