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INTRODUCTION
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=

During the past several Vears, thetgrowth in the popuiation of

;county Ja11s and penitentiaries in New York State has become a maJor

- source of concern, more offenders are being admitted to Jail and they -

»gsurge in popuiatf

~ place in Nassau?

*

o damage and were directly reiated to OVercrowding

1

are being held for Ionger periodsxof time. LocaT fac1iities haVe

Q

experienced tremendous population increases 31nce 1978, w1th a notabie

G

on occuring «during 1981 Two 1nmate riots which took

nd Nestchester County fac111ties, caused exten51ve '

)
W

A ©

To address the problem of overcrowding in Tocal and State correctionai‘

faciiities, State off1c1als presented a $500 million prison bond issue

- to, the voters in November. 1981.

The bond issue, which was defeatedpj 3

‘fmwas to haVe prov1ded $125 miilion to counties on a‘m atching:ba51s for

)
capital construction, expanSion and/or rehabiiitation of Toca1¢€prrectiona1

/

facilities., In Tight of this defeat, JaiT overcrowding remains a ser10us»

probiem and raises the specter of v1o]ence erupting 1n fac111t1es where: -

: inmates must Tive in congested quarters, and where the iack of. adequate

: programs results in forced 1dieness.'

P a
T‘\ POREE
: o

This reoort describes New York's experience w1th 10ca1 jail over-

B

crowding The.maaor‘focus‘is.on issues~re]ating to county JaiTs, exciuding

New York City The New York City correctional system is not included

"because of its unique structure--it is operated by the City Department of .

) Corrections and is headed by a Commissioner of Corrections. County Jails

are operated by County Departments of Corrections or Sheriffs. Mode1

9 E
- ’?\
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Tocal programs that provide alternatives to incarceration with”the
directopurpOSe of reducing jail popu]atihns'are also described. These

model Pprograms are located in both the pre- and post-adaud1catory phases

'of the criminal justice process. They are operat1ng successfuﬂ]y in

ylarge and sma]] count1es, both upstate and downstate, and under a var1ety

of funding sources. Counties 1nterested in a1lev1at1ng jail 0vercrowd1ng

through the provision of cr1m1na1 sanct1ons other than 1ncarcerat1on may

pv

f1nd these models helpful in ach1ev1ng tnat goal
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T s . JAIL OVERCRONDING IN NEw\YORK STATE
gt AN . An 0verv1ew N,

T
o :

..County jails and penitentiaries inhNew Yonk“State are currently

experiencing;overCrowding. In one year, the number of persons admitted

- to these facilities increased 22 percent from 88,076 in 1979 to 107,847

in 1980. A survey conductedhin‘November, 1980 by the New York State

Comm1ss1on of Correct1on found that the populat1cn dens1ty of .county

sfacilities as a whole had grown to 85 percent of capac1ty 2 The Commission

- of Correct1on regards 80 percent of capac1ty as the Timit at whlch a

" county jail can operate and remain 1n comp11ance with the c]ass1f1cat1on

standards estab]1shed in Section 500~ -C of the Correctton Law. when the

L“populat1on of a jail surpasses. 80 percent of its capac1ty, the fac111ty

must resort to ut111z1ng spec1a1 hous1ng space, board1ng inmates with

otherrcountJes, or 1nstead, fal],out of comp11anceﬂw1th the standards.

In cases‘inqwhjch a‘jailjis‘unable to naintain proper classifi-
eaticn ot innates, or their’maximum pbpuiation capacity has been‘reached,
an order may be obta1ned from the Comm1ss1on of Correctmon to board
prisoners in other counties. Accord1ng to a study conducted by the

New York State Assoc1at1on of Count1es and the Offwce of the Lieutenant,

. Governor, at least half of the 57 counties 1neupstatewNew York were

o W
boarding-out inmates to other counties at the time of the study, and

some did so on a regular basis.3 The cost for boarding an inmate was
found to range from $25 to $75 per day. Monroe C0unty, for example,

‘spent $118,750 during 1979 to board-out 1nmates in other counties.

Because of the severvty of the overcrowd1ng prob]em, count1es have

been forced to board inmates all over the State, and” frequently must

#
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tompete for ‘space by attempt1ng to out-bid one another.

o

there is no centralized system for providing 1nformat1on regardlng the

l

4 Currently,

ava11ab1]1ty of jail space. Instead; each county must 1nd1v1dua1]y
searchgfor ayailable spaoe,‘request a substitute jail order from the
Commission of‘Correction, and negotiate a price for the space. -

An alternative to boarding-out inmates that has been‘used by some
county’jafIS in New fork is to ge out of compliance with the classifi-
cation standards regard1ng housing. In some cases administrators have
chosen to go ou. of comp]1ance when 1t seemed that part1cular hou51ng
components\ﬁall be overcrowded for on1y a short period. In other cases,
when subst1tute Ja11 space cannot be located adm1n1strators have been
forced to go out of comp11anceﬂw1th the classification standards by
hous1ng inmates within their own hac111t1es. An examp]e(of an~extreme .

L]

case is the Westchester County Jail which was, at one peint, operating

j*"““at;so‘percent over its maximum capacity. Substitute jail space could .
not'be found and, as a result, sone inmates were forced to sleep on’cots ) s

in a dayroom and some male prisoners slept in the basement of the women' s

flty. Accommodat1ng the extra pr1soners also- resulted in sentenced

and unsentenced offenders, and adults and mmors5 being housed together
h Nassau and Cuffolk Counties are also suffer1ng from problems of a )
s1m11ar magnitude and many other counties are exper1enc1ng some degree
of overcrowd1ng in their jails.
Anothen response to the problem of overcrowding has been the use of
doub]e—ce111ng.; Nassau County is the on]y county in New York State that

has resorted to the practlce of doub]e-ce]Iing, and it has done. so w1th

: the_approva] of a federa]ﬁcourt judge. _.In order to obtain this permission

o
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.to double-cell inmates, Nassau County bybassed the Commission of Correction,

o

[a)

~which Has prohibited doub]e~ce1ling'of inmates in §e11s originally

constructed or rated for sing]e‘0ccupancy,.VHowever, in its report on

J

double-ce1ling, the Commission states that in emergency situations only,

the use of doub]e-celiing could be céhsidered in short-term facilities

(Jails) under certain guidelines.6

0

Factors Contributing to Jail Overcrowding

Ny

A number of factors have been identified as cont;ibutfng to the

&

overcrowding of New York's county jails. Among these are:

-~ pretrial detention

L e -~ inappropriate placements

t ’ ' -~ sentencing policies

-= delays in processing

== State classification policies

%_fﬁ ~ The impactﬂo% each of these factors requires a horé:detai1gd~;

- discussion. o W N

R

‘ A .ﬂ"’“ ot @ : c - s R ool
‘ . ' @ ¢ o B ‘ v . r;)
Pretrial Detention = . . R '

-." "According tbva‘statewidg survey of county jails conducted’by the

{

Comm1§sion‘of Correction in Noyembeb,o% 1980, 57 percent of the weekdayv' ,
“and 55 perceni‘bf‘the ﬁeeke;d jailgpépu1atibn were detained for preliminary |
c’examinatjoh, grand 3urykh€aring,’or 6fhér pré—adjudicatorybpukboSe.jl itﬂ}
| was not kﬁth how many ofithesefihdividua157were detained in jail

bédauée they»could'nat afford to hakeﬂbai]. HoweVer;éfhe most recent

'CenSQS;df‘Uails*and,SurQéyzoﬁ\Jai1 Inmates‘indicatES that, on 3bqation-

wide baéis;§bail‘haq been set for 80 percent of all unconvicted inmates
» who were being detained prior to trié],“thebefbie suggeéfing that many .

o .of these individuaIgzmayvhaVe'been»ﬁnablé“tq»pb§t‘the»amouht of baiT set
har 8 i FEF O IR A T .
. fO" themo .‘ Sy 3\ ‘ % N

ot
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Despxte recent efforts of the ba1l reform movement, there is l1ttle L . {%

: ev1dence that non-monetary release pol1c1es prov1d1ng alternatlves to

pretrial oetent1on are widely utilized. ,A 1979 jail ovércrowdwng‘study
_—— conducted in Monroe County 1ncluded a survey of local Judges att1tudes
g ‘toward jail and alternat1ves to'Jail The f1nd1ngs of th1s survey
. ;1nd1cate that neither public opinion regard1ng an offense nor the ex1stence
of jail overcrowd1ng were cons1dered to be 1mportant factors 1nvolved in |
- the pretr1al release decws1on-mak1ng process. Judgesumost often cited
the- lack of background 1nformat1on on the offender as the reason for not
using some form of non-monetarv pretr1al release.

o

The New York State Division of’Criminal“Justice Servlces (DCJS) has

contracted with the Center for Governmental Research, Inc. to conduct a
study of pretr1al release pract1ces in New York and to develop recom-
'mendations regard1ng the: standard;zat1on of this pract1ce throughout the
( f ~ State. Th1s study w1ll involve a ‘review of ex1st1ng pretr1al pract1ces
in twenty-four sample counties in New York as well as other parts of the

R

’ country

Ca} . A

5 Inappropriate Placements

o

The placement of mentally 11 and mentally ‘retarded 1nd1v1duals,
: publ1c inebriates, and youth can compound the problem of jail overcrowd1ng.

These 1ndividuals are somet1mes placed in Jail because of the lack of

‘appropriate alternative placements or programming 10

o 7

Mentally in and retarded persons are sometimes Ja1led as the

i : QT

“result of unusual behavior or for the commitment of petty offenses such

u.\‘) . e

L

C a e oa
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as Toitering,'vagrancy, or disturbing the peace,¢

'treatment,of}a,mental disorder at Teastaonce, ;

v,vNew York, pub}ic inebriates continue to be arrested

vth “h

' 1nebr1ated

z(North Caroiina, Chio, Michigan) have found that many SU1cide v1ct1ms

; ‘-7;;

In addition, mentally

11 or retarded individua]s'are‘sbmetimesnheid in jail either because7

, they cannot be committed under the strict civil commitment Taws, or

<because commitment proceedangs areapending, The impact of the: recent

a

deinstitutionalization of psychiatric centers Oﬁ’Jail popu]ations is not

7known, as no empiricai data have yet been col]ected regarding the nudber

11

of deinstitutionalizedvind1v1duals confined 1n jails., It is known,

: however, that in 1979 55 percent of aIT suicides in_ State and Toca]

) .
correctional fac1lities in New York State had been hospitalized for
12

Eal T . : ) . Iy

0
Vo i
] e

Public inebriates represent another category of persons who are

',‘1nappropriately held in jails and therefore, compound the probiem of

‘ overcrowding. Although public intoxication has* been decriminalized 1n

W

They are now

charged with such offenses as~disorderly Conduct, 101ter1ng, and disturbing

P

3 peace. The magnitude of this practice canrot be assessed since

Sheriffs are not required to report whether those taken into custody are

B

However, other states that have studied jail suicides

-y

were held on alcohol-reiated offenses. The Michigan study found that

- 80 percent of the aTcohoi-reTated su1c1des were committed by - offenders

who were stili drunk 13 Public inebriates often cannot ‘get needed

treatment,while Ain Jail and pose additiona] probiems for Jail administrators. ‘:

"

w Y°“th5 3150 require Special protections when they come into contact T S

;kii_WTth the adult system.f The initial impetus for the deve]opment of the N &

X%
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"Juven11e 3ust1ce court 1n 1899 was to proy1de such protect1ons and '

r'and DeTinquency Preventlon ind1cates that youth held in jaits comm1t
su1c1de at a rate of 12, 3 per 100 ,000, and 8.6 per 100,000 in poi1ce
i:!1ock-ups.
;of 2 7 suicides per 100,000 youth in the genera1 popu1at1on. These

ff1gures provide test1mony to ‘the 1nappropr1ateness of the Jail sett1ng
'Sentenci;ngo1ic1es

11969 to 24,498 1n 1980; -an increase of 27 percent.

. yas.determdned‘that'the‘1§n§thjofjsentence,had*adso'jncreased sharply.

14

remove ch11dren from the adu]t\cr1m1na1 JU5t1ce system. The Federa1 A Tfn

: Juven11e Justwce and Delinquency Prevent1on Act”of 1974 encourages the

- removal of Juvenxles from adult Ja1ls ‘and 1nstitut1ons (Sect1on 223

(a)(14) and requires the separat1on by s1ght and sound of juvenile and

" adult offenders (Sectton 223. (a)(13). ﬁowever, 1t has been found that

ryouths aged S1xteen and seventeen comprlse approx1mate1y 15 percent of .

9

the populat1on of adult Ja1ls in New York State.15 Negat1ve cond1t1ons

‘resulting from the placement of youth in adu]t Jails 1nc1ude

== the st19ma produced by the "criminal" label which affects the RS ,53;

‘_ava11ab111ty of soc1a1 educat1onal and employment opportun1t1es;
- _the negatlve se]f—1mage adopted by or reinforced w1thin the Juven11e,

- tgeloccurrence of phys1ca1 harm and sexual abuse of Juven11es by
© o adu ts. - .

ww

o 2

A, recent study prepared for the Federa] 0ff1ce of Juven11e Just1ce

16 .Both of these rates are sign1ficantly h1gher than the rate»

for the detention of young offenders.

R

“An examination of populat1on“trends in county Jjails from 1969 to
1980 found that the number of sentenced inmates 1ncreased from 19,268 in

b In additton, it

e
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. attorney was highly cr1tical of this: pract1ce, but this criticism was

quel]ed when sentenclng Judges pub11c1y approved of the action and the

, T et

-9. -

Nhiie,factors such as tougher attitudes toward crime and crimiha]s may
hsve been 1nvo]ved 1n these increases, spec1f1c pract1ces such as “the

use of weekend or»1nterm1ttent sentences and the mandatory sentences

?1mposed by the new gun contro] 1eg1s]at1on must also be cons1dered for

their impact on the population, of Ja11s..

B

The purpose of weekend sentences is to allow offenders to ma1nta1n

the1r weekday respons1b111t1es with 11m1ted d1srupt1on. However, these

same 1nd1V1duals can pose add1t1ona1 adm1n1strat1ve prob]ems for the

jails and add to the crowd1ng problem by the1r weekend 1ncarcerat1on

o

A survey conducted by the Comm1ss1on of Correct1on found that in the
A

~ s1x-month per1od from April 1980 to November, 1980, the weekend pop-

u]at1on count had rlsen 11 percent from 5 536 to 6 146, 18 Slnce 1n-

=3

d1v1duals serv1ng weekend sentences presumabTy pose 11tt1e threat to the
safety of the commun1ty during the week the poss1b111ty ofsus1ng alternat1ve
sentenc1ng (such as communt*a\serv1ce or rest1tution) shou1d be cons1dered )
Rensse]aer County recently exper1enced overcrowd1ng in its Ja11 on |

weekends and, 1n response, a]lowed over half of its fourteen “weekenders"

o

to report to the JaiI on Friday and then go, "home. - The county d1str1ct

number of those w1th weekend sentences was reduced to three 1nd1v1dua1s.‘
The new gun control 1eg1slat1on (Pena] Law. Art1c3e 265), which
mandates a sentence of up to one year upon conV1ct1on %f possess1on of a

loaded weapon outside the home, has had a direct 1mpact on county Ja1]s.

Dur1ng the six-month period from January 1 1980 .to June 30, 1980, a




J/

12

A

B

N time,k In response’ to a survey conducted Jo1nt1y by the New York State .

- 1nadequate a1ternat1ves tc 1ncarcerat1on, and

-10-

_total of 151 offenders were‘convicted of gun law violations and were
subsequent]y sentenced to county Ja11 An analysis of the same six-
month per1od for the year 1931 1nd1cates that 373 persons were sentenced
to county jail for gun law violations dur1ng that t1me.19 Th1s represents
an increase of 147 percent, and provides'a bas1s for proaect1ng approx-
1mate1y 746 such commitments per year. It is also like1y‘that the
1mpact of mandatory sentences for gun law violations will be greatest in
those h1gh1y urban1zed areas of New York where Ja11 facilities are
already'severe]y overcrowded. :

90 : 4

De1ays in Processing

s

De]ays in process1ng s1gn1f1cant1y affect pretr1a1 1ncarcerat1on

Assoc1at1on of Count1es and the Lieutenant Governor' s'Off1ce, Tocal Ja11'
admin1strators and e1ected off1c1als c1ted the fo]lowing as maJor
- factors contr1buting to prolonged stays in Ja11

G

- over]oaded or 1nadequate defense serv1ces.

== Tack of adequate staff for dlstrict attorneys off1ces, y

- 1nadequate 1nformat1on for use in process1ng pretr1a1 and pre-

- sentence reports, and delays 1n process1nq necessary 1nformat1on,

-

i

- underutinzat1on of exist1ng a]ternat1ves to 1ncarterat1on.2°

@

State C]ass1f1cation Policies

Section 500-c of the Correction Law estab11shes the fo]1ow1n@
& .

; categor1es of 1nmates who may not be housed together- : 5

- 1nmates who are twenty years old and under are not to be housed
with those twenty-one and over;

-- _ sentenced offenders are not to be housed with persons who are
unsentenced; :

n . S SV SRRV
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civil and cniminél‘cases must be sepakated; and
all inmates must be ‘separated by sex.

i - . \" I . ) k %

As a result of the restrictions established by these classifj

[

standards, a,COuhty may be forced to board-out inmates of a cert7

rategory even though some areas of their own fac111ty may be und’

R

» ut1112ed at the t1me. Leg1s1at1on wh1ch would amend Sect1oh/§00 c of
the Correct1on Law‘and al]ow for increased adm1n1strat1ve;;;cret1pn in
P

“the- hous1ng ass1qnment process has been 1ntroduced for th; ast Several

\\'

s -, Yyears but _has not been passed

'Summev"? |
In varylng degrees, these factors contr1bute'to Ja11 overcrowd1ng

in most count1es. Nh11e not al] count1es LXper1ence each of these

problems co]lect1ve1y, they contr1bute to the statewide phenomenon of
'f‘vk'_» : Ja11 overcrowd1ng S fu‘_‘ s e S e‘A_ : 5
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~_greater use of alternative sentences for non-violent offenders.®

as "frustrated“ by send1ng people to pr1son., S e

’ statutes”and seemingly,cbuldfbe.applied 1n,other areas ‘of the State,

\,

'wam-v- g ot | wmwxvu

o

A

_© ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION: ~EXISTING PROGRAM MODELS

<

The need for more and better a1ternat1vef to 1ncarcerat1on that are

”rea11st1ca11y 11nked to the offense and the needs of the offender, and
‘also cons1der public safety, is W1de]y acknowledged ‘The~overcrowded;»

*cond1t1ons of‘the State andalocal correct1ona1 systemS'and the recent

W

failure of the $500 mil11on prison bond act po1nt to the need to

"develop and 1mp1ement alternat1ves. ‘While aiternat1ve sentenc1ng may ;t;fW*QM

;seem‘1ncongruent with the’currentipub11c concern'overfrfs1ng cr1me

rates, criminal jUstice theorists .and practitioners have argued for the
- alte 22 o .

-thefother'hand,‘judges desiring to use alternative sanctions.often face
resistance‘from the5pub1ic.'the"media,vand'legislatorst State"Supreme

f,Court Justice Joseph S Matt1na of Buffalo describéh;h1s fellow Judges

23

D

-fIn the.face‘of’this‘sitdation,~therefare several programs'cUrrent1y :

;operatlng in New York State that provide alternatives to 1ncarcerat1on

‘and that seem worthy of cons1derat1on by counties facing Jai1 over-

crowd1ng problems. Programs that~operate at the pre-arra1gnment or

pretr1al phase attempt to keep good-r1sk indiv1duals out of jails, while.
‘programs that prov1de sentenc1ng a1ternat1ves for conv1cted persons - |

‘attempt to reduce the use of Ja11 as a sanction. '

Y

" The foIlowing sect1on describes a1ternat1ve programmat1c 1deas for

,wredULing Jail population and offers an examp]e of each as it operates in

"La 1oca11ty~wfth1n ‘the’ State. Each program conforms to State and 1oca1

@
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Client Specific Planning

prison*terms,;

W

'-tClient,Specific»Planning (6SP) is an alternative sentencing,planning A

servjce offeredlto defense attorneys and their clients‘by the New York

Center-for-§éntencing,Alternatiyesflocated in' Syracuse.

1'The'primary

purpose of&thewESP service is the syStematic development of individualized,

3alternativeéto-incarCeration treatmentﬁplans,for offenders who are found
‘or plead guilty to charges and whouareulikely tofbe°sentenced to “jail or

At the request of an offender s defense attorney, CSP

case developers prepare a comprehens1ve package of superv1sed community-

based sanctions,tofberpresented to the court as;acsentenc1ng»plan that

offers an alternative to the use of incarceration.

I3
G

A

The concept of CSP was: developed by the National Center on Institutions

and Alternatives located 1n Nashington, D. C., and 1mplemented 1n 0ctober, 197

3

)

while the original pilot Jurisdictions of CSP were Maryland, Virginia,

and. Nashington, D C.» the program has 51nce expanded to 1nclude the.

branch office in Syracuse as well as sites in several other states~

Pennsylvania, California, Colorado. Texas, Tennessee, Kentucky, Florida,

Indiana, Nebraska. and North Carolina. -

i

<

o

i

Iy

“ The typical offender served by the Syracuse prOJect is: plea bargain-~

ing with the 1ntention of pleading guilty, or has been: convicted of a

felony or. serious misdemeanor and who, because of prior criminal history,

the nature of the charge, or other factors, is likely to be incarcerated

W

.

In addition, offenders facing revocation of parole or probation due . to

| violations of their conditions of release may also be clients.c

‘\\

Most

plans developed,by CSP include one or more of the\following componentS'

25'

living arrangements, community service, employment, financial restitution,

o

9 24
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= R b 'Ltherapy; substance abuseﬂtreatment, education,‘vocationa1°training/ﬂ;
“js,rehabilitation, medical treatment, superv1Sion, or. reporting--generaliy

7,to a probation department., CSP p]ans empha51ze the creative. use of .

[
%

existing community resources and do not re]y on the deveiopment. of new -

| Programs. S et

_ Unlike other a]ternative sentencing programs that focus sole]y on -
,rehabilitation, or that accept on}y iess serious offenders who are
'unlikeiy to be incarcerated CSP deve1ops plans that empha51ze resti-

“m . tution to the victim and/or the' community. The plans are de51gned to*;“

‘ assure the sentencing Judge and the community that, w1thout incarcer-

N
10

ating the offender, two concerns wiil be satisfied community safety

and offender retribution. P]ans developed by CSP are not 1ntended to be
) : WL P %
3l an “easy way out“ for offenders but, rather, invo1ve a degree of res-

'trictiveness dependent upon the circumstances of the 1nd1v1dua1 case.l :

<

e

W

ﬁ'f,a L The inclu51on of community serv1ce as a major component of most
‘ p]ans deve]oped by CSP is integra] to the program smfunction as an
'“equity-restoring mechanism‘? Because criminal act1V1tywnorma1|y

R

egresults in: something of value being extracted from the community, it 1s e

‘appropriate that the offender return something of va1ue to the community.

”ff o ,',~f3: ,‘ ‘Qu" : § e :T»1'1‘ '“””t~x5r“° - The. originators of CSP believe that "treatment shouidmrecognize th1$

Tink between the perpetrator and the community and shou]d 1nvolve some

,'actual as well as symbolic restoration of benefit to the commumty."?6

i N . X e

=

Q}
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CSP does recognize that\incarceration must be 1mposed in some | “i"

‘cases, such as those involving mandatory sentences.n Approximately 15- 20 e

percent~of the plans recommend:piacement ina secure‘setting; ‘Where

a - 3§

oA oo o
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"constructive incarceration" 1is available (such”as«houserarrest, work
release, split sentences, secure psychiatric facilities, or other short-

term re51dent1al arrangements) 1t will: be recommended However, in

N

"cases 1nvolv1ng mandatory 1ncarceration, plans developed by CSP usually.
'advocate that an offender serve the minimum term pOSSible, followed by a:

f,community-based alternative sentence.

P " - N

- . o

LECEEE S ; > Q =
— ,

CSP should not be v1ewed as a program that replaces the function of -

o

probation departments, but rather as a parallel service. - Pre-sentence

1nvestigation reports~are prepared;by probation department(staff con-

'Currently withithe CSP intervieweand planningvprocess. Pre—sentence
,1nvestigation reports 1nclude exten51ve soc1al and criminal histories
-and do not necessarily have a non-incarcerative focus.\ CSP plans areip
.more comprehen51ve, and present sentencing strategies that go beyond ‘the

) traditional alternative options of jail or. probation., Although most CSP

- plans 1nclude superv151on by probation departments as part of the sentence,

an offender with,a'drug problem'might~be a551gned a«former addictias'his .
third party superv1sor. Since csp staff do not superv1se or monitor

client perfbrmance. the program does not conflict with the superVisory

‘ecases were referred to the National Center in Nashington, . C.. w1th 225

these plans may ‘alsa offer additional superv151on in the form of a third

party or advocate to oversee certain aspects of the plan.‘ For example,

""l\

role of probation departments.,

o

A
During the first 18 months of operation of CSP a. total of 354

resulting in presentation of plans to the court Of these 225 completed

cases, 128 (57 percent) were accepted in full, 25 (11 percent) were

accepted 1n part. and 72 (32 percent) were rejected by the applicable .

I
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decision-making authorities (i.e., courts or parole boards). Thus, a
'total df 68 percent of the Client Specific Plans were adopted in some

manner ., 27

"Plans for offenders involved in crimes against the person
were accepted in full or inbpart 58 percent of the time, while those

“involving property offenses were acqep%ed 74 pérceqt off;he time. 8 o

n

In January, 1981, the Néx Yorg)Center'onfsenteﬁcing Alternatives
(Syracuse) beQan‘aCceptinggfe%e;ra1s. During the f{}st six months of
operation, 31 referrals weré received, and in 18 of ;heée'gases alter-
native plans were presented to the court. Of the 18 plans.presented, 17

were accepted by the courts in whole cr in part, with only one rEjection.28

thle it is tooneariy to report foTlow-dE data régarding the CSP'W\V
effort in New York Stéﬁe;'data are\availab1e'frdm‘§he National Center. A
recently completed nationwide random Samp1e of ciiénts whose plans were s .
{apcépted‘indfcéted that 87.5 Qgrceﬁt of these individuals were complying
with, or had successfully completed, the reqdirements of ‘their plans.
%he New York Center for Sentencing‘Alternat{ves is funded through a
grantffrom‘the Edha’McConnfll‘C1ark Foundation and this funding will
expire in bctgber,_1982. The project‘bédget‘i5°$100,qoo per year for-
100 Ca§e$°and'a§$umes‘an approximate per case cost 0f>$800't; $900.. -
° Thése‘figures are‘Qased-On an estimated daily;coSt'of'$2005Per case and

assume three to three and one-half days of planning and one day for .

>

" presentation of the plan in court. Offenders aretharged:a fee for CSP

service on a s1iding scale based on ab%ITty to pay; this approach not

S h el o Al M A

only helps support the'program,abut%provides:a?means of éhﬁh;sizing the

pérsona1 responsibility of offenders for their acts. Lo : L

Ii . . N
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New,York;Community Service Sentencing Project |
'From/tebruary,‘1979 ‘through April, 1981, almost 400 offenders were
~ each sentenced by the New York City Cr1m1na] Courts to perform 70 hours
of unpa1d service for the benef1t of the commun1ty under the superv1s1on
‘of tne,Commun1ty Serv1ce Sentencing Program staff.z? As a group, they
cleaned up badly neg]ected senior:citizen centers, youth centers and
re1ghborhood parks, repaxred app11ances, lnstalled smoke alarms for the
| e]derly, helped staff recreat1ona1‘programs for retarded children; . §*
painted and repaired community faci]ities, nursing homes, a]ternative,
schoo]skand p]aygrounds; and performeduother work in service=needy areas
of'the)City; Some continued to volunteer their services after comek | ‘iit
pleting their court-impOSed\obligations; | :
In 1978,-the“Vera'Institute'ofedustice»eStabT%shed thelBronX‘
Communii ty ServiceVSentehcino Project to test the teaSibi]ity‘of sucha . *! B n ﬁg
~program that used community‘servfce sentences for offenders most,likely S L | ;?Q
to be sentenced“to a“short jail term.30 In 1980, projects were started‘
:1n Brooklyn and Manhattan, and the C1ty Probation Department began a

project in Staten Island.

R ‘Vera focused on offenders who otherwise would have gone to jail for
short terms; defendants lacking at least one prior conviction are not

acCepted Th1s requirement was 1mposed after research showed that first
'offenders convicted of misdemeanors were cons1derab1y Tess Tikely to L e
recelve Jail sentences in the Bronx ano Brooklyn courts, Although a

N
o ~thorough evaJuation has not been completed,‘pre11m1nary data suggest

~ that the Bronx pilot met its goal of drawing at Teast half of those

- given the community service sentence away from short jail terms. As a >




N

s

“prior records of conviction and mu]tipTe social probiems,

and fe]ony arrest com1ng 1nto Cr1m1na1 Court Nhen a case appears to
Dlstr1ct Attorney. (ADA)~and the defense attorney respons1b1e for the

"whether to contest the charge or to enter p1ea hegotiat1ons ) If the

'two attorneys cons1der the proaect‘ 70 hour communlty serv1ce sentence .

-ADA requests the Judge to sentence the defendant to conditional d1scharge,
'The judge generally 1nd1cates to the offender, on the record ‘what the’

- for resentencing based upon a fai1ure to satisfy the commun1ty servuce f #

7fobligat1on.

a8

i

~group, the Vera offenders averaged more than 2.5 prior conyictidns'and -
‘about six;prior-arrestS‘ About one=-third hddaprior'féﬁony‘COnvictions,
© and rough]y half had been jailed on the1r 1ast conv1ct1on. Over half’ -

,rece1ved a’ community senvice sentence 1n a prosecut1on based on a fe1ony

arrest (a]]eprooerty~offenses) GeneralIy, these offenders were un-~

skilTéd,~unemployed“minorities (95 percent Black or Hispanic), with

<

Each weekday, prOJect staff review the files for each m1sdemeanor
meet the e11g1b111ty criteria, a staff member seeks’ out the Ass1stant

case)“ (The 1atter would a1ready have d1scussed w1th the defendant

S

i

to be an appropr1ate d1spos1t1on, the defense 1awyer d1acusses the

Y

poss1b111ty with the client. If the lawyer reports that the d1spos1t1on

: wou]d be acceptab]e, the defendant is 1nterv1ewed by the pro;ect staff

If th1s interview turns up no severe drug, alcoho] or other problems

(

i

with 20 hours of service under prOJect superv1s1on as the so1e cond1t1on.

sentence would otherw1se have been, and what to expect 1f brouqht back

A\

g

that would prevent the defendant from performing’ such a sentence, the . a;¥f
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Thus far, the Bronx project'has serviced 466 COnvfcted offenders,

103 have participated in the Brooklyn proJect, and the new Manhattan

‘proaect has processed 33 offenders. For the program year October 1, 1980

through September 30, 1981, the cost per parti ipant in the Bronx project
was $921.° 51 Since an average of 14 days is required to complete the
program, the average daily cost is about $66 “far- below the cost of

1mprison1ng an offender for a short period of time in a New York City

2Jall.

Suffolk County_porrectional<Facility;0vercrowding Policy Committee

In August, 1980, Suffolk éounty‘was'awarded a federal grant frOm
the “Law Enforcement Assistance Administration to study jail overcrowding
in that county and to generate information, recommendations and alternatives
32 An advisery committee'established 1

for this purpose conSists of representatives;from multi-servicedcommunity

M

organizations, criminal justice groups,'and agency directors and commissioners

responsible for implementing policies reccmmended by‘the group.

oz
W

&

Two major strategies for dealing with the overcrowding problem\have

received full Committee endorsement and are currently being implemented

The Community Serv1ce Alternative Sentencing Program, initiated in

August, 1981, provides Judges with alternatives to 1ncarcerative sentences.
Offenders may be recommended for the program through the Suffolk County
Probation Departnent, Legal Aid Society, private counsel, or the courts.
Acceptance into the program is based upon established guidelines that
consider factors such as’ prior criminal rec0rd and seVerity of crine.

An offender may be assigned to this program as a condition of probation,

1
¥




result of the effprtsnof the Suffolk County Correctional Fatilityw~
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or. as a requirement of. conditional discharge. The number of hours te Be
spent perform1ng commun1ty service work and the t1me 1n wh1ch the proaect
must be accomp11shed are set by the sentenc1ng Judge. 1hrough carefu]
screen1ng and p1acement 1nterv1ews, the prugram staff match the t1me and
talents of part1c1pants with the work needs of pr1vate, public, non-
profit or-communcty-baseq organizations. Program staff m9n1tor\the‘
progress of barticipants and work with the probation department and

courts in verifying and reportind;individua] outcomes. The Community

Service Alternat1ve Sentenc1ng Program is des1gned t éﬁ smmodate up to ' D A

100 offenders over a twe]ve-month per1od It is. expected that once
Judges‘end‘offenders‘become‘more familiar with the program they will be
morévinclinedhto make use of it. The Suffolk County Criminal JuStiqe‘

Coordinating CoUnci] is continuing to monitor and evaluate the program.

Py
33
Q
e

The second maJor strategy is the renovat1on of the former Ch11dren s
She]ter in Hauppauge into a 100-bed pretr1a1 detention fac111ty ‘While
the courts are located in Hauppauge, the current detention facility is |
Tocated 1in Riverhead, fifty miles away. The renovation of the Children's
Shelter Wiil provide substantial savings to Suffo]kJCounty in transportation
costs, and an,abandoned,;cquntyfowned buiIding will be,utilized'rather(
than incurring the cost of new construction. The new pretrial fact%ity

wi11 also effect cost‘savings.due to its 70 percent dormitory construction

and minimum‘security classification. A further recommendat1on by the

Po]1cy Comm1ttee that the max1mum per1od for pretrial detent1on be

- Several other strategies have beenfidentifieq and\implementeq_as a

PETAREY
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“rate among drug and alcohol abusing offenders. )
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Overcrowding Policijommlttee;"Delays in the completion of ps§chiatric
examinations'pursuant to Article 73b of the Criminal Procedure Law have -

resulted 1n add1t1onal Ja1l days for 1nmates In recogn1t1on of th1s

B E

~problem, the Comm1ss1oner of Mental Health and ‘the Jud1c1al representat1ves

of the Commlttee have agreed on procedures to exped1te the return of

ST
1nmates upon complet1on of psych1atr1c exams., S s

In address1ng the issue of Jud1c1al over-rel1ance on Jall for

‘pretr1al detent1on, 1nformat1onal meet1ngs between Judges and the

probat1on“department have been arranged Through these meet1ngs, the

_use of Vera Sk1ll Guideiines for determ1n1ng release on recogn1zance

practices is be1ng considered.

Y]

F1nally, two sub-comm1ttees have Jo1ned together to coord1nate

“efforts to establ1sh a Treatment Alternat1ves to Street Cr1me Program 1n

3 ; .

ud

Suffolk County. ,
EL NN -

Westchester County‘Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) Program
" The Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) Program operated

‘ by the Westchester County Department of Commun1ty Health was developed

to reduce drug and alcohol related crimes and to impact “the recidivism

33 These. obJectwves were

to be ach1eved through the prov1sion of referrals to communitynbased
treatment programs in lieu of 1ncarcerat1on. In add1tion, TASC was

de51gned to provide services for cases 1nvolv1ng domest1c v1olence

S
< . ) & .

In order;to befeldglble‘for’iﬁclusionfiniTﬁSC, the offender must be
over thié age of sixteen, and charged\wlthla'mlsdemeanor‘or‘nonfviolent

Y
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feiony.“Participation,in,the program is on a'voiuntaryvbasis.S‘Case’
managers‘whojworklwith the TASC program“make'contact with e]igibie

offenders asVsoon'as'possib1e~after their arrest or arraignment' If it

"1s determined that an offender 1s an appropriate candidate for TASC, the

case manager presents this recommendation to‘the court Khile the most

common disposition in these casesvhadjbeen conditional discharge; TASC'
has also been inc]uded;as,a condition of probation, used in conjunction
with fines and'restitution; and as part of an adjournment‘in‘contempiation s
~of dismissal (ACD).',01ients'accepted bykthercourt for participation in »Q

TASC are referred to an appropriate}community-based‘treatment‘faciiityf

TASC. serves as a momtoring and referra1 service and does not
d1rect1y prov1de superv151on or treatment The attendance and progress
of clients “s monitored by program staff and monthly progress reports
-are prov1ded to the courts. Although c11ents\may be terminated from the
program upon violation of the TASC agreement or the ruies‘of the treat-
ment program in which,they are participating, corrective’measures
usually occur prior to a recommendation for'termination.,

N

Q3

Since its inception in 1979, approximately'nine hundred offenders

“have participated‘in TASC and have beeﬁ referred to drug-free programs,

methadone maintenance programs and a1cohoiism treatment facilities. Of
this number, approximately 36 percent remained W1th TASC for the entire
length of treatment and 42 percent were terminated for faiiure to adhere
to thelr TASC agreement, while the remaining 22 percent were forced to

discontinue treatment due to c1rcumstances exc1u51ve of the agreement

}(1 e., a client might be incarcerated for an offense committed prior to

N

%

TASC invoivement) 34
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Community;Dispuie Resolution

7y
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~ Community dispute resoiution brograhs enable citizens to reconcile

conflicts within the community through the use of mediation and arbitration.

. As a result, such programbﬂﬁre;potentia11y viable means of easing court

caseloads. : [N

3

The Center for Disputé Sg;t]ement‘in Rochester is based on a model

Their "Arbitration

deve1oped by the American Arbitration Association.

as an Alternative" program handles adult criminal cases referred by‘the

District Attorney's Office. During 1978, program staff wo;ked with 897

‘caSes involving offenses such as assault, menacing, petit larceny,

unauthorizad use of a motor vehicle, and bad checks. The average cost:

of a case brought to resolution was. estimated to be $56.68.36

Bail Funds

3

* According to Criminal Procedure Law, Article 500, bail funds may be ‘

estab]ished>for the purpose of providing-.indigent defendants with the

‘means for securing their release from jail prior to“trial. In general,

candidates must meet certain'criteria in order to be eligible for the

use of bail funds. These criteria, which are sihi]ar to those used in

other pFetriaI release: programs, are basically used to determine whether

defendants have sufficient ties to the community te ensure their subsequent

appearance at court.37 A bail fund may’be operated by a public or

private agency, and the amount“borrOWed by -a defendant is returned to

the fund upon disposition of the case.

O

_mea A

‘An example. of “such a pregram opérated by a priyatéaorganizqtion is

the Catholic Charities Bail Fund in Columbia County, New York. During

L 'y



T Y-

T T T

§

¢

s ey L T e St T L T iy

A T tE T st T Lo L L e o L L b 0 i S o' M Ao i bl o e i S e

-24-

?ts first few months of dperation, this program”provided savings of

&pprox?mate]y'$38'OOO'to‘the eounty by making ba11~funds available to 29

Aindividuals who wou]d have otherwise rema1ned in the Ja11 for a combined

‘tota1 of 832 days. 38 In add1t1un to prov1d1ng bail funds, the Catholic

Charities program offers referrals to those defendants who are in need

" of counseling, housing, welfare, family help, and employment.

Conditional Release °

Conditional release is a form of pretrjal probation that allows
defendants not considered reliable enongh»td be released on their own
recognizanee, but for whom jail would'be tao strict an alternative, to
be refeased ‘under a promise to meet certain conditfons set by the court.
In most cases, defendants are requ1red to mainta1n periodic contact with

an off1cer of the court Because of th1s superv1s1on requirement,

'cond1t10na1 release costs mere than release on recogn1zance, but it is

mich less expensive than 1ncarcerat1on.39

The Nassau County Probation Department provides supervision to
defendants re]eased to its custody under the Conditional Release Program.
The Nassau program is designed for defendants who are either released
without bail, or those who have pOSted“minimal bail, but whose background
indicates that there may be some doubt as to whether the; can be re1ied ‘

upon to return to court.40 The program can also be used in cases where

remand would impose extreme hardship, such as the termination of empToyment
or inabiiity to sdpport dependents.. A defendant is informed at the time

of arraignment of his or her placement‘in”the Conditional Release Program

and is assigned a probation officer to whom he of she must report weekly.
The nature of repdrting may range from a phone call to the probation
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Program§ are usually opératedfby either,a'county'probation department or

a private non-profit pretriqi service agency.41 Defendants are questioned

by progfam staff about length of residence in ‘the communitx,jfami]y"

ties,vemp1ayment and any other information that would help deterﬁine

_ their ties to the community.. Responses to these quéstions are immediately

verified in order to prevent the unnecessary detention off a defendant.

When the information indicates that a person can be reasonéb]y relied

upon to appear at trial, a recommendation is made to the judge at arraignment

that the defendant be released on recognizance.

The Monrbg;County7Pretria1 Services Corporation, which includes a

release on recognizance program component, is an example of a private,

:non-profit agency that is funded totally by the county. Interviewers

are sent to the county jail each morning (exceﬁt Sunday) to screen

42

individua]siWho may be potential clients for the program. When

appropriate, the interviewer appears in court with the defendant to

recommend that the judgg re]gase that person on his or her own recog-

‘nizance.  Of the 6,630 defendants interviewed by the Monroe County\u

Pretrial Service Corporation~during*1979,“4,104 were recommended for
release on recognizance. A total of 2,434 (59 percent) of these cases
were accepted by the court, and the failure to appear rate for this

group was only 2.4 pgrcéntu

Employmen;AAssistance
'Many offenders have limited or no job skills and work histories,

and thefefore need assistance in locating training or employment oppor-

'tunities.43 In some-caées, the\cgurt may refer an offender to an emp]oyggnt

'program as a condition‘of sentence. Such pregrams offer training in
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seeking and securing a jqb, on-the-job tﬁainjng, or vocational rehabilitation.

Il
¢
i
i

‘As part of its Manpoﬁer Cor?ections ﬁroject,‘Monroe County con= "

tracted with a private company to provide job development and other

services td'individuals.in jail and offenders on probat'ion;44 This

program has four major componentéi vocational eVa]uation; academic
instruction, counseling, and job placement with follow-up. Inmates and

those on probationwwho pérticipate in this program divide their time

A
N

between vocational evaluation, academics, and counseling and then enter

a placement cycTe“thSt intlydes reporting for job interviews, continued

academics, and c0unsefing. When clients find jobs, they are required to
report one night a week for job1c03Ehingvand Jjob-related education.

©

In 1980, 73 inmates in the program earned a combined total of -

 $40,000. Of this amount, 15 percént'was turned .back_to the jail to pay

for room and‘bbard,‘$1§400 was spent at the commissary, $1,600 for

family support and $3,000 was used: for éXpenses rélated to the program.

In addition, an evaluation of this program, conducted by the National

Council on Crime and Delinquency and the Rochester Governmental Research

(1S

Center, found that 91 percent of those who completed training evéntua]]y

found employméht.
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SUMMARY

The report was prepared to provide information about the over-
crowding pngblem currently béing experienced within the county jail§°of
New York State. In addition, a group of Ioc;l programs designed to
re]ieve Jail overcrowding thfough the uée of alternatives to incar-
cerat1on were 1dent1f1ed and described. Those programs do not represent
the full range of alternatives ava1lable, but rather a cross-sect1on of

those wh1ch may be replicable in other localities.

A number of factors have been identified which contribute to the -

overcrowding of New York's‘countyvjails: Among these are: pretrial

detention; inapprogriaté placement of the mentally i11, mentally retarded,

public inebriates-and youth; sentencing policies; delays in thé processing

of defendant§; and, State classification policies according to Section

500-c of the Correction Law. Because of overcrowding, jail administrators

are often forced to utilize housing space inappropriately, bqprd inMates
with othef counties, or fall into non-compliénce with the standar&s
promulgated in SectionJSOO-c of the Correction Law.

iA number of programs are operating w%thin New York State that
prov%de §1ternatives to the use of incarceration. Alternatives that
haveybeen successfully used include: bail funds; community service/
restitufion; communify dispute resolution; conditional release; release
on recqgnizancé; emb1oyment assistance; gnd’ha]?way houses.

S

The programs described in this paper suggest a range of a]ter-

»nat1ves to 10ca11t1es faced with overérowd1ng in the1r Ja11 facilities.

These programs provxde v1ab1e alternatives to 1ncarcerat1on, as well as-
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constructive forms of Justice which are appropriate for many offenders

‘and serve our communities at the same time.
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. FOOTNOTES

has increased from 73,974 in 1969 to 107,843 in 1980. In 1969, 46.3% of the

centage had dropped to 40%. In 1969, 79% of those cofivicted of a crime com-
s pleted their jail sentence in the same time period. Source: New York State
: Commission of Correction. A Report on Population and the Overcrowding of
County Jails in New York State A]bany, NY. May, 1980

2New York State Comm1ss1on of Correction, 0ff1ce of Program and Policy
Analysis. An Analysis of the Findings of the Study on the Increasing

-.Populat1on in_Local Correctional Facilities and Some Strateg1es to Reduce

Overcrowding. Albany, NY. wMarch 1981 p. 1

3New York State Aésoc1at1on of Counties and Office of Lieutenant Governor.

~ County Jail Project- Part I: County Jail Issues. (Draft). Albany, NY.
‘March 1981 B ' =

¢New YorkkState‘Assoc1at10n of Counties and.Office of Lieutenant Governor.
, County Jail Proaect Part I _County Jail Issues. (Draft). Albany, NY.
- March 1981 p 4.. A o

’SSect1on 500-c of the Correction Law establishes categories of inmates who
may not be housed together. The age category requires that adults (those
twenty-one years old and over) be housed separate]y from m1nors (those

‘twenty and younger). o

6'New York State Commission of Correction, Office of Program and Policy
. Analysis. Examination of Density and Crowding in Correctional Facilities
- and Their App11cab111ty to the Question of Double- Ce111ngf Albany, NY.

August 1981

New York State Commlss1on of Correction Office of Program and Policy

o Analysis. An Analysis of the Findings of the Study on the Increasing
e . -Population in Local Correctional Facilities and Some Strateg1es to Reduce
5 , _gggggggglgg Albany, NY. March, 1981.

“8U.S. Departmént of JuStice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

Census of Jails and Survey of Jail Inmates. Washington, D.C. 1978.

‘QCenter forTGovernméntal Research‘ Inc. Phase 1--Jail Overcrowd1ng Study"
~County of Monroe. Rochester, NY. February, 1980.

~1The n&mbér of persons adm1tted to Ja11s'and penitentiaries in’ New York State’

| ~‘persons detained spent two days or less in confinement. By 1980, that'per-‘
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National Coalition for Jail Reform "Ja11 is the Wrong Place to Be for
Juveniles, Public Inebriates, the Menta]]y I11 and Mentally Retarded." (pamphlet)
washington, D.C. Undated.

The New York State Office of Mental Health has been awarded a federal grant
‘to study the relat1onsh1p between deinstitutionalization and prison popula-
tion levels in six states, including New York.  Unfortunately, this study
will not involve any ana]ys1s of jail populations.

New York State Commission of Correction, Medica] Review Board. Suicide
Study 1977, 1978, 1979 Systemwide. Albany, NY. January, 1981. p. 2.

3Charfle, Suzanne, "“Suicide in the Cellblocks: New Programs Attack the No.l

Killer of Jail Inmates." Corrections Magazine. August, 1981. p. 9.  °

Community Research Forum. uReMOving Children from Adult Jails: A Guide to
Action. University of I1linois at Urbana, Champaign. May, 1980. p. 16.

5Statemde Youth Advocacy. ‘“Incarceration of Juveniles in Adult Jails:

Statewide Youth Advocacy—Pos1t1on Paper." Rochester, NY. August, 1980.
p. 1. y ‘

6Char]e, Suzanne. p. 9.

New York State Commission of Correction. A Report on Poﬁulation and the
Overcrowding of County Jails in New York State. Albany, NY. May, 1980.

b L | | g

8New York State Commission of Correction, Office of Program and Policy

Analysis. An Analysis of the Findings of the Study on the Increasing
Population in Local Correctional Facilities and Some Strategies to Reduce
Overcrowding. A]bany, NY. March, 1981. p. 1.

U.S. Department of Justice, Federa] Bureau of Invest1gat1on Crime _in the
United States: 1980. 1981 Crime in the United States: 198 UnpuEl'shed

Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office.

20

gy
‘\ "' N

Neﬁ“York State Association of Counties and Office of Lieutenant Governor.

- County Jail Project-Part I: County Jai] Issues. (Draft). Albany, NY. March 1981.

1Th1s proposed 1eg1s]at1on has met with oppos1t1on from Sheriffs who would

be persanally liable in any case of litigation. However, unless such an
" amendment can be .passed, counties will continue to be forced te pay for

the boarding of inmates in other jails or, instead, go out of compliance
- with the existing classification standards.
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22See for exampie:

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.
Corrections.  Washington, D.C. 1973.

Nationa1'Counci]“on Crime and Delinquency. The Nondangerous Offender
Should Not Be Imprisoned. Hackeénsack, NJ. 1973.

Newton, Anne. Alternatives to Imprisonment - Day Fines, Community Service
Orders, and Restitution. Hackensack: National Council on Crime and
Delinquency. 1976. .

23wakm Edward. "Defining New Terms.“ American Way. November, 1981. p. 32.

24

Rah11, David. "He1p1ng Attorneys Empty the Jails." New York Law Journal.
November 23, 1981. p l ,

zsarinter; Riéhard and Marsha Weissman, Co-Directors of New York Center for

Alternatives. Interview. January 7, 1982.
k 26Berman, Leonard and Herbert J. Hoelter. "Client Specific Planning."
Federal Probation. June, 1981.. p. 42.

27The Nat1ona1 Center on Inst1tut1ons & A]ternat1ves Descriptive Ana]fsis

of Client Specific‘Planning Cases. Nash1ngton D.C. August, 1981. ; .

28Tables produced by New York Center for Alternatives. September 17, 1981.

(m1meo) , |
R 29 . B \ . v » "'1
Vera Institute of Justice. The New York Community Service Sentencing Pro- 2
ject: Development of the Bronx Pilot Project. New York, May, 1981. p. 2. . P

30McDona1d,kDouglas. "Community Service Sentences: . The Vera Institute of tfs

Justice's New York City Projects." Judge's Journal. To be published.

31Smce the Bronx pro;ect is the oldest and therefore most stabilized, 1ts P

“cost f1gures are better indicators of program costs. e

32

Suffolk County Correctional Facility Overcrowding Policy Committee. Phase
‘I Report - November 1980 - June 1981. Hauppauge, NY. Undated. p. 1.

33Westchestér County Department of Community Mental Heaffh. “"Overview of

"TASC.." + Informatiop shget. Undated.

B ‘n
¢3QCarbohe,“Joseph. Director of'TASC, draft. Letter to judges; Undatgq.
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3genesee Judicial Process Cqmmission. Alternatives to Incarceration, |
Genesee County. April 1, 1980.' p. 22,

36A“new‘program established by the State Legislature in July, 1981, provides
$1.1 million to the State Office of Court Administration (OCA) to fund: up

- .to 50% of the cost of community dispute resolution centers in New York City

.~ as well as fourteen counties. Awards will be made to qualified private non-

profit agencies in December, 1981, at which time standards of operation

_ will’be developed by OCA in conjunction with the selected programs.. In

addition, a uniform data collection and information process will be developed
‘with results to be reported to the State Legislature-on an annual basis.

7Néw York State Association of Countieé and Office of Lieutenant Governor.
County Jail Project - Part II: County-0fficials Guide to Alternatives.
- (Draft). Albany, NY. March, 1981. p. 12. N

- 3Byew York State OffiCQ OffLieutenant‘Goverhor.: PC&thd1i§rChar§ties Revolving
-Bail Fund for Columbia County Saves Taxpayers." -SAVE. - Albany, NY.
January, 1981. p. 3. o , ‘ )

Y :

39A potential problem associated with the use of conditionaf release is the
possibility of subjecting defendants to strict control when, in-the absence
of such a program, they might actually be released on their own recognizance.

-

)

40yassau County Probation Department, Pretrial ServitesbBurgau.k "Conditional

Rg]ease Program." Information SheeE@ Undated. . ‘5% ; 5

<
RN

" Heenter for GovérhmentaT\Research, Inc. "Working Paper #3. Existing Pretrial
Release Programs in New York State." (Draft). Rochester, NY. 1981.

@

,342N66d, Leé,‘ Director, Monroe County Pretrial Services Corpdration.‘ Interview.
. September 16, 1981. - . | _ orat

 new Yo;ESStéfe'Associ%tion of Counties and Office of Lieutenant Governor.
" County Jail Project - Part Il: County Officials Guide to Alternatives.
(Draft). Albany, NY. March, 1981. p. 32. LT ‘

i [44Bene&etfo, Al. Rehabilitation Director, Monroe County Sheriff!s Department. L K
Interview. February, 1981. ' RN N !
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