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Preface and Postscript

. The attached report analyzes the early stages of a pllot program
for pretrial detainees which the Connecticut Department of Correction
inaugurated at its Whalley Avenue Jail in New Haven in January 1972,

The initial version of the report was 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 or 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. Modifications in the reporr itself have been in-

corporated either by changing the original text or 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 1t 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
orliginal report, and verification or helpful criticisms concerning its
content, Speclal acknowledgment is due James Lynch, Field Evaluator for
the Planning Committee on Criminal Administration; Robert Brooks, Chief
of Program Developme 1t, Department of Correction; Dennis Cuay, Director, -
and Michalah Bracken, Don Lee and Daniel Ryan of the Redirection Center
staff, Dr. Joel Albert, the Center's psychiatric consultant, and
Dr, Michael W. Palmieri, its physician; Paul Foti, Sixth Circuit Prosecu-
tor; Tom O'Rourke, Chief Bail Commissioner, and Messrs Pastore and
Sturgis of his Sixth Circuilt staff; Rev. Tom Scott of the Wider City
Parish Bonding Program; Paul Roshka, Assigtant 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.

a f
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Subsequent Events

Following submission of the original report, a series of meetings
was held from November 1972 to June 1973 to determine the program response
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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,.

Cne 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 cccurred by the time the original report had been dis-
tributed. They combined to produce 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 isegue 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 that 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" detainees but only sought to identify each

difﬁngant's problem and refer him to a community program capable of dealing
w t.

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 mission
in his view, was pretrial release with treatment when necegsary., 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 experienced an identity crisis during its
first year of operation: it "was faced with maintaining its family affiliation
with the Department of Correction focusing on helping to maintain order within
the institution ., ., . and rehabilitating inmates." It tried to do this, in the
psychiatrist's view, by concentrating not on release alone, or in the sﬁortest
possible time, but rather on 'release 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 come
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, adhered to a criminal
justice System perspective which acknowledged that persons accused of crime had
iniigig to reasonable conditions of pretrial release, with treatment permissible
i y necessary to assure the accused's appearance at trial or if he agreed to

voluntarily. A suggestion that the Center's perspective might have begun to

chapge in 1973 was reflected in a Redirection draft proposal for the supervised
release program, dated January 16, 1973:

"Whereas the letters and recommendarions currently made by the
Redi;ecti;n staff presume guilt and ask the court to consider
alternatives to jail, the Supervised Release Project will assume

the def nt! e .
, endant's inno?fnce Ey asking for hig pre-trial release
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explain why the statistics in Appendix I, and other activi-
ties noted in the attached report, reveal that while the Redirection staff
ig 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 gsentence after conviction.

The research team does not know how the issue of the primacy of
pretrial release or rehabilitation for the Redirection Center'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 Redirection Center in Bridgeport), under State Planning
Committee program category 73:6.4., The application substituted as its
first stated geal '"to improve the probability of successful reintegration
into respective communities of individuals who have been incarcerated
pending trial" (1974 application) in place of "the reduetion 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 impor.ance,' the application placed "Pre-trial detention
and a safe community' at the top of the list, and "Reducing 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 Redirection 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.'

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 . . . ." :

4‘.
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Although the extent of rehabilitation in the program remains in
doubt, the supervised release program has commenced., In late June a
reprasentative of the Redirection Center appeared before the New Haven
Pretrial Services Council to explain the program. Among its stated pur-
poses was to ''counteract 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 availlable 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 12-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
cages, and in general seek to secure pretrial release on the least bur-
Qensome conditions, without treatment or therapy or rehabilitation.

The application stated at page 7 that '"the matter of bail admin-
istration in this State has an enormous impact on the Department of
Correction in terms of efficiency, money and manpower." 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." 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-
cult 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 Ball Commission investigators directly in the
Whalley Avenune Jall to interview detainees was an apparent response to
the finding in the preliminary research report, which 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 welght than those of the Redirection Center, since the
latter is not responsible to the courts. An important data gathering

miiiion of the Ball Reevaluation Project was also described in the appli-
cation:

~ ,
i
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" currently in use.

"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.

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

The apparent overlap between the proposed operations and the data
gathering purposes of the Redirection Center and the Bail Commission
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 Redirectlon 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
negotlations 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 cata 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 malti-million dollar New Haven
jail at the Whalley Avenue site, to replace the century-old structure
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-

1This data and the analysis are set forth in the Imbalance Ratio sec-
tion of the attached report, pp. 22-28. The Correction Department recently
included a substantially similar version of this section of the original re-
port in the first issue of its new publication,‘Eeyond Time (Fall 1377).

Y
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vite additional detention of,

pretrial accused persons as well as con-
victed offenders., .

Bibliography

‘For readers interest

ed in pursuing problems and proposals in the
administration of bail

s Pretrial detention and their alternatives in
Connecticut, the following chronological list of recent articles and

Teports may be helpful. The Note by Messrs Anduri and Terrell marks a
particularly important analysis growing out of their work as members of
the Redirection Center research team, The Diversion' Report by Messrs
Freed, DeGrazia and Loh, sets forth some additional proposals for con-

golidation of pretrial agencies that reflect, in part, the Redirection
research experience,

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

Brockett, Presumed Guilty: The Pre

trial Detainee, 1 Yale Rev. L. and Soc.
Action 10 (Spring 1971)

Rice, Ball and the Administration

of Bail in the State of Connecticut,
4 Conn. L, Rev, I (1971)

Rice and Gallagher, An Alternative

to Professional Bail Bonding: A 10%
Cash Deposit for Connecticut

s 3 Conn, L. Rev. 143 (1972)

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

L. Rev, 382

Berger, Police Field Citations in Connecticut, 1972 Wisc.

Thurber, There Are Alternatives to

Incarceration (Connecticut Prison
Association, 1973)

Gerety and Rein, Bail in Connecticut: A Report Prepared for the Institute
for Effective Criminal Justice (1973)

Freed, deGrazia and Loh, The New H
Preliminary Evaluation
Council, Sept, 1973)

aven Pretrial Diversion Program:- A
(Report to the New Haven Pretrial Services

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

Anduri and Terrell, Note, Admi

nistration of Pretrial Release and
Detention:

A Proposal for Unification, 83 Yale L.J, 153 (Nov. 1973)

«i

vii

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 Detaineces at the Connecticut
Correctional Institution at Niantie (1871)

Bunker, Work Release as a Pretrial Alternative (1971)

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

Gallagher, The Connecticut Bail Cowmmission (1971)

Hinden, The Role of the Bail Bondsman in the Counecticut System of
Pretrial Release (1971)

Rogers, D., Jail Design (1971)

Rogers, N., Classification in Pretrial Detention: A Study of Disciplinary
,Rules in a Pretrial Institution for Women (1971)

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

Bepko and Appleton, Identifying Prevailing Philosophies in Pre?rggk
Treatment of Suspects and Pretrial Imstitutional Design: A
Study of the Development of the New York Metropolitan Cor-
rectional Center (1972)

Bensel, K, Burrell and T, Burrell, Design Correctiocas: Notes and Appzndé;zs
’on the Design of the Women's House of Detention, Rikers Island,
(1972)

: Role of the Advocate

ers, N., Change in Pretrial Detention: The

o ,(a ;tudy %f the planning process for a new jail in Cleveland)
(1972)

Wheeler, The "Dubious Interval': Pretrial Detention of Women in Connecticut--
Criticism and Recommendations (1973)

Acknowledgment

In completing this report, a special note of appreciatio: isogue
two organizations whose dedication to improving the administzaghonneed
Justice, bolstered by financial support ofhingciggszsziiisczmpanion e

- ble this an nion
for and process of reform, made possi pre

he New Haven Foundation, w
trial research efforts. Our debt is to t n
3 funds for action project re

8ince 1972 has provided important matching fi :
segrch dealing gith pretrial release in the city of New Hgvin, agthZe'
Council on Law Related Studies, whose grant in 1970 helped launc e
initial research at Yale Law School into the insti;gﬁ}ons and proc )
‘6% pretrial detention in Connecticut.

~n




I. Introduction )
A. The Case of Frank S.

In the early fall of 1971 Frank S. was arfestad; chéréed
with a drug offense and detained at the New Haven Community Correc—-
tional Centey pending trial. In his subsequent court appearance;
h; pleaded guilty and received a suspended sentence, with probation
conditioned on his participation in Daytop, a rigorous "therapeutic

community" drug rehabilitation program in Seymour, Connecticut.

.After a few days at Daytop, Frank left, unable to cope with the

psychological hardships imposed by that program. His desire to

_ "iek" his habit remained, however, and he immediately signed himself

into another drug program, at the Connecticut Valley Hospital in

Hiddietown, Connecticut,

On Januaxy 4, 1972, after three months of successful parti-

cipation in the C.V.H. program, Frank was arrested for violation of .

probation (a newaﬁffense in addition to his earlier drug charge) and
was taken to the Sixth Circuit Court in New Haven. There he was
arrdigned, assigned $500 bond that he coula not raise, and sent back
to the New Haven Correctional Center to await a court appearance

scheduled for January 27.

B
~—
*

\\\\i

~
.

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

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

SN

{nstitutional counselor, 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

-y

lTherc v74s one counsclor for the approximately'300 pretrial and
sentenced inmates at the jail. :

———

‘ 2c
could count on effective contact being made with outside agencies

which offered the kind of drug program he needed.l

Rather than spending this second pretrial pe;iod in
near helplessness, however, Frank was introduced to an innovative
new project at the jail, specifically designed by the Connecticut
Department of Cor;ection to assist pretrial detainees. The project
was the New Haven Pilot Redirection Center. The day after Frank's

arrival, a Center representative interviewed him in the 2«1l block

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

was brought upstairs from the cell block te the Center's offices on
the second flonr and extensively interviewed by Janice Cobb, the

staff psychiatric nurse.

The interview revealed Frank's dilemma. The sentencing
court had clearly intended, in imposing a suspended sentence and
probation to Daytop 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

Daytop to C.V.H. 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 of 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 Ms. Johansen from the C.V.H.

drug program. In addition, letters from C.V.H. and the Redirection

1 See Brockett, Pretrial Detention: The Most Critical Period (Senior Studies
paper in Yale Law Library, 1970) for data on the low rate of contact
between public defenders (and other defense lawyers) and thelr clients
awaiting trial in the New laven ja‘l.

-
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1%
Center urged Frank's release to C.V.H. Instead of imposing a

prison term, the court again gave Frank a suspended sentence,
conditioned on prégation in the custody of C.V.H. to be followed
by a probationary period with the Division of Vocational Rehabili-
tafion. .At last report, Frank was still attending the drug

. rehabilitation program at C.V.H.

B. The report

As an early case in the files of the Redirecction Center,
Frank S. illustrates both success (helping him return to a drug
.¢reatment facility) and shortcomings (delay in initial interview,
and time ncedlessly épent in jail prior to disposition) of this
new pretrial project.l The case also suggests one of the diffi-
culties in evaluating the new program: there is no way of telling
whether, or how, Frank's case would have turned out differently
had the Rediréction Center not been established. '

This report is a preliminary study of the Redirection
Center, undertaken by agreement with the Department of Correction.
It covcrs the first eight months of operation, from January througt
August 1972, Its purpose is to outline the background of the
project; its initial procedures,. and its relationship to other
components of New Haven's crimi;al justice system. It describes
in some detail the manner in which tﬁe Center's operation and

pridrities began to change as the staff gained experience with the

reziities of pretrial release and detention practices in the city.

1
_The delays in this case are clearly {llustrative of the preexisting
pre:ri 2l justice system, rather than products of the new program.

l

250e Appendix VIII. ' i
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The report sets forth preliminary data on 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 potential 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 with detention populations and programs in other
places, it is difficult for anyone--insider or outsider--to determine
the extent to which the useful services individual staff members daily
provide to individual pretrial detainees in this particular model of
a8 pilot program add up te a substantial, of only a marginal, contribu-

tion to improved criminal justice. Stimulating the development of an

- adequate information and reporting system could be the most valuable

lengwrange benefit of this preliminary‘atudy]' Accomplishing that re-
sult will‘require unprecedented cooperation from the Bail Commiséion,
which theoretically interviews eﬁéry defendant who falls to secure

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

a8 well as the Redirection Center itself.

i/One year after this key recommendation was first made, it is un-
clear how much, if any, meaningful action has been taken by the Center
to implement it, No Redirection Center data has been reported to the
New Haven Pretrial Services Council, and a letter from the research team
to the Center director on November 21, 1973 seeking available statistics

subsequeat to September 1972 for this revised report has not been answered,

o
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3. Develop comprehensive medical services for thig population(
Years of neglect of local jails and pretrial detainees have - 4. Establish in the public eye the funuamental concept that
this population 1s innocent until proven guilty with an eye

toward formulation of programs recognizing their citizenship
privileges, rights and roles.

II. Redirection: The Concept and the Issues

been highlighted recently by disturbances at many detention

facilities around the country, by court decisions condemning a . . B ‘
) 5. Maintain community relationships previously developed or
number of facilities, and by scholarly articles analyzing the . . 2stablish and strengthen during confinement.
% 6. Reduce the jail population.
incarceration of untried persons and alternatives to detention. '
' 7. Bring about greater manageability of those remaining.

"What is needed now," the original application for the Redirection 8. Develop the use of volunteers and standard community

. resources in meeting the needs of the populaticn.,
Center indicated, "is some new and fresh approach to this pretrial & pop

, ] _ 9. Bring about erasure of the program within five years as
population.” . volunteers and community agencies assume these functions.l/

A general outline of the approach is suggested by a statement :

of three goals in the application: ) The staff funded by the grant was divided into
The overall impact of the project should be [1] the N two ‘levels, or “teams": the first to handle some immediate needs of
reduction in the numbers of individuals [in jail] - .
awaiting trial and [2] the greater manageability of entering detainees, and the second to deal with more long-range
this group within the institutional setting. Addi-
tionally, [3] it is expected that certain negative " problems of persons incarcerated for an extended pretrial period
community attitudes might be altered which would
enable the use of volunteers and standard community | - : , The first level was to include several specialists, including a
resources in meeting the needs of these individuals, .

social worker, an attorney, a psychiatric nurse, an educational
From this paragraph and the description of staff specialties -

diagnostician, and.an ex=inmate:
. in the application, the original director of the Redirection Center

This team would function to give immediate attention
to each accused person arriving at the jail. Facilities
would be available to enable new arrivals to make con-
tact with their families, public defenders and public
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 individuyal in terms
" of his educational needs including vocational or trade

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

follows in a memorandum in March: e e

o‘.

1. Provide immediate a%téntion to newly arrived inmates
held in pretrial detention in terms of --

a. Social -- family contacts
b. legal -~ civil and criminal

¢. medical - medical, psychiatric, and dental e o - training requirements.. An ex-inmate would function as a
2. Develop programs within the jail that will be of interest ' ‘ . : member of the team to make comm9nity tnauiries, provide
aad benefii io %his particular pgpulation especilally in terms ) : ' C the newly-arrived ind;viduals with oriencatiqn, sre
of education, counseling, and health services. h ' .
. 1/ .
; ‘ Several Redirection staff members indicated in late 1972 that they
2 L i had niot sera this restatement of nine goals prior to issuance of the
e ’ ‘ - preliminaty reporc.

Xy
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The second level was to incluée a consulting psychiatrist
a dental technician, a part-time physician, an educationai unit, and
an ex~inmate. In concept,

(t)his team would receive referrals from the

first level tecam and would conduct continuing

programs for the attention to medical, educa-

tional, and community needs.

In addition to the action staff, a small research component
was incorporated in the program to assess the progress of the Center
towards its stgted 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 with Redirectien

staff members and others in the criminal processbof 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 rechabilitation,

which purpose -- release or rehabilitation -- will
dominate, or how will conflicts between them be re-
solved? e

1/

Intimately related to that issuej but largely beyond the scope of this-
initial report, are important questions relating to the future of
pte;rial justice administration, and toc the organizations which

should be responsible for persons released or detained

17

During discussions following the 1972 version of this report, several
staff wer'.ers disputed this statement of the issue, indicating thac they
8aw no conflict between pretrial release and" pretriai ﬁéhabili;aﬁion. A

suggested restatement of purpose was: release of the\individual on the
bhasia of immadiate entrv into a nrnovam that meets his needa.

of

~
‘W
.
.

pending trial. For example:

~ What advantages and disadvantages'inure to a criminal

justice system in which a department of correction 1s
responsible for persons held in pretrial detention?

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

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

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

Long range questions like these lend useful perspective to
the evaluation of pilot projects, like the Redirection Center, which
are only small parts of a larger and complex network of criminal
justice agencies. If institutions like the Center, for example,
can overcome their initial difficulties and develop significant
alternatives to most pretrial deteﬁtion,'future detention
facilities might be built substantially smaller and at less cost
than a rising or steady crime rate would otherwise -suggest.
Capital and operating costs for detention might, in such ecircum- .
_stances, be diverted to other junctures of the criminal process.
Court systems might correspondingly alter their decision-making
processeé and options, reexamine their responsibility for pre-
trial éetention and its institutions, and obtain increased
rvesources with which better to answer the questions of whether
and how arrested persons should be handled, e.g. released out-
right! or under supervision, or d;verted to noncriminal alternatives,

or detained in different ways pending trial.
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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 might emerge Za the not too dis-

tant future,

£7in 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 Design 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:

JOIN R. MANSON
COMMISSIONER

YOU ARE CORDIALLY

INVITED TO ATTEND

GROUNDBREAKING CEREMONY

4"

Monday, August 13, 1973

11:00 A M,

.

NEW HAVEN COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL CENTER
245 WHALLEY AVENUE

NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT

IIT. Redirection in Operation: The Original Direction and Its
Modifications

Preparation for the Redirection program began in the.fall of
1971, Operations commenced on January 3, 1972. The first-level

staff consisted of the following persons:

ﬁirector ' John Dufficy
Attorney Daniel Ryan
Social Worker Donald Lee
Educational Diagnostician Michalah Bracken
Psychiatric Nurse Janice Cobb
Community Representative Thomas Kilebrew
Spanish-speaking .

Community Representative Ceferino Velez
Secretaries 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

-c:iminal justice system, with its clientele, and with available re-

sources in the community.

Several factors combined to create a confusing and Qifficult
périod for the staff. Although simultaneous achievement of all
goals'mentioned or implied in’ the gcant application was impoésible,
staff members felt an obligatioﬁ to attempt most of them. During
this périod, little leadership was evident in scrting out or
egtablishing priorities aﬁong the range of project goals. Because

most staff members had been hired for expertise

[y
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in their particular social speclalty, as a group they appeared |

quickly to adopt an orientation toward rehabilitation of their cli-

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

the criminal charges against them. The staff's ability to make headway

was also hindered by the overloaded and disjointed 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 the experience of other
cities. A variety of programs have grown up in recent years to deal
with overcrowded pretrial jails and to explore alternatives to pre-
trial de;ention. Among these are the Philadelphia Pretrial Services

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

Neighborhood Corrections Project. While their operations 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, thelr 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 cre-
ated by the Court of Common Pleas in 1971 to help judges determine
conditions of release for arrested persons., The gtaff intervenes at
all stages of the pretrial process, ‘from prearraignment interviews
in the police lock-up to an enforcement unit éor finding its re-

leasees who fail to appesr on assigned court dates.

‘[:

~n

i
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The Diétrict of Columbia Bail Agency is an independent
pretrial organization creafed by Congress ig 1966 to servg_the
crbniﬁal process of the nation's capital. It is similar.to the
Philadelpbia agency, although smaller. It interviews arrested
persons and makes recommendations at both the police lock-up |
stage and the arraignment stage. It follows each releasee until

disposition of his case. Its authority to supervise selected

" persons released on its recommendations was broadened by Congress

in the District of Columbia Court Reform and Criminal Procedure

Act of 1970, Public Law 91-358.

The Des Moines project is a privately organized demonstra=
tion program which specializes in interviewing and recommending for
pretrial release selected jailed defendants whose high bail

indicates that they were considered by the court to be poor risks.l

It is an outgrowth of the pretrial release program which began in
Des Moines in 1964. A new focus on high risk detainees was
initiated in 1970 with Model Cities funds, under the administra-
tive sponsorship of the Iowa Council of the National Council on
Crime and Delinquency. It became part of the Polk County Depart-
ment of Court Services in q§ngary 1971, The project provides
extensive supervision, follow-up and referral work for each
defendant released pursuant to its recomnendation. O?er the life~

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

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

Crime and Delinquency. : ;

1)

»

of

.
R
.5




Py W e ol anles w0

b}

See Appendix V.

3
|
1
J
|
|
J

13.

A
about the same as money'bond and R.0.R. releasees. The rate b
of new offense allegations is 17.5%, which is the same as'- °

for money bond releasees.

1. Early release decisiong

If the theoretical tasks of Connecticut's bail
1

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 Moines concepts. A bail commis-

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
pt.the timﬁ of arraignment with rQSpect to others. If the person

continued to be detained after his first court appearance, his 6
situation would be reviewed the next day at the Redirection

Center, and additional release efforts made on his behalf., The |
Redirection Center would in essence serve a backstop ftunction for

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

At present, the operation of the New Haven system .
suggests that the early stages of the pretrial release process R P
are working way below par. One hundred and fifty detainees at !

the Néw‘Haven Jail were asked during June and July whether they

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

s

Sec. 63b of Title 54 of the Connecticut General Statutes details
the function of the bail commissioner. The scope of his release é
authority' is outlined in Memorandum 71-141, dated June 15, 1971, | Q
from Chief Judge John J. Daly of the Circuit Court of Connecticut,

.
R e 14
. . e L}

86% said they had not. This figure might be high fér two reasons:
some detainees unfamiliar with the court system might not know
whether any of the officials they saw was a commissioner;uoghers
might believe they would attract sympathy by claiming they had
ﬁeen sverlooked Ly a release-oriented official. But the figuré
might also be understated, since some detainees answered
affirmatively on the basis of seeing only a bondsman, apparently
believing thag a bail commissioner and a bail bondsmén were the

game,

In contrast to what detainees say and do, the Chief Bail
Cormissioner’s 1972 Annual Report discloses substantial inter-
viewing., Sixth CGircuit 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 862 "not interviewed" claim, and perhaps to make a
similar inquiry in another circuit.

- v* . . .

.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
}ine operation. Ifs staff is being rompelled to interview and
work with many detainees whose jailing_is an error. In fact{
even if all are interviewed by bail commissioners, the weeding

out process must be faultiy‘.1 Observations tend to confirm this

1 The Bail Commission's 1972 Ainual Report indicates an extraordinarily
low rate of productivity from commissioner interviews in the Sixth
Cireuit, In 1971-72, 3272 qut of 4783 interviews, or 697, resulted in
no reduction of bond. The 31% reduction in New Haven contrasts with a
704 reduction rate statewide,

-4:‘
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view, Center gtaff members deal with many individuals they be-

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

1

at trial.” It was thug not surprising that the staff in late

Spring bagan to doubt the wisdom of continuing to try to provide

speclalty social services to all detained men.

2. Release under supervision

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

fhe concepg of Suﬁeévised release is addressed

to accused persons who presznt high but controllable risks of
£light or misconduct duging the pretrial period. It is, in a
sense, the pretrial counterpart of postconviction probation.
Tt acknowledges that the extremes of pretrial release via
money bond or 4 promise to appear, and of pretrial detention
in,a'maximum security jail, are unduly limited choices. They
ignore a broad middle range of persons who, in the view of
judicial decisionmakers, can not safely be released without

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

1Connecticut statutes specify that the only criterion for
determining release prior to trial (in noncapital cases) is
that conditions of relecase 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,
6% and 69a. . .

M . 150
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of control which jail signifies. The importance of inserting -

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

5.2 of the Standards Relating to Pretrial Release, adopted by

the American Bar Association in 1969.

New Haven had planned in 1971 to develop resources for
2 supervised release program at the police lock~up stage. An LEAA
grant proposal for ROR Expansion was submitted by the City and
funded by the State Planning Committee on Criminal Administration,

Authority to proceed was vested in the New Haven Pretrial Services

Councll, The program, however, was never irplemented. Instead, in

mid-1972 the Redirection staff began to develop a Des Moines~type
supervised release.prsject, whose proposed operation is described

in Section IIIC below.

3. Centralized pgetrial.admiﬁi@tration

The systems of pretrial administration in Philadelphia

o

and Washington, D.C., suggest a third tomparison. In both cities,
pregram success seems due in parc'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

—




administered by the police;l A.stationhouse bail bond schedule
similar to other cities; an ROR program administered by bail
commissioners; an experimental pretryial diversion project o
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 Wider City Parish; and the Redirection Center

oberated at the jail by the Department of Correction.

Tﬁis spectrum of release stages is broader than’in
most cities, but coordinatien 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
LEAA funds under a grant from the Connecticut Planning Committee
on Criminal Administration, might become a coordinating orgraniza-
tion in time. To date, however, it lacks the authority, thc
administrative resources and the system overview found in Phila—“
delphia and Washington. In such a setting, the Redirection Center

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

pretrial system. o

B. The Project: Initial Procedures and Problems

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

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

1 See Berger; Police Fileld Citaﬁions in New Haven, 1972
Wisc. L. Rev., 382

.‘. i
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imbalance in comparison with the incarceration of sentenced

offenderxs.

1, Delay

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

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

. or bondsman the morning after arrival. He attempted to assist

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

the time of one counselor for 250 prisoners.

. !
When the Redirection Center program began, a

staff counselgr was present at the initial interview and phone‘
call., He would screen eath detainee to determine if he was
eligible for Center assistance. Eligibility during these early
months simply meant that the detainee was in an awaiting-trial
status and was not a federal prisoner.l A preliminary interview
was undertaken to determine which Redirection staff specialist

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

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

of

Redirection interview the following morning in the Center offices

on the second floor of the jail.

i

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

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

1 See Appendix I and part C of Appendix IV for further:details
on eligibility. -

“ll
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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 trying to identify a helpful program for each detainee
in edvance of working for his pretrial release, and then waiting 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
to Center-assisted release, The results are shown in Appendix IIA,
The average jail time for persons helped by the Center through an "own
recognizance" release (R.0,R.) was 11 days., For a money bond release
aided by the Center, the period was 8.6 days. For Center-assisted
release by way of cases being "nelled" or dismissed, the average was
8.5 days. Future studies might seek comparative data from other
Connecticut jails,

In part, these figures reflect procedural 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.0.R. or bond or dismissal are made by the police, bondsmen, bail
commiasioners and the court, The Redirection Center itsslf only makes
recommendations. And as indicated in the discussion of the "imbal-
ance ratio" below, the major deficiency in the process is that

go many persons who should have been released prior to trial had to

1/

~ See generally Cummings, Pretrial Delays in the Sixth Circuit Court
(1971, in Yale Law Library). The delay for releasees, 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 1l to 283 days.

See Appendix IIB. 'f

o

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
counseiors, mdde 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 © 304
Ineligible for Redirextion Center 110
Sentenced . 100
Federal Prisoner 5
Parole or Probation violator2 5
Eligible for Redirection Center 194
Released Prior to Interview 60
Interviewed by Redirection Center 134

Few persons were released after one interview.
Almost every man had to be seen on one or more subsequent subsequent

afternoons for additional help. As a consequence, the referral of

.. each new detainee from one specialist to another to assure that all

needs were met -- a procedure implicit in the grant proposal --

never was a practical possibility.

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

" ; 5 _
“ Alleged probation and parole violators werz excluded for a brief
period, but subsequently were made eligible for Redirection Center
assistance.

~— T
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" by each staff person were remote.

21y
At the same time, since each detainee's probiems
seemed multiple in character, the chances for pure specialty work
For ex;mple, during June.and
July, each new detainee was asked by a Center secretary a series
of pre-interview questions. 150 sets of responses were tabulated.1

Rccognizing 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
Do you use drugs? . 24 76
Were &ou employed at the time of your arrest? 40 60

Were you collecting unemnloyment or welfare at

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

- . . . . .y
..

To cope with the burden imposéd by multiple prob-

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

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

control and follow-up responsibility over all cases originally routed

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

2 See Appendix III for further data. Unemployment appears to be a
serjous 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
Industrialization Center (O0IC) and the Division of Vocational
Rehab.litation (DVR). But these agencies are themselves referral
organi.ations, often bogged down in red tape and Waiting lists. The
deairability of including an employment coungelor and a vocational
oo . ' - riven serious consideration.

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 complling gtatistics 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 impriscnment; 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 poattrialidetention decisions, and their costly implications

for jail construction and for justice, can be expected,

Tre problem of adjusting the responsibili-
ties and procedures of the smzll staff of
Redirection specialists to meet the needs
of a continuously large population of pre=-
trial detainees created substantial program
. tensions during the Center's developmental
stage. The extent to which the pretrial
detention population was unnecessarily large
and could be reduced, or the Center staff
wvas unduly small and could be redeployed,
or the goals of the Center were too diffuse
and could be more narrowly focused, became

a complex set of issues that called for
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 1n 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 not convicted, and whether 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
overvhelming 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
released no later than the stage at which the

.gulity 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 pretrial 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 Research
Division of the Department of Correction began
in January 1972 to report monthly admissions

of

“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

~
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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. 1If, 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 following:

Table III
Admissions to Connecticut Institutionsl/

Jan. Feb. Mar, April

Total Accused Population

Entering Detention (&) 1868 1852 1745 1708
Total Convicted Offenders

Entering Sentenced

Population (B) 556 553 569 545
Imbalance Ratio: (A-B)/(A) 70% 70% 672  68%

1/

T The totzls in this table are inflated to an.
as yet indeterminable degree. This is due

to difficulties of data collection encountered
by the Department of Correction. 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 may represent several
admissions during a single month's statistics.
An additional distortion is created by
including all imprisoned convicts in (B)
rather than only those who entered prison

4_[
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These gross figures suggest that nearly 70Z
of all persons who spend some time in jail
prior to trial serve no time in custody after
disposition of their cases.

No individuzl case analysis of the
imbalance between pretrial and postconviction
imprisonment in Connecticut has been the
subject of official study. A sample analysis,
however, was mace of detalnee cases which
passed through the jail and courts in New Haven
during the early days of the Redirection Center.
The final dispositions of 83 cases which
originated durizg April 197% were exanined.
Tabie 1¥ shows the results.=

Table IV -3/
April 1972 New Haven Pretrial Detainees
Total Sample (4) 83
Detainees Sentenced to
Serve Tire (B) 24

Detainees Not Sentenced to
Serve Time After Sentence,
i.e, Released At or Be-
fore Disposition (A-B) 59
Imbalance Ratio (A-B)/A nz

1/
after being detained prior to trial. While further research, or

a revised counting system, is needed to determine the extent to

which such inflation proportionately or disproportionately distorts
the accused and sentenced populations, the different method used to
compile the data in Table IV suggests that the distortien is small,

2/ . '

T Table IV might be termed an April subsample. A number of April
cagses 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 pretrial population, and should compute the
Iength and cost of time in jail for those who, by being released at
or prior to conviction, became part of the imbalance.

Two important problems associated with these data should be noted,
First, the Sixth Circuit daily court docket, from which most of this
information was collected, is not considered an "official source" and

o
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If despite their imperfections Tables III and IV are
accurate indicators of the pretrial and sentencing processes, the
Hew Haven sample would confirm the imbalance of statewide incarcer-.
ation data as a whole, Confirmation seems. likely since the imbal-~
ance in statewide admissions to pretrial and post-trial incarceration
{(Table 1II) and in local dispositions 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, in the sense that judges re-
lease most accused detainees when thelr trial or plea bargain has
been completed, if not soomer,

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 releasé, 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-
misgal of the case and release,

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

3/
"'may thus contain errors and omissions. To compound the difficulty,
there was at the time of this study no officlal source available at
the Sixth Circuit Court, except each defendant'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 Connecticut statute -~ Title 54,
Section 90. Under its provisions, set 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 from 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 frow the study.

of
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But a number ot questions concerning the
validity of the imbalance ratio warrant ,
analysis. Some tend to justify the imbalance,
l.e. to support the validity of pretrial
detention without regard to whether the
detainee 1s later convicted and committed
to serve a sentence. The classic illustration,
of course, concerns the purpose of bail in
the first place: to assure that the arrested
person, 1f released, will show up for trial.
Other questions tend to suggest the opposite,
f.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:

- 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 1s likely to subject the ace-
used to a long prison sentence, and
therefore to increase the likelihood
he will flee before trial;4/

~ 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 might be argued as
demonstrating an inadequate sentence
rather than excessive pretrial
detention;

77

Except in the District of Columbia, under
Public Law 91-358 (1970), the denial of bail
cannot ordinarily bLe predicated on a judge's
finding that the accused is a dangerous
person whose release pending trial would
jeopardize the safety of the comnunity. The
statute's constitutionality has been challenged,
but not yet resolved, while its usefulness has
been seriously questioned. See Bases and
MacDonald, Preventive Detenticn in the District
of Columbia: uhe Tirsc Ten Months (Vera

Inscitute and Georgetown Institute, 1972).

of
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cases in which the accused was detained
pending trial on a new charge becauss
he was already serving a sentence,

or had been arrested whilé on release,
on probation, or parole, under a
previous conviction.

Conversely, two majer factors suggest
that the excessiveness of pretrial over
post-trial deteariorn is not a product of
justifiable considerations, and is probably
understated in the 70% imbalance computation.
First, the noney bail system nntoriously
predicatas pretrial incarceration on an
accused's financial inability, rather than on .
a court's candid and careful assessment of

information showing a legitimate need for,
and no reasonable altermative to, detention.
Pretrial detention usually results from an
indirect, money-phrased (e.g. "$100 bail” or
"$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 pretrial detalnees are
ultimately convicted, and/or are thereafter
sentenced to imprisconment 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.3

Finally, the validity of the one
category most frequently asserted to justify
the imbalance 1s in serious doubt: sentences
which are commuted to time served prior to
trial do not thereby demonstrate that the
pretrial detention was appropriate. They do
not show that a prison sentence would have

S/

39 N.Y.U. L.Rev. 641 (1964); and Plaintiff's
Memorandum in John Bellamy 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 al. (N.Y. Sup. Ct.,
App. Div., First Dept., March 1972), prepared
by the '‘Legal Aid Society of New York.

o i

~ See Rankin, The Effects of Pretrial Detentilon,

27a.
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been imposed, or would have been proper, 1if
the same person had been free pending 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 equivaient 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
;r the legitimate objectives of the criminal

aw.

Further research, to be sure, is needed
to assess the significance of the conflicting
factors which go into verifyig;, 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 IIB. 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 70Z
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 justiiication in economics, or law, or rational pub-
lic policy.

-0

6/

“Iwo recent unpublished studies of pretrial detention of women at the
Connecticut Correctional Institution in Niantic tend to confirm the
existence of a substantial imbalance ratioc, See Nancy Rogers,
Clagsification in Pretrial Detention: A Study of Disciplinary Rules

in a Pretrial Institution for Women (Yale Law Library, 1971) and Annette
Wheeler, The "Dubious Interval”: Pretrial Detention of Women in
Connecticut -~ Criticism and Recommendations (Yale Law Library, 1973).
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C. Reorientation

1. Enphasis on release

By late Spring, it became evident to most

staff nembers and the research team that the volume of de-

tainees 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 thelr profesgsional specialties; and

pretrial detention continued to overbalance conviction as the

mejor cause of incarceration in New Haven,

The frustrations of the staff, together with

obsecrvations and suggestions of the researchers, led to a key

N
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part 3--were intended to increase further the pretrial release poten-
tial of the Center,

It is clear that no quanti;ative evaluatiog 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." Whether any such efforts ultimately proved
decisive, or meaningless, or somewhere in between, has so far been be-
yvond the ability both of the project and any researcher to determine in
more than a handful of cases,

Appendix I illustrates an effort at counting. 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 agencles; suc-
cesses that were noégadequately recorded; possible improvements in inmate
morale;l the development of new release techniques based on earlier set-
backs, Improved data collection methods would permit more accurate anﬁlysis
in the future. The research team also believes that a sharper program

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

a‘.

agreed upon standards by which to measure program accomplishment, are

essentdal,

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

worth pursuing.
2/The current Director and several staff members disagree with this empha-

slg, Throv believe it demonstrates a basic difference in philosophy between
neutral observers of a criminal justice system and the Department of forx-

rections,

ey
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2, Supervised rcle;se
Almost " from the éutset, the Redirection staff noted
a reluctance on the.part of the court system to accept the Center's i
release recommendations., The recommendations almost invariably took
the form of requests for R.0.R. or bail reduction. A central reason
fof the low batting average was the fact that all detainees for whom
the Center made recommendations 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 was an expert

" in the techniques of ﬁretrial release. Reflection on its caseload

disclosed that release recommendations were being made for two rather
distinct groups of men: (i) those seemingly detained due to errors
in the system (i.e. bail set on the basié 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 jurisdigtions with better
bail information systems, and witﬂ release options in between outright
release (R.O.R. or bond) and maximum security detention, was examined.
The research team arranged‘visits by the directqr of Philadelphia's
pretrial program to New Haven, and by New Haven representatives to

Philadelphia and Washington. Out of this experience-and that of similtar

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

release program to be based at the Redirection Center.

A .
“ —
-
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The staff proceeded on the hypothesié that expanded
knowledge of the defendant and his background; coupled with the
prospect of post~release supervision, migh; 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 entire clientele.

By mid-summer, the supervised release program seemed to be-

well on the way to becoming a perménent 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 Connecticut bail>statutes to authorize pre-~
trial release under the super;iéiod of third parties, or with
restrictions on travel, association and élacé 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

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

N
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Supervision was contemplated under a Redirection
staff member, a community organization or a pfi;ate individual
approved by the Center and the court. Supérvision at Ehe éugset
was to consist of phone calls and personal visits, with a minimum
of two contacts per week, Other supervision programs, embracing

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

developed.,

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

the pretrial process would be monitored.

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

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

’
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goals in measuring success will be (1) to increase pretrial release,
(2) to maintain a low default rate, (3) to maintain a low rate of crime
committed while awaiting trial, (4) to influence more favorable case ad-

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

3. Staff reorganization
In conjunction with the supervised release program,
a reorganization of staff functions was undertaken. The speciali-~
zation envisioned at the outset for each member had proven unworkable.
All were handling a wide variety of cases, feeling a deep sense of
responsibility for each individual case but noé for the broader prob-

lems they illustrated.

For example, each counselor had a number of drug
cases which were handled on an ad hoc basis. No one assumed respon-
sibility for looking at the patterns which emerged from drug cases,
for devising policies and procedures to deal with different inmate
profiles, or for overseeing the assembly of resources to make dfug
referfals workahle., 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 improvements. If each counselor were

o

assigned accountability in a particular problem area, a better sense

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

With these possibilities in mind, the staff began ¥

Ala

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

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

this report.

-
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Immediate 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 were to receive appropriate assistance, with

the team deéiding which 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 alcéhol team, With 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.

Danlel 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 tem requests for supervised release to the courts.

High-bond detainee team. Consisting mainly of

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

counselling and services to all detainces not released. Therefore,

“-
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.dlso included on this team would be members of the "second level
team" identified in the grant application -- the consulting

‘psychiatrist, the part-time phjsician, and the dental technician.

D. Leadership
The quality of leadership is important to the effective

operation of the Redirection Center at two separate levels, The

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

léadership 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 vitality. Outside, it can generate
favorable responses to the program from the many important groups
and individuals with whom it comes into comtact, particularly those

who make decisions or can provide resources.

The attempts of the first Difector, John Dufficy, to
provide internal leadership were hampﬁred by several circumstances.
The gedirection Center was p}aced physically in a jail which had
been in opgration since 1857. During that period, the institution
functioﬁed for the principal pﬁrpbse of maintaining order and
security. The Warden was maéter of the ship. The arrival of the
new'Centgr on the Warden's premises brought a new staff, a new

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

o
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release of prisoners from the jail and assist their ;ontacts with
the community. The precise relationship of ﬁhe Center to Fhe jail "
and its traditional security mission and leadership structure was
not defined, and it proved difficult to clarify. Much of the

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

As a result, the Center sufferzd in both of the respects listed
above. Externally, the Director was unable vigorously to seek out and es-
tablish productive contacts with community resources. Most contacts
secemed 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 low effectiveness in dealing with the
outside world-~-the court and the c0mmunity.l/

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, feeliag thét they had been told to "sink or swim."

Whether or noF thelr perception was correct, the low morale it
engendered became a compelling reason by .early summer for

1ncreaseddialogue between the Department in Hartford and thé

staff of the Center.
. + »

1/ Some staff members reported later, when the initial version of this
report was being discussed, that they felt the research team had attempted
to impose its own sense of program goals on the staff.

. ' . 238.
'Externally, ogﬁicials in higﬁer pééitions 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 prosecufors, did not attribute to the Center the sanme
importance or seriousness of purpose which they did attribute to

the parent Department of Correction. The low visibility of tangible

. accomplishmen;s at the Center tended to reinforce this difficulty.

During the summer, Mr. Dufficy resigned as Director and
was replaced on anlacting basis by Don Lee. Mr. Lee bzgan by
working on the streamlining of intake procedures, and the develop~
ment of the team structure and the supervised release proérém. ;ﬁy
the end of August, staff morale appeared to be on the rise. The
anticipated e;tablishment of closer ties with outside organizations,
and a potential for larger impact on pretrial decisionmakin:;, scemed

likely to promote a new sensa of mission for the Certer.

E. Medical Services

The medical services offered b& the Redirection Center
between January and August were not evaluated. No one questioned the
importange of augmenting the inadequate medical services at the jail,
Observers were unaﬁle to gauge~tge.effectiveness of the incremental
services being provided under the grant.

The -part-time Redirection doctior saw detalnees only

upstairs, where no medicine was allowed. He 'was able to diagnose,

~h
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but unable to treat, the high caseload of deéQinees who came to him. '
Once he saw a man, he referred him to the oné other part-time doctor
who constituted the "regular" institutionél medical staff‘éi;cluding

a male nurse and medical aldes). 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 chservers asked but could not
answer,

One other question was how such services fit within the
innovative purposes of the Redirecti&n 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 goés not to
whether more and better medical services are needed, but to whether
they ought quickly become a permanent part of the New Haven Community
Correctional Center,

Our sense was that the Department of Correction

shared that goal,

F. Relations with the cugtodial 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

of

. L}

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

Y

about the uncooperativeness of some custodial persounel, and the many

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

.
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the same time, complaints from the custodial staff centered on their
concern for the Redirection Center's lack of concern for security

problems.

The conflict was almost inherent in the differing orienta-
tion Sf each’group, One was looking inward, the other outward. For
the jail, security and housekeeping procedures are fundamental. TFor
Ehe 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, Répreseﬁtatives frem 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 was sharply limited:

a2, On the visiting day for each wing of the jail, no

~ interviews were permitted with wing inmates;

b. Interviews were delayed on mornings when cell
Inspections overlapped Redirection Center time;

C. Detaine;s.séheduled for interview on a laundry
exchange day were forced to choose beﬁwe;n the interview and a clean set
of clothes; . o

| d. Detainees who came to the Center for an interview

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

at any other time;

e
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e.' Detainees were not permitted at the Redirection
Center between 11:15 a.m., yhen they had to go downstairs for the -
count before lunch, and 1:30 p.m. when t£ey could raturn; After-
noon ihterviews had to be concluded by 3:15 p.m., when detainees

were taken downstairs for the 3:30 count.

- 3. Each Aetainee who wanged to come upstairs to the
Redirection Center needed thg prior approval of the supervising
'captain. While approval was often routine, confusion developéd
when the officer misunderstood schedules at the Redirection
Center (such as believing that drug group members were not
allowed up because the group had been phased out, when in fact
it had not), or thought that certain groups of men upstairs wight

constitute a security risk.

4. The “face sheets" that accompanied detainees upstairs
for their first morning interview were filled out’by sentenced
inmates in the Admittance and Processing area the night before.
They often contained mistakes on questions relating to "offense,"
"counts,” and "bond," thereby compelling Redirection personnel to

waste time tracking down accurate information.

During the firéE‘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 pc:speétiVQs were being evolved.
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‘not seen a bail commissioner.
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IV. Relatjons with Other Criminal Justice Agencies

During the f%rst eight months, the Redirection Center became
fgmiliar with the workings of the courts and other criminal process '
agencies, A nuﬁber of detainees came from courts in Waterbury,
Mériden’ahd several other cities; but the great majority of Redirec-
tion Center clients were within the jurisdiction of the New Haven
courts, The observations in this section are derived principally
from experience with law enforcement agencles, community organiza-
tions, and the Sixth Circuit Court and the Superior Court, all in

New Haven.

1]
4

A, Ball Commissioners

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

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

During the early months, the Redirection Center attorney, Dunilel
Ryan, made recommendations regarding release of detainees through a
bail commissioner. Later, he found it more effective to deal directly
with érosecutors, since their opinions were usually determinative
in bail matters. |

The staff originally anticipated that the Center would request
ROR's for those few detainees whose bail was set at their initial
court appearance without having previously seen a ball commissioner.
However, as mentioned earlier, a surprising 86% of the men in jail
intervievwed by the Center during June and July 1972 said they had

Since a commissioner is required under

L
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A. Ball Commissioners

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

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

During the early months, the Redirection Center attorney, Duinilel

Ryan, made recommendations regarding release of detainees through a

bail commissioner. Later, he fonnd 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 request
ROR's for those few detainees whose bail was set at their initial
court appearance without having previously seen a bail commissioner.
However, as mentioned earlier, a surprising.SGZ of the men in jail

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

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

'.--
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Connecticut law to be "available at all times"1 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

Redirectiog Center personnel who go to court to assist detainees
have received somz cooperation from bondsmen who were persuaded in
~ particular cases 2ot 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 dé not possess.
Eor them, as vell as for those_who have collateral yet are denied
release by bondsﬁen unwilling to take the financial risks, the in-
Justice of the present'bonding system is painfully obvious, Judicial
decisjons regarding release are being delegated to commercial
interests, whose refusals to sell bonds effectively frustrate the
purposes of bail.

Redirection staff members complained about the uncooperativeness
and. unreliability of some bondsmen. For example, bondsmen would

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

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

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 in tl: event a failure to appear
results in bond forfeiture. . . 'y

o

-

$300, bélieving it not worthwhile to make the trip to jail for the )
$20 premium. Bondsmen also failed to return phone célls, or promised
to come to the jail but failed to appear. Recognizing that bail
bondsmen in the past helped many qefendants gain pretrial release
that would otherwise have been impossible, the Redirection staff
neQerthcless began to question the social value and appropriateness
to a justice system pf 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

"gystems in other jurisdictions,l and the possibility that New Héveg

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

Philadelphia, Chicago, and some federal courts.

C. Wider City Pérish Low Bond Program

The Center worked with the Reverend Tom Scott and the program
his Wider City Parish instituted, with grants from the New Haven
Foundation ana others, to aild 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. 1In the beginning no fee

was required, although Reverend Sc¢ott sought as much of the allowable

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

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

“his next court date. If the defendant does appear, all or most ofvi~

i ly is the
the 10Z is refunded to him. 1In this system, not only _
necessity for bondsmen substantially eliminated, bytkcourt can .
actually generate funds to pay for the program by retain;ng a

samll fraction of each deposit. : ;.

%
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premium as a defendant could afford, to enable his bail fund to grow, ' . : . ‘

For some defendants, Reverend Scott occasionally required a-co- At the end of the reporting period, diversion was having a minimal

signer on the bond forfeiture agreements, but no collateral. effecr on the Redirection Center, assisting an average of perhaps two

An. important feature of the Wider City Parish program has been toAthree men per week who might otherwise have ended up in jail.l

Reverend Scott's supervision of releasees. This is accomplished by Those diverted appear to have been prime candidates for Redirection

maintaining telephone and some personal contact with each client. Center release. In the months ahead, the goals and procedures of

Because he sometimes reached the limit of his bonding authority and 1 the . Diversion and Redirection programs need to be coordinated so

had to suspend activity for a while, the research team suggested to ) % that they can make referrals to one another, and their impact and

Reverend Scott that he exploye the court's willingness to accept efficiency can be maximized.

non-surety bonds in selectec cases, The purpose would be to allow

E. Drug Programs

more efficient use of his capital with no reduction in the very

NARCO and Daytop screeners use Redirection Center facilities to
high court appearance rate he has reported. In the coming months,

! interview prospective candidates for their drug programs, They will
we intend to assist Reverend Scott in trying to develop criteria and : 9 :

offer to accept into their programs detainees’ who pass their
procedures to implement the suggestion by identifying those low : , o :

: | screening interviews and for whom they have space. However, despite
bond detainees for whom release in the custody of the Wider City

efforts by the Redirection Center, it has almost always beea
Parish program without requiring the posting of a surety bond :

necessary for the detainee to plead guilty, or to secure pretrial
might satisfy the courts,

release on his own, before being admitted to a drug program. This
D. Pretrial Services Council's Diversion Project -

had largely been due to the reluctance of prosecutors and judges

This project was launched in May 1972 to seek diversion from the to reiease drug addicts pending trial.

. f

criminal process of minor offenders who were unemployed or under- A widespread feeling prevails among prosecutors, judges and some

employed at the time of arrest. Diversion staff members interview tfeatment people that the imposition of a sentence with its ever

eligible detainees in a pre-court lock-up and recommend, in selected present threat of an immediate'ptison term is more useful in in-

)
LAY

cases, the prosecution be continued for 90 days while the person ducing successful participation in drug treatment than is the

enters a job training program. threat of prosecution in the future. No empirical evidence has

. % 1/For a full report on the diversion project at the end of its first year,
5 - L ‘ ' see Freed, deGrazia and Loh, The New Haven Pretrial Diversion Program ~-
o ' A Preliminary Evaluation (Pepqrt to New Haven Pretrial Services Council,
1973).
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been presented to date to support that feeling. Efforts are currently
being made to redﬁen the question so that drug programs might be

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

pretrial detainees.

F. Clerks

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

In moxt Connecticut courts except the Sixth Circuit, there appears
to be little difficulgy 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
peisonal visits by representatives of the Redireﬁtion Center to two
brief périods each week -- late Thursday or friday afternoon. And =

it stresses the fact that its court information is neither complete
nor official.

1

See footnote 1, page 25.

5
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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 1569 in
Memorandum No. 5-69. 1In addition, the Sixth Circuit office is
tremendously overburdened with responsibilities for which it lacks
sufficient staff. The arrival of visitors, official or otherwise,
to examine its recordg only adds to that burden. Perhaps one key
to solving tﬁe 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 most productive contact
with the prosecutor's foice in the Sixth Circuit. More than any-
thing else, thisz 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 feversing the reﬁusal of subordinates to consi@er 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 staff can thus play a particularly important role in
the Sixth Clrcuit. -

In the Superior Cou:t and other circuits, Redirection personnel
rarely speak to prosecutors outside the courtroom. Instead, their
efforts are funnelled exclusively through the detainee's attorney.

The restructdring of the staff described earlier should enable
the Redirection attorney to spend more time in the various courts,
" working more closely with prosecutors than at present. A primary
reason for seeking to improve these relationships is the barrier
to early'release imposed by the unwillingness of 'the system" to
bring the pretrial detainee back to court as soon as a release

recommendation can be made.

H. Judges

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

rotation policy may lead many more judges to support similar

¥

o

.

50"

programs elsewhere in the State. At the same time, rotation produces
a need for continuing educagion of the bench. |

As’each new jpdge arrives in a circuit in which the Redirection
Center is active, the Center's effectiveness in individual cases may
depend on his awareness of its function and its reliability. Although
discussed internally at the outset of the p;ogram, no regular pro-

cedures have yet been developed to explain to a new judge what the

" Center is, vhat goals it is trying to achieve, and how it operates.

Nor is there yet any feedback to the Court on the contrast between
its bail decisions which produce detention and its sentencing
decisions which produce release. A major effort should be made
by the Center or the Department of Correction to familiarize
incoming judges with the role, procedures and importance of the

Redirection Center experiment .~ 1/

1/

" The chief prosecutor in the Sixth Circdit indicates that at ome
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.

o
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations

A. Summary of 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 alisred the
profile of the jall nor achieved in measurable ways the other goals

1/

stated 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 jall more manageable, Because of its low visibility, the

Center cannot be found to have significantly changed community at-
titudes toward detainees, although some staff members feel that much

comnunity 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 overyhelming majority of persons arrested and incarcerated in the New Haven

1/

See page 5 above,
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area continue to be jailed prior to trial rather than after

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

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

their seemingly needless detention.1

These impressions are in some ways unfair: eight months
may be too little time for significant chénges to occur, aand the

techniques and data for adequate evaluation are themselves

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

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

takes time for a new organization go learn the ropes in an old system.
And the disjointed and unccordinated character of the criminal process,
coupled with the inefficiencies in other agencies in that process,
made it impossible to expéct a new progran to have decisive impact

quickly.

Of paramount importance ih any assessment is the Center's
extreme dependence on both the ability and willingness of other pre-

trial process agencies to make proper decisions. If the police

. {ssue tcd few citaﬁiohs and set high statiomhouse bail, and the bail

commissioners provide inadequate review of police bail-setting, and

the courts lack adequate bail information on defendants and fail to

41' .

employ sufficient options for‘dealing with pretrial release risks,
the jail is bound to receive too many detainees who will, in turn,

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

o

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

cluded from learning through experience how to improve their daily

1 The State of Connecticut Budpet Report - 1971 lists the annual
per capita cost at the lew Haven jail as $3,143. Therefore, the 178
man yeurs speat in pretrial detention in New Haven during 1971 cost
the taxpayer $559,454. ;




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
importance of'cstablishing priorities. By the end of the reporting
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

imbalance between pretrial and post-conviction imprisonment, It has been

a successful pilot project in the sense of exploring and discovering ways

in which it might become effective,
B. Recommended Redirection and System Changes -

Many changes need to be made in the Center and in the
criminal justice process of New Haven, if the pionecering mission
and potential of the Redirection 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 functions.

The dual goals of the grant application -- release
~and rehabilitation -- need to bg separated. They are basically
im;ompatible ends for a single small orgénization to pursue equally.
Beth are important to a pretrial system of justice: minimum incarcera-
tion priér to trial, and maximum help for persons who cannot be
released. The first, however, is properly a function of the judicial

process, since it plays the central role in releasc 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 sho;ld work toward
an eventual partition into two independent units. The first, focusing on |
early release, should begin with the éurrent backstop role of the Redirec-
tion Center and move either toward eventual erasure of tﬁe unit.1 or toward
joining‘the nucleus of an enlarged ﬁretrial service agency. The latter al-
ternative, similar to those in Philadelphia and Washington, and to the
federal function envisioned in §. 798, 93d Congress, would consolidate such
pretrial functions as the bail commissioner, stationhouse release, pretrial
diversion, supervised release, notification of releasees, 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 detainees 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 supervised release to assure reappearance; and, those for whom some
additional supportive progfam, on an out-patient or, in rare céses, an in-

patient basis, seewns 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 establiskment 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 detailnees
whom the release unit could not release, I£ 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

Esséntial.to the success of the release mission of
the Center is staff recognition of the fact that they constitute
an important experimental program, with nationwide implications,
testing whetﬁer 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 urgeﬁtly needs to formulate specific
targets for itself. It needs to develop detailed written
criteria upon which its own actions and decisions (e.g., when to
make reconmendations for what kind of release for a high risk
detainee) can be based. The goals and criteria must be reviewed
periodically, and modified through experience, so that project

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

evaluated.

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

like the Center is destined to have diminished impact.

4{

L4
Specific illdstrhtions 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 low

borid or jaill can.be developed.

:
Al
.
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b.  Imbalance reduction. The Center should seek

within each six-month pe;iod to reduce by 25% the.number of
persons who are detained more than two days prior to griéi, bﬁt
who are released no later than conviction. This goal requires
close attention té the disposition.of all detainee cases, and

communication between the Center and the courts.

c. Record keeping. High priority 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-
examine their own methods of operation, and the program cannot be
soundly evaluated, without such records. The difficulty of per-
suading conscientious staff members of the importance of this
function was indicated in the first research report on the Des
Moines Model Weighborhood Correction Project (March 1971), page 20:

[The] '"project staff went to extraordinary

lengths to ... facilitate the evaluation.”

[But 'substantial deficiencies were noted

because of] "time pressure, difficult

access to information, and low_priority

given to paperwork on the part of

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

3. System coordination

"A more cohesive pretrial system needs to be put together

" 4f the deficiencies highlighted in this report are to be overcome. The

.’ e
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Redirection Center cannot succeed if the pretrial criminal process
in which it 1s imbedded is unresponsive to the  need for reform. It

cannot reduce detention by itself.

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

more effective screens to avoid unnecessary pretrial detention.

Perﬁaps the most important stage to reexamine first is
the bail commissioﬁ. Available information indicates (a) an extra-
ordinarily low rate (acéording to Mr. O'Rourke's repoft) of bond
reduction by commissioners after bail intcrviéws in tﬁe Sixth Circuit;
and (b) a very high rate Gecording 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
cormission must define new standards for release —- R.0.R., money

bond, supefvised release. ' ' i

In addition, the various police releasé brogréms (citaj
tiéns, stationhouse Bail), Reverend Scott's program, the employment
diversion experiment, and the dgug.programs (for suspended prosecution
or supervised release), all preéent oppo;tunities for iméroved |

performancq.‘ Finally, the courts, whose decisions mark the final

crossroads betwéen pretrial release or entering the jail, are plainly

of

%

not operating at peak efficiency in this regérd. They are not
receiving enough information on which to base'scund dec@sions,

and are not sufficiéntly employing the bail alternatives spelled
out in Chiéf Judge Daly's memorandum to avert uhnecessary deten~-
éién. All of the foregoing problems should be addressed as a unit,

rather than in separate compartments,

The Pretrial Services Courncil in New Haven may offer

. a useful medium for beginning pretrial system coordination. If its

present membership, which is already representative of most of the

‘criminal process, secured additional staff to aid the Executive

Dircctor, much more intensive study could be devoted to aligning.the
procedures. and standards 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 decision-makers identified in this report to‘consider

its findings and recommendations.

4, Access to information

As an adjﬁnct to the above recommendation on coordina-
tion, the criminal justice system in New Haven needs to establish.an
information exchange for purposes of pretrial process review. The

recor&s of the bail commiésioners, the courts and the jail must be

. available both for followup and analysis of individuval cases, and fqr

a study of system-wide decision-making patterns and criteria. Without

- gsuch information, the likelihood of ever changing outmodgd policies

5
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should be convened i
quickly to map out a
new approach to the ¢
ompre~

C. Future evaluation

‘ .

examination.

No further ev i ‘ v
evaluation can be undertaken, however untili ?
b
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As soon as
these steps
are completed, an ev
aluation plan £ ‘
or the next

phase Red ’
of Redirection Center operations can be prepared
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: ,
i Data on April 1972 New Haven Jail Population
: ‘ The following jnformation was rabulated as of Jume 3, 1972,
§ on all persons admitted to the New Haven Community Correctional
é Center during April 1972.
l ’ : 4
: New Admittances ' . 304
' Ineligible for Redirection Center 110
{ Sentenced 100
i Federal Prisoner 5
| Parole or Probation Vielator 5
i Eligible for Redirection Center 194
t Released Prior toO Interview 60
% Kot returned from court (WIRC) 16
! Out on bond (00B) 38
‘i Transferred to another jail 2
& Lefused help 4
} Intervieved 134
i ' Remaining active cases 30
(( ‘ ' Inactive cases 104
? ‘ Not released 20
ZX Referred to institutional counselor 14
a Transferred 3
i . Other 3
g " Release not {nfluenced by Redirection
i ' Center 48
; 003 15
1 - ROR 1
v Holle 3
| Pleaded and Sentenced 16
g NRC 13
% Situation influenced by Redirection
Center 36
00B S , 8
008 - in program 2
ROR < 8
ROR - in program - 3
Yolle =~ = B . 6
Pleaded and sentenced 3
Pleaded and sentenced ~ in program 4
2
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Explanation of terms:

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

Inactive cases -~ detainees who were released or for whom
‘the Redirection Center is no longer making efforts.

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

Release not influenced by Redirection Center -- the Redirec-

tion Center did nothing to obtain the detaince's release, or

had very little effect on it (i.e., the cutcome would have
been the same without the Center). o

NRC -~ "not returned from court." These initials, found
throughout the jail records, mean that no information was
available on the disposition of the detainee's case, or on
why he failed to return to jail. ' E

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

Into program —-— deﬁainee entered a drug, alcohol, vocational,
or educational rxehabilitation program.

4:'
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APPENDIX II

A. Length of Stay in Jail for April 1972 Detainees
Aided by Redirection Center

The following information, compiled as of June i, ti?Z,
yndicates the mode of release.and the length of jéi stoy
of the 27 detainees (out of a total o? 194.admisi;o$;72

. detention) who entered the Mew Haven jail in Ag? o
and had their ultimate release aided by the Redirec

Center,

Mode of Releaset R.0.R. (11) 0.0.B. (10) 1Yolle (6)

Individual length 3 4 . 3
of stay, in days: S ) ]
7 6 6’
'I 7 . 6 6
; R 7. 10
' 10 7 20
10 8
. o u 9
- o 15 14
g : 21 - 21
- 22 )
Average - - ' 110 8.6 8.5

i .5 6
Median _19 L )
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B. Length of Stay in Jail of All Detainees Present, as of
One Day in September 1372 5

The following data, compiled for the September 26, 1972 . -

pretrial population, indicates how long each person present
that day had been held awaiting trial. It is intended to
convey a picture of a population cross-section in terms of
length of stay. The spread among detainees is fairly typical,
even though the one-day vopulation total is unusually high,
and the median low, due in part to the fact that 24 persons
were jailed on the day selected at random for the coynt.

Days in Jail Number of men

1-20

92

21
C 41

61

81
101
121
141
161
181
201
221
241
261
281

-

-

-

40
60
80

~100
-120
~140
-160
-180
-200
-220
~240
~-260
~-280
-300

Total detainees:
Average stay . i
Médian stay ¢
Longest stay @
Shortest stay

43
16
22
13

WOWOMNDO W\

213

47 days

29 days

283 days (2 meﬂ)
1 day (24 men)

—
T
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APPENDIX III
Detainee Qpeséionnaire
Answers to questions asked of 150 pre-
trial detainees entering during June and July, 1972.
Xes Ro

Did you see a bail

commissioner? . 21 (A47%) 129 (86%)
Do you use drugs? 36 (24%) 114 (76%)
Were you employed at the

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

employment or welfare at

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

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

psychiatric problems? 13 (8%) 137 (92%)
Were you attending school

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

o
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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.

i Table A
1970 averages Sentenced Acqused
Hartford 250 244
Bridgeport 162 172
New Haven 115 229
'1971 averages Sentenced Accused
Hartford 233 190
Bridgeport 165 194
New Haven , 121 178
- 1972 averages (Jan.-June)
’ Sentenced : Accused
Hartford ' 236 164
- Bridgeport 163 158
New Haven 116 ; 157

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

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

Table B
Hartford Bridgeport New Haven

Sentenced Accused Sentencea Accused Sentenced Accused

January 235 174 153 187 98 171
February 261 169 98 174 - 158 168
* Mdrch : 249 160 164 150 112 157
April 239 150 183 152 123 154
May 227 154 189 137 109 150
June 203 175 190 153 96 137
July 151 - 157 186 143 98 140
August 158 161 190 139 98 155
September 145 144 179 143 103 163

Two points should be noted concerning this detailed data.
First, the erratic nature of both pretrial and sentenced populations is
obvious. Since these monthly figures are averages of daily population
counts, the fluctuations day by day are even more erratic. See, for
example, Appendix IIL.B. Second, a general decline in pretrial detainees
occurred at both the Bridgeport and ilew llaven Centers, even though a
Redirection Center was operating only in New Haven.
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) Téble C reports the aggregate monthly data collected at
the Redirection Center in YNew Haven. The number of new 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 May June July

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. 5 3 - -
Eligible for R.C. 194 186 195 235

| Released prior to interview 60 99 47 59
Interviewed at R.C. ' C 134 87 148 175

.Changes in intake procedures, described in the body of the
report, occurred at the beginning of June and are reflected iﬁ these
figures. Since the initial interview began to take place the day after
arrival, the number and percentage of those released prior to initial
interview declined, and a corresponding rise began in the number and
percentage of detainees being interviewed at the Redirection Center,

Federal prisoners were excluded entirely until procedural changes in
June made some eligible for the first phone call,

Probation and parole violators were excluded from the program during

& few weeks in April and May, but were thereafter included in Center

intervieus.
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- - CIRCULT COURT
=‘?1~141  ADMINISURATIVE OFICE
- OUE GRAND STRAZIY
June 15, 1971 BARTFORD, COMIECTICUT ‘
| MEMORANDIN , '
0% JUDGES AND CHIEF BAIL COGISSIONER .

SUBJECT;  SUGGESTED BAIL COMISSION PROCEDURE

.

The following policy covering the handling of persons unable to post bond is
- recommended for implementaticn by July 1, 1971, with the complete concurrence of
Chief Bail Commissioner Thomas P, O'fourke: :

*
.

When a pereson is first presented before the court, if he has not been relecased from
custedy of the State, it 15 recommnerded that the Judpe before whom he appears
inquire into the conditlons of hiis release and the xeacgon for his inability to meet
these znd make aa independent review of saild conditicus. Ihere such review 1s made,

! the Judge shall inquire of *he Prcsecutor and/or the Zzil Commissioner why the
existing conditiona are believed nccessary to assura the person's cppearance in
court.,

Unless, sfter such review and iﬁquiry, the Judge finds that the existing conditions
of release avre necessary he may modify such conditions fuposing in lieu thereof
guch conditions as he decws wiil assure the appearance of the person in court.

If the Juage ia of the opirien that there ig insufficizant information on which to
make a dririmination ¢f conditions of release he shall direct the Bail Commissioner
to make a Cetailed examination of the person's situation and report back to the
court not later than two court days after such order.

The Bail Commissioner shail carefully ard thoroughly inquire into the person's o
family tfce, employment, finsneial resources, physical end mental condition,
realdence, previnus record, record of appearance 0r non appearance at court or of
flight to avoid prosecution. '

Upon completdon of his inquiry the Bail Commissioner chall meke recommendations to

the Judge that tiie person be rolsaaszed on his own recogunlizonce or on a writtexu

promise uniess i~ Ball Comuiveinasy £inds thut such relccoe will not Zeagonably 4
assure the eppeavance of the puvoon as reguirsd, '

®
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if the Bail Commissioner finds neltlier of the above is sufficient he shall, either
in lieu thereof or in addition thereto, recommend the following conditions or
combination thereof that he feels will reasonably assure the appearance of the

person:

(4)

(B)

(©)
(D)

(E)
(F)

Releage to the custody of a designated person or
organization agreeing to supervise the purson,

Place restrictions on the travel, associations,
or place of &bode during period of release.

The execution of an unsecured appearance bond.

The execution of a bail bond in a lesser amount
than originally set.

Cash bail.

Any other conditions deemed reasonably necessary
to assure appearance as required.

Example ~ Require person released to report to
Pall Commissioner once a week during
period of release.

If conditions of release are set the Bail Commissioner shall furnish the person in
writing a staterent of such conditioms, 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 who is still incarcerated the Bail

Commissioner shall meke a redetermination of the person's situation and may alter
the conditions of release if such action is in order.

“”

. s/ John J. Daly
Chief Judge
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APPERDIX VI
_Sec. 54-90, Connecticut General statdééa,‘zrasura‘bf Arrest and
Court Records. : :

@y

'
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- Seq. 54-90. Erasure of arvest an—d court rscords after not gulity find-

“Ingg, dismissals, nolles and pardons, fa) Whenever in any criminal case

the accused, by a final judrment, is found not guilty of the charge or the

. charge is dismissed, all police and court records and records of the

siate’s or prosecuting attorney pertaining to such charge shall be imme-
diately and automatically erased. (b) Vhenever in any criminal case
prior to October 1, 1969, the accused, by a final judgment, was found not

- guilty of the charge or the charge was dismissed, the arrested person or

-

any onz of his heirs may file a petition for erasure with the court grant-
ing such not guilty judament or dismiszgal, or. where the matler had been
before @ municipal court or a trial justice, with the circutft court and
thereupon all police and court records and records of the state's attor-
ney, proseculing attorney or prosecuting grand juror pertaining to sich
charge shall be immediately and automatically erased. (¢) Whenever
any charde in a criminal case has been nolled * * * in the superior
court, court of common pleas or in the circuit court, or in a municipal
court or by a justice of the peace, the arrested person or any one of his
heirs may file a petition with the court granting the nolle * * *, or the

- gireunit court in any matter pertaining to a municipal court or a justice of

the peace, for an order of erasure and if such court {inds that at least one

‘'year has elapsed since such natle * * *, it shall order all police and

coart records and records of the state’s or prosecuting attorney or the
prosecuting grand juror pertaining to such charge te be erased. Such pe-
tition shall have appended thereto a sumamons and proposed order, and

"& gapy of such petition and the summons and proposed order shall be
. sorved, in the manner provided in the practice book for the service of
. pleadings, at least fourteen days before the retum day specified in such

summons by mail, on each clerk, chief clerk. police official. and other
person to whom such order will be directed. (d) Whgneuer any person
who. has been convicted of un offerse in any court of this state has re-

ceived an absolute pardon for such offense. such person or any one of his
keirs may, at any time subsequent to such pardon. file a petition. with

the court in which such convictian was effected, for an order of erasure

in the same manner as is provided in subsection (c) of this section, and
such court shall order all police and court records and records of the

_ State’s or prosecuting attomney pertaining to such case to.be erased. (¢}

The clerk of the court or chief clerk of the circuit court, as the case may
be, shall not disclose to anyone information pertaining to ¢ny charge
* * ¢ erased under any provision of this section. No fee shall be chasged
in any court with respect {o any petition under this section. No person
who shall have been the subjsct of such an erasure * * * shall be
degmed to have been arrested ab initio within the meaning of the gener-

al statutes with respect to the preceedings so erased. (1969, P.A. 228,
S. 1)

. “
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. ‘Supervised Release Intervéwwi S . N
HOFS L. Meds { ) 20 P8Y: () 30 1B: () b DUy ) go %}-’ija‘,.wﬁ;lii; |

() © S DDP () et
- . o 8, COUN:: A
% Wawe llﬁoAl'iases e .
11, Charges (with 2ounts) . j
— o -~ . ot |
12, Honds 13, Atte 4. Court -
15. 1CDs . o i
16. Did'you see a bai) commissiomer? YES () NO ( §  ‘;
17. \Vere you employed at time of arrest? "YES () NO ( ) :
18, Do you have any psychiatric problems? YES ( ) NO ( )
19. Do you have any immediste medical problems? YES () o (¢ )
2C. Have you had any repguiar medication or ban under a dootor°a care in
Gl 1aqt s ye2ars? YOS () NO ()
.ff ‘ﬁducataon {years completed) 22. Agas__
22, Race 5 () W{) 0() |
23. Marital Swatus S( ) M () CL () () orp.() w()
Ry Ig someone pressntly working on posting your bail? YES ( ) NO( )
25. 13 there someone I can call who will post your bail? YES( ) NO( ) .
| " (1If yeas, £111 in appropriate contact portion of form and cally if noy}
* - continue witi £ull form,) s
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BRI
@
F3h e
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26, Address ¢ Phone N —
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! 71 29, Lepgth in Connecticun !
P~ 3G, Lives with ( )parenta | J5pause { JoRilares ( JifTerds
- ( )relativaa )alone 3
..."t‘-." ,'.,-_.4 . - !_:_'“:; . FMELY d.;
3 F 70731, lardtal Status )s ( i ( oL i( )D sm’u( ) (I A
[ 32, Time Married ) o :
..;.....,..,,.....s 330 guppms Spouse (,“)YES - )L‘EO | '
g ,?ll#o. No.o,_Of Childmn N e}
i) 35. Support Children ( )TES (- )NO
R L uupporﬁn Others ( )rélative ( )Friend Noo -
L ; EHPLOYI ENT
BFEG 37 Employmen@ status ( )employed ( )laid off ( Juay Lubor i achool
e ( Junemploysd ( )welfare ( Jstride ( )service
ii u G 38» N&m@ :Og W“é@lﬂ?’@r v * o .
1 139, .\ddress. : e
| ] 40. Length of prosent employwent
2 4d. Length of prior employment o
k2. Reason for leaving ( )Fired [ )quit ( Jlaid off { , iiine
SRR { )Ratirad
N 43, Union menb@r ( )Yes ( )no Hamax o
| DR 7 MILITARY.
1 &&ku‘%ilitary experienoa ( Yoone ( )past” ( )owrent .
&5;: Emnoh ( )army { }mvg’ ( )marinea { )_A..Fo { )Co CGuaxd { )i-ier.-. Marine,
’4:6 _Ltmgtb. of smice : ;'*«.; R &.75 Date of Diszhuiss ;
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University, in connection with tha

of Correction, agrees to provide through its

the following services:

1.

cperation of the Redirection Center program at Kgv N.H.C.C. This

will be a %k two part program;

Conduct a s+

E
APPENDIX v} ‘
AFPLICABLE SECTION OF CONTRACT

COVERING THE LVALUATION OF Tz ' L
REDIRECTION CENTER o

The Party of the First Part, acting 6n behalf of the

Connecticut State Department

University Law School

udy and submit g written report concerning the

.

a) provide a description of program guidelines
including {nitial interview eligibility, bail ﬁ
reduct oy, diversion Tecommendations, relationshipsg w
with courg, Prosecuting and defenge personnel,

criteria for modifying conditiong of detention or '

extending new services to clientele and releted :
matters., ‘ - ”

b) provide s report covering roles and relationships
within the Redirection Center, client numberg and
types, numbers and types of recommendations made,

acceptance of recommendations' and outcome of cases,






