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INDIGENT LEGAL SERVICES BOARD
AGENDA

March 14, 2014 _
Association of the Bar of the City of New York
. Davis Room '

'Opening Remarks by the Chief Judge

Approval of Minutes from November 22, 2013 Board Meeting (Attachment A)
Update on Board Appointments/Reappointments
FY 2014-2015 Budget Status

Discussion of Increased Approval Authority for Confhct Defender and
Assigned Counsel Plans (Attachments B and C)

New Proc‘edures within Executive Branch Administration: dut of State
Travel Approval and Empire Fellows

Status Reports

. Quality Enhancement (non?competittve) Distributions; Release of
Distribution #4 . '

. Competitive Grants: Counsel at First Appearance, Upstate Quality

Improvement and Caseload Reductlon, Regional Immigration
Assistance Centers

. National Developments; letter to Attorney General Holder; Re-

application for DOJ Funding to Study Counsel at First Appearance;
Robina Institute Advisory Board; European Association of American
Studses (Attachments D, Eand F)

Schedule of Remaining 2014 Board Meetings
. Friday, June13 |
» . Friday, September 26
. Friday, November 7

Concluding Remarks







- Minutes for ILS Board Meeting

November 22, 2013
© 14:00 AW, o
Assocsatlon of the Bar of the Clty nf New York

Board Members Pre:-:-ent Chief Judge Llppman Sheila DiTullio, John Dunne, Joe
Mareane, Sue Sovie and Carmen Ciparick (although present, Judge Ciparick was
ineligible to vote because her oath of office had not been rece;ved and signed as of this
date); Board nommee Vmce Doyie was. aiso present

ILS Office Attendee(s) Bitl Leahy, Joseph Wierschem and Andy Davies
I Openmg Remarks by the Chief Judge

The Chief Judge welcomed and thanked all for attending. He reported that Judge
Ciparick was officially confirmed by the Goverrior as a board member on November 21.
The Chief Judge also noted that the ILS Board and Office were becoming fixtures in
state government as well as in the counties. He stated that people are really
- ‘understanding the mission of ILS and he expressed his hope t’nat the upcomlng budget
process would go well.

Bill Leahy remarked that it is enormously important to have Judge Ciparick
confirmed and he anxiously awaits confirmation of Senate appointee Vince Doyle. He
noted that “the strength of the board strengthens the work of the office.”

Il.  Approval of Minutes from September 27, 2013 Board Mesting

The Chief Judge inquired whether the board members present had received
copies of the minutes from the prior meeéting. The board members acknowledged that
they had in fact received the minutes. The Ch:ef then asked the Board tovoteto
approve both sets of minutes. ' '

John Dunne moved to approve the minutes; his motion was seconded by
Sue Sovie and unammously approved by the board

In. 'Up'daté on Board :Appointme:niisggpppihtﬁaents__ o

Bill reiterated the fact that Judge Ciparick who had been nominated by the
Assembly to replace Susan John was confirmed by the Governor less than 24 hours
earlier. Vince Doyle, the Senate’s nominee to replace Gail Gray, is still awaiting
conf;rmatwon by the Governor,




V. S.eco,nd'Annua! Report of the ILSB' (April 1, 2012 - March 31, 2013)

A draft copy of the second annual report was previously circulated among the
board members. Bill explained that it sets out the accomplishments while also
highlighting the unmet needs. Joe Wierschem pointed out the sections that highlight the
goals; including regional support centers. In addition, it was noted that the IL.S office
should have enforcement authority concerning asssgned counsel and conflict defender
plans.

Joe Mareane supported the sentzments but noted that 1t was important tc explain
that this is not a “bar and stick” enforcement goal. Bill agreed that the goal was about
work:ng with the counties not cutting off their funding. Finally, Joe Wierschem noted
that the current plan of OCA is to create templates for office of conflict defender and
assigned counsel plans for the counties to use, maybe even multiple tempiates for large
and smail counties. :

After a thorough discussion, the repott was signed by the board members
present and Bill arranged to have the members who were absent sign the original copy
-as well: ,

V. - An Estimate of the Cost of Compliarice wsth Mammum Nafional Caseload
Limits in Upstate New York :

Bill reported that the report was delivered to the Executive. He noted that a lot of
effort was spent collecting and reporting the data accurately. Bill credited Andy: Davies
with the quahty of: the final product.

Bill said the report htghltghts that there is a problem. There are assagned
counsel plans in 57 countles and sole providers in about 8 or 9. ,

An,dy Davies addressed the board and pointed out that it was an arduous v
process and noted that there is a cost to meet the minimum caseload standards (400
misdemeanors and 150 felonies). He also said that it is no surprise that MOST are not
in comphance :

. John Dunne asked Andy what was “arduous” about the process Andy exp!amed
that: hmtted data was scught and the data was already required to be submitted to OCA.
However, about a third of the counties don’t comply and the records are not
computerized. The infrastructure needs to be enhanced. He also said that initially 41

‘programs did not reply, but eventually 36/41 complied. The remaining 5 reported that
the infermation sought did not exist.

_ Andy further noted that approx;mately $190 million was spent in NYC and 3165
'tatei_m 2012 A




Joe Mareane complimented Andy and the office by commenting that the report
was extremely well done but noted a couple of concerns. He was concerned about the

use of the phrase: mherently crippled” and also asked how can it be determmed that
quality is being improved.

Bill stated that they are working with the Chief Defender Adwsory Group and they
too are skeptical about getting to a quality metric. He noted that money ls 1ust one
prong of what's needed to improve the problems. ,

Sheila DiTullio asked Andy how the providers reacted to his calls. Andy said
they were not defensive at all. He assured them they wouldn tbe “called out" in the
report. They were willing to cooperate.

Sue Sovie added that she was happy to see that Family Court was lncluded and
- noted that we are movmg in the right dlrectlon

Vi Status Reporbs

LA Quallty Enhancement (non-competltlve) Dlstributlons, Release of
) Dlstributlon #4

Bill reported that he expected approval from the State Comptroller in very short
order after the board’s authorization. He said the counties will have until the end of
January to submit their requests.

. Competitive Grants: Counsel at First Appearance, and Upstate
Quality Improvement and Caseload Reduction

Bill reported that for counsel at first appearance ali but 2 recipients have
contracts out already and they expect to be underway with all 25 very shortly.

Regarding upstate caseload relief, 45 proposals were received and, as they
stand, the requests are only $18,000 over the total available. So, the process will not
be so painstaking. Twelve counties did not apply. IS has reached out to these
counties because the goal was 1o have all 57 counties apply for funding.

. , National Developments; letter to Attorney General Holder
Bill noted that time was spent over the summer with NLADA, NACDL and ABA.

The only response to the initial letter was a polite letter from the attorney general. So,
another letter was prepared and sent to the Justice Department requesting action.



VL. Proposed Schedule for 2014 Board Meetings

The proposed dates for the 2014 meetings were discussed and the follownng
schedule was agreed upon:

Friday, March 14
Friday, June 13

- Friday, September 26
Friday, November 7

VI Concluding Remarks

The Summit on Indigent Defense is scheduled for June 6 and the Chief Judge i is
the keynote speaker. :

The Chief Judge noted that we should not just talk about the promlse of G:deon
every 50 years. We need constant creativity to make other people think about the
issues. He also said that New York is very often a model state and we should make it a
model in this instance for sure. ,

He then thanked everyone for attending and the meiétin'g’w:as ‘adjourned.



OFFICE OF INDIGENT

Iptoving (he Shealiy of Mandatsd Representiiion Thrangheist thi Sty of Haw York

E”Heetm of Gurals
Enhancese
Crimingt

To: Indigent Legal Services Board

From: Bill Leahy

Re: Discussion of Increased Enforcement Authority

‘Date: March 11, 2014 | |

In‘bé‘th the"Firs"t'and Second ‘Annﬁai "Repbrfs ‘puhiis’h‘ed "by t’he‘B"oard "t'he point"has been* made fhat'
hlgh qualxty repres-entataon vthroughout the state Spec:fzcal!y, the Ofﬂcevshould have t'he authorlty
to approve ass;gned counsel-plans and confifct defender office: plans, and the. authorlty to enforce

the standards andcriteriaand. performance eastres estab]:shed by the Ofﬂce and'the Beard ” We
i oncerning these public statements at our November, 2013 meeting..

Injust over three yea_rs.’.df’ope'ra»tidh,-th.e'Qfﬁce and Board have presented four annual state-quality
improvement funding distributions to the counties, we have issued two competitive grant RFPs, and
our-third RFP awaits OSC approval. Within the limits of ouranaual appropriations, we have done a
good job of dedicating available state funding to an‘extensive array of improvements in the quality
of represeritation provided to people who are enﬁﬂea to counsel but are finaniclally unable toretain o
‘an-attorney. We have also enacted conflict defender standards (effective July 1, 2012} and Bianrs Kenager
expanded those standards 10 encompass all trial level representation (effective January 1, 2013);
and we e»xpec't:t'opresent Appellate and Child Welfare :sta'ndardsv'fo'r your ‘consid'eration t'his year.

We believe it is approprtate now.to have a further discussion with you asto the timing, extent and
impact-of providing the Office w;th the authority to approve assigned counseland: conflict defender
off‘ ice plans under County Law section 722 {3, ‘subject to'the approval of the Board; and to discuss
the possibility of approving all plans 1 for providing counsel under section 722, In advance of our
meeting, please review thie attached outline prepared by Joe Wierschem, which sets out the current
statutory provisions and some possible changes that are intended to encourage discussion.

"The nght . to cotingel” may ‘hot be: deemed fundamenta! and essential to fatr trials in some countriss,. but it is m

Gidauu A wri_jht, ,372;&,5. 3384, 344 1‘1963}







AHachment C

For discussion: ILS enforcement mechanisms

¢ County-hased system. .In 1965, in response to the Supreme Court’s decisionin Gideon v
Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335 (1963), New York State enacted County Law Article 18-B {County Law
§ 722) and created a county-based system of delwenng mandated Iegal services to’ mdigent
defendants. T RN DU TR R

s . Plan for:provlding counsel. County Law § 722 mandates that the governing body of each county
.. {and NYC) “place in operation throughout the county a plan for providing counsel” to persons
who are entitled to counsel and financially unable to obtam such counsel The “plan” must
conform to one of the followung four- options : : :

1. Public Defender. "Ir]epresentation by & publlc defender appomted pursuant to county
law article eighteen-A . . ;" - :

2. Legal Ald Society or Bureau “,, . representation by counsel fumished by a private legal
aid bureau or society . .

3. PlanofaBar Associatlon. “{a) [rlepresentation by counse! furmshed pursuant to elther

. .or both of the following: a plan of a bar association in each county or ... [NYC] ..

:whereby: (i) the services of private counsel are rotated and coordin_ated by an
administrator, and such administrator may be compensated for such service; or {if) such
representation is provided by an office of conflict defender-. ...;” and through a panel
of rotating lawyers or by an office of conflict defender”; or-

4. . Cornbination plan:. “[rlepresentation according to a plan contaimng a-.combination of
any of the foregoing.” .

o OCA approval of bar plans: County Law § 722 .(3}{b} requires that any pian of a bar association
(“bar plan”) for an assigned counsel program or office of conflict defender (“conflict defender
office”) receive approval of the “state administrator” (now Chief Administrative Judge["OCA”)
before the bar plan is placed in operation®.

. Non-conforming ptan. Countv Law § 722 (4) provides that when a county does not have a plan
.that conforms with option three or.four-and “the judge...... is satisfied that a conflict of interest
prevents the asslgnment of counsel pursuant foa plan in operatlon .the judge . .. may assign
..any attorney in such county S LR LT

Yin 2010, the Legislature amended County Law.§ 722 to provide counties with another option for the handling of
conflict cases ~ representation by an office of conflict defender pursuant to a bar plan. .
* The 2010 Ieglslat:on contained a grandfather clause (§ 722(3] e}) for counties operating an office of conflict
defender as of March 31, 2010; for these offices, counties are required to submit a “plan” to OCA within 180 days
after the promulgation of the standards and criteria for conflict cases by ILS. The “plan” did riot have to be a “bar
plan;” the deadline for ﬂhng these. plans was December 28, 2012 and 13 c0unt|es submltted plans under this s
clause. e BRI




Non-legislative recommendation:

o Establish Standards and Criteria for Administration of Assigned Counsel Programs. In
fulfillment of its statutory responsibility under Executive Law § 832 (3)(d), the ILS Board
approved Standards and Criteria for the Provision of Manduated Representation in Cases
Involving a Conflict of Interest at its June 8, 2012 meeting (effective July 1, 2012), ahd extended
those standards and criteria to all trial level mandated representation at its September 28, 2012
meeting (effective January 1, 2013). The Office is currently engaged in developing standards
and criteria for Board approval for appeliate and certain Family Court mandated representation.

0. For discussion: As part of its oversight function, the Office and Board would establish
standards and criteria for the administration of assigned counsel programs.
= _ Standards and criteria would address such topics as policies, structure, and

responsibilities for assigned counsel programs, including attorney qualifications,
training, workload, mentoring, monitoring, and support services.

Legislative Approaches for D’iscussion'

s Madel #1: Transfer authoruty to ILS approve bar plans Under Countv Law § 722 (3),aplanof a
bar association for an assigned counse} program or conflict defender office must receive
approval of OCA before the plan is placed in operation. '

o For discussion. ILS has been tasked with oversgeing the delivery of indigent legal
services in New York. To fulfill its statutory mission “to improve the quality” of indigent
legal services, ILS would be given the authority to approve bar plans for assigned
counsel programs and conflict defender offices’.

Conflict defender offices, Under County Law § 722 (3), OCA is required to
“employ . .. when considering approval of an office of conflict defender . .

[the] . ... standards and criteria for the provision of , . . services involving a

conflict of interest” that were established by the Office and Board. Having

promulgated these standards and criteria, with this transfer of authority, ILS

would be the entity employing its standards and criteria when conssdenng

approval of an office of conflict defender. ;

Assigned counse! programs. Likewise, having extended its standards and

criteria for conflict cases to all trial level mandated representation, and with iLS

currently in the process of developing Family Court and appellate standards and

_criteria, ILS would be the entity employing its standards and criteria when

considering approval of an assigned counsel plan.

Continued oversight, LS approval authority would extend to any amendments

or revisions of plans, and would include oversight authority to monitor plans in
operation, to ensure compliance with plans as approved.

In consultation with OCA. OCA input would be invaluable to ILS, were !i.S to
assume approval authorlty ILS's statutory approval authorlty would be

exercnsed “in consu!tatron with OCA”

3 The authority to approve har‘plans‘ would inc!ude ap'p'réval and’o’véfsight éﬁ’thdrit? for the 13 conflict defender
office plans submitted by counties to OCA on or before December 28, 2012 under the grandfather clause,

2



Enforcement mechanism. A mechanism would be developed whereby ILS
would notify counties of any.non-compliance with approved plans and provide
the county with the opportunity to correct any non-compliance, with iL$
assistance. Failure to correct such non-compliance would be reported to the
Administrative Judge of the Judicial District where the county is located; in
addition or in the alternative, ILS could consider conditioning future ILS funding
opportunities an the county achlevmg compliance.

e Model #2: Require ILS approval of the plan the goveming body of the county places in

operation.

o . For discussion: Under County Law § 722 {3), a plan of a bar association for an assigned
~ counsel program or conflict defender office must receive approval of OCA before the
plan is placed in operation. Under Model #2, ILS, in consuitation with OCA, would
employ the standards and criteria developed by ILS, and approve all of the components
_..of a county plan before the plan is placed in operation.

Require ILS approval of a county’s entire plan. Under County Law § 722, no
state approval or oversight is required.for a county’s § 722 plan to provide
mandated representation to the extent that the plan includes a legal aid soclety
or bureau (§ 722 [2]), Public Defender (§ 722 [1))*, or is a combination plan (§
722 [4]) that includes one or both of these delivery options.

In consultation with OCA. OCA input would be invaluable to ILS, were ILS to
assume overall approval authority of a county’s plan. 1LS’s statutory approval
authority would be exercised “in consultation with OCA.”

Continued oversight. ILS approval authority would extend to any amendments
or revisions of county plans, and would include oversight authority to monitor
plans in operation, to ensure compliance with plans as approved

Flexibility in the delivery of representation. Since Model #2 would require ILS
approval, in consultation with OCA, of a county’s entire plan in operation, the
four authorized options currently available in § 722 could be expanded by
adding a catchal! option, t¢ provide greater flexibility to counties. The
inflexibility of the current four options runs counter to ILS’s mission of
improving the quality of representation — guality representation cannot always
be slotied into one of the four existing options {e.g., contracting with a private
law firm or individual that provides quality representation).

Eliminate requirement for bar plan for Conflict Defender office. Since Model
#2 requires ILS approval of a county’s entire plan in operation, elimination of
the requirement for a bar plan for a Conflict Defender Office should be
considered. Like Public Defender offices - which do not require bar plans -
conflict defender offices are usually county operated offices staffed with county
employees. The requirement for a bar plan is better suited for the provision of
services by the private bar.

“ An office of public defender is created subject to article 18-A of the County Law.

3




Enforcement mechanism. _
o Option #1: Like Model #1, a mechanism would be developed whereby

1LS would notify counties of any non-compliance with approved plans
and provide counties an opportunity to correct any non-compliance,

‘with ILS assistance. Failure to correct such non-compliance would be

reported to the Administrative Judge of the Judicial District where the
county is located; in addition or in the alternative, ILS could condition
future ILS funding opportunities on the county achieving compliance.

- Option #2: Under this option, the Office would report to the Board

when the Office determined (with an opportunity for county input) that
a county is out of compliance with its plan (or doesn’t have an approved

- plan); in turn; the Board would report to the Administrative Judge of the

Judicial District where the county Is located if it made such a
determination. The Administrative fudge [if he or she agreed with the

_ Board] would notify the county that it has 90 days to obtain compliance;

if the county did not achieve compliance, the Administrative judge
would have a range of enforcement options to consider, including a

“court-ordered monitor {an ILS employee) to bring the county into

compliance. -
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Attorney General Eric Holder, jr.
United States Department of Justice
950 Penisylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530-0001

Re: White House C&m’mlsslon;dn the Fair Administration of Justice for the Indigent Accused »

Dear Attomey General Holder. '

Almost one full vear has now elapsed since former Vice President Mondale, former Alabama Chief
Justice Sue Bell Cobb, Bryan Stevenson and | proposed the creation of the White House Commission
to address and act upon the nation's neglect of the fundamental right to counsel, which had been so
proudiy and so eloquently empowered by the Supreme Court of the United States in the historic h
Gideon case in 1963.

Those who provide legally required representation for poor people at the state and local !_évtl have

urged you to support the establishment of this Commission: public defense leaders in 48 of the 50 -
states and also the District of Columbia have written to you In its behalf. Moreover, allofthe

natlonal organizations that provide active assistance to state and local indigent defense providers

have expressed their thoughtful support: the American Bar Association, the American Council of
Chief Defenders, the National Asscciation of Criminal Defense Lawyers, the National Legal Ald and
Defender Association, the National Association for Public Defense and the Sixth Amendment Center
have all urged upon you its approval,

The view which has been expressed by a small number of advocates that the Commission is
unnecessary because it would be “just another study” badly misconstrues the historical significance
of the proposal, and unwisely minimizes its enormous potential impact. First, the purpose of the
White House Commission is not to study, but to act: in the words of ABA President James R.
Sitkenat, the Commission “should focus on solutions and set goals for achieving them.” {Letter dated
October 15, 2013). Furthermore, the establishment of this Commission, far from being just another
study or producing Just another report, would in fact be an unprecedented positive action by the
Executive Branch of our federal government to support the grand constitutional principles so

*The righ... to counsel may not be deemed fundamental and essential to falr trials in seme countrles, but it Is in ours.”
B ", Gidton v, Walnwright, 372 U.S, 33§, 344 (1983)
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powerfully and so proudly articulated by the Court. Frankly, itis an action that ought to have
followed immediately in the wake of the Gideon decislon.

In my view, the principal reason for the inadequate enforcement of the right to counsel In our state
and local courts over the past half-century has been the absence of significant support by the
Executive and Legislative branches of our federal government. In his important article, In Search of

. Gideon’s Promise: Lessons from England and the Need for Federal Help, 55 Hastings Law Journal

~ 835 (2004), Dean Norman Lefstein identified two crucial differences between the generally effective
system created in England to provide high quality representation for the poor, and the failure of the
United States to accomplish that goal. The first difference is that providing counsel to the poor has

in England “long been regarded as the duty of the central government,” and the second differenceis .
that “while the right to counsel in the United States has developed through court decisions, .
legislation has been the vehicle in England.” (at 861, footnotes omitted). While the first difference
may be to some degree a consequence of our federal system, there is nothing in our federal system
that demands inaction by the political branches in support of judicially declared rights. '

A right that is guaranteed to all by our Constitution becomes, over time, a-hollow rather than a
hallowed right, If judicial proclamations of its fundamental nature are not reinforced by legislative
and executive action. Previous studies that have examined and critiqued our provision of counsel
have been non-governmental in nature, and therefore severely limited in their impact. This
bipartisan White House Commissian will for the first time involve the federal government—
including, | trust, members of Congress — in addressing this grievous national failure.  Fifty-one
years after Gideon, it will be the first positive action by the electoral branches of our federal ,
government. Most Importantly, it contains the promise of awakening a dormant right to counsel,
and at last realigning our poticles with our prafessed national ideals.

. | will never forget the enthusiasm with which you emhraced this proposal at the Department’s
" inspiring commemoration of the Gideon anniversary on March 15, 2013, and directed your staff to
facilitate its development { hope that you will publicly endorse this proposal and take the necessary
steps to bring it into existence. ’

.' Sa e Lo Sincerely,

William.l Leahao /‘%/4 ,

cc: Tony West, Associate Attorney General

Jenny Mosler, Deputy Chief of Staff and Counsel

Debarah Leff, Acting Senior Counselor for Access to Justice
Waiter Mondale, Sue Bell Cobb, Bryan Stevenson

*Tha right.. to counzel may not ba deemed I'undamanlal and gssential to falr trials in some countries, butitlaln curs®
Gidoon v. Walrwright, 372 U.S. 335, 344 [1963)
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January 2, 2014 PROJECT DIRECTOR

Community Sanetions and Revocation Project - -

William J. Leahy, Director

New York State Office of Indigent Legal Services
State Capitol, Rm 128

Albany NY 12224

- Dear Director Leahy:

~Tam writing to you or behalf of the Robina Instxtute o:t‘ Crxmmai Law and Crlmmal e
Justice, an affiliate of the University of Minnesota Law School, to invite your par: 11c|pamn as aft
Ad\flsory Board Member for a new project, SR 7 ;

' The Robina Institute, funded by a major grant from the Robina Foundation (created bya -

UMZN Law School alumnus), supports research, policy analysis, publications, and conferences— - _

* all aimed at bringing the academic, policy-making, and practice worlds together forthe = CoE
' development of new approaches to the challenges facing today s criminal justice systems. [

“Barlier this year, the Institute received funding to exammecxlslmg probation and parole
revocation practices and fo undertake & technical assistance project in 4-6 jurisdictions. Our goal
is to miake a substantial contribution to the body of knowledge concerning best practices in this
area by talclng account of the reform efforts made to date while also building on those efforts -
through experimentation and evaluatiosi. (The Revocation Pr oject. Mlssmn Statement is ati:ached )

. We bchcve it will be critical to.the suceess of the Pro_;cct to form-an Adwsory Board
comnprised of a-cross-section of those with interest and experience in this arca—scholars, S
practitioners, judges, legislators, defense counsel and prosecutors—in order to assist the Projectat
all stages of the effort. We anticipate mecting twice each year at the Law School in Minneapolis: ' i

-over the:life of the Project (3-5 years) with suppomng travel and accommeodations allowing for

the equivalent of a full day's meeting on each Occasmn, We hope to hold our nubal meetmg in
March, 2014, ' o

At a time where there {s a growing interest in reshapmg sentancmg practices ; and a new
openness 1o expenmentatmu with tiew approaches, we are excited about the contribution our
efforts can make 1o national efforts toward a criminal justice system that is more just, economical,
and effective. We know yout participation will enhance our chances of SuCCess.

We would be delighted if you wounld accept-our invitation to join the Board ’With your SR i
permission, Twill be i in touch to discuss this invitation further — R :

-Sincerely,

RoﬁaldiP. Cﬁrbeﬁ;»fg..Ed.D. S | o : s ‘ » Ofﬁéaefmd;gent

 Project Director AR 4 , . Les;ai Senrices
‘ JAN I 0 zmg

University of Minnesota Law School o ! .
v : peir@comeast.net RECE :
‘ 229 19th Avenue South | . (o3 . WED .
Minneapolis, MN 55455 | Celk: 617.921.6200 R




MISSION
STATEMENT

 Revocation proactive is g oriticdl segment of the cuirent and grawing netional diseourse ot icdrearition policy, incuding
the most appropriate role prisons and jails should play in o raflenel and just correctional pelicy thot is both effective n
reducing reoffending and affordable without genercting significant opporiunity costs (i.e. preveniing invesiment in
early chiidhood education, infrastructure repain, ete). The goal of the project Is fo pfmﬁde information and gssistanée
to state governments that see the need 1o rethink their sentence revacation prectices,

The' project will provide o view -of the neftonal londscape
1‘egc§‘rding policy; praciics, and the legal framework for reves.

cation tn the domains of both probation and parole:. A Focol '_:2796 g Oﬂ[ @Fibep 7’(?]86],‘ A
point will be the revocation decision itself, but attention will also 9 ﬁ?’G‘U ; d 2 i1 fbrmcz fion

be given to enrlier stages of the process that determine the .
volume of cases:that reach the junctuie of potential revocoiion. aﬂd TAARIAY fgn‘{;g fO ‘Sf gl‘g

On the probation side, topies fo be considered will include the o o ;

standiards governing eligibllity for probation, alfematives to g OUVETIINENLS fb@'f see
prebation such ds. diversion programs, the range of probation 7 ‘ - .

conditions avoilable to the sentencing fudge and supervisihg ‘f/? € 7?6’6617 Z‘O re Z‘b Z?Z/%
avthorifies; the . typical load imposed upen probetioners, Py . el A
policies within probation offices for responding to violations, fbelﬂﬁ S@ﬁf@ﬂf@ 7‘6@00&2"20?2 '
the processes aveilable to: adjudicate violations, the range of ‘ PT&ZCZ‘i ces

sancilons available, and any rules or guldelines that govern the L0 )
senctioning of violattons. With respect fo parole supervision,. .

paraliel guestions will be asked. The project will help states cansider the different models commonly found i other
Jurisdictions, while explicating the perceived advaniages and disadvantages of various approaches. Of particular
interest will ba thosa states thett have undertaken, ina v.;c:_y cohsistent with d reasonable concern for p‘i:blic safety, alter-
natives-to inearearation Tor probation and parole viclaters, theraby hoping fo.avoitl the significant cosis of imptison-
ment ond s associaied toxic effects, while maintoining critical offender fias with the community and tmre—csing ihe
ol chancas for rehabllitation and ihe associated reductions in the Ikelihood of reoffending. Information on proven reforms
‘ zs aspecw!ﬁy valpable to policymakers considering change In‘thelr home juriseicfions.



By developing In-depth descriptions of successful Innovation, we Eope to bulld models ot gildalines for siates that ara”
struggling 'with burdensome prison costs tnd looking for & new invesiment model, one that wilf infroduce cost effective

- sraregies that implement best pracices for reduding crime and serving the ends of justices In choosing statas for our

research, we plon to include states with a ronge of different structural features such as sentencing commlssions and

memndatory penalty laws. ‘

. Wa expect thai several siates will be involved In the prof-
&t ovar tha course of two phdses. the ﬁ;‘st Alpha phase,
we will choose up fo sh study states for exdingition of
extant pradices, successes, and challenges. This group will
refiect the varlety of practlce nattenally. In the second
Bettl phase, we axpect to [dentify four to six states that
ure recepiive 1o technlcad assistance on the madels devel
oped for revacation reform. We will' work closely ‘with
‘etich s?m’re fo generate specific and worlcable options to
’lmprovn then' syvtcms, and will offer assistonce In adop-
tieon and: Jmp%emsn’raﬂan. The project can fhen follow
these states over o period of fime o record, meadsure,
and fearn from. their experiences as they infroduce new
ways of handling violators: The goal in each jurisdiction
vAlll be towork toweard permanent or fong-lasting reforms
thet will continue to operdte beyond the fime petiod of
perceived erisis or acute budgetery stress,

Af ?he end.of vur work withthe Bete states, thera wﬂ% hes one or more project reports that mdke the bengfés of fhe Beta

phase lnown and available to ol states.

W wdl be aided in our wark by o Project Acivzsory Boord [PAB), comprised of scboiers, researchars with expartise in
community correctornts; probafion dnd puarcle: ,execuhves»(mcluding Inclividutas from the siudy states), udaes, legislators,
prosecutors, and defense counsel members, The tole of the PAB will be beth to advise the Project Team {PT) regarding
praciice and policy Issues as well as provide guldance and feedbg‘ck to the PT during fhe'.vqrious,pﬁases of the
pioject I )

A successful project will slgniﬁccmtl:y iifarm the: divection of the sentencing reform movements in Americy, providing
"road tested” madels for successful practice in the handiing of probation and pcﬂ'ole violators - models thcﬁ witl serve:

 the twin goals of cost reduction and reduced recffending.
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Welcome to the Eurcpean Association for American Btudies (EAAS) Conferance 2014
EAAS 60th Anniversary éonrerunca, The Hague, The Netherlands, April 3-8, 2014

Americe Justice, Conflict, War™

As Prasident of tha Netheriands American Studies Assoclation (NASA), It Is a great pleasure for me to wéltome you '
to the 2014 EAAS conference In The Hagbe (The Notheriands): As the “Clty-of Peace and Justice,” The Hague Is
hame to the Internations! Criminal Court(ICCY, the Institute for Global. Justice, as well a5 the (nternational Court of
Justice (IC03, OF the slx principal organs of the United Natigns; the IC) Is-the anly one that daes niot hold Its
meetings In New York but in The Hadue’s famous Peace Palace. We hope that thess sirroundings wil Insmire fively -
8 discussions on this vear's conferenca topic: *Amerlca: Justice, Contlitt, War.” Tne theme wiil focus in ‘particular én

¥ the paradox inherent I the United Stetes’s committment to the values of justice; lberty, and democracy; and the
often unforesesn and prablematic-results of attempting to implement these values both 8t home and ubroad - &
paradox that has shaped-the nation’s history domestically as well as Internationally sinee s Inception.,

Tha 2014 EAAS conferenca will &l mark th-60th aniniversary of the BAAS, and we will celebrate this event with
& total of 30 workshops 2 well ag - for the Arst fime tn EAAS history = student panals and student poster
présentations. The frame for thie confereénie will be set by three emlnent keyncte speakers: Richard Carwarding
> (Rhodes Professor of American Histary, Oxford, and Presldent of Compus Christl College Oxford, GB); Willlam Leahy
{Dlrettor of the Office of Indigent Lagal Services, New York, USA}Y; and Willem van Genugten (Professor of
International Law, Tiibitrg University, The Netherlands, and former Dean of The Hague's Tnstitute for Global
Justice). In addition, the program will feature the first-hand report of a:war correspondent; In the formier
Yugoslavia and a-prosacutor gt the United Natfons Jaternational Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugostavia. Apart
tramya fichly fifled academic program, participants will alse have the Gpportunity to take part [n'a .gulded “Peace
and:Justice” tour of the city; moareover; there will be organized; tours to the Peace Palace, the Humanity House,

nd the Yogosisvia Tribunal, as well 25 to a wide range of art museums and historicai places I the vicinity of The
Hague.

On behaif of the EAAS 2ntl NASA, [ very much ook forward to welcomiing you in The Hague in Aprﬂ 2014,

Dr. Maietta Massmer,

NASA President

-Senfor Lacturer in tha Department of American Studles
: Unlversity of Groningen
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