Minutes

SITING  INCENTIVES  COMMITTEE

Legislative Office Building,  Room 1A

Hartford, CT

May 16th, 2008

Members Present:  Brian Austin, Jr, statutory member as Undersecretary, Criminal Justice Policy and Planning Division, Office of Policy and Management, and Committee Chair;  Theresa Lantz, statutory member as Commissioner, Department of Correction;  William Carbone, statutory member as Executive Director, Court Support Services Division, Judicial Branch;  Senator Eric Coleman, statutory member as Co-chair, Planning and Development Committee;  Representative Arthur O’Neill, statutory member as Ranking Member, Judiciary Committee;  Representative Penny Bacchiochi, statutory member as Ranking Member, Planning and Development Committee;  Jeffrey Wright, Mayor, Town of Newington, appointed by Governor M. Jodi Rell;  Woody Bliss, First Selectmen, Town of Weston, appointed by John McKinney, Republican Minority Leader in the Senate.

Chair Brian Austin convened the meeting at 9:45am.  He explained that the Committee was created pursuant to Public Act 08-01 §33, enacted in the January Special Session.  The purpose of the Committee is:

to study the manner in which the state may effectively provide incentives to municipalities throughout the state to allow the siting of community-based facilities such as halfway houses and transitional and supportive housing for offenders released into the community.
Chairman Austin noted that the Committee must report its findings and recommendations to the Governor and General Assembly no later than January 1, 2009.  In order to develop this report, he explained that the Committee would be reviewing the issues facing state agencies in the siting of halfway houses and scattered site housing, and that the recommendations needed to be of interest to municipalities and easily implementable by the state.

Committee membership, meeting agendas, and meeting minutes can be located on the OPM website at www.ct.gov/opm under the Criminal Justice Division section. 
The presentation will be joint between the Department of Correction (DOC) and the Judicial Branch’s Court Support Services Division (CSSD).  Although DOC’s focus is re-entry it does do some diversion, and CSSD’s focus is diversion yet it also does some re-entry.  These agencies deal with a similar offender population, in the same communities, with similar programs operated by the same non-profit agencies, and they co-contract for services and face the same issues.
Department of Correction

The Department of Correction explained that the process by which offenders are released is governed by statute and length of sentence.  Essentially, offenders are released two ways from DOC  1) via non-discretionary release at End of Sentence (EOS) with no supervision,  on Split Sentence with the offender on probation supervised by CSSD,  on Special Parole supervised by DOC;  or  2) via discretionary release:  on Transitional Supervision if the sentence is under 2 years on length,  on Parole (at 50% of sentence served if for a non-violent crime or 85% of sentence served if for a violent crime) supervised by the Board of Pardons and Paroles,  on Work Release for rehabilitative reasons supervised by DOC.  The most successful re-entry is through the halfway house system.  The majority of offenders return to the community where they came from, unless the offender requests something else.  Someone on parole can sponsor a releasee.   DOC defines recidivism as a reconviction within 5 years.  
1) Residential Services

Total bed count for the Residential Services Network is 1,009 halfway house beds and 236 alternative/ supportive housing beds.  Total network of 1,245 beds. 

The Residential Services Unit is broken down into 5 districts that compliment the field supervision districts; Bridgeport, Hartford, New Haven, Norwich, and Waterbury.  

The Department strives to maintain full capacity of its contracted programs at all times.  The Residential Programs maintain an average occupancy rate of 99%, and the programs are operated by non-profit agencies.

In an average year, approximately 3,000 offenders transition through the Department of Correction’s residential programs.  Offenders are placed in the residential programs so that their completion of the program will coincide with their parole/transitional supervision eligibility/discharge.  There is evidence that recidivism rates are significantly lower for those offenders re-entering society through the residential programs as they are the best prepared for life on the street because they have employment and stable housing;  this is a vital component for re-entry.
The halfway houses are also used as a diversionary measure in that they are available to the DOC parole officer as a ‘halfway back’ measure in lieu of re-prisonment for the commission of a minor violation.
Alternative/Supportive Housing is used for offenders who have reached their parole/transitional supervision eligibility date but are without suitable sponsors.
2) DOC Contracted Programs

Halfway House Programs:  (traditional programs)



Work Release

Inpatient Programs

Mental Health

Women and Children
Alternative/Supportive Housing:  

(historically used by DMHAS, DCF, etc agencies)
Scattered Site  
(usually individual apartments in cities with wrap-around services)
Congregate
3) Work Release Programs: (typically 3-4 months in duration)
Work Release programs assist male and female offenders to become responsible members of the community.  Individual treatment plans are developed for each offender with a focus on meaningful employment, substance abuse education, life skills, and discharge planning.  The goal of the program is to transition offenders onto Parole, Transitional Supervision, or End of Sentence release.  Work Release Programs account for 60% of the Department’s contracted community residential programs, and approximately $17 million annually.  The following is an overview of DOC Work Release programs:  
Bridgeport District  -  5 Programs / 160 Beds 

  15 female beds in Bridgeport

  12 female beds in Norwalk

  27 male beds in Norwalk

106 male beds in Bridgeport
Hartford District  -  8 Programs / 231 Beds 

  40 male beds in Bloomfield

  18 female beds in Hartford

173 male beds in Hartford
New Haven District- 3 Programs / 150 Beds 

150 male beds in New Haven 
Norwich District- 4 Programs / 52 Beds 

  18 female beds in Willimantic

  16 male beds in Uncasville 

    7 male beds in Middletown

  11 male beds in Groton

Waterbury District- 7 Programs / 181 Beds 

  19 female beds in Waterbury

  10 male beds in Meriden

152 male beds in Waterbury
4) Inpatient Programs:  (30-60 day programs, and 6-9 month programs)
Inpatient Programs assist male and female offenders to become responsible members of the community.  Substance Abuse programs are highly structured environments offering relapse prevention, Narcotics Anonymous and Alcoholics Anonymous, group therapy, and family counseling.  The goal of the program is to transition offenders into a work release program and then onto Parole, Transitional Supervision, or EOS (End of Sentence).  Inpatient Programs account for 15% of the Department’s contracted community residential programs, and approximately $5 million annually.  The following is an overview of DOC Inpatient Programs:  
Of the 11 Inpatient Programs that the Department of Correction contracts with, 5 of the programs are joint collaborations between the DOC, CSSD, and DMHAS.  The collaborative programs offer the same services as the other Inpatient programs with the contracts being administered by DMHAS.  

Bridgeport District  -  1 Program / 27 Beds 

27 male and female beds in Bloomfield (DMHAS Collaborative)
Hartford District  -  1 Program / 17 Beds 

17 male beds in Bloomfield

New Haven District  -  1 Program / 15 Beds 

15 male and female beds in New Haven (DMHAS Collaborative)

Norwich District  -  2 Programs / 64 Beds 

36 male beds in Brooklyn

28 male beds in Middletown

Waterbury District  -  6 Programs / 84 Beds 

30 female beds in Litchfield

11 male beds in Torrington

35 male beds in Waterbury (DMHAS Collaborative)

  8 female beds in Waterbury

5) Mental Health Programs:

Mental Health programs are highly structured environments offering mental health treatment, group therapy, family counseling, substance abuse treatment, and discharge planning.  The mental health programs work with the local LMHA and DMHAS to enhance continuity of care while transitioning offenders onto Parole, Transitional Supervision, or End of Sentence (EOS).  Mental Health Programs account for 2% of the Department’s contracted community residential programs, and approximately $900,000 annually.  The following is an overview of DOC Mental Health programs:

New Haven District- 1 Program / 8 Beds
  8 male beds in New Haven
Waterbury District - 1 Program / 15 Beds 

15 male beds in Waterbury
6) Women and Children Programs:

Women and Children programs offer female offenders residential social reunification programming. In conjunction with the Department of Children and Families (DCF), offenders are reunited with their children prior to Parole, Transitional Supervision, or EOS.  Women and Children Programs account for 2% of the Department’s contracted community residential programs, and approximately $1.4 million annually.  The following is an overview of DOC Women and Children programs:
Bridgeport District- 1 Program / 12 Beds 

12 beds in Norwalk
Waterbury District- 1 Program / 19 Beds 

19 beds in Waterbury

7) Supportive Housing Programs:

Supportive Housing is designed for offenders in need of transitional housing.  Supportive Housing is provided in both scattered-site and congregate settings.  Supportive Housing Programs account for 21% of the Department’s contracted community residential programs, and approximately $4.5 million annually.  The following is an overview of DOC Supportive Housing  programs:

Bridgeport District- 1 Programs / 34 Beds 

34 male/female beds in Bridgeport
Hartford District- 5 Program / 71 Beds 

47 male/female beds in Hartford

24 male congregate in Hartford

New Haven District- 1 Program / 24 Beds 

24 male/female beds in New Haven
Norwich District- 2 Programs / 57 Beds 

   7 male congregate beds in Willimantic

50 male/female beds in Groton

Waterbury District- 5 Programs / 50 Beds 

10 male/female beds in Torrington

10 male/female beds in Bristol

10 male/female beds in New Britain

10 male/female beds in Meriden

10 male/female beds in Danbury
Halfway Houses
400 offenders pending placement

Alternative Housing
175 offenders pending placement
In summary, about 3,000 offenders leave DOC annually and move into the community via residential programs;  because they have employment and stable housing, these people are the best prepared to meet the challenges facing them.
Court Support Services Division

The Judicial Branch’s Court Support Services Division presented population density maps:
· Adult probation clients with open split-sentence cases via population density mapping:  57,011

[image: image1]
· Juvenile clients with open cases via population density mapping:  4,272
· Adult probation clients supervised as sex offenders via population density mapping:  1,701


[image: image2]
· FY 07 / 08 Service Contracts (only) *

· Total Programs 



= 40

· Total Contracts 



= 187 

· Total Service Sites



= 231

· Total Zoning “Issues” Sites 

= 189

· Totals include 13 contracts managed by DMHAS for CSSD under MOU
· Locational mapping of contracted programs, 2008
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· Residential bed locations (includes DMHAS MOU sites) via mapping

· Adult residential bed locations (includes DMHAS MOU sites) via mapping
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· Juvenile residential bed locations (includes DMHAS MOU sites) via mapping

· Barriers and Opposition
· City / Town Opposition

· Citizen / Neighborhood / Community Opposition

· Tax Loss Concerns

· Abutting / Area Property “Devaluation”

· Serving “Out of Towners”

· Proximity = Victimization

· Criminal Justice Programs ≠Revitalization

· Saturation Concerns

· Agency Reluctance – Loss of Local Funding

· No Local Benefit in Advocating Sites

· Offender “Labels” Shut Down Dialogue / Consideration

· Zoning Issues
· No Clear Cut Zones / Requirements / Regulations

· Inconsistent Definition / Understanding of CJ Programs

· No / Few Approvals When Proposed Site is in Proximity to “Incompatible” Services

· Outright Ban of Social and/or CJ Programs

· No Residential Zoning for Multiple Unrelated Persons / Ban

· Zoned but Special Exception / Special Use for Children

· City / Town Departments Don’t Agree on What CJ Program Is

· Difficult to Move / Expand / Change Use

· Model of Procurement

· No State Level Coordination of Siting Across State Agencies

· Agencies (Non-Profits) Take Lead in Siting

· No Landlord Incentives to Hold Properties for Zoning Approval

· Poor Bid Results

· Agency Mission ≠ CJ Mission

· Agencies Can’t Afford “Transaction Costs”

· Public Transportation Needs

· Potential Litigation Costs

· No Bonding / Capital Money

· Site Renovation Costs High

· No City / Town Incentives / Trade-Offs

Discussion

Senator Coleman asked about the siting of halfway houses and alternative/support housing in the large cities and surrounding environs;  it was explained that DOC returns releasees to their home town areas;  further, the smaller outlying towns do not have the job market or transportation services to support the releasee in the re-entry process.  Specifically, if the releasee is not sufficiently motivated, the releasee will recidivate.  Mayor Wright suggested that a population density map be prepared to clearly show where the offender population comes from (the home towns). 
CSSD Executive Director William Carbone explained that the state contracts with private non-profit agencies for programs, and that if the non-profit is well-respected/credible, towns can be more cooperative about siting.  He also explained that capital bonding funds are generally not available to the Judicial Branch for physical renovations to a facility (architect, roofing, ventilation, plumbing, flooring, etc).  The non-profits, however, cannot afford the transaction costs of siting, such as the costs of multiple permits, fees, inspections, multiple hearings (zoning, zoning boards of appeals, etc).  Poor RFP (Request for Proposal) / bid results o impact on siting;  for instance, there were no bids received on a proposal to merely consult on the best approach to siting a program for sexual offenders.
There was some discussion about citizen concerns a regarding program siting.  One concern is tax loss to a community;  it was explained that the state will enter into lease agreements with a landlord/non-profit;  the state pays the landlord, and the landlord pays the town taxes.  It was also noted that in the 1970s and 1980s, many programs were being established, but that property was much more available then compared to today.  

Towns can ‘zone out’ programs that they do not want:  transitional housing has been labeled ‘penal institution’;  shelter a ‘jail’, etc.  Some towns prohibit more than 2 unrelated persons residing together.  Neither DOC nor Judicial has zoning overrides as do other state agencies (eg, group homes for the mentally impaired).
Representative O’Neill asked about the issues of proximity, victimization and property values, and suggested that the state ascertain the infrastructure support needs of programs inorder to conduct a functionality analysis (what makes most sense).  

It was suggested that:

· The Connecticut Alliance of Non-Profits be invited to address the Committee on procurement issues.

· Large-city managers should be asked about their perspectives on saturation and desired incentives, and if they have shelters with out-of area-people and what has been that experience.

· Map the ‘home towns’ of offenders to graphically depict where they came from.

· Ascertain the infrastructure requirements of different program types to assist in efficient siting.

Next Meeting

Chair Brian Austin asked that Committee members identify dates in mid-to-late June that would not accommodate a Committee meeting, and to notify Linda Hothan at Linda.hothan@ct.gov or 860-418-6291.

Adjournment:  Meeting adjourned at 11:15am.
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