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These risks—and the 
consequences that have 
already manifested for women 
subjected to mixed-sex prison 
environments—are known, but 
are being deliberately ignored in 
deference to laws and policies 
that marginalize incarcerated 
women and silence concerns 
about their safety.
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“Women’s safety, their mental  
health, overall well-being, 
everything has been 
compromised.”
Amie Ichikawa | Former Inmate and 
Independent Women Ambassador
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FOREWARD
As a formerly incarcerated woman, and an advocate for my sisters inside, I write this foreword 
with a sense of urgency and responsibility. The Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) was enacted 
with good intent: to protect the dignity, safety, and human rights of the incarcerated. But in 
practice, it has forgotten women, often incarcerated after years of sexual abuse and violence. 

Women must already hurdle cultural indifference and a lack of accountability to find safety 
from sexual violence in prison. Their challenges have been exacerbated by federal and state 
policies that forcibly house men inside women’s prisons, and censor their complaints. As 
someone who has been in prison, I know firsthand the challenges women face—both as victims 
and as nervous warriors navigating a search for help.

As you review this report, remember who hangs in the balance: women whose lives have been 
full of suffering, and who are mothers, daughters, sisters, wives, and now my family. 

Think of Alissa Kamholz, a survivor of child sex trafficking who was given to her stepfather 
and his biker gang as a wedding present by her mother. Like many incarcerated women, prison 
was her last safe place. She is now surrounded by men, some of whom strongly resemble her 
abusers, and have long histories of violence against women. In fact, a man who is affiliated 
with the same gang as her childhood abusers was placed in her cell. This individual exposed 
himself to her cellmates and punched a woman in the face in their unit. The staff response 
was to move the individual to an honor dorm, in a cell with his girlfriend. This proximity 
has eliminated any chances of Alissa rehabilitating or attaining a livable standard of mental 
health. No one can heal in a permanent state of hypervigilance.

For every woman forced into silence, let this report restore her voice. For every woman who 
fears retaliation for speaking out, let these recommendations pave the way for her safety and 
well-being. And for every woman who dreams of a future beyond the confines of prison walls, 
let this moment mark a step closer to making her future one of dignity and hope.

Amie Ichikawa
Founder, Women II Women 
Ambassador, Independent Women
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The state of California spent 
$4 million of taxpayer money 
between 2017 and 2023 on sex-
trait modification procedures 
for trans-identifying male 
inmates, including breast 
implants, laser hair removal, and 
facial feminization surgeries, 
per records obtained by the 
Washington Free Beacon. 
Of this $4 million in taxpayer 
funding, $2.5 million went 
to vaginoplasties alone. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In recent years, state and federal policies have increasingly permitted or required male 
inmates, often with histories of violent or sexual offenses, to be transferred to women’s 
facilities based on self-declared gender identity. These practices ignore biological differences 
and the safety of female inmates, many of whom are survivors of sexual violence. Studies 
reveal alarming statistics: male inmates identifying as women are disproportionately 
likely to have committed sexual offenses, and incarcerated women face heightened risks of 
harassment and assault under these policies.*

This report explores the dubious legal foundations of these practices, including 
interpretations of the Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA), the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA), and the Equal Protection Clause. These laws have been contorted to prioritize 
the comfort of trans-identifying inmates at the expense of women’s safety, dignity, and 
constitutional rights. Female inmates are left vulnerable in intimate spaces, subject to 
indignities such as invasive searches and compelled speech, and denied the protective 
environment single-sex prisons were designed to provide.

The report calls for decisive action through policy and legal reforms, including:

X  Amending PREA regulations to prevent gender identity-based transfers to 
women’s prisons.

X  Clarifying that the ADA does not mandate “transition” services or mixed-sex 
housing.

X  Protecting incarcerated women’s rights to report abuse without retaliation or 
erasure of their claims.

X  Eliminating reliance on activist medical guidelines, such as those from WPATH, 
which lack scientific consensus.

X Tying federal prison funding to policies that prioritize safety for female inmates.

Ultimately, this report aims to restore fairness, uphold constitutional protections, and 
prioritize the safety and dignity of incarcerated women in the face of dangerous and 
ideologically driven policies.

*  This report refers to woman as an adult human of the female sex and man as an adult human of the male sex. 
To the extent this requires further definition, a female is an individual who has, had, or will have through the 
course of normal development (or would have but for a developmental anomaly, genetic anomaly, or accident) 
the reproductive system that at some point produces ova. A male is an individual who has, had, or will have 
through the course of normal development (or would have but for a developmental anomaly, genetic anomaly, 
or accident) the reproductive system that at some point produces sperm.
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“In January 2023, I was sexually 
assaulted by a ‘transgender 
woman’ that was physically 
intact, so didn’t have SRS 
[sexual reassignment surgery]... 
It was terrifying, and disgusting, 
because I knew there was 
nothing I could do.” 
Dana Gray | Current Inmate 
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INTRODUCTION
Across the country, government officials are knowingly and willingly placing biologically male 
inmates into women’s prisons on the basis of “gender identity.” Men who claim they identify 
as women are increasingly allowed into women’s prisons, leaving incarcerated women unable 
to avoid what are often dangerous situations with men in their proximity, including in living 
arrangements, showers, toilets, and other intimate spaces. 

This unsettling treatment of women stems from the progressive idea that sex—i.e., male 
or female—is an oppressive category. For progressives, the goal is not to achieve equality 
between the sexes but to transcend sex altogether by eliminating the concept of sex and 
replacing it with “gender identity.” But far from decreasing oppression or increasing well-
being, the prison context clearly illustrates that the cultural phenomenon of gender identity 
has painful consequences for the most vulnerable who cannot afford to entertain the idea 
that there are no innate differences between the sexes. Housing men—many of them with 
fully intact male genitalia and with criminal histories that include sexual convictions—in 
women’s prisons is a clear danger to the safety and dignity of female inmates. 

Americans generally agree that incarcerating 
trans-identifying men alongside women in 
intimate and vulnerable spaces is bad policy. 
When asked if male criminals should be able 
to serve their sentences in women’s prisons, 
77% of American voters polled responded 
“no.”1 Policymakers have not listened.

This report examines federal and state law, 
including administrative and court-created 
policies, that push trans-identifying men 
into women’s prisons. It then presents legal 
concerns with treating males as women 
in prisons. Finally, it offers specific policy 
recommendations to restore equality for 
incarcerated women. 

Percentage of American Voters Who Said 
Male Criminals Should Not Be Able to Serve 

Their Sentences in Women’s Prisons

77%
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“They’re very honest once 
they get here. They’ll say, ‘I’ve 
been down all this time. I’ve 
exhausted all my appeals. I’m 
never going home,’ and excuse 
my language, but they say ‘We 
just want pussy.’ And so that’s 
what we’ve been dealing with. 
I came home from my job and 
one of the men was in my room.”
Alissa Kamholz | Current Inmate
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THE RISKS ARE OBVIOUS

Male Inmates Threaten the Safety of Women
Among the many biological differences between men and women is the propensity and 
physical ability to commit crimes. Men have higher testosterone levels than women, and 
testosterone is the chemical that activates the parts of the brain that produce aggression.2 
Males commit the overwhelming majority of crimes, particularly violent crimes, in the United 
States.3 For example, men make up 88% of arrests for murder and manslaughter, and 97% of 
those arrested for rape. The only crime arrests recorded by the FBI for which women make 
up a majority are in prostitution.4

As of October 6, 2024, there are currently 1,487 
incarcerated men who identify as women in 
federal prisons.5 Because women make up a small 
percentage of federal inmates overall, if all of 
these trans-identifying inmates were transferred 
to women’s prisons, they would represent around 
15% of the population, practically ensuring that 
most female prisoners would have some contact, whether in housing or shared facilities such 
as showers, with a male. The rest of the United States’ approximately 1.9 million-person prison 
population, also split about 90-10 male to female, is incarcerated in local or state facilities.6

Transferring Trans-Identifying Men to Women’s Prisons 
Harms Women
“The segregation of inmates by sex is unquestionably constitutional,” as the opinion in 
Women Prisoners of D.C. Department of Corrections v. District of Columbia states.7 That is 
because single-sex prisons do not discriminate on the basis of sex, but merely account for 
innate biological differences between the sexes. Even if differential treatment constituted 
sex discrimination, single-sex prisons would be legal, as they serve an important government 
interest to keep female inmates safe from sex-based violence, as well as general violence, 
from stronger and more violent male prisoners. 

The only question is whether trans-identifying men should be viewed as something other 
than male when it comes to risks for women. The facts are clear: They should not.

First, most of the laws and policies allowing male transfers to women’s prisons do not require 
that those males take cross-sex hormones or receive sex-trait modification surgeries, which 
means that men with male testosterone levels and fully intact male genitalia can share 
women’s prison spaces. Moreover, there is no evidence that hormones or surgery can eliminate, 

of female inmates 
have been victims 
of either violence 
or sexual abuse, 
most often at the 

hands of men

86%
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or even minimize, factors leading to heightened criminality in males. A Swedish longitudinal 
study following trans-identifying males with and without various medical interventions 
found that they retained “a male pattern regarding criminality” regardless of intervention.8 

Additionally, a disproportionately large percentage of trans-identifying male inmates looking to 
transfer to women’s prisons have past sex offenses on their records. In California, for example, 
more than a third of the male inmates requesting transfer are registered sex offenders.9 
Nationwide, the Bureau of Federal Prisons acknowledges that nearly half of the trans-identifying male 
prisoners have sex convictions, compared to just under 12% of the general male prison population.10

On the other side of the sex equation, 
the incarcerated female population 
has an extremely high rate of past sex 
victimization. Up to 86% of female inmates 
have been victims of either violence or 
sexual abuse, most often at the hands of 
men.11 Many women serving time for violent 
crimes committed those crimes while in 
abusive relationships.12 The absence of a 
single-sex environment may be particularly 
difficult for these women, and make 
rehabilitation or good behavior less likely.

Since the state has begun allowing trans-
identifying men into women’s prisons, 
reports of both consensual sexual activity 
(illegal in prison) and sexual harassment 
and assault have been steadily rising. 

In addition to the obvious sexual abuse risks, other consequences of introducing men into a 
single-sex female prison have been documented by a report on male transfers into women’s 
prisons in California. Male prisons are generally higher-security and must use harsher 
tactics to prevent and quell frequent violence between inmates. When a man is introduced 
into a women’s prison, the situation often requires management closer to that in male 
prisons, which means all female prisoners are subject to restrictions on movement, more 
invasive bodily searches, and other previously unnecessary indignities.13 Perhaps because of 
these additional invasive measures, the report also documents a spike in female prisoners 
reporting that these living conditions triggered in them past trauma and abuse. 

While the California legislators who passed SB 132 and allowed men to transfer to women’s 
prisons rhetorically minimized the risk male inmates present to incarcerated women, their 
legislative record suggests they know the truth: California mandates condom vending 
machines be placed in women’s prisons.14
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CURRENT STATE OF LAW AND 
POLICY REGARDING MALES IN 
WOMEN’S FEDERAL PRISONS

The Prison Rape Elimination Act Has Been  
Transformed by Regulation
In 2003, Congress responded to a perceived crisis in prison safety, especially with regard to 
sexual violence in prisons, by passing the Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA).15 The PREA 
was an attempt to hold prison officials responsible for protecting prisoners of both sexes 
from rape and other sexual violence while they paid their debts to society. 

However well-intentioned the act, it has largely 
failed in its goal of preventing prison rape and 
holding perpetrators accountable, according to a 
bipartisan December 2022 report from the Senate 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations.16 The 
Subcommittee concluded that the Federal Bureau 
of Prisons (BOP) “failed to detect or prevent 
sexual abuse of incarcerated women by male BOP 
employees. The agency’s poor implementation 
of the audit program and reporting mechanisms 
required by PREA allowed serious, repeated sexual 
abuse in at least four facilities to go undetected. 
BOP’s internal affairs practices have failed to hold 
employees accountable, and multiple admitted 
sexual abusers were not criminally prosecuted as a 
result. Further, for a decade, BOP failed to respond 
to this abuse or implement agency-wide reforms.”

The PREA requires the Bureau of Justice Statistics to conduct an annual study, based on at 
least 10% of federal, state, and county prisons, about the rate and effects of prison rape.17 The 
Review Panel on Prison Rape conducts annual public hearings, comparing the three prisons 
with the most prison rape with the two prisons with the least, to understand who commits 
prison rape, who is victimized by prison rape, and how prisons can improve.18 

Additionally, the PREA established a National Prison Rape Reduction Commission, which 
recommends national standards for the “detection, prevention, reduction, and punishment” 
of prison rape. The Attorney General, within one year of receiving the Commission’s report, 

Concerningly, in 
evaluating the risk 

of victimization, 
this assessment 
does not require 

evaluation of sex, 
meaning the male 
risk to females is 

not part of the risk 
assessment process. 
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had to establish a final rule. The Commission’s report was finalized in 2009, which meant that 
it was sent to Attorney General Eric Holder in the Obama administration. In 2012, the Obama-
era Department of Justice finally released a final rule for the prevention of prison rape.19 

These Obama-era regulations require the agency to screen incoming inmates for their risk 
of being sexually abused by other inmates or sexually abusive toward other inmates.20 In 
particular, the regulations require prison officials to consider “whether the inmate is or is 
perceived to be gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, intersex, or gender nonconforming,” in 
assessing the inmate’s “risk of sexual victimization” (emphasis added).21 In other words, the 
Obama Department of Justice was concerned that trans-identifying males might be victims of 
abuse in male company. 

The Department of Justice is supposed to 
use risk information to “separat[e] those 
inmates at high risk of being sexually 
victimized from those at high risk of 
being sexually abusive.”22 When it comes 
to housing trans-identifying inmates, the 
Department must consider “the inmate’s 
health and safety, and whether the 
placement would present management 
or security problems” in placing trans-
identifying prisoners (emphasis added).23 

Concerningly, in evaluating the risk of 
victimization, this assessment does not 
require evaluation of sex, meaning the male 

risk to females is not part of the risk assessment process. These “PREA screenings,” instead 
of protecting female inmates from sexual assault, have become a process through which 
incarcerated males gain access to female facilities.

In fact, the Department of Justice has actively encouraged males to live in women’s prisons, 
requiring it as a step prior to sex-trait modification surgeries and hormonal interventions. 
According to the BOP, males must experience “full-time real life experience in their preferred 
gender prior to gender-affirming surgery.”24 The BOP’s chief psychologist says this “full-
time” experience is “best fulfilled by living in a facility consistent with one’s gender identity 
in order to fully experience the full ramifications of adopting the role ultimately, all the 
social roles, expectations and other aspects of being the other gender from which they were 
originally assigned at birth.”25

Moreover, these regulations specifically discourage “dedicated facilities” for “lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, transgender, or intersex” inmates, which could otherwise be a reasonable 
alternative to transferring males to a women’s prison.26

A Third of Trans-Identifying Male 
Inmates Requesting Transfers Are 

Registered Sex Offenders in CA
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While regulations could have been amended by future administrations, they were maintained 
by both the first Trump administration and the Biden-Harris administration.

Department of Justice Policies Prioritize the Comfort of 
Trans-Identifying Males
In President Obama’s final days, the Department of Justice issued Program Statement 
5200.04, Transgender Offender Manual (Jan. 18, 2017).27 The manual permitted “housing by 
gender identity when appropriate,” considering the “inmate’s health and safety, and whether 
the placement would present management or security problems,” in line with the PREA 
regulations. The first Trump administration enforced this manual as-is for more than a year.28

In May 2018, the Trump-era Department of Justice modified the manual to “use biological sex 
as the initial determination” of placement, but ultimately permitted gender identity-based 
placement “in rare cases” after considering other housing options and the inmate’s “progress 
towards transition.”29

In January 2022, the Biden-era Department of 
Justice updated the manual yet again to eliminate 
biological sex as the initial determinant of 
placement in a men’s or women’s prison.30 

Instead, the “Transgender Executive Council,” 
considers factors including the male inmate’s 
“security level, criminal and behavioral/
disciplinary history, current gender expression, 
programming, medical, and mental health needs/
information, vulnerability to sexual victimization, 
and likelihood of perpetrating abuse.” Once in the 
women’s facility, the staff ensures his housing unit 
“does not jeopardize” his “wellbeing.” 

Women’s safety is not a central factor. Instead, in making an initial placement (men’s 
or women’s facility), the Council merely considers “the wellbeing of all inmates,” but 
the primary concern is “mitigating risk” to the trans-identifying inmate. Same with the 
placement in housing units. The staff specifically considers the male’s well-being and 
preferences, and weighs that against general “security concerns.” 

The lopsided decision criteria continue with regard to shower facilities: there, a trans-
identifying male is to be given the option to shower separately and privately if facilities 
allow, while no similar treatment is afforded to female inmates who feel uncomfortable or 
endangered showering with a biological male.

The Obama DHS 
then issued a 

directive in June 
2015 to house 

trans-identifying 
inmates “to ensure 

the detainee’s 
safety,” not to 

ensure the safety 
of women.
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Immigration Detention Centers Also Incorporate Gender 
Identity Placements
Although the PREA only directs that the Department of Justice issue “national standards” 
with regard to “prison rape,” in 2014, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) assumed 
that DHS should, and perhaps must, issue regulations for immigration detention facilities 
and holding facilities.31

The Obama DHS then issued a directive in June 2015 to house trans-identifying inmates 
“to ensure the detainee’s safety,” not to ensure the safety of women.32 Instead of housing 
detainees by sex, DHS attempts to find facilities “that demonstrate best practices in the care 
of Lesbian, Gay, Bi-sexual, Transgender, or Intersex detainees, to include, but not limited to: 
(1) the availability of medical personnel who have experience providing care and treatment to 
transgender detainees (to include the delivery of hormone therapy) and (2) detention facility 
staff who have received LGBTI Sensitivity and Awareness Training.”

This directive remains in force today. During 
the first Trump administration, Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement (ICE), within DHS, reported 
that it kept trans-identifying males in 17 facilities, 
only four of which were all-male.33 

The Biden-Harris administration reaffirmed that 
housing illegal migrants would not be based 
on sex, but could reflect gender identity, and 
promised that trans-identifying illegal migrants 
would “have continued access to mental and 
gender-affirming health care provided by qualified 
medical professionals.”34

The Biden-Harris 
administration 
reaffirmed that 
housing illegal 

migrants would not 
be based on sex, 
but could reflect 
gender identity.
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CURRENT STATE OF LAW AND 
POLICY REGARDING MALES IN 

WOMEN’S STATE PRISONS
The vast majority of incarcerated people are convicted under 
state law and housed in local or state facilities. The states are 
not uniform in dealing with trans-identifying male inmates, 
and state policies range from granting trans-identifying male 
inmates a full right to transfer to women’s prisons upon 
request, to exclusively housing them based on biological sex, 
to case-by-case assignments.

State policies that house men in women’s prisons are primarily 
created by each state’s prison regulatory body. Prison 
regulations in all of the states are based upon the federal PREA 
regulations, giving the administration wide influence: if a state 
doesn’t certify full compliance with the PREA, it can lose up to 
5% of any DOJ prison grants it would otherwise receive, unless 
it is planning to use that 5% to work toward full compliance 
with the PREA.35 A few states have enacted laws in addition to 
their prison regulations.

States That Have Laws Prohibiting Men in Women’s Prisons

Louisiana
Louisiana Governor Jeff Landry signed HB 608, the “Women’s Safety and Protection Act,” into 
law, which took effect on August 1, 2024.36 This law fortifies the definition of sex-based words, 
such as “woman” and “man,” and defines certain spaces preserved for females. The law 
states that prisons designated as male or female are for the exclusive use of either males or 
females, respectively. Prior to enactment of this law, Louisiana followed a 2017 regulation that 
would decide the housing of a “transgender or intersex” inmate on a case-by-case basis.

Utah
Utah has long housed inmates according to their biological sex. Utah has never adopted the 
federal PREA standards, forgoing federal grant money annually—$146,000 as of 2016.37 

In January 2024, a male inmate filed a complaint against the Utah Department of Corrections 
(DOC) for failing to house him in a female prison consistent with his gender identity. 

The current number of 
trans-identifying male 
prisoners can fill 15% 
of women’s prisons
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The inmate had made several 
requests to be housed with 
women, which were denied in 
writing by the DOC, informing 
the inmate that “a move to 
the women’s facilities is not 
within the perimeter of UDOC’s 
policies and procedures.” The 
U.S. Department of Justice 
investigated the State of Utah’s 
Department of Corrections and 
its regulations. Although not 
bound by PREA, on March 12, 
2024, the DOJ found the State of 
Utah violated a different federal 
law.38 The DOJ said that the 
inmate’s gender dysphoria is a 

disability under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) because it is “a physical 
or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities.”39 The ADA 
makes clear, however, that the ADA does not apply to “transvestism, transsexualism, pedophilia, 
exhibitionism, voyeurism, gender identity disorders not resulting from physical impairments, 
or other sexual behavior disorders.”40 

The DOJ threatened it would commence a lawsuit within 14 days unless Utah’s DOC 
instituted remedial measures.

Within four days, Utah’s HB 316, “Inmate Assignment Amendments,” was signed into law.41 
The law requires UDOC to assign inmates to housing according to biological sex. However, 
in an effort to be compliant under the ADA, the bill also provides a pathway for granting 
a trans-identifying inmate’s request to be housed with inmates of the opposite sex. This 
exception involves an individualized security analysis, as well as a diagnosis of gender 
dysphoria. There is little doubt Utah intends the process to be challenging for a male inmate 
to be placed in a female prison. Apparently the Biden DOJ agrees. It commenced a lawsuit 
against Utah on April 2, 2024, alleging violations of the ADA. 

States That Have Laws Permitting Men in Women’s Prisons

California
The state that elevates gender identity above sex most egregiously is California. Signed into 
law by Gavin Newsom in 2020, SB 132 (“Transgender Respect, Agency, and Dignity Act”) 
requires that a “transgender, nonbinary, or intersex” inmate “regardless of anatomy … be 
housed at a correctional facility for men or women based on the individuals’ preference.”42

Percentage of Male Prisoners  
with Sex Convictions

General 
Male Prison 
Population

48%

12%

Trans-
Identifying 

Male Prisoners
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California had already allowed men to request transfers in cases where an individual had 
undergone sex-trait modification surgery or had been referred to a classification committee 
following a medical evaluation. SB 132, on the other hand, was specifically meant to ease 
transfer to a women’s prison for those with male genitalia or, in many cases, very brief 
histories of “identifying” as women.43

Moreover, SB 132 has been used to silence women: 
IW Features reported that Cathleen Quinn, an inmate 
at Central California Women’s Facility, was three 
weeks away from receiving parole after spending 20 
years in prison.44 But when she spoke out against a 
male inmate in the prison who allegedly peeped on 
her in the women’s restroom, the prison wrote her 
up, accusing her of having falsely accused the male 
inmate due to his “transgender status.” The state 
vacated Quinn’s parole grant before the write-up was 
adjudicated, and even when she was found “not guilty” 
of the allegations made against her in the report, her 
opportunity for parole was gone. When Quinn asked 
the warden why she had been written up, he told her, 
“If you didn’t do anything wrong, just keep your head 
down and be quiet and let the process play out.” SB 
132, then, explicitly shut her down from speaking up. 

In 2021, four incarcerated women, represented by the Women’s Liberation Front, filed suit 
against the state, arguing SB 132 violates the Eighth Amendment, First Amendment (by 
compelling the women to state trans-identifying men are women and failing to respect 
women’s religious practice), Fourteenth Amendment (by discriminating against women), and 
provisions of the California state Constitution.45 The district court for the Eastern District of 
California dismissed the complaint in May 2024, in part because it would be too “complex” 
to “identify, locate, and remove” male prisoners from female prisons. Moreover, the court 
believed that males would continue to be placed in female prisons under earlier California 
policy, meaning the court could not remedy the plaintiffs’ injuries by striking down the law. 

That same month, a male inmate in a women’s prison in California was charged with raping a 
female inmate.46

Connecticut
Connecticut was the first state to give prisoners the legal right to be housed according to 
their gender identity. Connecticut differs from California in that male prisoners cannot 
simply self-identify as female. Connecticut General Statute § 18-81 ii took effect on July 1, 
2018, allowing inmates to be housed in a facility consistent with their gender identity if the 
inmate has a diagnosis of gender dysphoria and has a birth certificate, passport, or driver’s 

The states 
consider the 
inmate’s own 

view and opinion 
regarding 

his safety in 
placement, but 
not the safety 

concerns of the 
female inmates.
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“They were like kids in the candy 
store because they knew they 
were going from a men’s prison 
to a female’s prison.” 
Hector Bravo | Former Prison Guard
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license that reflects his gender identity or can meet established standards for obtaining such 
a document to confirm the inmate’s gender identity.47 Since Connecticut state law allows 
individuals to (falsely) change their sex marker on their license by submitting a basic form, 
including the option to select a neutral “X” marker, with no additional information, it is a 
simple process for male inmates to be housed in a female prison. 

States That Have Regulations Permitting Men  
in Women’s Prisons

Maine
Two months after California’s SB 132 took effect, the 
Maine Legislature introduced a similar bill mandating 
that incarcerated individuals be housed based upon their 
gender identity. At the time, decisions regarding inmate 
housing were made on a case-by-case basis. Although 
the bill failed, it prompted the Maine Department of 
Corrections to institute policy changes with respect to 
inmate housing placement, changing from a case-by-case 
basis to placement consistent with the inmate’s gender 
identity.48 As of January 23, 2023, male inmates within 
the Maine DOC are allowed to self-identify into female 
prisons.

New Jersey
Similarly, the New Jersey Department of Corrections has instituted policy changes relative 
to prisoner gender identity housing. Effective December 15, 2019, the New Jersey DOC 
introduced a policy to house inmates according to their gender identity. However, the DOC 
reversed course and revised the policy on October 11, 2022, after two women housed at a 
female prison became pregnant by a male inmate. Under the new policy, once the New Jersey 
DOC learns of an incarcerated person’s gender identity, the inmate’s housing assignment is 
determined with a rebuttable presumption that the inmate will be housed in line with his 
gender identity.49 The rebuttable presumption mandate allows the state’s PREA committee to 
deviate from the presumptive gender identity housing placement after a hearing. 

States That Permit Men in Women’s Prisons on a  
Case-by-Case Basis
The 44 remaining states permit men to be housed in women’s prisons on a case-by-case basis. 
Although each state may have variations in regulation verbiage, the factors that are applied to an 
inmate’s gender identity placement are similar in all states and mirror the federal PREA regulations: 
“whether a placement would ensure the offender’s health and safety, and whether the placement 

Male inmates 
within the 
Maine DOC 

are allowed to 
self-identify 
into female 

prisons.
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would present a management or security concern.” The states consider the inmate’s own view 
and opinion regarding his safety in placement, but not the safety concerns of the female inmates.

Some variations among individual counties are worth noting.

New York
The State of New York Department of Corrections conducts an individual assessment and 
gender identity interview for inmates who identify as transgender. If a trans-identifying male 
inmate requests to be housed in a women’s prison, the request is forwarded to the Central 
Office Transgender Placement Review Committee for assessment, and housing assignment by 
gender identity is to be made when appropriate. However, several counties within the state 
have instituted local policies that go beyond the state’s regulations in prison housing for trans-
identifying inmates.50

The City of New York, including 
its five boroughs, adopted a “gender-
aligned housing policy” in 2019, 
becoming one of the first major cities in 
the nation to house inmates according 
to their gender identity (San Francisco 
was the first in 2015). The NYC 
Commission on Human Rights fought 
to ensure that NYC DOC’s housing 
policies were consistent with Executive 
Order No. 16, issued by then-Mayor 
Bill de Blasio in March 2016, which 
required City agencies to permit people 
to use single-sex facilities consistent 
with their gender identity.51 The DOC 
policy states that an inmate’s self-
identification as transgender shall be 
sufficient for consideration for housing 
by gender identity, creating a broad city 
policy that goes beyond New York State 
PREA standards.52

Steuben County has one of the nation’s most progressive transgender prison policies 
thanks to a 2019 lawsuit filed against the Steuben County Jail. A trans-identifying male, 
Jena Faith, housed in a male facility, commenced a lawsuit claiming violations under the 
NY Civil Rights Law, the NY Human Rights Law, and the Equal Protection Clause of the NY 
Constitution, for not being housed in a female jail. The County settled with the NYCLU; part 
of the terms of the settlement included a policy to house inmates according to their gender 
identity.53
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Broome County had a similar lawsuit filed against it in 2022 by Makyyla Holland, who 
claimed he had been misgendered in prison. The County settled the case with the NYCLU; part 
of the terms of the settlement included a policy to house inmates consistent with their gender 
identity, the right to choose pronouns, and paid access to medical care for “transition.”

The Holland case has become the basis for a legislative attempt to extend the terms of that 
settlement beyond Broome County to the entire state. AB A709, a bill currently in the committee 
stage in the New York Assembly, explicitly grants gender identity-based rights in prisons.54 In 
addition to providing guarantees of medical care, preferred pronoun use, and other protections, 
A709 not only requires trans-identifying prisoners to be placed in a correctional facility of 
their chosen gender identity, it also specifically precludes considering whether that prisoner 
has undergone medical treatments or surgeries for granting that status. Under the bill, trans-
identifying prisoners “shall be presumptively placed in a correctional facility or other institution 
with persons of the gender that most closely aligns with such person’s self-attested gender 
identity unless the person opts out of such placement. Placement shall not be conditioned upon 
the incarcerated individual’s history of, consent to, intention to seek, or refusal to undergo any 
treatment or intervention regarding their sex characteristics or gender identity.”55

Illinois
The Illinois Department of Corrections determines housing assignments on a case-by-case 
basis for trans-identifying inmates. Illinois, however, goes further than the national PREA 
standards and implements an additional 12-factor test in determining whether to place a male 
in a female prison.56

Cook County, the most populated county in Illinois, was the first in Illinois to institute a 
gender policy for inmates.57 Cook County’s policy aligns with PREA guidelines, instituting a 
two-factor test in determining whether to place a trans-identifying male inmate in a female 
prison: whether a placement will ensure the inmate’s health and safety; and whether a 
placement will present significant management challenges.

Florida
Housing for transgender inmates is determined on 
a case-by-case basis. Inmates who have received a 
formal diagnosis of gender dysphoria are placed in 
one of the designated treatment facilities for gender 
dysphoria.58

Miami-Dade County deviates from the state 
of Florida, most of the other states, and the 
PREA guidelines by taking into consideration 
“the health and safety of others” in the case-by-
case determination of gender identity housing 
placement.59
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“And that was scary, especially 
if a lot of us as women, we’ve 
come from very abusive 
backgrounds, so it’s a lot of 
walking in trauma.” 
Evelyn Valiente* | Former Inmate
*To protect her identity and ensure safety, a pseudonym has been used.
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LEGAL CHALLENGES TO GAIN  
ACCESS TO WOMEN’S PRISONS

Prisoners have no constitutional right to be housed in an institution of their choice, and 
prisons have historically housed inmates according to their sex. 

Nevertheless, some inmates challenge 
the “default” placement into sex-
based prisons as a violation of Equal 
Protection, that is, they claim they are 
being discriminated against on the 
basis of sex.60 This argument says that 
classification on the basis of their sex 
requires an “important government 
interest,” which could include safety, 
but the safety justification must be 
individualized for the inmate.61 The 
Iglesias court said that the government 
lacked a sufficient reason to keep the 
male out of the women’s prison. This 
reasoning endangers women by requiring 
serious, proven violence before the 
government can act. 

Prisoners have also challenged their sex-assigned housing as conflicting with the Eighth 
Amendment’s prohibition against cruel and unusual punishment. They argue that transition 
is medically necessary to treat gender dysphoria and transition requires the ability to live as 
a woman, in a women’s prison.

In JJS v. Pliler, a male incarcerated in federal prison commenced a lawsuit seeking a transfer 
to a women’s facility and an order compelling the Bureau of Prisons (BOP) to provide him 
with “gender-affirming surgery.”62 U.S. Magistrate Judge Sarah Netburn agreed: “I find that 
the BOP’s repeated refusals to transfer Petitioner to a women’s facility to further her [sic] 
gender transition, despite knowing the condition of Petitioner’s physical and mental health, 
violate Petitioner’s Eighth Amendment rights.”

To prove an Eighth Amendment violation when trying to establish a right to a medical 
treatment, a prisoner must show two things: (1) an objective proof of a serious medical need, 
and (2) prison administrators’ deliberate indifference to that need.63 
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The government has sometimes agreed with the inmate that gender dysphoria constitutes a 
serious medical need.64 But establishing that need is only half of a prisoner’s case. The second 
half, deliberate indifference, requires some level of purposeful mistreatment of a prisoner’s 
need. As the court ruled in Keohane v. Fla. Dep’t of Corr. Sec’y, “Even if medical care is so 
inadequate as to satisfy the objective prong, the Eighth Amendment is not violated unless 
prison administrators also exhibit deliberate indifference to the prisoner’s needs.”65 This is 
because there are more people than an individual prisoner affected when it comes to medical 
decisions regarding “gender transition” made on a prisoner’s behalf. “When evaluating 
medical care and deliberate indifference, security considerations inherent in the functioning 
of a penological institution must be given significant weight.”66

The court concluded, “[A] denial of care may not amount 
to an Eighth Amendment violation if that decision is based 
on legitimate concerns regarding prisoner safety and 
institutional security.”67

The court in Fisher v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, moreover, 
noted that “it takes no stretch of the imagination” to 
understand that placing males in women’s prisons may 
present security risks.68 Where the prison officials’ 
“concern for the safety and well-being of female inmates” 
is “reasonably balanced” with their concern for the “safety 
and well-being,” of the trans-identifying male, courts are 
likely to uphold prison officials’ decision to keep the male in 
male housing as a “measured and reasoned response to valid 
security concerns.”69

Other courts have taken an activist approach on behalf of trans-identifying men, opining that 
“responding to an inmate’s acknowledged medical need with what amounts to a shoulder-
shrugging refusal even to consider whether a particular course of treatment is appropriate 
is the very definition of deliberate indifference—anti-medicine, if you will.”70 This seems 
to indicate that a state must always individually consider a male who requests access to a 
women’s prison, rather than establishing sex-based prisons. But this reasoning is misguided. 
States can and do make categorical judgments about “the necessity and efficacy of certain 
medical treatments.”71 For instance, a prisoner would not receive individualized assessments 
for drugs the FDA categorically bans—likewise, a trans-identifying male prisoner does not 
need an individualized assessment to access a women’s prison. 
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TRANSFERRING MEN  
TO WOMEN’S PRISONS  

PRESENTS CONSTITUTIONAL  
AND OTHER LEGAL CONCERNS 

Placing men in women’s prisons isn’t just bad policy; it potentially violates women’s federal 
and constitutional rights. Getting a legal ruling is its own challenge, as lawsuits against 
federal and state governments are difficult to pursue given the government’s immunity 
from suit as well as well-intentioned policies that are in place to protect federal and state 
governments from a flood of prisoner litigation. There are pathways around this, including 
42 U.S.C. § 1983, which makes government employees and officials personally liable for 
money damages if they violate a person’s federal 
constitutional rights.72 Another pathway is the 
Federal Tort Claims Act, which makes it possible to 
sue the United States for “negligent” or “wrongful 
acts” that its employees commit while “acting within 
the scope of their employment.”73 Even if plaintiffs 
can hurdle immunity barriers, the Prison Litigation 
Reform Act of 1995 (PLRA) states that “No action 
shall be brought with respect to prison conditions 
... by a prisoner confined in any jail, prison, or other 
correctional facility until such administrative remedies 
as are available are exhausted.”74 All this makes for 
protracted litigation. 

Eighth Amendment 
The Eighth Amendment guarantees all Americans protection against cruel and unusual 
punishment, meaning that prison officials violate the Constitution when they “know[ ] of 
and disregard[ ] an excessive risk to inmate health or safety.”75 In other words, courts will 
ask two questions. First, does the government’s policy or decision risk subjecting the female 
prisoners to something seriously harmful? Second, did the government actor know the female 
prisoners faced this risk? 

Placing trans-identifying males, especially those with fully intact male genitalia or a history 
of violent sex crimes, in close quarters with female inmates risks a serious deprivation of the 
female’s rights. These risks—and the consequences that have already manifested for women 
subjected to mixed-sex prison environments—are known, but are being deliberately ignored 
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in deference to laws and policies that marginalize incarcerated women and silence concerns 
about their safety.

Women have started to assert Eighth Amendment 
claims to oppose victimization by male prisoners. 
But courts have either avoided considering the 
claims or minimized the substantial risks women 
face. For example, in Chandler v. California 
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, 
female prisoners claimed California’s SB 132 
was facially unconstitutional, “by subjecting 
them to substantially increased risk of sexual 
harassment, sexual assault, rape, and physical 
violence, and to psychological fear of such 
harms.”76 The California trial court dismissed 
the complaint in part because even if the law 
were eliminated, trans-identifying males would 
still make their way into prisons through 
older California policy.77 In Guy v. Espinoza, a California federal court dismissed an Eighth 
Amendment challenge to California’s older policy that placed trans-identifying males with 
females, finding that although prison officials were aware of threats and intimidation by the 
male prisoners, this was “insufficient” to meet the Eighth Amendment bar.78 

Other courts have elevated distaste for prisoner litigation above female prisoners’ concerns. 
For example, a Texas district court opined: “If action on the part of prison officials was 
constitutionally required every time an inmate reported a perceived risk of violence, inmates 
would quickly learn to control the prison environment simply by alleging risks of danger. 
In the instant case, Plaintiff’s subjective belief that her safety was at risk because of the 
transgender inmates, without more, does not show that Defendant actually perceived, and 
ignored, a substantial risk of harm.”79

Interestingly, trans-identifying males similarly use the Eighth Amendment and personal 
safety to avoid male prisons (where feminine-looking men claim they risk sexual abuse).80 
These claims are commonly unsuccessful. As the D.C. federal district court said in 
Richardson, “The right to be free from deliberate indifference to the risk of assault does not 
necessarily imply that [a prison guard] need[s] to categorically prevent transgender female 
[male] inmates from being celled with male inmates who exhibited no particularized red 
flags when it came to sexual violence.”81

Fourth Amendment Right to Bodily Privacy
The Fourth Amendment protects against “unreasonable searches.” Although “reasonableness” 
in the prison context gives the government substantial ability to diminish privacy in one’s 
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body, prisoners “do not forfeit all constitutional protections by reason of their conviction and 
confinement in prison.”82 The Fourth Amendment thus applies to the invasion of bodily privacy 
in prisons and jails.83 “[I]incarcerated prisoners retain a limited right to bodily privacy.”84 
“Shielding one’s unclothed figure from the view of strangers, particularly strangers of the 
opposite sex, is impelled by elementary self-respect and personal dignity.”85 “An individual has 
a legitimate and important interest in bodily privacy that is implicated when his or her nude or 
partially nude body is exposed to others. And this privacy interest is significantly heightened 
when persons of the opposite biological sex are present, as courts have long recognized.”86 
This line of cases gives women some rights against government-imposed voyeurism by males. 

But courts have either failed to recognize this right as rooted in the Constitution, or found 
trans-identifying males have rights that outweigh a woman’s need for privacy. In the school 
bathroom context, for example, courts diminish women’s privacy rights in favor of a school’s 
“compelling” interest in “protecting transgender students from discrimination.”87 Other 
courts fail to recognize women’s privacy rights at all, dismissing the idea as invented without 
sufficient basis in the Constitution.88 

In the face of these challenges, women still have 
a chance at vindicating bodily privacy. For one, 
school bathroom cases are not the same as prison 
cases, as the state’s interest in accommodating 
trans-identifying boys in girls’ bathrooms might 
be greater than its interest in accommodating 
convicted criminals in women’s prisons. Moreover, 
while the right to bodily privacy in general may not 
be detailed in the Constitution, the prison context 
particularly is closely aligned with the Fourth 
Amendment, given that prisoners are expected 
to expose their bodies in the nude by showering 
and using the toilet in the open for safety and 
surveillance (i.e., search) purposes. 

Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress
Female inmates, particularly sexual assault survivors, have expressed mental anguish from having 
to share intimate spaces with males. This may give rise to an intentional infliction of emotional 
distress claim which requires prison officials to act intentionally or recklessly, in a manner so 
outrageous it should not be tolerated by civilized society, that results in serious mental injury. 

Emotional distress, however severe, is hard to litigate in the prison context without adjoining 
physical injury. The Prison Litigation Reform Act provides that “[n]o federal civil action may 
be brought by a prisoner confined to a jail, prison, or other correctional facility, for mental or 
emotional injury suffered while in custody without a prior showing of physical injury.”89 
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Free Speech
The government “may not compel affirmance of a belief with which the speaker disagrees.”90 
Part of the barrier for women who challenge being housed with men is that they can’t use 
language to describe the situation. That is, if the males must be called by their preferred 
pronouns (called women), this type of compelled speech takes away expression from women 
seeking to protest their reality. For example, California’s SB 132 requires staff to respect 
chosen pronouns and honorifics of trans-identifying inmates by stating: “Staff, contractors, 
and volunteers of the department shall not consistently fail to use the gender pronoun 
and honorific an individual has specified in all verbal and written communications with or 
regarding the individual that involve use of a pronoun and honorific.”91 Staff-level directives 
constrain inmate speech when, for example, inmate complaints about a “man” are re-written 
to describe a “woman.” Former inmate and Independent Women Ambassador Amie Ichikawa 
said, “When you do write an inmate complaint and you say this person put their penis on 
me… it’s crossed out [by staff] and says, ‘A woman with a penis.’”92 

Prisoners have limited First Amendment speech rights. Restrictions on prisoner speech must 
be “reasonably related” to legitimate penological interests, and cannot be an “exaggerated 
response” to those interests.93 Court cases have not tested whether prisons have penological 
interests that require preferred pronoun usage, though such an assertion by a prison would 
seem unserious.

Moreover, the compelled use of pronouns in the 
non-prison context has led to First Amendment 
liability. For example, in Meriwether v. Hartop, 
the Sixth Circuit found that a preferred pronoun 
policy as applied to a professor violated the 
professor’s free speech rights.94 The professor’s 
“continued refusal to address” men as women 
“advanced a viewpoint on gender identity… that 
sex is fixed in each person from the moment 
of conception, and that it cannot be changed, 
regardless of an individual’s feelings or desires.”95 
That message, on a topic of public concern, 
was worthy of protection despite the college’s 
professed desire to respect gender identity. 

Religious Freedom Restoration Act/Free Exercise
Some female prisoners are practitioners of religious faiths that forbid them to be in close 
quarters or states of undress with the opposite sex. While the Supreme Court has held that 
neutral, generally applicable laws (like those governing inmate housing) that incidentally 
burden the exercise of religion usually do not violate the Free Exercise Clause of the First 
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Amendment, two federal laws, the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (RFRA) and 
the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000 (RLUIPA), alongside many 
state analogs, require prisons to avoid burdening a prisoner’s religious exercise, unless the 
government can do so extremely narrowly and for very good reason.96 

Courts have avoided considering this argument by ruling on antecedent issues, including 
qualified immunity and standing.97 Ultimately, the religious liberty argument will not likely 
eliminate gender identity-based housing but rather create a compromise where individuals, 
who have been injured by the policy, can assert a sincerely held religious belief for access to 
single-sex spaces. 

Equal Protection Clause Violations
The Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal Protection clause provides that no state shall “deny to 
any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”98 In today’s context, the 
Fourteenth Amendment’s mandate for equality means that if the state discriminates on the basis 
of sex, the law will be struck down unless it closely serves an important governmental interest.

As a preliminary matter, it is unlikely that a policy that is neutral on its face and merely 
impacts women differently than men (“disparate impact”) is alone an Equal Protection 
violation. But policies that require reference to an individual’s sex, and dole out preferable 
treatment on the basis of sex, do trigger constitutional analysis. 

Female prisons themselves are undoubtedly acceptable, given that male and female inmates 
have biological differences that permit differential treatment.99 But the favorable treatment of 
trans-identifying males in female prisons does create an unequal system. 

First, if males receive accommodations that females do not receive, including access to 
medical care such as breast implants, luxuries like 
makeup, and additional space and privacy, this creates a 
sex-based classification, for which the government must 
adequately defend itself. (And, for those who believe the 
Equal Protection Clause requires heightened review 
for classifications based on gender identity, these 
trans-focused policies discriminate against “cisgender” 
individuals.) Second, if policies do not merely have a 
disparate impact but treat women worse than males by 
purposefully subjecting women to a greater risk of harm 
(for example, rape), this could form another basis for an 
Equal Protection challenge.

Female challengers to California’s SB 132 included equal protection challenges in their 
complaint, but the reviewing court did not address this claim on the merits.100 
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Title IX Violations
Title IX of the Civil Rights Act of 1972 prohibits sex discrimination in “any education 
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.”101 That means Title IX reaches 
beyond schools and covers educational programming in other federally funded institutions, 
including prisons. For instance, job training programs in prisons (e.g., vocational courses 
in cosmetology or plumbing), juvenile justice facilities with educational services for 
inmates funded through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) Title I,102 and 
other educational prison programs that receive federal funds are subject to federal anti-
discrimination law (as well as the changing regulatory interpretations of those laws).103

In covered contexts, Title IX ought to 
protect women from discrimination on the 
basis of sex. Discrimination in this context 
could encompass a situation in which 
a juvenile girl is not offered the same 
housing options as a trans-identifying 
boy (for example, if girls who go to 
juvenile prison are mandated to use the 
communal prison facilities, while trans-
identifying inmates get privacy and space), 
not offered the same level of safety as 
trans-identifying males in an educational 
job skill program, or where sex-based 
harassment prevents her from pursuing 
educational and rehabilitation options. 

With male inmates posing a physical 
threat to incarcerated women, moreover, single-sex athletics are necessary for incarcerated 
women in women’s prisons to be able to access the same athletic resources that incarcerated 
men in men’s prisons have access to without any equivalent physical threat coming from 
trans-identifying inmates. Additionally, with the vast majority of female inmates being 
victimized by sexual abuse, rehabilitation for many women inmates often includes working 
past sexual trauma and depends on their access to female-only spaces for recovery. 
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A NOTE ON SEX-TRAIT  
MODIFICATION PROCEDURES

The Bureau of Prisons (BOP) believes it has a “statutory mandate” to provide prisoners 
with “pharmaceutical interventions (e.g., cross-gender hormone therapy), hair removal and 
surgery (if individualized assessment indicates surgical intervention is applicable)” if those 
treatments are “medically necessary.”104 In claiming this statutory mandate for itself, the BOP 
goes further than the mandate Congress imposes, which only requires the BOP to “provide 
suitable quarters and provide for the safekeeping, care, and subsistence of all persons 
charged with or convicted of offenses against the United States.”105 Courts have interpreted 
that to leave the Bureau of Prisons officials “significant discretion to administer their duties 
as they see fit.”106 

Before 2010, only BOP inmates who received 
hormone therapy prior to incarceration 
were eligible to receive hormones while in 
BOP custody.107 Following a lawsuit, the BOP 
changed its policy to provide inmates with 
gender dysphoria an individual “treatment 
plan” to “promote the[ir] physical and mental 
stability.”108 Prior to October 2021, the BOP had 
determined that sex-trait modification surgery 
was not medically necessary for any transgender-
identifying inmate. However, following Langan v. 
Federal Bureau of Prisons, an Eighth Amendment 
lawsuit, the BOP recommended its first sex-
trait modification surgery.109 

Activist groups like the ACLU argue that sex-trait modification procedures are required 
under the Eighth Amendment, which demands “adequate medical care” for prisoners.110 The 
Fifth Circuit has categorically rejected this argument: “A state does not inflict cruel and 
unusual punishment by declining to provide sex reassignment surgery to a transgender 
inmate.”111 The Fifth Circuit reasoned that the Eighth Amendment requires that prison 
officials act with malicious intent in purposefully inflicting pain on a prisoner.112 Other courts 
have maintained a similarly high bar for Eighth Amendment violations: a constitutional 
violation requires treatment that is “so grossly incompetent, inadequate or excessive as to 
shock the conscience or to be intolerable to fundamental fairness.”113 Because “robust and 
substantial good faith disagreement” divides the medical community about how to treat 
gender dysphoria, the Fifth Circuit has ruled that refusing to provide sex-trait modification 
surgery does not arise to an Eighth Amendment violation.114

“The circularity of 
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Other courts have opined that sex-trait modification surgery is constitutionally necessary, 
depending on the circumstances.115 These decisions assume that “sex change” surgery can 
be medically necessary and is medically necessary for these prisoners. They rely on the 
World Professional Association of Transgender Health Standards of Care for the Health of 
Transsexual, Transgender, and Gender Nonconforming People (“WPATH Standards of Care”) 
as evidence of medical consensus—a dubious claim. 

Dr. Hilary Cass, who conducted an independent review 
of gender-identity medicine for the UK’s National 
Health Service, concluded that WPATH had written 
the initial guidelines on gender-identity medicine, 
which then were used by other organizations, which 
WPATH then used as evidence of consensus. Cass 
noted, “The circularity of this approach may explain 
why there has been an apparent consensus on key 
areas of practice despite the evidence being poor.”116 
Even more incriminating are the WPATH emails that 
were made public through unsealed court documents. 
The organization only deemed gender-transition 
procedures medically necessary because, as one 
email author put it, “we [at WPATH] needed a tool for 
our attorneys to use” so that insurance would cover 
gender-transition procedures.117 Indeed, the WPATH 
Standards themselves were designed explicitly to 
conclude that any range of gender-identity treatments 

were medically necessary—whether or not the evidence supported such a conclusion was 
irrelevant.118 

While activist organizations like WPATH rely on artificial consensus to influence American 
courts, there is, in truth, no such medical consensus for treating gender dysphoria through 
various chemical and surgical interventions.119 Moreover, these interventions are not moored 
to an original understanding of the Eighth Amendment, and future litigation will certainly 
challenge whether the original public meaning of “cruel and unusual” required experimental 
treatments to modify one’s body to align with a false belief of one’s identity.120 

Cases providing and denying sex-trait modification procedures have been petitioned to the 
Supreme Court, but the Court has rejected review. 

The state of California spent $4 million of taxpayer money between 2017 and 2023 on sex-trait 
modification procedures for trans-identifying male inmates, including breast implants, laser 
hair removal, and facial feminization surgeries, per records obtained by the Washington Free 
Beacon.121 Of this $4 million in taxpayer funding, $2.5 million went to vaginoplasties alone. 

of
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Amend the PREA Regulations
The Prison Rape Elimination Act simply does not require, even indirectly, that prisons 
consider placing men in women’s prisons. And yet federal regulations continue to incentivize 
this practice both federally and locally, by tying federal funding to states putting men in 
women’s prisons. The regulations should be revised to eliminate this possibility. 

Clarify the Americans with Disability Act, Via Regulation 
and DOJ Practice
The ADA explicitly states that “gender identity disorders” do not qualify as disabilities under 
the Act, and yet the Biden-Harris administration and federal courts have applied the ADA to 
mandate “transition” services in prisons. DOJ regulations interpreting the ADA should clarify 
that gender identity disorders include gender dysphoria. 

Protect Women’s Reporting of Abuse
Female inmates should not fear that reporting abuse will lead to retribution or loss of 
privileges. Prison staff making decisions about PREA reports and managing reports from 
women about potential instances of physical and sexual abuse should not overlap with staff 
making decisions about parole, privileges, and other benefits or demerits in the context of 
incarcerated life. Incarcerated women should be able to report any abuse and be entitled to a 
fair investigation of those allegations free from fear of consequences. Complaints should not be 
rewritten to eliminate that a male was involved, by using phrases like “woman with a penis.” 

At the State Level, Clarify that Reporting Sexual Abuse Is 
Not “Discrimination” 
Often, especially in case-by-case states, agencies and boards tasked with balancing the 
needs of trans-identifying males and those of female inmates are inclined to take into 
account factors like discomfort, past sexual assault history, and complaints from women. 
But some laws and policies, such as SB 132 in California, or the proposed AB A709 in New 
York, explicitly forbid prison officers from taking into account some of these elements, under 
supposed “anti-discrimination” clauses that characterize the concerns of incarcerated 
women for their safety as mere unjustified bigotry. States should make it clear, through law 
and policy, that these kinds of concerns are well-grounded in fact, and a perfectly justifiable 
basis for denying male prisoners transfer.
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End Government Reliance on Activist WPATH Guidelines 
The Federal Bureau of Prisons guidance on “Gender-Affirming Care of Transgender and 
Gender Nonbinary Persons” was designed to “closely align” with the World Professional 
Association for Transgender Health (WPATH) standards. The WPATH standards are not 
rooted in science. The BOP should make clear that the science is not settled, meaning 
“transition” cannot be found medically necessary.

End Federal Funding of State Prison Systems That  
Endanger Women
The federal government provides grant money to states that adopt prison rape elimination 
policies. Those policies should prevent males from being housed with women. 
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“We’re getting the predators, 
the sexual predators, people 
who have been incarcerated 
for rape, men who have 
been incarcerated for oral 
copulation, men who have 
been incarcerated for crimes 
against women.” 
Jennifer Barela | Former Inmate 



41

ENDNOTES
1     Women’s Liberation Front. “National Poll Reveals Majority of Voters Support Protecting 

Single-Sex Spaces.” Women’s Liberation Front, Oct. 10 2023. https://womensliberationfront.org/
news/national-poll-support-for-womens-spaces.

2     Menelaos L Batrinos. “Testosterone and Aggressive Behavior in Man.” International Journal of 
Endocrinology and Metabolism vol. 10,3 (2012): 563-568. https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/
PMC3693622/. 

3     Federal Bureau of Investigation. “Table 42: Arrests by Sex 2019.” FBI, 2019. https://ucr.fbi.gov/
crime-in-the-u.s/2019/crime-in-the-u.s.-2019/tables/table-42/table-42.xls.

4     Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. “Arrests by offense, age, and gender.” 
OJJDP, 2020. https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/statistical-briefing-book/crime/faqs/ucr.

5     Federal Bureau of Prisons. “Inmate Gender.” U.S. Department of Justice. Accessed Nov. 11, 2024. 
www.bop.gov/about/statistics/statistics_inmate_gender.jsp. 

6     Taylor Crowley. “Complete Breakdown of U.S. Incarceration Statistics in 2024 – US 
Crime, Police, and Prisons.” NSIN, Aug. 21, 2024. https://www.nsin.us/us-crime-police-
and-prisons/#:~:text=As%20of%202024%2C%20over%201.9,facilities%2C%20and%20
immigration%20detention%20centers.

7     Women Prisoners of D.C. Department of Corrections v. District of Columbia, 93 F.3d 910, 926 
(D.C. Cir. 1996). https://casetext.com/case/women-prisoners-v-district-of-columbia. 

8     Cecilia Dhejne et al. “Long-term follow-up of transsexual persons undergoing sex 
reassignment surgery: cohort study in Sweden.” PloS one vol. 6,2 e16885. Feb. 22, 2011, 6. 
Accessed Nov. 11, 2024. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3043071/.

9     Keep Prisons Single Sex. “Data from California Shows that 1/3 of the Men Seeking to Transfer 
to Women’s Prison Are Registered Sex Offenders.” Keep Prisons Single Sex, https://usa.
kpssinfo.org/data-from-california-shows-that-1-3-of-the-men-seeking-to-transfer-to-womens-
prison-are-registered-sex-offenders/. 

10     Anna Slatz. “Almost 50% of Trans Inmates in Federal Custody for Sex Offences.” 4W, Jan. 3, 
2022. https://4w.pub/50-of-trans-inmates-in-federal-custody-for-sex-offences/.

11     National PREA Resource Center. “86 Percent of Women in Jail Are Sexual-Violence Survivors.” 
PREA Resource Center, Nov. 11, 2017. https://www.prearesourcecenter.org/resource/86-
percent-women-jail-are-sexual-violence-survivors.

12     Andrea Mew. “Cathleen’s Story | Female Inmate Loses Parole After Objecting to Trans Prison 
Policy.” IWFeatures, Sept. 25, 2024. https://www.iwfeatures.com/documentary/cathleens-
story-female-inmate-loses-parole-after-objecting-to-transgender-prison-policy/.

13     Office of the Inspector General. “Special Review: The California Department of 
Corrections and Rehabilitation Implementation of the Transgender Respect, Agency, and 
Dignity Act.” Office of the Inspector General of the State of California, Aug. 2023. https://
purposedrivenlawyers.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Special-Review-No.-22-01.pdf.

14     California State Legislature. “Penal Code - Chapter 10.9. Prisoner Protections for 
Family and Community Health Act [6500 - 6500].” California Legislative Information. 
Accessed Nov. 11, 2024. https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.
xhtml?lawCode=PEN&division=&title=7.&part=3.&chapter=10.9.&article=.

15     Pub. L. No. 108-79, 117 Stat. 972. https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/STATUTE-117/pdf/
STATUTE-117-Pg972.pdf. 



42

16     Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. “Sexual Abuse of Female Inmates in Federal 
Prisons.” U.S. Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs. Dec. 
13, 2022. https://www.hsgac.senate.gov/wp-content/uploads/imo/media/doc/2022-12-13%20
PSI%20Staff%20Report%20-%20Sexual%20Abuse%20of%20Female%20Inmates%20in%20
Federal%20Prisons.pdf.

17     U.S. Congress. “S.1435 - Prison Rape Elimination Act of 2003.” 108th Congress, 1st Session. 
Sept. 4, 2003. https://www.congress.gov/bill/108th-congress/senate-bill/1435.

18     Office of Justice Programs. “Review Panel Hearings.” U.S. Department of Justice. Accessed 
Nov. 11, 2024. https://www.ojp.gov/program/review-panel/hearings.

19     Office of Public Affairs. “Justice Department Releases Final Rule to Prevent, Detect, and 
Respond to Prison Rape.” U.S. Department of Justice, May 17, 2012. https://www.justice.gov/
opa/pr/justice-department-releases-final-rule-prevent-detect-and-respond-prison-rape. 

20     28 C.F.R. §115.41(a). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2012-title28-vol2/pdf/CFR-2012-
title28-vol2-sec115-41.pdf. 

21     28 C.F.R. §115.41(d). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2012-title28-vol2/pdf/CFR-2012-
title28-vol2-sec115-41.pdf. 

22     28 C.F.R. §115.42(a). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2023-title28-vol2/pdf/CFR-2023-
title28-vol2-sec115-42.pdf. 

23     28 C.F.R. §115.42(c). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2023-title28-vol2/pdf/CFR-2023-
title28-vol2-sec115-42.pdf. 

24     Fisher v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, 2022 WL 2648950, at *13 (N.D. Ohio July 8, 2022). https://
casetext.com/case/fisher-v-fed-bureau-of-prisons-3. 

25     Id.
26     28 C.F.R. §115.42(g). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CFR-2015-title28-vol2/pdf/CFR-2015-

title28-vol2-sec115-42.pdf. 
27     Federal Bureau of Prisons. “Program Statement 5200.04: Transgender Offender Manual” U.S. 

Department of Justice, Jan. 18, 2017. https://www.bop.gov/policy/progstat/5200.04.pdf.
28     Fleming v. United States, Civil Action No. 7:17-cv-009-O, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 241137 (N.D. 

Tex. Aug. 12, 2017) “Defendants’ Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction.” 
Dec. 2017. https://s3.documentcloud.org/documents/3924241/Fleming-v-USA-Defendants-
Opposition-to-PI.pdf.

29     Federal Bureau of Prisons. “Change Notice 5200.04 CN-1: Transgender Offender Manual.” U.S. 
Department of Justice, May 11, 2018. https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/4459297-
BOP-Change-Order-Transgender-Offender-Manual-5.html.

30     Federal Bureau of Prisons. “Program Statement 5200.08: Transgender Offender Manual.” U.S. 
Department of Justice, Jan. 13, 2022. https://www.bop.gov/policy/progstat/5200-08-cn-1.pdf.

31     Standards To Prevent, Detect, and Respond to Sexual Abuse and Assault in Confinement 
Facilities, 79 Fed. Reg. 13,100 (Mar. 7, 2014). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2014-03-
07/pdf/2014-04675.pdf. 

32     U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. “Transgender Care Memorandum.” U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security, May 2015, 6. https://www.ice.gov/sites/default/files/
documents/Document/2015/TransgenderCareMemorandum.pdf.

33     Sharita Gruberg. “ICE’s Rejection of Rules Is Placing LGBT Immigrants at Severe Risk of 
Sexual Abuse.” Center for American Progress, May 30, 2018. https://www.americanprogress.
org/article/ices-rejection-rules-placing-lgbt-immigrants-severe-risk-sexual-abuse/.

34     U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. “Transgender Care.” U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security. https://www.ice.gov/doclib/detention/transgenderInfographic.pdf.



43

35     Bureau of Justice Assistance. “JAG PREA Frequently Asked Questions.” U.S. Department of 
Justice, Feb. 2024. https://bja.ojp.gov/doc/jag-prea-faqs.pdf.

36     Louisiana State Legislature. “Louisiana House Bill 608.” Legiscan, June 3, 2024. https://
legiscan.com/LA/text/HB608/id/2979589. 

37     AP News. “Bypassing prison rape prevention guidelines costs Utah money.” AP News, May 15, 
2017. https://apnews.com/general-news-a7bc3d125970475a9a3578b8c46aa129. 

38     U.S. Department of Justice. “Justice Department Finds Utah Prison System Discriminated 
Against Incarcerated Individual.” U.S. Department of Justice, Mar. 12, 2024. https://www.
justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-finds-utah-prison-system-discriminated-against-
incarcerated-individual.

39     42 U.S.C. § 12102(1). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2010-title42/pdf/USCODE-
2010-title42-chap126-sec12102.pdf. 

40     42 U.S.C.A. §12211(b)(1). But see Williams v. Kincaid, 45 F.4th 759 (4th Cir. 2022), cert. denied, 
143 S. Ct. 2414 (2023) (finding gender dysphoria is not a gender identity disorder and may be 
an ADA disability). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2023-title42/pdf/USCODE-
2023-title42-chap126-subchapIV-sec12211.pdf. 

41     Utah State Legislature. “H.B. 316 Inmate Assignment Amendments.” Utah State Legislature, 
Mar. 18, 2024. https://le.utah.gov/~2024/bills/static/HB0316.html. 

42     California State Legislature. “SB 132: An act to add Sections 2605 and 2606 to the Penal Code, 
relating to corrections.” LegiScan, Sept. 26, 2020. https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SB132/id/2210293.

43     California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. “Final SB 132 CDCR Assessment 
Report.” The Moss Group, Inc., Mar. 2023. https://www.cdcr.ca.gov/prea/wp-content/uploads/
sites/186/2023/03/Final-SB132-CDCR-Assessment-Report_ADA.pdf.

44     Andrea Mew. “Cathleen’s Story: Female Inmate Loses Parole After Objecting to Transgender 
Prison Policy.” IWFeatures, Sept. 25, 2024. https://www.iwfeatures.com/documentary/
cathleens-story-female-inmate-loses-parole-after-objecting-to-transgender-prison-policy/.

45     Chandler v. Cal. Dep’t of Corr. & Rehab., No. 1:21-cv-01657-JLT-HBK, 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
87164 (E.D. Cal. May 14, 2024); Complaint, Nov 18, 2021. https://static1.squarespace.
com/static/5f232ea74d8342386a7ebc52/t/6196bf95316ee67aa2e827c5/1637269398161/
Chandler+v+CDCR+Complaint_Case+No.+21-cv-1657.pdf.

46     Jason Patterson. “Celebrated Transgender Inmate Charged with Raping Female, Months 
Before Judge Tossed Related Suit.” Tennessee Star, May 22, 2024. https://tennesseestar.com/
news/celebrated-transgender-inmate-charged-with-raping-female-months-before-judge-
tossed-related-suit/jtnews/2024/05/22/.

47     Connecticut General Assembly. “Chapter 325: Department of Correction – Section 18-81ii.” 
Connecticut General Assembly. Accessed Nov. 12, 2024. https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/
chap_325.htm#sec_18-81ii.

48     Maine Department of Corrections. “Policy 23.8: Transgender, Gender Nonbinary, and Intersex 
Adult Residents.” State of Maine Department of Corrections, Jan. 23, 2023. https://www.maine.
gov/corrections/sites/maine.gov.corrections/files/inline-files/Policy%2023.8%20%28AF%29_2.
pdf. 

49     NJ Department of Corrections. “Gender Identity Housing.” NJ Department of Corrections 
Internal Management Procedures, Oct. 11, 2022. https://newjerseymonitor.com/wp-content/
uploads/2023/05/trans-Gender-Identity-Housing.pdf. 

50     Corrections and Community Supervision. “Directive 4021: Incarcerated Individual Reception/
Classification.” New York State Department of Corrections and Community Supervision, Jan. 
23, 2019. https://doccs.ny.gov/system/files/documents/2023/10/4021.pdf.



44

51     Office of the Mayor. “Executive Order No. 16: Access to Single-Sex City Facilities Consistent 
with Gender Identity and Expression.” The City of New York, Mar. 7, 2016. https://www.nyc.
gov/assets/cchr/downloads/pdf/EO16_Single-Sex_City_Facilities.pdf. 

52     Ashe McGovern, Deborah Lolai, Dori Lewis, Kandra Clark, Mik Kinkead, and Shéár Avory. 
“First Report of the Task Force on Issues Faced by TGNCNBI People in Custody.” The City of 
New York, Aug. 15, 2022, 98. https://www.nyc.gov/assets/boc/downloads/pdf/Jail-Regulations/
FINAL-REPORT-of-the-TASK-FORCE-081522.pdf.

53     Steuben County Sheriff’s Office, “General Order: GO – 16 Transgender, Intersex, Gender Non-
Binary, and Gender, Nonconforming People in Custody,” Steuben County Sheriff’s Office, June 
1, 2020. https://www.tldef.org/documents/47/2020-08-03_Faith_Final_Settlement_Agreement_
Policy.pdf.

54     New York State Senate. “Assembly Bill A709A: Gender Identity Respect, Dignity and Safety 
Act.” The New York State Senate, Jan. 11, 2023. https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2023/
A709/amendment/A.

55     Id.
56     Illinois Department of Corrections. “Administrative Directive 04.03.104: Evaluation, 

Treatment, and Correctional Management of Transgender Offenders.” Illinois Department 
of Corrections, Apr. 1, 2021. https://idoc.illinois.gov/content/dam/soi/en/web/idoc/aboutus/
policies/policies/programs-and-services/403104-evaluation-treatment-and-correctional-
management-of-transgender-offenders.pdf.

57     Cook County Department of Corrections. “Interagency Directive 64.5.43.0: Management 
of Inmates with Gender Identity Disorder.” Cook County Department of Corrections, Mar. 
7, 2011. https://www.prisonlegalnews.org/media/publications/Transexual%20Prisoner%20
Management%20Directive%20Cook%20County%20IL.pdf.

58     Office of Health Services. “Procedure 403.012: Identification and Management of Inmates 
Diagnosed with Gender Dysphoria,” Florida Department of Corrections, July 13, 2017. https://
lgbtqbar.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/sites/8/2022/05/403.012.pdf. 

59     Miami-Dade Corrections and Rehabilitation Department. “Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 
Transgender, and Intersex Inmates,” Miami-Dade Corrections and Rehabilitation Department 
(DSOP 18-017), April 3, 2023. https://lgbtqbar.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/sites/8/2024/01/
DSOP_18-017_Lesbian__Gay__Bisexual__Transgender__and_Intersex_Inmates.pdf.

60     Iglesias v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, 2021 WL 6112790, at *24 (S.D. Ill. Dec. 27, 2021). https://
casetext.com/case/iglesias-v-fed-bureau-of-prisons-3/. 

61     Id. 
62     Report and recommendation adopted sub nom. Shelby v. Petrucci, No. 19-CV-2020 (VSB), 

2022 WL 16575766 (S.D.N.Y. Nov. 1, 2022). https://casetext.com/case/shelby-v-petrucci-1. JJS v. 
Pliler, 2022 WL 16578124, at *1 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 3, 2022). https://casetext.com/case/jjs-v-pliler-5. 

63     Kosilek v. Spencer, 774 F.3d 63, 82 (1st Cir. 2014). https://casetext.com/case/kosilek-v-spencer-16/. 
64     Keohane v. Fla. Dep’t of Corr. Sec’y, 952 F.3d 1257, 1266 (11th Cir. 2020). https://casetext.com/

case/keohane-v-fla-dept-of-corr-secy/. 
65     Id. at 83.
66     Id.
67     Id.; see also Whitley v. Albers, 475 U.S. 312, 320, 106 S. Ct. 1078, 89 L. Ed. 2d 251 (1986) https://

supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/475/312/ (prison officials may consider legitimate 
penological interests even in the context of the Eighth Amendment); Fisher v. Fed. Bureau of 
Prisons, 2022 WL 2648950, at *15 (N.D. Ohio July 8, 2022). https://casetext.com/case/fisher-v-
fed-bureau-of-prisons-3. 



45

68     Fisher, 2022 WL 2648950, at *16 (N.D. Ohio July 8, 2022). https://casetext.com/case/fisher-v-
fed-bureau-of-prisons-3; Kosilek, 774 F.3d at 93 https://casetext.com/case/kosilek-v-spencer-16 
(Prison officials expressed significant concerns regarding housing a formerly male inmate 
with a criminal history of violence against a female domestic partner with a female prison 
population containing high numbers of domestic violence survivors).

69     Fisher, 2022 WL 2648950, at *16 https://casetext.com/case/fisher-v-fed-bureau-of-prisons-3; 
Kosilek, 774 F.3d at 93 https://casetext.com/case/kosilek-v-spencer-16 (The appropriate 
inquiry in determining deference to a prison official’s articulated legitimate penological 
interest is not whether the court believed that Kosilek could be housed safely, “but whether 
[prison officials have] a reasoned basis for its stated concerns.”).

70     Keohane v. Fla. Dep’t of Corr. Sec’y, 952 F.3d 1257, 1266–67 (11th Cir. 2020) https://casetext.
com/case/keohane-v-fla-dept-of-corr-secy; see also Fields v. Smith, 653 F.3d 550, 559 (7th 
Cir. 2011) https://casetext.com/case/fields-v-smith-2; Hicklin v. Precynthe, No. 4:16-CV-01357-
NCC, 2018 WL 806764, at *11 (E.D. Mo. Feb. 9, 2018) https://casetext.com/case/hicklin-v-anne-
precynthe-ian-wallace-cindy-griffith-stan-payne-scott-okelly-deloise-williams-corizon-
health-inc; Soneeya v. Spencer, 851 F. Supp. 2d 228, 247 (D. Mass. 2012) https://casetext.com/
case/soneeya-v-spencer. 

71     Gibson v. Collier, 920 F.3d 212, 225 (5th Cir. 2019). https://casetext.com/case/gibson-v-collier-1. 
72     42 U.S.C. § 1983. https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:42%20section:1983%20

edition:prelim). 
73     38 CFR § 14.600. https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/CFR-2023-title38-vol1/CFR-2023-title38-

vol1-sec14-600.
74     42 U.S.C. 1997e(a). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2023-title42/pdf/USCODE-

2023-title42-chap21-subchapI-A-sec1997e.pdf. 
75     Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825, 837 (1994). https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/511/825/. 
76     Chandler v. Cal. Dep’t of Corr. & Rehab., No. 1:21-cv-01657-JLT-HBK, 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

87164 (E.D. Cal. May 14, 2024); Complaint, Nov 18, 2021. https://static1.squarespace.
com/static/5f232ea74d8342386a7ebc52/t/6196bf95316ee67aa2e827c5/1637269398161/
Chandler+v+CDCR+Complaint_Case+No.+21-cv-1657.pdf.

77     Chandler v. California Dep’t of Corr. & Rehab., No. 21-cv-1657 (N.D. Cal. May 15, 2024), https://
lambdalegal.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/2024-05-15_Chandler_decision.pdf.

78     Guy v. Espinoza, No. 1:19-cv-00498-AWI-EPG (PC), 2020 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9893 (E.D. Cal. Jan. 17, 
2020. https://casetext.com/case/guy-v-espinoza. 

79     Fleming v. United States, No. 7:18-cv-004-O, 8 (N.D. Tex. Mar. 31, 2021). https://casetext.com/
case/fleming-v-united-states-101. 

80     E.g., Richardson v. District of Columbia, 322 F. Supp. 3d 175, 183 (D.D.C. 2018). https://casetext.
com/case/richardson-v-dist-of-columbia-2. 

81     Id.
82     Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S. 520, 545 (1979). https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/441/520/. 
83     Bull v. City and Cnty. of San Francisco, 595 F.3d 964, 972 (9th Cir. 2010) (en banc). https://

casetext.com/case/bull-v-city-and-county-of-san-francisco-3. 
84     Michenfelder v. Sumner, 860 F.2d 328, 333 (9th Cir. 1988). https://casetext.com/case/

michenfelder-v-sumner-2. 
85     Id.
86     Grimm v. Gloucester Cnty. Sch. Bd., 972 F.3d 586, 633 (4th Cir. 2020), as amended (Aug. 28, 2020 

(Niemeyer, J., dissenting). https://casetext.com/case/grimm-v-gloucester-cnty-sch-bd-8. 



46

87     Doe by & through Doe v. Boyertown Area Sch. Dist., 897 F.3d 518, 529 (3d Cir. 2018). https://
casetext.com/case/joel-doe-v-boyertown-area-sch-dist-3. 

88     Parents for Priv. v. Dallas Sch. Dist. No. 2, 326 F. Supp. 3d 1075, 1099 (D. Or. 2018). https://
casetext.com/case/privacy-v-dall-sch-dist-no, aff’d sub nom. Parents for Priv. v. Barr, 949 F.3d 
1210 (9th Cir. 2020). https://casetext.com/case/privacy-v-barr. 

89     42 U.S.C. § 1997e(e). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/USCODE-2023-title42/pdf/USCODE-
2023-title42-chap21-subchapI-A-sec1997e.pdf. 

90     Hurley v. Irish-Am. Gay, Lesbian & Bisexual Grp. of Bos., 515 U.S. 557, 573 (1995). https://
supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/515/557/. 

91     California State Legislature. “Senate Bill No. 132, Chapter 182: An act to add Sections 2605 and 
2606 to the Penal Code, relating to corrections.” California Legislative Information, Sep. 29, 
2020. https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB132.

92     Brooke O’Neill. “Biological Men Are Welcome in California Women’s Prisons: Agenda of 
Female Erasure.” Fox News, Oct. 24, 2023. https://www.foxnews.com/media/biological-men-
welcome-california-womens-prisons-agenda-female-erasure.

93     Turner v. Safley, 482 U.S. 78, 98 (1987). https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/482/78/. 
94     992 F.3d 492 (6th Cir. 2021). https://casetext.com/case/meriwether-v-hartop. 
95     Meriwether v. Hartop, 992 F.3d 492, 509 (6th Cir. 2021). https://casetext.com/case/meriwether-

v-hartop. 
96     Holt v. Hobbs, 574 U.S. 352 (2015). https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/574/352/. 
97     Fleming v. Strong, 2023 WL 2142670, at *4 (N.D. Fla. Jan. 25, 2023). https://casetext.com/case/

fleming-v-strong-1, report and recommendation adopted, 2023 WL 2145978 (N.D. Fla. Feb. 
21, 2023). https://casetext.com/case/fleming-v-strong-3; Driever v. United States, 2020 WL 
6135036, at *9 (D.D.C. Oct. 19, 2020). https://casetext.com/case/driever-v-united-states-1. 

98     U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1. https://www.usconstitution.net/xconst_am14-html/. 
99     Pitts v. Thornburgh, 866 F.2d 1450, 1458 (D.C. Cir. 1989). https://casetext.com/case/pitts-v-

thornburgh (noting that, in certain circumstances, including the prison context, men and 
women are not similarly situated).

100     Chandler v. Cal. Dep’t of Corr. & Rehab., No. 1:21-cv-01657-JLT-HBK, 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
87164 (E.D. Cal. May 14, 2024); Complaint, Nov 18, 2021. https://static1.squarespace.
com/static/5f232ea74d8342386a7ebc52/t/6196bf95316ee67aa2e827c5/1637269398161/
Chandler+v+CDCR+Complaint_Case+No.+21-cv-1657.pdf.

101     Civil Rights Division. “Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972.” U.S. Department 
of Justice. Accessed Nov. 14, 2024. https://www.justice.gov/crt/title-ix-education-
amendments-1972.

102     ESEA Network. “About Title I.” ESEA Network. Accessed Nov. 14, 2024. https://www.
eseanetwork.org/about/titlei#:~:text=Title%20I%20of%20the%20Elementary,standards%20
in%20reading%20and%20math.

103     Catherine E. Lhamon and Vanita Gupta. “Joint Dear Colleague Letter,” U.S. Department of 
Education, Office for Civil Rights and U.S. Department of Justice, Civil Rights Division. Dec. 
8, 2014. https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-residential-
facilities-201412.pdf.

104     Federal Bureau of Prisons. “FY 2019 Performance Budget: Congressional Submission: 
Salaries and Expenses,” U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons. https://www.
justice.gov/d9/pages/attachments/2018/02/13/28_federal_bureau_of_prisons_bop_se_0.pdf.

105     18 U.S.C. 4042(a)(2). https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-2010-title18-
section4042&num=0&edition=2010. 



47

106     Iotova v. Quay, 2024 WL 923931, at *7 (E.D.N.Y. Mar. 4, 2024). https://casetext.com/case/
iotova-v-quay-3. 

107     Iglesias v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, No. 19-CV-415-NJR, 2021 WL 6112790, at *3 (S.D. Ill. Dec. 27, 
2021), modified, 598 F. Supp. 3d 689 (S.D. Ill. 2022). https://casetext.com/case/iglesias-v-fed-
bureau-of-prisons-3. 

108     Newton E. Kendig and Charles E. Samuels Jr. “Memorandum for Chief Executive Officers: 
Gender Identity Disorder Evaluation and Treatment.” U.S. Department of Justice Federal 
Bureau of Prisons. May 31, 2011. https://glad-org-wpom.nyc3.cdn.digitaloceanspaces.com/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/2011-gid-memo-final-bop-policy-1.pdf.

109     Langan v. Federal Bureau of Prisons, 1:21-cv-02524 (D.D.C. 2021). https://unicourt.com/case/
pc-db5-langan-v-federal-bureau-of-prisons-et-al-1033343. 

110     Brown v. Plata, 563 U.S. 493, 511 (2011). https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/563/493/. 
111     Gibson v. Collier, 920 F.3d 212, 215 (5th Cir. 2019). https://casetext.com/case/gibson-v-collier-1. 
112     Id. 
113     Stevens v. Holler, 68 F.4th 921, 933 (4th Cir. 2023). https://casetext.com/case/stevens-v-

holler-1. 
114     Gibson v. Collier, 920 F.3d 212, 215 (5th Cir. 2019). https://casetext.com/case/gibson-v-collier-1. 
115     Edmo v. Corizon, Inc., 935 F.3d 757 (9th Cir. 2019); Campbell v. Kallas, 2020 WL 7230235, at *6, 

*8-*9 (W.D. Wis. Dec. 8, 2020) https://casetext.com/case/edmo-v-corizon-inc; Cordellione v. 
Comm’r, Indiana Dep’t of Correction, 2024 WL 4333152, at *18 (S.D. Ind. Sept. 17, 2024). https://
casetext.com/case/cordellione-v-commr-ind-dept-of-corr. 

116     Hilary Cass. “Independent review of gender identity services for children and young people: 
Final report.” The Cass Review. April 2024. https://cass.independent-review.uk/wp-content/
uploads/2024/04/CassReview_Final.pdf.

117     Alabama Attorney General’s Office. “Doc. 560-31 Defendants’ Summary Judgment Exhibit 
181 (Redacted): Position Statement on Medical Necessity of Treatment for Transgender 
and Gender Diverse People.” Alabama Attorney General’s Office. Oct. 9, 2024. https://www.
alabamaag.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/SJ.DX181-700-10-WPATH-8-REDACTED-560-31.pdf.

118     State of Alabama. Amicus Brief in Support of Tennessee, No. 23-477. Filed Oct. 15, 2024. https://
www.supremecourt.gov/DocketPDF/23/23-477/328275/20241015131826340_2024.10.15%20-%20
Ala.%20Amicus%20Br.%20iso%20TN%20FINAL.pdf.

119     Gibson v. Collier, 920 F.3d 212, 215 (5th Cir. 2019). https://casetext.com/case/gibson-v-collier-1. 
120     Weems v. United States, 217 US 349 (1910) https://caselaw.findlaw.com/court/us-supreme-

court/217/349.html; Ingraham v. Wright, 430 U.S. 651 (1977) https://caselaw.findlaw.com/
court/us-supreme-court/430/651.html. 

121     Joe Parker. “California Taxpayers Bankroll $4 Million Worth of Gender-Affirming 
Enhancements for Prisoners, Including Four Death Row Inmates.” Washington Free Beacon, 
Oct. 13, 2023. https://freebeacon.com/california/california-taxpayers-bankroll-4-million-
worth-of-gender-affirming-enhancements-for-prisoners-including-four-death-row-inmates/.



48

“What [California’s SB132] does is open 
the gateway for people who are seeking a 
way out of the men’s prison for whatever 

reasons they have to just say, ‘Hey, I 
identify as a woman,’ and now they are 
being housed in a woman’s institution.” 

Jennifer Barela | Former Inmate

“It’s a really horrible feeling to feel 
powerlessness and isolation to the extreme. 

Our sentence wasn’t to be abused. We 
were supposed to be … rehabilitated, and 
so everybody’s turned their back on us.”

Alissa Kamholz | Current Inmate

“To provide these special rights to a small 
privileged group that includes predators 

and manipulators has created a huge 
imbalance in power and an untouchable 
privileged group that is basically running 

the prison system right now.”
Amie Ichikawa | Former Inmate


