
























PUBLIC ADVOCATE FOR THE CITY OF NEW YORK

Jumaane D. Williams
STATEMENT OF PUBLIC ADVOCATE JUMAANE D. WILLIAMS

TO THE NEW YORK CITY COUNCIL COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE
APRIL 24, 2024

Good morning,

My name is Jumaane D. Williams and I am the Public Advocate for the City of New York. I
would like to thank Chair Nurse and the members of the Committee on Criminal Justice for
holding this hearing.

First, I want to acknowledge that officers on Rikers Island do experience assault, sexual
harassment, and sexual assault, and that is unacceptable and should be taken seriously—but
today’s hearing is about the grievance process for incarcerated people, who are at heightened risk
for abuse and assault during their time in jail.

Last month, an analysis published by Gothamist found that, of the 1,256 lawsuits filed under the
Adult Survivors Act, 719—or almost 60 percent—were filed against the NYC Department of
Correction.1 The allegations span decades, from 1976 to just last year, and are appalling,
shocking, but, sadly, unsurprising. Not only do the suits detail allegations including harassment,
sexual assault, and rape, but also that the department knew about the abuse and failed to act,
thereby tacitly encouraging it to continue. And while the administration may shirk responsibility
by pointing out that some of these alleged assaults occurred many years ago, roughly 30 of the
people who filed lawsuits said they were sexually abused at Rikers within the past five years.2

Though much of this history precedes the current administration, not rooting out and addressing
this known culture encourages this abuse and does nothing to prevent it in the future,
endangering everyone in the city’s custody. This is unacceptable, unconscionable, and the city
must take swift action to ensure that nobody experiences sexual harassment or assault in our
jails.

In November 2022, THE CITY reported on the experience of a woman (who asked not to be
named) who was incarcerated on Rikers Island and in 2015 had a sexual relationship with officer
Leonard McNeill.3 While the woman said the relationship was consensual, under the Prison Rape
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Elimination Act (PREA), any sexual relationship between an incarcerated person and a staff
member is not only not consensual, but criminal. Additionally, this woman alleges that this
officer coerced her into delaying reporting that she had been raped by another officer.
(Thankfully, this woman preserved evidence of her rape and that officer was not only fired but
criminally charged and convicted.) Though the woman reported her relationship with McNeill, it
took seven years before he was fired, and that she continues to face retaliation from officers
where she is incarcerated in a state prison. This is unacceptable; any delay in thoroughly
investigating a report of sexual abuse or assault puts every other incarcerated person at risk, and
allows a culture of impunity and silence to continue.

Those who have filed grievances have reported a frustrating process that rarely ends in their
complaints—including not only reports of abuse and assault but other issues like frequently
missing medical appointments—being resolved. In 2015, DOC made calls to 311 free for people
in custody, which led to a significant increase in complaints.4 DOC failed to effectively
communicate that calling 311 does not technically trigger the formal grievance process. The
person taking the call must contact the Office of Constituent and Grievance Services, and then a
staff member must follow up with and assist the person in filing a grievance. At every step of the
complaint process, from filing to its outcome, there are confusing hurdles an incarcerated person
must overcome. Something as small as failing to check a box can lead to a grievance being
informally resolved.

Further, in many cases, the DOC is tasked with investigating their own wrongdoing. It is
unreasonable to expect people who have experienced abuse to trust that the agency abusing
them can effectively police itself, especially when reports of retaliation for filing complaints are
so widespread. Incarcerated people have reported that they fear speaking up about abuse they
experience because officers control every part of their lives, and can easily block their visits with
family, extend their jail time, or respond with further violence.5 Additionally, many of those who
filed lawsuits under the Adult Survivors Act did not know the real or full name of the person
who allegedly abused them; they only knew the officer’s last name or a nickname. This makes it
not only difficult to file a grievance or lawsuit but for DOC and the city to track which officers
are repeatedly abusing or assaulting people in custody. An article published in Gothamist just
yesterday detailed the lawsuits filed against medical providers on Rikers Island for sexual
assaulting women in their care.6 In one suit, a woman noted that she filed a grievance following
her assault, “but that no one ever followed up on her complaint.”
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Another Gothamist analysis found that the federal monitor neither investigated nor documented
most allegations of sexual abuse and assault, because it is outside the scope of the consent decree
that outlines what the monitor does and does not oversee.7 The original legal settlement—Nunez
v. City of New York—tasks the monitor only with investigating sexual assault committed against
those under the age of 18, which meant that when 16- and 17-year-olds were moved out of
Rikers, the number of sexual assaults the monitor investigated dropped significantly. For the few
cases of sexual abuse that the monitor did examine, he found that DOC “grossly mishandled” the
investigations. This underscores why there are so many calls for a federal receiver, as the
department has consistently failed to protect those in its custody from abuse and assault.

These problems are not only present in city jails; throughout New York State, incarcerated
people describe the grievance process as broken, with many jails reportedly failing to adhere to
the state-mandated process, instead following their own regulations.8 The NYS Division of
Human Rights considers prisons, jails, and police departments exempt from human rights law.9

Agency attorneys have argued that police and correctional facilities are not “open to the public”
and therefore don’t fall under the umbrella of “public accommodations” protected under human
rights law. State legislation—S661110/A2746A11—would include “correctional facilities and local
correctional facilities as publicly-assisted housing accommodations for purposes of the division
of human rights.” Another state bill, S779612/A840713—also known as the Fair Access to Justice
Act—would would start the statute of limitation for sexual abuse that happens while a person is
in prison, jail, a public mental health facility or in other state custody after a person is released,
and it would lift certain onerous reporting requirements, such as needing to include the exact
time, location and date of the violation.14 The State Legislature should pass both of these bills to
protect people in jails and prisons across the state.

Lastly, the city should increase the budget and the headcount for the Board of Correction, a
nine-person, non-judicial oversight board that carries out independent oversight and enacts
regulations to support safer, fairer, smaller, and more humane NYC jails. At a time when the
administration is decreasing transparency, it is more important than ever that the BOC has
enough staff to do its job. At present, BOC has 24 active staff and 9 vacant positions, and does
not currently have any staff monitoring the standards on the elimination of sexual abuse and
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harassment under PREA. This is a moment for expansion of independent jail oversight, not
retraction, and it is imperative that the BOC has the budget and staff to fulfill its responsibilities.

Thank you.
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Corrections Specialist
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New York County Defender Services

Oversight Hearing on Complaint and Grievance Procedures for People in Custody

April 24, 2024

We are Natalie Fiorenzo and Rachel Sznajderman, Corrections Specialists at New York County
Defender Services (NYCDS). NYCDS is an indigent defense office that represents tens of
thousands of New Yorkers in Manhattan’s Criminal, Family, and Supreme Courts every year. The
NYCDS Corrections Specialist Team provides a direct channel of communication with and
advocacy for our clients who are incarcerated.

I. Introduction

As Corrections Specialists, our primary role is to ensure that our incarcerated clients' are safe and
healthy, and that their basic needs are met. In the eight years since our unit was created, we have
developed several avenues to do this work, some of which rely on the official NYC Department
of Correction (DOC) grievance procedure, and some that do not. This process can differ
depending on the client’s facility, the day of the week, or which DOC staff member we reach
over the phone. In other words, the mechanism through which incarcerated people are able to
grieve the many human rights violations they experience on a daily basis is extremely
disorganized and convoluted, both for those seeking institutional or administrative remedies, and
those seeking legal action.



II. “Grievable” v. “Non-grievable” Categories

At the outset, we must note that only a handful of the many serious issues facing our clients at
Rikers are considered “grievable” according to DOC policy. Thus, the complaints we file with
the Office of Constituent and Grievance Services are quite limited. On one hand, if a client does
not have access to food or water, or if the door or window in their cell is broken, or if it is too hot
or too cold in their unit, these are grievable issues and we follow the protocol loosely outlined in
the Inmate Grievance Procedure Directive, which we describe in more detail in Section III
below.

On the other hand, many of the gravest safety issues that our clients face - e.g., assaults and/or
threats of violence at the hands of corrections staff or other people in custody - fall outside of the
scope of the grievance procedure. While the protocol for grievable offenses is at least outlined -
even if not actually followed - the process for non-grievable offenses is exasperatingly opaque.
Our efforts to remediate these violations are far more convoluted, highly case-specific, and, by
all accounts, maddening. We attempt to describe this labyrinthian, mostly ad hoc process in
Section IV.

The New York City Department of Correction is unusual in its categorization of grievable and
non-grievable offenses. In fact, in the state system, New York Department of Correction and
Community Supervision, the only aspects of incarceration that are not-grievable are those which
have a separate appeals process. This is also typical in other jurisdictions such as
Massachussettes and Washington DC. In a sample of 1500 grievances filed in Massachusetts
state prisons over 3 years, only 11 were rejected as non-grievable.1

III. Process for Grievable Offenses.

For the last several years, DOC’s preferred method of lodging a “grievable” grievance is by
calling 311. While seemingly straightforward, this avenue poses many problems. First, phone
access is highly unreliable at Rikers Island. Oftentimes, the phones are controlled by a small
number of people in a housing area, leaving everyone else little to no time to make calls. Tablets
correct for this discrepancy somewhat, but when these tablets break or malfunction, DOC refuses
to replace or repair them. Moreover, when a person is moved from one facility to the next, their
tablet does not come with them, and they are often denied a replacement upon arriving in the
new facility. And those who do manage to get access to a phone and place a call to 311 struggle
to get their complaint relayed in the little time they are allotted.

1 “Rubber stamp’ justice? In Mass., prison officials almost always deny prisoners’ claims of abuse behind bars.” Boston Globe,
December 29, 2021,
https://www.bostonglobe.com/2021/12/29/metro/rubber-stamp-justice-mass-prison-officials-almost-always-deny-prisoners-claim
s-abuse-behind-bars/.

https://www.nyc.gov/assets/doc/downloads/directives/Directive_3376R-A.pdf


Then, for those who are able to clear all these hurdles and successfully make a 311 complaint, it
is very difficult to actually track or follow up on that complaint. Individuals are provided with
“EC numbers” at the end of the phone call, which, theoretically, can be used to track the
complaint in an online system. Even if the individual is able to write down the number when it is
reported on the phone, these individuals have no access to the internet, meaning they have no
way of checking this complaint-tracking website. And if they get someone else to look up their
case on the online portal, the website itself is of limited use. It only reports whether the
complaint has been resolved or is still under review. The site provides no details about how the
grievance was or will be investigated, when it was or will be resolved, who adjudicated or will
adjudicate the grievance and by what standard, or any other details.

Alternatively, incarcerated people can also file grievances by filling out a grievance form that is
supposed to be freely available in every housing unit and in the law library. First, our clients
often report that these forms are nowhere to be found anywhere in their facilities. Moreover,
when grievances are filed this way, it is even more difficult to receive adequate resolution.
Written responses are rarely received. Rather, grievances are often resolved “informally,”
regardless of whether the issue being grieved has actually been resolved.

Indeed, this lack of documentation makes appealing any resolved grievance nearly impossible.
Under New York law, grievances must be resolved twice before legal action can be taken. But it
is unclear to us how this could happen given the lack of transparency and documentation
involved in this “formal” grievance process.

IV. No Official Process for Non-Grievable Categories

Fortunately, DOC provides quarterly reporting on the volume of grievances lodged. While this
data is helpful, it leaves more questions than answers. According to DOC’s own data, there were
2,357 complaints filed that were “non-grievable” from January - March 2024 alone. This
includes 639 complaints against staff, 304 housing complaints, 281 complainants fearing for
their own safety, 225 sexual abuse complaints, and the list goes on. In the last calendar year of
DOC’s provided data, (from April 1, 2023-March 30, 2024), there have been 3,008 complaints
made about DOC staff. On average, there are 250 complaints about DOC staff made every
month. Yet, these staff complaints are non-grievable offenses, meaning they fall outside the
formal grievance process.

When DOC receives these “non-grievable” complaints, they still maintain a responsibility to
investigate and resolve them, but it is entirely unclear how DOC resolves these complaints. The
people making these complaints are never privy to any information regarding the investigation.
They have no means of determining what happened to their complaint, whether it was resolved

https://www.nyc.gov/site/doc/about/grievance-reports.page


and how. If they are lucky, they might receive some formal resolution paperwork, but instances
of this actually happening are few and far between.

V. NYCDS’s Attempts to Navigate the DOC Complaint System For Non-Grievable
Offenses.

At our office, in lieu of any meaningful grievance procedure, we have come up with our own
methods for ensuring that our clients’ “non-grievable” needs are met and these urgent complaints
are investigated. This is especially true for staff complaints and complaints of safety, which are
some of our most frequent requests.

When we hear from a client that they want to transfer to a different housing area, they want
protective custody, or they would like to be housed according to their gender identity, we first
reach out to DOC’s Legal Department. We also typically include the Board of Correction in case
they are able to do any on-the-ground advocacy. If the reason for their transfer is related to fear
for their safety, as is usually the case with housing transfers, we also copy the Office of Security
and Intelligence Unit. If a client would like to remain in their specific facility, but simply wants
to move units, we will also include facility leadership, i.e. Assistant Commissioners, Deputy
Wardens of Security, and Tour Commanders. Typically, none of these offices respond with any
information or updates on these requests. If we are lucky, we may hear that our request was
denied, but we are not informed why.

If our clients’ complaints include instances of sexual violence or abuse, we also make sure to
include the DOC Prison and Rape Elimination Act (PREA) Team on all correspondence. Clients
have shared that PREA will sometimes conduct a follow-up interview, but they rarely hear the
outcome of the investigation. In recent memory, our unit has only been provided with one
investigation response for a PREA-related claim, out of the dozens filed. The correspondence
from DOC simply stated that the sexual assault did not occur. Our client in that instance was
never contacted or interviewed by PREA or any other DOC investigator. We were not provided
with any details about how the Department reached this conclusion, or with any mechanism to
appeal this outcome.

This case is notable, however, because we actually received a communication - however
barebones - from the Department. Once again, we never are updated throughout an
investigation, or provided its outcome. Typically all of our outreach attempts are met with radio
silence.

If a client is injured, experiences a use of force, or is physically assaulted, we will always write a
medical attention request to CHS. If our client has a violative experience with a CHS staff
member, there is currently no clear procedure to file a complaint. In the three years we have



spent working with incarcerated clients, clients have relayed a number of complaints regarding
CHS staff: CHS staff members breaking patient confidentiality by sharing their privileged
medical information with DOC staff; nurses refusing to provide medical attention because our
clients “complain too much;” nurses providing medication for high blood pressure, when a
patient has low blood pressure, the list goes on. We have shared all of these stories directly with
CHS but have never received a response. In short, no proper procedure exists for incarcerated
people and their advocates to grieve the medical malpractice they experience.

VI. Recommendations for Improvement

To fix this chaotic, dysfunctional system, we recommend DOC make the following changes to its
grievance procedures:

1. DOC must redefine what are considered “grievable offenses” or alternatively, provide a
clear grievance process for those categories not covered in the formal grievance
procedures.

As mentioned, the current process is not in line with most other peer correctional institutions.

2. DOC should provide more expansive and detailed data.

We appreciate the data that DOC has provided about the volume of grievances lodged. But we
need more detail. First and foremost, we need more clear information on how grievances are
received and who is submitting them. Second, it needs to be made clear how and to which
departments each of the “non-grievable” complaints are being forwarded. How many 311 calls
get forwarded to PREA? How many to the Department of Investigation? These are numbers that
should be made publicly available.

In addition, given that staff complaints are consistently complained about at the highest rate, data
should exist about which officers are being grieved. From January to March of 2024, were there
639 complaints about 639 different staff members, or were certain staff members grieved again
and again and again? Maybe this cannot be made publicly available, but certainly DOC should
be able to access that information if their staff members’ behavior warrants disciplinary action or
even criminal investigation.

3. DOC should expand its complaint tracking procedures.

The current tracking procedure is not sufficient to understand what has actually happened to a
grievance and how it has been resolved. Also, if someone files something “non-grievable,”
through OCGS or 311, it will be marked as resolved because it has been forwarded to another



agency, even though it is not clear to which agency it is forwarded, or if that agency has resolved
it. There should be tracking in place for all forms of complaints: housing requests, PREA
complaints, staff complaints, OSIU complaints, CIB, DOI, ID, etc. In other words, DOC should
establish a competent, centralized tracking system for complaints lodged in its facilities.

VII. Conclusion

The process by which people incarcerated on Rikers Island can grieve the human rights
violations they experience is so convoluted and confusing that it requires NYCDS to have two
people whose full time job requires them to navigate it. DOC must meaningfully and
comprehensively overhaul their grievance procedure so that it is actually possible for a person in
custody to flag the serious, sometimes urgent and life-threatening, challenges they face while
incarcerated.























 

 

Testimony to the City Council Committee on Criminal Justice 

April 24, 2024 

Submitted by Darren Mack, Co-Director, Freedom Agenda 

Good afternoon Chair Nurse and Council Members, 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today and for holding this hearing to highlight the 
means incarcerated people should have to make their voices heard and get some form of 
redress when their rights are violated in the custody of the City of New York. Incarcerated 
people are dependent on guards for so many things that those of us on the outside take for 
granted – including access to meals, medical care, clean laundry, outside time, visits, 
mail, and even toilet paper. Which means guards also have the power to provide or deny 
those things. Sometimes it's just neglect, and other times it’s intentional abuse of power, 
but so many of these basic human needs are being denied to people in DOC custody on a 
regular basis. What makes that worse, and what allows it to continue, is that there is no 
functioning system for people in custody to voice their complaints and have them 
addressed. Guards know that, and people in custody know that. It breeds frustration, and 
people end up using the only tools they have available to them, which guards then 
characterize as evidence of a “violent” population and try to use that to justify oppressive 
measure like shackling and solitary confinement that will only breed more frustration. 

When I was incarcerated at Rikers as a teenager for nineteen months, the idea of a real 
system of addressing grievances was non-existent. There was a wooden box attached to 
the wall in the hallway with “snitch box” written on it to submit paper complaints that few 
people dared to go near, and I’m sure there was in theory some kind of system for filing and 
hearing complaints. Whatever DOC’s official policy was, the reality that I understood, and 
that people inside are still facing now, is that DOC can do almost anything they want, and 
there’s not much you can do. 

Research on the concept of procedural justice in jails shows the single most important 
factor in a person’s decision to follow or not follow rules when they are detained is whether 
they felt they’d been treated fairly. That was a more important factor than a person’s 
previous history of misconduct. When DOC is asked about violence reduction at Rikers, 
they have increasingly tried to hide behind an excuse that a greater portion of people in 

https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/overlooked-role-jails-discussion-legitimacy-implications-trust-and-procedural-justice?utm_source=govdelivery&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=articles


their custody are now facing serious charges. First of all, limiting incarceration to people 
facing the most serious charges should not be a surprise or cause for complaint from jail 
staff. Detaining less people facing lower-level charges is a good thing, a trend that should 
continue, not be reversed. Second, DOC has no evidence people facing serious charges 
are any more likely to engage in violence while in custody. Instead of making assumptions 
about the people in their custody based on charges they haven’t even been convicted of, 
DOC should focus on a commonsense way of creating a calmer jail environment – make 
sure people’s basic needs are met, and when they aren’t, give them a real way to 
complain, be heard, and get the issued addressed. That shouldn’t be that hard. 

Finally, everything that we heard today is just further evidence that we need to use every 
possible tool to reduce the number of people sent to Rikers and exposed to that 
environment, and we need to close Rikers with urgency. 

Thank you,  

Darren Mack 

Co-Director, Freedom Agenda 

Dmack@urbanjustice.org  

mailto:Dmack@urbanjustice.org


My name is Ibrahim Xavier Johnson and I regularly patrol the streets of Harlem for 

my cardiovascular fitness. Since January 2022, I have walked north to 155th ST, west to 

Broadway, east to 1st Ave (with a detour to Pleasant Avenue), and south to 110th Street. This 

is my Harlem patrol which crosses multiple City Council districts. This is my Harlem which I 

have named Greater Harlem (West Harlem, Central Harlem, and El Barrio). I have always 

felt safe and have walked without fear of assault or robbery.  I personally want to thank the 

New York Police Department, the Manhattan District Attorney’s Office, and my esteemed 

Council representative Yusuf Salaam, for making my Harlem patrol safe and enjoyable. 

I have lived in some of the most dangerous neighbourhoods in Los Angeles, 

California, Washington, DC, Baltimore, Maryland, Philadelphia (aka Killadelphia). As a 

soldier, I was in harm’s way in such places as Nicaragua and El Salvador. I have travelled to 

Mexico and lived in Sierra Leone. New York City, and especially my Harlem, is one of the 

safest places I have ever been. I survived the “war on drugs” in the 1980s. Harlem is not 

perfect, but compared to places I have been it is the closest that I have been to heaven.  

I encourage the NYPD to continue to work with federal law enforcement to stop the 

guns coming in from down south. The community, represented by organizations like Street 

Corner Resources, is committed to peace and is actively organizing our youth to counter 

violent cultural influences. The District Attorney continues to prosecute violent offenders.  

Alvin Bragg Jr is doing a respectable job. Every now and then there is a shooting incident. 

However, I will keep patrolling Harlem if my legs can walk, and the weather is warm.   Let the 

City Council continue to support legislation that supports the NYPD and a safe, walkable, 

New York City. Thank you. 

In conclusion, I leave you with a quote from the great Curtis Mayfield: 

“We got to keep on pushing. Can’t stop now. Move up a little higher. Some way. 

Somehow. 

 



Ibrahim Xavier Johnson 

 Harlem resident 



Toella Pliakas and Cleo Nevakivi-Callanan
Legal Interns, Urban Justice Center’s Mental Health Project

Testimony on Behalf of an Incarcerated Person Regarding Conditions in Restrictive
Housing and Grievance Procedures on Rikers Island

I am in my 30s and incarcerated in the restrictive housing unit at Otis Bantum
Correctional Center on Rikers Island. I also spent several months in solitary confinement in the
RESH unit at RNDC, and I want the world to know what the Department of Correction is doing
to people in New York’s jails.

I am alone here. The Department of Correction cut off my access to visits and packages
months ago, after staff blamed me for contraband that belonged to someone else and then
physically attacked me. I have not been allowed to see anyone since then. My partner and my
children have not been able to visit me in months, so I haven’t been able to see them or hold
them. And it’s hard to communicate with my family via telephone, because a floor of about 21
people has to share three phones. I am a family-oriented man. I miss the life we had together: we
would go for walks with my dogs and my young son by the river, watching the squirrels and
enjoying the view, the fresh air, and the sun.

In solitary confinement, there is no fresh air. There is no sun. We are put in filthy, tiny
cells alone, stuck breathing in fumes from people setting fires in their cells to get staff to respond
to their concerns. They treat us like animals here. We are strip searched everywhere we go. It is
often either too cold or too hot. Portion sizes are tiny and we sometimes receive only two meals a
day, leaving me hungry.

The intake process to get into solitary is awful. I spent 48 hours alone in a cell with no
water—the toilets and sinks were cut off. I didn’t receive a blanket, and the mattress was thin,
like a workout mat. It was so cold I watched my fingertips turn purple. Staff ignored me when I
asked for food at intake, even though I was hungry.

Once I was put in solitary in what’s called “Level 1,” I had to spend 21 hours a day alone
in a tiny cell with nothing to do but listen to my thoughts and the sounds of people banging and
screaming in their cells. It was hard to speak to my family, because calls were limited and I was
told to get off quickly by staff. We were supposed to receive recreational exercise time, but we
never received it. Instead, I was put in a small dog cage where all I could do was move around in
circles alone. I was even brought to the shower in handcuffs.

Level 2 is supposed to be less restrictive, but it’s even worse than Level 1. All of us on
the unit share four tiny showers, and there are ceramic scalpels everywhere that correctional
officers smuggle in and sell to incarcerated people. I saw someone get slashed in the neck down
to the vein in front of me, and I wear a towel around my neck now to protect myself in case I get
attacked. I’m not safe here.

I feel like I am slowly dying. Every issue in my life has become worse. I experience
severe pain because of cardiovascular issues for which I have requested medical treatment at



Rikers but received no response. My mental health has also worsened because of my experiences
in the criminal system. I have developed PTSD and I struggle with OCD related to cleanliness,
which is hard in a space that is filthy and hard to disinfect. I have only been able to speak to a
mental health professional once, after I complained to 311, and I had to spend hours in cuffs
waiting to speak to them. Now, I receive some kind of medication for my mental health, but
nobody has told me what I am taking. I have requested a comprehensive mental health evaluation
but have not received one.

Everything about Rikers is either confusing, misleading, or a straight out lie. I have
placed over fifty grievances about the conditions on Rikers Island with no response. Nobody is
helping us and they’re not following the legal standards they’re supposed to follow to keep us
safe.

The jail system in New York needs serious changes. All jails must stop being inhumane
to our families and to us detainees. Instead of restrictive housing, there should be drug and
self-help programs that involve our families, so that we can see them and get their support. It’s
horrible here, and I want people to hear my story so that this doesn’t keep happening to others.

Thank you for your time.
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