]

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

Y

NCIRS .

This microfiche was produced from documents received for , ‘ |
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise : " ‘ : ,\'j_./
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,

the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart ea

this frame may be used to evaluate the document guality.

&

lizs

k4 |j2s
= 132 :
i 122 22 ‘
a i "=
L |
I | %
== ' 4
e |
. ‘ INTERIM REPORT:
: THE PILOT REDIRECTION CENTER AT THE
ﬁ NEW HAVEN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL CENTER --
MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART s LTDO O P
NATIONAL BUREAU COF STANDARDS-1963-A THE‘ }:I‘{ST EIGHT A'IOL‘THS

t

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with

the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504 | m

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(sj and do not represent the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531

Daniel J. Freed
Dennis E. Curtis
Carl E. Anduri '74
g Timothy P. Terrell '74

September 15, 1972
X ‘ : (Revised October 31, 1972)




TABLE OF CONTENTS

- I Introduction

A.
B.

The Case of Frank S.
The Report

II  Redirection: The Concept and the Issues

III The Redirection Center in Operation

A.

.D,
E.
F.

The Context: System Comparisons
with Other Cities

1. Prompt decisions on release
2. Supervision of releasees
3. Centralized pretrial administration

The Project: Initial Procedures and Problems

1. Delay
2., Diffusion of staff specialties~
3. Imbalance ratio: detention vs, imprisonment

Project Reorientation

1. Emphasis on release
2. Supervised release
3. S8itaff reorganization
Leadership

Medical Services

Relations with the Custodial Staff

IV Relations with Other Criminal Justice Agencies

.

:!.:0"111?150{71?9

Bail Commissicners

Bondsmen

Wider City Parish Low Bond Program

Pretrial Services Council Diversion Project
Drug Programs

Clerks

Prosecutors o '

Judges

A Conclusions and Recommendations

A.
B.
C.

Summary of Findings
Recommended Redirection and System Changes
Future evaluation

W Wk

Appendix I

Appendix II

Appendix III

Appendix 1V

Appendix V

Appendix VI

Appendix VII

Appendix VIII

APPENDIX

Data on April 1972 New Haven Jail Population

Length of jail stay

A. April 1972 detainces whose release was
aided by the Redirection Center ‘
B. September 1972 One-Day Detaines Population

Detainee Questionnaire

Correctional Center and Redirection Center
Population Trends

Table A. Sentenced and Accused Average
Populations: Hartford, Bridgeport and New
Haven, 1970-72

Table B. Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven
ﬁEEEHI; Average Populations, January-September
1972

Table C. Redirection Center Eligibles, April-
July 1972

Circuit Court Memorandum 71-141: Suggested
Bail Commission Procedure

Frasure of Arrest and Court Records, Sec. 54-90,

Conn. Gen. Stat,
Supervised Release Interview Form

Applicable Section of Contract Covering the

fvaluation of the Redirection Center
!

Page

A-1

A3
A-4

A-9

A~-10

A-11

A-12



E could count on effectivé contéct being made with outside agencies
I. Introduction i - :

A. The Case of Frank S. . . vhich offered the kind o.f' drug program he needed.1
In the early fall of 1971 Frank S. was arrested, charged g ) Rather.than spending this second pretrial period in

with a 'drug offense and detained at the New Haven Community Correc- é near helplessness, however, Frank was introduced to an innovative
tional Center pending trial. In his subsequent coﬁrt appearance, | '.: new project at thé jail, specifically designed by the Connecticut
he pleaded guilty and received a suspended sentence, with probation Co » Department of Correction to assist pretrial detainees. The project
conditioned on his participation in Daytop, a rigorous "therapeutic ” ‘ was the New Haven Pilot Redirection Center. The day after Frank's
community" drug rehabilitation program in Seymour, Connecﬁicut. ‘ arrival, a Center representative interviewed him in the cell block
After a few dayé at DaytOp, Frank left, unable to cope with the f and identified him as eligible for assistance. On January 6, Frank
psychological hardships imposed by that program. His desire to : was brought.upstai%s from the cell block to the Center's offices on
"kick" his habit remained, howevef, and he immediately signed himself : the second floor and extensively interviewed by Janice Cobb, the
into another drug program, at the Connecticut'Valley Hospital in staff psychiatric nurse.

Middlectown, Cennecticut
’ ' The interview revealed Frank's dilemma. The sentencing

On January 4, 1972, after threce months of successful parti- . court had clgarly intended, in imposing a suspended sentence and
cipation in the C.V.H. program, Frank was arrested for violation of . | probation to Daytop in 1971, that Frank should receive help for his
probation (a new.;ffénse in addition to his earlier drug charge) and f drug problem. Frank had conformed to the spirit of this sentence,
was taken to the Sixth Circuit Court in MNew Haven. There he was ; but violated its specific terms, by moving without permission from
arraigned, assigned $500 bond that he could not raise, and sent back ; ’ Daytop to C.V.H. As a fesult of trying to secure help from a more
to the New Haven Correctional Center to await a court appearance ’ % . compatible drug program, Frank faced the possibility of a prison
scheduled for January 27. ' ¢ . i term for '‘probation violation.

!

Prior to January 1972, Frank's

, ) : Through the efforts of the Redirection Center, Frank was
s only assistance in communi- i ® ' ’

cating from jail to the outside world would have come from the %; accompanied to court on January 27 (23 days after his initial arrival)

' . : - ! M -
institutional counselor, whose workload allowed no more than one by Daniel Ryan, the Center's attorney, and Hs. Johansen from the C.V.H.

or two phone calls per inmate.l In addition, the case load of A \\\\‘ 1 drug program. In addition, letters from C.V.H. and the Redirection

1 See Brockett, Pretrial Detention: The lost Critical Period (Senior Studies

the public defender made it unlikely that detainees like Frank

paper in Yale Law lerary, 1970) for data on the low rate of contact
. between public defenders (and other defense lawyers) and their clients
There was one counselor for the appreoximatel 0 , , awaiting trial in the New Haven jail.
pp y 300 pretr;al and &

sentenced inmates at the jail.




Center turged Frank's release to C.V.H. Instead of imposing a
prison term, the court again géve Frank a suspended éenpence,
conditioned on progation in the custody of C.V.H. to be followed
by a probationary period with the Division of Vocational Rehabili-
tation. -At last report, Frank was still attending the drug

rehabilitation program at C.V.H.

B, The report

As an early case in the fiies of the Redirection Center,
Frank S. illustrates both success (helping him return to a drug
't:eatment facility) and shortcomipgs (delay in initial interview,
and time ncedlessly épent in jail prior to disposition) of this
new pre-rial project. The case also suggests one of the diffi-
cuities In evaluating the new program: there is no way of tell
whether, or how, Frank's case would have turned out differently
had the Rediréction Center not been established. .

This report is a preliminary study of the Redirection
Center, undertaken by agreement with the Department of Correction.!
It covers the first eight months of operation, from January through
August 1972, 1Its purpose is to outline the background of the
project, its initial procedures, and it$§ relationship to other
components of New llaven's criminal justice system. It describes
in some detail the manner in which the Center's operation and

prioritles began to change as the staff gained experience with the

realities of pretrial release and detention practices in the city.

1 See Appendix VIII

4.

The report contains some preliminary data on thé Center's
pretrial population, and on the relationéhip of pretrial detention
to post-~trial incarceratioﬁ in Connecticut. The key findings relate
to tensions within theAprogram, to evolution of the Center's purposes,
to suggestions for change in the months ahead, and to questions for
future evaluation. The principal deficiency lies in the absence of
data about the disposition of cases of persons detained at the New
Haven jail during this period ~- data whose systematic unavailability
precludeé valuable feedback to the many decisionmakers and evaluators

of the pretrial process.




II, Redirection: The Concept and the Issues

Years of neglect of local jails and pretrial detainees have
been hiéhlighted recently by disturbaﬁces at many detention
facilities around the country, by court decisions condemning a
number of facilities, and by scholarly articles analyzing the
incarceration of untried persons aﬁd alternatives to detention.
"What is neeéed now," the original application for the Redirection

Center indicated, "is some new and fresh approach to this pretrial

population.”

A general outline of the approach is suggested by a statement

of three goals in the application:

The overall impact of the project should be [1] the
reduction in the numbers of individuals (in 4aill
awaiting trial and [2] the greater manageability of
this group within the institutional setting. Asdi-
tionally, [3] it is expected that certain negative
community attitudes might be altered which would
enable the use of volunteers and standard community
resources in meeting the needs of these individuals.

From this paragraph and the description of staff specialties
in the application, the original director of the Redirection Center

derived a set of nine goals for the Center. He recorded them as

follows in a memorandum in March: ' Cot

1. Provide immediate attention to newly arrived inmates
held in pretrial detention in terms of --

a. Social -- family contacts
b. legal -~ civil and criminal
c¢. medical - medical, psychiatric, and dental

2., Develop programs within the jail that will be of interest.
and benefit to this particular population especially in terms
of education, counseling, and health services.

eI

6.

3. Develop comprehensive medical services for this population.

4. Establish in the public eye the fundamental concept that
this population is innocent until proven guilty with an eye
toward formulation of programs recognizing their citizenship
privileges, rights and roles.

5. Maintain community relatibnships previously developed or
establish and strengthen during confinement.

6. Reduce the jail population.
7. Bring about greater manageabilility of those remaining.

8. Develop the use of volunteers and standard community
resources in meeting the needs of the population.

9. Bring about erasure of the program within five years as
volunteers and community agencies assume these functions.

The staff funded by the grant was divided into

two levels, or "teams": the first to handle some immediate needs of

entering detainees, and the second to deal with more long-range

problems of persons incarcerated for an extended pretrial period.
The first level was to include several specialists, including a

social worker, an attorney, a psychiatric ﬁurse, an educational

diagnosticlan, and an exwinmate:
- This team would function to give immediate attention
to each accused person arriving at the jail. Facilities

. would be available to enable new arrivals to make con-
tact with their families, public defenders and public
agencles. A psychiatric nurse would take a medical
history and screen individuals for evidence of psychilatric
disturbance. An experienced educator would take an
educational history and evaluate each individual in terms
of his educational needs including vocational or trade
training requirements., An ex-inmate would function as a
member of the team to make community inquiries, provide
the newly-arrived individuals with orientation, ete.
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The second level was to include a consulting psychiatrist
a'dental technician, a part-time physician, an educationai unit, and
an ex-inmate. In concept,

(t)his team would receive referrals from the

first leval team and would conduct continuing

- programs for the attention to medical, educa-

tional, and community needs.

In addition to the action staff, a small research component
was incorporated in the program to assess the progress of thé Center
towards its stated goals. The study methods during the first stage
included participant observation at the Center by two law students,
Carl Anduri and Timothy P. Terrell, under the general supervision of
Messrs. Curtis and Freed of the Law School, and a consulting
soclologist, Ilene Bernstein; data gathering; examinaticn of
relevant programs elsewhere; and extensive conferences with Redirectlon

staff members and others in the criminal process of Connecticut.

In retrospect, the operation of the project raised several
issues for examination that had not been apparent at the time of the
grant. The principal issue was:

If a pretrial detaince desires and is entitled to

pretrial release, but appears to a Redirection staff
member to be in need of assistance and rehabilitation,

~which purpose -- releasc or rchabilitation -- will
dominate, or how will conflicts between them be re-
solved?

Intimately related to that issue, but largely beyend the scope of this
initial report, are important questions relating to the future of
pretrial justice administration, and to the organizations which

should be responsible for persons released or detained

pending trial. For ekémple:

- What advantages and disadvantages inure to a criminal
justice system in which a department of correction is
responsible for persons held in pretrial detention?

- Would it make sense to require separate administration
of detention institutions for pretrial persons and of
prisons for convicted persons?

- Would it make sense to have a single agency govern or
coordinate all programs for pretrial persons, released
and detained alike, and if so, where in the system
should such an agency be based?

~ What are the implications, in Connecticut and else-

- where, of proceeding with or delaying plans to con-

struct new jails before issues like these are explored
in detail?

Long range questions like these lend useful perspective to
the evaluation of pilot projects, like the Redirection Center, which
are only small parts of a larger and complex network of criminal
justice agencies, If dinstitutions like the Center, for example,
can overcome their initial difficulties and develop significant:
alternatives to most pretrial detention, future detention
facilities might be built substantially smaller and at less cost
than a rising or steady crime rate would otherwise suggest.
Capital and operating costs for detention might, in such circum-~

'
stances, be diverted to other junctures of the criminal process.
Court systems might correspoﬁdingly alter their decision-making
processes and options, reexamine their responsibility for pre-
trial detention and i;s institutions, and obtain increased
resources with which better to answer the questions of whether
and how arrested persons should be handled, e.g. released cut-

LN

right, or under supervision, or diverted to noncriminal alternatives,

»or detained in different ways pending trial,



‘ . TII. Redirection in Operation: The Original Direction and Its
Modifications

) Preparation for the Redirection program began in the fall of
The early operation of the Redirection Center does not

1971. Operations commenced on January 3, 1972, The first-level
convert the above possibilities into firm conclusions. It does

staff consisted of the following persons:
suggest that with revised goals and improved procedures, they

ﬁirector John Dufficy
might emerge in the not too distant future. Attorney Daniel Ryan
| Social Worker Donald Lee
Educational Diagnostician Michalah Bracken
v Psychiatric Nurse Janice Cobb
Community Representative Thomas Kilebrew
Spanish-speaking '
; Community Representative Ceferino Velez
f Secretaries | Nancy Anderson

Ellen Flinter
Each'étaff menber approached his or her new job with a strong
‘ desire to help the pretrial population. Exactly what form the "help'
should take was left for each individual to define., During the
break-in perilod, the staff grew familiar with the characteristics

and interconnections of New Haven's criminal justice system, and

. with 1ts clientele,

Several factors combined to create a confusing and difficult

period for the staff. Although simultaneous achievement of all
'

; goals mentioned or implied in the grant application was impossible,

staff members felt an obligation to attempt most of them. During
‘ ' f this period, little leadership was evident in sorting out or
establishing priorities among the range of project goals. Because

most staff members had been hired for expertise
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in their particular sogial specialty, as a group they appeared
quickly to adopt an orientation toward rehabilitation of their
clients, toward treatment of.the social problems of persons not
yet tried on the criminal charges against them. The staff's
ability to make headway was also hindered by the overloaded
and.disjointed c;iminal justice system.in which their work was

centered.

A. Context: Svstem comparison with other citiesg

A helpful background for analyzing the early progress of
the Rediréction Center in its Ne& Haven context may be derived
from looking at comparable structures in several other cities.

A variety of ?rograms have grown up in recent years to deal
with overcrowded pretriﬁl jailsvand to.explore alternatives to
pretrial detention. Among these are the Philadelphia Pretrial
Services Project, the District of Columbia Bail Agency, and
the Des Moines Model Neighborhood Corrections Project.

The Philadelphia project is currently the mest massive.
Funded at $872,869 annually, it was created by the Court of
Common Pleas in 1971 to help judges determine conditions.of
release for arrested persons. The stgff intervenes at all stages
of the pretrial process, from prearraignment interviews of
detainees in the police lock-up to an enforcement unit for
finding those persons, released pursuant to project recom-

mendation, who fail to appear on their assigned court dates.

)
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The District of Columbia Bail Agency is an ?ndependent
pretrial organization created by Congress in 1966 to serve the
criminal process of the nation's capital. It is similar to the
Philadelphia agency, although smaller. It interviews arrested
personé and makes recommendations at both the police lock-up
stage and the arraignment stage. 1t follows each releasee until
disposition of his case. Its authority to supervise selected
persons released on its recommendations was broadened by Congress

in the District of Columbia Court Reform and Criminal Procedure

Act of 1970, Public Law 91-358.

The Des Moines project is a privately organized demonstra-
tion program which s?ecializes in interviewing and recommending for
pretrial release selected jailed defendants whose high bail
indicates that they were considered by the court to be poor risks.l
It is an outgrowth of the pretrial release program which began in
Des Moines in 1964. A new focus on high risk detainees was
initiated in 1970 with Model Cities funds, under the administra-
tive sponsorship of the Iowa Council of the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency. It became part of the Polk County Depart-
ment of Court Services in January l97f. Tﬁe project provides
extensive supervision, follow-up and referral work for each
defendant released pursuant to its recommendation. Over the life~

|
time of the project, the appearance rate has been 98%, which is

1 An early report on the Des Moines program is reprinted in Speedy
Trial, pp. 497-539 (Hearings before the Subcommittee on Constitutional
Rights, Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 1971). A new report will
shortly be published in pamphlet form by the National Council on

Crime and Delinquency.
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about the same as money bond and R.0.R. releasees. The rate
of new offense allegations is 17.5%, which is the same as

for money boend releasees.

1. .Early release decisions

If the theoretical tasks of Connecticut's bail
cﬁmmissionersl and the Redirection Center in New Haven were
combined, the pretrial relezse possibilities here would be a »lend
of the D.C., Philadelphia and Des Moines concepts. A bail commis-
sioner would inte;view each arrested person who was not relzased’
by the police at the precenct station. He would release some
persons on his own authority, and make recommendations to a judge
at the time of arraignment with respect to others, If the perscn
continued to be detained after his first cogrt appearance, his
situation would be reviewed the next day at the Redirection
Center, and additional release efforts made on his behalf., The
Redirection Center would in essence serve a backstop function for

persons not released at an earlier stage of the bail process.

At present, the operation of the New Haven system
v~sdggests that the early stages of the pretrial. release process
are working way below par. One hundred and fifty detainees at
the New Haven jail were asked during June and July whether they

had seen a bail commissioner at any time between arrest and jail.

1 Sec. 63b of Title 54 of the Comnecticut General Statutes details
the function of the bail commissioner. The scope of his release
authority is outlined in Memorandum 71-141, dated June 15, 1971,
fyom Chief Judge John J. Daly of the Circuit Court of Counecticut.
See Appendix V.

. | 14,
86% said they had not. 'fhis figure might be high for two reasons:
some detainees unfamiliar with the court system mighk not know
whether any of the officials £hey saw was a commissioner; others
might believe they would attract sympathy by claiming they had
been overlooked by a reclease-oriented official. DBut the figure
mighé also be undgrstated, since some detainces answered

affirmatively on the basis of seeing only a bondsman, apparehtly

believing that a bail commissioner and a bail bondsman were the

same,

In contrast to what detainees say and do, the Chief
Bail Commissioner's 1972 Annual Report discloses very substantial
interviewing activity, Sixth Circuit interviews are veported to

have dincreased from 174

o

n 1970-71 to 4783 in 1971-72

N~
Sak v

¢
<

universe;of.defendants in the circuit is indicated. All things

considered, the high rate of detention in New Haven makes it

important to examine further into the accuracy of the 806% claim.

If 867% is anywhere close to a fair gazuge of detention
without a prior bail commissioner interview, the Redirection
anter's intended backstop role is more nearly becoming a front
line operation. 1Its staff is being coépelled to interview and
work with many detainees whose jailing is an error. In fact,
even if all are interviewed by bail'commissioners, the weeding

)
out process must be faulty.1 Observations tend to counfirm this

1 The Bail Commission's 1972 Annual Report indicates an extraordinarily

low rate of productivity from commissioner interviews in the Sixth
Circuit, In 1971-72, 3272 out of 4783 interviews, or (9%, resulted in

no reduction of bond. The 31% reduction in New Haven contrasts with a
70% reducticn rate statewide,




view. Center staff members deal with many individuals they
believe could safely bé released, in terms of likelibood to
appear at trial..l If was thus not surprising that the'burden
of an excessive caseload began in late Spring to raise staff
doubts about the wisdom of continuing to try to provide

speclalty social services to all detained men.

2. Release under supervision

The iﬁitial reports on the Des Moines project
suggest, in a city approximately the size of New Haven, that
. a program which provides supervisory resources and services
can be effective in increasing pretrial release for persons
who norma;ly would be detained pending trial.

The concept of supervised release is addressed
to accused persons who present high but controllable risks of
flight or misconduct during the pretrial period. It is, in a
sense, the pretrial counterpart of postconviction probation.
It acknowledges that the extremes of pretrial release via
money bond or a promise to appear, and of pretrial detention
in a maximum sécurity jail, are unduly limited choices. They
ignore a broad middle range of persons #ho, in the view of -
judicial decisionmakers, can not safely be released without

some kind of supervision, yet do not require the extreme form

lConnecticut statutes specify that the only criterion for
determining release prior to trial (in noncapital cases) is
that conditions of release are available to give ''reasonable
assurance of the appearance of the accused in court.,'" See,
for exanmple, 54 Conn. Gen. Stat. Sections 53, 63b, 63c, 532,
69 and 69a.

15,
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of control which jail signifies. The importance of inserting

such intermediate forms of controlled release has been
recognized in recent years in the Federal Bail Reform Act of
1966, 18 U.S.C. Sec. 3146 et seq.; in the District of Columbia
Court.Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970; and in Standard

5.2 of the Standards Relating to Pretrial Release, adopted by

the American Bar Association in 1969.

New Haven had planned in 1971 to develop resources
for a supervised release program at the police lock-up stage.
That action would have been two steps advanced beyond Des Moines,
where supervised release was initiated for persons in jail after
bail setting in court. An LEAA grant proposal was submitted by
the City and funded by the Connecticut Planning Committee on
Criminal Administration. Authority to proceed was vested in the
New Haven Pretrial Services Council. The program has not yet been
implemented. To f£ill the gap, the Redirection staff began in mid-

1972 to develop a Des Moines-type project, whose progress is

. described in Section IIIC below.

3. Centralized pretrial administration

The systems of pretrial administration in Philadelphia
] .
and Washington, D.C., suggest a third comparison. In both cities,
program success seems due in part to the centralized, well-staffed
organization which oversees pretrial release operations.
New Haven has an impressive arréy of useful components,

but no central pretrial agency. It has a field citation system
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administered by éhe polic‘e;l a statiénhouse bail bond schedule'
gimilar to other cities; an RQR program administered By bail
commissioners; an experimental pretrial diversion project
inauguraked in 1972 under the HNew Haveﬁ Pretrial Services Council;

a program to post bonds for detainees held on low bail, which is
conducted by the Wider City Parish; and the Redirection Center

operated at the jail by the Department of Correction. :

This spectrum of release stages is broader than in
most cities, but c?ordination among individual programs is lacking.
Each agency makes its own decisions Qithout much reference to, or
feedback from, the others. The Pretrial Services Council, with
one full-time employee serving as executive director and paid by
LEAA funds under a grant frcm the Ccnnccticut Planning Committee
on Criminal Administration, might become a coordinating orgraniza-
tion in time. To date, however, it lacks the authority, the
administrative resources and the system overview found in Phila-
delphia and Washington. .In such a setting, the Redirectién Center

is but one of many independent programs in what should be a unified

pretrial system.

. B, The Project: Initial Procedures and Problems

Against this background, the Redirection Center's
operating problems in the early months can be analyzed. They fall
into three principal categories: (1) processing delays, (2) frag-

mentation of staff specialties, and (3) an overwhelming pretrial

See Berger, Police Field Citations in New Haven, 1972
Wisc. L. Rev. 382 __-

N ;.
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imbalance in comparison with the incarceration of sentenced

offenders.

1. Delay

Most detainees arrive at the New Haven jail
in the afternoon. During the first five months of 1972, the
jaii's institutional counselor continued, as in the past, to

.

make a new arrival's first telephone call to a relative, friend

_or bondsman the morning after arrival. He attempted to assist

each detainee as best he could, given the severe limitations on

the time of one counselor for 250 prisoners.

Wheﬁ the Redirection Center program began, a
staff counselor was present at the initial interview and phone
call. He would screen each detainee to determine if he was
eligible for Center assistance. Eligibility during these early
months simply meant that the detainee was in an awaiting-trial
status and was not a federal prisoner.l A preliminary interview
was undertaken to determine which Redirection staff specialist
would be most appropri;te to the detainee's problem (e.g. medical,
education, employment). The detainee would be scheduled for a
Redirectioﬁ interview the following morn&ng in the Center offices

on the second floor of the jail.

From these initial procedures, several diffi-
culties emerged. The Redirection staff ordinarily did not see

‘the detainee at the Center until his third day in jail. Second,

1 See Appendix I and part C of Appendilx IV for further -details
on eligibility.
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a number of interviews were delayed further when the detaipee was
recur;ed to court on that day. And trird, because Center activities
involved attempts at "treatment" of a detainee as well a; trying to
release him, much time following interview was consumed trying to

idehtify a program for each detainee in advance of working for his

pretrial release.

The foregoing factors meant that even the most

fortunate Redirection clients spent considerable time in jail

prior to release. A study was made for the month of April 1972 to
deternmine the time consumed prior to Center-assisted release. The
results are shown in Appendix IIA. The average period of jail time
for persons helped by the Center through an "own recognizance”
relcasé (R.0.R.) was 11l days. For a money bond release aided by
the Center, the period was 8.6 days. For Center-assisted release

by way of cases being 'nolled" or dismissed, the average was 8.5

-

days.

In part; the figures reflect procedural short-
comings in taking so long, at high detention costs, to get men
6ut.l But they also suggest shortcomings in the criminal process
itsclf. Decisions on release or detention or R.0.R. or bond or
dismissal are made by the police, the bondsmen, the bail commis-
made

sioner and the court. They are never/by the Redirection Center
itself. And as indicated in the discussion of the "imbalance

ratio" below, the major deficiency in the process is that so

many persens who should have been released prior to trial-had to

The delay for relecasees, of course, pales in comparison with the
length of time many detainees spend in jail awaiting trial. A one-
day sample in Scptember 1972 showed the average stay to be 47 days;

the median was 29 days; the range was L to 283 days. Sce Appendix
118, '
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plead guilty or be convicted in order to regain their liberty.
2. 'Diffusion of staff specialties
The large number of pretrial detainees eligible
for assistance, matched with a correspondingly small number of
counselors, made it necessary for each staff member to devote his
or her entire morning to intake work. The following table
illustrates the number of clients involved for one month -- April,
. 1972:1
TABLE T
New Admissions 304
Ineligible for Redirextion Center 110
Sentenced 100
Federal Prisoner ‘ 5
Parcle or Probation violatorz 5
Eligible for Redirection Center 194
Released Prior to Interview 60
Interviewved by Redirection Center ‘ 134

Few persons were released after one interview.
Almost every man had to be seen on one or more subsequent subgequgnt
afternoons for addigional help. As a consequence, the referral of
each new detainece from one specialist to ,another to assure that all
needs weré met -- a procedure implicit in the grant proposal =--

never was a practical possibility.

See Appendix IV for data on succeeding months in which the clientele
increased. :

2 Alleged probation and parole violators were excluded for a brief
period, but subsequently were made eligible for Redirection Center
assistance.
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At the‘samc time, since each QGtainee's problems
seemed multiple in character, the chances for pure specialty work
by each staff peréon were remote. For example, during June and
July, each new detainece was asked by a Center secretary a series
of pre-interview questions. 130 sets of responses were tabulat:ed.1
Recognizing that some responses may be incorrect, the following
table nevertheless suggests the types and extent of social prob-

lems with which a pretrial jail staff must deal:

TABLE II2
Do you use drugs? 24 76
Were you cmployed at the time of your arrest? 40 60

Were you collecting uneuployment oy welfare at

the time of your arrest? 24 76
Do you have any immediate medical problems? 24 76
Do you have any psychiatric problems? 8 92
Have you attended school within the last year? 10 90

fo cope with the burden imposed by multiple prob-

lems and excessive detainees, a practice developed during the Center's

-+ early-months for each staff member, regardless of specialty, to retain

control and follow-up responsibility over all cases originally routed

1 The first 150 complete answer sheets of an approximate total of 300
were included in the sample. Questionnaires which were incomplete
due to administrative error were not counted.

2 See Appendix III for further data. Unemployment appears to be a
serious problem, although the reasons for it are unclear and should
be pursued in the next stage. Redirection has referred detaineces to
various employment and training agencies, such as Opportunities
Industrialization Center (0IC) and the Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation (DVR). But these agencics are themselves referral
organizations, often bogged down in red tape and waiting lists, The
desirability of including an employinent counsclor and a vocational
training program at the jail should be gilven serious conslderation.

. numbey of persons admitted to correctioqal institutions after. convic- ..
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to him or her. Specialties thus became subordinated to thé need

to process the full caseload.

3. Imbalance ratio: detention vs. imprisonment

The problem of adjusting the capacity of the small
staff 6f Reditrection specialists against the needs.of a continuously
large population of pretrial detainees created substantial program
ténsions during the developmental stage The extent to which the
detention population was excessively large, or the Center staff unduly
small, or the goals of the Center too diffuse, became an issue that
demanded early resolution.

In order to gain a sense‘of the excessiveness of
the detention population, some rough measurements were recorded for
pretrial detainees in Connecticut as a whgle, and in the New Haven
Correctional Center in particular. The research team tried to
examine the relationship between (1) the number of pretrial detainces
who are convicted and sentenced to post-conviction custody, and
(2) all pretrial detaineces (irrespective of how long detained, and
of whether or how relcased). Because data in category (1) is

currently unavailable in Connecticut, a substitute figure -- the

tion -~ was used.

The resulting analysis, even with its acknowledged

imperfections, suggests three conclusions: (1) that the overwhelming

~majority of persons incarcerated in Connecticut are jailed only prior

to the trial or disposition of the charges against them; (2) that most

people who spend time in a pretrial jail ave released no later than
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Table iIIl: Adnissions to Cennecticut Insﬁitutions

23. . :
‘ . L Jan. Feb. Mar. April
‘ Total Entering Accused Detention '
at which the puilty among them are convicted and
the stage g y 8 Population (A) 1868 1852 1745 1708
: ; 3) that judges are more likely to release a i .
sentenced; and‘( )t judg Y ! Total Entering Sentenced Population (B) 556 553 569 545
i ho has just been convicted than one who goes to '
defendant w J Imbalance Ratio:  (A-B)/(A) ‘ 707 70% 67% 68%
jail because he could not raise bail. In other words,
determined guilt rather than presumed innocence appears to . Thus, nearly 70% of all persons who spend time in jail prior to trial
offer the more likely road to release from custody in ‘ appear to serve no time in custody after disposition.
Connecticut. } ' The imbalance between pretrial and conviction imprison-
The Research Division of the Connecticut - j! ment in Connecticut has apparently not been the subject of
: 2 . . .
Department of Correction began, in January 1972, to report monthly extended study.” A preliminary analysis was made of data currently \\
admissions to (A) the accused and (B) the sentenced population available from courts in New Haven. The final dispositions of a
in each community correctional center and postconviction : v sample of 83 cases which originated during April 1972 were
institution in the State. If the admissions to both populations ‘ ‘ - .Y examined, with the following results.B’
were about equal, the number (A-B) and proportion (A-B)/(A) of
pretrial detainees who did not subsequently enter the sentenced - 1 The total figures in this table are inflated te an indeterminable desree
due to problems of data collecticn encountered v the Department of Correc~
population would approximate zero. A ratio close to zero would tion. When an accused or sentenced detainee is taken to court and thereafter
. returns to jail, he is.counted as a new admission. Thus, one prisoner may
indicate that comparatively few people who are jailed prior to be counted several times during a month's statistics. Further research is
o needed to determine the extent to which this inflation is proportionatclv
trial are later released upon conviction. If a significant . or disproportionately applicable to the accused and sentenced populations.
1 i 2 1d, are released Ty T ) _ ' ot =
. portion of pretrial detainees,on th% other hand, : . ? The one exception is a study of the case dispositions of 37 women
' . detained at the Connecticut Correctional Institution in Niantic in
i imbalance ratio (A-B)/(A) ) e
prior to trial or at semtencing, the im ( ) August 1970, It found that thirty (30%) were eventually released
. ithout serving any time after convicticn and sentenoz Left behind
. ained below, the imbalance v 1§ any C : | enis,  Le!
will be a high percentage. As expl ’ . in the community during the pretrial detention period (which averaged
. \ ~ 75 days at $26.83 ver detainee per dav) were 54 children under age 21.
accurate fraction all by itself. +OJ PRU d LT v) ! s age |
ratic is an indicatﬂr but mot an 7 See 1. Rogers, Classification in Pretrial Detention: A Studv of
o ’ *Disciplinarv Rules in a Pretrial Institfution for Vomen (Yale Law

Data for Connecticut for the first four months . Library, 1971).

of 1972 revealed the following:

3 These results arc tentative, since some Anril cases are not yot

. complete. A further analysls in the next Redirection Center repert
may include a larger sample of the population, with subdivisions
indicating the length of stay in jail for those who became part of
the imbalance.
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TABLE IV™: April 1972 New Haven Detainees

Total Sample of Pretrial Detaineces 83
‘ Total Sentenced to Serve Time 24
Total Serving Mo Time 59
Imbalénce Ratio i ‘ | 71%

If Tables III and IV are representative, and hold up

when larger samples are taken, the New Haven experiencé tends‘to con-
firm the accuracy of Connecticut data as a whole. These data suggest
that a large majority of all pretrial detention in the state may be
unnecessary in the sense that judges release most detainees as soon

as their trial or plea bargain has been completed, if not sooner.

The definition of '"necessary" detention is thus

talon from

2 comparison of the actions judges take at the two ends
of the court role in criminal cases. The initial judicial decision
== on bail -- reiults in pretrial detention or release. Some deten-
tion decisions éventually lead to the postiﬁg of bail; others arc
reviewed and bail is reduced; still others are folloved by dismissal

of the case and release. The final judicial decision is sentencing.

¥

l 1, v 2 N 1 s .
Two major problems associated with thid data must be noted Fi
the Sixth Circuit dail i is infore
e *t caily court docket, from vhich most.of this infor-
on was collected, is neot considered an "official source' and may

us ¢ ai i ! :
thus contain errors and omissions. To combound the difficulty, there

iS no OrriCidl source adallablc at thc o 1 C rcu COUIt GKCCDC
Sl tl irc lt 9

e Hoen 1nd1v1@ual file, a source which court personnel in
vohaven treat as confidential and-usually unavailable for research
even to gather anonymous, quantitative information. ’

A second problem results from a Connecticut statute -- Title 54
Section 90. Under its provisions, which are set out in Avvcndg' Vi
if a deferdant is found not puilty, or his case is divgié;;d ;l ’
information about his case must be crased from his cmQrd a;daf a
the unofficial court docket as well. A blank spa;e after’a defeESZnt‘s

ate either a continuance or

name on the docket, however, may indic
an crvased disposition. This uncertainty compels the researcher to

exclude sich a defendant completely from the study

»»»»»

N
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It determines whether those personé who are convicted will be

committed to imprisonment, or released on a fine, suspended

‘sentence, or under the supervision of a probation officer. If

the imbalance ratio computed above is an accurate guide,
Connecticut judges seem to be saying that in only 30% of all

cases did the detained defendant really need to be jailed.

‘A number of qualifications concerning the

"validity of the ratio warrant further investigation., Some tend

to justify the imbalance, i.e. to support pretrial detention
irrespective of whether the detainee is later committed to serve
a sentence. Others tend to suggest that the unjustified imbalance

may even be larger than 70%.
Fac

-~ an accused's prior record of escape from custody,
© bail jumping, or background factors indicating
unreliability to appear in court as required;

- a charge of serious crime, based on substantial
evidence, conviction of which is likely to
subject the accused to a long prison sentence,
and therefore to increase the likelihood he will
flee before trial;

~ sgituations in which the judge released a pretrial
detainee after conviction solely because his time
in detention equalled the prison sentence imposed;
L}

- situations in which the failure to impose a prison
term might be argued as an inadequate sentence
rather than as demonstrating excessive pretrial
detention,

lExcept in the District of Columbia, under Public Law 91-358 (1970),
the denial of bail in noncapital cases cannot be predicated on?judge's
finding that the accused is a dangerous person whose release pending
trial would jeopardize the safety of the community. The statute's
constitutionality has been challenged, but not yet resolved, vhile its
usefulness has been seriously questioned. See Bases and !lacDonald,
Preventive Detention in the District of Columbia: The First Ten Months
(Vera Institute and Georgetown Institute, 1972).
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Factors which suggested that the imbalance is ‘
unjustified, and perhaps understated, include:
- the fact that many persons who are sentenced to prison
after trial were free on bail prior to trial. This
‘means, in interpreting Table III, that the number of
detainees who appear to have been released no later
than conviction is actually higher;
- the fact that many pretrial detainees are ultimately
convicted, and thercafter sentenced to imprisonment
rather than probation, only because the outcome of

their case, and the,sentence, were prejudiced by
pretrial detention;

The validity of the one category most frequently
asserted to justify the imbalance is in serious doubt: sentences which
are commuted to time served do not automatically demonstrate that
pretrial detention was appropriate. They do not show that a prison
sént:ence would have been imposed, or proper, if the same person had , .
been free pending trial, had a job, or.otherwise remained out of
trouble; They do not show that pretrial time in detention fairly
serves any of the purposes of the criminal law which might be
appropriate if served after conviction ~-- punishment, rehabilitation,
prevention, deterrence, respect for law. In fact, the uncertainty
and tensions of pretrial jails, their overburdened facilities and
their nonexistent programs, are almost uéiversally condemned by the
same professionals who administer- prisons.for punishment and correc-
tion. The credit against sentence for time spent in custody is a

!

useful bookkeeping transéction, but it seldom compensates either the

defendant or the community.

1 see Rankin, The Effects of Pretrial Detention, 39 N.Y.U. L.Rev,641(1964);

and Plaintiff's Memorandum in John Bellamv et al v. Judpes and Justices ’
Authorized to Set Bail in N.Y. City Criminal Court and tho N.Y, State

Supreme Court in N.Y. County, et al. (U.Y. Sup. Ct., App. Div,, First

Dept., March, 1972), prepared by the Legal Aid Society of New York.

Further research is needed fo assess the
significance of the conflicting factors which go into verifying,
or modifying, the 70% imbalance ratio. The imbalance is
aggravated by the long periods over which detainees are held in
New Haven, see Appendix IIB, and the large numbefs of individuals
who enter the city jail each year. Projecting the four-month
population, April-July 1972, shown in Appendix IVC, pretrial
admissions in New Haven appear to be running at a rate of 2430
persons annually. If 707 represents the rate of their release
without a prison sentence, upwards of 1700 persons may be

serving pretrial time each year without justification,

&

C. Reorientation

1. Euphasis on release
By late Spring, it became evident to most staff
members and tﬁe research team that the volume of detainees con~
tinuously entering the jail precluded the Redirection Center from

simultaneously performing, on a quality basis, its intended pre=-

trial release and pretrial rehabilitation services. The slow

processing of new admittees meant that releases took too long;
staff members were unable to concentratet on their professional
specialties; and pretrial detention continued to overbalance

conviction as the major cause of incarceration in New Haven.

The frustrations of the staff, together with

‘observations and suggestions of the researchers, led to a key
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project decislon in early June: to alter the dual mission of
the Redirection Center in favor of priority for early pretrial
‘ felease and reduction of the‘jail population. The move was
undertaken with the goal of developing release techniques that
could stabilize thé detainee population at a lower level: high
risk persons for whom adequate conditions of pretrial release
were unavailable. "At that point, the Center staff might be able
to deliver counseiling and supportive services toc more manageable
numbers of detaineas. This géal would beccme particularly
feasible if the earlier stages of the bail system - police, bail
commissioners, judges - would be able to expand their release rates
by employing Redirecction techniques to avoid sending so many

arrested persons unnecessarily to jail.

On June 6, intake procedures were changed so that
nearly all accused persons who entered the jail were interviewed
the morning after arrival. Each detainee's first phone call was
made by a Redirection counselor, instead of by the jail's regular
counselor. As indicated in Appendix IV, Table C, these procedures
quickly resulted in an increase in the number and proportion of
al}séetainees interviewed at the Center. The fact that Redirection
counselors could make more calls, sooner, and without the discon-
tinuities inherent in the previous system's dependence on first
calls by the institutionﬁl counselor, appeared to expedite release
for at least some men. Two other organizational changeé -~ the

supervised relecase program detailed in part 2 below, and the staff
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reorganization into referral teams described in part 3, -- were
intended to increase further the pretrial release potential of

the Center.

It is important to acknowledge at this point that
a fair quantitative evaluation of the Center's efficiency and
effectiveness has not been possible to date. The terms used in
records to describe its work include 'phone call being made,"
"efforts being made in court,"” and "efforts at treatment."

Whether each such effort ultimately proves decisive, or meaningless,

or somewhere in between, has been beyond the ability of the project

to determine in more than a handful of cases.

Appendix I illustrates an effort at quantification.
It 5 only a small number of detainees aided by the Center in
seccuring release. It does not reflect other intangible factors:
e.g. release efforts that failed because other criminal justice
agencies failed to cooperate; possible improvements in inmate
morale;l the development of better release techniques out of the
experience of egrly setbacks. Improved data collection nmethods may
permit more accurate analysis in the future. And a sharper program

N » ! N . *
focus on early release of detainees may produce a more impressive

showing of Redirection accomplishment.

L This report makes no attempt to measure the level of inmate 'morale."

Observer members of the research team saw no indication of a general
attitude change in the detention population during their work at the

Center from February through August. But there was also no base period,

prior to the Redirection program, on which to predicate a comparative
finding. '
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2. Supervised release .

: £ ded on the hypothesis that expanded
Almost from the outset, the Redirection staff noted . The staff proceede yP P

~ led with th
a reluctance on the part of the court system to accept the Center's knowledge of the defendant and his background, coupled w e

prospect of post-release supervision, might alleviate court concern
release recommendations. The recommendations almost invariably took prospest ot ® ’ )

[ i . T £f pl however, called
the for@ of requests for R.0.R. or bail reduction. A central reason about releiﬁing many detainees he staff plan, R

' for inclusion of both the "erroneous" detainces and the "high risks."

for the low batting average was the fact that all detainees for whom |

the Center made recommendations had been before the court at least . If only the high rigks were offered supervision, it was antilcipated,

once before for bail setting, and had not been released. the low risks might be prejudiced by their»exclusion. And if high
-3

the Center's clientelekwere already system rejects. : -r?sks were the sole participants in a program about which the courts

By definition,

, i : mendatd isor C ht
In an effort to overcome this attitude, the project were skeptical, a recommendation for supervisory release might turn

decided it needed to democnstrate to the courts that it was an expert out to be a disadvantage to its subject. The staff, therefore,

in the techniques of pretrial release. decided that both groups of system rejects should be recommended

Reflection on its caseload

disclosed that releage recommendatiens were being made for two rather similarly, with the levels of proposed supervision to vary

. distinct groups of men: {1) those seemingly detained due to errors ‘ according to the circumstances. ‘Gr‘eat importance was attached to
in the system (i.e. bail set on the basis of inaccurate or inadequate careful interviewing and verification of pertinent information for
information) and (2) those who appeared to be high risks at bail the entire clientele.
setting on the basis of all available information. ~ By mid-summer, the supervised release program was

. . .. well on the way to becoming a permanant part of the Redirection
The experience of other jurisdictions with better 7 gaw e R -

: bail information systems, and wit! Center. Authority for the program to operate in Circuit Court wvas
3 i

1 release options in between outright

. 1 . v
release (Rfo'R' or bond) and maximum security detention, was examined. predicated on Chief Judge Daly's 1971 bail memorandum to all Circuit
t

. . s 270 y A -
esearch team arranged visits by the director of Philadelphia’s Judges. It interpreted Connecticut bail'statutes to authorize pre

The r

pretrial program to N trial release under the supervision of third parties, or with

ev Haven, and by New Haven representatives te

Philadelphia and Washington., restrictions on travel, association and place of abode, as well as

Out of this experience-and that of simitar:

programs in Des Moines and New York City the more conventional bonds and recognizance. Appendix V. Basic to

+ came the design for a supervised
release program to be based at the Redirection Centef. S : inplementation of the Program was a detailled interview form, developed
. . : - through many drafts by the staff and the research team, and based on

the experience of programs elsewhere. It is reproduced in Appendix VII,
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Supervision was contemplated under a Redirection
staff member, a community organization or a private individual
approved by the Center and the court. Supervision at ﬁhe outset
was to consist of phone calls and personal visits, with a minimum
of two contacts per week. Other supervision programs, embracing

job training, counseling, medical care, etc., were expected to be

developed.

Built into the supervised release program was an
opportunity for more accurate measures of Redirection Center
success. To accommodate the new program, the information systems
at the Center were modified and expanded, with two major objectives
in mind. First, a display panel of cards corresponding to each
detaince and bis date of entrance was established so that attention
could be focused on persons who had been in custody for the longest
time. Once release was granted to a detainee, his card would be
transferred to a second display panel where his progress through

the pretrial process would be monitored.

Second, the card system consolidated all pertinent
information on éach detainee. Specific questions on individual
status could be more easily answered, and necessary statistics
could be more conveniently compiled. For the supervised release
program, data will be assembled on the number of detainees released
under the Center's supervision, and their appearance and default

rates in meeting assigned court dates. The program's ultimate

......
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goals in measuring success will be (1) to increase release, (2) to
[ 4
maintain a low default rate, and (3) to maintain a low rate of

crime committed while awaiting trial.

3. Staff reorganization

In conjunction with the supervised release program,
a reorganization of staff functions was undertaken. The speciali-
zation envisioned at the outset for each member had proven unworkable.
All vere handling a wide variety of cases, feeling a deep sense of
responsigility for each individual case but not for the broader prob-

lems they illustrated.

For example, each counselor had a number of drug
cases which were handled on an ad hoc basis. No one assumed respon-
sibility for looking at the patterns which emerged from drug cases,
for devising policies and procedures to deal with different inmate
profiles, or for overseeing the assembly of resources .to make drug
referrals workable., If a team of counselors had been placed in
charge of all drug cases, on the other hand, they would inevitably
begin to face program issues -- as well as individual issues —-
which might lead to systemic improvemen?s. If each counselor were
assigned accountability in a particular problem area, albetter sense

of direction in their work, and greater effectiveness, might result.

With these possibilities in mind, the staff began

. the process of organizing into levels or teams. The descriptions

here were valid as of September 1, the end of the period covered by

this report.
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Immediate relecase team. Headed by Michalah

Bracken, this téam was to. interview all men with low bonds.
Those .able to secure release on their own were to be left
alone. The rest were to receive appropriate assistance, with
the team deciding which of those who appeared unlikely to be
released R.0.R. or on bond should be recommended for supervised
release. The team was to remain responsible for all detainees
. who, on its.recommcndation, were réleased by the court under

supervision.

Drug and alcohol team. With Tom Killebrew in

charge, this group was to interview detainees charged with drug
offenses cor intoxication, or who were drug users. It would
recommend release under appropriate supervision or into willing

programs, and keep track of persons so released.

Court representation team. This team led by

Daniel Ryan, the Center zttorney, and including any volunteer help,
was to serve as the Center's liaison with judges, prosecutors,
defenders, and other criminal process agencies. It would present

the various team requests for supervised release to the courts.
. '

High-bond detainee team. Consisting mainly of

Ceferino Velez and Donald Lee, this team was to deal‘on an ad hoc
basis with men not taken by other teams. One of their tasks would
be quite difficult -~ to secure supervised release fgr nondrug
defendants on high bond. The second task would be to furnish

counselling and services to all detainees not released. Therefore,

IR

.dlso included on this tgam would be members of the "second level

team" identified in the grant application -~ the consulting

psychiatrist, the part-time physician, and the dental technician.

D. Leadership
The quality of leadership is important to the effective
operation of the Redirection Center at two separate levels., The

first is that of the director of the Center. The second conceéns

"leadership at positions above the Center director in the hierarchy

of the Department of Correction.

Leadership in any organization affects internal as well
as external relationships. Inside the Center, it influences staff
mérale and organizational vitality, Outside it can generate
favorable responses to the program from the many important groups
and individuals with whom it comes into contact

» particularly those

who make decisions or can provide resources.

The attempts of the first Director, John Dufficy, to

provide internal leadership were hampered by several circumstances,

The Redirection Center was placed physically in a jail which had
been in operation since 1857, During that period, the institution

functioned for the principal purpose of maintaining order and

security. The Warden was master of the ship. The arrival of the
new Center on the Warden's premises brought a new staff, a new

Director, and a set of quite different purposes: to influence the

36.
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release of prisoners from the jall and assist their Eontacts with

the community. The precise relationship of the Center to the jail
and its traditional security mission and leadership structure was

not defined, and it proved difficult to clarify. Much of the

Director's time was spent trying to clarify that relationship.

As a result, the Center suffered in both of the respects
listed above, Externally, the Director was unable vigorously to
seek out and establish productive contacts with community resources.
This is not to say that no contacts were nade. Most, however,
resulted from the individual uncoordinated efforts of staff members,
Internally, morale lggged as staff members grey increasingly unsure
of their positions within the institution, and of the Center's goals.
They became discouraged by their low effectiveness in dealing with

the outside world -- the court and the comnuni ty.,

Those in positions above the Director were troubled by the
same picture, but they appeared reluctant in the early months to
intervene in the groving tensions between the Center and the jail.
Redirection personnel interpreted this as a lack of Departmental
leadership, feeling that they had been told to "sink or swim."
Whether or not their perception was correct, the low morale it
engendercd became g compelling reason by .early summér for

increaseddialogue between the Department in Hartford and the

staff of the Center.

‘38.
Externally, officials in higher positions appeared not

to be making sufficient contact with the courts and other com-

~ ponents of the criminal justice system. Redircction personnel came

to feel that other important elements in the system, particularly
judges and prosecufors, did not attribute to the Center the same
importance or seriousness of purpose which they did attribute to
the parent Department of Correction. The low visibility of tangible

accomplishments at the Center tended to reinforce this difficulty.

During the summer, Mr, Dufficy resigned as Director and
was replaced on an acting basis by Don Lee. Mr. Lee began by

working on the streamlining of intake procedures, and the develop-

ment of the team structure and the supervised release program. By

the end of August, staff morale appeared to be on the rise. The
anticipated establishment of closer ties with outside organizations,
and a potential for larger impact on pretrial decislonmaking, seemed

likely to promote a new sense of mission for the Center.

E. Medical Services

The medical services offercd by the Redirection Center
between January and August were the subject of reséarch team impres-
sions, but were not evaluated. No one questions the importance of
augmenting the inadequate medical services at the jail. Observers
wondered, however, how effective were the incremental services being
provided under the grant. The part-time Redirection doctor saw

detainees only upstairs, where no medicine was allowed. He was able
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to diaénose, but unabla to treat; the high caseload of detainees
wvho came to him. Once he saw a man, he referred him to the one
oﬁher part-time doctor who constituted the "regular" institutional
medical staff. It was not clear why a new doctor to diagnose and
tfeat detainees would not be preferable to simply adding a referral

doétor.

An additional question was how such services fit within
the innovative purposes of the Center, since they did not appear to
offer anything more than the standard health care any institution
" should provide to its clients as a matter of course. This question .
goes not to whether more and better medical service is needed, but
to why it ought not become a permanent part of the New Haven Commgnity

Correctional Center, as a fixttre instead of a pilot project.

F. Relations with the custodial staff
A certain amount of friction is to be expected whenever a
reform-oriented, well-publicized new organization is inserted inside

a traditional institution. This is particularly true when a need

exists to coordinate the practices, procedures and personnel of

'

thé old and the new.

The relations between the staffs of the Redirection Center
and the jail have been no exception. The new staff complained early
!
about the uncooperativeness of some custodial personnel, and the many

- restrictions imposed upon Center procedures by those of the jail. At
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the same time, complaints from the custodial staff centered on their
concern for the Redirection Center's lack of concern for security
problems.

.

The conflict was almost inherent in the differing orienta-
tion éf each’'group. One was looking inward, the other outward. For
the jail, security and housekeeping procedures are fundamentgl. For
£he Center, thgse procedures are seen as inconveniences, since almost
any restrictions on its interviews, phone calls and counseling com-

pound the difficulty of dealing with a heavy caseload.

Procedures that caused complaints are illustrated by the

following:

1. Representatives from community agencies wishing
te wvisit the Redivection Center often had great difficulty securing
admission to the jail. Advance approval by the Warden was required

for each visitor.

2, Interviewing time during each day was sharply limited:

&. On the visiting day for each wing of the jail, no

interviews were permitted with ving inmates;

b. Interviews were delayed on mornings when cell

. '
inspections overlapped Redirection Center time;

€. Detainees scheduled for interview on a laundry

exchange day were forced to choose between the interview and a clean set

of clothes;

d. Detainees who came to the Center for an interview

might miss a scheduled dose of medication, which would not te administered

at any other time;
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e. Detainees were not permitted at the Redirection

Center between 11:15 a.m,, yhen they had to go down;tairs for the

count before lunch, and 1:30 p.m. when they could return. After-

noon interviews had to be concluded by 3:15 p.m., when detainees
L

were taken downstairs for the 3:30 count

3. Each detainee who wanted to come upstairs to th;

Redirection Center needed the prior approval of the supervising
. (=)

captain. While approval was often routine, confusion developed

when the officer misunderstood schedules at the Redirection

Center (such as believing that drug group members were not

allowed up because the group had been phased out, when in fact

it : i
had not), or thought that certain groups of men upstairs might

constitute a security risk.

4, The "¢ "
€ face sheets" that accompanied detainees upstairs

for their first norning interview were filled out by sentenced
inmates in the Admittance and Processing area the night before

n 1]
counts " "ot i
. > and "bond, thereby compelling Pedirection personnel to

14

waste time tracking down accurate information.

During the first eight wmonths, a number of incidents

strained both organizatio
g lnal and personal relationships in the two

in .
stitutions. By the end of summer, however, it appeared as if

mu
ch qf the friction wag subsiding, and procedures to accommodate

both perspectives vere being evolved,

h

IV. Relations with Other Criminal Justice Agencies

Buring the f;rst eight months, the Redirection Center became
fémiliar with the workings of the courts and other criminal process
agencies, A number of detainees came from pourts in Waterbury,
Mériden'and several other cities, but the great majority of Redirec~
tion Center clients were within the jurisdiction of the New Haven
courts. The observations in this section are derived principally
from experience witﬁ law enforcement agencles, community organiza-

tions, and the Sixth Circuit Court and the Superior Court, all in

. New Haven.

!
i

A, Bail Commissioners

Chief Bail Commissioner Thomas P. O'Rourke was consulted at the
Abeginning cf the Redirection program and indicated his support for it.
During the early months, the Redirection Center attorney, Daniel
Ryan, made recommendations regarding release of detainees through a
bail commissioner. Later, he found it more effective to deal directly
with prosecutors, since their opinions were usually determinative
in bail matters.

The staff originally anticlpated th?t the Center would request
ROR's for those few detainees whose bail was set at their initial
court appearance without having previously seen a bail commissioner.,
However, as mentioned earlier, a surprising 86% of the men in jail

interviewed by the Center during June and July 1972 said they had.

"not seen a bail commissioner. Since a commissioner is required under
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Connecticut law to be "available at all times"l in the circuit courts,
this statistic is difficult to explain. A major effort needs to be

made in the coming months to verify the assertions of detainees that

they have not'seen a bail commissioner, and, if nécessary, to develop

more efficient bail procedures.

B. Bondsmen

Redirectioq Center personnel who go to court to assist detainees
have received some cooperation from bondsmen who were persuaded in
particular cases not to require collateral.2 For most detainees,
however, and especially those who can afford the bond premium,
collateral may be the key to pretrial freedom they do not possess.
For them, as well as for those who have collateral yat are denied
release by bondsﬁen unwilling to take the financial risks, the in-
justice of the present bonding system is painfully obvious. Judicial
decisions regarding release are being delegated to commercial
;nterests, whose refusals to sell bonds effectively frustrate the

purposes of bail.

Redirection staff members complained about the uncooperativeness

and. unreliability of some bondsmen. For' example, bondsmen would PR

rarely post bond for detainees whose bail was set at less than

See 54 Conn. Gen. Stat. .Sec. 63b.

’ [

Collateral refers to goods or property that will be forfeited to
Fhe bondsman 1f the defendant does not appear on his court date
fhe amount of such noods or pronaerty recuired by a bondsman cor:
responds to the amount of the total bond which the bonds&an will

be required to pay to the ¢
ourt in the event a failure to
results in bond forfeiture. sppear
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$300, bélieving it not worthwhilé to make the trip to jail for the
$20 premium., Bondsmen also failed to return phone célls, or promised
to come to the jail but failed to appear. Recognizing that bail
bqndsmen in the past helped many defendants gain pretrial release
that would otherwise have been impossible, the Redirection staff
negertheless began to question the sociai value and appropriateness
to a justice system of maintaining money-based bail bonds for persons
who could not buy them. Because of such observations, several

Redirection staff members became interested in the 10% cash deposit

"systems in other jurisdictions,l and the possibility that New Haven

might institute a program similar to those now found in Hartford,

Philadelphia, Chicago, and some federal courts.

C. Wider City Parish Low Bond Proaram

lThe Center worked with the Reverend Tom Scott and the program
his Wider City Parish instituted, with grants from the New Haven
Foundation and others, to aid defendants ignored by regular bonds-
men. Redirection makes recommendations to Revercnd Scott and his
staff to see iﬁdividuals with low bonds. If the recommendations are
accepted,. Reverend Scott posts their bond. In the beginning no fee

was required, although Reverend Scott sought as much of the allowable

1 A 10% deposit program allows a defendant for whom bail is set to

post 10% of the bail amount with the court and gain release. The
person is liable for the remaining 907 if he fails to appear for

 his next court date. If the defendant does appear, all or most of
the 10% 4s refunded to him, In this system, not only is the
necessity for bondsmen substantially elinirnated, but, court ean
actually gencrate funds to pay for the program by retaining a
samll fraction of each deposit. ’ '
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premium as a defendant could afford, to enable his beail fund to grow.
For some defendants, Reverend Scott occasionally required a co-
signer on the bond forfeiﬁure agreements, but no collateral.

An, important feature of the Wider City Parish program has been
Reverend Scott's supervision of releasees. This is accomplished by
maintaining telephone and some personal contact with each client.
Because he sometimes reached the limit of his bonding authority and
had to suspend activity for a while, the research team suggested to
Reverend Scott that he explore the court's willingness to accept
non-surety bonds in selected cases. The purpose would be to allow
more efficient use of his capital with no reduction in the very
high court appearance rate he has reported. In the coming months,
we intend to assist Reverend Scott in trying to develop criteria and
procedures to implement the suggestion by identifying those low
bond detainees for whom release in the custody of the Wider City
Parish program without requiring the posting of a surety bond

might satisfy the courts.

D, Pretrial Services Council's Diversion Project
This project was launched in May 1972 to seck diversion from the
criminal process of minor offenders who were unemployed or under-
employed at the time of arrest. Diversion staff members interview
eligible detainees in a pre-court lock-up and recommend, in selected

cases, the prosecution be continued for 90 days while the person

enters a job training program.

e s 5
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At the end of the reporting period, diversion was,having a minimal

.effect on the Redirection Center, assisting an average of perhaps two

to three men per week who might otherwise have ended up in jail,
Those divertgd appéar to have been prime candidates for Redirection
Center release. In the months ahead, the goals and procedures of
the . Diversion and Redirection programs need to be coordinated so
tﬁat they can make referrals to one another, and their impact and

efficiency can be maximized.

E. Drug Programs

NARCO and Daytop screeners use Redirection Center facilities to
inéerview prospective candidates for their drug programs, They will
offer to accept‘into theif programs detainees who pass thelr
screening interviews and for whom they have space. However, despite
efforts by the'Redirection Center, it has almost always been
necessary for the detainee to plead guilty, or to secure pretrial
release on his own, before being admitted to a drug program. This
had largely been due to the reluctance of prosecutors and judges
to release drug addicts pending trial.

A widespread-feefing prevails among, prosecutors, judges and some
treatment pecple that the imposition of a sentence with its ever
present threat of an Immediate prison term is more useful in in-
ducing successful participation in drug treatment than is the

threat of prosecution in the future. No empirical evidence has
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been presented to date ‘to support that feeling. - Efforts are currently

being made to reopen the questionlso that drug programs might be

available, via court referrals, to persons who would otherwise remain

pretrial detainees.

F.. Clerks

To keep current on their individual cases, and to measure the
impact of their efforts, Redirection staff members must know what
happens to detainees who go to court and then fail to raturn to the
jail. The informétion is of critical importance in following
defendants through the criminal process, in studying the relationship
between the disposition of cases and the fact of pretrial detention,
and in atﬁempting to overcome the.imbalance discussed earlier between
pretrial and post-conviction incarceration.

In most Compecticut courts except the Sixth Circuit, there appears
to be little difficulty in securing this information. The office of
the Court Clerk will furnish it to any Redirection Center staff member
who calls. The Sixth Circuit clerk's office has a different practice.
1t refuses to disclose such information over the telephone. It limits
personal visits by representatives of the Redirection Center to two

'
brief periods each week -- jate Thursday or Friday afternoon. And

it stresses the fact that its court information is neither complete

1
nor official.
: |

1 Sce footnate 1, page 25.
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This difficulty in obtaining data is costly, f;r it ties up
Redirection staff time which might otherwise be spent ﬁelping
detainees at the Center. It also illustrates the attitude,
mentio§ed earlier, that the Redirection Center is not an integral,

important part of the criminal justice process.

But the problem of access to full and reliable ecriminal
process information cannot be solved simply by altering the Sixth
Circuit Clerk's policy. The incompleteness of his disposition
records is due in part to Conmnecticut's erasure statute (Appendix
VI). The partial confidentiality of files flows from a general
policy statement governing the '"examination of court records in
criminal cases,'" issued by the Chief Clerk in July 1369 in
Memorandum No. 9-69. In addition, the Sixth Circuit ofifice is
tremendously overburdened with responsibilities for which it lacks
sufficient staff. The arrival of visitors, official or otherwise,
to examine its records only adds to that burden. Perhaps one key
to solving the problem of adequate records and data gathering in
the Sixth Circuit lies in azllocating new funds with which the

Clerk can employ additional staff help.

G. Prosecutors

The Redirection Center has had.productive contact with

N ', g . :
the prosecutor's office only in the Sixth Circuit. More than any-

. thing else, this has been due to the receptivity of Paul Foti, chief

prosccutor, both to reasonable recommendations for alternatives to

"
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jall and to.reversing the reﬁusal of subordinates to consider such
' options. It probably also reflects the fact that public defenders
in the éixth Circuit are unable to afford as much time as in less
busy circuits discussing a particular case with the prosecutor,
The ﬁedifection staff can thus play a particularly important role in
the Sixth Circuit; |
In the Superior Court and other circuits, Redirection personnel
rarely speak to prosccutors outside the courtroom. Instead, their
efforts are‘funnelled exclusively through the detainece's attorney.
The restructéring of the staff described earlier should enable
the Eedirection attorney to spend more time in the various courts,
working more closely with prosccutors than at present. A primary
reason for seeking to improve these relationships is the barrier
to carly‘release imposed by the unwillingness of "the system'' to
bring the pretryial detainee back to court as soon as a release

reconmendation can be made.

H. Judges

The Circuit Court practice of rotating its 43 judges among the
18 circuits every three months presents both difficulties and
opportunitiés for the Redifection Center's relations with the
court system. If the Center program proves successful, the

rotation policy may lead many more judges to support similar
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programs elsewhere in'the State. At the same time, rotation produces
a need for continuing education of the bench.

As each new judge arrives in a circuit in which the Redirection
Center ;s activé, the Center's effectiveness in individual cases may
depend on his awareness of its function and its reliability. Although
discussed internally at the outset of the program, no regular pro-
cedures have yet been developed to explain to a new judge what the
Center is, what goals it is trying to achieve, and how it operates,
Nor is there yet any feedback to the Court on the contrast between
its bail decisions which produce detention and its sentencing
decisions which'produce release. A major effort should be made
by the Center or the Department of Corroction to familiarize

incoming judges with the role, procedures and importance of the

Redirection Center experiment.
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations

A. Summary of Findings

The first ecight months of the Redirection Center have been
a period of learning and transition. During this brief span, its
operationé seem to have had comparatively little impact on the jail
and £he administration of justice. At the same time, however,. the

organization has developed a rather significant potential for

-inducing major changes in the months ahead. Although the need for

time in which to develop workable procedures, and the scarcity of

" records in and out of the Center, made any definitive evaluation pre-

mature, a numbeyr of impressions were formed.

In terms of impact, the Center has not appreciably altered

the profile of the jail nor achieved the other goals stated in its

grant application. It has not reduced the size of the pretrial popula-

tion -- at least not in ways that can be measured and that would not
have occurred without a Center. It is impossible to tell whether the
Center has made the jail more manageable, or has influenced the lives
of more than a few detainees -- either by releasing them quickly from
detention, or by delivering valuable services to them while in deten~-
tion. Because of its low visibility to d;te, it has not had much of
an impact on community attitudes toward detainees. And it has not yet
caused major changes in the procedures or decision-making criteria of

|
courts or other agencies in the pretrial criminal process. The over-—

whelming majority of persons arrested and incarcerated in .the New Haven
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area continue to be jailed prior to trial rather than after
conviction, at a rate that may approach 1700 pretrial-only
prisoners, and at a staggering annual cost to the taxpayer for

, 1
their seemingly needless detention.

Thesé impressions are in some ways unfair: eight months
may be too little time for significant changes to occur, and the
techniques and data for adequate evaluation are themselves '
deficient and remain to be improved. The diffuse nature of the
Center's .goals at the outset defied effective implementation. It
takes time for a new organization to learn the ropes in an old system.
And the disjointed and uncoordinated character of the criminal process,
coupled with the inefficiencies in other agencies in that process,

made it impossible to expect a new program to have decisive impact

quickly.

)
0f paramount importance in any assessment is the Center's
extreme dependence on both the ability and willingness of other pre-
trial process agencies to make proper decisicns. If the police
issue too few citations and set high stationhouse bail, and the bail
commissioners provide inadequaée review of police bail-setting, and
the courts lack adequate bail information on defendants and fail to
eﬁploy sufficient options for dealing with pretrial rclease risks,
the jall is bound to receive too many detainees who will, in turn,
overload the Center's staff. Absent continucus analysis of data,

and feedback from one stage to the next, agencles are largely pre-~

cluded from learning through experience how to improve thelr daily

1 The State of Connecticut Bud-et Report - 1971 lists cha annval

per capita cost at the New Haven jail as $3,143. Therefore, the 178
man years spent in pretrial detention in New Haven during 1971 cost
the taxpayer $559,454., '




53.
procedures and decisioms.

Despite these difficultics, the Center staff has
learned a great deal in its first eighf months -- about itself,
about the larger s?stem of which it is a part, and about the
importance of establishing priorities. By the end of the reporting
period the Center appeared on the threshold of some important.
breakthroughs in éxpediting the release of more detainees under
rew techniques of supervision.and control, and reducing the

imbalance between pretrial and post-conviction imprisonment.

B. Recommended Redirection and System Changes

Many changes need to be made'in the Center and in the
criminal justice process of New Haven, if the pioneering mission
and potential of the Rédircction Center is to be realized, A large
number have already been suggested in the body of this first interim
report. This section is intended to highlight and supplement the

earlier sections.

1. Division of functions.

Thé dual goals of the grant appliéation -~ release
and rchabilitation -~ need to be separatgd. They are basically

incompatible ends for a single small organization to pursue equally.

Both are important to a pretrial system of justice: minimum incarcera-

tion prior to trial, and maximum help for persons who cannot be

released. The first, however, is properly a function of the judicial

rocess, si ¢ a
P 58, since it plays the central role in release decisions., The
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second plainly requires new programs to be administered within the

walls of detention institutions.

To accomplish both purposes, the Redirection Center
should work toyard an eventual partition into two independent units.
The first, focusing on early release, should begié with the current
backstop role of the Redirection Center and move either toward eventual
erasure of the unit,l or toward becoming the nucleus of an enlarged
pretrial service agency. The latter alternative, similar to those
in Philadelphia and Washington, and to the federal function envisioned
in S. 895, 92d Congress, would consolidate such pretrial functions
as the bail commissiqner, stationhouse release, pretrial diversion,
supervised release, notification of releasees, and tracking down
defaulters.

The second unit, whose establishment should await
more progress in reducing the pretrial population, would remain a
permanent part of the jail. It would diagnose needs and augment pro-
grams to serve detainees whom the release unit could not release.

It would be a genuine redirection center, redirecting the idleness
and destructive tensions of pretrial jails into the highly constructive

channels originally envisioned by the Department of Correction.

! This was one of the original goals in the grant application.

K
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2. Pilot Project Perspective

Essential to the success of the release mission of
the Center is staff recognition of the fact that they constitute
an important experimental program, with nationwide implications,
testing whethér a tradition-bound system can be significantly
improved. They are not just members of a service program who§e

sole purpose is to help some individuals each day.

The Center urgently needs to formulate specific
targets for itself. It needs to develop detailed written
criteria upon which its own actions and decisions (e.g., when to
make recommendations for what kind of release for a high risk
detainee) can be based. The goals and criteria must be reviewed
periodically, and modified through experience, so that project
progress, and its ultimate success or failure, can be objectively

evaluated.

In the development and monitoring of goals, criteria
and records, the role of the project Director is critical, Without
his constant review, analysis and reporting, an exXperimental program

like the .Center is destined to have diminished impact.
[

&

Specific illustrations of short-term goals that might

be identified now are:

a. Expedited release. The Center should, within

three months, devise procedures to enable the releasé.of all low
bond ($500 or less) detainees within two days after their arrival

at the jail.

PUESE———————
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B. .Imbalance reduction: The Center should seek

within each six—month period to reduce by 257 the number of
persons who are detained more ghan two days prior to trial, but
who are feleased no{later than convictionﬂ This goal requires
close attention to the disposition of all detainee cases, and

communication between the Center and the courts.

c. Record keeping. High priority should be giQen

 to the maintenance of complete and accurate records on the case

of every detainee processcd for release. The beginning of a more
complete record system, developed through the initiative of the
student members of the research team, is outlined on page 33.
Individual staff members cannot chart their own progress or re-
examine their own metliods of operation, and the program cannot be
soundly evaluated, without such records. The difficulty of per-
suading conscientious staff members of the importance of this
function was indicated in the first research report on the Des
Moines Hodel Neighborhood Correction Project (March 1971), page 20:

[The] "project .staff went to extraordinary

lengths to ... facilitate the evaluation."

[But substantial deficiencies ware noted

because of] '"time pressure, difficult

access to information, ang low priority

given to paperwork on the part of

individuals who are deeply engrossed in
their work with people."

3. System coordination
i

A more cohesive pretrial system needs to be put together

if the deficiencies highlighted in this report are to be overcome. The

R4
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Redirection Center cannot succeed if the pretrial criminal process
in which it is imbedded is unresponsive to the need for reform. It

v

cannot reduce detention by itself.

The high volume of arrests annually in the New Haven
arca makes it essential that each successive stage filter out those
persons for whom custody is no longer necessary. At the same time,
the Redirection Center is in a unique position to monitor the failures
of prior stages of the process, and to work out with each of them

more effective screens to avoid unnecessary pretrial detention.

Perhaps the most important stage to reexamine first is
the ball commission. Available information indicates (a) an extra-

ordinarily low rate (according to Mr. O'Rourke's report) of bond

1
(o]
12
=
(9]
[ud
Hed

on by commissioners after bail interviews in the Sixth Circuit;
and (b) a very high rate (@according to detainees, but not yet verified)
of failures to interview persons who end up in jail, These data,
supported by the fact of a high detention rate, suggest that the

comnission must define new standards for release -- R.0.R., money

bond, supervised rclease.

In addition, the various police release programs (cita-
tions, st&tionhouse bail), Reverend Scot't's program, the employment
diversion experiment, and the drug programs (for suspended prosecution
or supervised release), all present opportunities for improved
performance. Finally, the courts, vhose decisions mark the final

.crossroads between pretrial release or entering the jail, are plainly
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not operating at peak efficiency in this regard. They are not

receiving enough information on which to base sound décisions,

and are not sufficiently employing the bail alternatives spelled
out in Chief Judge Daly's memorandum to avert unnecessary deten-
tion. All of the foregoing problems should be addressed as a unit,

rather than in separate compartments.

The Pretrial Services Council in New Haven may offer
a useful mediﬁm for beginning pretrial system coordination. If its
present membership, which is already representative of most of.the
criminal process, secured additional staff to aid the Executive
Director, much more intensive study could be devoted to aligning the
procedures and standards employed by each agency. Feedback of infor-
mation for improved decision—m;king by each might then become a
reality. An.early meeting should be convened for representatives of
all programs and decision-makers identified in this report té consider

its findings and recommendations.

4, Access to information

As an adjunct to the above recommendation on coordina-
tipn, the criminal justice system in New Haven needs to establish an
information exchange for purposes of prétrial process review., The
records of the bail commissioners, the courts and the jail must be
available both for followup and analysis of individual cases, and for
a study of system-wide decision-making patterns and criteria. I}Jithout

such information, the likelihood of ever changing outmoded policies
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and practices at each stage, and of énabling officials at one

juncture to learn from the experience of those at another, will be

- severcly impaired.

At each stage, state statutes, or considerations of privacy,
require sensitivity to the proper use of information from individual
records. These factors make an information exchange program com-
plicated to work ocut, but they in no way diminish the urgency'to
face the problem directly. R;presentativcs of the Bail Commission,
the Judicial Department, the Redirection Center, and others with
vital inforﬁation to contribute, of important interests to protect,
should be convened quickly to map out a new approach to the compre-

hensive recording, exchange and analysis of pretrial information.

C. TFuture evaluation

.Many areas of inquiry have been opened up by this initial
study of the pilot Redirection Center. Many unanswered questions
about its performance remain. The principal value of the preliminary
report has been to identify potentials for improvement in the pretrial

process, deficiencies in present information and topics for future

examination, ,

No further evaluation can be undertaken, however, until
(1) discussion takes place with those affected by the findings in
this report, and (2) decisions are reached regarding acceptance, rejec-
tion or modification of its recommendation by the agencies involved.
As soocn as these steps are completed, an evaluation plan for the next

phase of Redirection Center operations can be prepared.

Lo

APPENDIX 1

Data on April 1972 Hew Haven Jail Population

The following information was tabulated as of June 3, 1972,
on all persons admitted to the New Havea Community Correctional

Center during April 1972.

"New Admittances

Ineligible for Redirection Center
Sentenced
Federal Prisoner
Parole or Probation Violator

Eligible for Redirection Center
Released Prior to Interview
Not returned from court (MRC)
Out on bond (0O0B)
Transferred to another jail
. Refused help '

Interviewed
Remaining active cases

Inactive cases

Not released
Referred to institutional counselor
Transferred
Other

Release not influenced by Redirection

Center

00B

* ROR
Helle
Pleaded and Sentenced
NRC

Situation influenced by Redirection
' Center

00B
00B - in program
ROR
ROR -~ in program
Nolle
Pleaded and sentenced
Pleaded and sentenced - in program
Other

100

16
38

NDSSWO LW N

110

60

30

20

48

36

304

194

134

104



Explanation of terms:

Remaining active cases -- detainees in jail for whom the
Redirection Center is still making efforts.

Inactive cases -- detainees who were released or for whom
the Redirection Center is no longer making cfforts,

Referred to Institutional Counselor -- detainees who did
not want help or who were thought by the Redirection Center
not to be susceptible to its help (e.g., accused murderers,
alcoholics who would not admit their problem, etc.)

Release not influenced by Redirection Center -- the Redirec-
tion Center did nothing to obtain the detainee's release, or
had very little effecct on it (i.e., the outcome would have
been the same without the Center).

NRC ~- "not returned from court." These initials, found
throupghout the jail records, mean that no intormation was
available on the disposition of the detainee's case, or on

why he failed to return to jail.

Situation influenced by Redirection Center -- the Redirection
Center was instruuental in (a) obtaining a release for the
detainee that he probably would not have received without the
Center's help,and/or(b)obtaining a better scntence or disposi-
tion than he would otherwise have received.

Into program -- detainee entered a drug, alcohol, vocational,
or educational rehabilitation program.
]

¢

APPERDIX TII1

A. Length of Stay in Jail for April 1972 Detalnees

Aided by Redircction Center

The following information, compiled as of June 3, 1972,
indicates the mode of release and the length of jail stay
of the 27 detainees (out of a total of 194 admissions to

detention) who entered the New Haven jail in April 1972
and had their ultimate release aided by the Redirection

Center.

Mode of Release:

Individual leneth

of stay, in davs:

Average

Hedian

vy

.

0.0.B. (10) 1Yolle (6)

RlOoRn (11)

NN N U W

10

14
15
21
22
11.0

10

O N N O s

5 b
= I~ W

8.6

7.5

o O W

10
20

8.5
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B.- Length of Stay in Jail of All Detainees Present, as of
One Day in September 1972 ’

The following data, compiled for the September 26, 1972
pretrial population, indicates how long each person present
that day had been held awaiting trial. It is intended to
convey a picture of a population cross—section in terms of

length of stay. The spread among detainces is fairly typical,

even though the one-day population total is tnusually high,
and the median low, due in part to the fact that 24 persons
vere jailed on the day selected at random for the count.

PDays in Jail Mumber of men

1 - 20 92
21 - 40 43
41 - 60 16
) 61 - 80 o 22
81 -100 13
: 101 -120 9
) 121 ~140 3
| 141 -160 0
' 161 -130 6
181 -200 2
201 -220 1
221 -240 0
241 -260 3
261 -280 0
281 -300 3
Total detainees: 213
Average stay : 47 days
Median stay : 29 days

283 days (2 men)
1 day (24 men)

Longest stay
Shortest stay

Q@

P

APPENDIX III

Detainee Questionnaire

Answers to questions asked of 150 pre-
trial detainees entering during June and July, 1972.

Yus No -

Did you see a bail

commissioner? 21 (14%) 129 (86%)
Do you use drugs? 36 (247%) 114 (76%)
Were you employed at the

time of your arrest? 60 (40%) 90 (60%)
Were you collecting un-

employment or welfare at

the time of your arrest? © 37 (24%) 113 (76%)
Do you have any immediate

medical problems? 36 (24%) 114 (76%)
Do you have any

psychiatric problems? 13 (8%) 137 (92%)
Were you attend&ng school

within the last year? 15 (19%) 135 (90%)




APPENDIX IV

Correctional Center and

Redirection Center Population Trends

Al
Table A reports the average number of men held in pretrial
* and sentenced status in Hartford, Bridgeport, and New Haven

Centers during 1970, 1971, and 1972. This data, and that in
Table B, comes from Department of Correction Research Reports.

Table A
1970 averages : Sentenced Accused
Hartford 220 ' i?g
Bridgeport : . 162 .
Yew %aien 115 225
1971 averazes Sentenced Accused
Hartford 233 190
Bridgeport 165 %94
New Haven 121 178
1972 averages (Jan.~-June)
Sentenced Accused
Hartford 236 igg
Bridgeport 163
New Haven . 116 157

L}
These figures show a general decline in pretrial detention
over the last two and a half years at all three Centers, and
stable sentenced populations at each.

B.

Table B reports the monthly averages for January through
September, 1972: ‘ .

Table B

Hartford Bridgeport : New Haven
‘ Sentenced Accuscad Sentenceua Accused Sentenced Accused
January 235 174 153 187 98 171
February 261 169 98 174 158 168
March 249 160 164 150 112 ) 157
April 239 150 183 152 123 154
May 227 154 189 137 109 150
June 203 175 190 153 96 137
" July 151 157 186 143 98 140
© August 158 161 190 139 98 155
September 145 144 179 143 103 163

Two points should be noted concerning this detailed data.
First, the erraticz nature of both pretrial and sentenced populations is
obvious. Since these monthly figures are. averages of daily population
counts, the fluctuations day by day are even more erratic. See, for
example, Appendix 11.B., Second, a general deciine in pretrial detalnecs
occurred at both the Bridgeport and llew ilaven Centers, even though a
Redirection Centér was operating only in Hew Haven,




. ' \ ' ) Appendix V

. CIRCUIT COURT
(‘. 71-141 , ADMIRISTRATIVE OWFICE
OWE GRAND SFRLL”
June 15, 1971 HARTFORD, CONMECTICUL

C.

Table C reports the aggregate monthly data collected at . . MEMORAYDUM
the Redirection Center in Hew laven. The nunber of new admittances — '
was calculated by totaling all names listed on each day's '"MNew : .
Admittance" list that came to the Redirection Center from the T0: JUDGES "AND CHIEF BAIL COMC{ISSTONER

custodial staff. -

. . SURJECT:  SUGGESTED BAIL COIG4ISSION PROCEDURE .
Table C
Avril May June July The follgwgn% policy covering the handling of persons unable to post bond is
- A recomnended for implementation by July 1 h ¢l : .
New Admittances 304 334 256 31 Chief Bail Commissioner Thomas Pj 0° A;;"ﬂc%97l, With the complete concurrence of
Ineligible for R.C. 110 120 61 116
Sentenced 1 100 102 53 102 ‘
Federal Prisoner N 5 15 8 14 . ‘ : .
Parole or Prob. Vio.~ 5 3 - - ‘ \ )
Eligible for R.C. 194 186 195 235 gﬁ;?oz PCEFOF is first Prfoented before the court, 1f he has not been relcased from
Released prior to interview 60 99 47 59 y of the State, it is ’Q£9:2S:CLd that tne Judac belore whom he appears
,¢nqulrc into the conditions of 1is rcleasc and cac xYeason for his dnability to meet
Interviewed at R.C. 134 &7 148 175 ! . these and make an independent review of said conditicns, Unere such review is made
{‘ ;;Siidgc 'shzi*i“ulu“t‘ of tue Presecutor aud/or the Zail Commissioner wihy the ’
ng condiltions are belilev cessar ssura S
Changes in intake procedures, described in the body of the court, ; b ved mezessary to assure the person's sppearance in
report, occurred at the beginning of June and are reflected in these |
figures. Since the initial interview began to take place the day after | Unless, af4nr such review and inqu1ry, the Judge finds that the existing conditions
arrival, the number and percentage of those released prior to initial ‘ of release are necessary he may modify such conditions inposing in licuuthnrcof
interview declinad, and a corresponding rise began in the number and such conditions as he deems will assure the appearance of the ;erson in co&rt.

percentage of detainees being interviewed at the Redirection Center.
t duformation on which to
diract the Bail Commissioner

make a dn! :Lwiw tlon c¢f candf“ioqo 0f release he 1 T
] .
iation and report back to the
T

to make a cetailed exawlnation of the person's
court not later than two court days after such or

The Ball Commissioner shall carefully ard tno”onnhly inquire into the person's
3 h] It
family tics, employment, f£inanclal resources, pa;slc 1l and mental conditilon,

zesigcnce, p1§y*eus record, record of appearance or non appearance at court or of
flight to avoid prosecution.

Upon cgmplation p; his inquiry the Bail Coxmisciloner chall make recommendations to
the fudge Ehat the person be mnalageed on hiu own recoguiienze or on a wiltten
promise MRaes3 the Bail Comuisedousy finds thut such relcuse will not reasonably
) assure tne eppeavance oi the porson as mesuiiad,

Probation and parole violators were excluded from the program during .
a few weeks in April and May, but were thereafter included in Center

interviews. : ‘

1 Federal prisoners were excluded entirely until procedural changes in
June made some eligible.:

R e




‘l'ﬂ

L o . , o A~ 10
¢

R o | APPENDIX VI
71-141 . A ‘ ‘Sec. 34~90, Connecticut General Statutes, Erasure of Arrest and
g . . Court Records. .
if the Bail Commissioner finds neltier of the above is sufficient he shall, either ‘ [ W o o
in lieu thereof or dn addition thereto, recommend the following conditions or Yo Lo e e .
cozbination thereof that he feels will reasonably assuvre the appearance of the GE LT e T e .
person: ~ K RS L R .
Co """ gec.54.80. Eresure of arrest and court records after not guilty find-
(A) Relcase to the custody of a designated person or 3 TR ings, dismissals, nolles and pardons. (a) Whenever in any criminal case
organization agrecing to supervise the person, { the accused, by a final judament, is found not ruilty of the charge or the
. ‘ , . charge is dismissed, all police and court records and records of the
(B) Place restricticns on the travel, associations slate’s or prosecuting attorney pertaining to such charge shall be imme-
, N ~ ’ 3 . r . . - . .
or place of abode durine R . ‘ dtc_xiely and automaticallv erased. (b) Hh.gneu;‘or in any criminel case
P uring perilod of release. L prior to October 1, 1969, the accused, by a final judgment, was found not

(C) The ex 1 £ : e - guilty of the.char'ge or the'clzarge was dismissed, lhe‘urrested person or
ecution or an unsecured appearance bond. . any one of his heirs mav tile a petition for erasure with the court grant-

’ : o - ing such not guilty Judoment or dismissal, or, where the matier had been

(D) The execution of a bail bond in a lesser amount ' ‘ before @ municipil court or a trial justice. with the circuit court and
than originally set. thercupon all polire und court records and records of the state'’s attor-

. ney, prosecuting ciiorney or proseculing grand juror pertainins to such

charge shall be immediately and cutomuatically ercsed. ¢} Whenever
. any charge in a criminal case has been nolled * * * in the supestor
Co o T court, court of common pleas or in the circuit court, or in a municipal
(F) Any other conditions deemed reasonably necessary court or by a justice of the peace, the arrested person or any one of his
to assure appearance as required, heirs may file a petition with the court sranting the nolle * * *, or the
circuit court in any matter pertaining to a municipal court or a justice of
" the pedce. for an order of erasure and if such court finds that at least one
IExample ~ Require person released to report to wear has elapsed’sinr‘e i:uc}}_ nLnHe < * % it shall erder all pelice and
- L2313 Cusmissioner once a week during : . courd records and records of the §taie’s ol proseculing attorney or the
period of release. ‘ prozeeuting grand juror rertaining to suth chiraa to be erased. Such pe-

tition shall have aprended thoreto a sunumnoens anil proposed order, and

"a cory of such potilion and the summoss and wrepoesed order shall be

. sarved, in the manner provided 1n the priaciice Loux {or the service of

set the Baill Commissioner ghall furnish the person in pleadings, at teast tourteen dzys before the return dav speeifivd in sulh
writing a staterient of such conditlons, place a copy of such statement in the : _ sununons by mail, on each eleek, chiel clerk, vrice oiticial, und other
person's file, and retain a copy for his own file. person to whom such order will be directed. (d) Whenover any person
who has been corvicted of an offense (nn any court of this state hus re-

(E) Cash bail.

N gt —r e e e

If conditions of release are

At each subsequent appearance cof -a person who 1s still incarcerated the Bail ceived an absolute pardon for such offense. sucn person or any oag of his
Comnissioner shall make a redetermination of the person's situation and may alter iz;zirs wrt i ?n};’lime S aenstion oo e e D
the conditions of relea , ‘ 4 the court in which such concvictian was ejfected, jur an order of vrasure
lease if such action is in order, in the same manner as is provided i{n subzection (o) of this s>elion, and

sueh court shall order all police and court records and revords of the

alule’s or proseculing cttorney pertaining to sveh case to Lo erased. to)

, . " The clerk of the court or chief clerk of the circuit court, as the case may
: : be, shall not disclese to anyone information portaining to o ry charre

* * ¢ erased under any prouision of this section. No fee shall be charped

s/ John J. Daly in any court with respect to any petition under tiis section. Mo person

who shall have been the subject of such an crasure * * # shall be
Chief Judge : initia withi : P
: deemed to have been arrested ab inilio within the meaning of the vener- ‘
al statutes with respect to the procecdings so erased. (1969, J2.A, 229,
! S. 1) . b
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Yerification Codet U-~Home FewFamily S-<Daplovaent Ge-Gouerul
. Page 3
Pages—-~ 3 ‘ 3 & . .
® S ' RLSIDENCE : ‘ | RECORD
§eog : | @ Ver
f’::::..mﬁ 26, Addrass Phong _
L“""’"“"“"‘i ?ga Lengﬁl}x av ;zr’?sam: dddrc } ) , '
28, Lungth at pricr address ) s . . r : "
)] Tongth i Comporcie w.,,_;.ﬁ;w. 1T o3 [1 49. No. of Juvenile Arrested lo 0 2 Js_14[ 15
T MG, Lidyes_with parants L Jspouse  ( Joehilarep { ilviends ‘ 50 P T.AL! : ; 70 i 2 3 4] 5+
e {Jralasives { )alone N [ 50. No. of P.T.A.'s (Juvenile) | j0f 10 ]2 3] 1 4 |
' | C 51. No. of Pri dult Arrests | [ 0 |11 2 | 3 | 4 § 5+
. o | PALILY ] 51. No. of Prior Adult Arrests | 10| 1 12 | i3 j4] A
HFE0 31 larital Status (38 ()M (6L (D SEP.( ) () : ] 52. No. of Prior Adult Conv. {00 J1[ _f2( [3_ _ |4 5
...ﬂ.“w_j 32, Time Marzdied | [ 53. No. of Misdemeanor Conv. [ ]0] (1] e[ ]3] [ 4] ] 5+
t 33, Supperts Spouse { JYS3  { JHO -
] wt Q@ -l D A J Al * i y
fremimasieaany ' : ¢ . No. ) . 0 2 4 5+
f:mm; 34, oo of Children - [ 54. No. of Felony Conv [ jo[—_drvi_ge2f_J3[__f4 |
L«Mw; 3%. Support Childven ( VEZS ()0 [ 55. No. of Open Cases Jo[ el sl 4l __[5*
rn.' Y g o a sy oy A U T » oo 4ot - vl r | y — H
é~W*“mmwbﬁo Supporis Othors { Yrelativae ( )Friend Noe .. ] 56. No. of Adult F.T.A.'s , 10 1] i 2] (3] (4] | 5+
TTELOYI ST _
: o . . : 57. Detainer At Time of Arrest HOME PROB. PAROLE
WE 2L 37 imployment status £ Yemployad { Yladd off { Jusy Labur o oot ool - - [ -
b oo ( dunemployed ( Yweliare ( )stride { jssrswiae | [ JF.T.A. BENCH WARRANT (1 FUGITIVE
z
’w S 3%, Taww of ewmployer, o .| ‘
{M“ by e Ltk f S LTTD ENANTE B !
[N i 4o Ugiay QL pAaiLuy o dlr Lovsen e ep s Sttt e SO e A ekt 8
e d Bk Longzth of prior ammlOYERNl_ e o | HOME CONTACT
M...w!g Ao I gason Foy leaving ¢ )Fired { Jiwte | \mm aft L, sl 58. NAME 59. RELATIONSHIP
% ﬁwﬁ.i}:@d ) )
P s ° : . 60. ADDRESS 61. PHONE
o tAB. Unton menber { Jyes ( lno Hames » B . o
) 62. LENGTH KNOWN DEFENDANT 63. SEES DEFENDANT HOW OFTEN
MILITARY . .
Lhe Uilimary sxpexiense { Jome ( )past f Jouwrrent ] 64. BELIEVES THE DEFENDANT WILL RETURN FOR COURT DATE
45,  Evansh ( Jaray ( ‘zmw { }‘ﬁaz"ine (6o {30 Gused | ikere torins ) 65. CAN GET MESSAGE TO DEFENDANT IF RELEASED
? Q
e Gua .
el Guad - , | FAMILY CONTACT
L. Lensth of service L L7. Rate OF DAamawie o
At Tvpos of Mscharge ( Mens  ( Dishon. ( Jed. [ )Gerer:: 66.  NAME 67. RELATIONSHIP
R e b | | 68. ADDRESS - 69. PHONE

70. LENGTH KNOWN DEFENDANT 71. SEES DEFENDANT HOW OFTEN

‘ P - [ 72. BELIEVES THE DEFENDANT WILL RETURN FOR COURT DATE
o : R ® [ ] 73. CAN.GET MESSAGE TO DEFENDANT IF RELEASED
SE - Ven, ¢ ;
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EMPLOYMENT CONTACT

74.
76.
77.

] so.
[ s1.

NAME 75. RELATIONSHIP

- APPENDIX VIT

Supervised Release Interviawi

b4 PBYs () 30 LBs () g ooug () 6o oam A1t
) "’j . I’w 74 o T ARt s 9200 e

L. DR () i

o e

ADDRESS 77. PHONE

LENGTH KNOWN DEFENDANT 79. SEES DEFENDANT HOW OFTEN

BELIEVES THE DEFENDANT WILL RETURN FOR COURT DATE
CAN GET MESSAGE TO DEFENDANT IF RELEASED

GENERAL CONTACTS

82.
84.

92.
94,

il

98.

99.

96.
97.

NAME ' 83. RELATIONSHIP

o
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et gt wiad 3/ 4
N 1k Court
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1 f:; 3 z“’lG[’ 3 P TPV, YA e e
wnianst
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oo DId you see a bal) corelesinner? VES () w ()

ADDRESS 85. PHONE

LENGTH KNOWN DEFENDANT 87. SEES DEFENDANT HOW OFTEN

37 D lmamey -
Ll Uere you employed at tiws of arress? YRS ( ) NO ()

BELTEVES THE DEFENDANT WILL RETURN FOR COURT DATE
CAN GET MESSAGE TO DEFENDANT IF RELEASED
NAME - 91. RELATIONSHIP

T" ‘R L gt Fa S e A -
JO you have any pevehiataice problemst YES () NO ()

Do you nave cay siuediste medicel provlems? YES () Yo ()

ADDRESS _ 93. PRHONE

LENGTH KNOWN DEFENDANT 95, SEES DEFENDANT HOW OFTEN

BELIEVES THE DEFENDANT WILL RETURN FOR COURT DATE
CAN GET MESSAGE TO DEFENDANT IF RELEASED

COUNSELOR NOTES AND COMMENTS
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22e 18 There comoone 1 can call who will POBT vour Ls
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R wre s f :
l 2T WESC ) No( )

S o g N B “ . . » . rs
(L8 yoen. L1313 i appropriate contact poviicn of fory and eall

coniruas with full form,)

SUGGESTED SUPERVISION
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APPENDIX VI

APPLICABLE SECTION OF CONTRACT
COVERING THE EVALUATION OF THE
REDIRECTION CENTER

The Party of the First Part, acting on behalf of the
Uﬁiversity, in connection with the Connecticut State Department

of Correction, agrees to provide through its University Law School

the following services:

1. Conduct a study and submit a‘wtitten report concerning the
operation of the Redirection Center program at MEY N.H.C.C. This

will be 2 xh two part program:

a) provide a description of program guidelines
. “including initial interview eligibility, bail
rebueteosi, diversion recormendations, relationships
with court, prosecuting and defense personnel,
criteria for modifying conditions of duteantion or
extending new services to clientele and releted

natiers,

b) provide a report covering roles and relationshipse
within th2 Qzdirection Center, client numbers and
types, rrmoars and types of recommendations made,

DOepe

cone of vecommandavicns aad outcome of cases.
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