
This microfiche was produced from documents received for. 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 

control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 

this frame may be used to evaliJatethe ,document quality. 

1.0 

1.1 ----------

111111.25 111111.4 111111.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDAROS-J963-A 

)' 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 

'the standards set forth in 41CFR 101·11.504 

Points of view or oPinions stated in this document are 
t~ose pf the authorrs) and do n9t represent the official 
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

u.s. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 

r~--··---,----,-,,--~·-·-·,·- . ___ ...... 
., 10 ate f i I m e d ~ 

-"',~-. "-.~ •• ~-" .. ~ ..... ,,,""" .-.-- .. - --~+- j 

afta' . II ' 

\ 11/13/75 \ 

t 

i 
I 
, .' 

I ; 

i 

1" 
I 

" 

• b 

JAIL-BASED PRETRIAL RELEAS.!~t C'~"'" 

'-' .. 

A Report to the 
Connecticut Department of Correction 

Daniel J. Freed 
Dennie E. Curtis 
Carl E. Anduri '74 

11 '''',4 Timothy P. Terre 

December 1973 (Revised) 

, I 

. ! . 

. 'f. , 

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



c, ... 
Tt-.BLE OF CONTENTS • • Page 

~.age 
Conclusions and Recommendations 51· V. Preface and Postscript i 

I Introduction 1 A. Summary of Findings 51 
B. Recommended Redirection and System Changes 53 

A. The Case of Frank S. 1 
53 B. Tb.e Report 3 1. Division of functions 

2. Pilot project perspective 55 
II Redirection: The Concept and the Issues 5 Expedited release 55 " 

\ a. 
56 b. Imbalance reduction I 

56 f{ III The Redirection Center in Operation 10 c. Record keeping " 56 3. System coordination 
A. The Context: System Comparisons 4. Access to information 58 

with Other Cities 11 
" C. Future evaluation 59 

1. Prompt decisions on release 13 
2. Supervision of releasees 15 
3. Centralized pretrial administration 16 

B. The Project: Initial Procedures and Problems 17 

1. Delay 18 
2. Diffusion of staff specialties 20 • 3. Imbalance ratio: detention VB. • imprisonment 22 

C. Project Reorientation 28 

1. Emphasis on release 28 
2. Supervised release 31 
3. Staff reorganization 34 

D. Leadership 36 

E. Medical Services 38 

F. Relations with the Custodial Staff 39 

IV Relations with Other Criminal Justice Agencies 42 
' .. ' .. 

Bail Commissioners 
~,. . 

A. 42 
B. Bondsmen 43 
C. Wider City Parish Low Bond Program 44 

" D,. Pretrial Services Council Diversion Project 45 
E. Drug Programs 46 , 'f. F. Clerks 47 ''; .. I 

I 

C. Prosecutors 48 
H. Judges ,,' 49 

~ • 
I . I 

/ I 
I 

:..-----~ ------._- ~---



I "1 
I 
i 
l" " 

I 

! 
I 
I 

I 
1 

• 

I . 

I.~ 
I 

Appendix I 

Appendix II 

Appendix III 

Appendix IV 

Appendix V 

Appendix V'I 

APPENDICES 

. ' ' 

Data on April 1972 New Haven Jail Population 

Length of jail stay 

A. April 1972 detainees whose release was 
. aided by the Redirection Center 

B. September 1972 One-Day Detainee Population 

Detainee Questionnaire 

Correctional Center and Redirection Center 
Population Trends 

Table A. Sen~enced and Accused Ave~age 
Populations: Hartford, Bridgeport and New 
Haven, 1970-72 

Table B. Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven 
Monthly Average Popula.tions: .January-September 
'1972 

Table C. Redirection Center Eligibles, April­
July 1972 

Circuit Court Hemorandum 71-141: Suggested 
Bail Commission Procedure 

Erasure of Arrest and Court Records, Sec. 54-90, 
Conn. Gen. Stat. 

Appendix VII Supervised Release Interview Form 

Appendix VIII Applicable Section of Contract Covering the 
Svaluation of the Redirection Center 

.~-, .. 

I 

I 
I 

m 

' .. 

A-l 

A-3 

A-4 

A-5 . 

A-6 

A-6 

A-7 

A-8 

A-9 

A-IO 

A-ll 

A-12 

• 

-'r ,. , '. 

, 

Preface and Postscript 

The attached report analyzes the early stages of a pilot program 
for pretrial detainees which the Connecticut Department of Correction 
inaugurated at its ~.fualley Avenue Jail in New Haven in January 1972. 
The initial version of the report ~"as completed in October 1972 and dis­
tributed to the Department, the State Planning Committee and the staff 
of the Pilot Redirection Center, as well as to a number of other state 
and local criminal justice agencies whose operations influenced o~ were 
affected by the new Center. 

The revision is intended to serve two purposes: (1) to cor-
rect or place in fuller perspective factual statements and observations 
made in the 1972 original, and (2) to record some developments pertinent 
to the ongoing process of pretrial reform in New Haven which took place 
during the past year. Hodifications in the report" itself have been i,n­
corporated either by changing the original text ot' by adding explanatory 
footnotes. Events subsequent to the reporting period are summarized in 
the postscript below. 

It is important to emphasize that this revision does not extend 
the time span covered by the initial report; it remains a study of the 
Redirection Center's first eight months, January-August 1972. In addi­
tion, the report's limited purpose is as a preliminary study, not a full­
fledged evaluation, of the goals and operation of the Center. From the 
outset it has been designed to provide a factual foundation, with recom­
mendations--where appropriate--concerning changes in program guidelines, 
on the basis of which both an improved pilot program and a methodologi­
cally sound evaluation could be constructed. 

We are grateful to many people for their careful review of the 
original report, and verification or helpful criticisms concerning its 
content. Special acknowledgment is due James Lynch, Field Evaluator for 
the Planning Committee on Criminal Administration; Robert Brooks, Chief 
of Program DevelopmElt, Department of Correction; Dennis Guay, Director, 
and Michalah Bracken, Don Lee and Daniel Ryan of the Redirection Center 
staff, Dr. Joel Albert, the Center's psyct,iatric consultant, and 
Dr. Michael W. Palmieri, its physicia!\; Paul Foti, Sixth Circuit Prosecu­
tor; Tom O'Rourke, Chief Bail Commissioner, and Messrs Pastore and 
Sturgis of his Sixth Circuit staff; Rev. Tom Scott of the Wider City 
Parish Bonding Program; Paul Roshka, Assistant Planner for the New Haven 
Regional Criminal Justice Office; and Dr. Malcolm Feeley. Fellow in Yale's 
Russell Sage Program in Law and Social Science. 

Subsequent Events 

Following submission of the original report, a series of meetings 
was held from November 1972 to June 1973 to determine the program rp.sponse 
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of the Department of Correction, its Redirection Center and the State Planning 
Committee~ and to develop a prospectus for full-scale evaluation of the Center's 
operations. The research team which authored the report was invited to many of 
these meetings, initially to explain various findings and respond to criticism 
by Center staff members, and later to assist in a reformulation of some of the 
Center's goals and operating procedures. 

One important program change was quickly noted: the reorganization of 
the Redirection staff into the teams described at pages 34-36 of the attached 
report did not in fact survive. The arrival in early September 1972 of a new 
Director, a reduction in the Center's caseload, and the development of some 
staff opposition, all occurred by the time. the original report had been dis­
tributed. They combined to pr.oduce a return by the organization to its prior 
generalist structure. During 1973, however, at least some specialization was 
reintroduced in relation to the new supervised release program, described below. 

A major threshold iSGue posed by the report and often argued in the en­
suing meetings was whether the Redirection Center was, and should remain, a pre­
trial release or a pretrial rehabilitative agency. Some readers thought this a 
false issue, believing t-hat the goals set out in the Center's grant application 
(report, p. 5) authorized nothing about rehabilitation. Staff members viewed 
both goals as pertinent but saw no conflict between the two, asserting that 
the Center did not itself "treat II detainees but only sought to identify each 
defendant's problem and refer him to a community program capable of dealing 
with it. 

The present Director of the Center thought the issue to be correctly 
stated, but the report's resolution of it to be wrong: the Center's rr.ission, 
in his view, was pretrial release ~ith treatment when necessary. He inter­
preted the research team as erroneously pressing for release without treatment. 
The observation of the Center~s psychiatric consultant, after reading the re­
port, was that the pilot program had e~erienced an identity crisis during its 
first year of operation: it "\-Jas faced with maintaining its family affiliation 
with the Department of Correction fOCUSing on helping to maintain order withi.n 
the institution ••• and rehabilitating inmates. I. It tried to do this, in the 
psychiatrist's view, by concentrating not on release alone, or in the shortest 
possible time, but rather on Ilrelease to a program which would meet the per­
sonal and social needs and problems of its inmates." 

A consensus that most reviewers of the preliminary report seemed to corne 
to after several discussions was that the Redirection Center staff was heavily 
influenced in its attitude towards pretrial defendants by the rehabilitative 
perspective and custodial responsibility of its parent Correction Department, 
and thereby tended naturally to minimize legal distinctions between accused and 
convicted persons. The research team, on the other hand, adhere.d to a criminal 
justice system perspective which acknowledged that persons accused of crime had 
a right to reasonable conditions of pretrial release, with treatment "ermissible 
only if necessary to assure the accused's appearance at trial or if he agreed to 
it voluntarily. A suggestion that the Center's perspective might have begun to 
change in 1973 was reflected in a Redirection draft proposal for the supervised 
release program, da'ted January 16, 1973: 

'twhereas the letters and recommend'1rions currently madf! by the 
Redirectj;n staff presume guilt and ask th2 court to consider 
alternatives to jail, the Supervised Release Project will assume 
the defendant's innocence by asking for his pre-trial release 
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This may also explain why the statistics in Appendix I, and other activi­
ties noted in the attached report, reveal that while the Redirection staff 
is constantly concerned with helping inmates, it seems to make compara­
tively little difference whether that help secures the person's pretrial 
release or only influences a favorable sentence after convietion. 

The research team does not know how the issue of the primacy of 
pretrial release or rehabilitation for the Redirection Cente'r I s clients 
has been or will ultimately be resolved. In early 1973, the Correction 
Department submitted a grant application to fund the Center's third year, 
1973-74 (plus a new Redirectj.on Center in Bridgeport), under State Planning 
Committee program category 73:6.4. The application substituted as its 
first stated goal "to improve the probability of successful t"eintegration 
into respective communities of individuals who have been incarcerated 
pending trial" (1974 application) in place of "the redu.ction in the num­
bers of individuals [in jail] awaiting trial" (1972 application). In 
addition, in listing for the evaluation of the new Bridgeport program 
the "subject areas of particular interest to the Redirection staff • • • 
in the order of imporL..ance,1I the application placed "Pre-trial detention 
and a safe community" at the top of the list, and IIReducing Detention 
Numbers" as 9th and last. 

At one point it seemed as if a change in these priorities had 
evolved by mid-year. On June 14, 1973, the Planning Committee reported 
that discussions with the Director of the Redirection program had pro­
duced agreement that in 1973-74: 

"the goals of the Rediroction Center have been re­
stricted to the reduction of the detained population 
in the NeW-Haven Correctional Center. This will be 
the ultimate goal of the Redirection Center and the 
primary basis for evaluation.1i 

Two weeks later, however, on June 28, 1973 the Planning Committee sent 
revised specifications for the future evaluation. The document began: 

"The prinary focus of the Evaluation for the Pilot 
Redirection Center will be as follows: 

(1) The reduction 'of' the detained population 
in the New Haven COrrectional Center. 

(2) The pre-trial detainees' rehabilitative 
treatment at the New Haven Correctional 
Center. 

(3) The establishment and operation of a super­
" vised release program • • • • 
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Although the extent of rehabilit~tion in the program remains in 
doubt, the supervised release program has commenced. In late June a 
representative of the Redirection Center appeared before the New Haven 
Pretrial Services Council to eh~lain the program. Among its stated pur­
poses was to IIcounteract the cost of maintaining in jail those individuals 
who are not a threat to the community ••• " No data on the extent of 
recommendations, releases or success or failure under the supervised re­
lease program were available at the time the attached revision was com­
pleted. 

In August 1973, a second new pretrial program at the Whalley 
Avenue Jail came to light. The State Planning Committee awarded the 
Judicial Department and the Chief Bail Commissioner a $45,000 grant for 
a l2-month Bail Reevaluation Project, scheduled to begin September 1. 
It proposed to place bail investigators in the jails of New Haven and 
Hartford. This supplemental staff would extend the work of the Bail 
Commission to felony cases in the Superior Court, as well as to inter­
view detainees whose cases were pending in Circuit court. It would also 
make recommendations for release on 10% cash deposits in appropriate 
caseS, and in general seek to secure pretrial release on the least bur­
densome conditions, without treatment or therapy or rehabilitation. 

The application stated at page 7 that lithe matter of bail admin­
istration in this State has an enormous impact on the Department of 
Correction in terms of efficiency, money and manpower. 1I It 'Went on to 
observe that the pretrial release efforts of the Correction Department 
through its Redirection Center were hampered because "staff shortage 
precludes an energetic and thoroughgoing appraisal there. 1I This was 
explained more fully at page 9 of the application: 

"In New Haven, the Redirection Center attempts 
to make bail reductions for defendants in the Cir­
cuit Court. The problem in New Haven is that the 
person assigned to the program cannot cover the five 
Circuits serviced by the local Correctional Center. 
Also, the person working the program has additional 
duties in Redirection, and the role of bail reduc­
tions is not the primary one." 

The placement of Bail Commission investigators directly in the 
Whalley AVeUl\e Jail to interview detainees was an apparent response to 
the finding in the preliminary research report, whir.h remains unchanged 
in the revised version attached here (p. 14), that 86% of the pretrial 
defendants in the New Haven jail said they had never seen a bail com­
missioner. The project also marked an effort, as explained by the 
Judicial Department representative, to reduce jail detention via bail 
commissioners who are part of the court system, and whose recommendations 
would carry more weight than those of the Redirection Center, since the 
latter is not responsible to the courts. An important data gathering 
mission of the Bail Reevaluation Project was also described in the appli­
cation: 
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"A hoped for primary feature of this application 
is detailed and far-probing analysis of the characteris­
tics of the detained population. And it is possible 
that the evaluation could be more beneficial in the 
long run than the action grant itself. 

'~y gathering extensive data about detained per­
sons, it is hoped to conclusively establish whether 
there are large numbers prese.ntly detained who could 
safely be released as some critics claim. Or, on the 
other hand, is the judicial system, \o1hich is generally 
regarded to be in the vanguard of nationwide bail re­
form, doing as much as it can Hafely do, given the 
trend to the high incidence of drug or drug-related 
crimes." 

v 

The apparent overlap between the proposed operations and the data 
gathering purposes of the Redirection Center and the Bail COtmnission 
caused a meeting to be convened on September 10, 1973. Participants in­
cluded representatives of the Judicial Department, the Redirection Center, 
the State Planning Committee, the New Haven Pretrial Services Council and 
the Yale research team. The group learned the surprising fact that prior 
to the notice of the meeting, the Director of the Redirection Center had 
been unaware of the grant to the Bail Commission. and that therefore no 
arrangements for side-by-side operation of two pretrial programs for 
detainees at the same jail had ever been discussed. It also became clear 
that full scale independent evaluation of the Redirection Center would be 
very difficult to undertake if its pretrial release efforts were to be in­
tertwined with those of the Bail Commission. The meeting concluded that 
negotiations regarding the procedures of the two programs, as well as of 
any evaluation of their separate or joint functions, needed to be under­
taken by the principals themselves. We understand that those negotiations 
were still continuing at the time the attached report was revised. 

Despite the new Redirection grant to promote supervised pretrial 
release from the Whalley Avenue Jail, the new Bail Commission grant to 
place a bail investigator to work on pretrial release in the same jail, 
and the provocative Lata demonstrating what appears to be a gross excess 
of pretrial detention in New Haven,l the Department of Correction in late 
summer broke ground for its long-planned rn~lti-million dollar ~~W Haven 
jail at the Whalley Avenue site, to replace th~ century-old structure 
currently in use. To our knowledge, no relationship has ever been ex­
plained publicly between the ongoing efforts being made by Connecticut-­
through the Correction Department, the Judicial Department, and other 
public and private agencies--to reduce pretrial detention and promote 
release alternatives in New Haven, and the investment at this time in 
constructing a new maximum security facility to detain, and perhaps in-

lThis da~a and the analysis are set forth in the Imbalance Ratio sec­
tion of the attached report, pp. 22-28. The Correction Depprtment recently 
included a substantially s:f.ll'.i.1ar version of this section of the original re­
port in the first issue of its new publication, 'Beyond Time (Fall 197?). 
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vite additional detention of, pretrial accused persons 11 
victed offenders. as ~.;re as con-

" . 

'For readers interested in pursuing problems and proposals in the 
administration of bail, pretrial detention and their alternatives in 
Connecticut, the following chronological list f . 

p- 0 recent articles and 
r~ports may be helpful. The Note by Messrs Anduri and Terrell marks 
particularly important analysis growing out of their work as melnbers ~f 
the Redirection Center research team. The Diversion' Report by Messrs 
Freed, DeGrazia and Loh sets forth some additi 1 lid i) ana proposals for con-
SO at on of pretrial agencies that reflect in part the Redir ti 
research experience. " ec on 

O'Rourke & Carter. The Connecticut Bail Commission. 79 Yale L.J •. 513 (1970) 

Brockett, Presumed Guilty: The Pretrial Detainee, I 
Action 10 (Spring 1971) Yale Rev. L. and Soc • 

Rice, Bail and the Administ~ation f 1 ~ 0 Bai in the State of Connecticut 4 Conn. L. Rev. 1 (1971) , 

Rice and Galla~her, An Alt ti 
b ema ve to Professional Bail Bonding: A 10% 

Cash Deposit for Connecticut:) 5 Conn. L. Rev. 143 (1972) 

Margolis, No More Prison Reform!, 46 Conn. Bar J. 448 (1972) 

Berger, Police Field Citations in Connecticut, 1972 Wise. L. Rev. 382 

Thurber, There Are Alternatives to Incarceration (Connecticut 
Association, 1973) Prison 

Gerety and Rein, Bail in Connecticut- A Report Prepared for the Institute 
for EffectIVe Criminal Justic~ (1973) 

Freed, deGrazia and Loh, The New Ha~en Pretrial Diversion Programo- A 
freliminary Eva~uation (Report to the New Haven Pretrial S~rvices 
Council, Sept. 1973) 

Freed, ,The Imbalance Ratio, 1 Beyond Time 25 (Fall 1973) 

Anduri and Terrell, Note, Administration of Pretrial Release and 
Deten,tfon: A Proposal for Unification, 83 Yale L.J. 153 (Nov. 1973) 
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In addition, a valuable set of student research papers on Connecti­
cut's pretrial release and detention process, as well as on the process 
for building new jails, is available in the Yale Law Library: 

Block, Citation Release and the Arrest Process (1971) 

Brown, Rules on Communication by Pretrial Detaine~s at the Connecticut 
Correctional Institution at Niantic (1971) 

Bunker, Work Release as a Pretrial Alternative (1971) 

Cummings, Delays and the Pretrial Detainee in the Sixth Circuit (1971) 

Gallagher, The Connecticut Bail Commissi~~ (197J.) 

Hinden! The Role of the Bail Bondsman in the Connecticut System of 
Pretrial Release (1971) 

Rogers, D., Jail Design (1971) 

Rogers, N., Classification in Pretrial Detention: A Study of Disciplinary 
Rules in a Pretrial Inotitution for Women (1971li' 

Friedman and Solomon, The New Haven Community Correctional Centre (1972) 

Bepko and Appleton, Identifying Prevailing Philosophies in Pretrial 
Treatment of Suspects and Pretrial Institutional ~csi8r: A 
Study of the Development of the New York Metropolitan Cor­
rectional Center (1972) 

Bensel, K. Burrell and T. Burrell, Design Correctio.ls: Notes and Ap?endice~ 
on the Design of the Women's House of Detention. Rikers Island, NYC 
(1972) 

Rogers, N., Change in Pretrial Detention: The Role of the Advocate 
(a study of the planning process for a new jail in Cleveland) 
(1972) 

~1heeler, The "Dubious Interval": Pretrial Detention of Women in Connecticut-­
Criticism and Recommendations (1973) 
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1. .!.ntroduc t ion 

A. The Case of frank S. 

In the early fall of 1971 Frank S. was arrested» charged 

~ith a 'drug offense and detained at the New Haven Community Correc-

tional Center pending trial. In his subsequent court appearance, 

he pleaded guilty and received a suspended sentence, with probation 

conditioned on his participation in Day top , a rigorous "therapel~tic 

community" drug rehabilitation program in Seymour, Connecticut. 

After a few days at Day top, Frank left, unable to cope with the 

psychological hardships imposed by that program. His desire to 

1. 

"kick" his habit ret:1.ained, however, and he immediately signed himself 

• 
into another drug program, at the Connecticut Valley Hospital in 

Middletown, Connecticut. 

On January 4, 1972, after three months of successful parti­

cipation in the C.V.R •. program, Frank was arrested for viol~tion of 
. 

probation (a new'·offense in addition to his ea.rlier drug charge) and 

was taken to the Siftth Circuit Court in New Raven. There he was 

arraigned, assigned $500 bond that he could not raise, and sent back 

to the New Raven Correctional Center to await a court appearance 

scheduled for January 27. 

Prior to January 1972, Frank's only assistance in communi­

cating from jail to the outside world would have come froe the 

institutional. ~ounselor, whose workload allowed no more than one 

or two phone calls per inmate. l In addition, the case load of 

the public defender made it unlikely that detainees like Frank 

~'here 'l'J.S one counselor for the approximately 300 pretrial and 
sentenccd inmatcs at the jail. 

" 
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could count on effective contact being made with outside agencies 

1 which offered the kind of drug program he needed. 

Rather than spending this second pretrial period in 

near helplessness, however, Frank was introduced to an innovative 

new project at the jail, specifically designed by the Connecticut 

u,.", 

2. 

Department of Correction to assist pretrial detainees. The project 

was the New Haven Pilot Redirection Center. The day after Frank's 

,arrival, a Center representative intervie\ ... ed him in the t":e;:ll block 

and identified him as eligible for assistance. On January 6, Frank 

was brought upstairs from the cell block to 'he Center's offices on 

the second floor and extensively intervie~ed by Janice Cobb, the 

staff psychiatric nurse. 

The interview revealed Fra~k's dilemma. The sentencing 

court had clearly intended, in imposing a suspended sentence and 

probation to Day top in 1971, that Frank should receive help for his 

drug problem. Frank had conformed to the spirit of this sentence, 

but violated its specific terms~ by moving without permission from 

Day top to C.V.R. As a result of trying to secure help from a more 

compatible drug program, Frank faced the possibility of a prison 

term for 'probation violation. 

Through the efforts bf ,the Redirection Center, Frank was 

accompanied to court on January 27 (23 days after his initial arrival) 

by Daniel Ryan, the Center's attorney, and }is. Johansen from the C.V.H. 

drug program. In addition. letters from C~V.R. and the Redirection 

1 Sec Brockett, Pretri~l Detention: The l~st Critical Period (Senior Studies 
paper in Yale Lm ... -Library, 1(70) for datn-~n the low rate oE contnct 
between public defenders (and other defense lawyers) and their clients 
awaiting trial in the New Haven ja':.1. 

i 
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Center tirged Frank's release to C~V~ll. Instead of imposing a 

prison term, the court again gave Frank a s~spended sen~ence, 

co~ditioned on probation in the custody of C.V.R. to be followed 

by a pr.obationary period with the Division of Vocational Rehabili­

tation. ,At last report, Frank was still attending the drug 

. rehabilitation program at C.V.H. 

n. The report 

As an early case in the files of the Redirection Center, 

Frank S. illustrates both suceess (helping him return to a drug 

. tI'elatment facility) and shortcomings (delay in initial interview, 

and time needlessly ~pent in jail prior to disposition) of this 

new, pretrial project. l The case also suggests one of the diffi­

culties in evaluating the ne'-l program: there is no way of telling 

whether, or how, Frank's case would have turned out differently 

had the Redirection Center not been establishe.d. 

This report is a preliminary study of the Redirection 

Center, undertaken by agreement with the Department of Correction. 
1. 

It covers the first eight months of operation n from January through 

August 1972. Its purpose is to outline the background of the 

project, it$ initial procedures, and its relationship to other 

components of New Haven's criminal justice system. It describes 

in some detail the manner in which the Center's operation and 

pri~rities began to change as the staff gained experience with the 

re~11ties of pretrial release and detention practices in the city. 

'oS ,. , 
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The report sets forth preliminary data ~n the Center's pretrial 

population, and on the relationship of pretrial detention to post-

trial incarceration in Connecticut. It contains findings about early 

tensions within the program, and evolution in the Center's purposes. 

It advances a number of suggestions for change in the months ahead, and 

'. questions for future evaluation. 

An important deficiency in the program and in this report stems 

from the failure to maintain systematically and in detail information 

about the program's clients and potent:1.al clients, the actions taken 

by the Center on their behalf, and the disposition by the judicial 

process of their cases. Without analysis and feedback of such informa-

tion, and comparison \V'ith detention populations and programs in other 

places, it is difficult for anyone--insider or outsider--to determine 

the extent to vhich the useful services individual staff members daily 

provide to individual pretrial detainees in this particular m0del of 

a pilot program add up to a substantial, or only a marginal, contribu-

tion to improved criminal justice. Stimulating the development of an 

adequate information and reporting system could be the most valuable 

leng~range benefit of this preliminary1study: Accomplishing that re-
, 

sult will re,quire unprecedented cooperation from the Bail Commission, 

which theoretically interviews every defendant who fails to secure 

pre-jail release; the court system, which maintains all case records; 

as well as the Redirection Center itself. 

!/One year after this key recommendation was first made. it is un-
1 • clear how much, if any, meaningful action has been taken by the Center 
,The delays in this case are clearly illustrative of the preexisting to implement 'it. No Redirection Center data has been reported to the 
pretri~1. justice system, rather than products of the new proRram. New Haven Pretdal Services Council, and a letter from the research team 

I to the, Cp.nter director on November 21, 1973 seekin~ available statistics 
i J' 8ubsequ£..At to September 1972 for this revised report has not been answered. 

------~~~.4..... !_. __________________ • ________________________________ __ 

2See Appendb: VIII 
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II. Redirection: The Concept and the Issues 

Years of neglect of local jails and pretrial detainees have 

been highlighted recently by disturbances at many detention 

facili'ties ar.ound the country, by court decisions condemning a 

number of facilities, and by scholarly articles analyzing the 

incarceration of untried persons and alternatives to detention. 
\ 

rtwhat is needed now," the original application for the Redirection 

Center indicated, /lis some new and fresh approach to this pretrial 

population." 

A general outline of the approach is suggested by a statement 

of three goals in the application: 

The overall impact of the project should be [I} the 
reduction in the numbers of individuals [in jail] 
awaiting trial and [2) the greater manageability of 
this group within the institutional setting. Addi­
tionally, [3] it is expected that certain negative 
community attitudes might be altered which would 
enable the use of volunteers and standard co~unity 
resources in meeting the needs of these individuals. 

From this paragraph and the description of staff specialties 

in the application, the original director of the Redirection Center 

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

'follows in a memorandum in March: ........... -

1. Provide il!Ul\ediate a'ttention to newly arrived inmates 
held in pretrial detention in term~ of , 

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

2. Develop programs within the jail that will be of interest 
and benefit to this particular p'opulation especially in terms 
of ed~cation. counseling, and health services. 

, I 
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3. Develop comprehensive medical services for thi~ population; 
, I 

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

5. ~lintain community relationships previously developed or 
~Btablish and strengthen during confinement. 

6. Reduce the jail population. 

7. Bring about greater manageability of those remaining. 

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

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

• 
The staff funded by the grant was divided into 

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

.-. -

entering detainees, and the second to deal with more long-r.ange 

problems of persons incarcerated for an extended pretrial period. 

The first level was to include several specialists, including a 

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

diagnostician, and an ex-inmate: 

- '. 

-I 

This team would function to give i~~ediute attention 
to each accused person arriving at the jail. Facilities 
~ould be available to enable new arrivals to make con­
tact with their fa~ilies, public defenders and public 
agencies. A psychiatric nurse would take a medical 
history and screen individuals for evidence of psychiatric 
disturbance. An experienced educator would take an 
educational history and evaluate each individllal in terms 

. of his educational needs including, voca.tional or trade 
training requirer.lents.. An ex-i11l'!Ultewould function as a 
lIIember of the team to make community inquiries, provide 
the newly-arrived individuals with orientation, etc. 

Several Redirection staff members indicated in late 1972 that they 
had not .H'~~.l this restatement of nine goals prior to issuance of the 
preliminary report. 

, , 
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The second level was to include a consultiDg psychiatrist 

a dental technician, a part-time physician, an educational unit, and 

an ex-inmate. In concept, 

(t)his team "lOuld receive referrals from the 
first level team and , .. ould conduct continuing 
programs for the attention to medical, educa­
tional, and community needs. 

In addition to the action staff, a small research component 

was incorporated in the program to assess the progr.ess of the Center 

towards its stated goals. The study methods during the first stage 

included participant observation at the Center by two law students, 

Carl Anduri and Timothy P. Terrell, under the general supervision of 

Messrs. Curtis and Freed of the Law School, and a consulting 

sociologist, Ilene Bernstein; data gathering; examination of 

relevant programs elsewhere; and extensive conferences l~ith Redirection 

staff members and others in the criminal process of Connecticut. 

In retrospect, the operation of the project raised several 

issues for examination that had not been apparent at the time of the 

grant. The prinCipal issue was: 

If a pretrial detainee desires and is entitled to 
pretrial release, but appears to a Redirection staff 
member to be in need of assistance and rehabilitation, 
which purpose -- release or rehabilitation -- ,dll 
dominate, or how will conflicts between them be re-
solved? ." • 

1'1 
Intimately related to that issue~but largely beyond the scope of this 

initial report, are important questions relating to the future of 

pretrial justice administration, and to the organizations which 

should be responsible for persons released or detained 

1/ 
- During discussions following the 1972 version of this report, several 
staff TUeIi··,ers disputed this statement of the issue, indicating tha" they 
saw no conflict between pretrial release and' pretria~,\!eh.ag~l'i~i.non. 'A 
suggested restatement of purpose was: release of the fndivid,ual on the 
bAR{A of i~niAte entrY into a npnOPAm that meets his nep-n.. 

',. ' , 
, ' 

" 

',. 

,,~ ,. 
I 

pending tria1~ Fo~ Example: 

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

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

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

- What are the implications, in Connecticut and else­
\-,here, of proceeding with or delaying plans to con­
struct new jails before issues like these are explored 
in detail? 

Long range questions like these lend useful perspective to 

the evaluation of pilot projects, like the Redirection Center, which 

are only small parts of a larger and complex network of criminal 

justice agencies. If institutions like the Center, for example, 

can overcome their ,initial difficulties and develop significant 

alternatives to most pretrial detention,future detention 

facilities might be built substantially smaller and at less cost 

than a rising or steady crime rate would otherwise -suggest. 

Capital and o.,erating costs for detention might, in such circum­

stances, be diverted to other junctures of the criminal process. 

Court systems might correspondingly a~ter their decision-making 

processe~ and options, reexamine their responsibility for pre­

trial detention and its institutions, and obtain increased 

resources with which better to answer. the questions of whether 

and how ~rrested persons should be handled, e.g. released out-

right, or under supervision, or d;.,erted to noncriminal alternatives, 
" 

or detained in different ways pending trial.' 

• j 
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The early operation of the Redirection Center does not convert the 
1/ 

above possibilities into firm conclusions.- It does suggest that with re-

vised goals and improved procedures, they ~tght emerge ta the not too dis-

tant future. 

l/ln retrospect this sentence appears to have been an understatement. Earlier 
in 1972, a student study by Friedman and Solomon, The New Haven Community Cor­
rectional Centre: An Analysis of the Planning Process for the Deni~ and Con­
struction of a Regional Pre-trial Detention Facility (January 28, 1972, in 
Yale Law Library), examined the planning process for a new New Haven jail and 
raised a number of thoughtful questions which apparently elicited no re-
sponse by the Department of Correction. Later, in the summer of 1973, the non­
impact of the Redirection Center and of the 1972 version of this report in 
producing reconsideration of the need and timing of a costly new detention 
facility in New Haven was evidenced, at least by implication, in the follow­
ing invitation received by one of the authors of" the report: 

JOliN 1-.:, :-tANSON 
COMMlSSlONER 

YOU ARE CORDIALLY 

INVITED TO ATTEND 

GROUNDBREAKING CEREMONY 

.' 

Monday, August 13, 1973 

11:00 A. M. 

NEW HAVEN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL'CENTER 

Z45 WHALLEY AVENUE 

NEV{ HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 

.... ' 

.' 

.... 

-'F. , 
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III. Redirection in Operation: The Original Direction and Its 
Modii ica tions 

10. 

Preparation for the Redirection prqgram began in the. fall of 

1971. Operations commenced on January 3, 1972. 1~e first-level 

staff consisted of the following persons: 

Director 

Attorney 

Social Worker 

Educational Diagnostician 

Psychiatric Nurse 

Comm1:1nity Representative 

Spanish-speaking 
Community Representative 

Secretaries 

John Dufficy 

Daniel Ryan 

Donald Lee 

Michalah Bracken 

Janice Cobb 

Thomas Kilebrew 

Ceferino Velez 

Nancy Anderson 
Ellen Flinter 

Each staff member approached his or her new job with a strong 

desire to help the pretrial population. During the break-in period, 

the staff became familiar with the characteristics of New Haven's 

criminal justice system, with its clientele, and with available re-

sources in the community. 

Several factors combined to create a confusing and difficult 

period for th~ staff. Although simultaneous achievement of all 

goals mentioned or implied in'the gcant application was impossible, 

staff members felt an obligation to att,empt most of. them. During 

this period, little leadership was evident in sorting out or 

establishing priorities among the range of project goals. Because 

mont staff members had been hired for expertise 

, I 
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• 
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in their particular social specialty, as a group they appeared 

quickly to adopt an orientation toward r\~habil:itation of their cl:t-

11. 

ents, toward treatment of the social problems of persons not yet tried on 

the criminal charges against them. Th ff' b e sta s a ility to make headway 

was also hindered by the overloaded and disjointed criminal justice sys­

tem in which their work Was centered. 

A. Context: System comparison with other cities 

A helpful background for studying the early development of the 

Redirection Center in New Haven may be found in h t e experience of other 

cities. A variety of programs have grown up in recent years to deal 

with overcrowded pret~ial jails and to explore alternatives to pre­

trial detention. Among these are the Philadelphia Pretrial Services 

Project, the District of Columbia Bail Agency, and the Des Moines Model 

Neighborhood Corrections Project. Whil th i i e e r operat ons are more cen-

tral to the pretrial judicial process in that each begins as 1 front 

line, court-based. program, rather than a backstop, jail-based agency 

as in New Haven, their cumulative experience provides a range of tech­

niques that any pilot pretrial venture can profitably examine. 

The Philadelphia project, with a budget near $900,000, was !:re-

ated by the Court of Common Pleas in 1971 to help judges determine 

conditions of release for arreste~ persons. The staff intervenes at 

all stages of the pretrial process, ·from prearraignment interviews 

in the police lock-up to an enforcement unit for finding its re­

leasees who fail to appear on assigned court dates. 

'I , 
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The District of Columbia Bail Agency is an independent 

pretrial organization created by Congress in 1966 to serve the 

criminal process of the nation's capital. It is similar to the 

Phi1adelphla agency, although smaller. It intervie~oJ's arrested 

persons and makes recommendations at both the police lock-up 

stage and the arraignment stage. It £ollo,o1s each releasee until 

disposition of his case. Its authority to supervise selected 

. persons released on its recommendations was broadened by Congress 

in the District of Columbia Court.Reform and Criminal Procedure 

Act of 1970, Public La~oJ' 91-358. 

The Des ~10ines project is a privately organized demonstra­

tion program which specializes in interviewing and recommending for 

pretrial re~ease selected jailed defendants whose high bail 

indicate's that they were considered by the court:: to be poor risks.
l 

It is an outgrowth of the pretrial release program which began in 

Des Moines in 1964. A new focus on high risk detainees was 

initiated in 1970 with Model Cities funds, under the administra­

tive sponsorship of the Iowa Council of the National Council on 

Crime and Deli~quency. It became part of the Polk County Depart­

ment of Court Services in January 1971. The project provides t,.. _ . 

extensive supervision, follow-up. and referral work for each 

defendant released pursuant to its recommendation. Over the life­

time of the project, the app~arance rate has been 98%, ~hich is 

1 An early report on the Des Moines program is t'ept"inted in ~pee~y 
Trial, pp .• 497-539 (Hearings before the Subconunittee on ConstJ.tut-:onal 
Rights Senate Committee on the JudiciarY, 1971). A new report wJ.ll 
shortl; be published in pamphlet form by the National Council on 
Crime and 'Delinquency. / , 

.~ 

• "',. II • , 



I 
,\ 
I,' 
I 

• 

---c--------______ ~ __ ~_~,,~ _~. 
...... .-;. 

" 

-. 13. 

about the same as money bond and R.O.R. releasees. The rate 

of, ne~1 offense allegations is 17.5%, which is the same as'· ' 

for money bond releasees. 

1. Early release decisions 

If the theoretical tasks of Connecticut's bail 
l ~ 

commissioners' and the Redirection Center in New Haven were 

combined, the pretrial release possibilities here would be a blend 

of the D.C., Philadelphia and Des Hoines concepts. A bail connnis-

sioner would interview each arrested person who was not released' 

by the police at the precenct station. He would release some 

persons on his own authority, and make recommendations to a judge. 

at the time of arraignment 'dth respect to others. If the person 

continued to be detained after his first court appearance, his 

situation would be revie,,,ed the next day at the Redirection 

Center I and addi,tional release efforts made on his behalf. The 

Redirection Center would in essence serve a backstop function for 

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

At present, the operation of the New Haven system 

suggests that the early stages of the pretrial release process 

are working way below par. On~ hundred and fifty detainees at 

the New,Haven jail were asked during June and July whether they 

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

0, 

l. Sec. 63b of Title 54 of the Connecticut General Stat.utes details 
the function of the bail commissioner. The scope of his release 
authority'is outlined in ~[emorandum 71-141, dated June 15, 1971, 
from Chief Judge John J. Daly of the Circuit Court of Connecticut. 
Sec! ," ppendix V. 

I 

, .• t.. 

",. • 

• 

. '.;' :.~. 

i 

• 

,,# 

86% said they had not. lbis figure might be high for two reasons: 

some detainees unfamiliar 'with the court sys'tem might not know 

whether any of the officials they saw was a commissioner; others 

might believe they would attract sympathy by claiming they had 

been overlooked by a release-oriented official. But the figure 

might also be understated, since some detainees answered 

affirmatively on the basis of seeing only a bondsman, apparently 

believing that a bail commissioner and a badl bondsman were the 

same. 

In contrast to what detainees say and do the Chief Bail 
Commissioner's 1972 Annual Report discloses sub~tantial inter­
viewing. Sixth Circuit interviews are reported to have increased 
from 1744 in 1970-71 to 4783 in 1971-72, but the lack of access 
to interview forms made it difficult to assess the significance 
of this rise. All things considered, the high rate of detention 
in New Haven makes it important to examine further into the ac­
curacy of the 86% "not interviewed" claim, and perhaps to make a 
eimilar inquiry in another circuit. 

... 
If 86% is anywhere close to a fair gauge of detention 

without a prior bail commissioner interview, the Redirection 

Center's intended backstop role is more nearly becoming a front 

line operation. Its staff is being r.ompelled to interview and 

work with many detainees whose jailing ,is an error. In fact, 

even if all are interviewed by bail commissioners, the weeding 

1 out process must be faulty. Observations tend to confirm this 

14 •. 

1 The nail Commission's .1972 A.i.1nual Report~"" indicates an extraordinarily 
low rate of productivity from commissioner interviews in the Sixth 
Circuit. 'In 1971-72, 3272 Qut of 4783 interviews, or 697., resulted in 
no reduction of bond. The"Jli. reduction in New Haven contrasts with a 
70% reduction rate statewide. 
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view. Center staff members deal with many individuals they be-

lieve could safely be released, in terms of likelihood to appear 

at tria1. l It was thu~ not surprising that the staff in late 

Spring bagan to doubt the \olisdom of continuing to try to provide 

specialty social services to all detained men. 

2. Release under supervision 

The initial reports on the Des ltoines project 

suggest, in a city approximately the size of New Haven, that 

a program which provides supervisory resources and services 

can be eff.ective in increasing pretrial release for persons 

who normally \wuld be detained pending trial. 

The concept of supervised release is addressed 

to accused p'ersons who present high but controllable risks of 

flight or misconduct dUfing the pretd.al period. It is, in a 

sense, the pretrial counterpart of postconviction probation. 

It acknowledges that the extremes of pretrial release via 

money bond or a promise to appear, and of pretrial detention 

in, a maximum security ja1,l, are unduly limited choices. They 

19no~e ~ broad middle range of persons 'Hha, in the view'of 

judicial decisionmakers, can not ~afely be released without 

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

lConnecticut statutes specify that the only criterion for 
determining release prior to trial (in noncapital cases) is 
that conditions cf release are available to give "reasonable 
assurance of the appearance of the accused in court." See, 
for example, 54 Conn. Gen. Stat. Sections 53, 63b, 63c, 63e, 
69 and 69a. 
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of control which jail signifies. The importance of inserting 

such intermediat;e form's of controlled releaRc has been 

recognized in recent years in the Federal Bail Reform Act o~ 

1966, 18 U.S.c. Sec. 3146 et seq.; in the District of Columbia 

Court Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970; and in Standard 

5.2 of the Standards Relating to Pretrial Release, adopted by 

-
the American Bar Association in 1969. 

New Haven had planned in 1971 to develop resources for 

a supervised release program at the police lock-up stage. An LEAA 

grant proposal for ROR Expansion was submitted by the City a.nd 

funded by the State Planning Committee on Criminal Administration. 

Authority to proceed was vested in the New Haven Pretrial Services 

Council. The program, however, was never i);>.p1emented. Instead, in 

mid-l972 the Redirection staff began to develop a Des Moines-type 

supervised release.'pr.:iject j whose proposed operation is descrLbed 

in Section lIlC below. , 

3. Centralized pretrial.ad~~~i5~ration 

The systems of pretrial administration in Philadelphia, 

and Washington, D.C., suggest a third comparison. In both cities, 
. 

program success seems due in part to the centralized, well-staffed 

organization which oversees pretrial release operations. 

New Haven has an impressive array of useful components, 

. but no central pretrial agency. It has a field citation system 

I 
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I' administered by the police; a stationhouse bail bond sch~dule 

similar to other cities; an ROR program administered by bail 

eonm\issioners; an experimental pretrial diversion project 

inaugurated in 1972 under the New Haven Pretrial Services Council; 

a program to post bonds for detainees held on low bail, which is 

conducted by the \Uder City Parish; and the Redirection Center 

operated at the jail by the Department of Correction. 

This spectrum of release stages is broader than in 

most cities, but coordination among individual programs is lacking. 

Each agency makes its own decisions without much reference to, or 

feedback from, the others. The Pretrial Services Council, with 

one full-time employee serving as executive director and paid by 

LEM funds undet' a gt'ant ft'om the Connecticut Planning Committee 

on Criminal Administration, might become a coordinating orgraniza-

tion in time. To date, however, it lacks the authority, th~ 

administrative t'esources and the system overview found in Phila-

delphia and Uashington. In such a setting, the Redirection Center 

is but one of many independent progt'ams in l-lhat should be a unified 

pretrial system. 

B. The Project: Initial Procedut'es and Problems 

Against this background, the Redirection Center's 

operating problems in the early months can be analyzed. They fall 

into three principal categories: (1) processing delays, (2) frag-

mentation of staff specialties, and (3) an overwhelming p·retrial 

00:----------------'"-
1 See Berger,. Police Field CitaHons in Ne\ot Haven, 1972 

Wise. L. Rev. 382 
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imbalance in comparison .with the incarceration of senten'ced 

offenders. 
" . 

1. Delay 

. Most detainees art'ive at the New Haven jail 

in the afternoon. During the first fi~le months of 1972, the 

jail's institutional counselor continued, as in the past, to 

make a new arriy~l's first telephone call to a relative, friend 

or bondsman the morning after arrival. He attempted to assist 

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

,the time of one counselor fot' 250 prisoners. 

I 

When the Redirection Center program began, a 

staff counselor was present at the initial interview and phone 

call. He would screen each detainee to determine if he was 

eligible for Center assistance. Eligibility dut'ing these early 

months simply ~eant that the detainee was in an awaiting-trial 

1 status and was not a federal prisoner. A preliminary interview 

was undertaken to determine t"lhich Redit'ection staff specialist 

would be most appropriate to the detainee's problem (e.g. medical, 

education, emplovment). The detainee would be scheduled for a 

Redirection interview the following morning in the Center offices 

on the second floor of the jail. . 

From these initial procedut'E;S, several diffi-

culties emerged. The Redirection staff ordinarily did not see 

,the d~tainee at the Center until his third day in jail. Second, 

1 See Appendix I and part C of Appendix IV for further;details 
on eligibility. 
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a number of interviews were delayed further when the detainee was re-

turned to court on that day. And third, its time following interview 

was consumed try:f,ng to identify a helpful program for each detainee 

in advance of working for his pretrial release, and then \-laiting for 

the next court date to come due. 

The foregoing factors meant that even the most fortunate 

Redirection clients spent considerable time in jail prior to release. 

A study was made of April 1972 to determine the time consumed prior 

19. 

to Center-assisted release. The results are shown in Appendix IIA. 

The average jail time for persons helped by the Center through an \lown 

recognizance" release (R.O .R.) was 11 days. Fo':' a money bond release 

aided by the Center, the period was 8.6 days. For Center-assisted 

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

8.5 days. Future studies might seek comparative data from other 

Connecticut jails. 

In part, these figures reflect p~,o,cedural shortcomings 

in the criminal process in taking so long, at high detention costs, 
1/ 

in the making of pretrial release decisions.- Decisions on release 

via R.O.R. or bond or dismissal are made by the police, bondsmen, bail 

commis,sioners and the c;ourt. The Redirection Center itself only makes 

recommendations. And as indicated in the discussion of the "imbal-

i " ~ ance rat 0 below, the major defic~ency in the process is that 

BO many persons who should have been released prior to triiU had to 

1/ 
See generally Cummings, Pretrial Delays in the Sixth Circuit Court 

(1971, in Yale Law Library). The delay for re1easees, of course. pales 
in comparison with the length of time many detainees spend in jail,),await­
ing trial. A one-day sample in September 1972 showed the average stay 
to be 47 days; the median was 29 days; the range was 1. tp 283 days. 
See Appendix lIB. 
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plead guilty or be convicted in order to regain their liberty. 

2. Diffusion of staff specialties 

The large number of pretrial detainees eligible 

for assistance, matched with a correspondingly small number of 

counselors, made it necessary for each staff member to devote his 

or her entire morning to intake work. The folloWing table 

illustrates the number of clients involved for one month -- April, 

1972:1 

TABLE I 

New Admissions 

Ineligible for Redirextion Center 

Sentenced 

Federal Prisoner 

Parole or Probation violator2 

Eligible for Redirection Center 

Released Prior to Interview 

Interviewed by Redirection Center 

100 

5 

5 

60 

304 

110 

194 

134 

Few persons were released after one interview. 

20. 

Almost every man had to be seen on one or more subsequent subsequent 

afternoons for addi tional help. As a consequence, the rE!ferral of 

~a,ch Il;ew detainee from one specialist to another to assure that all 

needs were met -- a procedure implicit in the grant propo\sal --

never was a practical possibility. 

1 See Appendix IV for data on succeeding months in which t.he clientele 
increased. 

'2 Alleged probatiori and parole violators were excluded fat a brief 
period, but subsequently were made eligible for Redirection Center 
assis tance • ' 
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At the'same time, since each detainee's problems 

seemed mUltiple in character, the chances for pure specialty work 

by each staff person were remote. For example, during June and 

July, each new detainee was asked by a Center secretary a series 

of pre-intervievl questions. 1 
150 sets of responses '-1ere tabulated. 

Recognizing that some responses may be incorrect, the following 

table nevertheless suggests the types and extent of social prob-

lems with which a pretrial jail staff must deal: 

TABLE 112 

% Yes i. No 

Do you use drugs? 24 76 

Were you employed at the time of your arrest? 40 60 

Were you collecting unemployment or welfare at 
the time of your arrest? 24 76 

, Do you have any immediate medical problenls? 24 76 

Do you have any psychiatric problems? 8 92 

Have you attended school \-7ithin the last year? 10 90 

: .. 
To cope with the burden imposed by multiple prob-

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

"',-.".: I" •• eal',ly months fo'!' each staff member, regardless of specialty" to· retain .. 

control and follow-up responsib~lity over all cases originally routed 

1 The first 150 complete answer sheets of an approximate total of 300 
were included in the sample. Questionnaires which were incomplete 
iue to administrative error we.re not counted. 
2 . 

See Appendix III for further data. Unemployment appears to be a 
serious problem, although the reasons for it are unclear and should 
be pursued in the next stage. Redirection has referred detainees to 
various employment and training agencies, such as Opportunities 
Industriolization Cente~ (OIC) and the DivisiQn of Vocational 
Rehab.litation (DVR). But these agencies are t~em$elves referral 
organi .. atione, often bogged down in red tape arid waiting lists. The 
desirability of including an employment counselor and a vocational 

'- riven serious. consideration. 
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to him or her. Specialties thus became subordinated to the need 

to process the full caseload. '. 

", . 
3. Imbalance ratio: detention vs, imprisonment 

Of the many paradoxes which beset the criminal justice 

system, few surpass the strange picture of judges and jailers imprison-

ing more accused offenders before their trials than after conviction, 

and releasing many if not most detainees as soon as they plead guilty. 

This phenomenon, which turns justice upside down, is not 

unique to Connecticut. No jurisdiction we know of avoids it. At least 

on the record, few systems even appear to be aware of it. Hardly any 

are compiling statistics or otherwise taking steps to analyze and remedy 

it by reexamining the underlying decision-making processes: the bases 

for pretrial detention; the bases for postconviction imprisonment; and the 

reasons for perpetuating the odd imbalance between the two. 

This section of the report briefly begins such an analysis, 

though further research clearly will be needed before a realignment of 

pretrial and posttrial detention decisions, and their costly implications 

for jail construction and for justice, can be expected. 

Tte problem of adjusting the responsibili­
ties and procedures of the small staff of 
Redirection specialists lo meet the needs 
of a continuously large population of pre­
trial detainees created substantial program 

.tensions during the C~nter's developmental 
stage. The extent to which the pretriai . 
detention population was unnecessarily large 
and could be reduced, or the Center staff 
was 'unduly small and could be redeployed, 
or the goals of the Center were too diffuse 
an~ could be more narrowly focused, became 
a complex set of issues that called fo~ 
early resolution. 
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In order to place in perspective the 
magnitude of the detention population, 

" . 

some rough measurements were recorded for 
pretrial detainees in Connecticut as a whole, 
and for the New Haven jail in particular. 
The research team undertook to examine the 
relationship between (1) the number of pre­
trial detainees who were ultimately con­
victed and sentenced to post-conviction 
custody, and (2) the total of all pretrial 
detainees, irrespective of how long detained, 
whether or no t convic ted, and whe ther or how 
released. Data to measure the first category 
was found to be currently unavailable in 
Connecticut. Therefore, a substitute figure 
-- the total number of offenders admitted to 
correctional institutions after conviction 
was used. 

The resulting analysis, with all its 
acknowledged imperfections, suggests three 
interconnected conclusions: (a) that the 
overwhelming majority of persons who are 
incarcerated in Connecticut at all are jailed 
only prior to the trial or other disposition 
of the charges against them; (b) that most 
people who spend time in a pretrial jail are 
rel~,e:§",~~ no la.ter than the stage a t which the 

.guilty among them are convicted and sentenced; 
and (c) that judges are more likely to 
release a defendant who has just been convicted 
than one who enters jail only because he 
could not raise pfetrial bail. In other 
words, determined guilt rather than presumed 
innocence appears to offer a more likely road 
to releas~ from custody in Connecticut. 

The facts which lead to these conclusions 
come from a variety of sources. The ResearclL 
Division of the Department of Correction began 
in January 1972 to report monthly admissions 
to (A) the accused population and (B) the 
sentenced population in Connecticut, broken 
down for each community correctional facility 
and each postconviction institution in the 
State. If analysis were to show that the 
admissions to both populations were equal. 

I 

/ 
I 

23. 

. " 

• 

.... 

'.,. , 

• 

the number (A-B), and hence the proportion 
(A-B)/(A), both of which are approximate 
measures of pretrial detainees who did not 
subsequently enter the sentenced population, 
would be zero. 

The proportion (A-B)/(A) is defined here 
as the "imbalance ratio." A ratio close to 
zero would indicate that comparatively few 
people who are jailed prior to trial are later 
released upon conviction. If, on the other 
hand, a significant portion of pretrial 
detainees were released prior to trial or 
at sentencing, the imbalance ratio (A-B)/(A) 
would be a high fraction and percentage. 
As explained below, the imbalance ratio is 
a useful indicator, but is not an accurate 
measure of unnecessary detention all by 
itself. 

Data for incarceration in Connecticut 
during the first four months of 1972 re­
vealed the followin~: 

Table III 
Admiss ions to Connecticut Institutional/ 

Jan. Feb. Mar. AEril 
--- -

Total Accused P.opulation 
Entering Detention (A) 1868 1852 1745 1708 
Total Convicted Offenders 
Entering Sentenced 
Population (B) 556 553 569 545 
Imbalance Ratio: (A-B) !CA) 70r. 70r. 67i. 68% 

1/ 
- The tot~ls in this table are inflated to an 
as yet indeterminable degree. This is due 
to difficulties of datacollectiori encountered 
by the Department of Cor~ection. Whenever. 
an accused or sentenced detainee is taken 
to court and is thereafter returned to jail, 
he is said to be counted as a new admission. 
Thus, one prisoner IDay represent several 
admissions during a single month's statistics. 
An additional distortion is created by 
including all imprisoned convicts in (B) 
rathe~ than-only those who entered prison 

I 
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These gross figures suggest that nearly 70% 
of all persons ~~o spend some time in jail 
prior to trial serve no time in custody after 
disposition of ~teir cases. 

No individual case analysis of the 
imbalance betwee~ pretrial and postconviction 
imprison~ent in Connecticut has been the 
subject of official study. A sample analysis, 
however, was oace of detainee cases which 
passed through =~e jail and courts in New Haven 
during the early days of the Redirection Center, 
The final dispositions of 83 cases which 
originated duri~g April 1972/were examined. 
Table I~ shows the results. 2 

Table IV 
April 1972 New Haven Pretrial Detainees 

Total Sample (A) 83 
Detainees Sentenced to 

Serve Titr~ (B) 24 
Detainees Hot Sentenced to 

Serve Ti~ After Sentence, 
i.e. Released At or Be-
fore Dispositj,on (A-B) 59 

Imbalance Ratio (A-B)/A 71% 

1/ 

-after being detained prior to trial. While further research, or 

25. 

a revised counting system, is needed to determine the extent to 
which such infl~tion proportionately or disproportionately distorts, 
the accused and sent~nced populations, the different method used t,o 
compile the data in Table IV suggests that the distortion is small. 

2/ 
- Table IV might be termed an April subsample. A number of April 
eases had to be excluded from the computations because they had not 
been disposed of at the conclusion of the initial study. Further 
analysis in the next Redirection Center report should include a 
larger sample of the pretr.ial population, and should compute the 
length and cost of tit:"£ in jail for those who, by being released at 
or prior to conViction, became part of the imbalance. 

3/ 
-Two important problems associated with these data should be noted. 
Firat l the Sixth Circuit daily court 1ocket, from which most of this 
infoX'lnation 'Was collected, is not considered an "official sourc::e" and 
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If despite their imperfections Tables III and IV are 
ac.curate indicators of the pretrial and sentencing processes t the 

26. 

New Haven sample would confirm the imbalance of state'Jide incarcer- . 
ation data as a whole. Confirmation seems. likely since the imbal­
ance in statewide admissions to pretrial and post-trial incarceration 
(Table III) and in local dis,positions of detainee cases (Table IV) 
arrive at approximately the same ratio. These data strongly suggest 
that a large majority of pretrial detention in New Haven and in 
Connecticut as a whole is unnecessary, i11 the sense that judges re­
lease most accused detainees when their trial or plea bargain has 
been completed, if not sooner. 

The definition of "necessary" detention, however, re­
quires careful scrutiny. It is taken from a comparison of the 
actions of judges at the two ends of the court role in criminal 
cases. The initial judicial decision is called bail. It may result 
in either pretrial detention or pretrial release. Some pretrial de­
tention decisions eventually lead to the posting of bail; others are 
later reviewed and bail is reduced; still others are followed by dis ... 
missal of the case and release. 

The concluding judicial decision is called sentencing o 

In it, the judge determines whether those accused persons who are 
ultimately convicted are to be committed to ,<1 term of imprisonment; 
or to be released on a fine, a suspended sentence, or under the super­
vision of a probation officer'. If the imbalance ratio computed above 
is an accurate guide, and if the enormous discrepancy is not accounted 
for by a need to jail so many pretrial defendants solely in order to 
guarantee their presence at trial, Connecticut judges would scem to 
be saying that in only 30% of all detention cases did the un~ailed de­
fendant really require jailing at all. 

y 
may thus contain errors and omissions. To compound the difficulty, 

there was at the time of this study no official source available at 
the Sixth Circuit Court, except each~efendant's individual file. 
Court personnel in New Haven treated that file as confidential and 
usually unavailable for research, even when the researcher sought 
only to gather anonymous, quantitative information. 

A second problem results from a Connecti~ut statute -- Title 54, 
Section 90. Under its provisions,'$et out in Appendix VI, if a de­
fendant is found not guilty, or if his case is dismissed, all in­
formation about the case must be erased ft'~m his record, and from 
the unofficial court docket as well. A blank space after a defendant's 
name on the docket, however, may indicate either a continuance or an 
erased disposition. This uncertainty compels the researcher to ex­
clude each such defendant completely from the study • 

I 
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But a number ot questions concerning the 
validity of the imbalance ratio warrant 
analysis. Some tend to justify the imbalance, 
i.e. to support the validity of pretrial 
detention without regard to whether the 
detainee is later convicted and committed 
to serve a sentence. The classic illustration, 
of cou~se, concerns the purpose of bail in 
the first place: to assure that the arrested 
person~ if released, will show up for trial. 
Other questions tend to suggest the opposite, 
i.e. that the imbalance is not justifiable, 
and may even be larger than 70%. 

The situations which might justify, or 
be argued as justifying, a system in main~ 
taining an imbalance include: 

47 

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

- a charge of serious crime, based on 
substantial evidence, conviction of 
which is likely to subject the acc­
used to a long prison sentence, and 
therefore to increase the likelihood 
he will flee before trial;il 
a case in which the judge released a 
pretrial detainee after conviction 
solely because the time in detention 
equalled the prison sentence imposed; 

- cases in which the failure to impose 
a prison term night be argued as 
demonstrating an inadequate sentence 
rather than excessive pretrial 
detention; 

Excupt in the District 01 Columbia, under 
Public Law 91-358 (1970)~ the denial of bail 
cannotordin3cily be predicated on a judge's 
finding that the accused is w dangerous 
~Qrson Whose release pending trial would 
jeopardize the safety of the community. The 
stncute's constitutionality hl2s been c1lnllcngl'd, 
but not, yet resolved t '\-lhile its usefulness hns 
been seriously questioned. See Bases and 
MacDonald, Preventive Detention in the District 
ELj~C'Ilur:.h .. !,P: --'~r it,Be TC!n ~lonthR (Vara 
Ins~ituLe and ~C!orgetown Institute, 1972). 

. . 
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- cases in which the accused was detainnd 
pending trial on a new charge because 
he was alrC!udy serving a sentence. 
or had been arrested whil~ on release, 
on probation, or pa~ole, under a 
previous conviction. 

Convorsuly, two major factors suggest 
that the excessiveness of pretrial over 
post-trial detention is not a product of 
justifiable considerations, and is probably 
understated in the 70% imbalance co~putation, 
First, the ooney bail systen untorious]y 
predicatas pretrial incarceration on an 
accused's financial inability, rather than on, 
a court's candid and careful assessment of 

, 
infQrmation showing a legitimate need for, 
and no reasonable alternative to, detention. 
Pretrial detention usua11y results from an 
indirect, money-phrased (e.g. "$100 bail" or 
U$5,000 bail") judicial order, whereas post-

-conviction imprisonment is more typically the 
product of an informed and purposeful 
decision to deprive the defendant of his 
liberty. 

Second, many pr~trial detainees arc 
ultimately convicted, and/or are thereafter 
sentenced to imprisonment rather than to 
probation, largely because the outcome of their 
cases, or the severity of their ensuing 
sentences, was adversely influenced by their 
previous detention.l1 

Finally, the validity of the one 
category most frequently asserted to justify 
the imbalance is in serious doubt: sentences 
which are commuted to time served prior to 
trial dQ not thereby demonstrate that the 
pretrial ~ention was appropriate. They do 
uot show that a prison sentence 'would have 

" 

5/ . 
- See Rankin, The Effects of Pretrial Detention, 
39 N.Y.U. L.Rev. 641 (1964); and Plaintiff's 
Memorandum in John Bella~y et al v. Judges 
and Justices Authorized to Set Bail in N.Y. 
City Criminal Court and the N.Y. State Supreme 
Court in N.Y. County, et ale (N.Y. Sup. Ct • ., 
App. Div., First Dept., March 1972), prepared 
by tbe'Legal Aid Society of New Yor~. 
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been imposed, or would have been proper, if 
the same person had been free pe~ding trial, 
or had a job, or otherwise remained out of 
trouble. Such sentences do not show that 
pretrial time in detention fairly serves 
any of the purposes of the criminal law 
which may be appropriate if equivalent time 
were served after conviction -- e.g. punish­
ment, rehabilitation, prevention, deterrence, 
respect for law. In fact, the uncertainty 
and tensions of pretrial jails, their oVer­
burdened facilities and their nonexistent 
programs are almost universally condemned by 
the same professionals who administer post­
conviction prisons for punishment and 
correction. The credit against sentence for 
time spent in pretrial custody is a useful 
bookkeeping transaction, but it seldom 
compensates the defendant, the community 
or the legitimate objectives of the criminal 
law. 

Further resear0h, to be sure, is needed 
to assess the significance of the conflicting 
factors which go into verifyigg , or modify-
ing, the 70% imbalance ratio.-' The imbalance 
is seriously aggravated by the long periods 
over which detainees are held in New Haven 
and in other places of detention, and the ' 

large numbers of individuals who enter the city jail each 
year. See Appendix lIB. Projecting the four-month pretrial 
population, April-July 1972, shown in Department of Correc­
tion reports, Appendix IVC, pretrial admissions in New Haven 
were running at a rate of 2,430 persons annually. If 70% 
accurately represents the rate of eventual release without 
a prison sentence, upwards of 1,700 persons may be serving 
pretrial time each year in this one city, at staggering costs, 
without justi1ication in economics, or law, or rational pub­
lic policy. 

.... 

27b. 

-Two recent unpublished studies of pretrial detention of women at the 
Connecticut Correctional Institution in Niantic tend to confirm the 
existence of a substantial imbalance ratio. ' See Nancy Rogers, 
Classification in Pretrial Detention: A Study of Disciplinary Rules 
~.!l. Pretrial Institution for Women (Yale Law Library, 1971) 'and Annette 
Wheeler, The "Dubious Inten"al" : Pretrial Detention of Women in 
Connecticut Criticism and Recommendations (Yale Law LibrarY. 1973). 
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C. Reorientation 

l~ Emphasis on release 

By late Spring, it became evident to most 

staff n~mbers and the research team that the volume of de-

ta.inees continuously entering the jail precluded the Re-

direction Center from simultaneously performing, on a 

quality basis, its intended pretrial release and pretrial 

rehabilitation services. The slow processing of new ad-

mittees meant that releases took too long; staff members were • unable to concentrate on their professional specialties; and 

ptetrial detention continued to overbalance conviction as the 

me.jor cause of incarceration in New Haven. 

The frustrations of the staff, together with 

obser,,·st.ions and suggestions of the researchers, led to a key 

"~ 
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project decision in 
~Jarly 

the Re~irection Center in 

29. 
June: to alter th d e ual mission of 

of priority fer early pretrial 
favor 

release and reduction of the 

undertaKen with the goal 

.. ' 
jail population. The move was 

of develoPin~ release 
techniques th t 

could stabilize the det i a 
. a nee population at a Imler level: 

risk persons for whom high" 
adequate conditions of pretrial 

release 
were unavailable. 'At that i 

po nt, the Center staff might be able 
to deliver counselling 

and supportive services to 
b . more manageable 

num ers of detainees. 
f This goal would become particularly 
easible if the earlier ~ 

stages of the b il 
a system - police, bail 

cOmmissioners, judges - would be able 
to expand their release 

by employing Redirection techniques rates 
to avoid sending so many 

arrested persons . 
unnecessarily to jail. 

On June 6, intake 

Redirection staff could interview 
procedures were modif! d 

- e so that the 

their arrival in jail. 
most accused persons the morning 

The jail's regular counselor was 
after 

each detainee's ii rat phone 
by-passed and 

call was d b 
instead. 

. rna e y a Red:Lrection Counselor 
As indicated in Appendix 

sulted in IV, Table C, these procedures re-
an increase in both th e number and 

interviewed at the C . proportion of detainees 
enter. The f 

mak 
act that Redirection counselors 

e more calls soo" could 
, ner and without the di~continuities 

the prior system, appeared inherent in 
to expedite release for s 

o~e ~en ~'o th organizational changes-_th • ~w 0 ar 
e supervised release 

2 bel program detailed in part 
. ow, and the staff 

reorganiZation into f 
re erral teams described in 

-
I 
I 
J 
t 
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part 3--were intended to increase further the pretrial release poten-

tial of the Center. " 

It is ~lear that no quantitative evaluation of the 

Center's effectiveness has been possible to date, and would be premature 

so early in pilot project development. The terms used in records to describe 

its work include "phone call being made," "efforts being made in court," 

and "efforts at treatment. 1I Whether any such efforts ultimately proved 

decisive. or meaninglesa, or somewhere in between, has so far been be-

yond the ability both of the project and any researcher to determine in 

more than a handful of cases. 

Appendix I illustrates an effort at countings It suggests 

that only a small number of detainees were measurably aided by the Center 

in securing pretrial release or a better disposition of the case. It 

does not reflect intangible factors: e.g. release efforts that failed 

because of lack of cooperation by other criminal justice agencies; suc-

ceases that were not adequately recorded; possible improvements in inm~te 

1 morale; the development of new release techniques based on earlier set-

backs. Improved data collection methods ~ould permit more accurate analysis 

in the future. The research team also believes that a sharper program 

2 focus on early release of detainees, and in any event a clearer set of 

agreed upon standards by ~hich to measure program accomplishment, at'e 

Bssenti1al. 

!l This study made no attempt to measure the level of inmate "morale. I. 
There was no data from any period, prior to the Redirection program, 
against which a comparative finding could be based. Some staff people 
sa-1d that some jail personnel thought the atmosphere was improved; most 
discussions of the subject seemed simply too vague and subjective to be 
worth pursuing. 

~The current Director and several staff members disagree with this empha­
sis. Th~" believe it demonstrates a basic difference in philosophy between 
neutral observers of a criminal justice system and the Department of r.or­
t'ections. 
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2. Supervised release 

Almost' from the outset, the Redirection s·t.aff noted 

a reluctance on tlle part of the 'court system to accept the Center's 

release recommendations. The recommendations almost invariably took 

the form of requests for R.O.R. or bail reduction. A central reason 

for the 10t'1 batting average was the fact that all detainees for whom 

the Center made reconuncndations had been before the court at least 

once before for bail setting, and had not been released. By definition, 

the Center's clientele were already system rejects. 

In an effort to overcome this attitude, the project 

decided it needed to demonstrate to the courts that it ~7aS an expert 
, 

in the techniques of pretrial release. Reflection on its caseload 

disc;losed ~hat release recommendations were bein:g made for two rather 

distinct groups of men: (1) those seemingly detained. due to errors 

in the system (i.e. bail set on the basis of inaccurate or inadequate 

information) and (2) those who appeared to be high risks at bail 

setting on the basis of all available information. 

The experience of other jurisdi~tions with better 

bail information systems, and with release options in between outright 

release (R.O.R. o~ bond) and maximum security detention, was examined. 

The research team arranged visits by the director of Philadelphia's 

pretrial program to New Haven, and 'by Ne\'1 Haven representatives to 

Philadelphia and Hashington. Out of this experience'and that of similar· 

programs in Des Moines ~nd New York City, came the design for a supervised 

release program to be based at the Redirection Center • 

" 
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The staff proceeded on the hypothesis that expanded 

knowledge of the defendant and his background, coupled with the 

prospect of post-release supervision, might alleviate court concern 

about releasing many detainees. The staff plan, however, called 

for inclusion of both the "erroneous" detainees and the "high risks." 

If only the high risks were offered supervision, it was anticipated, 

the low risks might be prejudiced by their exclusion. And if high 

risks were the sole participants in a program about which the courts 

were skeptical, a recommendation for supervisory release might turn 

out to be a disadvantage to its subject. The staff, therefore, 

decided that both groups of system rejects should be recommended 

Similarly, with the levels of proposed supervision "to vary 

according to the circumstances. Great importance was attached to 

careful interviewing and verification of pertinent information for 

the entiT~ clientele. 

By mid-summer, the supervised release p~ogram seemed to be 

well on the way to becoming a permanent part of the Redirection 

Center. Authority for the program to operate in Circuit Court was 

predicated on Chief Judge Daly's 1971 bail memorandum to all Circuit 

Judges. It interpreted Connecticu.t bail statutes to authorize pre-
, .. 

trial release under the supervision of third parties, or with 

restrictions on travel, association and place of abode, as well as 

the more conventional bonds and recognizance. Appendix V. Basic to 

implementation of the program was a detailed interview form, developed 

through many'drafts by the staff and the research team~ and based on 

the experience of programs elsewhere. It is reproduced in Appendix VII. 

' . . 
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Supervision was contemplated under a Redirection 

staff member, a conununity organization or a p'rivate individual 

approved by the Center and the court. Supervision at the outset 

was to consist of phone calls and personal visits, with a minimum 

of two contacts per week. Other supervision programs, embracing 

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

developed. 

Built into the supervised release program was an 

opportunity for more accurate measures of R~direction Center 

success. To accommodate the new program, the information systems 

at the Center ",ere modified and expanded, ,"ith two major objectives 

in mind. Fir.st, a display panel of cards corresponding to each .. . 
detainee and his date of entrance was established so that attention 

could be focused on persons '''ho had been in custody for the longest 

time. Once release was granted to a detainee, his card would be 

transferred to a second display panel where his progress through 

the pretrial process would be monitored. 

Second, the card system consolidated all pertinent 

informa tion on each de t,ainee. Specific ques tions on individual 

status could be more easily answered, and necessary statistics 
'. \ 

could be more conveniently compiled. For the supervised release 
. 

program t data will be assembled en the number of detainees released 

under the Center's, supervision, and their appearance and default 

rates in meeting assiBned court dates. The program's ultimate 
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goals in measuring success will be (1) to increase pretrial release, 

(2) to maintain a low default rate, (3) to maintain a low rate of crime 

commi~ted while awaiting trial, (4) to influence more favorable case ad­

judications and (5) to provide alternatives to incarceration at sentencing. 

3. Staff rcorg3nizatio~ 

I~ conjunction with the supervi~cd release program, 

a' reorganization of staff functions was undertaken. The speciali­

zation envisioned at the outset for each member h3d proven unworkable. 

All were handling ,a wide variety of cases) feeling a deep sense of 

responsibility for each individual case but not for the broader prob-

lems they illustrated. 

For, example, each counselor had a number of drug 

cases which were handled on an ad hoc basis. No one assumed respon-

sibility for looking at the patterns which emerged from drug cases, 

for devising policies and procedures to deal with different inmate 

profiles t or for overseeing the assembly of resources to make drug 

referrals workable. If a team of counselors had been placed in 

charge of all drug cases, on the other hand, they would inevitably 

begin to face program issues -- as well as individual issues -­

which might leau to systemic impr.ovements. If each counselor were 

assigned accountability in a par~icular problem area, a better sense 

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

With these possibilities in mind, the staff began 

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

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

this report. 
" I 
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Immediate release team. Headed by Michalah 

Bracken, this team was to interview all men with low bonds. 

Those able to secure release on their own were to be left 

alone. The rest '-Jere to receive appropriate assistance, ,.;rith 

the team deciding \~hich of those who appeared unlikely to be 

released R.O.R. or on bond should be recommended for supervised 

release. The team was to remain responsible for all detainees 

who, on its recommendation, were released by the court under 

supervision. 

Drug and alcohol team. Hith Tom Killebrew in 

charge, this group was to interview detainees charged with drug 

offenses or intoxication, or who were drug users. It would 

recommend release under appropriate supervision or into willing 

programs, and keep track of persons so released. 

Court representation team. This team led by. 

35. 

Daniel Ryan, the Center attorney, and including any volunteer help, 

was to serve as the Center's liaison with judges, prosecutors, 

defenders, and other criminal process agencies. It would present 

the various telm requests for supervised release to the courts. 

High-bond detainee team. Consisting mainly of 

Ceferino Velez and Donald Lee, this team ,.;ras to deal on an ad hoc 

basis with men not taken by other teams. One of their tasks would 

be quite difficult -- to secure supervised release for nondrug 

defendants on high bond. The second task would be to furnish 

counselling and services to all detainees not released. Therefore, 

, I 
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.also included on this team would be members of the "second level 

team!! identified in the grant,application -- the consulting 

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

D. ~dership 

The quality of leadership is important to the effective 

operation of the Redirection Center at two separate levels. The 

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

leadership at positions above the Center director in the hierarchy 

of the Department of Correction. 

Leadership in any organization affects internal as well 

as external relationships. Inside the Center, it influences staff 

morale and organizational v:LtaJ.ity. Outside, it can generate 

favorable resppnses to the progFam from the many important groups 

36. 

and individuals with whom it comes into contact, particularly those 

who make decisions or call provide resources. 

The attempts of the first Director, John Dufficy, to 

provide internal leadership were hampered by several circumstances. 

The Redirection Cente7: was placed physically in a jail which had 

been in operation since 1857. During that period, the institution 
, " 

functioned for the principal purpose of maintaining order and 

security. The Warden was master of the ship. The arrival of the 

new Center on the t~arden IS premises brought a new staff, a. . new 

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

" 
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release of prisoners from the jail and assist their contacts with 

the community. of the Cetilter to th,e jail' The precise relationship 

and its traditional security mission and leadership structure was 

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

Direct~r's time was spent trying to clarify that relationship. 

As a result, the Center suffel"cd in both of the respects listed 

above. Externally, the Director was unable vigorously to seek out and es-

tablish productive contacts ~1bh community resources. Most contacts 

seemed to result from the individual efforts of staff members. Internally, 

morale lagged as staff members found their leadership lacking, experienced 

increasing tensions between jail staff and Redirection staff, and as a re­

sult grew increasingly unsure of their positions within the institution. 

They became discouraged by their 

outside world--the court and the 

low effectiveness in dealing with the 
!.I 

community. 

Those in positions above the Director were troubled by the 

same picture, but they appeared reluctant in the early months to 

intervene in the growing tensions between the Center and the jail. 

Redirection personnel interpreted this as a lack of Departmental 

leadership, feeling that they had been told to "sink or swim .. " 

Whether or not their perception was correct, the low morale it 

engendered became a compelling rea~on by .early summer for 

increased dialogue bet'oIeen the Department in Hartflord and the 

staff of the Center. 

.~ 

-1" d I when the initial version of this - Some staff members reporte ater, d 
report wa.s being discussed, that they felt the research team had attempte 
to impose its own sense of program goals on the staff. 
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Externally, officials in higher positions appeared not 

to be making suffiCient contact with the courts and other com-
, . 

ponents of the criminal justice system. Redirection personnel came 

to feel·that other important elements 'in the system, particularly 

judges and prosecutors, did not attribute to the Center the same 

impor~ance or seriousness of purpose which they did attribute to 

the parent Department of Correction. The low visibility of tangible 

accomplishments at the Center tended to reinforce this difficulty. 

During the sunnner, l1r. Dufficy resigned as Direc tor and 

was replaced' on aft acting basis by Don Lee. Mr. Lee began by 

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

ment of the team structure and the supervised release program. '13y 

the end of August, staff morale appeared to be on the rise. The 

anticipated establishment of closer ties with outside organizntlons, 

and a potential for larger impact on pretrial decisionmakin~;, seemed 

likely to promote a new sense of mission for the Cer.ter. 

E. Medical Services 

The medical services offered by the Redirection Center 

between January and August were not evaluated. No one questioned the 

importance of augmenting the inadequate medical services at the jail. 

Observers were unable to gauge the .effectiveness of the incremental 

services being provided under the grant. 

The'part-time Redirection doctor saw detainees only 

upstairs. where no medicine was allow~,., He'was' able to diagnose, 
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but unable to treat, the high caseload of detainees who ca~ to him. 

Once he saw a man, he referred him to the one 6t.her part-time doctor, 

who constituted the "regular" institutional medical staff (including 

a male nurse and medical aides). Whether a single full-time doctor 

to diagnose and treat detainees would be preferable to adding a part-

time referral doctor was a question the observers asked but could not 

answer. 

One other question was how such services fit within the 

innovative purposes of the Redirection Center, since they did not ap-

pear to go beyond the standard health care any institution ought to 

provide its clients as a matter of course. This question goes not to 

whethe.r more and better medical services are needed, but to whether 

they ought quickly become a permanent part of the New Raven Community 

Correctional Center. Our sense was that the Department of Correction 

shared that goal. 

F. Relations with the custodial staff 

A certain amount of friction is to be expected whenever a 

reform-oriented, well-publicized new organization is inserted inside 

a traditional institution. This is particularly true when a need 

exists to coordinate the practices, procedures and personnel of the 

old and the new. • 

The relations between the staffs of the Redirection Center 

and the jail have been no exception. The new staff complained early 

about the uncooperativeness of some custodial peraonn,el~ and the many 

restrictions imposed upon Center procedures by those of the jail. At 

I 
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the same time, complaints from the custodial staff centered on their 

concern for the Redirection Center's lack of concern for security' 

problems. 

TIle conflict was almost inherent in the differing orienta-

tion of each'group, One was looking inward, the other outward. For 

the jail, security and housekeeping procedures are fundamental. For 

the Center, those procedures are seen as inconveniences, since almost 

any restrictions on its interViews, phone calls and counseling com-

pound the difficulty of dealing with a heavy caseload. 

Procedures that caused complaints are illustrated by the 

following: 

1. Representatives from community agencies wishing 

to visit the Redirection Center often had great difficulty securing 

admission to the jail. Advance approval by the Warden was required 

for each visitor. 

2. Interviewing time during each day \olaS sharply limited: 

a. On the visiting day for each Wing of the jail, no 

interviews \-lerc permitted with wing irunates; 

b. Interviews were delayed on mornings when cell . 

inspections overlapped Redirection Center time; 

c. Detainees scheduled for interview on a laundry 

exchange day ~ere forced to choose between the interView and a clean set 

of clothes; 

d. Detainees who came to the Center for an interview 

might mis's n. scheduled dose of medication i which would not De administered 

at any other time; 
I 
j 
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e. Det~inecs were not permitted at the Redirection 

Center betl·men 11:15 a.m., when they had to' go dmmstairs for the' . 
count before lunch, and 1:30·p.m. when they could return. After-

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

were taken downstairs for the 3:30 count. 

3. Each detainee who ,.;anted to come upstairs to the 

Redirection Center needed the prior approval of the supervising 

captain. Hhile approval was often routine, confusion developed 

when the officer misunderstood schedules at the Redirection 

Center (such as believing that drug group members ,~ere not 

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

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

constitute a security risk. 

4. The "face sheets" that accompanied deta,inees Upstairs 

for their first morning interview were filled out ''Dy sentenced 

inmates in the Admittance and Processing area the night before. 

They often contained mistakes on questions relating to "offense," 

"counts," and IIbond,1I thereby compelling Redirection personnel to 

waste time tracking down accurate information. , . 

41. 

During the firs't- eight months, a number of incidents 

strained both organizational and personal relationships in the two 

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

much of the friction was subsiding, and procedures to accommodate 
, 

both perspectives were being evolved. 

I , 
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IV. Relat:Lons with Other Criminal .Justice Agencies 

During the first eight months, the Redirection Center became 

familiar with the workings of the courts and other criminal process 

agencies. A. number of detainees came from courts in '~aterbury, 

Meriden'and several other cities, but the great majority of Redirec-

tion Center clients were within the jurisdiction of the Ne\-1 Haven 

courts. The observations in this section are derived principally 

from experience with laM enforcement agencies, community organiza-

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

New Ha.ven. 

Ao Dail Commissioners 

Chief Bail Commissioner Thomas P. O'Rourke was consulted at the 

b~ginning of the Redirection program and indicated his support for it. 

During the early months, the Redirection Center attorney, D~niel 

Ryan. made recommendations regarding release of detainees thrqugh a 

bail commissioner. Later, he found it more effective to deal directly 

with prosecutors, since their opinions were usually determinative 

in bail matters. 

The staff originally anticipated that the Center would reques.t 

ROR's for those few detainees whose bail was set at their initial 

court appearance without having previously seen a bail commissioner. 

However, as mentioned earlier, a surprising 86% of the men in jail 

interviewed by the Cente', during June and July 1972 said they had 

'not seen a bail commissioner. Since a commissioner is required under 

I , 
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e. Detaine~s were not permitted at the Redirection 

Center bet'veen 11:3.5 n.m., when they had to' go do\mstairs for the' 

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

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

were taken downstairs for the 3:30 count. 

3. Each detainee who , .. anted to corne upstairs to the 

Redirection Center needed the prior approval of the supervising 

captain. Hhile approval was often routine, confusion developed 

when the officer misunderstood schedules at the Redirection 

Center (such as believing that drug group members ,yere not 

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

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

constitute a security risk. 

4. The "f ace shee ts" tlla t accompanied de ta,inees ups tnirs 

for their first morning interview were filled out ''Oy sentenced 

inmates in the Admittance and Processing area the night before. 

They often contained mistakes on questions relating to "offense," 

"counts," and IIbond," thereby compelling Redirection personnel to 

waste time tracking down accurate information. , . 

41. 

During the first eight months, a number of incidents 

strained both organizational and personal relationships in the two 

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

much of the friction was subsiding, and procedures to accommodate 
. 

both perspectives were being evolved. 
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IV. Relations with Other Criminal, .Justice Agencies 

During the first eight months, the Redirectipn Center became 

familiar with tl~e workings of the courts and other cri.minal process 

agencies. A, number of detainees came from courts in Haterbury, 

Meriden'and several other cities, but the great majority of Redirec-

tion Center clients were within the jurisdiction of the Ne\v Haven 

courts. The observations in this section are derived principally 

from experience with la, ... enforcement agencies, community organiza-

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

New Haven. 

A. Dail Commissioners 
. 

Chief Bail Commissioner Thomas P. O'Rourke was consulted at the 

beginning of the Redirection program and indicated his support for it. 

DUl"ing the early months, the Redirection Center attorney, D.miel 

Ryan, made recommendations regarding release of detainees thrqugh a 

bail commissioner. Later, he found it more effective to deal directly 

with prosecutors, since their opinions were usually determinative 

in bail matters. 

The staff originally anticipated that the Center would reques.t 

ROR's for those few detainees whose bail was set at their initial 

court appearance without having previously seen a bail commissioner. 

However, as mentioned earlier, a surprising 86% of the men in jail 

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

'not seen a bail commissioner. Since a commissioner is required under 
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Connecticut law to be lIavailable at all times"l in the circuit courts, 

this statistic is difficult to explain. A major effort needs to be 

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

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

more efficient bail procedures. 

B. Bondsmen 

Redirection Center personnel who go to court to assist detainees 

have received some cooperation from bondsmen who were persuaded in 

particular cases -lOt to require collateral. 2 For most detainees, 

however, and especially those who can afford the bond premium, 

collateral may be the key to pretrial freedom they do not possess • 

For them, as ~lell as for those \-lho have collateral yet are denied 

release by bondsmen unwilling to take the financial risks, the in­

justice of the present bonding system is painfully obvious. Judicial 

decisions regarding release are being delegated to commercial 

interests, whose refusals to sell bonds effectively frustrate the 

purposes of bail. 

Reditection staff members complained about the uncooperativeness 

and· unreliabili ty of some bondsmen. For example, bondsmen ~-lould 
. 

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

1 
See 54 Conn. Gen. Stat. Sec. 63b. 

.2 Collateral refers to goods or property that will be forfeited to 
the bondsman if the defendant does not appear on his court date. 
The amount of such goods or property required by a bondsman cor­
responds to the amount of the total bond which the bondsman will 
.be required to pay to the court :1.n t.l· ~ event a failure to appear 
results in bond forfeiture. , 
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$300, believing it not 'Horthwhile to make the trip to jail for the 

$20 premium. Bondsmen also failed to return phone calls, or promised 

to come to the jail but failed to appear. Recognizing that bail 

bondsmen in the past helped many defendants gain pretrial release 

that would otherwise have been impossible, the Redirection staff 

nevertheless began to question the social value and appropriateness 

to a justice system of maintaining money-based bail bonds for persons 

who could not buy them. Because of such observations, several 

Redirection staff members became interested in the 10% cash deposit 

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

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

Philadelphia, Chicago t and some federal courts. 

C. Wider City Parish Low Bond Program 

The Center worked with the Reverend Tom Scott and the p:ogram 

his Wider City Parish instituted, with grants from the new Haven 

Foundation and others, to aid defendants ignored by regular bonds-

men. Redirection makes recommendations to Reverend Scott and his 

staff to see individuals with low bonds. If the recommendations are 

accepted, Reverend Scott posts their bond. In the beginning no fee 

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

1 A 10% deposit program a11m-'s a defendant. for \.;hom bail is set to 

post 10% of the bail amount l-lith the court and gain release. The 
person is liable for the remaining 90% if he fails to appear for 

'his next court date. If the defendant does appear, all or most ot­
the 10% is refunded to him. In this system, not onlx~is the 
necessity for bondsmen substantially eliminated, but~court can 
actually generate funds to pay for the program by ~etaining a 
samll h.action of each deposit. I. 
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premium as a defendant could afford. to enable his bail fund to grow. 

For some defendants, Reverend Scott occas~onally required a·Co-

signer on the bond forfeiture agreements, but no collateral. 

An. important feature of the '1ider City Parish program has been 

Reverend Scott's supervision of releasees. This is accomplished by 

maintaining telephone and some personal contact with each client. 

Because he sometimes reached the limit of his bonding authority and 

had to suspend activity for a ,.,hile, the research team suggested to 

Reverend Scott that he explore the court's willingness to accept 

non-surety bonds in selectei:, cases. The purpose would be to allow 

more efficient use of his c.3pitnl ,.,ith no reduction in the very 

high court appearance rute he has reported. In the coming months. 

we intend to assist Reverend Scott in trying to develop criteria and 

procedures to implement the suggestion by identifying those low 

bond detainees for whom release in the custody of the Wider City 

Parish program without requiring the postl.ng of a surety bond 

might satisfy the courts. 

D. Pretrial Services Council's Diversion Project 

This project was launched in Hay 1972 to seek dlversion from the 
, 

criminal process of minor offenders who \.rere unemployed or under-

employed at the time of arrest. Diversion staff members interview 

eligible detainees in C1 pre-court lock-up and recommend, in selected 

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

enters a job training program. 
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At the end of the reporting period, diver.sion was having a minimal 

effe~t on the Redirection Center, assisting an average of perhaps two 

to three men per week who might otherwise have ended up in jail. 1 

Those diverted appear to have been prime candidates for Redirection 

Center release. In the months ahead, the goals and procedures of 

the. Diversion and Redirection programs need to be coordinated so 

that they can make referrals to one another, and their impact and 

efficiency can be maximized. 

E. Drug Prograns 

NARCO and Day top screeners use Redirection Center facilities to 
, 

interview prospective candidates for their drug programs. They will 

offer to accept into their programs detainees" ,,'ho pass their 

screening interviews and for whom they have space. However. despite 

efforts by the Redirection Center, it has almost always been 

necessary for the det~inee to plead guilty, or to secure pretrial 

release on his own, before being admitted to a drug program. This 

had largely been due to the reluctance of prosecutors and judges 

to ~elease drug addicts pending trial • 

A widespread feeling prevails among prosecutors, judges and some 

treatment people that the imposit~on of a sentence with its ever 

present threat of an immediate prison term is more useful in in­

ducing successful participation in drug treatment than is the 
, , 

threat of prosecution in the future. No empirical evidence has 

l/For a full report on the diversion project at the end of its first year, 
~e Freed,' deGrazia and Loh, The New Haven Pretrial Diversion Program -­
A PreliminaEY Evaluation (Report to Ney Haven Pretrial Services Council, 
1973). -, 
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been presented to date to support that feeling. Efforts are currently 

being made to reopen the question so that drug programs might be 

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

pretrial detainees. 

F. Clerks 

To keep current on their individual cases, and to measure the 

impact of their efforts, Redirection staff members must know what 

happens to detainees who go to court and then fail to return to the 

jail. The information is of critical importance in following 

defendants through the criminal process, in studying the relationship 

be~~een the disposition of cases and the fact of pretrial detention, 

and in attempting to overcome the imbalance discussed earlier bet\~een 

pretrial and, post-conviction incarceration. 

In mOlt Connecticut courts except the Sixth Circuit, there appears 

to be little difficulty in securing this information. The office of 

the Court Clerk will furnish it to any Redirection Center staff member 

who calls. The Sixth Circuit clerk's office has a different practice. 

It refuses to disclose such information over the telephone. It limits 

personal visits by representatives of the Redirection Center to two 

brief periods each week -- late Thursday or Friday afternoon. And 

it stresses the fact that its court information is neither complete 
1 

nor official. 

1 See footnote 1, page 25. 
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This difficulty in obtaining data is costly, for it ties up 

Redirection staff time which might otherwise be spent helping de­

tainees at the Center. But the problem of access to full and reliable 

criminal process information cannot be solved simply by altering the Sixth 

Circuit Clerk's policy. The incompleteness of his disposition 

records is due in part to Connecticut's erasure statute (Appendix 

VI). The partial confidentiality of files flows from a general 

policy statement governing the "examination of court records in 

criminal cases," issued by the Chief Clerk in July 1969 in 

Nemorandum No. 9-69. In addition, the Sixth Circuit office is 

tremendously overburdened with responsibilities for which it lacks 

sufficient staff. The arrival of visitors, official or othen~ise, 

to examine its records only adds to that burden. Perhaps one key 

to solving the problem of adequate records and data gathering in 

the Sixth Circuit lies in allocating new funds with which the 

Clerk can employ additional staff help. 

G. Prosecutors 

The Redirection Center has had its moat productive ~bntact 

with the prosecutor's office in the Sixth Circuit. More than lmy-

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

prosecutor" both to reasonable recommendations for alternatives to 

," 
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jail and to reversing the ~efusal of subordinates to consider such' 

options. It probably also reflects the fact that public defenders 

in the Sixth Circuit are unable to afford as much time as in less 

busy circuits discussing a particular case with the prosecutor. 

The Redirection 6taff can thus playa particularly important role in 

the Sixth Circuit. 

In the Superior Court and other circuits, Redirection personnel 

rarely speak to prosecutors outside the courtroom. Instead, their 

efforts are funnelled exclusively through the detainee's attorney. 

The restructuring of the staff described earlier should enable 

the Redirection attorney to spend more t:i.me in the various courts, 

working more closely with prosecutors than at present. A primal~ 

reason for seeking to improve these relationships is the barrier 

to early release imposed by the umvillingness of "the syst.em" t.o 

bring the pretrial detainee back to court as soon as a release 

recommendation can be made. 

H. Judses 

The Circuit Court practice of rotating its 43 judges among the. 

18 circuits every three months presents both difficulties and 

opportunities for the Redirection Center's relations 'tv-ith th,a 

court system. If the Center program proves successf.ul. the 

rotation policy may lead many more judges to support similax' 
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programs clsm'lhere in the State. At the same time, rotation produ.ces 

a need for continuing education of the bench. 

As each new judge arrives in a circuit in which the Redirection 

Center is active, the Cente~'s effectiveness in individual cases may 

depend on his auareness of its function and its reliability. Although 

discussed internally at the outset of the program, no regular pro-

cedurE~s have yet been developed to explain to a ne,v- judge what the 

Centc:r is) \lhat goals it is trying to achieve, and how it operates. 

Nor is there yet any feedback to the Court on the contrast be~v-een 

its bail decisions which produce detention and its sentencing 

decbions which produce release. A major effort should be made 

by the Center or the Department of Correction to familiarize 

incoming judges with the role, procedures and importance of the 

Redlrection Center experiment..!! 

rr 
- The chief prodecutor in the Sixth Circmit indicates that at one 
time the judges assigned in this circuit for a three-month period 
were invited as a group to visit the jail. He suggested that the 
Redirection Center and the Warden' revive this practice each December, 
March, June and September. 
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations 

A. Summary 0 f Findings 

The first eight months of the Redirection Center have been 

a period of learning and transition. While an assessment of its im­

pact is premature, the organization has developed a rather signifi­

cant potential for inducing major changes in the months ahead. A 

number of impressions were formed in this study. 

The Center does not seem appreciably to have ah.~;;~ed the 

profile of the jail nor achieved in measurable ways the other goals 
1/ 

ntated in its grant application.- While the size of the pretrial 

population has decreased in New Haven, the same has happened in 

Hartford and Bridgeport without Redirection Centers, so that we 

do not know what would have occurred without a Center. Similarly, 

without a baseline no researcher can tell whether the Center has 

made the jail more manageable. Because of its low visibility, the 

Center cannot be found to have i ifi s gn cantly changed community at-

titudes toward detainees , although some staff members feel that much 

community progress has been made, on agencies, on inmate families, 

on some inmate life-styles. It is quite clear that no major changes 

in the procedures or decision-making, criteria of courts or other 

agencies in the pretrial criminal process can be ascribed to the Center. 

The overwhelming majority of persons arrested and incarcerated in the New Haven 

!I 
See page 5 above. , I 

, / 
I 

• 

',.. 

'I. 

----------------------------------------------~,~-------

52. 
, . 

area continue to be jailed ,E~ to trial rather than after 

conviction, at a rate that may approach 1700 ,pretrial-only 

prisoners, and at a staggering 'annual cost to the taxpayer for 
, 1 

their seemingly needless detention. 

These impressions are in some ways unfair: eight months 

may be too little time for significant changes to occury i}:nd the 

techniques and data for adequate ev~luation are themselves 

deficient and remain to be improved. The diffuse nature of the 

Center's goals at the outset defied effective implementation. It 

takes time for a ne\ol organization to learn the ropes in an old system. 

And the disjointed and uncoordinated character of the criminal process, 

coupled with the inefficiencies in other agencies in that process, 

made it impossible to expect a new progr~ to have decisive impact 

quickly. 

Of paramount importance in any assessment is the Center's 

extreme dependence on both the ability ~ willinBness of other pre-

trial process agencies to make proper decisions. If the police 

issue too few cita~ions and set high statio~house bail, and the bail 

commissioners provide inadequate review of police boil-setting, and 

the courts lack adequatc bail information on defendants and fail to 
. 

employ sufficient options for dealing with p1.etrial release risks, 

the jail is bound to receive. too many deta:f.nees who will, in turn, 

overload the Center's staff. Absent continuous analysis of data, 

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

eluded frQm lcarning through experience how to improve their daily 

1 The State of Cnnnecticut Budr,ct Report - 1971 lists the annual 
per c~nita cost at the Hew Haven jail as $3,143. Therefore, the 178 
man ye~rs spc11t in pretrial detention in New Haven during 1911 cost 
the taxpayer $559,454. 
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•• procedures and decisions. 

'~-

Despite these difficulties, the Center staff has 

learned a great deal in its first eight months -- about itself, 

about the larger system of which it is a part, and about the 

f bli h ' i ritins By the end of the reporting importance 0 esta s ~ng pr 0 "". 

period the Center appeared on the threshold of some important 

breakthroughs in expediting the release of more detainees under 

new techniques of supervision and control, and reducing the 

i i i t I t has been imbalance between pretrial and post-convict on mpr sonmen • 

a successful pilot project in the sense of exploring and discovering ways 
in which it might become effective. 

B. Recommended Redirection and System Changes 

Hany changes need to be made in the Center and in the 

criminal justice process of Ne\of Haven, if the pioneering ~ission 

and potential of the Redirect~~n Center is to be realized. A large 

number have already been suggested in the body of this 

report. This section is intended to highlight and supplement the 

earlier sections. 

1. Division of functionfi. 

The dual goals of the grant application -- release 

and rehabilitation -- need to be separated. They are basically 

i~compatible ~nds for a single sma~l org~nization to pursue equally. 

1 f ' tOceo minimum incarcera~ Both are important to a pretria system 0 JUs ~ • 

ti()n prior to trial, and m~ximum help for persons who cannot be 

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

pro,cess, since it plays the central role in release decisions. The 
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second plainly requires new programs to be administered within the walls 

of detention institutions. 

To accomplish both purposes, the Redirection Center should work toward 

an eventual partition into two independent units. The first, focusing on 

early release, should begin with the current backstop role of the Redirec-

1 tion Center and move either toward eventual erasure of the unit, or toward 

joining the nucleus of an enlarged pretrial service agency. The latter a1-

ternative, similar to those in Philadelphia and Hashington, and to the 

federal function envisioned in S. 798, 93d Congress, would consolidate such 

pretrial functions as the bail commiSSioner, stationhouse release, pretrial 

diverSion, supervised release, notification of re1easees, and tracking down 

defaulters. 

Perhaps the most important new role for the Redirection Center would be 

to put together a well-structured supervised release program along the lines 

described at pp. 31-34. Such a program would identify for recommendation 

to the court those detaiqees whose high bail seems a mistake and who ought 

to be released r.o.r.; those whose risk of flight suggests a need for mod-

erate sup.ervised rele~se to assure reappearance; and, t;hose for whom some 

additional supportive program, on an out-patient or, in rare cases, an in-

patient basis, seel.1S essential to enable the person to get needed help to 

sustain him, and thereby assure reappearance, during the pendency of his case. 

The second unit, whose establishment should await more progress in 

redUCing the pretrial population, would remain a permanent part of the 

jail. It would diagnose needs and augment programs to serve detainees 

whom the release unit could not release. It would be a genuine redirection 

center, redirecting the idleness and destructive tensions of pretrial jails 

into the highly constructive channels originally envisioned by the Depart-

ment of Correction • 
, 
! 
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2. Pilot Project Perspective 

Essential to the success of the release mission of 

the Center is staff recognition of the fact that they constitute 

an important experimental program, ,dth natiom-lide implications, 

testi~g whether a tradition-bound system can be significantly 

\ improved. They are not just members of a service program whose 

sole purpose is to help some individuals each day. 

The Center urgently needs to formulate specific 

targets for itself. It needs to develop detailed written 

criteria upon which its own actions and decisions (e.g., '-lhen to 

make recon~endations for what kind of release for a high risk 

detainee) can be based. The goals and criteria must be reviewed 

periodically, and modified through experience, so that project 

progress, and its ultimate SUccess or failure, can be objectively 

evaluated. 

55. 

In the development and monitoring of goals, criteria 

and records', the role of, the project Director is critical. '~ithout 

his constant revie'-l, analysis and reporting', an experimental program 

like the Center is destined to have diminished impact. 

, 
Specific illustrations of short-term goals that might 

be identified now are: 

a. Expedited release. The Center should, within 

three months; devise procedures to enable the release of low 

bond (up to $500) detainees within two days after their arrival 

at the jail. A careful analysis should be made of every case in 

which this'cannot be achieved, so that viable alternatives to 'l~~ 

bor,d or j ail can, be deve.loped. 

. 'f. 
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b. Imbalance reduction. The Center should seek 

\o1ithin each six-month period to reduce by 25% the number of 

persons who are detained more than two days prior to trial, but 

who are released no later than conviction. This goal requires 

close attention to the disposition,of all detainee cases, anQ 

communication between the Center and the courts. 

c. Record keeping. High prio"City should be given 

to the maintenance of complete and accurate records on the case 

of every detainee processed for release. The beginning of a more 

,complete record system, developed through the initiative of the 

student members of the research team, is outlined on page 33. 

Individual staff members cannot chart their own progress or re-

~xamine their own methods of operation, and the program cannot be 

soundly evaluated, ~.;ithout such records. The difficulty of per-

suading conscientious staff members of the importance of this 

function was indicated in the first research report on the Des 

Hoines Hodel ioJ"eighborhood Correction Project (furch 1971), page 20: 

[The] ,"project staff ,,,ent to ~xtraordinary 
lengths to s •• facilitate the evaluation." 
[But 'substantialdeficienc'ies '-1cre noted 
because of] "time pressure, difficult 
access to information, and low.p~i~r~ty 
given to papenyork on thp. part of 
individuals who are deeply engrossed in 
their work with peop'le." 

3. System coordination 

'A more cohesive, pretrial system needs to be put together 

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

,-
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Redirection Center cannot succeed if the pretrial criminal process 

in which it is imbedded is unresponsive to the' need for reform. It 

cannot reduce detention by itself. .. 

The high volume of arres ts annually in the Ne'-l Haven 

area makes it essential that each successive stage filter out those 

persons for whom cu~tody is no longer necessary~ At the same time, 

the Redirection Center is in a unique position to monitor the failures 

o~ prior stages of the process, and to work out with each of them 

more effective screens to avoid unnecessary pretrial detention. 

Perhaps the most important stage to rnexamine first is 

the bail commission. Available information indicates (a) an extra-

ord:f.narily low rate (according to Hr. 0' Rourke t s report) of bond 

reduction by commissioners after bail interviews in the Sixth Circuit; 

and (b) a very high rat~ ~ccordlng to detainees, but not yet verified) 

of failures to interview persons who end up in jail. These data, 

supported by the fact of a high detention rate, suggest that the 

commission must define new standards for release R.O.R., money 

bond, super~ised release~ 

In addition, the various police release programs (cita~ 

tions, stationhouse bail), Reverend Scott's program, the employment 

diversion experiment, and the drug.programs (for suspended prosecution 

or supervised release), all present opportunities for improved 

performance. Finally, the courts, whose decisions mark the final 

crossroads betw~en pretrial release or entering the jail, are plainly 

./ 
I 
! . 
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not operating at peak e~ficiency in th:f.s regard. They are not 

receiving enough information on which to base sound decisions, 

and are not sufficiently employing the bail alternatives spelled 

out in Chief Judge Daly's memorandum to avert unnecessary deten-

tiona All of the foregoing problems should be addressed as a unit, 

rather than in separate compartments. 

The Pretrial Services Council in New Haven may offer 

a useful medium for beginning pretrial system coordination. If its 

present membership, t-lhich is already representative of most of the 

'criminal process, secured additi'onal staff to aid the Executive 

Director, much more intensive study could be devoted to aligning the 

procedures. and standa~ds employed by each agency. Feedback of infor-

mation for improved decision-making by each might then become a 

reality. An early meeting should be convened for representatives of 

all programs and d~cision-makers identified in this report to consider 

its findings and recommendations. 

4. Access to information 

As an adjunct to the above recommendation on coordina­

tion, the crimin:11 justice system in New Haven needs to establish. an 

information exchange for purposesot pretrial process revie\-l. The .. 
records of the bail commissioners,. the courts and the jail mus t be 

available both for followup and analysis of individual cases~ and for 

a st~dy of system-~ide decision-making patter~s and crit~ria. Without 

t. such information, the likelihood of ever changing outmoded policies 

I 

I 
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and pra~tices at each stage, and of enabling officials at one 

jtmcture to learn from the experience of those at another, will be 
.' 

. severely impaired •. .' 

At each stage, state statutes, or considera~ions of privacy, 

re'quire $ensitivity to the propeX' 'use of information from individual 

records. These factors make an information exchange program com-

p1icated to work out, but they in no way diminish the uX'gency to 

face the problem directly. Representatives of the Bail Commission, 
I 

the Judicial Department, the Redirection Center) and others ,dth 

vital information to contribute, or important interests to protect, 

should be convened quickly to map out a new approach to the compre-

hensive recording, exchange and analysis of pretrial- information. 

C. Future evaluation 

Many areas of inquiry have been opened up by this initial 

study of the pilot Redirection Center. Hany unanstoJ'ered questions 

about its performance remain. The principal vaiue of the preliminary 

report has been co identify potentials for improvement in the pretrial 

process, deficiencies in present information and topics for future 

examination. 

~o further evaluation can be undertaken. however, until 

(1) discussion takes place with those affected by the findings in 

this report, and (2) decisions are reached regarding acceptance, rejec­

tion or modificatIon of its recommeridation by the agencies involved. 

As soon as these steps are completed, an evaluation plarr for the next 

phase of Redirection Center operations can be pre,pared., 
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APPENDIX 1 

Ne\'l Haven Jail population 
Data D~pril 1972 

tabulated as of June 3, 1972, 
The following information waSIl community Correctional 

d 'tted to the Ne\07 lave.n on all persons a ~~ 
Center during Apr.~l 1972. 

Ne,~ Admi ttances 
di tion Center Ineligible fo~ Rc rec 

sentenced 
Federal Prisoner 
Parole or Probation Violator 

Eligible for Redirection Center 
Released Prior to' IntervieVC"RC) 

d fro'" court 1" Not returne .,. 
Out on bond (OOB) i1 
Transferred to another ja 
l~efused help 

Intervic\.:ed 
RemainIng active caseS 

Inactive cases 
Not released 1 r ~nstitutional counse 0 Referred to ... 

Transferred 

Other influenced by Redirection 
Release not Center 

OOB 

and Sentenced 

. ROR 
l~ollc. 
Pleaded 
HRC 

i nfluenced by Redirection 
Situation Center 

OOB 
OOB in program 
ROa 
ROa - in program 
l~olle . 
Pleaded and sentenced 
Pleaded and sentenced 
Other 

_ in program 

304 

110 
100 

5 
5 

194 
60 

16 
38 

2 
4 

134 
30 

104 
20 

14 
3 
3 

48 
15 

1 
3 

16 
13 

36 
8 
2 
8 
3 
6 
3 
4 
2 

./ 

" 
t 

.... 

<oF. , 



• 

•• 

• 

Explanation of terms: 

Remaininp; active cases -- detai.nees in jail for ~lhom the· 
Redirec~ion-C~ntcr is still making efforts. 

Inactive cases detainees ,.,ho \'lere released or for whom 
the Redirection Center is no longer making efforts. 

Referred to Institutional Counselor -- detainees who did 
not want help-or "howere-thought by the Red;!,rection Center 
not to be susceptible to its help (e.g., accused murderers, 
alcoholics who \VDuld not admit their problem, etc.) 

A - 2 

Release not i]1J.luenc5~d by Redire_c:.0_~ __ Ceng_~ -- the Redirec­
tion Center did nothing to obtain the detainee's release, or 
had very little effect on it (i.e., the 0utcome would have 
been the same without ~he Center). 

NRC -- "not returned t:romcourt." These initials, found 
throughout the jail r(;!cords, mean that no infornation was 
available on the disposition of the detainee's case, or on 
whY,he failed to return to jail. 

Situation influen~ed by Redirection Center -- the Redirection 
Center was instrumental in (a) obtaining a release for the· 
detainee that he prolbably \olould not have received ,olithout the 
Center's help,.:mcJ/or.'(l..)obtaining a better sentence or. disposi­
tion than he would lotherwise have received. 

Into program -- detainee entere,d i'l drug, alcohol, vocational, 
o.r educationa,l l:ehabilitation program. 
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APPENDIX II 

Length of Stay in Jail for April 1972 Detaineeri 
Aided by Rcciireclion Center 

The following inforoation, compiled as of June 3, 1972, 
indicates the Dade of release.and the length of j~il stay 

f tn 27 detainees (out of a total of 194 admiss~ons to 
~eten~ion) who entered the Ne,v Haven jail in AP:il 1972 

. and had their ulti~ate release aided by the Red~rection 
Center .• 

~ of Release:' 

Individual length 
of stay, in davs: 

! 

'.,-

.; 
.,' 

.' . 

R.O.R. (II) 

3 

5 

7 

7 

7 

io 
10 

14 
15 

21 

22 

O.O.B. (lOt Nolle 

4 3 

4 6 

6 6 

6 6. 

7 10 

7 20 

8 

9 

14 
21 

A - 3 

(6) 

11.0 8.6 8.5 
Average 

10 Median 
7.5 6 

• 
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B. Length 9J Stay in Jui1-0_f_~ll Oct~inees Present ':-,as of 
One Da¥ in S':.E..tembcr 1912 

A - 4 

The follm-linn data, compiled fot' the September 2~i, 1972 
pretrial population, indicates hal" long each person present 
that day had been held m.,raiting trial. It is intcnd(~d to 
convey a picture of a population cross-section in tCl:-ms of 
length of stay • The' spread am'ong detainees isfairl:r typical, 
eYcn thC!ugh the onc-day population total is unusuall;{ high, 
and the median lo\ .... , due in part to the fact that 24 persons 
were jailed on. the. day selected at random for the cOlmt. 

Days in Jail 

1 - 20 
21 - 40 
41 - 60 
61 - SO 
81 -100 

101 -120 
121 -140 
141-160 
161 -180 
lSI -200 
201 -220 
221 -240 
241 -260 
261 -2S0 
281 -300 

Total detainees: 

Average stay 

Hedian stay 

Longest s~ay 

Shortest stay 

'. 

Number of --
92 
43 
16 
22 
1.3 

9 
3 
0 
6 
2 
1 
0 
3 
0 
3 

213 

47 days 

29 days 

283 days 

1 day 

men 

(2 men) 

(24 men) 

. I , 
!' 
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6. 

APPENDIX III 

Detainee Questionnaire 

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

Did you see a bail 
commissioner? 

Do you use drugs? 

Were you employed at the 
time of your arrest? 

Were you collecting un-
employment or welfare at 
the.time of your arrest? 

Do you have any immediate 
medical problems? 

Do you have any 
psychiatric problems? 

Yes 

21 (14%) 

36 (24%) 

60 (40%) 

37 (24%) 

36 (24%) 

13 (S%) 

No 

129 (86%) 

114 (76%) 

90 (60i!) 

113 (76%) 

114 (76%) 

137 (92%) 

7 •. Were you attending school 
15 (19%) 135 (90%) within the last year? 

.'" 
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APPENDIX IV 

Correctional Center and 

Redirection Center Population Trends 

A. 

Table A reports the average number of men held in pretrial 
and sentenced status in Hartford, Bridgeport, and New Haven 
Centers during 1970, 1971, and 1972. This data, and" that in 
Table B, comes from Department of Correction Research Reports. 

1970 average~~ 

Hl,lrtford 
Bridgeport 
New Haven 

1971 averages, 

Hartford 
Bridgeport 
New Haven 

1972 averages 

Hartford 
, Bridgeport 

New Haven 

Table A 

Sentenced 

250 
162 
115 

Sentenced 

233 
165 
121 

(Jan.-June) 
Sentenced 

236 
163 
116 

Accused 

244 
172 
229 

Accused 

190 
194 
178 

Accused 

164 
158 
157 

'these figures show a general dcc1:i.ne in pretrial detention 
over the last two and a half years at all three Centers, and 
stable sentenced populations at'each. 
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B. 

Table B t'~ports the monthly averagels for January through, 
September, 1972 : . ' 

Table B 

Hartford Eridgeport Ne~-1 Haven 
Sentenced Accused Sentencea Accused Sentenced Accused ---

January 235 174 153 187 98 171 

February 261 169 98 174 158 168 

March 249 160 164 150 112 157 

April 239 150 183 152 123 154 

Hay 227 154 189 137 109 150 

June 203 175 190 153 96 137 

July 151 157 186 143 98 140 

August 158 161 190 139 98 155 

September 145 144 179 143 103 163 

Two points should be noted concerning this detailed data. 
First, the erratic nature of both pretrial and sentenced populations is 
obvious. Si,~ce these monthly figures are aver,ages of daily population 
counts, the fluctuations day by day are even mare erratic. Sec, for 
example, Appendix II.il. Second, a general decline in pretrial detainees 
occurred at both the Bridgeport <lnd tlev1 Haven ICenters, even though a 
Redirection Center was operating only in New Haven~ 

' .. 

'~ 



.. 
. . 

'. 

• 

..... 

'A-8 

c. 

Table C reports the aggregate ~onthly data collected at 
the Redirection Center in t~ew Haven. The ntinber of nmv admittances 
was calculated by totaling all names listed on each day's "New 
Admittance" list that came to the Redirection Center from the 
custodial staff. 

Table C 

April Hax. June Jul)': -New Admittances 304 334 256 351 
Ineligible .for R.C. 110 120 61 116 

Sentenced 
1 100 102 53 102 

Federal Prisoner 
2 5 15 8 14 

Parole or Prob. Vio. S 3 
Eligible for R.C. 194 186 195 235 

Released prior to interview 60 99 47 59 
Intervimvcd at R:C. 134 87 148 175 

.Changes in intake procedures, described in the bod,' of the 
report, occurred at the beginning of June and are reflected ~~ these 
figures. Since the initial interview began to take place the day after 
arrival, the number and percentage of those released prior to initial 
intervicH' declincd, and' a corresponding rise began in the number and 
petcentage of detainees being intervie\ved at the Redirection Center. 

, . 

1 
Federal prisoners wero excluded entirely until procedural changes in 

June made some eligible for the first phone call. 

2 · 
Probation and parole violators were excluded from the program during 

a few weeks in April and Hay, but were thereafter included in Center 
interviews. . 
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Oi-lE G~'U\D ST:~;~Z'r 

. HAR'.q."ORD, COmmCTICU'£ 
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AEpendix V 

TO:' JUDGES k\j1) CHIEF BAIL C01~'lIS5IONEn • I --
.StTBJECT~ SUGGESTED BAIL COHi1ISSIO:,1 rUOCEDUIlE 

The follo\ving policy covering the handling of persons unable to post bond is 
recommended for implei!lentlltion by July 1, 1971, with the complete concurrence of 
Chief Bni1 Commissioner 1~oroas P. 01r.~u~kc: 

When a perRon is first presented before tha court, if he has not been released from 
c.ustody of the State, it in~£'c?:?:~2.9E:(~cd that t:H~ Jud!l£ be':ore whom he appears 
inquire into the conditionn ot his rcleasc .:mJ the ~e",son fa::, hie inability to '['leet 

. . , 
" . 

•
thE!se cue. make aft independent l'cvie~·, of said COi'.<:ati.r.'l11.. \'T:lcre ouch Teview is made., 

, the Judge shall inqui:::e of ~hc Prcsecutor and/or the ~.::.i1 C .. n;:.z.lissioner ~lhy the 
.:' existing co:.ditions are be::":!.eved nccesaaryto aasura the person's nppcnrance. in 

court. 

Unless, I!ftcr ~uch review and inquiry, the ~udge finds that the existing conditions 
of releasnc>~e necessa!'Y he may modify such conditions ilJposing in lieu thereof 
such conditionn an he deems \'lill assure the app.::!srunce of the person in court. 

If the J\)n~;c i::l of the opinion that there is ir:suffic.:'.:mt infol1Dation on 1'lhich to 
make n dr.! ,·t'r.ination i::!: cCJnrl:~tions of r~lct:!Ge h~ ohaU. di::ect the Doil Commissiollar 
to make n c:l.:ta:nRd exmh'lnat.ion of the pel'son 1$ 5ituutiop.and report back to the 
court not J.litcl' thD:n two COU:i:'t days after such order. 

The Bail CCI:t:.7.liosioner sbaJ.l caref\1J.l~r ar".d tho:'o",nhly inQui::oc into the person t 8 
family t:f.r:c, etlp~.oyroCI',t, fl:'1f1nciai resou:'cP.$, pi~Jsict'.l cnd. il>ental condition, 
rea1.dencc, Pl'cvi,I)US record, L'cl.!ord of appearanc~ or n\m ui'I,enrance at c"urt or' of 
flight to &?oid prosecution. 

Upon c:otrl?l~t:1.on 0; his inqu:. .. ·:t thC'! Bni1 Co~is<;:~oner (1ht\~J. t:l<:lke recorrUllandllet1.ops to 
the J~'r.tB(' thnt the pn!'son b~ !.'\11~;j:.:t:.1 on hin o\·m rccoGn::z~l'l-=.e or on a W1~:itterl 
promiDe 'Jn~,~s3 t:-:'! Bail Con::!l.:t·J~:i:) .... ~!. :Hra!1; ~h:d: !3uch rcl~c(ie will not\l'E':.asi:)nably 
ossurc the £I,ppc;,;-:n!lce of the p.l·~ll:;n alii &.e.~I,;!r;\:l_ 
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If the Bail Commissioner finds nd tlH:!r of the above 'is sufficient he shall, either 
in lieu thereof or in additio~ thereto, recoremend the following conditions or 
combination thereof that he feels t/ill reasonably assure the appearance of the 
person: 

(A) Release to the custody of a designated person or 
organization agreeing to supervise the p.Jrson. 

(B) Place restrictions· on the travel, associations, 
or place of abode during period of release. 

(C) The ~~ecution of an unsecured appearance bond. 

(D) The execution of a bail bond in a lesser amount 
than originally set. 

(E) Cash bail. 

(F) Any other conditions deemed reasonably necessary 
to assure appearance as required. 

Example - Require person released to report to 
lluil Commissioner once a week during 
period of release. 

If condit~.ons of release are set the Bail Commissioner shall furnish the person in 
writinr; a state~lent of such conditions, place a copy of such statement in the 
person's file, and retain a copy for his own file. 

At each subsequent appearance of a person ,~ho is still incarcerated the Bail 
Commissioner shall make a redetermination of the person's situation and may alter 
the conditions of release if such action is in order. 

, 

-2-

s/ John J. Daly 
Chief Judge 
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APPE1mIX VI 

Sec. 54-90, Connecticut General StatUtea,'E~aaura of A~rest and 
Court' Recorda. 

, 
'. 

" " ~ "'., "', ') 

.. . ". :a.:-. 
,,- .' .:~: . "'':::'''' : .:' 

: 

~~~~ -
~. See. 54·9{1. Erasure of arrest and court rncords after not guilty find-
"'n~t dlsmtMals, nQiI~ and pardom. (a) Wlumeve'r in allY criminal cQ.<,e 
the accused. by a final judRment. is found not Ruilty of the charRe or the 
ch~ ;s dismissed. aU pQlice and court Tl!"Corru and rerm'ds of the 
state's or pro,qecutinR attorney pertaininR to such chaf1(e shall be imme­
diately and outomaticall).· erased. (b) Whenever in any criminal case 
prior to October 1. 1969. the accused. by a final judgment. was found not 
~'l.illty of the charge or the charRe was dismj8~d. the arrested person or 
emy QIU! of his heirs may iile a petitio'l (or erasure with the court grant· 
ing s:uch not guilty judament or dismi!i.tal. or. where the matter had b.een 
before a municipal court or a trial justice. with the circuit courl and 
thereupon all police and court records and records of the state's attor­
ney. prosecutim! attorney or proseculinR $frond ju.ror pertainin~ to such 
charge shat! be immediately and automatically erased. (c) Whenever 
any charge in a criminal case has be€n nolled • • • in the superior 
court. court of ::ommon pleas or in the circuit court. or in a municipal 
court OJ' by a justice of the peace. the arrested person or anyone of his 
heirs may file a petition with the court grantin~ the nolle· • •. or the 

. cir:eu.it court in any matter pertaininor t<> a municipal court or a justice of 
"!M peace. for an order of erasure and if such court finds that at least one 
"ye:ar has elapsed since such nolle" • •• it shall order all police and 

court records and records of the state's or prosecutintr attorney or the 
prOse<:utin~ grand juror pertainincr to such charl{e to be erased, Such pe­
tition 8hall have appended thereto a 8\Jmmons and proposed order. and 

• 11 9iJPY or such petition and the summons and propo"eo order shall be 
.' ",tved. in the [THInner provided in the practice book for the service of 
" pleadings, at least fourteen days before the retum day specif:"d in .. Ul.h 

rwnInons by mail. on each clE."rk. chief clerk. police official. and othf'r 
PersOn to whom aucn order will be directed. (d) Wheneuer any {u.'rsvn 
who.ha,~ been ('orn:icted of an olicRS€ in any court of lhis state has reo 
ceiV«l au absolulil pardon (or such offense. such person or anyone of his 
heirs may. at any time subsequent to ~uch pardon. file a petition. with 
t"he court in which such cOlwiction was effected. {or an order of erasure 
ill tlu! same ma111Jer as is provided in subsection (c) of this section. and 
IUch court shall order aIL police and court records and records of the 
)tat,'s or proserutinR' attorneY f;ertaininl! to such case .to. be erased. fei 
The clerk oC the c'(}urt or chief cle.rk of the circuit court. as the case may 
be. shall not disclose to anyone informatio, pp.rtaining to any charge 
• • • erased und£:r any prouision of this s~ction. N 0 f~ shall be chft.S'gcd 
in any court with res~t to any petition under thiJI section. No pf'TSOn 
'Tho shall have been the subject of such an erasure • • • shall be 
dumed to have OOen arrested ab initio within the meanin~ of th<1l genet· 
81 statutes with respect to the procecd,ingtl so erued. (1969. P.A. 229. 
S.I.) 
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APPENDL'C v HI 

APPLICABLE SECTION OF CO~7RACT 
COVERHiG THE EVALUATION OF THE 

REDIRECTION CENTER ' 

The Party of the First Pnrt~ acting on behalf of the 

University, in connection wi.th tha CQnnecticut State Department 

of Correction, agrees to provide through its University Law School 

the follm-.ring services: 

1. Conduct a study and submit a written report concerning the 

c-pe~atioll of the Redirection Center program at Kl!::: N.H.C.C. This 

will be a ~k two part program; 

a) provide a description of program guidelines 

including initial interview eligibility, bail 

r,aduCi.1. o'Jf., diversion recommendat10ns, relationships 

with ~our~, prosecuting and defense personnel, 

crlt~ria for modifying conditions of detention or 

extending new services to clien~ele and rel~tp.d 
matters. 

b) provide oS report cov'el':'ing roles aud relationships 

within the Redir<~c tion Center, cl:lent numbers and 

types, numbers and types of recommendations made, 

accepta~ce of recommendations' and outcome of cases. 
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