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The Select Committee on Correctional Institutions and Programs1 in its
final monitoring report, recommended that this Committee continue the work of
the Select Committee in monitoring the success of the recommendations of the
Committee concerning both the Commission of Correction and the Department of
Correctional Services, This recommendation is in conformity with this Committee's
traditional role providing an on-going oversight into the operation of the
correctional facilities in the state.

Pursuant to the traditional review function and the Select Committee's
mandate the Senate Committee on Crime and Correction has undertaken to review
the operation of the New York State Commission of Correction during the approxi-
mately 18 month period since it was reformulated pursuant to Chapter 398 of the
Laws of 1973. This review commenced in November, 1974 with visits by the staff
of the Committee to the:Commission's offices, extensive interviews with Commisgsion
personnel, reviews of officiﬁl reports by the Committee staff and recommendations
of the Commission.2 At that time it was anticipated that the review would be
aimed at enabling the present Commission to more effectively fulfill its obligations
by providing it with additional powers and duties. As the staff review progressed
it became obvious that the Commission was not fulfilling its legislative mandate
and significant changes in the Commission's basic structure were required,

In an effort to ascertain the extent of the Commission's activities,
hearings were scheduled and the Commission was called upon to provide extensive
documentation concerning its activities, This documentation was reviewed by the
staff of this Committee. This documentation and the hearings held by the Cormittee
on April 21, 1975 and April 28, 1975 together with extensive interviews with many
Commission employees, former employees and the staff of various local correctional

facilities, provided the basis for this report.

1 Commonly known as the Jones Committee or Bartlett Committee.Until he was
elected to the New York State Court of Appeals, tha Committee was chaired by The
Honorable Hugh Jones, then President of the New York State Bar Association,

2 rraditionally, the staff of the Comnmittee has reviewed reports of the
Commission staff., A file of such inspection reports is available in the Committee
nffices.




HISTORY OF THE COMMISSION
The Commission of Correction is constitutionally formed pursuant to Article 17,
Section 5 of the New York State Constitution which provides:
""There shall be a State Commission of Correction,
which shall visit and inspect or cause to be visited
and inspected by members of the staff, all institutions

used for the detention of sane adults charged with or
convicted of a crime,"

This provision in the New York State Comstitution derives from a
provision contained in the 1846 Constitution which provided for state prison
ingpectors. Prior to the most recent amendment approved by the voters in
November 1973, the Constitution provided that the Commissioner of Correction
(Later designated as the Commissioner of Correctional Services) would be
designated as the Chairman of the Commission. The 1973 amendment to the
Constitution was intended to insure that the Commission of Correction would
operate independently of the Department of Correctional Services. This
amendment to the Constitution arose out of the recommendations of the
Select Committee on Correctional Institutions and Programs, Report No. 2,
Mareh 15, 1972 which recommended:

"The State Constitution should be amended so as to
describe the State Commission of Correction and its
powers and duties., This amendment shall constitute
a brief description in broad terms and should not

include the present requirement that the Commissioner
of Correctional Services be Chairman of the Commission."

This recommendation was implemented by the 1972 and 1973 sessions of
the Legislature and submitted to the people at the general election in

Novembeor 1973.
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In further compliance with the recommendations of the Select Committee,
legislation was introduced during the 1973 session to restructure the Commission
of Correction as a separate entity within the Executive Department, Previously
the Commission had operated within the Department of Correctional Services
(formerly known as the Department of Correction), This legislation initially
proposed by Governor Nelson Rockefeller as Program Bill No., 36 was introduced
as Senate 4051.% The stated purpose of the measure was:

“To transfer the State Commission of Correction from
the Department of Correctional Services to the
Executive Department, reshape its administrative
structure and to expand 1its powers,"

The bill prowvided that the Chairman of the Commission would continue
to be the Commissioner of Correctional Services until such time as the

constitutional amendment which was to be submitted to the people for their

approval that year, was approved. The office of the secretary of the Commission

3.

which previously existed was abolished and replaced by an administrator. Although

as initially proposed, the administrator was to be appointed by the Governor, it

was ultimately determined that the administrator was to be appointed by the

Commission to insure that he would operate independently of the Executive. During

the period of public debate which preceded the passage of Chapter 398 of the Laws

of 1973 the then members of the Commission submitted a memorandum to the Senate
Committee on Crime and Correction specifically urging that they be allowed to
appoint the administrator citing the need for independence from the Executive
Branch of government,

We point out that in the proposed Section 46 of the
suggested legislation (page 5 of the draft circulated
by the Governor's Office) it is provided that the
Governor appoint an administrator who shall be the
executive officer of the Commission, et cetera.

While we have every confidence that the present
Governor would appoint a very qualified individual

3 senate 4051, 1973 legislative session, introduced by Senator Ralph J. Marino



to that post, we recognize that through appointments

by the Governor the administrator might be changed
rather regularly and could in the future be some less
than a fully qualified person. We point out that under
Section 16 (3) of the Correction Law the Commission
appoints a Secretary who will be in the competitive
class of the Civil Service and the Secretary shall,

with the approval of the Commission, prescribe the
duties of other subordinates and employees, et cetera,
In our experience - and a majority of us have been on
the Commigsion for a number of years - this provision
has worked out very satisfactorily. The present
Secretary has served in other posts with the Commission
and prior to that in the correctional system of the
state., He is extremely well qualified, We feel that

it would be preferable to assure that the overall
administrative work of the Commission had continuity

and was carried on by a person thoroughly familiar with
the general operation of lockups, city jails, county
jails and other similar institutions throughout the
State. We think that the appointment of someone from
the Civil Service list has worked out well in the past
and we have very sincere reservations about a change

in that. The work of the Commission encompasses facili-
ties of all kinds over all the state and its administra-
tive head should have a very cousiderable amount of
experience acquired over a period of years and should
have the ability to advise the members of the Commission
and carry out their instructions in all sorts of
situations. Under all these circumstances we would urge
that the proposed Section 46 of the suggested Act be
recongidered to take in the provisions now set forth

in Section 16 (2).

The then existing functions, powers and duties of the Commission were
substantially continued, prircipally including their power to visit and inspect
correctional fncilities.zP Add}tional responsibilities and duties were granted
to the Commission including:

-=- to advise and assist the Governor in developing policies, plans and

programs for improving the coordination, administration and effectiveness

of correctional facilities;

4The Select Committee recommended that the Commission of Correction be
granted the following powers and duties:

"The visit and inspect all State and local correctional institutions
and to examine into their programs.”

{Select Committee on Correctional Institutions and Programs, Report
Number 2, March 15, 1972)
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-- to make recommendations to administrators of correctional facilities

for improving their administration, programs and effectiveness;

-~ to undertake rvesearch, studies and analyses with respect to correctional

facilities; and

'

-~ to establish grievance machinery to hear complaints of inmates,

The Correction Medical Review Board which was established by the
Legislature in 1972 was continued.

In signing Chapter 398 of the Laws of 1973 on June 6, 1973, Governor
Kockefeller said:

"Irrespective of the efficiency and humane intentions

of governmental administrators, a strong independent
Commission with the specific function of visitation

and inspection of correctional insktitutions provides

a strong safeguard of public interest.

"This bill is designed ... to promote the indepéndence

of the State Commission of Correction from the State Department
of Correctional Servises, which is one of the agencies

the Commission is constitutionally required to visit and

and inspect."

Within the last five years there has been a tremendous expansion of
the Commission's activities. Most notable among these expansions is the
implementation of legislation adopted by the lLegislature in 1970 which provides
for establishing a training program for personnel of local correctional
facilities., This legislation which was effective July 1, 1971 was not implemented
with budget support until 1972 when $8,000 of a special $12,000,000 correction
package was approved, The fiscal committees of the Legislature disapproved
similar requests for funding for the training program in 1972 for the 1972-1973
fiscal years.

In 1972 the Commission began efforts to develop the training program.
Significant funding for the training program was not forthcoming until the
approval of a federally funded grant pursuant to the Safe Streets Act funded

through the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the State Crime

Control Planning Board in the amount of $276,307 effective January 1, 1973.
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The Commission also established a Treatment and Rehabilitation Unit
to evaluate programs in local correctional institutions. The Select Committee
Report No. 4 reported that the unit consisted of one professional
correction specialist who began work in January 1973. It is unclear whether
the unit is still in operation.

The principal functions of the Commission have traditionally been

the inspection unit and the plans an?! construction unit.

Commission Responsibilities:

Essentially, the Commission fulfills the mandate of the National
Adviscry Commission on Criminal Justice Stsandards and Goals that there be
a4 gtate agency to formulate state standards for correctional facilities
and operational procedures and state inspection in insure compliance.
Specifically, Standard 9.3 of the goals provides:

"State legislatures should immediately authorize
the formulation of State standards for correctional
facilities and operational procedures and State
inspection to insure compliance, including such
fratures as:

1. Access of inspectors to a facility and the
persons therein.
2. Inspection of:
a. Administrative area, including record-
keeping praceduras.
b., Health and medical services.
¢. Offenders' lelsure activities,
d. Offenders' employment.
e, Offenders' education and work programs.
£f. Offenders' housing.
>, Offenders' recreation programs,
h. Food service.
i. Observation of rights of offenders.

3. Every detention facility for adults or juveniles
should have provisions for an outside, objective eval-
uation at least once a year, Contractual arrange-
ments can be made with competent evaluators.

4, 1f the evaluation f£inds the facility's programs
do not meet prescribed standards, State authorities
should be informed in writing of the existing condi-
tions and deficiencies. The State authorities should
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be empowered to make an inspection ko ascertain
the facts about the existing condition of the facility,

5. The State agency should have authority to
require those in charge of the facility to take
necessary measures to bring the facility up to
standards,

6., In the event that the facllity's staff fails

to implement the necessary changes within a reason-
able time, the State agency should have authoxity
to condemn the faeility.

7. Once & facility is condemned, it should be un-
lawful to commit or confine any persons to it.

Prisoners should be relocated to facilitles that

meet eytablished standards until a new or renovated
facility is available, Provisions should be made

for distribution of offenders and payment of expenses
for relocated prisoners by the detaining jurisdicticn.”s

Section 48 of the Correction Law outlines the Commigsion's functions,

powers and duties:

"fhe Commission shall have the following functions, powers and dutiles:

1. Advise and assist the governor in developing policies, plans and
programs for improving the administration, programs, clfectiveness and coordination
of correctional facilities.

2, Make recommendations to administrators of correctional facilitics
for improving the administration, programs, effectiveness and ceordination
of correctlonal facilities. _

3, Visit, inspect and appraise the management of cerrectisnal
facilities with specific attention to matters such as safety, security,
health of inmates, sanitary conditions, rehabilitative programs, distumbance
and fire prevention and control preparedness, and adherence to laws and regulations
governing the rights of inmates,

4, Establish procaedures to assure effective investigation of grievances
of, and conditions affecting, inmates of locdl correctional facilities. Such
procedures shall include but not be limited to receipt of written complaints,
interviews of persons, and on-site monitoring of conditions,

5. Ascertain and recommend gsuch system of employing inmates of local
correctional facilitics as may, in the opinion of said commisal on, be for
the best interest of the public and of sald inmates and not in conflict with the
provisions of the constitution or laws of the state relating to the employment
of inmates.

5 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
Corrections Standard 9.3, Page 294, (1974)
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6. Promulgate rules and regulations establishing minimum standards for the
care, custody, corrvection, treatment, supervision, discipline, and other
correctlonal programs for all persons confined in local correctional facilities,

7. Close any local correctional facility which is unsafe, insanitary
or inadequate to provide for the separation and classification of prisoners required
by law or which has not adhered to or complied with the rules or regulations
promulgated with respect to any such facility by the commission pursuant
to the provisions of subdivision six; provided, however, that before such
facility may be closed, the commission shall cause a citation to be mailed to
the appropriate municipal official at least twenty days before the return day
thereof divecting the authorities of the municipality designcted to appear
baefore such commission at the time and place set forth in the citation,
and show cduse why such local courectional facility should not be closed. After
a hearing thereon or upon the failure to appear, such commission 1is empowered
to order such facility designated in the citatlon closed within ninety days,
during which time the municipality may review such order in the manner provided
in article seventy-cight-of the eivil practice law and rules, in the supreme
court. Ninety days after the order to close ha:i been served by a reglstered
letter upon the appropriate municipal official “f no court review has been
taken, and ninety days after the order of such commission has been confirmed
by the court, in case of court review, such faci.ity designated in the order
shall be closed, and it shall be unlawful to coniine or detain any person
therein and any officer confining or detaining any person therein shall be
gullty of a class A misdemeanor,

8, For the purpose of providing for adequate care, custody, correction,
treatment, supervision, discipline and other correctional programs for all
persons confined in local correctional facilities, the commission shall
establish, maintain and operate a basic correctional training program for such
personnel employed by local correctional facilities as the commission shall
deem necessary, Such program shall be completed by such personnel prior to
their undertaking their duties or within one year following the date of their
appointment; provided, however, the commission may exempt f£rom such requirement
(1) personnel cmployed by any local correctional facility which, in the
opinion of the commission, maintains and operates a basic correctional training
program of a standard equal to or higher than that established, maintained
and operated by the commission, and (4i) such personnel employed by any local
correctional institution as of the effective date of this section who, in the
opinion of the commission, possess sufficient qualifications for the care,
custody, corrcction, treatment, supervision and discipline of persons confined
in local correctional facilities. The cost of such program shall be borne by
the commission within the amount available therefor by appropriation; provided,
however, that the salary and actual expenses of pewsonnel engaged in such
program shall be borne by the local correctional facility employing them.

9. Approve or reject plans and specifications for the construction ox
improvement of local corr~ctional facilities.

10. Collect and disseminate statistical and other information and
undertake resedrch, studies and analyses, through the personnel of the commission
or in cooperation with any public or private agency in respect to the
administration, programs, cffectiveness and coordination of correctional
facilities,

11, Make an annual report to the governor and legislature concerning
its work and the work of the board durxing the preceding year, and such further
interim reports to the governor, or to the goverror and legislature, as it
shall deem advisable, or as shall be required by the governor.,

12, Accept, with the approval of the governor, as agent of the state
any grant, including federal grants, or any gift for any of the purposes of
this article. Any moneys so received may be expended by the commission to
effectuate any purpose of this article, subject to the same limitations as
to approval of expenditures and audit as are prescribed for state moneys
appropriated for the purposes of this article.
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13. Enter into contracts with any person, firm, corporation,
municipality, or governmental agency.

14. Adopt, amend or rescind such rules and regulations as may be
necessary or convenient to the performance of the functions, powers and
duties of the commission.

15, Do all other things necessary or convenient to carry out its
functions, powers and duties expressly set forth in this article."

Under Section 50 the Commisgion has the additional powers allowing
it to bring an action in Supreme Court to enforce its rules and regulations,
lssuing subpeonas, and inspecting correctional institutions at any time,

The powers contained in Section 48 represent a substantial increase
in the powers of the Commission over those contained in the old Section 46
of the Correction Law. Under the old law the powexrs of the Commission
included:

-- ald in securing the just humane and economic administration of all
institutions subject to its supervision;

-+ advise the officers of such institutions in control thereof in the
performance of thelr official duties;

-~ aid in securing the erection of sultable buildings...and approve oxr
reject plans and specifications for their construction or improvement;

~- investigate the management of all institutions made subject to the
visitation of the Commission and the conduct or effilciencies of the officers
ox persons charged with théir operation;

-~ gecure the best sanitary conditions;

-~ collect statistical information;

-~ ascertain and recommend such system of employing inmates of other than
state correction imstitutions as may in the opinion of the Commission be
in the best interest of the public;

~- promulgate rules and regulations establishing minimum standards for the

care, custody, correction, treatment, supervising discipline and other

correctional programs for all persons confined in local correctional institutions;




-~ igsue certificates of certification to reformatories;

-=- cloge any county jail.

Role of the Commilssioners

Essentially, the Commissioners sce thelr role as supervisory.
The Commission mects once per month with the Administrator and a
sceretary who takes notes.

On geveral occasions the Commission met with the appropriate
cfficlals of counties which have provided particular problems (Ulster,
butechess, and Herkimer) in an effort to f£ind an appropriate resolution
to the problems confronting these institutions,

In a statement submitted to the Committeer and in testimony before
the Committee, thairman Berkowitz indicated that he did not have time as a
part-time Commissioner to devote in excess of one or two days a month to

the work of the Commission,

Organization of the Commission Staff

The activitics of the Commission are divided into four main areas

or burcaus:

2
]

administrative

== Bureau of Correctional Facllities Review

¢
4

Burcau of Correctional Facilities Improvement

[

Medical Review Boand
Mministrative:
The administrative responsibility for the operation of the
Commisslon Ls delegated by statute to the administrator, who is appointed
by the Commlssion, He serves as the executive offlcer of both the Commission
and the Medical Review Board, The assistant administrator gserves as the
head of the administrative services groups which includes the administrative

support and research analysis units,

10.
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The Research and Analysis Unit c&hsisns of 4 Senlor Research analysk
and a senlor administrative analyst. The senior research analyst is
regponsible for research relative to the minimum standards, grants and
carries out the mandated responsibilitics to collect and digsseminate

statistical information and undextake rescarch studiles.

Burcau of Correctional TFacility Review

This Bureau represents the bulk of the efforts of the Commission.
14 members of the Commission staff are assigned to this function., Bssentlally
its function is to inspect correctional facilities in aceordance with Section
48 of the Act. In addition, this Burcau is regponsible for following
up reports of unusual incidents received from the correctional facilities
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commistion as well as fnvestigating
grievances submitted by inmates and others and serves as the investigative
arm of the corrcction Medical Review EPoard. 6

The Bureau of Correctional Facility Review is hecaded by the
Asgistant Secretary7 who 1s responsible for supervision of the activitles
of the Bureau including coordinating and scheduling the work load of four

organizational units:

L]

6 Material submitted to the Committee by the Commission describes the
Bureau's function as follows: The Bureau of Correctional Faelility Review performs
the basic data gathering and evaluation tasks required to kecp the agency abreast
of the status of the administration of correstional facilities, Their reports
provide the Administrator with the requisite information with which they recomnend
what course of action should be taken with the individual corractional facility.
The reports also provide input to the Research and Analysis Unit for the analysis
of system-wide implications for further study and/ox policy scetting by the Cormisgsion
of Correction. Similarly, investigation of deaths provide specific information on
a case-by-case basis for the Medical Review Board and for further analysis for
systemswide implications for more comprehensive action by the Administrator and
the Commission of Correction,

7 Apparently, the title Assistant Secretary igs a carryover from the pre~
1973 Commission., By Chapter 398 of the Laws of 1973, the title of the Secretary
was changed to that of Administrator., The Seeretary's title was never changed,
The staff has recommended that the title be changed to Priucipal Correctional
Facility Review Specialist,
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-~ Architectual Review and Special Programs;
«~ Municipal and County Correctional Facility Review Unit;
-- the New York City and State Correctional Facility Review Unit;
-- the Special Investigations Unit.
The Assistant Secretary is assisted by the Penal Institution's
Correction ESpecialist.

Bureau of Correctional Facility Improvement

The Bureau of Correctional Facility Improvement carxries out the
Commission's mandate to provide training for local correctional ofi:icials.8
This Bureau is supervised by the Commission of Correction's training superviso.
who provides overall guidance and direction of the Cprrectional Facility
Improvement Unit. In-addition the supervisor teaches courses in the basic
and management programs.

The staff ofvthe Bureau of Correctional Facilities Improvement includes
a Commission Correction Training Superxvisor, three Senior Training Technicans

and three clerical persons,

8 Material supplied to the Committee by the Commission staff describes

the function of the Bureau of Correctional Facility Improvement as follows: The
Bureau of Correctional Facility Improvement provides the impact upon the local
correctional facilities for improvement in their operational effectiveness
through an individually prescribed program of technical assistance in line and
supervisory training and correctional program development. The improvement
program is developed by the training and program development staff based upon
the evaluation of the operations by the Correctional Facility Review Specialists
and the Research and Analysis Unit, within the program achievement priorities
established by the Administrator.




The Commission shares training quarters with the Division of Probation
and the Department of Correctional Services. This permits interaction between
the training programs of these agencies although each program is operated
independently., New correctional officers are to participate in the training
program unless they receive effective trailning at the local facility. Local
correcFional personnel are used to assist the staff of the Commmission in
developing these programs., The Commiss;on's 1974 training program included:

Basic Training

1. Operated 25 basic training programs during 1974
at the Training Academy, graduating 635 local
correctional officers as of December 31, 1974,

2, Developed 22 training handouts focusing on
critical subject areas such as report writing,
transportation of inmates, contraband, frisk
and search, dealing with special prisoners,
recognizing and assisting drug offenders, etc.

3. Produced a video f£ilm dealing with proper
admission procedures.

In-Service Training

1. Provided technical assistance in the development
of 9 regional in-service training programs. These -
programs were designed to meet the particular
training needs of these specific areas.

2, Developed various standardized forms, rules and
regulations, and model emergency plans for various
local correctional facilities,

Management Training

1. Designed a curriculum directed towards correc-
tional management skills to be offered to supervisory
correction officers at local facilities.

2., Provided intensive training for 1l selected in-
structors to present the above described course
during the next year period.

Other Programs

1. Conducted a seminar for all newly-elected sheriffs
in the state.

13.




2, Designed and administered a staff development work-
shop to improve communication among the staff of the
Commission of Correction,

3, Provided tachnical assistance to local institutions
in developing work release programs.

4, Conducted & seminar for local correctional admin-
istrators regarding problems associated with commitments
and the proper commitment procedures.

5. Designed an orientation manual to assist in the
training of the Commission of Correction staff.

6. TProvided technical assistance in evaluating female
inmate programs in three counties of the state.

A position paper prepared by the Commission training staff is attached

as Exhibit A.

Medical Review Board

The Medical Review Board consists of a Chairman (who is Vice-Chairman
of the Commission) and four other members, one of whom is designated by the
New York State Bar Association. The functions, powers and duties of the
Medical Review Board are as follows:

a) Investigate and review the cause and circumstances surrounding the
death of any inmate in a correctional facility;

b) Visit and ingpect any correctional facility wherein an inmate has

died;

¢) Cause the body of the deczased to undergo such examinations, including

an autopsy, to determine the causec of death;

d) Upon review of the cause of death and circumstances surrounding the
death of any inmate, the Board shall submit its report to the
Commission and, where appropriate, make recommendations to prevent the
recurrence of such deaths to the Commission and the administrator
of the appropriate corrcctional facility.

The staff support and investigative backup for the Board is provided by

the Bureau of Correctional Facility Review. Investigations are conducted by

the Special Investigations Unit,

14,
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COMMISSION PERFORMANCE

Following initial interviews by the Committee staff, the Committee
determined that the most effective means of determining the effectiveness
of the Commission would be to review Commission activitices in a few isolated
areas, It was felt that these aveas would be indicative of the Commission's
activities,

COUNTY CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

The Cémmission devotes the bulk of its attention to its responsibility
to review the operation of the various county correctional facilities, This
attention is cortainly warranted as all inmates involved in the criminal
justice system in New York State are either initially channelled through or
serve out their sentences at county jails, Statistics compiled by the
Commission indicate that there were 100,396 commitments to county facilities
during 1973, The Committee staff reviewed the minutes of Commission meetihgs
from the period since the effective date of Chapter 398 of the Laws of 1973
(September 1, 1974) and determined that the following institutions had
occupied the Commission's attention:

Albany County Jail and Penitentiary
Dutchess County Jail
Herkimer County Jail

Ulster County Jail
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ALBANY COUNTY JAIL AND PENITENTIARY

During the perlod of the Committee's investigation, the Commission
recelved numerous reports of unusual incidents®  from the Albany County
10
Jail, Most of these incldents were not followed up by the Commission staff,

During the period of the Committee's review of the Commission's activities

9 Under the Commission's minimum standards, local correctional
facilities are required to report unusual incidents to
the commission immediately, A follow up written report
of investigation must be submitted ag soon as practical
to the Commission but no later than thirty days
subsequent to the telephone notification. The minimum
standards define unusual incident as meaning:
1) all deaths
2) attempted suilcides resulting in injuries to immates
which require hospitalization.
3) Assaults on employees resulting in Injuries which require
hospitalization
4) Injuries to inmates which require hospitalization
5) The following types of inmate disturbances:
(1) the taking of hostages
(11) the taking control of any portlon of a facility
(111) the major destruction of institutional property
(iv) sit-down strikes

6) Escapes and attempted escapes

7) Any other type of occurrence which threatens
the good order, discipline and gsecurity of the
facility and its occupants,

10 e Assistant Secretary of the Commission testified at the
Committezvs hearing that he d;Zided which unusual incidents are followed
up by the assignment of a member of the staff, The Assistant Secretary
did not provide information concerning the criteria as to the unusual .
incidents followed up except to explain that those involving the death o

an inmate are always investigated,




18.

a number of guicides occurred at the Albany County Jail, In each instance
the Commission concluded that the suicide was facilitated by improper
supervision despite the fact that the staff of the facility was unaware of
unugsual psychiatric problems, One of the inmates was housed in a section
degcribed by the staff of the Commission as follows: '"...doors of plate
steel with a small observation panel and ... a partition in front of the
sanitary fixtures which somewhat restricts observation of the room interior,
a detention far from ideal for housing prisoners whose mental condition

warrants constant supervision.11

In ecach investigation the Commission staff revealed that the jail
staff either failed to perform the necessary supervisory "round" or failed
to take proper action upon learning that the inmate had a psychiatric
problem, A review of the minutes of the Commission fails to indicate any
action taken by the Commission in this situation,
Segregation Area

The Commission received a letter of complaint from a local prisonexrs'
rights organization alleging that four maleimmﬁ%es,two age 16, one age 19,
and the fourth age 28, were placed in a detention area variously described as
the "box" or the "hole," The Commission's report indicated that the "box'
was an area located in the basement which consists of "three plate-steel cells
with bar-grill recars and solid plate~steel doors equipped with an obserxvation

panel, All cells in this section measured 8' high, 7' long and 6' wide, which

tspecial report to the Commission on the Albany County Jail dated
December 17, 1973,
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can be considered adequate for detentlon purposes. All are equipped with
security light fixtures. However, only cell #l is equipped with sanitary
fixtures; the remaining two cells are devoid of any cell equipment,'

The complaint also alleged mistreatment by fail persommel, The
Commission's investigator reported to the Commission:

"The gecond awea of complalnt concerns alleged
mdstreatment by jail persomnel and the unsaniltary
conditions of the isolation areas, The three
inmates housed in the isolation area were first
stripped in the head jailer's offlice, located on
the first floor, then made to walk naked £rom this
offilce to the isolation avea in the bascment,
Alleged forms of mistreatment included verbal
harassment by guard personnel directed to prisoners
making requests and infrequent supervisory visits
to the isolation area. The prisoners stated to the
undersigned that it was necessary to urinate on the
cell floor due to these infrequent supervisory wvisits,
Additionally, they were allowed to shower only once
while confined in this area and were not provided
with the necessary hygienic articles,"

Following receipt of this report, the Commission instructed the
Administrator to send a '"special lettex" to the shexiff,

Subsequently, the Commission recelved a report of an assault on a
female prisoner and a related arson incident., This incident was ilnvestigated
by the Commission staff which concluded:

"These incidents contain racial implications. Both
inmates who were assaulted were white and both were
suspected by jail administrators of being mentally
retarded, The inmates who did the beating all were
black. The assault took place on June 17, 1974, at
approximately 4:40 P,M., Inmate Heil's cell was set
afire shortly after the assault, causing damage to
her personal belongings. Inmate Hell had written a
note to the matron which contained ethnic slurs
against black female inmates. Interception of this
note by the blacks was the precipitating factorx,
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"A relaxed degree of security was a contributing
factor, there belng only one matron on duty,
where there are normally two, The one matron was
not able to effectively control the situation when
it arose."
Again the Commission directed the Administrator to send a "special
letten,"
Homosgxual Incidents
Serious allegations have beaen made concerning alleged homosexual
incidents at the Albany County Jail, The alleged incidents are saild to
have occurred on December 29, 1974, At that time the sheriff of Albany
County initiated an investigation into the allegations that correction
officers had forced inmates into committing homosexual acts, Initlally,
13 officers were involved. Three officers have resigned, a fourth has been
cleared due to a polygraph test, Although an investigation has been initiated
there 1s no indication in the minutes of the Commission that the Commission
hag taken action, In testimony before the Committee, the Commission staff
indicated that it had been thwarted in this investigation by the dismissal
of Messrs, Byers and Rahavy. The staff acknowledged that it has not taken
steps to follow up this Investigation,
According to the material supplied to the Committee, a numbexr of
other unusual ineidents have been reported to the Commission, These include
attempted sulcides, smuggling, a sit-down strike, a hunger-strike and other

disturbances, and assaults on guards, Most of these incldents have not been
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followed up by the Commlssion or its staff, but instead conclude the warden
"has promised a detalled written report."12

The material submitted to the Committee by the staff indicates that
in all but one instance cited,the sheriff failed to supply the investilgative
report within thirty days of the initial report of an unusual incident in
aceordance with the Commission's minimum shandards, There is no indication,
however, that the Commission or iLts staff took any action to follow up or

requive the sheriff to comply with the appropriate minimum standards.

12n March 4, 1975 the warden of Albany County reported that
an lnmate was forced to submit to homosexual advances, no
record of investigation by Commission. On March 4 another
inmate escaped from the jail and was recaptured by Albany
County police at the bus station; no record of investigation
by the Commission. On January 17, 1975 an inmate attempted
sulcide by taking an overdose of pills., The report indicated
that the jail authorities had located a quantity of pills
and a note that the inmate intended to commit suicide; no
Investigation by the staff, October 2, 1974 the warden of
Albany County reported an attempt to smuggle contraband into
the jail; no investigation by the staff. On August 22, 1974
the Warden of Albany County reported that the inmates began
a sit down strike and refusel to leave the mess hall; no
investigation by Commission staff., July 16, 1974 an inmate
attempted to cut his wrists with a piece of tin located in
the vard; no investigation by the Commission staff.
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DUTCHESS COUNTY JAIL

An examination by this committee of the books and records of the .
Commission of Correction on the Dutchess County Jail in Poughkeepsie,

New York, showed a continuing pattern of inaction and delay in connection
with ungatisfactory conditions at that facility. During July, 1973, a
federal court judge appointed an attorney to represent the inmates in

an action against the county and the county Sheriff due to numerous

inmate complaints and substandard conditions at the jail. This action
was settled by a consent order which mandated the Sheriff to comply

with the basic rules and regulations promulgated by the Commission to
gbvenn the operation of all New York State County correctional facilities.
Therefore, as ecarly as the summer of 1973, the Commission and the public
was on notice that there were serious problems at the County jail.

On February 28th, March lst, 4th, 5th, 6th and 7th of 1974, the
Commission conducted an inspection of the Dutchess County Facility. The
following are some of the conclusions and observations made in the report
approved and submitted with that inspection: "Prisoners have little
or no respect for the custodial staff and in effect, feel that they are
in control of the facility", and "Several officers expressed an inability
to enforce the rules and regulations because of day to day changes in
policy and enforcement procedures®. In addition to those observations,
the report concluded that little had been accomplished in regard to
recommendations stated in the last two earlier reports of inspections
conducted at the jail, and this was particularly true with respect to

poor maintenance and unsatisfactory housekeeping procedures. In
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addition to those conclusions, the report contained fifteen additional
recommendations, the last of which was a recommendation that the Commis-
sion cite the proper municipal officials to show cause why the jail
should not be closed pursuant to the Correction Law.

After the first report, the Commission investigators continued
with their special investigation and returned to Poughkeepsie and the
Dutchess County Jail on a number of days during March, 1974. These
special investigation reports were submitted in five parts and contained
interviews with inmates, correction officers and others in connection
with the activities being conducted within the jail., The reports showed
that the investigators found evidence of the following:

1. That there is no adequate supervision or discipline of cor-
rection officers or inmates.

2. "hat illegal narcotics and dangerous drugs are available to
the inmates.

3. That the present medical procedures arec inadecquate and unsafe.

4, 1Illegal hyperdermic needles are availlable to the inmates.

5. Correction officers are involved in the selling of illegal
drugs to inmates.

6. Correction officers are gambling with inmates.

7. Correction officers are Lieing brutal with inmates.

8. Sexual assaults on inmates are being committed.

9. Correction officers are paying cash to inmates so that they
will not cause trouble.

10, That the inmates are in possession of homemade weapons.
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1l. That plans exist for a take~over and/or escape.

12. Correction officers are selling aleoholic beverages to
inmategs,

13. That the facility is unsafe and unsanitary for the housing
of inmates.

Tt must again be pointed out that in the final part five of this
continuing investigation report, it was again rocommended by the invest-
igators involved, that Dutchess County be cited to show cause why the
jail should not be closed. In connection with this continuing investig-
ation by the Commigsion of the Dutchess County faecility during the months
of March and April of 1974, it is to be noted that at the hearings held
by the Commission, testimony and records substantiated the fact that
on or about April 17th, 1974, at the home of the Sheriff of Dutchess
County, at the direetion of the administrator of the Commission, the
administrator and members of the Commission investigation team went to
the Sheriil's home to apprise him of their findings and to warn him that
he would be called down in front of the Commission in Albany and ques=-
tioned with respect to the deficiencies found in the jail. An examin-
ation of the minutes of the regular meeting of the Correction Commission
show that on May l4th, 1974, the Sheriff of Dutchess County, along with
other county officials, werce in Albany at a meeting of the Commisgsion.

The next inspection done by the Commission was on June 13th, 1974,
by a single inspector from the Commission and a person other than the

inspeetors that conducted the initial inspections in March and April of
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1974. This inspection of June 13th, did in effect give the Dutchess
County Jail a clean bill of health. The unusual aspect of this report
is that while the initial reports which disclosed all of the problems
and contained numerous recommendations took several days, this report
was accomplished on the same date that a similar report and inspection
was done by the same inspector at the Ulster County Jail in Kingston.
After the preparation of this June 13th, report, nothing was done in
connection with the Dutchess County Jail with the cxception of some
correspondence between the administrator of the Commission and the County
Sheriff, Pointedly, there was no further attempt by the Commission to
conduct any follow-up inspections other than the June 13th inspection.

On August 2lst, 1974, the Commission received a letter which was
originally sent to Senator Jacob Javits and the Department of Correctional
Services containing the signatures of fourteen inmates of the Dutchess
County Jail complaining about conditions in the jail. While this letter
was initially received by the Commission in August, nothing was done
about it until November 15th, 1974, when a letter was sent to the Dutchess
County Sheriff by the Assistant Secretary of the Commission containing
the following language: "“In view of the fact that the Senator has made
inquiry, we are obligated to follow-up”. This letter clicited a reply
foom e Sheriff dated November 18th, 1974, in which he indicated that
the inmate complaints were ill-founded. Based upon this lettexr, the
Commission replied to Senator Javits and told him the matter was taken
care of. Again, there was never any effort to make any type of inspection
at the jail to determine whether or not these inmate complaints had merit
and the matter was dropped by the Commission.

On January 2nd, 1975, the Commission received a letter, signed
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and sent by the father of a twenty-seven year old inmate, indicating

that his son was suffering from a liver ailment and had and was receiving
medical mistreatment at the Dutchess County.Jail from October, 1974, to
the date of the letter, Commission records disclosed no action or
response taken in connection with that complaint forwarded by the father.
The inmate involved, died while still in custody on January 15th, 1975.
After the death on January 28th, 1975, a special report of the general
evaluation of the medical services at the Dutchess County Jail was
undertaken by the Commission. In connection with that report, the follow-
ing language is contained near the end. "Past recommendations and stip-
ulations have been ignored by the Dutchess County Jail authorities con-
cerning improving medical services. It is therefore the opinion of the

investigatory Commission staff that medical standards would be improved

if constant monitoring is employed to insure implementation of the rec-
ommendations in this report." This report contained fourteen recdmmn-‘
datunm'". with respect to health and medical procedures at the jail with
the fourteenth of such recommendations again recommending that the jail
be closed. After the submission of this general evaluation and recom-
mendations in January of 1975, the jail was again inspected by the Com~-
ﬁﬁssion on March 3rd, 4th and 5th of 1975. Again in the summary of this
report, eighteen conditions were shown to exist that were substandaird
and in violation of the minimum standard promulgated by the Commission.
The report concluded by indicating that the general conditions in the
jail have deteriorated to a point where its operation in no way fulfills
the needs and requirements of the County. In addition, again ten recom-

mendations were made, the first of which indicated that the responsible
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authorities should be cited to show cause why the Dutchess County Jail
should not be closed pursuant to the proper sections of the Correction
Law. Again, no further steps were taken by the Commission in connection
with this inspection report.

On reb. 26, 1575, ' the Commission received a letter of complaint
by an inmate at the Dutchess County Jail. Although the inmate's com-
plaint cited numerous and serious problems at the jail, nothing was done
in connection with it until it was turned over to two investigators who
were told to speak to the inmate the next time they were at the Dutchess
County Jail. These inspectors did in fact stop at the jail on the way
to New York City on Wednesday, March 19, 1975, and spoke to the inﬁate.
By this time, however, the damage had evidently been done, and on
Thurs., March 20, 1975, this same inmate was found to have committed
suicide in his cell. The following day, March 2lst, 1975, a second inmate
committed suicide by hanging at the Dutchess County Jail. On March
26th, 1975, certain personnel from the State Commission of Correction
were at the jail to investigate the deaths of the two inmates. At
exactly the same time, these inspectors were at the jail, an inmate dis-
turbance erupted and the inmates in the word of the Commission's report
were "breaking up the place".

To summarize, the Commission of Correction by virtue of its own
reports, inmate complaints, and complaints from the parents and relatives
of inmates, compiled a chronology of improper procedures at the Dntchess
County Jail from February of 1994, through April of 1975. 1In spite of
this continuing unsatisfactory situation, the Commission chose to do

nothing other than send threatening letters and attempt to convince
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and pursuade the Sheriff and the County Legislature to do something"
about the situation as it existed. Never once was an attempt made to
exercise the powers given to it by the Correction Law by citing the
proper municipal officials with an order to show cause in an attempt

to close the facility. While it may be true that after the two unfor-
tunate suicide deaths and the riots in the latter part of March of 1975,
the Commission did prepare a citation and serve it upon the County,
there can be absolutely no excuse or reason for the Commission's lack

(¥

of activity or its refusal to use the legal tools given to it.
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HERKIMER COUNTY JAIL

The Herkimer County Jail was constructed in 1832; it was enlarged
and renovated in 1898, It has been in continual operation with little or
no renovation since that date,

The records of the Commission indicate that it has sought the
closing or renovation of the facility since 1941, Since 1948, it has been
a subject of discussion with the Commission. 13 To date, the outdated
facility has not been replaced.

Although the Commission has issued a "show cause order" and held
a hearing, no definite steps have been taken to remedy the situation described
by Commission personnel as 'very unsatisfactory,anq outmoded. "

Correspondence between Herkimer County officials and the Commission
indicate that the County has not complied with Commission regulations con-

cerning training,

13 A chronology of activities is set forth as Exhibit B of this

report,
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ULSTER COUNTY JAIL

The committees study of the events of the previous twenty months
at the Ulster County Jail, while equally tragic in their content, are
unique in one particular aspect. That is, that the physical plant at
Ulster County is the newest and most modern county correctional facility
in the Sskate. The construction of this facility was only completed
within the last year or two at great cost to the taxpayers of that county.
For the purposes of this report, the chronological story of the Ulster
County Jail begins on September 25th, 1973, at which time an inspection
was done by an inspector from the Commission. Prior to this inspection,
the fecord discloses that an inmate attempted suicide on August 27th,
1973 at the facility. The only recommendation that this report contained
was with respect tolprisoner classification as mandated by the Correction
Law.

The following were reported to the Correction Commission: attempted
suicide, October 31lst, 1973; attempted suicide, February 25th, 1974;
attempted suicide, March 6th, 1974; drug smuggling and mattress burning
incidents, March 8th, 1974. Thereafter on March 2lst and 22nd, 1974,
an inspection was conducted by the Commission which included one Com~
missioner, the administrator and two senior inspectors. That report con-
cluded, among other things, that "administrative procedures as observed
by the undersigned were found to be lacking in many aspects essential
for the satisfactory opwration of the county jail." Additionally ten
specific recommendations were made including the same recommendation made

in the previous report of September, 1973.
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On March 26th, 1974, a special report and investigation was
initiated by the Commission in connection with numerous escape attempts,
drug smuggling, and the swallowing of razor blades by inmates. Again,

this investigation was done by two senior investigators of the Commis-

sion « In the conclusion of that report, it was pointed out that the

mattress burning and razor blade swallowing demonstrations were done
in an effort by the inmates to gain the attention of the Commission so
that the conditions at the jail could be improved.

Following this March 26th, 1974, report, an examination of the
Commission's own records disclose the following: two more attempted
escapes bj»inmates, June 4th, 1974; escape of inmate from Hudson River
State Hospital, memo of June 6th, 1974; and a report of possible upris-
ing at the jail, memo June 6th, 1974. On June 13th, 1974, an inspection
was conducted by a senior inspector at the Ulster County Jail. Interest-
ingly enough, this inspection was conducted by the same inspector on the
same day as the June 1l3th inspection at the Dutchess County Jail in Pough-
keepsie. This same inspector, as he had done in the Dutchess County sit-
uation, concluded that the Sheriff and his staff were making a good
effort to comply and that progress had been made. In his recom-
mendations, however, he again carried the same recommendation
with respect to classification of inmates as was recommended in the
Septéﬁber 1973, and March 1974, inspection reports.,

Thereafter, the Correction Commission records indicate the follow-

ing: allegations of assault and sodomy, June 26th and 27th, 1974; attempted

escape,July 9th and July 26th, 1974; disturbance resulting in property
damage, correspondence August 5th, 1974; assault on inmate by another

inmate, letter August 15th, 1974; razor blade swallowing incident,
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September 19th, 1974; assault by inmate and inmate injuries, Sebtember
15th and 20th, 1974,

Further investigation of the Commission records indicate that
an inspection was conducted on September 5th, 6th, 1llth, 12th, 13th,
19th, 20th and 24th, 1974, by an inspector from the Commission. This
report in its final form contains fourteen recommendations, conclusions
and observations with respect to the failure of the Sheriff to properly
operate the jail. It is to be noted that in connection with this report,
the inspector who did it is still employed by the Commission and testified
at a committee hearing that his initial report of inspection conducted
on those days in September, had indicated that more severe conditions
existed at the jail and upon submitting his draft, he was told by the
Assistant Secretary of the Commission, to "tone the report down", and in
fact, the Assistant Secretary deleted certain paragraphs of the report
in connection with the inspector's observations and conclusions.

On October 2nd, 1974, a special investigation report was done by‘ .
Commission investigators which indicated that the institution was not
being run properly and that the Sheriff in charge was both uncooperative
and untruthful with the Commission. In spite of these findings, on Oc-
tober 16th, 1974, at a special meeting of the Commission conducted in New
York City, the Commission saw fit to grant the Sheriff another thirty
days to comply with the fourteen recommendations of the inspections of

September and October of 1974.
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On November 25th, 1974, an inspection was conducted with respect
to the Sheriff's compliance with the recommendations made in earlier
inspection reports. This follow-up report indicated that in many aspects
the Sheriff had still not complied with the original recommendations and
recémmended that further ongoing monitoring of the administration of
the County facility be undertaken by the Commission. As a point of
interest, it should be noted that during the ongoing inspections by the
Commission from February of 1974, through the end of 1974, the attempted
escapee, disturbances, and other occurrences going on at the county jail
were constantly brought to the attention of the public through numerous
editorials by the local radio station in Kingston, New York.

During the inspections and investigations conducted by the Commission
at the Ulster County Jail during the summer of 1974, it was also disclosed
that the then Sheriff had hired and sworn in as a Deputy, a man who at
the time had outstanding warrants against him from other states in con-
nection with the commission of felonies. It was further disclosed and
discovered that at the time this man was on the county payroll as an
employee of the Sheriff and the jail, the situation with respect tc the
outstanding warrants was known by the Sheriff. When an attempt was made
by the authorities to execute the warrants against this individual, he
ieft the jurisdiction and again became a fugitive from justice. The
Sheriff did nothing with respect to this situation except sign the fugi-
tive's pay vouchers. During this ongoing investigation, it was discov-
ered and reported to the Commission that two inmates who were being held

in the Ulster County Jail awaiting trial on the alleged homicide of a
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state policeman, that during their period of dgmxmion,tméyvmr@
granted special privileges by the Sheriff which included, among other
things, liquor and women in their cell, guitars, special furnimhings
and decorations, and the total and complete run of the jail.

In all fairness to the new Ulster County Sheriff, it must be
noted that the records of the Commission and testimony at the hearings
indicate that subsequent to January lst, 1975, and upon the arrival of
the new Sheriff, conditions are steadily improving at the jail and that
the Sheriff is making every effort to run the facility properly and to
make the changes recommended by the Commission.

By examining the events which occcurred between February, 1974, and
the end of the year, it again becomes evident that while the Commission
made inspections and wrote letters, they did not attempt to exer-
clise any powers given to them by the correction law to enforce the rules
and regulations promulgated by them. The Ulster County situation points
out, at least to some extent, the fallacy of the argument given by many
local Sheriffs to the Commission that they cannot run a proper jail be-
cause their physical plant is not new or modernized. In Ulster, there is
a bradd new jail, but conditions are no better, and in some cases worse,

than those existing in much older facilities, including Dutchess County.
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RECOMMENDAT TON
FULL TIME COMMISSION

That the New York State Commission on Correction
become a full time commission with three appointed
comrissioners. One commissioner.to be appointed
by his excellency, the Governor with the advice
and consent of the Senate, one commissiloner to be
appointed by the Speaker of the New York State
Assembly, and the third commissloner to be
appointed by the President Pro-Tem of the New
York State Senate. The commigsioners would sexrve
for a perdod of four (4) years, The terms of the
three commissioners ghould not expire simultancously.

The committee's investigation has clearly revealed that the work of
the commission is too great to be entrusted to a panel of part-time commissionecrs,
Commissioner Berkowitz, in his testimony before the committee, has called for
the appointment of a full time chailrman., Witnesses before the committee and
those submitting statements for the committee's consideration have been
unanimous in calling for the designation of a full time commission.l,' Conmis~
sioner Beha, in material submitted to the commisslon, has called for the appoint-
nent of a full time chairman and suggested that consideration be given to the
appointment of additional full time commissioners}ﬁ Al though we recognilze the

importance of maintaining community input into a program of thig type, the,

-

workload involved clearly reflects tue nced for a full time cffort.

"T&The Select Committee on Correctional Ifstitutions’ and Programs in
its original report suggested the institution of a full tiwz commissioner to
serve ag vice chairman of the commission, At the time of the Sclect Conmittee
report, the chairman of the commission was,by constitutional mandate, the
commissioner of the Department of Correctional Services. Subsequently the Now
York State constitution has been amended to remove the commissioner of the
Department of Correctional Sexrvices from the commission,

15 Agencies calling for a full time commission or,at a minimum, a £ull
time chairman, include The Society of Friends, The Community Services Society
and the New York Legal Aid Society.
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Regarding the '"numbers game!, it has been variously recommended ‘that
one, two, three or four commissioners be appointed to replace the present seven.
This committee ruled out one as ingufficient to do the job. We believe three
would most logically afford for well-paid, focussed representation; divide
the authority for appointment between the executive and legislative branches,

and provide an odd-number balance necessary for decision-making in divisive matters.
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RECOMMERDATTION
BUREAU TO DFAL WITH GRIEVANCES

That there be created within the Correction Conmission
a geparate bureau to be headed by a member of the com-
mission to deal with inmates, corrvection officers and
other grievances involving the correction system,

This recommendation arises out of the suggestions of nearly every
organization concerned with the operation of the correctional system, The
Select Committee on Correctional Institutions and Programs rccognized the
need for machinery to consider the impact of gricvances within the system.

A number of measures have been introduced into this session of the Legislature
calling for the appointment of an individual or agency responsible for dealing
with inmate gmievam:es.'1‘6

This recommendation is in conformity with the recommendation of the
National Council on Crime and Delisxquency that every state correcetional
department establish a grievance procedure under which all gricvances com~
municated by prisonars to the head of the department would be investigated by
a person oxr agency outside of the department and a written xeport of the
findings would be submitted to the department and the priaonﬁrJJ A similax
step has been taken in Maryland which recently created an Inmate Grievance
Commission consisting of f£ive membexrs. Under the Maryland system, any prisoner
may complain to the commission, which unless it finds his complaint "on ite face"
lacking in merit, will give him a hearing. At the hearing, the prisoner may call
and question witnesses and, Lif he can afford it, be represented by aa attorney.

The Conmission's order must include its findings of facts, its conclusions and

its disposition of the complaint., Tf the deeision is in faver of the complaint

15 S, 77 to amend the correction law, in relation to the creation of
the office of ombudgman and making an appropriation therefor, and S, 2668
to amend the correction law, in relation to the creation of the office of
ombudsman.,

17 A Model Act for the Protection of Rights of Prisoners, Section 5.
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in whole or in part, it is reviewed by the Secretary of Public Safety and Cor-
rectional Servicee?ASCalifornia is considering legislation to create an indivi-
dual responsible to the Legislature to recelve complaints from prisonexrs and
attempt to resolve those found to have merit by recommending changes to the
sdministrators involved or suggesting new 1egislation.19 Minnesot:a has a state
officlal responsible to the Governor with the authority to investigate complaints
from prison and jail inmates, their families, probationers, parolees and cor=
reetional staff, This agency 18 funded through the Law Enforcoment Assistance
Administration. On the Federal level, the Federal Burecau of Prisons has an
0ffice of Review staffed by lawyers to investigate institutional complaints,

The grievance machinery should not be limited to grievances by in-
mates, At the present time, there is no machinery available for the investiga-
tion or adjustment of pricvances submitted by guards or correctilonal officers.
Tt 18 antilecipated that the bureau within the commission would be authorized to
investigate complaints submitted by correction officers as well as those sub-
mitted by inmates,

RECOMMENDATION
MEDICAL REVIEW BOARD

The Ghief Medical O0fficer of the New York State
Department of Correctional Services should be
removed £yom the Correetion Medical Review Board.
Under preasent law, the chief medical officer of the Department of
Correctional Services scrves as a member of the Correction Medical Review Board.20
The presence of a high ranking member of the administration of the Division of

Correctional Sorvices raises a question in the minds of many inmates and others

concerned with the operation of the Coxrection Medical Review Board concerning

I Amotated Code of Maryland, Article 41, Section 204F,
19 galifornia Asgembly BL1l Number 1181, Introduced Marech 25, 1971.

20 correction Law, Section 44
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its independent natuwe. That committee, in its investigation, has seen
absolutely no evidence of improper Influence on the affairs of the Correction
Medical Review Board by Dx. lan T, Loudon. However, the committee concurs in
the recommendation made by several observers that he be removed as a statutory
member of the board to avoid any questions concerning the independence
of the Correction Medical Review Board.

The legislation recommended by this committee calls for the inclu-
slon of a minimum of two physicians on the Correction Medical Review Boaxd,

one to be a forensic pathologist and onc to be a forensic psychiatrist.




RECOMMENDATION
MEDICAL REVIEW BOARD

That the authority of the Correction Medical Review
Board be extended to advise the Department of Cor-
rectional Services and the administrators of local
correctional facilities as well as the Legislature
and the Governor concerning the delivery of health
services within correctional facilities,

The Medical Review Board was created in 1973 by Chapter 398 of the
Laws of 1973, 1Its primary function has been the investigation of the death
of individuals in custody, This emphasis is based on the atmosphere out of
which the board was createq, great public concern over suicides within
correctional facilities,. ﬁnfortunately, it has not, and is nct in a position
to eliminate the suicide problem in correctional facilities. In addition to
its traditional role, the Correction Medical Review Board should use its
expertise to monitor the delivery of health services within state correctional
gservices and local correctional services, The National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justilce Standards and Goals has emphasized the importance of state
ingpection of health and medical services at local penal institutions, 21
The Medical Review Board because of its expertise is in a unique position to
fulfill this objective,

The Legislature is aware that steps must be taken to insure the
delivery of proper health care to individuals incarcerated in local and state
correctional facilities, The New York State Department of Correctional
Services under the leadership of Dr., Ian T. Loudon has taken steps in this
direction....a program has been instituted to insure that all inmates receive

regular physical checkups. Steps are being taken in an effort to railse the

caliber of physicians employed by the correctional system, There is little

"2l National Advisory Committee on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
Corrections, Page 294 (1974).

40.
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attention, however, to the delivery of medical services in local institutions,

It is anticipated that the boards authority with respect to the delivery of
medical services would be analogous to that of the commisslon with respect to
the operation of correctional facilities,

It is hoped that the board would assist the Legislature and the Governor
in their efforts to establish the most effective program for the delivery of
medical services within correctional facilities,

RECOMMENDA TION
ABOLISH ADMINISTRATOR

The Office of Administrator of the Commission of Correction

should be abolished, The responsibility for the day to duy
administration of the commission should rest with the B
Chairman of the Commission of Correction.

The present law provides for the appointment of an administrator of the
Commission by the Commission. As a practical matter, between meetings of the
commission which have tradionally been held monthly, the administrator is the
commission., The personnel of the commission report to the administrator, 22
With infrequent exceptions the staff of the commission never meet with the
commission.23

The commission would have the authority to appoint assistants,
deputies and other officials of the commission as necessary for the operation

of the commission, These individuals would be responsible to the commission,

Of course, individuals assigned to a particular bureau of the commission would

227Xt the committee hearings the commission staff indicated that they
reported to the administrator through the assistant administrator and the
assistant secretary of the commission,

23 The minutes of the Commission of Correction submitted to this committee
indicate that several members of the commission staff meet with the commisgsion
in connection with a meeting held between the commission and officials of the
Ulster County Jail, Normally, the only staff member present at the commission
meetings other than the administrator is a stenographer.
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report to the commission through the commissioner respoﬂsible for

that bureau, With respect to functions of the commission that are not
spaclfically assigned to a commissioner by statute, it is anticipated that the
chairman would delegate responsibility to individual members of the commission,

RECOMMERDATION
CITIZENS ADVISORY COUNCIL

There should be created within the Commission of Correction
a Citizens Advisory Council appointed by the Governmor with
the advice and consent of the Senate and should include
individuals from all walks of life including: corporate
executive, attorneys, labor union officials, and at least
one individual with experience having served a sentence as
an offender either in a county or a state facility. The
council should have the right to wvisit correctional in-
stitutdions,

The Zommigsion of Correction traditionally has been thought of as a
group of independent citizens interested in corrections programs, This concept
had the distinct advantage of bringing to the commission diverse viewpoints from
the fact that the members of the commission are engaged in various activities and
bring diverse experience to their duties on the commission., As the work of the
comnission has grown it has become impossible for them to adequately perform the
obligations imposed upon them,

It is anticipated that the Citizens Advisory Council would be helpful
in developing training programs, release employment programs, strengthening
the activities of Correction Industries and assisting the commission in
developing a dialogue between the correction programs in both state and local

correctional programs and individuals and organizations outside of the correctional

system,
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RECOMMENDATION
VOLUNIEER PROGRAMS

The Commission of Correction should encourage the develop-
ment of volunteer programs within correctional programs,
This program should include the coordination of and
funnelling of volunteer efforts to state and local
correctional facilitles.

There is tremendous interest among an ever~-increasing segment of the
community to become involved in correctional programs as volunteers, To the
extent that these programs do not interfere with the security necessary for
the maintenance of a correctional facility, they should be encouraged, It has
come to the attention of the committee that in some cases volunteer activities
in local and state institutions are discouraged by correctional facilities., 24

The commission should take steps to bring the neéd for volunteers in
correction facilities to the attention of the public, Model regulations and
minimum standards should be established guaranteeing that local correctional
facilities as well as those operated by the Department of Correctional Services
utilize available manpower to the greatest extent possible.

In a number of states volunteer organizations have been allowed to
develop machinery br handling inmate grievances, For example, the Center for
Correctional Justice, a private nonprofit organization in the District of
Columbia has a grant from the United States Office of Economic Opportunity to

develop nonjudicial remedies for prisoners grievances. The Pennsylvania Prison

society has a similar program,

<% The New York State Department of Correctioral Services has developed
an extensive volunteer program, However, there are instances where the
activities of volunteers have been discouraged by correctional facilities
personnel,



RECOMMENDATION
STATE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

The authority of the Commission should be broadened
to clearly identify its obligation to review the
activities of the state correctional facilities as
well as the activities of the New York State
Department of Correctional Services.,

Previously there has been some confusion over the authority of the
Commission of Correction as applied to state correctional facilities, Any
such concern should be resolved on the side of requiring the Commission to
exert jurisdiction over the facilities operated by the Division of
Correctional Services. Pursuant to a request from the Commission, the
Attorney General has ruled that its authority includes all institutions

operated by the Department of Correctional Services,2?

RECOMMENDATION
RELATIONS WITH LEGISLATURE

The Commission cooperates with the Senate Committee
on Crime and Correction and the Assembly Committee

on Codes concerning the regulation and operation of
correctional facilities.

Traditionally the Senate Committee on Crime and Correction and the

Assembly Committee on Codes through its subcommittee on correctional facilities

have maintained an oversight responsibility with respeect to the operations of

the Department of Correctional, Services, the Commission of Corrections and various

25

A question had been raised concerning the Commission's jurisdiction over

the New York State Correctional Facility at Fishkill because of a constitutional
provision restricting the Commission's activities to institutions “or sane adults.

NEW YORK STATE CONSTITUTION, Article 17, Section 5. Opinion of the Attorney
General, dated July 18, 1974,
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correctional programs throughout the state. The Commission should be mandated

to cooperate with these committees in fulfilling their oversight responsibility,
In addition, the Commission should recommend legislation to the Leglslature
through these committees., Because of its unique‘functicn the Commission should
not be required to comply with the traditional procedure of submitting legislation
to the Legislature through the office of the counsel to the governor. In this

way the independent status of the Commission is maintained.

RECOMMENDATION
UNUSUAL INCIDENTS

The sheriff, superintendent, or other chief administrative
officer of every correctional facility should be required
to submit reports concerning unusual incidents to the
Commission immediately., Detailed investigatory reports
should be submitted periodically as an investigation
develops. The Commission should institute procedures to
insure that such reports are submitted and followed up

by the Commission staff.

Under the minimum standards issued by the Commission every 'unusual
incident'" must be reported to the Commission immediately.26A follow up written
report reflecting the investigation must be submitted as soon as possible but
not more than thirty days following the incident., The files of the Commission
indicate that this followup report is frequently not forwarded to the
Commission or if forwarded, lacks sufficient information to be useful.

Testimony at the Committee hearings as well as interviews between the
Committee's staff and the staff of the Commission indicate that there is no

regular procedure for insuring that these reports are submitted in accordance

with the minimum standards,

. 28 ynysual incidents are defined to include deaths, attempted suicides
resulting in injuries to the inmates which require hospitalization, assaults
on employees resulting in injuries which require hospitalization, inmate
disturbances involving the taking of hostages, the taking control of any
portion of a facility, the major destruction of institutional property, sit
down strikes, escapes or any other type of occurrence which threatens, the order
discipline or security of the facility of the inmates.




RECOMMENDATION
REPORTING UNUSUAL INCIDENTS

The Commission should either within its own office, or
in conjunction with another agency of the government,
such as the state police, establish a procedure whereby
unusual incidents can be reported to the appropriate
state official immediately.

At the present time the Commission has an arrangement with a commercial
answering service in Albany whereby unusual incidents are reported to the
answering service.

It is not appropriate to entrust this responsible function to an
angwering service, There are numerous agencies within the criminal justice
gystem in the Albany area which must for one reason or another maintain a
switchboard manned on a twenty-four hour basis with personnel sufficiently
trained to recognize the importance of information reported. Procedures could
be set up with such an agency whereby it would notify a responsible official of

the Commission serving as '"duty officer' avallable by telephone in the event

an unusual incident is reported.

RECOMMENDATION
MINIMUM STANDARDS

Immediate steps should be undertaken to update the
Commlssion's minimum standards.

The Commission's minimum standards do not adequately reflect the
present law concerniung the treatment of inmates in local or state correctional
facilities., Within the past three or four years the courts, especially the
federal courts have been active in defining inmate rights. The.recent case

28that was affirmed by the Court

involving the Tombs 2/4in the Southern District
of Appeals for the Second Circuit as well as similar cases involving the

correctional facilities at Dutchess and Albany County have clearly established

21 Manhattan House of Detention for Men

28 Rhem et, al. vs. Malcolm 70 Civ..3952 (Southern District of New York)
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minimum standards greater than those set forth in the Commission'‘s minimum

standards.,

The Commission obtained funding for the development of a revised
minimum standards from the Law Enforcemeni Assistance Administration pursuant

to the Safe Streets Act during the 1974-1975 fiscal year, A project director

for this project was engaged in April 1975. It is hoped that this project

will occupy a high priority on the Commission's agenda.

470
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RECOMMENDATION
COMPLAINTS

Leglslation be adopted requiring the chief administrative
officer of any correctional facility to transmit to the
Commission of Correction complaints by inmates of that
correctional facility submitted for transmittal to the
commission without any censorship or review, prior to
transmittal,

Records submitted to this committee indicate that mail addressed to
the commisslon from inmates is frequently intercepted. Material submitted
to the committee by the Commission of Correction reveals instances of letters
addressed to the Correction Commission, transmitted tothe Correction Commission
with a transmittal letter explaining the lack of merit of the inmate's
complaint. This clearly reflects that the inmate's correspondence directed
to the commission was opened in violatlion of the practice allowing the
tranpmittal of legal mail without censoxrship.,

Every correctional facility should have a procedure whereby
correspondence addressed to the commission will be transmitted to the
commission without review or censorship by the staff of the facility., In
this manner inmates will not be concerned with the possibility of reprisal
should improper or illegal activity on the part of facility personnel be

reported to the commission,

RECOMMENDATION
SUPERVISE LOCAL CORRECTIONAL OFFICIALS

That the commission be given the authority to supercede
the local sheriff, taking over the management of the jail.
The commission should be allowed to place commission
personnel in charge of the appropriate prison personnel
where such action is deemed necessary. Provision should
be made for swift judicial review of any such action by
the commission. In an emergency situation, the commission
should be allowed to act prior to a judicial determination
where the commigsion has acted pending a judicial determination
and prior to a judicial determination, the commission's
activity should not be terminated until the judicial
proceeding has been completed.
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The committee's review of the activities of the commission has
revealed that unrest or other unsatisfactory conditions in correctional
facilities is frequently caused by poor administration and supervision,
Generally this condition is readily identifiable to the commission staff.
However in many cases the commission is helpless to take appropriate steps.

In situations where the commission finds that the health and safety of the
community or of the inmates is in jeopardy, because of lax administration or
supervision in local facilities, the commission should be empowered to put its
personnel in the institution in a supervisory role.

Expenses incurred by the commission in supervising the operation of
an institubion with its own personnel would be paid by the municipalicy
involved.

The Commission should be allowed to take action to supercede a
sherlff or other local correctional facility supervisor without court review
only in instances where it has made a determination that the facility presents
an imminent danger to the health, safety or security of the publie, the inmates
of the facility or the employeces of the facility due to the lack of proper ‘-
management or operation of the facility or the failure to adhere with thé
rules and regulations promulgated by the commigsion, Thus to supercede
a sheriff the commission must determine the existance of an imminent;danger
which is the result of the ldack of proper manageﬁenﬁ or operation ot the
failure to adhere with the rules and regulations lssues by the commission, An
imminent danger caused by some other reason would not constitute grounds for

superceding a sheriff or other official.
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RECOMMENDATION
CIVIL PENALTIES

The Commission should be allowed to impose civil
penalties on counties failing to comply with the
lawful order of the Commission,
Under present law the Commlssion's power to enforce its regulations
and rulings 1is limited, It may close the institution pursuant to section 48
of the Correction Law. It may seek an order in Supreme Court ordering
compliance with its standards or ruliné. Refusal to comply with an order of
this type is punishable as contempt. Under present law obtaining such an
order 4s a long drawn out proceeding. Frequently when there is a major
violation of the standards which'could result in unrest in an institution
or could cause gerious harm to inmates of the institution the commission
is powerless to act quicekly. ‘This recommendation is designed to allow the
Commisglon to impose civil penalties on the county or officials
involved with the hope that the imposition of an appropriate civil penalty
will have the cffect of encouraging the local sheriff and other local officials
to provide facilitics, manpower and leadership neceded for the effective
opervation of the facility.
0f coursce the imposition of civil penalties, although initially
determined by the commission would be subject to judicial review.

RECOMMENDATION
PROSECUTION

The Commission should be authorized to rmquest that the
attorney general appoint a special depuly attorney general
to impanel a grand jury and prosecute individuals charged
with committing a crime within a correctional facility

or in comnection with the operation of a correctional
facilitcy.

Throughout its investigation the committee has been told that reports
of improper activities involving corrcction officers or inmates have been

reported to the District Attorney'of the county within which the facility is located.



Invariably these reports have not resulted in an indictment,
According to variocus members of the staff of the commission this inaction on
the part of local grand juries frequently results in adversely affecting the
morale of the commission persomnel. Although never presented with concrete
evidence, the committee has hcard numerous accusations that local prosccutors
are reluctant to prosccute for activities within correetional facilities
because of the political nature of the office of Sheriff and in most counties
the political nature of the deputies or keepers responsible for the operation
of the facility. Constitutionally it is impossible to give the Commission of
Correctilion the authority to impanel a grand jury or otherwise prosccute for
the violation of laws relating to correctional facilities, However, the
Attorney General has the prosecutorial pewer that can be implemented on a
statewide basis. In cases where the commission feols a prosecution is
warranted it should apply to the attorney gencral with the request that an
assistant or deputy be named to carry on the proscecution.

RECOMMENDA'TION
PREFERENCES IN JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS

The commission's authority to comply with its regulationg
should be strengthened by providing for preferences in
judlcial proccedings in cases where the Commission

finds that the health and safety of the community,

the employeces within the institution and/or the

inmates are in fmminent dangex.

Although the commission has the power to seek an order compelling
compliance with its regulations or minimum standards it has never sought
such an order. Interviews between the committee staff and the commission
staff indicate that such orders were not soupght becausce of the delay that
would be encountered in that type of proceeding. There are many other
ingtances in the law where trial preferences are granted in cases of judieial

=

review of adminlstrative activity.

31,
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RECOMMENDATION
MODEL RULES

The Commission should publish model rules for
local and state correctional facilities.

The Committec has often heard complaints concerning the inadequacy
of rules and regulations in both state and local correctional facilitiles.
The Department of Correctional Services has been working on a set of uniform
rules for its facilities for several years. EBach local facllity is required
to have rules delineating its practices and operations., However, in many instances
there are inadequate procedures to insure that these rules and regulations are
made available to the fnmates upon entering the system, 239
The Committee recognlzes that it is not possible to write a single
set ol rules applicable to all facilities., However a set of model rules
would Lacilitate the development of local institutional rules.

RECOMMENDATION
RULES

The Commission should be required to review and approve all
rules of correctional institutions. Alterations and amendments
to such rules should also be submitted to the commission for
its approval.
Both state and local correctional facilities maintain regulations that
must be submitted to the inmates. Because of the tremendous significance
ol these rules, those imposed by local correctional facilitices

should be veviewed before they are implemented, Rules imposed by state

correetional Lacllities should be filed with the Commission of Correction,

“J repislation has been introduced to require the delivery of copies
of the rules of the institution to inmates upon enteriag the correction system
and upon being referred to a particular correctional institution. (See § 4668-A
Marino, A, 06560-A  Runyon, A 73550-A__ Brown)
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RECOMMENDATTON
MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR CORRECTIONAL PERSONNEL

Minimum educational and other standards should be
established for personnel of local correctional
facilities.
Minimum standards are now established for state correctional facilities.
However, as the system of local correctional facilities normally reprasents a
substantially greater number of inmates than thoge housed in state corrcctional
faeilitics, steps should be taken to insure that the personnel of the local
correstional facilities have qualifications similar to those of state correctional
facilities.
Intexviews with the staff of the commission and statements submitted
to the committee for review reveal that the average cducational level of
correctional officers attending Correction Commission training programs is
12 years. Earlier in the program it was 1l ycors, The committec was advised
during the public hearings that there have been instances where employees of the
local corrections facilities sent to Albany to undergo the commission's training
programs were not able to read or write. ‘The commission could improve the
training level of correctional personnel if it wexe to require all local
corrcetional facilities' guards and supervisory personnel to have a high

school education.Su

U T egislation mandating a minfmun qualification for correctional personnel
has been proposed. S. 5955. (Marino)
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RECOMMENDAT ION
INSERVICE TRAINING

Local correctiomal facility personnel should be

required to participate in supplemental inservice

training programs either at the Commission of

Correctiong training center in Albany or at the

appropriate local facllity.

The basic training program required by the Commission of Correction

is limited ko a two week program at the commission's offices training center
in Albany. This training deals with basic procedure, classification and methods.
Corrcction officers working in state correctional facilitiecs receive two weeks of
training. Although it is not reasonable to mandate this type of training for
the local correctional officials at this time, steps should be taken to
ingure local correctional personnel receive inservice training, The commission
gtaff should provide personnel to coordinate and assist in training on a

local level. Where appropriate, the commission should call upon personnel

of other correctional facilities to aid in the training program.

There are a number of issues which cannot be dealt with during the
initial two week training program either because of the lack of time or because
of gpecialized rules or conditions which a correction officer will confront

when he returns to his facility.




RECOMMENDATTION
TRAINING FOR ADMINISTRATQRS

The Correction Commission should develcp specialized
training programs for administrators and specialists
within correctional facilities. On-~going training and
seminar programs should be developed for chief
administrative officers (Sheriffs, wardens, head
jailers) or correctional officers responsible

for developing programs in particular areas as

well as for correction personnel respongible

for the maintenance of order and security, and

the maintenance of physical facilities.

-

The businéss community has learned that it is frequently advantageous
for individuals to meet with other individuals with similar responsibilities
to exchange information concerning their activities, This typ; of dialogue
would be particularly useful in the correction system, The Commission would
be a natural catalyst to brir . together personﬂel from various institutions
to enable them to exchange information with their colleagues concerning
issues of mutual interest., In addition, seminar training programs could be
developed with experienced correctional personnel providing the basic cadre
of instructors,

Where appropriate, joint training programs should be developed
between the Commission of Correction and the New York State Department of
Correctional Services. In this manner higher morale and a sense of

professionalism will be encouraged.

RECOMMENDATION
TREATMENT PROGRAMS

That the Commission of Correction develop programs
designed to assist local correctional facilities in
formulating and establishing correction and
rehabilitation treatment programs including, but
not limited to educational programs, vocational
training programs, religious programs, and
recreation programs.

The standards for programs necessarily must vary from county to

county. A large urban county with an inmate population of 8,000 can provide

55.



a much greater and more varied program than the tiny county of Hamilton,
Thus it 18 not possible for the Commission to prescribe a program applicable
throughout the state.

However, the Commission could perform a useful function if it acted
as a clearing-house of information and ideas concerning correctional programs
in local institutions and acted as a liaison between local correctional
facilities and other agencies of state government in the local correctional

facilities' efforts to develop adequate educational and training programs.31

R

31 Training programs in local institutions are limited. Generally pre-
trial inmates do not participate in such programs. Sentenced inmates confined

in locai institutions have short sentences, Extensive training programs can
not be fit into short sentences.
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EXHIBIT A Page 1
RATIONALE FOR CORRECTIONAL TRAINING
COMMISSION OF CORRECTION

In recent years judicial activism, public scrutiny, and concern,
coupled with inmate reecidivism and a geuneral failure of our criuinal -
Justice syastem to deal with the voluminous, .ever changing aspects of
ceime and Incarceration have created a great strain on correctional

‘facilitics and our community. MNumecrous solutions have been proposoed

to minimize this problem. lHowever, few of these solutions have attached
the root of the problem. '

The crux of the problem lies with the fact that our Criminal Justice
System is administrated and onerated by humans. The fact that there are
human oneratives liwits the efficient and productive functionin: of
the system unless tnere cenists an effort to develop in an organiced
and goal-oriented manner zll functional componnnts of the systoem.

For this reason, the Commission of Correction has established 2 nulti-
faceted Traininz Unit to instruct local correction officers and adimine
istrators (the functional components) in the academics and practicszlitios
of corrections. It is the C*o‘m ssion's belief thot well-trained,

proie sionel officers and administrators are initial elements in the
creation of an imoroved, productive, and efficiently ozerated

Criminal Justice System.

The Commissicn's successful, continuous basic training program
(mandated by Article 3, Section 48, sub (8) of the Correction Lat:)
provides officer t?ai“- s vith fundamental knouwledge and sikille which
are necc& ary in woriing with incarcerants., It is imperative to |
stress hawve that only fundamental skills are taught tha officer-trainaes

210
- AR ' '
at Plk.xx;crmur~

bascd Academy. To emnpand the twoindnz of the offlzuuen,

In order thot their mew-learned skills and knevliedse moy be applicd

to thcil Darticular Luc1lmtﬁes, the - Commission rcalizes the necessity
ing an I =Service Tralnins Section within the Treining

esD Lbllltlcs of the In-~Service Staff are numerosus.

They must review anH anvrove any existingz In-Serwvice Traininnz
Programs conductad by loczl correctional authorities (see Minimum
Standards Section 5100,18, sub.(d). If a county Sheriff or cowvreectional
administrator exnresses a need and desire for an In~Scrvice Pronram,
the Commission's staff will provide the necessa:y technical assistance,
instructor referral, equinment, etc., to make the arogram DYoo~
ductive and successful. It should be noted thzt the befere-mentioned
technical assistance encomnasses a wide-ranging and time consuminz
effort on the part of staff personncl. Inltma]ly Commission staff
arranges oreliminary meetinegs with the correctional ausminisktrater, Shewifd,
etc., and obtains his commitment to follow specific Cona10510ﬂ rchwstu,
Staff then reviews and analyzes a particular facility's operation to
determine what courses are necessary and aoprooriate. As a pavrt of thia
review, unique characteristics of the facility are checked, correccted
(if necessary), and avproved so they too can be used as Lue focal point
of certain classes. COnce the progroam is underiway, the assigned
Commission staff member monitors the In-Service classes to insure a
quality program. Such elements as trainee attendance, instructor
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Page 2
presentation, and class partlcisation, are reviewed by the monitoring
stalf member.  Uhon comnletion of the phase, an evaluation of all
aspects 1s made.  This evaluation, In-Service Training forms, and lesson
plans are comoiled to provide relerence for future planning in forth-
coming In-Service Progrumu.

The above-drsceribed process 13 constructed to attain three
speclfic pmoalss

L. To Iinercase the effectivencss of personnel, thereby attain-
Ing preaier efficiency and cconomy in operations.

2, To ilmprove the conabilitics of personnel for participation
in the care, custsdy, clansification, and trcotment of
prisoncs (MCQ Ceurection Law, Section 500-C).

3. To praunte newsonmisl canacity to reconnize, understand, and
solve the problaies which oceur in the correctional institutions.

These snecelllic poala facilitate the accommlishment of the

major ool off bactrwing tha Crlmingl Justice System by training the
functingl o~er.tivas of the orrcc"'onal seﬁmcnt. S»ecific evidence

of attaincent of Lha shecliice and rnajor goals con be scen in imoroved
officer attivudee, imnroved onerations, rcouccd errors, reduced accceident
frequency, doroved quality of *u“ﬂrv4q10u, cevelonment of officor

versatility, eowd the maintonance of officer efficiency. Statistlcs
prove tht uuxggf’ ~raventeon, ivmsroved Inmate mora lc, and fever
urmswed ineddents (see section 3100.23 of the linimun utanuaram) are
furthes vesults od the Ceunidlscion's In-Service Training Program.

Anothaw Juk’i ication for In-fervice Training is the unifying and
’\

cooperttive atmos~here created by Resional In-Service Pronrems.

In these sropsrors. ofiles 5 from tvo or more adjoiningy county facilities
are comﬁuuon and insbruction presentsd.  This setbhing o rovides

an atmesosacre cowguelve to learninn ‘hrough the oharin" of ﬂutLal

knovled o and atiils,  Rasvort amonn of xlccr and administraters create
a team offort in casbattins the problems faced by all in the cor-
roctional field.

The eoals, onerations, and effects of Basic and In-Service
Trainin: have been descrivad.  Houwever, some may still question the
need for such a prosram. Why is it so important to have In-Service
Traluing?

"At lona last this nation is coming to realize that the process
of justice cannot end with the ulamﬂlﬁ" shut of prison gates.
Ninety~elcht out of every hundred criminals whe are sent to
prison come back out into socicty. That means that every American
concerned with stooiny crime must ask this question: Are we
doing all we can to wmake certain that many more men and
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women who come out of prison will bccome law abidin cltizens?

The answer .to that question today, after centurics of neglect,

is no. We have made imnortant "tridcs in the past two years,

but let us not deceive ourselves Our prisons are still colleges
of crime, and not what thoey °hou1d be ~ the beginning of a way
back to a productive life within the law.

To turn back the vave of crime we must havc more effective nolice
work and we must have court reform to ensure trials that are speedy
and fair. But let us also remembar that vhn arotecsion of snczgtv
dencnds larrolv on the corraction of tho ericinag, ™

First National. Conference on Correctiong
' 12/6/71

Today'u socicty complains about prisons, stating they are
colleges of cyime. Ve complain about tha growiny amount of i te
reaidmvmsm. Yot these conditions will oersist unless those reople
who deal with the "immate-students' most frequently are ecuinned t
function in a professicnal and uvwr03~~a ¢ manner,  How can we equd
these officers (functicnal oneratives) with these necessavv talnﬂts
Angwer~-Basic and continuing In-3ervice Trainins,. Why conniain about
inmate recidivism if iwe condene officer regression by not providing
continuing In~Service Programs?

for In-Scwvico

For those who still f£ail to sce tho nccessity £

Training, lov us cowpare the training now available for coauty cuv-

. rections. 0L11c~rs to that recelvad by tundeinal Police and New Yorlk

State Polico. valel~zl Police recelve o wminimun of 285 hours of trodning.
a maxinum of COO hours, and an average of 400 heurs. Stote Policz

-receive 20 weelks of bhaslc troining and, st least. one weell of in-cevvice
training every two ycavrs; an averag e of £J0 houwn. At presont, county
corrections cfficers rocelve only tro woaks traininn, totalinn cniv
80 hours. Very few counties hawve aCLlVG in-service pronrams

-

correction officers., 'The scalos arc obviou sly cioned dannerously ucw? d
the prefessicnalism of those who arrest end away from those who
incarceratae. Perhans this fact is the overpowering reason for the

perpetuation of cur prisons being "collegzes of crime.!

Professionalism of our county corvections officers through trainiag
can g» beyond the human asnects of involvement. To the business
minded individual, more cefficiency, and less cost to State and local
governments, are realities if the functional components ol our coryection
systems arc trained. Since the operation of a county jail is one of
the major lemal duties of a Sheriff (Scction 500-c oF the Correction
Law), it is lowical that his men should have exupertise in the care and
treatment of immates., in the surveying of legal documents, (commitment,
etc.), in the comnlex field of nublic relations, in the technical
ficld of fingerprinting and Locntiflcatxon (CPL Section), food manazement,
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all othrer laws and onerations which compose ]ail oneration.
functional comoonents (oiflcers) have adequate trainine, less

lav suits will be initiated and/or wony state and fcd01a1 govern-
wencies, baing the recinients of fincersrint cards and othcr

legal docunents, will s=oend less time and money correcting mistalies

causod

by lac: of knerledse and training, and the overall menagement

of jail operations will be more cfficient end econcmical.

It has beeome obvious that many counties (42) who desirc and necd
In-scrvice triining do not have the staff, time, or aitpertice to
orqauLze, devalon, and imolement in-service traininz. Even tucse
counties who o.orate In-Lorvice Pronroms £ind Commiscion staffl advice
and arsistance neccessary.  (Again note Hinxmun Stumuhra Eection

5100 L] 1 L]

(d). .

’
In conclvnion, the Commisolon of Co"rﬂctlon strontly feels that

past practices ol Maive the man a key and 2 nightstich and ha is a
corroctign officry are antiquated and sclf-defeatins, Troining is
a necessity 1f the preblaus of cur Criminal Justice S}ste are to be ;
solved, Mendneed Basic Praininng for loccl correctien officcrs is
not suifficicnt to equis the huwan oserctives of our leoecal cevrrectionzl
ingtitutions with Lh nocessary tools of thelr trade.!! Further Basic
Tralaing ¢ill not QLQN reoression by the officer unians his funda-
mental shkilla and knovlodee are rveinforced by contiincous In~icrvic

ice
Traini nd. The Comdscelion's In-fexvice Ctu*f (three), althouth small
on

in muaber, have wede sroct saine in imoroving facility adminictrat

ien
aporovan, exdsilLal lu-.oovies Prosvaiis, ond imnlcm;ncin: new In-Serv L
ser

Y > * - aJ pe]
sesnians, e Comad "‘Msa Selioves tha minimal cos of gteff and serw

1s -a smnll peice for the uchicvaiznes and Lwsrovemenes beint sained by

loeal correctiounnl 3acma¢gxxs. Covsidssicn of Corrocaricon In-Soevice

Trawning wust be contine & unlese we are willinz to venress aund not
proﬁrosr toard the bottormont of the Cramlnal Justice System in the
State of New Yoo,
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