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OU T FRONT

This edition of Doing Time Times
ends with an article on prisoner
recovery program s (See, Scoles, Sara,
“ Li fe A fter Incarceration:
Successfu lly  Reenter in g Society ” .)
The movement to expand pri soner
reentr y programs is gettin g a boost in
Congress. Congressional leaders
from both parties are co-sponsoring
the “ Second Chance A ct.”  The
pur pose of the A ct is to provide
federal grants for “ mentoring
organizations” and  state or local
governments to establish post-release
housing options for ex-offenders.
Funding also w ould support
collaborations betw een corrections
insti tut ions and communi ty colleges
or technical schools to teach practical
job skil ls to pri soners in pre-release
and post-release stages.

One of the A ct’s sponsors, Rep.
Danny D avis (D-Il l), has spoken
about the need to change the laws
that hinder rein tegratio n effo rts. He’s
r ight on the mark. A  recently
publ ished resource guide descr ibing
federal and state law s affecting
restoration of ex-offender civi l  rights,
notes that such laws often place
counterproduc tive burdens on ex-
off ender eff orts to make a fresh start: 
“W hi le every juri sdiction provi des at
least one way that a cri minal
offender can avoid or  mitigate the
collateral penalties and disabil i ties
associated w ith a convi ction, in most
jur isdictio ns this relief m echanism is
in accessib le or unreliable.” 1

M argaret Colgate Love, “ Relief From
1

Collateral Consequences Of A Convict ion: A State-By-
State Resource Guide” (2006).
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Federal law may be the worst example:
there simply is no federal prohibition
against job discrim ination based on
convi ctions.  Looking at state
jurisdi ctions in the upper Midwest, the
range of protections against such job
discrimination is ver y uneven. Iowa and
Indiana have no general prohibitions
and Il li nois bans discrim ination based
on conviction only if the jobseeker has
been issued a certi fi cate of
rehabil itation , or court records have
been expunged or sealed.

Min nesota prohibits job discrim ination
by public (but not pri vate) employers
based on convictio n unless there is a
“d irect relationship”  betw een the job
position and the conviction history. So
Minnesota requires that government
employers not discrimin ate, unless the
purpose of the job and the crim es
committed affect the jobseeker’s fitness
to do the job and he/she has not shown
sufficient rehabilitation or  present
fitness to do the job. Rehabilitation can
be shown by a record of law-abiding
conduct for  one year after release, or by
successful completion of probation or
parole.

Wisconsin has a broad ban on job
discrim ination based on a person’s
crim inal record. But there are
exceptions. Discrimination based on a
record of convictions is law ful if  the
circumstances of the crim es of
conviction “subs tantially r elate” to the
particular job or  licensed occupation.
Further, job licenses may not to be
issued for specified occupations (e.g.,
securi ty guards) if the offender has not
been pardoned or he/s he has been

convicted of specified crimes (e.g., drug
offenses).

The good news, as evidenced both by
Sara Scoles’ article listing many offender
reentry pro grams, and the introdu ction
of the Second Chance Act, is that reentry
programs are meeting with success and
are gaining support.

At t he same time there needs to be an
effort t o improv e state anti-
discrim ination laws affecting ex-
offender employment o pport unities.
Min nesota and Wisconsin have crafted
reasonable laws that, above all  other
factors, encourage employment of ex-
offenders who are rehabilitated or off
supervision. These state legislative
approaches, once expanded, wil l go a
long way t o complement other “Second
Chance” strategies.

Jim Walrath, Executi ve Dir ector, 
Federal Defender Services of WI, Inc.
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STAT I STI CS ON PRI SON A ND
JA I L I N M A TES 

The  Bureau of Justice Statistics
reported the foll ow ing in  its
M idyear 2005  Bulletin:

On June  30, 2005, there were 129
female prison and jail  inm ates per
100,000 women in the Uni ted States,
compared to 1,366 male pr ison and
jail  inmates per 100,000 men.  There
w ere also 64 w omen per 100,000 and
925 per 100,000 men servi ng a
sentence of a year or more.

A t midyear 2005, 26,544 Federal
inmates w ere held  at pr iv ate
facil i ties.

From June 30, 2004 to June 30, 2005
the number of State and Federal
female inmates increased 3.4% w hile
the number of male pri soners
increased 1.3%.  Men are sti l l  more
than 14 times more likely to be
incarcerated in a State or Federal
pr ison.

A t midyear 2005, 35,285 Federal
inmates w ere noncitizens (~19.3%).

A dm issions to the Federal pri son
system increased 21.2% betw een
2000 and 2004 (from 43,732 to
52,982); releases increased 32.2%
(35,259 to 46,624).  The number of
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admissions to Federal p r ison in
2004 exceeded releases by more
than 6,300 inm ates.

Data available at
w w w .ojp.usdoj.gov/b js.

SUPREME  COURT A LLOWS
PEN N SYLV A N IA
SEGREGATI ON  UN I T TO
FORBI D  N EWSPAPERS,
M AG AZ I NES, AN D
PHOTO GRA PHS 

Nathan J. Kroes, Law Student, University of
Wisconsin Law School

In a 6-2 decision,  the U.S. Supreme2

Court  in Beard v. Banks upheld a3

Pennsylvania pr ison policy forbidding
certain inmates from having
newspapers, magazines, and
photographs.    

Pennsylvania’s Long Term
Segregation Unit (LTSU) is “reserved
for t he Commonwealth’s most
incorrig ible, recalcitrant inmates. ”4

LTSU has two classification levels;

level two is the most restric tive
correctional setting in LTSU, and in the
state.  Ronald  Banks, a level two inmate
at LTSU, brought suit against the
Secretary of the Pennsylvania
Department of Corrections, Jeffrey
Beard, alleging that the policy
forbidding level two inmates access to
newspapers, magazines, and
photographs violated the First
Amendment because it bore no
reasonable relation to any legiti mate
penological objective.  As Justice
Stevens morosely points out in his
dissent, “[w]h at is perhaps most
troubling about the prison r egulation at
issue in this case is that the rule comes
peril ously close to a state-sponsored
effort at mind control. ” Banks brings5

thi s sui t requesting that each prisoner
be allowed “ one newspaper or
magazine and some small  number of
photographs in their cells at one time. ”6

The Supreme Court  determined that
the Distric t court had properly gra nted
the government’ s motion  for summary
judgment in this  case because, “the
pri son off icials have set forth  adequate
legal support for  the policy… [and
Banks] has failed to set forth ‘specifi c
facts’ that, in light of the defer ence that
courts must show to the prison
officials, could  warrant a determination
in his favor. ”7

 Justice Breyer w rote the majori ty opi nion and2

w as joined by the Chief Justice, and Justices
Kennedy and Souter; Justice Thomas w rote a
concurri ng opinion and  w as joined by Justice
Scalia; Justice Stevens w rote a di ssenting
opinion and w as joined by Justice Ginsburg ;
Justice Ginsburg  also w rote a di ssenting
opinion; Justice A l i to took no part in the
decision.
 Beard v. Banks, 548 U.S. __, 2006 U.S. LEXIS3

5176 (2006).
 Beard, 2006 U.S. LEXIS at 10 (internal4

quotation marks and citation omitted).

 Id. at 56 (Stevens, J., dissenting).5

 Id. at 42 (Stevens, J., dissentin g) (em phasis in6

or iginal) (internal  quotation marks om itted)
(cit ing Beard v. Banks, 399 F. 3d  134, 144 (3  Cir.rd

2005) (case below )).
 Id. at 9 (internal quotation m arks and citation7

om itted).
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Wri ting for the majority  of the court,
Justice Breyer explained that
“imprisonment does not automat ically
deprive  a prisoner of certain
important  constitutional pro tections,
inclu ding those of the First
Am endment… [but] the Constitu tion
sometimes permi ts greater restric tion
of such rights in a prison than it would
allow  elsewhere. ”  Furthermore,8

under Turner v. Safley,  “restric tive9

prison regulations are permissible if
they are ‘reasonably related’  to
legitimate penological interests, and
are not an ‘exaggerated response’ to
such objectives. ”  In Turner, the10

Court  laid out four factor s affecting
the reasonableness of a regulation. 

First, is there a valid, rational
connection  betw een the pri son
regulation  and the legitim ate
governmental interest put forw ard to
justif y it? Second, are there alternative
means of exercising the right that
remain open to prison inmates? Third,
what impact w il l accommodation  of
the asserted constitu tional righ t have
on guards and other inmates, and on
the allocation of prison resources
generally? And, fourth, are r eady
alternatives for furthering t he
governmental interest avail able?11

Before delvin g into the Secretary’s
justification for t he policy, Justice
Breyer made clear that the Court

“mus t draw all jus tifiable inf erences in
Banks’ favor, ” except that regarding12

dispu ted matters of professional
judgment, it “m ust accord deference to
the views of prison author ities. ”  13

The Secretary’s justifications for the
pri son’s policy included: “th e need to
motiva te better behavior on  the part of
particularly difficu lt prisoner s, the
need to minimize the amount of
proper ty t hey control in their cells, and
the need to assure prison safety. ”  The14

Court decided that the first justif ication
alone was adequate and that summary
judgment in the Secretary’s favor  was
warranted.  The Court explained that
the Turner test was not a balancing of
factors, but rather the Court  needed to
determine whether “th e Secretary
shows more than simply a logical
relation [between the policy and
legitimate penological objectives], that
is, whether he shows a reasonable
relation. ” The Court held that  the15

policy forbidding newspap ers,
magazines, and photographs was
reasonably related to motivating better
behavior from diffic ult inmates.

Justice Breyer does note that if there
was evidence that a severe restric tion
was in fact permanent, then the Court
“might well reach a diff erent
conclusion in a challenge to a particular

 Id. at 14-15 (citations omitted).8

 Turner v. Safley, 482 U.S. 78 (1987).9

 Beard, 2006 U.S. LEXIS at 3 (cit ing Turner,10

482 U.S. at 87).
 Id. at 15-16 (internal quotation m arks and11

citation omitted).

 Id. at 17 (internal  quotation marks om itted)12

(cit ing Anderson v. Liberty  Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S.
242, 255 (1986)).

 Id. (relyi ng on Overton v. Bazzetta, 539 U.S.13

126 (2003)).
 Id.14

 Id. at 9-10 (em phasis in  or ig in al).  15
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application of the reg ulation. ” 16

However , as Justice Stevens points out
in his dissent, “ [a]ny depri vation of
something a prisoner desires gives
him an added incentive  to impro ve his
behavior.  This justification has no
limiting principle; if  sufficient, it
would  provi de a ‘rational basis’ for
any regulation that depr ives a
prisoner of a constitutio nal right so
long as there is at least a theoretical
possibility t hat the prisoner can regain
the right at some future time by
modifying his b ehavior. ” 17

SUPREME COURT REVIEW
DENI ED FOR GOOD T IM E CREDI T
CASES

Nathan J. Kroes, Law Student, University of
Wisconsin Law School

In  prev ious issues of The Doing Time
Times, w e have discussed
calculating good time credit as
prov id ed for in  18 U.S.C. §
3624(b)(1),  and the problem with1

multiple interpret ations of the phrase
“te rm of imprisonment.”   In Issue No.
6 we mentioned the favorable decision
in Moreland v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons,2

which held that the BOP’s
interpr etation vio lates plain meaning
and conventi onal usage, the canon of
statutory  consistency, the venerable
rule of leniety , and congressional intent
as reflected in the legislative history.  3

In this article we provid e an update on
that case and the U.S. Supreme Court ’s
handlin g of the definitional problem.  

The Moreland case was appealed to the
Fifth Circuit Cour t of Appeals and was
reversed.   In its holding, the Fifth4

Circuit decided that the language in 18
U.S.C. § 3624(b) was not ambiguous
and that good time is calculated at the
end of each year served.   Because the5

language was held to be non-
ambiguous, the court did not address
the rul e of lenity  or the Chevron test.6 7 8

 Id. at 27 (internal  quotation marks om itted)16

(cit ing Overton v. Bazzetta, 539 U.S. at 134).
 Id. at 46 (Stevens, J., di ssenting) (internal17

citation omitted).
 18 U.S.C. 3624(b) (1) states in relevant part:1

“[ A ] pr isoner  w ho is servi ng a term  of
im pri sonm ent of more than 1 year other than a
term  of im pri sonm ent for the duration of the
pri soner ’s li fe, may receive credit tow ard the
servi ce of the prisoner ’s sentence, beyond the
tim e served, of up to 54 days at the end of
each year of the prisoner ’s term  of
im pr isonm ent.”
 M oreland v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, 363 F.2

Supp. 2d 882 (D. Tex. 2005).

 Id. at 894.3

 M oreland v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, 431 F.3d 1804

(5  Cir. 2005).th

 Id. at 182.5

 The ru le of lenit y  is a tool used  by courts to6

help interpret statutes and “ensur es that the
penal law s w i l l  be suf f iciently clear, so that
indi vi du als do not accidentally run afoul  of
them and cour ts do not im pose prohibi t ions
greater than the legislatur e intended.”  Pacheco-
Camacho v. Hood, 272 F.3d 1266, 1271 (9  Cir.th

2001).
 Under the Chevron  test, the court  must ask7

tw o questions: 1) has Congress di rectly spoken
to the precise question at issue; and if  the
answ er is no, 2) is the agency’ s answ er based
on a perm issible constru ction  of the statu te.  If
the answ er to the fi rst question is no, and the
answ er to the second question yes, then the
court should  giv e deference to the agency ’s
statu tory  in terpretatio n.  Chevron U.S.A . Inc. v.
N atural Res. Def. Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843-
844 (1984).
 M oreland, 431 F.3d at 182.8
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In the consolidated Moreland v. Federal
Bureau of Prisons and O’Donald v.
Johns,  the Supreme Court denied a9

writ of  certiorari  on the question  of
whether the phrase “term of
imprisonment” in 18 U.S .C. § 3624(b)
means “sentence imposed” or “time
served.”  Justice Stevens explains that
the “fact that “10 Co urts of Appeals
have either agreed with , or deferred
to, the Government’ s interpretation
provi des a prin cip led basis for
denying these certiorar i petitio ns. 
Nevertheless, I think it appropri ate to
emphasize that the Court ’s action  does
not constitu te a rul ing on the merits
and certainly does not represent an
expression of any opinion concerning
the wisdom of the Government’ s
position.”    

Mor e interestingly, in the denial
Justice Stevens refers to Magistrate
Judge Stephen Smith’s opinion in
Moreland v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons10

when noting , “both the t ext and the
history  of the statute strongly suggest
that it  was not int ended to alter the
pre-existing appr oach of calculating
good-time credit based on the sentence
imposed.”   11

In the last paragraph of the decision,
Justice Stevens seems to be writ ing
especially for  Congress when he

remarks that “the question has
sufficient importance to merit furt her
study, not only by judges but by other
Governmental offic ials as well.”   This12

comment is foll owed by a brief history
lesson reminding readers that in 1959
Congress stepped in to clarify t hat the
language in the predecessor statute to §
3624(b) was referring t o the sentence
imposed.  13

US BUREAU OF PRISONS
CENTRALIZING DE SIGNATION
AND SEN TENCE COMPUTAT ION

The federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP)
has shifted all initial des ignation and
sentence computation service from
Community Cor rections and Regional
Offices to the following office:

Designation and Sentence Computation
Center
Grand Prairie Office Complex
U.S. Arm ed Forces Reserve Complex
346 Marin e Forces Drive
Grand Prairie, Texas 75051
(972) 352-4200

Designation case management staff and
sentence computation technicians are
housed at this location, supervised by
six designators and their respective
assistants.

 M oreland v. Fed. Bureau of Pri sons and9

O’D onald v. Johns, 547 U.S. __ (2006).  This
order can be found at
ht tp:// w w w .supr em ecour tus.gov/o pi nions/0
5pd f/ 05-8268.pd f.                       

 M oreland, 363 F. Supp. 2d  at 894.  10

 O’D onald, 547 U.S. __.  11
 Id.12

 Id.13
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BOP REGULATIONS LIMITING
RELEASE TO HALFWAY HOUSES
TO 10% OF SENTENCE
INVALIDATED IN 3  AND 8rd th

CIRCUIT S

Nathan J. Kroes, Law Student, University of
Wisconsin Law School

The BOP is facing chall enges to its
new est pol icy regardi ng placement
in Community Correction Centers
(CCC).  Under 28 C.F.R. § 570.20-211

(regulations), the BOP limi ts CCC
placement to 10 percent of a prisoner’s
total sentence or six months,
whic hever is less, unless special
statutory circumstances apply.  2

Shortly  after these regulations became
effective on February 14, 2005,
challenges were mounted  claiming3

that they are contrary to t he BOP’s
governing statute, 18 U.S.C. § 3621(b),4

 28 C.F.R. § 570.20 states:1

(a) This subpart  provi des the Bureau of
Prisons’ (Bureau) categor ical exercise of
d iscreti on for  designati ng inm ates to
com m uni ty conf inement.  The Bureau
designates inm ates to comm uni ty conf inement
only as part of pre-release custody and
program m ing w hich w i l l  afford  the pri soner a
reasonable opp ortuni ty to adjust to and
prepare for re-entry into the comm uni ty.
(b) A s discussed in this subpart , the term
“co m m uni ty conf inement” i nclud es
Comm unity Corrections Centers (CCC) (also
known  as “ hal fway houses” ) and  home
confinem ent.
28 C.F.R. § 570.21 states:
(a) The Bureau w il l designate inm ates to
com m uni ty conf inement only as part of pre-
release custody and pro gramm ing, duri ng the
last ten percent  of the prison sentence being
served , not to  exceed  six months.  
(b) We may exceed  these tim e-fram es only
w hen specif ic Bureau programs allow  greater
periods of comm uni ty conf inement, as
pro vi ded by separate statutory author i ty (for
exam ple, residential  substance abuse
treatm ent program  (18 U.S.C. § 3621(e)(2)(A )),
or  shock incarceratio n program  (18 U.S.C. §
4046(c)).
 28 C.F.R. § 570.21.2

 For a list of some of the distri ct court s’3

decisions, see Woodall v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons,
432 F.3d 235, n9, n10 (3  Cir. 2005).rd

 18 U.S.C. § 3621 states in relevant part s:4

(b) Place of i m pri sonm ent. – The Bureau shall
designate the place of th e pr isoner ’s
im pri sonm ent.  The Bureau may designate any
available penal or correctional facil i ty that
m eets minim um  standards of health and
habitabil i ty established by the Bureau, w hether
m aintained by the Federal Governm ent or
otherw ise and whether w ithin or  w ithout  the
jud icial di str ict in w hich the person w as
conv icted, that the Bureau determ ines to be
appropr iate and sui table, considering—

(1)  the resour ces of the facil i ty 
contem plated;
(2)  the nature and  circum stances of 
the offense;
(3)  the history  and  characteristics of 
the pri soner;
(4)  any statement by  the court tha t 
im posed the sentence—

(A )  concerning the purposes
for w hich the sentence to
im pri sonm ent w as determ ined
to be warran ted; or 

(B)  recomm ending a type of

penal or correctional facil i ty as
appropr iate; and

(5)  any pertinent pol icy statement
issued by the Sentencing Comm ission
pursuant to section 994(a)(2) of ti t le 28.

In designating the place of im pri sonm ent or
m aking  transfers under thi s subsection, there
shall  be no favor i t ism  given to pr isoners of high
social or econom ic status.  The Bureau may at
any ti m e, hav ing regard  for the sam e matters,
di rect the transfer of a prisoner  from one penal
or correctional facil i ty to another.  The Bureau
shall  make available appropri ate substance
abuse treatm ent for each pr isoner  the Bureau
determ ines has a treatable condi tion of
substance addiction or abuse.
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and § 3624,  because they do not take5

into account the factors Congress
li sted for consideration .  More
specifically, by categorically denying
CCC placement until 10 percent of the
sentence remains, the regulations are
not taking into  account the nature and
circumstances of the offense, the
history and character of the pri soner,
or statements by the court imposing
the sentence.   The fight has now6

entered the courts of appeals.

The first major blow  to the BOP’s new
regulations came in Woodall v. Fed.
Bureau of Prisons.   In Woodall , the7

government argued that the use of
“may” rat her than “shall” in the
second sentence of § 3621(b) made
considering the factors optional, and
that “th e BOP approp riately exercised
its sweeping authority.”   The8

government further  argued that the
BOP’s interpretation of §§ 3621(b) and
3624 should  be given deference under

Chevron,  and that the BOP’s9

regulations comport with the
legislative histor y of the statutes.  The
court di d not agree.

In the end the Third Circuit held that
the new regulatio ns were invalid
because “the BOP may not
categorically remove its abil ity t o
consider the explicit factors set forth by
Congress in § 3621(b) for making
placement and transfer
determinations.”   The court explained10

that, “[a]  common-sense reading of the
text - especiall y when combined w ith
the legislativ e history - makes clear that
the BOP is required to consider each
factor. ‘M ay’ refers to the ability of the
BOP to make ultimate placement
designations, not to the § 3621 factors… 
Additionally, t he use of the word ‘and’
before the final factor in  the five-part
li st indicates that Congress intended for
the BOP to weigh all  of the factors
li sted.”   The court notes that its11

reading “ is bolstered by the statute’s
legislative histor y, which  states that the
BOP is ‘specif ically required’  to
consider the § 3621(b) factors… before

 18 U.S.C. § 3624 states in relevant part s:5

(c) Pre-release custody. – The Bureau of
Pri sons shal l , to the extent practicable, assure
that a prisoner  servi ng a term  of im pri sonm ent
spends a reasonable par t, not to  exceed  six
m onths, of the last 10 per centum  of the term
to be served under cond itions that w i l l  afford
the prison er a reasonable opportu nit y  to
adjust to and p repare for the prisoner ’s re-
entry  into th e com m unit y .  The authorit y
prov id ed  by this subsection  may be used  to
pl ace a prisoner  in hom e conf inement.  The
U ni ted States Probation System shall , to the
extent practicable, offer assistance to a
pri soner duri ng such pre-release custody.
 See 18 U.S.C. § 3621(b)(2)-(4).6

 Woodall v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, 432 F.3d 2357

(3  Cir. 2005).rd

 Id. at 245.8

 Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Res. Def. Council,9

Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843-844 (1984).  Under  the
Chevron  test, the court  must ask tw o questions:
1) has Congress d irectly spoken to the precise
question at issue; and  if th e answer is no, 2) is
the agency ’s answer based  on a perm issib le
construction of the statute.  If  the answ er to the
f i rst question is no, and the answ er to the
second question yes, then the cour t shoul d not
“i m pose its ow n construction” , but rather  give
deference to the agency’s statutory
interpretation.

 Woodall , 432 F.3d at 244.10

 Id. at 245 (emphasis in or iginal) (citation11

om itted).  
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it can proper ly place or transfer an
inmate.”   The court also decided that12

the regulations fail ed the first step of
the Chevron test because it was clear
what Congress intended, and even
assuming arguendo that it w as not
clear, the regulations would fail the
second step in the test because “they
fail  to take into account Congress’s
indications that certain individ uali zed
factors… should be considered in the
BOP’s placement and transfer
scheme,” whic h is not a permissible
construction of § 3621.   13

Short ly after Woodall , the Eighth Cir cuit
followed sui t in a case named Fults v.
Sanders.  That court also held that the14

regulations’ categorical denial of
transfers until 10 percent of the
sentence imposed remains does not
take into account the factors of § 3621
as requi red.  The court cited, and used
simil ar reasoning to that of the Woodall
court.  Writi ng for the court, Court of
Ap peals Judge Michael J. Melloy
explains that, “ [a] BOP decision to not
transfer an inmate… requires the same
consideration of the § 3621(b) factors as
does the decision to transfer an inmate
to a CCC.  It is impossible for the BOP
to consider all five factor s on a
categorical basis.”  15

So far most district court s considering
this issue have followed these opinions. 
It will be interesting t o see how much
influ ence these two decisions wil l have. 

BOP EMAIL PILOT PROJEC T

Nathan J. Kroes, Law Student, University of
Wisconsin Law School

The Federal Bureau of Prisons has a
new  pi lot program  called Trust
Fund Lim ited Inmate
Communi cation System, or
TRUL INC S.  This program allows
inm ates to send and receive
electr onic correspondence, and is
funded throu gh the Inm ate Trust
Fund r ather than tax dollars.  The
Inm ate Trust Fund receives money
from  commissary purchases,

 Id.  (cit ing a Report of the Senate Jud iciary12

Comm ittee accompanying  the enactment of §
3621 w hich states in relevant parts: “ In
determ ining the availabil i ty or  sui tabil i ty of
the facil i ty selected, the Bureau is specifi cally
required to consider such factors as the
resources of the facil i ty considered , the nature
and  circum stances of the off ense, the history
and characteristics of the prisoner , the
statements made by the sentencing court
concerning the purposes for im pri sonm ent in a
parti cular  case, any recom m endati ons as to
type of facil i ty m ade by the cour t, and any
pertinent pol icy statements issued by the
sentencing comm ission pursuant to proposed
28 U.S.C. § 994(a)(2). A fter considering these
factors, the Bureau of Prisons may designate
the place of im prison m ent in an appropria te
ty pe of facil it y , or m ay transfer th e offender to
another appropri ate facil i ty. The Comm ittee,
by li sting factors for  the Bureau to consider  in
determ inin g the appropria teness or suit abil it y
of any avail able facil it y , does not intend  to
restrict or li m it  the Bureau in the exercise of i ts
existing  discreti on so long as the facil it y  meets
the minim um  standards of health and
habitabili ty  of th e Bureau, but in tends sim ply
to set forth the appropr iate factors that the
Bureau should consider in making the
designations.”   S. REP. N O. 98-225 (1983),
reprin ted in 1984 U.S.C.C.A .N . 3182, 3324-25
(em phasis added)).  

 Woodall , 432 F.3d at 248-49.13
 Fults v. Sanders, 442 F.3d 1088 (8  Cir. 2006). 14 th

 Id. at 1092.  15
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telephone servi ces, and now
th rough TRULIN CS fees.  

TRULI N CS does not allow  inm ates
access to the internet.  Messages
both fr om an inm ate and to an
inm ate are monitored by
correctional staff.  Correspondence
that may jeopardi ze the safety,
secur ity, or order ly operation of the
correctional faci l i ty or the
pr otection of the publ ic, and
messages that exceed 13,000
characters (approximately two
pages) w ill b e rejected. 
A ttachm ents are not al low ed and
w il l not be sent to the inmate w ith
the message. 

If someone w ould  li ke to
correspond w ith  an inmate via
TRULIN CS, the inmate needs to
apply  to have that person added to
his or her contact l ist.  If the staff
approves the request the system
w il l send a message to that person’s
email address inform ing them that
an inmate is requestin g to
electr onicall y correspond w ith
them.  The message w il l  al low  the
recip ient to accept th e request,
reject the request and all  future
electroni c correspondence from  that
in mate, or reject th e request and all
future electroni c correspondence
from any Federal inm ate.  The
inm ate w il l  be noti f ied of the
response and correspondence can
begin if the request is accepted.

TRULIN CS is currently available at
FCI Terminal Island, Terminal
Island, CA ; FCC Coleman, Low  and
Camp, Coleman, FL; FCI Danbury ,
Danbury , CT; FPC M ontgomery,
M ontgomery, A L; FPC A lderson,
A ld erson, WV; FCC Victorv ille
Camp, Victorvi l le, CA ; and USP
Vi ctorvi l le, Victorvi l le, CA .  The
program may be expanded to more
insti tut ions in the near future.

For more in formatio n go to
www .inmatemessage.com.

UPDA TE ON  GOOD  TI M E,
FEDERAL  PAR OL E AN D
I N CREASED COM PASSI ON ATE
RELEASE LEGI SLAT I ON

Nathan J. Kroes, Law Student, University of
Wisconsin Law School

In Issue N o. 6 w e told you about
H .R. 3072, the bil l  introduced in the
H ouse of Representatives by U.S.
Representative Danny K . Davis of
I l l inois to change good time, revive
parole for Federal pr isoners and
amend Compassionate Release. 
This bil l  w as referred to the H ouse
Committee on the Judiciary ’s
subcommi ttee on Crime, Terror ism,
and H omeland Securi ty on A ugust
23, 2005.  The bil l  is sti l l  w ith the
subcommittee and now  has 12 co-
sponsors, up f rom 8.  The House of
Representatives consists of 435
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members and a majority of
members vot ing is requi red for
appr oval of a bil l .  A  member of the
H ouse need not be a co-sponsor to
vote for a bill.  T he fu ll text of this
bi l l  can be obtained and tracked at
http :/ / thomas.loc.gov.    

CONFRONT I NG CONFI NEM ENT,
TH E COM M I SSI ON  ON  SAFETY
A N D  A BUSE IN  A M ERIC A ’S
PRI SON S REPORT

Nathan J. Kroes, Law Student, University of
Wisconsin Law School

In ear ly June of 2006 the
Commission on Safety and A buse
in A merica’s Prisons released a
repor t ent i tled Confronting
Confinement.  

A ccording to
w w w .pri soncommission.org,

the repor t is about  “ vi olence and
abuse in U.S. jai ls and pr isons, the
broad impact of those probl ems on
publ ic safety and pub lic health, and
how  correctional faci l i ties
nationwi de can become safer and
more effectiv e. The report reflects
the Commission's work  over more
than a year — an inqu iry t hat
featu red four public  hearin gs in
cities around the country  w here
nearly  100 people testifi ed, visits to
jai ls and pr isons, conversations
w ith people about  their experience
of li fe behind bars, discussions w ith
cur rent and former corrections
officials and experts w orki ng
outside the profession, and a
thorough rev iew  of available

research and data.”  Below  is a
summary of th e Commission’s
find ings and recommendations.

Conditions of Confinement

The Commission made three
findi ngs on condi tions of
confinement. First, violence remains
a ser ious problem in A merica’s
pr isons and jails.  Second, w e know
w hich conditions in correctional
faci l i ties fuel violence and, therefore,
how  to prevent violence. Third, we
need more reliable measures of
vi olence behind bars than w e have
today. Based on these findi ngs, the
Commission recommended the
follow ing for the prevention of
vi olence in pri sons:

1. Reduce crow di ng;

2. Promote productivi ty and 
rehabil i tation;

3. Use objective classif ication 
and di rect supervi sion;

4. Use force and non-
lethal w eaponry on ly as
a last resort;

5. Employ survei l lance
technology; and

6. Support community
and family bonds.

Healthcare in Prisons

The Commission made tw o findi ngs
in regards to healthcare in pri sons.
First,  high rates of disease and

http://www.prisoncommission.org,
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i l lness among pri soners, coupl ed
w ith inadequate fund ing for
correctional health care, endanger
pri soners, staff, and the public.
Second,  medi cal neglect and the
spread of infectious disease are not
inevi table; there are solut ions to the
health-care di lemmas facing
corrections. The Commission made
the follow ing recommendations for
healthcare that protects everyone:

1. Partner w ith health prov iders
from the communi ty;

2. Build real partnerships
w ithin faci l i ties;

3. Commit to caring for
persons with mental
i l lness;

4. Screen, test, and treat
for infectious disease;

5. End co-paym ents for
medi cal care; and

6. Extend M edi caid and
M edicare to elig ib le
pri soners. 

Use of Segregation Units 

The Commission found that the
increasing use of h igh-security
segregation is counter-produc tive,
often causing violence inside
facil iti es and contr ibutin g to
recidi vi sm after release. It
recommended as follow s:

1. M ake segregation a last
resort  and a more
produc tive form of

conf inement, and stop
releasin g people
di rectly f rom
segregation to the
streets;

2. End condi tions of
isolation; and

3. Protect m entally  ill
pri soners.

Labor and Leadership 

The Commission found t hat better
safety  insid e pr isons and jails
depends on changing the
insti tut ional cul ture, w hich cannot
be accompl ished w ithout enhancing
the correctio ns profession at all
levels. It recommended the
follow ing:

1. Promote a cul ture of
mutu al respect;

2. Recrui t and r etain a
quali f ied corps of
officers; and

3. Support  today’s leaders
and cultivate the next
generation.

Oversight and Accountabil it y

The Commission noted tw o findi ngs
on oversight and accountabil i ty. The
first w as that most correctional
facil i ties are surro unded by more
than physical w alls; they are walled
off from external monitoring and
publ ic scrut iny to a degree
inconsistent w ith  the responsib il ity
of publ ic insti tut ions.  The second
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w as that internal oversight and
accountabil i ty i s no less cruci al than
monito r in g from the outsid e.  We
need to strengthen the mechanisms
that exist and make more use of
them.

The Commission made the
follow ing recommendations:

1. Demand i ndependent
oversight;

2. Build national non-
governmental
oversight;

3. Reinv igorate
investigation and
enforcement;

4. Increase access to the
courts by reforming
the Prisoner Li tigation
Reform A ct;

5. M oni tor practice not
just pol icy;

6. Strengthen
professional standards;

7. Develop meaningful
internal complaint
systems;

8. Encourage visits to
faci l i ties; and 

9. Str ive for transparency.

Knowledge and Data

The Commission found  that
uni form nationw ide reporting on
safety and abuse in correctional
faci l i ties is essent ial.  It also found

that in complete and unreliable
information cur rent ly hampers the
abil i ty of corrections leaders,
legislators, and the publ ic to make
sound decisions about  pr isons and
jails.

The Commission recommended the
follo w in g: 

1. Develop nationwi de
reporting;

2. Fund a natio nal effo rt to
learn how  pr isons and
jails can make a larger
contr ibutio n to public
safety; and

3. Require correctional
impact statements.

For more in formatio n, or to
dow nload the summary or the entire
report, go to
w w w .prisoncommission.org.  

UPDA TE ON G AN G
DETERRENC E AN D
COMM UN I TY PROT ECTI ON
A CT OF 2005

Nathan J. Kroes, Law Student, University of
Wisconsin Law School

In Issue N o. 6 w e told you that the
Gang Deterrence and Community
Protection A ct of 2005 (H .R. 1279)
w as approved by the House of
Representativ es.  This bill is  still in
the Senate Committee on the
Jud iciary, w here it has been since
M ay of last year.  
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The ful l  text of this bil l  can be
obtained and tracked at
ht tp://t homas.loc.gov.  For
additional inform ation also check
Famil ies Against M andatory
M inimum s, w w w .famm.org, and
The Sentencing Project,
w w w .sentencin gproject.org.  

LI FE AFTER INC AR CERAT I ON:
SUCCESSFUL LY REENT ERI NG
SOCI ETY

Sara J. Scoles, Law Student, Marquette
University Law School

Pri soner reentry  programs are
becoming a growing commodity as
society realizes it is a lose-lose
situation to simply dump pri soners
back onto the str eets w hen their
sentences expir e.  Even a truly
rehabil i tated ex-convict can become
a threat to him self o r herself and to
society i f they are not given the
know ledge, ski l ls, resources, and
support to  liv e a law  abid in g life . 
M any form er convicted offenders
are sti l l  addicts upon their  release,
have signi f icantly below  average
reading levels, poor fam ily support
systems and cannot f in d profit able
employment upon their  release. 
W ithout the help of successful
reentry prog rams it is not a surp ri se
that many ex-convi cts end up  back
behind bars, w hich cost the
taxpayers far more than the cost of
implementing these reentry
programs. 

One of the first major pri soner
reentry i ni tiatives was Project
Retu rn, which began in  Louisiana in
1993.  This progr am focuses on
pri soners w ith the highest risk of
returni ng to pri son and assists them
in making successful  transitions
back into the communi ty. A ccordi ng
to Projects Return’ s w ebsite,
www .projectreturn.com; 1) dur ing
the first year after graduating from
the program, when recid iv ism is
norm ally at its highest, the program
main tains an 89.3% success rate
w here only one in ten graduates
commit a new  cr ime; 2) in year one
the recid iv ism rate for graduates is
10.7%, only  one thir d of a sim ila r ly
situated non-gradu ate’s at 37.2%; 3)
duri ng the second year of release,
the fai lur e rate for a pr isoner w ho
didn’ t partake in the program  w as
over double that of graduates of the
program, fall ing at 51% compared to
the graduates 24.4%; and 4) w hile
40% of th e program’s particip ants
original ly committed a violent
cr ime, only 6% of the graduates w ho
di d recidi vate did so w ith vi olent
cr im es. 

Project Retu rn’s success is
attri butable to its various program
components.  The program consists
of either sixty or  ninety days of
tr ain in g before the pr isoner is
released and additi onal community
support  after the release.  Each
partic ip ant is train ed in  w eekly
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sessions of GED/ academic
coursew ork, addi ctions education,
computer train ing, employable
skills  train in g, communicatio n skills
and fin all y community  buil d ing.  In
additi on to the valu able skil l sets
achieved through the program,
each part icipant is paid a stipend of
$5 an hour  dur ing the training
sessions which last for 37 hours a
w eek.  Therefore, if a pr isoner is
inv olved in the sixty-day program
he or she wil l  earn $1,500, or $2,250
for the nin ety -day program , and is
able to w alk  aw ay from pr ison w ith
enough money to liv e honestly
unt i l  fur ther employment can be
found.

Once the ex-pr isoner is on the
outside, Project Return  has
accumulated a netw ork of p r iv ate
businesses that look for
employm ent opport uni ties
specifi call y for the program’s
gradu ates. A dditionally, over 25 %
of Project Return i tself is run by ex-
pr isoner staff  members. 

Whi le reentry prog rams have
proven to be a great investment for
inmates, they have also proven to
be a great in vestm ent for taxpayers. 
A ccording to
w w w .pr ojectretur n.com/i ndex.php
?name=results_and_impacts, and
basing the num bers on Louisiana
costs, in one year Project Return
saved 38% of typi cal re-

incarceratio n costs.  A pr isoner costs
$5,000 to be put  throu gh Project
Return , $100,000 to recid ivate back
to jail , and a recidi vated pri soner
costs approx imately $100,000 per
year to cr ime victims.  Therefore, the
25% of Project Return gr aduates
w ho return  to pri son (450 prisoners)
cost Louisiana $92,250,000. 
H ow ever, the average recid ivi sm
rate of pr isoners w ho have not gone
throu gh the program  is 68% (1225
prisoners), which costs the state
$245,000,000; almost three times as
much. So the time and m oney
requi red to successful ly send
pri soners through these reentry
program s is more than a wise
inv estment, it is the only choice that
makes sense. 

A nother major reentr y program is
Project Greenlight , w hich operates
w ithin the Queensboro Correctional
Facility  in  N ew  York City . This
progr am collects inm ates from
vari ous correctional facil i ties across
the state for eight to ten weeks
before their r elease dates in  order to
devise a plan on how  that ind ivi dual
w il l  succeed on the outside.  Each
inm ate is assigned a case manager
and und ergoes a risk and needs
assessment evaluation before
beginning classes.  The var ious
coursew ork in  this program is
sim ila r to that of Project Reentr y in
that it focuses on cogni tive ski l ls, job
readi ness, family reintegration,
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substance abuse, practical life  skills
and establishin g connectio ns w ith in
the outsid e community  for support.
A dditio nally , those w ho admit
substance abuse probl ems also take
courses in  relapse preventio n. 

H ow ever, Queensboro is currently
only a male insti tut ion and so
unfortu nately  females are unable to
reap the benefit s of this program. 

Whi le Project Return  and Project
Greenlight  are tw o of the “poster
examples” for reentry prog rams,
every other state either already has
or is currently imp lementing some
sort of pri soner reentry prog ram
w ith  federal fu ndin g recently
al located among them. The
follow ing is a list of var ious
pr ograms offered in each state and
the contact names and num bers for
those programs:

A labama

A labama Reentry Program

Don H . Lee

(334)242-5820

Females ages 25-35 serv in g at Julia
Tutu il er State Correctio nal Facil ity

A laska

A laska Dept. of H ealth and Social
Servi ces

Tony  N ewman

(907)465-1382

Juveni les

A ri zona

A rizona Dept. of Juvenile
Corrections

Emily W etter

(502)324-0610

Juveni les

A rk ansas

A rkansas Dept . of Corrections

A ni ta Sacrey

(501)683-2797

Offenders released in the Little Rock
A rea

Califo rn ia

Going H ome Los Angeles Program

Kevin  Wortell

(916)324-0962

Offenders released into Los Angeles

Commun ity Ex-Offenders Program

M onika H udson

(650)853-3100

Offender Supervision and Reentry

East Palo A lto, CA  94303

Free At Last

(650)462-6999

1796 Bay Road

East Palo A lto, CA  94303

freelast@best.com

Parolee Ori entation Program
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Bonnie Long Oliver

(916)255-2758

Regional Parole Demonstrator

Cal. Dept . of Corrections

Parole and Communi ty Servi ces
Sacramento, CA   95827

Resolve to Stop the Violence Project

Ramona Massey

(650)266-9337

Director, RSVP Program

San Francisco Sheriff ’s Dept. 

425 7  Streetth

San Francisco, CA  94103

Juveni le Reintegration and
A ftercare Center 

Center for Delinquency and Crime
Policy Studi es

(916)278-6259

Cal-State Univ ersity , Sacramento

7750 College Tow n Dri ve, Suite 104

Sacramento, CA  95826

Juveni les

Col orado

Colorado A ff irm s Reentry  Effort
(CA RE)

Steve Chorak

(719)226-4563

Behavi oral Intervent ion’s Colorado
Reentry Program

Jim A nderson

(800)241-2911

6400 Lookout Road

Boulder, CO 80301

Connecti cut

Connecticut Reentry Project

Ellen Weber

(860)418-6888

A dvanced Reentr y Skills

Johanna Bond

(860)347-6924

393 Main Street

M iddleton, CT 06457-3309

D elaw are

Delaware Health and Social Service

Jack Kept

(302)255-9433

D istrict o f C olu mbia

Distri ct of Columbia Reentry
Program

Compton Douglas

(202)727-4036
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Operation Total Life Change (TLC)

Valer ie Boykin

(202)724-5071

Flori da

Florida Dept . of Corrections
Reentry Program

Katherine Burns

(561)841-0222

Offenders return ing to Palm Beach
County

Flori da Dept. of Juv enile Justice

Julia  Str ange-Seale

(850)488-0370

Juvenil es age 15-19 retu rning to
Duval County

Juv enile Justice Program

Eckerd Juveni le Justice Servi ces

(727)461-2990

P.O. Box 7450

100 N. Starcrest Drive

Clearwater, FL 33758

Juveni les

Georgia

Georgia Cri minal Justice
Coordin atin g Council

Eden Freeman

(404)559-4949

Savannah Impact Program

Keith Vermil l ion

(912)651-4360

Execut ive Director

144 Drayton Street

Savannah, GA  31401

H aw aii

H awaii Reentry Project

Verdi ne Kong

(808)249-2990 ext. 2

Offenders released into Wailuku on
M aui

I daho

Idaho Dept. of Corrections and
Juveni le Corrections

Thomas H adlow

(208)658-2032

Offenders age 14-24

Illin ois

Il l inois Going H ome Project

Richard Guzm an

(630)584-0750 ext.2

Behavioral Intervention’s Chicago
Reentry Program

Jim A nderson

(800)241-2911

BI Reentry Program

Lookout Road

Boulder, CO 80301

Prison A ction Committee

(773)874-7390
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661 East 79  Streetth

Chicago, IL 60619

Southside Day Reporting Center

Thomas H url ey 

(773)918-4680

1758 West 57  Streetth

Chicago, IL 60636

I ndi ana

Indi anapolis Violence Reduction
Partnership

Jason D. M utchens

(317)327-3131

M arion County Justice Agency

200 E. Washington St., Suite 1901

Ind ianapolis, IN  46204

Ind iana’s Juv enile Reentry Program

G. Roger Jarjoura

(317)261-3041

Indi ana University-Purdue
Univ ersity  Indianapolis

342 N . Senate A venue

Ind ianapolis, IN  46204

I owa

Iow a Going H ome Project

An ne H. Brown

(515)242-5729

Offenders age 15-35 retu rning to
Polk  County

K ansas

Kansas Juvenil e Justice A uthority

Ted M artinez

(785)296-4213

Juvenile

Kansas Dept . of Corrections

M argie J. Phelps

(785)296-3128

K entucky

Kentucky  Dept. of Juv enile Justice

Libby M ills

(502)573-2738

Juveni les

Loui si ana

Corrections Organized for Reentry
(CORE)

Suzanne Sharp

(225)342-6630

Offenders from  Dixon Correctional
Institu te

Project Return

Robert E. Roberts

(504)988-1000

2703 General de Gaulle Drive

N ew Orl eans, LA  70114-6222
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bob@projectreturn.com

M aine

M aine Reentry  N etw ork

Becky H . Boober

(207)287-1001

M aryl and

RESTART (Reentry, Enforcement
and Servi ces Targeting Addi ction,
Rehabil itatio n and Treatm ent)

Dorothy Straw sburg

(410)585-3372

6776 Reisterstow n Road Suite 210

Baltimore, M D 21215

M aryland Dept. of Publi c Safety
Reenty Program

Patr icia Allen

(410)585-3303

M aryland Reentr y Partnership
Ini tiative

Joann Levy

(410)230-2283

Enterpri se Foundation

312 N . M artin Lut her King Jr. Blvd,
3  floorrd

Baltimore, M D 21201

M assachusetts

M assachusetts Dept . of Corrections

Geralyn Riley

(508)422-3366

Offenders age 18-35

M assachusetts Dept. of Youth
Servi ces

Chr istine H unt

(617)960-3281

Juveni les age 16-21 being released
into Boston

Boston Reentry Ini tiative

Blake N orton

(617)343-4500

Boston Poli ce Dept.

One Schroeder Plaza

Boston, M A  02120

Women in Transition

Kim O’H ara

(978)750-1900 ext.3721

Essex County  Sheriff’s D ept.

197 Elm Street

Salisbury,  M A  01952

M ichigan

M ichigan Dept . of Corrections
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Jul ie DeRose

(517)335-1388

M ichigan Family Independence
A gency

Jeanette Scroggins

(517)335-3541

Juveni les

Balanced Restorativ e Justice in
M ichigan

M arlyce N uzum

(517)335-3490

M ichigan Family Independence
A gency

Bureau of Juv enile Justice

235 S. Grand , Suite 404

Lansing, M I  48909

Woman A .R.I.S.E.

Caron Jacobson

(313)331-1800

(313)331-8797

13100 Averhi l l  Court

Detroi t, M I 48215

M in nesota

M innesota Dept . of Corrections
Reentry Ini tiative

David  Ellis

(612)728-7507

Off enders age 16-34 from H ennepin
County

M issi ssi ppi

H inds County D ept . of Corrections

Chri sty Gutherz

(601)354-6996

M issouri

M issouri Dept . of Corrections

Jul ie Roll ins

(573)522-1206

M ontana

M ontana Dept . of Corrections

Karen Duncan

(406)444-4390

N ebr aska

N ebraska Dept . of Corrections

Brian Finn

(402)479-5697

Juveni les

N evada

N evada Dept . of Corrections

Dorothy N ash-H olmes

(775)887-3266

N evada Dept. of H um an Resources,

D iv ision of Child  and Family
Servi ces

Gerth ie Polk

(702)486-5080

Juveni les

N ew H ampshir e

N ew H ampshire Reentry Project



23

Larry Blaisdell

(603)271-5652

Offenders age 17-35 who w ere
incarcerated at least 12 months and
released in to M anchester, or youth
incarcerated at least 6 months
released into M anchester or
Belknap Count ies

N ew Jersey

N ew Jersey Parole Board Reentry
Project

David W olfsgruber

(609)984-4609

Greater N ewark Safer Cities
Ini tiative

M ike Wagers

(973)353-3057

Rutgers Univ ersity

123 Washington St.

N ewark, N J 07102

N ew M exico

Safe Commun ity Reentry Project

Sherry M . Helw ig

(505)473-5005

N ew York

H arlem A ccountabil i ty  and Reentry
Project (H A RP)

David  A ziz

(518)485-5307

Back to your Future

Sylvi a Rowlands

(518)474-7886

Juveni les

Project Greenl ight

M ary Ellen Flynn

(212)239-5727

N Y State Div ision of Parole

314 West 40  Streetth

N ew York,  N Y 10018

H arlem Parole Reentry  Court

A lfred Siegel

(212)373-1699

520 8  A venue, 18  Floorth th

N ew York,  N Y 10018

Developing Justice in  South
Brooklyn

(718)857-2990

Developing Justice Program

141 5  A venueth

Brookl yn , N Y 11217

fac@fi fthave.org

Correctional Education Company

(716)871-1900

mailto:fac@fifthave.org
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P.O. Box 956

Buff alo, N Y 14207

pri sonedu@aol.com

N orth Carol i na

N orth Carolina Dept . of Corrections

Virgi nia Price

(919)716-3758

Restoration H ouse Ministry

P.O. Box 3046

M onroe, N C 28111

w w w .Restorationhouses.org

N orth  D ak ota

N orth Dakota Dept . of Corrections
and Rehabil i tation Reentry

Penny Blotsky

(701)328-6661

N orth Dakota Dept . of Corrections
and Rehabil i tation

Divi sion of Juveni le Servi ces

Pamela H elbling

(701)667-1405

Juveni les

Ohio

Ohio Community-Ori ented Reentry
Project (CORE)

A ngela Lee

(740)852-2454

Best Practices Institu te

P.O. Box 69

London, OH  43160

Community  Correctio n for Ohio
Offenders

Communi ty Reentry Center

(614)252-0660

993 E. M ain Street

Colum bus, OH  43205

Fri ends of W omen’s Reentry

Beverly Longrasso

(440)449-1200

2600 Lander Road

Pepper Pike, OH  44124

baljus@aol.com

Women offenders

Richland County Reentry  Court

Dave Leitenberger

(419)774-5564

50 Park Avenue East

M ansfield, OH  44902

Ok lahoma

Oklahoma Dept . of Corrections

Bil l  M cCollum

(918)581-2002

mailto:baljus@aol.com
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Oklahoma Off ice of Juvenile Affairs

M ary Jo Sul l ivan

(405)530-2898

Juv eniles age 12-20

Oregon

Transition Project

Tonya Ruscoe

(503)945-9053

Oregon Dept . of Corrections

Central A dmin. Office

2575 Center St. NE

Salem, OR 97301

Pennsylv ania

Pennsylvania Reentry Project

A ngela Safer

(717)731-7149

Eri e Pennsylvania Reentry Project

Jeffrey Beard

(717)975-4918

Penn. Dept . of Corrections

P.O. Box 598

Camp H il l , PA 17001

Rhode Isl and

Challengin g Off enders to M ain tain
Positive Associations and Social
Stabil i ty (COM PASS)

Theresa S. Foley

(401)462-1129

South Carol i na

South Carolina Reentry Project

Wanda Tarpley

(803)896-7719

South Carolina Department of
Juv enile Justice

H ow ard Snider

(803)896-9235

Juveni les

South  D ak ota

A ltshul er &  A rmstrong Intensive 

A ftercare Program Jodi H eath

(605)367-5158

Juveni les ages 14-20 on supervi sed
release

Tennessee

Knoxvil le Publi c Safety
Collaborative

Lee Ragsdale

(865)215-1296

Knoxvi l le Police Department

P.O. Box 3610

Knoxv il le, TN   37927

Chattanooga Endeavors

(423)266-1888

310 E. 8  Streetth

Chattanooga, TN  37404

Texas

San A ntonio Fighting Back- Young
Offenders Reentry Coali tion
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Li nda Tippi ns

(210)271-7232

2803 E. Commerce

San A ntoni o, TX 78203

Juveni les

Utah

Utah Dept. of Corrections Reentry
Ini tiative

Belle Brough

(801)545-5707

Utah Dept. of H um an Servi ces

Divi sion of Youth Correction

John LaCognata

(801)426-7444

V ermont

Vermont Dept . of Corrections
Reentry Project

John Perry

(802)241-2307

Felons age 16-35 incarcerated for at
least 12 months

Vermont Restorative Reentry
Partnerships

Paul H eath

(802)863-7450

Vermont Dept . of Corrections

50 Cherry St.

Burl ington, VT 05401

V irg in ia

Vi rginia Dept . of Corrections
Reentry Project

R. M ario Woodard

(804)674-3557

Offenders under 35

V i rgin I sl ands

U.S. Virgi n Island Dept. of Justice

Sonia I. M aynard-Li burd

(340)773-0295

Washi ngt on

Washington State Dept. of
Corrections

Candy Curl

(360)664-9490

Juv enile age 14-20 incarcerated at
least 6 months or offenders 14-35
incarcerated at least 12 months

West V irg in ia

West Virgi nia Dept. of Corrections 

of Reentry Project

Teresa M cCourt-Cutlip

(304)558-2036

West V ir gin ia Div ision of Juvenile
Servi ces

Deborah D. Gille spie

(304)558-6029

Wisconsin

Wisconsin Going H ome Project

Kate Elvi dge

(608)240-5937
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Divi sion of Juveni le Corrections

P.O. Box 8930

M adison, WI 53708

Juvenil es age 14-25 retu rning to
M ilw aukee or Brown Count ies

Wyoming

Wyoming Dept. of Corrections

Sam Borbely

(307)777-6301

AC KN OWL EDGME NT

We extend our  appr eciation and
grati tud e to N athan J. Kroes,
University of W isconsin Law
School, and Sarah Scoles, Marquette
Univ ersity  School of Law , for their
w ork on this publ ication.

– – – – 

CONT AC T US

If you w ish to submit an article or 
suggestions for future newsletters,
please w rite to us at:

FEDERAL DEFENDER SERVICES OF

W ISCONSIN , INC ., Room 182

A TTEN TI ON :  Doi ng Time Times

517 East Wisconsin A venue

M ilw aukee, Wisconsin 53202
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