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Other solutions could include providing transportation vouchers to children who
qualify for assistance to help defray the cost of transportation to visit their incar-
cerated parent.

4. Easing Parent-Child Visitation and Contact

However, even families who are able to make the trip may face a multitude
of barriers. The physical separation and distance from home may be exacerbated
by visitation facilities that often were not constructed to facilitate relations be-
tween parents and children.’'' Currently, therefore, the fact of being imprisoned
alone makes it difficult to parent a child and can precipitate a finding of ne-
glect.>'? Prisons are free to impose restrictions on visitors that may prohibit or
severely limit the interactions between parent and child.*"* For example, in
Overton v. Bazzetta, the Supreme Court upheld Michigan Department of Correc-
tions regulations requiring children visiting the prison to be accompanied by a
family member or legal guardian and prohibiting visits between children and
parents after parental rights had been terminated.*'* The Court similarly upheld a
challenge to the bar on visitors for prisoners who committed multiple substance-
abuse violations.*"® Despite the argument that the restrictions violated substan-
tive due process and the First Amendment right of association, the Court rea-
soned in Overfon that the regulations were rationally related to a legitimate pe-
nological goal of maintaining internal prison safety and protecting child visitors
from exposure to misconduct or injury.’'® A state department of corrections,
therefore, has wide discretion to impose visitation restrictions on prisoners even
if those restrictions make maintaining a parent-child bond difficult. For individ-
ual prisoners and their children, therefore, increasing restrictions on visitation

INMATES 35-36 (2006), available at http://www.cor.state.pa.us (type “friends and family”
into the search box and click on the first result) (describing Pennsylvania’s transportation
program to help families visit people in prison at lower cost than that of commercial carri-
ers).

311.  Arditti, supra note 24, at 116; Travis, supra note 10, at 36-37. Cf. Krupat, supra note 9, at 42
(discussing enhanced visiting programs in New York, Tennessee, Arkansas, and California).

312. Travis, supra note 10, at 35-36, 38 (noting the difficulties in maintaining parent-child contact
when a parent is imprisoned); Johnston & Gabel, supra note 26, at 8, 16-18 (noting that re-
ports cite transportation, opposition from custodial mothers, the restriction of prison tele-
phone privileges, the construction of women’s prisons in rural areas, and lack of financial
support as reasons for the difficulty in maintaining a parent-child relationship). Ellen Barry
reports that “[i]n the vast majority of cases, incarcerated parents have not had their children
removed from their care because of [direct] abuse or neglect, but simply because they are
unable to care for their children due to the fact of their incarceration.” Barry, supra note 67,
at 148-49, 184.

313. BERNSTEIN, supra note 1, at 78-81 (noting obstacles to maintaining a parent-child relation-
ship when a parent is imprisoned, including bulletproof glass separating child visitors from
their parents, long lines and waits, lengthy and cumbersome pre-approval processes, dress
codes, and humiliating screenings).

314. Overton v. Bazzetta, 539 U.S. 126, 129-30, 133 (2003).

315. Id at134.

316. Id.at133.
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may often appear arbitrary and perhaps capricious.*"”

In fact, researchers have noted that there appears to be an increase in the
number of restrictions placed on prison visits.>*® In one example, Bernstein notes
the reduction in the number of calls a prisoner may make per month, the imposi-
tion of greater limitations on the length of the calls, and a reduction in the num-
ber of visiting days provided at the prison each week.>'® Further reducing the
ease with which prisoners can maintain contact with their children in Bernstein’s
example, “incarcerated minors are not allowed to write to, or receive letters
from, adult prisoners, even if those prisoners are their parents.”*?° Easing visita-
tion restrictions seems relevant to reducing terminations in states in which courts
may weigh incarceration as a factor in deciding whether to terminate rights and
in determining whether the parent has “abandoned” their child.

Improving prison visiting facilities and making them more family friendly
might also improve parent-child communication. Some human development
theorists suggest that individuals are influenced by the context in which their ex-
periences occur.’*! Ecological theories of development indicate that the visiting
room is a ““portal’ by which the family is impacted by incarceration.”*** Accord-
ing to one researcher:

Families are influenced not only by the actual process of talking with and see-

ing their incarcerated family member, but also via their interactions with cor-

rections staff, their interactions with other families that are waiting to visit, and

their experience relative to the environmental conditions and policies con-
. . .33

nected to a particular jail setting.

Under this view, “an ecological framework recognizes that the non-
incarcerated parent and child are embedded in a broader sociocultural network
that stigmatizes involvement in the criminal justice system.”*** Joyce Arditti, an
expert on ecological theories of development, conducted a qualitative study of
local jails in Virginia. The study of family visiting at correctional facilities re-
vealed that the visiting facilities do not support families®*> and found problems
with the lack of privacy, long waits, short visits,**® dirty and poorly maintained

317. See BERNSTEIN, supra note 1, at 39.

318. See id., at 39 (noting stricter restrictions on every form of communication including number
of cell phone photos and phone calls).

319. Id

320. [d at74.

321. Arditti, supra note 24, at 116.

322, Id at116.

323, Id

324. Id; see also Block & Potthast, supra note 33, at 566 (“[S]tandard visiting practices in most
prisons exacerbate the anxieties experienced by incarcerated parents and their young chil-
dren. . . . Typical visiting rooms are uncomfortable.”).

325.  Arditti, supra note 24, at 119.

326. Id at123.
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facilities,””” as well as harsh and disrespectful treatment by jail staff.*®® Arditti
concluded that the conditions observed through her study are “an ‘ecological
nightmare’ in terms of its potential developmental impact.”*%

Arditti suggests a number of reforms including on-site services for families
to help with children’s developmental needs, providing play areas for children,
and a “child friendly” environment.**" Developing visiting areas that encourage
visitation might ease the strain on the parent-child relationship created by incar-
ceration. Arditti also recommends reforms related to providing support, therapy,
and counseling to families and children.*®' She notes the “ambiguous grief”
caused by having a loved one incarcerated and the need for the criminal justice
system to recognize and assist families with the grief and stigma associated with
having a loved one imprisoned.332 She and other researchers analogize the ex-
perience to the loss experienced as a result of the death of a loved one.””* How-
ever, the grief is complicated by the stigma associated with a criminal convic-
tion. Finally, Arditti suggests creating partnerships between corrections
departments and child welfare agencies and universities.>>* She sees these part-
nerships as a way to improve support for families, encourage scholarly research
of visiting conditions, and increase connections between the incarcerated and the
greater surrounding communities.>>> In fact, one of the most common criticisms
of the current parental incarceration regime is the lack of coordination between
criminal justice and welfare agencies.”® This is of particular concern to parents
whose children are in state care while they are incarcerated since the operation of
the ASFA can result in the termination of parental rights under the timetable.

In addition to these factors, researcher Nell Bernstein raises another layer
to the discomfort faced by children visiting their incarcerated parents.”®” She
points to the racial disparities faced by many children visiting incarcerated par-
ents*>® and notes the disproportionate number of African-American children with

327. Id at126.

328. Id at126-28.

329. Id at133.

330. /d.; Murray & Farrington similarly suggest that outcomes for children of incarcerated parents
might be improved by more “liberal prison policies.” Murray & Farrington, supra note 9, at
185-86, 188.

331. Arditti, supra note 24, at 134.

332, Idatll7,134.

333. Id; Joyce A. Arditti et al., Saturday Morning at the Jail: Implications of Incarceration for
Families and Children, 52 FAM. REL. 195, 196 (2003).

334, Id at135.

335. Id. (noting “Outreach scholarship within jail and prison settings could potentially enhance
the ecology of visiting at correctional facilities by virtue of the research activity itself and the
fact that someone outside the system is ‘showing up,” providing much needed social valida-
tion.”).

336. Genty, Collateral Consequence, supra note 8, at 1682 (noting several commentators have
discussed the critical need of criminal justice and child welfare systems to work together).

337. BERNSTEIN, supra note 1, at 60-61.

338. 1d
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incarcerated parents often means that these children are visiting their parents in
settings in which the majority of inmates and visitors are African American,
while the geographic location of many prisons means that the majority of the
guards are white.*® How the children perceive this setting and the impact on
their development raises concerns and may explain a reluctance to visit.**

Facilitating visits and other forms of contact from prison would make it
more difficult for “non-contact” or “abandonment” to be a basis for parental ter-
minations. Moreover, the children and the inmates appear to benefit from ongo-
ing contact.>*! Parent-child contact reduces many of the ill effects on children of
parental incarceration and has been shown to improve inmate behavior and re-
duce recidivism.*** There are a number of ways in which the visitation experi-
ence could be improved and the parent-child bond strengthened in ways to facili-
tate their relationship and avoid findings of neglect due to imprisonment.>*
Federal and state funds should be provided to improve visiting rooms and parent-
child communications. For example, prisons could set aside child friendly rooms
in which parent-child visits can occur.>* A Fort Worth, Texas, program provides
a playroom, parenting classes, and play therapy groups for inmates and their
children that are held away from the prison. Prison staff reported that “the par-
enting programs improved inmate relations with their families and enhanced in-
mate’s self-esteem, thus preparing them to rejoin their families after release.”**
Other prisons have permitted Girl Scout programs for female parents in prison as
a means of facilitating daughter-parent relationships.*® Still others have success-
fully instituted “webcam” technology that permits inmates and their families to
engage in virtual visitation.>*’

339. Id

340. See Arditti, supra note 24, at 133 (quoting a 2000 study by the Legal Aid Society of New
York: “[V]isiting in prison is not pleasant for children because of security arrangements and
the . . . grim physical setting of prison rooms.”).

341. Katz, supranote 291, at 37, 41.

342. Barry, supra note 67, at 150 (“Experts have concluded that visitation helps children adjust to
parental incarceration . . . and that this consistent parent-child contact is critical for long-term
healthy child development.”).

343. Block & Potthast, supra note 33, at 562; Miller, supra note 34, at 479. Miller found that
more than twenty states have the Girl Scouts program. Id.

344. See generally Kerry Kazura & Kristina Toth, Playrooms in Prison: Helping Offenders Con-
nect  with their Children, CORRECTIONS  TopbAay  (Dec. 1, 2004),
http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-18300046_ITM; Sametz, supra
note 22, at 301; Block & Potthast, supra note 33, at 562-563.

345. Landreth & Lobaugh, supra note 27, at 158.

346. Block & Potthast, supra note 33, at 563-64. Girl Scout Beyond Bars programs can be found
in at least 12 states. A review of the Maryland program found an increase in prison visits, an
improvement in the mother-daughter bond, and improved communication between parent
and child. /d. at 563, 568; Miller, supra note 34, at 479-80. Miller states that over 20 states
have the Girl Scouts program. See also Krupat, supra note 9, at 41-42.

347. Virtual visitation is also increasingly being used in divorced families. See, e.g., David Welsh,
Virtual Parents: How Virtual Visitation Legislation is Shaping the Future of Custody Law,
11 J.L. & FAM. STUD. 215, 215-16 (2008); Teresa Baldas, Virtual Visitation Wins Approval
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5. Lowering Financial Barriers to Maintaining Contact

In addition to the physical space, another barrier to maintaining parental
ties is the high cost of keeping in touch. State prison systems usually have
phones that only allow collect calls and give the state a commission.>*® Tele-
phone calls from the facilities can cost up to six times more than the market
rate.** By contrast, federal prisons use a less expensive debit-calling system that
allows inmates to use money in controlled accounts to place monitored calls to a
limited group of phone numbers. Politicians have gotten involved in the issue of
inequitable telephone charges from prison and have proposed a bill that would
provide funding to subsidize telephone contact between prisoners and their chil-
dren.”*® Others have focused on investigating the reasons for inflated costs and
have been working toward reducing these costs.”>' For example, Representative
Bobby Rush introduced a bill that would have required the FCC to set fair rates
for interstate phone calls made from prison and would prohibit the payment of
commissions to correctional facility administrators by telephone service provid-
ers.”> Unfortunately, the bill appears to be stalled in committee. As a result,

in Sixth State, N.Y.L.J., Aug. 26, 2009 (identifying Illinois, Florida, North Carolina, Texas,
Utah, and Wisconsin as states that permit virtual visitation in divorced families).

348. BERNSTEIN, supra note 1, at 86.

349. Bermnstein asserts that the cost of collect calls from prison is “as much as twenty times that of
standard collect calls” in an arrangement that provides large profits for states as well as the
phone companies. /d. Some families have successfully sued to obtain compensation for ex-
orbitant telephone fees. See, e.g., Zachary R. Dowdy, Families of Prisoners Sue State Over
Phone  Charges, NEWSDAY,  Oct. 12, 2009, at Al6, available at
http://www.newsday.com/news/region-state/families-of-prisoners-sue-state-over-phone-
charges-1.1519293.

350. Id; Keeping in Touch with a Parent in Prison, N.Y. TIMES (Jan. 14, 2006),
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/01/14/ [hereinafter Keeping In Touch).

351. See Nicholas H. Weil, Dialing While Incarcerated: Calling For Uniformity Among Prison
Telephone Regulations, 19 J.L. & POL’Y 427 (2005).

352. HR. 1133, 111th Cong. (2009), available at
http://thomas.loc.gov/home/LegislativeData.php?&n=BSS&c=111 (search for “Family Tele-
phone Connection Protection Act of 2009” and choose “Text of Legislation”). The bill was
introduced in the House on February 23, 2009 and referred to committee. /d. The bill in-
cludes in its findings that, inter alia, the “telephone is the primary method by which individu-
als correspond and maintain contact with family members who are incarcerated in correc-
tional institutions,” the “rates for calls from correctional institutions are some of the highest
rates in the United States,” that “[i]t is clear from various studies that maintaining frequent
and meaningful communications between people who are incarcerated and family members
is key to the successful social reintegration of formerly incarcerated individuals. Such con-
tact reduces recidivism and facilitates rehabilitation, which in turn reduces crime and the fu-
ture costs of imprisonment,” and “[f]requent communications between incarcerated persons
and family members is burdened, and in some cases, prevented, by excessive inmate tele-.
phone service rates. Excessive inmate telephone service rates thus weaken the family and
community ties that are necessary for successful reentry into society by persons who were
formerly incarcerated and the reduction in crime resulting from successful reentry.” Id.; see
also Keeping in Touch, supra note 350. Advocacy groups continue to work on the issue. See,
e.g., MEDIA JUSTICE FUND OF THE FUNDING EXCHANGE REPORT, CRIMINAL CHARGES:
EXCESSIVE PRISON PHONE RATES TAKE A TOLL ON INNOCENT FAMILIES (2009), available
at http://www fex.org/assets/395_mjfprisonphonesfinal.pdf.
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there has been little movement towards making telephone contact less expensive
and more accessible.

6. Offering Educational Opportunities for Parents and Families

Providing counseling and information may also help parents maintain a
connection with their children and may increase the quality of parenting.**?
Many parents who are incarcerated may not understand the impact their sentence
may have on their rights or obligations as parents and that they are required to
financially support their children despite their incarceration.”>* Moreover, they
may be unaware of how to go about fulfilling their role as parents and the re-
sources that are available to them. In response to these concems, a report re-
leased in June 2006 proposed that New York judges be required to advise crimi-
nal defendants of the civil consequences of pleading guilty.355

Families entangled in the criminal justice system would also benefit from
parenting education programs,*> but they are almost nonexistent despite the fact
that the few programs that have been implemented “to address family issues and
provide parent training for incarcerated parents and their families have demon-

strated the benefits of such interventions.”>’ According to Landreth and Lo-
baugh:

Although the number of training programs for incarcerated parents reported in
the literature is limited, the long-range impact of such programs seems to be
substantial. . . . [and] family ties and parent training while the parent is in
prison have a direct and positive correlation with parole success . . . [therefore]
the maintenance of strong family ties with an incarcerated parent is positively
related to healthy family functioning once the inmate is released.**®

Landreth and Lobaugh note that “having a strong family relationship to re-
turn to has been highly associated with rehabilitation, successful release from
prison, and lower recidivism rates.”** Dr. Sametz suggests that “[t]he focus of

353, Kathryn L. Modecki & Melvin N. Wilson, Associations Between Individual and Family
Level Characteristics and Parenting Practices in Incarcerated African American Fathers, 18
J. CHILD FAM. STUD. 530, 538 (2009).

354, Parents are still expected to maintain contact with their children and provide child support.
See Travis, supra note 10, at 39.

355. John Caher, Bar Mulls Civil Effects of Criminal Convictions, N.Y.L.J., June 22, 2006. The
report recommends encouraging contact between parents and children during periods of in-
carceration. The article also notes that the ABA is calling for codification of collateral con-
sequences to make sure defendants are aware of these sanctions. /d.

356. Sametz, supra note 22, at 300; Murray & Farrington, supra note 9, at 188-89.

357. Landreth & Lobaugh, supra note 27, at 158.

358. Id

359. Id.; see Harrison, supra note 27, at 589. Several programs are available to incarcerated par-
ents across the country including programs in New York and Minnesota. For a description of
the parental education and child-centered visiting room in the upstate New York prison, Sing
Sing, see BERNSTEIN, supra note 1, at 96-107; see also Lynda Ferro, Programs for Children
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this reform is not on a total revamping of the rehabilitation process . . . but on
helping the incarcerated mother cope with her separation from her children, fa-
cilitating her acquisition of parental skills, and providing counseling services.”**

Given the right environment and sufficient programming, incarcerated in-
dividuals may actually thrive in their role as parents. Professor Luke proposes
that “time spent in prison may actually improve an inmate mother’s parenting
ability and relationships with her child.”*®" Indeed, “[t]he circumstances of in-
carceration may give these women time for introspection.””® Luke provides an
example of a parenting program in a women’s prison in Shakopee, Minnesota.’®
The prison provides a child friendly facility, parenting programs, an overnight
visitation program for children under age twelve, and a special visitation pro-
gram for teens.*** Corrections officers reported that the classes are “very popular
with inmates and are consistently among the first classes to fill.”**®

with Incarcerated Parents, MICHIGAN FAMILY IMPACT SEMINARS,
http://www .familyimpactseminars.org/s_mifis05¢06.pdf. The Bedford Hills Correctional Fa-
cility allows overnight and summer visits for older children. The program was founded in
1901, is funded by the Department of Correctional Services, and run by Catholic Charities.
The center is open all year and has a playroom where children can visit with parents. The
Bedford Center provides one of the most comprehensive set of programs available for the
children of incarcerated parents. Services include: bilingual parenting, holiday activities, in-
fant day care, parenting and prenatal classes, a transportation program for caregivers and
children, and a nursery where mothers can be with their children for up to one year. /d. at 27,
30. The Nebraska Correctional Center for Women also has a nursery program that allows
mothers to keep infants near them while they are incarcerated. /d. at 29; Dave Ghose, Nurs-
ery Program Aids Jailed Moms in Four States, STATELINE (Sept. 14, 2002),
http://www stateline.org/live/ViewPage.action?siteNodeld=136&languageld=1&contentld=1
4972. For information on Minnesota, see Cecilia Hughes, Volunteers Of America of Minne-
sota: Family Treatment Program’s Prison Visitation and Transportation Program, CW360:
A COMPREHENSIVE LOOK AT A CHILD WELFARE ISSUE, Spring 2008, at 27, 27, available at
http://www.cehd.umn.edu/ssw/cascw/attributes/PDF/publications/CW360.pdf. The Volun-
teers of America of Minnesota Prison Visitation Program services mothers incarcerated at
the Pekin Federal Prison in [llinois by allowing mothers with limited financial resources to
visit with their children who reside in Minnesota. The program is need-based and a federal
court determines eligibility. The program allows for quarterly visits of mother and child as
well as support meetings before and after each visit. The trips are always for a weekend, and
visitation occurs on Friday night, all day Saturday, and part of Sunday. /d.

360. Sametz, supra note 22, at 302.

361. Luke, supranote 31, at 936.

362. Id

363. Id at936-42.

364. Id. at936-37.

365. Id. at 936-38. Some studies have also been conducted on the benefits of providing therapy
for children whose parents are incarcerated. See, e.g., Julie Pochlmann et al, Children’s
Contact with Their Incarcerated Parents: Research, Findings, and Recommendations, 65
AMER. PSYCH. 575, 594 (2010) (discussing the importance of psychologists as instrumental
in preparing a child to deal with visiting a parent in prison). Some material has been devel-
oped to help young children deal with the trauma of an imprisoned parent. See, e.g.,
REBECCA M. YAFFE & LONNIE F. HOADE, WHEN A PARENT GOES TO JAIL: A
COMPREHENSIVE GUIDE FOR COUNSELING CHILDREN OF INCARCERATED PARENTS (2000)
(providing a guide for young children about dealing with the arrest and incarceration of a
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7. Creating Programs for Children and Caretakers

Providing support for children whose parents are incarcerated may also
help ease some of the ill effects of parental incarceration.>®® In recognition of the
importance of the issue, the United States government has allocated significant
grant funding for programs to encourage mentoring of children with parents in
prison.367 While a mentoring system has advantages, mentors can certainly not
take the place of parents.

Finally, states should provide greater, more consistent support to the care-
takers of children of imprisoned parents.**® The children of incarcerated parents
often end up being cared for by grandparents, who can face significant chal-
lenges rearing children and helping them cope with the effects of their parent’s
incarceration.® Therefore, it is not surprising that caregivers for children whose
mothers are incarcerated report that they experience serious financial stress.””
Caregivers are concerned about how, given limited time and financial resources,
they can help to maintain the ties between child and incarcerated parent.371 With
additional support, relatives would be better able to afford to support these chil-
dren, rely less on state-based care, and avoid the impact of the ASFA goals and
timetables. Without making greater and more consisient efforts to bridge the gap
between incarcerated parent and child and concerted efforts to preserve these
families, termination of parental rights of imprisoned parents remains problem-
atic.

366. This Article does not address the additional problem raised by incarcerated parents who vol-
untarily relinquish their parental rights when incarcerated and the extent to which that might
be a result of the lack of support to help them maintain their parent-child relationships. See,
e.g., Heather Britton, Standing in the Wake of In Re Cesar L: The Effect on Parents’ Rights
After Termination, 19 GEO. MASON U. CIV. RTS. L.J. 663, 674-75 (2009).

367. The Family & Youth Services Bureau of the United States Department of Health & Human
Services provides federal funding for Mentoring Children of Prisoners Programs. Family and
Youth Services Bureau, Mentoring Children of Prisoners, U.S. DEP’T OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/fysb/content/programs/mcp.htm (last
visited Dec. 15, 2010). Some programs are geared toward prisoners’ children; others are
more generally focused on mentoring at risk youth. See, e.g., CHILDREN OF PROMISE, NYC,
www.childrenofpromisenyc.org (last visited Dec. 15, 2010) (describing organization that
provides mentoring, academic enrichment, recreational activities and therapeutic services for
children with a parent in prison as well as services for the child’s caregiver); FOUNDATION
FOR SECOND CHANCES, http://www.ffscinc.org (last visited Dec. 15, 2010) (describing or-
ganization that provides mentoring and teen programs); BIG BROTHERS BIG SISTERS,
http://www.bbbs.org (last visited Dec. 15, 2010) (describing mentoring programs throughout
the country).

368. Murray & Farrington, supra note 9, at 187-89 (offering state strategies to support caretakers
of children of incarcerated parents to prevent adverse outcomes for said children).

369. BERNSTEIN, supra note 1, at 110.

370. Id. at 115-16; BAUNACH, supra note 61, at 33, 38-39; Arditti, supra note 333, at 199-200,
201.

371. Loper, supra note 59, at 84 (citing Arditti, supra note 333).
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CONCLUSION

The current approach to parental terminations, which permits courts to
weigh incarceration as a factor, fails to adequately address the needs of families
and communities.>’> Given the strength of the predictive nature of parental in-
carceration as a risk factor for children, it is clear that greater attention needs to
be paid to how to improve and facilitate these parent-child relationships when it
is appropriate to do s0.°™ Incarceration should not be a proxy for or a factor in
assessing parental fitness. Removing parental incarceration as a factor would still
provide opportunities for states to protect children from harm while preserving
parental bonds. Children deserve a more searching inquiry into their family con-
text and greater access to resources. Rethinking ways in which current ideologies
about family adversely affect the poor, people of color, and the incarcerated is
warranted. These families are worth preserving not only because of the constitu-
tional rights that may be at issue but because in many cases parents, the children,
and their communities would benefit from maintaining these ties. Terminating
parental rights is often the wrong solution to a complex set of problems; given
increased parental incarceration, it is paramount that further efforts to maintain
family connections be taken. Parental terminations and hoped-for adoptions are
not adequate solutions to the myriad problems that plague these families, these
communities, and an underfunded child welfare system. In one account, a child
whose father is serving a life sentence states: ““Many people think we’re doing a
service to children, when a parent is doing life, in having them sever contact. . . .
But as children, we understand who we are as human beings by understanding
who our parents are.”?™

372. High rates of incarceration likely decrease public safety in communities. Clear, supra note
30, at 102.

373. See BAUNACH, supra note 61, at 5.

374. BERNSTEIN, supra note 1, at 95.



