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  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 

Background 

 

In the 2004 legislative session the Connecticut General Assembly (CGA) passed Public Act 04-

234, ñAn Act Concerning Prison Overcrowdingò, which was subsequently signed into law by 

Governor John G. Rowland.  The goal of this legislation, also dubbed ñJustice Reinvestmentò or 

ñBuilding Bridgesò, was to limit the growth of the state prison population while also maintaining 

public safety and improving conditions in the handful of communities to which the majority of 

people released from prison return.  Coupled with the legislation, the 2004 state budget allocated 

- or ñreinvestedò - thirteen million dollars toward community based programming, which was 

intended to reduce recidivism and curb the cycle of incarceration within Connecticutôs urban 

centers.  

 

As part of the Building Bridges initiative, Connecticut funded the Hartford and New Haven 

Prisoner Re-entry Pilot Programs. To administer the Hartford program, funds were allocated 

from the State of Connecticutôs Court Support Services Division (CSSD) to the Connecticut 

Puerto Rican Forum (CPRF).  The New Day Program was designed to successfully transition 

incarcerated Hartford resident inmates back into the Hartford community. Central Connecticut 

State University (CCSU) was contracted by the CPRF to conduct a process and outcome 

evaluation of the program.  The Institute for the Study of Crime & Justice (ISCJ) at CCSU, in 

collaboration with the universityôs Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice, has been 

conducting a process and outcome evaluation of the New Day Program since January 2006. 

 

 

Purpose and Overview 

 

The New Day Program served as a gateway offered to prisoners who were ready and committed 

to preparing for life outside of incarceration.  Both pre-release and post-release services were 

provided to clients.  A main component of the post-release services was the provision of housing.  

New Day had two houses; one on Bond Street and one on Hillside Avenue, both were located in 

Hartfordôs South End.  Each client was provided with his own furnished bedroom, which he was 

responsible for keeping in good condition for the duration of his stay.  There was a communal 

kitchen that was generally stocked with food supplied by the program, where clients were 

encouraged to cook as well as clean up after themselves. Men heard about New Day from one 

another, their families or friends outside of prison or correction employees.  Potential clients 

generally began attending weekly sessions conducted by program staff months before their 

release.  The program strived to provide support to inmates in whatever ways individuals 

appeared to need assistance acclimating to and succeeding in life outside the confines of prison.   

 

Summary of New Day Clients 

 

The A total of 233 inmates were considered for program admittance between October 2005 and 

June 15, 2008.  Of these, 84 lived in one of the houses, 99 were released from prison and did not 

live in one of the houses, 19 dropped out prior to their prison release, and 31 were still in prison 

at the end of the evaluation period.  Of the 84 residences residing in one of the New Day houses, 
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the majority of these house residents were former inmates (66) while 18 were on probation at the 

time they lived in one of the houses.  Eleven of the former inmates attended a DOC halfway 

house program prior to moving into a house.  At the time of this report, 14 New Day residents 

were still living in a house, 25 had completed their sentence and moved out of a house, 18 

residents had been rearrested while living in the house, and 27 residents received a technical 

violation from their parole or probation officer or absconded from supervision. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

The evaluation incorporated a quasi-experimental research design consisting of both qualitative 

and quantitative methods.  First, we addressed issues of program fidelity to determine how well 

the New Day program was implemented and whether its implementation and program model 

could be expected to have a positive effect on its participants.  Second, as part of assessing the 

implementation of New Day, we examined the intake process in terms of looking at number of 

offenders entering the program and their general profiles.  Third, data were collected for every 

client in New Day to assess program outcomes in terms of rearrest rates, technical violation 

rates, and reincarceration rates.  These outcome data were compared to baseline measures of 

recidivism by creating a similar group of former inmates that did not participate in New Day.   

 

Qualitative Findings 

 

The New Day Program was operated in a manner consistent with its program model.  New Day 

staff did meet with inmates several months prior to their prison release and attempted to help 

them successfully transition back into their community.  While we found that the program was 

implemented properly, we also made four observations.  First, New Dayôs program records were 

poorly maintained and it was difficult to determine how many clients were in the program as 

well as when they started and ended their involvement with New Day.  Second, the pre-release 

services appeared to need more structure.  Once inmates were enrolled in New Day, it was 

unclear exactly what types of services New Day staff performed.  Third, there were no consistent 

services given to New Day clients who attended the pre-release sessions but did not live in a 

house after their prison release.  Fourth, New Day appears to have had unmet staffing needs 

which appeared to overburden staff).  The staffing needs seemed to be directly related to the poor 

record keeping and lack of services to clients not living in a house.  

 

Quantitative Findings 

 

The pre-release interviews revealed that inmates who were eligible for the New Day program 

had a high number of needs.  The most common needs were lack of a high school diploma or 

GED, unemployment, personnel debt, lack of stable housing, abusive childhood, lack of medical 

insurance, and depression. 

 

In terms of program outcomes, the New Day House participants had a lower rate of new arrests 

following prison release than New Day participants who did not live in one of the houses 

following release from prison and the former inmates in the comparison study group twelve 

months after prison release.  In fact, former inmates in the comparison study group were twice as 



 

 

8 
 

likely to be rearrested as New Day House participants while there were no differences in arrest 

rates between the comparison group and New Day participants not living in the houses. 

There were no differences in technical violation rates across the three study groups.  It appeared 

that the temporary parole ban in the Fall of 2007 may have had a confounding effect of violation 

rates.  We found that the number of technical violations sharply increased in the months after the 

ban.  We believe that the violation rates for the House and No House group may have been lower 

if there would have not been a ban. 
 

Report Structure 

This report is organized into chapters.  Chapter one provides an introduction to the problem of 

reentry and the impact of substantive and symbolic federal and state policies on the increase in 

incarceration, prison overcrowding and recidivism.  There is also a contextual framework for 

how the study itself was structured including a problem statement, research questions and 

hypotheses under review, as well as a description of the terms used throughout the report and in 

the law enforcement community.  Chapter two contains an extensive review of pertinent 

literature and research that ascertains certain trends in prisoner reentry as well as a summation of 

effective evidence-based models that are being implemented by states and municipalities 

nationwide.  Chapter three is a detailed description of the research methodologies employed by 

ISCJ for the purpose of evaluation and testing the hypotheses.  Included is a description of each 

assessment tool, sampling procedures, and data analysis.  Chapter four presents the findings from 

the study, pointing to key issues and providing discussion as to how New Day compares to other 

programs of its caliber and answers the research questions.  Chapter five is very specific in its 

scope in that the outcomes of this study were largely impacted by the 2007 Parole Ban.  To a 

significant degree, this has skewed the data and must be addressed apart from and beyond the 

established framework for review and analysis. Chapter six is a presentation of conclusions 

drawn from this study and programmatic and policy recommendations for the next phase of the 

pilot.    
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Chapter One 

 

INTRODUCTION  
 

The Contextual and Theoretical Framework for Reframing the Reentry Discussion 

While re-incarceration rates have escalated, so, too, has the number of first-time prisoners.  

According to Lynch and Sabol (2001), first-time offenders accounted for 44% of prison releases 

in 1997 and this rate continues to rise (Burke, 2008).  Therefore, prisoner reentry programs must 

be prepared to deal with this population in a manner that differs from how they deal with repeat 

offenders.  While policies can do little to prevent the introduction of new people into the 

corrections system, they can, however, manage the distributive characteristics that place certain 

groups at a disproportionately greater risk of offending.  Communities where there are high 

concentrations of minorities, low-income communities, and those where ñcomparatively large 

portions of residentsò have been incarcerated are likely to generate higher numbers of first-time 

offenders than their counterparts.  Overcoming cultural and language barriers, too, pose a new 

set of challenges for an over-extended system and for those who assist in reentry effort.  Mistrust 

of law enforcement and negative attitudes towards government and corrections systems can 

seriously undermine even the strongest reentry program if it is lacking in cultural competency 

(Lynch and Sabol, 2001). 

There are no conclusive data to suggest whether or not unconditional release prisoners are more 

successful in their efforts to reintegrate into the community and whether they pose a greater risk 

to public safety compared to those who have limited or comprehensive post-incarceration 

supervision. Recidivism rates between the two groups are comparable.  However those who fail 

to successfully complete parole are more likely than those who do to be re-arrested on a technical 

violation.  Further, those parolees who have some form of interaction with a comprehensive, 

structured reentry program and adequate supervision are less likely to be re-incarcerated for a 

technical violation or arrested for a new crime. These outcomes suggest that successful reentry 

must aim toward successful parole completion and that policymakers should examine further the 

impact of technical violations on reentry efforts (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).   

Critical Challenges to Reentry: Results of The Urban Instituteôs Recidivism Study 

In a 2009 series of interviews with researchers with expertise in prisoner reentry and recidivism, 

The Urban Institute found there to be a consensus among them with regards to the substantive 

issues they considered deterrents to recidivism or those issues they believe complicate the 

reentry process. Each interviewee identified reentry and community readjustment as processes 

that must be executed with systematic precision in order for it to be considered successful. Yet, 

they acknowledge the challenges that state and local governments face when attempting to 

implement high-level reentry programs.  As the current criminal justice system is structured, 

state and local government operations are confined to the auspices of limited budgetary 

appropriations. As the U.S. faces an unparalleled economic downturn, federal, state, and local 

lawmakers are seeking to fund the most cost-effective reentry programs, those that will yield the 

highest rate of return on the investment of taxpayersô dollars.  The interviewees in The Urban 
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Instituteôs report identified the most critical components for innovative, cost-effective 

approaches to reentry.  Specifically, the expertsô own research has shown:   

¶ Because each state handles prisoner reentry differently, research in this area is a 

challenge; findings have limited generalizability. 

¶ The transformation of parole from a ñhelpingò or social service-type entity to a law 

enforcement entity has had a significant impact on whether former inmates successfully 

complete it.  This has been a widely observed problem for over 20 years.   

¶ Policymakers were influenced by the lack of public support for prisoner rehabilitation 

services in the 1990ôs, as a result federal and state governments reduced funding support 

for education and treatment programs and eliminated other programs (e.g. Pell Grants) 

for prisoners . 

¶ Although former prisoners are likely to spend the first few months of release living with 

family members, primarily with their mothers or stepmothers, the housing situation for 

most is relatively unstable. 

¶ Municipal housing departments can and do bar people with drug or felony convictions 

from residing for publically subsidized housing units alone or with family members.  

¶ Obtaining identification and the proper documentation necessary to secure stable 

employment poses a challenge for many ex-prisoners upon release.  Most pre-release 

programs do not provide this resource.  

¶ One in five ex-prisoners are released without supervision when their sentences expire.   

¶ Fewer than half of all inmates incarcerated in the U.S. have a high school diploma or a 

GED. Since most low-wage jobs require these credentials, most ex-prisoners are unable 

to find permanent, stable employment.   

¶ Only a third of all ex-prisoners were found to have consistent employment.  Few 

employers seek to hire ex-felons, and there are no mandates from discouraging this 

practice; however Connecticut is one of three states that has a law that preventing this 

discriminatory practice (CT H.B. 5846, 2006), encourages private sector businesses to 

hire inmates through a strategic marketing plan (SC S.B. 182, 2007-2008), or offers a 

prison work program similar to the welfare-to-work program, minus the incentives (NC 

H.B. 648, 2007).  Other states, including Illinois, have bills similar to CT H.B. 5846 

under review. 

¶ Over half of those incarcerated have a documented history of substance use or 

alcoholism. In most cases, the drug of choice is marijuana and for a large percentage, 

they were arrested while in possession of this particular narcotic or cocaine and its 

derivatives.  Baltimore and Washington, D.C., however, find an overwhelming number of 

felons (over 40 percent) struggle with heroin addictions, which is perhaps the most costly 

addiction to treat and relapse and recidivism rates among this population is significantly 

high. 

¶ Only about 20 to 25 percent of inmates with serious substance abuse and alcoholism 

receive rehabilitation or treatment.  States often cite the investment in such efforts is 

more than their budgets care bear, however, research proves that treatment and 

intervention is a cost effective approach to reducing recidivism. 

¶ Being the only population with a constitutional right to health services, inmates have their 

mental or physical health needs addressed while incarcerated, but that right expires upon 
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release. Lack of access to health care and medications can ñunleash a host of other 

problems within months, including depression and substance-use relapse, and perhaps a 

return to criminal activity and recidivism.ò Moreover, there needs to be better continuity 

of health services for ex-prisoners as they transition into the community and a centralized 

location for their medical records to be stored that allows practitioners access. 

¶ Strong supervision-service programs, like New Day, are best equipped to assist ex-

prisoners as they navigate the reentry process.  They are able to devote staff and 

resources to helping their clients obtain identification and documentation to locate 

employment getting their identification, making appointments for medical care, providing 

transportation, and securing housing.   

¶ Social, community, and family attachments are critical factors that impact successful 

reentry and deter activities that lead to re-incarceration.  

¶ Many prisoners want to avoid returning to their neighborhood of residence out of fear 

they will be drawn back into those activities which lead to their incarceration in the first 

place.  However, most states tend to release the ex-prisoners who seek to change their 

neighborhoods of residence into neighborhoods that are similar or worse than the 

environment from which they were removed.   

¶ Some states are encouraging agencies that typically donôt have a working relationship 

with one another and/or law enforcement to collaborate and coordinate services.   

¶ The mentoring model, allowing former prisoners to work with the incarcerated, is a 

promising approach that is starting to gain momentum.  This particular model has a 

history of success in the treatment of substance abuse and could be quite useful on a large 

scale in helping to reduce recidivism. The Fortune Society, an alternative to incarceration 

and reentry program in New York City has a history of success with this model as 

evidenced in their annual reports.  They employ former clients as counselors and 

administrators and do a great deal of community outreach to help facilitate successful 

reentry and promote public safety.   

Even though experts can collectively agree on the need for reframing the discussion surrounding 

reentry and recidivism, federal and state policies that are currently and have historically 

influenced decisions on the management of prisoner reentry and release and how such programs 

are implemented.  Research on the rise of incarceration and prison overcrowding in the United 

States has examined the effects of ópolitical realignments and changes in sentencing policies.ò 

Weiss (2008) extended this research by examining the ñdifferential impactò of ñhigher order 

policies,ò including the implementation of sentencing laws, at the grass roots level. He concluded 

that the development and implementation of these laws largely contribute to the rise in the prison 

population we see today.  

Criminal Justice Policy and the Presidency: Symbolism vs. Substance in Action 

Criminal justice has been a ñhighly salient political issueò since the early 1960ôs.  This was due 

in part in to Senator Barry Goldwaterôs ñintroduction to ócrime in the streetsô as an issue in the 

1964 presidential electionò to which then-President Lyndon B. Johnson responded by creating 

the Presidentôs Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice  or the 

ñCrime Commission,ò as it was commonly called (Vorenberg, 1972).  In its time, Johnsonôs 

Commission was hailed as ñthe most comprehensive and detailed program for meeting the 
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challenge of crimeò this country had seen (Vorenberg, 1972).  However, modern political 

thinkers, like Hinkley (1990), Marion and Farmer (2003), and Bertram et al. (1996), find the 

legislative approaches taken by every American president in the last 40 years to address crime in 

this country to be sentimental and symbolic as opposed to substantive in nature.  With limited 

resources, term limits and election cycles, it is the promise not the practice, that sways public 

support and gives the illusion that a Commander-in-Chief will enact ñtough,ò substantive 

measures to resolve the burden of crime on states and municipalities. Yet, there is an 

overwhelming consensus among economists that presidential budgetary requests prove 

otherwise, thus revealing substantive measures not captured in speeches and executive orders.  

Seeking to provide financial support for federally subsidized criminal justice-related 

commissions, programs, and services is thought to be a clearer measure of a presidentôs 

willi ngness to engage in the formation of substantive policy provisions to assist states when 

faced with the issue of crime (Oliver & Marion, 2006).   

Oliver and Marion (2006), professors of Criminal Justice and Political Science, respectively, cite 

a 1980 study (Caldeira & Cowart, 1980) that examined presidential ñcriminal justice budgetary 

policy in Americaò from 1935 to 1975.  Caldeira and Cowart found that prior to 1975, presidents 

were irrefutably responsible in their budgetary requests for managing crime and justice in 

America, calling for substantive crime policies that were responsive to public concern for safety 

and reforming the democratic process so as to remove the antecedents to criminal behavior and 

delinquency.  They attribute their findings to demonstrated incremental increases in the federal 

budget year after year when crime rates were on the rise and a scaling back of monetary requests 

when rates declined. Although they support the findings of Caldeira and Cowart, Oliver and 

Marion refute this as practice in every administration since 1975, observing the how significant 

increases in crime control budgets appear to be independent of crime rate fluctuations.  They 

conclude that post-1975 presidentsô unwillingness to engage in substantive criminal justice 

policy has a trickle-down effect that influences state and municipal governmentôs social and 

financial response to crime. 

Lydon B. Johnson is widely identified as the first of the American presidents to nationalize 

criminal justice and pursue aggressive legislative measures to reduce crime rates in the U.S. 

(Judah & Bryant, 2004) Facing a myriad of domestic challenges and foreign policy issues, 

including the Vietnam War, Johnson was the first of the American presidents between 1964 and 

2004 to politically define himself as an imposing force (Jardine, 2009).   During his time in 

office, President Johnson sought to comprehensively address crime as a symptom of a larger 

problem.  He championed ña wide-scale fight against poverty, control and prevention of crime 

and delinquency [and] removal of obstacles to the right to vote,ò all of which he believed to be 

inextricably linked.
1
  Thus, the Great Society program and the ñWar on Povertyò were born in 

Johnsonôs vision for America and served as the crux of his Congressional agenda from 1964 to 

1968.
2
   

Under Johnson, a number of critical policies, centers, and commissions were enacted or created 

that promised to provide assurances of public safety to the American people.  Specifically, Law 

Enforcement Assistance, National Crime Commission, Juvenile Delinquency Control, and Arms 

                                                           
1
 The White House: About the White House/Presidents. www.whitehouse.gov/about/presidents/lyndonjohnson.  

2
 Ibid. 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/about/presidents/lyndonjohnson
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Control in 1965; Narcotics Rehabilitation in 1966; Federal Justice Center, Narcotics Treaty, and 

Anti-Racketeering in 1967; Safe Streets, New Narcotics Bureau, Gun Controls, and Dangerous 

Drugs Control in 1968 (CITATION).  With the passage of these and others, the Johnson 

Administration sought to create a comprehensive public-private partnership that would 

strengthen law enforcement and all but dissipate crime in America by the turn of the century.  

The critical nature of federal leadership in addressing crime came in a February 6, 1967 special 

message to Congress where President Johnson addressed the need for a cooperative and 

supportive system he deemed ñnecessary for an effective anti-crime program:ò 

ñToday, correctional treatment in the national system is fragmented and often impedes 

continuity of treatment. The proposed unified system would provide coherent 

organization, and a systematic flow of all post-sentencing responsibilities--probation, 

institutional management, and parole supervision. A unified system becomes especially 

important as we gain experience with community treatment and work-release methods. It 

would permit the better use of staff and fiscal resources, improve training for all federal 

correctional employees, and simplify the creation of computerized data banks. The 

Federal government should lead in all organizational reforms which permit more 

effective diagnosis and treatment of individual offenders--especially since the repeated 

offender is so prominent and disturbing a feature of crime in America.ò 
3
 

While they agree such policy measures were critically important to rectifying past political 

failures in a more substantive fashion, most economists will argue that Johnsonôs plan was 

inefficient and, in fact, exacerbated the crime rate and inflated the national criminal justice 

budget (CITATION).  Over one billion dollars was allocated in fiscal year 1965 to control crime 

in America, with little of that funding going to rehabilitation and re-entry programs that research 

has shown to be most effective in reducing crime and recidivism (CITATION).  As a result, 

states began to exercise their rights under the ñSupremacy Clauseò of the U.S. Constitution that 

provides for jurisdiction over their governing process, which includes managing corrections and 

sentencing for certain crimes that are not federal offenses. 

Johnsonôs Commission concluded that an increase in population as a result of the ñbaby boomò 

following WWII resulted in a larger percentage of Americans between the ages of 15 and 25.  

This group, the report claimed, was more likely than any other to commit the majority of crimes 

and at least half of the increase in crime rates between 1960 and 1965 ñcould be attributed to this 

temporary distortion.ò  However, in the years since the Johnson administration, researchers have 

taken a more skeptical approach to this issue, convinced that ñsomething more ominous than 

population changes or reporting errorsò were responsible for the changes reported by the 

Commission (Vorenberg, 1972). 

As recreational drug use escalated in the late 1960ôs, lawmakers expanded their definition of 

criminal activity to include drug use.  In a 1969 study, renowned psychiatrist Dr. Robert Dupont 

conducted a study of incarcerated individuals in the Washington, D.C. jail system.  Dupont found 

44% of those incarcerated tested positive for heroin, prompting then mayor, Walter Washington 

to pilot the first comprehensive methadone program in the U.S. (PBS Frontline, 2000).  The 

                                                           
3
 Lyndon B. Johnsonôs ñSpecial Message to the Congress on Crime in America.ò February 6, 1967. 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=28394.  
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following year, President Nixon appropriated funds from the federal budget to expand Duponts 

methadone program.  Despite opposition to the program, D.C. saw a 41% reduction in property 

theft and burglaries in 1970.  The Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act of 

1970, too, promised to reduce the incidence of criminal activity related to drug use by 

ñconsolidating previous drug laws and reducing penalties for marijuana possession.ò  Within this 

act was the Controlled Substances Act which allowed for the regulation of drugs to be divided 

into categories based upon their ñmedicinal value and potential for addictionò (PBS Frontline, 

2000). Nixon's 1968 campaign succeeded in making crime a decisive issue in national elections. 

Public attention was focused on crime and a large majority of Americans believed that the courts 

were not dealing "harshly enough" with criminals.88 Moreover, Nixon succeeded in linking the 

public's fear of crime with race, the key to his southern strategy. As sociologist Katherine 

Beckett notes:  

ñAs a result of its prominence in the election campaign, the crime issue received an 

unprecedented level of political and media attention in 1968. And the conservative 

initiative bore fruit: by 1969, 81% of those polled believed  that law and order had 

broken down, and the majority blamed "Negroes who start riots" and "communists" for 

this state of affairs ... crime, political dissent, and race were thus merged in both the 

rhetoric and practice of law and order.ò 

In a 1971 report, Connecticut Congressman Robert Steele and Illinois Congressman Morgan 

Murphy released a report on the heroin epidemic among service men and women returning from 

the battlefields of Vietnam.  This report led President Nixon to officially declare a ñWar on 

Drugs,ò citing drug abuse as ñpublic enemy number one in the United States.ò  Nixonôs creation 

of the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse and Prevention (SAODP) marks what many claim 

to be the only time in the history of the drug war that substantive polices made funding streams 

available to support treatment and prevention programs as opposed to law enforcement (PBS, 

Frontline, 2000; CITATION).  While Washington, D.C. was the primary benefactor of this 

funding source, major cities in many states were granted federal dollars to replicate the Dupont 

program as a means for curbing criminal activity committed by persons with serious drug 

dependencies. 

Prior to his resignation, Nixon created a ñsuper agencyò that would combine Johnsonôs Bureau 

of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (BNND), the Office of Drug Abuse Law Enforcement 

(ODALE), the CIA, and Customs to form what is now known as the Drug Enforcement 

Administration or the DEA (NPR, 2007).  The DEA was established through executive order No. 

11727 and was directed to cease drug trafficking efforts by Colombian and Mexican suppliers 

targeting U.S. cities and towns (U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration, 2008).  The ñFrench 

Connection,ò a series of drug busts between Marseilles-based Corsican and identified U.S. drug 

suppliers, proved to be the most successful disintegration of a drug cartel during the Nixon years. 

By the time Gerald Ford took office, the presidency was consumed with rising inflation, a 

national energy crisis, and rampant unemployment.  In addition, crime rates, again, began to 

soar.  By 1972, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a moratorium on death penalty laws.   However, 

many states found their justice systems overburdened and unable to manage the number of cases 

and appeals flooding the courts.  Moreover, states  law was repealed in 1976, with procedural 
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changes.  as the 1976 general election drew close, and with two assassination attempts on his 

life, Ford placed combating crime high on his list of campaign priorities.  In a Special Message 

to Congress on June 19, 1975, Ford noted an overall increase in crime rates despite ñstrenuousò 

efforts made in the two previous administrationsô to support local law enforcement and increase 

statesô capacities for reducing criminal behavior and activity.  Ford expressed a primary concern 

for violent crime in urban centers and inner cities by reiterating Johnsonôs call for a collaborative 

effort between federal, state, and local government (CITATION).   

Ford saw the federal government taking a supportive role in combating crime with states and 

municipalities enacting more aggressive criminal codes within their jurisdiction.  He offered 

technical assistance to states and local governments and promised to ñenact and vigorously 

enforce laws covering criminal conduct within the Federal jurisdiction.ò  Ford thought federal 

statutes regarding crime had been ñdeveloped haphazardlyò in the past and that policies like the 

newly enacted Criminal Justice Reform Act of 1975 was the type of ñuniform, coherentò code of 

law that the 94
th
 Congress should be concerned with making.  Ford chastised the court system for 

being too lenient in enforcing prison sentences and called for ñconsistency in sentencing,ò 

imposition of fees ñcommensurate with the crime,ò and mandatory incarceration of repeat 

offenders committing federal crimes (CITATION).  Viewing his stance on this issue not as 

ñvindictive punishmentébut protection of the innocent victims by separating the violent 

criminal from the community,ò Ford pointed to the conviction rate of the repeat offender project 

of the Bronx County District Attorneyôs office in New York City as an example of effective 

criminal justice management with a 97% felony conviction rate of first-time offenders and 95% 

rate for repeat offenders. 
4
   

In a time of severe economic turmoil, the promises of the Ford Administration of crime and 

justice remained purely symbolic.  His recommendations did not require budgetary 

appropriations for programs and services.  Although he did call for the expansion of the 

expansion of the pretrial diversion program, it is largely unclear as to whether his administration 

was a financial contributor or if stateôs bore the cost (CITATION).  What is known, however, is 

within a decade of the Ford presidency, Ronald Regan would implement a similar policy agenda 

in response to the crime epidemic plaguing Americaôs inner cities, disproportionately affecting 

low-income and minority communities (CITATION).  

During a 1976 presidential debate, President Ford asserted his belief in the failure of gun control 

laws calling the ñregistration of handgunsò to be an ineffective strategy for reducing gun-related 

crime and that a more appropriate measure would be to make it ñvery difficultò for those who 

commit crimes while in possession of a firearm to remain out of jail.  When challenging on the 

issue of ñproliferation of availabilityò of handguns as a contributing factor to rising crime, Ford 

retorted that guns used for ñillegal purposes,ò regardless if they were registered or not and that 

those are the individuals who ought to go behind bars.  You should notépenalize the legitimate 

handgun owner.ò  His opponent, Georgia Governor Jimmy Carter, disagreed wholeheartedly, 

reminding the American people that he was a gun owner and hunter.  Carter saw the streamlining 

                                                           
4
 Ford, G. (19750). 341-Special Message to Congress, July 19, 1975. The American presidency project online: 

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=5007&st=ford&st1=crime.  
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of the court system and appointing judges based on merit as a major step toward reducing crime.
5
  

He pointed to his reform of the Georgia courts, the implementation of uniform criteria for 

sentence reviews, and the signing into law life in prison as a sentence option, and a 1973 law to 

apply a new death penalty in Georgia that would cover rape, murder, and other violent offenses 

(CITATION).   

Carter, too, saw the impact of the drug trade on criminal activity, citing drug-related offenses as 

the fourth leading cause of death to Americans ages 18-24, the disproportionate impact on the 

minority community, and the costs associated with illicit drug activity exceeding 15 billion, 

annually (CITATION).  Like Ford and Nixon, Carter sought to cease the influx of heroin and 

cocaine into Americaôs inner by supporting an international drug control strategy.  However, 

Carter took a more diplomatic approach in advocating for a shared intelligence among nations, 

and  promised to provide funding and technical assistance to those countries willing to become 

Americaôs allies in òthe effort to control drug sourcesò (CITATION).  By 1976, a number of 

states enacted policies to decriminalized marijuana for recreational use (CITATION).  President 

Carter supported federal legislation that would reduce the penalties for possession of up to one 

ounce of the drug to result in fines in lieu of criminal convictions.  The crux of Carterôs plan 

focused on treatment and prevention (CITATION). 

In a 1978 message to Congress, Carter called for support of the Justice System Improvement 

Act.  Under this act, state and local government would receive support in reorganizing and 

coordinating efforts within their respective justice and law enforcement operations.  Targeting 

funds were reserved to assist those states with the greatest need.  At that time, 55% of the 

nationôs most serious crimes were committed in 17 states.  Carter also sought to undercut the 

uncertainty many states and local governments had regarding Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA).  With a fixed allocation of funds to those cities with populations 

between 100,000 and 250,000, local governments could exercise better discretion ñto select 

projects and programs particularly suited to their own crime reduction and criminal justice 

needsò (CITATION).  Taking Johnsonôs directive for improved collaboration among public and 

private law enforcement entities, Carter also placed community involvement in crime reduction 

high on his list of priorities.  For the first time since comprehensive crime control became a 

presidential priority, neighborhood and community groups would be actively involved in the 

ñdevelopment and approval of state and local applications,ò and would ñbe fully represented on 

theéadvisory boardsò responsible for deciding how LEAA funds would be best spent 

(CITATION). 

In administrations past, the funding allocated for crime and justice research did not allow for a 

coordinated evaluation process of programs and services.  Recognizing this need, Carter 

ñcentralized the federal effortò through the creation of a National Institute of Justice within the 

Department of Justice (DOJ).  The Institute would ñassess the impact ofé[federal] dollars in 

reducing crime.ò  The Institute would also be granted the authority to ñsponsor demonstrations 

the civil and criminal justice areas.ò Also housed in DOJ, would be a newly created Bureau of 

Statistics consisting of state and local officials, researchers, and citizens.  Led by a director and 

advisory board, the Bureau was to ñcollect, analyze and disseminate statistics on criminal and 
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civil justice mattersò with the goal of providing all levels of government ñreliable and uniformò 

information for implementing justice policies and procedures in a ñfocused and complementary 

wayò (CITATION). 

In his election eve address on November 3, 1980, Ronald Reagan pledged the ñappointment of 

special panels of experts to deal with the menacing problems of organized crime, drug abuse, and 

the corruption of public officialsò (CITATION).  As Governor of California, Regan passed what 

called a ñcomprehensive crime and law enforcement packageò designed to strengthen the ñsoft 

spotsò in the law.  During his tenure in office, Regan signed into a number of laws regarding bail 

and sentencing reform that have had a lasting impact on prison overcrowding in many states, 

including Connecticut. 

In 1984, the Bail Reform Act allowed for the pretrial detainment of individuals who, by judicial 

authority, were deemed a threat to public safety, despite the presumption of innocence 

(CITATION).  According to Gerald Shargel (2004), this initiative is directly responsible for the 

pretrial incarcerations that are overburdening corrections systems across the country.  Further, 

the ñdilution of the insanity defense, oppressive forfeiture laws, abolishment of parole, and 

mandatory minimum sentences for offenses involving weapons were also included in the 1984 

act.  Moreover, mandatory minimum sentences for criminal cases involving drugs, has remained 

in effect since its inception in 1986.  The latter remains a highly controversial issue today as 

policymakers struggle to enforce the law and provide for safety in during a time of economic 

recession. 

The Sentencing Reform Act of 1984 was not entirely conceived by Reagan, its concept dates 

back to Judge Marvin Frankel of Manhattan whose 1974 book, Criminal Sentences: Law Without 

Order, discussed the ñpervasive and unwarranted sentencing disparities among similarly situated 

offendersò (Shargel, 2004).  Under the federal guidelines of this era, sentencing terms were made 

at the discretion of the judge overseeing the case.  Congress began to examine the disparity in 

sentencing as early as 1975 when Senator Edward Kennedy introduced legislation that would 

dissolve disparities and more clearly define the Federal Sentencing Guidelines (CITATION).  

The act, itself, was an extension of the Senatorôs bill, and included the establishment of a Federal 

Sentencing Guidelines Commission.  However, Reaganôs appointments to the Commission 

proved what one historian referred to as ñan unmitigated disasterò (Shargel, 2004).  Two of 

Reaganôs appointees were from fields ñother than lawò justice, thus promulgating guidelines that 

were wrought with ñrigid inflexibilityò (Newman, 2002; Shargel, 2004).  Under the guise of 

equity in punishment, lawmakers have ñstiffenedò sentencing policies over the years, giving rise 

to the 2003 mandate universally applies the law and prevents judgesô ability to intervene in 

seriously mitigating circumstances where alternatives to sentencing may be more appropriate 

than prison. 

The era of ñReaganomicsò has had an undeniable lasting impact on inner cities (CITATION).  

Poverty has persisted in many cities and unemployment rates skyrocketed (CITATION).  

Education systems have failed nearly three generations of young people (CITATION), and the 

promise of opportunity that echoed so loudly throughout the 1950ôs and 1960ôs was reduced to a 

hush in the 1980ôs (CITATION).  The most significant impact the economic policies of the 

Reagan Administration have had on cities like Hartford, New Haven, and Bridgeport was that 
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lack of opportunity and limited government aid led the underground economy to flourish, thus 

giving rise to the crack epidemic (CITATION).  Rather than making substantive economic 

changes, Reagan focused on the criminal element, enforcing mandatory prison sentences for 

dealers and for abusers.  A growing number of Americans whose fear surpassed reason, firmly 

supported Reaganôs aggressive sweep of the streets despite the fact that the suppliers of crack 

and other illicit drugs were able to remain above the fray and avoid prosecution (CITATION).  

Further, the ñJust Say Noò Drug Awareness Campaign launched in 1986 by the President and 

First Lady, ushered in the ñculture warò era in American politics, identifying criminal behavior 

as a question of values and moral judgment.  The campaign promised widespread values 

restoration, particularly in urban centers, but efforts to reduce the impact of environmental 

factors on drug use and violent crime remained nihilistic and soon, state and local law 

enforcement agencies were faced with an issue whose management far exceeded their capacity.      

As crack cocaine continued to permeate communities nationwide, so too, did gang violence. 

Unrelated to the domestic cartels and syndicates that specialized in the trafficking of illegal 

narcotics, gangs in the inner city were comprised largely of low-level dealers under the age of 25 

with a propensity for violence (U.S. Department of Justice, 1999).  As a result, homicide quickly 

became the second leading cause of death among 15-24 year olds, increasing 150% between 

1985 and 1993.  Similarly, the rate of 14-17 year old offenders increased significantly after 1980 

(Oklahoma Criminal Justice Center, 2002; Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2007).   With a growing 

population of youth offenders in homicide cases, states, like Oklahoma, began the process of 

trying juveniles in adult courts and seeking the maximum sentences allowed by law. One case in 

particular, Thompson v. Oklahoma (487 U.S.  815), led to a major decision by the U.S. Supreme 

Court in the application of the death penalty.  

Drug-related homicides in Oklahoma were under three percent in the 1980ôs, however, per 

capita, Oklahoma had one of the highest rates of youth offenders in homicide cases (Oklahoma 

Criminal Justice Center, 2002).  In 1983, 15 year-old William Wayne Thompson and three other 

teens stabbed and shot a man to death.  Thompsonôs accomplices were all of age, and therefore 

tried as adults and sentenced to death.  A psychologist testifying for the prosecution evaluated 

Thompson, who had a history of offenses, and concluded that he was ñnot amenable to 

rehabilitationò and had a ñcallous disregard for othersò (Flaherty, 2002; McLaughlin et al., 

1987).   Upon this testimony, Thompsonôs case was sent to adult court where he was convicted 

and sentenced to death.  This sentence was later affirmed by the Oklahoma Criminal Appeals 

Court.   The case was eventually brought before the U.S. Supreme Court where the decision was 

vacated on the basis that it violated Thompsonôs Eighth Amendment right to avoid ñcruel and 

unusual punishmentò (U.S. Supreme Court, 1988).   In the five year period between the time of 

Thompsonôs arrest and the Supreme Court decision, 19 states that had death penalty sentencing 

laws that were extended to include minors repealed those laws, too, on the same basis as which 

the Thompson case was argued. 

The George H.W Bush Administration promised to do ñwhat worksò to resolve the many social 

ills in America.  In his inauguration address on January 20, 1989, Bush offered to ñmake kinder, 

the face of the Nation,ò by conquering the addictions to ñdrugs, welfare, the demoralization that 



 

 

19 
 

rules the slumsò and ñthe rough crime of the streets.ò
6
  By May of that year, Bush outlined a 

comprehensive program, consisting of both legislative and non-legislative items, ñto combat 

violent crimeò using a ñlogical approach to the violent crime problem that focuses on four major 

objectives: strengthening current laws; augmenting enforcement; enhancing prosecution; and 

expanding prison capacity.ò  This plan for the Comprehensive Violent Crime Control Act of 

1989 was presented to Congress in June of that year and adopted into law in 1990.  At that time, 

President Bush also signed and codified the Crime Victims' Bill of Rights, a move that further 

stiffened federal sentencing guidelines.  Bush saw these pieces of legislation as ñlong-range 

solutionsò  that would ñ improve the Federal criminal justice systemò and ñrender it able to 

dispense swift, sure, and fair justice.ò
7
   One of aspect of his Crime Control Act that had a 

significant impact on sentencing and overcrowding was the curtailing of the writ of habeas 

corpus leaving sentencing and review guidelines to the discretion of judges, giving them the 

ñfinalò judgment in criminal cases.
8
   

Garland (2001) contends that both the Reagan and George H.W. Bush Administrations created 

an aberrant set of problems with regards to how they both addressed crime and justice and how 

they relayed their message to the American people.   According to Garland, large scale 

deregulations lead to an unstable economy that created an atmosphere for the very factors that 

contribute to criminal activity to thrive.   In their efforts to gain political support, both 

Administrations put a face on crime, one that would instill fear in most Americans and 

ñmoralizeò crime and punishment as a means for ñcorrecting [the] aberrant behavior 

of the poor and working classes, especially ethnic minorities and women heading single-parent 

householdsò and that a return to the traditional values of ófamily, work, abstinence, and self-

controlò could correct this problem, despite the fact that a broken economy was largely 

responsible for this ñbreakdownò in the first place. 
 

Throughout the 1990ôs the first Bush Administration continued to ñtake a hard line on law 

enforcement and crime controlò  by continuing to tighten the sentencing guidelines, allowing for  

much broader application of the death penalty, taking strong opposition to drug legalization and 

gun control legislation (CITATION).  These actions contributed to the partisan divide over crime 

and justice in America that had grown significantly since the 1960ôs with both political parties 

placing blame on the other for rising crime rates, rampant incarceration and prison 

overcrowding, and high recidivism.   

Crime and law enforcement policy fit perfectly into Bill Clinton's strategy of "triangulation," 

positioning himself in the center of major partisan divides by toting a message of law and order 

different from his Democratic competitors in the 1992 campaign.
9
 He aggressively sought the 

support and endorsements of law enforcement unions and associations and unions, publicly  

affirmed his support of the death penalty, and ñattacked Bush for blocking passage of the 1991-

92 Biden-Schumer crime bill that would have provided more funding for police and stricter 

controls on gunsò (CITATION).  Ten percent of  Democratic platform in 1992 was committed to 

criminal justice and law enforcement issues, using the policies of Nixon, Ford, Reagan, and 
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George H.W. Bush to paint the Republicans ñas the party of óleniencyôò when it comes to crime 

(CITATION).   In addition the party vowed to implement "innovative sentencing and 

punishment options, including community service and boot camps for first time offenders; 

tougher penalties for rapists; victim-impact statements and restitutionò (CITATION).  

During Clinton's first-term, he signed into law the first major piece of gun control legislation 

since 1968, the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act of 1993 he also drew attention to 

domestic violence and sexual assault against women by increasing funding to combat these in the 

Violence Against Women Act (CITATION).   Moreover, President Clinton was responsible for 

the passage of the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, known in its time 

as the ñlargest single crime bill in historyò (CITATION).  Provisions in the law provided for 

increased funding to support 100,000 new police officers, over eight billion dollars to fund new 

prisons and a ban on assault weapons.  However, this lawôs greatest contribution to the national 

prison overcrowding issue is that it also included the federal "three strikes" sentencing law that 

allowed for mandatory incarceration and completion of sentences upon a third and final violation 

of parole or probation.  

  

The Violent Crime and Law Enforcement Act of 1994 did, however, exempt certain first-time, 

nonviolent drug offenders from serving statutory minimums in sentencing. To be eligible for this 

exemption, it must be a first-time offense or an offender would have a demonstrated limited 

criminal history; they could not have committed a violent crime or used a weapon in the 

commission of said crime; there must be no evidence of conspiracy; and all evidence provided in 

their defense must have been articulated and presented in a truthful manner. This act also 

provided opportunity for early release for nonviolent drug offenders who completed a structured 

treatment program while incarcerated.  

  

Prisoner re-integration has received a significant amount of bipartisan collaboration in the past 

decade due to the fourfold increase in prison populations across the United States since 1973 

(Travis, Solomon & Waul, 2001), along with the financial burdens that the Department of 

Correctionôs funding has placed on state and federal budgets (Colgan, 2007; Eckholm, 2008).  

Although the Bureau of Justice Statistics began conducting and publishing recidivism studies in 

the 1980s (Travis, Solomon & Waul, 2001; Gouvis & Travis, 2004), it was not until former 

Attorney General Janet Reno posed the question, óWhat are we doing about all the people 

coming out of prison?ô in 1999 that the term re-entry materialized on the national level 

(Brownstein, 2007; Suellentrop, 2006).  The number of American citizens incarcerated every 

year coupled with the federal governmentôs recidivism findings has created a phenomenon 

Republicans and Democrats have both shown they are committed to addressing (Colgan, 2007).  

Proof of this shared desire to support the previously incarcerated is Congressô approval of H.R. 

1593, President George W. Bushôs Second Chance Act of 2007, which allocates some $300 

million over four years (Colgan, 2007; Suellentrop 2006) to re-entry programs that offer job-

training and placement services, transitional housing, mentoring, drug treatment programs and 

medical care for former prisoners (Bush, 2008).  

 

President Bushôs embrace of criminal justice spending on the front-end of inmatesô release is a 

significant switch from the ótough on crimeô rhetoric that has been typically discussed for 

decades.  New York Times reporter Chris Suellentrop believed that President Bush did not 
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disregard re-entry programs funded under the Clinton Administration, he simply redefined them 

to continue being funded in his faith-based agenda (Suellentrop, 2006).  In 2003, President Bush 

launched Ready4Work, a three-year pilot program designed to assist former inmates access faith-

based and community organizations during their re-entry process.  This program stemmed from 

the Presidentôs Faith-Based and Community Initiative, which was expanded in 2005 to 

encompass his Prisoner Re-entry Initiative and sought to link nonviolent offenders to faith-based 

programs and community-based institutions to assist offenders in finding gainful employment 

and decrease their likelihood of reoffending.
10

  Senior Democratic Senator Joseph Biden was a 

prime sponsor of the Second Chance Act, and in 2004, summed up the current situation on the 

Senate floor: 

 

ñAll too often we think about today, but not tomorrow.  We look to 

short-term solutions for long-term problems.  We need to have a 

change in thinking and approach.  Itôs time we face the dire 

situation of prisoners reentering our communities with insufficient 

monitoring, little {or} no job skills, inadequate drug treatment, 

insufficient housing, lack of positive influences, a {paucity} of 

basic physical and mental health services, and deficient basic life 

skills.  [This bill] is about providing a second chance for these ex-

offenders, and the children and families that depend on them.  Itôs 

about strengthening communities and ensuring safe 

neighborhoods,ò (Colgan, 2007: n57).  

Although the majority of the George W. Bushôs criminal justice platform focused on anti-

terrorism measures and homeland security,in the wake of the 9/11 attacks, federal legislation was 

passed during the lame duck session of Congress in 2008 that provided funding for states to pilot 

and/or expand existing reentry programs, train state agencies and community organizations to 

collaborate and coordinate their efforts, and promote the use of uniform research-based inventory 

for assessing the organizational and operational effectiveness of an implemented reentry program 

to further aid researchers and legislators in the policymaking process.  The Second Chance Act 

of 2008 is designed to ñimprove outcomes for people returning to the community from prisons 

and jailsò (CITATION). In April of 2008, President Bush signed the Second Chance Act into law 

(Public Law 110-199). This legislation authorizes federal funds to support government agencies, 

community and faith-based organizations that provide certain types of assistance to ex-prisoners 

including employment assistance, substance abuse treatment, access to housing, family-focused 

programs, mentoring programs, victim support, and other services that help reduce recidivism 

and violations of probation and parole (CITATION). 

Both the House and Senate approved funding for Second Chance programs in their 

appropriations for 2009, but were unable to pass those bills before until the start of the lame duck 

session in October of 2008.  As a result, Congress passed a continuing resolution (CR) which 

provides no additional funding for new programs but will in March of 2009 allocate funds for a 

staggered implementation of the Second Chance Act over the course of fiscal years 2009 and 
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2010.  The federal government has out a request for proposals (RFP) from state agencies and 

local service providers.  Connecticut is one the recipients in this first cycle of funding with a 

training to be held in the state February 24-26, 2009 (RPC, 2009). 

On December 5, 2008 Congress approved the Tax Relief and Health Care Act of 2006 (H.R. 

6111) and the Senate approved similar legislation days later.  President Bush signed both into 

law on December 20, 2008 authorizing the allocation of some $300 million over four years 

(Colgan, 2007; Suellentrop 2006).  In an effort to break down barriers to stable employment ex-

prisoners face, the H.R. 6111legislation, in its current form, includes a provision to extend the 

Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) to provide an incentive for employers who hire and train 

workers including ñqualified ex-felons,ò who are often excluded from the pool of applicants in 

the labor force (RPC, 2009). 

As a new President and new Administration grapple with a burgeoning economic crisis, there 

will no doubt be an increase in crime rates as families struggle to survive.  President Obama 

reiterated his belief in the United States as a ñnation of lawsò throughout his campaign and as we 

see a shift in the number of incarcerated individuals climb as the result of economic strain, his 

administration will have to make crime and just as much a priority as reducing the national debt.  

Like Johnson, President Obama has taken the stance of addressing what he views as the 

interlocking issues of poverty and employment, education, and the will of the people to decide 

how they want their government to operate by engaging in the political process.  Thus the 

Obama Administrationôs approach to this issue will bring the Presidencyôs 40 year focus on 

crime and justice full circle and usher in a new era of political saliency that will impact the 

presidency over the next 40 years.  
 

Connecticutôs Response to Prison Overcrowding 
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This chart represents Connecticutôs 232% prison population increase from January 1986 to February 2003, its 9% 

decline until January 2006, and subsequent 10% increase until the end of the CCSU New Day evaluation period in 

May 2008. 

 

The New Day program was an integral part of the 2004 state level policy initiative entitled 

ñJustice Reinvestmentò.   This nationally recognized strategic initiative was the result of 

collaborative efforts between many of Connecticutôs criminal justice entities, key policymakers, 

and recognized national experts.  These efforts were spurred by the issue of prison overcrowding 

and its effects on Connecticutôs criminal justice system over the past twenty-five years.  

 

Despite a steady decrease in crime and arrest rates since the early 1990s, Connecticut has 

struggled with the persistent growth of its inmate population.  Over the past three decades, the 

per capita rate of imprisonment in the U.S. has increased by more than 400 percent, from 110 per 

100,000 in 1973 to 470 per 100,000 in 2000 (Visher & Travis, 2003).  Like nearly every state 

across the nation, for most of the past 25 years, Connecticutôs correction system has operated at 

or over prison bed capacity. This can be mainly attributed to a prison population increase of 

232% from 1985 to 2005 (Connecticut Statistical Analysis Center, 2007).   Further, Connecticut 

also was reported recently to have the highest incarceration rate in the Northeast, coupled with 

one of the highest levels of racial disparity in its correctional facilities of any state in the nation 

(Council of State Governments, 2003).    

Many factors have affected prison overcrowding.  These factors include the nationôs 20-year 

ñwar on drugsò that focused policing and prosecution efforts and resources on drug offenses and 

increased sanctions for those crimes such as mandatory minimum penalties.  Increased prison 

bed space allowed the courts to sentence offenders to prison and adult probation and parole to 

return offenders to prison for a technical violation rather than use other alternative sanctions and 

programs.  The high rate of recidivism among criminal offenders ï Connecticutôs re-arrest rate is 

over 50 percent ï strongly effects the prison population.  In fact, more than 25 percent of the 

inmate population has traditionally been persons returned to prison for technical violations of 

parole and probation (Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 2000).  The 

driving force behind prison overcrowding, however, is believed to be the aggressive ñtough on 

crimeò approach taken by policymakers, criminal justice administrators, and the courts since the 

mid-1990s.  A series of laws including ñtruth in sentencingò and mandatory minimum sentences 

aimed at increasing penalties and reducing the discrepancy between the court-imposed prison 

term and the actual time served by an inmate lengthened incarceration periods.  Inmates serve a 

greater portion of their sentences in prison prior to early release or discharge.  Conservative 

parole release policies and parole and probation supervision procedures also contributed to the 

burgeoning prison population. 

Until 2004, the primary solution in Connecticut was to add prison beds by building new facilities 

and expanding others - almost 10,000 new beds costing well over $1 billion were added between 

1989 and 1995.  However, less than five years after the Department of Correction completed this 

comprehensive construction project, it was once again operating over capacity.  Connecticut 

opted to transfer 500 inmates out-of-state to relieve overcrowding.  This option cost more than 

$50 million per year in addition to the departmentôs annual operating budget. 
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To a lesser degree, Connecticut has implemented a system of graduated sanctions.  This network 

of sentencing options and alternative sanctions accomplishes two things: (1) punishes and 

rehabilitates offenders whose crimes and/or criminal histories do no demand a prison term; and 

(2) assists in the transition of inmates from prison back to their communities.  This model is 

based on the recognition that not all offenders are the same, and only a few deserve the most 

intensive and expensive sanction ï prison ï and almost all offenders sent to prison eventually 

return to their communities, most within three years of admission to prison.  The alternative 

sanction network supervises approximately 75 percent of the accused and sentenced offender 

population, but has been routinely under-funded as compared to the prison system.    

The Justice Reinvestment Initiative 

In the early 2000s, given the prison overcrowding crisis and the concern of budgetary constraints 

during a recession, the Connecticut General Assembly began to study the prison overcrowding 

problem with the intention of developing new approaches to reduce recidivism and control 

growth in the offender population (Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 

2000; 2001; 2004) The crime debate in Connecticut shifted to focusing on measures to reduce 

recidivism by promoting desistance rather than simply increasing punishment for offenders.  Key 

stakeholders from the legislative, executive, and judicial branches, as well as non-profit 

providers, outreach workers, grassroots activists and national experts participated in the process.   

On January 13, 2003, Representatives William Dyson and Michael Lawlor, House Chairs of the 

Connecticut General Assemblyôs Appropriations and Judiciary Committees respectively, 

gathered policy makers, national experts, community leaders and criminal justice agency 

representatives to discuss issues related to re-entry at the ñBuilding Bridges: From Conviction to 

Employmentò forum held at Central Connecticut State University.  At this forum, and in 

subsequent public hearings, the Justice Reinvestment Initiative was presented as a means of 

generating as much as $50 million in annual savings for the state by limiting the growth of the 

state prison population, while at the same time maintaining public safety and improving 

conditions in the handful of communities to which the majority of people released from prison 

return.    

Out of the conference grew a collective realization that in Connecticut there are a myriad of 

barriers to employment and reasons why ex-offenders may commit new crimes, many of which 

are by-products of intertwined societal issues such as lack of educational and employment 

opportunity.  Also discussed was the complex network of community-based public, private, and 

religious services and programs that existed to assist ex-offenders with employment and related 

issues.  Supporting this network was identified as a critical component to achieving the stated 

goals of the conference.  It was widely acknowledged that additional resources for community-

based services was needed, but additional resources for reinvestment would be difficult to access 

without shoring up the prison population and sufficiently staffing community-based supervision  

(e.g., probation and parole).  Authored by national experts working with the Council of State 

Governments, a report entitled ñBuilding Bridges: From Conviction to Employment ï A Proposal 

to Reinvest Corrections Savings in an Employment Initiativeò as well as an addendum prepared 

by the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee staff, were prepared at the 
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conclusion of the conference.  The report and addendum outlined the concept for an offender re-

entry strategy and set forth specific recommendations to enact the strategy.
11

  

Public Act 04-234 

During the 2004 session, the Connecticut General Assembly passed Public Act 04-234.  

Contained in this legislation were a number of initiatives aimed at providing stakeholders with 

comprehensive means to control the stateôs persistent prison overcrowding problem.  Its 

centerpiece required a collaborative effort by a variety of agencies to develop and implement an 

offender re-entry strategy. This new approach to addressing prison overcrowding would promote 

the successful transition of offenders back into society, thereby enhancing public safety and 

reducing the stateôs correctional costs.  Specifically, the new strategy was required to: (1) 

maximize any available period of community supervision for eligible and suitable offenders; (2) 

identify and address barriers to offendersô successful transition to their communities; (3) ensure 

sufficient state criminal justice resources to manage offender caseloads; (4) identify community-

based supervision, treatment, educational, and other service programs proven to be effective in 

reducing recidivism; and (5) establish offender employment initiatives through public and 

private services and partnerships and reinvest any money saved.  Other elements of Public Act 

04-234 were intended to support the operations of the offender re-entry strategy. 

In a related action, the 2004 state budget included funding for certain criminal justice system 

programs to promote community supervision and community-based services.  The idea behind 

these funds was that the more offenders there were participating in effective community 

supervision programs, the more public safety would be enhanced through lower recidivism, thus 

decreasing prison overcrowding.  A positive cycle would begin by increasing the effectiveness of 

the offender re-entry strategy, or saving incarceration dollars and ultimately ñreinvestingò them 

into more community-based supervision and treatment programs such as offender employment 

and housing initiatives.   

On January 12 and 13, 2006, the ñBuilding Bridges II: A Continuing Discussion of Connecticutôs 

Justice Reinvestment Initiativeò was held to evaluate the progress to date in implementing the 

offender re-entry strategy in addition to determining the next steps for the stateôs criminal justice 

system to fully realize the intended goals of Public Act 04-234.  As with the 2003 conference, 

the 2006 conference was held a few weeks prior to the start of the legislative session to provide a 

forum for the discussion of possible legislative initiatives.  Many of the specific issues addressed 

at the conference were adopted by the General Assembly or were funded through the state 

budget, including: changes to the sex offender registration requirement and supervision process; 

restoration of felon voting rights; funding for mental health support services for offenders; the 

establishment of a sentencing task force (that will terminate at the conclusion of its work) to 

review existing sentencing policy and make any recommendations deemed necessary in light of 

recent criminal justice reforms; amendments to the role and responsibilities of the new Criminal 

Justice Policy and Planning Division (established in 2005 and taking effect July 1, 2006); and the 

establishment of a provisional pardons and certificate of rehabilitation process for eligible ex-

offenders (Office of Legislative Research, 2006).   

                                                           
11

 Please see white paper on The Justice Reinvestment Initiative in the attached appendix. 
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The Building Bridges II conference underscored the growing consensus among legislators and 

executive and judicial branch criminal justice administrators that outcomes of the new strategy 

and initiatives needed to be consistently evaluated for these reforms to achieve maximum 

effectiveness and efficiency.  Public Act 04-234 established specific measures to evaluate the 

success of the offender re-entry strategy.  The six measures were: (1) rates of recidivism and 

community revictimization; (2) the number of inmates eligible for release on parole, transitional 

supervision, probation, or any other early release program; (3) the number of inmates who made 

the transition from incarceration to the community in compliance with a discharge plan; (4) 

prison bed capacity ratios; (5) adequacy of the network of community-based treatment, 

vocational, educational, and supervision programs, and other services and programs; and (6) 

reinvestment of any savings achieved through a reduction in prison population into re-entry and 

community-based services and programs.  In addition, the Legislative Program Review and 

Investigation Committee was charged with monitoring the implementation status and success of 

the strategy based on these outcome measures.  This committee was required to report to the 

Judiciary and Appropriations Committees on January 1, 2006 and again on January 1, 2008 

(Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 2006; 2008).
12

 

A key element to the success of Connecticutôs new offender re-entry strategy and other criminal 

justice initiatives has been the level of collaboration on all levels in both the policy development 

and implementation phases.  Commissioners from the stateôs criminal justice agencies ï 

Departments of Correction, Mental Health and Addiction Services, Public Safety, Social 

Services, the Board of Pardons and Paroles, the Office of the Chief Public Defender, and the 

Office of the Chief Stateôs Attorney as well as non-profit providers and community-based 

offender and victim advocate groups have consistently contributed to a level of collaboration that 

has previously not occurred.  As a result of the Justice Reinvestment Initiative, Connecticut has 

been recognized around the country for being at the forefront of state efforts to reduce prison 

populations and effectively manage prisoner re-entry.   

This chart represents a  compiled timeline of significant Connecticut criminal justice initiatives (blue) and  notable  

Hartford Building Bridges Pilot Program ñNew Dayò events  (black). For timeline narrative see Appendix. 
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 These reports can be viewed online on the CGA website: www.cga.ct.gov 
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Chapter Two 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

 

 

Approaches to the Study of Criminal Justice Policies 
 

 

 

The Influence of the Social Sciences on the Study of Punitive Criminal Justice Policies 

 

Punitive criminal justice practices are often based upon unconscious assumptions regarding 

human behavior within the structure of a societyôs stated and implied norms (CITATION).  In 

anticipation of behavioral abnormalities and violations of social norms and mores, criminal 

justice institutions have assumed actuarial responsibilities to manage and minimize an 

individualôs risk for committing punishable offenses.  In the last century, sociological analyses of 

ñcriminogenic behaviorsò have  challenged the assertion that somehow a deeper understanding of 

how ñfree-willò functions will enhance the organizational,  ñpolitical, economic, and cultural 

constructionò of crime policy.  Criminology scholars invested in the study of crime and justice, 

as it ñrelates to political recalcitranceò have grown increasingly frustrated with assumption by 

lawmakers that ñcrime causalityò is strictly a result of political failure and response as opposed 

to their ñemanating from the confluenceò of social and biological factors (CITATION).   

Neuropsychological research conducted over the past 15 years have ñproduced notable 

contributions to the study of violent crimeò (CITATION; Schehr, 2005).  Those criminologists 

who approach this area of study ñthrough the lens of postmodern and chaos theory,ò  most 

notably Arrigo & Schehr,1999; Henry & Milovanovic, 1996, 1999; Milovanovic, 1997; and  

Schehr &Milovanovic, 1999 have encouraged policy makers to multi-scope approach to enacting 

criminal justice policies that adopt the use of the ñtrouser diagramò (CITATION).   According to 

Henry and Milovanovic (1996), trouser diagrams offer policymakers and researchers alike the 

flexibility to employ comprehensive problem solving strategies by examining an array of 

variables simultaneously in a manner that prevents some of the common pitfalls researchers 

experience when using certain levels of cross-sectional analysis. Trouser diagrams ñrecognize 

that the theoretical, methodological, and conceptual tools exist to provide sophisticated 

criminological assessments of contemporary non-normative activity,ò   and serve as useful 

models for crafting effective justice policies.  Yet despite their usefulness, this model of 

examination is not widely employed in policymaking.  Instead, punitive sanctions based upon 

established have become the norm. 

 

 

The Impact of Risk Factor Assessment on Policymaking 

  

As of late, criminal justice has operated on the same principles used by insurance companies to 

determine, the actual or estimated risk of a person or group using actuarial charts and tables.  

Criminal justice agencies have turned to the use of these ñto stimulate greater social control over 

perceived riskò (CITATION; Schehr, 2005).  According to (CITATION), ñthe vocabulary of risk 

assuresò consistency in speech used by ñparents, teachers, librarians, clergy, policy makers, law 

enforcement, and media personnel are each put on guard for indications of dangerò 
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(CITATION).  Researchers cite the demoralization of certain populations in the broader scope of 

American normalcy and culture of mistrust and suspicion created by political factions may lead 

to ñthe invocation of a risk vocabulary [that] leads to divisions among people based on certain 

ascribed characteristics of differenceò has the potential of marginalizing ñthe poor, ethnic 

minorities, homosexuals, and youthò in the discourse of fear promoted by many politicos.    

 

According to Wilson (1997), what social science literature on crime and justice is lacking an 

examination of how political, economic, and cultural factors as well as the ñstructural 

impediments to economic self sufficiencyò can be used in a more positive manner to create 

effective evidence-based models that comprehensively address these salient issue that pose risk 

for an individualôs participation in criminal activity and behaviors.  Among the core risk factors 

researchers should begin to examine more closely are the impact of: (1) poverty status indicators 

of poverty (e.g. welfare and public assistance, child poverty, and infant mortalit y; (2) 

employment and financial security indicators (e.g. stable and available work, livable wage 

earnings, health care benefits and accessibility, and transportation); (3) education credentials and 

vocational training (e.g. high school diploma/ GED completion, apprenticeships, and on-the-job 

training opportunities); and (4) political risk factors, primarily accessibility of lawmakers to 

constituents regardless of party affiliation, access to the ballot, and resource allocation issues, 

and pertains to the way city, county, and state politicians respond to changes in ñsubstantive and 

procedural laws.ò 

 

 

Criminal Justice and Recidivism Reduction Policies in the States: A Matter of Public Safety 

 

State and Local Governments Approaches to Crime Management and Recidivism 

In recent years, states have responded differently to managing stark increases in crime and 

incarcerations rates, prison overcrowding and the facilitation of parole and probation services.  

For that reason, it has been overwhelmingly difficult for researchers to ascertain the overall 

impact of these policies on the nation at-large.  States can be examined collectively, but large 

scale analysis of policies and practices in all 50 states and the U.S. Territories would require a 

substantial amount of time and money and would require many levels of data collection and 

analysis.  For New Dayôs purposes, best-practice models, policies and programs that have 

substantial evidence to support their effectiveness were reviewed for their contextual and 

theoretical contributions to the discussion framework laid forth in this report and in the plan for 

the organizational and operational structure of the program.   

The Formation of Reentry Councils 

In May 2007, Oregon Governor Ted Kulongoski issued an executive order establishing the 

Governorôs Reentry Council, a 19-member group composed of leaders from corrections, law 

enforcement, and social services agencies, as well as community-based organizations. The 

council is charged with reviewing Oregonôs existing reentry policies, making specific 

recommendations for improvements to these policies, and coordinating new initiatives across the 

state These new councils and advisory groups follow examples set by other states, such as 
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Kansas. Last year, as part of its Offender Risk Reduction and Reentry plan, Kansas established a 

Reentry Policy Council that includes key cabinet secretaries and legislative officials. The council 

promotes collaboration among state agencies to provide wide-ranging services including 

employment training, housing assistance, and substance abuse treatment; advocates for effective 

reentry policy; and develops neighborhood-based strategies to reduce recidivism. Recently, the 

council created a steering committee of deputy managers which holds biweekly meetings to 

discuss various reentry issues in depth, identify key issues to address, and establish specific task 

forces when needed. (Reentry Policy Council, 2007).  

Other national initiatives, such as the Transition from Prison to the Community Initiative (TPCI), 

sponsored by the National Institute of Corrections, or the Re-Entry Policy Academy, coordinated 

by the National Governors' Association, have coalesced what may have been ad hoc discussions 

and analyses of the problem. In addition to these programs, at least a few states have other 

concurrent initiatives operating completely independently of one another: a re-entry committee 

comprising representatives of different state agencies; a state-level process initiated by the 

legislature; countywide task forces formed by a sheriff or other county official; "re-entry 

caucuses" established by one or more mayors in their respective municipalities; and 

neighborhood-level projects or working groups prompted by community leaders and/or 

community development organizations. 

In recent years several states have made efforts to establish Reentry Councils that are directed to 

ñstudy, promote, and help carry out effective reentry policiesò and make recommendations to 

lawmakers on the kinds of mandates necessary to reduce incarceration and recidivism 

(CITATION).  The Councilôs Membership consists largely of the leadership base of government 

agencies, community-based organizations, area businesses, and faith-based organizations.  In 

addition to the formation of intrastate collaboration, there are a number of multistate 

conglomerates that serve this same purpose, but because criminal justice laws vary from state to 

state, most policy efforts are isolated and are implemented within the confines of the laws of 

each individual state.  Therefore, any discussion of state policies must present each policy as it is 

implemented, but the discussion can show how other states have borrowed ideas and adopted 

policies that had substantial evidence to support their success.   

In seeking to establish, improve, or expand a re-entry initiative, policymakers and practitioners 

should be aware of the context that these existing initiatives have created in their particular 

jurisdictions. To what degree have the right people already been brought to the table? What 

information and data have already been collected? How will new re-entry initiatives draw from 

and relate to earlier efforts? In a sense, developing a knowledge base means understanding these 

existing re-entry efforts, as well as exploring data about the population that re-enters and the 

communities to which they return. 

In sum, getting started means getting people together and analyzing the problem. In some 

jurisdictions, this may mean convening people for the first time and realizing that some key data 

have never been tracked, whereas in other jurisdictions, it may mean identifying several existing 

state and local re-entry initiatives, determining their relationship to each other and whether they 

need to be restructured, and learning from research already collected. The recommendations 

presented below apply to initiatives at both the statewide and local levels of government, with 
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the expectation that the multiple tiers of planning need to be well coordinated, even though that 

coordination is tricky. Whatever the re-entry situation in a given jurisdiction, anyone who is 

committed to ensuring that an appropriate foundation exists for an ongoing or future re-entry 

initiative will find the recommendations in the following two policy statements relevant and 

useful for that endeavor (Reentry Policy Council, 2004). 

This report repeatedly highlights the value of identifying and assessing in each jurisdiction the 

legal barriers to re-entry, to enable policymakers to improve awareness (and shatter any myths) 

about these laws and regulations. Indeed, in many areas, individuals enter into guilty pleas and 

judges impose sentences without awareness or notification of these kinds of collateral sanctions, 

some or all of which may remain even after a person is released from a term of incarceration or 

has completed a period of community supervision. An individual may first learn about a 

restriction when he or she files an application for a barbering license, seeks to obtain a driver's 

permit, or attempts to register to vote. A survey of state and local codes and regulations that 

catalogs all the mandatory and discretionary sanctions for particular offenses or offense 

categories can therefore provide a key resource for those making and those affected by a range of 

legislative and policy-based collateral consequences. (Reentry Policy Council, 2004). 

Key State Policies that Support Reentry and Aid in Recidivism Reduction 

Research on the rise of incarceration and prison overcrowding in the United States has examined 

the effects of ópolitical realignments and changes in sentencing policies.ò Weiss (2008) extended 

this research by examining the ñdifferential impactò of ñhigher order policies,ò including the 

implementation of sentencing laws, at the grass roots level. He concluded that the development 

and implementation of these laws largely contribute to the rise in the prison population we see 

today. The following are policies passed and implemented by states, including Connecticut over 

the last 5-10 years that provide funding for agencies and organizations whose services are 

targeted at reducing incarceration rates and recidivism or provide effective reentry or ensure 

greater overall public safety (The Urban Institute, 2009): 

¶ (VA) S.B. 1069 -Drug and Alcohol Treatment Programs in Jails: 

Establishes drug and alcohol treatment programs for inmates housed in local and regional 

jails and requires each program to submit a report to the General concerning the efficacy 

of the program. 
13

 

¶ (WA) S.B. 6157 -Statewide Reentry Program Inventory, Community Transition 

Coordination Network, Community Supervision Task Force, and Program Credits: 

Requires counties to conduct an inventory of regional reentry and calls for a Community 

Transition Coordination Network (CTCN) program to be piloted in four counties over a 

period of four years. The Washington State DOC is also directed to complete an 

individualized reentry plan for every incarcerated person.  These plans are to be based on 

a comprehensive needs assessment given to every inmate.  S.B. 6157 also provides up to 

a 50% earned early release credit for inmates participating in treatment and services and 
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 http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?ses=071&typ=bil&val=sb1069 

http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?ses=071&typ=bil&val=sb1069
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creates a legislative Task Force to review current law and policy related to community 

custody and community supervision. Regarding housing, the law authorizes the 

Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development to develop supportive 

reentry housing pilot programs, like New Day.  Landlords who rent to ex-offenders are 

granted immunity to civil liability for damages that may result from the criminal conduct 

of the tenant under this statute.
14

 

¶ (AZ) H.B. 2298- Teaching Offenders to Live Program (TOLP): 

This law creates the TOLP program which provides treatment and relapse-prevention 

services that prepare incarcerated individuals for independent living upon release. 

Eligible individuals who violate parole are able to participate in TOLP prior to their 

revocation hearing. The Department of Corrections is granted the authority to intervene 

and advocate for parole violators who successfully complete the program to remain under 

community supervision as an alternative to re-incarceration.
15

 

 

¶ (CT) H.B. 7217 - Inmate Savings Accounts 

The Connecticut Department of Corrections (DOC) has been directed to create a 

ñdischarge savings accountò for each inmate that accumulates funds that are paid upon 

release from prison. The DOC is authorized to transfer up to 10% of any deposit to the 

individual's bank account and/or their discharge savings account.  Once savings reaches 

$1,000 mark, the DOC must direct 10% of every subsequent deposit toward the 

individualôs incarceration costs.
16

  

 

¶ (CT) H. B. 5846: Provisional Pardons 

Grants the Board of Pardons and Parole authority to issue provisional pardons to eligible 

offenders from all discriminatory actions that serve as barriers to employment.  

Prospective employers may not require applicants to disclose the existence of any arrest, 

criminal charge or conviction.  Likewise, employment cannot be denied to an applicant 

solely on the basis of a prior arrest or conviction.
17

 

¶ (CT) H.B. 5781-Justice Reinvestment Initiative: 

The Connecticut General Assembly authorized the newly formed Criminal Justice Policy 

and Planning Division (CJPAC) to develop a comprehensive reentry strategy, and 

evaluate the impact of policies designed to reduce recidivism.  The New Day Building 

Bridges Pilot Program is a result of this legislation.  The law also establishes a sentencing 
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 http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=6157 
15

 http://www.azleg.gov/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/legtext/48leg/1r/summary/h.hb2298_06-08-07_as 
16

http://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&bill_num=7217&which_year=2007&S

UBMIT1.x=13&SUBMIT1.y=14&SUBMIT1=Norm 
17 http://www.cga.ct.gov/2006/ACT/PA/2006PA-00001-R00HB-05684-PA.htm  

http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfo/summary.aspx?bill=6157
http://www.azleg.gov/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/legtext/48leg/1r/summary/h.hb2298_06-08-07_astransmittedtogovernor.doc.htm
http://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&bill_num=7217&which_year=2007&SUBMIT1.x=13&SUBMIT1.y=14&SUBMIT1=Normal
http://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&bill_num=7217&which_year=2007&SUBMIT1.x=13&SUBMIT1.y=14&SUBMIT1=Normal
http://www.cga.ct.gov/2006/ACT/PA/2006PA-00001-R00HB-05684-PA.htm
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task force directed to analyze trends in sentencing and make policy recommendations to 

improve current practices.
18

  

¶ (TX) S.B. 839 - Evaluation of Potential Savings on Inmate Health Care: 

Texas law requires its Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ) to study the cost-benefit to 

health care services if TDCJ provides for the reentry of eligible elderly inmates into the 

community on parole.
19

   

¶ (TX) H.B. 3736- Community Corrections Caseloads: 

The TDCJ was directed to adopt maximum caseload guidelines for parole officers. The 

guidelines for reduced caseload ratios are based upon program type and clientsô needs.
20

  

¶ (TX) S.B. 166- Prison Diversion Progressive Sanctions Program: 

S.B. 166 created the Prison Diversion Progressive Sanctions Program (PDPSP), which 

seeks to lower parole and probation revocation rates by expanding resources to 

departments with ñhigher-than-averageò revocation rates and ñincreasing supervision for 

medium and high-risk individuals.ò 
21

 

 

¶ (SC) S.B. 182 -Encouraging Private-Sector Businesses to Employ Inmates: 

This law requires the South Carolina Department of Corrections (SCDOC) to collaborate 

with the Department of Commerce and develop a maintainable a marketing plan to 

encourage private-sector businesses to employ the incarcerated through the stateôs prison 

industries program.
22

 

¶ (NM) H.M. 41-Creation of an Employment Task Force: 

New Mexico law establishes a task force to review barriers to employment in the public 

sector for persons with histories of criminal convictions and to make policy 

recommendations aimed at removing such barriers while ensuring a high standard of 

public safety.
23
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¶ (NC) H. 648- Prison Work Programs: 

This law established a Division of Correction Enterprises (DCE) as a division of the 

North Carolina Department of Corrections. The DCE may ñdevelop and operate 

industrial, agricultural, and service enterprises that employ incarcerated individuals in an 

effort to provide them with meaningful work experiences and rehabilitative opportunities 

that will increase their employability upon release from prison.ò 
24

 

¶ (CA) S.B. 391 -Intermediate Sanctions for Parole Violators: 

The California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation was directed to create a 

Parole Violation Intermediate Sanctions program, which serves to expand the use of 

parole programs and services throughout the state. Inmates are offered admission to 

sanctioned programs or treatment for technical violations in lieu of parole revocation.
25

  

¶ (AR) H.B. 1444 -HIV Testing:  

This Arizona Department of Correction is required, in the interest of public safety to test 

inmates for HIV prior to release and to provide counseling on available treatment options 

for those who test positive.
26

  

 

¶ (HI) Hawaii Senate Bill 1188:  

The Hawaii state legislature mandated probation with drug treatment sentencing for first-

time nonviolent drug offenders convicted of possession as an alternative to 

incarceration.
27

  

¶ (FL) Florida Senate Bill 912:  

This law broadens the scope of inmate program services within the Florida Department of 

Corrections to include programs, transition, and post-release services.  The Florida DOC 

is also required to designate a certain number of prison beds for transition assistance, and 

expand the eligibility criteria to include non-secure, community-based residential drug 

treatment. This policy also: (1) provides direct management and supervision of all ex-

prisoners; (2) supports those programs that furnish transition assistance to inmates who 

are currently or have recently been in the custody of the department; (3) includes the 

coordination, facilitation, and contract management of pre-release and post-release 

transition services provided by public and private providers as well as faith-based 

organizations.
28

 

¶ (MN) Minnesota Bill 61-12-504 -Identification Cards:  

Minnesota law provides a DOC issued prison identification card that contains a photo or 

digitized image of the inmate, as well as date of birth, adult offender number, and 
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discharge certificate or parole order. Under this law, these documents may be exchanged 

for a free state-issued ID within 60 days of an inmateôs release.
29

  

¶ (OR) Administrative Rule 137-055-3300- Child Support:  

This rule established a provision exempting incarcerated parents with incomes of less 

than $200 per month from paying court-ordered child support payments, and grants the 

state authority to temporarily nullify an order, if requested.  Moreover, the state funds the 

costs associated with filing child support modification forms and offers financial 

counseling to inmates on child-support payment plans.
30

 

 Reactions to state policies in this area have varied.  When Virginia Governor Timothy M. Kaine 

(R-VA) proposed the early-release of approximately 1,000 nonviolent inmates over a 90 day 

period as part of his 2009 FY budget request to the stateôs legislature, his request was met with 

opposition, even amongst those in his party who voiced concerns on how this policy would 

impact public safety.  Kaineôs efforts were directed at reducing the stateôs $3 billion deficit in 

such a way that the fiscal impact would far outweigh any safety concerns since incarceration was 

costing the state in excess of $1billion annually ñat a time of economic crisis, [when] lawmakers 

should rethink costly policies, like prison expansion, that divert resourcesò from other areas that 

in this economic climate have experienced growth in service requests.  Kaineôs proposal is 

expected to save the state an estimated $5 million by 2010.  According to Kaine, ñthe rate of 

growth in the stateôs budget for incarceration has dramatically outpaced other spending items 

over the past decade.ò  His proposal grants the Director of the Virginia Department of 

Corrections the discretionary authority to select certain nonviolent inmates for early release.  

New York State found its Rockerfeller Drug Laws ineffective in preventing the of rise in 

incarceration associated with its implementation.  In a preliminary analysis of the lawôs large 

scale impact, results indicated that while the passage of the law was a ñnecessary condition for a 

rise in the incarcerated population,ò its implementations was not sufficient in providing the 

evidence to support the impact of second felony offender laws on the prison population growth 

of the prison population nor the expansion of funds to support programs contained the laws 

original provisions (Weiss, 2008). 

Criminal Justice Policy in Connecticut: 1970-2004 

The State of Connecticut saw a steady increase in crime rates from 1970 to 1979, prompting a 

legislative response to alter the stateôs antiquated sentencing laws.  As a result, the rate of 

incarceration increased by 238% and the number of incarcerated individuals in Connecticut 

climbed from 4,376 in 1980 to 16,104 in 1999 (CITATION),  this trend was reflective of 

national data that showed continued increase in the prison population throughout the 1980ôs and 

into the 1990ôs with the prison population increasing nationally from 330,000 in 1980 to 1.4 

million in 1999, and the volume of offenders released from custody increased dramatically 

nationwide from 170,000 in 1980 to 585,000 in 2000 (Connecticut Justice Commission, 1982; 
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Lynch & Sabol, 2001; Connecticut Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 

2001; Weiss 2008).  In the mid-1990ôs, the number of incarcerated individuals in the state began 

to decline.  However as the state sought, again, to implement stricter sentencing laws, the 

number of those incarcerated began to surge once again while the rate of release slowed (Reed, 

1982; Lynch & Sabol, 2001).  Despite the incomparable nature of the influx of incarcerated 

offenders and the transition of ex-offenders from prison into the community, policymakers and 

practitioners have sought to manage the way in which corrections systems assisted communities 

in absorbing this population while maintaining a high level of public safety (Lynch & Sabol, 

2001).  In this effort, the number of offenders receiving some type of post-release supervision 

tripled from 222,000 in 1980 to 713,000 in 1999, with the largest increase occurring between 

1980 and 1992.  As a result of these changes, the state has taken great effort to enact public 

policy measures that address these occurrences. 

In 1979, Connecticutôs General Assembly created ( P.A. 79-96) which established a Sentencing 

Commission to create more uniform sentencing practices for the stateôs criminal justice system. 

This commissionôs main responsibility was to ensure that the stateôs sentencing goals of 

punishment, deterrence, incapacitation and rehabilitation were accomplished. In March 1980, 

this commission released its final report. Despite this effort, Connecticut was still faced with a 

continuous rise in the stateôs prison population.  To address this overcrowding, Governor Ella 

Grasso convened a task force comprised of appointed members; this group released their report 

in 1981.  

In order to ensure uniformity and consistency in sentencing practices, the Sentencing 

Commissionôs 1981  report suggested that the overall goal of their new proposed sentencing 

structure should provide ñjust and consistentò penalties based on prior criminal record and the 

convicted offense. As a result, Connecticut adopted ñdeterminate sentencing ñor a fixed term 

model replacing the indeterminate sentencing model which allowed for an imposed minimum 

and maximum prison term. Additionally, this new sentencing model included three other reforms 

concerning parole, ñgood timeò and mandatory minimum sentences. Connecticut abolished 

parole in 1981 for the new determinate sentences. However, the parole board still had release 

authority for those offenders sentenced prior to July 1981. The amount of ñgood timeò credits an 

inmate could receive while incarcerated was reduced to 12 days from 15 days per month, this 

initiative increased time served by approximately 20%.  During this time Connecticutôs General 

Assembly imposed additional mandatory minimum sentences for certain offenses while 

increasing existing mandatory minimum sentences.  

The result of these new policies was a tremendous growth in the stateôs prison population. To 

address this overcrowding issue the General Assembly allowed the Department of Corrections 

(DOC) to declare an overcrowding emergency and allowed the agency to begin releasing 

offenders once the prison population exceeded 110 percent of the total capacity for 30 

consecutive days. Despite these efforts, it became evident that the projected prison population 

would far exceed DOCôs capacity and by the mid-80ôs Connecticut began its $1 billion long term 

prison expansion project.  

In 1987 Connecticutôs General Assembly convened for a special session to address the stateôs 

ñcrack epidemicò and created a number of mandatory minimum sentencing laws for drug 
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offenses. By the late 1980ôs Connecticut was facing a severe prison overcrowding problem. 

DOC began using the Supervised Home Release program (SHR) to help alleviate the stateôs 

prison overcrowding crisis. As a result, the majority of inmates were now serving only 10 

percent of the court imposed sentence before being released back into the community. Although 

this program helped to reduce the incarcerated population, DOC was ill-equipped to adequately 

supervise the number of offenders being released. DOCôs inability to supervise released 

offenders created higher rates of recidivism and a constant cycling of offenders through the 

system. Consequently, the General Assembly abolished SHR by creating a three year phase out 

of the program. By 1990, SHR had been completely phased out and parole was re-authorized to 

grant parole for all sentenced offenders who served at least 25% of their court imposed sentence.  

During the 1990ôs the Office of Alternative Sanction (OAS) expanded Alternative to Incineration 

Programs (AICôs) and the Board of Parole established (P.A. 93-219) and became a separate state 

agency with discretionary release authority for offenders sentenced for two or more years. In 

1995, the General Assembly enacted (P.A. 95-255) the ñTruth in Sentencingô law. This 

legislation required sentenced offenders to serve 85 percent of their sentence prior to being 

parole eligible. During this time, 21 additional public acts added new crimes to the books and 

increased penalties for existing crimes. Consequently, these new laws caused the stateôs prison 

population to swell. So that DOC could accommodate the growing number of inmates, the 

agency needed to contract with an out of state facility (P.A. 95-229) to transfer inmates. In 1999 

DOC contracted with Virginiaôs DOC and transferred a total of 484 inmates to a maximum 

security prison.  

Since the late 1990ôs, Connecticut has focused its crime and justice policies on providing for the 

safety of its residents first by mandating strict enforcement of  sentencing laws meant to deter 

crime and reduce incarceration rates leading to prison overcrowding.  With the majority of the 

incarcerated returning their communities of residence within three years, the state has placed a 

high priority on community supervision as the strongest measure for ensuring public safety.   The 

state has over the last decade committed funding to a network of service providers to provide 

oversight, treatment, education, rehabilitation, and alternatives to incarceration to those 

convicted and sentenced to serve time in one of the stateôs correctional facilities (Connecticut 

Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 2001).     

During the 2001 legislative session, Connecticutôs General Assembly enacted (P.A. 01-99) 

which increased judges presumptive sentencing authority. Judges were now allowed with ñgood 

causeò to divert from current mandatory minimum sentencing guidelines for particular drug 

offenses.  In 2003, the Board of Parole and Board of Pardons became one agency under the guise 

of DOC as part of (P.A. 03-06). During this time the legislature enacted (P.A. 03-6) which added 

2,000 additional out of state beds, accounting for a total of 2,500. The Office of Policy & 

Management for the State of Connecticut (OPM) has assumed the responsibility of developing 

and coordinating the stateôs technological information system for tracking offenderôs interactions 

with law enforcement.  The Connecticut Justice Information System (CJIS) was designed to 

ñbring greater cohesion and effectivenessò  to the  justice system by improving the way law 

enforcement agencies communicate and share information across system components, and how 

crime data is managed and compiled (State of Connecticut Office of Policy & Management, 

2008).   The CJIS system could better serve law enforcement and aid in reducing recidivism if 
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agencies and organizations outside of law enforcement that receive state funding and interface 

with released inmates can have greater access to the information held in the CJIS databases.   

This would allow for a broader scope of services to be provided and higher standard and 

continuum of care to be offered and monitored.   

At this time, Connecticut legislators began to address what they termed ñthe revolving door of 

prison.ò  Despite a number of years where there appeared limited growth in the area of crime and 

arrests, prisons could not expand their capacity fast enough to address the ñdemands of the 

growing pre-trial and sentenced offender population.ò  Even with the recent completion of a $1 

billion facility expansion project, prisons saw their number swell due to the incarceration of 

repeat offenders (Connecticut Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 2001).  

Although there is significant research on the impact of recidivism on prison overcrowding, a 

2001 report by the Connecticut Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee states 

that there is little known about the repeat criminal behaviors of Connecticutôs offenders and to 

date, there is no single agency responsible for tracking the recidivism statewide. 

With the support of many in the legislature, the work initiated by Representatives Dyson and 

Lawlor, led to the passage of the Justice Reinvestment Initiative or Public Act 04-234 in 2004.  

This act was designed to provide the state with a comprehensive means for managing the 

growing prison population and overcrowding issues.  The Connecticut Justice Reinvestment 

Initiative promises to generate a 50 million dollar surplus to the state budget by limiting the 

growth of the prison population and maintaining a high standard of public safety statewide and in 

communities in which the majority of inmates are released or return. Specifically, the new 

initiative would: (1) maximize community supervision for eligible offenders; (2) identify and 

identify barriers to successful transition to the community; (3) expand the capacity of the justice 

system; (4) identify a network of community-based supervision, treatment, educational 

programs; and (5) reinvest savings in public and private businesses that employ ex-offenders.  

The 2004 state budget included a specific line-item appropriation for evidence-based 

ñreinvestmentò programs to promote community supervision and extend support services to ex-

offenders 

Effective Evidence-Based Reentry Models 

Prisoner re-integration has received a significant amount of bipartisan collaboration in the past 

decade due to the fourfold increase in prison populations across the United States since 1973 

(Travis, Solomon & Waul, 2001), along with the financial burdens that the Department of 

Correctionôs funding has placed on state and federal budgets (Colgan, 2007; Eckholm, 2008).  

Although the Bureau of Justice Statistics began conducting and publishing recidivism studies in 

the 1980s (Travis, Solomon & Waul, 2001; Gouvis & Travis, 2004), it was not until former 

Attorney General Janet Reno posed the question, óWhat are we doing about all the people 

coming out of prison?ô in 1999 that the term re-entry materialized on the national level 

(Brownstein, 2007; Suellentrop, 2006).  The number of American citizens incarcerated every 

year coupled with the federal governmentôs recidivism findings has created a phenomenon 

Republicans and Democrats have both shown they are committed to addressing (Colgan, 2007).  

Proof of this shared desire to support the previously incarcerated is Congressô approval of H.R. 

1593, President Bushôs Second Chance Act of 2007, which allocates some to re-entry programs 
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that offer job-training and placement services, transitional housing, mentoring, drug treatment 

programs and medical care for former prisoners (Bush, 2008). 

Policymakers often request substantive evidence to guide their decisions to support one policy 

over another or to appropriate funding for the creation of expansion of programs.  States are 

beginning to look to the evidence-based models for reentry to help guide them as they make 

decision guiding justice and law enforcement.   With a large number of reentry programs coming 

into existence over the last 5-10 years, states are bombarded with information and reports on the 

successes and failures of these programs. These reports are relative in terms of how they are 

applied to the policymaking process.  The degree to which each program is effective in reducing 

prison overcrowding and recidivism rates varies according to the standards (CITATION). While 

re-incarceration rates have escalated, so, too, has the number of first-time prisoners.  According 

to Lynch and Sabol (2001), first-time offenders accounted for 44% of prison releases in 1997 and 

this rate continues to rise.  Therefore, the authors assert that prisoner reentry programs must be 

prepared to deal with this population in a manner that differs from how they deal with repeat 

offenders.  While policies can do little to prevent the introduction of new people into the 

corrections system, they can, however, manage the distributive characteristics that place certain 

groups at a disproportionately greater risk of offending.  Communities where there are high 

concentrations of minorities, low-income communities, and those where ñcomparatively large 

portions of residentsò have been incarcerated are likely to generate higher numbers of first-time 

offenders than their counterparts.  Overcoming cultural and language barriers, too, poses a new 

set of challenges for an over-extended system and for those who assist in reentry effort.  Mistrust 

of law enforcement and negative attitudes towards government and corrections systems can 

seriously undermine even the strongest reentry program if it is lacking in cultural competency.  

Overall, a strong reentry program will address a number of key areas that research has shown to 

have a significant impact on whether or not an ex-inmate successfully reintegrates into the 

community. 

The Impact of Social Attachments: Family, Community and Employment 

In addition to providing for basic assistance and services, researchers have come to view the 

social sciencesô ñattachment theoryò applicable to criminal justice as well.  Strong social 

attachments have been identified by Lynch and Sabol (1997) as marriage and family 

connections, education, and employment.  These are associated with successful reintegration of 

ex-offenders.  A number of reentry programs have found that family involvement is as critical as 

gainful employment to successful community reintegration (Bobbitt & Nelson, 2004).  Men and 

women who are released into the community are likely to be more personally invested in the 

community when there is family.  For over 30 years, research demonstrates success with this 

approach when applied to substance abuse rehabilitation and this approach is currently being 

used in a number of nationally recognized reentry programs.   

Just as the fatherhood initiative among incarcerated individuals became a movement in the late 

1990ôs for addressing re-incarceration of persons for failure to comply with court-ordered child 

support, the focus on families in the transition from prison to community is gaining momentum 

(Bobbitt & Nelson, 2004).  Further, as the federal government opens additional funding streams 

for reentry more jurisdictions are warming to the idea of family-oriented programs for inmates 
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upon release (Bobbitt & Nelson, 2004).  The Vera Institute for Justice developed an effective 

family-focused program for reentry. La Bodega de la Familia, a service organization on 

Manhattanôs Lower East Side, specifically addresses ñthe familyôs role at the overlap of drug 

treatment and criminal justice.ò Since research shows that anywhere from 40-50% of inmates 

have either serious substance abuse issues or committed a crime while under the influence of 

alcohol or narcotics, La Bodega provides 24-hour crisis intervention and provides advocacy 

support and therapeutic treatment.  La Bodegaôs counseling staff works closely with parole and 

probationôs officers as well as the Department of Corrections (Bobbit & Nelson, 2004).   

The family-focus concept is very similar to the same kind of reentry strategies employed by the 

military when service men and women return from deployment.  These strategies are based on a 

substantive body of research  that show lower levels of Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, or 

ñpositive readjustment,ò  is ñassociated withò the perception an individual has ñthat their families 

gave them a positive reception when they returned homeò (Bobbitt & Nelson, 2004).  Similar to 

military families, families of incarcerated individuals gain a level of independence while their 

family member is detained and fears of ñmissing outò on certain life events and possible 

infidelity on behalf of a significant other pose problems during incarceration and can lead to 

distress upon release.  Therefore this readjustment period is critical to community reengagement 

and can have a significant impact on oneôs success or failure.  

Although it is highly speculative at this point and will require further study, emerging research 

indicates that stable employment is proving to be a promising deterrent to recidivism and is 

likely a key factor in determining the successful reentry of ex-offenders into the community.  

The Russell Sage Foundation has assumed the lead in research on the impact of employment and 

earnings on recidivism.  They base the foundation of this on earlier studies (Kling, 1999) that 

suggest incarceration may reduce the earnings potential of an individual upon their release from 

prison (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).  The Russell Sage Foundation anticipates their research in this 

area will facilitate discussion and shift focus to the conditions that will better enable ex-prisoners 

to participate in the workforce and generate a livable income so as to avoid re-arrest and dissuade 

future criminal activities (Sabol & McGready, 1999; Lynch & Sabol, 2001). 

Although offered, most inmates do not participate in educational and vocational preparation 

programs offered inside prisons.  Lynch & Sabol (2001) find that pre-release participation in 

these programs enhances a soon-to-be released prisonerôs ability to secure employment upon 

release.  With a large number of inmates having relatively low educational attainment and scant 

work histories, Lynch and Sabol (2001) have identified ña spatial mismatchò between a reentryôs 

residence and local job availability.  A larger pool of low-skill jobs having moved to the suburbs 

prior to the collapse of the U.S. economy and a subsequent loss thereafter of 3.6 million jobs 

between November 2008 and January 2009, they believe this series of circumstances  ñfurther 

complicatesò the  ñmacroeconomic mattersò relating to ex-prisoner employment and risk for 

recidivism. 

Despite what is known about the causes of recidivism, very little is known about the impact of 

prisoner reentry on community and public safety and whether or not a comprehensive reentry 

strategy will lessen the burden on the communities that absorb this population (Lynch & Sabol, 

2001).  A number of large scale recidivism studies, including one completed by the Bureau of 



 

 

40 
 

Justice Statistics (BJS) are hoping to understand the impact of reentry on high concentrations of 

ex-offenders in small geographic areas, such as Hartford, and the impact on the community in 

general.  Tracking offender movements and comparing these to local data, these studies hope to 

provide information on changes in characteristics of the population, and in crime rates as states 

and municipalities seek to implement alternatives to incarceration (Bonczar & Allen, 1997; 

Lynch & Sabol, 2001).   

One aspect of the study of community attachment on reentry that warrants further study is how 

the community at-large receives ex-prisoners.  For the most part, at least 66% or two-thirds of 

ex-prisoners are concentrated in central, metropolitan areas.  Certain neighborhoods, as indicated 

in a study by Rose and Clear (1998) may have an even higher rate of ex-prisoners returning 

compared to others within these core areas.  If an identified drug trade corridor exists within 

these neighborhoods, the concentration of formerly incarcerated residents is higher than in those 

without such activity.  This information is critical to the application of reentry pilots in 

Connecticutôs three major cities.   

According to Lynch and Sabol (2001) the re-incarcerated, or ñchurners,ò are imprisoned 

primarily for drug and/or property offenses.  Although Lynch and Sabol (2001) say it is largely 

unclear as to whether or not on a national scale these neighborhoods are working-class, low-

income, or high crime areas with limited resources and competition for employment between 

returning ex-offenders and those cycling off public assistance, there is evidence that this appears 

to be exactly the case in Connecticut.  The Council of State Governmentsô Building Bridges: 

From Conviction to Employment initial report (2003) and follow-up report (2004) suggest that 

persons sentenced and admitted to prison and those on probation in Hartford and New Haven are 

concentrated in neighborhoods associated with high rates of drug-related arrests. In 2002, these 

accounted for 67.3% of the incarcerated in New Haven; and 71.7% in Hartford in 2003.  

Therefore, assessing the community impact of reentry on these particular neighborhoods within 

these cities would add greatly to the efficiency and effectiveness of these programs.   

Release and Supervision 

Lynch & Sabol (2001) found that ñthe absence of a parole officer can be a detrimentò as their 

capacity to provide assistance in obtaining the necessary resources to maintain a crime-free 

standard of living is minimal.  Numerous approaches to assessing an inmateôs need for post-

release supervision have been implemented.  For example, Ohio assesses their prisoners upon 

entry into the system.  Massachusetts offers its inmates the option of choosing between 

additional months in a correctional facility or longer parole terms (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).  

Moreover, research suggests that some ex-offenders may require more supervision than others, 

depending upon their personal experiences and the social complexities that confound their ability 

to successful reintegrate into the community.  Yet still, some ex-offenders may require little or 

no supervision at all.  However this, too, is subjective (Lynch & Sabol, 2001). 

There are no conclusive data to suggest whether or not unconditional release prisoners are more 

successful in their efforts to reintegrate into the community and whether they pose a greater risk 

to public safety compared to those who have limited or comprehensive post-incarceration 

supervision. Recidivism rates between the two groups are comparable.  However those who fail 
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to successfully complete parole are more likely than those who do to be re-arrested on a technical 

violation.  Further, those parolees who have some form of interaction with a comprehensive, 

structured reentry program and adequate supervision are less likely to be re-incarcerated for a 

technical violation or arrested for a new crime. These outcomes suggest that successful reentry 

must aim toward successful parole completion and that policymakers should examine further the 

impact of technical violations on reentry efforts (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).   

Data and Information Management 

West Virginiaôs Division of Corrections published a final report in 2007 entitled ñPreparing 

Prisoners for Returning Home: A Process Evaluation of West Virginiaôs Offender Re-entry 

Initiative (WVORI). The purpose of the WVORI was ñto ascertain the extent to which 

transitional services were being provided to inmates prior to release,ò and ñto examine how 

these services were being delivered,ò from the perspectives of direct service providers and 

encourage active participation in the evaluation process (Mountain State Criminal Justice 

Research Services, 2007). The Prescriptive Case Management Systems (PCMS) component of 

the WVORI is based on the Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R) component used by 

New Day evaluators.  Both the PCMS and the LSI-R collect data to help providers link inmates 

to the appropriate resources and services during the pre-release, transition and reintegration 

phases.  

Currently, the Connecticut DOC collects pre-release information using the LSI-R and maintains 

information on the admissions and discharges of all inmates to include offenses, sentences issued 

and lengths of time to be served, as well as demographic data.  There are unavoidable 

duplications, but this information is fairly accurate and comparable to those databases managed 

by Departments in other states (Connecticut Legislative Program Review and Investigations 

Committee, 2001). According to information collected from focus group discussions with New 

Day staff, there was an expressed need for an   integrated data system such as an ETO (Evidence 

to Outcomes) system currently being used by the city of Hartford. This system would consolidate 

all information on and services provided to every inmate by public and private entities.  

Housing and Homelessness 

In 2003, the Urban Institute began a series of discussions entitled: Taking Stock that focused on 

homelessness and prisoner reentry. These papers described the challenges prisoners face in 

finding housing before and after arrest. Roman and Travis (2004) a 1996 the National Survey of 

Homeless Assistance Providers & Clients, 49% of homeless adults spent 5 or more days in a city 

or county jail, 4% spent time in a military lock-up and 18% were incarcerated in a state or 

federal prison.  They found that ñinside or outside prison, collaboration between corrections or 

community corrections and housing providers is rareò (Roman & Travis, 2006). Their findings 

confirm a 2002 consensus of the U.S. Conference of Mayors identifying prison release as a 

major factor of homelessness in a half-dozen American cities. However, in 2000 the Department 

of Housing and Urban Development expanded its definition of óhomelessô to include ex-

offenders (Roman & Travis, 2006).  At the time of Taking Stockôs publication, over 10% of 

newly released offenders would become homeless and a larger percentage of ex-offenders with 

mental health and substance abuse issues would as well. The population of offenders coming out 
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of prison who would be homeless immediately following their release was over 10%, and 

significantly higher for those with histories of mental health or substance abuse issues. The 

Urban Institutes Taking Stock documents the challenges for populations, including those with 

HIV/AIDS, serious health issues, or a history of sexual offenses (Roman & Travis, 2004).    

Evaluation Outcome and Measurement  

Virginiaôs Department of Criminal Justice Services examined offender re-entry programs 

administered or operated by Virginiaôs public safety agencies. The Reentry and Transition 

Services (ORTS) Program was designed to address was how these services were being delivered 

from the perspectives of those who are involved at the ground level, encouraging them to be 

active part of the evaluation process.  The goal of the ORTS program was to measure recidivism 

as well as a number of other outcomes, such as clientsô educational attainment, employment 

success, family relationships, general stability, and ability to pay taxes upon release.   

Kansasô Department of Corrections published the ñOffender Programs Evaluation Volume VIIò 

in 2007. The study also addressed post-incarceration outcome measures such as employment and 

supervision compliance. The Department uses the LSI-R domains and total risk scores to identify 

recidivism risk of offenders, to determine placement upon release. However, LSI-R 

reassessments will continue periodically throughout the offenderôs incarceration and community 

supervision.  

Insert Lynch paragraph 

The quality of relations between stakeholders may also be an indicator of program success. 

Individual program evaluations may be able to serve as reference points for states as they 

evaluate their success at implementing cost-effective strategies for reducing recidivism and 

lowering prison populations.  Program evaluation may reflect the quality of coordination and 

efficiency that exists within the criminal justice system. Program weaknesses or limitations may 

also arise during the course of evaluation pointing to specific state-wide needs or deficiencies.  If  

needs were addressed, programs like New Day will have the capacity to meet the stateôs needs.  
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Chapter Four 

METHODOLOGY  

Overview 

Resolving the issues of prison overcrowding and recidivism in Connecticut requires an 

innovative, evidence-based approach that is effective and uses limited financial resources in a 

manner that is both efficient and productive.  The New Day Program was designed to 

successfully transition Hartford resident inmates into the community by providing a number of 

services that research has proven to be effective in accomplishing the goals outlined by the 2004 

legislation that created the pilot program.  The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Hartford 

Building Bridges Community Re-entry Initiative Pilot Program funded by the State of 

Connecticut Court Support Services Division (CSSD) as developed and funded by Connecticut 

Public Act 04-234 to address recidivism and over crowding in the Stateôs correctional facilities.  

The Connecticut Puerto Rican Forum (CPRF) has contracted the Institute for the Study of Crime 

& Justice (ICSJ) at Central Connecticut State University (CCSU) in partnership with CCSUôs 

Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice and the Center for Public Policy and Social 

Research (CPPSR) to conduct a full-scale evaluation of the pilot program, make 

recommendations and assist in reporting the programôs outcomes to CSSD and the Connecticut 

Legislature. The New Day Program, an evidence-based model served parloed inmates who were 

either residents of or would be residing in the Greater Hartford Area.    

Scope of Study 

The Institute for the Study of Crime & Justice evaluated both the organizational and 

programmtic structures of the program for  it effectiveness and both areas and the degree to 

which this type of re-entry model could help limit population growth in state prisonôs, reduce 

rates of recidivisim and re-arrest, and successfully maintain public and community safety.   

Specifically, the research team considered the following research questions and hypotheses for 

evaluation: 

1. To what degree is the New Day program consistent with the U.S. Department of Justice, 

Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) curriculum model for 

effective leadership in both institutional and community corrections agencies that off 

supportive, evidence-based offender reentry programs?   
2. To what degree does the housing aspect of New Dayôs program model offer greater 

success for reentry? 

3. How efficient is the pre-release component of the program in terms of helping New Day 

to meet the needs of their clients as they transition from incarceration to community? 

4. As a result of continuous, structured contact, it is expected that New Day ñHouseò clients 

will be less likely to face rearrest and/or re-incarceration following program participation 

compared to the New Day ñNo Houseò clients. 

5. New Day clients who were rearrested during their time in the program were more likely 

to have been arrested during the 2007 parole ban as opposed to before the ban or after it 
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was lifted. 

6. Despite their individual experiences following their participation in the New Day 

program, overall both groups of clients will report their overall experience as positive, 

attribute their personal successes to the programsô services and hold themseves 

personally responsible for their own failures. 

Definition of Terms 

Á Justice Reinvestment:  A nationally recognized strategic initiative by which public 

funds are allocated for the purpose of ñreinvestingò them in to community and evidence-

based programs intended to reduce and destabilize the cycle of incarceration. 

Á Evidence-based:  According to the United States Sentencing Commisionôs Symposium 

on Alternatives to Incarceration, ñevidence-based modelsò offer policy and programmatic 

options that, when studied over time, produce consistent results and offer a highest 

available rate-of-return on taxpayer investment dollars.  

Á Building Bridges: The name given to the State of Connecticutôs justice reinvestment 

intiatives in New Haven and Hartford and funded as a part of the 2004 Public Act 04-

234. 

Á Pre-release: Refers to the case management services offered to inmates in Connecticut 

who are being held in a coreectional facility, but are due for release within 6-12 months 

to either a DOC-designated facility, halfway house, or some other form of residence.   

Á ñHouseò: A study group of New Day clients who were offered and accepted for some 

duration of time, residence at one of the state-supported residences managed and operated 

by CPRF and New Day Program staff. 

Á ñNo Houseò: A study group of New Day clients who were either not offered or declined 

residence for any period of time at one of the state-supported residences managed and 

operated by CPRF and New Day Program staff. 

Á Rearrest: Warrants that have been issued and executed in response to a former prisonerôs 

violation of the conditions barring their release from prison. 

Á New Arrest: Warrants that have been issued and executed in response to a former 

prisonerôs commission of a new crime, excluding a parole violation, following their 

release from prison. 

Á Recidivism: According to the U.S. Department of Justice National Institute of Justice, 

recidivism refers to ña person's relapse into criminal behavior, often after receiving 

sanctions or undergoing intervention for a previous crimeé.an individual recidivates 

when he or she commits a crime at any time during or after the intervention or 

sanctioning process.ò The Connecticut Legislative Program Review and Investigations 

Committee (2001) defines recidivism in Connecticut ña public safety failure rateò that 

examines ñnew criminal activity by a person after a criminal conviction that resulted in 

either imprisonment or another conviction.ò  In order to track recidivism, PRI used 

multiple sources of information and analysis.  The combined measures are said to ñoffer 

the most comprehensive and accurate measure available to establish the rate of recidivism 

in Connecticut.ò  These measures are: (1) numbers of re-arrests for new felonies or 

misdemeanors; (2) conviction for the new charges; and (3) imprisonment or sentencing 

on the new charges or some other form of court-ordered sanction.  In order to accurately 

assess these, PRI tracked the criminal activity of a cohort of offenders over a three year 
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period known as the ñrelease threshold,ò or the period of time in which there is greater 

likelihood for repeat offenses. 

Á A technical violation of probation or parole is misbehavior by an offender under 

supervision that is not by itself a criminal offense and generally does not result in arrest 

(e.g., failing to report for a scheduled office visit, missing a curfew, lack of employment 

or attendance at school, testing positive for drug or alcohol use, or contacting a victim or 

co-defendant). Serious technical violations (e.g., escape or repeated failure to report, 

violent crime) or a pattern of misbehavior, however, while on probation or parole can 

result in re-imprisonment.  Some technical violators receive no sanctions and others may 

have their conditions modified to respond to the misbehavior, yet continue to be 

supervised in the community rather than sent to prison. Probation and parole officers 

have a range of graduated sanctions available to address technical violations from a 

verbal reprimand and increased reporting requirements to referrals to treatment or service 

programs, electronic monitoring, and re-incarceration. It should be noted, however, that a 

series of relatively minor technical violations can indicate an offender's unwillingness to 

abide by the release conditions and may result in a more punitive response by the court or 

parole board. The court may convict the offender of a violation of probation (VOP) and 

require he or she serve any suspended portion of their sentence or impose a new criminal 

sentence. The parole board may revoke parole and require the offender to serve the 

unexpired portion of their sentence in prison. 

Assessment Tools 

1. Offender Reentry Policy and Practice Inventory 

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance 

(BJA) created this inventory to assist with the implementation of the ñCommunity Safety 

Through Successful Offender Reentryò of the Second Chance Act of 2007.  For the purpose of 

this study ISCJ compared New Dayôs organizational policies and practices as an evidence-based 

and emerging offender reentry program with the organizational policies DOJ and BJA have 

identified as pertinent to the success of a strong, successful offender reentry. 

2. Pre-Release Interview Packet   

New Day participants completed a Pre-Release Interview Packet created by Dr. Derek Gordon, 

Director of the Yale Consultation Center, and was modified for the purpose of this study. This 

individual level data were imputed into a database created to organize these data and be used for 

future in house data management. This database has been used to input information collected 

from New Day on past and current participants, as well as those who completed the Pre-Release 

Interview packet. Additionally, this database includes all information gathered from paper files 

stored at the Puerto Rican Forum and has been set up to accommodate monthly reports on each 

clientôs progress. This standardized data-gathering tool greatly increased the efficacy of data 

entering, updating and monitoring.  This database would then be made available to New Day for 

use in their ongoing data collection efforts. 
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For the purpose of this evaluation, we decided to focus on eight components of the Pre-Release 

Interview packets which included education, employment, financial, housing, family 

relationships, parenting, physical health and mental health. All questions pertaining to any of 

these components were itemized and scaled so that each response on the assessment correlated 

with the eight categories we identified.  New Day then took measures to provide for or make 

referrals for the needs stated in these packets. 

3. Outcome Analysis 

In order to evaluate the impact of rearrest and the 2007 parole ban on New Dayôs ñHouseò and 

ñNo Houseò clients, an outcome analysis was conducted by Dr. Stephen M. Cox,  Professor of 

Crimionolgy & Criminal Justice at Central Connecticut State University (CCSU).  Dr. Cox 

studied the types of offenses committed by New Day participants, assessed their success, 

compared the success rates of New Day participants to a comparison group, and analyzed 

differences between New Day recidivists and non-recidivists.  While technical violation and 

rearrest rates were the primary measures of success, it was also important to determine why some 

participants succeeded and others did not.  A significant aspect of this section was dedicated to 

exploring which factors were associated with participantsô success. The outcome analysis 

consisted of comparing recidivism rates across three study groups (New Day participants who 

lived in one of the houses, New Day participants who did not live in one of the houses, and a 

sample of inmates released to Hartford prior to the implementation of New Day). 

The Department of Correction (DOC) provided the CCSU evaluation team with movement, 

demographic and risk files for all New Day participants. We received all DOC data in a text file 

in which was converted to an SPSS file to more easily consolidate the movements of each 

participant from 2005 forward (removing all movements prior to 2005), and better organize the 

demographic and risk files.   In addition, a comparison group was created using similar DOC 

data.  The DOC data contained the following information:     

¶ Prison release date 

¶ Demographic information (age, gender, race/ethnicity, marital status, education 

level obtained, employment 

¶ Date of prison return (if a client was returned) 

¶ Reason for prison return 

¶ Risk Scores (Severity of offense, history of violence, sentence length, institution 

disciplinary, and overall risk)
31

 

¶ Needs Scores (mental health treatment, drug treatment, sex offender treatment, 

education need, and vocational need) 

4. The Second Chance Act of 2007 and the Offender Reentry Policy and Practice 

Inventory  
The Second Chance Act of 2007 is the federal response to improve outcomes for the nearly 

670,000 people released from state prisons and the 9 million released from various jails and 

returning to local communities.   In a 2002 study by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, it was 
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estimated that more than two-thirds of those released from prisons in years prior were rearrested 

within three years.  Of these, more than 50% returned for either the commission of new crimes or 

for violations of their release terms. At least 95 percent of current inmates will be released into 

communities, without supervision, assistance or services. The purposes of the Offender Reentry 

Policy and Practice Inventory are twofold:  

 

1.) to assist institutional and community corrections agencies to looking   

ñcritically at their current policies and practices in comparison to evidence-

based and emerging practices for offender reentry;ò and  

 

2.) to identify need areas that require further action and examination by  

governments, agencies and organizations seeking funding in the future.   

5)  Staff focus groups, Interviews 
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Chapter 5 

RESULTS, ANALYSIS & FINDINGS  

Participants 

A total of 51 clients in the New Day program, from October 2005 to June 15, 2008, were 

interviewed in depth and demographic data collected on each.  The interviews consisted of 

questions related to demographics/background information; education/job training, employment, 

financial, housing, formal supports, informal supports, family relationships, physical health, 

mental health, substance use, and recidivism risk (see Appendix for the interview packet).  The 

summary and description of the three study groups showed few demographic differences across 

the groups.  Overall, the participants in each group were mostly Latino (between 51% and 59%) 

between the ages of 21 to 30 years old.   

Education 

The first section of the Pre-release interview poses a number of questions regarding education 

and job training.  Of the 51 clients completing the packets, 28% reported to have an education 

level of 12
th
 grade or higher. For those who did not complete 12

th
 grade and thus did not receive 

a high school diploma, 48% completed their GED.  Of those who have completed their GED 

and/ or received their high school diploma, 32% also completed either a vocational or technical 

training program. Additionally, 24% of clients who had not received a high school diploma or 

GED were currently working on completing their GED or were enrolled in a vocational or 

training program.  

 

While incarcerated at the Robinson Correctional Institution, 44% of clients interviewed had 

participated in a vocation/educational program.  When asked about future education plans, 14% 

of clients indicated that they might want to go back to school but were not sure and 36% have 

been thinking about the possibility and have already looked into it.  For those clients who have 

not completed an educational program or obtained a degree indicated certain barriers which 

made it difficult to do so.  The majority reported that the hours required to attend classes was not 

convenient, the tuition and fees were not affordable, it was impossible to divide time between 

work and school, and not being stable enough to concentrate on school. 

 

Those clients, who completed a vocational or training program and obtained a degree or planned 

to do so in the future, identify strengths associated with getting an education, the majority, 72% 

desired to continue their education and 56% had specific education goals.  

Employment 

Next, clients were asked a number of questions regarding their job history and beliefs about the 

chances of obtaining employment upon release from Robinson Correctional Institution. During 

the six months prior to incarceration 60% of clients were employed and 43% worked 40 hours 

per week. When asked about the challenges of finding adequate employment, the majority of 

clients reported that a lack of appropriate education or skills, transportation, gaps in employment 
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or poor employment, the inability to receive valued references and the possibility of a drug test 

have been the most significant barriers to their possible employment. Clients also had the 

opportunity to address their employment strengths as well as the skills they could offer a 

potential employer. The majority felt that their positive and productive work ethic, demonstrated 

skills, use of community employment resources, continued pursuit and positive work related 

experiences were skills that would benefit a future employer. 

Financial 

During the year prior to incarceration, 71% of clients had a steady source of financial support 

and 38% were legitimately employed. Of the 71% who reported a steady source of income and 

who were not employed, received financial support from selling drugs and/or welfare or public 

assistance programs.  When asked about outstanding financial obligations and existing balances, 

42% reported some type of debt. Child support was the most significant debt reported followed 

by utility and/or cell phone bills.  

Housing 

During the 30 days prior to incarceration, 48% of clients were living in their own apartment most 

of the time while 28% of clients reported living with someone else. Clients were asked to report 

the number of days spent in a homeless shelter during the 6 months prior to their incarceration, 

results revealed a maximum of 144 days and mean average of 23 days. The following question 

inquired about past evictions and only 16% of clients reported ever being evicted. Almost half of 

the clients interviewed (48%) reported living somewhere where they could not be on the lease 

such as section 8 or some type of public housing.  

 

Prior to their most recent incarceration, 22% of clients were either homeless, between different 

temporary housing or in jail and 26% occasionally had a place to live that did not last very long 

and were mostly homeless living in shelters or jail. Once released from prison the majority of 

clients believed that someone would be able to assist them with finding adequate housing and 

that they will be treated fairly during the process.  

 

Clients were asked to address the potential barriers to housing that they have previously faced; 

the major challenges included unemployment, bad credit history, and the inability to receive 

public assistance such as section 8 housing. When asked to identify their strengths to obtaining 

adequate housing the majority of clients reported that their ability to actually find housing and 

maintain a positive living arrangement were the most important.  

Family Relationships 

Of those who responded to the question ñhow many children do you have?ò 37 clients reported 

to have children and 8 reported having no children. Only 14% of those who reported having 

children question the paternity. While incarcerated, 20% of clients filed paperwork with the 

Department of Social Services (DSS) to have their child support obligations suspended until 

released. During the 6 months prior to incarceration, 57% of clients were living with spouse, 

significant other or domestic partner, 49% of clients reported never being married.  
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The clients were asked to comment on their relationship quality of their family of origin. The 

majority of clients were raised by their biological parents, being mother, father or both. 

Additionally, 33% of clientôs reported that their biological parents were never married. Only 2% 

of clients reported that their household growing up was a loving, caring environment, 57% 

reported an abusive childhood.  

 

Clients reported on the status and relationship quality with their significant other, 50% indicated 

that overall, they get along with their significant other and 59% said that they enjoy spending 

time with that person. The results regarding relationship quality seemed promising as 36% also 

reported being able to discuss their interests and needs with each other and 48% reported that 

they help each other with their problems.  

Parenting 

Another component of the pre-release packet asked clients to discuss their fatherhood 

experiences prior to incarceration. The results show that in regard to the daily care and 

supervision of children, 39% assumed about half of the responsibility. When asked about their 

responsibility regarding the care of their children, 82% reported that they almost always felt 

good about how they cared for their children. The majority of clients (47%) felt that their 

children also appreciate their fatherly efforts. Some of the family and relationship challenges 

faced by clients include unemployment and a poor relationship with a co-parent. The strengths 

include the ability to maintain positive family interactions, healthy relationships with spouse or 

significant other and involvement with children. 

Physical Health 

During their incarceration, 93% spent time in the facilityôs medical unit and had some type of 

medical procedure performed. The majority of clients reported a favorable attitude toward their 

overall physical health, 39% said that they always take good care of themselves, exercise 

regularly, eat well, get regular medical check-ups and make sure to get plenty of rest. In fact, 

43% rate their overall health as ñvery goodò. 

 

 Prior to incarceration and access to the facilities medical care, 37% did not have medical 

insurance. Some of the challenges to maintaining physical health include access to community 

health resources and appropriate knowledge of HIV/AIDS risk, prevention, or treatment and the 

ability to maintain healthy eating habits.   

Mental Health 

Clients were asked to respond to a number of questions relating to their emotional and mental 

health. When asked to rate their overall mental/emotional health, 44% believe it to be excellent. 

Results show that the majority of clients (47%) were not very satisfied with their life as a whole 

these days, and 52% said that things in their life at the time the interview was completed were 

not going very well. When asked about their satisfaction regarding family life, 43% reported that 

they are ñnot veryò satisfied and 58% believed they had not been able to meet their familyôs 
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wants/needs. When asked about employment proficiency, 47% of clients felt they have not done 

very well.  

 

Clients were asked to address the challenges to maintaining their mental and emotional health; 

20% indicated that the lack of insurance and not being able to afford services made it difficult to 

receive adequate treatment. Additionally, not wanting to discuss personal issues and visit the 

doctor make it increasingly difficult to maintain mental and emotional health for these clients.  

As for the strengths identified relating to their mental health, inmates responded with 

maintaining appropriate appearance and hygiene, being knowledgeable about current events, and 

awareness of oneôs own mental health issues.  

Summary of Inmate Needs 

The pre-release interviews revealed that inmates who were eligible for the New Day program 

had a high number of needs.  Of the inmates interviewed: 

¶ 24% did not have a high school diploma or GED 

¶ 40% were not employed at the time of their arrest 

¶ 42% had some type of debt 

¶ 48% did not have stable housing at the time of their incarceration 

¶ 57% reporting having an abusive childhood 

¶ 37% did not have medical insurance 

¶ 52% stated that things were not going very well in their lives (this may indicate 

signs of depression) 

Outcome Analysis 

The outcome analysis to measure inmate success and program fidelity came from four data 

sources: (1) pre-release interviews to determine clientsô needs prior to prison release, (2) 

comparing the recidivism rates (new arrests and technical violations) of the three study groups, 

(3) finding influences on study group recidivism, (4) testing for differences between New Day 

House participants who recidivated and those that did not.  Researchers also explored the effect 

of Connecticutôs temporary parole ban in 2007 on recidivism rates among New Day clients who 

received housing through the program and those who had interaction with New Day staff but 

held residence in the Greater Hartford Area that was not provided through the program. 

The outcome analysis examined the number and types of offenders in New Day, assessed their 

success, compared the success rates of New Day participants to a comparison group, and 

analyzed differences between New Day recidivists and non-recidivists.  While technical violation 

and rearrest rates were the primary measures of success, it was also important to determine why 

some participants succeeded and others did not.  A significant aspect of this section was 

dedicated to exploring which factors were associated with participantsô success. 

The outcome analysis consisted of comparing recidivism rates across three study groups (New 

Day participants who lived in one of the houses, New Day participants who did not live in one of 
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the houses, and a sample of inmates released to Hartford prior to the implementation of New 

Day). 

Data from the Department of Correctionôs management information system were collected for all 

clients enrolled in the New Day program.  In addition, a comparison group was created using 

similar DOC data.  The DOC data contained the following information:     

¶ Prison release date 

¶ Demographic information (age, gender, race/ethnicity, marital status, education 

level obtained, employment 

¶ Date of prison return (if a client was returned) 

¶ Reason for prison return 

¶ Risk Scores (Severity of offense, history of violence, sentence length, institution 

disciplinary, and overall risk)
32

 

¶ Needs Scores (mental health treatment, drug treatment, sex offender treatment, 

education need, and vocational need) 

Creation of a Historical Comparison Group 

A comparison group was needed in order to fully understand the effects of New Day on rearrest 

and technical violation rates.  A historical comparison group was created by selecting a similar 

group of ex-inmates from Hartford (compared to New Day participants) who were released from 

prison prior to the inception of New Day.  This alternative method of establishing a baseline was 

necessary since it was not possible to randomly place offenders in New Day or an experimental 

control group.   

The first step in the process of creating a historical comparison group was to obtain a list of 

inmates who were released from prison during 2004.  Once this list was obtained, we narrowed it 

down by selecting only those inmates who were from Hartford.  The Department of Correction 

also provided us with demographic data, risk and needs scores, the type of release of each inmate 

(whether the inmates were released to a halfway house, a community supervision program, or 

completed their prison sentence and were released without community supervision).  The second 

step employed propensity score matching to eliminate those inmates who were not similar to 

New Day participants.  Propensity scores were created using offendersô age at prison release, risk 

scores, and needs scores.  Comparison group inmates were additionally matched to New Day 

participants on race/ethnicity and prison release type. 

Description of Study Group 

There were three study groups in the outcome evaluation.  The first group, the House study 

group, was comprised of men who went through the New Day program in prison and transitioned 

from prison to one of the New Day houses.  This group received the full array of New Day 

services both in and out of prison.  The second group, the No House group, was men who 

received New Day services while in prison but had other housing in Hartford and did not move 
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into one of the New Day houses after prison.  There was no consistent post-prison release 

programming for this group.  New Day offered services for them and they were invited to seek 

help, but there was no structure or organized programs.  This third group, the Comparison group, 

consisted of a group of inmates similar to the House and No House study groups who were 

released from a DOC facility in 2004.  The comparison group was matched to the other study 

groups based on race, prison release type (e.g., parole, transitional supervision, or from a halfway 

house), age, and DOC risk and needs scores. 

The outcome analysis consisted of 84 house participants, 96 New Day participants who did not 

live in either house, and 75 released inmates in the comparison group.  The demographic 

information collected showed no significant differences between the study groups (Table 1).  For 

race/ethnicity, over 50% of all three groups was Hispanic, followed by African-Americans, and 

Caucasians.  The House study group had a slightly smaller percentage of Hispanic/Latino 

participants (51% for the house and 56% for the comparison group) and a higher percentage of 

Caucasians (14% in the house and 8% in the comparison groups). 

Table 1.  Demographic Summary of Study Groups 
 House 

(n=84) 

No House 

(n=96) 

Comparison 

(n=75) 

Race/Ethnicity    

     Hispanic/Latino 43 (51%) 57 (59%) 42 (56%) 

     African-American 29 (35%) 34 (35%) 27 (36%) 

     Caucasian 12 (14%) 5 (5%) 6 (8%) 

    

Age    

     16-20 5 (6%) 3 (3%) 6 (8%) 

     21-30 40 (49%) 43 (45%) 37 (49%) 

     31-40 20 (25%) 32 (34%) 21 (28%) 

    Over 40 16 (20%) 17 (18%) 11 (15%) 

    Average Age 32 33 31 

 

 

The No House group was slightly older than the House group and the comparison group (the 

average age for the No House group was 33, compared to 32 for the House group and 31 for the 

comparison group.  The No House group also had a lower percentage of ex-offenders 16-20 and 

for the 21-30 years old age range.  The House group differed from the only slightly.  When 

comparing the House group to the comparison group, the House group had a higher percentage 

of ex-offenders in the over 40 years old category but the comparison group had a higher 

percentage of ex-offenders in the 16-20 and 31-40 age groups.  

 

For type of release, the most common release type for the house and comparison group was 

transitional supervision (a release program for inmates with sentence lengths under two years), 

followed by parole (a release program for inmates with sentence lengths of two years or more), 

halfway houses, and probation.  There were no probationers included in the comparison group.  

A much higher percentage of the No House group was released to Halfway Houses (42%) than 

the House (14%) and Comparison groups (19%).  We believe that the No House group had these 
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placements arranged while attending the New Day sessions while in prison and did not need 

housing to be released (Table 2).    

 

             Table 2.  Release/Supervision Type by Study Groups 

 House No House Comparison Total 

Transitional Supervision 28 (33%) 10 (10%) 35 (47%) 72 

Parole 26 (31%) 22 (23%) 26 (35%) 74 

Halfway House 12 (14%) 40 (42%) 14 (19%) 66 

Probation 18 (21%) 22 (23%) 0 40 

Total 84 94 75 253 

 

Table 3 presents the Department of Correction needs and risk scores by study group.  The only 

statistically significant difference across the three study groups was for history of violence.  For 

this risk score, the No House study group had a higher history of violence risk score than the 

House and Comparison groups.  No other treatment need or risk score was statistically different 

across the groups.     

 

Table 3.  DOC Risk and Need Scores by Study Groups 

 House No House Comparison 

Treatment Needs    

     Mental Health Treatment 1.43 1.49 1.33 

     Drug Treatment 2.95 3.05 2.73 

     Sex Offender Treatment 1.10 1.19 1.05 

     Education 2.63 2.80 2.64 

     Vocational 3.10 3.14 2.95 

    

Risk Scores    

     Severity of Offense 2.35 2.16 2.00 

     History of Violence 1.36 1.66* 1.37 

     Sentence Length 2.17 2.22 2.19 

     Disciplinary 1.35 1.42 1.39 

     Overall Risk 2.26 2.03 1.96 

*Mean was statistically different from House and Comparison at p. <.05 

**A  score of one or lower denotes no need or risk 

 

The needs and risk scores were also similar, with the average need and risk scores being the 

higher for substance abuse treatment, employment, and vocational needs.  One primary 

difference was the type of release from prison.  Most of the House and Comparison group 

participants were either released on transitional supervision or parole while the most common 

type of release for the No House group was halfway houses.   
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The Second Chance Act of 2007 and the Offender Reentry Policy and Practice Inventory 
 

On April 9, 2008, President Bush signed the Second Chance Act (P.L. 110-199). The bill was 

supported by a broad spectrum of stakeholders in law enforcement and corrections, state and 

local governments. The act authorizes grants to government agencies and nonprofit groups to 

ñprovide employment assistance, substance abuse treatment, housing, family programming, 

mentoring, victims support, and other [transitional] services that can help reduce re-offending 

and violations of probation and parole.ò  The Second Chance Act authorizes $165 million in 

federal assistance and requires potential applicants to identify specific performance outcomes 

related to the long-term goal of stabilizing communities by reducing recidivism and reintegrating 

offenders into the community.  Each grant recipient will be required to report achieving specific 

strategic performance outcomes and include a plan to ñimplement activities that have been 

demonstrated effective in facilitating the successful reentry of offenders.ò Programs authorized 

by the Second Chance Act to reduce recidivism and better coordinate reentry services and 

policies allow for mentorship, housing, education and job training, engagement with higher 

education, family reunification initiatives, victimôs services and research to improve the release 

and revocation decisions using risk assessment tools like the Offender Reentry Policy and 

Practice Inventory.  Specific grants include: 

 

Å Demonstration Grants 

Å Mentoring Grants 

Å Offender Reentry Substance Abuse Treatment 

Å Family Drug Treatment Programs 

Å Federal Reentry Initiative 

Å Reentry Research 

The Offender Reentry Policy and Practice Inventory is not intended to provide a comprehensive 

assessment of all of the policies and practices necessary for successful offender reentry, but are 

required of all applicants and grantees. Overall, the New Day Program contains all those tenets 

outlined by the inventory, making this program a viable competitor for the Second Chance funds 

to non-profits.  Also, because of its partnership with the Connecticut Department of Corrections 

and other state agencies, as well as the City of Hartford, and other community based entities, 

New Day will also be able to actively seek grants that the state will offer upon its receipt of 

Second Chance Demonstration Grant funds.   

The Effects of the 2007 Parole Ban on New Day Participants 

In July of 2007, two parolees murdered three family members and severely injured a fourth 

during a home invasion in Cheshire, Connecticut.  Less than two months later, another parolee 

committed a carjacking and drove the vehicle to New York City, where he shot and injured a 

New York City police officer.  As a result of these crimes, Governor Rell ordered a temporary 

ban on parole from September 21, 2007 to January 27, 2008.  In addition, the Department of 

Correction was ordered to remand any parolee in the community who could be considered high 

risk. 
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As seen in Figure 1, the number of technical violations sharply increased through September and 

October of 2007.  This increase in technical violations was the highest increase throughout the 

evaluation period.  The parole ban appeared to have confounded the evaluation and that effect 

cannot be controlled.  Without the parole ban and ordered parole remands, it is likely that the 

technical violation rates for the House and No House groups would have been lower than the 

Comparison group.  It is important that readers of this report use caution when interpreting New 

Dayôs effects on technical violation rates. 

Figure 1.  Cumulative Technical Violations
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Comparison of Study Groups on New Arrests and Technical Violations 

The recidivism analysis utilized both new arrests and technical violations at three months, six 

months, and 12 months following release from prison.  It is important to emphasize that the New 

Day program has a rolling admission process that was ongoing when data collection for this 

report ended (June of 2008).  The continued admissions through the evaluation period affected 

the House and No House study groups at the three, six, and twelve month follow-up periods.  

That is, study group participants in the House and No House groups who were released from 

prison in March 2008 were included in the three month follow-up period but not the six and 

twelve month follow-up periods. 

The study group sizes are presented in Table 4.  The House group had a total of 84 participants 

but 80 had been released from prison for at least three months, 76 for six months, and 66 had 

been out of prison for at least a year.  For the No House group, there were 96 participants 

released from prison with 94 being in the community for at least three months, 86 for six months, 

and 74 for one year or more.  The Comparison group was comprised of former inmates released 

from prison in 2004.  Therefore, all of the men in this group had been released from prison for 

more than a year at the time of this study. 
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Table 4.  Recidivism Progress by Study Group 

 Total 3 Months 6 Months 12 Months 

House 84 80 76 66 

No House 96 94 86 74 

Comparison 75 75 75 75 

 

Table 5 presents the percentage and number of new arrests for each study group (see Figure #2).  

The House group had a lower arrest rate at three months, six months, and at twelve months than 

the No House and Comparison groups.  The No House and Comparison groups were similar for 

the three time periods.  Although the House group had a lower arrest rate twelve months than the 

other two groups, these differences were not statistically significant. 

 

Table 5.  Percentage and Number of New Arrests by Study Group 

 3 Months 6 Months 12 Months 

House 10% (8) 16% (12) 24% (16) 

No House 13% (12) 24% (21) 38% (28) 

Comparison 12% (9) 23% (17) 37% (28) 

Chi-Square = 3.659 for 12 months and was not significant at p. <.05. 

 

Figure 2.  Rearrest Rates
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While the House study group had lower new arrest rates it also had slightly higher technical 

violation rates than the No House and Comparison groups (Table 6 and Figure 3).  These 

differences, however, were also not statistically significant.  

 

Table 6.  Percentage and Number of Technical Violations by Study Group 

 3 Months 6 Months 12 Months 

House 11% (9) 21% (16) 30% (20) 

No House 10% (9) 16% (14) 23% (17) 

Comparison 7% (5) 16% (12) 25% (19) 

Chi-Square = 0.140 for 12 months and was not significant at p. <.05. 
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Figure 3.  Technical Violation Rates
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Influences of New Arrests and Technical Violations 

 

Logistic Regression analysis was used to test for influences of study group membersô recidivism.  

These analyses would allow for determining actual effects of age, DOC needs and risk scores, 

and study group membership on arrests and technical violations.   

 

The first analysis assessed factors that may be causally related to new arrests (a statistically 

significant Wald Statistic indicates an effect).  In this analysis, age and being in the House study 

group were statistically significant (Table 7).  That is, younger offenders were more likely to be 

arrested.  Also, New Day participants in the House were significantly less likely to be arrested 

than members of the comparison group.  The odds ratios indicated the likelihood of being 

arrested.  An odds ratio of .488 can be interpreted as study group participants in the Comparison 

group were twice as likely to be arrested as men in the House study group. 

 
Table 7.  Logistic Regression for New Arrests at Twelve Months 

 Beta Wald Statistic Odds Ratio 

Age -.048 4.403* .953 

Treatment Need Scores    

     Mental Health .136 .292 1.146 

     Substance Abuse .076 .164 1.079 

     Sex Offender -.039 .011 .962 

     Education .027 .021 1.028 

     Vocational -.021 .005 .979 

Risk Scores    

     Severity of Offense .047 .050 1.048 

     Violence History .251 1.357 1.285 

     Sentence Length -.106 .066 .900 

     Disciplinary .281 1.661 1.325 

     Overall Risk .250 1.425 1.285 

House Study Group -.717 6.254* .488 

No House Study Group .320 1.736 1.377 

Constant -.846 .333 .564 

Chi Square value = 22.600 p. < .05; Cox & Snell R-Square =.113; Nagelkerke R-Square = .157 

 

The second logistic regression analysis assessed factors that may be causally related to technical 

violations at twelve months following prison release (Table 8).  Here, the only statistically 
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significant factor was overall DOC risk level.  Participants in all three study groups who had a 

high risk level when they were released from prison were more likely to receive a technical 

violation than participants with lower risk levels.   Which study group participants were in had 

no effect on whether they received a technical violation. 

 
Table 8.  Logistic Regression for Technical Violations at Twelve Months 

 Beta Wald Statistic Odds Ratio 

Risk Scores    

     Severity of Offense -.537 3.077 .584 

     Violence History .146 .234 1.158 

     Sentence Length -.297 .252 .743 

     Disciplinary -.120 .103 .887 

     Overall Risk 1.099 10.816* 3.001 

House Study Group .215 .516 1.240 

No House Study Group -.034 .012 .967 

Constant 20.072 .000 2.926 

      Chi Square value = 32.256 p. < .05; Cox & Snell R-Square = .224; Nagelkerke R-Square = .303 

 

The logistic regression analyses found that New Day participants who lived in the house had a 

lower rearrest rate than the Comparison Group.  In fact, former inmates who did not live in a 

New Day house following prison release were twice as likely to be rearrested. Living in the New 

Day House did not appear to have an effect on receiving a technical violation.  We expected the 

overall risk level of when inmates were released from prison to be a predictor of being violated 

because the group most likely to receive a violation had the highest overall risk scores. 

 

House Study Group Differences for Arrests and Technical Violations 

 

The final set of analyses tested for differences in who was arrested or received technical 

violations in the House study group at twelve months.  These analyses sought to identify why 

some men in the House recidivated at twelve months while others did not.  For arrests, there 

were no significant differences in arrest rates between New Day House participants upon release 

from prison (Table 9). 

 
Table 9.  New Day House Participants Arrest Rates 

 Arrested Not Arrested 

Age 28 31 

Treatment Need Scores   

     Mental Health 1.60 1.36 

     Substance Abuse 3.20 2.87 

     Sex Offender 1.00 1.09 

     Education 2.47 2.68 

     Vocational 3.00 3.17 

Risk Scores   

     Severity of Offense 2.40 3.00 

     Violence History 1.33 1.36 

     Sentence Length 2.10 2.21 

     Disciplinary 1.40 1.32 

     Overall Risk 2.67 2.19 
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Similarly, additional analyses analysis was conducted for those House participants who received 

technical violations compared to those who did not (Table 10).  Findings indicated no significant 

differences between New Day participants arrested for technical violations and those arrested for 

a new offense. 

 
Table 10.  Technical Violations and New Arrests among New Day Participants 

 Technical Violation New Offense 

Risk Scores   

Severity of Offense 2.30 2.48 

Violence History 1.40 1.33 

Sentence Length 2.22 2.21 

Disciplinary 1.50 1.19 

Overall Risk 2.40 2.04 

    Mean differences at p.<.05 

 

The ordered remand of parolees in 2007, following the Cheshire incident, had a significant effect 

on the technical violation rates of both the House and No House study groups.  The majority of 

technical violations for all 233 participants in the study occurred between August 2007 and May 

2008.  The revocation of parole for these individuals resulted in re-incarceration, thus it appears 

that New Day clients were not successful in their reentry efforts, but this was a statewide 

phenomenon and does not speak to the fidelity of the program. 

There were no differences in technical violation rates across the three study groups.  Again, the 

temporary parole ban in the Fall of 2007 had a confounding effect of violation rates.  We found 

that the number of technical violations sharply increased in the months after the ban.  It is 

believed that the violation rates for the House and No House group may have been lower if there 

would have not been a ban.  In addition, we did not find statistically significant differences in 

rearrest or needs and risk scores between study groups. 

 

Outcomes Correlated with Pre-Release Interviews 

Pre-release interviews were completed with a small sample of inmates who participated in the 

New Day program while still in prison.  Of the 51 inmates completing the interviews, 23 were in 

the House and 22 were in the No House study group (the remaining 6 inmates completing 

interviews dropped out of New Day prior to prison release). 

 

We ran correlations between the scales in the pre-release interviews and the two outcome 

variables (arrest at one year and technical violation at one year) to determine if in-prison needs 

were related to out of prison success.  Due to the small sample size, there were not significant 

correlations between the interviews and outcomes.  However, there were significant correlations 

between the interview scales (Table 11).   

 

 

 

 



 

 

61 
 

Table 11. Correlations Between Pre-Release Interview Scales 
Variable Variable Correlation 

Housing Self-esteem .34 

 Violence History Risk -.54 

 Mental Health -.49 

Parenting Violence History Risk -.34 

 Overall Risk -.45 

 Employment .66 

 Housing .67 

 Government Assistance .41 

 Mental Health -.61 

 

New Day participants who reported in their pre-release interviews that they had stable housing 

had higher self-esteem (.34) than those who did not have stable housing.  Also, more stable 

housing was negatively correlated with high DOC violence history risk scores (-.54) and high 

pre-release mental health scores (-.49).  That is, inmates with stable housing had lower histories 

of violence and also had less mental health problems. 

Participants reporting positive parental experiences had lower DOC violence history risk (-.34) 

and lower overall DOC risk scores (-.45).  Further, parenting was also correlated with 

employment (.66), stable housing (.67), receiving government assistance (.41), and lower mental 

health needs (-.61). 

While the pre-release interview scales were not correlated to outcomes (e.g. arrests or technical 

violations), they do suggest that these may have indirect effects on recidivism.  For instance, 

stable housing is related to higher self-esteem, lower levels of violence, and fewer mental health 

problems.  Being a good parent is related to lower levels of violence and overall risk levels. 

In terms of program outcomes, the New Day House participants had a lower rate of new arrests 

following prison release than New Day participants who did not live in one of the houses 

following release from prison and the former inmates in the comparison study group twelve 

months after prison release.  In fact, former inmates in the comparison study group were twice as 

likely to be rearrested as New Day House participants while there were no differences in arrest 

rates between the comparison group and New Day participants not living in the houses. 
 

Observations 

Pre-Release Component of New Day 

Pre-release assessment was important to the transition process. Identifying challenges and setting 

goals would help ensure a degree of success for inmateôs whose needs were met and goals 

achieved.  Staff connected clients with state or federal subsidies and facilitating clientsô abilities 

to obtain legal identification.  Also, one-on-one interaction between New Day staff and inmates 

established rapport prior to release, that had a significant impact on inmatesô success upon 

release.  Lastly, the program provided participants with the opportunity to develop relationships 

with other participants, sharing common goals for post-release success.  These relationships were 
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reported to be extremely beneficial for participants in both phases of the program.  

Operation of the New Day Houses 

Research has shown housing to be a determining factor in the successful reentry of former 

inmates.  Having a safe and secure residence fosters independence and provides a supportive 

environment for participants.  The New Day provides structured and stable housing to assist with 

successful transition. The security and stability of the facility was an atypical element for similar 

reentry programs. While stable environment reduced negative pressure, it was also noted that 

some additional pressure/incentive may be needed in regards to the participants gaining 

meaningful employment.  New Day staff also mentioned the positive influence of participants on 

their peers. Staff felt that interactions between those who have been successfully living in the 

house and new participants were a positive thing. The positive associations between the 

participants provided a beneficial influence for participants in the program.   

Potential Obstacles to Success  

Staff identified limited space as a potential obstacle for success. The success of the program was 

heavily dependent on the ability to provide the housing component to those that had an interest. 

They were concerned that the inability to provide space in the house for inmates who 

participated in the pre-release program may have undermined the credibility and participation in 

the program. Therefore, the staff identified sufficient space as a key component for success. In 

addition to the space issues, they also identified a need for additional employees to assure the 

success of the program.  

New Day staff were asked to talk about barriers that ex-offenders face when leaving prison.  

They mentioned the difficulty New Day participants had with obtaining transportation, given that 

many had suspended driverôs licenses.  Participants who had limited transportation had difficulty 

obtaining employment and also had limited access to health care.  Many New Day participants 

also did not have a high school diploma or a GED.  For ex-offenders with transportation 

problems, not having a high school diploma greatly decreased employment opportunities.    

Further, one staff member stated that ñWe know some people are gonna fail,ò that ñthese guys 

know a certain environment,ò and essentially, New Day was successful because its goal was to 

create a different environment for clients in order for them to learn how to change their own 

behavior in a safe, supportive space.  Crucial components of New Day were believed to be the 

provision of housing and the availability of food.  Staff also mentioned that younger clients have 

a tendency to relapse into crime sooner and/or more often than older clients.  

 

New Day staff believed that the Governorôs order during the Fall of 2007 to temporarily suspend 

parole hearings followed by remand orders for many parolees who were in the community at the 

time of the parole freeze had significant negative effects on both New Day and its participants.  

Prior to the parole freeze, both houses were full or close to capacity.  During the freeze they had 

six empty beds.  Both houses returned to capacity once the ban was lifted.   
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Interviews with New Day Staff 
 

New Day Strengths 

 

In terms of strengths, New Day staff believed the program served as a resource to clients because 

it offered them a safe space and continual support.  This support could come in the form of 

making phone calls to various state agencies and advocating on clientsô behalf, hosting holiday 

events and encouraging family members to attend, or just general encouragement of clients.  

They also mentioned that many of New Dayôs participants had never washed dishes, been 

responsible for keeping a room or house clean, or cooking a meal for themselves.  New Day staff 

felt that this component would not be possible if the program did not provide housing.   

 

Rebuilding family ties was another major strong suit of the New Day Program.  Staff were often 

in contact with clientsô families prior to release, facilitating connections such as clients sending 

holiday cards to their families, holiday parties sponsored in collaboration with area churches, 

family picnics held at the houses, and in collaboration with Foodshare, holiday meals were 

provided for Thanksgiving to clientsô families who were in need.  In terms of positive 

community involvement, clients and staff worked together in neighborhood service projects, 

such as Foodshareôs Walk Against Hunger and a neighborhood clean-up organized by the 

Neighborhood Revitalization Zone. 

 

New Day staff and Parole offered anecdotal stories about successful New Day clients as well.  

One client had been successful enough at his job to be promoted into a hiring position and was 

able to employ other former offenders.  Another client whose story may be illustrative of New 

Dayôs success was unwanted by every re-entry facility because he was incarcerated for arson.  

New Day gave him a chance and he was considered ñone of their best.ò 

 

New Day Weaknesses 

 

New Day staff identified two major program weaknesses.  The first has to do with recruitment 

and admittance into the program.  There was a concern that more prisoners were being recruited 

for New Day than the program could realistically provide services for.  The problem seemed to 

be that since New Dayôs popularity began to spread by word of mouth, the program had also 

been losing facility space.  These factors combined with the programôs loss of staff, created less 

opportunity for inmates to be benefit from New Dayôs services while inside the prison.  The 

second had to do with a lack of consistent and comprehensive record keeping.  

 

Another weakness that was identified by New Day staff was a lack of an employment specialist.  

There was a person in this position but it was left unfilled after she resigned.  The employment 

specialistôs job was to meet with clients prior to their release, revise or create a resume with 

them, and circulate their resumes to local employers who are known to hire ex-offenders.  

Without this position filled, the caseworkers have had to do this in addition to their regular 

responsibilities.  However, besides these structural barriers, staff had confidence in the work of 

their organization and believed strongly that without the program, the odds of success for many 

of New Dayôs clients would drop dramatically. 
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Interviews with Parole and Probation  

 

New Day Strengths 

 

Both probation and parole officers who have worked directly with New Day clients  appreciate 

the accommodations made by the program and that parole probably benefited the most from New 

Day as its volume of need is so much greater.  The overall impression of the probation and 

parole officers regarding the operation of New Day is that a New Day staff member visits the  

Carl Robinson correctional facility every week to meet with inmates who are either already 

enrolled in the program ,or who are interested in learning more.  They believe that a New Day 

staff member assists inmates in obtaining legal identification and access to SAGA, and that they 

typically begin working with inmates on issues such as these several months prior to their 

release. 

 

The officers estimate that 80% of the cases that they have referred to New Day have been 

successful, ñexcept for one or two guys,ò they believe that the preponderance of New Day clients 

who came to the program through probation or parole have been successful.  Both probation and 

parole officers who were interviewed believed that the New Day program is helping a lot of 

people who would not have received help otherwise and the staffôs commitment to fostering a 

ñpositive environmentò for released prisoners is ñhugeò.  Parole officers also state that the 

availability of housing is major because it ñhelps make [clients] feel investedò and ñgratefulò, 

which they feel motivates positive behavior.  

 

Overall, the probation and parole officers described New Day as ña very positive thingò and have 

even referred clients to the Puerto Rican Forum for help getting IDôs and employment assistance 

with positive results.  The officers also appreciate how quickly New Day has been able to 

respond to eleventh hour requests for housing.  Conversely, when the parole freeze was initiated 

last year, New Day staff members were able to contact parole officers and offer additional beds. 

Whereas AICôs feel too much like prison for many ex-prisoners, New Day provides an 

environment that the officerôs view as a major opportunity for individuals who are committed, 

the programôs provision of housing, food as well as ongoing case management services is its 

ñbiggest contributionò. 

 

An example of New Dayôs commitment to client success was the story of a client who was 

incarcerated for arson and had no place to go until New Day staff agreed to give him a chance.  

Parole approached New Day with this case because finding him a facility that would accept him 

presented a significant challenge.  This client had an extensive arson history which included 

between 10 and 20 arson convictions and he admitted to his parole officer that he set fires when 

he was ñstressedò.  Although he had never set a structure fire, as far as the police or DOC knew, 

the officer was honest with the New Day staff regarding his extensive arson history. Despite this 

warning, New Day staff found a bed for this client and he turned out to be very successful in the 

program.  It appears that somehow by living in the house and being part of the New Day 

program, this clientôs ñstressò level must have remained within his control. 
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New Day Weaknesses 

 

In terms of weaknesses, the officers confirm that the program does not adequately address 

substance abuse. As drug use and distribution are the main reasons clients get expelled from New 

Day, some officerôs believe that substance abuse should be addressed internally and random drug 

tests should be administered. Though New Day does a good job at ñwhat itôs contracted forò, the 

program would be stronger if it addressed more directly the issue of substance abuse.  

 

As for pre-release services, the officers emphasized that the DOC controlled the flow of 

prisoners into meeting rooms with New Day staff, although they were not entirely aware of what 

pre-release ñservicesò the program provided per say. While the officers felt very positively about 

their relationship with the program, and although New Dayôs staff in fact played a direct role in 

many of the technical violations that were issued to clients during their residency or time in the 

program, a pronounced concern of Parole was that CPRF staff would withhold information that 

could result in clientsô negative discharge.    

 

Interviews with Clients  
 

When clients were asked what they feel distinguishes New Dayôs approach from other re-entry 

approaches, a number of themes emerged.   The first is New Dayôs commitment to 

ñunderstanding [clients] so they can open upò, cultivating ñtrustò and encouraging clients to 

ñkeep moving forwardò.  The second is the idea that New Dayôs staff helps to change public 

perception of police and correctional culture in communities most directly affected by many 

criminal justice policies.  The third was universally identified as an essential service New Day 

provides its clients -- a sense of community and support in the form of basic but continual 

contact post-release, including after clientsô discharge from the program.  Playing into this is the 

provision of housing New Day is able to offer clients during their most vulnerable stage of re-

entry (their first months out of prison), and the subsequent success many clients are able to 

achieve across performance measures when they are able to expand their focus beyond ñjust 

being able to pay the rent each monthò or exhausting personal support networks simply because 

they had no place else to go upon their release.  From this perspective, the provision of housing 

serves a centrifugal function in New Dayôs approach to supporting clients in their re-entry 

process and facilitates a degree of success that makes clients want to maintain contact with 

program staff.  The fourth has to do with cultivating hope, which many clients appreciate 

because it helps them to keep fueling their motivation to ñkeep moving forwardò.    

 

Asked what had been the most positive part of the re-entry process heôd experienced since being 

released, one client said his self-esteem had improved ñbecause of the freedomò the program 

gave him and the sense of success he acquired from successfully completing parole.  He did 

ñhave doubts at firstò but now over time grew ña much more positive attitude.ò  Another client 

answered, ñbeing able to work and maintain a positive attitude about [his] life and the process.ò  

Clients also answered: ñWorking and being able to take care of [him]self,ò and ñStaying out of 

trouble and staying focused.ò  One client perceived the environment of the program to be so 

positive because ñthere are no problems, little stress, and the freedom to make [his] own 
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choices.ò  One client felt he ñand all the clients of the program are very lucky to be able to 

participate [in] the program.ò  Another felt that if clients ñtake advantage of the opportunities 

given to them by the program, they can all succeed.ò  Another client said he would recommend 

New Day ñto anyone who is serious about making a positive change in their life.ò 

When asked what they believed was going to be the biggest influence on whether the next three 

years were positive or negative for them, most clientsô answers revolved around focus, 

motivation, confidence and having a positive mindset.  As factors of these determinants clients 

cited: re-unifying/repairing relationships with family as source of motivation; experiences in 

prison as deterrent; self-motivation; ñstaying focusedò; ñthinking positiveò; and growing self-

confidence.   

 

When asked how clients learned of New Day, answers ranged from clients or clientsô family 

members knowing program staff personally, to clients being informed of the program by Parole 

or Probation, or through other inmates, including family members, who had heard positive things 

about the program. 

 

Conclusions 

 

The overarching goal of our evaluation of the Connecticut Puerto Rican Forum's New Day 

Program was to assess the program's ability to reduce the recidivism rate of its participants and 

to assure their successful transition from a correctional facility back into the Hartford 

community.  The evaluation used both qualitative and quantitative research methods in assessing 

program fidelity and outcomes (new arrests and technical violations of parole and probation).  

The following section presents an overview of the evaluation's findings, lessons we've learned 

about the challenges of comprehensively assessing a prisoner reentry program, and 

recommendations for the future development of the New Day Program.   

 

The quantitative analysis was used to assess program effectiveness.  This evaluation component 

examined the number and types of offenders in New Day, assessed their success by comparing 

New Day participants to a comparison group of similar offenders, and analyzed differences 

between New Day recidivists and non-recidivists.  We found that twelve months after prison 

release, New Day House participants had a lower rate of new arrests than New Day participants 

who did not live in one of the houses and former inmates in the comparison group.  In fact, 

comparison group inmates were twice as likely to be arrested as New Day house participants.  

We also found no differences in technical violation rates between the three study groups.  By the 

end of the evaluation, the CPRF was operating two separate houses for a total of 20 beds.  

During the evaluation period (November 2005-May 2008) 84 men had lived in the houses. 

 

The primary purpose of the qualitative analysis was to assess program fidelity, or whether the 

program was operated in a manner consistent with the New Day Program model.  The secondary 

purpose of our qualitative research was to learn how the program actually accomplished what it 

set out to, beyond simply whether it did or it didn't.  Our objective was to clarify what works in 

reentry by beginning to clarify how what works, works.  In some ways this report raises more 

questions than it does answers, however, one of the opportunities ne Day offers is in the area of 

evaluation research.  The utility of our qualitative analysis lies in its ability to inform future 

evaluations and assist the CPRF in Its development of a program that may ultimately hold itself 
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empirically accountable for the desistance and recidivism rates of its participants.  Therefore, our 

conclusions are intended to orient New Day, as well as Connecticut's criminal justice system as a 

whole, in this direction. 

 

Of additional note is that in the fall of 2007, Connecticut imposed a temporary ban on parole 

releases and also remanded a number of parolees who had already been released into the 

community.  The parole ban seems to have had a confounding affect on violation rates, as we 

found that the number of technical violations sharply increased in the months after the ban, and 

we believe that the violation rates for the House and No House group may have been lower if 

there had not be a parole ban.  Beyond the finite implications of the parole ban though, we feel it 

is important to keep in mind that a variety of factors are able to impact program outcomes which 

are not empirically discernable.  Aside from the Cheshire Home Invasion and its associated 

policy reforms include fiscal constraints precipitated by sudden changes In the state's and 

country's economy, municipal policy obstacles pertaining to issues such as zoning and facility 

citing, or changes in space availability at CRCI.  While there is no way to concretely identify 

how these factors have influenced new Day's success, from an evaluation perspective it is 

essential for policymakers to bear these factors in mind. 

 

There are a number of observations that reentry and reentry evaluation researchers have made 

regarding the risks and needs of former offenders.  These pertain to history and treatment of 

substance abuse, prospects of family conflict and reunification, educational opportunity, 

employment viability and homelessness.  One of the lessons we learned through the experience 

of evaluating the New Day Program is, in many cases, these factors are inter-woven in the lives 

of offenders, pre- as well as post-release.  That is, the challenges of reentry very often encompass 

challenges offenders faced in their lives before they entered prison.  In fact, our pre-release 

interviews found that a high percentage of inmates showed signs of depression (52%), had an 

abusive childhood (57%), did not have stable housing at the time of their incarceration (48%), 

had some type of debt (42%) and were unemployed (40%).    

 

What we concluded from this is twofold.  For starters, not only do we need reentry programs to 

facilitate a stronger continuum of care for clients from pre- to post-release, we need program 

models to reflect an understanding that post-release services must be able to address various 

needs clients had going into prison as well as ones they acquired during incarceration, and in 

addition, those specific to their reentry process.  We also found it significant that while the New 

Day Program did not have access to the pre-release statistics on clients mentioned above, 

through a combination of its transitional housing and case management services, the program did 

address each of the difficulties our quantitative research revealed many clients faced even before 

their incarceration.    

 

New Dayôs provision of transitional housing is crucial for the benefits it gives to clients in terms 

of external or social factors, such as food, shelter, and their ability to find employment and save 

money.  However, there are a number of ways the program was able to address clientsô internal, 

or subjective needs, in order for them to make use of the opportunities afforded them by the 

program.  For example, although CPRF staff is closely connected with the goings-on of both 

houses on a daily basis, no staff members reside in New Dayôs facilities.  By granting clients the 

opportunity to live without constant surveillance or physical supervision, clients are dually 
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confronted with the tasks of maintaining a supportive atmosphere for one another, cooking for 

and cleaning up after themselves, and at the same time, attaining the goals they set for 

themselves pre-release relating to issues such as substance abuse, education and employment.  

As being or becoming a positive force in the lives of friends and family post-release is a 

formidable challenge faced by many clients, giving them practice at being positive contributors 

to a family or community environment seems to be another way New Day is able to support 

program participants through their reentry process.  What we have learned in this regard is that 

the provision of housing seems to play a key role in the ability of this reentry program to 

effectively address the internal, subjective factors contributing to clientsô outcomes post-release 

as well as external, objective factors such as housing has traditionally been considered. We 

believe this is evidenced by the lower rate of recidivism New Dayôs housing clients showed in 

comparison with the programôs clients who did not live in-house, and was confirmed through the 

qualitative component of our evaluation.  

 

The CPRFôs expertise in terms of understanding clientsô needs is evident in New Dayôs 

extension of case management services to clients even after they left program housing or were 

negatively discharged from the program. Continual support for clients took many forms, 

including staff remaining accessible to clients for grief counseling or advice on an ad hoc basis, 

the fact that past and present clients were welcome to attend program events such as picnics, 

holiday parties and community outreach activities such as Hartfordôs Walk for Hunger, and that 

any member of the New Day community was encouraged to attend weekly house meetings held 

at the CPRF or seek assistance from CPRF staff with employment related issues such as revising 

resumes or figuring out next steps in former clientsô action plans.    

 

Clients directly expressed that New Dayôs ability to foster a sense of hope in them were related 

to these facets of the programôs approach.  New Dayôs engagement of clients in community 

service projects may have contributed both to the propensity of New Day House neighborhoods 

to accept clientsô participation in community life, which could enhance clientsô employment 

prospects, and to clientsô acceptance of personal responsibility in the post-release setting.  Also, 

that a number of New Day caseworkers have come to the program with backgrounds in law 

enforcement, and that in effect they are now operatives on the óother side of the fenceô, may 

demonstrate for clients that just as they themselves want to be recognized as individuals beyond 

the labels imposed by incarceration, these former police officers and detectives want to 

contribute outside the box as well.  The fact that they are working for the CPRF to support 

clients may actually inform many program participantsô sense of hope and could be a significant 

help in shaping clientsô desire to comply with the laws governing their release and society 

overall.  It also reflects the CPRFôs diligence in cultivating the safest and most secure conditions 

for client participation possible.  

 

Another critical lesson we learned is that much of New Dayôs success has to do with its 

commitment to keeping open regular channels of communication with stakeholders from a 

number of spheres.  It was the ability of CPRF staff to traverse what are normally fairly rigid 

boundaries between agencies within the stateôs criminal justice system at large, and open doors 

of communication with municipal and community entities such as neighbors and representatives 

from the city council, and even with Connecticutôs General Assembly, that puts New Day in a 

unique position to model change within Hartfordôs reentry context, and ultimately, the context of 
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reentry statewide. Although the New Day Program model was created without the concept of a 

óboundary spannerô in mind, its approach to facilitating communication across agency lines, 

between individuals such as family members or potential employers and clients pre- as well as 

post-release, and advocating for clients to the DOC, the state legislature or the press, all speak to 

the programôs spanning skills, or its ability to work within and between systems to effect 

integrated change, both at the level of individual clientsô lives and the lives of their communities, 

and in the larger schemas of criminal justice and public policy in the state of Connecticut.  Given 

this, we believe one of the programôs greatest assets and one of the most significant lessons 

weôve learned in the course of conducting this evaluation, is the need for boundary spanners such 

as New Day to be prominently figured into Connecticutôs reentry strategy.    

 

Recommendations  

 

The results of the evaluation have led us to make the following program and research 

recommendations specific to the New Day program:  

 

First, the Connecticut Puerto Rican Forum needs to adopt a user-friendly data management 

system that includes case management as well as program data.  A more focused and useful data 

management system would allow for a more consistent and detailed collection of client 

information as well as provide systematic client and program reports.  Given the relatively small 

number of clients in New Day, a Microsoft Access database could easily serve the data 

management needs of the program.       

 

Second, the New Day program should clarify what constitutes ópre-release servicesô and explore 

how time with inmates could be utilized more efficaciously.  We understand that strict adherence 

to a program model presents significant challenges in terms of implementation; however, 

consistent use of a flexible model, such as the Relapse Prevention Workbook, should provide 

clients with more individualized pre- and post-release services.   

 

Third, more intense efforts need to be leveraged at facilitating employment and educational 

advancement as well as access to medical care and attention to clientsô learning disabilities upon 

their release.  (An employment specialist was initially part of this program but this position was 

not filled after the initial specialist resigned.)  

 

Fourth, New Day needs to provide more structured services to participants who do not live in 

one of their houses.  Non-House clients go through the pre-release portion of the program but 

receive post-release services on an ad-hoc basis.  While this is a challenging group because many 

may not want help following prison release, more structured action plans could provide clients 

with a clearer path on which to move forward sooner and faster, which could motivate more 

Non-House clients to seek New Dayôs services post-release.  

 

Considerations 

 

Although not clear recommendations, the following are considerations based on our experiences 

with the New Day evaluation: 
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First, New Day should collaborate with Charter Oak State College to create a distance learning 

program for participants. The use of the internet would allow participants to research 

employment and educational opportunities. Through a distance learning program, CCSU 

evaluators  

 

Secondly, Due to the immense amount of staff hours spent traveling to and from DOC facilities, 

the program should consider recruiting clients directly from Hartford area Halfway houses. 
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APPENDIX: A 

Department of Correction Needs and Risk Scores 

Need Scores 

 

Mental Health Need 

 

An individual's mental health needs are assessed concerning specific needs for treatment within 

the correctional environment. Behavioral, cognitive, emotional, and/or interpersonal deficits or 

patterns that potentially influence adjustment within an institutional or community correctional 

environment are critical factors in determining the mental health score. 

 

Substance Abuse Treatment Need 

 

The substance abuse treatment need describes the extent, nature and pattern of alcohol or other 

drug use related to general life functioning. Therefore, it is important to assess, identify and treat, 

when possible, any individual with a history of substance abuse, particularly when such abuse 

has led to criminal activity.  

 

Sex Offense Treatment Need 

 

The sex offense treatment need score indicates an inmate has a record or known history of 

problem sexual behavior. This area will focus on the level of sexual re-offense risk and address 

program intervention needs. This need score identifies the inmate's program needs based on 

information acquired through Pre-Sentence Investigations (PSI), police reports, Department of 

Correction Reports, Department of Children & Families (DCF) reports, etc. that are utilized to 

complete nationally accepted and validated risk instrument(s). Use of Criminal Justice 

information shall adhere to the guidelines provided in the Introduction, Section III-A. Scores on 

risk instruments will directly impact the 1-5 sex need score.  

 

Educational Need 

 

The following assessment criteria shall be used to identify the educational level of the individual. 

Ratings for E-1 through E-4 may be rated by classification staff/education staff. E-5 is to be 

referred and rated by an education specialist. Classification staff shall be notified of initial scores 

and any future changes in scoring, with appropriate subcodes. 

 

Vocational/Work Skill Need 

 

The vocational training/work skills need element shall evaluate an individual's abilities and 

interests. A determination of the individual's aptitude for work and the amount of interest the 

individual has in a particular occupation are needed. Classification/Educational/Vocational 

specialist interviews each individual to determine interest in a vocational program. The 

individual's present level of training, skills and work history will determine the level of 
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vocational programming. Classification staff shall be notified of initial scores and any future 

changes in scoring, with appropriate subcodes. 

 

Risk Scores 

 

Severity/Violence of Current Offense 

 

This factor is predicated on two major issues, the severity of the current offense and the level of 

violence involved. A current offense is defined as any offense remanding the inmate to the 

custody of the DOC for the present committal, any offense pending before the court, and any 

offense resulting in concurrent, and/or consecutive sentences (this includes any guilty finding 

during the current incarceration which may result no incarcerated time ex. Conditional discharge, 

probation termination, etc.). Violence is defined as the propensity of an inmate to kill, harm, 

injure, or in some manner threaten the well being of another individual. A four (4) rated offense 

is more serious than 3, 2, or 1 rated offenses and shall receive a higher R-score.  

 

History of Violence 

 

History of Violence is a good indicator of how violent an inmate is likely to be during 

confinement. This indicator is also important in assessing the seriousness of violence an inmate 

may exhibit once released from incarceration. In History of Violence, emphasis is placed on the 

number of prior violent acts, the seriousness of these acts in terms of the rating of the offense, 

and the recency of the violence. In completing this factor, the Seriousness of Offense Ratings 

table is to be referenced.  

 

Length of Sentence 

 

Length of sentence is rated since an inmate facing a long period of confinement may attempt an 

escape at some point during incarceration. All sentences regardless of jurisdiction shall be 

included in this factor. Length of sentence is not utilized as a factor for inmates who are in 

pretrial status.  

Enter one of the following 

 

Discipline History 

 

The Discipline History factor reflects an inmate's disciplinary behavior during both prior and 

present periods of commitment. 

 

 

Overall Risk Level 

 

The inmate's overall Risk Level is determined by the highest rating assigned to any of the seven 

(7) factors, except that assignment to Overall Risk Level 5 shall require the approval of the 

Director of Offender Classification and Population Management and placement into 

Administrative Segregation. For example, if an inmate has a two (2) on every factor except for 

one (1), on which the inmate has a four (4), the overall Risk Level would be four (4). The same 
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guideline applies to an inmate who receives multiple ratings at the highest level scored. For 

example, if an inmate has three ratings at the two (2) level, and two ratings at the three (3) level, 

the Overall Risk Level would be three (3). 
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APPENDIX: B  

 

Building Bridges II: An Evaluation of Connecticutôs Justice Reinvestment Initiative 

 

Timeline of Major Criminal Justice Policies and Other Initiatives  
 

1979  Connecticut General Assembly created (P.A. 79-96) a Sentencing Commission to 

establish sentencing policies and practices for the state criminal justice system to 

ensure the sentencing goals of punishment, deterrence, incapacitation, and 

rehabilitation were accomplished.  The Sentencing Commission issued its final 

report in March 1980.   

 

1980 Then-Governor Grasso appointed members to a task force to address the problem 

of prison overcrowding.  The task force issued its report in 1981. 

 

1981 Connecticut shifted from an indeterminate sentencing model (imposed minimum 

and maximum term) by adopting a determinate sentencing (fixed term) model 

with legislatively set sentencing options and ranges.  In its 1980 report, the 

Sentencing Commission reported the goal of the new sentencing structure was to 

provide ñjust and consistent penalties based upon prior criminal record and the 

conviction offense.ò  Determinate sentencing laws were intended to result in more 

uniformity and consistency in the sentencing process and to hold judges 

accountable. 

 

 Under the new sentencing model, three reforms also took place. 

  

First, parole was abolished for new determinate sentences.  The Board of Parole 

(BOP) maintained discretionary release authority for offenders convicted of 

crimes committed prior to July 1981 (those serving ñoldò indeterminate 

sentences).  Introduced along with the restructuring of the parole system was an 

early release program called Supervised Home Release (SHR), which transferred 

discretionary early release authority and community supervision to the 

Department of Correction (DOC).  SHR replaced parole for inmates sentenced to 

determinate sentences. 

 

 Second, the amount of ñgood timeò credits that could be earned for sentences over 

five years was reduced (from about 15 days to 12 days per month) thereby 

increasing time served by about 20 percent. 

 

 Third, the General Assembly began to establish mandatory minimum sentences 

for certain offenses, increasing existing mandatory minimum penalties, and 

enacting enhanced penalties under the first in a series of persistent offender 

provisions. 
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 The cumulative impact of these sentencing reforms was a sizeable increase in the 

prison population.  In the early 1980s, the incarcerated population was already at 

design capacity levels and the prison system could not accommodate the influx of 

inmates.  Connecticut experienced its first prison overcrowding crisis. 

 

 First pre-trial education diversionary program established for persons arrested for 

the first time for certain offenses: the Pre-trial Alcohol Education Program 

followed by Pre-trial Family Violence Education Program (1986), Community 

Service Labor Program (1990), Pre-trial Drug Education Program (1997), Pre-

trial School Violence Education Program (1999), and Hate Crimes Diversion 

Program (2000).  

 

1982 One consequence of tremendous growth in prison population was establishment 

by federal court order and state law of DOC institution capacity limits and to 

adopt a statutory emergency release provision. 

 

 Prison overcrowding task force succeeded by statutorily created permanent Prison 

and Jail Overcrowding Commission (PJOC) that is required to submit an annual 

report on system-wide solutions to prison overcrowding. 

 

1984 Sentencing Commission reported to the General Assembly the new determinate 

sentencing law had not produced its intended effect and had instead contributed to 

the growing prison overcrowding problem. 

 

¶ According to the commission, the percentage of inmates in 

prison for serious felonies remained constant, but the number 

(and percentage) of inmates confined for less serious, non-

violent and even misdemeanor offenses had increased 

significantly. 

¶ The average sentence length and time served for less serious 

felonies also dramatically increased (by about 25 percent). 

 

The Sentencing Commission was terminated at the conclusion of its work. 

 

General Assembly amended the 1982 emergency release provision to allow DOC 

to declare an overcrowding emergency when the inmate population exceeded 110 

percent of capacity for 30 consecutive days.  Under an emergency condition, 

DOC was required to systematically release inmates based on specific criteria, 

until the population fell below the 100 percent capacity limit 

 

¶ Despite serious prison overcrowding, for political reasons, 

DOC never declared an emergency and the emergency release 

law was not used. 

¶ Executive branch policy to avoid emergency release pushed 

DOC into 30-day crisis management cycle to keep inmate 

population at or under capacity limit: 
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Á Official means of managing population: DOC uses 

transfers among facility, furloughs, halfway houses, 

outside inmate work details, and SHR. 

Á Unofficial means of managing population: DOC 

uses temporary beds, placing inmates on buses and 

driving them to lesser crowded facility while a 

count of the population is taken. 

 

mid-1980s Connecticut initiated a long-term prison expansion project that, by the early 

1990s, had added over 10,000 new prison beds (at a cost of over $1 billion) 

 

¶ DOC selects dormitory design to bring new prison beds on-line 

as quickly as possible. 

 

Free-base cocaine (commonly called ñcrackò) widely introduced throughout the 

United States.  In Connecticut and nationally, ñcrack epidemicò cited for rise in 

drug-related violent and weapon offenses and organized gang activity. 

 

State prison system was seriously overcrowded.   

 

1985 General Assembly enacted first mandatory minimum sentencing laws for ñdrunk 

drivingò offenses (driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs) 

  

1987 During a special session to deal with the ñcrack epidemicò issue, General 

Assembly enacted a series of mandatory minimum sentencing laws for drug sale 

offenses. 

 

¶ Mandatory minimum sentencing laws were intended to counter 

the drastic reduction in the average time served in prison on 

court-imposed sentences that occurred under the SHR program. 

 

 All criminal justice agencies responded within their jurisdiction and authority to 

organized gang activity.  System focused on arresting, convicting, and 

incarcerating serious, violent offenders. 

 

Late 1980s Serious prison overcrowding crisis continued. 

 

 DOC uses SHR program as a mechanism to control prison overcrowding and, as a 

result, most inmates were serving only about 10 percent of their court-imposed 

sentences before being released.  However, because of the high number of 

released inmates DOC was unable to adequately provide community-based 

supervision. 

  

¶ Offenders cycling in and out of prison. 

¶ Recidivism becomes problem. 

¶ Lack of community supervision of released inmates by DOC.  
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¶ At its height, DOC had an average daily population count of 

over 6,000 inmates released on SHR. 

 

Several riots and serious disturbances occur in DOC prisons due to severely 

overcrowded conditions. 

 

1987 General Assembly abolished SHR and established a three-year phase-out of the 

program. 

 

1989 General Assembly established Alternative Incarceration Program (AIP) 

authorizing judges to impose an alternative sanction in lieu of prison for persons 

convicted of certain crimes who would have, absent the program, been 

incarcerated (referred to as ñjail boundò offenders). 

 

 P.A. 89-353 allowed limited prison construction without competitive bidding and 

environmental impact studies. 

 

 P.A. 89-383 authorized judges to directly sentence convicted offenders to 

intensive probation supervision as part of the alternatives to incarceration 

program.  (Offenders sentenced to more than 5 years were ineligible.) 

 

1990 SHR phase-out completed and parole reinstated for all sentenced inmates.  The 

Board of Parole was given the authority to grant discretionary parole for 

determinate sentences greater than two years.  Inmates required to serve at least 

25 percent of their court-imposed sentences to be eligible for parole.   

 

Transitional Supervision (TS) Program created giving DOC discretionary early 

release authority for inmate sentenced to two years or less. 

 

 Office of Alternative Sanctions (OAS) statutorily created (P.A. 90-213) within the 

Judicial Branch to develop, administer, and monitor alternative incarceration 

sanction programs  

 

 P.A. 90-261 established and initiated three-year phase-out of SHR by 1993. 

 

Throughout 

The 1990s OAS developed new and expanded existing alternative sanction programs and 

broadened eligibility to other categories of offenders.  

 

1993 Board of Parole statutorily established (P.A. 93-219) as a separate state agency 

with consolidated discretionary release and parole supervision authority over 

inmates sentenced to more than two years. 

 

¶ DOC retained early release and supervision authority over 

inmates sentenced to two years or less and administered TS 

program. 
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Statutory parole eligibility standards increased: inmates required to serve at least 

40 percent of the court-imposed sentence and then at least 50 percent of their 

sentences (P.A. 90-261). 

 

Inmates statutorily required to serve 100 percent of their court-imposed sentences 

either in prison or on parole. 

 

1994 Attorney general opinion requested by DOC to interpret the 1993 parole law.  

Attorney general concludes the legislature intended to eliminate all ñgood timeò 

credits.  Connecticut Supreme Court subsequently agreed with the attorney 

general opinion in a 1999 decision. 

 

1995 General Assembly enacted ñTruth in Sentencingò law (P.A. 95-255) that 

established a third time-served requirement by mandating serious, violent 

offenders serve 85 percent of their sentenced to be eligible for parole. 

 

¶ Enacting this law made Connecticut eligible for federal Violent 

Offender Incarceration and Truth-in-Sentencing (VOI/TIS) 

program that provided funds to states to defer the costs 

associated with putting more offenders in prison and the 

associated correctional construction costs. 

 

A series of other anti-crime provisions (21 different public acts) were enacted that 

added new crimes, increased penalties, and limited offender eligibility for 

alternative sentence options and programs. 

 

DOC statutorily authorized (P.A. 95-229) to contract with an out-of-state, public 

or private correctional agency for the transfer and confinement of not more than 

500 Connecticut inmates.  

 

P.A. 95-152 repealed statutory prison caps and emergency release mechanism. 

  

1996  DOC completed the 10-year prison expansion project: 

 

¶ 12 new prisons constructed; 

¶ 13 existing facilities underwent renovation to increase capacity 

levels; and 

¶ added almost 10,000 new beds and increased authorized 

capacity limit to almost 15,000.  

 

1999 DOC entered into a one-year, renewable contract with the Virginia Department of 

Correction to transfer 484 Connecticut inmates to the Wallens Ridge prison, a 

maximum security facility 
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 Court Support Services Division (CSSD) statutorily created and consolidated the 

Office of Adult Probation, the Office of Alternative Sanctions, the Office of the 

Bail Commissioner, the Family Division, and the Juvenile Detention Services 

Division. 

 

2000 Complaints about the transfer and treatment of inmates in the Wallens Ridge 

prison lead to the Connecticut Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities 

(CHRO) to investigate and conduct hearings on the matter.  (Two Connecticut 

inmates subsequently died while incarcerated in Virginia and their families filed 

civil suits against the Connecticut.)  Some Connecticut inmates were transferred 

from Wallens Ridge to the Greensville prison in Virginia, a lower security prison 

 

¶ In August 2000, there were 321 inmates at Wallens Ridge 

prison and 110 at Greensville prison 

 

2001 General Assembly (P.A. 01-99) expanded presumptive sentencing authority 

authorizing judges to depart ñfor good causeò from the mandatory minimum 

penalties for certain drug sale offenses. 

 

2002 Then-Governor John Rowland sought authorization to increase the number of out-

of-state prison beds from 500 to 1,000, but the legislation did not pass. 

 

2003 Building Bridges: From Conviction to Employment conference held. 

 

The Board of Parole and Board of Pardons were merged into the Department of 

Correction as part of the 2003 budget implementer (P.A. 03-06).  (The pardons 

board was already within DOC for ñadministrative purposes only.ò) 

 

¶ Budge implementer statutory language is silent as to the roles 

and responsibilities of the two boards and DOC, but was 

interpreted by the executive branch as transferring all 

previously autonomous parole and pardon decision-making 

authority as well as administrative and operational 

responsibilities of the parole and pardons board to DOC. 

¶ Through interagency agreement, DOC, the parole board, and 

the pardons board continued to operate as separate entities 

because there was no corresponding statutory change in their 

respective roles and responsibilities. 

 

The state legislature authorized (P.A. 03-6) an additional 2,000 out-of-state beds 

(2,500 total) in FY 04 and FY 05 only. 

 

2004 Public Act 04-234 enacted to develop and implement a comprehensive offender 

re-entry strategy for offender discharging from prison to: (1) assist in maintaining 

the prison population at or under the authorized bed capacity; (2) promote the 

successful transition of inmates from prison back to their communities; (3) protect 
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public safety; and (4) support the rights of victims.  The offender re-entry strategy 

is intended to reduce recidivism as a method to control the stateôs persistent 

prison overcrowding problem.  Various initiates enacted through P.A. 04-234 

include, but are not limited to the following:   

 

¶ merges the Board of Parole and the Board of Pardons into the 

new Board of Pardons and Paroles (BPP) within the DOC for 

ñadministrative purposes only;ò  

¶ transfers parole supervision authority from the parole board to 

DOC; 

¶ requires significant procedural changes to promote the number 

of offenders eligible for parole and other early release 

programs; 

¶ requires DOC and CSSD reduce by 20 percent the number of 

prison admissions for technical parole and probation violations; 

and 

¶ increases the re-entry furlough period from 15 to 30 days. 

 

Public Act 04-2 eliminated the authorization for the additional 2,000 out-of-state 

prison beds approved in 2003, and authorized an additional 1,000 beds for FYs 

05, 06, and 07 only.  In July 2004, Governor Jodi Rell ordered DOC to return all 

inmates transferred to out-of-state prisons to Connecticut correctional facilities.  

By November 2005, all 500 inmates were returned to Connecticut.  The contract 

with the Virginia Department of Correction was allowed to expire.  DOC has not 

negotiated or entered into any new contract for out-of-state prison beds. 

 

The General Assembly provided through the revised budget for FY 03/05 

biennium (P.A. 04-216) $13 million in funding in FY 05 for specific justice 

initiatives that were intended to control prison overcrowding, assist offenders as 

they transition from prison to the community, and enhance public safety.   The 

funding was provided directly to the Department of Correction and the Judicial 

Branch (CSSD). 

  

2006 Building Bridges II: An Evaluation of Connecticutôs Justice Reinvestment 

Initiative conference (January 12 ï 13) held. 
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APPENDIX: C  

Justice Reinvestment White Paper 

 

I.  Introduction  

 

The purpose of this document is two-fold:  1) to provide state government officials with 

information about justice reinvestment, efforts by state governments to reinvest in a select 

number of communities some of the dollars a state has saved through prison population 

management efforts, and 2) to enable state government officials to consider whether they might 

be interested in pursuing such an initiative. 

 

Two foundations, the Open Society Institute and the JEHT Foundation, have discussed 

their shared concern about underserved communities absorbing large (and growing) numbers of 

people with criminal records.  Furthermore, these foundations are ready to consider providing 

technical assistance to a select number of jurisdictions committed to developing and 

implementing a justice reinvestment initiative, and are reaching out to other grantmakers to join 

the effort.   

 

The Council of State Governments (CSG), with foundation support, formed a small 

working group of leading criminal justice experts and criminal justice policymakers to review 

the principles of justice reinvestment.   CSG asked this working group to suggest how four stages 

of implementation inherent in the justice reinvestment model could manifest themselves in a 

state.  To that end, the group discussed how a state could accomplish the following:  1) save 

money by reducing its prison population without compromising public safety; 2) quantify the 

savings to the state; 3) protect and segregate a portion of these savings for justice reinvestment; 

and 4) invest some of these savings in a community absorbing a disproportionate number of 

people with criminal records.     

 

These elements will no doubt play out very differently in each state, and so this 

memorandum reviews each only generally.  State government officials considering the 

application of justice reinvestment principles to their state will need to explore these issues in far 

greater detail than they are presented in this memorandum.   

   

II.  Justice Reinvestment:  An Overview 

     
In states facing significant revenue shortfalls (and essentially every state currently finds 

itself in that situation), policymakers are considering reducing spending on state corrections.  It 

makes obvious sense for state government officials seeking spending cuts to turn their attention 

to this line item:  with the possible exception of health care spending, spending on corrections 

over the past 15 years has increased more than it has on other state agencies over the past 15 

years.
33

    

                                                           
33

   National Association of State Budget Offices (2000) 2000 State Expenditure Report. Available On-line at 

www.nasbo.org. 
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To reduce state spending on corrections, policymakers essentially have two op-tions.  The 

first option is to slash the quality or availability of services provided to inmates.  That possibility, 

however, offers little promise:  prison-based services are already threadbare.  

  

In the majority of the states, the insufficiency of services available to inmates has placed 

the department of corrections under some form of federal court supervision.  Nearly every state 

at least faces the threat of litigation.  Perhaps most importantly, corrections administrators 

seeking additional cuts to services find that almost any course of action could jeopardize the 

safety of staff or inmates.   

 

Simply put, shrinking services available in corrections systems is unlikely to generate 

savings nearly of the order that, for example, a two percent decline in the stateôs daily prison 

census would prompt.  This second option, reducing prison populations, is really the only option 

for state government officials who recognize that they can no longer sustain the growth of 

corrections budgets.   

 

Traditionally, elected officials, understandably mindful of being accused that they are 

ñsoft on crime,ò have resisted changes to policy that would reduce the number of people in 

prison.  Recent shifts in votersô priorities have mollified some of these elected officialsô 

concerns.   The nation's violent crime rate fell 10 percent last year, continuing a trend observed 

since 1994.  Over the course of the last 7 years, the annual violent crime rate decreased about 50 

percent.
34

  With this trend, education, health care, and the economy have displaced concerns 

about crime as the issues most important to voters.
35

 

 

In sum, as state government officials grappling with fiscal crises realize that spending on 

corrections must be cut, a relatively unprecedented political opportunity has emerged to consider 

revisions to sentencing laws or to rethink how and when prisoners are released.  At the same 

time, politiciansô memories of colleagues voted out of office for supposedly ñcoddling criminalsò 

loom large.  State government officials remain justifiably wary of making themselves vulnerable 

to such a charge.  Accordingly, any effort to reduce prison populations should include measures 

elected officials can cite as evidence that they have minimized the risk that some people released 

from prison may present to public safety.   

 

One element of this strategy should recognize that, when they are not incarcerated, 

people with criminal records must live somewhere, and, in every state, the vast majority of these 

people are concentrated in just a few neighborhoods.  These neighborhoods are almost always in 

urban areas, and, within those urban areas, in communities already under enormous social stress.  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
 
34 Rennison, Callie, "Criminal Victimization 2001, Changes 2000-2001 with Trends 1993-2001" (NCJ-194610).  

Available on-line at http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/cv01.htm 

  

35
   Maguire, Kathleen and Ann L. Pastore, eds. (2001) Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics [On-line]. 

Available at: http://www.albany.edu/sourcebook. 

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/cv01.htm
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Returning individuals who have been in prison or jail to families and to children not necessarily 

prepared to be reunited with their loved ones in communities that are already especially fragile is 

a complex process. 

 

It is therefore essential for policymakers to wed any initiative to reduce prison 

populations with a strategy to target resources on the few neighborhoods to which the majority of 

people with criminal records return.  In this regard, the design and implementation of an 

effective community corrections program is important.  But that alone will not transform these 

families and their community into a place that can successfully absorb a person who has been in 

prison or jail.   

 

At least some of the resources previously used to incarcerate these populations will need 

to be reallocated to address conditions in the particular communities that promote crime, such as 

insufficient employment opportunities and housing.  Only once elected officials make this 

reinvestment in the stability of the community can they demonstrate to the public that they have 

been sufficiently proactive, minimizing the adverse impact that a person with a criminal history 

can have on a neighborhood.   

 

III.    Reducing the Prison Population 

 

State officials seeking to reduce prison populations essentially have two basic options:  1) 

reduce the number of people admitted to prison each year; and/or 2) reduce their length of stay.  

Nationally, there are about 600,000 prison admissions that have an average length of stay of 

about 28 months.   

 

The size of a stateôs prison population depends on the number of admissions, multiplied 

by the inmateôs average length of stay.  Modest changes in either of these two factors will have a 

significant impact on the size and attributes of the stateôs prison population.  Depending on the 

reform, reducing admissions and the length of stay can be achieved legislatively or 

administratively.   

 

A.    Prison Admissions 

 

Reductions in the numbers of persons admitted to prison can be accomplished in two 

ways.  First, the stateôs legislature can modify existing sentencing laws that would restrict the 

types of crimes for which a person must be sentenced to prison (mandatory prison terms).  

Lawmakers in several states, for example, have restored at least some discretion to the judiciary 

in sentencing certain crime categories (usually drug offenses). These changes, presumably, 

would result in a greater number of defendants sentenced to some alternative-to-incarceration in 

lieu of prison.    

 

The second way to reduce prison admissions is to restrict the numbers of persons 

admitted to prison for technical violations of either probation or parole..  Approximately two-

thirds of all prison admissions are either probation or parole violators, of which at least half are 

for technical violationsðoffenses for which someone could not be sentenced to prison.   
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Unlike sentencing reform, reductions in probation and parole technical violations can be 

achieved administratively.  It is also possible to use legislation to limit the types of parole and 

probation violations that can result in re-admission to the prison system.  

 

B.   Length of Stay     
 

Legislatures can effect reductions in length-of-stay by re-examining current laws that 

establish sentence lengths and the amount of time a prisoner must serve before becoming eligible 

for release.  In the past decade, many states have passed laws that require longer sentences for 

certain crimes and/or a higher percentage of time to serve before being eligible for release.  

Many of these laws have been referred to as Truth-in-Sentencing (TIS) laws that require 

offenders to serve 50, 75 or 85 percent of the sentence imposed.   When coupled with longer 

prison terms, TIS laws have increased period of imprisonment significantly.  

 

Executive branch officials can reduce inmatesô length of stay by revising policies that 

govern the decision to release a prisoner once eligible for release. Although some states have 

abolished the discretionary parole system, the majority (35 states) have maintained at least some 

discretion available to parole boards.  These parole boards have the authority to adopt a risk-

based parole guidelines system that ensures low risk prisoners are released as appropriate, while 

high risk and dangerous felons serve longer prison terms.  

 

States should take into account the composition of their parole boards when evaluating 

how to reduce prison admissions or length of stay.  Parole boards, with the strong input of parole 

field staff, govern the decision to revoke parole and readmit the parolee to prison for an 

indeterminate period of imprisonment.  Professionalizing the parole board, through the 

appointment of people who understand the importance of parole and the use of risk based 

criteria, can reduce recidivism, and, in turn, prison populations.     

 

Several states have already taken steps to implement one or more of the above changes to 

their sentencing and/or release policies.  In every case, the value of consulting crime victims, 

their advocates, and other key stakeholders before modifying sentencing laws and release 

policies cannot be understated and should be obviousðespecially to elected officials who 

learned their lesson the hard way in the 1980ôs and 1990ôs.  

 

IV.  Calculating Cost Savings 

 

When projecting savings to corrections budgets, it is important to distinguish between 

ñtheoreticalò savings and ñactualò savings.  Theoretical savings are calculated according to per 

diem or per annum rates.  For example, if a state spends $30,000 per year, per prisoner, the state 

will theoretically save $30,000 for every prisoner by which the population is reduced.   

 

Yet the state does not save, in fact, at this per annum rate for each prisoner by which it 

reduces its population. Reducing a stateôs prison population by 100 inmates may theoretically 

save the state $300,000, but actually save the state only $60,000.  A state realizes actual savings 

only when officials manage to reduce the population to such an extent that they can alter staffing 

patterns, close a prison or the wing of a prison, postpone (or pre-empt altogether) the 
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construction of a new facility, or cancel a contract with another jurisdiction to house state 

prisoners.  

 

 A state can save actual dollars when officials reduce the rate of a state systemôs growth ï 

without realizing negative growth (i.e., lowering the number of people in prison).   Such actual 

savings depend, however, on whether officials had predicted a budget expenditure that, in effect, 

overestimated the stateôs rate of growth.  For example, a state that manages to cut the state prison 

populationôs rate of growth to one percent, will realize actual savings only if it had assumed, for 

the next fiscal year, a growth in the prison population of two percent or more.  Those actual sav-

ings will be especially significant if the assumed growth rate would have triggered the construc-

tion of another prison, the cost of which was also incorporated in the next fiscal year budget.     

 

 Some features of a state department of correctionsô budget might facilitate efforts to 

confirm that a new population management strategy has generated savings.  For example, states 

that operate on a biennial budget and project a prison systemôs growth two years out are 

especially likely to provide evidence that a new population management strategy has generated 

actual savings.    

   

 A state that contracts (or has plans to contract) with a private corrections agency or 

another jurisdiction is well situated to quantify the savings that new policy changes have netted.  

States generally pay the full per diem rate to house prisoners in county facilities or out-of-state.  

While there may be some marginal costs associated with the need to house the displaced inmates, 

canceling these contracts allows states to realize the per diem savings.  In addition, eliminating 

contracts does not reduce the budget of the corrections departments, thus diffusing any possible 

resistance from corrections directors or unions.  

 

Other attractive avenues to achieve savings are postponing or canceling major prison 

construction initiatives, or closing entire facilities.  In some states, lawmakers reluctant to expand 

the state prison system and corrections administrators committed to opening a new and staff-

efficient facility have found a compromise that can generate system-wide savings.  They move 

forward with the opening of a new facility, but agree to close (or at least mothball) one of the 

stateôs older prisons that is particularly staff-intensive to operate.    

 

 Given the complexities of the state budget, determining the extent to which actual savings 

have been realized is a calculation that can be somewhat subjective.  Budget officials, together 

with other state government policymakers, need to play an important role in this process.  For 

this reason, their commitment to the justice reinvestment initiative, in addition to the support of 

key lawmakers, is essential.   

 

 V.  Protecting and Segregating Dollars Saved  

 

 The justice reinvestment model provides that before the state saves dollars on corrections 

spending, and before state budget officials confirm such savings, state officials will have already 

committed to protecting at least some of those funds for justice reinvestment.   
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 Ideally, state government officials would establish some type of a fund, which to some 

extent could be replenished each year through population management strategies that generate 

additional savings to the state.  A commitment of this sort from the state may not be possible 

without legislative action, which is not without precedent. At least three statesðWashington, 

Montana, and Californiaðhave enacted laws establishing a similar mechanism.  State 

government officials will also need to consider the lifespan of the fund, and the appropriation 

itself (e.g., is it a separate line item?  Part of the corrections budget?). 

 

VI.  Administration of Justice Reinvestment Dollars  

 

 State government officials who have established a mechanism both to protect a portion of 

the corrections dollars saved and to redirect these funds for justice reinvestment will need to 

charge people and or agencies with the administration of these funds.  They will also need to 

provide these authorities with some guidelines:  what constitutes justice reinvestment, and, under 

this rubric, how should funding decisions be prioritized? 

 

 This section of the memorandum addresses these questions, providing guidelines that 

leave policymakers with considerable flexibility to tailor the model to the unique characteristics 

of their state.   

 

 A.  Encourage the Establishment of a Partnership between at Least Two State 

Agencies to Inform (or Guide) the Initiative   

 

 Departments of corrections cannot (and should not) be solely responsible for addressing 

conditions in underserved communities, such as inadequate housing or employment 

opportunities, that promote crime.  Indeed, state governments will reduce recidivism 

significantly only when social service agencies, health providers and educators become invested 

in the successful reintegration of people with criminal records into communities.   

 

 The authorityðstate government agency, community-based organization, or some quasi-

government entityðcharged with overseeing the initiative should be able to rely on a partnership 

of at least two agencies to assist with the development of the justice reinvestment initiative.  This 

responsibility could be conferred on two or more agencies by dividing the justice reinvestment 

appropriation among the agencies and requiring them to work together to identify target 

communities, leverage existing investments, and ensure that the priorities of target communities 

are taken into consideration.  Alternatively, the justice reinvestment funds could be appropriated 

to one authority, but the partnering agencies should be required to serve on a commission of 

sorts, which would be accountable for the general administration of the initiative.    

 

 B.  Identify Target Community  

 

 An essential component of any justice reinvestment initiative is to focus corrections 

dollars saved on a particular community in the state which is absorbing a disproportionately large 

percentage of people with criminal records.  How a state determines which, of the handful of 

neighborhoods across the state receiving the lionôs share of people with criminal records, 

becomes the target community will vary.  
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C. Leverage Existing Investments in the Community to Supplement Funds 

Available for Justice Reinvestment 

 

 Federal, state, and local, and private dollars typically converge in the communities where 

large numbers of people with criminal records reside.  Despite the shared objective of these 

investments to make these individuals self-sufficient, the expenditure of these funds is rarely 

coordinated.  For example, state and municipal correctional agencies may be investing 

substantial resources in removing, returning and supervising the same residents of a city block 

who are also the principal recipients of Section 8 vouchers, TANF dollars, and Medicaid.  

 

 The authority (i.e., state agencies, unit of local government, or quasi-governmental entity) 

responsible for overseeing the justice reinvestment initiative should be charged with identifying 

investments already being made in the target community and coordinating the expenditure of 

those funds with the justice reinvestment dollars.   

 

D. Ensure Justice Reinvestment Expenditures Reflect Priorities of Target 

Community  

 

Community leaders should play key roles in determining how to use justice reinvestment 

dollars to absorb successfully growing numbers of people with criminal records.  The process 

employed to identify these leaders, to determine the communitiesô greatest strengths and needs, 

and to collaborate with state government officials in the administration of this fund will be one 

that is unique to each neighborhood.   

 

E. Monitor the Impact of the Initiative on the Target Community 

 

The primary objective of the justice reinvestment initiative is to make the target 

community safer and to reduce corrections costs associated with its residents.  To gauge whether 

the initiative has in fact had this impact, state and local government officials will need to collect 

and review information regarding arrest rates, violations of conditions of release, and recidivism 

of people in the target community. Other measures might include employment and child support 

payments. 

 

VII.  How  National and Local Foundations Can Help 

 

 Although some states have developed programs and policies that include some elements 

of justice reinvestment, no state has adopted the entire vision, as outlined in this paper.  And 

justice reinvestment ultimately will play out differently in each state.   To support and encourage 

development of justice investment strategies, foundation support will likely be made available to 

assist a select number of interested jurisdictions in developing a justice reinvestment initiative.  

 

The foundationsô support could take several forms, such as the following: 

 

1.  Providing technical assistance from leading corrections experts to analyze the 

stateôs prison population data, to conduct geographic analyses of where these 
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inmates return following their incarceration, and to identify measures to contain 

the systemôs growth or to reduce outright the number of people in prison without 

compromising public safety 

 

2. Making technical assistance available from experts with a history of working with 

state and local government budgets to forecast and confirm actual savings, to 

propose mechanisms to segregate and protect the savings that materialize, and to 

identify and blend other federal and state funding streams.    

 

3. Leveraging grant awards to attract investments in the justice reinvestment 

initiative from other private foundations; 

 

4. Brokering technical assistance from national experts in community development 

regarding the set-up and administration of the justice reinvestment fund; and 

 

5. Facilitating data collection and analysis to determine what impact the initiative 

has had on public safety and the general quality of life in the target community.  
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APPENDIX: D  

Inventory  


