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INTRODUCTION 
'.,'" 

,During the past sev,eral ~ears, the, gr.owth in the populatio~ of 

.county jails and penitentiaries in New Yor.k State has beco'ge a major 

, source of concern;'. more pffenders are ~eing admttted to jail ;'and they 

are being held for longer periods, of'time. 1 Local facilitie~ have 

experienced treDHT%ldQus popul~tion increases since 1978, with a notable 

surge in POPula~'on occuringdur}ng 1981. Two .inmate rio~,s, which u.o~ 
place in NaSsi)ul~nd Westchester Countyfacilities,~caused extensive 

.' .damageand',~ere ,directly relat~d to overcrowding. 
-;, 

To address the problem of overcrowdin~ in local ,and State 'correctional 

facilities,'State officials, presented a $500 million prison bond issue 
. ,I. .. . ll,~' ~ 

~ tQ~ the voters in November, 1981. The bond issue, which was defeated'd' '\ 
8 G>-

,'was to have provided $125 million to, counties on a 'matc,hing ,basts "for 

capital construction, expans i ~n and/or rehabi1i tation ,of 1 oca l;torrecti ana 1 

1.1
:-"aciHties. In 1~9ht O~ 1:his defeat, jan over~rpwding ~ins a serious. 

,problem and raises the specter of violence erupting in facilities where 
D \l 

inmates niust live in "congested quar~ers. and, where the lack of, adequate 

programs results in forced i~lehess. 

This re!,ort de,scribes New York's experience with local jail over

crowding. The major focus ,is on issues re1ati,ng to county jails, excluding 

New York City. ·,The New York City correctional system i.s not included 
./? " " 
'-.~" . ' . ' , .' ,. 

because of lts unique stru~ture--itis oper,ated by the City Department of 

Corrections and is headed by a Conmissioner of Corrections. county jails 

areopetated byCounti Departments of Correcti ons 0 or Sheriffs. Model 
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local programs that provide alternatives to incarceration with the 
" 

direct purpose of reducing jail populations are also described~ These 

model programs are lotated in both the pre- and post-adjudicatory phases 

of the criminal justice process. They are operating successfu)l1y in 
I 

large and small counties, both upstate and d,ownstate,. nnd under a variety 

of funding sOUrces. Counties interested in alleviating jail overcrowding" 

through the provision of criminal "sanctions other than incarceration may 
'I' • 

find these mod~,ls hel,pful in achieving that goal. 
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JAIL OVERCROWDING IN NEW YORK STATE 
An Overvi ew \~, . 

,'I ~. 

County jails and penitentiaries in New York State are currently 

experi enci ng ,overcrowdi ng. In one }~~ar', the number of persons admi tted 

to these facilities increased 22 percent from 88,076 in 1979 to 107,847 

in 1980. A survey conducted iri November, 1980 by the New York State 

Commission of Correction found that the populatiop density of"county 

\\facilities as a whole had grown to "85" p~rcent of capacity. 2 The Commission 

of Correction regards 80 percent of capacity as the limit at which a 
,) 

'county j~il can operate and remain in compliance with the classification 
I· 

standards established in Section 500-c of the Correction Law. When the d 

,1\ popl,Jlation of a jail surpasses 80 percent o.lf its capacity, the facility" 

must re-sort to utilizing special housing space, boarding inmates with 

other counties, or instead, fall out of compliance "with the standards. 

In cases in which a jail is unable to maintain proper classifi

~\~tion of inmates, or their maximum population capacity has Leenreached, 

an order may be obtairled from the Commission 0.1 Correct,ion to boarq:,,~ 
\ '. '(/ 

prisoners. in other counties. According to a study conducted by the 

New York State Association of Counties and the Office of the Lieutenant 

Governor, at least half of the; 57 counties in upstate New York were 

boarding-out inmates to other~counties at the time of the study, and 

some did so on a regular basis. 3 The cost for boarding an inmate was 

found to range from $25 to,$75 per day. Monroe County, for example, 

spent $118~750 ?uring 1979 to bQard-out inmates in other counties. 

Because of the sever,ityof the overcrowding problem, counties have 
.11 ." • 

v 

been forced to board inmates all ()Vel" the (?tate, and 17 frequently must 
, 
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'--"compete for'space by attempting to out ... bid one another. 4 Currently, 

o 
'there is no centr.alized system for providing information )'egarding the 

availability of jail space. Instead, each county must individually 
() ~.' 

searchJor available space, request a substitute jail order from the 

COlllllission of Correction, and negotiate a price for the Ispace. ' 

An alternative to boarding-out ~nmates that has been used by some 

county jails in New York is ,to go out of compliance with the classifi

cation standards regarding housing. In some cases administrators have 
,\ 

chosen to go au", of ccompliance when it seemed that particuiar housing 

components' wi 11 be overcrowde,d for only a short pet"i od. In other cases, 

when substitute jail space cannot be located, administrator~ have been 

forced to go out of campl iance \'Iith the classification standards by 
.", 

housing inmates within their own ftacilities. An example of an extreme 

case is ,the Westchester County Jail which was, at one point,operating 

-" at,: 50 percent, ~ its maximum capacity. Substitute jail spa,cecould, 

not\\be found and, as a result, some inmates were forced to sleep on cots 
Q 

in a dayroQm and some male prisoners slept in the basem,ent of the women's 
::;:/., ~;~.\ :)" ,I 

factl i ty. Accollllloda ti ng the extrapri soners also ,'resu 1 te~. in sentenced 

and ,unsentenced offe,nders,and adults and minors5 being hous~d together • 
. \1 

Nassau and ~uffolk Counties are also suffering from problems of a 
~ , 

similar magnitude ,and many other counties are experiencing some d~gree 

of overcrowding in their jails. 

Another:t response to the problem of overcrowding \"has been' the use, of " 

double-celli,ng. N,!!,sau County is the only county in New York State that 
.' -o " 

'has r,esorted to the practice of double-celling, and it has done s"o with 
" 

the ,approv~l of a federal co.urt judge. l:-.In order to obtain this penniss~on 

~ .:; " 
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to double-cell inmates, Nassau County bypassed the Commission of Correction, 

which has pl"ohibited double-celling of inmates in C;ells originally 

constructed or rated fo~ single occupancy., However, in its report on 

double-celling, the Corrmission states that in emergency situations only, 

the use of double-celling could be considered in short-term facilities 

(jails) under certain guidelines. 6 

Factors Contri buti ng to Jai 1 Overc.'owdi n9 
o 

A number of factors have been id~ntified as contributing to the 

overcrowding of New York's county jails. Among these are: 

pretrial detention 
inappropriate placements 
sentencing policies 
delays' in processi,ng 

-- State c'la,ssification policies 
{~ "I tJ 

The impact "of each of these factors requires a more detai l~d 
i:..1 

discussion. \\ " 

-
o 

Pretr1a 1 Detenti on,~ 

, According to a statewide survey "of county jails conducted"bY the 

Comm'ission of Correction in NO,yembet' of 1980~ 57 percent of the weekday 

'and 55 percen't of'the weekend jailp~pulation we~~ detained f9,r preliminary 

examination, grand jury hearing,ordther pre-adjudicatory purpose.1 It, 
o "" 

was not known how many of these individuals 'were detained in jail 

because they could not afford to make bail. However,' the most recent 
" 

Census dfJailsand Surveyof,Jail Inmates" 'i nd'i cates tbat, on Ii Qation-

wide basis~" bail had been set for 80 percent ofJlll unconvicted ,inmates \, 

,;> who were betng detained prior to trta.1 ,thereforesuggesting tha't many" 

"of these individuals may have been unable 'to post the amount of bafT set 
':) C! 

for them. 8 
\ ~J 
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Despite recent efforts of the bail refonn'movement, there is little 

evidence that rion-monetary release policies ~rovidjng alternatives to 

pretrial dc:tsntion are widely uti,lizeCl. "A 197,9 jail overcrowding study 

conducted in Monroe County included a survey of local judges' attitudes 

fI 'toward jail and alternativeS' to jail. 9 ~he findings of this survey 

indicate that neither public opinion regarding an offense nor the existence 

of jail bvercrowd;ng lrIere considered to be important factors involved in 

the pr:etrial release,decision-making process. JudgesmQ~t often cited 

the Tack of background infonnation' oli the offender as the reason for not 

using some fonn ,of non-monetarypretr,ial release. 
o 

The New YO'rk St~te DiVision of' Criminal ~ Justice Services (DCJS) has 

contracted with the Cent~H' for Governmental Research,' Inca to conduct "a 

study of pret~ial release practices in ~~w York and to developrecom-
,) ~ 

'0 

rnendations regarding the standardization of this prac~ice throughout the 
" , 

State. This study will involve a review ofexis'1:ing pretrial practices 

in twenty-four sample counties in New York as well as other parts of the 

coufltry .. \)' 

Inappropriate Placements 

The placeRtentof mentally ;]1 and mentally 'retarded indiv;duals, 

public inebriates, and youth can" compound the problempf jail overcrowding. 
" ,~ 

These individuals are sometimes placed '1n jail because of the lack: of 
" (':1:; 

approP~iate altel";native placemen~s or progranming. 10 

Menta 11,y, 111 ,and retarded persons aresomet1mes jailed as the 

'r-esultof unus(~~l behavior, or for~heeonmitment of pettY"offenses such 

" \~ 

o 

" 
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as loitering,vagrancy,. or disturbing the peace. " In addition., mentally 

ill or retarded individuals are sometimes held in jail either because 

they cannot be conmitted under the strict civilcollll1itmentlaws;, or 
:. 

" " 
because conmitm~nt proceed.ings are: pending,. The impact of the recent 

deinstitutiona1iza~jon of psychiatriF centers 0(1 jail populations~, is not 

known, as no" empiri'Cal data have yet been~ collected regarding thenuri{t5er 

of deinstitudonalizedindividuals confined injails. ll Iti!. known, 

however, .that in 1979 55 percen~ Q~f all suicides in.,State a'nd local 

correctional facilities in New Yor~ State had been hospitalized for 

treatment of a mental disorde,r at 1e~st" once. I'! 

" () 

Pub 1 i c inebri a tes represent another' category of persons whQ are " 
" inappropriately held in jails and, therefore, compound the, problem of 

. . ~ , 

- 0 

overcrowding. Although public intoxication has'beendecrimina1ized in 
'/ . . ,:. /.r- ""' ';. _ "), . \'\ . 

New York,. pub)}ic 'lrtebriates continue to be arrested. The:x are no~ 
l· ~ If ~) -

cha,rgedwith such offenses as disorderly Conduct, loitering, and disturbing 
. . ~dJ,· . "- " ...... ' .... . 

tr~ea,ce. The magnitude of this practice cannot be assessed since 

Sheriffs are ,not required to· report whether .those taken into custody" ar~ 

. inebriated. However, other states that 'havestudi~d, jail s~icides 

. (North CaroJ ina, Chio,,, Michigan) have found that many suicide victims 
. 'II . '~ 'I • ;:;; 

were held on alcohol-related offenses. The Michigan study "found that 

80 percent of the alcohol-related suicides were conmitted by offende.rs 

who were still drunk. 13 PUblic'~nebriates often cannot get heeded 
~ ,-' 

treatment whiletn jail and ~pose additional problems for jail adininistrators. 

Youth$,:.'l~orequire specialOprote~tlonSwhen. they ~ome i",to conta~t 

with .the adult sys,tem. The initial impetus for the.de~e"opment of the ,~" 

" 
() 
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juvenile ju~tjce court in 1899 was,to pr9yide such protections and 

remove children from the adult,criminal justice sys.tem.14 The Federal 
~. . . 

JUvenile Justice and'dDel inquency PreVf!'ntion Actvof 1974, encourages the 
. ,\ 

removal of juveniles from adult j,ailsand institutions {Section 223 " 

(a)(14) and requires the separation by sight and sound of j'uvenile' and 

'adult offenders (Secti,on 223 (a)(13). F!owever, it has been found that 

youths aged 'sixteen and seventee~ comprise approximatelYc15 percent of 

the population of ~dult "jailS 1~o~ew York State. 15 Negativecondi,tions 

resulting from the placement of youth in adult jails' include: 

the \lst~jgma produced by the "~riminal'~ label which affects the 
availability of social, educational, andemployment"opportunitie,s; 

the negative self-image adopted by or reinforced'wtthin the juvenile; 
~ ~ 

~ 

the occurrence of physical harm and sexual abuse of juveniles by 
-adul ts";- . " 

A,recent study preparedfof the Federal Office, ;of Juvenile Justice 
',. " .::-; . 

and Delinquency Prevention indicates t~at youth held in jail's conmit 
0,"., "---

suicide at a rate "f,' 12.3 per 100;000, and 8.6 per 100,000 in police 
\l " 

lock-ups.16.Bothof these" rates are"signifi"cantly higher than" the rate 

of.2.7 suicides per"100,000 youth" in the general population. These 
, c," 0 '.\ 

figures providetestill)Onyto the inappropriateness of the jail setting 

for th~ detention of young offenders. 
J .j 

Sentencing Policies 

An exarninatfon ofpQPulation"trends,in county jails from 1969 to 

1980 found that the 'number at sentenced inmates increased from 19,268 in " 
. .)" a 

19,69 tq 24,498 in' 1980; ~an 1ncrease of 27 pertent. 17 In addit~,~ns it 
". () .. , :' " ' '~, - . 

was dej;enninedthat the length of sentenc.e had also increased ~harply. 
(\ ",i. ' " ' " ' 0 
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While fac~ors such as tougher attitudes toward crlme and criminals may 

h&ve ~,een i nvo 1 ved in these increases, speci fi c pratti ces such as the 

use of weekend or intermitt~nt sentences and the mandatory sentences 

" . imposed by the new gun control legislation must also be considered for 

their impa,ct on the pOjlulation."of jails. 

The purpose of weekend sentences is to allow offenders to maintain 

their: weekday responsjbilities with 1imited" disruption. However, these 
I ~ 

same individuals can pose additional administrative problems for the 

Jails and add to the crpwding problem by their wee!<end,incarceration. 

A survey cond~cted by theCOIlJT\ission of Correction found that in the 
.. . \~' "." n 

six..;month period from April, 1980 tQNovember, 1980, the weekend pop-
" 

ulation count had ri\sen 11 percent from 5,536 to 6,146. 18 Since in-

dividual'sserving 0 weekend sentences p~esumablY pose 1 ittle'b thr:,eat to th~ 
'" \> " '. -;; 

safetj\ of the conmunity during the week, the possibility of "using alternative 
• ~ ~ .' ",/'; :! ·f C> 

sentencing (such as, corrmur.-,uo:\service ~r restitution) should be considered. 
l /,-J . ' 

Rensselaer County recently experienced overcrowding in its jail on 
" 

weekends and, in response, allowed over half ofo its fourteen "weekende,rs II 

to report to the j~il on" Friday and then' go 'home~, The county district 
• ." I) 

" attorney was highly critical 'of this practice, but tHis cri~icism was 

quelled w,~en se~tencing judges publiclY' approved of the action and the' 
" 

number of those wUh weekend sentences was reduced to three individuals. 

, T~e new gun control legislation (Penal Law, Artic:1e 265), which 
" • ,0 ~""'I', / <:-; 

mandates a sentence of UP to one year upon conViction bf possession of a 

loaded weapon outside. the home,. has had a. direct impact on coun,ty jails. 
. D . 

,-;, " 0 

Duringthe,s1x-monthperiod from January 1, ,1980"to J4.,ne 30, 1980, a 
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total of 151 offenders were convicted of gun law violations and were 

subsequently se,ntencedto cpunty jail. An anaJysis of the same six-

month period for the ~,ear 1981 indicates that 373 persons were sentenced 

to county jail for gun law violations during that tim~.19 This represents 

an increase of 147 percent t and provides~a basis for projecting approx

imately 746 such comnitments per year. It is also likely that the 

impact of mandatory sentences for gun 'law violations will be greatest in 
',,,; 

those highly urbanized areas of New York where jail facilities are 

alre~dy severeJY overcrowded. 

Delays in P,rocessing 

,Delays in processing significantly affect pretrial incarceration 

(\ time. In response" to a survey conducted jo'intly by the New York State 

Association of Counties and "the Lieutenan,t Governor's Office, local jail 

administrators and elected officials cited" the following as major 

f!ctors cont~ibutingtoprolonged stays in jail: 

overloaded or inadequate defense services; 

lack of adequate staff for ,district attorneys' office~; 

inadequate information for use in processing pretrial and pre
sentence reports, and delays in processing necessary information; 

inadequate /. a 1 ternative~1 to' i ncarcerati on; and, 
,,1 

underutilization of existing alternatives to incarceration. 20 

State Classif1'cation Pol'lcies" 

., Section 500-c of the Correction Law establishes the followin§' 
\1 

\i:.1 

categories of inmates who may not be housed together: 

inmates who are twenty years old and under are not to be hous.ed 
with those twenty-one and over; 

sentenced offenders are not to be housed with persons who are 
unsentenced; 
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civil and cr.';minal cases must be separated; and 

an inmates must peseparated by sex. 

. J 

\ ,", " "f" , I 
As ,a result of the, r, estric,tions establi"She,d by these c,lassi~Jt, ation 

standards. a county may ~e forced to board-out inmates of a cert~: 
"cat~,?~y even though some areas of·· the; r ow~ f~Ci1 i ty may" ~e lJ~r-. " 

ut.ilized at the time. Legislation which would amend Section ~/JO-C of " . 

the" Correction Law and allow for l'!;reaSed administrative' frotipn in 

the housing as,Signment process2~as,\\, been i, ntrOduce,d f,OIJth f,," p;!last several 

years but_has not been 'passed.", .,. 
v • , 

" / ' su_~~ . . I 
In varying degrees, these factors "~ontribute to jaH o,vercrowding 

<i 
in most counties. While not all counti,es lll'Xperience e~ch of these" 

problems, collectively, they contribute to the statewide ph~nomenon of 

jai 1 overcrowding. ' 

c) 
'tl 

, ,,",,' :;,-". 
_.",.L, .. ,~~._ ... _.~ "._,,"_-,:& 

0' 

.~" 

" ",--
·i·. .S 

:1:: 

>'.; 
. ".~ 

.,\', 

" ',',-

"0 )',f. 

, ,~ 
I 

l 
; 
• I , 

, 
, I 



------.....-- ----~-------

'(:,:;:;~:::'1lI~.'~' ~jE'\~~:~~!~:;:;~;;;~~'~~~~NDl~'A1lUflDf.IrIiiI!"_!iIII! •• ~" ~1iIII!IIll~ __ I'!fi~_~~_ .. ~_ .. _~_.~_ .. ~"'~.IIiMIlI-~.IIilIIIt"'@IIII ••••• ".( ~.tlll, 11 •• n""'~il.'IIt":rIill? fNk.~iI:j~.:.c~':.":,::,",:",,·'Z.£:: ;::",-,?"~.~il''''i~:1i''":.>il'F)'!'~'~_::-~:''!::",~,,.,... ... "~f~:~jl,~~:::"l'?::,::r :::_ '::"!:': .~, :::-::' ':::~~~.: ~_,_ ",.~_,:::::; .. " 
.' 

" 
:,'1 

ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION: EXISTING PROGRAM MODELS 

The need for!11o~e and better ,alternatives to incarceration that are .. 

, re~li s tica lly li nked to" the 'offense and, the ~eeds of the offender ,'and ,. 
~ .. 

also consider public safety, is widelyt'acknowledged. tTheovercrow~ed 

conditions of the State and;, local correctional systems and the recent 
G tl 4 • ;'::'" 

failure 'of the $500' million prison bond act, point to the need"to 
, ., 

develop ~nd implement alternatives. While alternative 'sentencing" mily 

~eem incongruent with the current public concern over .rising crime 

rates, criminal justice theorists ,and practitioners have argued for the 
~ ~, 

greater use. of alternative sentences for non-violent offenders. 22 On.~ 

the other hand, jud~es de,siring to use alternative sanctions" often face 

resistance from the public, them~dia, and legislators. State Supreme 

CourtJustice?oseph S. Mattina of Buffalo descrjb~his fellow judges 

as "frustrated" b~ ~endiog people to pri's,~n. 23 

In the face of this situation, there are several programs currently 

~'operatingin New York State that provide al~ernativesQto incarceration 
~ . 

and that seem worthy of consideration by counties facirfg jail over-

crowding problems. Programs that operate at the pre-arraignment or 

pretrial p.hase at~emp~ to keep good-risk i.ndivi'duals out of jails, while 

programs ~hat .providesentencing alternatives for convicted persons 

attempt to reduce the use of jail as asanct10n • 

.. The follo\~ing section describe~ alternative', programmatic ideas for 
. ~ \' 

,> ,\ 
\;:~ \. ',"- , . . ,." .~ _. . " 'r 

.redu\.;ing jail population and offers an example of each ~s 1't operates in 
, '), " 

a loc~lity'withinthe' S~ate.Each program conforms to State and local 
"" , '" • 0;:: 

statutes ",and seemingly.could be applied in other areas of the State. 

<;c, -.'~ 
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" \I , 

Client Specific Planning 

Client Specific Planning (GSP) is an alternative sentencing planning , 

servjce offered to defense, attorneys and their clients by the.New york 

Center for Sentencing Alternatives:'located in Syracuse. The primary 
" purpose of (, the CSP servi ce is the systemati c development of i ndi vi dua 1 i zed, 

" ~~ternative-to-incarceration treatmentt\:~plans, for offenders ~ho a~e found 

'or plead guilty to charges and who are likely to beOsentenc,ed to jail or 
, '~ 

\\ 

pri son terms • At the request of an offender's defense attorney,' CSP" 
"c' \J" • " , ", " 

case developers Prepare a comprehensive package of supervised community-
" 

based sanctions to be presented to the, court as'acsentencing plan that 
, , ' » 

offers an alternative to the use of tncar.ceration. 

D 
The concept of, C~p. was developed by the National Center on Institutions 

, 0 ' ,,' 

and Alternatives located in, Washington, D.C., and implemented in October, 1979. 24 
t ' " 

While the original pildt jurisdictions of CSP were Maryland, Virginia, 
" . :~ _ t, ,\ . " 

and~ashington, D.C., tile program has since expanded to include the, 

"branch' office in Syracuse as we'l as sites in severa' other states: 

Pennsylvania, California, ColQrado; Texas, Tennessee, Kentucky, Florida, 

Indiana, Nebraska, and Nort~ Carolina. 
\: 

o ~ 

The typi~al offender ,Served by the Syracusepr9Ject i$ pleab~rgain-

1ng with the intention' of pleading guilty, or has beenconvicte~ of a 
" " .' 

felony or" serious misdemeanor'and who, because of prior criminal history, 
"" ::J 

the nature of ' the "charge" or other fact~rs, i~ :JH~elytobe Hl~arcerat~d. 25 

Ina~dition, offenders facing revocati.,on of parole or '",robat,iori' dueoto 
.~ d , 

," ~, 

violations ,of their conditions. of release may also be clients. Most " 

plans develcped,\by CSf include Oneal' more of "the, follo~ing 'components: ' 
c;' : .. 

, 
living arrangementS, community sen:,,(ice, employment, financial restitution, 

I} 

~ 
• 
j 
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tnerapy, substanceabli'setreatment, education,v~cationalO training/' 

rehabi li tat; on ,medi ca l' treatment, supervisi on ,6 or report; ng--genera lly 
. ... .. '. , \I .' 

toa probation department. CSP plans empha,size the creative., use of. 

ex;sting'conmunity.resources and, do not rely on the development of new 

progral11s • ' 

',Unlike other alternative seiltencing programs''ithat focus solely on 
r, (I ~; 

rehabilitation, or thatactept~:'only~;'less . serious offende~s"who are 
,. ~ ~f, "~~i'1 ~ ~l ;:; 

",.. r:; 

unlikely to be incarcerated, CSP develops plans that emphasize resti-

tution ,to the vlctim and/or the'conmun;ty. The"plans aredes;gned to 

assure ttie.,se~tencing j~dgeand othecOl11llunity that,wi~hout incarcer

ating the offender, two concerns will be satisfied: cODll1unity safety 
,~ 

andoffenderretr:iI;)ution.Plans developed by CSP are not intended to be 

an "easy way out ll for"offenders,:but, rilth. er, fnvolve a degree of res-. . 

trictfveness dependent upon the Circumstahces .of'the individual case • 
. fI" .', 

,The inclusion of cort.nunityservice asa major component of most . 

plans developed by"CSPis' integral to the program' s "function as an' 
\I 

"equity.;.restoring mechanism~'''' BecClusecriminalactivity::'norlJialiy"'·· .. ~'··· 

tesults in something of value being. extracted'from the cODll1unity, it is 
v '" I) 

\' . ,~ 

appropriate that the'offender return something of value to thecQl1111unity. 

The,odg1natorsofCSP believe that IItrea~ntGshol.lld"recognizethis 

, ink between the pe'~pet~CltQr~:an(f'the CClII1Iuni ty a{ld should i nvo ~ ~e some 

actual as Well" as SYmb'~lic'restorat1on~o/benefit to "thoe cOnmUni~y.1I26 

i\ 

cC,SP d~s recognizethat'\incarcernt'ion mu~t be imposed insorile 

cases, such as those i nvo 1\11 ng ,manda:tory sentences:' "Approximate 1 y' 15-20 

percent a! the p1'ansreconvnendpl,acement in a secure setting. W~ere 

.. ~ 

~ 

I 
• , 
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"constr"uctive incarceration ll is available (such as' house arrest, work 

release, .split sentences, secure psychiatric faci lities; or other short-
, 

term res i denti a 1" a!'rangements) i't wi 11 be recoJllllended: However, in 

cases i'1~olving mandatory incarceration, plans developed by CSP usually 

advocate that ~n offencler serve, th~ minimumtenno pos5i'ble, followed' by a 
• \1 , I., 

cOOll1unity-based alternative sen:f;ence . 
. ~" {," ,~ 

CSPshould not bl!viewed as a pl'1ogram that replaces' the fUl,lction of' 
c'; 

a probation departments, but ratner as, a parallel service. Pre-sentence 
" 

investigation reports are prepared by probation department'staff con,-

currently with the CSP interview Md planning process. Pre-sentence 
. ,,(-' 

investigation reports include.extensive social and criminal histories 

,and do not necessarily h.~vea non-incarcerative foc;:us., CSP plaQs are _'. 

more comprehensive, ~nd'present .$enten~ing'strategieS that go beyond .. the 
-~ ~ 

a traditional alternative options of jailor probation. Althoug~most CSP 

.. \.' 

plans include supervision by probation., departments as part of theseritence, 
" 

these plans ,may alsQ, offer additiPnal supervision. in the fonn of .a third 
" 

party or advocate to oversee certain aspects of the plan. For ex'ampl e, . 
~, 

an offender with a drug problem' might'be assigned a' fonner addict as his 

third party supervisor. Since CSP staff do not super"lse or monitor. 
t.: 

cli-en'tperformance, the program does not conflict with the supervisory" 

role of probation departments;~' 

{) 

o £.) ~".'. ~ • ' .~;~::;; 
\') ,- ". \\ 

During the first 18 months "o!,) Qperation of esp, a ototalof354 

cases were referre.d to the National Center in Washington.'b.C.,wiih225 

result,1ng:in preOsentatio~Of~lansh to tt.: court.' Of these 225 c~Plet~d 
I, 

cases.12& (57percent).,were accepted in full ~ 25 (llperc;ent) were 
", -' . ~ 

\. 
accepted in part,." and 12 (32percent) were rejected by the applicable 
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c.! 

decision-making
C 

authorities (i.e., courts or parole boards). Thus, a 

total of 68 percent of the Client Specific Plans were adopted in some 

manner. 27 p;lans for offenders involved in crimes against the person 

were accepted in full or in "part 58 percent of the timf.!, while those 

involving property offenses were ac~epted 74 percent of "',the time. 

In January, 1981~ the New York Center on"" Sentencing Alternatives 
"\ I} .' 

(Syracuse) began accepting"refe;ralS. During the first siX months of 

operation, 31 referrals were received, and in 18 of ;these (:ases alter

native plans were presented to the court. Of the 18 plans presented" 17 

were accepted by: the courts in whole or in part, with onl~ one" rejection. 28 

Ii I'· I 

While it is too early to report follow-up data regarding the CSP 

effort in New York State,' data are available from the National Center. A 
\\ "." ,,,J 

recently completed -nationwide random sample of clients whose plans were 

accepted indi"cated that 87.5 percent of these individuals were complying 
.' ~ .' 

with, or had. successfullY completed, the requirements of 'their plans. 

The New York Center for Sentencing Alternattves is funded through a 

grant from the Edna. McConnell Clark Foundation and this funding will 

expire in Oct9ber, 1982. The project budget is"$100,000 per 'year for 

100 cases "and assumes an approximate per c(secost of $800 to $900." '. 

These figures are ~a.sedon an estimated daily", cost _of $200 per case and 

assume ,three to three and one-half'days of planning and one day fol' 

,presentation of the plan in court.Offender-s are ~"arged a fee for CSP " 
" (; 

service on a sliding scale based on ability to pay; this approach not 
,.', • .r:!- . . ~,.:.\. • 

on 1.)' helps support the program, but provi des a means of emphc~sl Z1 ng the 

personal responsibility of offenders for their acts. 

" ""': ;' ..... 
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" New York COlmlunity Service Sentencing Project 

From February, 19}9, through April, 1981, almost 400 offenders were 
'--..)' ,(I 

each sent7n<;:~d bYcthe New York City C~iminal Courts to perform 70 hour~ 

of unpaid service for,the benefit of the cOlmlunity under the supervision 

of the Co~un;ty Service Sentencing Program staff.2~ As a group, they 

cleaned up badly neglecf;ed sen.lorcitizen centers, youth centers and 
-. . 0 

neighborho(ld parks; repaired appliances; "installed smoke ala'rms for the 
(, ,,':; 

elderly; helped staff recreational programs for retarded children; 

pa'inted ~nd repaired cOImILInity facilities, nursing homes, alternative 

schools and playgrounds; and performed other work in ser'vice~needy areas 

of the City. Some continued to volunteer their services after com":" 

pleting their court-imposed obligations. 

In 1978, the Vera InstHu~eofJustice established the Bronx 

COlmlunity Service Sentencing Project to test the feasibility of such,a 

program that used cOlmlun'jty servfce sentences for offenders most likely 

to be se~tenced "to a short jail tenn. 30 In 1980, projects were started 

in Brooklyn and Manhattan, and the City Probation Department began a 

project in Staten Island. 

Vera focused on offenders who othel~ise would,have gone to jail for 
\\ ," > 

short terms; defend.ants lacking at least one prior conviction (ire not 
;, 

accepted. Thjsrequirernent was ~ imposed after research showed that first 
~ .~, ,~., 

oJfenders convictQd of misdemeanors were considerably less likely to 
;:'\ 

receive jail sentences in the"Bronx and 'Brooklyn CQut'ts. Although a 
(, '\ 

thorough ,evaluation has not been completed, preliminary data suggest 

that the Bronx pilot met its goal of drawing at least half of those 
.1' \f 

given the conmunityservice sentence away from short jail terms. As a 

l 
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group, the Vera offenders averaged more than 2.5 pri'or convictions and 

about six pri or arrests • About one-third ha'dpri or f£::ony convictions, 
" -,I} 

and roughly half had be~n jailed on their last conviction •. Over half' 

received., a; community ·senvice sentence in a prosecution based on a felony 
" ") 

I.~, arrest (all property offenses). "Generally, these off:~enders were u~- '\ 
',1', 

skilled"unemployedminorities (95 percent Black or Hispanic), with 
" 

prlorrecords of conviction and multilJle social problems. 
" 

, Each weekday, project staff revi ew the fil es for eachmi sdemeanor 
(1 

and felony arrest coming into Criminal Court. When a case appears to 

meet the el fgi bi r; ty cri teri a, a staff member seeks out the Ass; stant 

District Attorney, (ADA) ,and the defense attO}:ohey responsible for the" 

case.~(The latter would already have discussed with the defendant 
. Q 

wnetherto contest the charge or to enter plea i'egotiations.) If the 
" "() , 

two attorneys, co~sider the project's 70-hour commuhi~y service sentence .. 
• J :..~ 

to 'be an appropri'ate dispoc;ition, the defense lawyer discusses the" 
. . . Q ~ 

possibility with t~e client. If thelawy~'r reports that the disposition 

would be acceptable, the defendant is interviewed by the project staff. 
q \1 

If this interview turns up no sevete drug, alcohol, or other .problems 
!:~. 

that woul~ prevent the defendant from performing"~uch a sentence~ the 
'/", -
~(".:,...-- .~ 

ADA requests the judge to sentence the defendarft tocondi ti ona 1 di scharge, . . 
\~ 0 

• ,b 

\', with 10 hours of ser\~\ice under project supervision as the sole condition.. " 
,1 

The judge generally indicates to the offender, on the record,what the" 

sentence would ot~erWise have been, ana what to expect if brought back 

,for resentenc; n9 based upon 'a fa; 1 ure to sati sfy the' communi ty servi ce 
, 

'obligation. 
'i.\ 
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(:" ~ 

Thus far, the Bronx project has serviced 466 convi'cted offenders, 

" 103 have partiei pated in the Brooklyn project; and the new Manhattan 

project has processed 33 offenders. For the program year October 1, 1980, 
'.' 

through September 30, 1981, the cost per participant in the Bronx project 
>.:_' 

" 
was $921. 31 S;oca an average of 14 days is. required to complete the 

program, the average daily ~ost ;s about $66"far below the cost of 

imprisoning an offender for a short period of time in a"New York City 

jail. 

Suffolk County Correctional Facility Overcrowding Policy Committee 

In August, 1980, Suffolk County was awarded a federal grant from 

the\.-law Enforcement Assistance Administration to study jail overcrowding 
" in that .county and to generate infprmation, recommendations and alternatives 

desi,~ned to alleviate the problem. 32 An advisory committee established 
(' 

for this purpose consists of repres,entatives from multi-s.ervice community 
. , 

organizations,criminal ju~tice groups, and agency directors and commissioners 

r,esponsible for impl~~enting policies recommended by the group • 

" 

Two major strategies for dealing with the overcrowding problemhave 

received full Committee endorsement ',/!nd are currently being implemented. 
"r 

The CommunHy Service Alternative Sentencing Program, initiated in 
", (I 

August, 1981,provides judges with alternatives to incarcerative sentences. 
" '1..' 

Offenders may be recOlllllended for the "program through the Suffolk County 

probationDep~rtnlent, Legal Aid $ociety, p\'-ivate counsel, or the courts. 
" 

~cceptance into the program- fs- bas~(upon,establ ished guidel ines that 
'" 

consider factors such as' prior criminal record and severity of crime,. 

An offender may be jlssigneCf to'-·thi'~ program as a condition of probation, 

.~ '.i; 

'~. , 
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or as a reqyirement of., cDonditional discharge. The number of hours to 'be 

spent performing conrnunityservice work and the time in which th~ project 

must be accomplished are set by the sentencing judge: Through careful 
'" 

screening and placement i,nterviews, the program staff match the time and 
- , 

talents of participants with the work needs of private, public, non-

profi t orcORI11uni ty-base~ organi zati ons. Program staff moni tor'~ the 
\ . 

progress of 'participants and work with the probation department and 
I' 

courts in verifying and reporting individual outc0!Des. The COlll1lunity 
(' .. 

Service Alternative Sentencing Program is designed to w~tGwmodate up to 
.. ~ 0 ' 

190 offender~ over a twelve-month per,iod. It is expec~ed that' once 

judges and offenders become more famil"iar with the program they will be 
,) 

~ore inclined'to make use of it. The Suffolk County Criminal Justic~' 

Coordinating Council is continuing to monitor and evaluate the program. 

The second major strategy is the renovation of the former Children's 

Shelter in Iiguppauge into a 100-bed pretrial detention facility. While 

the courts are located in Hauppauge, the current detention facjlity is 

10cate4 in Riverhea~. fifty miles away. The r~novatio" of the Children's 

Shelter will provide substantial sa'lings t~ Suffolk, County in transportation 

costs, and an, abandoned, county-owned building will be utilized rather 
~ 

~han incurring the,cost of'new construction.' The new pretrial facility 

will also effect cost savings due to its 70 percent dormitory construction 

and minimum security classification. A further recomnendation by the 
" 0> 

Policy Conmittee that the maximum period ,for pretrial'detention be 

~~d to seven days, would afford additional savings. 

,,,0 " \ ,Several other strategies have been ide"tifi~d and implemented as a 
.0 

re,sultof the efforts of the Sl,Iffolk County Correctional FatUity 

, u. : 
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Overcrowding Policy,Co~ittee. Delays in the completion of psychiatric 

examinations pursuant to Article 13"0 of the Criminal Procedure Law have 
" 

resultedin additional jail days for inmates. In recognition of this 

problem, the COl1lJ1issioner of Mental Health and the judicial representatives 

of the COllJ11i ttee have agreed on procedures to expedi te ~he 'return ~f " 

inmates upon (complet jon of psychiatric exams. 

In addressin~ the issue of Judicial over-reliance ,on jail for 

pretrial 'detention, informational meetings between judges and the 

probation (\department have been ~rra:nged. Through these meetings, the' 
., ('. , '.1 

use of Vera Skill Guidelines for determinillg release on recognizance 

practices is being considered. 

Fina)ly, two sub-cOllJ11ittees have joined together\~o coordinate 

"efforts to"establish a Treatment Altern~tives to Str~et Crime Program in 
~, ' 

Suffolk County. 

Westchester County Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) Program 

The Treatment Altern~tives to Street Crime (TASC) Program operated 
" 

by the Westchester County Department of COIIIIlunity Health was developed 

to reduce drug and a1cohol related crimes and to impact the reci.divism 

rate among drug and alcohol ,abusing offenders. 33 The~eobj.ecti,yes were 
;. "-' II 

I) 

to .be achieved throug~\ the provision of referrals to colllriunity ... based 

treatment programs in lieu 9f fncarceration. In addition, JASC was 

desi gned· to provide ,services for cases involving domestic violence. 

In order to be' eUgible' fot' 1riclus,ion in TASC. the offender must be 

oyertfieage of sixteen, and charged ,with a misdemeanor or non-violent 

i , 

, 
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felony. Participation in the program is con a voluntary basis. Case 
.- (\~' 

managers W~Q, work with the TASC program make contact with eligible 

offenders as soon as possible, after their arrest or arralgnment. If it 
"~, 

is detennined that an offendefl is an appropriate candidate forTASC, the 

case manager presents this recODlJ1endatiorl to ",the court. While the most 

cOlTmon disposition in these cases had'been conditional discharge, TASC 

has also been included'as a condition of probation, used in conjunction 
" with fines and restitution, and as part of an adjournment in contemplation 

of dismissal (ACD). Clfi~nts accepted by the court for participation in 
< ~ ,\ '.~ , 

TASC,,) are referred to an approPtiat~ conmunity-based treatment facH ity.' 

TAse serves asca monitoring and referral service and does not 

directly pr?vide supervision or. treatment. The attendance and progress 
1\ " t\ 

of cl"ients lIs monitored by program ,staff and monthly ~rogress reports 
,I ' '\ 

are providecl to the courts. Although clients ""may be terminated from the 
;i 

program ,upon violatjon of the TASC agreement br the rules of the treat-

ment program in which they are participating, corrective measu~~s 

usually occur prior to a rec:onmendation for terminatiqn. 
~\, 
\\ "; 

'." " 
Since its inception in 1979, approximately nine hundred offenders 

have participated in TASC and have been referred to drug-free programs, 

methadone maintenance programs and alcoholism treatment facilities. Of 

this number, approximately 36 percent remained with TASC for the entire 
l'i, .') 

length of treatment and 42 percent were terminated for failure to adhere 

to their TASC agreement, while the remaining 22 percent were forced to 

discontinue treatment due to circumstances exclusive of the agreement 

(Le., a cJ ient might be incarcerated for an' offense , conmitted prior to 
- " . , , " 

1~, 

rASC' i ~vo 1 vement r. 34 '\ 
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COlll11unity Dispu'1:e Resolution 

COllInunity dispute resolution programs enable citizens to reconcile 

conflicts within the cOlll11unity through the use of mediation arid arbit'ration. 

" As a result, such programs are potentially viable means of easing court 

caseloads. 

" 

The Center for Dispute Settlement in Rochester is based on a model 
::.:: 

developed by the American Arbitration Association. 35 Their IIArbitration 

as ",n Alternative" program handles adult criminal cases referred by the 

District Attorney's Office. During 1978, program staff worked with 897 
\, 

cases inlJolvingoffenses sllch as assault, menaci_ng,-, petit larceny, 
• u 

unauthorized use of a ,motor vehicle, and bad checks. The average cost 

ofa case brought to resolution was, estimated to be $56.68. 36 

Bail Funds 

v According to ~riminal Procedure Law, Article 500, bail funds may be 

established for the purpose of providing,\,indigent de.fendants with the 

means for securing their release from jail prior to "trial. In general, 

candidates must meet certain criteria in order to be eligible for the 

use of bail fund,s. These crit~ria, which are similar to those used in 

other pretrial release, p'rograms,are basi~allyused to determine whether 

defendants have sufficient, ties to the cOlll11unity to ensure their subsequent 

appearance at court. 37 A ba,il fund may be operat~d by a publ ic or 

private agency, and the amount'borrowed b,Y,a defendant is returned to 

the fund upon disposition of the case. 

-An example of'suc;h a pro,gram operated by a private organization is 

the CathQlic Charities Bail Fund in Columbia'County, New York. During 

1 
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;;1:5 first few months of operation, this program" provided savings of 
" 

approxlmately$38,OOO to the county by making bail funds available to 29 

individuals who would have otherwise remained in the jail for a combined 

total of 832 days.38 In additi6n to providing bail funds, the Catholic 

Charities program offers referrals to those defendants who are in need 

',' of counsel i ng, hous i ng, welfare, fami ly help, and employment. 

Cond; ti ona 1 Release " 

Conditional release is a form of pretrial probation that allows 
\'1 

defendants not considered reliable enough to be released on their own 

recognizance, but for whom jail would be too strict an alternative, to 

be released under a promise to meet certain conditions set by the court. 

In most cases, defendants are required to maintain periodic contact with 

an officer of the court. Because of this superviSion requirement, 

conditional release costs more than release on recognizance, but ,.it is 

much less expensive than incarceration. 39 

The Nassau County Probation Department provides supervision to 

defendants released to its custody under the Conditional 'Release Program. 

The Nassau program is designed for defendants who are either released 

without bail, or those who have posted minimal bail, but whose background 
" indicates that there may be some doubt as to whether they can be relied 

upon to return to court. 40 The program can also be used i~ cases where 

remand wOlild i'mpose extreme hardship, such as tbe termination of empl·oyment 

or inabi li ty to support dependents. A defendant is i nformedat the time 

of arraignment of his or her placement inthe Conditional Release Program 

and is assigned a probation Qfficer to whom he or she must report weekly. 

The nature of reporting may range from a phone call to the probation 

1l' 
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Programs are usually operated by either a county probation department or 

a private'non··profit pretrial service agency. 41 Defendants are questioned 

by program staff about length of residence in\the community, family 

ties ,employment and any other i nforma ti on that would help determ.i ne 

their ties to the conmunity.· Responses to these questions are immediately 
I) 

verified in .order to prevent the unnecessary detention of a defendant. 

When the information indicates that a person can be reasonably relied 

upon to appear at trial, a reconmendation is made to the Judge at arraignment 

that the defendant be released on recognizance. 

The Monroe .. County:.Pretrial Services Corporation, which includes a 

release on recognizance program component, is an example of a private, 

non-profit agency that is funcjed totally by the county. Interviewers 

are sent to the county jail each morning (except Sunday) to screen 

individuals who may be potential clients for the program. 42 When 

appropriate, the interviewer appears in court with the defend.ant to 

reconmend that the judge release that person on his or her own recog

nizance. Of the 6,630 defendants interviewed by the Monroe CountY 

Pretrial Service Corporation during 1979,A,104 were reconmended for 

release on recognizance. A total of 2,434 (59 percent) of the~e cases 

were accepted by the court, and the failyre to appear rate for t~is 
iJ. ~) 

group was only 2.4 percent .• 

Employment. Assistance 

Many offenders have limited or no job skills and work histories, 

and therefore need assistance in locating training or employment oppor-
c, 

tunities. 43 In some~ases, the c9urt may refer an offender to an emploY!Ilent 
~j~ 

program as a condition of sentence. Such programs offer training in 

, . ' 
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" 

\~ '[ "'\ . . 
seeking and securing a jo!b, on-the-job tralnJng, or vocational rehabilitation. 

I, 

"A; part of its Manpo~er Corrections Project, Monroe County con:;;. 

tracted with a private company to provide job development and other 

services to individuals" in jail and offenders on probation~ 44 This 
, , 

program has four major components: vocational evaluation, academic 

instruction, counseling, and job placement with follow-up. Inmates and 

those on probation ,.who participate in this program dividethe'ir time 
\;\ 

between vocational evaluation, academics, and counseling and then enter 

a placement cycle that includes reporting for job interviews, continued 

academics, and couns'eling. When c.lients find jobs, they arerequ;,red to 

report one night a week for job coaching and job-related education. 

In 1980, 73 inmates in ,the program earned a combined total of 

'$40,000. Of this amount, IS percent was turned ,back, to the jai 1 to pay 

for room and board ,$1,400 was spent at the cOlllTli ssary, $1,600 for 

family support and $3,000"was used for expenses related to the program. 

In addition, an evaluation of this program, conducted by the National 

Council on, C'rime and Delinquency and the Rochester Governmental Research 

Center, found that 91 percent of those~ho completed training ev~ntually 

found employment. 
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SUMMARY 

The report w~s prepared to provide information about the ove\~-' 

crowding pr~?blem currently being experienced within the county jail,? "of 

New York State. In addition, a group Of local programs designed to 

reHeve jail overcrowding throu~,~ the use of alternatives to incar

ceration were identified and described. Those programs do not represent 

the full range of alternati.ves available, but rather a cross-section of 

those which may be replicable in other localities. 

A number of factors have been identified which contribute to the 
, 

overcrowding of New York's county jails. Among these are: pretrial 

detention; inappropriate placement of the mentally ill, mentally retarded, 
::) (~ 

public inebriates~and youth; sentencing policies; delays in the processing 

of defendants; and, State classification policies according to Section 

500-c of, the Correction Law. Because of overcrowding, jail ad!'linistrators 

are often forced to utilize housing space inappropriately, bO,ard inmates 

with other counties, or fall into non-compliance with the standards 

promulgated in Section 500-c of the Correction Law. 

A number of programs are operating within New York State that 
;.~ 

provide alternatives to the use of incarceration. Alternatives that 

have been successfully used include: bail funds; community service/ 

restitution; community dispute resolution; conditional release; re.lease 

on recognizance; e.'r.ployment ass;stance; and halfway houses. 

The programs described in this paper suggest a range of alter-: 

natives to local1'ties faced w,ith ov~r~roWdin9 iotheir jail facilities. 

These programs provide viable alternatives to incarcention, as well as-
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constructive forms of .9ustice which are appropriate for many offenders" 
D 

and serve our communities at the same time. 
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FOOTNOTES 

IT he numbe'r of persons admitted to jails and penitentiaries in" New York State' 
has increa:sed from 73,974 in 1969 to 107,843 in 1.980. In 1969, 46.3% of the 

"persons detained spent two days or less in confinement. By 1980., that per- . 
centage ~ad dropped to 40%. In 1969, 79% of those convicted of a crime com
pleted their jail sentence in the same time period. Source: New York State 
Commission of Correction .. B Report on Population and the Overcrowding of 
County Jails in" New York State. Albany, NY. May, 1980. 

(; 

2New York State Commission of Correction, Office of Program and Policy 
Analysis. An Analysis of the Findings of the Study on the Increasing 
Population in local Correctional Facilities and Some Strategies to Reduce 
Overcrowd; ng. Albany, NY. "March,' 1981." p. 1. 

3New York State Association of Counties and Office of lieutenant Governor. 
County Jail Project.;.Part I: County Jail Issues. (Draft). Albany, NY. 
r1arch, 1981. 

4New York State Association of Counties and ,Office of lieutenant Governor. 
County Jail Project-Part I: . County Jail Issues. (Draft). AlbanY,NY. 
March, 1981. p. 4.. . ~_~ 

5Section SOO-cof the Correction law establishes categories of inmates who 
may not be housed together. The age category requires that adults (those 
twenty-one years old and over) be housed separately from minors (those 
b/enty and younger). j" 

" 

7New York State,. Cpmmission of Correctio~, Office of Program and Policy 
Analysis. An Analysis of the Findings of the Study on the Increasi.ng 
Population in local Correctional Facilities and Some Strategies to Reduce 
Overcrowding. Albany, NY. March, 1981. " 

,,8U•S. Department of ~ti§\tice, law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 
Census ,of Jails and Survey of Jail Inmates. W.ashington, D.C. 1978. 

9Center for 'Governmenta 1 Research, Inc. Phase I--Ja i 1 Overcrowdi ng StudX,L 
County of Monroe. Rochester, NY. February, 1980. , 
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lONationa1 Coalition for Jail Reform. "Jai1 is the Wrong Place to Be for'~ 
Juveniles, Public Inebriates, the Mentally 111 and Mentally Retarded." (pamphlet) 
Washington, D.C. Undated. 

11 . " The New York State Office of Mental Health has been awarded a federal grant 
to study the relationship between deinstitutiona'lization and prison popula
tion levels in six states, including New York. Unfortunately, this study 
will not involve any analysis of jail pppulations. 

12New York State Commission of Correction, Medical Review Board. 
Study 1977, 1978, 1979 Systemwide. Albany, NY. January, 1981. 

Suicide 
p. 2. 

13 • Char1e, Suzanne. "Suicide in the Cel1blocks: New Programs Attack th~ No.1 
Killer of Jail Inmates." Corrections ~a~azine. August, 1981. p. 9~ 0 

. 14Community Research Forum. Removing Children from Adult Jails: A Guide to 
Action. University of Illinois at Orbana, Champaign. May, 1980. p. 16. 

15Statewjde Youth Advocacy. "Incarceration of Juveniles in Adult Jails: 
Statewide Youth Advocacy-Position Paper." Rochester, NY. August, 1980. 
p. 1. 

16Char1e, Suzanne. p. 9. 

l?Ne\'1 York State Commission of Correction. A Report on Population and the 
Overcrowding of County Jails in New York State. Albany, NY. May, 1980. 
p. 1. 

Q 

18New York State Commission of Correction, Office of Program and Policy 
Analysis. An Analysis of the FJnd'ings of the Study on the Increasing 
Population in Local Correctional Facilities and Some Strategies to Reduce 
Overcrowd; ng. A,l bany, NY. March, 1981. p. 1. 

19U.S. Department of JUstice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime in the 
United States: 1980. 1981. Crime in the United States: 1981. Unpublished. 
~(ashingtot1, D,.C.: Government Printing Office. 

20NewYork State Association of Counties and Office of Lieutenant Governor. 
County Jail Project-Part I: County Jail Issues. (Draft). AlbanY, NY. March 1981. 

21This pi~pposed legislation has met with opposition from Sheriffs wh() would 
be gersb,nally liable in any case of litigation. However, unless such an 
amendment can becpassed, counties will continue to be forced te pay for 
the boarding of inmates in other jails or, instead, go out of compliance 
with the existing classification standards. 
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22See for example: 
National Advisory CQm"ission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. 
Corrections. Washington, D.C. 1973. 
National Council 'on Crime and Delinquency. The Nondangerous Offender 
ShO!Al d Not Be Impri soned. Hackensack, NJ. 19n. 
Newton, Anne. Alternatives to Imprisonment - Day Fines, Community Service 
Orders, and Restitution. Hackensack~National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency. 1976. 

23Wakin, Edward. IIDefining New Terms. II American Way. November, 1981. p. 32. 

24Ra~ii, David. "Helping Attorneys Empty the Jails." New York Law Journal. 
November 23, 1981. p. 1. 

25Grinter~ Richard and ~1arsha Weissman, Co-Directors of New York Center for 
Alternatives. Interview. January 7~. 1982. 

26Berman, Leonard and Herbert J. Hoelter. "Client Specific Planning." 
Federal Probation. June, 1981., p. 42. 

27The Nat~onal Center on Institutions & Alt~rnatives. Descriptive Analisis 
of Client Specificl::Planning Cases. Washington, D,'C, AuglJst, 1981. 

28rables produced by New'York Center' for Alternatives. September 17, 1981. 
(inimeo). 

. .., 
29Vera Institute of Justice. The New York Community Service Sentencing-Pro

ject: Development of the Bronx Pilot Project. New York, May, 1981. p. 2. 

30McDonald, Douglas. "Community Service. Sentences: . The Vera Institute of 
Justi ce I s New Yor.k City Projects. II Judge I S Journa 1. To be published. 

31since ~he Bronx project is the oldest and therefore most stabilized, its 
'cost figures~ are better indicators of pr-ogram costs. 

32Suffolk County Correctional Facility Overcrowding Policy Committee. Phase 
I Report - November 1980 - June 1981. Hauppauge, NY. Undated. p. 1-.--

33Westchester County Department of Community Mental Health. "Overview of 
,II TASC", " Informatiolj) sh,~et. Undated. 

,34carbone,Joseph. Director of TASC, draft. 
',-\ 

Letter to judges. Undated. 
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35Genesee Judicial Process Corrmission. Alter~atives' to Incarceration, 
Genesee County. April 1, 1980. p. 22. 

36A new program established by the State Legislattire in July, 1981, provides 
$1.1 million to the, State Office of Court Administration (OCA) to fund up 

"to 50% of the cost 'of convnunity dispute resolution centers in New York City 
as well as' f'ourteen counties. Awar.ds will be made to qualified private non-
profit agencies in December, 1981, at which time standards of operation " 
willube developed by OCA in conjunction with the selected programs., In 
addition, a uniform data collection and i,llformation process will be devel:;.oped 
with re~ults to be reporte~ to the State Legislature:on,ari a'1nual basis. 

38New York State Office of, Lieutenant Governor. IICatholic Charities Revolving 
Bail Fund for Columbia County Saves Taxpayers. II SAVE. Albany, NY. 
Janua,ty, 19~1. p. 3. --

,\ 

39A potential problem associated with' the use of conditiona{ release is the 
pCissibility of subjecting defen,~ants to strict control when, in the absence 
of such a program, they might actually be released on thei,r own recognizance. 
., .:' l: 

',' 

40Nassau County Probation Department, Pretrial serv~ces Burp-'~~. IIConditional 
Release Program. II Information Sheef. Undated. ' j;) 

i~"~ , 

() 

" 4i~ente'r for Gov~rnmental" Research, Inc. IIWorking Paper #3. Existing Pretrial 
Release Programs in New York State. II (Draft). Rochester, NY. 1981. 

42W~od, Lee." Director, Monroe County Pretrial Services Corporation. Interview. 
September 16" 1981. 

44Senedetto, Al. , Rehabilitation Director, Monroe County Sheriff's Department. 
Interview. February, 1981. 
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