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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

In the2004legislative sessiothe Connecticut General Assembly (CGA) pad3ellic Act 04

234,A An Act Concerning Pr i ssobsequentigignedrintmovad byn g o, wh
Governor John G. Rowl and. The goal of this |
ABui | di ng B timitdhg gravth pf the stade ptison population lghalso 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 fAr e i-thikeersnill®on dbllas toward community based programming, which was
intended to reduce recidivism and curb the cy
centers.

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

Prisoner Reentry Pilot Programs. To administer the Hartford program, funds were allocated

from the State of Connecticutds Court Support
Puerto Rican Forum (CPRF). The New Day Program was designed to successfully transition
incarcerated Hartford resident inmates back into the Hartford comm@eityral Connecticut

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

evaluation of the programThe Institute for the Study of Crime &ustice (ISCJ) at CCSU, in

coll aboration with the universityods Depart men
conducting a process and outcome evaluatidhe@fNew Day Prograrsince January 2006.

Purpose and Overview

The New Day Program seztt as a gateway offered to prisoners who were ready and committed
to preparing for life outside of incarceratioBoth prerelease and poselease services were
provided to clients. A main component of the pa$tase services was the provision of logls

New Day had twdouses; one on Bond Street and one on Hillside Avenue, both were located in
Hartfordds South End. Each client was provid
responsible for keeping in good condition for the duration o$taig. 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 ospn 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 assistancelimating 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, 99eleased 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 huse 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 i®sident
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 frapesvision.

Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation incorporated a quagperimental 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 ifgmented 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
offendes 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 comparedirie basasures 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 weral months prior to their prison release and attempted to help

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

i mpl emented properly, we also made four obser
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;tékease

services appeared to need more structure. Once inmates were enrolledDayéwvas

unclear exactly what types of services New Day staff performed. Third, there were no consistent
services given to New Day clients who attended theglemse sessions but did not live in a

house after their prison release. Fourth, New [mpears 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 prereleasanterviews 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 medica
insurance, and depression.

In terms of program outcomes, the New Day House patrticipants 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 fornm@mates 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 géhcomparison 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 effelztmi

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 Structu

This report is orgnized into chapters. Chaptereoprovides 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. Theedsis 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. Chaptwo contains an extensive review of pertinent

literature and research that ascertains certain trends in prisoner reentry as well as a summation of
effective evidencéased models that are being implemented by states and municipalities
nationwide. Chajat 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 predeaisgs 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 wargely 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 ahprogrammatic and policy recommendations for the next phase of the
pilot.



Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

The Contextual and heoretical Frameworfor Reframing the Reentry Discussion

While reincarceration rates have escalated, so, toatheasumber of firstime prisoners.

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

in 1997 and this rate continues to riBairke, 2008) Therefore, prisoner reentry programs must

be prepared to deal withis 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 {aace cer

groups at a disproportionately greater risk of offending. Communities where there are high
concentrations of minorities,lewnc ome communi ti es, and those wk
portions of residentso hav e hidgher aumbersofdirgime er at e d
offenders than their counterparts. Overcoming cultural and language barriers, too, pose a new

set of challenges for an ovektended system and for those who assist in reentry effort. Mistrust

of law enforcement and negatiattitudes towards government and corrections systems can

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

(Lynch and Sabol, 2001)

Thereareno conclusive data to suggest whether or not unconditional relesseqrs 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 comprehensivinpaisteration

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

to successfully complete parole are more likely than those who do teabeséed on a technical
violation. Further, those parolees who have some form of interaction with a comprehensive,
structured reentry proagm and adequate supervision are less likely to{recescerated 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 examiretifigrth
impact of technical violations on reentry efforts (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).

Critical Chall enges to ReeRetidivismStiRle sul t s of Th

In a 2009 series of interviews withsearchers witbxpertse in prisoner reentry and reduism,
The Urban Institutéoundthere to be @onsensus among themith regards to the substantive
issues they consideregterrents to recidivism dhose issues they beliegemplicate the

reentry proces€ach interviewee identifieeentry and commuty readjustinent agprocesses
that must be executed with systematic precision in ordet fotbe considered successfyeét,
they acknowledge thehallengedhat state and local governments face when attempting to
implement higHevel reentry programsAs the current criminal justice system is structured,
stateand local governmermperationsare confined to the auspiceslimited budgetary
appropriationsAs the U.S. faces amparalleled economic downturigderal, state, and local
lawmakers are seeking to fund the most-edtgctive reentry programs, those that will yield the
hi ghest rate of return on the investment of t



l nstitut e ds the neopavitical compbreents for innowatiyeosteffective
approghestoreenttySpeci fically, the expertsd own resea

1 Becausesach state handles prisoner reentry differently, researttiisi area is
challengefindings have limited generaébility.

1 The transformation of parofeom afihelpingd o r s o etypadntitystcearlawi c e
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.

1 Policymakers were influenced by the lack of public support for prisoner rehabilitation
services in the 199006s, a sredacedfendinglsuppoft eder a
for education and treatment programs and eliminated other progranBele @antg
for prisoners

1 Althoughformer prisonersre likely tospend the first few months of relediseng with
family members, primarilyvith their mothers or stepmothetise housing situation for
most is relatively unstable.

1 Municipal housing departméscan anddo barpeople with drug or felony convictions
from residing for publically subsidized housing units alone or with family members

1 Obtainingidentificationandthe proper documentation necessary to secure stable

employment poses a challenge fioany exprisoners upon release. Most{pe¢ease

programsdo not provide this resource.

One infive ex-prisoners are released without supervision when siegitences expire

Fewer than halbf all inmates incarcerated in the Utfawve a high school diploma or a

GED. Since most lowwage jobs require these credentials, mogbrgsoners are unable

to find permanent, stable employment

1 Only a thirdof all exprisonersverefound to have consistent employmefew
employers seek toire exfelons, and there are no mandates from discouraging this
practice; however Comaticut is one of three states that has a law that prevehismg
discriminatory practiceGQT H.B. 5846, 2006), encourages private sector businesses to
hire inmates though a strategic marketing plan (SC SLB2, 20072008), or offers a
prison work program similar to the welfat@work program, minus the incentives (NC
H.B. 648, 2007). Other states, including lllinois, have bills similar to CT H.B. 5846
under review.

1 Over half ofthose incarcerateuavea documented history stibstance usar
alcoholism. In most cases, the drug of choiamasijuanaand for a large percentage,
they were arrested while in possession of this particular namroticcaineand its
derivatives. Baltimore and Washington, D.C., however, find an overwhelming number of
felons(over 40 percent) struggleith heroinaddictions which is perhaps the most costly
addiction to trea&ind relapse and recidivism rates among this population is seymtify
high.

1 Only about20 to 25 percentf 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 provesdt@ent and
intervention is a cost effective approachiéducing recidivism.

1 Being the only population with a constitutional right to health services, inmavesheir
mertal or physical health needs addressed while incarcerated, but that righs exooire

= =4
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releaseLack of access t o heaunleashahestrototharnd medi c
problems within months, including depression and substaseeelapse, and perhaps a
returntoc i mi nal activity and reci di wonshaity 6 Mor e
of health services for egrisoners as they transition into the community and a centralized
location for their medical records to be stored that allows practitioners access.

1 Strong supervisiogervice programs, like New Day, are best equippeassist ex
prisoners as theyavigatethe reentry process. They are able to devote staff and
resources to helping their clients obtain identification and documentation to locate
employmengetting their identificationmaking appointments for medical eaproviding
transportationand securing housing.

1 Social, community, and family attachments are critical factors that impact successful
reentry and deter activities that lead tarrearceration.

1 Many prisonersvantto avoid returning to their neighbdayod 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 rel¢lasexprisoners who seek to change their
neighborhoods of residence into neighborhabds are similar or worse than the
environment from which they were removed.

1 Somestatear e encouraging agencies that typical
with one another and/or law enforcement to collaborate and coordinate services.

1 Thementoring model, allowing former prisoners to work with the incarcerested
promising approach that sdarting to gain momentum. This particular model &ia
historyof succes#n thetreatment osubstance abusend could be quite useful on a large
sale in helping to reduce recidivisifihe Fortune Sociefyan alternative to incarceration
and reentry program in New York Cityas a history of success with this model as
evidenced in their annual reports. They empboyner clientsas counselors and
admnistratorsand 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 recidivisnfederal and statpolicies that are currently and have historically

influenced decisions on the management of prisoner reentry and release and how such programs
are implementedResearch on the rise of incarceration and prison overcrowding in the United

Stateshasexaménd t he ef fects of o6political real i gnme
Weiss (2008) extended this research by examin
policies, o0 including the i mpl ementHetonoludedof se

that the development and implementation of these laws largely contribute to the rise in the prison
population we see today.

Criminal Justice Policend the Presidenc$ymbolism vs. Substangg Action

Criminal justice habeena M hi ghly sal BentepohetThiswabdyei $§ 9666 s
inpartint o Senator BarnyrG6dudwaberdés oécrime in th
1964 presidential electiorto which therPresident.yndon B.Johnsa respondedy creating

the Presidentés Commi ssion on Law Enforcement
ACri me Caqomnaiss siitonwas commonl yl rcailtledti(We,r ehdlen
Commi ssion was hailed as At he foonseetingghempr ehens

11



chall enge of crimeo this count odernpoktical seen (Vo
thinkers like Hinkley (1990), Marion and Farmer (2003), and Bertedral. (1996)find the

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

this countryto besentimental and symbolas opposed tsubstantiven nature With limited

resources, term limits and election cycles, it is the promise not the practice, that sways public
support and gives thikusion thata Commandetin-Chiefwillenactiit ough, 06 substanti
measures to resolvihe burden of crime on states and municipalitiést, there is an

overwhelming consensus among economists that presidential budgetary rpopuests

otherwise, thuseveaing substantivaneasuresot captured irspeeches and executive orders.

Seeking tgrovide financial support for federally subsidized criminal justeiated

commissions, programs, and serviethoughttdoe a cl earer measure of a
willi ngness to engage the formation of substantive policy provisions to assist statbes

faced with the issue of crin{®liver & Marion, 2006).

Oliver and Marion2006) professors of Criminal Justice and Political Science, respectively, cite
alo80stug (Cal deira & Cowart, 1980) that examinec
policy in Americaodo from 19 3 Shattprortd19755residensal d e i
wereirrefutably responsible in their budgetary requests for managing crichgistice in

Americg calling for substantive crime policies that weesponsive to public concern for safety
andreforming the democratic process so as to remove the antecedents to criminal behavior and
delinquency They attribute their findings emonstratethcremental increases in the federal

budget year after year when crime rat&seon the rise and a scaling back of monetary requests

when rates declirtk Although they support the findings of Caldeira and Cov@liter and

Marion refute thisas practicen every administratiosince 1975, observirttpe how significant

increases in crime control budgefgpearto beindependent ofrime rate fluctuationsThey
concludethatpost1975p r e s i whvallimgness to engage substantiveriminal justice

policy hasa trickled o wn ef fect that influenceosialand at e and
financialresponse to crime

Lydon B. Johnsois widely identified ashe first of the American gesidents tmationalize

criminal justice angbursue aggressive legislative measures to reduce abeein the U.S.

(Judah & Bryant, 20045acing 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 topolitically define himselas an imposing force (Jardine, 2009)uring his time in

office, President Johns@ought to comprehensively address crime as a symptom of a larger

problem. Hec h a mp i 0 n esdalefiight againgt goverty, controldaprevention of crime

and delinquency [and] removal of obstacles to
inextricably linked* Thus, the Great Society pr odgrimm and t
Jo t; n wisian fosAmericaand served afié cruxof his Congressional agenda from 1964 to

1968

Under Johnsara number of critical policies, centers, and commissigere enactedr created
that promised to provide assmcesof public safetyto the American people. Specificallyaw
Enforcanent Assistance, National Crime Commission, Juvenile Delinquency Control, and Arms

! The White House: About the White House/Presidemiswy.whitehouse.gov/about/presidents/lyndonjohnson
2 .
Ibid.
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Control in1965; Narcotics Rehabilitation in 1966; Federal Justice Center, Narcotics Treaty, and
Anti-Racketeering in 1967; Safe Streets, New Narcotics Bureau, Gun CoamicBangerous

Drugs Control in 1968 (CITATION). With the passage of these and others, the Johnson
Administration sought to create a comprehensive pyisliate partnership thatould

strengthen law enforcement aaidlbut dissipaterime in America byhe turn of the century.

The critical nature of federal leadership in addressing crime caatedbruary 6, 196%pecial
message to Congres$erePresident Johnsaddressethe need for a cooperative and
supportive system hreefediecamiaicie piogr@messary f or

AToday, correctional treatment in the nat.
continuity of treatment. The proposed unified system would provide coherent

organization, and a systematic flow of all peshtencing responsibilitieprobation,

institutional management, and parole supervision. A unified system becomes especially
important as we gain experience with community treatment andnel@&se methods. It

would permit the better use of staff and fiscal resources, improve training for all federa
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 offendespecially since the repeated

ofender is so prominent and dis’turbing a fea

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

failures in a more substantif@shion,most economists wikhrguet hat Johwasonds pl ar
inefficient and in fact, exacerbatettie crime rate anihflatedthe national criminal justice

budget (CITATION). Over onbillion dollars was allocateih fiscal year 1965 toontrol crime

in America, with little of that funding going to rehabilitationdare-entry programs that research

has shown to be most effective in reducing crime and recidivism (CITATI®@ka result,

states began to exercise their rights under t
provides for jurisdictiorover thér governing processvhich includes managing correctioasd

sentencing for certain criméisat are not federal offenses

Johnsonés Commi ssion concluded that an increa
following WWII resulted in a larger perntage 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 | east half of the increase in crime ra
temporarydi st orti on. 0O However, in the years since
taken a more skeptical approach to this issue, codindeat @A somet hing more ofr
popul ation changes or r éoptherchangesgepedbytieer s o wer e
CommissionVorenberg, 1972).

As recreational drug use escalated in the | at
criminal activity to include drug usdn a 1969 study, renowned psychiatrist Dr. Robert Dupont
conducted a study of @arcerated individuals in the Washington, D.C. jail system. Dupont found

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

to pilot the first comprehensive methadone program in the U.S. (PBS Frontline, 20@0). T

]Lyndon B. Johnsono6s fASpeci al Message to the Congress o
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 P@vemid Control Act of

1970, too, promised to reduce the incidence of criminal activity related to drug use by
Afconsolidating previous drug | aws and reduci
act was the Controlled Substances Act which aldor the regulation of drugs to be divided
into categories based upon their fAmedicinal
2000).Nixon's 1968 campaign succeeded in making crime a decisive issue in national elections.
Public attention wakcused 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 sociologistikath

Beckett notes:

AAS 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 196981% of those polled believatat law and order had
broken down, and the majority blamed "Negroes who start riots" and "communists" f
this state of affairs ...rene, political dissent, and race were thus merged in both the
rhetoric and practice of law and order.

In a 1971 reportConnecticut Congressman Robert Steele and lllinois Congressman Morgan
Murphy released a report on the heroin epidemic among service men and women returning from

n

\Y

the battlefields of Vietnam. This report | ed
Drugs, 0 citing drug abuse as fpubl idbs ememy i oW

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 thaistantive poties madéunding streams
available tasupport 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 weretgchfederal dollars to replicate the Dupont
program as a means for curbing criminal activity committed by persons with serious drug
dependencies.

Prior to his resignation, Ni xon created a s

of Narcotics andangerous Drugs (BNNDj}he 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 he DEA wasestablished througéxecutive order No.

11727 and was diréad to cease drug trafficking efforts by Colombian and Mexican suppliers
targeting U.S. cities and tow(d.S. Drug Enforcement Administration, 2008)h e A Fr ench
Connection, 0 a series easeddorsican andiidentited B.8uglrwe e n
suppliers, proved to be the most successful disintegration of a drug cartel during the Nixon years.

By the timeGeraldFord took office, the presidency was consumed with rising inflation, a
national energy crisis, and rampant unemployméntddition,crime rates, again, began to
soar. By 1972, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a moratorium on death penaltyHamsver,
many states found their justice systems overburdened and unable to thenag®ber of cases
and appeals flooding the courtsloreorer, stateslaw was repealed in 1976, with procedural
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changes.as the 1976 general election drew cl@s® with two assassination attempts on his

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

to Congres on June 19, 1975, Ford noted an overall increase in crime rates flespite e nuo u s 0
efforts made in the two previous administrati@assupport local law enforcement and increase
statesoO6 capacities for r eBoudexpessed&primanyiconeefn b e h a
for violent crime in urban centers and inner
effort betweendderal, state, and local governm@ITATION).

Ford saw the federal government taking a supportive role in combating crime with states and
municipalities enacting more aggressive criminal codes within their jurisdidtieroffered

technical assistance to st at emctandwugorbusiyc a l gove
enforcel aws covering criminal c¢ on &ardthougwiederdali n t he
statutes regarding crime had been fAdethel oped

newly enacted Criminal Justiceefrm Act d 1975was thetypeofiuni f or m, coher ent
law that the 94 Congress should l®ncerned with making. Ford chastised the court system for
being too I enient in enforcomshgtpncygonnseernéra
impositionoffe s fc o mme ns ur a taed maridadtdny incancerationrofirepeat 0

offenders committing federal criméSITATION). Viewing his stance on this issue not as
Avindictive puni shment ébut protectiemtn of t he
cimind fr om t he c pomtedumthetconyiction rate of the repeat offender project

of the Bronx County District Attorneyébés offic
criminal justice management with a 97% felony conviction rate oftfire# offenders and 95%

rate for repeat offenders

In a time of severe economic towil, the promises of the Forddfninistration of crime and

justice remained purely symbolic. His recommendations did not require budgetary

appropriations for programs andhgees. Although helid call for the expansion diie

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

was a financi al cont r (CHhrATIGN). Wihat is knbwn,showeverei® s b or
within a decade of the Ford presidency, Ronald Regan would implensentlarpolicy agenda

in response to the crime epidemic plagutngmer i cadés i nner cities, disp
low-income and minority communiti€€ITATION).

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

| aws calling the fAregistration of hamlaegunso t
crime and that a more approprifactel méasoret\wous
commit crimes while in possession of a firearm to remain out of\(diien challenging on the

i ssue of Aproliferation of availabilityo of h
retorted that gupesesegd fegandl esgal fptuhey we
those are the individualswlmou ght t o go behind bars. You sho

handgun Hiswppaent, Georgia Governor Jim@grter disagreedvholeheartedly
reminding theAmerican peopl¢hat hewas a gun owner and hunteCartersaw the streamlining

* Ford, G. (19750). 34S8pecial 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 meritegorsteptowardreducing crimé.
He pointed to his reform of the Georgia courts, the implementation of omifiteria for
sentence reviews, and the signingp law life in prison ag sentenception, and a 1973 law to
apply anew death penaltyn Georgiathat would cover rape, murder, aoither violent offenses
(CITATION).

Cater, too, saw the impact of tideug trade on criminal activity, citing drurglated offenses as

the fourth leading cause of death to Americans agest18he disproportionate impact on the

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

amually (CITATION). Like Ford and Nixon, Carter sought to ceaseifiex of heroin and
cocaine into Americads inner by supporting an
Carter took a more diplomatic approach in advocating for a shared mteligamong nations,

and promised to providéunding and technical assistance to those countries willing to become

Amer i cabs effbrtltoicensol drug soart6§CETATION). By 1976, a number of

states enacted policies to decriminalized margufan recreational uS€€ITATION). 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 convictiohshe cr ux of Carter i
focused on treatment and prevent{@iTATION).

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 an
coordinating efforts within their respective justice and law enforcement operafiargeting

funds were reserved to assist those states with the greatest need. At that time, 55% of the
nationd6s most serious cr i mesosaughtteundeocuithe t t ed i
uncertainty many states and local governments had regadraim@nforcement Assistance

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

between 100,000 and 250,000, local governments cbu e x er ci se better discr
projects and programs particularly suited to their own crime textuand criminal justice

needs (CITATION). Taki ng Johnsondés directive for i mpro
private law enforcement entitie€arter 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
Adevedmtp and approval of state and | ocal appl:i
theéadvi sory boardso responsi ble for deciding
(CITATION).

In administrations past, the funding allocated for crime and justice rasgidroot allow for a
coordinated evaluation process of programs and services. Recognizing this need, Carter
Acentral i zed thrdughtht eehteon od 4 Natohaf lmstitutedof Justice within the

Department of Justice (DOJ). The Institutemlod fHassess the i mpact of é|
reducing crime. o0 The I nstitute would al so be
the civil and cAlsbmousedan DOJ, wauld beca@ewly created Bureau of

Statistics consistmof state and local officials, researchers, and citizered by a director and
advisory boardthe Bureau was tiicollect, analyze and disseminate statistics on criminal and

® The Presidential Debate of October 22, 1976. Gerald Ford Library Online:
http://www.ford.utexas.edu/library/speeches/760947.htm
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civil justice mat t e ralklavelswoigovernntetiti ¢i eajlmlad arfd pu rmivfic
informationfor implementing justice policies and procedures fifoeused and complementary
wayd (CITATION).

I n his election eve address on November 3, 19
special panels of experts to deatiwihe menacing problems of organized crime, drug abuse, and
the corruption of p uAslGovernoodf CaliferniaaRegan pags€diwhafA T1 ON
called a ficomprehensive crime and | aw enforce
s p ot thedlawi During his tenure in office, Regan signed into a number of laws regarding bail

and sentencing reform that have had a lasting impactisonpovercrowding in many state

including Connecticut.

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

authority, were deemeadthreat to public safety, despite the presumption of innocence

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

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

the Adilution of the insanity defense, oppres
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 safetyring 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 Woxdiinal Sentences: Law Without

Order, di scussed t lwarraritgd sentenairg idisparities antbngwsimilarly situated

of fenderso (Shargel, 2004) . Under the federa
at the discretion of the judge overseeing the case. Congress began to examine the disparity in
senencing 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 ext en shblishmenoofaFederal Sena
Sentencing Guidelines Commission. However, R
proved what one historian referred to as fdan
Reagands appointees wer dicefthusprombigatng guiselinésthah e r  t
were wrought with Arigid infl eUndetthelguiseof 6 ( Newm
equity in punishment, | awmaker s hawieingfiiset i f f en
to the 2003 mandate univetsh y appl i es the | aw and prevents |
seriously mitigating circumstances where alternatives to sentencing may be more appropriate

than prison.

The era of fAReaganomicso has had(CEAATIONndeni abl
Poverty has persisted in many cities and unemployment rates skyro@REtad ION).

Education systemsave failed nearly three generationg/ofing peopléCITATION), and the
promise of opportunity that aemadh ded 0H Iwawkd Irye d
hush i n (CIMAGION)9 B8 dast significant impact the economic policies of the

Reagan Administration havedhan cities like Hartford, New &lven, and Bridgeport was that
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lack of opportunity and limited government ded the underground economy to flourish, thus

giving rise to the crack epidemi€ITATION). Ratherthanmaking substantive economic

changes, Reagan focused on the criminal element, enforcing mandatory prison sentences for
dealers and for abusers. A groginumber of Americans whose fear surpassed reason, firmly
supported Reagands aggressive sweep of the st
and other illicit drugs were able to remain above the fray and avoid proseEifigxT ION).

Further t he A Du Dtr uPa AGampaigrawnshed in 1986 by the President and
FirstLadyus hered i n the Aculture waro era i n Amer.
as a question of values and moral judgment. The campaign promised widestuead

restoration particularly in urban centers, beffortsto reduce the impe of environmental

factors on drug use and violent crimenained nihilistiand soon, state and local law

enforcement agencies were faced with an issue whose manageneswcetzied their capacity.

As crackcocainecontinued to permeate communities nationwsidetoo, did gang violence.
Unrelated to thelomesticcartek and syndicatethat specialized in the trafficking dkegal
narcotics gangs in the inner city were comprised largeljoof-level dealersinder the age of 25
with apropensity for violencéU.S. Department of Justice, 199Hs a resulthomicide quickly
became the second leading cause of death ame@4g §&ar oldsincreasing150% between

1985 and 1993 Similarly, the rate of 147 year old offendensicreasedignificantlyafter 1980
(Oklahoma Criminal ustice Center, 200Bureau of Justice Statistics, 200AWith a growing
population of youth offenders in homicideses, 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. Oklahon{d87 U.S. 815)led to a major decision by the U.S. Supreme
Court in the apptiation of the death pengplt

Drugrelated homicides in Oklahoma were under three percent t h ¢ hhoie9eB, Ped s

capita, Oklahoma had one of the highest rates of youth offenders in homicidéGidabema

Criminal Justice Center, 2002)n 1983 15yearold William Wayne Thompsoand three other

teens stabbed and shot a man to deat h. Thomp
tried as adults and sentenced to dedtlpsychologist testifying for the prosecution evaluated
Thompson, who had history of offenses and concl uded that he was T
rehabilitationd and had a fAcallous disregard
1987). Upon this testimony, Thompsoné6és case was s
andsentenced to death. This sentewes later affirmed by the Oklahoma Criminal Appeals

Court. The case was eventually brought before the U.S. Supreme@oene the decision was
vacated on the basis that it viavatedfidhwenlpsal
unusual puni shment o ( Wth&five ySan period betveet thaitimeof 19 8 8
Thompsonds arrest and t hethahaddeathmpenaltZsentendingdec i s
laws that were extended to include minors repethlese laws, too, on the same basis as which

the Thompson case was argued.

The George H.\WBush Adninistrationpr omi sed to do Awhat wor kso t

ills in America. In his inauguration dcess on January 20, 1989, Bush f er e d nder, i ma k e
the face of the Nation, o0 by conquering the ad
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rul es t he sl uaoimeoftherstleed ByhMay af that ygdr, Bush outlined
comprehensive program, consisting of both legislativerameegislative itemsfito combat

violent crime u s filogical approach to the violent crime problem that focuses on four major
objectives: strengthening current laws; augmenting enforcement; enhancing proseaation
expanding pr i spanfortha @oanpréhengive ¥iolenffTChimesControl Act of
1989was preseted to Congress in June of that year and adopted into law in 1990. At that time,
President Bushlsosignedand codifiedhe Crime Victims' Bill of Rightsa move that further
stiffened federal sentencing guidelineBush sawthese pieces of legislati@ans on@range
solution® t h at wnpnove the Federal criminal justicey s t e nréndea inathle th
dispenss wi f t , sur e,” Omeoflasgect of his GrimesQoritrol 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
Afinal 0 primmadocasedht i n

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 peoplecording 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 ore, one that would instill fear in most Americans and

Amorali zed crime and puni shment as a means fo
of the poor and working classes, especially ethnic minorities and wioeaeliing singlgarent
househol dgsedbuamdtohatheatraditional val-ues of 0
control o could correct this problem, despite
responsible for this fAbreakdowno in the first

Throughout the 1990torsattihoen fciornstti nBuuesdh tAod nfiitna kse

enforcement and crime control o by continuing
much broader application of the death penalty, taking strong opposition to drug legalization and

gun control legslation (CITATION). Thesections contributed tthe partisan divide over crime

and justice in America that had grown signifi

placing blame on the other for rising crime rates, rampant incarceratiqrisod

overcrowding, and high recidivism.

Crime and law enforcement policy fit perfectly into Bdlinton's strategy dftriangulation,”
positioring himself in the cemr of major partisan dividdsy totinga message daw and order
different from hisDemocratic competitors in tH€92 campaigi He aggressively sought the
support anetndorements of law enforcement unions and associations and unions, publicly
affirmed his support of the death penalty, &atlacked Bush for blocking passage of 1881
92 BidenSchumer crime bill that would have provided more funding for paind stricter
control s on g.ulemsperce(t Gfl DEMoCratiOmaifoim1992was committed to
criminal jugice and law enforcement issues, using the policiesxdmiFord, Reagan, and

© 0 N o
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George H.W. Bush to paint tiRepublicangias t he party of Ol eniencyor
(CITATION). In addition the partyowed toimplement'innovative sentencing and

punishment options, including community service and baotips for first timeffenders;

tougher penalties for rapists; vicikimmp act st atements and restitut.i

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

since 1968the BradyHandgun 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 mssage of th&iolent Crime Control and Lawnforcement Act of 1994, known in its time

a s fargest sifigle crime billinhistooy ( CI TATI ON) . Provisions 1in
increased funding to support 100,000 new police officers, over eighnhilibars to fund new
prisons and a ban on assault weapons. Howeve

prison overcrowding issue is that it also includedféueral“three strikes" sentencing law that
allowed for mandatory incarcerationdacompletion of sentences upon a third and final violation
of parole or probation.

The Violent Crime and Law Enforcemeftt of 1994did, however, exemptertainfirst-time,
nonviolent drug offenderfsom servingstatutoryminimums in sentencind o beeligible forthis
exemption it must be a firstime offenseor an offender would have a demonstraiedted
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 apo@ty; and all evidence provided in
their defense must have been articulated and presented in a truthful manner. This act also
providedopportunity for early releader nonviolent drug offendensho completech structured
treatmenprogram whileincarceated.

Prisoner rentegration 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 finaaldurdens that the Department of
Correctionds funding has placed on state and
Although the Bureau of Justice Statistics began conducting and publishing recidivism studies in

the 1980s (Travis, Solomon & Wa@001; Gouvis & Travis, 2004), it was not until former
Attorney General Janet Reno posed the gquestio
coming out of pr i s ceeflrymaterialized @rotiee ndtidnal levelt he t er m
(Brownstein, 2007; Suleintrop, 2006). The number of American citizens incarcerated every

year coupled with the federal government s r e
Republicans and Democrats have both shown they are committed to addressing (Colgan, 2007).
Proofoft hi s shared desire to support the previous
1593, President George W. Bushds Second Chanc
million over four years (Colgan, 2007; Suellentrop 2006) tentey programs thabffer job-

training and placement services, transitional housing, mentoring, drug treatment programs and
medical care for former prisoners (Bush, 2008).

President Bushoés embrace of-eoadi minahmptuesbcee

sign fi cant switch from the O6tough on crimed r he
decadesNew York Timeeeporter Chris Suellentrop believed that President Bush did not
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disregard reentry programs funded under the Clinton Administration, he sinagolgfined them

to continue being funded in his faitased agenda (Suellentrop, 2006). In 2003, President Bush
launched Ready4Work, a thrgear pilot program designed to assist former inmates access faith
based and community organizations during thegmey process. This program stemmed from

t he Pr e s i-BhsedandGmriuaily initiative, which was expanded in 2005 to
encompass his Prisoner{etry Initiative and sought to link nonviolent offenders to fhidsed
programs and commun#yased istitutions to assist offenders in finding gainful employment

and decrease their likelihood of reoffendiigSenior 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:

AAl'l too often we think about today, bu
shortterm solutions for longermproblems. We need to have a
change in thinking and approach. It 6s

situation of prisoners reentering our communities with insufficient

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

insufficient housing, lack of gaive 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

of fenders, and the children and familie
about strengtheng communities and ensuring safe

nei ghbo (Colgan, @307: 857).

Al t hough the majority of the Geor gantW. Bushos
terrorismmeasureand homeland security,the wake of the 9/11 attacKederal legislation was
passedluring the lame duck session of Congress in 200&toatded funding for states to pilot

andor expand existingeentry prgrams, train state agenci&sd community organizations to

collaborate and coordinate their efforaisd promoté¢he use otiniform researcibased inventory

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

to further aid researchers and legislators in the policymaking pro€hesSecond Chance Act

of 2008 i s deeutopmes fdr people réturnimg to thescommunity from prisons

and jailso (CITATION). In April of 2008, Pres
(Public Law 116199). This legislation authorizes federal funds to support government agencies,
comnunity and faithbased organizations that provide certain types of assistancetseners

including employment assistance, substance abuse treatment, access to housingciaseity

programs, mentoring programs, victim support, and other servicdselpateduce recidivism

and violations of probation and parole (CITATION).

Both the House and Senateproved funding for Second Champregrams in their
appropriations foR009, but were unabte pass thoseills before until the start of the lame duck
session in October (008. As a resultCongress passed a continuing resolution (CR) which
provides naadditional funding for new programs but will in March of 2009 allocate féomos
staggered implementation of tBecond Chance Act over the coursésifal yeas 2009 and

A1 mproving Prisoner Reentry SBearsveidc ePsarThnreorusghhi pFsadi,t h an
http://www.whitehase.gov/government/fbci/pdf/improving_prisoner_reentry.pdf
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2010. The federal governmehisout a request for proposgRFP)from state agencies and
local service providersConnecticut is one the recipients in this first cycle of funding with a
training to be held in theae February 226, 2009RPC, 2009).

On December ,22008Congress approved tA@x Relief and Hedilt Care Act of 2006H.R.

6117 and the Senate approvsithilar legislationdays later President Bush signed both into
law on December 20, 20@Rithorizing the allocation of some $300 million over four years
(Colgan, 2007; Suellentrop 2008 an effort to break down barriers to stable employment ex
prisoners face, thid.R. 6111egislation, in its current formncludes a provision to extendeth
Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) to providmincentive for employers whisire and train
workersi nc |l udi n g -fiiegluoan sardaiteevaitiodex from the pool of applicants in
the labor forcéRPC, 2009).

As a new President and new Administvatgrapple 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
see a shifin the number of incarcerated individualsnb as the result of economic strains

admnistration will have to makerimeand just as much a priority as reducing the national debt.

Like Johnson, President Obama has taken the stance of addvésasihg views ashe

interlocking issues gboverty ancemployment, ducation, and the will of the people to decide

how they want their government to operate byagjryg in the political process.hlisthe

Obama Administrationdsngdamper Paelsitde ntclyios i49s ye
crime and justice full circland usher in a new era of political saliency that will impact the

presidency over the next 40 years

Connecticutdéds Response to Prison Overcrowding

Connecticut'®risonPopulation, 1982008

Number of Inmates

1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
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This chart r epr28Xteprisorspopllatianninereasei fronu Jartuary 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.

TheNew Day program was antegral part of the 2004 stdtvel policy initiative entitled
AJustice Reinvestmento. T hi wastmeaesultofnal | 'y r ec
coll aborative efforts between many of Connect
and recognized national experiBhese effortsvere spurred by the issue of prison overcrowding

and itseffectso@onnecti cut s cri mi nal |-fivesyearsce system

Despite a steady decrease in crime and arrestsiasthe early 1990s, Connecticut has

strugglel 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 2QU&her & Travis, 2003) Like nearly every state

across the nation, for most of the pasaa 25 ye
or over prison bed capacity. This can be mainly attributegptecsan populationncrease of

232% from 1985 to 2008 onnecticut Stattgcal Analysis Center, 2007)Further, Connecticut

alsowas reported recently to hatree 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 factorshave affecte¢p r i son overcrowdi ng. Thegeare f actor
Awar on drugso that focused policing and pros
increased sanctions for thasgmes 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 samctions a
programs. The high rate of rdoiism among criminal offendeisCo n n e c t-arrestratéis r e

over 50 percerit stronglyeffectsthe prison population. In fact, more than 25 percent of the

inmate population has traditionally been persons retumpdgon for technical violations of

parole and probatiofLegislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 200083.

driving force behind prison overcrowding, howevehatievedtobé he aggr essi ve At
crimeod appr oa c herg aikirahustite/admpirostratocs,yantdahe courts since the

mid-1 990 s . A series of laws including Atruth i
aimed at increasing penalties and reducing the discrepancy between thismposgd prison

term andhe actual time served by an inmate lengthened incarceration penoustes serve a

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

parole release policies and parole and probation supervision procaldoresntributed to the

burgeoning prison population.

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

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

1989 and 295. 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 -@ftstate to relieve overcrowding. This apticost more than

$50 million per year in addition to the depar
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To a lesser degree, Connecticut has implemented a system of graduated sanctions. This network
of sentencing options and alternative sanctions accomplishehitws: (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 allevfflers are the same, and only a few deserve the most
intensive and expensive sanctioprisoni and almost all offenders sent to prison eventually

return to their communities, most within three years of admission to prison. The alternative
sanction netwik supervises approximately 75 percent of the accused and sentenced offender
population, but has been routinely unéiended as compared to the prison system.

The Justice Reinvestment Initiative

In the early 2000s, given the prison overcrowding criséstae concern of budgetary constraints
during a recession, ti@onnecticutGeneral Assembly began to study the prison overcrowding
problem with the intention of developing new approacbesduce recidivism and control

growth in the offender populatiqhegislative Program Review and Investigations Committee,
2000; 2001; 2004) he crime debate in Connecticut shifted to focusing on measures to reduce
recidivismby promoting desistanaather than simply increasing punishment for offenders. Key
stakeholders from the legislative, executive, and judicial branches, as wellpsofibn

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

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

Connecticut General Assemblyds Appropriations
gathered policy makers, national experts, community leaders and criminal jg&tazsy a
representatives to discuss issues relatedémiy atthdi Bui | di ng Br i dges: Fro

Emp | o yforenmheld at Central Connecticut State University. At this forum, and in
subsequent public hearings, the Justice Reinvestment Initiedisg@resented 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 communitieswiich 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 whyp#gnders may commit new crimes, many of which
are byproducts of intertwined societal issues such as lack of educational and employment
opportunity. Also discussed was the complex network of commbaggd public, private, and
religious services and programs that existed to assstfexders with employmentnd 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 resourcesrfeestment would be difficult to access
without shoring up the prison population and sufficiently staffing comminaised supervision
(e.q., probation and parole;Authored by national experts working with the Council of State
Governments, a reporten t Buidohg Biidges: From Conviction to Employmé&nA Proposal

to Reinvest Corrections Savings in an Employment Initiativea s  we | | as an adden
by the Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee staff, were prepared at the
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corclusion of the conference. The report and addendum outlined the concept for an offender re
entry strategy and set forth specific recommendations to enact the stfategy.

Public Act 04234

During the 2004 session, t@mnnecticut General Assemippssed Pulic Act 04-234.

Contained in this legislation were a numbeinitiatives aimed at providing stakeholders with
comprehensive means to control the statebds pe
centerpiece requidea collaborative effort by a vatieof agencies to develop and implement an

offender reentry strategyThisnew approach to addressing prison overcrowdiagld promoe

the successful transition of offezrd back into society, thereleyhancing public safety and

reduci n g corrdct@nakcostss$pecdiclly, the new strategyas required to: (1)

maximize any available period of community supervision for eligible and suitable offenders; (2)
identify and address barriers to of3yemsucter sd s
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 Eyment 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 offendsrtrg strategy.

In a related action, the 2004 state budgeludedfunding for certain criminal justice system

programs to promote community supervision and commiloased services. The idea behind

these fundsvastha the more offenders there weparticipaing in effective community

supervision programs, éhmore public safetywould beenhanced through lower recidivism, thus
decreasingrison overcrowding A positive cyclewould beginby increasing the effectiveness of

the offender reentry strategy, orséngi ncar cer ati on dol | ;mgothemrand ul t
into more communitypased supervision and treatment programs such as offender employment

and housing initiatives.

On January 12 Bwidl di3ng 2Br0i6dgds el Ii: A Continuir
Justice Reinvestment Initiathe was hel d t o evaluate the progre
offender reentry strategyn addition todeterminngthen e xt st eps f or the st at
system to fully realize the intended goals of Public AecB4. As with the 2003 conferee,

the 2006 conference was held a few weeks prior to #neddtthe legislative sessido provide a

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

at the conference were adopted by the Generalm{slyeor 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 sericing 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 memalCri

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
offendergOffice of Legislative Research, 2006)

" please see white paper on The Justice Reinvestment Initiative in the attached appendix.
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The Building Bridges liconference underscored the growing consensus among legislators and
executive and judicial branch criminal justice admnaitstrs thabutcomes of the new strategy

and initiatives needed to be consistently evaluated for these refoankieve maximum
effectiveness and efficiency. Public Act-R34 established specific measures to evaluate the
success of the offender-emtry strategy. The six measurmeare: (1) rates of recidivism and
community revictimization; (2) the number of iates 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 capacitsatios; (5) adequacy of the network of commuiigsed treatment,

vocational, educational, and supervision programs, and other services and programs; and (6)
reinvestment of any savings achieved through a reduction in prison populationentoyrand
communitybased services and prograniis addition, the Legislative Program Review and
Investigation Committee waharged with monitoring the implementation status and success of
the strategy based on these outcome measures. This committee was regaped to the
Judiciary and Appropriations Committees on January 1, 2006 and again on January 1, 2008
(Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 2006; 2008)

A key el ement to the s uc c eestrystratégy dddthencengnali cut 6 s
justice initiativeshas beeithe level of collaboration on all levels in both the policy development

and i mplementation phases. Commi ssiioners fro
Departments of Correction, Mental Health and Addit&ervices, Public Safet$ocial

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

Of fice of the Cdaswalésn@protpreviers aAd conomunitgased

offender and victim advocate groups bBaonsistently 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 prisoneengry.

Timeline ofSignificantCriminal Justice Initiatives, 20632008
22,500
January 2003 Jul
el 200 y 2005 July 2007
» 20,000 - Bu"d';gnB{édgfns"I:éorr:em New Day Starts, Bond ParoleBan
% ploy St. House opens
E 17,500 - July 2004 January 2006 June /July 2007 glvag;uzéi%i
© PublicAct 04324 ccsU Evaluation period, POStrelease iodend
= was passed ST interviews begin penodends,
2 15,000 - egins Hillside Ave Final report
§ March 2006 House opens
Z 12500 - Prerelease interviews and staff
’ focus groups begin
10,000 : : : : : : : : : :
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

This chart represents a compiled timeline of significant Connecticut criminal justice initiatives (blue) and notable
Hartford Building Bridges Pil ot Prnargptivasee Appeadx. Day 0 even:

2 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 ScienceslanStudy oPunitive Criminal Justice Policies

Punitive criminal justice practices are often based upon unconscious assumptions regarding
human behavior within the structure of a soci
anticipation of behavioral abnormalities and violations of social nonasreores, criminal

justice institutions have assumed actuarial responsibilities to manage and minimize an
individual 6s risk for committing punishable o
Acri minogenic behavi etion that somehew a deepea undesstangliegdf t h e
how #firde fwilenbande th&aganizationafpolitical, economicand cultural

constructiow of crimepolicy. Criminologyscholars invested in the studf/crime and justice

a s ralates tdpolitical recalcitranceé have grown increasingly frust
| awmak ecarimechusadity) s strictly a result of politi.:
to theirfiemanating from the confluente @dialasd biological factors (CIATION).

Neuropsychological research conduateér the past 15 yeahsa vpeoduted notable

contributions to thetudy ofviolent crime (CITATION; Schehr, 2005) Those criminologists

who appr oach tthraugh thalens af postinoderr aidioy thedry o mo st
notablyArrigo & Schehr,1999; Henry & Milovanovic, 1996, 1999; Milovanovic, 19897

Schehr &ilovanovic, 199%aveencouragegolicy makers tanulti-scope approach to enacting

criminal justice policies that adotite use of thétrouser diagramm ( CI TATI ON) . Acc
Henry and Milovanovic (1996), trouser diagrams offer policymakers and researchers alike the
flexibility to employ comprehensiveroblemsolvingstrategies by examining an arrafy
variablessimultaneously in a nmmer that prevents some of the common pitfalls researchers

experience when using certain levelcaisssectionaa nal ysi s. Trouser diagr
thatthe theoretical, methodological, and conceptual tools exmbtadesophisticated
criminologicd assessments of contemporary immtmativea c t i vi ty, 0 and serv

models for craftingffectivejustice policies. Yet despite their usefulngbss model of
examination is not widely employed policymaking. Insteadyunitive sanctionbasedipon
establishedhave become the norm.

The Impact of Risk Factor Assessment on Policymaking

As of late,criminal justicehas operated on tlsame principls used by insurance companies to
determine, the actual or estimaték of a persoror group using actuarigharts and tables

Criminal justice agencigsave t ur ned t tostitnliate greadee somaf contrdl avere i
perceived risk (CITATION; Schehr, 2005) Accor di ng theoocdbd@drylo®iski ON) ,
assure8 € o ngii s tsepnece ¢ harenissteadhers, ibrariaps, clergy, policy makers, law
enforcement, and media personnel are each put on guard for indicatitzmgyeb
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(CITATION). Researchers cite tlikemoralization of certain populations in the broader scope of
American normalcy and culture ofistrust and suspiciocreated by political factions may lead

t otheinvocation of a riskocabularythat] leads to divisions among people based on certain

ascribed characteristicsf di f f er ence 0 ka9 atl h epoomahngin thiea | o f
minorities, homosexuals, ayduthd i n t he di scourse of fear prom

According to Wilson (1997), tat social science literature on crime and justice is lacking an
examination of howpolitical, economicandcultural factorsas well as théstructural

impediments to economic salfifficienc0 can be used in a more posi:t
effective evidencévased models that comprehensively address these salient issue that pose risk

f or an i patdcipationdnucianiingl sctivity and behaviors. Among the core risk factors
researchers should begin to examine more closely are the impact of: (1) povertydiettiss

of poverty (e.gwelfareand public assistance, child poverty, am@nt mortéity; (2)

employment and financial security indicators (e.g. stable and available work, livable wage
earningshealth cardenefits and accessibility, and transportgti¢d) education credentials and

vocational training (e.g. high school diploma/ GED ebetion, apprenticeships, and-tre-job
trainingopportunities); and (4)qtitical risk factors primarily accessibility of lawmakers to

constituents regardless of party affiliation, access to the balloteandrce allocatiorssues,

andpertains to ta way city, county, and state politicians resptmchangesiimi sub st ant i ve
procedur al | aws. O

Criminal Justice and Radivism Reduction Policies in thadges:A Matter of Public Safety

State and Local Governments Approaches to Crime ManagemeReaidivism

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 diffitmitresearchers to ascertain the overall
impact of these policies on the natioAate. 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 amourtf time and money and would require many levels of data collection and
anal ysi s. For N epractid® angdels, popcies appsograms thit baset
substantial evidence to support their effectiveness were reviewed for their contextual and
theoetical 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 exeautilex establishing the
Governor 6 s Re e-membergrdaipaomposed of leaders¥r@m corrections, law
enforcement, and social services agencies, as well as comfhaséyg organizations. The

counci | i's charged wi t htryrpdicies,enakinggpecificr e gonds e x
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 Offen®isk 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 provideramdgng services including
employmentnraining, housing assistance, and substance abuse treatment; advocates for effective
reentry policy; and develops neighborhdmased strategies to reduce recidivism. Recently, the
council created a steering committee of deputy managers which holds biwessdtipgs 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 Ini(iBE),
sponsored by the National Institute of Corrections, or th&Rey 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 progr@nesast a few states have other
concurrent initiatives operating completely independently of one anotheerdryecommittee
comprising representatives of different state agencies; alestalerocess initiated by the

legislature; countywide taskrioes formed by a sheriff or other county official;-aetry

caucuses" established by one or more mayors in their respective municipalities; and
neighborhoodevel projects or working groups prompted by community leaders and/or

community development orgasaitions.

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

Astudy, promote, and help carry out effective
lawmakers on the kinds of mandates necessary to rautareeration and recidivism
(CI' TATI ON) . The Council 6s Membership consi st

agencies, communiigased organizations, area businesses, anddfagld organizations. In

addition to the formation of intrastatelledoration, 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 stte. 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 stablish, improve, or expand aeatry 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 broulgattable? What

information and data have already been collected? How will nemtrg initiatives draw from

and relate to earlier efforts? In a sense, developing a knowledge base means understanding these
existing reentry efforts, as well as exploringtdaabout the population thateaters 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 thatksy data

have never been tracked, whereas in other jurisdictions, it may mean identifying several existing
state and local rentry initiatives, determining their relationship to each other and whether they
need to be restructured, and learning froneaesh 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 isricky. Whatever the rentry situation in a given jurisdiction, anyone who is
committed to ensuring that an appropriate foundation exists for an ongoing or fututeyre
initiative will find the recommendations in the following two policy statementyaeteand

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 rentry, to enable policymakers to improve awareness (and shatter drg) myt
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 persori@ased 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 regist® 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 policybased 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 oO6political realignments and ch
this research by examininmg atheemdpdlifiecieamg j@li.
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 arepolicies passed and implemented by states, including Connecticut over

the last 510 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):

1 (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 submitmoreto the General concerning the efficacy
of the program®®

1 (WA) S.B. 6157-Statewide Reentry Program Inventory, Community Transition
Coordination Network, Community Supervision Task Force, and Program Credits:
Requires counties to conduct an inventdryegional 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 incarce@ 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

Bhttp://legl.state.va.us/ctin/legp504.exe?ses=071&typ=bil&val=sb1069
30



http://leg1.state.va.us/cgi-bin/legp504.exe?ses=071&typ=bil&val=sb1069

creates a legislative Task Forca¢wiew current law and policy related to community
cusbdy and community supervisioRegarding housing, the law authorizes the
Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development to develop supportive
reentry housing pilot programs, like New Day.ndérds who rent to erffenders are
granted immunity to civil liability for damages that may result from the criminal conduct
of the tenant under this statdfe.

1 (AZ) H.B. 2298 Teaching Offenders to Live Program (TOLP):
This law creates the TOLP prograrnhieh provides treatment and relagsevention
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 DepartmenQGgrrections is granted the authority to intervene
and advocate for parole violators who successfully complete the program to remain under
community supervision as an alternative tonearceratior>

1 (CT) H.B. 7217- Inmate Savings Accounts
The ConnecticuDepartment of Corrections (DOC) has been directed to create a
Adi scharge savings accounto for each i nmat
release from prison. The DOC is authorized to transfer up to 10% of any deposit to the
individual's bank ecount and/or their discharge savings account. Once savings reaches
$1,000 mark, the DOC must direct 10% of every subsequent deposit toward the
individual 6s ®ncarceration costs.

1 (CT) H. B. 5846:Provisional Pardons
Grants the Board of Pardons and Pauanlthority 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 convictionLikewise, employment cannot be denied to an applicant
solely on the basis of a prior arrest or convictibn.

1 (CT) H.B. 5781Justice Reinvestment Initiative:
The Connecticut General Assembly authorized the newly formed Criminal Justice Policy
and Planning Diision (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

1 http://apps.leg.wa.gov/billinfsummary.aspx?bill=6157

15 http://www.azleq.gov/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/legtext/48leg/1r/summary/h.hb2298-006 as
Phttp://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBill Type=Bill&bill_num=7217&wheéen=2007&S
UBMIT1.x=13&SUBMIT1.y=14&SUBMIT1=Norm

M http://www.cga.ct.gov/2006/ACT/PA/2006P@000:RO0HB-05684PA.htm
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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

task force diected to analyze trends in sentencing and make policy recommendations to
improve current practice$.

1 (TX) S.B. 839- Evaluation of Potential Savings on Inmate Health Care:
Texas law requires its Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ) to study thbereséit to
health care services if TDCJ provides for the reentry of eligible elderly inmates into the
community on parolé’

1 (TX) H.B. 3736 Community Corrections Caseloads:
The TDCJ was directed to adopt maximum caseload guidelines for parole officers. The
guidelines for reduced caseload rat®?os are

1 (TX) S.B. 166 Prison Diversion Progressive Sanctions Program:
S.B. 166 created the Prison Diversion Progressive Sanctions Program (PDPSP), which
seeks to lower parokend probation revocation rates by expanding resources to
depart ment sthama vt ehr afigheiog hreervocati on rates and
mediumandhigh i sk i ndi vidual s. o

1 (SC) S.B. 182Encouraging 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 privates e ct or businesses to employ the inc
industries prograrff

1 (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 removing such barriers while ensuring a high standard of
public safety?®

Bhttp://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBill Type=Bill&bill_num=5781&which_year=2006&
SUBMIT1x=17&SUBMIT1.y=12

19 http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=80R&Bill=SB839

23 http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LeqSess=80R&Bill=HB3736

http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.astl eqSess=80R&Bill=SB166
22 http://www.scstatehouse.net/sess117 2P008/bills/182.htm
Bhttp://legis.state.nm.us/Ics/_session.asp?chamber=H&type=M&number=41&Submit=Search&year=0

32



http://www.cga.ct.gov/asp/cgabillstatus/cgabillstatus.asp?selBillType=Bill&bill_num=5781&which_year=2006&SUBMIT1.x=17&SUBMIT1.y=12
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http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=80R&Bill=SB839
http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=80R&Bill=HB3736
http://www.capitol.state.tx.us/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=80R&Bill=SB166
http://www.scstatehouse.net/sess117_2007-2008/bills/182.htm
http://legis.state.nm.us/lcs/_session.asp?chamber=H&type=M&number=41&Submit=Search&year=07

(NC) H. 648 Prison Work Programs:

This law established a Division of Correction Enterprises (DCE) as a division of the
North Carolina Department elogandoperateect i ons.
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 fom i s*b n . o

(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 programsral services throughout the state. Inmates are offered admission to
sanctioned programs or treatment for technical violations in lieu of parole revotation.

(AR) H.B. 1444-HIV Testing:

This Arizona Department of Correction is required, in the intergstiolic safety to test
inmates for HIV prior to release and to provide counseling on available treatment options
for those who test positiv8.

(HI) Hawaii Senate Bill 1188:

The Hawaii state legislature mandated probation with drug treatment sentiendirsg-
time nonviolent drug offenders convicted of possession as an alternative to
incarceratiorf.

(FL) Florida Senate Bill 912:

This law broadens the scope of inmate program services within the Florida Department of
Corrections to include programsansition, and posgtelease 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 n@ecure, communitpased residential drug
treatmentThis 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
coordinationfacilitation, and contract management of-pekease and poselease

transition services provided by public and private providers as wiitasased
organization$®

(MN) Minnesota Bill 61-12-504 -Identification Cards:
Minnesota law provides a DOC isliprison identification card that contains a photo or
digitized image of the inmate, as well as date of birth, adult offender number, and

Zhttp://lwww.ncga.state.nc.us/gascripts/BillLookUp/BillLookUp.pl?Session=2007&Billl D=h648&submitButton=G

Zhttp://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgbin/postquey?bill_number=sbh_391&sess=CU R&house=B&author=ducheny

% http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/ftproot/bills/2007/public/HB 1444 .pdf

27 hitp://www.capitol. hawaii.gov/session2001/status/SB1188.asp
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discharge certificate or parole order. Under this law, these documents may be exchanged
for a free statéssued IDWi hin 60 days of° an inmateéds rel

1 (OR) Administrative Rule 137-0553300 Child Support:
This rule established a provision exempting incarcerated parents with incomes of less
than $200 per month from paying ceortlered child support payments, andngsahe
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 chifdipport payment plan®.

Reactions to ste policies in this area have varia®¥hen Virginia Governor Timothy M. Kaine
(R-VA) proposed the earlyelease of approximately 1,000 nonviolent inmates over a 90 day
period as part of his 2009 FY budmemetwite quest
opposition, even amongst those in his party who voiced concerns on how this policy would

i mpact public safety. Kainebs efforts were d
such a way that the fiscal impact would far outweigh safgty concerns since incarceration was

costing the state in excess of $1billion annu
Sshould rethink costly policies, |ike prison e
inthiseconomic | i mat e have experienced growth in ser:
expected to save the state an estimated $5 mi
growth in the statebs budget for indemsceratio
over the past decade. 0 Hi s proposal grants t

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 implementat
scale impact, results indicated that while the passage of the lawfiwaseac e s sary condi t
rise in the incarcerated populationteé its i mp

evidenceo support the impact of second felony offender laws on the prison population growth
of the prison populationor the expansion of funds to support programs contained the laws
original provisiongWeiss, 2008).

Criminal Justice Policy in Connecticut: 192004

The State of Connecticut saw a steady increase in crime rates from 1970 to 1979, prompting a
legislativer esponse to alter the stateds antiquated
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 reféeofiv

national data that showed continued increase
into the 199006s with the prison population in
million in 1999, and the volume of offenders released fronodysincreased dramatically

nationwide from 170,000 in 1980 to 585,000 in 2000 (Connecticut Justice Commission, 1982;

2 http://data.opi.state.mt.us/bills/mca/61/12/6A504.htm
30 http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/rules/OARS 100/0OAR 137/137 055.html
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Lynch & Sabol, 2001; Connecticut Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee,
2001; Weiss 2008). Inthemid9 9 0 6 s, rofimearceraiechinddviduals 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 & Sabol2001). Despite the incomparable nature of the influx of incarcerated
offenders and the transition of-eXfenders from prison into the community, policymakers and
practitioners have sought to manage the way in which corrections systems assisted cemmuniti
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 cf@esise supervision

tripled from 222,000 in 1980 to 713,000 in 1999, with the ldrigesease 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.

I n 1979, Connecticut 6s G-€6)whicladstabisheslafending cr eat
Commi ssion to create more uniform sentencing
This commi ssionds main responsibility was to
punishment, deterrence, incapacitation and rehabilitation ase@mnplished. In March 1980,

this commission released its final report. Despite this effort, Connecticut was still faced with a
continuous rise i n tThaldress thig ogedcrowding, Gevernor Bllao pul a't
Grasso convened a task force goised of appointed members; this group released their report

in 1981.

In order to ensure uniformity and consistency in sentencing practices, the Sentencing

Commi ssionbdés 1981 report suggested that the
structr e should provide fijust and consistento pert
convicted offense. As a result, Connecticut a

model replacing the indeterminate sentencing model which allowed forpamséth minimum

and maximum prison term. Additionally, this new sentencing model included three other reforms
concerning parole, Agood timed and mandatory
parole in 1981 for the new determinate sentences. Howevgratble board still had release

aut hority for those offenders sentenced prior
inmate could receive while incarcerated was reduced to 12 days from 15 days per month, this
initiative increased time servedByp pr oxi mat el y 20 %. During this
Assembly imposed additional mandatory minimum sentences for certain offenses while

increasing existing mandatory minimum sentences.

The result of these new policies was a tremendous growthsnthat e s pri son popu
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 exceededpkt€ent of the total capacity for 30

consecutive days. Despite these efforts, it became evident that the projected prison population
woul d far exceed DOC890safaaineytacdtbpeghae mi
prison expansion project.

I n 1987 Connecticutds General Assembly conven
Acrack epidemico and created a number of mand
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of fenses. By the | ate 19806s Conmeroldemcut was
DOC began using the Supervised Home Release p
prison overcrowding crisis. As a result, the majority of inmates were now serving only 10

percent of the court imposed sentence before being released toattieinommunity. Although

this program helped to reduce the incarcerated population, DOC egsiifiped to adequately
supervise the number of offenders being relea
offenders created higher rates of recidivisrd arconstant 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 paroleawtsrezed to

grant parole for all senteed offenders who served at least 25% of their court imposed sentence.

During the 199006s the Office of Alternative S
Programs (Al C6s) and t he B2d9 andbecame dsaperatdtee e st a
agency with discretionary release authority for offenders sentenced for two or more years. In

1995, the General Assembly enacted (P.A29%5) t he ATruth in Sentenci
legislation required sentenced offenders to serve 85 percent adé¢h&nce prior to being

parole eligible. During this time, 21 additional public acts added new crimes to the books and
increased penalties for existing crimes. Cons
population to swell. So that DOC couldcammodate the growing number of inmates, the

agency needed to contract with an out of state facility (P./22% to transfer inmates. In 1999

DOC contracted with Virginiads DOC and transf
security prison.

Sincet he | ate 199006s, Connecticut has focused it
safety of its residents first by mandating strict enforcement of sentencing laws meant to deter

crime and reduce incarceration rates leading to prison overcrgwwiith 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 decadenmitted 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
Legidative Program Review and Investigations Committee, 2001).

During the 2001 | egislative session-99) Connect.
which increased judges presumptive sentencing
c a u s ewert ftom cuddnt 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. 086). During this time the legislature enacted (P.A6p@hich added

2,000 additional out of state beds, accounting for a total of Z]3@00ffice of Policy &

Management for the State of Connecticut (OPM) has assumed the responsibility of developing

and coordinating the st atneéfsort etcrhancokli onggi coaf If einnd
with law enforcement. The Connecticut Justice Information System (CJIS) was designed to
Abring greater cohesion and effectivenesso t
enforcement agencies communicatd ahare 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 orgamitzons 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 starlard an
continuum of care to be offered and monitored.

At this time, Connecticut | egislators began t
prison. o Despite a number of years where the
arrests,pieins coul d not expand their capacity fast
growingpret r i al and sentenced offender popul ation.

billion facility expansion project, prisons saw their number swell due to theceredion 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 &ewand Investigations Committee states

that there is little known about the repeat criminal behaviors of Connécscuto f f ender s an
date,there is no single agency responsible for tracking the recidivism statewide.

With the support of many in the leizture, the work initiated by Representatives Dyson and
Lawlor, led to the passage of thestice Reinvestment Initiative Bublic Act 04234 in 2004.
This act was designed to provide the state with a comprehensive imearaaginghe

growing prison ppulation and overcrowding issuebhe Connecticut Justice Reinvestment
Initiative promisato 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 stdetwide and in
communities in which the majority of inmates are released or r@pgtifically, the new
initiative would: (1) maximize community supervision for eligible offenders; (2) identify and
identify barriers tosuccessful transition to the comamity; (3) expand the capacity of the justice
system (4) identifya network ocommunitybased supervision, treatment, educational
programsand (5) reinvessavings in public and private businesses that emplaffenders

The 2004 state budget includaspecificline-item appropriation for evidendeased
Areinvest ment 0O programs t 0 extandsuppott &rviceetmexu ni t y
offenders

Effective EvidenceBasedReentryModels

Prisoner rantegration has received a significant amouripartisan 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
Correctionods f wtatdandfgderhl ausigets (Calgare 20070 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 Gene a | Janet Reno posed the question, 6éWha
coming out of pr i s ceefrymateralized @rotiee ndtidnal levelt he t er m
(Brownstein, 2007; Suellentrop, 2006). The number of American citizens incarcerated every

year coupled with the federal government 6s rec
Republicans and Democrats have both shown they are committed to addressing (Colgan, 2007).
Proof of this shared desire to support the previously incarcerated is Gorigreas p pr o v a | of

1593, Presi dent B ud 2007swhighealbocatesison@ine@niryg prograntst
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that offer jobtraining and placement services, transitional housing, mentoring, drug treatment
programs and medical care for former prisonBrssfi, 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 evidentmsed modelwf reentry to help guide thens ghey make

decision guiding justice and law enforcement. With a large number of reentry programs coming
into existence over the lastl® years, states are bombarded with information and reports on the
successes and failurekthese 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 (CITATWGIMN).
re-incarceration rates have escalated, so, too, has the numbertiriggirisoners. According

to Lynch and Sabol (2001), firitne offenders accounted for 44% of prison releases in 1997 and
this rate continues to rise. Therefore, the authoestasgt 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, theyrmahowever, manage the distributive characteristics that place certain
groups at a disproportionately greater risk of offending. Communities where there are high
concentrations of minorities,lewnc ome communi ti es, and those wk
portions of residentso have been incavrtmer ated
offenders than their counterparts. Overcoming cultural and language barriers, te@, pese

set of challenges for an ovektended system and for those vdssist 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 programill address a number of key assthat research has shown to

have a significant impact on whether or noea-inmate successfully reintegrates into the
community.

The Impact of Social Attachments: Family, Community and Employment

In addition to providindgor basic assistance and services, researchers have come to view the
social sciencesd6 fAattachment theowsogidl applicab
attachments have been identified by Lynch and Sabol (1997) as marriage and family
connectionseducation, and employmenthese are associated with successful reintegration of
ex-offenders. A number okentry pogramshave found that family involvement is as critical as

gainful employment to successful community reintegration (Bobbitt & Ne@®v). Men and

women who are released into the community are likely to be more personally invested in the
community when there is familyFor over 30 years, research demonstrates success with this
approach when applied smbstance abuse rehabilitatiordahis 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
199006s f or-incadaation sfparsong forfaalure comply with courordered 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 @mwarming to the idea of fam#griented 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
ManhatowedwsEadst Side, specifically addresses |
treatment and criminal justice.-80%iimates resear
have either serious substance abuse issues or committed a crime while underethesi i

alcohol or narcotics, La Bodega providestr crisis intervention and provides advocacy
support and therapeutic treatment. La Bodega
probationds officers as w(@dbbit&alasor 20@4). Depart men

The familyfocus 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 sHower levels of Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, or
Apositive readjustment, 0O i s Aassociated wit
gave them a positive reception when they ret
military families, families of incarcerated individuals gain a level of independence while their
family member i s detained and fears of Amissi
infidelity on behalf of a significant other pose problems during incarceratidrcan lead to

distress upon release. Therefore this readjustment period is critical to community reengagement
and can have a significant i mpact on onebs su

C =

Although it is highly speculative at this poemd will require further studgmerging research
indicates tht stable employment is proving be apromisingdeterrent to recidivism and is

likely a key factor in determining the successful reentry edféenders into the community.

The Russell Sage Foundation has assumed thénleasearch 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 & Sabl, 2001). The Russell Sage Foundation anticipates their research in this
area will facilitate discussion and shift focus to the conditions that will better enaptesexers

to participate in the workforce and generate a livable income so as to eaordst and dissuade
future criminal activities (Sabol & McGready, 1999; Lynch & Sabol, 2001).

Although offeredmost inmates do not participate in educational and vocational preparation

programs offered inside prisons. Lynch & Sabol (2001) find thatgdease participation in

these programs enhancesastwh e r el eased prisonerds ability
release.With a large number of inmates having relatively low educational attainment and scant

work histories, Lynch and Sabol (2001) havd e nt i f i ed fAa spati al mi s ma
residence and local job availability. A larger pool of 4skill 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
betweend ve mber 2008 and January 2009, they belie
complicateso the i ma c r epesoremempioyncentara risk ®r s 0 r el
recidivism.

Despite what is known about the causes of recidivism, very littleowkmbout 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 dtes, including one completed by the Bureau of
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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. Trackingffender 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 (Bonczaeg, AB97;

Lynch & Sabol, 2001).

Oneaspect othe study of community attachment @entry that warrants further study is how

the community atarge receives egrisoners. For the most part, at least 66% orttvrals of
ex-prisoners are concentratedoentral, metropolitan areas. Certain neighborhoods, as indicated
in a study by Rose and Clear (1998) may have an even higher ratpriganers 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
Connecticutdéds three major cities.

According to Lynch and Sabol (2001) theiremc ar cer at ed, or HAchurner s,
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 neighborhoodslkang-class, low

income, or high crime areas with limited resources and competition for employment between
returning exoffenders and those cycling off public assistance, there is evidence that this appears

to be exactly the case in Connecticut. TherCoui | of St asBuwldngBrdges: nment so
From Conviction to Employmeittitial report (2003) and follovwup report (2004) suggest that

persons sentenced and admitted to prison and those on probation in Hartford and New Haven are
concentrated in neighblmoods associated with high rates of dratated arrests. In 2002, these
accounted for 67.3% of the incarcerated in New Haaed 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 Athe absence
capacity to provide assistance in obtaining the rsaecgsesources to maintain a crifnee
standard of livingis minimalNu mer ous approaches to assessing
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 month#n a correctional facility or longer parole terms (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).

Moreover, research suggests that someftenders may require more supervision than others,
depending upon their personal experiences and the social complexities that confolatulityei

to successful reintegrate into the community. Yet still, sorreffexders may require little or

no supervision at all. However this, too, is subjective (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).

Thereareno conclusive data to suggest whether or not unconditielease 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 comprehensivinpaisteration

supervision. Recidivism rates betweenttiie groups are comparable. However those who fail
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to successfully complete parole are more likely than those who do teabeséed on a technical
violation. Further, those parolees who have some form of interaction with a comprehensive,
structured rentry program and adequate supervision are less likely teiheaxcerated 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 showlshexarther the
impact of technical violations on reentry efforts (Lynch & Sabol, 2001).

Data and Information Management

West Virginiabs Division of Corrections publ:i
Prisoners for Returning Home: AProcéss al uat i on o fOffentesReenti r gi ni a 6
Initiative (WVORI). The purpose of the WVORIw#éist o ascertain the extent
transitional services wer e bandfintgo pejoawmidread t o
these services were beingdetive d , 06 f r om t hiect perviceppraders andd e s o f
encouragective parcipation inthe evaluation procegMountain State Criminal Justice

Research Services, 200ThePrescriptiveCaseManagemenBystems (PCMS) component of

the WVORI isbased on the Level of Service Inventétgvised (LSIR) componentised by

New Day evaluatorsBoth the PCMS and the L& collect data to helproviderslink inmates

to the appropriate resources and services during theel@@se, transition amdintegation

phase.

Currently, the Connecticut DOC collects petease information using the l-8landmaintains
information on the admissions and discharges ahalhtesto include offenses, sentences issued

and lengths of time to be served, as well asatgaphic 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 hformation 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 Homessness

In 2003, theJrban Institutdoegan a series of discussions entitleaking Stockhat focused on
homelessness and prisoner reenthese paperdescribed the challenges prisoners face in

finding housing before and after arrégdtman and Travis (2004) a 1996 thational 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 lockip and 18% were incarcerated in a state or

federal prisonThey foundt hat Ai nsi de or outside prison, <co
community correctio# and housing providers is dinmgg ed ( Rol
confirma2002consensusfdhe U.S. Conference of Mayoidentifying prison release as a

major factor of homelessness in a Faddzen American citieHowever, in 200@he Department

of Housing and Urban Developmes® é¢éxpamdéeéddiet €
offenders (Roman & Travis, 2006). At the timeloA k i n g publicatienloviers10%of

newlyreleased offenders would become homeless and a larger percentagdéfendars with

mental health and substance abuse issues would ag estiopulation 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 T$mues.
Urban Institute§ aking Stocklocumats the challenges f@opulationsjncluding those with
HIV/AIDS, serious health issues, or a history of sexual offefiResan & Travis, 2004)

Evaluation Outcome and Measurement

Virginiads Depart ment exanfinediffendenieamtaylprogilams t i ce Ser
admini stered or pmipiesafaty agahcies. fheReentny dnansiteod s

Services (ORTS) Programas designed to addressashowtheseservices were being delivered

from the perspectives of those who are involved at the ground level, encouraging them to be

active part of the evaluation procedde goal of the ORTS program washeasure recidivism

as wel |l as a number of ot he attaioment,eoplognsent such a
success, family relationships, general stability, and ability to pay tgpa@srelease

Kans as 6 enbad @oaracttoms published thi@ffender Programs Evaluation Volume ¥1I

in 2007.The study also addressed pwstarceratioroutcome measures such as employment and
supervision compliancd he Department uséise LSIR domains and total risk scores to identify
recidivism risk ofoffendersto determineplacement upon releag¢owever,LSI-R

reassessmentdll continueperiodich | 'y t hr oughout tibneandadmmeanityd er 0 s
supervision.

Insert Lynch paragraph

Thequality of relations between stakeholders rapbean indicator of program success.

Individual program evaluations may be able to serve as reference points for states as they
evaluate their success at implementing-@fgctive strategies for reducing recidivism and

lowering prison populationsProgramevaluation nay reflect the qualityof coordination and

efficiency thatexists withinthe criminal justicesystem Program weaknesses or limitatiomay

also arise during the course of evaluation pointing to specificwtdteneeds or deficienciesf.

needs were addressgaograms likeNew Dayw i | | have the capacity to
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Chapter Four

METHODOLOGY
Overview

Resolving the issues of prison overcrowding and recidivism in Connecticut requires an
innovative, evidencéased approach that is effective and uses limited financial resources in a
manner that is both efficient and productiveThe New Day Program was dgsed 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 pugpafgthis study was to evaluate the Hartford
Building Bridges Community Rentry Initiative Pilot Program funded by the State of
Connecticut Court Support Services Division (CSSD) as developed and funded by Connecticut
Public Act 04234 to address recidsm and over crowding in the Stétecorrectional 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 &8CSU
Departmen of Criminology and Criminal Justice and the Center for Public Policy and Social
Research (CPPSR) to conduct a -Bdhle evaluation of the pilot program, make
recommendations and assist in reporting the proggramtcomes to CSSD and the Connecticut
Legislature. TheNew Day Programan evidencéased 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 organizatzmhl
programmtic structures of the program for it effectiveness and both areas and the degree to
which this type of reentry model could help limit population growth in state préspmeduce

rates of recidivisim and rarrest, and successfully maintairbpa and community safety.

Specifically, he research team considered the following research queatidnsypothesefor
evaluation:

1. To what degree is the New Day program consistenttivék).S. Department of Justice,
Office of Justice Programs, BureafiJustice Assistance (BJA) curriculum model for
effective leadership in both institutional and community corrections agencies that off
supportive, evidenebased offender reentry programs?

2. To what degree does the housing aspecN®fv Days program modl offer greater
success for reentpy

3. How efficient is the preelease component of the program in termbedping New Day
to meet the needs of their clientstlagy transition from incarceration to community?

4. As aresult of continuous, structured contacti t i s expected that Ne\
will be less likely to face rearrest and/ofinearceration following program participation
compared to the New Day ANo Houseo 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 the New Day
program, overall both groups of clients will report their overall experience as positive,
attribute their personal successes to the prodgrasesvices and hold themseves
personally responsible for their own failures.

Definition of Terms

A Justice Reinvestment: A nationally recognized strategic initiative by which public

funds are allocated for the purpose -of i

~ based programs intended to reduce and destabilize the cycle of incarceration.
A Evidencebased: According to the United States Sentencing Comm&i@ymposium

re

on Alternatives t obalsnecda rntoedrealtsi oo no f fiieerv i pdoelnicc

options that, when studied over time, produce consistent results and offer a highest
available rateof-return on taxpayer investment dollars.

A Building Bridges: The name given to the State of Connectizytstice reinvestment
intiatives in New Haven and Hartford and funded as a part of the 2004 Public -Act 04
234.

A Pre-release:Refers to the case managam services offered to inmates in Connecticut
who are being held in a coreectional facility, but are due for release witt2méonths
to either a DO@lesignated facility, halfway house, or some other form of residence.

A iHowse A study g rcbentpwho WereNiered dhe accepted for some
duration of time, residence at one of the stafgported residences managed and operated
by CPRF and New Day Program staff.

A A No H oA sudygroup of New Day clients who weréheir not offered or declined
residence for any period of time at one of the stafgorted residences managed and
operated by CPRF and New Day Program staff.

A Rearrest: Warrants that have been issued and executed in response to a formerdprisoner
violation of the conditions barring their release from prison.

A New Arrest: Warrants that have been issued and executed in response to a former
prisonefs commission of a new crime, excluding a parole violation, following their
release from prison.

A Recidivism: According to the U.S. Department of Justice National Institute of Justice,
recidivism refers tona person's relapse into cri mi
sanctions or undergoing intervention for a previous ckinaa individual recidivates
when he or sh commits a crime at any time during or after the intervention or
sancti oni Mhe Cennecticue lsegislative Program Review and Investigations
Commi ttee (2001) defines recidivism in
exami nes nlradivity by a penson after a criminal conviction that resulted in
either i mpri sonment or anot her convi cti
multiple sources of information and anal
the most commhensive and accurate measure available to establish the rate of recidivism
in Connecticut. o These -awestssfan nesvsfeloraes er: (
misdemeanors; (2) conviction for the new charges; and (3) imprisonment or sentencing
on the newcharges or some other form of ceartlered sanction. In order to accurately
assesthese, PRI tracked the criminal activity of a cohort of offenders over a three year
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period known as the firelease threshagal
_ likelihood for repeat offenses.
A 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 attendaoe 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 reimprisonment.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, andinearcerationlt should be noted, hower, 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 valatif 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.

Assessmentools

1. Offender Reentry Policy and Practice Inventory

TheU.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance

(BJA) created this inventory to assist wi

t

0

Through SuccessfulfOf ender Reentryo of the Second Chanc
this study | SCJ c¢ omp a mpdidesaNckpractibea gs@eidercebasadn i z at i

and emergingffender reentryprogram with the organizational policies DOJ and BJA have
identified as pertinento the success of a strorsgiccessful offender reentry.

2. Pre-Releasdnterview Packet

New Day participants completed a fRelease Interview Packeteated by Dr. Derek Gordon,
Director of theYale Consultation Centeand wasnodified for the purpose of this studihis

individual level data were imputed into a database created to organize these data and be used for

future in house data managemdiritis database has been used to input information collected
from New Day on pasind current participants, as well as those who completed tHeeRrase

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 repotts on

clientds pr ogr es sgatheiing tod greatty amcrehsed theiefficaay of dadat a
entering, updating and monitoringhis database would then be made available to New Day for

use in their ongoing data collection efforts.
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For the purpos of this evaluation, we decided to focus on eight components of tiRelRrase

Interview packets which included education, employment, financial, housing, family

relationships, parenting, physical health and mental health. All questions pertainingpfo any

these components were itemized and scaled so that each response on the assessment correlated
with the eight categories we identifieBlew Day then took measures to provide for or make

referrals for the needs stated in these packets.

3. Outcome Analysis

In order to evalwuate the I mpact of rearrest an
ANo Ho us amoutcoine amalysigas conducted by Dr. Stephen M. CdXxofessor of

Crimionolgy & Criminal Justice at Central Connecticut State Universi§3Q). Dr. Cox

studiedthetypes of offenses committed biew Dayparticipants assessed their success,

compared the success rates of New Day participants to a comparison group, and analyzed
differences between New Day recidivists and-nexidivists. Whiie 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 assoat ed wi t h p aifheoutconepanmalyssd succes
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 inmads 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 usiag BOT

data. The DOC data contained the following information:

Prison release date

Demographic information (age, gender, race/ethnicity, marital status, education

level obtained, employment

1 Date of prison return (if a client was returned)

1 Reason foprison return

1 Risk Scores (Severity of offense, history of violence, sentence length, institution
disciplinary, and overall risfj

1 Needs Scores (mental health treatment, drug treatment, sex offender treatment,

education need, and vocational need)

T
il

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 vadsauxljai
returning to local communities. In a 2002 study by the Bureau of J&#tstics, it was

31 See Appendix for definitions of risk and needs scores
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estimated that more than twoirds of those released from prisons in years prior were rearrested
within three years. Of these, more than 50% returne€itioer 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 servides purposes of the Offender Reentry
Policy and Practicenventory are twofold:

1.) to assist institutional and community corrections agencies to looking
Acritically at their current p-oli

ci e
based and emerging practices for off

S
en

2.) to identify need areabat 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,\26@8,

interviewed in deptlanddemographic dateollectedon each.The interviews consisted of

guestions related to demographics/background information; education/jobgya&mployment,
financial, housing, formal supports, informal supports, family relationships, physical health,
mental health, substance use, and recidivism risk (see Appendix for the interview palcket).
summary and description of the three study grahgsved fewdemographidifferences 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 Prelease interview poses a numbegoéstions regarding education

and job training. Of the 51 clients completing the packets, 28% reported to have an education
level of 12" grade or higher. For those who did not completBdgrade and thus did not receive

a high school diploma, 48% com®d 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 cumntly 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 abougt &gtucation 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 lotamed 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 shool, 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 Correctistiaition. 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 educatiakitls, 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 addregbeir 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 indome a

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 mosicagh 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 \sked o 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 clieaported 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 werereitbmeless, 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 i 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 unemployméat 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 gpositive living arrangement were the most important.

Family Relationships

Of those who responded to the question Ahow m

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 cliestes Wwing 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 <cl i ent Gesenever married. ©@rdy 2% h at t
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 eachrut#8% reported that

they help each other with their problems.

Parenting

Another component of the prelease 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 cli@m%o) 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 witlparemt. The strengths
include the ability to maintain positive fagninteractions, healthy relationships with spouse or
significant other and involvement with children.

Physical Health

During their incarceration, 93% spent time in
medical procedure performed. The majodfyclients 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 chegs and make sure to get plenty of rest. In fact,

43% ratetheiover al | health as fAvery goodo.

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 kremlgle 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 méatabtional 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 goingvery well. When asked about their satisfaction regarding family life, 43% reported that
they are Anot veryo satisfied and 58% believe
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wants/needs. When asked about employment proficiency, 47% of clienkefeliave 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.diibnally, 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

maintining appropriate appearance and hygiene, being knowledgeable about current events, and
awareness of oned6és own ment al heal th issues.

Summary of Inmate Needs

The prerelease interviews revealed that inmates who were eligible for the New Day program
had ahigh 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% reportinghaving 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)

= =4 =4 -8 -8 -9 _-9

Outcome Analysis

The outcome analysis to measure inmate success and program fidelitfyaranf@ur data

sources: (1)pre el ease interviews to determine clients
comparing the recidivism rates (new arrests and technical violations) of the three study groups,

(3) finding influences on study group recidivisi) festing for differences between New Day

House participants who recidivated and those that did not. Researchers also explored the effect

of Connecticutdés temporary parole ban in 2007
received housing throughe 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, copared the success rates of New Day participants to a comparison group, and

analyzed differences between New Day recidivists anerecidivists. While technical violation

and rearrest rates were the primary measures of success, it was also importannioalehy

some participants succeeded and others did not. A significant aspect of this section was
dedicated to exploring which factors were ass

The outcome analysis consisted of comparing recidivism rates acrossttlthegroups (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 t he De p aanagereenttinformmation&ygstem wecetcollectedfa allm
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 informi@on (age, gender, race/ethnicity, marital status, education

level obtained, employment

1 Date of prison return (if a client was returned)

1 Reason for prison return

1 Risk Scores (Severity of offense, history of violence, sentence length, institution
disciplinay, and overall risk¥

1 Needs Scores (mental health treatment, drug treatment, sex offender treatment,

education need, and vocational need)

1
1

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 exinmates from Hartford (compared to New Day partictppwho 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 th 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 e€t@orr

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 with@oumgnity supervision). The second

step employed propensity score matching to eliminate those inmates who were not similar to

New Day participants. Propensity scores were
scores, and needs scores. Camgpa 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 ofen 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 NewbDay services while in prison but had other housing in Hartford and did not move

32 5ee Appendix for definitions of risk and needs scores
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into one of the New Day houses after prison. There was no consisteptipostrelease

programming for this group. New Day offered services for them and they were iviéedkt

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 groupmashed 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 collecteghowed no significant differencestween the studygups(Table 1). For
race/ethnicity, over 50% of all three groups was Hispanic, followed by AfAcaericans, and
Caucasians. The House study group had a slightly smaller percentage of Hispanic/Latino
participants (51% for the house and 56% for the @mapn 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 No House Comparison
(n=84) (n=96) (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 percentageftéraders 1620 and

for the 2130 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 betdbmparison group had a higher

percentage of erffenders in the 120 and 3140 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 sentargtdd 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 Housaug 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 (Tali).

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 igtatiolence 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 Treatmen 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 on@r lower denotes noeed 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 theséland 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 Pragilnventory

On April 9, 2008, President Bush signed the SecorahGhAct (P.L. 114199). The billwas
supported by a broad spectrum of stakeholders in law enforcement and correctiors\dstate
local governmentsThe actauthorize grants to government agencies and nonprofit groups to
fiprovide employment assistance, substance abuse treatment, housing, family programming,
mentoring, victims support, and otlgmnsitional]services that can help reduceaféending

and violations oprobation and parole.The Second Chance Aatithorizes $165 million in
federal assistance anelquirespotentialapplicants to identify specific performance outcomes
related to the longerm goal of stabilizing communities by reducing recidivism and reintegrating
offenders into the communityEach grant recipigrwill be required to reporchievingspecific
strategc performance outcomesd nclude a plan téimplement activities that have been
demonstrated effective in facilitating the successful reentry of offendeogfams authorized

by the Second Chance Actreduce recidivism and better coordinegentryservices and
policiesallow for mentorship, housing, education and job trainerggagement withigher
educationfamily reunificationinitiatives victimdé s s eandvesearehdo improve the release
and revocation decisions using reésessment toolike the Offender Reentry Policy and
Practice Inventory Specific grants include:

Demonstration Grants

Mentoring Grants

Offender Rertry Substance Abuse Treatment
Family Drug Treatment Programs

Federal Reentry Initiative

Reentry Research

Too oo oo oo oo Do

The Offender Reentry Policy and Practice Inventisrgotintended tgrovide a comprehensive
assessmerdf all of the policies and practices necesdarysuccessful offender reentry, but are
required of all applicants and grantees. Overall, the New Daydmogpntains all those tenets
outlined by the inventory, making this program a viable competitor for the Second Chance funds
to nonprofits. Also, because of its partnership with the Connecticut Department of Corrections
and other state agencies, as wsltlee 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.

TheEffectsof the 2007 Parole Ban ddew Day Participard

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, wheehbt and injured

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 whibl@®abnsidered high

risk.
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As seen in Figure,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 pale ban apeared to haveonfounedthe evaluatiorandthateffect

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 mpup. It is important that readers of this report use caution when interpreting New
Daybs effects on technical violation rates.

Figurel. Cumulative Technical Violations
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Comparison of Study Groups on New Arrests and Technical Violations

The recidivism analysis uided both new arrests and technical violations at three months, six
months, and.2 months following release from prison. It is important to emphasize that the New
Day program hsa 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 monthujplfmsiods.

That is, study group participants in the House and No House groupsevbaeleased from

prison in March 2008 were included in the three month fellpaperiod but not the six and

twelve month followup periods.

The study group sizes are presented in Table 4. The House group had a total of 84 participants
but 80 had beereleased 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,s@6rfanths,

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 Housearoup 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 twabs 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. Brcentage 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 significgot @105.
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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
These analyses would allow for determining actual effects ofLXQ€ 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 asialyage 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 sgparison 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. <;@ox & Snell RSquare =.113Nagelkerke RSquare = .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. Participantalinhree 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 thegceivel 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. <.@ox & Snell RSquare = .224Nagelkerke RSquare = .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 releasere twice as likely to be rearrestédiing 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
becase 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
violationsin the House study group at twelve months. These analyses sought to identify why
some men in the House recidivated at twelve months while otherstdiéFmoarrests, there

were naosignificant differences arrest ratebetweerNew DayHouse participastupon 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 analyseanalysis was conducted for those House participants who received
technical violations compared to those who did not (Table E@)dings indicated neignificant
differences betweeNew Day participants arrested for technical violatiandthose arrestéfor

a new offense

Table 10. Technical ViolationandNew 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 sigeffexatnt
on thetechnical violatiorrates ofboththe House and No House study grouple majority of
technicalviolationsfor all 233 participants in thetudy occurredbetween August 2007 and May
2008 The revocation of parole for these individuals resulted-inaarceration, thus it appears
that New Day clients were not successful in their reentoytsf 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 gxgapsthe
temporary parole ban in the Fall of 2007 had a confoundingt effetolation rates. We found
that the number of technical violations sharply increased in the months after thHeiban.
believal that the violation rates for the House and No House group may have been lower if there
would have not been a bain addtion, we did not find statistically significant differendes
rearrest or needs and risk scores between study groups

Outcomes Correlated with Pieelease Interviews

Prerelease interviews were completed with a small sample of inmates who partianpued

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 rancorrelations between the scales in thergtease interviews and the two outcome

variables (arrest at one year and technical violation at one year) to determipgsbmneeds

were related to out of prison success. Due to the small sample sizayéremot significant
correlations between the interviews and outcomes. However, there were significant correlations
between the interview scales (Table)11
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Table 11 Correlations Between RPielease Interview Scales

Variable Variable Correlation
Housing Selfesteem .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 patrticipants who reportedthreir prerelease interviews that they had stable housing
had higher selesteem (.34) than those who did not have stable housing. Also, more stable
housing was negatively correlated with high DOC violence history risk scdsd} &nd high
prerelease rantal 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 historyBd¥k (

and lower overall DQ 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 prerelease interview scales were not correlated to outcoengsafrests or technical
violations), they do suggest that these may have indirect effects on recidivism. For instance,
stable housing is related to higher sedteem, lower levels of violence, and fewer mental health
problems. Being a good parentétated 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 défererarrest

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

Observations

Pre-ReleaseComponent of New Day

Prerelease assessment was important to the transition process. Identifying challenges and setting
goalswoul d help ensure a degree of success for I
achieved. Staff connectedl i ent s with state or federal subsi
to obtain legal identificationAlso, oneon-one interaction betweeneW Day staff and inmase

established rappopriortoreleasgg hat had a signi fi caupon | mpact o
release. Lastly, the program provided participants with the opportunity to develop relationships

with other participantsharing commoigoals for postelease succes3.hese relationships were
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reported to bextremely 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 fdentngio

inmates. Having a safe and secure residence fasteEsendence amutovides a supportive
environmenfor participants The New Day providestructured and stable housittgassistwith
successful transitiomhesecurity and stabilitpf the facility wasan atypical elemerfor similar
reentryprograns. 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 Dayaff 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 patrticipants 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 gisomponent to those that had an interest.

They were concerned that the inability to provide space in the house for inmates who

participated in the preelease program may have undermined the credibility and participation in
the program. Therefore, theaf 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 thaifeendersface when leaving prison.

They mentioned the difficulty New Day participants had with obtaining transportation, given that
many had suspended driveroés |l icenses. Partic
obtaining employment and also hadited access to health care. Many New Day participants

also did not have a high school diploma or a GED. Fafenders with transportation

problems, not having a high school diploma greatly decreased employment opportunities.

Further,one staff mmber st ated that AWe know some peopl
know a certain environment, 06 and essentially,
create a different environment for clients in order for them to learn how to changaiheir

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 oft@rolder clients.

New Day staff believed that the Governords or

parole hearings followed by remand orders for many parolees who were in the community at the
time of the parole freeze had significant negaeffects 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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Interviewswith New Day Saff

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 advocatinggamtlis 6 behal f, hosti
events and encouraging family members to attend, or just general encouragement of clients.

They al so mentioned that many of New Dayods pa
responsible for keeping a room or house cleagpoking 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 withclien8 f ami | i es prior to release, facilidt:
holiday cards to their families, holiday parties sponsored in collaboration with area churches,

family picnics held at the houses, and in collaboration with Foodshare, holidds weze

provided for Thanksgiving to clientsdé familie
community involvement, clients and staff worked together in neighborhood service projects,

such as Foodshareds Wal k Aga-upmaganizediobynhger and a
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 employwther former offenders. Another client whose story may be illustrative of New
Daybs success wa sentwyitiauldyrmecause hdwas iecareerated far arson.

New Day gave him a chance and he was consider

New Day Wealasses

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 ises/for. The problem seemed to

be that since New Dayés popularity began to s
been |l osing facility space. These factors <co
opportunity forinmatestobebdné t f r om New Dayds services whil
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 inishposition but it was left unfilled after she resigned. The employment
specialistds job was to meet with clients pri
them, and circulate their resumes to local employers who are known to {ufieeces.

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 withoutghegram, the odds of success for many

of New Dayds 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 accommodationsade 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 ardsta 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, Aexce@ptt Hoy Dalei ove ttwloatgutylse pr ep
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
peoplewhowa!l d not have received help otherwise an
Apositive environmento for released prisoners
availability of housing is maj or db eficgaruastee fiutl o,
which they feel motivates positive behavior.

Overall, the probation and parole officers de
even referred clients to the Puerto Rican For
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 offreisffar additional beds.
Whereas Al Cbs feel t oo-prisobnecshNelw Daly grovidesans on f or m
environment that the officerd6és view as a majo
t he programbs provi si mgoingchase managementgervicdssdsd as w
Abi ggest contributiono.

An example of New Dayo6és commitment to client
incarcerated for arson and had no place to go until New Day staff agreed to give him a chance.
Paroleapproached 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 dfficketset fires when

he was fAstressedo. Al t hough he had never set
the officer was honest with the New Day staff regarding his extensive arson history. Despite this
warning, New Day staff found a bed fibis 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 clientds Astresso | evel must ha
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New Day Weaknesses

In terms & 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 officerds believe that aslwmbdesmmdiugyce ab
tests should be administered. Though New Day
program would be stronger if it addressed more directly the issue of substance abuse.

As for prerelease services, the officers emphasizatittie DOC controlled the flow of

prisoners into meeting rooms with New Day staff, although they were not entirely aware of what
prer el ease Aserviceso the program provided per
their relationship withthe r ogr am, and al t hough New Dayods st s
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 inforthation

could result in clientsd negative discharge.

Interviews with Clients

When clients were asked what they feentry di stin
approaches, a number of themes emerged. The
Aumdda anding [clients] so they can open upo, ¢
Akeep moving forwardo. The second is the ide

perception of police and correctional culture in communities most dirdfgisted 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

contactpost el ease, i ncl udargefomahe pregram.cHlayireg mto idisttid s c
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 acrosspef or mance measures when they are abl e
being able to pay the rent each montho or exh
they had no place else to go upon their release. From this perspective, the provieiosiraf

serves a centrifugal function in Nenwy Dayds ap
process and facilitates a degree of success that makes wig@te maintain contact with

program staff. The fourth has to do with cultivatmgpe which many clients appreciate

because it helps them to keep fueling their m

Asked what had been the most positive partoftteret ry process hedd exper
released, one client said his sefteem hadipr oved fAbecause of the fre
gave him and the sense of success he acquired from successfully completing parole. He did

Ahave doubts at firsto but now over time grew

answered, ivbe kngnabimaindain a positive attitu
Clients also answered: fAWorking and being abl
trouble and staying focused. 0 One ®ba ent per
positive because fithere are no problems, | itt
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choices. 0 il ent felt he fAand all th
participate [in] the pr ogadvantage ofthd opportinides f
given to the program, they can al
New Day Ato anyone who is serious about m
When asked what they believed was going to béidpgest influence on whether the next three
years were positive or negative for them, mos
motivation, confidence and having a positive mindset. As factors of these determinants clients

cited: reunifying/repairingrelationships with family as source of motivation; experiences in

prison as deterrent; setiot i vati on; fAstaying focusedo; Athir
confidence.

e ¢
el t
| su
akin

When asked how clients learned of New Day, answers ranged from clients @& élienf a mi | vy
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 inéezkhe 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 overvievited 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 guantitative analysis was used to assess progfactiv#ness. This evaluation component
examined the number and types of offenders in New Day, assessed their success by comparing
New Day patrticipants to a comparison group of similar offenders, and analyzed differences
between New Day recidivists and nretidivists. 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 grop 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 20 tadds.

During the evaluation period (November 2a@ay 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 fogyafh 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 clarifyjow what works, works. In some ways this report raises more
guestions 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 ag@uitut'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
communiy. 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 neapden 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. Asidern 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 changesispace 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 obseraais that reentry and reentry evaluation researchers have made
regarding the risks and needs of former offend&rsese pertain to history and treatment of
substance abuse, prospects of family conflict and reunification, educational opportunity,
employmentviability and homelessnes©ne of the lessons we learned through the experience
of evaluating the New Day Program is, in many cases, these factors atganégr in the lives

of offenders, preas well as postelease.That is, the challenges of regnvery often encompass
challenges offenders faced in their lives before they entered ptiséact, our prerelease
interviews found that a high percentage of inmates showed signs of depression (52%), had an
abusive childhood (57%), did not have stdid@sing at the time of their incarceration (48%),

had some type of debt (42%) and were unemployed (40%).

What we concluded from this is twofoldror starters, not only do we need reentry programs to
facilitate a stronger continuum of care for clieingsn pre to postrelease, we need program

models to reflect an understanding that pet¢ase 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 specdito their reentry proces$Ve also found it significant that while the New

Day Program did not have access to therplease statistics on clients mentioned above,

through a combination of its transitional housing and case management services, t#ra grdgr
address each of the difficulties our quantitative research revealed many clients faced even before
their incarceration.

New Dayds provision of transitional housing i
of externdor social fators, such as food, shelter, and their ability to find employment and save
money.However, there are a number of ways the pr

or subjective needs, in order for them to make use of the opportunities affordeuolythenm
program. For example, although CPRiEaff isclosely connected with the goings of both
houses on a daily basi s, no s tBygrantindientsthe s r e s
opportunity to live without constant surveillance or phgssupervision, 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 preelease relating tossies such as substance abuse, education and employment.

As being or becoming a positive force in the lives of friends and familyrplesise is a

formidable challenge faced by many clients, giving them practice at being positive contributors

to a familyor community environment seems to be another way New Day is able to support

program participants through their reentry procésat we have learned in this regard is that

the provision of housing seems to play a key role in the ability of this reeontyyapn to
effectively address the internal, surélgasecti ve
as well as external, objective factors such as housing has traditionally been considered. We

believe this is evidenced by the lower rate of recidlvm New Dayods housing cl |
comparison with the pr oghowmendndwas ¢confiened teoughtthe di d
gualitative component of our evaluation.

The CPRFOs expertise in terms ofwubayasstandin
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 coungamadvice on an ad hoc basis,

the fact that past and present clients were welcome to attend program events such as picnics,
holi day parties and community outreach activi
any member of the New Day communitas 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
Clients directly expressed thatN@&@wa y 6 s abi |l ity to foster a sense
to these facets ofNetwhdayrdsgramg@g eangmnoadh.cl i e
service projects may have contributed both to the propensity of New Day House neighborhoods
toacceptclet sé6 participation in community |ife, wh
prospects, and to clients06 accrelpasesettngdlsopf per s
that a number of New Day caseworkers have come to the program with baclsgrolavd
enforcement, and that in effect they are now

demonstrate for clients that just as they themselves want to be recognized as individuals beyond
the labels imposed by incarceration, these former poffegers and detectives want to
contribute outside the box as wellhe fact that they are working for the CPRF to support

clients may actwually inform many program part
hel p i n shapi rcanplgwithtbedaws govemirgsheir releate and society
overalL, 't al so reflects the CPRFO6s diligence in c

for client participation possible.

Anot her critical | esson wsuccess las tododvithiits t hat mu
commitment to keeping open regular channels of communication with stakeholders from a

number of spheredt was the ability of CPRF staff to traverse what are normally fairly rigid
boundaries bet ween argiaaljostice systamiattlange, mand ogeredo@mst at e 0
of communication with municipal and community entities such as neighbors and representatives
from the city council, and even with Connect.i
unigue positontomadl change within Hartfordds reentry
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reentry statewide. Although the New Day Program model was created without the concept of a
Oboundary spanner 6 in mind, its appraeach to f
between individuals such as family members or potential employers and clierds pel as

postrelease, and advocating for clients to the DOC, the state legislature or the press, all speak to

t he pr spannirgskilissor its ability to work within and between systems to effect
integrated change, both at the I evel of indiyv
and in the larger schemas of criminal justice and public policy in the state of Conne&ticen.

this, we believeonef t he programdébs greatest assets and
webve | earned in the course of conducting thi
as New Day to be prominently figured into Con

Recommendations

The results of the evaluation have led us to make the following program and research
recommendationspecific to the New Day program

First, the Connecticut Puerto Rican Forum needs to adopt-drieselly data management
system that includecase management as well as program dataore 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 repg@iten the relatively snila
number of clients in New Day, a Microsoft Access database could easily serve the data
management needs of the program.

Second, the New Day programreheakd skawi teges@h
how time with inmates could be utilized more efficaciouslye understand that strict adherence

to a program model presents significant challenges in termspdémentationhowever,

consistent use of a flexible model, such as the Relapse Prevention Workbook, should provide

clients with more individualized prend postrelease services.

Third, more intense efforts need to be leveraged at facilitating empidyend educational
advancement as wel |l as access to medical car e
their release(An employment specialist was initially part of this program but this position was

not filled after the initial specialisesigned.)

Fourth, New Day needs to provide more structured services to participants who do not live in
one of their housedNon-House clients go through the predease portion of the program but
receive postelease services on an-adc 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 clientsto seekelNw Day 6 s sreleasei ces post

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 pro@8td, C
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 Hartfordraadfavay houss.
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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 heatite.

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, rey 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. Tharea will focus on the level of sexualaffense risk and address
program intervention needs. This need score identifies the inmate's program needs based on
information acquired through RP&entence 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 IntroductiotipB8éti-A. Scores on

risk instruments will directly impact the3 sex need score.

Educational Need

The following assessment criteria shall be used to identify the educational level of the individual.
Ratings for E1 through E4 may be rated bylassification staff/education staff-Iis 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 vocatonal 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/Eohe&tocational
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 redifof 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. Acurrent 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 guitty findi
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 anatisievidual. A four (4) rated offense

is more serious than 3, 2, or 1 rated offenses and shall receive a higt@eR

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 Violenoghasis 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 & 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 zaddi 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 Managemenpbmgment 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 pldtratings 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 Il : An Evaluation of Connec

Timeline of Major Criminal Justice Policies and Other Initiatives

1979 Connecticut General Assembly created (P.A989% a Sentencing Commission to
establish sentencingplicies 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 ThenGowvernor 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 detérate 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 Ajust and consi gimiepahrecorp @ad the t i e s
conviction offense. 0 Determinate sente
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
cCrimes commi tted prior t o July 1981
sentences). Introduced abp 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 pafmiénmates sentenced to
determinate sentences.

Second, the amount of fAgood timed credi
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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1982

1984

The cumulativeimpact 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 eggenced its first prison overcrowding crisis.

First pretrial education diversionary program established for persons arrested for
the first time for certain offenses: the Rnal Alcohol Education Program
followed by Pretrial Family Violence Educatio Program (1986), Community
Service Labor Program (1990), Rral Drug Education Program (1997), Pre
trial School Violence Education Program (1999), and Hate Crimes Diversion
Program (2000).

One consequence of tremendous growth in prison popolatEs 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 Comssion (PJOC) that is required to submit an annual
report on systemwide solutions to prison overcrowding.

Sentencing Commission reported to the General Assembly the new determinate
sentencing law had not produced its intended effect and had inst&aidhated to
the growing prison overcrowding problem.

1 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 misimeanor offenses had increased
significantly.

1 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 Assemilamended 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 releasmates based on specific criteria,
until the population fell below the 100 percent capacity limit

1 Despite serious prison overcrowding, for political reasons,
DOC never declared an emergency and the emergency release
law was not used.

1 Executive branch pamly to avoid emergency release pushed
DOC into 30day crisis management cycle to keep inmate
population at or under capacity limit:
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A Official means of managing population: DOC uses
transfers among facility, furloughs, halfway houses,
outside inmate work deils, and SHR.

A 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  Connecticutinitiated a longterm prison expansion project that, by the early
1990s, had added over 10,000 new prison beds (at a cost of over $1 billion)

1 DOC selects dormitory design to bring new prison bedinen
as quickly as possible.

Freebase cocaine (commbry cal |l ed #Acracko) widely i
United States. I n Connecticut and nati
drugrelated violent and weapon offenses and organized gang activity.

State prison system was seriously overcrowded.

1985 Gener al Assembly enacted first mandator
drivingo offenses (driving under the in

1987 During a speci al session to deal wi t h
Assembly enacted a seriekmandatory minimum sentencing laws for drug sale
offenses.

1 Mandatory minimum sentencing laws were intended to counter
the drastic reduction in the average time served in prison on
courtimposed 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 SR program as a mechanism to control prison overcrowding and, as a
result, most inmates were serving only about 10 percent of theirioquosed
sentences before being released. However, because of the high number of
released inmates DOC was unable toqgadéely provide communitpased
supervision.

9 Offenders cycling in and out of prison.
1 Recidivism becomes problem.
1 Lack of community supervision of released inmates by DOC.
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1 At its height, DOC had an average daily population count of
over 6,000 inmateeleased on SHR.

Several riots and serious disturbances occur in DOC prisons due to severely
overcrowded conditions.

1987 General Assembly abolished SHR and established a-yiesrephaseut of the
program.
1989 General Assembly established Alternativimcarceration 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 fjail boun

P.A. 83353 allowedimited prison construction without competitive bidding and
environmental impact studies.

P.A. 89383 authorized judges to directly sentence convicted offenders to
intensive probation supervision as part of the alternatives to incarceration
program. (@fenders sentenced to more than 5 years were ineligible.)

1990 SHR phaseut 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 t@ary. Inmates required to serve at least
25 percent of their courinposed 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.A228) within the
Judicial Branch to develop, administer, and monitor alternative incarceration
sanction programs

P.A. 90261 established and initiated thrgear phaseut 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-Z®) as a separate state agency
with consolidated discretionary release and parole supervision authority over
inmates sentenced to more than two years.

1 DOC retained early release and supervision authority over

inmates sentenced to two years or less and administered TS
program.
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Statutory pawle eligibility standards increased: inmates required to serve at least
40 percent of the coumnposed sentence and then at least 50 percent of their
sentences (P.A. 9961).

Inmates statutorily required to serve 100 percent of their-cmpased sentares
either in prison or on parole.

1994 Attorney general opinion requested by DOC to interpret the 1993 parole law.
Attorney gener al concludes the | egislat
credits. Connecticut Supreme Court subsequently agretd the attorney
general opinion in a 1999 decision.

1995 Gener al Assembl y enact ed A T r-2b%) that i n Se
established a third timgerved requirement by mandating serious, violent
offenders serve 85 percent of their sentenced tdidible for parole.

1 Enacting this law made Connecticut eligible for federal Violent
Offender Incarceration and Truth-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 antirime provisions (21 different public acts) were enacted that
added new crimes, increased penalties, and limited offender eligibility for
alternative sentence options and programs.

DOC suatutorily authorized (P.A. 9329) to contract with an owf-state, public
or private correctional agency for the transfer and confinement of not more than
500 Connecticut inmates.

P.A. 95152 repealed statutory prison caps and emergency release rsgthani
1996 DOC completed the 1@ear prison expansion project:

12 new prisons constructed,

13 existing facilities underwent renovation to increase capacity
levels; and

i added almost 10,000 new beds and increased authorized
capacity limit to almost 15,000.

T
T

1999 DOC entered into a ongear, renewable contract with the Virginia Department of
Correction to transfer 484 Connecticut inmates to the Wallens Ridge prison, a
maximum gcurity 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 subequently 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

1 In August 2000, theravere 321 inmates at Wallens Ridge
prison and 110 at Greensuville prison

2001 General Assembly (P.A. 699) expanded presumptive sentencing authority
authorizing judges to depart Afor good
penalties for certain drug saléfenses.

2002 ThenGovernor 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 Paile and Board of Pardons were merged into the Department of
Correction as part of the 2003 budget implementer (P.A8)3 (The pardons
board was already within DOC for dAadmin

1 Budge implementer statutory language is silent aheoroles
and responsibilities of the two boards and DOC, but was
interpreted by the executive branch as transferring all
previously autonomous parole and pardon decisiaking
authority as well as administrative and operational
responsibilities of thearole and pardons board to DOC.

1 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-@3an additional 2,000 ouif-state beds
(2,500 total) in FY 04 and FY 05 only.

2004 Public Act 04234 enacted to develop and implement a comprehensive offender
re-entry strategy for offender discharging from prigo: (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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2006

public safety; and (4) support the rights of victims. THeraler reentry strategy

is intended to reduce recidivism as
prison overcrowding problem. Various initiates enacted through P./2304
include, but are not limited to the following:

1 merges the Board of Paeohnd the Board of Pardons into the
new Board of Pardons and Paroles (BPP) within the DOC for

a

Aadmini strative purposes only; o

1 transfers parole supervision authority from the parole board to
DOC;

1 requires significant procedural changes to promote the numbe
of offenders eligible for parole and other early release
programs;

1 requires DOC and CSSD reduce by 20 percent the number of
prison admissions for technical parole and probation violations;
and

1 increases the fentry furlough period from 15 to 30 days.

Public Act 042 eliminated the authorization for the additional 2,000 ajtgtate
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 transfeed to outof-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 intoyanew contract for oubf-state prison beds.

The General Assembly provided through the revised budget for FY 03/05
biennium (P.A. 0216) $13 million in funding in FY 05 for specific justice
initiatives that were intended to control prison overcrowdisgjsh 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).

Buil ding Bridges [ An Ee Keéinvestmend n
Initiative conference (January 121.3) held.
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APPENDIX: C

Justice Reinvestment White Paper
Introduction

The purpose of this document is tfad: 1) to provide state government officials with
information about justiceeinvestment, 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 inteested 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. Furthermepthese 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 Guncil of State Governments (CS@jith foundation supporformed 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 suggestun@tages
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 comprongiginblic 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 exploreithass in far
greater detail than they are presented in this memorandum.

. Justice Reinvestment: An Overview

In states facing significant revenue shortfalls (and essentially every state currently finds
itself in that situation), policymakeese 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 tge past 15 years has increased more than it has on other state agencies over the past 15
years:

3 National Association of State Budget Offices (20R0D0 State Expenditure Repokiailable Online at
www.nhasbo.org.
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To reduce state spending on corrections, policymakers essentially havetiwosof he
first option is to slash the quality or availability of services provided to inmates. That possibility,
however, offers little promise: prisdrased services are already threadbare.

In the majority of the states, the insufficiency of serviceslable 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 servicknd 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 declinesnttret e 6 s dai |l y pr
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, electeafficials, understandably mindful of being accused that they are
Asoft on crime, 0 have resisted changes to pol
prison. Recent shifts in voterso6é priorities
concers. 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® With this trend, education, health care, and the engritave displaced concerns
about crime as the issues most important to véters.

In sum, as state government officials grappling with fiscal crises realize that spending on
corrections must be cut, a relatively unprecedented political opportunity hasednempnsider
revisions to sentencing laws or to rethink how and when prisoners are released. At the same
time, politiciansdé memories of coll eagues vot
loom large. State government officials remairtifiably 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 maypresent 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 negghbods. 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 with Trends 1992001" (NG194610).
Available odine athttp://www.0jp.usdoj.gov/bjs/abstract/cv01.htm

% Maguire, Kathleen and Ann L. Pastore, eds. (2@H)rcebook of Criminal Justice Statistjém-line].
Available at: http://www.albany.edu/sourcetko
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Returning individuals who have been in prison or jail to families and to children not necessarily
preparedo 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 fewbwigoods 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 intofdace 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 prometesagmas
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 impiaat a person with a criminal history
can have on a neighborhood.

. 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 eaah ynd/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 statebs prison population de
bytheinnat e6s average | ength of stay. Modest cha
significant i mpact on the size and attributes
reform, reducing admissions and the length of stay can be achigisdtleely or
administratively.

A. Prison Admissions

Reductions in the numbers of persons admitted to prison can be accomplished in two
ways. First, the stateds |l egislature can mod
types of crimes for which a person must be sentenced to prison (mandaonyterms).

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 sept&to some alternatite-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 pison admissions are either probation or parole violators, of which at least half are
for technical violationd offenses for which someone could not be sentenced to prison.
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Unlike sentencing reform, reductions in probation and parole technical violatiarise
achieved administratively. It is also possible to use legislation to limit the types of parole and
probation violations that can result iradmission to the prison system.

B. Length of Stay

Legislatures can effect reductions in lengtkstay by reexamining 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/a higher percentage of time to serve before being eligible for release.
Many of these laws have been referred to as Tinsentencing (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 i nma
govern the decision to release a prisoner once eligible for release. Although some &ates ha
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 adept a risk
based parole guidelines system that ensures low risk prssareereleased 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 boardshevigtrong 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 impogarigarole 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 tasealue of consulting crime victims,
their advocates, and other key stakeholders before modifying sentencing laws and release
policies cannot be understated and should be ob¥iespecially to elected officials who
learned their lesson the hardwayhng 198 006s and 19900s.

V. Calculating Cost Savings

When projecting savings to corrections budgets, it is important to distinguish between
At heoretical 6 savings and fiactual 6 savings.
diem or per annum rates. For example, if a state spends $30,000rpeeygaisoner, the state
will theoretically save $30,000 for every prisoner by which the population is reduced.

Yet the state doasotsave, in fact, at this per annum rate for each prisoner by which it
reduces its popul at npopulatiorRoy 00 iomateg mHgeoreticallyt e 6s pr
save the state $300,000, lagtuallysave 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, Ibse a prison or the wing of a prison, postpone (owepnet 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 reduceateofasth e syst eimés gr o
without realizingnegativegrowth (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,
overesti mat ed t h.eForsekamples @dstate that managesfto cgt the state fprison
popul ationds rate of ¢ acualtsakingdnly if b hragdasqueed,doe nt , w
the next fiscal year, a growth in the prison population of two percent or more. adtoaksav-
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 st adge mighefacditatd efficetsito of cor
confirm that a new population management strategy has generated savings. For example, states
that operate on a bienni al budget and project
especially likely to provide evidenceattha 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 changesettade n
States generally pay the full per diem rate to house prisoners in county facilitiesobistate.
While there may be some marginal costs associated with the need to house the displaced inmates,
canceling these contracts allows states to rediz@er 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 postponaanceling 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 copmromise that can generate systemde savings. They move
forward with the opening of a new facility, but agree to close (or at least mothball) one of the
statebds ol der pri s-otensivetologetate.i s particul arly st

Given the complexities dhe 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 proagess. Fo
this reason, their commitment to the justice reinvestment initiative, in addition to the support of
key lawmakers, is essential.

V. Protecting and Seqgregating 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 justiceestment.
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Ideally, state government officials would establish some type of a fund, which to some
extent could beeplenished each year through population management strategies that generate
additional savings to the state. A commitment of thisfsom the state may not be possible
without legislative action, which is not without precedent. At least three &t&lf@shington,
Montana, and Californé& have enacted laws establishing a similar mechanism. State
government officials will also need to der 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 flinelg.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, providinoegsitheit
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 authority state government agency, commusbgsed organization, or someagu
government entiy charged 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 ageby 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 consideratiol\lternatively, 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 record4ow a state determines which, of the handful of
nei ghborhoods across the state receiving the
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 individuald-seifficient, 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 prcipal recipients of Section 8 vouchers, TANF dollars, and Medicaid.

The authority (i.e., state agencies, unit of local government, or-goasrnmental entity)
responsible for overseeing the justice reinvestment initiative should be charged witgimden
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
empl oyed to identify these | eadrengthsandineedsd et er m
and to collaborate with state government officials in the administration of this fund will be one
that is unigue to each neighborhood.

E. Monitor the Impact of the Initiative on the Target Community

The primary objective of the justiceinvestment 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 reviewinformation 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.

VIl.  How National and Local Foundations Can Help

Although some sttes 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 suppodrexxdirage
development of justice investment strategies, foundation support will likely be made available to
assist a select number of interested jurisdictions in develagingtice reinvestment initiative.

The foundati onsd s urm@ suchtasticedollowidg: t ake sever a

1. Providing technical assistance from leading corrections experts to analyze the
stateds prison population data, to cond
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inmates return following their incarceration, and to idemtiBasures to contain
the systembs growth or to reduce outrig
compromising public safety

Making technical assistance available from experts with a history of working with
state and local government budgets to foreaad 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.

Leveraging grant awards to attract investments in the justice reinvestment
initiative from other private foundations;

Brokering technical assistance from national experts in community development
regarding the saip and administration of the justice reinvestment fund; and

Facilitating data collection and analysis to determinetuwhpact the initiative
has had on public safety and the general quality of life in the target community.
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APPENDIX: D

Inventory
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