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I’BEPABED STATEMENT or Jtmrrn Resx\m, LECTUBER, YALE LLw SOHOOL, SU’I’EK- )
T VISING ATTOBNEY, YALE LEGAD SERVIOES, NEW HAVEN,: OONN. L

My name {s Fudith' Resmk I am & Lecturer in Climcal Studies at Yale. Law :
‘School and a supervising attorney in the clinical program of Yale Law School.
In that capacity, I, and other members of the clinical faculty of the law school, - :
supervise law students who provide legal services to inmates incarcerated at the :
Federal Correctional Tnstitution 4t Danburyi ‘Connecticut. (.C.1, Danbury). :

“Over ‘tlie course of the seven years of the.“Danbury Pr( ject” we' have offered”’
services to some 2000 inmates, During the last eleven mornths'that I have been at’

Yale, our ¢iseload has been between 100 and 150 cases. First, second; and third & :

year law students, under our supervision, provide assistance to these mmates at -

‘Danbury, Most of. the worl is in the area known as “pest-conviction remedies’”.

Typical cases include motions to reduce sentences or toyacate convictions, attacks
on the epnditions of confinement, and claimg of statutory or constltl.tlonal ille-
gality stemming’ from actions of the United ‘States Parole Commission.* Tn con-
nection with the clinical work, students are required to take a.course, “Prison
Legal: Selviccs", whieh :Dennis Curtis and I teach each spring. In the fall, we

- also offer a seminar:.entitled “Federal Courts and Federal Pmsons” in which we'
. consider what role federal courts 'should  undertake when eonfronted Wlth

prisoners’ ¢laims ofillegal or unconstitutional confinement. .
- It isomy understanding ‘that the Select. Commiittee an Nsu,cotrcs Abuse and-

Controdms become concerned about the provision of services Tor mnarcotic addiets -

within the federal prison. system. I have learned:-aliout the drug programs at
Danbury from many .of my clients who have reported ‘to me, at length; about -
their dxssutlsfuctlon with the lack of: servlces. I come today - to tell you their s1de
of the St01y ) )

g T SE‘NTENCING UNDEB. NARA

i ﬁlst heard of the problems related to the drug program at: Danbury ipon my
arrival last summerat Yale ; one of the clients of ourproject had alréady brought .
1, lawsuit alleging. that he was receiving no drug-treatinent. Throughout the yesr,

¢ I'have had repestéd-conversations w;th inmates at Danbury about the program-—

hi

or lack: of a program-—there. On June 23, 1978, after receiying an-invitation'to .

' : ‘testify from this Qommittee, T visited Dunbury to re:interview inmates who have
consistently objected to Danbury’s Tack of attention to their'drug problems: -

All of the inmates with whom T  spoke wvere sentenced under Tifle IT of the

- 'Narcotic Addiét Rehabilitation Act (NARA), 18 U.S.C. § 4251 et seq. As you - .
< Rnow; NARA permity’a sentencmg judge to commit an "ehglble”‘conwcted indi-

vidual t¢ a federal institution for a study to'ascertain whetheér that individual

18 Tan-addiet and is. likely to be rehabilitated: through trestment?”’ 18 U.8.C.

54952, If the mdxmduaI is found by~ the Attorney General to be suitable for re-

,hablhtatlve therapy and absent a certification that’ adequate facilities or person-

-nel-for, treatment are unavailable, the inmate may ‘be sentenced to an indefermi-

> nafe senteuce notto exceed ten years or the maximum sentence permitted by law
. for the. crime of which he or she has been convicted.* Once sentenced: under..

'NARA,' aninmate” must remain in ‘the custody of the ‘Attorney General for at_
least “six months” and must be certified by the’ Attorney General as having made™

“sufiicient. progregs” to' warrant his or’ ller condrtional release befdre becommg

ehgxble for parole, Sec 18 U.8. G § 4954, -
“'The .purpose of  NARA is to ‘provide for the treatment and rehabihtatlon of

. ’narcot:cs ﬂddlCtS.f" 'Lhe Attorney General of the Umted States has certiﬁed

o

X Some recent litlgations in whlch a‘ pnrticipnteﬂ and ‘which: lmve been reported

“include Raw v, Wilkinson,:566 F, 2d 1254 (2d Cir 3]697‘) Graseo v, Narton, 520 T, 2d 27 -
5

{2d. Cir,>1 f)7o) 1. Drayton. v, Nelson, 445 F.

Nelson 442 T, Supp 387.(D. Conn: 1977) ‘Green.'v; Ne‘lson, 4421, Su

(D..Conn.  1978), appeal - pending :
pp. 1047

Y
D, Conn. 197:) ll{oskowit,. v.. Wilkinson, 432 ¥ Supp 0947 (D Conn,
2 Ellgible indlvldunls9 ;_x;e deﬁned by statute See 18 U,

ewllichever 8" lo;lger—theten
cethat could otherwise have been.
. Statee 565 F. 2d.269 (3d Cir.

imposged.” 18 U.S.C. §4253({a). ‘See also Wilmore V. Un

SRS [y (A United States v. Walker, 564 F. 2d 891 (9th Cir. 1977)3 U‘n{ted States v. Curtis,
L5238 B "d 1134 (D.C. Cir.. 1970). und Bauyhman V. Umted States, 450 F 2d 1217 (Sth Clr,

' "d Sess., T (1966) See elso Marshall . Umted States, 414 U.8. 417 (1974)

19 71). .
. $8ee S. Rep. No; 1667 89th Cong 24 Sess., iz (1966) HR Bep No, 1486 89th Cong,

(E -

7 S S
8.€. § 4251<and Mar)shall V. .United - :
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Danbury asa i’acxhty at which NARA treatment is available, However, all of the

" Danbury inmates with whom I have spoken have informed me that, despite the:

K4

fact that they have been senfenced under NARA, ne treatmeut xs avallable for
them at B.C.IL, Danbury.

¥ . INMATE DESCRIPTIONS™ B

A Inm‘ateR

Inmate R.? recelved a- NARA sentence in’ 1971 and was commxtted to F C.I.
Danbury, where he remained until released on parole i 1973 From 1971 to 1973,7
Danbury had a structured program for NARA. inmsdtes. Treatmeniiicludeds (1)
biweekly ‘encounter groups lasting an hour and a half; (2) seminars for addicts

two hours a day, five days a week; (3) specml gr()up meetings. held weekly for -

NARA inmates ; and (4) required resulenc.v in the NARA special housing unit.
“The model upon which the Danbury NARA program drew was. that of “Daytop” .

vulage, a drug therapy appronch fashioned after the residentml self-help com- -

munitids started in California in the late 1950's."

Inmate R successfully completed this NARA program, was certified as eligrble
for parole, and releaged. In' 1976, after a parole viplation, Tnmate R returned to
¥.0.X: Danhiiry. Upon his return, he found that NARA inmates rio longer lived
communally but were in éither of two housing units and worked throughout the
institution at “regular” jobs, No alternative treatment programs were available.
Instead of the structured therapy approach which be had left, he was told to
attend group meetings which were also open to all inmates in"the’ institution.
_Finiling these “general discussion groups” to liave little relevance to his drug
problems, Inmate'R stopped attending the weekly sessions-in. ‘the early fall of
1976, Soon thereafter, even these “rap hours” were discontinued. . From 1976
through the middle of 1677, the existence of any programs depended upon the in-
terests of staff members and the presence of individuals hired from nearby uni-
verslties. For a brief period, yoga and relaxation classeswere held.

Inma,te R became gredtly dissatisfied with the Tack of therapy available for
whnt he Tecognized-to-be his difficult problem with drug addiction, He complained
“:th prison officials but without success?® Therefore, in 1977 Inmate R filed a law .

.- suit in which-he sought alternatlvely to obtaiii drug treatment at Danbury, be
tmnsterred to another fec‘leral prison where treatment would be available, or be -

reléaged.?
Barly in 1978, some changes occurred in the offerings of treatment at Danbury.

By that time, mmates sentenced under NARA, those who. received recommenda- -

tions that they receive drug treatment from t11e1r sentencmg judges,' and in- -

~mates with aleoholic problems were all living together in one of two housing units,
Unit B and Unit G. ITn both of-these units, discussion groups weré begun, These
groups were run by members‘of the prison staff, a1l of whom had held positions:
within the prison minagement for.some txme, and by persons who had soclal Work
degrees from the University of Coninecticut,. -

The groups:led by the prison staff had vamom ‘names, ‘One Wmch Inmate R
attended wag entitied’ “Relaxation” therapy. For one &nd a half hours each week,
-eight inmates la’y on the floor on blankets and listened fo tape récordings of rain
falling and of 'wind blowing. A second group which Inmaté R attended wag led by
the University of Connecticut:gocial workers, Although entitled “Drug Counsel-
ling”, the social workers expressly stated that they were not-qualified to be drug.

B counselors:and invitedithe inmates to talk about whatever they wanted, During

tne apprommatelg six months when Inmate R was present there were three oe-,

P

G. 'I'o prevent any. !ntruslons on t'he prlvncy of those descrlbed the 1nmn.tes ’Wﬂl be: iden— E

tiﬁed only by letters, I'regret the resulinnttone of depersonallzntion

¢ See Hariwell'v. United States, 353 F. Supp. 354 (D.D,C. 1972).
“7Deseriptions of ‘the diﬁexent types-of therapeutie:communities fo:: drug treutment can

" be found fn Jerome T. Platt and Christina. Labate’s, Heroin Addiction; Theory, Researeh; &

Treatment (John Wiley & Sons;1978) ch. 11, Dennis Curtis! testimony provldes further. ' -

. detally of the therapy program at Danbury in the early 1970°s

©.81In accordance with the Bureau of Prisons' administrative system. Inmnte R stated his
-complaint ‘about the lack of drug therapy.by filing a written grievance. His: claims: were:
“denfed, Copies of the complaint and its appeals, ag well as. the respanses by .the: prison
omeials ere annexed as Exhibit A,

~-9In December of 1977, other inmutes were ‘granted permisslon by the federal dlstrict
court in Connecticut to intervene in thatyaction; & motion for certification of. the sult as a

¢ " class action is now pending before the court.

19 Phese inmutes are referred to as “DAPS” hecuuse they dre to he in "Drug Abuse

Progmms" o
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casions upon which the coungelor showed films depicting the harm drug use
causes: At.the remaining weekly meetings,; discussion certered around acomplamts
that the prison authorities were not providing drug trentment. -

In addition: to the groups described above, other groups ‘available for Weekiy
attendan'e included the “Decision Making Group”.and a group called “Achieving.: -
Your Potentials”, both led by prison staff inenibeérs. These groups wére made avail- L
Aableto all mmutes requesting or recommended for drug treatmenti=which include’ ;
‘those sentenced under the “regnlar adnlt" provigions of Title 18 *us wel) asthose i
sentenced under NARA. .

. In April of 1978, a change occurred Inmnte R wasg mformed ‘that all NARA -~ ¢
. inmptes and individuuls whose sentencing judges had - made drug . treatment’
recomiriendationis were to be housed ‘together in Unit B, Those +vith alcohol’
problems were to be:shifted to a sepamte unit. The “treatment” program was
" restructured ; the “relaxatwn” group was dropped buttlie othey: "tnlking” groups .
:remalned ' -
After the April remgamzatlon, Innmte R was approached by the unit mnnager' sy
of ‘Unit B and told-that he had to sign a “contiact” in order to remain in Unit B~
E The contract was an agreement to attend 180 hours of group sessions. In return, :
oo prison nut‘lomf\es agreed that upoxl completion’ of ‘the 180 hoiirs;, Inmate R would
. recelve certification from the prison authorities as eligible Tor parole considera-
tion™ “In- addition, Jomate R had fo agrée to attend whatever groups were
aqsmgned him by the unit mﬂnager Inmate R requested he be given a copy of the
eontract; he was refused. -
Ag noted éarlier, Inmate R had Dbeen at'tendmg three of the groups: on a regu-
lar basis, those titled *Retaxation”, “Decision Making” and “Drug Coumnseling’;"
However, he did not-want to sign'a contract of which he had ‘been refused a-
copy. Inmate R was told that, if he refused to sign, he would be expelled from
~‘thé unit, a letter deseribing lns lack of cooperatlon with the “treatment” plan
would be.sent fo the judge who had sentenced him, and a second-letter, with a
' similar indictment; would be p’laced in hig eéntral prison file, Thig second letter
= would ‘be available to examiners from the United States Parolg Commission

,A o owhen  Diey. re’newed Inmate Rs ﬁle' his lack of “coopemtlon” woultl “be

documented
© . Nonetheéless, Inmate R refu ad *o sxgn and amordmglv, in May of". thig yoa “
~ - he'was transferred ‘from Unit B fo another unit, Beeruse he hag refused to s,i"n»
the: contraet, he is no. longer permitted to ‘attend anyof the group dlscussion
sessions. Although he had already accumulated some- 85 of the 180 hours re-
quiréd for.certification as eligible’ ‘for Trarole, Tamate R will not be able fto par-
Ctigipate in the “diug treatment program” and to clock additional hourg, There: -
‘fore, he will not be certified and will “he precmded from parole consideration,
Tomate R is nof alone; a few otlier inmates sentenced under NARA ‘or recom-: . - "
mended for drug treatment by the judges who séntenced them have also refused .~
to sign the. “contracts” and have similarly been eypelled from Unit B, and pre- .’
. -clided from attending any counseling sessions. Inmate'R reports ﬂm\}\ the unit..
- “ manager has parmed out, his threat and placed a Tetter i Inmate R's folder k
- describing ‘him’ 4% unamerble to treatment.” Infuate R further states that, al- s
though he +wants to contifive Fo fttend the groups in which he had pre\nouslv BRI
- participated, he dogs not believe those groups can rightly be called “drug treat— Cne
.. .ment.” He beliaves that the entire new:chst. of the “treatment’ program is in
| response to his mwsmt that the authorities are trymg to'create the appearance
.-of a treatment’ program and to disguise nonsgecxﬁc general ‘discussion groups:as’ .. _
: druo’ treatment. Finally, despite repeated requests by Inmate R and others fo" SRS
‘copies of the "confract none have heen glven tt} the mmates

B Inmate 8 : ’ LA
7 Ynmate 'S arrived at ¥. oL Danbmy in February of 1973 to he evaluated for AT
: smmbxhty for sentenem<r undex: NARA 5 At that tlme, he was a hex;om addlct‘ S

1 See, e.g:, 18USC§4205A : . B ; L

uSeelstISCﬁ 264,

=218 Ona of the DAP inmates, Inmate X, who refused to sign the conttact Wns nlso to]d tlmt e

~his’ refusal would result-in a letter belng sent to the judge who sentenced himi The threat " 7 170 L

has heelx nccomplished “Excernts of the letter and of prison uuthorlties enrlier renort on e
hig ptogress ‘are annexed as Exhibit B .

.1 Members'of my:office have also requested copies of the contract and although some were

*. promiged, none were received until Jnly 7 1978 when the trlal of Inmate R’s lawsult Was
about to begin, N

See 18 U S C § 4252* E
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who had used the drug foraover fen years. The NARA evuluntwn cons1sted of his

partieipating in the Danbury treatment prograim. In March.of that year, Inmate: -
S wasg found to be dan addict and likely fo be rehabihtated through treatment. The x

court gave him 4 NARA seiitence of ten. years.

Inmate § described the NARA program in emstence at Danbury in 1973 as an
intense experience® All'NARA inmates lived together”in one “house” and spent .
some five hours a day *“grouping”. Ag a result, Inmate 8 “got in touch with every

some protest and by an alternative program (“Program B”) was developed which
was less exacting By 1975, whet Inmate § left Danbury on parole, Program, A
wag being phased ouf and the B program, which involved less segregation of
NARA inmates from the prison population at‘large in which the treatment ‘was
less structured—-and in Some minds, less coercive—had gained predomintince.

In 1976, after violating the conditions of hig parole, Inmate S returned to Dan- o

bury. He recalls that he went directly to Unit B where lie met the unit manager,
who informed hiin that “the name of the game now is jailing.” He was told that

NARA inmates nolonger were treated differenitly than the population atlarge, no. °

“grouping” was available, and that he was to be placed in another unit—G@G.

Inmate § is still in Unit G. Despite’the supposed concentration of all mmates', o
gentenced, pursuant to NARA in Unit E, Inmate S hag not been transferred. No -« -
woneapproached him to sign any contract ; no one asked or suggésted that he attend

‘any counsellliyg programs or sit in on any group sessions.”® He works in the cable '

factory, lives m a unit with other NARA inmates, DAT inmates, alcohohcs, and -

“regular” inmites, He has been treated in a manner wkich he Dbelieves is indis-

. tingmshable from the non-NARA fnmates. However, in mid June, he was surprised

sessions

0. Inmatc T . ' i : :
Tnmate T arrived at Danburv in 1976 after havmg been sentencad under NARA

to learn i'rom hls case manage1 that ‘he was supposed to be attending group

:’He resides in Unit B with some 110 other inmates. On April of 1978, he was ap-

proached by the unit manager who asked him ‘to sig gn a contraet agréeing to AT

“group” for 180 hours so as to be certified as eligible for consideration for parole.

See 18 U.8.C. § 4254, Inmate T believed that, if he refused.to sign; he yould not be
certified for parole eligibility; he would be excluded from Unit B, and a letter ac-
cusing him of failure to-cooperate would be sent to the judge who sentenced him.
Inmate T signed the contract; he also requested a copy of it but was Tefused,
Irmate T attends three:groups each week. Orie is.1abeled “Drug Counsellmg"

“hut its leader, a social worker, has told the members of the group that she’is

neither a drug therapist nor quahﬁncl to lead a drug group; .rather, she-en-

- courages the inmates to feel free to raise any problems. The second group is run

by the unit manager and is called “Opting Out”. The group meets once a week

i for an hour. The unit manager either plays tape recorded discussions about the

pxobxems caused by drug abuse or talks ahont those issues himself, The third group.

* +is led by another prisen staff member. It meets for-an hour 'and ‘s haif Weekly :

. some ten j jnmates attend. The topics of conversation generally 1ﬁ'cmde complamts"

abont pmson ‘conditiong and the lack of drug therapy. -,
. Inmate T is froubled that. Danbury’ has not provided treatment, for his: drug
problem, His concern prompted him:to join the lawsnuit swhich anothérinmate had

" brought based upon the lack of treatment, Inmate T believes that, because. of his 7 =
participation in‘the laswsuit, prison authontxes have refused:to change his custody -
classification and withheld privileges from him. Inmate T feels that he, and the -

“ otlier. NARA, mmates, receive nothing to help: their drug problems and that they « -

are treated no differently than other.inmates. Inmate T stated that thé group:
seqsxons are worthless ﬂmt the people Who run them are not«quahﬁed to-do so: and

a5 ;0 (,%) d];:s((::rir;)ﬂox)\ of the nrogrnm can be found in Hartwcll v, Umted B’tates, 353 F. Supp
nyY
17 Unlike Program- A, in which all jnmntes worked only half: days and spend- the’ rest Gl

their time in their ithouge”, inmates in Progmm B:held regular prison jobq but spent: several™’,
: hours a week ln gqﬁup thempy sessions at: which the. problems of drug n\.‘}ictlon were the

focu

. 19 Inmate S W as certified ]net yenr as’ hnvinz mnﬂo ssuffictent nrnzress” toward: rehn- R
hilitation so:as to be eliziblé for narole. See 18 U.S.C. §.4254. It i5 possible that prison au-.

-thorities belleve that, sines Inmate S-has been certified, he.no longer-should receive ‘coun-

seling, Howeven, the NA‘RA stntute does not state thnt ance nn mmnte is cert!ﬂed u-eut-. '

ment is to end,

s
i
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i mentrdned that some 75 peoplelivein G Unit, that many have drug. problems, some.

° candldate for rehabilitative treatment. How

NARA sentenclng and the purole process

a

£

do not know “the first thing about driigs’Describing-the sessions as phonx pre«” :
tensies ﬁor;'drug therapy, Inmaté T commented “We, e convrcts, it's true, but We re.
‘not fools.! . ‘ o ‘ RO . L R

‘DInmateU-f' P : [\

TInmate U arrived at F C. I Danbury in J anuary of 1976 and was nSSigned to G .
" "Unit. He was sentenced pursuant te. NARA and had anticipated recéiving drug B
J~therapy. Instead, he was sent to Yoga classes and to “rap” sessions which had
“nothmg to do W1th drugs.” After a wlule, he Gecided tlmt the sessions WEre useless .

. “'and stopped going.

Inmate U's NARA ‘senteuce has expired and he ig now servmg time pursuant to ) o
& concurrent “regular ‘adult” sentence. He contmues to live in Unit G and has 7. .
neversheen approached fo.sign o contract or to attend any group sessions, He

are servmg NARA sentences, and none are: oﬂ?ered any kmd of themp‘y

B, InmateV Y o el iy :
Inmate Y was sent to Danbury in I‘ebruary of 1977 it be # udied for sentencing .
undér NARA. The 90 day study was inten ‘to evaluate if lis was a suitable
Y, since {here was no drug treat-
nent program:at Danbury:at that time; all’Inmate V.did for his ¥study” was to
~work'and'live like any otlier inmsute at Danbury. After that 90 days and one brief
conversation with a prison psychiatristpInmate V was found: to be an addiet and *
““likely to be rehabilitated tlirough tr entment. 19 '.l.‘his conclusion Was repox:*ed .
to' the court, which then sentenced him under NARA:~ - P
“Inmate V lives in Unit B, the “NARA unit. He agreed to sign a contmct last :

.~ April ‘because he was told that, if he refused-to sign, the unit manager would re-

port his refusal to the judge who sentenced him, would record his failure in his -
central folder, and would submit a negative report-to the paroling authorities. =
InmateV asked for a copy of the'contract but was refused it. As best he can reeall,

the contract requires himi to.agree to participate in group meetings for 180 hours
Herioted that a couple of inmates had refised to sign the contvuct and-had been
transferred out of B Unit, but said: ¥I can’t risk'that.”

Under his contract, Inmate V is obhgated to attend three groups a week, all of
which' are run by prison staff. There is little svhich goes on in groups that he be-
lieves has-any releviance to his drug problem. “All that we do is talk.” Aside from
‘the three weelly group sesgsions; his life at Danbury is mdlstmgulshable from that
_of inmates not sentenced under NARA. - ‘ EREEE

P. Imnate W . e

Tnmate W recerved a NARA sentence in 1975 was released on parole in 1976
and. after violating his parole, was returned to confinemeiit in June' of 1977.‘
Assigned to Unit E at Danbury, Inmate W has attended general group discussion
sessions since- February of this year.. In. April he was approached ‘by his unif;
manager and asked to.sign a-contract, He reports: - =

“TI had to sign. I'need fo_be certified (for parole elxglblhty) If I refused to
- sign Iam sure I would not get a-positive progress report from my unit.” - - .

“Inmate W requested a copy of the contract but was refused. As required by the
contract Inmate W-goes to one session a week; it is led by ‘a social worker who
".comes-to the prison for the sessions. Durmg the ‘hour and a half, the tén inmates
just have a “general chscusslon" “Somehmes we talk dbout’ NARA and how we
are gypped” R - aoee y g

S JULY 21 UPDATE : : T

As noted earher. the descriptions provnlecl “above :were related to me on  June o
23rd, 1978, On July 10th, the trial of ‘the lawsuit ‘which inmate R had filed began, i

~but due to court calendar problems was suspended -and will not resume.until
‘early August. At the trial, T learned of some changes which had ozcurred at Dan- -

. bury and so, to provide current information to this committee, I xeturned to:Dan-

.bury on July 21st. The eight inmates with. whom T spoke. informed e as follows
~Before this spring, NARA inmates: were certified as having. lnade “sufficient
progress” 2 to be ehgxble for parole by thelr umt managers Whlle 0no clear crrterla .

7
28

L 1618 USC, § 4253 L ; e S

20 Seg 18 U.S.C. § 4254, The testrmony of Denms Curtis evplams the relationship bet\veen
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- " were get forth; cex:t'iﬂcntion was routinely granted when“the inmatés had been
" incarcerated for the time specified in the United States Parole Oommission’s
‘guidelines for NARA inmates.” The unit managers did not make parole ‘certificd-

tion dependent upon NARA inmates’ attendance at any “specified minimum num-

ber of group sessiong, The institutional performajces and programs of NARA -

{nmates, like other inmates, were reviewed every 90 days by classification tesms.

partment representutlves, and sometimes correctional officers, During tbesé
reviews, the tenms did not instruct NARA inmates to go to groups; rather the
inmates were typleaiiy told to “continue present programming”—whether or not
the Inmates were attending groups.

. -In April of this year, a change occurred which hag rndical effects upon NARA ‘
.“inmates. They have all.been instructed that certification for parole will not occur

unless they have spent a mundntory 180 hours in groups, For those who have, by
chance, atterided groups in the past, that participation will-be counted. How-
ever, those-whko have not gone to”groups, and have never been told ‘that they

should, will simply have to start accumulating hours now. - x/gt th :
ey

The mmates are angry dbout the shiftin policy for several reasonﬁ FJ

months of past imearceration and- stheir -efforts to perform. as they -had been in-
strueted by their nnift managers and classifieation teams, Second, many inmates
were'at Danbury when no _groups of any kind were available, or when there were

:-only one or two hours of yogn classes a week, Thege inmates feel that they are

being made to suffer by prolonged incarcerations because of past program failures
over which they had no éontiol. Third, those involved in the court action find it

“Comprised of inmates’ unit managers, case workers, counsellors, education de-

o -believe it’is utterly unfeir to.apply the policy retroactively and to dxsreg.;rd their

ironic-that groups have only bécome avaﬂable as the case approached trial; as -

evidenced by Inmate R’s admlmstrauve grievances,” treatment has been re-

" quested long. ago.

A fourth crltlclsxn ‘of the new 180 hours requirement stems both from the’

content and the management of the groups. Prison staff or social workers ¢onduct
the groups. The mmutes are commanded to be present durmg the weekly sessions;
which last fo either a half or one hour, The meetings in July bore the following.
titles: “Commvntty Readiness Group”, “Introductory Opting Out Group”, “Drug’
Counselling Gro\\)” “Spanish Therapy”; “Intake Orientation”, “Group Counsel-

ling", “Relnxation" “Commupications®, ‘‘Correctional Adxmsswn and- Orienta~ -
tion”, “Achieving Your Potential”, “Rational F Emgtive Therapy”,-“Transactional

Analyms” “and “Static Group”. Attendance is faken at the beginning. of each {

meeting ; once inmates’ names have been recorded, they are free to leave. Inmates-

walk in and out during the sessions; take breaks to get food and return eating
chips or drinking coffee, and chat in small groups. Tapes are-often, played. Oc-

‘cannot be heard over the several informal conversations occurring simultaneous-
1y. The, composition of -the groups change constantly as. inmates are suddenly
assigried to new groups, dropped from other groups, and shifted about.-

Of thie groups scheduled for.the week of July 24, 1978, almost all: hsted more
than twenty inmates who were required to attend. One exception was the group
entitled “Spanish Therapy"” to which.only nine inmates were gassigned. As “Span-
ish-Therapy” is offered only once that week, NARA inmates who do not speak

towards their mandatory 180 hours. According to both.the schedule for the week

‘- -and io the English speaking inmates with whoir'f spoke, Hispanics are routinely
assigned to English groups. Although these inmates thus “‘group” sithout com-

S

) prehension. the hours pass and their “progress” towards rehabilitation is recorded.

"A-final eriticisih -of the new regilne comes from the difficulties encountered in
simply attending.the groups. ‘When staff are absent, because of illness; veeation,

‘or other responsibilities; groups are cancelled and inmates lose ‘the chance to
accumulate ‘the needed hours. When groups are running as scheduled; some oceur -
-during daytime hours. Inmates who work in the factories are evcused from their

¢ job assignmerts, but suﬁer loss of pay. Also the mlssed hours limit promotlon’

opportunities.

The inmates with ywhom I qpoke were greatlv upset by ‘the new riile- that 180 5
‘hours of “grouping” equals “sufficient progress” towards rehabilitation so asto
be ehgxble for parole They do not know how or; Whv 180 hours became a magic ‘

1566 28 C.F.R, §2.20 (1877). .
# Neg Exhibit A o
”seelsUSC§4454 : b

.Tnglish can spend only ‘one hour in a group in which they understand the lan-. .
guage., However, these inmates may ‘be able to clock more than that one hour.

f“j}";
cn

--casionally, these tapes contain information about drugs. Frequently, the tapes ~

@

]
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number. They do not know how: they are assigned to the groups which:they ire
required to attend. Instead, they -are placed in groups in & seemingly random . N
fashion—one week assigned to two-hours of “rational emotive therapy” meetings,

another week to additional hours of “communications”. No one has interviewed

them to learn why they used addictive drugs; no one asks them what problems

they are currently ‘experiencing. The’inmates believe that the sudden prolifera- .

tion of groups is related to the attention which the lack of treatment at Danbury

has been receiving dand that the assignment of inmates to “therapy” rélates more

to the need.to count bodies and create the uppeamnce of a program than to h
desire to address their needs as narcotl(‘s addiets.

THE AFTERCARE I’ROGRAM : e /‘)

Several of the inmates with whom I spoke had beén released on'parole and?f o
then recommiftted after having been<fownd to haye violated parole conditions, On -
route to their relase on‘parole, all were housed in halfway houses, called “com-

" ‘munity treatment centers” (C.T.C.'s).in the federzl system. Subsequent to parole

release, all were requlred to participate in NARA aftercare. The inmates de-

scribed most aftefeare programs as cousisting primarily of surveillance; they

were required to give urine speéimens at regular intervalg to demonstmte that i

they were drug free. In addition, some attended weekly counseling sessions. : :
All the inmates svere critical of the.procediires for taking urine specimens,

They said that errors were common. Inmates reported that switching and tamper-

ing 'with urine samples were easily accomplished and frequently done: s B
“I know -that sw1t;chmg oceurred, I came in with ‘dirty” ‘urine nnd got ‘clean' o
reports.

“Another time, I had not taken any drugs but got a positive report. After dis- . .
cussion with my counselor, we figured out that I bad a gin and tonic and tlmt the -

". < quinine in the drink caused the test result,” ot

The consegquences of a finding of drug use by an inmate can be seyere. Paroie
may be revoked or rescinded. A description of.the problems encountered by an
inmate ‘who believed that'a testing ‘error was responsﬂﬂe for a finding thit he
had used amphetamines while on furlough can »ne found in Drayton v, Nelson,
445F ‘Supp. 305 4D, Gonn 1978) appealpending. - Sy

CONGREBSIONAL: INTENT AKRD JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION oF NARA '

The descrlptlon of the drug program at Danbury and of the aftercare facxlities
used: by the Danbury inmates contrasts sharply with what was intended when -
NARA “was proposed and-endcted.’ NARA had been proposed by the Johngon, :
admimstratxon ‘a8 a new approach to the criminal activities associated vith drug
abuse;"its ‘purpose was to “establish programs of comprehensive treatment, in-
cludmg institutional eare fnd aftevcare.” * The bill was éraftéd so as to mclude
only a limited group of people; excluded would bé¢ “‘those persons who are 1ot
deemed suitable stibjects for rehablhtatlon or persons whose crlminul activxty
warrants severe pumshment S

%10 addif:ion to: the posslbmty of innccumte reports caused by inmnte switching of snm- '
ples, unclean: receptacles, lax procedures, and counselor indifference; research-on forensie -

§

" laboratories indiecates vhat the testing procedures-themselves -can. be .the source of. error:
A law review article reports that forensic”laboratorles often employ nnreliable procedures,

equipment, and personnel. Further, the tests for drugs are 6ften nonspecific and inaccurate,

"~ "“VJe feel that on:the whole most forensic analysts are drawing specifie conclusions from
non-specific tests, In general, it ¢an be sald that forensic analysts are provlng only. thnt n.
known drug contains some chemical properties similar to those of ithe known - druﬁ
However, tests run by most of these ana ysts are mot speeiﬁc euough to indlcnte that the .
known drug actually is XY2Z."

Steln, Laossig, Indricksons "An Evaluntlon of Drug Testing Procedures Used by Foren- s
slc Laboratories and the Qunliﬁcntlons of Their Analysts.” 1973 Wisc.: L. Rev, 727; 785" S
(1973). See also Oteri, Wienberg, and Pinales, ‘“Cross-Examination of Chemists in “Nareotte
and Marfjuana Cases,” 2 Contemp. Drug, Prob. 225 (1973) and Nix and Hume, “A Speé-- °

L tromphotoﬂuorometric Method ‘for thc\ Determlnution of Amphetnmine,' 15 J ‘Forensic Sc1~

.- Providing for Civil Commitment and Treatmen
_No: 2 of the-Committee on the Judiciary, (1966) at

- ence 595°(19

Further substuntiatlon of the lack of proﬂclency of forensie lubomtories comes from &

‘:]ust-publlshed study by LEAA. See Peterson I‘ahricant and Field, Flnnl Report “Labora-

tory Proficiency Testing Program’ (May, K3
5 Statement of Barefoot ‘Sanders,: Asslstant %puty Attorne General, Hearlngs on Bllls ; g
£ Narcotics ddicts Before Subcommittee s

20 [tatement of :Mr. McClory., Hearing Before ﬂle thcommittee on’ Criminal Ln\vs and

i+ Procedures of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 89th Cong., 2d Sess,, 112 Cong: Rec, !£

26418 (October 21,-1966), See genereily H.R. Rep. No. 1489 (89th Cong. 24 Sess,, 1068)

. ‘and Cong. Rep. No. 2316" (89th Cong., 2d Sess. ﬁ966). Jboth contained in 1966 U. S. Code

Cong andAdmin. News, pp 4245 et geq.
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Urglng passage of the Lill during Congréssional hearings, 4 ‘'membeér of the_-
House described it as an *liumanitarian reaching out of tlie helping hand unto a
segment of our society that is trapped and helpless in the grip of-one of the most
merclless and vile diseases of our soclety * * ‘Where crime is produced by
addiction, the remedy i rehabilitation rather than tneareeration in ‘appropriate
cafies, Thnt ig the underlying rationale as well as the opemtion of these first two
titles [of NARAL." '

Burther; it is clear from the 1972 amendments to NARA thnt your)f‘olleagues
belisved NARA wiis functioning as intended and providing treatment for those
subject to its provisions. See Senute’ “Report No. 92-1071, 1972 U.8. Code Oong
and Adm, News, pp. 3188 ¢t seq.. )

The perception of the NARA program as providing inmates with special treat-
menti programs is shared by the judiciary. Chief Justice Burger, writing f£0r the
majoiiby of the Supreme Court and upholding the provibien of 'NARA which
exeludesy Trom e]igibility those who, hed committed two, or.niore ‘prior felonies,.
stated that Congress had deqigned NARA to provide “treatment of drug addic-
tion.' ¥ Tn deciding that the statutory exclusions were rationally based, Chief
Justxc(\ Burger disciissed the. possibility that individuals who had. comniitted =
several serious crimes might be considered “potentially disruptive elements vwith-
in the ‘sensitive environment of a drug treatment program."™ Footnoting that
n.oncluslon, he deseribed NARA programs as he understood them to be.

Ayirtually all drug programs include group therdpy and involve extensive per-.
gonal intergetion among those in the treatment program. In addition, there are
strict institutional tules regarding, virtually every aspect<of the addict's daily
.existeénce which he is expected to iollow, aid the existence of such authority is
consideriedvital to successful ttentment, both in the program itself and par*icu-
larly during the aftercare pemod 1 %0 :

THE NEED FCR QREATMENT .

One justiﬁcntion ‘which might be advanced for the lack of treatment for the *
drug addict at Dnnbuiy is the assumption that treatment is not possible. The -
premise is that, in 1966 and again in 1972, Congress was naive in believing that
treatment of narcotics addiction was possible and now it must be admitted that
treatment does not work. In this view, it is time to abandon-the rehabilitative
model and return to incarceration

There are twoAdaws with this rationale. The first is a legal one. If treatment
¢an ho ]onger/b given, or if there are defects with the present. NARA: structure,

‘modified or repealed by this Congress rather than by de Facto
administrativ). action.® Further, those already sentenced under NARA must bé
provided sith{ treatment or be resenten,ced becatse in my opinion, thefr current. .
sentences giv them a statutory entitlement to. treatment which. cnnnot; be with— )
drawn \vithout Qieproeass,® .

The second reason why the mmate nt Danbury should receive treatment comes
not from thelr statutory and constitutional rights but. from their needs as drug
addicts, Thougli we cannot guarantee any particular therapy as a panacea for
drug .addiction,” experts on the treatment of addiets do report that some therapy
programs can help. I recently consulted ‘with Dr. Herbert Kleber, Professor of
Glinical Psychiatry at Yale Umversxty Medxcal School zmd Du'ector of the

ar Stntement of Robert McCIory, after the' Submission of the C'onference Report on NARA :
112 Cong. Record nt 28548 (October 21, 1966). '

8 Marghall v..United States; 414.U. S 417, 423 (1974) ®

2rd, at 428, Apparently this potentlm for disruption does not disturb the Danbnr,v staff.
At Danbury, as I have noted, both NARA and non-NARA inmates huve Hved in the same
units and have received the same’ “trontmmt KA o

% Id. at 428-429 (cltations omitted),

3LOr. as Inmate S quotes o prison oiﬁcinl eupra at- 11 “the name ot the game now: is

N ‘Julling

321n the proposed revigions: of the federal crlminnl code, the NARA. sentencing nlterna~

- tive would lie deleted and the decislon about what inmates should receive drug thera{)
ee

would: be ghifted from-the judiciary. to the Burcau of Prisons,-Sée Report of the Commit

on the Judieiary. ¢f the United Stntes Senate to nccompnny 8. 1437 (November 15, 1977y, ¢

ll‘itle 28, Section 572 at pp. 115 b4, )
s'ec generally. Memphis Dight Gas, and Water Dwmon v. Oraft, 46 U.8.L.W. 4398 (U.8.

May 1, 1978)'; Mathews v. Bldridge, 424 U.8, 319 (1976) ; Morriasey v. Brewer, 408 U.&,

gg& ((13 2) 5 cf Meachum v, Fano, 427 1,8. 215 (1976)- and: Montmlye Vv Haymea, 427 U. S.f‘

B See genemlly l’latt nnd Lnbnte, Hcroin Add{cuon, supra s Rl :

)
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Substance- Abuse Treatment Unit of the Connecticut Mentnl Health G‘enter in’

- New Haven, Connecticut, He told me that research san treatment of {lrug addicts

suggested that addicts had problems distinet from faose afflicted wi b other psy-

. chopitthologies and that drug addictd reqiired speq/alized treatment ppproaches.

Dr. Kleber described many -addicts as extremely Immature indiv:dunls, unable -

or unwilling tc accept the responsibilities of adult™life and conffont‘unpleasant
Clife situations, Dr, Kleber stressed that, while many different kinds of person-

- ality disorders might lead to addiction, once addicted; a secondary set of prob-
lems develop, These derivative difficulties are what drug addicts share and

what makes generalities about the kinds of treatment needed for drug addiets
possible. Tlierapy has to focus ofi the “here and now” and has to be eXtremely

strnctured. Further, freatment by ex-addicts-is often most effective becanse for- -

mer addicts axe sensitive to the many teehnigues addiets use to'avoid therapy.
Based upon his experience of treating some 4000 to 5000 addicts over the last

“twelve years, Dr. Kleber described the eleménts which he believed were the

Ry

esSential components of any drug therapy. program. First, addiets have to be
treated separately from non-addicts, because combining addncts with the general

peychiatric population results in the addicts manipulating groups so as to avoid:

dealing with the problems of addiction, Second, since addicts use drugs for
many. different reasons, individualization within a general therapeutic format
is necessary. Each addict must- be screened, interyiewed, and given a program
designed-to deal with why he or she is addlcted Periodic evaluations of progress
afe reuired. Third, personnel trained to work with drug addicts are essential.
Préatment of drug addictxon is a specinhzed ared ; general mental health work-
ers do not liave the skills or expertise to handle the difficult issues posed by the
drug sddict. In"addition, the addiet members of the community must themselyes

‘participate in providing therapy, and they too must be trained, Fourth, a sirug -

program must provide a structured environment, Therapy occurs when addicts
test the limitations imposed and are confronted by staff and peers. .

All of the alove clements are designed to implement a treatment concept.
To be effective, a drug trentment program must reflect & decision by ‘qualified
~-personnel of what it is trying to do and How it i to nchieve its goals, The pro-

gram must have g concept of what the sources or'manifestations of addiction are -

and Liow to vesolve the conflicts or redireet the addicted individual.
“The program at*F.C.I. Danbury does not contain any of the basic eleients
"'described by Dr. Kleber, nor does it meet the expectationy of Congress or the

Judiciary as to what treatment NARA is supposed to provide. There is no con-

cept of how. addicts behave and what treatment Structures are required for treat-
ment. Inmates are not evaluated before-assignment to groups. Group sessions
‘have no relation o the rest. of the inmgtes’ routine. at Danbury. Neither the

staff nor the other addicts dare trained to implement any therapeutic approach. ., -

Rather, NARA. inmates live their lives at Danbury much like the rest of the
prison population. They receive job assignments like those of other inmates,
*eat with the rest 0f the population, attend classes and participate in recredational
_nctivities as do “regular” ‘inmates. NARA inmates are distinguislied from the
general population in only three ways: 1) they—and the other inmates identified
as having drug problems®-—live in one of two. housing units, 2) they all have

indeterminate sentences, often longer than ‘they would have received had they

- not been “given” tlie “henefifs' of NARA,™ and 3) a1l NARA inmates have now

&

been -told that they must attend 180 hours of group. sessxons prior to _certi-
fieation for parole.

. In theory, NARA inmates are a specml group, seleeted after study and placed

i the program only after a federal district judge has determined that an indi<
vidual ‘would be likely to: be rehabilitated.*.. In practice, at F.C.I, Danbury,
\‘ARA mmates do not: recewe help in endmg thexr drug addiction.

a8 'l‘he fact that all inmates with drug problems receive thie same treatment, regardless of

whether they were sentenced: pursuant to NARA. is of questionable legality. The plirpose
NARA was to provide special programs for a selected group of inmates specifically found
to be amenable Vo treatment. See 18 . §8

receipt of treatment,
% -Ree United States ¥, Walker_. 564 F. 24 891 (Bth Cir, 1977) and’ Baughman v Unned
Stntes, 450 F. 24 1217 (8th Cir, 1971).

@ Fven after the study, the district court must decide whether an inmate is a- suitable)

"NARA candidate and is likely to-be reliabilitated..See Wilmore v. United States, 565 F, 2d
269 (3rd Cir 1977) and United States V. Arellanes. 503 ¥\ 24 808 (9th Cir. 1974),

*

4252, 4253 and Marshall y, United Qtates, =
414 U.8, 417 (1974), If resources for treatment are limited, NARA inmates have a legal .-
claim ‘that the statute by which they were committed entitles them to huve prlority in the -

4
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EXHIBIT A 9
‘ ) - Co ‘ ) ol ; » Page
¥ritten Grievance, complainirg of the lack of drug treatment
- at Danbury, filed by Inmate R . . . . . Tt TSP S

fResponse by the Regional Director of the Bureau of Prisons . . .

‘Inmate R's Appeal of the Regional Director’s Response . . . . . .

- Memorandum:Reply . . . . . . .}i// ....... ey
famate R's Second Appeal of ‘:‘fhe Regional Director's Respons‘e‘and
Response O\;the General. Counsel of the Bureau of Prisons v
¥
PE S
o «‘_v *
: e
i
i
R
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O
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. : ’ T FEDERA, BUREAU OF PRISONS . ! “i‘Ns;RJE:';f&sa )
H N X i %

REGIONAL APPEAL R R

RESPONSE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDY REQUIST  (Sreer th SUABRURLICATE

el i . o b

) ' .
+0% - Regional Director, Bureau of Prisons - . ©
SR G . .

Fromy ’ - : E)_. Dant

T esar NGIETRMT WBECE il T ks, Wnte.E L‘Rﬁ%ﬂ%&%"m

: i < e e o T v el e+ g
: S [ SPart A—-REANDN PO AVPEAL T S

o ., ‘tha shove gigned inmate at the Federal Corréctiondl Institution

D w-: gy, Tywecticnt. stata and raduast hareln ghs £olloving: "(1) I am incarcerat
¢ b by insmitulbise sader Ttila Ldg tustiea 4253, Bageotics addict liahabilita-
! tion Act, (2Y THAU upder the aforemeatipasl se-vzaci,p stoucmaga’ L at 5o Liaaveapns
"ted for, fhe purpose of treatment} having been determined by & Unitsd >faras V.zze
i to be likely to be rehabilitested under such tredtmant ay korovided for dnder Y. it
fALR, A, (3) That I am pot racaiving treatmént as prescrilzd by the N.A.R,A. and :ha.(
¢ this lack of prescribed treatment La.a violanbionof my constituitonal vights. (&)
Therefora, 1 hereby veguest that such ireatment as provided for under Title 18 Sl
‘tion 4253, be afforded to.me, {5) That I recnive o written reply to this BF-10
ansiering the questisns laid foith herein, B s

i ‘ . :
(/ (/'1 ) S s - it REOL dsTOR™ N
‘ ~_Z7Z ng———tuA - T HIGNATURE OF REQUY¥STOR =

'TH’E:COMPLETED FéRM NO, BP-DIR.8 MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPEAL,
' Part, B-RESPONSE

w

5

re—

i s oo s v i P i
SIGNATURE OF REGIONAL DINZCTDR

L h . DATE

ORIGINALL . YO B& HETURNED TO OFFENDER AFTER COMPLITION,
. aa pamen ‘te rual L1015 a sensitive i s i -
the vompla Mo B ve issue, he will rerw
plaint tg ?'ou to pe filed with the Warden firat, o rura

5 &)
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'REQUEST FOR ADWINISTRATIVE REMEDY | * =" 7 FCIL-DANEURY

. 'PART -B-RESPONSE

: . S
0: L T TE s e

.. Your Requesﬁ for Administrative Remﬂdy and Reglonal Appsal have been & .
reviewed,  You state you are not recelving tredt:ment- as prescribed by daw o
(18 usc 112 53) and you request: such treatment.

T ‘1 e, 15 bSL, Je53, ptates “treastint” lnoluul.s aontiveiEnt and -
treatment in an institution and under supervised aftercare in the commnity - ‘
and includes, but 1s not limited to, medical, educational, secidl; psychological
and vocational services, corrsetive and preventive guidarice and training,
and other rehabilitative services designed to protect the public and benefit -
the addiet by eliminating his dependence on addicting drugs, or by controlling ’
his dependence2 and his suscepbibility to addiction. S

You are assigned to the NARA unit at Da.nbury and drug treatment as:
prescz':lbed by law 1s available to you there. It“is up to.you to take
advan“/ /e of this opportinhity for treatment. Your appeal is: uenied

I yout are dissatisf:L.d with this Tresponse, you may appeal to the
Office of General Counsel, Washlngton, “D.Ci, within 30 days of receipt ~
of this response. . g

- May 9, 1977
Date

B

7

G o

2o

&

o
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF PRISONS .

CENTRAL OFFICE APPEAL
RESPONSE FOR AUMINISTRATIVE REMEDY REQUEST-

I sHEET IN. QUADRUPLICATE,

2

: TP
" INSTRUCGTIONS;
TYPE 0‘1 UBK BALL POINT
PEN, MORE_ BRACE (5

NKEDED. USE ATTACHMENT

o:f',Assis‘ta'n,t Diteor, General Cotinsel #nid Review

From: e L

i e
LAST NAME, FIRST, MIDDWLE INITIAL

REG. NOQ

[

Danbury FaCul.

a lowing, complamt.

llng the
I

pEnt oSferes Ac.tf Danhare 2 - L.‘.

I an agaln reque
statute. :

May 23; 1977

DATE

c‘,ata chat T am net xeceiving

_IRSTITUTION. S
“Part A—REASON FOR APPEAL: ' l R
Regional Director's denial of ny BpP-~104 dated 4
I e"t' endas m*a- 1.
18 Zeebion 1‘.5 “h" LY Sy
at £l i o Y J.:‘.:wm.\.l.a'
proérma ame.l specd.zically as x».n..i..‘k de..ig- }

sRede Azt (Title

ng such treatment as prescribed um).er the abova

RECEIVED
JUNb 977

OFFICE or GEUERAL coungEs] B : o p
* " BUREAU OF PRISCHS :

“BIGNATORE GF REGRESTOR

'THE CQ APLETED FORMS NO;

|

.BA.DIR.9 AND BF.DIR10 MUST ACCOMPANY THIS APPEAL.
Part E—RESPONSE

RENEN 2
2, v o
. /}; E =
A
o 5
; 5
o
p b .
v DATE ; TBSISTAN‘I' DIRECTOH: GENERAL COUNSEL AND.REVIEW :
ORIG/-‘L‘_ TO DE RETUANED TO OFFENDIR AFTL8 COMPLTTION.

Return- to:-

wori

" Part C—RECEIPT

LAST NAME,

FIRST, NIDDL".' INITIAL REG» NO, INI‘NTU'IION

1 m:knowledge receipt- th)s dute of the above inmate's appeal from: the response reéei d frqm the fol-

Jt

DATE

=

E IIGN:,ATiJﬂE OF RECIPIANY OF CENTRAL OFFICK AFPEAL
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BPTIONAL 7ORM 1O, 10
JuLy yera saivioN B
CRA PPEN 4) CINF 109398

“UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT = " " i

Memomndum T
Lokl e g - : o
O 3 FUL Ganolpy ™ . : . pATE: . June'6, 1977

. ,,)q ot N o .

) “Jaries A, Finney ) : RS . oo
©FROM 4 ’Admmstraﬁve Rered Ofﬁcer o Lo : R

ol

SUBJECT: Yqur.Administrative‘kemer Appeal #3864

On 6/6/77 . we recedved your Adwinistrative Remedy Waahzngton hppeal
on. the subject of . medical - . .. If the 1ssue raised is not a sensi-

tive oné (PS 2001.6A, Sec. 6), 1: must First be filed 1ocally with the Warden o9
Forn BP-DIR-9, If you dre not-satisfied with the Warderi's response, you may appaal
7 - - to the Regiopal Director 'on Form BP-DIR-10 and must attach'a conpleted :copy of the
v " Wdrden's response on Form BP~DIR-9.  If you are not satisfied with the Reglonal
Director's response; you may appeal to the General Counsel 'in‘Washington op Form
BP—DIR~11 ‘and you must attach completed capies of buth the-Forus BP~DIR—9 and. 10

. ‘We can not proceed with your appeal because it 1is incompiete for :he followxng
- .checked reason(s) ) “. 2

216 There is no evidence that you filed your ‘complaint first with the Warden on
Form BP-DIR-9. - We.are,therefore, recurning the complaint :o you to beé Eiled
with the Warden First. . :

2. Thete is rio 0vidence that you appealed to the Regional Director on Form B~
~10 which is required before your appeal to ‘the.General Counsel will be
onsidered: We are, therefore, referring your .appeal to the
Regional Director An for reply.

fves

3. There is some indication- that you have filed with the Warden and the Reglonal

» " - Director, but you have not submitted the necessary- evidencg_isggglg;gg_zggm
" ) QP-DIR-9. completed. Form BP-DIR-10, or 1if you have not recélved a timely ruply )
from those filings, a receipt codstitutes evidence). : We are, therefore,-
returning yout appeal, but ir may be tefiled 1if you submit the necessary
evidence. .

'

£

Issues which you claim to be sensitive must be filed first with. the Regional
Director. " There is no evidence that you have done so,  We are,  therefore;
-foruarding your complaint ro the Regional Director dim-
e et oo o LE heoagrees that it is-a sensitive issue, he will reply’
S to you. If he does not ‘agree that. 1t 1s 3 sensitdve issue, he ‘will rerutn
:he comp1ainc to you to be filed with the Warden first. . .

LZS.,Remarks; R .
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FEIDERAL BpREAu OF - PRISONS, INSTRUCTIONS;

CENTRAL OFFICE APPEAL ... . FER I SR ‘:}‘%EE’E‘S-} o
! RESPONSE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDY REQUEST | BN&et i RaERAeaTe|

g

Lo

. u) DIRGY
: - 1973

To. Asslatant }Sx f.or,"Generx-il',Co{ihsel ﬁd__\ftéviewtw e ”'»’.'l_ ) <-

From: o e . Sl ow . Danbury F.C.li
er NAME; fn n‘v. mnn(.z INITIAL o w-«. poien - UINSTITUTION ~ .

1'P:ir?. A~—REASON FOR APPEAL'

) I am appeal ing the Regional: Director's deniak of my 5?—-10, da’aad
-1 ey 9, 1977, T sta.te that "I a2m not receiving treéatment as pre- . - i
scribed by the ¥.A.R.A, aet (Title 18 Section 4253). . The only drug | - S
treatzent offered at Danbury F.C.I. &b this time is” YOGA instructionl - :
The are no treatment programs aimeds specifically at ‘tl.n.R.A dgaig=
* neess o o :

%

¢

o

LI 1 an again request:.ng such treatment as prescrimed under the aaove‘
) stetute. S s
- E . . o o . B At ))’

Lo RECE,.VEDJ | ‘RE'CE':!V"E.D_
JUNb!’ Y AR I DEC’»"Z‘l?Jfﬁ

" |oFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL
omca OF ‘GENEZRAL COUNSEL ; o ., o

N < ' N - BUREAU OE‘.PR!SQHS . . N
Lzaz 23, 1977 . — 1 e

DATE. C 2 BIGNATURE OF REQI{ESTOR

‘THE CO'APLETED FORMS NO. BP-DIR-9 AND BP-DIR-10 MUST ACCdMPANY THIS Aﬁéékk‘
L : " Park B~RESPONSE

You have refilad your Central Office Appeal which was retu\:ned o, you on June' ,
6, 1977. You claim xhax the lengthy delay in refiling was due to your.in- :
abilit) to obtain a copy of th2 required BP-9, Since a’copy of the BP-9 was-

'placed in.-your Central Eile on April 1; 1977, and tould have BPeen obtained from .
your ‘casemanager 2t any ¥ time, we find the eix month'deldy in refiling to be )
.excessive. Your appeal is thex:efore denied ag untimely. =

[e)e

’ B S T S
‘1. January 16, 1978’ ) Clair A. c:xge

H DATE . . " RSSISTANT GIREGTOR, GENERAL COUNSEL AND nslew

£y

ORIGINAL TQ BE RErURN:n 1’0 OFFENDER AFTER ccmm.srmn L s SR

PR Shmey

e




EXHIBIT B

lﬁstituﬁional Progress Report on~Inmate'X

Letter from Warden Nelson; F.C.I. Danbury,

T

d1str1ct Judge who sentenced Inmate X

P N I SE-P)

to the federa_#f
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Bp-Class—>
sngvnlﬁ/74)

InmaLe Pevxewed and/o’ Fece;ved quy

. -

8
-UNITED . STATES. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
e " BUREAU, OF PRISOMS " & .
- 'mERALCORREcTIONAL INSTITUTIQN
MIUNV. CoanCYn:u? oua!o
. SR T

-

o e el 5
+7 SIGNATURE 'AND DATE
SRy o

M//ﬁ

Lo

PROG SS REPOPT

<5 yra. probation
D&ys EG"- 0. =

Deta;ners‘

SAyears, wxﬁhBegan. 2—19%76:

. Last Board Actlon -and Date. None

Days FGT:__ U

Téntative Release:

3 Inteégim = Annual
: Ndmes: : - ‘ S
Offence Pfdbation Violation‘j i . S
. ‘sentences Months Served:. 13 e

(

-

- March 5,°1976 & detalner for probahlon v1olation {H~1108)
indlcatlng a2 1/2 to 5 year sentence from

Codefendantst, . : :
informatlon that h he rece;ved probatzon,

Q el
.

I recexved at the FCI, Danbury, COnnectlcut on 3~16-76.
Be was -classified on 4~14-76 to close custody, and assigned to the

Laundty and  was

assigned to the Glove Facdtory on 4-27-76 -and his custody reduced to
pedium and he was also:provided approvgl for park visits.in July 1976.

It should be pointed out to the Parole Commission tHALOIn May 1977, the.

" 'No new information. ‘ IR ISR

: m:w I‘Ns'omwmora

INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT

placed on the Industry waltlng list.

S State CQurt.n

- dlSUOSLtlon fot: vergf;gd, ;ggg;xen

He:.was offvcially

- above-named- individual was presented a "Zéro Defects Award" for the

month ‘of April 1977.

‘achievement recoqnxtxon-

in'Mr.

w o,

His performance in the Gldve Factory prompted his
ipervisor to submit his name and reécommendation for this’ important. .
The' Parole Commission.is referred to the lettef‘

fxleldated 5-12-77" for details concernxng this “award.’..’

&
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Yp-Class+2
(Rev.1L/T4)

3

,_ummitted Name:

442,

ob-

.

UNITED STATES' DEPARTMENT. OF JUSTICE
. BUREAU OF PRISONS

FEDERAL' CORREGTIONAL INSTIFUTION

DanBUaY, COMNICTICUT 08810

' PROGRESS REPORT

Reg.No.:

:)('i

[Nl

E " Dates7=15-77

Mr. I

aboVe detainer from the state autkorltzes in
states that the above detainer is in actuality @ concurrent sentence
in all ways and that if paroled by +the Commission he does not. feel

»

‘Page 2

states that

.that it would have to be to the detalnlng authorities. . .
dicates that he would like the opportun;ty to discuss .this with the .

Parolée Commission ‘since it has been a major concern to.him foxr a -

consxderable perxod of tiie.

Upon release, Mr.
will réside with his commonlaw. wife; Miss

ohild.

Reéidence.

Pending.

Aftercare:,;since Mg,

" Even thougl
justment bis
{receiving:
‘mend indivi

3

14
i

RELEASE PLAANING

will return to *‘

o is not a NARA commitment, aftercare
is not mandatory, but, it is xecommended. )

Pr1orxto parole, we will transfer M, .
half%aythouse for a’ 60 day trans;tlonal EXPEILEHCE-

"wheré he &

has. not received any lncldent reports and his attitude:

and overall adjustnent -are above-average. .,
in his: spare time he does alot of reading and 11 tens tc music.

since his arrival. here, has been concerned about the
L He

cand their one

&equest that the USPO act in thls capacity.

(*EVALUATION "AND RECOM.AEVDATION FOR RELEZ\SE

1

o

... £to a contract

<

"+ has’ achiéved ‘an outstandlng 1nst1tut10nal a
ed on hig clear conduct’ reco:d, work perfo:mance, and at
a Zero Defects Awagrd) it is this Unit's policy not to recen-
duals for parole until they fall within the bottom of the

b

This individual has expexience in conatrucéloﬁ‘
“viork -and he does not feel he 'Will have d;fflculty in flnd—
ing employmentb,

2

i— .
Ltude
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URITED STATES DEPARTMENT QF JUSTICE
BUREAU OF PRISONS - .
FEDERAL. CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION - - ER
T DANEURY; CoNNECTICUT Q6B10 -1 :

ade o - g

ot . May 16, 1978 P

e ; L N

"1’-.' o e G AL .

PP . . ' ’ Jh B ; i " . :V ,' N
Lo R - . ik

o ' The Honorable ' : o T T T R T
United: States Dlstrlcn Court ol . e o

Dear Judge SR : : ) O L
The follow1ng is offered as a progress report on -

E -+ 'The above-nzmed individual was senténced

by you oz “ﬂoruary 12,1976 to . -a five-year Regular Adult

Ry sentence following his.conviction on a c¢harge of Narcotic
Vlolation. The oz February 19, 1976 With &
reledse date of ,' 7 g 1ess earned gcod time. He

~«. -gppeared bezore. t itec
‘for -his Initial- inz ‘on nh=_=t 19 1977 and was cont1nued
1or a Statutory Review Hearlng ia February 1979

o impmor

. Your Horor rncom:ended tkat 'the subject has‘extenélve
drug history and the Court has facommended that he be con- L
“ fined at el har Dapbury or Ls A_:s.on for drug treatment". =

0On’ March 165 1976, Mr. . - WAS recelved at Danbury and -
he, was immedlately assigned i¢ Unit E, a Drug Abuse Unit. A -
treatmenu program was developeu foxr Mr. by the cla551—~

iicat1on team on April 14 1976 .He is presently a551gned to

our Glove factory. .

. . Inmates assigned are expected to completp the introduc—

w tory or Opting-out Phase of. the Drug Abuse Unit E program. ’
It i§ mandatory under the standards set up for the specialized
~drug abuse units. . This is the optlonal provram approach.  The-
program standards are a total of 1850 hours, consisting of 40

.. héurs Introductory or Optlnv—out Phase, 100 hours 1n-Group
counsellng, and - 40 hours Pre—release group.

e




445

e
A contra.ctua.l agreement spel‘l:mg out the goals wh:.ch the
staff and ‘Mr. :

. have agreed upon as being effective
;approaches to his problems of ‘dependency wis attempted.

-He
failed: to follow through, refused to cvoperate; and facilitate
counseling with the Unit team. leading to' a stalemate because

a;t his lack of part1c1pat10n and. nega.tn.ve program 1nvolvement '

It. As fhe op:unon of Mz.

N \")

. g Um.t tea.m ‘that he is
_not fuliy utn.liz:.ng those resources: ava:.lable to him at
Danbury.

He has ‘been encouraged, to become involved, but: ‘does:

not appear to b€ sincerely motivated to benmefit: iro:n this -
’ specia]d.zed Drug Abuse Unit. In view of the above, we are in
" the process of transferrlng Mro

. * v to -a General Unit
so that his space may be utilized by another 1nma.te more
desirous of drug counsellng.

" Sincerely,

W. R. Nelson, - * = =
= S

&

[
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