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FORWARD

BY
Professor John P. Conrad

The new release program which has been proposed by Commissioner
Ward is imaginative, bold and feasible. To my knowledge, no other
state has gone so far toward resolving the release problems faced
by prisoners returned to society. That is not to say that the New
York plan is rash. On the contrary, the misplaced caution which
results in a prisoner's sudden switch from incarceration to freedom
on the sdme day, usuwally with no plan a4t all or at best with a fake
plan for the satisfaction of parocle rules, leads to disappointment,
frustration, and all too often, to a new offense. Commissioner
Ward's plan promises to ald common sense to the processes of
correction, so often ruled by meaningless traditions and irrational
timidicy.

I have a f2w comments to make about the materials outlining
the plans that have been available to me. Nothing in what follows
should be construed as negative criticism of a plan with which I

am in fundamental agreement., Because the success of Graduated

Release 1is so witally important to correcticns in New York, and
because 1t will be watched so closely throughout the country,
preparations for its administrative operation should be therough
and far-sighced.

Budgat:

I am gsure that the Department of Correctional Services staff
has prepared an estimate of the costs of the new program. Lt does
not appear in the Position Paper which has been furnished me for
review., It is unclear as to whether zdditional facilities will be
required,; ad 1f so, how many and where. Nothing is said about
what numbers or what classes of additional staff will be neaded.

We are mot told how soon the full~scale operation of the program

may be expected. We are not told what schedule 13 planned after

the legislative approval of the comncept with the pecessary support
requirements. All these matters are.-obviously difficult plamning
tasks concerning which there will Le understandable differences

of opinion. They are proper concerns of the Commission of Correction
and of the Mew York State Legislature. Most important, their ,
satisfactory resolution is essential to the success of the program.

ard
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In my opinion, members of your staff should be in close con°ultacion
with planning and budzet functionaries of the Department of
Correctional Services so as to assure as much agreemant in advance
Petween the Department and the Commission on the structure and
management of the program.

Staff Preparation:

My brief observation of the existing Temporary Release prdgram-
leads me to the conclusion that line staff of the Department is
insufficiently prepared. Discussions with members of the staff
reveal that there is no preliminary training, no incentive to gaims
experience in the program, and neo effort to assure that personnel
assigned are suited to the peculiar conditions which must prevail
in such facilities. Of all the criticisms of this program that
come to mind, I think this is the most serlous.  Administration of
a facility focusing on release presents management problems vastly
unlike those confronting prison staff, The relationship with :
residents, the attitudes toward them, and the relationshtos
with the general public must differ fundamentally from the exPeri-
ences gained in these matters in the prisons.  Not everyone '
working in a prison possesses the flexibility and the talent far
helpful relationships that staff in facilitles focusing on release
must have, : :

facilities should have the incentive of better pay and position in
a slightly higher Civil Service classification. At least a.mouth
of intensive training should precede assigument, and continuing
in-service training should be scheduled at a level of at least

two hours a week. : o

opecial care should be given to the appointment of field maua-

gers of these facllities. A personal commitment to the success

of program should be a given copdition for such an. assignnant' zno
" one should work on such an important managerial task without a°
belief in its importance and its feasibility. Demonstrated

talent for supervision, leadership, and managemant is an cbviaus
requisite and, especially in the first years of operation, should
be given metlculous attention. No one should be assigned on the .
basis cf wmere senicrity, oY ag a stepning stone to still higher
p031tions. '

' ' On this point, I suggest that personnel working in such
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Regsident Preparation:

-The forthcoming operation must not be subject to this handicap.

"in the program; without it, nc one will know what he is doirg or

/% At present there 18 no systematic preparation of priscners for
their new and difficult experiences in release programs. Much

could be done to present to prisoners in advance both the benefits

in prospect during the new assignment and its hazards. The program
should provide a "bridge," over which the prisoner's transition

tec the new status can be safely negotiated. LEach prison-.should
agslgn appropriate staff to the conduct of, such preparation,

and central office personnel should develop a syllabus of miaterials

to be presented. No one should be assigned to a Coummunity corrections
center without at least one week of intensive preparation.

Yacllity staff should keep in mind that the traansition.to a
transitional status will be difficult for most prisoners. Problems
will present themselves which may seem simple enough to a self-
reliant free person but which will cause great anxiety to the
resident himself, unaccustomed as he is to relying oun himself while
in prison. There will also be problems of great difficulty for
anyone to handle. Residents must be given access to sympathetic
and competent help. Most important of all, they should have a
feeling that their success 1s a matter of first importance to the
staff,

Evaluation:

In ¢ollaberation with your staff, I have heen engaged 1in the
avaluation of the present Temporary Release program since last October.
I am impressed with the difficulty of laying hands on firm and
reliable data, This obstacle to evaluation is extremely serious,
and prevents me from making the assessment of the existing program
in the detail and with the confidence to which I am accustomed.

A statistician should be employed to monitor movement of prisomners
into tha program and their eventual discharge. Such a system should
be relatively simple to set up, even 1f aystematie statistical
monitoring of the entire population of the Department is not now
functional. This kind of control is critical to everyone emngaged

hew well he is doeoing 1t.

The responsibility of the Commission 1is obviously critical in

{1
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assuring that program operationsi are correctly reported and
interpreted. I think that your role should be roughly comparable

to that of an auditcr of the books in a corporation. You should’
be able to certify that the statistics are in order and fully
tepresent program realities. You and vour staff should be
sufficiently familiar with program operations to be able to make
recommendations for improvements, and, where necessary, tor propose
remedies for shortcomings. The program will get, as any government r
office will, a lot of uninformed criticism from other sources,
usually of little or no positive wvalue. The informad criticism
which you are uniquely situated to offer will make possible steady
gains in the difficult service a correcticmal agency has to prowvide.

Finally, I must add the obvious. This is a program of great
promise, but evervone concerned, asvecially the public at large,
must te prepared for the inevitability of serious failures. The
population we are dealing with congists of men and women who have
failed at least once 1in carrying out theilr regponsibilities as
citizens. Some of them can be expected to faill again, and some of
these failures will be grievous., While every failure should be
studied for clues for the improvement of the program, administrators
and legislators must net make the all too common rerror of curtailing
good and necessary gains in the interest of preventing occassional
losses. The perspective should be apparent but usually is not
evident tc outsiders. The offender who commits a new crime aiter
completion of a graduated relezse program would most likely have
done so after unconditional and full release. The preparation for
return to citizenship which is provided by a well administered
Graduated Release progrsm will be critical in preventing considerable
amounts of recidivism -—- 1no one can be sure -as to how much.

e}

It bas been & pleasure to wozk with you, Vyour colleaoues
on the Commission, and vour zealous staff. I think both the Commission
and the Department are to be congratulated on the bright prospact
“for the future that this mew program represents.

0 B Sincerely,

John P. Conrad: .
- Senior Fellow Academy aof-
Contemporary Problems

N . T
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GLOSSARY

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS CENTERS:

Community~based facilities operating work and educational
programs. :

DOWNSTATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY:
The newest Department of Correctional Services facility,

to be used as the first of the proposed separation centars.
llocated in Beacon, New York.

EDUCATIONAL RELEASE OR EDUCATIONAL LEAVE:
A leave :granted to an inmate to leave an institution for
not more than fourteen hours in any day for educational

or vocational training or for purposes associated with
that training.

FURLOUGH OR FURLOUGH PROGRAM:
A program under which an inmate may leave an institution
for a periocd not exceeding seven days. The purpose of
this release may be to seek employment, to maintain family

ties, to solve family problems, to seek post-ralease housing,

to attend a short-term educational or vocational training
course or for purposes associated with any of the above.

FURLOUGH YEAR: A furlough year begins on the date an inmate
takes the first furlough and ends one calendar year later.

LONG TERYM RELEASE:

Those programs which are regular daily release programs,
such as work or education leave.

ON-GOING RELLASE:
See "long-term release'f

SEPARATION CENTERS:
Facilities housing inmates siz months prior to release,
with programming cgncentrating on counseling for relzase,
development of coping skills, and providiag contact. with
agencies in the community. The agencies are exXpected
to provide information to the transition inmate on housing
personal financial management, educational opportunities,
‘:ransportation, health and employment.

TEMPORARY RELEASE PROGRAM:
The general term used to describe all forms of release
‘ineluding work release, furloughs, educational leaves
and other types of unescorted inmate leave.

WORK RELEASE:

A leave granted to an inmate to leave an - -institution on

a regular basis for not more than fourteen hours in any day
for the purpose of on-the-job training or employment, or o
for purposes associated with that work or training.



I INTRODUCTION

The Legislature amended the "Temporary Release programs for
State correctional institutions" statute on July 29, 1977, and
requirsed the Commission of Correcrionm to submit an evaluation of
the program by March 1, 1978. The Commission has welcomed this
charge, the first of such a mature in its brief history. This
reporc concains our assessment of the program and our recommen-—
dations for its improvement. We have organilzed the review as ;
follows: T

September 1, 1977: The new law, its antecedantsg and effects;
1. History of the Legislation and Progran

2. The Operation of the Program ' f , 7
., (\\ ‘

3. Approvals and Disapprovals

4, Absconders and New Arre#ts i
Commission Findings:

1. Commentary

2. Recommendations

February 15, 1978: The Depa’®Thant of Co*rectlonal Services
New Proposal

There were two major factors which limited the Commission's
efforts., The Department of Correctional Services does not have.
vthe adminigtrative -data base to make a definittdbve svaluation posq1blg.
The Commission has not had the persqnnel or resources to collect ‘
the information that would remedy the deficiencies of the Depart=-
ment of Correctional Services. data.

The Department of Correctional Services staff has for the most
part been cooperative with the Commission staff. The Commission
recognizes the serious pressures on the Department brought by ris«
ing population and disturbances 1in facilitdes. These pressures
have clearly commandad the concerns of ceutral office senior adm4n~
istrators.

.....
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It must be said that the New York State Department of

'‘Correctional Services does not have the administrative data

base to make a definitive evaluation possible. We recommend -

the creation of a system of information controls which will

enable the administrator to know what he has been doing while
he 1s carrying out this program. Such a system would facil-

- dtate an independent assessment as well.

| The evaluation of any socilal program such as Temporary
,elease is concerned with a comparison of various risks and
b@nefits. To inform the legislature as to the balance calls
ﬂor ‘an examination of the dimensions of the program, its
adequacy and efficlency, and the processes by which the objec~—
tives are to be achiaved. This report will have something to
say about all these matters, though not as much as its autaners
w@uld wlsh. We are convinced that the report will suppert 1ts
recommendations; we hope that future reports of this nature
cdn benefit from the remedies we propose for the acknowledged
afd serious gaps in information.

T G G D &P G G O = =
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I1 SUMMARY

This report is the assessment of the Temporary Relaase
program of the Department of Correctional Services, required of
the Commission of Correction by the New York State Le01slature.
We conclude that: g

1.

2.

The program is functioning at minimal capacity;

Policy changes can be made which would. improve the
likelilhood of succeass of inmates after completicn
of the prograim; :

i

The Commission can approve of the worth of the concspt
of work release. The program has not been sufficiently

well developed to judge its true utility for New York
State. iy
i

The processes and procedures should be simplified to
serve the interests of the citizens of the State of
New York, the staff of the Department of Correctlonal

Services, and the inmates.

The report contains the following recommendatiorns:

LEGISLATIVE CHANGES

Furlough aud Release Program Legislation Séparated;

1t is imperative that the furlough program be
separated from the other release programs. The most
realistic method of accomplishing this is:'by develop-
ment of two separate bills, designed to become Lwo
separate, permanent statutes. ‘

(See discussion, p. 20)

Delete Requirement For Commissioner Review s

Legislative provisions requiring, .personzl review
by the Commissioner of the Department of Correctional
Services or other specifically desianated officers of
the Department aﬁould be deletad

(See discussion, P30 M

&
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Redefinition of Eligibility Requirements in Statute

The Commission recommends redefinition of the
eligibility requirements in the statute to limit
participation in long term release programs to a
maximum of three months.

Current restrictions on eligibility of prisoners

based on the nature of the crime should be deleced
from the statute. TIhe Department should estab ish

firm and readily understood criteria for admission

to each program, These criteria should reflect
standards developed through an abjective scoring

system.  The criteria must be £irm and not subject

to revision due to rising population or other pressures.

The current screening mechanism coupled with the
statutory eligibility requirements appear to result
in a pool of inmates who are least likely to succeed
in graduated relesase status.

(See discussion, p.30 )

PROGRAM OPERATION CHANGES

Develop‘Information System

shed. Reasons for data collection must be fully
explained to facility staff to end confusiop. An
accurate, current information system could assure
prompt identification of absconders or criminal acts
by persons on Temporary Releéase. It could also
enable the Department to make appropriate plans for
the future development of these and other programs.

(See discuSSLOn, p.25)

Develop Careser Incentives For Staff

Selection of staff assigned to the Temporary.
Release facilities should be enhanced by incentives
for superior employees to compete for such assignment.

(See discussion, p.21

‘Develop Training Program For Staff

Programming for personnel to be assigned to
- Temporary Release facilities should be specifically
~designed to provide training in advance of assignment
zad for reoularly scheduled oﬁ—the-job training..

T

(See aiscussicn, P 21

A fully current information base must be establi- I
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Develop Ongeing Program For Inmates

Programming for prisoners to be assigned to
Temporary Release facilities should contain a minimum
of one month intensive pre-transfer orientation, and -
continuous group counseling and instruction while in
the program. '

"(See discussion,ép~22 )
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III -~ SEPTEMBER 1, 1977: THE NEW LAW, ITS ANTECEDANTS & EFFECTS

I+ is important to note that Commission staff were limited by
time ard staff constraints. The evaluation thus focuses on two
major programs mandated by the law: The work-education or long
term release programs and the furlough programs. It is clear
from Departmental monthly reports that the greatest number of
inmates participating in temporary release Programs are either
being released through the work-education program or the furlough
programs

1. Eistoryjof the Legislation and Program

It is necessary to review briefly the legislative
and programmatic history of temporary release in New
York State. This review can place the current program
in a context and highlight the areas of improvement and
difficulcy. (See TABLE I, p.9)

The 1969 Law

. The f£first temporzry relesase law for New York State
correctional institutions was passed in 1969 with bi-
. partisan support. That program allowed for work release
which enabled inmates to leave the premises of an insti-
tution for education, on-the~job training or employment.

Inmates were eligible for temporary release if they
were eligible for parole or within ome year of eligibility
to parole. An additicnal condition of eligibility was that
the inmate must have been confined in an institution with

.a work release program. A participating inmate was allowed
out of the facility for a maximum of 14 hours per day.
Parole officers were responsible for the supervision of
inmates who were outside the bounds of confinement. Parole
officers were also responsible for aiding the inmate in
securing appropriate education, on~the-job training and
employment opportunities.

The decision to release was the responsibility of the
facllity work release committee with the warden's approval.

The Department of Correctional Services further ela-
borated on the law, providing for intermnal guidelines for
releése decisions, appeals, procedures and accountability.

The 1972 Law

The Legisleture amendad the work release‘lew by adding

a furlough provision ia 1972 This was the major substantive
R change in the law. The number of inmates potentially eligible
£0? release was enormously increased because program. place-

- ments did not need to bhe developed.

o S . -
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The addition of furloughs also enabled the Department

to provide a greater number of inmates w1th Lran31tlonal

opportunities. : , Zo

The merger of the Division of Parole and the Department
of Correctional Services that occurred im 1971 was an addi-
tional important variable. The legislation did not specify
what 'group or unit was responsible for supervision of the
inmate outside the facility. The responsibility for helping
inmates to develop a program was no longer specifically assigned
to parole, but rather to approprigte employees or unit of the
Department. It was expected that parole officers would conﬂ
tinuve to do this work. !

The 1972 law was to be effective for two vears. It
was renewed in 1974 for an additiomal two years. The remewal
in 197€¢ was for one year.

The 1977 Law

The Temporary Release Law was amended again in 1977.
The most significant amendment to the law that year was
the provision effecting eligibility. The new criteria
included the provision that inmates convicted of a crime
involving serious physical injury, forecible sex or use ,
of 2 weapon were dneligible unless the Commmssmoner approved
their release in writing. Inmates convicted of absconulng
or escape were ineligible.  The factor of eligibility for
parole or within one year of eigiibility for parole was
retained. ‘

The history of the Department's release pPrograms cam.
be noted briefly.,  Initially, the Department operated wark

release out of selected facilities. Mot all facilities had

a work release component. The Department began to. operate 7,

"small facilities in the New York City area after changes in

the law in 1972. This move can be seen as related to pcpu-
lation pressures, the availability of facilities formerly
used by other state agencies and the Department's interest

- in getting inmates closer to theilr home communities.

~In 1976 the VERA’Institute'of'Juétite, under the‘leedershipe
of Herbert Sturz, was askedtoc develop a new temporary releasse

‘selection system for the Department of Correctional Services.

VERA's reviewrof the State program suggested that a point system
could balance the concerns of the public, administrators aad = °
inmates amd prov1ded uniform method of seleceion to make the
temporary release proaram effectlve and systematlc.

&or

The point system developed by VLRA enabled inmates. to ‘know
that behavior in prison could have an effect on the: l‘kellhood
of selecticn. good institutional behavior could earn p01nts
criminal history would not te the only ceriteria For selection.

‘Program and work T*au:L:Lc::.pat::.on. during imcarcgration and lack of e
confliicts reeultlna in institutional dlbLLDllnarY actipon allowed
the 1nmat:e to teﬁe resPQuSLbllity for impact cn nls own release.‘



The VERA plan suggested that not only could the
gselection process be more systematic, but also that
there weéere specific factors which had some predictive
power on indicating successful candidates for the pro-
gram. The point system appeared to reflect the Depart-
ment's increasing awareness of management concerns
through creation of appropriate procedures. It also
would satisfy the inmate’'s need for informatiom. It
would respond to the community concerms that inmates
were being released arbitrarily.

This attempt on the part of the Department to
rationalize and clarify its decision making for inmates
and staff alike must be recognized zs valuable. Such a
system could also provide increased accountability.

The Department and VERA used four facilities to
test and modify the point system. The Department was
moviag toward implementation of the point scoring sys-
tem in all facilities when the 1977 legislation was
enacted. The requirement of a subjective review severely
limited the utility of the point system.

The changes embodied in the 1977 law can be seen as
a respounse to publiec outery over several offenses com-
mitted by inmates in work-education release status.

The Legislature also apparently viewed the Department's
supervision and accountability as i1nadequate, The legis-
lation allowed for continuation of temporary release programs,
but limited inmate participation through the additiomn of the
provision of writtem approval from the Commissicner. The
selection. process, which grew out of the eligibility criteria,
has thus been the major focus of the Department for the period
of the evaluation by the Commission of Correction.

. 2. Operation of the Program

The selection process: (See CHARTS I and 1II)

An inmate must first apply for temporary release. It is

his(her) responsibility to complete the application and submit

it for review. (See APPENDIX A for application)., In those
facilities using the VERA point system, the inmate's applica-
tion is reviewed by a temporary release clerk. The temporary
release interviewer meets with the inmate to review the appli-
cation, scores the application and completes a record check.
This is a full time position. Some interviewers serve more
than one facility. ‘ ‘

Gy S & TS G G e
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TABLE I =

TEMPORARY RELEASE IN NEW YORR STATE PRISONS:

- e e Ee

A STATUTORY SUMMARY

1 , 2 ‘ 33
Issues 1969 S 1972 o 1873

Eligiﬁle for parole Eligible fct
or one year to parole,
confined in institu-

tion with work prog-

Eligibility Eligible for
parole or one parole or one
year to parole, year ta parole;

confined in insti-~ not convieted

Release
Decision

Amount of time

gut of facility

daily.

Supervision out-

Programs man-
dated.

" Program deve-
lopment

ram.,

Work Release Commit~-

tee with Warden's
approval.

14 hours/day.

Parcle,

VWork release
including educa-
tion.

Parole-
responsible for
securing appro-
priate educa-
tion,; on~-the-job
training, and

employment oppor-

tunities.

Laws of New York, Ch. 472 (May 9,

tution with work

or furlough prog-

Tam.

Temporary Release
Committee with
superintendent
apptroval.

14 hours/day
Furloughs not to
exceed 7 days.

Not speclfied.
Work release,
furlough, wolun~-

teer work, 'leave
of absence

Appropriate

emplovees or unit:

of department.

1. ‘ 1969)
§, gSY. Correctlon Law §852 (Wc inney 1968)

l side institution .

of escape or
absconding; ha.
Comm. approwval
if serious phy
sicial injury,
forgible sex,
weapons use.

Temporary .
Release Comnit:
tee with Comm,
approval in
snme cases.

14 hours/day-

Parole
officers.

Work releaswe,
fuzlowgh, Conm,
sarvices(vol.),
leave of ,
absence educa-~
tion. :

Appropriate
employees or
unit of

department.,

&
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CHART T

APPLICATION MOVEMENT IN FACILITY

Immate Completes

Application

/
/

z
9 VERA FACILITIES

TRC Interviewer

| Non~Statutory

Furlough

N
N

TRC Decides

—t AN

pproval { Disapproval
AN
Non-Statutory Statutory Stop
W-E Furlough Or
Release Or Appeal
W-E
Release’

CONTINUED ON CHART II
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CHART TWO:

MOVEMENT OF CASES APPROVED AT TRC

"STATUTORY 5
NON STATUTORY : NON STATUTORY FUGRELOUGH -
FURLOUGH WORK—EDUCATION OR
RELEASE WORK RELEASE
SUPT.SIGNATURE REVIZWED, OFFICE REVIEWED,
DIRECTOR OF T.R. OFFICE OF DIR. OF
; T.R. ‘
TRC CHAIR APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL ,
NOTIFIES LOCAL APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL
SHERIFF OR l . ' : e
POLICE FACILITY RETURNED l
NOTIFIED, TO STOP
l TRANSFER TRC . OR
RELEASE ORDER REVIEWED APPEAL
PROCESSED DEPUTY -
g { COMMISSIONER
PANEL
SUPT.SICNATURE [
APPROVAL DISAPPROVAL.
; |
REVIEWED BY
COMMISSIONER
APPTOVAL DISAPPROVAL
FACILITY STOP
NOTIFIED,
TRANSFER
ORDER

V4

PROCESSED .

o

&
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In facilities not yet using the point system, the
Temporary Release Committee used statutory categories
and departmental guidelines to determine eligibility.
(See APPENDIX B for guidelines). Temporary Release
Committees consist of four members, omne of whom serves
as Chairperson. Each of the members has other respon-
- sibilities in the facility. Departmental rules and
regulations require that there be a member from parole,
program services, and security.

Inmates must. score a total of 32 points for fur-
loughs or 35 points for long term release to be con-
sidered for release. The maximum possible score is
47. The Temporary Release Committee interviews inmates
who have a score high enough for eligibility. It also
interviews Iinmates who are in Open Date, Own Program
status and those whose institutional records are out=-
standing. Immates in facilities not using the point
system are interviewed by the Temporary Release Committee.

In all facilities the Temporary Release Committee
screens inmatas for release. The statute requires the
Superintendent cf the facility to approve the committee's
decision to release an inmate. Ha(She) indicates approval
by signing approval for release. An inmate whose offense
does not place him in a statutory category is relesased at
the facility without further review.

Several categorizs of inmmates must have the Commis-
sioner's personal approval for participation in temporary
release. They are screened further. After the Temporary
Release Committee at thae facility reviews the file, if
they recommend release, thisg recommendation must be for-
warded to the ceutral office. '

Cases which fall into the following categories must
be referred to central office:

1) All cases discussed in the statuta, i.e., those
involving use or threatened use of a weapon,
those causing serious physical injury or a fore-
ible sex offense;

2) "All cases which necessitate further investigation,
~i.e., those in which there has been a f£inding of
mental instability or . a designation as a central
monitoring case;

3) All cases scoring in the low range but who are
either Open Date, Own Program or Open Date status
or have outstanding institutional records.
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The QOffice of the Di*nctor of Temporary Release also
monitors the transfer to otheL facilities of lnmates who
are not statutorily excluded.

The Department sees the ,central office review proced-
ure as having three steps: Vthe Office of the Director of
Temporary Release; Deputy Cumm1s310ner Panel; Commissioner
Wa T d 1(

Inmate folders are fir!t reviewed in the Qffice of the
Director of Temporary Re;aase by one member of a group of
five people all of whom arie Senior Parole Officers. Cases
are assigned randomly. -

If a member of the r=W"ew panel approves the release,
the case is then sent to 4 Deputy Commissioner's panel for
review, Acaln, cases are1a531oned randomly. The Deputy
Commisgioner's panel consusts of two members both of whom
are central office executfve staff, and the Deputy Commis-
sioner. At least a magor%ty of the panel must favor releas—
ing the immate. The Depuly Commissioner casts the decidiang
vote. If thcApaneL concu;s that the immate be released,
the case folder is then sent to the Commissioner.

Ezecutive Deputy Comm1351oner Douglass reviews all cases
which have been approved by the Deputy Commissioner panels.
This is seen as a LLrther check rather than a separate level
of review.

Commissioner Ward's emecutive assistant then reviews the
contents of the file to bé sure that all necessary material
is in the file. This iS'mot seen as a separate review.

At this point Commlsstoner Ward reviews the cases and
determines whether the person. should or should not be re-
leased,



TABLE II

FACILITIES USING POINT SYSTEM;

FACILLTIES'WITH RELEASE COMPONENT

WORK OR EDUCATIONAL

R T N - -

| VERA . PROJECTED RELEASE OPERATI
FACILITY POINT SYSTEM POINT SYSTEM COMPONENT
: Fel.nruary 1978 April 1978 February 1978 '
Apbrou X X l'
| ARTHURvKILL X .'1
AIiICA X ,
|
BAYVIEW X
~ L
BEDFORD HILLS X
| B i
CLINTON X
CLINiQN ANNEX ‘,
COXSACKIE X l
. EASTERN : X l
"EDGECOMBE x | l
: ELMIRA - X ,I‘
FISHRILL : X ’,'
V 'EﬁLTon o X X ;'l
GREAT MEADOW X : : ‘w
N _ l‘
GREEN HAVEN X ,
- . - B : .
©  HUDSON X ’
— - S o |
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TABLE II {(cont.) : , ,

l WORK OR EDUGATIONAL

RELEASE B
| TERA PROJECTED QPERATING

~ FACILITY | POINT SYSTEM POINT SYSTEM __COMPONENT

LINCOLN ' X
oo

MID ORANGE oz

”l' MT. MCGREGOR

‘l 0SSINING

"‘ OTISVILLE ’ e X

‘l PARKSIDE Ty X

. QUEENSBCRO b:e

' ROCHESTER ' | | X
TACONIC X
TAPPAN

. T ' :
WALLKILL X

k| | B | .
 WOODBOURNE X s

i ‘CAMP ADIRONDACK | ) oz

‘l{ CAMP GEORGETOWN | X
CcAMP MONTEREY | ' oz

, | CAMP PHARSALIA N o = e S

7 - [EEREEEE VS S S 1 S . - - - - (' oo o 3 Ty — 3
CAMP SUMMIT . BN

I _ i =
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_SIGNIFICANT ISSUES AFFECTING SELECTION PROCESSES-:- -

GUIDELINES

. Inmates are rejected because they are wiewed, on one
of the subjective levels, as unlikely candidates for suc-
cess in temporary release status.

Guidelines, which have not been developed separately
for each level of decision making, suggest that the point
score be emphasized. They also suggest that reviewers
stress what they perceive as the likelihood of inmate suc—
cess on release. Departmental Rules and Regulations for
Temporary Release Programs state:

"In making its decision, the Temporary Release Committee
should center its attention on the inmate's score on the
11 items in the point scoring system, and on their inter-
view with the inmate as well as other methods of esvaluat-
ing inmates, including further investigation procedures
and specific recommendations of the professional staff.

Committee members may also take note of those aspects of
the applicant's record not formally taken into account

by the point system, such as the quality of the inmates
performance in programs or on work assignment, or the
nature of prior disciplinary infractions. The Commission
shall also take into ac¢count any factors, besides the
items in the point system, which in thedir best judgement,
they find significant. 1In general, the applicant's ability
to profit from participation in temporarvy release should
be weighed against whatever risk to the community or to
the program would be posed by his release." (Rules &
Regulations II, 13-14)

Additionally, the Rules and Regulatioms state:
"Inmates should be denied temporary release if their
presence in the community or in minimum security insti-
tutions would pose an unwarranted threat to their own
or public safety or 1f their presence in the community
could cause such intense negative public reaction that
the inmate’s successful participation in the program
would be made difficult and public acceptance of the

- temporary release program would be jecpardized."
(Rules & Regulations II, 17)

Each level of reviewing process focuses on its own concerns.
Commissioner Ward stated in ap interview that Temporary Release
Committees at the facilities focus on institutional behavior.

‘The Commissioner believes that the staff of the Director of
Temporary Release focusés on a casework approach. All of the

current staff (February 1978) are senior parole officers. Their

experience in the field, rather than written guidelines determines
their decisions. Their views reflect the legislaticn and guide-
lines. Reviewers appear to focus on five major issues when max_ng

decisions regarding release. - These issues are:
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1) Does the inmate have a

2) Does the inmate have a
¢rime;

3) Does the inmate have a
abuse}

long history of arrests;

history of vioclent street

history of alcohol or drug

4) Does the inmate have a history of "sex offenses;

5) Is the inmate notorious in any wayﬂﬁ

Commissioner Ward stated that his responsibility in
this review process was to look’at the function of sentenc—
ing and to see the release of the inmate from the public’s
point of view.

Director of Temporary Release, Martin Horn, indicated
that the process described above, that is, from inmate
application through Commissioner Ward's review, generally
takes approximately six weeks.
the application is waiting to be processed or to be passed
on through the system.

Much of that time, of course,

Processing in central office is the most time consuming.
Once thes case is received for review in central office it
could take a month to complete the reviewing process. Mr..
Horn said that he guggests that the Deputy Commissioner's
panel have five days to review the case and that the Commig—

sioner also have five days.

Commission staff found, in

reviewing central office cases, that gemerally speaking,

the time frame of one month from date of panel member's sig-
nzture to Commissioner Ward's signature is fairly accurate,

The dates within that time frame do not appear to fall into

Mr. Horn's quggested allowance.

Not: all cases mave at this rate. A review of monthly
statistics indicates thad many cases remain in 2 pending
status, QCommission staff were
cases were held up other than that staff were not able to
manage the volume of cases received in central office. De~
partment records indicate that there were 1124 applications

received in central office for the four month period, Septem—
ber '1, 1977 through December 31, 1977. A total of 734 cases

not able to ascertaln why

were reviewed; 496 were rejected by the review panel; 29 by
Deputy Commissioner panels; 29 by Commissioner Ward. There
were 180 cases approved through the ceéntral office review
The total number pf cases pending in this time
period was 330, approximately 35 percent. Approximately

mechanism,

30-40 percent of the cases received in October, November and

Decemner were in Benaln“btatus in each month.

N

i
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The small size of the reviewing staff and the Depart-~
ment's intent to monitor the participants especially closely
has meant that the movement of folders is slow.

B APPEALS
Inmates may appeal disappfﬁval on the basis of accuracy
or merit. They may only appeal decisions made at the Tempo-
rary Release Committee or at the central office review panel
level. They may not appeal the decision of a Deputy Comuis-
sioner's panel or of Commissioner Ward. The process of appeal
1s dependent on the issue raised by the inmarte.

If the question is one of accuracy of the information
used by the Temporary Release Committee in making its deci-
sions, the Temporary Release Committee chairman reviews that
decision.

If the inmate appeals the Temporary Release Committeae
decision based on his belief of meriting release, the appeal
is reviewed by the central office panel. Reviewers are re-
sponsible for appeals from all facilities in an assigned
geographic area.

- If the appeal is based on a question of accuracy of
information used by the central office panel, that appeal
is harddled by the Assistant Director of Temporary Release.
If he originalily handled the casa, the case 1s appealed to
the Director of Temporary Release.

If the appeal is based on the merit of the central office
decision, that case is appealed to the Director of Tempdrary
Release.

Central office staff indicated that they would be likely
to ask other panel members to review a case they had originally
rejected. There are no formal guidelines for this. The infor-

mal guidelipes appear to be a result of ongoing discussion among

the reviewers.

Central office staff said that decisions that question
merit are rarely overturned. Commission staff was unable to .
verify this by case review. Errors in computatiom of point "
scores ‘may cause a case to be reconsidered. If outstanding
warrants were cited as reasons for disapproval, and those
warrants are cleared, inmates may appeal.

The appeals process has not been clearly articulated.
It appears that the policy regarding appeals has not been
clarified. Reviewers did not know if, in the instance of a
previous decision being overturned, the case would be sent
on to completion ¢f review, or would be sent back to begin
the process again. ,

sy
[

_ .
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RELEASE

The office of the Director of Temporary Release noti-
fies the facility of the release decision. If the approval
is for furlough, the faecility schedules the release.

If the approval includes transfer to a different faci-
lity for work or educational release, the office informs
the Division of Classification and Movement that the inmate
has been approved. The transfer order is then carried out
from the facility which contacts the Division of Classifica-
tion and Movement to arrange for the immate's transfer.

The Division of Classification and Movement does not
direct which inmates are transferred or what days inmates
will be transferred. It is thé decision of the facility
whlch inmates are transferred on what day. The Division ,
assigns buses to transport inmates from facility to facility
and decides only the facilities, not the inmates.

The Director of Temporary Release has developed a two
week follow up mechanism as a check on the transfer of in~
mates. This is useful to ensure that immates are, in fact,
moved through the system.

The Temporary Release Committes is responsible for :
checking the inmate's disciplinary record immediately prior
to release to assure that the status has not changed.

L

FLOW

The institution of the 1977 law and its implementation
has slowed the flow of inmates into all forms of temporary

‘release., There have been fewer capplications than might be

expected and a decreasing number of approvals at each deci-
sion making level.

Monthly reports mandated by the 1977 law indicate that
there has been a steady decrease in the number of approvals
and, with release of inmates to parole, a decreasing number
of participants housed in work releass facilities.

It is worthwhile to remember that the Thanksgiving‘and

Christmas holidays are generally”times of increased furloughs.
‘The slight rise in number of furloughs granted in November and

December can be attributed to this. The drop in furlough
applications in October and November would appear to 1nd1cnta
that inmated expectatlons for furlough had diminished,

N
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Vo TABLE III
h
MOVEMENT IN TEMPORARY RELEASE PROGRAMS
September 1, 1977 through December 31, 1977
Participant Movement September October November December

Number of Applications

Work Release 400 ; 614 557 268
Education Release 27 97 124 34

' Furloughs 1667 1479 1376 1038
’Numbe: of Furloughs Granted 301 270 291 359

Number of Work Release,
education release, 766 606 445 386
community service and
industrial training’
ledve participants

FURLOUGHS :

The furlough program serves a different purpése from
the ongoing release programs. The purpose of furloughs is
to maintain family ties and to seek employment contacts
for the period following release.

The maximum number of furlough days avallable to in-
mates in a furlough yvear is 28. No omne may take a furlough
of more than 7 days at one time. No ome may take more than
6 furloughs in a furlough year.

Inmates in all facilities are eligible for furloughs.
Furloughs were designed to allow immates to begin the rein-
tegration process without the necessity of the dsvelopment
of a program component.

Furloughs have had the lowest risk with many fewer
absconders or arrests than other release programs.
, Historically this. has also been true. Tmmates
and staff alike suggest that there are several reasons why
furloughs. are so successful:

1) Furloughs are not longer than 7 days; one does
not have sufficient time to do other than visit
family. ~

2) Successful furlough completion is a basis for
improved opportunities for future release pro-
gram participation.

Gl Oy T Gh o G T =D G G D ) G R O D - S W T En .



3) Inmates believe successful completion»of‘fur~
loughs contribute to the increased likelihood
of release at the next parole board appearance.

The supervision of inmates in furlough status is
limited. The current law mandates supervision by parole
officers. Inmates are instructed at the facility that they
are required to report to the nearest area parole office
when they arrive at their approved furlough residence.

The brief time the immate has on furlough generally does
not allow for sufficient oppertumnity to review future plans
in detail with a parole officer he may never see again. If
an immate is 9 to 12 months from a telease date, it would
be unrealistic for the parole officer to help him(her) to
begin development of concrete plans. . 3

Furloughs thus have both a different purpose and a
different success rate. The Department can accommodate
a greater number of immates in this transitional program
without significant increase in costs,

- .. PROGRAMS IN NEW YORK CITY FACILITIES:

The work and educational release facilities operatiang

in New York City involved a large percent of inmates, so

they were the major source for Commission information gather-
ing about program operation. These facilities were in a
gsericus state of flux during the entire time of the Commis~
sion's study. It is more profitable to discuss systemic
problems moted than to describe the operation of the program,
as what was noted in November may not be operating inm March.

There are, as of this writiag, (February 1978) five
release facilities in New York City. They ate:  Lincoln,
Edgecombe, Parkside, Fulton and Bayview. Bushwick has been
closed as a result of the drastic population reduction.
Bayview currently has no inmates and is awaiting developument
of a pre-release and pre-work release program.

Commission staff found in interviewing inmates, staff

- and administrators at these facilities that there was a

great deal of confusion about the future of the program.
This confusion further exacerbated serious nroblems with
program operatlon.

There was not sufficient clariﬁy‘in job descriptions. ‘
There was overlap in the roles of the counselors and parole
officers. This led to a confusion about responsibilities,

Security staff had no specific training to work in a

~release setting. They were not ,prepared to be sensitlve

to potential ¢ lSia smans. R o

Some staff suggeSCAd that there were problems with the
role of the Temporary Release Lomm&ttea and the AdJus;meﬂt
Commlttee.



Staff and administrators alike were demoralized by
the outlook for the future of Temporary Release. This
lack of enthusiasm was transmitted to inmates,

Inmates voiced theilr concerns about the operation
of the program. They noted the lack of evening programs
in facilities. There were few, if any, ongoing evening
programs for education or recreation scheduled in these
facilities.

Inmates told Commission staff that there was not
much personal counseling available to them. = Parole
officers and other counseling staff are scheduled for
nights on duty. It appears that this is not seen by
inmates or parole officers as an opportunity for coun-
seling sessions.

Provisions for visiting are limited as inmates are
expected to go home on furloughs regularly.

Orientation for immates is not ongoing in nature.
It makes no effort to prepare an inmate comprehensively
for the community. The orientation which does exist does
not even adequately help inmates to understand the tempo~
rary release procedures. Up-to-date ipmate handbooks were
not available in all facilities.

COSTS:

The Commission was interested in examining the costs
of the Temporary Release Programs, as this is surely an
important consideration in determining the utility of any
social program. Again, the Department staff wers quite
cooperative in attempting to provide the Commission staff
with needed information. The overall costs for the Tempo-
rary Release Program operation were approximately 39,400,000
projected for fiscal year 1977-1978. This figure is based on
the projected costs for the operation of the New York City
facilities: Bayview, Bushwick, Edgecombe, Fulton, Lincoln,
Parkside; the Rochester facility; the centralized administra~
tive operation for New York City which is located in Long
Island City; the costs associated with Temporary Release
activities at the upstate facilities of Albion, Easternm,
Elmira, Fishkill, Hudson, Wocdbourne and Tappan; and the
central office costs incurred as a result of the activities
- of the Office of the Director of Temporary Release. The
figure does not include the amount necessary to maintain
Temporary Release interviewers associated with the scoring
mechanism. The funds from that project were not budgeted
by the Department from state purposes funds but rather were
provided through federal grants.



- 234

Significant savings may not result if the Release
programs are not operated in the future, Immates will
continue to be housed, clothed and fed in Department
facilities. TIf the Release facilities are to hecome
general confinement facilities, program and other staff
will likely be increased. The capital costs associated
with such conversion are not included in this discussion.

The overall costs of the program do not themselves
provide a sufficiently clear view of the costs of the
program. t is necessary to examine these costs in light
of other Department expenditures.

The Department provided Commission staff with com—
parative operating costs for Temporary Release and other
facilities. The costs are based on Department recommended
appropriations in the Executive budget for fiscal year
1978~1979. These recommendations are based on the pro=-
jected average apnual population figures. Some wariation
in the number of inmates or dollars could be expected.
These figures are presented in TABLE IV. The average
annual cost per inmate is projected at $11,131. Four of
the release facillties have annual costs less than that
amount.

All of the maximum security facilities examined have
per capita costs that are lower than the Department's
average. It would be logical to assume that the lower
costs are a function of eéconomies of scale., That is, the
maximum security facilities in this sample all have popu-
lations of more than I5Q0-and therefore are less expensive
to operata than smaller facilities with fewer immates. It
may then be that the greater costs of some work release
facilities are not so much a function of work release as
they are a function of the size of the facility.

If work release continues to dimizish in size and

~gonversion to general confinement is contemplated, the

New York City facilities will maintain fewer bed spaces.
It is not clear that the elimination of more work release
beds could save the Department a substantial amount of
money.

The Commission believes that the Department must
reconcile itself to providing improved programming for
inmates in release facilities; This must be doue to
pramote the saiety of the community as well as to iImprove
the inmates' chances for success. The increase in pro-
gramming may impact én the operational costs of the faci-
lities. The Department will surely cousider this in
uhe most cost effective way.



TABLE IV

Per Capita Annual Costs of Several Facilities

Facility by Type Estimated Cost Per Immate Per Annum

Maximum Security

Attica $ 9,180
Clinton 10,394
Elmira , 9,116
Green- Haven 8,538

Medium or Minimum Security

All Camps (Average) 8,628
Fishkill ; 13,107
Wallkill : 10,829
Release Facilities .
Bayview ' 10,760
Edgecombe 9,293
Fulton 12,793
Lincoln ' 10,815
Parkside : 11,500
Rochester 7,214

Multi~level Security

i o § et o b i

Bedford Hills 15,911
*Average for all (34) State Institutional
Operations ’ : 11,131



RECIDIVISM

One measure of success frequently raised in considering
prison programs is recidivism. Commission staff attempted
to ascertain the effect of release programs on the reartest
rates of those who had successfully completed a work release
experience. Records and statistics currently available do
not provide this information. '

The Department has information about the prior criminal
history of inmates currently in custody. That does not pro-
vide information about ipmates who are released from the
system. ‘

Currently there is no way of knowing the percent of
people who are released from New York State prisons and
rearrested within one year. It 1is possible to know, when
a person is arrested that he was incarcerated previously.
1t is not possible to know what the rearrest rates are for
inmates released from New York State facilities. The De~
partment does not maintain follow-up data on former inmates.
It could only know of recidivism if the person were returned
to. the Department. The Department is examining that data.

i

""The Department does not maintain information about the
type of programming an individual experienced while incar-
cerated. There is thus no way of knowing what programs have
had an effect on individuals, except through a case-by-case
review, '

The Division of Criminal Justice Services was approached
for information about rearrest rates. That Division cannot
now produce the information about rearrest for formerly incar-
cerated individuzls. It was suggested that the new Offender
Based Transaction Statistics System will be able to provide
this information. The Offender Based Transaction Statistics
System is designed to trace the movement of individuals through
the criminal justice system. It is planned to allow for the
maximum amount of infermation to be exchanged among various

-ceriminal justice system agencies. Once operational, 1t-is

planned that this system will provide data on individuals from
arrest through completion of parole or maximum expiratiom of
sentence. It is not clear when Offender Based Transaction
Statistics System will be fully operational. ‘
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APPROVALS AND DISAPPROVALS

The Commission staff examined 148 cases which were re-
viewed in the Department of Correctional Services central
office. This examination was an attempt to discover any
systematic differences between those inmates who were approved
for temporary release and those inmates who were disapproved.

TABLE C~I presents the breakdown of cases in the sample
reviewed by the Commission.

TABLE C~1I

Distribution of Cases Reviswed by Commission

NO. %
Cases Approved 39 26
Cases Disapproved 89 60
Non~-Statutory Cases
Approved for Transfer 19 13
Non-Statutory Cases
Dlsapproved for Transfer 1 . 6

TOTAL 148 99.6°2

o Non-statutory cases are reviewed for transfer in central
office to ensure monitoring of movement of inmates between
facilities. These cases were dropped from the group analy-
zed on the approval-disapproval continuum. ‘

TABLE D=1

Dispositions of Cases Reviewed Central Office
9/1/77 - 12/31/77 :
No. y4

Cases Approved ) 180 | 16.01

Cases Disapproved 554 49.29

Cagses Pending 390 | 34.70

TOTAL CASES 1124 100.00

TABLE D-I-presents all cases reviewed in central office. As

was noted in the discussion of flow, more than one third of
the cases were not approved or digapproved.

It 18 reasonable to compare TABLE C-II with TABLE D-IL. Cases
~not included on the approval-disapproval continuum wers
. dropved in each instance.



Distribution of Cases Reviewed by Commission

Approval ~ Disapproval -

Na. %
Cases Approved 39 30.47
Cases Disapproved 39 69.53
TOTAL CASES 128 100.00

| TABLE D-IT

Distribution of Cases Reviewed by Central 0Zfice

Approval - Disapproval

No. %
Cases Approved | 18Q 24.52
Cases Disapproved 554 75.48
TOTAL CASES 734 100.00

A higher percent of the Commission sample was approved than
in the total of cases reviewed. Commission staff examined
several variables, in cowmparing approvals and disapprovals.

‘Preliminary analysis is inconclusive., The Commission suggests

that the Department should attempt to discover what difference
exist between these two groups. It would also be impcertant to
discover how the guidelines and objective criteria are reflected
in the approval and disapproval groups. '



ABSCONDERS AND NEW ARRESTS

In the time period, September to December 1977,
there were 56 absconders and 14 arrests among more
than 1500 inomates in temporary release status. Records
are maintained on the number of transactions, not on
the rnumber of individuals. That is, the statistics pro-
vided describe the number of furloughs granted, not the
number of inmates participating in those furloughs. The
lack of an on-line computer system prohibits data collec-
tion of this type. The number of arrests and absconders
includes participants in furlough and long-~term release
programs. These figures include only those individuals
who were in release status during that time period. It
does not ineclude individuals who had previously absconded
and were then arrested in that time period.

The most significant information discovered in the
review of absconders and new arrests is the problem of
department record keeping. Commission staff reviewed
the records of 38 absconders and 7 "new arrests.” Im
some cases, Commission staff was unable to obtain the
folders of immates from the central office file as these
were checked out to central office staff members other
than in the office of the Director of Temporary Release.
Information needed to complete a check sheet on a case
was not always in the f£ile. In some instances, the score
sheets for the Departmental guidelines were not in the
folders. Others did not have a criminal history summary
sheet in the folder. This may have been a result of the
fact that immates might have been transferred to release
status prilor to the new procedures taking effect.

Other important data not found in the central office
files were memos of agreement, transfer orders, and in at ~
"~ least one instance, a blotter sheet.. If a reviewer, for

example, needed to examine an inmate's folder, and some
of the above materials were missing, the review could be
held back for considerable time. Reviewers cannot know
the chronology without complete folders. In addition, it

was clear to the Department that the Commission was charzed

with monitoring the temporary release program and that
complete records are necegsary for such an evaluation to
present an accurate picture.

In some instances, inmmates had either returnmed to the
facility voluntarily or had been returned hy a police or
other correction agency. A number of those files lacked

notice of Superintendent's proceedings against the inmate.

Thus, it was not clear if the inmate had been transferred
without the Superintendent's proceeding, or if the proper
paper had not been filed. :

e e L o . , .
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Staff in central office indicated that they were
aware of the difficulties in maintaining the folders
in an up-to—-date fashion. They had also noticed the
lack of chronological order of filing, which compli-
cates understanding of the case at hand. The lack of
sufficient material in the folders was also noted by
a researcher from the Virginia Department of Correctiomns.

It would seem that this problem with record keep-
ing has implications for Departmental operations othear
than temporary release. The Department will have con-
tinued difficulty in plamning for préogram development
and facility operation if it does not develop more
useful and readily understood information gathéring
and record keeping systems.

There were no violent crimes among the new arrests
that Commission staff were able to review.

Many of the absconders returned to the facilities
voluntarily after an absence of several days. Others
were returned involuntarily.

A cursory check of absconder parole board appear-
ance dates did imdicate that there were some inmates
who absconded shortly after a parole board appearance
at which they were denied release., The size of the
sample wWas such that it is not posgsible to coneclude -
that this is a significant trend. It does, however,
suggest that the Department should itself review the
cases of absconders. Such a review could provide the
Department with information about possible crisis mo-
ments in the experience of inmates. The possibility
of predicting such moments c¢ould enable the Department
to improve supervision and promote CIlSlS interventiocn
counseling.

Commission staff note that the Department has.
instituted some important safeguards to Prevent parcle
board appearance related abscondings. The Department
and the Parole Board now have all New York City inmates
appear at hearings at Queensborough Correctional Facility,
a medium security facility. If a person is held by the
Board, he is returned to 2 more secure facility directly
from Queensborouch. These policy changes can be cerucial
in determining the program "s Iuccess and in pﬁomotlnv.
inmate success.

i’}) 3



IV COMMISSION FINDINGS

J N COMMENTARY

B

The Commission concludes that the Temporary Release
Program is operational and in a marginal condition of devel-
opment. The limited number of prisoners assigned to the
program reflects the constraints of legislation and the
extremely retentive formulationm of Department policy. We
hold that the program 1is far from the realization of its full
potential.

IRE _REVIEW PROCESS

The statute now requires that any prisoner committad to
the Department for a crime of violence must pass through a
complex review process before he can be admitted to the program.
"This review must be attested to by written authorization of the
Commissioner. This dinterpretation has led to a succesgssion of
personal reviews i1lncluding those by the Director of Temporary
Release, the Deputy Commissioner and by the Commissiocner himself.
The Commissioner has construed the intent of the legislature
in the most narrow sense and has required both of his staff and
imself to conduct these reviews personally. There 1s evidence
that this was the intent of the Legislature. The objections
e this procedure are numerous. Personnel time is allocated
to a laboricus and time-consuming activity, the completion of
which unreasonably delays the assignment of prisoners to the
program. Officials with heavy responsibilities for general
management of the Department are unable to give systematic at-
tention to ‘a decision~making process that requires detailed case
review and consideration of feedback on policy development.
Finally, and most seriously this procedure reflects a misunder-
standing of the principles of accountability in public admipis-
tration. - We propose the deletion of this requirement.
: Y

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

As the law now stands, eligibility for this program is lim-

ited to persons who are (a) eligible for parcle, or (b) within

one year of such eligibility. PFurther, no person can be assigned

to this program who is serving a sentence for (a) a crime in-
volving the use of weapons, (b) a crime of violence, or (c) a
crime involving a forecible sex act, unless hils application has

been reviewed by the process described in The Review Process sub-

~section above. TFurther, any person who has been convicted of
escape from prison or absconsion frecw Temporary Relesase is in-
eligible. : ”

‘
‘
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" These limits are primarily addressed to the nature and
extent of the risks that the Department can be allowed to
assume in the conduct of this progruam. Also contained within
these restrictions is implicit encouragement of the Department .
to maintain eligible prisgners in the program for whHat we
believe to be an undesirably long period of time. We shall
discuss these problems in order.

As to the limits placed on risk, the Department is placed
in the middle of conflicting imperatives. Oz the one hand,
the limit of its capacity to hold prisoners is definite and
not subjact to adjustment. Prisopers nmugt eventually be re-
leased, in nearly all but the most heinous cases, regardlass
of risk. In ¢ommon with nearly all contemporary authorities
on the subject of crime control, the Commission holds the view.
that risk to the public is reduced by a practice of realistiec-
ally graduated release. A prisoner in a minimum custody situ=
ation is subject to a test of his responsibility that exceeds
the test of maximum custody. Likewise, a prisoner who is held ™)
in conditiouns of Temporary Release, free to work or attend
school in the community but subject to rigorous staff super-
visicn is under a test that assesses the nature of the risk
the state faces when eventually it releases him outright, as
eventually it must,.

The results reported im the discussion of Absconders and
New Arrests partially supports this reasoning. There were 14
arrests of Temporary Release participants from September 1
through December 31, 1977. From the records available to
Commission staff, it appeared that no arrests werte for charges
of ¢rimes against the person. We believe that this result is
acceptable, especially when it is born -in mind that the prisoners
assigned to this program have been the product of a narrow
selection policy. Eventually, some program participant will
commit a serious crime; this contingency must be expected in
any graduatad release pollcy. The responsibility of the Depart-
ment is to use the Tampora;w Release strategy as an opportunity
to observe the beghavior of its prisoners under conditions of
limited freedom, to-influence their conduct constructively, and
to withdraw the freedom allowed when there is an. 1nd1catlon that
an individual canunot manage himself responsiblyﬁ“. '
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Finally, we are of the opinion that the inference drawn
from the legislation that prisoners may be held in Temporary
Release facilities for periods up to and even exceeding a year
is counter-productive. A more limited period, generally
speaking, up to three months i1s all that is necessary to meet
the objectives of Temporary Release for most offenders. It is
our opinicen that a policy oun placement developed by the Commis- .
sioner in comsultation with this Commission would afford better
protection and improved achievement of public objectives.

RECOMMENDATIONS

AT LEGISLATIVE CHANGES

1. The purposes of the furlough program and the long term
programs need to be clearly articulated. It appeared to Commis-
glion staff, based partly on the higher percentage of furloughs
than long term release applications approved, that the Depart-
ment did recognize two separate programs.

Furloughs can be part of a transitionmal services strategy.
Inmates who have successful furloughs are more likely to be
successful in ongoing release programs than they would otherwise
be. In some Iinstances, then, furloughs would precede movement
to ongoing release status.

Most inmates will be released. Through £furloughs, the
Department can provide an opportunity for many inmates to kegin
to reconstruct family and community ties. (Sae Furloughs, p. 20)

2. The leglslative provisions requiring the current re-
view mechanism should be delefed. The mechanism is unwieldy,
unmanageable, and in the current budget, not funded. It is a
poor use of Commissioner Ward's and staff time. It does not
necessarily promote the intended purpose, which is increased
accountability. The demand for the Commissioner's signature and
review of inmate case folders is, at very least, extremely ex-

pensive in financial and management terms. (See Selection Process.
p: & )

Gl G & & T ED O = T TP O G G N D G ) o ar T oy o



3. The Department has a seven year history of temporary
release. In that time period, the Department has recognized
the need to develop an improved selection mechanism. The De-
partment has made some effort to improve its selecticn mech-
anism, notably through the VERA point systen.

The Department should continue to improve i1its selection
procedures, being guided by the concerns of the public.

The concerns of the Legislature must be recognized. This
is attempted with the statute limiting eligibility. The eligi-
bility criteria in the current law reflects the Department's
guidelines under previocus laws.

The question of eligibility must be examined closely. The
Department should develop criteria for eligibility and selection
recognizing the intent of the Legislature to limit participation
in long term temporary release programs. The Department should
review its own criteria at regular intervals, to be sure that
eligibility and selection are closely monitored. The Commission,
through its State Facilities Buredau, should also monitor these
aspects of the program. The Department must be encouraged to
use temporary release as part of its efforts in programmiang and
improving the release process. It must not use the release pPro=
grams in response to population or other pressures.

The Commission recognizes community outrage and ¢concern
when a violent crime is committed by a person who has committed
a violent crime in the past. Yet, many persons who are excluded
through the categories in the current statute, who have committed a
crime of violence, may constitute a good vrisk. Individuals wheo
commit crimes of passion are unlikely to repeat that type of crime.
National statistics indicate that pepple convicted of murder have '
the lowest rearrest rates of any group of previeously convicted
per: "as.

The current statutory catecories have resulted im a hlgh
proportion of persons convicted of street crimes and.drug related
offenses in the program. The inadvertent: effect of the legis-
lation has been to limit the poaol of individuals to those least
likely to succeed in the graduated release experience. The Te-.
lease program, as it is presently staffed and organized, probably
cannot provide the intensive programming and services the second
group needs. (See Selection Process, p. 8 and Guidelines, p.l6)

Q
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PROGRAM OPERATION CHANGES

4. No effective social planning can occur without a com-
plete data base. The Department must improve its methods for
¢ollecting and storing information. ‘

The statistics mandated by the legislation provide some
information but do not, for example, prowvide a clear view of
the flow of inmates through-  the system. Thus it #s difficult
to dascertain how many inmates moved through the system in the
time frame studied. It 1is only with such information that one
can truly understand the arrest and absconder figures. These
figures must be presented as a rate, and are nct, without a
figure for the total number of participamnts. (See Costs, p.22]
Recidivism, p.25; Approvals and Disapprovals, p.26; Absconders
and New Arrests, p.28)

5. Staff selection mechanisms should encourage the in-

terested employee to move to a Temporary Release facility.

Conmission staff were informed in several instances of
gtaff who bid for positions in Temporary Release facilities

in order to move up the career ladder. Once they had achieved

the new position, they immediately bid to returm to their
ordginal facility.

Clearly the Department cannot be expacted to change the
Civil Service laws and practices. However, it c¢an be expected

-to develop career ladders and positions on those ladders commen-

surate wilith new programs. The Department should attempt to
recrult,  select, and train staff to work in release facilities.
(See Programs in New York City Facilities, p.21)

6. Those who work in Temporary Release facilities need
training to deal with the situations inmates are facing daily.
The staff also need support systems which provide them with
information about the community.

The opportunity.for continued training must be made avail-
able to gtaff, Line staff are not consulted often enough in
any buresaucracy, and yet they work most closely with clients.
Staff trailning could provide the opportunity to_consult with
staff and improve thelr working situation. (See Programs in
New York City Facilitiles, p. 2D

i
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7. The Deparcment must improve 1its orientation program
for inmates., Commission staff found, in interviewing staff,

that there were no explicit descriptions of orientation pro-
grams. There was the distinct sense that the orientation pro-
gram had not actually been developed. From the descriptions
of both staff and inwmates, it was clearly not operational.

Io interviewing inmates, éommission staff Ffound that most
inmactes did not know what to expect in the release faecility.
Most inmates relied on the inmate grapevine far information
about the operation of the program. Inmates commonly sSpoke of
threats from staff during the orientation period, with special
emphasis on getting a job as quickly as possible. Inmates said
that they knew that if they did not take the first job that
came alang, they would be sent back. When asked how they knew
this, they replied that the grapevine and the counselors told
them. As this is not the stated policy of the Department, it
does appear that the orilentation period needs wvery close exanm—
ination.

Orientation to the facllity is not sufficient orientation.
Inmatesg must be prepared to cope more effectively with new
situations. Orientation should include information, a "how =~
to" program. It should also include counseling for the problems
of re-entry assoclated with job aqd family. (See Praogramsg In

New York City Facilities, p.21)

B
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_Y  THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONAL SERVICES' NEW PROPOSAL:

A COMMENT

Commigsion staff had completed the early drafts of this
report before receiving "Position paper: Recommending major
vevisions in New York State's Temporary Release Program.”
This document became available on February 9, 1978 with the
Commissions report due March 1, 1978,

The position paper outlines the Department's plan to move
toward a policy of providing transitional services to all in-
mates prior to release. The Department proposes three compon-
ents for the program:

1. dinstitutional leave from all facilities;

2. separation centers, the first to be developed at the
new Downstate Facility at Bedcon;

3. compunity correctlon centers to be operated in several
of the former work release facilities.

The Commission 1s encouraged by the Department's efforts
to create a release process which takes a greater number of
inmates into account. Programming which provides only a small
gumber of ilomates with services cannot be the best use of the
Departments resources. This proposal indicates that the Depart-
ment 1s making an attempt to ratiomalize a release process for
the greater number of inmates 1t will release in a given year.
This can ounly be applauded.

The Commission recognizes the Department's efforts in ,
planning. There is no difficulty in recognizing that the Depart-
ment has ralsed the issues which are central to the question of
release from prison. This review of the Department's program
description will examine the plans for the program with regard
to the needs of the inmate and the needs of the Department.

_ ~~THE CONCERNS OF THE  DEPARTMENT

kTha &eécription of institutional leave programs, or furloughs,

point out the advantages for the Department and for the inmate.
The Department can promote Iimproved facility management through
use of the leave programs. Inmates can maintain ties with fam-
1lies. In Lits report on Temporary Release in New York State, the
Commission has recommended the separation of the furlough and
long term release programs. The Commission can comcur with the

Dapaxtments efforts to have these programs separated legislatively.



The Department's proposed use of the Downstate facility
appears to be innovative. There are some questions to be
raised. S

The Department proposes the Downstate facility as the
model for geparation centers. These separation centers will
provide programming for inmates in the six months prior to
release. The Department has not described the programming
component in the proposal, however it is Commission staff's
understanding that programming will follow a l1ife skills mod=l.
The Department has suggested that it will model the new program
on the Pre-~Release Program currently in operation in 17
facilities,

In 1ts proposal, the Department has suggested that with
the Downstate facility in operation and the current work releagpe
facilities as community corrections centers, it will be able
to release 5,000 inmates through this new progtam.

The Commission nmotes the discrepancy in the number of
inmates relesased annually (projected 1978, 8,000 - 9,000)
and the number to be served (5,000 total). Thus, while the
Department 1s proposing & program to serve all inmates, it
does not have the capacity, with this program to do 8o,

The Department has suggested that 4,000 inmates per year
can move through the Downstate facilityl, If the program com~
ponent at Downstate 1is 3 mounths in length, the Department may
be able to accomodate close to that number. The Department
has pointed out,however, that 1t expects a cadre of approxi-
mately 200 inmates at all times. This in itself lowers the
number of inmates who can be accomodated in the program to

approximately 800 =T thtee month peried or 3200 in one year.

The Department has also guggested that separation centers,
of which Downstate is the prototype, will provide programming
for inmates in the last six months prior to release. The Pre-
Releagse model is three months in length. The Commigsion ques-
tions the Department's actual intent for Dowanstate: will the
program be three or six monthe in length? B

The Department cénnot, ag is disCussed in the proposal, 
know sufficiently in advance when the majority of inmates will
be released. The greatest percent ‘of inmates are released by

action of the Parole Board (57.2% im 19753).



' The Department's 1975 annual statistics, the latest, published

data, ldadicate that 25.97 of inmates are released through condi-
tdonal release and 6.27%7 of inmates are released through maximunm
expiration of sentence. This would mean that without release
dateg set 1in advance, this program may not make sufficient use
of the Downstate facility. If the proportions for the type of
release remain constant, the Department could expect 2,560 of
8,000 or 2,880 of 9,000 to be released with a definite date.

- This does mnot approach the Department's projected 4,000 popula-

tdop use for Downstate. The average number of Ilnmates available
for transfer to Downstate for a six month period would thus
range from 1,200 to 1,500. This number .could be accomodated by

~a program ofisix months' duration. Flow of inmates could affect

this. The Commission recognizes the possibility for suifficient
use of the facdility.

The Commission is concerned that the possibility of under
utllization of the Downstate facility for the new program would
prvompt the Department to use the facility for other than separa-

tion. The questions should be raised before the Department begins

implementation-of this new policy and program. It is especially
important that these issues be clarified in light of the lack of
oversigitt which would be provided with specific legislation. The
Department has, in the past, not been sufficiently cognizant of
the status of individual inmates and the Commission recognizes
the temptation to move Ilnmates without regard to classification.
Movement should not preceed eligibility dates. The Commission
will review the Department's plan for Downstate with emphasis on
the uge of the facility.

The Department has proposed a six month stay at the Down-
state facllity. The pre—-release program, on which.the Downstate
model is based, is a 90 day program. The Commissiocn feels the
fteed to emphasize that this is further reason to be concerned
about the Department's planned use of the Downstate facility.-
The program for Downstate must be clearly articulated.

It 48 the Commission's understanding that the Downstate
facility will not include a long-term release program compomnent.
Inmates at Downstate, as eligible inmates in all facilities, will
have opportunities for furloughs.

; The Department proposes community correction centers for
saelected dnmates. Programming in community correctional centers
willl be for work or educational release. The community correc-
tion centers wilith improved supervision standards and tightened
eligibility criterlia coupled with shorter stays, appear to retain

the best intent of the former work-educational release facilities.

The improvements suggested by the Department are important to
recognize. These improvements focus on screening through an
objective scoring mechanism coupled with strict supervision
standards. ‘
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The concern the Commission raises about the use of the
Downstate facility are appropriate here also. These concerns
focus on numbers of inmates in each facility, the leangth of
stay of each inmate, and the types of programs available to
each inmate. The Commission will be interested in evaluating
the programs available as well as the operation of the Lacilltles
themselves.

- .- IHE CONCERNS OF THE INMATES

The Department has recognized that inmates need more than
the $40 release money and a bus ticket. Inmates need programs
which cdn and do prepare them to find housing, work and their
place in the law abiding community. The Deéepartment proposal
indicates that the Downstate facility's program focus will
follow the pre-release model in use in 17 fagilities.

The Commission has seen no evaluation of the effective=
ness of the pre~release model. It cam be recognized as a
viable model in coanstruct, yet without an assessment of its
operation, it is difficult to support ils continued use. The
Commission would, therefore, urge the Department to begin %o
davelop assessment criteria for its programs. The Commission
would urge the Department to identify the needs of inmates at
release and specify ways in which this program provides for
those needs.

The Commisgion is encouragsd that the Department has pro-
posed inviting community groups to help meet inmate needs. ;
This copportunity provides the public with better information
about prisons, and the Department with a greater understanding
of the community. It can also provide a £lexible program, as
it enables the Department to avoid committing itself to partic-
ular programs and program staff.

The Commission i1s encouraged that the Department proposes
instituting a review of the effectiveness of the programs
providing services. The Commissidn cautions the Department
that dependence on such agencies without approprlate account~
ability procedures could mean that services will not be pro-
vided to inmates. The Commission cannot over emphasize its
concern about accountability.  The Department has had continued
difficulty in promoting accountability. The Department nust
develop policy and procedures to promate imprdved'accountability,_
with outside programs and perhaps more importantly, withinm its
owWn programs.



THE CONCERNS OF THE COMMUNITY

The Department 1in its proposal indicates that 98% of
incarcerated individuals return to their communities at
some polnt. The Department has also recognized 1ts respon-
81b1ility to the communities to manage the degree of risk.
It has suggested that the sLommunities are likely to be safer
with the gradual, informed release of inmates rather than the
current dragtic release available to most inmates.

One significant way in which the Department will promote
increased ccmmunity safety other than in prowiding inmates
with improved pre-release experiences, i1s through improved
eligibility and selection criteria. The Department'’s proposal
gtates thils intent explicitly.

The Départment's proposal to use an objective scoring
mechanlsm rather than the subjective review in use currently
1s a reasonable approach. An objective scoring review is
less costly and more efficient and produces decisions to
release that are as valid as the decisions made subjectively.

The Commission supports the use of an objective mechanism
to determine eligibility and selection fcr release program
participants. The Commission is concerned, however, that the
Department may yield to othenr pressures to unwisely manipulate
eligibllity criteria. The restraints in the current legiglation
gerved to prevent this, but also served to limit efficient use
of the release facilitiles. The Department's interpretation of
the intent of the legislation resulted in the creation of an
unylelding and time-~consuming process for review. The Commigsion
ls dlnoterested in the development of objective criteria which
are not subject to manipulation by the Department.

Another equally important way that the Department can pro-
mote community safety 1s through strict supervision standards.
The new proposal emphasizes the improved monitoring of inmate
movement as incorporated in the Temporary Release Rules and
~Regulations issued January 1, 1978.

The Commission believes that this proposal 1s an appor-
tunity for beginning the needed planning in the Department.
Thererare many questions which must be answered before the
Commission can wholeheartedly endorse this proposal. The
Commission 1s encouraged that the Department is developing this
plan in greater detail, continuing to focus on the needs of the
community, the Department, and the inmates.



THE CONCERNS OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission endorses the Department's efforts in long-
term planning. The new proposal presents the Department's view
that it nust recognize the re—entry needs of various clagsifica-

tions of inmates. By doing so, the Departwment meets the concerns

of the Commission.

The current propoesal is a beginning. It is the Commisgion's
belief that the Department should be encouraged to move toward
providing re-entry services for all inmates leaving the system.

Q.



APPENDICES

The Commission thanks the Department for providing copies of the
application, the point score, the temporary release guidelines
and the criminal history summary.
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VERA INSTITUTE
OF
JUSTICE

POINT SCORE

Criﬁinal History

1.

Previous incarceration following adjudication (+1
point if none within last 10 years, 0 points if
misdemeanor or youthful offender incarcerations
only within last 10 years, - 1 point if one or more
felony incarcerations within last 10 years. The

10 vear period 1is counted back from the date of
present incarceration, excluding any period of in-
carceration in that time, in effect, extending the
10 year period by an equal amount of time).

Number of felony convictiocns prior or subsequent
to comnmitment offense. (+2 points if none within
last 10 years or subsequent to commitment date

of current incarceration, 0 points if one within
past 10 years or subsequent to commitment date

of current incarceration, - 2 points if 2 or more
within last 10 years or subsequent to commitment
date of current incarceration. The 10 year period
is counted back from the date af current incar—
ceration, excluding any periocd of incarceration in
that time, in effect, extending the 10 year period
by an equal amount of time).

Number of misdemeanor convictions prior or sub-
sequent to commitment offense. (+°'1 point if none
within last 10 vears or subsequent to commitment
date of eurrent incarcsration, 0 points if 3 or
less in last 10 years or subsequent to commitment
date of current incarceratiom, - 1 point if 4 or
more in last 10 years or subsequent to commitment
date of current dincarceratiom. The 10 year period
is counted back from the date of current imcarce-
ration, exeluding any period cf incarceration-in
that time, in effect extending the 10 year period
by an equal amount of time).

Outstanding warrants at time of or subsequent to
date of commitment. (+ 2 points if none, 0 points
1f 1 or more).

Previous revocations of parole or probation in
last 10 years (or subsequent to commitment date
cf current incarceration) if resulting from ab-
scondance or rearrest (+ 2 points if none, 0 points

1f one or more). The 10 yvear period is
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counted back from the date of current incarce=-
ration, excluding any period of dncarceration
in that time, in effect extending the 10 year
period by an equal amount of time).

Nature of prior, current and subsequent convic-
tions of crimes against the person within the
last 10 years or subsequent to date of commit~
ment of current imcarceration (- 6 poimnts if any
conviction for murder or sex crimes or first or
second degree kidnapping; - 4 points if any con-
victions for mamslaughter or first or second de- .
gree arson, or first degree robbery or burglary; ]
- 2 points 1if any coumnvictions for second or third
degree robbery, assault, possession of a danger~
ous weapon, menacing, first degree reckless eg- - ° b
dangerment, second degree burglary, first degree i
criminal trespass, first degree riok, first de~ ¥
gree coercion, unlawful imprisonment @and crimin-
ally negligent homicide; QO points if no comvic- -
tions for erimes against the person. The 10 year ;
pericd is counted back from the date of current b
incarceration, ezxcluding any period of incarcera=-
tion in that time, in effect, extending the 10

year pariod by an equal amount of time).

Institutional Behavio: Items

7.

8‘

Vs

Program participation I (Maximum 3 points) Pars

ticipation months are used to calculate this

score. A parvrticilpation month is a 30 day period

of regular participation in either a program or

a work assionment within the two years prier to

application, 1 point may be earned by accumula—

ting either -

a) 8 participation months in work assignments

b) 8 participation mounths in program,or:

¢) 8 participation months in any comnlnatlon of
work assignment and program.

2 points may be earmed by accumuTatlng 16 parti-

cipation months,previded that no more than 12

of these mounths are for work assignment.

3 points may be earned by accumulating 24 nartlw

cipation months, provided that mo more than 12 of

these months are for work assignment.

Program participation IL (Maximum 1 point) :
An igmate may earn this point by accumulating 8 co
program or work assignment participation mounths

for the period 25-36 months pric? te application.
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Disclpline I (Maximum 4 points)

(+ 1 point 1if 0O Disciplinary Proceeding decisions
in the last 3 months imposing any term of special
housing or keeplock or a loss of privileges for
14 days or more; + 1 point if 1 or fewer Discipli-
nary Proceeding decisions imposing such penalties
in the last six months; + 1 point if 2 or fewer
Disciplinary Proceeding decisions imposing such
penalties in the last nine months; + 1 point 1f

3 or fewer Disciplinary Proceeding decisions im-
posing such penalties in the last 12 months.

Discipline II (Maximum 1 point)

(+ 1 point if three or fewer Disciplinary Proceed-
ing decisions imposing any term of special housing
0r decdisions imposing any term of special housing
or keeplock, or a loss of privileges for 14 days
or more in the perilod 12~24 months prior to appli-
cation, provided that the inmate has beeun incar-
cerated at least 24 months at the time of appli-~
cation; O points 1f 4 or more).

Tempordry release record

(- 6 podints 1f convicted of a crime, or arrested
pending disposition of c¢harges, or absconded
while on temporary release within the last year;
~ 3 points 1if revoked from work release or educa-
tional leave for reasons other than rearrest or
abscondance within the last year; - 3 points if
convicted, or arrested pending dispositiom cf
charges, or absconded while on tempcrary release
within the period 13-24 months prior tec applica-
tdon; - 2 polnts 1f failed to proceed to or stay
at approved destination while on temporary release,
or 1f failed to comply with parole check-in re-
quirements, or L{f returmed late or under the
influence of drugs or alccochol withia the last

3 months; + 2 points 1f most recent unescorted
panticipation on temporary release wag successful
and ogecurred during the past year or + 4 points
if the two most recent unescorted particxpaticns
on temporary release were successful and occcurred
during the past year; 0 points 1f none of the
abave).
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FORM 4123 (8/77) NEW YORX STATE DEPARTMEZNT OF CORRECTIONAL SERVICES —\
TRP-20 TEMPORARY RZLEASE PROGRAM =

CRIMINAL HISTORY SUMMARY

Iomate Name:
Department. Identification Number:
Pacilicys S
Type of Program Requested:

INSTRUCTIONS: Once. an inmate’s 2ligibility for Temporary Release has bean established,
this Criminal History Summary shall be completed by the Interviewer or Temporary Release
Committee Chairperson; and signed below. )

All yes items should be added together to establish a score for criminal
hiatory. )

The avployee completing this form shall sign his or her nmme in full at
the bottom,

The score on this summery shall be utilized by the Tempovary Release
Cozmittee in reviewiag the irmata's application as specified in the program diractives ana
regulations.

YES o
1. Has the Iinmate been convicted of any felonies other thaﬁ
the ona2 for which he is now serving time? 2 0
2, Has the inmace been {ncarceérated as 2 rasult of aany prioc
felony convictions? ] 2 0
3. Has the inmate been coanvictad of any prior misdemeanocrs? 1 0
4, Has the inmate been incarcerated as a result of sny prior
misdexeancr convictions? ) 1 0
5. Has the inmate had any parole or probstion ravocations
rezulting from ra-arrest or abscondance? 2 V]
6. Did she irmate havée any outstanding warraants 4t the tima
of commitment or thareafter? 2 0 it
7. Answer the following questiocas (72,7b, and 7¢) if the
irmate has had aany prior or current convictions of crimes
against the person. - .
a) Has the inmate ever beew coavicted of any crimes :
within the following group? 6 0 °
Murder (lst or 2and degres)
Yidnapotng (lst or 2ad degree)
Rape (lst, 2ad or 3rd degraze)
Sexual Misconduct =
:50domy (1lst, 2nd or 3rd degrae)
Sexual Abuse (1st, 2nd or 3rd degree)
Incest
¥) Has the immate ever been convicted of Manslaughter -G Q

(lst or 2ad degree); Arson (lst or 2nd degres};
Robbery (1lst degree); Burglary (lst degree)?

c) Hae the irpate evet’béan convicted of any érimes
withia the following group? , 2 (] =

Robbery (2nd. or 3rd degree) ~ , . ‘ -
Assault (lst, 2nd or 3rd degrea) ‘ :
Possession c¢f a Dangerpus Instrument
Menaciag - . :
Rsckless Bndangarment (lst degree)
Unlawful Imprisomment
Coarcion (lst degree). -
Riot (1lst degree)
Burglacy (2nd degree)

- Criminal Trespass {lst degrea)
Criminally Negligenr Homicide

TOTAL: _ SRR , : e

© Tabulstad by: k i . o , o o Date:
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RO 4123.1 (8177} WEW YORK STATZ mmvr OF CORRECTIONAL. SEZRVICES
TRP-21 TEMPORARY RELZASE PROGAAM

TIMPORARY RFLEASE DECISION GUIDELINES

Ircate Huoe:
Department Identification Number:
Facilieyy . .
Type of Program Requested: i :

-
/i
o

"y’

ng'mvcnoxs: This form shall be complefed by the Interviewer or Temporary Ralesse
Cowmittee Chairperson.
i This forts shall be used as dan aid to the Temporary Release Committas in
axamining the 4inmats’s records to determine suitacilicy for temperary release.
These guidelines should ba utilized as described in the program directives
#nd regulations.
, This form shall be sigried below by the person sompleting it.

CRIMINAL HISTORY

.
- A G

a— ——
——

1+ Inmate hag A hiscory of criminal aczivity a2z a juveaila.

2, Inmace heds & long criminal history, without any appreciable braak except
: whan Licarcerated, of arrasts and convictions. (More thaw 2 felony and
1 misdauesnor convictions.)

3. Irmatals file reveals that the conviction for which he iz currently under
 genténce ip basad on s pumber of counts covering separate {ncidents
ovar & period of time.

4, Inmste'w history shows a repetition of the offanse for which he is
currently under sentznce, (This should be viewed as a particularly
tagative indicator L{f tha pacterrn of habitual criminal coaduct involves
forcible sex offensas, the infliction of serious physical injury, or the
uge or threataned use of & dangerous weapon.)

5. Althougn the offansa for which the iomata {s currently under seatence is
his firac felony coavictiom, his record includes 4 or more misdemaanor
convictions.

6, Inmate has & history of burglary offanses combined with a history of
elthue asgaultive and veapons ofifanses or entry of cccupied residencial
dwalllngs.

7+ Tomate has. & long history of pravicus arresca. (5 or more)

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

8. Imsatd 14 25 years of age or younger,
9+ Inmate was. 22 or younger st timeé of commiltment.

10, Inmate i not marriad, add has no dependents who wers supportad by him,
(This factor thould be weighed less heavily for women, particulacly
thoaw applying for work release.)

DRUG RISTORY

Many irmates: have used drugs. Drug abuse in and of itself is aot predictive of succass or

failure. Tharefors, diatinctions msst be made batween types of drug abusers,

11+ . Inzata bagan hacd drug ues as & young tesnagar and has contizued %o use
deuge without' any significant drug-free perind except when incarcerated
ov in & drug program. ‘

12, Inoste vas & nori-addic:‘drug sellar of large quaacities.

13 Itmatsx's arimiral record {s assoclaced with drog sbusn, showing & patterm
of areast and conviction for crimes that stew f2om kia drug use.

INSTITUTIONAL BEHAVIOR

14, Toeaate haa had a diséiplinacy: infraction anolving the use of physical
violence within the pravious slx months.

15+ Tomatwm has: ssrved time {r special housing within the last twelve nooths.

|
I

16, Iomats's disclplinary racocd shows & uiguiﬁcm: incrasse {n the number
of fafeactions within the pravious year.

17, Inmats changes froa prograss frequently withouS completing any, or chmges
work assigoments frequantly vithout mastering new skills,.

18, Iowate has feagquent program abseuces, is sftan tardy and has poor repor:s
© frow teachers or supetvisors.

,ﬁ‘odp;ni_& syy ; ) Datse:

S
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