CIIC PROGRESS REPORT AND STAFF BRIEFING
May 6, 2008

This bricfing will provide you with information on activitics since our last mecting on
October 30, 2007.

MEMBERSHIP CHANGE

On November 20, 2007, we were odvised that Representative Matt Hyffinan was
appointed to replace Ropresentative Latta on this committee. On November 27, 2007 we
were notificd that Senator Bill Seirz was appointed to replace Senaror Stephen Austria on
tho Correctional Institution Inspection Committeo,

Senator Austria served on this committee since 2003. Representative Latta was (irst
appointed in 1999. He was re-appointed in 2003 and had been with us since that time, We
have truly appreciated the presonce and participation of both logislators. We sincorcly
welcome Representative Huffmon and Senator Seitz, and look forward to working with
them, and with cach member of the committco in the romainder of this bionnium,

CIIC STAFF CHANGES

Following health problems, Rich Spence resumed his previous retirement status in
December 2007, In addition, Briunna Michalak left the committee staff on March 14,
2008 to tako a paralogal position with the Attornoy General's office.

On April 13, 2008, Toni Del Matto joined the committee staff filling the vacant Inspector
position. She has a degree in Criminal Justice from Ohio Dominican University, and was
nssigned as a Corrections Intern at the Pickaway Correctional Institution in 2007, She
learncd firsthand about many aspects of prison operations, conditions and programs, and
also made on-site visits to numerous other prisons.

On Muay 19, 2008, Durin Furderer will begin his work as Inspector. Darin also has a
criminal justice degree from Ohio Dominican University. He was recommended by
faculty to be a tutor in Criminal Justice and Sociology. He also earned the title of “All
Amcrican Acadomic”. He has been an intern for the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation
and Correction’s Office of Victim Services, which included extensive on-site visits to
many of the prisons. Both of the new Inspectors came highly recommended by the
University's faculty.

MOVE TO THE 15™ FLOOR

On February 5, 2008, the Legislative Service Commission approved the request to move
our office location from the eighth floor to vacated space on the 15 floor in the Riffe
Center. Tho move occurred on February 20, 2008, We are now all together in a scparate,
highly functional area. In addition, we have the space that we nceded to have our

committco records returned to the Riffe Center. In mid-2001 the Legislative Service
Commission moved our records off site duc to Inck of storage space at the lime, We will
save nearly $900 cach year that otherwise would have been spent to store the 280 boxes
of records ofT site.

CORRECTIONS INTERN

Another advantage of our new location is that we have one oxtra cubicle that makes it
possible to consider having an intern from the Criminnl Justice Program of Ohio
Dominican University. This would be at #o cosr to the committee, yet would be highly
beneficial. Intorns complete 200 hours of work in an approved agency, and receive four
hours of credit, or complete 400 hours of work and enrn eight hours of credit. The
Associate Professor of the program wroto that, “Tho ideal plecoments occur whon
students aro not only learning about the work of the ficld placoment agency but arc alse
able to contribute to the work of the agency.” We would like to provide the opportunity
for one intern 10 be assigned to our office.

INSPECTIONS

Since our last meoting on Octaber 30, 2007, four more inspections have been conducted,
bringing our total for the biennium to seven, specifically swe juvenile correctional
facilitics and five prisons. Thore arc 35 Mcilitics yot to inspect, with a statutory mandate
1o inspect the 28 remaining prisons in the biennium. Inspection tables are provided in
your folder.

2007-008 INSPECTIONS:
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Hocking Correctional Facility Inspectlon

On November 1, 2007, Representative Johm White and three committee staff conducted
nn unannounced inspection of the Hocking Correctional Facility, On return to the office
after the inspection, a briof overviow was provided to the DRC Assistant Director, noting
that the facility has a fine maintenance repair shop and greenhouse, but no corresponding
vocational programs duc to lack of funds to fill the Instructor position. StafT throughout
the facility relnyed the valuc of the vocational programs in providing meaningful activity
and learning opportunitics for this special needs geriatric population. Thanks to the
responsiveness of the DRC Assistant Dircctor, the facility was permiticd to fill the
Hortieulture Instructor position so that the vocational program could resume.

Lebanon Correctional Institution

On Junuary 17, 2008, Represemtative John White and four committee staff conducted an
unannounced inspection of the Lebanon Correctional Institution. As relayed to the DRC
Assistant Dircctor on January 18, 2008, the ammospliere was good, the fucility was very
clean and orderly, and the inmates in segregation were quier and seemed content, There
were multiple indications of attentive, responsive stafl. The facility now has a puppy
training program, which is @ community service that has long demonstrated its benofit to
the prison environment.

Mesh is now in place between the dining halls, which appears to have addressed the
previous issue stemming from the presence of birds. Further, specially designed cell
windows have been installed on ot least one of their buildings, which cffectively stopped
the inmates from throwing trash out of the cell windows. As of the date of the inspection,
the facility received approval for much needed renovation of the kitchen aren.

Two of the committee staff observed Reentry Management Team meetings. Positive
inmate/stalT interaction was obscrved, and motivation of the inmates to participate in
meaningful programs was cvident. These meelings demonstrate that the reentry
philosophy is being implemented.

Dayton Correctlonal Institutlon and Montgomery Educatlon Pre-Release Center

On April 28, 2008, Representative Johm White and three committee stafl conducted an
unannounced inspection of both the Dayton Correctional Institution and the Montgomery
Education Pre-Release Center. At the Dayton Correctional Institution, Chairman White
met with a group of Correctional Officers to gain a better understending of their job and
challenges, Representative White and one committce stafl later inspected tho
Montgomery Education Pre-Release Center while two staff' completed the inspection
requiremonts ot the Dayton Correctional Institution, Both inspections were thorough and
included many positive obscrvations pertaining to both the stafTand the inmates.

Facility stafT relayed that there arc three phascs of implementation of the DRC staff
reduction stomming from the budget cuts, and that DRC is near completion of phaso one,

which includes total consolidation of some facilities, such as the Montgomery Education
Pre-Release Center and Dayton Correctional Institution. Bnsed on communication from
stafY, this is a truly difficult time for them duc to concerns pertaining to their own job
security and that of their co-workers. It was noted that some employees who have made a
carcer in the department will no longer have one.

INSPECTION REPORTS COMPLETED

For the benefit of our new members, it may be helpful to know that when committee staff
complete an inspection report, a copy is provided to the committee member who was
present on the inspection, with the requost for thoir reviow and feedback. A copy is also
provided to the DRC Assistant Director or to the DYS Legislative Liaison, with the
request that thoy share the report with the Warden or Superintendont for roviow and
feedback on any errors, inuccuracies or needed clarification. No roport is retcased until
the member present on the inspection has approved the report, and the DRC or DYS
representative has provided feedback, which is incorporated in the report as follow-up
communication.

Tho report is distributed to cach committce member, the President of the Senate, Speaker
of the House, LSC Library, and Governor, Others who have requested notification of now
postings on our website, such as the State Library, are contacted when the report has been
added to our website.

Since our last meeting on October 30, 2007, five inspection reporis have been completed
regarding the inspections at the Ohlo River Valley and Mohlean Juvenile Correctional
Facilitics, Ross and Leobanon Correctional Institutions, and Hocking Correctional
Facility.

Facllity Report Completion Date Report Releaso Date
Ohio River Valley Juvenile October 31, 2007 November 16, 2007
Correctional Facility
Mechican Juvenile Correctional November 13, 2007 January 3, 2008
Facility
Ross Correctional Institution December 13, 2007 January 3, 2008
Hocking Correctional Facility February 11, 2008 March 13, 2008
Lebanon Correctional March 10, 2008 March 20, 2008
Institution

GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE EVALUATION REPORTS COMPLETED

In addition to the five inspection reports, four reports have been completed on the
evaluation of the inmate grievance procedure, The first two reports provide tho system-
wide results of the survey of aull Wardens and survey of ull Inspectors. Two additional
reports provide the results of the /nmare Survey at both the Allen Correctional Institution
and Qukwoud Correctional Facility,



Grlevance Procedure Completion Date Release Date
epo
Wardens' Survey November 28, 2007 December 10, 2007
Inspectors® Survey March 20, 2008 March 24, 2008
Allen Correctional April 8, 2008 Aprll 18, 2008
Ingtitution's Inmate Survey
QOakwood Correctional April 10,2008 Aprll 18, 2008
Fagility's Inmate Survey

This evaluation is in compliance with our starutory requirement to evaluate the grievance
procedure at each institution, and 10 report on findings, as well as any recommendations
for improvements. The gricvance procedure is important for many reasons, including the
fact that it has the porential to prevent costly litigation and violence.

This committee and the Depariment of Rehabilitation and Correction can be very proud
of this unique, cooperative cvaluation project. It is like no other in our 30-year history, a
benchmark reached on November 9, 2007, exactly 30 years from the duy that this
commitiee was created. The lovel of professionalism of this cvaluation project would not
have been possible without the spirit of cooperation at work between this committee end
the |Depurlmo:m, particularly the Chiol Inspector’s office and Burcau of Planning and
Evaluation,

EVALUATION REPORTS IN PROGRESS

In all, 2,946 randomly selected inmates from each Ohio prison responded to the 8,931
surveys distributed from March 30, 2007 10 July 5, 2007, We are continuing lo enter
survey responses in data format, to preparc data tables from the raw entries, and to
present statistical tables and responses to open cnded questions in report form. We hope
to completo tho reports on each institution before our biennial report is due in January
2009.

CONTACTS

So for in this biennium, we have recoived 2,502 contacts regarding tho prisons, mostly in
the form of lotiers, and 45 contacts regarding the juvenile correctional facilitics,

o The largest number of conlacts pertaing to the maximum security (level four)
Southern Ohlo Correctional Facllliy, with 448 contacts, comprising nearly /8
percent of all contacts.

o The two medium sceurity (level two) prisons in Marion, Ohio, the Marlon and
North Central Corrcctional Institutions, rank second highest in number of
contacts, with /36 contacts each.

o The close security (level three) Warren Correctional Instltutlon in Lebanon,
Ohio, runks third in volume of contacts with /41,

Of tho 45 contacts regarding tho juvenilo correctional facilitios in tho biennium, the
largost number pertained to the Olde River Valley Juvenile Correctional Facility, with 16
in the period.

CONCERNS REGARDING PRISONS

So far in the biennium, the comracts have relayed 9,187 problems, issues or concerns
rogarding the prisons.

System-wide, we reccived 1,304 reported concerns in the category of
“Force/Supervislon®, which is the lurgest volume of reported concerns, comprising 14
percent of all reported concerns. The category “Force/Supervislon® is a subcategory of
“Staf)/Inmate Relatlons”. ‘The category "Force/Supervision” includes:

Use of force with no report
Abusive language

Racial or othnic slurs
Conduct report for no reason
Intimidation/threats
Retaliation

Privacy violations and
Harassment.
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Also a subcategory of StufPInmate Relations, we received 1,126 complaints rogarding
Staff Accountability in the biennium, comprising /2 percent of gll reported concerns,
which is tho second lurgest group of concerns. Staff Accountabillty includes:

Access to stafT,

Failure to perform job dutics,

Failure to respond to communication, or

Failuro to follow policies,

The third lurgest group of concerns pertains to Health Care, totaling 934 and comprising
10 percent of all reported concerns.
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The fourth lurgest category of complaints is the Inmate Grlevance Procedure itsell,
totaling 848 complaints and comprising nine percent of reported concerns,

CONCERNS REGARDING JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

So far in the biennium, 179 problems, Issues or concerns have been relayed regarding
the juvenile correctional facilities. Like the prison sysiem, tho largest volume of concerns
falls into the Force/Supervislon category. However, there were only 35 such complaints,
comprising 20 percent of all reporied concerns regarding the juvenile correctional
facilities.

Tho second highest volumo of concers pertained to Health Care, a tolal of 28, followed
closcly by complaints rogarding Staff Accountabllity with 27 such complaints,



A complete breakdown of contucets and concerns by institution is provided in your folder.
In addition, each member has been provided with a copy of the settlement agreement for
S.H. v. Stickrarh, a cover memo from the DYS Director of April 3, 2008, and his outline
of the agreemont.

CIIC RESPONSE TO CONTACTS AND CONCERNS

Thus far in the biennium, we have written 1,817 letters in response to correspondence to
the committee. In addition, 981 inquiries were made based on contacts and reported
concerns. Most of the inquirics (65%) have been phone inquiries, which total 617,
However, 334 letters of inquiry were written to Wardens and relevant central office
staff,

RESPONSE TO CONTACTS AND CONCERNS FROM JANUARY 1,2007 TO APRIL 22, 3007

SUICIDES

Of the 14 sulcldes from Jfanuary 1, 2007 to April 23, 2008, three occurred at the
Chiliteothe Correctional Institution, two cach at the Southern Ohlo Correctional Fecility
and Ross Correctional Institution, and onc cach at tho Correctional Reception Center,
Grafton, Marlon, Southenstern and Warren Correctional Institutions, Oakwood
Correctional Facility, and Ohlo State Penltentiary. Further information on the suicides
is provided in your folder.

Pocility Number of Sulcides

EEIlliggihe Correctlonal Institation (I.evel 2)
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MENTALLY ILL IN PRISON

A breakdown of tho numbor of mentally ill at cach institution is provided in your foldor.
The mental health cascload for the last day of February 2008 shows a total of 9,224
inmates on the mentel health casclond, of which 4,265 arc dingrosed with Serlous
Mental Ilincas,

o The Ohio Reformatory for Women has the lurgest number of mentally i, at nearly
900,

o Clullicothe Correctional 1nstitution has the lurgest number of memally i men, at
nearly 600, followed by Munsfield Correctional Institution, Southern Ohio
Correctional Facility and North Central Correctional Institution, with from 416 to
494 cach.

SUICIDE ATTEMPTS

In 2007 there were 127 suicide attempts in Ohio prisons, Eight prisons had no such
attempts, Of the remaining institutions, the largest number of suicide attempts in the year
occurred at the Chillicothe Correctional Institution with 14, There were fen cach ot the
Ross Corrcctionnl Institution and Southern Ohlo Corrcctional Facility. Tables arc
provided in your folder with data on suicide attempts and suicides.

NEW DRC CIIEF OF MENTAL HEALTI SERVICES

On Januury 8, 2008, the DRC Director announced that Debbic Nixon-Hughes, DRC
Chief of the Bureau of Mental Health Services, accepted a Deputy Director’s position
with the Department of Mental Health, and that cffective January 20, 2008, Dr. Robert
Hammond would serve as Chief of the Burcau of Mental Healtl Services, Dr, Hammond
has been with the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction since 1992 and has been
the Mental Health Administrator for the Graflon cluster.

On Junuary 14, 2008, Debbie Nixon-Hughes visited the committee staff office to
introduce Dr. Mammond and to arrange for continuing quarterly meotings. The first
quarterly meeting accurred on February 6, 2008, when the now Chief of Mental Health
Services and his Administrative Assistant met with committee staff.

Dr. Hammond has been in communication since that time. | am most pleased to relay that
mental health staff throughout the system have met, and they have come up with
proposed changes in policies regarding suicide prevention that will not only remove
unnecessary burdens on staff; but also expand and improve suicide prevention aptions.

CROWDING

A table is also provided in your folder on crowding in the prison system. System-wide,
the prisons are 134 percent over the rated capacity. Fifieen of the prisons exceed that
percentuge. The three reception centers continue to be the most crowded, with Lorain
Correctional institution ar 252 percent of its rated capacity.




MEETINGS

A meeting section is included in your folder, that details every meeting attended by
committee stoff since October 30, 2007, Summerics are also provided of the monthly
mecetings of the Prison Labor Advisory Council.

Committee stafT attended nine meetings rogarding the prison system, including two with
the DRC Chicf of Mental Health Services, onc with the DRC Chicf Inspector, and six
meetings with the Prison Labor Advisory Council.

Committce stafT attended six meetings rogarding the juvenile correctional sysiem
including the:

Juvenile Justice Coalition

Mental Health and Juvenile Justice Network

Department of Youth Services Leadership Forum

Department of Youth Services on the Ohio River Valley Juvenile Correctional
Facility

DYS Chicf Inspector and

DYS Relcasc Authority Forum.
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Five ather meetings were attended regarding off site record storage, CIIC oricntation to
new legislative staff, and a school presentation on this committee’s work.

HOUSE BILL 267

On February 7, 2008, Representative Matt Hyffinan presented sponsor testimony on
House Bill 267, during its first hearing by tho House of Representatives® Criminal Justice
Committee. Former CHC Chair, Representative John Willamowski, sponsored the
proposed legislation in the previous biennium.,

House Bill 267 proposes that the number of CHC members be increased from ¢ight 1o
12 in order to provide more Icgislators with the opportunity to participate in the
inspections. Representative Willamowski regarded his experience on the commilttee ns a
valuable education, and sought to increase the number of legislators who could similarly
benefit. In addition, the increase in members is proposed in light of the increase in the
number of institutions to inspect,

When this commiltce was created in November of 1977, there were only eight Ohio
prisons. We now have 32 Ohio prisons, plus the privatoly owned and operated Northeast
Ohio Correctional Center, which houscs federnl prisoners. In addition, in 2005 the
commitice was grantcd authority to inspect and cvaluate Ohio juvenile correctional
institutions, In all, the committee has n total of 42 juvenlle and adult correctional
institutions, which the committee either “may™ or “shall” inspect.

10

Thoe statuto alrcady enables tho commitice to cmploy staff that are necessary for the
committee to carry oud its duties, and the statute already requires prior approval of tho
committee chair before an inspection may occur. However, the proposed language states
that an inspection shall be conducted by at least one staff member of the committee and
may Include one or more of the members appointed 1o the commitiee, Such language
would ensure that the committee carries out its original and continuing statutory duties:

o To establish and maintaln a continulng program of Inspection of cach state
correctional institution and each private correctional facility.

o To Inspect each correctional Institution each blennium,

o To evaluate and assist in the development of programs to improve the condlition
or operatlon of correctional institutions,

o To prepare a report to the General Assembly of the findings made In its
inspections and of any programs that have been proposed or developed to
imprave the condition or operation of correctional institutions, and

o To conduct a separate evaluation of the inmate grievance procedure at cuch
institution and to prepare a report 10 the Goneral Assembly of the findings.

The last issue in the proposal is intended to prevent harm (o those who contact the
commiltee, harm that could come if others became aware of their communication. Letters
to the committee from victims, relatives or friends of the incarcerated, institution stafT,
incarcerated children or adults are public information, though many are convinced that
such communication euglt fo be exempted. Communication to this legislative commiltee
includes information regarding drugs, gangs, victimization and personal safety. Many
who seck help, dircction or guidance, trust that this commitice is a safo place to tum
when they faco a problem or crisis,

From tho time tho commiliec was created, tho Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and
Correction has regarded mall to and from this commiitee as confldential. Per
Administrative Rule 5120-9-17 and 18, mail to and from tho committee is categorized as
“legal mail,” prohibiting staff from reading the contents. Legal mail is specifically
defined in their administrative rules to include mail to or from “the Correctional
Institution Inspection Commitiee,”

Under the proposed language in House Bill 267, letters to the commilttee or staf) of the
committee, would be “confidentlal and shall be used only In the exerclse of the proper
Junctions of the committee.” The proposed language is in keeping with the Expectations
of the British Inspectorate of Prisons and Juvenile Correctioral Institutions, which are
based on intemational standards. Thoy require that the Incarcerated and institution staff
be able to contact an outslde oversight entlty “In confldence.”

The proposed language would ensure that the required inspectlons will always be
compieted, and would ensure that the Juvenlle correctional faclilties recelve the
attentlon that they deserve. The language would also prevent harm to those who
contact this commlttee and allow us to protect the confldentiality of confldentlal
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information provided by the Department of Youth Services and the Departnent of ON-SITE VISITS AND INSPECTIONS COMPLETED 2007-2008
Rehabiiltation and Correction,

PRISON OR PRIOR ON-SITE Clc REPORT
X ' C'T! . JUVENILE INSPECTION VISIT MEMBER COMPLETION
2007-2008 INSPECTIONS: CORRECTIONAL | DATE SINCE BY PRESENT ON DATE
FACILITY Rep. Rep. Rop. Rep. Nenator Renator Netztor | Senator FACILITY: OCTOBER CIC STAFF 2007-2008
UAGAN | NUMIMAN | WHITI YAT&LMWMTM— 2003 INSPECTION
Ohlo River 9-28-07 RESTART
Valley Chlllicothie 6-1-06 Jatuary 4, 2007 Junuery 26, 2007
Juvenile Correctlonal
Correctional Institutlon
Fachlity Onkweod 1-23-04 March 13, 2007
Mohlean 10-11:07 Correctlonal April 17, 2007
Juvenile OF”-‘—!m )
Correctiona akwood 1-23-04 July 19, 2007 July 30,
Facill Correctlonal 2007
— oy 10-15:07 Facllie —
Ross Ohlo River Valley Rep. Tyrone
Correctional Juvenlle Yates November 9,
| Institution Corroctlonal September 28, 2007
Hocking 1107 Facllity 2007
Correctlonal Mohican Juvenlle Rep. John
Facility Correctlonal White November 13,
Lebanon 1-17-08 Facllity Qctober L1, 2007
2007
(i%:l;f:::::)on: ! Ross Correctlonal Rop. John Decomber 13,
™ Dayton Institution White 2007
Corre’;tlonal 42008 October 18,
2007
|_Institution Tiocking 2-23-04 Rep. John Tebruary 11,
Montgomery 208 Correctlonal White 2008
Education Faclilty November I,
Pre-Release 2007
Center Lebanon 5.3-04 Rep. John March 10,
- Correctlonal White 2008
Institution January 17,
2008
Dayton Cl Rep. fohn
White
April 28, 2008
Montgomery Educ Rep. John
Pre-Release Center White
April 28, 2008




13

INSPECTIONS TO BE CONDUCTED [N 2008 INSPECTIONS

~JCF" means Juvenile Carrectional Focllity. The nanws of peisons ate cepitalized. The juvenile facilities sro st "CI* means

Correctionz! Institution. "PRC™ meena Prv Relezse Conter. ™

mezns Correctiona) Treatment Prcility

FACILITIES COUNTY
(tn Alphatetice}

HAGAN

HUFFMAN | WHITE YATES | Siliz

GRENDBLL

MASON

SMITH

]
| ALLENCI Allen
| _BELMONTC| 1 Belmon!

ClllLLg'IOTIIB Rots

Circleville JCF ﬂckggfy
CORR MED Franklin
CENTER

CORR ﬁchwny
RECEPTION

Cuyahoga llitls Cuyahoga
F o]

C

Eeecdom Center_{_Delawaro
GRAFTON CI Lorain

an Rjvel Sterk

LAKE ERIECI Ashiabula

Lighthouso YC Ross

[ .ONDONCI__|Wiadison
[ LORAING]

HANSRELD Gt

Marion JCI Marion

_NCENTRALCI 1__Marion

|l __
|___NE OllI0 CC Mahoning

[NEASTPRC | Cuyshoga

NOBLE CI Noble

OAKWOOD CF Allen
—OMNIO REF FOR Unien

on
WOMEN

~OHIOSTATE | Mahoning

|_PENITENTIARY |
PICKAWAY CI | Dickaway

RICHLAND Ci Richland

SCUTH Fairficld
EASTERN Ct
oto JC] awers

SOHIOCF Scioto

TRUMBULL CI Trumbutl

| Licos
WARREN CI Warren

14
MOST
PRISON OR JUVENILE RECENT
CORRECTIONAL FACILITY INSPECTION REQUEST TO BE SCHEDULED
SINCE 10-2003 WITIl MEMBER
CUC RESTART
[o] 10-28-03 G!
Lake Erle CI Grendell
Trumbull CI 12-29.03 Grendell
Ereedom Center Grendell
Scloto Juvenile CF $-25-06 Grendell
Lake Erle C1 Grendell
Ohlo State Penltentlary 1-29-04 Hagan
N ¥ f re Hagan
Belmont CI 11-10-03 Hagan
Noble CI 11-21-03 Hagan
Ghlo State Penltentlary 1.29-04 Hagen
Allen Ci 1-5-04 Huffman
Oakwood CF. 1-23-04 Hulfman
Marion C1 11.22.04 Huffman
North Central C1 2-12.04 Huffman
Toledo Cl 7-8.04 Huffman
| Marion Juvenile CF 3-1-08 fuMna
Joraln C1 4-4-06 Magon
N Cozst Corr Treatm F 11-7-03 Magon
Plckaway CI 10-16-03 Mason
Hand CI 10-27-03 Magon
Cuynhoga Hills JC¥ 8-30-08 Mason
London CI 4-24-06 Seltz
Mndison C1 42406 Selix
| Ohlo Ref for Women 3.12.04 Seliz
| ieal Center Seliz
Clrcleville Juvenile CF Seltz
Northeast Pre-Rel Center 3.31.06 Smith
Grafion Cl 11-7-03 Smith
Mansfteld C1 10-28-03 Smith
Corr Reception Center 2-24-06 Smtith
Indian River JCF Smith
Southenstern Cl White
Lighthouse Youth Center White
Warren CI 8.19-06 Yates
llicothe CI 6-1-06 Yates
Southern Ohlo CF 3-1-04 Yeies
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NUMBER OF cor&;.:a%&gc&:’\gegl: vc&%lrtl?r%“r?gfwm THE PRISONS NUMBER OF CONCERNS REPORTED TO ClIC REGARDING TIIE PRISONS
! A FROM JANUARY I, 2007 TO APRIL 22, 2008
FROM JANUARY |, 2007 TO APRIL 22, 2008 BY CATEGORY OF CONCERN
INSTITUTIONS NUMBER OF CONT;
_SOCF 448 Category of Concern Number of Concerns
NCCl_ 56
xg: :'l‘ Foree Supervision 1,304
Gal I Staff Accountability 1,126
OSP 09 Health Care 934
ManCl 08 Inmate Grievance Procedure 848
CCl 06 Non-Grievable 634
l'.\e((::ll x Institution Assignment 368
LaECI 93 Olhi': - 2‘24
MaCl 80 Safety/Sanitation 290
LoCl TN |_____Special Management Housing 287
ToCl 3] Protective Control 278
Othor 39 Personal Property 260
(?lfw :7’, Facility Maintenance 254
TC Food Service 254
NEOCC Discrimination 215
BeCl Mail 79
HCE 26 Security Classiftcation 64
&ig‘ Housing Assignment 48
CRC. Psychintric/ Psychological 48
NCCTF Lepal Services 39
SCI Inmate Account 38
E‘m(é S Commissary 132
4 Visiting 130
Nglg C ‘ Job Assignment 123
TOTAL 2.802 Education/Vocational Training 87
T Laundry 68
NUMBER OF CONTACTS RECEIVED BY ClIC REGARDING JUVENILE CORRECTIONAL Recreation 68
FACILITIES FROM JANUARY 1,2007 TO APRIL 22, 2008 Dental ]
JUVENILE CO 0 CIid NUMBER OF CONTACTS Records 45
T ¥ 16 Librarian 44
CiMl:rlolr;lJCF 9 Recovery Services 44
releville SCF K Telephone 41
c‘é{?#wﬂ%%" Religious Services 33
—lndﬁ?l%/ﬁ' Inmate Account 20
ohican JCF i TOTAL 9,187
| Freedom Center JCF ]
[ Lighthouse Youth Center at Paint Creek 0
TOTAL 48
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s y : NUMBER OF MENTALLY ILL IN OHIO PRISONS WITH BREAKDOWN BY INSTITUTION WITH
NUMBER J?,li,gg E%Egg:n%gﬂggﬂigg&%ﬁ: ARDING NUMBER SERIOUSLY MENTALLY ILL AND TOTAL MENTAL HEALTH CASELOAD
FROM JANUARY 1, 2007 TO APRIL 20, 2008 [~ INSTITUTION | SERIOUSLY MENTALLYILL |  TOTALCASELOAD |
BY CATEGORY OF CONCERN February 2003
OQRY 418 1]
Category of Coneern Number of Concerns L -l 2
MANCI 196 :::
Force/Supervision 35 [ BOCY 234 3
Health Care 28 NG 3 s
Staff Accountability 27 l%g% %4! :;)2
Non-Gricvable 18 2
Safety and Sanitation 15 :4'8 R_',L 2—2-1’
Other 13 el 16K 371
Telephone s NC| 87 36]
Food Service 4 L%(:é, : 5:
Education/Vocational Training 4 TC 91 37
Recovery Services 3 AC] 7] 32|
Psychological/Psychiatric k CRC I L
Institution Assignment 3 MACI 133 283
Speciel Management Housing k GC| 178 252
Protective Control k &\!;%C :Z} 23:
Facility Maintenance 2 SCI 116 43
Discrimination 2 FPRC. 108 1
Inmate Grievance Procedure 2 10C 63 12
Religious Services 2 ORCI [} 193
Personal Property | LARCI 87 18]
Mail Q%CTF ‘l() ;):
Visiting — r %
Recovery Services CMC 38
Legal Services g—g 2 I
Security Classification MEPRC 0
Housing Assignment 1_ TOTAL 4368 9324
TOTAL 179
INSTITUTIONAL YOUTH ON THE MENTAL HEALTI CASELOAD
April 9, 2008
FACILITY NUMBER
Indlen R I Jél{cv luzf
dian Kiv
cm JCF 72
ICF
Clrclovillo JCP h3
Selo! bo 47
o| JCF 38
Freedom Ci 21
| Lighthouso Youth Contor ol Paint Crook 6
TOTAIL 816
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Ohlo Department of Rehabllitation and Correctlon
Attemptod Sulcldes by Institution
2007

Institutlon

Chillicothe Correctional Institution (CCIH)

Attempted Suleldes
14

20

Suicides in Prison from January 1, 2007 to April 23, 2008
Total Sulcides: 14

Ross Correctlonal Institution (RCI)

10

Southern Ohlo Correctlonal Faclilty (SoCF)

10

Ohlo Reformatory for Women (ORW)

Southeastern Correctional Institutlon (SCI)

e e

Correctlonnl Reception Center (CRC)

Noble Correctional Institution (NC1)

Madison Corvoctional Institution (MaCl)

Trumbull Correctionn! Institution (TCI)

Warren Corroctiona! Institution (WCI)

e d

Loraln Correctional Institution (LorCl)

Onkwood Cerroctional Facility (OCF)

Toledo Correctional Institution (ToCl)

U e jm

Correctional Medical Center (CMC)

Mansfteld Correctional Institution (ManCl)

& | &

Pickaway Correctional Institution (PCl)

Allen Comrectional Institution (ACT)

Belmont Cormrectional Institution (BeCl)

Franklin Pro Relonse Center (FPRC)

Marion Correctional Institution (MCI)

Qrofton Correctionn! Institution (GC1)

Lobanon Correctional Institution (LeCl)

| London Correctionnl Institution (L.oCl)

| Richland Comrectional Institution (RiCl)

i)nxlon Correctional Institution (DCI)

Hocking Correctional Facility (HCF)

Leke Erio Correctional Institution (LaECI)

Montgomery Education end Pre Relense Center (MEPRC)

North Central Correctional Institution (NCCI)

North Coast Correctional Treatntent Facility (NCCTF)

Northenst Pro Relense Center (NEPRC)

Ohio State Penitentiary (OSP)
TOTAL

Securl Length | Approximate
Instltutlon curity Age | Gender | Race DOD Method | Isolatlon of Tlime Served
Level Sentene
)
Chillicotho | 3 | 34 | malo | Whito [ 111172007 [vinging | Ves | ayn | 2v
Chilicothe | 3 | 57 | Male | White | 8222007 [Hunging | No | 4ym | 2V
Chillcothe |3 | 40 | Male | Whito | 322/2007 | Honging |  No 'i‘r;” 17 years
Corr 15 days
Rocoption 3 36 | Male | Black | 8/10/2007 | Hanging No Syrs
Center
Qraften Cl 2 38 | Male | White | 12/30/2007 | Honging [ Yes 9-25 yrs 14 years
Marlon CI 2 42 | Malo | Whito | 11/24/2007 | Heoging No lyr 4 months
Oakwood 6 S months
cr 2 39 | Male | Black | 1/08/2008 | Hanging [ Yes onths
Otiofiate | s | 28 | Malo |White| 5202007 | Hunging| Yes | 20:Life 9 yeurs
Ross Cl 3 40 | Male | White | 3/14/2007 | Hanging [ Yes 6 yrs 14 months
Ross Cl 2 45 | Male | White | $/24/2007 | Henging No 3y 8 months
Southeastern | 5 | 55 | Malo | Whito | 2/11/2008 |Hanging | No | 3ym | 2Y%
13
f;;:;g‘g;‘ 4 36 | Mate |White| 171872007 | ttanging | Yes | S-1Syrs yoars
Southern 4 | 35| Malo |Block | 3192008 | Hanging | Yos | 49yrs [ 11months
Warren Cl 3 47 | Male | Black | 11/21/2007 | Honging No iS5 yrs 14 months
Facility Number of Suicides
Chillicothe Correctlonal Institution 3
(Level 2)
Southern Ohlo Correctional Faclllty 2
(Level 4)
Ross Correctional Institution (Level 3) 2
Correctional Reception Center (Reception) |
Graflon Correctional Institution (Levol 2)
Marion Correctional Institution (Level 2)
Oakwood Correctional Facility (Mental
Hospital)
Ohio State Penitentiary (Level 5) 1
Southeastern Correctional Institution 1
(Lovel 2)
Warren Correctional Institution (Level 3) 1
Total 14
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Sulcide Characteristics CROWDING
The average age of those who committed suicide was 37, and 79 percent were serving PRISON Rated Capncity Ponulation Couat, Percent of Crowding
definite sentences. Seventy-one percent were white. In all, 57 percent were clossified as Torain CI 786 ‘Lﬁg‘,‘—i 181%
medium sccurity (level 2). Sixty-four percent had been in prison for two years or loss, Receptlon
and 64 percent had one prior incarceration. Filly percent committed suicide in isolation, Corr Reception 900 1739 193%
nier
o Sccurity Lovol: Chlo Refl for 1246 2290 184%
o Level 2(Medium) 7% e on
s Level 3 (Close) 22% .E!.!!!)__p
® Lovol 4 (Maximum) 14% L.ebanon CI 1481 2841 172%
*  Lovel 5 (Supermax) 7% Warren CL 807 1390 172%
Hoeking C¥ 298 492 68%
o Those serving definite sentence: 79% | Chillicothe CI 1673 2768 62%
o Served approximately two years or less: 64% - -g—l'!“j-"—&c' ;%3 :i': Ig; A
o Those with prior incarccration: 64% ﬁ!ﬁ%ﬂela i 336 ”*.!,o l.;:'g—
o Those with two or morc incarcerations; 43% Ross C1 643 2828 %
o Committed Suicide in Isolation: $0% Belmont C1 1855 763 49%
o Those serving sentence for violent offense: 50% | Trumbull CI* 902 326 47%
o Those serving for soxual offense: 36% | Richland CI 833 30 0%
o Those serving sentence for property crime: 7% Maricn C 666 1244 %
o Thosc serving sentonce for non-support : 7% ;m"ggm ::g : = ;:
Cl
Pickaway Cl 8s 238 7%
[ Noble CI 8S 228 23%
Madison Cl 915 27 9%
| Southeastem C1 358 44 4%
North Coast 620 669 08%
| Corr TF
| Lake Erie CI 1480 1506 102%
[ Franklln PRC 480 480 100%
[ Dayten CI 482 481 9%
Montg, Educ 382 34l 9%
PRC _
Southern Chio 1540 1460 95%
CF
[ Toledo Cl 1192 1119 94%
| Northeast PRC 640 366 83%
Ohio State 684 543 79%
Ponitentiary
Corr Medical 210 139 2%
ge?(i::w CF* 191 119 62%
L)
TOTAL 37,610 80472 134%

* Indicates institutions where both male and female Inmates aro housed.

Note: Rated Capaclty sccording to the ODRC, based on the number of beds in the Initial design plus
modifteations from remodeling/renovation.
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OHIO DEPARTMENT OF YOU'TH SERVICES
POPULATION BY INSTITUTION

May 1, 2008
Indian River JCF 298
Ohlo River Valley JCF 282
Cuyahoga Ilills JCF 259
Marlon JCF 244
Scioto JCF (Girls 82, Boys 112) 164
Mohiecan JCI 123
Circleville JCF 107
Freedom Center 19
Lighthouse Youth Center at Paint Creek Not available.
They provide 50 male beds to DYS,
TOTAL 1,496

Population total on January 2, 2008 was 1,727. Population total on July |, 2007 was
1,796.
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MEETINGS ATTENDED BY CIIC STAFF
FROM OCTOBER 31, 2007 TO APRIL 29, 2008

Juventie Justiee Coalition

On request of members of the Juvenile Justice Coalition, four of their representatives met
with me, the Committce Chair and his Legislative Aido on October 31, 2007, Tho
coalition is very supportive of the mission and purpose of this committee, which is
consistent with their on-going interest in conditions, operations, and programs in juvenile
correctional facilities. They have visited each of the Ohio juvenile correctional facilities
and expressed high praise for the Lighthouse Youth Center at Paint Creck.

DYS Models for Change Mental Health/Juventle Justice Actlon Network

In response to an invitation from DYS staff, on November 7, 2007, I attended a meeting
of the Mental Health/Juvenile Justice Action Network, a project of Models for Change.
This was the first quarterly meeting for “additionnl stakcholders™ to be part of the
discussions and to receive updates on progress.

DYS hag received a $100,000 grant from the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
Foundation, which is sponsoring the creation of the “Medels for Change Mental
Health/Juvenile Justice Action Network." The intent is to cstablish a leadership
community of states at the forefront of mental health and juvenile justice issues, Ohio and
seven other states are participants.

The three-year grant is designed to exploro ways to improve mental health services to
youth in contact with the juvenile justice system. The grant objectives are to:

. Foster oxchengo of information among network sites

. Support and enhance progress in the network states by providing information,
resources and expertise

. Develop and implemont now solutions and strategics and

. Provide national teadership on mental health and juvenile justice.

During the grant period, iwo projects will be based on the objcctive to develop new
knowledge. All cight participating states will decide on two “Strategic Innovations
Projects.” ‘I'he second two projects will be determined by Ohio and will be Ohio specific.

Summit County was sclected as the local county to reprosent Ohio counties’ perspectives,
Core Team and Home Team members met in October to discuss the work that Ohio
would liko to do to improve behavioral health caro provided to youth in contact with the
juvenile justice system. A primary focus is to expand cvidence-based and promising
practices of existing pilot projects, and also to find better ways to provide services to
youth with behavioral health needs within DYS facilitios,
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ODYS Leadership Input Forum

Per invitation from the DYS Legislative Liaison, Carol Robison attended a DYS
Leadership Input Forum in Dayton, Ohio on December 10, 2007. Forums are being
conducted throughout the state to bring community partners, faith-based organizations
and local leaders together to share services, ideas, and information that will benefit
youthful offenders as they prepare for their roturn home. The forums provide DYS with
an added opportunily to interact with volunteers, local scrvices and program providers
that want to do their part to prepare youth for successful reintegration back into socicty.
Information on the forums to date is included in your attachments,

ODYS Mceting: CIIC Report on Ohlo River Valley Juvenile Correctlonal Facllity

On December 17, 2007, on invilation from the DYS Logislative Liaison, | met with the
DYS Exccutive Assistant to the Director, Deputy Director of Institutions, and Legislative
Liaison for a follow-up discussion regarding Ohio River Valley Juvenile Correctional
Facility. CIIC Inspectors Brianna Michalak and Carol Robison also attended.

It was an excellent discussion with open communication regarding a varicty of issucs, We
requested further information on the Phoenix Gang Program used in Now Jersey, parts of
which are being considered for use in the DYS facilities. The program is reported to be a
cognitive behavior program applicable to any type of conduct.

We were pleased to learn that much attention has been given to the issue of the need for
immedinte consequences to misconduct, and that DY is re-writing the youth disciplinary
procedures to addross the concerns, It was further relayed that youth are supposed 1o be
separated by age range in housing units.

Iron Mountain Training

CIIC records from 1978 to June 30, 2001 have been stored ofY sile with Archives One
since July 1, 2061, On November 13, 2007, CIIC Inspector Greg Geisler attended a
training seminar on new procedures and forms stemming from the acquisition of
Archives One by Iron Mountain,

CIIC Oricntatlon to New Leglslative Staff

On November 19, 2007, and on March 24, 2008, Greg Geisler of the CIHC staff
conducted an information and oricntation scssion on the Correctional Institution
Inspection Commitice to now legislative employces during an LSC training scssion. On
February 4, 2008, I similarly provided the CIIC orientation presentation to new
logistative employces,
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DRC Chtef of Mental Iealth Services Meeting

On January 8, 2008, the DRC Director announced that Debbie Nixon-Hughes, DRC
Chief of the Bureau of Mental Health Services, has accepted a Deputy Director’s position
with the Department of Mental Ilealth, and that effective January 20, 2008, Dr. Robert
Hammond would serve as Chief of the Bureau of Mental Health Services. Dr. Hammond
has been with the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction since 1992 and has been
the Mental Health Administrator for the Graflon cluster,

On January 14, 2007, Debbie Nixon-Hughes visited the CIIC StafT office to introduce
Dr. l{ammond end to arrange for continuing quarterly meetings.

Quarterly Meeting with new DRC Chlef of Mental Health Services

On February 6, 2008, we had our first quarterly meeting with the new DRC Chief of
Mental Health Services, Dr. Robert Hammond, who was accompenied by Nicole Brooks,
Administrative Assistant. Malcrials were gathered for his review including:

o The 2005 CHC report on the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility as it relates to
the concerns and recommendations pertaining to the mentally ill in 4B lockdown,

o The April 2007 CIIC report on the Oakwood Correctional Facility,

o Tho section on Duty of Care: Self-Harm and Suicide from Zxpecratiuns of the
British Expectorate,

o The list of CIIC publications, including the December 2007 CIIC report on the
Ross Correctional institution containing stafY rosponscs to the questionnaire on
Self-l{arm and Suicide,

o The Mental Health Services section of the Hocking Correctional Facility inmate
handbook,

o The CIIC Chart providing the who, what, where, when and why of this
commillee,

o Data on the number of contacts and concerns reported to the CIIC from each
prison from January 1, 2007 to January 14, 2008, with a breakdown of the five
prisons with tho largoest number of reported concerns, and

o Moro detailed information on the reporied concerns pertaining to mental health
issues.

We had an excellent open discussion. We look forward to this new opportunity to revisit
current and past mental health issues, and to take a fresh look at the mental health
sorvices delivery system,

Cltizen In Offtce Interview

On January 17, 2008, the sister of an inmate at the Ohio Reformatory for Women visited
the CIIC office annd met with CIIC stafT to relay concerns about health care.
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Meeting with New DYS Chief Inspector

On February 13, 2008 the DYS Legislative Liaison, Cedric Collins, and the new DYS
Chief Inspector, Jennifer Fears, met with CIIC staff at our office. It was an excellent
opportunity lo rovisit our past reports and recommendations regarding the DYS griovance
procedure. We look forward to more frequent communication with the Chief Inspector’s
office,

Quarterly Meeting with DRC Chicf Inspcctor

On March 14, 2008 the CHIC staff met with the DRC Chicf Inspector, the Deputy Chief
Inspector and Assistant Inspectors. We were most pleased to meet the new Assistant
Chicf Inspector who is also a Registered Nurse who will bo deciding gricvance appeals of
mcdical gricvances. In addition, the former Warden of the Franklin Pre-Release Center
and former Deputy Warden of the Corrections Medicnl Center will be working with the
Chief Inspector as Assistant Chief Inspectors,

Not only was the Chief Inspector’s office able to fill the vacancy for the medical
Assistant Chicf Inspector, but they reccived two additional Assistant Chiof Inspectors.
The Chief Inspector’s office has long been understaffed, resulting in backlogs of
grievance appeals, which have negatively impacted the effectiveness of the grievance
procedure, Wo are therefore truly pleased to learn that they have received additional stafT,
made possible by the consolidation of institutions.

North Ridge Local School

On April 17, 2008, Greg Geisler accepted an invitation from a teacher to speak to
seventh grado class interesied in hearing about the prison system and the work of the
Correctional Institution Inspection Committee.

DYS Relcaso Authorlty Forum

1 was requested to participate in a DYS Release Authorily Forum held on April 24, 2008
at tho Highbanks Mctro Park. Our ncwest Inspector was permiticd to attend for
observation and learning purposes. Participants included juvenile court judges, court
administrators, child advocates, youth fomilics, juvenile crime viclims and
representatives from the Governor's office and Attorney General’s office. The purpose of
the meeting was to gather and record input on the process used to release youtlt from
DYS. The feedback is to be teken into consideration as DYS works (o reform the sysiem.
Short prescntations were provided on what the current practice is, release practices in
other states, and an overview of the University of Cincinnati study on the Release
Authority, Tho remainder consisted of a discussion of ideas for the releaso decision
making practices in DYS,
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Prison Labor Advisory Counctl Meetings from 11-14-07 through 4-16-08
Prison Labor Advisory Councll (PLAC) — November 14, 2007

Toples of o Frank Como mado a conuncndation and thank you recognition to

Dlscussion Robin Knab, who will move on to Wanden at Chillicothe
Correctional Institution,

¢ Education report by Jerry McGlone included his reiteration that ke
would retire at the end 0f 2008, He relayed a desire to provide an
end-of~year report and o presentation on how ex-offenders might
succeed ot the next PLAC meeting. He reported that 10 teacher
positions were posted with hopes that some of them could be
fllled. Last, ho wants to pul teacher orientation and teacher
training on the website.

o Robin Knab relayed hor parting sentiments since she will leave
PLAC to assume position of Wagden ot CCl. She 1, so fower
nteetings might be an option. Quarterly mectings that includo the
Assistant Director of DRC and bi-annual meetings thet Include the
Director of DRC appear to be desirable. Robin reperted some
discussions with o professor ot OSU regarding having
posigradunte marketing students address the issuo of liow to
markot OP! products. Last, Robin reported that & deflashing
operation locks like it has potential as a new OPI business at the
Chilticothe Correctional Institution, so Robin will nct on that

| immediately.
Financlal » Daniello Mecks gave tho financial report, which Included a brief
Highilghts roviow of the October not income at $280,562 and Year-to-date

income of $575,670. It was noted that OAKS is still a problem,
Also, cash flow is expected to Improve with more frequent billings
and recelpt of rovenues,

Presentations * Ed Rhine introduced a prescntation of the ‘blueprint’ that has been
dovolopod by a core group of DRC managerial staff on plans and
programs nssocinted with the development of a comprehensive
workforce development program for Ohio’s offenders that will
incrensc opportunitics for skifl building, understanding of flic
workforco, and n roconnection to the communlty through
sustainablo work upon reentry.  Tho “"Comprehensive Offender
Employment Strategy” details were presented by its developers.
Of special interest to PLAC members was how and wlat means
would be used for implementation of the vision. Tho employment
steatogy bogins with three gulding principles, followed by four
phases constituting the implententation of the projeet.

o Noted koys to tho success of the employment/reentry program
were; 1. All stakcholders must be lnvolved. 2. Busincsses must
hire ox-offenders and until they do, all tho best offorts are in vain,
3. As cmployees, ex-offenders must be ablo to favorably impact
the bottom line in business, 5, Media releases must be written in a
manner that the papers will plek it up and print i1, 6. Offenders
must change thelr way of thinking about thomsclves bocnuse
without that nothing will Lielp them.
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Prison Labor Advisory Councll (PLAC) - December 19, 2007
[ ]

Toples of
Dlscusston

Doug Forbos provided update on the implementation of OAKS, a
ghrinking budget and how a roduced budget could lmpact OPI angd
its operations, and the uso of private prisons under contract does
save sone costs (o the state (especially in terms of wages and
banofits).

Rod Johnson noted that the Key Industry (under perent company
KBK), is working on an opporiunity to supply chairs to Ohio
Stato University’s siudent union,

A group of OSU studonts in marketing will engage in a projoct in
which students assunto an asslgnment to design marketing for an
OPI product, with egch student doveloping a plan for a different
product,

Rod s on o campaign to educate Ohloans statowldo nbout the
various OPI products, 8o as to stop up sales and revenues.

OPI fices a dilenuna in identifying how to increaso OP] business
and product that could employ more inmates ot Mansfleld
Correctional Institution, becauso ManClI lacks spaco.

Financial
Highlights

Danleilo Mecks provided financial brief. Tho toilet paper
businoess should bo fully implemented in approximately 45 days at
a total purchase asd set-up cost of $760,000, This cost is covered
solely from OPI funds, and not from GRF. A chair pricing issue
is being resolved. Sales of janltorlal products declined from one
yoar ago. Total Income increased by 4% and approximately
$13,000 over one yenr ago,

Prison Labor Ad

Toples of
Discussion

visory Council (PLAC) - January 23, 2608

¢ OPI has engoged sorvicos of Dr. Allen Beck of Justico Concopt
Incorporated, which provides consulting services for governmontal
agencles. Dr. Beck Is completing the study of the proposed
renovation of the Lima Correctional Institution. Estimated capitnl
expenses 1o renovate have proliminarily been suggested at $100 to
$200 iniltion, which would not inctude costs for staffing. No doclston
has yot been made. OPI clothing and modular businesses would
likely be considered for Lima, if the institution is re-cpened.

¢ The deflashing business, working with Honda auto parts, will be
divido operations between ManCl and CCI, The expanded operation
to CCI will not create new costs to OPI bocauso equipment will be
supplied to the institution, and the split will produce an overall cost
savings.

o The Department of Rehabilitation and Correction vacate the Central
Offico building and Building #7 at 1050 Freoway Drive North, and
also tho Atum Creek Drive building to relocato in one building at 770
West Broad Street. Targeted date for the new location is July I,
2008.

¢ Frank Como was voted as the PLAC Chalrnan and Charles Dozor as
Vico Chair for 2008,

o Tho schedule for PLAC mestings during 2008 will remain ono
meeting per month, but a docket will bo croated so that department
ropresentatives from DRC will know which meeting thoy may bo
requested to attend. The DRC Director will be in attendance ot the
Junc and October mectings, with tho Assistant Director to attend the
March moeting, Tho docket will be subject to the endorsement of the
DRC Director prior to being implemented.

Presentations

Presentation on ex-offender success was given by ex-oflender Jr.
Brown, who provided his lifo story, roflections on keys to
offender ro-ontry success, contributing fhctors to recidivism,
institutional culture, and tho significance of staff demeanor and

‘caring’ compenent as it impacts offender rehabilitation.

Financlal
Hightights

Docember 2007 rovenue was low due to the short month for business, but
Is comparablo to December 2606, Data reportod for cight shops showed
some variances that are being corrected.  Year to date revenuce gein wos
18.3%.
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Marketing Manager for OPI, Vickie Cox, outlinod OPI marketing
offorts. Prior to tho position that sho fiilled four years ngo, little
markoting was done. Currently, nttention is given to broadening the
market base through product line development. Tho *scating’ line is
the lead product of growth, with a range of tables in the pipeline. The
OPI marketing stafT is working with the KBK graphic design staff to
promote OPI products through the KBK initiative. Janitorial products
sold “off the shelf”* and made-to-order fumiture are products with
perceived lucrativo futures. Interim OPI Chiof, Rod Johnson, would
like to add a customer sorvice group. lie also strives to grow the
business by incroasing now customers and by providing oxceilent
customer service lo existing customers, The unionized OPI sales
representatives are unlike private sector sales representatives in that
there are no quotas that must be met or incentive income for
oxceeding o quota, Now markoeting initiatives forescen for the future:
include the developinent of vendor relationships, cultivation of non-
institutional customers, and development of new prontotional
materials. The Marketing Manager dovelops nearly 90% of the sales
literature, Addressing tho pricing structure for products is an ongoing
and time-consuming task, which presonts a challenge because costs
must be recovered, some profit must be eamed, yet institutions have
little money to purchase OPI products. It was noted that the primary
goal of OPI is not to make the largest possiblo profit, but to save
money for tho Dopartmont of Rehabititation and Correction and to
cmploy offenders. It was noted that, due to business with the BMV,
the auto tag shop is the cash cow for OP.

It was noted that tho KBK connection with Ohlo State Univorsity's
future now student union, could bring a woealth of business to OPI
through sales of furniture and jenitorial products. When HB 130
passes, additional revenue is expected duo to otlter KBK ventures that
would provide a need for cabinetry.

Education Superintendent, Jorry McGlone, has been glven new
projects from tho DRC Director. Now projects inciude a ‘rooflop
garden,’ collaboration with public tibraries as cltannels to community
sorvicos that may provide employment opportunities for reicnsed
offendors, and dovelopment of a chango in tho systom used to
detenmined ‘carmed credit® that may bo awarded to inmates. In
addition, the Superintendent noted that CarcerBuilders.com has made
8 contact to tho Ohio DRC regarding possiblo ways they believe they
could holp to find work for short-term offonders. Current DRC
inmate pass rato for the GED is 67.5%, compared to 66% as tho
nationnl average.
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Toples of
Discusslon

Prison Labor Advisory Councll (PLAC) — February 20, 2008

A now Asslstant Director for OPI, Drow Hildebrandt, was
introduced at the PLAC mwoting, to replace Rod Johnson, who
was promoted to the Dircctor of OPI position, .

PLAC chninnan established that in recent years the PLAC
meeting agendas and subjects for consideration have emnbraced
more than mero discussions of products and businoss linos.
Under a directive to PLAC from the former DRC Director
Wilkinson, PLAC embraced and explored broader issues as well.
There was discussion regarding which months to kold the 2008
PLAC moeetings and what the agendas might include for those
meetings. A docision regarding the schedule for tho remainder of
2008 is being witltheld until after & meeting with the Director of
DRC on March 20 at 1:30 pm at the DRC Central Office.

It was relayed that there should bo compreliensive goal-nlignment
among all the arcas of the DRC agency.

Some topics such o8 HB 130 that would allow OPI to sell product
across state lines have become dormant, but still remain in the
background.

The issuo of getting a positive message to the public, including
the business sector that could become employers of released
offenders, remains an unfulfilled issue per the Chainnan, who
advocated getting an outsido professional source to craft a
messago that would inspire the pubiic to give ex-offenders a
chanee at gainful employment.

Questions were asked about any impact that budget cuts might
havo on stoff lovels and on non-cssentinl purchoses. It was
indicated that no Impact is anticipated in theso arcas.

An updato on education issues was provided, which has included
recent success in keeping teachers off the layofT list, yet looking
at the past two years, there has been o 6036 decrease in teachers,
mostly through attrition.. Topics under conslderation by the
Education group include carned credit, jobs, crafls, and vocntions
that hold potential for post-release employment of ex-offenders.
The concern regarding asbestos, particularly at Chillicothe, was
addressod, It was relayed that certain inmates will actuaily pick
at tho asbestos and send it to thoir attomeys to suggest that thero

is asbestos exposure and particles in the air at CCI.

Flnanclal
Highlights

Financial report indicated that overall, the numbers are up and
looking good with $23,000,000 in ycar-to-date revenue for all
industrios. [t was noted that the OAKS salary issuo has caused
some estimated linos to appear nogative, oven though they are not
in the nogative.

Regerding the auto tog business, it lias been detennined that the
BMYV wont to an outside source for print-on-demand tog stickers,
causing a reduction in the tag business revenuo of approximately
$1 miilion per year.
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Toples of
Discusslon

Prison Labor Advisory Councll (PLAC) = March 20, 2008
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e OP! Dircctor Rod Johnson gave brief sunumary of NCIA
conferenco during previous weok in New Moxico - relayed that
many vondors were ropresonted, sossions wore informative, and
the biggest buzz was budget-related issues.

® On Junc 4, 2008 a now Janitorial line will be implemented in
DRC institutions. Open lousos at Best Practices In June and
downtown in July for ali other agencies will serve ns marketing
ovents.

o Curront budget cuts 1o DRC agoncy have prompted a reduction in
administrators, teking each institution to two doputy wardens
rathor than three, go that tho DW for Administration will become
Administrative Assistant 4, Sotne services arc being combined
under one administrator. Some institutions are being combined
under one Warden,

*  Work Dovelopment reprosentative Gwen Woods relayed that
some issues aro on hold due to budget and stafT cuts, Inmates
may still go to the libraries and work independently to tocate
futuro cmployment,

o Distinction was mede that the DRC rolo is primarily to get
offendera ready to work, while it becomes one role of Ohio Job
and Family Services at one-stop centers to get offenders into
actual jobs,

¢ Rohabilitation Services Conunission also has o role in working
with disabled ex-offenders to locate work. RSC conies to 13 of
Ohio*s adult prisons in that regard.

» The SCOTI system has been tweaked to track offender
employment offorts using the SCOT! system

¢ Faith-Based Groups continue to provide help through an advisory
group and a volunteer hotline.

* |t was suggested that the dump truck refurbish program at
Chiilicothe Correctional Institution also include cortification in
bodywork and engine repair,

¢ A request was made to seco an organizational chart for the
marketing and sales anm of the OPl. ‘The Marketing Manager for
OP} Is currently on loan to DRC to coordinate the move of the
agency to West Broad Stroot in July.

¢ HB 130 will likely go to the House Floor in April, and has no
current opposition.

Toplcs of
Discusslon

Prison Labor Advisory Councll (PLAC) = April 16, 2008

* A PLAC member noted that If business plans for a two to three

year period could bo provided to the PLAC commitiee from each
of tho OPl businoss lines and oporations, than the PLAC
commnittco menibers could ovaluate and rate them and then make
recommendations for improvements or changes. Also noted that
more than the fluanclals are neoded, o business plan is noeded. 1t
was noted that one PLAC Commnilttee member will supply some
oxamplos of business plans to serve as models for institutional
stafT'to consider.
1t was relayed that a matrix for ovaluating the business lines
ought to be In place, and the matelx should include considerations
for objectives, strategies, and performance,
A question was raised about the maintenance of ron-profitable
OPI businesses, rather than transferring tnmates from none
profltable OPI businesses into profitable busitosses.
Business plans have been done over the past decade or more, but
that It is not as casy to solve OPl challenges due to a lack of
ntoney. OPI businesses have always had to exist on their own
proflts,
It was noted that the mouthly PLAC meeting agemdas sliould be
determined, as woll as the plan and purpose for touring the OPI
siiops within the institutions.
PLAC mombers roviewed the PLAC meoting schodulo that was
created and submitted by the DRC Director, which called for
PLAC to tour o varicty of the instilutions to sce the OPI
businesses.
In response to the PLAC discussion, a copy of a yot unpublished
lot containing OPI business plans was submitted to CIIC.

[ Financial
Ilighlights

e It wns noted in tho financial report that tonthly revenue
amounted to 2.4 million, with a 4.8 million cash balance and 7
million in nging collections. Reportedly, the collection process
had been modified and receipt collection is to bo resumed to

reduce the outsianding 7 million.

Presentations

1:30 PM - March 20, 2008: Scparate meeting with Dir. Collins prompted
acknowledgtoent of budget issucs and the gencral pressures on the agency
to do their job with less monoy and loss staff. The Director relayed that it
would be apprecinted if the PLAC committes could assist by providing

“business” suggestions refevant to the specific OPI business lines.
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L. INTRODUCTION

‘The following report is an analysis of the statistics presented in the 2003 and 2004
Annual Reports of the Office of the Chief Inspector released in June 2004 and June 2005
respectively. Although the Annual Roports include statistics on the griovances
investigated by the ODRC Inspectors, as well as DRC Investigators, for CIIC cvaluation
and report purposes, it was decided to provide two scparate reports, with onc on the
Investigators' data, and one on Inspectors’ and their grievance procedure data.

The Chief Inspector is the administrative heed of all Institutional Inspectors and
Investigators within the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections (ODRC).
The Chief Inspector’s Annual Reports present a compilation of data from all Investigators
in the 32 state prigons in opcration in 2004. The data consists of raw numbers, and results
of investigations undertaken at cach correctional institution, but the Annual Reports do
not provide any additional details or analysis.

Institutional Investigators work as counterparts to the Institutional Inspectors. While
Inspectors investigale and report findings on inmale gricvances, Investigators ore
generally focused on illegal substances, assaults, or professional misconduct. In the past,
Investigators have also monitored Sccurity Threat Group (STG, aka “gang") activity.
While Investigators serve on tho STG commiltee, the ODRC has moved toward hiring
STG Coordinators to provide greater attention to sccurity threats and activity.

The Annual Reports include data on the number of initinted investigations in the
following arens:

o Drugs
o Posltive Urinalyses
o Staff/Inmate
o Inmate/Visitor
o Mall/Packages
o Staff
o Other
¢ Assaults
o Inmate on Inmate
o Inmate on Staff
o Sexual
o Professlonal Misconduct
o Staff Misconduct
o Staff/lnmate Relationships
¢ Other

According to follow-up communication from the DRC Chief Inspector’s Office, the
Investigator does not conduct all Investigations at any given institutlon, nor are
Investigators cven always aware of other Investigations belng done by custody. The



Investigators only rcport tho cases that they personally Investigate, As such,
Institution numbers may vary from Investigator numbers.

In addition to the initiated investigations, the Annual Reports also provide data pertaining
to Scarches, Shakcdowns, and Drugs and Alcohol Confiscated, Specifically, the
following arcas are covered:

Canlne Scarch

Visltor Strip/Patdown
Employec Strip/Patdown
Major Shakedown
Marijuana
Crack/Cocalne

llcroln

Hliclt Pills

Hooch

For the purposes of this report, most tables within the body of this report only include the
*“Top Ten" institutions or subject arca. The extended tables for all such "Top Ten" lists
may be found in the Appendix.

In addition, for brevity’s sake, many times institutions will be referred to by their
abbreviations. These abbreviations may be found in Appendix A. For quick comparison
and reference purposes, tables ranking all institutions by population and by security level
may also bo found in Appendix A.

All statistics found within this report that are not otherwise denoted were taken dircctly
from the Chief Inspector's Report on CY 2003 and 2004. Any other statistics are
calculated bascd on those numbers,

Il.  ODRC POLICY 09-INV-04: INSTITUTIONAL INVESTIGATOR

ODRC policy 09-INV-04 defines an Institution Investigator as "an employee of the DRC
or employee of a private company assigned at a slate correctional institution controlled
by the department, whose primary duties include the investigations of alleged violations
of administrative rules, policics, and proccdurcs.”

Eoligy

It is the policy of the Department of Rehaebilitation and Correction that all allegetions of
and other possible incidents of violations of administrative rules, polices and procedures
by staff shall be promptly investigated in a thorough and fair manner.

Procedures

o Each institution shall have at least one employee identified ns the Institution
Investigator. The Institution Investigator shall report directly to the Warden with
functional supervision being maintained by the Chiof Inspector or designee. Their
duties shall include the investigation of allegations of, or incidents of serious
violations of administrative rules, policies and/or procedurcs. The Investigator
shall have sufficient authority, clerical support, and unfetterced access to all
records and areas of the institution required to carry out the duties of the office.
‘The Warden may also assign the Investigator additional responsibilities, which do
not conflict with or detract from their ability to conduct thorough, fair and timely
invostigations.

o The Institution Investigator shall serve as the central clearinghouse for
information/intelligence gathered within the institution and shall be responsible
for providing regular briefings to the Warden,

o The Institution Investigator shall serve on the institution STG commitice as
specificd by DRC policy 310-SEC-12,

o The Institution Investigator shall submit o monthly report to the Warden, the
Chief Inspector, and the Office of Prisons by the tenth of each month following
the report month.

o The Institution Investigator shall bo LEADS and CCH certified.

e The Institution Investigator shall control the ITMS system as specified by
applicable DRC policy.

Investiaati

o The Warden and/or the Chief Inspector shall evaluate incident reports, allegations,
nnd unusual occurrences to determine if an investigetion is warranted.



In the event that an investigation becomes necessary, the Warden or the Chief
Inspector in consuftation with the Warden shall identify the appropriate individuel
to conduct the investigation, Investigations that require special skills, knowledge
or expertisc should be referred to the Institution Investigator, such as:

Drug Usc/Traflicking
Staf/Inmato Relationships
Significant StalT Misconduct
Multi-Agency Investigations

0o00O0

The Institution Investigator may also independently initiate investigations in enses
where information has beon reccived via monitored tolephone calls, “tips," and
other communications that indicate a scrious violation of cdministrative rules,
policies or procedures has occurred. All investigations initiated by the Institution
Investigator shall be communicated to the Warden as practicable or reasonable.

All investigations, which are conducted by the Institutional Investigator, shall be
nssigned o case number and logged on an investigation log and maintained for
review by (e Warden and the Chief Inspector,

When practicable, an investigation shall be initiated within the next business day
ofter the incident is reportcd or made known. Investigations shall be completed
without unduc delay. The Institution Investigator shall conduct a thorough,
objective, and confidential investigation. The Institution Investigator shall attempt
1o resolve issucs of fact, consisient with the scope of the investigation. To this
purpose, the Institution Investigator will:

o Collect relevant physical and documentary evidence from person(s) who
possess it and other locations;

o Assess the credibility of persor(s) reporting information;

Assess the religbility of the documentary and/or physical evidence; and

Draw objective and logical conclusions from the reliable information

collected to the extent that such conclusions arc warranted.

o
]

During the course of the investigation, the Institutional Investigator may employ
the use of hand writing analysis, photographs, polygraph reports, CVSA reports,
clectronic surveillance recordings, fingerprints, interviews, interrogations, records
or documents and other forms of lawfully obtained evidence. The use of such
devices shall be in conformity with DRC policy 09-INV-01 and/or any other
relevant policies, rules, or statutes,

The Institutional Investigator shall issue & report of the findings to the Warden
and/or the Chicf Inspector, The report shall include, at a minimum, a summary of
the allegation(s), investigation, and a conclusion with respect to all facts of the
alloged violation(s).
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The Institutional Investigator shall collect and preserve any evidence obtained
during the investigation in a manner consistent with law enforcement rules of
evidence (chnin of evidence) and be in accordence with applicable DRC policies
and procedures, Investigation files and evidence shall be maintained in a sccure
location. All on-going investigative information is considered (o be confidential,

The Institutional Investigator shall be the linison between the institution, the Ohio
State [Highway Patrol, and other lnw enforcement egencies.

The [nstitutiona! Investigator may participate in investigations or join operations
with other agencics, on prison grounds or in the community, with the prior
approval of the Warden and/or the Chiel Inspector, when such operation is related
to the official business of the department,



HL 2004 CHIEF INSPECTOR ANNUAL REPORT SUMMARY

‘The Chief Inspector's 2004 Annual Report provides the following summary regarding the
Investigator data:

o During CY 2004, Investigators initintcd 6,678 cases with only 675 or 10.1% of
their cascs, including those still activo fom 2003, remaining under investigation
by the end of the year. Excluding background checks and undefincd cascs (other),
Investigators reported initiating 2,719 cases in 2004,

e The highest number of investigations initiated in 2004 concerned inmates testing
positive for drugs (937), followed by tho categories of drugs--other (383), inmate-
on-inmate assaults (262), drugs- inmate/visitor (249), stafl" misconduct (247), and
stafF inmate relationships (175).

o A total of 127 caninc scarches of institutional grounds occurred during CY 2004,
Investigators were also involved in 52 major shakedowns within the institution,

e Investigators reported that 80 inmate visitors and 85 Depariment stall’ members
were either strip searched or patted down during the calendar year Br possible
drug or other contraband conveyance.

e In CY 2004, Institutional Investigators scized over 6 Ibs of marijuana, 1.16
ounces of crack and powder cocaine, 1.17 ounces of heroin, and approximaicly
447 illicit pills such as Zanex, Oxycontin, Valium, and Darvocet. Although a
wide variation in the recording of “hooch™ seizures exisis across institutions, the
approximate amount confiscated was roughly 784 gallons, based upon only those
Investigators reporting.

IV, INITIATED INVESTIGATIONS

‘Table 1. 2004 Top Ten Instltutions by Initiated Investigations

Institution Initiated Investigntions
Ohio State Penitentiary 583
Madison Correctional Institution 538
Noble Correctional Institution 436
| Trumbull Correctional Institution 416
Warren Correctional Instilution 57
Ross Correctional Institution 52
Belmont Correctional Institution 42
Mansficld Corrcctional Instilution 293
| North Central Correctional Institution 287
 Corrections Medical Centor 270

“Initiated Investigations" refers to the total number of investigations initinted during CY
2004.

OSP, Ohio's only Level 5 “supermax” foeility, had the highest number of initinted
investigations, with a grand total of 583. This is somewhat remarkable considering its
low population (455). The high number of initiated investigations may be due to two
factors—both the high amount of activily that nccessitates an investigetion as well as the
obvious diligence of the Investigator in pursuing an investigation. By demonstrating to
the inmates that illegal activity will be addressed by institutional staf¥, it sets a positive
zero-tolerance cxample that hopefully decreases an inmate's boliof that ke will “get
away" with illicit behavior.

Similarly, MaCl, which is a level three (close) security facility, reports the second highest
number of investigations. The Sex Offender Risk Reduction Center (SORRC) is located
ot the Madison Correctional Institution. All reception inmates who have committed a sex
offense are first sent to MaCl for nssessment and Basic Education classes pertaining to
sex offender treatment before they are sent to their parent institutions.

Tho bulk of the investigations arc reported as “Other.” For example, of OSP's reported
583 initiated investigations, 555 (95.2%) are classified as “Other.” It is likely that the
vast majority of these "Other" investigations actually are background checks. Based on
the large number of investigations in the "Cther" category. the suggestion was relayed
that perhaps additional catcgories (such as a category specifically for Background
Checks) should be considered in order to provide greater and more useful information. In
follow-up communication from the Chicf Inspector's Office in that regard, it was relayed
that the Investigator’s Monthly Report does contain a scction for listing “Background™
investigations separately from the “Other” category, and has done so for at lcast three
years. However, since CIIC does not receive the Investigator's Monthly Reports from the
institutions, the only Investigator activity data available for review is contained in the
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Chief Inspector’s Annual Reports, The Chiel’ Inspector’s Office further relayed that the
“Beckground” investigation category will be included in the annual report.

Also notable are the institutions that did not make the top ten list. SOCF, the only
maximum sccurity prison, houscs a high number of violent and mentally ill, some who
may be at the Ohio State Penitentiary if not for their scrious mental illness. SOCF also
has a concentration of soveral of the state's leading gengs. Further, SOCF inmato letters
report o high level of soxual activily, However, SOCF reports a mere 62 initinted
investigations for the entire CY 2004, Thlis Is the sixth iowest number in the entire
prison system. According to the reported numbers, even Franklin Pre-Release Center,
a minimum security facility for femaics that houses half the number of inmates as
SOCF, conducted more investigations during the year. Furthermore, as opposed to the
other institutions, SOCF has two fulk-time Investigators, plus a full-time Security Threat
Group Coordinator,

Table 2, 2003/2004 Comparison of Initiated Investigations

Institution 2003 2004
Belmont Correctional Institution 519 342
Noble Correctional Institution 43S 436
Ohio State Penitentiary 427 583
Southcastern Correctional Institution 39 64
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution 337 416
Corrections Medical Center 28 270
Ohio Reformatory for Women 257 34
Chillicotho Correctional Institution 237 42
Ross Correctional Institution 230 352
Warren Correctional Institution 223 357

As shown above in 2003, the two leading institutions for initiated investigations are Level
1/2 (minimum/medium) sccurity facilitics. Inmate letters have reported that medium
sccurity prisons ofien have a greater drug culture than the higher security facilitics, duc to
the fact that inmalces aro gencrally “short-limers,” Reportedly, many of these inmates are
in prison for non-violent drug offenses, and they continue to carry on drug-trafficking and
drug use within the correctional system.

Rovicwing the data, although BeCl's total nrumber of initiated investigations dropped by
177, it doubled its number of positive urinalyses during the same time period (moro
discussion of positive urinalyses will follow).

ORW's reported number of initiated investigations dropped by half over the biennium for
reasons unknown. ORW has both a large population (1,955) and also is the only facility
in the entire ODRC system to house inmates of all security classification levels for
cxtended periods of time. Yet in CY 2004, it dropped to the bottom half of institutions for
the reported total number of initiated investigations.
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Ohio State Penitentiary, Trumbull Cl, Ross Cl, and Warren Cl all increased thoir number
of initiated investigations. This could indicate a problem at the institutions (which cannot
be identified due to the bulk of the investigations fualling under “Other™). However, it is
hoped that the increase will enhance the security of the institution, as the Investigator's
presence and diligence will be more apparent to the inmates and stall. Instltutlons need
to develop a zero-tolerance policy in which any hint of drugs or staff misconduct
prompts an Investigation.

Table 3. 2004 Inltlated Investigations by Subceategory

Type of Investigation Number of Investigations
Drug-Related 1,727
- Positive Urinalysis 936
- Other 353
- Inmate/Visitor 272
- StafVInmate 72
= Mail/Packages 69
- Stafl 25
Assault-Related 866
- Inmate on Inmate 254
- Inmate on Staff’ 88
- Sexunl Assault 24
Professional Misconduct-Relnted 428
- Stafl' Misconduct 242
- Stafl/lnmate Relationship 86
Other Investigations | 3,160
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V. DRUG INVESTIGATIONS

Of the number of investigations that are identified by a particular subcategory, Drug
Investigations by far are the most prevalent, with good renson. Studies have reported o
major increaso in tho numbor of persons incarcoratod during the 1990s duo to strictor drug
cnforcement laws. Thus, many of the porsons currently in prson woro incarcorated for
illcgal substanco abuse. Persons who aro addicted to illogal substances are likely to scok
out opportunitics to continuo abusing substances even while in prison,

On March 1, 2006, DRC South Regional Director Steve Huffinan provided the following
testimony pertaining to Drug investigations:

It is the policy of tho Dopartment to increase public safety, provide for
inmato accountability, institutionn! control and order by cstablishing a zero
tolerance of inmate drug use within our prisons, We strive to achieve this
through a variety of methods.

All staff, visitors, and contractors arc subject to search by a metal detector
upon entrance (o any of our institutions, and all of their personal items are
scarched as well. Inmates working outside of the institution are subject to
scarch beforc leaving and arc strip-scarched when they reenter the
institution. Inmates are currently permitted to receivo packagos containing
food from their family and friends, which are thoroughly searched for
illegal drugs and other forms of contreband.

Each institution has a fulltimo investigator that spends a considerablo
amount of time trying to identify thoso involved in the introduction of
illegal drugs. This is donc through tho gathering of intelligernce
information by monitoring inmate telephone calls, interviewing inmates,
visitors, and swaff. They also follow up on leads from these sources. The
institution investigators work in conjunction with the Ohio State Highway
Patrol investigetors and county prosecutors to ensure that all of the
necessary information for prosecution is gathered during the investigative
stages.

Five percent of the inmate population is randomly drug tosted cach month,
We also perform for cause testing when there is a reasonable suspicion of
drug use. Inmates involved in specific recovery service programs or work
sites are subjected to testing as well. In addition, each year we complete a
saturation tesling of approximatoly 20 percent of the inmato population.

The Department tests inmates for the following substances: Cocaine,
THC,  Opiates, PCP,  Amphclamines,  Mothamphelamincs,
Benzodinzepines and atcohol.

Lastly, DRC has developed an enforcement unit comprised of parole
officers and institution investigntors. The focus of this unit is to stop the
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introduction of drugs into the prisons by working with local law
enforcement agencics to identify the sources and make arrests,

In the post two years, Department staff have deterred over 200 visitors and
50 stafl from bringing drugs or altempting to bring drugs inlo our
prisons... Approprinte disciplinery or legal action is taken in all such
[stafT] cases bascd upon the available oviderce and investigation. It is
important to note that in Amended Substitute Sonate Bill 111, in the 122"
Qencral Assombly, conveyance of drugs onto the grounds of a correctional
facility by a DRC employee requires imposition of @ mandatory prison
term. The Department strongly advocated for this change in the law.

The number of drugs found in food packages has continued to rise over
tho last fow years. In 2003 thero wore 29 food packages contining drugs,
31 in 2004, and 32 through Oclober of 2005. We are still compiling the
final numbers for 2005,

Wo are encouraged, howover, that our drug testing results have decreased.
In 2003, the number of positive drug tests was 2.35 percent of inmates
tested. In 2004, the number was 2,24 percent of inmates tesied and 2.18
percent in 2005,

While DRC has worked to eliminate dugs in our prisons, those desiring to
convey the drugs have become increasingly adept at concealing their
efforts. Food packages arc a significant source of drugs...Drugs have
been sent in using re-canncd soup, resealed candy bars, hollowed out
bagols, inside of sweolcner and scasoning packets, and rescaled pudding
cups. These are only o fow examples of the items intercepted through the
tremendous efYorts of our stafT and the Ohio State Highway Patrol.

As n result of this growing issue, lnst year a leadership training tcam was
ossigned the task of reviewing our inmate package operation,
benchmarking with other state correctional agencies and exploring an
altemative method for inmates to be able to receive food packages through
the use of a vendor. Their findings resulted in a commiliee being
established 1o further investigate the need for such a sysiem. Currently,
the committee is obtaining information from potential vendors to identify
how they would operate their system, what products would be offered, and
ensuring that family members—and even the inmates themselves—would
be ablo to order food iloms. The ordering would be done by mail, fax,
telephone or the internet and would eliminate the costly and time
consuming cfforts to return unauthorized food items to the sender which
would enable us to utilizo our available custody stafT in other arcas of the
prison operation. We plan to survey inmates and their familics this month
1o establish support for this program.
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While this would be a change to our currcnt system, we belicve that it
would continue to allow inmates to receive the desired foed items from
their loved ones and greatly enhance our ability to stop the cbvious flow
of drugs through the current system.

Further, on April 28, 2006, tho DRC Dircctor relayed information on tho DRC
preparations pertaining 10 a chango to a vendor only system for inmate packages. On May
16, 2006, the CIIC staff met with the team that has been working on the proposed
amendments (o the AR on packages (5120-9-33). Per tho DRC Director, the idea was first
researched as a group project of their Exccutive Leadership class in 200S. DRC has
conducted research, family surveys, and benchmarking with other state correctional
agencies, Ohio is one of the last to allow packages from home. Because of the continued
increase in drugs coming in vin packeges, changes were regorded as necessary, Tho
change to packages provided via outside vendors is regarded as beneficial to all partics. It
increases packages for some, especinlly high security levels and the separate
classification of Death Row. It is anticipated that it will result in improvements for the
family as one of the requirements of the vendor will be to have on-line ordering, fax
ordering or mail ordering for the family. The change is regarded as an improvement in
prison operations not only in terms of sccurity, but for families and the inmate
pepulation,

Further testimony was provided to CIIC regarding the “Enforcement Unit,” briefly
mentioned by South Regional Director Huffinan, which allows for the colleboration of
parole officers and institution investigators:

... With this ncw approach, investigations arc primarily conducted at their
community level. This crentes a safer and more secure method for the
prison, since many times the drugs or contraband do not reach the facility.
An added benefit for the community is that other criminal activity may be
revealed. Furthermore, this allows for the unit to internct and assist with
outside law enforcement agencies. This strengthens relationships between
agencies, information sharing occurs and communities end prisons benefit
from this armngement.

The unit has been very successful with 25 stafY arrests and/or terminations
for institutional drug conveyanco or other types of inappropriate
relationship with offenders. They have been instrumental with helping
solve other crimes along with conliscating large amounts of drugs, guns
and stolen property as a result of DRC based investigations. They are
commitled to assisting other agencies with investigative support,
Currently, the unit consists of two investigators, which operate in central
Ohio. In March, two additional investigators will be added to cover the
Cleveland area. Our goal is to nlso start an additional unit in Cincinnali in
the near fWure...

A. POSITIVE URINALYSIS

DRC policy 70-RCV-03, Inmate Drug Testing, provides for the testing of every inmate
within the DRC system ot least annually. The policy's stoted purpose is to “deter inmate
drug uso and trafficking by providing uniform guidelines for inmate drug testing, as woll
as sanctions and progamming for inmatos found guilty of [Conduct] Rule 39.
Unauthorized Possession, Manufacture or Consumption of Drugs or any Intoxicating
Substanco, Rule 41-Unauthorized Possession of Drug Paraphernalia or Rule 43-Rolusal
to Submit Urine Samplo or Otherwiso Cooperate with Drug Testing."

In pertinent part, the policy provides for inmates to be tested as follows:

. Randomly: Each month five percent (5%) of cach instilution's
population will bo rendomly selected for drug testing. Inmates will
be selected by computer nssignment via the institution’s Central
Inmate Management System (CIMS).

2. For Cause: Inmates will be tested when there is a reasonable
suspicion of drug usc.

3. Programs: This category will include all other tests where a particular
inmatc sub-population is to bo tested to include, but not limited to the
following:

a. Bofore and alter transitional control;

b. Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment Programs once every two
months in addition 1o any other testing category;

c. Once every two months 5% of the inmates who leave the
secured perimoter of the ingtitution as part of their job
responsibility will bo randomly sclected for testing in eddition
to any othor testing category;

d. Before and after parole board hearings;

c. Inmates under medication treatment for Hepatitis C as
requested by the physician;

.  As indicated by the Warden.

4.  Saturation Level testing is to be completed once a year.

o. A statistically valid, as determined by the Office of Policy,
Burcau of Rescarch, sampling of each institution’s population
will bo sclected for testing. This process provides a basis for
comparison of drug levels annually at each institution.

The policy nlso provides for the appointment of a Drug Testing Coordinator, collection
procedures, a drug tosting kit, mothod of reporting results, mandatory substanco abuso
programs, and sanctions. Sanctions for positive urinalyses or refusal to participate
include mandatory time in Local Control, as woll as tho following possibilitics:



15 days Disciplinary Control

Alternative dress

Special housing

Loss of Good time

Visit restrictions (within ACA guidclines)

Loss of audio/video equipment (storage at institution)

Loss of sundry

Adjustment C (Pay Category C - $9.60 per month)

Restricted commissary (except for hygicne ilems, writing malerials
and legal kits)

10. Loss of phone privileges (except for emergency or attorney calls)
11. Drug test one time per month

12. Restricted movement as a group

13. Restrictions on inmate funds incoming/outbound

14. Internal community service

15. Institutional work assignment.
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Local Control placcment may be suspended if the inmate successfully completes the
Mandatory Substance Abuse Program (MSAP). In addition to MSAP, a range of
treatment options aro also provided per the policy.

1t is unfortunate that the "Saturation” testing covers only 20% of the inmate population.
The goal of reducing inmate drug abuse would be much more furthered if every inmate
knew for certain that he or she would be tested not just annually, but more frequently. As
it stands now, it is purely chance as to whether an inmate's drug use will be detected.

Table 4, 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Positive Urinalyscs

Institution # Of Investigations

North Central Correctional Institution 202
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 6
Richland Correctional Institution 02
Belmont Correctional Institution 7
Allen Correctional Institution $§
‘Trumbull Correctionnl Institution 54
Chillicotho Correctional Institution 4
Mansficld Correctional Institution 4
Noble Correctional Institution 3$
Pickaway Correctional Institution 33

As shown above, NCCI reported the highest number of positive urinalyses by a wide
margin, However, this is possibly duc to greater diligence on the part of the Investigator
in tosting inmatcs to better cnsure that drug usc within the institution is fully monitored.

With the exception of ManCl and TCI, all of the above institutions are primarily Level
1/2 (minimum/medium) security facilitics. Is the greater amount of drug use due to more
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lax sccurily or to the higher population of inmates who may be in prison duc to drug
offenses rather than the more serious convictions (murder, rape, robbery, etc)? In
addition to the deterrence facet of performing a systemwide, "saturation” testing, the
institutionn] numbers could be more accurately compared.

In addition, while OSP, the Level 8 "supermax" facllity, rcports 7 positive
urinalyscs, and our Level 3 facllltles (LeCl, LorCl, ManCl, RCI, ToClI, TCl, and
WCI) report on average 22 posltlve urinalyscs, SOCF, the Level 4 faclilty, reports
2er0,

Table 8. 2003/2004 Comparison of Positive Urinalyses

Instltution 2003 2004 Change
Ross Correctional Institution 41 0 - 14
Southeastern Correctional Institution 30 6 =114
Dayton Correctional Institution 02 -71
Lebanon Correctional Institution 00 23 =77
North Central Correctional Institution 48 202 +154
Richland Correctional Institution 45 92 +47
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 4 96 +58
Belmont Correctional Institution 78 +42
[Chillicothe Correctional Instilution 46 +13
Allen Correctional Institution 29 59 +30

The contrast in numbers between the two years is striking. RCI went from being the
leador of the pack in 2003 to having zcro positive tests in 2004. 1t is hoped that the lower
number implics that the 2003 crackdown resulted in o fewer number of inmates using
drugs within the institution. Surcly, having been made aware of a drug issuc within tho
institution in 2003, the institution would not have failed to comprehensively test inmates
in 2004

The other institutions are equally a mystery—why the sudden decrease in the top four
institutions and the sudden increase in the subsequent 8ix? Suffice it to say that clearly,
up 1o 10% of an institution’s population can be presumed to be using drugs at any given
time, As that is tho caso, it is to bo hoped that random drug testing—if not a sweeping
testing of the entire institution—is made a priority and that penalties are swifily imposed
for evidence of drug use. Only by making inmates aware that drug usage absolutely will
be found out and punished is there any hope in limiting the trafficking. If inmates know
that there is a high chance that drug use will not be found out end/or punished, the inmate
is most likely going to risk the chance and continue abusing the substance.

The total number of reported initiated investigations pertaining to Positive Urinalyses
was 898 in CY 2003 and 936 in CY 2004,
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B, DRUGS (OTHER)

This category pertains to drug investigations that do not fall under the other categories
(StafInmate, Inmate/Visitor, Mail/Packages, or Staff). Drugs that are caught being
passed from onc inmate to another or that arc found on an inmate's person or in his
possessions, for cxample, would qualify as “Other.”

Table 6, 2004 Top Ten Institutlons by Drug Investigations:

Other
Institution # Of Investigations
Chillicotho Corrcctional Institution 49
| Richland Correctional Institution 45
North Central Correctional [nstitution 33
Mansfield Correctional Institution 25
Ross Correctional Ingtitution 25
Noble Correctional Institution 21
Lake Eric Correctional Institution 20
Marion Correctional Institution 8
Allen Correctional Institution 7
London Correctional Institution 7

‘Table 7. 2003/2004 Comparison of Drug Investigations:

Other

| Institution 2003 | 2004 | Change
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 49 47 -2
Richland Correctional Institution 7 45 +28
Allen Correctional Institution 7 7 0
London Correctional Institution 7 7 0
Trumbull Corroctional Institution 6 -5
Marion Corroctional Institution 5 ] +3
Belmont Correctional Institution 3 [ +]
Toledo Correctional Institution k -2
Pickaway Corrcctional Institulion k 7 -6
Mansficld Correctional Institution 2 25 +13

The total number of reported initiated investigations in the category of Drugs (Other) was
260 in CY 2003 and 356 in CY 2004. As stated previously, this category is difficult to
analyze, as there are no defining characteristics on which to make an evaluation.
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C. DRUGS (INMATE/VISITOR)

‘Table 8, 2004 Top ‘L'en Institutions by Investigations:

lomate/Visitor

Institution # Of Investigations
Lebanon Correctional Institution 82
Warren Correctional Institution 34
Pickaway Correctional Institution 2
Richlond Correctional Institution 20
Mansfield Correctional Institution 4
Southeastern Correctional Institution
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution

0

| Allen Correctional Institution 9
Belmont Correctional Institution
Noble Correctional Institution

This table is most interesting in comparison with the other drug investigation tables,
LeCl reports 82 investigations regarding the transfer of drugs between inmates and
visitors, yet only 23 positive urinalyses arc reporicd. !f 82 inmates are suspected to bo
involved with the trafficking of drugs, it is extremely likely that more than 23 inmates are
using drugs. Even if just those 82 inmates who were involved with the investigations
were tested, it is probable that more than 23 inmates would test positive. Similarly, WCI
reports 34 investigations pertaining to inmates and visitors, but a more 9 reported positive
urinalyscs.

In fact, including a mandatory urinalysis for all Inmates involved In a drug
investigation could be a positive move toward catching and limiting inmate use.

In additlon, although there is a healthy representation of the Level 2 and 3
Institutlons, neclther SOCF nor OSP report cven a aingle drug Investigation
pertalning to visltors, Elther the visltors to SOCF and OSP are much less Involved
with lllegal substances than the inmates they came to see, or there ls not sufficlent
monitoring of visitors.

NCCI reported 202 positive urinalyses and yet only reported two investigations
involving visitors,. ‘The reported numbers in the other categories of drug
Investigations do not yleld any rcasonable substitute explanation for the high
number of positive urlnalyscs.



23

Table 9. 2003/2004 Comparison of Drug Investigations:
Inmate/Visitor

Lebanon Correctional Institution 82 +29

Institution 2003 2004 | Change

Richland Correctional Institution 20 0

52

Wharren Correctional Institution 53 34 -19
2

Trumbull Correctional Institution 1

10 -3

Dayton Correctional Institution 2 -9

Pickaway Correctional Institution 21 +12

Lake Erie Comrectional Institution 3 -6

0
3
1
Southeastern Correctional Institution 0 11 +1
D
)
]

Mansficld Correctional Institution 14 +6
Madison Correctional Institution 7 7 0

The number of Inmate/Visitor Drug Investigations in 2003 is equally surprising,
considering the number of 2003 positive urinalyses, RCI reported 141 positive urinalyses
in 2003, but only three drug investigations regarding visitors. SCI reported 130 positive
urinalyses, but only ten visitor Investigations; the other Institutions follow a similar
pattern, The drugs have to enter the institutions in some manner. In addition, as
previously discussed, tho number of positive urinalyses docs not cven report the total
number of inmates involved in drug use.

The total number of reported initinted investigations pertaining to Drug Investigations of
Inmate/Visitor was 244 in CY 2003 and 272 in CY 2004,

D. DRUGS (STAFF/INMATE)

Table 10, 2004 Top Ten Instltutions by Drug Investigations:

Staff/inmate

Institution HOf
Lcbanon Correctional Institution 20
Pickaway Correctional Institution 17
Marion Correctional Institution S
Trumbull Correctional Institution 4
Richland Correctional Institution 4
Warren Correctional Institution
Lake Erie Correctional Institution
Grofton Correctional Institution
Allen Correctional Institution k
Mansfield Correctional Institution 2

As can be seen by the sudden decreasc in the numbers, LeCI and PCI are the exceptions
rather than the norm. On the positive side, it is good that institutions are recognizing that
staff may be culpable in the spread of drugs in the institutions. On the negative side, 20
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investigations, unless some of the investigations pertained to the same stafl' person,
involve a sizeable chunk of an institution's staff. It is conjecture if the problem is
adequately addressed frrough the investigations and whether the suspected transfer of
drugs between staff and inmates has slowed due to the investigations.

As rolayed above, the DRC South Regionnl Director reported 1o the CIC that
Dopartment stafT have deterred *50 stafY from bringing drugs or attempling to bring drugs
into our prisons... Appropriate disciplinary or legal action is taken in all such {stafl] cases
based upon the available cvidence and investigation." Appropriate legal action could
include the imposition of a mandetory prison term.

After the top ten, all other Institutions report cither one or zero investigations of
drugs passed between staff and Inmates.

Table 11, 2003/2004 Comparison of Drug Investigations:
Staff/Inmate

Institutlon 2003 2004

Pickaway Correctional Institution 9 17
| Richland Corroctional Institution 7 4
Lebanon Correctional Institution 20
Warren Correctional Institution
Laoke Erie Correctional Institution 2
| London Correclional Institution
Chillicethe Correctional Institution
Correctional Reception Center
Ross Correctional Institution
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility
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As can be scen, the numbers for 2003 were far lower.  With the exception of the top six
institutions, all other institutions reported at most onc or, more likely, zero investigations
into staffinmate drugs. Again, it is not necessarily a red flag if an institution is
performing more investigations: rather, the positive urinalyses would show that the
inmates are getting the drugs from somewhere, and more investigations performed would
hopefully reveal the source of the drugs.

In CY 2003, a total of 36 investigations were initiated into Staf¥/inmate drug trafTicking.
In CY 2004, 72 investigations were initiated into the same.
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E, DRUGS (MAIL/PACKAGES)

‘Table 12, 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Drug Investigatlons:

Mail/Packages
Institution # Of Investigatlons
Ross Correctional [nstitution 3
Richland Correctional Institution 0
Warren Correctional Institution ]

Southeastern Correctional [nstitution
London Correctional Institution
North Central Correctional Institution
Lorain Correctional Institution
Chillicotho Correctional Institution
Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional [nstitution
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Table 13. 2003/2004 Comparison of Drug Investigations:
Mail/Packages

Institution 2003 2004

Warren Correctional Institution 11 7
Richland Correctional Institution 8 10
Southenstern Correctional Institution 7 [
London Correction Institution E
Chillicotho Corrcctional Institution 5
Picknway Correctional Institution 4
Ross Correctionnl Institution k
Belmont Correctional Institution
Mans(iold Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Centor 3 0

As shown above, the average number o investigations that an institution performs
pertaining to drugs conveyed via mail or packages tends to be quite low. As reloyed
above, DRC stalY reported in a recent mecting of the CIIC that the option of a third party
vendor for all food packages is being considered so as to reduce the amount of drug
trafficking via mail/packages. Presumably, food packages will still need to be checked
for contraband, so it is currently uncertain as to kow much stafT time it will actually save.
In addition, DRC stafl" need to cnsure that adequate tracking measures of the prepared
packages are in place in case contraband is found to better ensure proper investigation
and prosecution,

l—lolalw
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In CY 2003, 66 invostigations wero initiated into Drugs (Mail/Packages). In CY 2004,
69 investigations were initiated into the same.

F. DRUGS (STAFF)

Table 14, 2004 Top Ten Institutlons by Drug Investigations:

Staff
Institution # Of Investigations
Pickaway Correctional Institution §
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 4
Allen Correctional Institution 3
Franklin Pre Release Center 2
Lorain Correctional Ingtitution 2

[ Chillicothe Correctional Institution
Madison Correctional Institution
Corrcctional Reception Center

Graflon Correctional Institution
| Ross Correctional Institution

Table 15. 2003/2004 Comparison of Drug Investigations:

Staff
Institution 2003 2004 | Change
Pickaway Correctional Institution +7
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0
Magdison Correctional Institution 0

Corrections Medical Center
Hocking Correctional Facility
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 0
Allen Corrcctional Institution
[Franklin Pre Release Center +2

[ Lorain Correctional Institution +2

At first glance, the numbers aro almost positive in that they aro low. However, the
National Survey on Drug Uso and Health (NSDUH) reports that 14.4% of Ohio residonts
12 end older reported illicit drug use in the past year; 8.0% reported illicit drug use in the
past month.' Lest one thinks that these numbers only pertain to the homeless, the
impoverished, or the underemployed, a report on Drug Uso by the Department of Justice's
Bureau of Justice Statistics reported that 70% of illicit drug users were employed full-
time. The ovenll rate of full-time employee illicit drug use was 7.7% in 1997.2
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! National Survoy on Drug Use and Health. Fiy States report. htip://www.oas.samhsa gov/StatesList.htm
1 Department of Justico, Bureau of Justice Siatistics. “Drug Use.” Found at:
hutp://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/def/du.tum
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Given that DRC employees are in a prison environment, it is possible that the rates of
prevalence among DRC employees are higher than state averages. Regardless, the
number of investigations reported by the institutions does not correlate to 14.4%, 8%, or
oven 1% of the staff population. Thus, not only are the inmales using drugs, but it is
possible that a larger number of DRC stafT arc also using drugs while employed than is
dotected in the number of investigations.

Wo share tho reported hope of DRC stafT that tho new DRC Enforcement Unit will result
in increased surveillance of both inmates and stafl. As DRC staff relayed that 50 staff
had already been identified anl action of some form had been taken, we look forward to
reviewing the CY 2005 numbers.

In CY 2003, a total of 6 investigations were initinted in Staff Drug use. In CY 2004, that
number jumped to 25.

V1. ASSAULT INVESTIGATIONS

Inmate assaults are secmingly a regrettable fact of institutional life. Prison is a stressful
cnvironment. Correctional facilitics include a mix of the mentally ill, illegal substance
abusers, and persons with poor anger management skills, not to mention the others who
arc simply upset at their current circumstances. Some inmates actl out in aggrossion
toward one another and toward staff.

Data pertaining to the following areas is reported in the Chief Inspector’s Annual Reports
of 2003 and 2004: Inmate on Inmate Assault, Inmate on Staff Assault, and Scxual
Assault,

In response to questions from the state legislators who serve on the CIIC, information
was requested regarding the assault statistics over the past decade. According to the
information provided by the ODRC, a total of 4,726 Inmate-on-Staff assaults, including
physical and sexual assaults, occurred system-wide from 1997 to 2005, Recent attention
has been brought to the issue due to the near-fatal atteck of a corrections officer by an
inmate at SOCF.

A fow changes in perspective have taken place in recent years. In 2003, Congress passed
the Prison Rape Elimination Act, which focuses on sexual assault. In accordance with
PREA, the ODRC recently adopted new Sexunl Assault Investigation policies (79-ISA-
01 and -02) to outline correct procedures to be followed in any investigation of a sexual
assault,

In gddition, greater penaltics, including outside prosccution, have beon sought for the
inmates who throw feces and urine on corrections staff as well as on other inmatcs.
Beyond the general disgust factor of the act, bodily fluids cause a greater concern in tho
mc:‘derlnbgay with the rising attention given to sexually transmitted diseases, such as HIV
and AIDS.
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More information pertaining to assaults may be found in the CIIC report, "Review of
Assault Data,” which may be occessed f(rom the following website:
http://www.ciic.state.oh.us/publications/assaultdata06. pdf.

A, ASSAULT (INMATE ON INMATE)

Table 16. 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Assault Investigations:
Inmate on Inmate

Institution # Of Investigations
Noble Correctional Institution 4
Lako Erie Correctional Institution 2
Southeastern Correctional Institution 2

Madison Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women 5
Bolmont Correctional Institution 5

Ross Correctional Institution
| Richland Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

NCI, a medium security institution, is the number one institution for reported inmate on
inmate assault investigations. A possible explanation is the high population of NCI.
However, while it does have a high population compared to the other institutions, CCl,
ManCl, and RCI, which cach have higher populations then NCI, report an average of 6.3
investigations of inmate on inmate assault.

Even moro surprising is that inmate letters to CIIC do not report a high incidence of
inmate on inmate assault at NCI, There is not a high volume of letters from NCI in
general. On the other hand, inmates at both CCI and SOCF have sent numerous letters to
CIIC reporting high tension between inmates. Of these two, CCl reports four
investigations into inmate on inmate assault; SOCF reports zero.

Thus, it is possible that rather than an indication of a problem, the high number of
investigations into inmate on inmato assault is indicative of Investigator diligence. The
lower numbers are more questionable.
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Table 17. 2003/2004 Comparison of Assault Investigations:
Inmate on Inmate
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Inatitution
Madison Correctional Institution
Chio Reformatory for Women

| Southeastern Correctional Institution
Noble Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Instilution
Ross Corrcctional Institution
Richland Correctional Institution
Belmont Correctional Institution
Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Lako Erio Correctional Ingtitution
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Once ngain, the numbers are interesting for the institutions that are not represented. With
the exception of ORW, which houses inmates of all security clessifications, and RCI, a
Level 3 institution, the rest are all Level 2 (medium) security institutions, SOCF, for
example, reported zero investigations of Inmate on Inmate assaults for two straight
years, Aro tho higher numbers duc to greater population size, less strict socurily, or
lesser Investigator involvement in investigating inmate assoults?  Are institutions
correctly reporting the numbers? Given the scrious rature of the offense—inmate on
inmate assault—it would seem that a greater examination should be performed of
these numbers to determine whether the amount of Investigation Is sufficient to the
need.

Although SOCF is reported as having initinted zcro investigations in 2004, information
relayed to this office from the ODRC regarding inmate on inmate assaults states that
SOCF cxperienced 55 inmate on Inmate assaults during the first slx months of 2008,
Obviously, these numbers do not corrclate. It may be fruitful for the Chief Inspector to
inquire into the discrepancy between the number of reported Inmate on inmate
assaults and the number of initlated Investigations.

The following lable provides a comparison between the number of inmate on inmate
assaults reported by inslitutions (lop ten only) during the period of January to June of
2005 and the number of invesligations initiated in 2003 and 2004 pertaining to inmalte on
inmate assaults, Although it is clear that the time periods do not match, there is a strong
possibility that the number of investigations in 2005 will tend to correlate with the
number of investigations initiated in 2003 and 2004,

Tabte 18, Comparlson of Reported Number of Inmate on Inmate Assaults In
January through June of 2008 and the Number of Initinted Investigations
Regarding Inmate on Inmate Assaults in 2003 and 2004

Institution Roported Numbor | Reported Number | Reported Number
of Inmate on of Initiated of Inltlated
Inmate Assaults in | Investigations in Investigationa in
January through CY 2003 CY 2004
_ June of 2008
|_Southern Ohio CF 55 0 0
North Contral CI 20 0 0
Oakwood CF 8 2 2
Southeastern CI 7 23 24
Noble CI S 20 41
Mansficld C1 4 3 2
Richland CI 3 14 3
Ross CI 3 7
Lake Erie Cl 9 0 2
Madison CI 9 29 §

Viewing the above chart, it appears that somo institution, such as SCI, NCI, and MaCl,
are invostigating most incidents of inmate on inmate assaults, The extreme discrepancy
between the numbers for SOCF, NCCl, OCF, and even ManCl, is not understood.

According to the numbers reported in the Annual Reports, there were 258 total
investigations initinted pertaining to inmale on inmato assault in 2003 and 254 such
investigations in 2004.

B, ASSAULT (INMATE ON STAFF)

“Assault” refers to a varicty of actions, including the typica! punch, slap, or kick, os well
ns spitting or throwing urine. If the assault is of n serious nature, the Investigator may
initinte an investigation, as the following tables portrny. Officers may also write a
conduct report for the inmate, which will be heard by a Rules Infraction Board. If the
inmato is found guilty of the rule infraction, he may be subject to a number of penaltics,
including scgregation placement, an increase in sccurity classification, transfer, ctc. Of
course, depending on the severity of the assault, inmates may also be subject to outside
prosccution. Currently, the “throwing of bodily fluids” is considered a fifth degree
felony.
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Table 19, 2004 Top Ten Institutlons by Assault Investigations:
Inmate on Staff

___Institution # Of Investigatlons
Chio Reformatory for Women 22
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Table 21. Comparison of Reported Number of Inmate on Stalf Assaults from
November of 2004 through October of 2008 and the Number of Initiated
Investigations Regarding Inmate on Staff Assaults In 2003 and 2004

Madison Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

Southcastern Correclional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Oakwood Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

Ohio Slate Penitentiary
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Lebanon Correcticnal Institution

Table 20. 2003/2004 Comparison of Assault Investigations:
Inmate on Staff

Institution 2003 | 2004 | Change
Ohio Reformatory for Women 26 -4
| Lake Eric Correctional Institution 2 -
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 2
Pickaway Correctional Institution
Lcbanon Correctional Institution
| Richland Correctional Institution
| Southeastern Correctional Institution
| Madison Correctional Institution
Noble Corrcctional Institution
| London Correctional Institution

L4
N

-5
+2
+9
+7
+1
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Tho reported totals for 2603 and 2004 were 146 and 188, respectively.

ORW, on the other hand, has the highest number of assaults for both years. (n the
positive side, it docs show that assaults are given formal consideration by DRC staff. On
the opposite sido, it would also immedintely beg the question as to what steps are being
taken by institutional staff to confront a problem that is clearly scrious and ongoing.

Once again, information provided, at the request of the CIIC, by the ODRC pertaining to
inmate on staff assault data during the time period of November 2004 through October
2005 allows for o useful comparison. As in the previous section, it is understood that the
time periods do not quite match; however, certain disturbing trends do become obvious.

Institution Reported Number l-{eportcd Number | Reported Number
of Inmatc on Staff of Initlated of Initiated
Assaults from Nov | Investigations in lanvestigatioms in
|| 2004100ct2008 CY 2003 CY 2004
Southern Ohio CF 166 0 0
Ohio Reformatory 4 26 22
for Women
[ Ohio Stato Pen. 37 0
Mansfield CI 34 | 1
[ North Central CT 2 0
[ Chillicotho CT 2 2
Lcbanon CI 24
Oakwood CI 22
[ Belmont € * s
Madison C| $ ] 16

1t is undorstood that "assault” covers a wide range of behavior and not every assault may
require an investigation.  Howover, this possibllity cannot explain the huge
discrepancy in the numbers of SOCF, OSP, ManCl, NCCI, OCF, and BeCl. In fact,
according to further information provided by the ODRC, SOCF reported 130 total inmate
on staff assaults in 2003 and 119 total inmate on staff assaults in 2004, yet not n single
initiated investigation was reported.

If these numbers are accurate, It Is extremely disturbing that 166 assaults on staff
have the likelikood of not resulting In a single Inltlated Investigation. If the numbers
arc not accurate, corrective actlon Is needed to Increase accuracy In the reporting of
the officlal numbers.

C. SEXUAL ASSAULT INVESTIGATIONS

There is reason to beliove that sexual assaults have been taken more scriously since the
passage of the Prison Rape Elimination Act in 2003. The DRC cnacted twe new policics
on Sexual Assault Investigations (79-1SA-01 and -02) to delineate procedures that should
be put in place after any allegation of sexunl assault is mede. In eddition, the policy
ensures that the Ohio State Highway Patrol is brought in to investigate the claims and to
report findings to the local prosecutor.

In follow- up communication from thoe ODRC Chief Inspector’s Offico, it was relayed that
DRC has provided tralning with respect to sexual assaults for Investigators/OSIIP
via Joann Archambault, Tralning Director, SATI, Inc, at the DRC Best Practices
Institute In March 2006. Actually, two days of training were provided on March 9
and 10, 2006 on the following:
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o Sexual Assault Dynamles:

o LEffectively Recognizing and Responding to Sexual Assault.
o Dovoloping Skills to Interviow Scxual Assault Survivors
o Documenting Scxual Assault - Effoctive Roport Wriling

o Investigating Sexual Assault:

A Multi-Disciplinrary Collaborative Approach
Overcoming Challenges to Collaboration

Impect of DNA on tho Soxual Assault Investigation
Sox Offondors: Who Are They?

Tying It All Togother

0Oo0Oo0OO0O0

The training abo included inforination on “Dangerous Liaisons,” Victim Interviews,
Investigating  Sexual  Assault: A MultiDisciplinary  Collaborative ~ Approach,
Collsboration, Community SART Asscssment Tool, Impact of DNA on the Sexual
Assault Investigation, Soxual Assault Training and Investigations, Clothing
Documentation, Drug Facilitatod Soxual Assault Guide for Forensic Examiners,
Toxicology Requests, Lab Proliminary Rapo Casc Information and Sorvico, Pretoxt
Phono Calls, Evidence Assossment, Interpretation and Case Impact, and ODRC Policlcs
on Inmate Sexual Assault and Misconduct cfTective July 1, 2005, and Sexual Assault
Committee effective July 1, 2008.

A Sexual Assault Awarencss pamphlet distributed by tho ODRC states:

Sexual assault os defined by DRC Policy 79-ISA-0f is "Any contact
between the sex organ of one person and the sex organ, mouth or anus of
another person, or any intrusion of any part of the body of one person, or
of any object into the sex orgen, mouth or anus of another person, by the
use of force ar threat of force." The offender uses sex as o weapon to
nssaull tho body, the mind, psyche and spirit.

Sexual assault affects overyono, cither dircctly or through tho experiences
of those we care about. It is not only a women's issue ns it can affect
persons of any gender, age, race, ethnic group, socioeconomic status,
sexual oricntation, or disability.

The statistics arc proof of this problem: According to the National Crime
Viclimization Survey (NCVS), in 2002 there were 247,730 vietims of rape
(this number docs not include victims 12 or younger), soven out of evory
cight rape victims were femalo, and onc in every cight rape victims was
male. A 1998 study indicates that about 2.78 million American men have
experienced an attempted or completed rape and one out of every six
American women have experienced an atiempted or completed rape.
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RAPE AVOIDANCE

‘I'he only way rape can be prevented is when o potential repist chooses
NOT to rape. However, you may avoid an attack by keeping the
following safoly guidelines in mind:

o Be aware of situations that make you feel uncomfortable. ‘Trust
your instincts, If it feols wrong, LEAVE.

o Don't let your manners get in the way of keeping you safe. Don't
be nfrnid to say "NO" or "STOP I'T' NOW."

o Walk and stand with confidonco. Many rapists chooso viclims
who lgok like they won't fight back or arc cmotionally weak.

o Avoid talking about sex, and casual nudity. These things may be
considered a come on, or make nnother inmate believe that you
have an interest in a sexual rolationship,

¢ Do not accop! commissary itoms or othor gifls from other inmates.
Placing yourself in dobt lto arother inmatc can leed to the
expectation of ropaying the debt with soxual favors,

o Avoid secluded arens. [Position yourself in plain view of staff
members. If you are being pressured for sex, report it to a
supervisor immediatoly.

WHAT TO DO IF YOU ARE SEXUALLY ASSAULTED
If the attack has just happened...

Get to o safo placo. REPORT THE ATTACK TO A STAFF
MEMBER IMMEDIATELY. Tho longer you wait © report the attack
tho more difficult it is to obtain the cvidence necessary for a criminal
and/or administrative investigation,

Request immedinte medical attention. You may have serious injuries that
you are not aware of, and any sexual contect can expose you to sexually
transmitted diseases.

Do not shower, brush your tecth, use the restroom, or change your clothes,
You may destroy imporiant cvidence.

If you have been attacked or wilness an attack, but you are unwilling to
report it to institutionnl stafl, then you may call (614) 995-3584 from an
inmate telephone to leave n message for central office stafl. This line will
be checked daily for messages.
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Lateron...

Seek the support of a trusted friend, family member, or stafl’ member, such
03 the chaplain or the victim services coordinator. The days ahead can be
traumatic and it helps to have people who care about you supporting you.

Scok professional help. Mental Health stafT is availablo for crisis carc 365
days a year, to listen and offer support.

FACTS FOR THE INMATE THAT SEXUALLY ASSAULTS
OTHER INMATES:

You will be issued a conduct report. If found guilty, sanctions will be
harsh, In eddition, your supervision level will be roviewed and likely
increased, which could mean a transfer to a higher security prison or unit
with significantly less freedom of movement and limited privileges. If
you have family, how will this affect them and/or how will it affect their
ability to visit you?

All cases of scxual assault are also referred to the Ohio State Highway
Patrol for criminal investigation. You may be prosecuted and if found
guilty of a felony, any additional prison time will be added to your current
sentence, per the Ohio Revised Code.

Consider that regardless of how you choose to characterize it, sex with a
p:cmber of the same scx is a homosexual act. And these acts significantly
increase your risk of HIV infection, along with cxposing you to other
sexually transmitted discases.

If you have trouble controlling your actions, seck help from mental health
staff and/er consider participating in programs designed to control anger
or reduce stress. To reduce immedinte feelings of anger or aggression, try
talking to or writing a friend, meditate or do breathing exercises to relax,
work on a hobby, or engage in some type of oxercise,
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Table 22, 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Assault Investigations:
Soxual Assault

Institution # Of Investigatlons

Lake Erie Correctional [nstitution
Madison Correctional Institution
Richland Cotrectional Institution 0
Correctional Reception Center 9
Lorain Correctional Institution )
Mansfield Correctional Institution
Northeast Pre Release Center
Allen Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution 7
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 6

The total number of soxual nssault investigations in 2004 was 39.

The top ten list of institutions, with the oxception of ManCl and CRC, arc all Level 1/2
(minimum/medium) sccurity institutions. Making the (perhaps rash) assumption that all
institutions arc investigating all allegations that come to thom, certain questions are
raised. ‘The general prison rape stereotype is that of being locked in a cell with an
abusive celliec. The greater incidence of sexual assaults in Level 2 institutions, which
mostly house inmates in dorms, leads one to wonder where the assaults occur, given that
a greater number of inmates are together at any given time. Moro cycs would logically
seem (o result in fewer sexual assaults, but the numbers would indicate otherwise. Once
a particular location has been identified as dangerous, what steps have been taken by the
institution to address the issue? Are there any similarities that can be identified to
decrease the incidence rate?

One possibility is that inmates in lower security prisons feel more comfortable in telling
authoritics, as their sentences may be shorter. In one particular incident relayed to the
CIIC, an inmate reporiod a sexual assault after ho was releascd—it may be that inmates
who aro still within the system do nrot fecl safe in reporting. Steps need to be taken to
combat this fear and to promote reporting.

Further, it has been suggested in the greater society that men are far less likely then
women to report a rape. I that is the case, all allegations of rape need to be investigated
from the standpoint that the inmato is telling the truth, with a high level of empathy and
counseling. Inmate scparations may nced to be more amply used, as even
Investigatlons that cannot substantlate the alicgatlons may result In cnmlity and
reprisals between the Inmatos,



37
Table 23, 2003/2004 Comparison of Assault Investigations:
Sexual Assault
Institutlon 2003 2004 Change
Ross Correctional Institution 6 S -1
Richland Correctional [nstitution 5 10 +§
Correctional Reception Center 5 9 +4
Ohio Reformatory for Women H 2 -
Madison Correctional Institution 4 13 +9
Noble Correctional Institution 3 7 +4
Mansfield Correctional Institution 2 8 +6
Warren Correctional Institution 2 2 0
Lcbanon Correctional Institution 2 1 -1
Northeast Pre Release Center 1 8 +7

The total number of sexual assault investigations jumped from 39 in 2003 to 124 in 2004.
However, the increase in the number of investigations is a positive move, rather than
indicative of a problem. The fact is that sexunl assaults do happen in prison. Institutions
need to ensure that cach and cvery allegation is fully investigated, which will obviously
result in a greater number overall of sexual assault investigations.

LaECI jumped from zero reported sexual assault investigations in 2003 to 21 in 2004,
Overall, almost all institutions either stayed the same or increased the number of sexual
assault investigations.

Rclalqd to the above noto that Lovel 2 institutions had the lion’s share of the
investigations, OSP and SOCF both reported zero investigations of sexual assaulls over
both 2003 and 2004, Once again, SOCI's reported number of initiated investigations
runs counter to the information provided by the ODRC to the CIIC. According to the
information, SOCF reported two "completed sexual assaults” in 2004, Lither the assaults
were deemed completed, but were not investigated, or the numbers reported by SOCF to
the Chicf Inspector are not accurate,
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VIil. PROFESSIONAL MISCONDUCT INVESTIGATIONS

A. STAFF MISCONDUCT

Table 24, 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Professlonal Misconduct Investigations:
Staff Misconduct

Institution # Of lnvestigations

| Ohio Reformatory for Women

| Pickaway Correctional Institution
Medison Correctional Instituion

Ross Correctional Institution
Correctional Reception Center
| Franklin Pre Release Center
Onkwood Correctional Facility
| Richland Correctional Institution
| Chillicothe Correctional Institution
Toledo Correctional Institution
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‘The total number of staff misconduct investigations in 2004 was 237,

Without further dotails as to what constitutes cach of these incidents of stafl misconduct,
it is difficult to evaluate this category. Staff misconduct can range from the very serious
to the trivial. ClIC has reccived lotters alleging staff sexual misconduct, stafl
embezzlement, and staf¥ sleeping on the job. It is unknown the extent to which an
internal investigation involves an outside investigation by the Highway Patrol, or whaot
would trigger an outside investigation. Allegations of criminal contact are reported to the
Patrol.

Table 28. 2003/2004 Comparison of Professional Misconduct Investigations:

Staff Misconduct
Institution 2003 | 2004 | Change
Ohio Reformatory for Women 40 37 -3
| Oakwood Correctional Facility 34 13 221
Trumbull Correctional Institution 2 7 -14
Correctiona] Reception Center 4 S +1
Pickaway Correctional Institution 3 20 +7
Southern Ohio Correcticnal Facility 3 6 -7
Richland Correctional Institution 10 -1
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0 -2
Belmont Correctional Institution 0 [ 4
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0 ( 4
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The total number of stafl' misconduct investigations in 2003 was 274, presenling o
decrease of 37 staff’ misconduct investigations from 2003 to 2004. Hopefully, one may
infer that the number of incidents of staff misconduct similarly fell over the biennium.

ORW is tho leading institution for stafl misconduct investigations for wo siraight years,
Although this may indicate a particular problem at this institution, the high number of
investigations is promising in that it implies that action is taken in responso to allegations
of staff misconduct, Hopefully the increased Investigator diligonce will aid in deterring
siaff misconduct,

OCF’s presence as the number two Institution is extremely disturbing. OCF Is a
facillty specifically for the mentally Il within the correctional system. This
population Is extremely vulnerable to victimizatlon, and they are handicapped in
terms of crediblilty when they report such Incldents, It may be more difficull for
inmates to make reports—both in coherently forming the allegation as well as simply
realizing that an allegation needs to be made—and it probably is more difficult to obtain
corroborating testimony. It is hoped thot all allegations, no matter how potentially
unlikely, erc investigated.

CRC'’s prosenco on the top ten list is also inleresting as CIIC does not receive many
letters from (ho institution and the inmates did not report high use of the griovanco
procedurc during CIIC's inspection. Thus, although they arc apparenily unwilling o use
the grievance procedure, they may perhaps still feel able to air concerns pertaining to
staff misconduct.

B. STAFF/INMATE RELATIONSIHIPS

Table 26, 2004 Top Ten Institutlons by Professional Misconduct Investigations:
Staff/Inmate Relationships

Institution # Of Investigations
Chio Reformatory for Women 2
Madison Correctional Institution
Lorain Correctional Institution
Richland Correctional Institution
Lake Eric Correctional Institution
Pickaway Correctional Institution
Toledo Correctional Institution
Franklin Pre Release Center
Mansficld Correctional Institution
Allen Correctional Institution
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_Clcnrl_y. the above numbers demonstrate that allegations of stafffinmate relationships are

investigated. Numerous inmate letters report names, places, and dates in intimate detail,

:lt‘should not need to bo said that staff7inmate relationships are perilous to the security of
¢ institution.
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In addition, it is a concern on which side the burden falls more heavily. In conduct
reports and appeals sent to CIIC by inmates, the record seems to show that most
investigations conclude that no relationship existed, but the inmate is given a conduct
report for attempling to cstablish a roletionship and is rode out to a higher security
institution,

Table 27. 2003/2004 Comparison of Professlonal Misconduct Investigatlons:
Staff/Inmate Relationships

Institution 2003 2004 | Change
Ohio Reformatory for Women 37 21 -16
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 22 4 -18
Franklin Pre Release Center § 7 -
Madison Correctional Institution 4 16 +2
Pickaway Correctional Institution 3 8 -5
Toledo Correctional Institution 3 7 -6
Northeast Pre Release Center 2 3 -9
Allen Correctional Institution [ -5
| Mansfield Correctional Institution 9 7 -2
| Southenstern Correctional Institution 9 3 -6

ORW outnumbers the other institutions. Thirty-seven investigations of staffinmate
relationships serve s n red flag that there is a problem at the institution. After a year of
37 investigations, one would think that the number would drastically reduce, if the
institution had made a point that rolationships would not be tolerated. 1t is hoped that tho
high number of investigations is an indication of the institution atlempting to mako this
point.

Femalc-only institutions have a strong presence. ORW, FPRC, and NEPRC rank in
the top ten on this list, as they rank together on no other list. The potential for male and
female officers to abuse the nuthority given to them is huge and clearly needs to be
addressed on o system- wide basis.

Rather than singlo investigations of illicit bohavior, It may be necessary to engage in
extensive staff tralning on the dangers of staff/Inmatc relatlonshlps. Instilutions need
1o increase the peer pressure against the behavior.

In followup communication from the DRC Chief Inspector's Office regarding
stafl/inmate relationships, it was relayed that unauthorlzed relatlonships are covered In
pre-service, In-service, etc, It was also noted that both inmates and staff arc advised
of the scrlousncss of this Issue ns is noted by tho fact that DRC has scveral Standards
of Employee Conduct Including #46 that relate to this area.

The ectual content of the Employce Standards of Conduct is not in any DRC
Administrative Rule or in any DRC Policy. The most recent ODRC Standards of
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Employee Conduct became offective on October 17, 2004, The 18 page document
includes the following subheadings: Purpose, Responsibilitics, Personal Conduct,
Responsiveness, lllegal  Aclivitics, Conveying or Tmfficking in Contraband,
Investigations, Confidentiality, Government Property, Outside employment, Schedule of
Rule Violations and Penaltics, Progrossive Discipline, Penaltics within the Discipline
Process, and Disciplinary Grid Absentecism Track.

Number 46 cited above by the ODRC stff as relevant to the subject, is titled
“Unauthorlzed Relatlonships® in the “Disciplinary Grid Performance Track"” and is
itemized as follows:

e The exchange of personal letters, pictures, phonc calls, or information with any
individual currently under the supervision of the Department or friends of family
of same, without express authorization of the Department

o Engaging in any other unauthorized personal or business relationship(s) with any
il}dividunl currently under the supervision of the Department or friends or family
of same.

¢ Visiting with any individual under the supervision of the Department without
express authorization of the Department.

e Residing with any individual currently under the supervision of the Department
without cxpress authorization of the Department.

e Committing any scxual act with any individual under the supervision of the
Depariment.

o [ingaging in any other sexual contact or misconduct with any individual under the
supervision of the Department.

¢ Aiding and abetting any unauthorized relationships.

e For APA cmployces, without thc oxpress authorization of the appropriate
supervisor, cngaging in any personal or business relationship(s) with any
individual currently under the supervision of thc department or with any
individual under the supervision of any other criminal justice agency.

There is 8 DRC policy titled “Employce Standards of Conduet,” (31-SEM-02) which
requires DRC employees “to conduct themselves in a professional, law-abiding manner,”
and to “follow the Standards of Employce Conduct.” It further states that, “Failure to
comply with the Standards of Employce Conduct shall result f discipline, up to and
including removal.” The policy states that:

Upon employment, all employces will receive a copy of the Employee
Standards of Conduct during pre-service training. The standards will be
reviewed with all employees at that time. The anployee shall sign an
acknowledgement form stating that a copy of the standards was received
and roviewed. It is tho responsibility of the employce to further familiarize
themselves with the contents of the standards,
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In addition, the DRC follow- up communication noted that soveral Inmate Rule Violations
including rule # 24, are specific to this area. Administrative Rule $120-9-06 titled,
“Inmate Rules of Conduct,” presents rule # 24 as “Establishing or attempting to
establish a personal relationshlp with an employee, without authorization from the
managing officer, including but not limited to:

¢ Sending personal mail to an employee at his or her residence or another address
not associated with the Departmont of Rehebilitation and Correction,

o Making a telephone call to or receiving a telephone call from an employee at his
or her residence or other location not associnted with the Department of
Rehabilitation and Correction.

¢ Giving lo, or recoiving from an employce, any item, favor, or scrvice,

o Engaging in any form of business with an employee; including buying, selling, or
trading any item or service.

o Engaging in, or soliciting scxual conduct, soxunl contact or any act of a sexual
nature with an employce,

o For purposes of this rule “employee” includes any employee of the Departément
and any contractor, employee of a contractor, or volunteer,

Further, in followup communication from the DRC Chief Inspector’s office, it was
relayod that DRC Policy 31-SEM-07 on Unauthorized Relationships has roportedly been
in cMect for approximatcly 10 years. The policy dofines Sexual Misconduct, Sexual
Contact, Sexual Assault, and Unauthorized Relationship. An Unauthorized Relationship
is defined as:

A relationship with any individual under the supervision of the
Depariment of Rehabilitation and Correction (department) and in the case
of an APA cmployco, a relationship with any individual under the
supervision of any criminal justice agency, which has not been approved
by the Managing Officet’APA Regional Adminisirator in writing.

The policy itself states that:

Department employees, independent contractors and volunteers will
maintain approprlate authorized relationships with offonders in order to
assurc faimess, integrity, credibility and sccurity in the work place. All
employcos, voluntocrs and independent contractors are expected to have a
clear understanding that the department considers any type of
unauthorized relatlonshlp with an individual under department
supervision to be a serlous breach of the standards of employee
conduct and these relationships will not be tolerated. Engaging in an
unauthorized relatlonship may result In employment termination and
or terminatlon of the contractual or volunteer status.
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Prohibitions cited in the policy consist of the following;

Engaging in any personal or business relationship(s) with any individual currently
under the supervision of the department, or in the casc of APA cmployces,
engaging in same with an individual under the supervision of the department or
any other criminal justice agency i.c. “offenders", as defined by this policy.

Prohibited activities include but are not limited to;

o Exchange of personal letters, pictures, telephone calls, or personal
information with an offender;

Visiting with any offender;

Entering into a business enterprise with an offender;

Residing with an offender;

Committing any sexual act with an offender;

Engaging in any other sexual contact or misconduct with an offender;
Aiding and abetting any unauthorized relationship.

000O0OO0OO

The above referenced policy on unauthorized relationships also addresses stalT training as
follows:

The Corrections Training Academy (CTA) will develop and utilize
standardized lesson plans for pre-service and in-service to address
inappropriate staff/offender relationships. All lesson plans or material used
for the trnining shall be approved by the Superiniendent of the CTA, Each
work location will reinforce the importance of this policy during the
orientation phase of their training for new cmployees, independent
contractors, and volunteers. Each work location will further address this
topic during annual in-service training.

Regarding offender education, the policy states:

Inmates will bo advised during oricntation that unauthorized relationships
are prohibited. They will be instructed on the procedure for reporting
unauthorized relationships. This information will also be included in the
inmate handbook/manual,

During the initial meeting with their supervising officers, offenders under
the supervision of the Adult Parole Authority will be advised that
unauthorized relationships with department employces are prohibited.
Offenders under supervision will be instructed on the procedure for
reporting unauthorized relationships.
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The policy provides the following on the reporting of potential unauthorized
relationships:

Any employce, contractor or voluntcer who becomes aware of or
rensonably suspects that another employes, contreclor or voluntcer is
involved in an unauthorized relationship has on affirmative duty to
Immedlately report any such knowledge or susplelon to their
Appointing  Authority/DPCS ~ Scction  Chief or APA  Regional
Administrator for appropriate action,

Inmates may report any knowledge or suspicion of an unauthorized
relationship (o any staff member. This information shall immediately be
communicated to onc of the following: the Inspector of Institutional
Services, the Investigator, or the Managing Officer. Offenders under APA
supervision shall report this information to the Unit Supervisor or
Regional Administrator.

Employces who fail to report knowledge of a potentinl unnuthorized
relationship or withhold Information concerning a potentinl
unauthorized relationshlp may be subject to disciplinary action, up to
and including removal. In the case of conlractors or volunteers, they may
be subjoct to suspension of their voluntecr status or termination of their
contract.

The total number of staf/inmate relationship investigations reported by the 2003 and
2004 Annual Reports is 229 and 186, respectively.
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VIII. “OTHER" INVESTIGATIONS

Table 28, 2004 Top T'en Institutions by "Other" Investigations

Tnstitutlon #Of Percent of Total
Investigations Number of Initiated
Investigations
Ohio Stato Penitentiary 555 95.2
Madison Correctional Institution 430 79.9_
Trumbull Corrcctional Institution 315 75.7
Noble Correctional Institution 30 69.0
Warren Correctional Institution 27¢ 77.3
Ross Correctional Institution 264 75.0
Corrections Medical Center 259 95.9
Belmont Correctional Institution 206 60.2
Lorain Correctional Institution 86 70.7
Mansfield Correctional Institution 83 62.5

The ti}!c of "Other" is purposefully vague to provide e "miscellanecus” category for
Invostigators.  For genoral krowledge and clarification, Lorain Correctional Institution
reported that in CY 2008, its "Other” investigations included: Escape Plans, BWC Fraud,
Attompled Suicide, STG Problem, STG Homeland Sccurily, and Inmato Death, This
smnll. snm_pling gives a taste for the possible topics involved at the other institutions. In
edditjon, it appears that the vast majority of "Other" investigations pertain to background
checks. In CY 2005, for example, Lorain Correctional Institution reported that of its 498
total "Other" invostigations, 489 wero background checks,  This is probably
representative of other institutions.

Table 29, 2003/20604 Comparlson of "Other" Investigations
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I1X. SEARCIIES, SHAKEDOWNS, DRUGS AND ALCOIIOL CONFISCATED

The following sections present the data provided pertaining to Scarches, Shakedowns,
and Drugs and Alcohol conflscated during CY 2003 and 2004, The following areas are
covered;: Canine Scarches, Visitor Strip/Patdown, Employce Strip/Patdown, Major
Shakedown, Marijuana, Crack/Cocaine, Heroin, illicit Pills, and {looch.

In addition to tho above coniraband, the 2003 Rcport states that other contraband
confiscated in CY 2003 included: four ccilphones, 14 rounds of ammunition,
$1,210,25 in cash, 14 tattoo guns, and three syringes. The 2004 Report states that
other contraband confiscated Included: 1 cellphone, 1 handgun and ammunitlon,
$40.98 In cash, 109 shanks, and 14 syringes.

A, CANINE SEARCIIES

Table 30. 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Canine Scarches

Inatitution # Of Searches
Lorain Correctional Institution 13

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Belmont Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

| Grafton Correctional [nstitution

Noble Correctional Institution

| Ross Correctional Institution

| Lebanon Correctional Institution ¢
| London Correctional Institution 6
North Central Correctional Institution 5

Table 31, 2003/2004 Comparison of Canine Searches

Institution 2003 2004 Change
Belmont Correctional Institution 436 206 =230
Ohio State Ponitentiary 416 555 +139
Noble Correctional Institution 378 301 -77
Corrections Medical Center 314 259 -5$
Trumbull Correctional Institution 246 315 +69
Southeastern Correctional Institution 187 83 -104
Mansfield Correctional Institution 157 83 +26
Warren Correctional Inslitution 124 276 +152
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 9 56 63
Ohio Reformatory for Women 03 29 -74

The totals reported in the Chief Inspector Annual Reports for "Other" Investigations are
3,147 initiated investigations in 20603 and 3,959 initinted investigations in 2004.

Institution 2003 2004 | Change
| Lebanon Correctional Institution p 6 =6
| Lorain Correctional Institution 2 3 +

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 2 +
Warren Correctional Institution 2 -4
Graflon Correctional Ingtitution | -3
Belmont Correctional Institution 6 11 +
Neble Correctional Institution 5 § +
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility s 4 -
Allon Corrcctional Institution 4 2 .
Dayton Correctional Institution 4 0 -4

Although the issue of canine searches is not ofien raised with CIIC, it may be thnt canine
searches are an asset not sufficiently employed. As will be discussed in later tables,
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institutions need to be encournged to perform moro searches for illegal substances so as
to best limit the flow of drugs into the fecilities. Institutions may wish to consider using
canines more often. Prison staff recommended to the CIIC years ngo that canines posted
a8 the entry building as a deterrent to drug smuggling attempts.

B. EMPLOYEE STRIP/PATDOWNS

Table 32, 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Employee Strip/Patdowns

Institution #Of Slrlp/T’nldnwm
North Central Correctional Institution ]
Belmont Correctional Institution 12
Lake Erie Correctional Institution S
Toledo Correctional Institution 4
Allen Correctional Institution 3

Lorain Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution k
Pickaway Correctional Institution 2
Warron Correclional Institution
Grafton Correctional Institution

For the record, the “top ten” institutions arc also the only institutions that reporied
perfor;nmg any employee strip/patdowns. All other institutions reported zero initiated
investigations for CY 2004,

NCCI far and away has the most reported employco strip/patdowns in 2004, This is most
likely related to _lhe reported 202 positive urinalyses, Clearly, a drug issuc was identifted
at NCCI and it is being addressed. Given the previously quoted percentage of full-time
cmplpyed Americans who abuse illegal drugs (7.7%), it is far more likely that NCCI is on
the right track than that the other instittions do not have any problems. It is better to be
more assertive and to have investigntions prove inconclusive or unwarranted than to
allow the presence of drugs to increase and infect any institution,

An inmate wrote to the CIIC,

[One way to bring in drugs is with a] thermos... You know that bottle
guprdg bring hot coffee in to work. Then you got the heel of a shoe. COs
bring it in. No one checks their heels. And tho best way I've known is the
bell:..Smﬂ‘ and COs bring it in. The females never get checked in their
vagina, never, unless she's hot, meaning under investigation. But that's
almost unheard of. The only way she will get caught is because some
jealous inmate tells on her...

Of_ course, DRC employees most likely do not want to be subjected to random, frequent
strip or patdowns. Yet the institutions have an obligation to provide a “sccurc”
environment—this includes limiting the entry of illegal drugs into tho institution.
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Compared to the other tables, it is very surprising that there are not more strip/patdowns
conducted. PCI, which In 2004 reported cight Investigations for staff drug use and
17 Investigations for drug movement between staff and Inmates, only reports two
cmployee strip/patdowns during the entire year. Likewise, LeCl reported 20
Investigatlons regarding drugs pertaining to staff/inmates, and yet reportedly
performed absolutely no employce strip/patdowns. If the number of Investigations
Indlcates that there Is an lssue with staff and drug trafficking, it may prove fruitful
for the Institution to check staff as they enter and leave the Institution,

Table 33. 2003/2004 Comparison of Employee Strip/Patdowns

Institutlon 2003 2004 Change

[ Tolcdo Correctional Institution 3 +
Lake Eri¢ Correctional Instituticn +4
Lebanon Correctional Institution -
London Correctional Institution -
Pickaway Correctional Institution +
Warren Correctional Institution 0
Allon Correctional Institution +3
| Belmont Correctional Institution 12 +12
Chillicothe Correctionnl Institution 0

Corrections Medical Center 0

‘The 2003 numbers are even lower than the 2004 numbers. As shown ebove, the highest
number of employee strip/patdowns conducted was three. Again, PCI, as just one
cxample, reported nine Investigations regarding conveyance of drugs between staff
and Inmates, and yet only reported one employce strip/patdown for the entlre year.

lelo|wls
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If strip scarchcs and patdowns aro too uncomfortablo and provoke sincere staff
discontent, institutions need to find other ways to check their cmployees. Porhaps the
previously discussed canine scarches could be used to check staff and stoff posscssions.
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C. VISITOR STRIP/PATDOWNS

Table 34. 2004 Top T'en Institutions by Visitor Strip/Patdowns

. Institution # Of Strip/Patdowns

| Warren Correctional Institution 21
Correctional Reception Center 10
Lebanon Correctional Institution 6
London Correctional Institution S
Ross Correctional Institution S
Allen Correctional {nstitution 4
Mansficld Correctional Institution 4
Toledo Correctional Institution 4

| Southeastern Correctional Institution 3
Noble Correclional Institution 3

This table is also somewhat enigmatic in comparison with the other tables, LeCl, for
cxample, reporied a grand fotal of 82 drug investigations pertaining to inmates and
visitors in 2004, and yet only performed a reported six visitor strip/patdowns, WCI is
clqser to the mark—34 inmote/visitor drug investigations and 21 visitor strip/patdowns.
Still, even that seems low, given the higher secwrity level of the institution.
Understandably, strip scarches aro oxtremely intrusive on a person’s sensc of privacy—
but why not perform more patdowns?

An inmate wrote to CIIC:

A _lot of girlfriends and/or wife get caught. How they do this is they bring
it in by putting it in their vagina, First, they buy some small package of
balloons at a party store [and] pack it full of coke, weed, and/or pills. I've
known women [who] packed heroin, Once she has packed the small
balloons and ticd it tight, she puts them into her vagina and walks in. She
can put, I'm told, up to 10-15 small balloons. These balloons arc very
small. So when the man she is seeing comes over to her table, she buys a
bag of popcorn and a Coke for him to drink. She slips the balloors into
the bag one by one and he pretends to eat popcorn when in fact he is
swallowing the balloons and taking a drink to make it go down casy.

ARcrwards, ho goes back to his block or dorm and throw it up by drinking
shampoo, Now he has a street valug of maybe some 6-8 thousand dollars
worth of drugs...

Simliar to LeCl, other Institutions report low numbers of strip/patdowns, PCI
reports 21 investigations of Inmate/visitor drug conveyamce, yet only one
strip/patdown; RICI, 20 Inmatc/visitor drug Investigations ard three visitor
strip/patdowns; ManCl, 14 Inmate/visitor drug Investigations and four visitor
strip/patdowns,
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As with the employees, if strip searches and patdowns arc considered to be too intrusive
to the privacy of the visitor, then other creative means needs to be used to ensure that
illegal substances—which threaten lives, rehabilitation, and the security of the
institution—are not entering the institution through visitors.

Table 35, 2003/2004 Comparison of Visitor Strip/Patdowns

g

Institutlon 2003

Lcbanon Correctional Institution 7
Warren Correctional Institution
London Correctional Institution
| Bolmont Correctional Institution
| Dayton Corroctional Inslitution
Mansfield Correctional Institution
Noble Correctional Institution
| Richland Correclional Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution k)
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Similar objections can be made to the 2003 numbers. In fact, the highest numberof
visltor strip/patdowns feli to a mere seven, LeCl and WCI both reported 53
Investigations pertalning to visitor/lnmate drug trafficking, yet only scven and slx,
respectively, visitor strip/patdowns.

D. MAJOR SHAKEDOWNS
Table 36. 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Major Shakedowns

Institutlon # Of Major
Shakedowns |

Madison Correctional Institution
London Correctional Institution
Qhio State Penitentiary
Lake Erio Corroctional Institution
Allen Correctional Institution
Oakwooed Correctional Facility
Richland Correctional Institution
Gralon Correctional Institution
Lorain Correctional Institution
Mansfield Correctional Institution

' PN (PN B 7Y
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Shakedowns are an Important institutional tool. Shakedowns ensure that inmates
do not become complacent, that Inmates arc aware that the rules nre going to be
enforced, and that stockpiled weapons and drugs will be found and conflscated.
MaCI Is to be praised for commltting the time and staff resources to performing



4|

elght shakedowns during one ycar, In fact, all of the top ten Institutlons are to be
praised—cven just two shakedowns a year will surcly have an effect upon Inmate
weapon and drug stockpliing.

More surprising Is the fact that 13 Institutions reported zero shakedowns for the
entire calendar ycar, Including SOCF (the maximum security faclllty) and six Level
3 facllities (CRC, LeCl, ORW, RCI, ToCl, and WCI),

Table 37. 2003/2004 Comparison of Major Shakedowns

Institution 2003 2004 | Change
| Madison Correctional Institution 8 [] 0
London Corrcctional Institution 7 7 0
Chio State Ponitentinry 5 5 0
Picknway Correctional Institution H 1 -4
| Chillicothe Correctional Institution 4 0 -4
Southcastern Correctional Institution 3 0 -3
Allen Correctional Institution 4 +
Hocking Correctional Facility 0 -3
Dayton Correctional Institution 2 0 -2
Mansfield Correctional Institution 2 2 0

MaCl showed conslstent dedleation to performing shakedowns, as did LoCl, OSP,
ACl, and ManCL It s Intcresting that an Institution would perform four
shakedowns in one year and none In the next, such as CCL. It is also Interesting that
while MaCl had cight shakedowns In a year, a facllity dedicated to substance
abusers such as NCCTF reports only one In 2003 and two in 2004,

Regrettably, the following institutions reported zcro major shakedowns for two years
consecutivlo:

o LeCl
ORW
wCl
MCl
CRC
MEPRC

Why two Level 3 facllities (LeCI and WCI) and two facilities that cater to all
sccurlty levels (ORW and CRC) performed no shakedowns In two years or dld not
report any shakedowns Is not understood.
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E. MARIJUANA
Table 38, 2004 Top Ten Instltutions by Amount of Marljuana Confiscated

Institution Marljuana Confiscated (o)

North Central Correctional Institution 23.24
Richland Correctional Inslitution 13,
Noble Correctional Institution 13.0
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 2.77
Belmont Correctional Institution 0.69
London Correctional Institution _8.76
Pickaway Correctional Institution _80
Ross Correctional Institution 2.72
Toledo Correctional Instifution 2.25
Marion Correctional Institution 1.57

The Chief Inspector’s 2004 Report states that a total of 99.68 oz. (6.23 lbs) were
confiscated during CY 2004. The Report also notes that several institutions also reported
the confiscation of marijuana joints and balloons that were not weighed.

The U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration’s 2006 Ohio factsheet reports:

Marijuann continues to be the most widely abused and readily available
illicit drug throughout the state of Ohio. The available supply of marijuana
ranges from pound to multi-hundred pound quantities. Ohio is a source
arca for marijuana. The rural arcas of Ohio provide an adequato
cnvironment for the outdoor cultivation of cannabis, most of which occurs
in the southern part of the state. In northern Ohio, the use of hydroponics
and other sophisticaled indoor growing lechniques that produce sinsemilla
with a high THC contont continucs lo incrense. Mexican marijuana is also
frequently encountered in the state of Ohio. The marijuana is shipped from
the southwest border states, Large quantities are shipped into Ohio mainly
overland, and smaller quantities through packoge delivery services and the
mail. Mexican criminal groups are tho dominant wholesalo suppliers of
marijuana in Ohio. They supply multi-hundred kilogram quantitics of
marijuana to most districts throughout the state. Local independent and
Jamnican criminal groups also are responsible for shipping and
distributing wholesale omounts of marijuana into Chio in multi-kilogram
quantities, Ounce quantities of marjjuana sell between $100-$250, pound
quantities $800-$4000...

NCC! continues to lead the pack in terms of drug investigations, but whether that is duo
1o greater institutional diligence in confiscating the drugs or due fo a greater presence of

* U.S. Drug Bnforcement Administration 2006 Ohio Factsheel. Accossed at:
hitp:/iwww.usdoj. gov/dea/pubs/states/ohio.htm!
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illegal substances is currently unknown. Also, it should be noted that of the top ten
institutions, all but two are Level 2 (medium) security institutions.

Using the numbers provided by the DEA, the street price range of the confiscated
marijuana ranges from $4,984 (0 $24,920. And, considering the fact that all commoditics
tend to be more oxpensive in prison, especially those that are illegal, it is likely that the
total utility valuc of the nssots exchanged verges toward the high end of the cconomic
cstimate. An inmate reported to CIIC that one joint could be sold for $10.00.

Table 39, 2603/2004 Comparison of Confiscated Marljuana

Institution 2003 2004
Southcastern Correctional Institution 24.46 0.76
Lebanon Correctional Institution 13.5 0.21
London Correctional Institution 9.5 8.67
Ross Corrcctional Institution 8.37 2.72
Toledo Corrcctional Institution 8.04 2,25
Richland Correctional Institution 7.67 13,11 |
Allen Correctional Institution 6.7 0.0
Noble Correctional Institution 6.0 13.0
North Central Correctional Institution 5.84 23.24
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 3.09 70,80

The Chief Inspector’s Report states that a total of 103.465 oz. (6.47 1bs) were confiscated
durip_g CY 2003. Again, this number does not take into account the confiscation of
marijuana joints and balloons that were not weighed. Tho streot valuo of the marijuana
confiscated, again using tho DEA 2006 numbers, ranges from $5,176 to $25,880.

Viewing tho gbove numbers, SCI had o sudden drop in tho amount of marijuana
confiscaled, dropping from 24.46 oz. to 0,76 oz. LcCl also experionced a similar drop.
No reason is given for this decrense. Certainly, as previously viewed, it is not due to the
number of shakedowns that LeCl performs, as it performed none. However, LeCl was
the leader in inmate/visitor drug investigations over both years. Perhaps the higher
profile of the investigations reduced inmates® willingness to engage in illogal drug
conveyance. That said, it is surprising that given the increaso in investigations from 2003
to 2004, LeCl dropped from 13.5 oz to 0.21 oz. Logic would dictate that more
investigations would result in more drugs confiscated.

54

F. CRACK/COCAINE
Table 40, 2004 ‘T'op Ten Inatitutions by Confiscnted Crack/Cocalne

Institutlon Crack/Cocealne Conflscated (Grams)

| Ross Correctional Institution 15.44
| North Central Correctional Institution 7.6

Pickaway Correctional Institution 3.0
| London Correctional Institution 2.0
| Noble Correctional Institution 1.0+
| Mansfield Correctional Institution 0
| Lebanon Correctional Institution 0

Richland Correctional Institution 0.901
| Lonin Correctional Institution 0.56
[ North Const Correctional Treatment Facilit 04

Tho Chief Inspector’s Report slates that a total of 32,901 grams of cocaino were
confiscated during CY 2004, The following cxcerpt is from the U.S. Drug Enforcement
Administration’s 2006 Ohio factsheot:

Cocaine HCL and crack combined constitute the greatest drug threat in
Ohio. Cocaine is transported into Ohio from the southwest border,
including California and Texas, as well as from Miami, Florida and New
York City. Detroit, Michigan and Chicago, Illinois serve as transshipment
points and distribution centers for cocaine shipped from the southwest
border and transported throughout Ohio. Mexican and Dominican criminal
groups and to a lesser cxtent other cthnic criminal groups are the principal
transporters and wholesale distributors of multikilogram quantities of
powdered cocaine in Ohio. Gram quantities sell between $100-$120,
ounce gquantitics, $750-51400, and kilograms $22,500 - $32,000. The
purity levels for cocaine HCL range from 32.54 to 72.75 percent. Purity
levels for crack cocaine mnge from 19 to 63.7 percent. The Ohio
Department of Alcohol and Drug Addiction Services data indicates that
the number of treatment admissions for cocaine abuse for 2003 was 9,879,

Although RCI tops the list for the amount of crack/tocaine confiscated, NCCI continued
to portray significant drug problems, as it is second on the list. PCI, as with marijuana
confiscatcd, reports a high amount of crack/cocaine in comparison with the other
institutions.

According to the above price range reported by the DEA, tho street price range of the
amount of crack/cocaine confiscated ranges Fom $3,290 to $3,948. As with tho othor
drugs, the street price range is most likely lower than the actual economic value of asscts
exchanged for the illegal substances in prison. An inmate reported to CIIC that one small
rock could be sold for $25.00-50.00,
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Tho reported Latino concentration of the drug traffickers is particularly interesting in that
Latino gangs have not been big players in the Ohio corrections system until the most
recent years. In a recent CIIC meeting that included testimony from the DRC Central
Office STQ Coordinator, the top six identified gangs within the DRC by population do
not includo a Letino-affiliated group.  Tho current rolationship botween Latino
traffickers and the other othnic-based gangs is not known. However, inmate letters have
reported that Latino groups are accepied by both black and white groups, as Latinos are
reportedly viewed as belonging to neither and thus are not “tainted” by tho race war.

As the DEA reports a Letino connection to crack/cocaine trafficking, a quick survey of
the ethnic populations of the institutions was performed, The ethnic populations do not
correlate to the reporied amount of crack/cocaine confiscated. As of March 18, 2006, the
ODRC website reports the following Hispanic population numbers for the above
institutions:

Institutions Lispanie Population
Mansficld Corr. Inst. 83
Lorain Corr, Inst, 80
Lcebanon Corr. Inst. 72
North Central Corr. Inst. 72
London Corr, Inst, 28
Pickaway Corr. Inst. 27
Ross Corr. Irst, 24
North Coast Corr. Treatment Facility 14
Noble Corr. Inst. 0
Richland Corr. Inst, 0

Table 41, 2003/20604 Comparison of Conflscated Crack/Cocaine (grams)
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institution in 2003 resulted in a bricf lapsc in trafficking in 2004, ToCl reports a similar
sudden decrense.

The Chief Inspector reported a total of 95.1 grams confiscated in CY 2003. Using the
DEA's 2006 price ranges, the street prico of the crack/cocaine confiscated in 2003 ranged
from $9,510 10 $11,412,

G. HEROIN

Table 42, 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Confiscated Heroin

Institution 2003 2004
Warren Correctional Institution 444 0.0
Toledo Corrctional Institution 9.55 0.0

Ross Corrcctional Institution 2.07 15.44
Richland Correctional Institution 6.54 0.90
| Trumbull Correctional Institution 5.0 0.0
| Pickaway Correctional Institution 3.0 3.0
London Correctional Institution A 2.0
| Mansfield Correctional Institution .0 0
| Lebanon Correctional Institution 0 0

Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0.6 Trace

As shown above, WCI reported a large amount of crack/cocaine confiscated in 2003,
Tho subsequent 2004 report is therefore significant, Perhaps tho strict treatment by the

* Tho top six identifiod Security Throat Qroups (gangs) in the ODRC aro: Aryan Brothorhood, Whilo
Supremacist, FOLKS, People, Crips, and Bloods.

institution Heroln Conflscated (Grams)

| Mansfiold Correctional Institution 8.5
Ross Correctional Institution 8.5
Richland Correctional Institution 8.5
London Correctional [nstitution 3.0
Lcbanon Correctional Ingtitution 2.0
Toledo Correctional Institution X

| Marion Correctional Institution 1.
Noble Correctional Institution 1 packet
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility Trace
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution 0.0

The Chief Inspector reports a total of 33.2 grams of heroin confiscated in CY 2004, It
should be noted that the rest of the institutions not listed above reported that they did not
confiscate any heroin during CY 2004. The U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration 2006
Ohio fact sheet reports:

Heroin distribution and abuse are increasing in Ohio. Heroin signature
analysis indicates that South Amecrican end Moxican black tar are
prevalent in tho northern Ohio region. In the southern Ohio region
Mexican black tar heroin i3 predominant. Dominican criminal groups
control the distribution of South American heroin, while Mexican criminal
groups control the distribution of Mexican black tar heroin. At the retail-
level, AfricanAmerican, Dominican, and Mexicen criminal groups are
involved in horoin distribution, Heroin is shipped into Ohio from major
distribution centers such as Chicago, Detroit, New York and various citics
along the southwest border. Heroin is also transporied on commercial
airline Nights into Ohio. Wholesalers use major Ohio cities such as
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Columbus, and Toledo as distribution centers for
smaller cities in and outside the state. Gram quantities sell between $140-
$250 and ounce quantities $2400-$7000. The purity levels range from 23.5
to 57 percent . The Ohio Department of Alcohol and Drug Addiction
Services data indicates the number of treatment admissions for heroin
abuse increased overall from 6,878 in 2002 to 7,416 in 2003,
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According to the DEA reported price range, the street price of the herein confiscated
ranges from $4,648 to $8,300. As stated with all other illegal substances discussed, due
to the limited ability to traffick drugs into the prison, the total value of the asscls
exchanged for the substances probably verges on the high end of the price range, if not
oven highor.

Given the DEA note that the trafficking of heroin tends to be concentrated in Latino-
affiliated othnic groups, an analysis of the population of that particular subgroup could be
interesting.  However, as tho institutions are primarily the same as discussed in the
trafficking of creck/cocaine, it can be surmised that the Hispanic inmate population
numbers also do not correlate to the amount of reported heroin confiscated.

Table 43. 2003/2004 Comparison of Conflscated Heroln

Institutions 2003 2004

Mansfield Correctional Institution 8.5 8.5
Trumbull Corrcctional Institution 8.0 0.0
London Correctional Institution 5.9 3.0
Toledo Correctional Institution 4.97 .6
Ross Correctional Institution 4. 8.5
Richland Correctional Institution 3.2 8.5 |
Lebanon Correctional Institution 2.0 2.0
Lake Eric Correctional Institution ,0 0.0
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0.3 0.0
Allen Correctional Institution 0.0 0.

Reviewing the above numbers, it is interesting that ManCl reported confiscating the cxact
same amount of heroin from one year to the next,

H, ILLICIT PILLS

Table 44. 2004 Top Ten Institutions by Co nfiscated lilicit Piils

Inatitution Tiliclt Pitls Confiscated
| Ross Correctional Institution 349
Noble Correctional Institution 76

| Richland Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

| London Correctional Institution
Marion Correctional Institution
Belmont Correctional Institution
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility
Graflon Correctional Institution
Allen Correctional Institution
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Clearly, RCI tops the chart with the number of illicit pills confiscated. It should be noted
that ail other institutions not listed above reported confiscating zero itlicit pills in CY
2004. However, it seems extremely doubtful that RClI would have a massive
proliferation of illicit pills while the vast mujority of the cther institutions would have no
illicit pill problem whatsoover.

The U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration reported the following on club drugs and
Oxycontin in its 2006 Ohio facisheet:

‘The use of Club Drugs such ss Ecstasy (MDMA), GHB, Ketamine, and
L.SD hes steadily increased in Ohio. Club Drugs are growing in popularity
gmony young adults and juveniles, particularly in most urban areas of the
slate whero “Rave" partics are also increasing, MDMA is the club drug of
choice and represonts the greatest future threat to Ohio’s youh. Most
MDMA available in Ohio is produced outside the United States, typically
in laboratories in the Netherlands and Belgium and transported through
express mail services and by couriers on commercial nirlines through
distribution centers such as Miami, New York City, Philadeiphia, and
Washington, D.C. MDMA also reaches Ohio from Canada via New York
and is transporied via the interstate highways end public modes of
transportation. Most traffickers of MDMA aro loose-knil independent
entreprencurs. Retail dealers typically arc suburban teenagers, usually high
school or college students. The pills are sold at an average of $25 per pill.

The diversion and abuse of OxyContin represent a significant drug threat
in Ohio. OxyContin, a powerful pain rclicver whose effects are the same
a8 other opiale derivatives, is obtained logally through prescriptions as
well as illegally on the strect. Formerly seen as a drug of nbuse primarily
among the Caucasian population, law enforcement officials in Ohio report
increasing abusc among African Americans. According to the Chio
Depariment of Alcoliol and Drug Addiction Services, youth abusers of
OxyContin have begun abusing heroin since they can no longer obtain or
afford OxyContin. Continued incidents of overdoses and drug-related
deaths wero reported throughout the state during 2003. Also, a dircct
connection between abuse of this drug and drug-related robborics has been
established.

The Chief Inspector reported a total of 447 illicit pills confiscated in CY 2004. Given the
above estimate of $25 per pill of Ecstasy, it is possible that the 447 pills have a total
cstimated value of $11,175. However, the illicit pills are not delincated by type of drug
and thus cannot truly be estimated.

Qiven the nbovo stated possibility that the pills exist in the prison system but are not
boing confiscated, as well as the high lucrative potential and the case of transporting pills
that can be easily disguised ns legal substances, it is hoped that the ODRC works toward
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improving its ability to identify and confiscate any illicit pills currently availablo to
inmates.

‘Table 45, 2003/2004 Comparison of Confiscated Ililcit Plils

lustitutlons 2003 2004
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 52 0
Ross Correctional Institution 37 349
Grafton Correctional Institution 28 0
Allen Correctional Institution 60 0
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 23 0
Correctional Reception Cenler _ 22 5
Pickaway Corrcctional Institution —15 0
Southeastern Correctional Institution 10 0
London Correctional Institution 7 S
Corrections Medical Center 6 0

As proviously noted, the sudden drop in the numbers from one year to the next—for
oxample, SOCF roported 152 pills confiscated in 2003 and 0 in 2004—is disturbing. It is
hoped that the high number of pills confiscated in one year would have dissuaded the
inmates from trafficking. However, given the chemical dependency that illegal
substances engender, it scems unlikely: it seems more likely that the inmates became
moro crafly in thoir methods of distributing the pills.

In CY 2003, the Chicf Inspector reported 563 illicit pills confiscated in the ODRC
system. Qiven the $25 per pill estimate, the total estimated value of the pills is $14,125.
However, again, this estimate is extremely rough as the exact nature of the confiscated
pills is unknown.

1. HOOCH
Table 46. 2004 Top Ten lustitutions by Confiscated 1looch

Institution Hooch Confiscated (Gallons)
Noble Correctional Institution 243.0
| Mansficld Correctional Institution 224.0
| Lake Erie Correctional Imstitution 1260
| North Central Correctional Institution 82.34
Richland Correctional Instilution 5.0
| Belmont Correctional Institution 383
Chillicothe Correctional institution 8.5
Southcastern Correctional Institution 6.0
Marion Correctional Institution 1.75
Allen Correctional Institution 0.0
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The Chicf Inspector’s Report makes note that the confiscation and destruction of hooch
varies across institutions and may have not included Investigator involvement. As such,
a zero may only indicate that the Investigator did not have any involvement in the
confiscation and destruction.

According to the Report, a total of 784.86 gallons of hooch were confiscated. It
should bo noted that all other Institutions not lsted above reported confiscating 0

gallons of hooch,
An SOCT inmate writes,

The inmates in this block are cooking prison wine. | hear they need 150
packs of sugar. To make good wine, you need sugar, orange juice, pruncs,
bread (rice will be okay), and saltine crackers, Why crackers? Crackers
have yeast in it. And that's the main thing you need, is yeast. You put all
this stuff in a plastic bag. You must keep it hot and burp it at lesst two
times a day. After seven to ten days, the wine has cooked and if you keep
it cooking for about 14-17 days, you have wine that is 100% proof. One
glass is enough to get you drunk. Back in the day when | leamed how to
make wine... we sold it for two packs a glass.

Verbally, SOCF stafY reported hooch confiscation to CHC, indiciating that it was quite
frequent. However, in the Chief Inspector's Report of 2003 and 2004, SOCF reported
confliscating zero gallons of hooch In both years.

Table 47, 2003/2004 Comparison of Confiscated llooch

Institutions 2003 | 2004
| Maonsficld Correctional Institution 224.0 224.0
Noble Correctional Institution 50.0 | 243.0
| Richland Correctional Institution 13.3] 55.0
| North Central Correctional Institution 92.5 |82.34
| Southeastern Correctional Institution 585 | 6.
Warren Correctional Institution 340 | 0.
Belmont Correctional Institution 32.3 [ 383
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution 300 | 00
Marion Correctional Institution 225 1 1.75
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 165 | 85

As with the amount of heroin confiscated between 2003 and 2004, it is interesting that
ManCl reports confiscating the exact same amount of hooch, to the gallon, in both 2003
and 2004. The accuracy is therefore questionable.
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Correctional !_nstilution Inspection Commitice. "Review of Assault Data." Accessed at:
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U.S./l/)rus Enforcement Admli)nislmlion. Ohio 2006 Factsheet. Accessed at:
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XI. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Chief Inspector's Office needs to perform its own evaluation of the Institutional
Investigators' reported numbers. From the Annual Reports, it does not appear that any
real analysis is performed, nor does it provide any recommendations for improvement, or
really any sentiment of oxpectation of improvement. Quostions necd to be asked and
answered regording tho discrepancy in numbers, both between institutions as well as
betweon years, If the low numbers of somo institutions are in fact accurate, then the
institutions descrve praisc and their methods should be examined for best practices
recommendations. If the low numbers are in fact the result of nor-reporting, then the
Chief Inspector's Office needs to take action to emure that future years' numbers arc
more accurate.

Further, greater analysis nceds to be made of the largo number of investigations that fall
under the "Other” category. Perhaps additional categorics need to be added to provide
greater detail,

The following arcas need improvement:

¢ Accurate Reporting: The overall conclusion gencrated in roviewing the numbers
of both 2003 and 2004 is that thero is a real lack of accurate reporting. As relayed
in the report, one institution reported the exact same amount of heroin (grams)
and hooch (gallons) confiscated in both 2003 and 2004. Institutions that are
known for problems report no problems whatsoever. Numbers jump by the
hundreds from ore ycar to the noxt. If, on the other hand, the numbers are
accurale, lessons can be learncd from the dramatic difTerences.

o Urinalyses: "Soturation testing" needs to include the entire institutionat
population to obtain accurate numbers of drug usage within the institution.
Performing at least annual testing of every inmate should be considered, Efforts
should be made to demonstrate that drug usage will most definitely be monitored,
and most likely will be detected. Drug tosting costs can be justified for the safety
and sccurity of the institution.

o Staff Drug Use: Accurate assessment of DRC employee drug use needs to be
made. Prison staff have questioned the extent to which truly random tests are
conducted.

o Strip/Patdowns: To truly limit the flow of drugs into and out of the institution,
institutions need to become more vigilant of both staff and visitors. The
mqucm use of strip/patdowns indicates that their potential is not being fully

o Assaults: The discrepancy botween tho number of reported assaults and the
reported initigted invostigations regarding thosc essaults reeds to be closoly
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mmi_ncd: It makes no sense to report 166 incidents of assault and zero initiated
investigations.

Sexual Assault: In conjunction with the new DRC policics, staff should examine
ways to cncourage reporting of sexual asssult and explore methods of improving

inr::tcs‘ willingness to report scxual assault. Staff’ training may be a primary
ne

Stafi/lnmate Relatfonships: This is an area of true concern. Inservice staff’

training most definitely needs to be included regarding the hazards and
conscquences of stafl/inmate relationships,

Major Shakedowns: Institutions should have at least one major shakedown
every year o improve institution security and to best ensure that weapons and
drugs can not be used, held, and stockpiled with impunity.
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APPENDIX A

INSTITUTION ABBREVIATIONS

Allen Correctional Institution
Belmont Comectional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution
Correctional Reception Center
Corrections Medical Centor

Dayton Correctional Institution
Franklin Pre-Releaso Conter
Grafton Corroctional Institution
Hocking Correctionat Facility

Lake Erie Correctional Institution
Lebanon Corvectional Institution
London Correctional Instit ution
Lorain Corroctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional lustitution
Montgomery Education Pro-Release Center

Noble Comectional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility
Northenst Pro-Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facilily
Ohio Reformatory for Women
Ohio State Penitentiary

Pickawny Comectionnl Institution

Richland Cormrectional lustitution
Ross Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution
Southem Ohio Correctional Facility
Toledo Corractional Institution
Trambull Correctional Institution

Warren Cerroctional Institution

ACl
BeCl

CCl
CRC
CMC

DCl
FPRC
GCl
HCF

LaECI
LeCl
LoCl
LorCl

MaCl
ManCl
MCI
MEPRC

NCI
NCCl1
NCCTF
NEPRC

OCF
ORW
osp

PC1

RIiCl
RCI
SCI
SOCF
ToCl
TCl

wcCl
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INSTITUTION SECURITY CLASSIFICATION LEVELS

Levels 1 and 2 (Minimum/Medium)

ACI
BeCl
CClI
DCI
FPRC
acl
HCF
LaECI
LoCl
MaCI®
MCI
MEPRC
NCCI
NCCTF
NCI
NEPRC
PCI
RiCl
SCI
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Level 3 (Close)

CRC**
LeCl
LorCl
ManCl
RCI ,
TCI
ToCl
WwCl

Level 4 (Maximum)
SOCF
Level 8 (Supermax)
osp
All Sccurlty Lovels
cMC

OCF
ORW

*MeCl, the home of tho Sox Offender Risk Reduction Conter (SORRC), also houses Lovel 3 sox offenders
for the purposo of the Basic Education Sox Offendor Treatment Program.

**CRC is the recoption and intake contor for inmates and houses inntatos of all security lovels until thoy aro
assignod a parent institution. Howovor, CRC is also the parent institution for approximately 300 Level 2
work cadro inmates.



67

INSTITUTIONS RANKED BY 2004 POPULATION
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APPENDIX B
INVESTIGATIONS

2004 INITIATED INVESTIGATION CASELOAD

Institutions Populution
Chillicothe Corr, Inst, 2,690
Mansficld Corr. Inst. 237
Richland Corr. Inst. 2,319
North Central Corr. Inst, 2272
Ross Corr. Inst. 2,253
Belmont Corr, Inst. 2,153
Noble Com. Inst. 2,084
London Corr. Inst, 2,07
Pickaway Corr. Inst. 2,038
Ohio Reformatory for Women 1,955
Lebanon Corr, Inst, 937
Madison Corr. Inst._ .90
Marion Corr, Inst, 847
Correctional Reception Center 649
Southeastern Corr. Inst, ,560
Lorain Corr. inst, 463
Grafton Corr, Inst. 409
Lake Erie Corr. Inst. ,380
Allen Corr. Inst. 302
Trumbull Corr. Inst. 097
Warren Corr. Inst. ,034
Southern Ohio Corr, Facility 958
Toledo Corr, Inst, 79
North Coast Corr. Treatment Facility 54
North East Pre-Releaso Center 530
Hocking Corr. Facilily 464
Franklin Pre-Release Center 455
Ohio State Penitentinry 455
Dayton Corr. Inst. 424
Mont. Education and Pre-Release Center 27
Oakwood Corr. Facility 25
‘ Corrections Medical Center 22

Institution Initiated Investigations
| Ohio State Penitentiary 583
| Madison Correctional Institution 538
Noble Correctional Institution 436
Trumbull Correctional Institution 416
Warren Correctional Institution 357
Ross Correctional Institution 352
Belmont Correctional Institution 342
| Mansficld Correctional Institution 293
North Central Correctional Institution 287
Corrections Medical Center 270
Lorain Correctional Institution 263
Richland Correctional Institution 257
Pickaway Correctional Institution 28
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 24
Lebanon Correctional Institution 212
Southeasticrn Correctional Institution 64
Allen Correctional Institution 45
Northeast Pre Release Center 43
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 42
Ohio Reformatory for Women 34
Correctional Reception Center 23
Oakwood Correctional Fecility 04
Franklin Pro Relcase Center, 99
Marion Correctional Institution 82
North Const Correctional Trentment Facility 75
Toledo Correctional Institution 75
Heocking Correctional Facility 69
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 62
London Correclional Institution 60
| Grafton Correctional Institution 43
Dayton Correctional [nstitution 41
Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center ]
TOTALS 6,678
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF INITIATED INVESTIGATIONS POSITIVE URINALYSES
Institution 2003 | 2004 Institution # Of Investigations
North Central Correctional Institution 202

Belmont Corrcctional Institution 519 | 342 | Lake Eric Correctional Institution 96
Noble Correctional Institution 435 | 436 | Richland Correctional Institution 92
Ohio State Penitentiary 427 | 583 | | Belmont Correctional Institution 18
Southeastern Correctional Institution 39 64 Allen Correctional Institution 59
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution 337 | 416 Trumbull Correctional Ingtitution 54
Corrcctions Medical Center 28 | 270 Chillicothe Correctional Institution 46
Ohio Reformatory for Women 257 34 Mansfield Correctional Institution 46
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 237 42 Noble Correctional Institution 35
Ross Correctional Institution 1230_| 352 | Pickawny Correctional Institution kK]
Warren Correctional Institution 223 | 387 | Dayton Correctional Institution 3l
Lebanon Correctional Institution 219 | 212 | Marion Correctional Institution 25
Mansfield Correctional Institution 215 | 293 | Lebanon Correctional Institution 23
Richland Correctional [nstitution 80 | 257 Southeastern Correctional Institution 6
Lake Erie Correctional Institution ] 240 Correctional Recepticn Conter 5
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 4 62 Madison Correctional Institution
Madison Correctional Institution 26 | 538 Graflon Correctional Institution
Dayton Correctional Institution 24 4 Lorain Correctional Institution 2
Hocking Correctional Facility 4 69 Toledo Correctional Institution
Allen Correctional Institution 3] 145 | Warren Correctional Institution 9

| Pickaway Correctional Institution 2 | 256 | Ohio Stato Penitentiary 7

| Oakwood Correctional Facility 97 | 104 North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 7
North Central Correctional Institution 88 | 287 Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 6
London Correctional Institution 87 0 Northenst Pre Release Center ]

| Marion Correctional Institution 2 Ohio Reformatory for Women 2
Franklin Pre Release Center 9 Hocking Correctional Facility 2
Toledo Correctional Institution 67 H London Correctional Institution 0
Lorain Correctional Institution 60 | 263 Ross Correctional Institution 0
Correctional Reception Center 60 23 Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 57 75 Franklin Pre Release Center 0
QGrafton Correctional Institution 36 43 | Oakwood Correctional Facility 0
Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center | 2 15 Corrections Medical Center 0
Northeast Pre Release Center 2 143 TOTAL 936

8,658 | 6,678

Totals
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"
2003/2004 COMPARISON OF POSITIVE URINALYSES DRUGS (OTHER)
Institution 2003 | 2004 Institution # Of Investigations
Ross Correctional Institution 41 0 Chillicothe Correctional Institution 49
Southeastern Correctional Institution 30 [ Richland Correctional Institution 45
Dayton Correctional Institution 02 | 3 | North Central Correctional Institution 33
Lebanon Correctional Institution 00 | 23 | | Mansfield Correctional Institution 25
North Central Correctional Institution 48 | 202 | | Ross Correctional Institution 25
Richland Correctional Institution 45 | 92 Noble Correctional Institution 21
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 4 96 _| | Lake Erie Correctional Institution 20
Beimont Correctional Institution 36 | 78 | Marion Correctional Institution ]
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 33 46 |_Allen Correctional Institution 7
Allen Correctional Institution 29 | 59 London Correctional Institution 7
Trumbull Correctional Institution 28 | 54 Belmont Correctional Institution 6
London Correctional Institution 25 0 Lorain Correctional Institution 2
Mansfield Correctional Institution 4 Trumbull Correctional Institution
Pickaway Correctional Institution Toledo Correctional Institution
| Madison Correctional Institution Correctional Reception Centor 9
QGrafton Correctional Institution ] Pickaway Correctional Ingtitution 7
Warren Correctional Institution Southeastern Correctional Institution [
Noble Correctional Institution Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 4
Madison Correctional Institufion

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Chio Reformatory for Women

—

ololw

Toledo Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

~3

Ohio State Penitentiary

ol efaf<felelstzlelsllel]
[N b4

Correctional Reception Center 15

Marion Correctional Institution 25 Northeast Pro Release Center

Lorain Correctional Institution 2 Corrections Mcdical Center

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 7 Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Hocking Correctional Facilit 2 I'ranklin Pre Relense Center

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 1] Grafton Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Roleaso Center 6 Hocking Correctional Facility 0

Northeast Pre Release Center k] Lcbanon Correctional Institution

Franklin Pre Relenge Center 0 North Const Correctional Treatment Facility

QOuakwood Correctional Facility 0 Oakwood Correctional Fecility

Corrections Medical Center 0 0 Ohio State Penitentinry 0
898 | 936 TOTAL 356

Totals
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (OTIIER)
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DRUGS (INMATE/VISITOR)

Institution

2003

2004

Institution

# Of Investigatlons

hillicothe Correctional Institution

2

C
| Richland Correctional Institution

49
45
7

Allcn Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

~3~3 ]~

C

‘Trumbull Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

‘Toledo Correctionnl Institution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Mansficld Correctional Institution

by g g vy O =3

Ross Correctional Institution

Lake Eric Correctional Institution

Southenstern Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Corrcctional Reception Center

North Central Correctional Inslitution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Madison Correctional Institution

Lobanon Correctional Inglitution

82

Warren Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

34

Richland Correctional Institution

Mansfield Correctional Institution

| Southeastern Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

Grafton Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

U |~ ~3]~3

Chillicothe Correctional Institution
Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

Dayten Correctional Institution

Graflon Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

PP N N Y P LS BN S e bl

Warren Correctional Institution

| Dayton Correctional Institution

London Correctional Instilution

[ North Central Correctional Institution

Northeast Pre Release Center

Lorain Corrcctional Instilulion

—
™|

Southern Chio Correctional Facility

(=]

Corrections Medical Center

Northenst Pre Release Center

Franklin Pre Release Center

Hocking Correctional Facility

Marion Correctional Institution

[ Ohio Reformatory for Women

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

Hocking Correctional Faility

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Correclions Medical Center

Lcbanon Correctional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Oakwood Correctional Institution

Ohio State Penitentiary

Totals

(=3 (=4 £=d 1= (=4 =d 0= (= (=]

[ 4
(=4

*ic|o|o|o|eole

W
[

Franklin Pre Release Center

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Ouakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio State Penitentiary

bt 0=Y =) =) (S =) =) (=) B PRy (S T Sy ey Ty ey [y [

Total

272
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20032004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (STAFF/INMATE)

Institution

2003

2004

78

DRUGS (MAIL/PACKAGES)

Pickaway Correclional Institution

9

Institution

# Of Investigntions

Richland Correctional Institution

Lebanon Correctional Institution

7

Warren Correctional Institution

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

L.ondon Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

Ross Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

(=1 (=] (=] (=] [=] LR L

QGraflon Correctional Institution

Y (%Y

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

P NI (8 PN B 1y Foe

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

[ Toke Erio Correctional Institution

|_Pickaway Correctional Institution

Bolmont Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

oioivnlw

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

| Lorain Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Ohio State Penitentiary

| Correctional Reception Center

| North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Grafton Correctional Institution

Hocking Correctional Facility

Corrections Medical Center

(=] (=} £=] (=] [

Dayton Correctional Instilution

Montgomery Education and Pre Relense Center

Allen Correctional Institution

| Franklin Pre Release Center

| Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomery Education and Pro Release Contor

orth Central Correctional Institution

1
Z|Z

orth Const Correctional Trentment Facility

| 4

ortheast Pre Release Center

O

akwood Correclional Facility

olals —

-

™
Qlolo|olelo

<
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Corrections Medical Center

Franklin Pre Release Center

Lebanon Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Ingtitution

Northeast Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio State Penitentiary

| Toledo Correctional Institution

‘Total

Slelelolololeleleleclelelele]e
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (INMATE/VISITOR)

76

DRUGS (STAFF/INMATE)

Institution

2004

Institution

# Of Investigations

Lebanon Correctional Institution

82

Warren Correctional Institution

34

Richland Correctional Institution

R

20

‘Trumbull Correctional Institution

0

Dayton Correctional Institution

B

Southcastern Correctionnl Institution

[ Lebanon Corroctional Institution

20

| Pickaway Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

‘Trumbull Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

[RY ¥ PN [T

Pickaway Correctional Institution

2| —
—]—

L.oke Erie Correctional Institution

Mansficld Correctional Institution

| Madison Correctional Institution

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Grafion Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Mansficld Correctional [nstitution

| Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

Orafton Correctional Institution

| G B PAE

Correctional Reception Center

| Belmont Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

| Lorain Correctional Institution

sl slalalo|w|~]es|elols

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Toledo Correctional Institution

~J|Of~3joc

Ross Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

Madison Correclional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Southeastern Correctional Institution

|_Toledo Correctional [nstitution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Ohio State Penitentiary

London Correctional Instilution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

ol

Allen Correctional Institution

_:‘omctional Reception Center

Ross Correctional Institution

London Corrcctional Institution

North Contral Correctional Institution

| Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

| Corrections Medical Center

Dayton Correctional Institution

Northeast Pre Relense Center

Corrections Medical Center

locking Correctional Facility

| Franklin Pre Releaso Center

| North Coast Correctional Treatment Fecility

Oakwooed Correctional Facility

| Ohio State Penilentiary

'ranklin Pre Release Center

Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomery Education and Pre Relense Centor

North Central Corrcclional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Faeility

Northeast Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facility

Totals

gOOOC
Y
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Total
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20032004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (STAFF/INMATE)

78

DRUGS (MAIL/PACKAGES)

Institution

2003

2004

Institution

# Of Investigntions

Pickaway Correctionnl Institution

17

Richland Correctional Institution

9
5

| Ross Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

| Lebanon Correctional Institution

(4
S|

Warren Correctional Institution

Lake Eric Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

Ross Correctional Institution

Southcrn Ohio Correctional Facility

Graflon Correctional Institution

Mansfield Correctional Institution

wlwloleclelelelk

Madison Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Wt

Belmont Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Ohio State Penitentiary

Corrections Medical Center

Dayton Correctional Institution

| Franklin Pre Release Center

Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomery Education and Pro Rolease Center

(=1 (=] (= (= E=] (=] [=] [=] (=] [=] (=} (=]

(=] (=] (=] (=] =) B

| North Central Correctional Institution

| North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

| Northeast Pre Release Center

<

Oakwood Correctionnl Facility

[ Totals

72

Lorain Correctional Institution

LN N 73 [V [ BT = bt

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Lake Eric Correctional Instilution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

ol

Correctional Reception Center

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Grafton Correctional Institution

Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomory Education and Pre Release Center

Allen Correctional Institution

(=] (=1 (=] (=] (=] [=] (=]

Corrections Medical Center,

Franklin Pre Release Center

Lebanon Correctional Institution

| Marion Correctional Institution

Northcast Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio Stote Penitentinry

Toledo Correctional Institution

(-]
Slele|e]ele

‘Total
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (INMATE/VISITOR) DRUGS (STAFF/INMATE)
Institution 2003 | 2004 Institution # Of Investigations
Lebanon Correctional Institution 33 82 Lobanon Correctional Institution 20
Warren Correctional Institution 83 | 34 | Pickaway Correctional Institution 7
Richland Corrcctional Institution 20 | 20 Marion Corrcctional Institution 5
‘T'rumbull Correctional Institution 0 Trumbull Correctional Institution 4
Dayton Correctional Institution 2 Richland Correctional Institution 4
Southenstern Correctional Institution 0 11 Warren Correctional Institution 3
Pickaway Correctional Institution ) 21 Lake Erie Correctional Institution k
Lnke Erie Correctional Institution ) 3 Grafton Correctional Institution 3
Mansficld Correctional Institution ] 14 Allon Correctional Institution 3
Madison Correctional Institution 7 7 Mansficld Correctional Institution 2
Monigomery Education and Pre Release Center | 7 Madison Correctional Ingtlitution
QGroften Correctional Institution [ 7 Ohio Reformatory for Women
Correctional Reception Center [ Southenstern Correctional Institution
Belmont Correctional Institution 4 | Toledo Correctional Institution
Noble Correctional Institution 4 Belmont Correctional Institution
Lorain Corrcctional Institution 4 Lorain Correctional Institution
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 4 Noble Correctional Institution
Toledo Correctional Institution E Ohio State Penitentiary
Ross Correctional Institution k London Correctional Institution
Chillicothe Correctional Institulion 2 Chillicothe Correctional Institution
Marion Correctional Institution 2 | Correctional Reception Center
Ohio Reformatory for Women 2 Ross Correctional Institution
Allen Correctional Institution | Southern Ghio Correctional Facility
| London Correctional Institution Corrections Medical Center
North Central Correctional Institution | Dayton Correctional Inslitution

Northeast Pre Relense Center | Franklin Pre Release Center

Corrections Medical Center

| Hocking Correctional Facility

3IOOOO"H““*‘ONN&-“~|O
Jlojo|lolo|cle|e]e|e]le] ool

locking Correctional Facility | Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center
| Franklin Pre Release Center 0 | North Central Correctional Institution
| North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0 | North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility
Oakwood Correctional Facility 0 | Northeast Pre Release Center
Ohio Stalg Penitontiory 0 Oskwood Correctional Facility
| Totals 24412 Total
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (STAFF/INMATE)

Institution

2003

2004

78

DRUGS (MAIL/PACKAGES)

Institution

# Of Investigations

Picknway Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional [nstitution

~3|©

Lebanon Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

olrole

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

Rosg Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Lorain Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Lake Erio Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Ingtitution

Grafton Correctional Institution

|wlololololo|wiw|B]e]S

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Southenstern Correctionnl Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

‘Trumbull Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Instilution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Ohio State Penitentinry

Corrcclions Medical Center

Dayton Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

L] (RN ) D81 BN N (VY (PR -8 SR ) boed

North Coast Correctionnl Treatment Facility

Trumbull Correcticnal Institution

Chio Reformatory for Women

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

[ Grafton Correctional Institution

Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomery Education and Pre Relcase Center

Allen Correctional Institution

Franklin Pre Release Center

Corrections Medical Center

Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

| Franklin Pre Relense Center

(=] (=1 (<1 (=] (=] =] =] [~ [<]

| Lebanon Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

North Central Corrcctional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

(=] [ =1 (=] [ (=] [=] Tl

Northeast Pre Release Center

| Onkwood Correctional Facility

Totals

HEEIE B E E B EIE] E EY S E 51 151 5
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Northeast Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio State Penitentiory

Toledo Correctional Institution

Total
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20032004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (MAIL/PACKAGES)

Institutlon

2003

2004

80

DRUGS (STAFF)

Warren Correctional Institution

# Of lnvestigations

Richland Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

London Correction Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

| Ross Correctional [nstitution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Allen Correctioml Institution

Franklin Pre Release Center

Lorain Correctional Institution

o] lec!

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

| Belmont Correctional Institution

%) bed [ EN [PY N P B

Manslicld Correctional Institution

W] afua]alafos

| Dayton Correctional Cenler

| Madison Correctional Institution

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Fecility

lvole

North Central Correctional Institution

T

| Lorain Correctional Institution

Noblo Corrcctional Institution

nlalwn]olwlele

Madison Correctional Ingtitution

Correctional Reception Center

Grafton Correclional [nstitution

Ross Correctional Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution

Corrections Medical Center

Hocking Correctional Facility
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Belmont Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

t

| Graflon Correctional Institution

Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

M Bl

Correctional Reception Center

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

[“Trumbull Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

Lebanon Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

Mansficld Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

Neble Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

(=1 (=4 K= =4

North Coast Correclional Treatment Facility

Correclions Medical Center

Franklin Pre Release Center

Lebanon Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

Northeast Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facilily

Ohio State Penitentiary

Toledo Corrcclional Institution

Totals

ale|e|elele

glololole

North Central Correctional Inslitution

Northenst Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Ohio Stalc Penitentinry

| Richland Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

‘Trumbull Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

Total

Slelelele|clelele]cle] clelclelelele]elelele
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF DRUGS (STAFF)

Institution

2003

2004

82

ASSAULT (INMATE ON INMATE)

Institution

# Of Investigations

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Noblo Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Mzedison Correctional Institution

Corrections Mcdical Center

Hocking Correctional Facility

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

sleo]

| Southcastern Correctional Institution

| Madison Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

[ Ohio Reformatory for Women

W

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

| Franklin Pre Release Center

(= [=] [}

slvwlalele|o

Lorain Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

Grafton Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctiona] Institution

| Lebanon Correctional Institution

London Corrcctional Institution

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

Noble Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Ingtitution

Allen Corrcctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Toledo Correctional Instituticn

Ohio State Penitentiary

London Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institwion

L8 B (VY (7 SR P fod fut

Correctional Recoption Center

| Franklin Pro Releasc Center

Hocking Correctional Facility

Mansfield Correctional Institution

| North Central Correctional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

o|o|c|o

Northeast Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Ohio Stato Ponitentiary

Richland Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Trumbull Corrcctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

‘Totals

- (=2 (= (=4 0= 13 =)

Oskwood Correctional Facility

| Graflon Correctional Institution

Northeast Pre Release Center

Lebanon Correctional Institution

lvoholololololole

Dayton Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Centor

Corrections Medical Conter

Lorain Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

IguuuucOsauooougcﬂAﬂﬁ

Total
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF ASSAULT (INMATE ON INMATE) ASSAULT (INMATE ON STAFF)
lustitution 2003 | 2004 Institution # Of Investigations

Madison Correctional Institution 29 18 Ohio Reformatory for Women 22
Chio Reformatory for Women 26 s Madison Correctional Institution [
Southeastern Correctional Institution 2 | 2 Noble Correctional Institution 4
Noble Correctional [nstitution | 20 | 4 Lorain Correctional Institution 2
Pickaway Correctional Institution 20 ] | Southeastern Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution 17 3 Pickaway Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution 4 k Oakwood Correctional Institution 9
Belmont Correctional Institution 2 S Correctional Reception Center 9
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 2 4 Ohio State Penitentinry 9
Lake Erie Corrcctional Institution 0 21 Lebanon Correctional Institution 8
Warren Correctional Institution 0 0 Lako Eric Correctional Institution 8
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution ) i 1.ordon Correctional Institution 7
Marion Correctional Institution ) 3 Chillicothe Correctional Institution [
Franklin Pre Release Center ) 2 Ross Correctional Institution [
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility | 8 7 Toledo Correctional Institution €
Allen Correctional Instilution 6 11 North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 5
Lebanon Correctional Institution 4 2 Belmont Correctional Institution H
‘Toledo Corrcctional Institution 3 5 Warren Correctional Institution S
London Correctionnl Institution 3 4 Graflon Correctional institution 4
Hocking Correctional Facility 3 2 Richland Corrcctional Instilution 4
Mansfield Correctional Institution 3 2 | Allen Correctional Institution 4
Correctional Reception Center 2 3 Marion Correctional Institution 4
Oakwood Correctional Facility 2 2 Corrections Medical Center 2

| Grafton Correction Institution 1 2 Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 2
Northeast Pre Release Center 2 | Mansficld Correctional Institution

Corrections Medical Center 0 | Franklin Pre Release Center

Lorain Correctional Institution 0 Northeast Pre Release Center

Ohio Stato Penitentiary ( 5 ‘Trumbull Correctional Institution 0
Montgomery Education and Pre Release 0 Dayton Correctional Institution 0
Dayton Correctional Institution 0 2 Hocking Correctional Facility 0
North Central Correctional Institution 0 North Central Correctional Institution 0
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0 Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0
Totals 258 | 254 Total 188
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF ASSAULT (INMATE ON STAFF) SEXUAL ASSAULTS
Institution 2003 | 2004 Institution # Of Investigatlons
Ohio Reformatory for Women 26 | 22
Lake Eric Correctional Institution 2 Lako Erie Correctional Institution 21
| Chillicothe Correctional Institution 2 [ Madison Correctional Institution 3
| Pickaway Correctional Institution 10 Richland Correctional Institution 0
| Lebanon Correctional Institution 8 Correctional Reception Center 9
Richland Correctional Institution 9 4 | Lorain Correctional Institution 9
| Southenstern Correctional Institution ] 0 Mansfiold Correctional Institution 8
| Madison Correctional Institution 7 [ | Northeast Pre Release Center 8
Noble Correctional Institution 7 4 Allen Correctional Institution 7
London Correctional Institution 6 7 Noble Correctional Institution 7
Lorain Correctional Institution 5 12 Chillicothe Correclional Institution 6
Ross Correctional Institution _ ] [ Ross Correctional Institution 5
North Const Correctional ‘Treatment Fecility S $ Belmont Correctional Institution S
Allen Correctional Institution 4 [ North Central Correctional Institution 3
Marion Correctional Institution 4 4 Southeastern Correctional Institution 2
Oakwood Correctional Facility 3 9 Marion Correctional Institution 2
Toledo Correctional Institution 2 [ Graflon Correctional Institution 2
Corrections Medical Center 2 2 Ohio Reformatory for Women 2
Franklin Pre Relense Center 2 0 Warren Correctional Institution 2
Belmont Correctional Institution 5 Lebanon Correctional Institution
Montgomery Education and Pro Release Conter 2 Corroctions Medical Center
Mansficld Correctional Institution 1 London Correctional Institution
Northeast Pre Release Center 0 Oakwood Correctional Facility
Trumbull Correctional Institution 0 Pickawny Correctional Institution 1
Correctional Reception Center 0 J Dayton Correctional Institution 0
Ohio State Penitentiary 0 ) | Franklin Pre Releaso Center 0
Warren Correctional Institution 0 s | Hocking Correctional Facility 0
Grafton Correctional Institution 0 4 | Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 0
Dayton Correctional Institution 0 0 | North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0
Hocking Correctional Facility 0 Ohio State Penitentinry — 0
North Central Correctional Institution 0 Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0
Southern Chio Correctional Facility 0 Toledo Correctional Institution [1
| Totals 146 | 188 Trumbull Correctional Institution 0
Total 124
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF SEXUAL ASSAULTS STAFF MISCONDUCT
lnstitution 2003 | 2004 Institution # Of Investigations
Ross Correctional Institution 6 5 Ohio Reformatory for Women 37
Richland Correctional Institution s |10 | Pickaway Correctional Institution 20
Correctional Reception Cenler 5 9 | Madison Correctional Institution 20
Ohio Reformatory for Wemen 5 2 | Ross Correctional Institution 7
Madigon Correctional Institution 4 13 Correctional Reception Center 5
Noblc Correctional Institution 3 Franklin Pre Release Center 4
Mansfield Correctional Institution 2 QOakwood Correctional Focility 3
Warren Correctional Institution 2 Richland Correctional Institution 0

Lcbanon Correctional Institution

Northceast Pre Release Center

Allen Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

| Lake Erio Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

lalolBholwle

Corrcctions Medical Center

London Correctional Institution

Onkwood Correctional Focility

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Toledo Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

3elmont Correctional Institution

Grafton Correctional Institution

Norith Coast Correctional Treatment Fecility

Lake Eric Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

| Warren Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Instilution

| Mansfield Correctional Institution

slalelnlunlnlelolalo

Marion Correctional Institution

Franklin Pre Release Center

GraRon Correctional Instilution

Hocking Correctional Facility

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Ohio State Penitentiary

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Toledo Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Totals

London Correctional Institution

W

W

Ohio State Ponitontiary

Northeast Pro Release Center

2 | W2

Corrections Medical Center

sl

Allen Correctional Institution

| Lcobanon Correctional Institution

11ocking Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Centor

Ylelolololelele]elelelelolclole]lele]le
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF STAFF MISCONDUCT STAFF/INMATE RELATIONSIIPS
Institution 2003 | 2004 Institution #l Of Investigations
Ohio Reformatory for Women 40 | 37 Ohio Reformatory for Women 2
Ounkwood Correctional Facility 34 3 Madison Correctional Institution
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution 2 7 Lorain Correctional Institution k
Correctional Reception Center 4 S Richland Correctional Institution 2
Pickaway Correctional Institution 3 20 Lake Erie Correctional Institution 9
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 3 6 | Pickaway Correctional Institution 8
Richland Correctional Institution 1 10 Toledo Correctional Institution 7
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0 Franklin Pre Relense Center 7
Belmont Correctional Institution 0 [ Mansficld Correctional Institution 7
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0 ) Allen Correctional Institution ¢
Corrections Medical Center 9 2 Hocking Correctional Facility [
Allen Correctional Institution ) ] Warren Correctional Institution [
Franklin Pre Release Center 14 Corrections Medical Center $
Grafton Correctional Institution 6 Oakwood Correctional Facility H
Ross Correctional Institution 17 Grafton Correctional Institution 5
Toledo Correctional Institution 7 8 London Correctional Institution 4
Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center | 7 0 Chillicothe Correctional Institution 4
Southeastern Correctional Institution S 5 Correctional Reception Center 4
| Warren Correctional Institution 5 4 Northeast Pre Relcase Center
| Lake Eric Correctional Institution 4 5 | Marion Correctional Institution 3
| Marion Correctional Institution 4 3 North Central Correctiom! Institution k
Northenst Pre Relense Center 4 3 | Southenstern Correctional Institution k
| Lebanon Correctional Institution 4 ] Trumbull Correctional Institution 3
| Madison Correctional Institution 20 Ross Correctional Institution
| London Correctional Institution k | Ohio State Penitentinry 3
| Hocking Correctional Facility 3 | Noble Correctional Institution 2
| Ohio State Penitentinry 2 Dayton Correctional Institution 2
| Lorain Correctional Institution 2 5 Lebanon Correctional Institution 2
| Noble Correctional Institution 2 4 | Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center
Dayton Correctional Institution | Belmont Correctional Institution
| North Central Correctional Institution Southern Ohio Correctional Facility
Mansficld Corrcctional Institution 0 4 TOTAL 186
Totals 274 | 237
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF STAFF/INMATE RELATIONSHIPS ‘OTHER’ INVESTIGATIONS
Institution 2003 | 2004 Institution # Of Investigations

Ohio Reformatory for Women 37 | 21 Ohio State Penitontiary 555
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 2 | 4 Madison Correctional Institution 430
Franklin Pro Relense Center 8 7 Trumbull Correctional Institution 315
Madison Correctional Institution 4 16 Noble Correctional Institution 30
Pickaway Correctional Institution 3 8 Warren Correctional Institution 276
Tolcdo Correctional Institution 3 7 Ross Correctional Institution 264
Northeast Pre Release Center 2 Corrections Medical Center 259
Allen Correctional [nstitution Belmont Correctional Institution 206
Mansficld Correctional Institution 9 ] Lorain Correctional Ingtitution 86
Southcastern Correctional Institution 9 3 Mansfield Correctional Institution 83
Richland Correctional Institution 8 12 Northeast Pro Release Center 2
Lake Erie Correctional Institution [] 9 Pickaway Correctional Institution 112
Hocking Correctional Faeility 7 6 Southeastern Correctional Institution 83
Oakwood Correctional Facility s S Franklin Pre Release Center 74
Southern Ohio Correctional Fagility 5 0 | Oskwood Correctional Facility 7
Graflon Correctional Institution 4 5 | Lebanon Correctional Institution 7
London Correctional Institution 4 4 | Hocking Correctional Facility 5

| Dayton Correctional Institution 4 2 | Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 56
Lorain Correctional Institution _ 3 13 Correctional Reception Center k
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facilily 3 11 | Lake Erio Correctional Institution 47
Correctional Reception Center 3 4 | North Central Correctional Institution 39
Trumbull Correctional Institution 3 3 | North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 38
Montgomory Education and Pro Release Center ] Richland Correctionnl Institution 37
Belmont Correctional Institution 0 Ohio Reformatory for Women 29
Warren Correctional Institution 2 ¢ Allen Correctional Institution 25
North Central Correctional Institution 2 Toledo Correctional Institution 8
Lebanon Correctional Institution 2 2 Marion Correctional Institution 7

| Marion Correctional Institution 3 London Correctional Institution 7
Noble Correctional Institution 2 Chillicothe Correctional Institution
Corrections Medical Center 0 S Dayton Correctional Institution 2
Ohio State Penitentinry 0 Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

| Ross Correctional Institution 0 Grafton Correctional Institution 0
Totals 229 | 186 ‘Total 3,959

o The “Other Investigations” category also includes background checks.
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF ‘OTIIER' INVESTIGATIONS APPENDIXE
lnstitution 2003 | 2004 SEARCHES, SHAKEDOWNS, DRUGS, AND ALCONOL CONFISCATED
Belmont Correctional Institution 436 | 206 CANINE SEARCIIES
Chio State Penitentiary 416 | 555
Noble Correctional Institution 37 301 | i ]]nlﬂl;lli(:n #Of Slesarchcs
Corrections Medical Center 314 | 259 Lorain Correctional Instituticn
Trumbull Correctional Institution 246 | 315 | North Coast Correctional Treatinent Facility
Southeastern Correctional Institution 87 83 Belmont Correclional Institution
Mansfield Correctional Institution 371 183 | Warren Corroctional Institution
Warren Correctional Institution 24 | 276 Grafton Correctional lnslltgtlon
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 9 | 56 }Rloblec Correcitionla: lm:liluiuon
Ohio Reformatory for Women 03 | 29 0ss Correctionl Institution
Hocking Correctional Facility 96 s Lebanon Correctional Institution [
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 92 London Corrcctional Institution 6
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 57 4 North Central Correctional Institution $
Onkwood Correctional Facility 52 74 Lake Erie Correctional Institution S
Marion Correctional Institution 43 7 Ohio State Penitentiary 4
Lebanon Correctional Institution 40 73 Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 4
Lorain Correctional Institution ] 186 Souihcqslcm Correctional Institution 4
Madison Correctional Institution ) | 430 | Correctional Reception Center 4
Ross Correctional Institution 264 g:l‘ml;{ul:. Correctio[pul Institution j
Richland Corrcctional Institution 37 o Reformatory for Women 3
Allen Correctional Institution S 25 Richtand Correctional Institution 3
North Const Correctional Treatment Facility 28 38 Toledo Correctional Institution 2
Franklin Pre Release Center 2 74 Allen Correctional Institution 2
North Central Corrcctional Institution 2 9 Marion Correctional Institution
London Correctional Institution 2 7 Fm:lidin Pre Release Center i
‘Toledo Correctional Institution [ 8 Madison Correctional Institution
Correctional Reception Center 3 | 53 | Mansfield Correctional Institution
Monigomory Education and Pre Relcase Center | 6 0 Il;icknwnx Corrcictionnl Institution 1
Northeast Pro Release Center 2 2 ayton Correctional Institution
Pickaway Correctional Institution 0 2 Montgomery Education and Pro Release Center 0
Dayton Correctional Institution 0 2 Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0
| Graon Correctional Instilution ol o Northeast Pre Release Cenitlci:r g
Totals 3,147 3,989 Hockinyg Correctional Facility
* * Corrections Medical Center 0
| Onkwood Correctional Facility 0
*The “Other Investigations” category also includes background checks. Total 127
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF INSTITUTIONS BY CANINE SEARCUES EMPLOYEE STRIP/PATDOWNS
Institutions 2003 2004 Institution # Of Strip/Patdowns
| North Central Correctional Institution 5

Lcbanon Correctional Institution 2 6 Belmont Correctional Institution 12
Lorain Correctional Institution 2 k Lake Erie Correctional Institution ]
North Coast Correctional Treatment Fecility 2 3 Toledo Correctional Institution 4
Warren Correctional Institution 2 § Allen Correclional Institution k
Grafion Correctional Institution 8 Lorain Correctional Institution
Belmont Correctional Institution 6 11 ‘T'rumbull Correctional Institution 3
Noble Correctional Institution S § Pickaway Correctional Institution 2
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility S 4 | Warren Correctional Institution 1
Allen Correctional Institution 4 2 Groaflon Corrcctional Institution 1
Dayton Correctional Institution 4 0 Lebanon Correctional Institution 0

| London Correctional Institution 4 6 London Correctional Institution 0

| Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 4 0 Chillicotlio Correclional Institution 0
Ohio State Penitentiary 4 4 Corrections Medical Center 0
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0 | Correctional Reception Center 0
North Central Correctional Institution H | Dayton Correctional Institution 0
Toledo Correctional Institution : 2 | Franklin Pre Release Center 0
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 2 S Hocking Correctional Faility 0
Marion Correctional Institution 2 2 | Madison Correctional Institution 0
Northeast Pre Relcase Center 2 0 | Mansfield Correctional Institution 0
Southeastern Correctional Institution 2 4 | Marion Correctional Institution 0
Hocking Correctional Fecility 0 Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 0
Correctional Reception Center 4 | Noble Correctlional Institution 0
Medison Correctional Institution North Coast Correctional Treatment Fecility 0

| Mansficld Correctional Institution | Northeast Pre Release Center 0
Corrections Medical Center 0 0 | Oakwood Correctional Facility 0
Franklin Pre Relense Center 0 1 | Ohio Reformatory for Women 0
Oakwood Correctional Facility 0 | Ohio State Penitentiary

| Ohio Reformatory for Women 0 | Richland Correctioml Institution
Pickaway Corrcclional Institution 0 | Ross Correctional Institution
Richland Correctional Institution 0 Southeastern Correctional Institution 0
Ross Correctional Institution 0 Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0

| Trumbull Correctional Institution 0 4 Total 88
Total 116 127
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF EMPLOYEE STRIP/PATDOWNS

Institutions

2003

2004

98

VISITOR STRIP/PATDOWNS

Toledo Correctional Institution

3

| Lake Erie Correctional Institution

1

Lcbanon Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

ol ||

| Pickaway Correctional Institution

~

Warren Corrcctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Institution

# OF Strip/Patdowns

Warren Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

Lcbanon Correctional Institution

London Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Corrcctions Medical Center

Corrcctional Reception Center

(=] (=] (= [ [~}

Dayton Correctional Institution

QGraflon Correctional Institution

Franklin Pre Release Center,

Hocking Correctional Facility

Lorain Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Mansfield Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

| Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

| Noble Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

North Const Correctional Treatment Facility

Northeast Pre Release Center

Onkwood Correctional Facility

Mansfield Correctional Institution

‘Toledo Correctionnl Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

‘—"""'“""9‘32

Lorain Correctional Institution

Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

| Betmont Correctional Institution

Graflon Correctional Instilution

North Coast Correctional Treatmont Facility

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

Hocking Correctional Fagility

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Monigomery Education and Pre Release Center

Corrcctions Medical Center

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Ohio State Penitentiary

Richland Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

(=] [=] [=] (] (o] (=] (=] Da) (] [

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Total
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Franklin Pre Relense Centor

Madison Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Norheast Pre Release Center

Oakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Ohio Stato Penitentiary

Total
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF VISITOR STRIP/PATDOWNS

Institutions

2003

2004

100

MAJOR SHAKEDOWNS

Lcbanon Correctional Institution

Institution

# Of Major
Shakedowns

Warren Correctional Institution

—

London Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

Dayton Correctional Institution

| Madison Correctional Institution

.ondon Correctional Institution

| Ohio State Penitentiory

Lake Erio Correctional Inslitution

Mansficld Correctional Institution

alalalunlalw

alolvlunl®le

Noble Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

Toledo Correctioml Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

slalw

QOakwood Correctional Facility

Richland Correctional Institution

Grafton Correctional Institution

outheastern Correctional Institution

outhern Ohio Correclional Facility

[ Chillicothe Correctional Institution

loleolrolwle

Lorain Correctional Institution

[ Mansfield Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

North Central Correctional Institution

Lorain Correctional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Correctionnl Reception Center

Allen Correctionnl Institution

A;uooollh

Corrections Medical Center

| Franklin Pre Release Center

Grafton Correctional Institution

Hocking Corrcctional Facility

| Lake Erie Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Marion Correctional Institution

(=] (=1 £=] (=] (=) (=] {=] [=] (=]
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Belmont Correctional Institution

Corrections Medical Center

Franklin Pre Release Center

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Toledo Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

| Correctional Reception Center

Dayton Correctional Institution

North Ceniral Correctional Institution

Hocking Corrcctional Facility

| North Const Correctional Treatment Facility

L [=] (=1 (=] (P T B

| Northeast Pre Release Center

| Oakwood Correctional Institution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Ohio State Penitentiary

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

Y

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Total

Blele]e|e

Lebanon Correctional Institution

| Marion Correctional Institution

| Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

Northeast Pro Relense Center

Ohio Reformatory for Women

(=] (=] =] [=] k=]

Ross Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

[Total
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF MAJOR SHAKEDOWNS

102

MARIJUANA

Institutions

2003

2004

Tnstitution

Madison Correctional Institution

North Central Correctional Institution

Marijuana Confiscated (oz.
23.24

London Correctional Institution

Ohio State Penitontiary

w|~a]oc]

[ Richland Correctional Institution

11

Pickaway Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Hocking Correctional Facility

Dayton Correctional Institution

Mansficld Correctional Institution

Noble Correctional Institution

o] o]wr]w ] wifajunlw]aloe

Northeast Pre Release Center

o|m|v]c]cle]o|e

Corrections Medical Center

Grafton Correctional Institution

Lake Eric Correctional Institution

Lorain Corrcctional Institution

North Coast Correctio nal Treatment Facility

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

| Correctional Reception Center

Franklin Pre Release Center

Lebanon Correctional Institution

| Marion Corroctional Institution

Montgomory Education and Pre Release Center

North Central Correctional Institutiocn

[ Onkwood Correctional Facility

Ohio Reformatory for Women

| Richland Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

(=] [=] [=] =] [=] [=] [=] fa] [=] [=] (=2
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Southern Ohio Correctional Facility

Toledo Correctional Institution

| Warren Correctional Institution

Total

3'»|<-

2

Noble Correctional Institution 13.0
| Lake Erie Correctional [nstitution 2.77
| Belmont Correctional Institution 0.69

London Correctional Institution 8.76
| Pickaway Correctional Institution 8.0

Ross Correctional Institution 2.72

Toledo Correctional Institution 225

Marion Correctional Institution 1.57

Qralon Correctional Institution 0,81

Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0,80

Southeastern Correctional Institution 0,76

Lorain Correctional Institution 0,64

Correctional Reception Center 0.35

Lebanon Correctional Institution 0.21

Mansficld Correctional Institution 0.05

Madison Correctional Institution 0.04

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility ‘I'ece

Ohio State Penitentinry Traco

Northeast Pre Releago Center Trace

Allen Correctional Institution 0.0

Trumbull Correctionnl Institution 0.0

Warren Correctional Institution 0.0

Corrections Medical Center 0.0

Dayton Correctional Institution 0.0

I’ranklin Pre Relense Center, 0.0

Hocking Correctional Facility 0.0

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 0.0

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0.0

Ouakwood Correctional Facility 0.0

Ohio Reformatory for Women 0.0

Total *99.47 oz,

6,22 Ibs.

*Data taken from 2004 Chief Inspector Annual Report, Figures should read 99.68

oz. and 6.23 lbs,

** |t should also be noted that several institutions also reported the confiscation of

marijuana joints and ballcons that were not weighed,
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF MARIJUANA CONFISCATED

104

CRACK/COCAINE

Institutions 2003 2004 Institution Crack/Cocaine Confiscated (Grams)
Southeastern Correctional Institution 24.46 0.7¢ | Ross Correctional Institution 15.44
Lebanon Correctional Institution 13.5 0.2 North Central Correctional Institution 7.6
London Correctional Institution 9.5 8.6 Pickaway Correctiona Institution 3.0
Ross Correctional Institution 8.37 2.72 London Correctional Institution _20
Toledo Correctional Institution 8.04 2,25 Noble Correctional Institution 1.0+
Richland Correctional Institution 7.67 13.11 Mansficld Correctional Institution 1.0
| Allen Correctional Institution 6.7 0.0 | Lebanon Correctional Institution 1.0
Noble Correctional Institution 6.0 13.0 | Richland Correctional Institution 0.901
| North Central Correctional Institution 5.84 23.24 | Lorain Correctional Institution 0.56
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 3.09 0.80 North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 04
| Pickaway Correctional [nstitution 2.08 0 | Southern Ohio Correctional Facility Trmeo
| Belmont Correctional Institution 47 10.69 Chillicothe Correctional Institution Trace
| Mansfield Correctional Institution 29 0.0 Warren Correctional Institution 0.0
| Orafton Correctional Institution 25 0.8 ‘l'oledo Correctional Institution 0.0
| Lake Eric Correctional Institution .23 12.77 Trumbull Correctional Institution 0.0
Madison Correctional Institution . 0.04 Belmont Correctional Institution D,
Trumbull Correctional Institution 0. 0.0 Allen Correctional Institution 0,
Correctional Reception Center 0.60 0.35 Correctional Reception Center 0.
Marion Correctional Institution 0.26 1.57 Grafton Correctional Institution 0.0
Warren Correctional Institution 0.14 0.0 Corrections Medical Center 0.0
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0.05 Trace | Southeastern Correctional Institution 0.0
Ohio State Penitentinry 0.005 Trace | Dayton Correctional Institution 0.0
Corrections Medical Conter 0.0 0.0 | Franklin Pro Releaso Conter 0.0
Dayton Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0 | Hocking Correctional Facility 0.0
| Franklin Pre Relense Conter 0.0 0.0 | Loke Eric Correctional Institution 0.0
| Hocking Correctional Facility 0.0 0.0 | Madison Correctional Institution 0.0
| Lorain Correctional Institution 0.0 0.64 | Marion Correctional Institution 0.0
Monigomery Education and Pre Release Conter 0.0 0.0 Monligomery Education and Pre Release Center 0.0
North Coast Correctionnl Treatment Facility 0.0 0.0 | Northeast Pre Release Center 0.0
Nertheast Pre Relense Center 0.0 Trece | Ookwood Correctional Facility 0.0
Oakwood Correctional Facility 0.0 0.0 Ohio Reformatory for Women 0.0
Chio Reformatory for Women 0.0 0.0 Ohio Statc Penitentiary 0.0
Total 103.465 oz, | *99.47 oz, Total 32901 g,
6.471bs. | 6.22 Ibs. 1.16 0z,

*Data taken from 2004 Chief Inspector Annual Report. Figures should read 99.68 oz. and
6.23 lbs. ** It should also be noted that several institutions also reported the confiscation
of marijuana joints and balloons that were not weighed.
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF CRACK/COCAINE CONFISCATED

106

IIEROIN

Institution

Heroin Confiscated (Grams)

| Mansficld Correctional Institution

Ross Correctional Institution

Richland Correctional Institution

L.ondon Correctional Institution

Lebanon Correctional Institution

™

Toledo Correctional Institution

| Marion Correctional Institution

—|o\|elolv|n|nu

Noble Correctional Institution

[t
£l

packet

Southern Ohio Correctional Fecility

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Lake Eric Correctional Instilution

Allen Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Belmont Correctional Institution

yyypppk
°°°°°°g

Corrections Medical Center

Correctional Reception Center

fd

Dayton Correctional Institution

| Franklin Pre Release Center

Gralton Correctional Institution

ocking Correctional Facility

.orain Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Relcase Center

North Central Correctional Institution

Institutions 2003 2004
Warren Correctional Institution 44.4 0.0
"Toledo Correctional Institution 9.55 0.0
Ross Correctional Institution 2.07 5.44
Richland Correctional Institution 6.45 0.90
‘Trumbull Correctional Institution 5.0 0.0
Pickaway Corrcctional Ingtitution 3.0 3.0
London Correctional Institution .1 2.0
Mansfield Correctional Institution 0 1.0
Lebanon Correctional Ingtitution 0 1.0
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0.6 Trace
Grafton Correctional Institution 0.10 0.0
Noble Correctional Institution 5 rocks 1.0+
| Belmont Correctional Institution 3 rocks 0.0
Allen Correctional Institution Treee 0.0
Correctional Reception Conter Traco 0.0
Southern Ohio Correctional Fagility Trace Trace
Corrections Medical Center 0.0 0.0
| North Central Correctional Institution 0 7.6
Southeastern Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
| Dayton Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
| Franklin Pre Release Center 0.0 0.0
Hocking Correctional Facility 0.0 0.0
Lake Eric Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Lorain Correctional Instilution 0.0 0.56
Madison Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Marion Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 0.0 .0
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0.0 0.4
Northcast Pro Release Center 0.0 0.0
Oakwood Correctional Facility 0.0 ,0
Ohio Reformatory for Women 0.0 .0
Ohio State Penitontinry 0.0 .0
Total 95.1g. | 32.901g
3380z | L.160z |

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Northenst Pre Release Center

Ouakwood Correctional Facility

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Ohio State Penitentinry

Southenstern Correctionnl Institution

Warren Correctional [nstitution

boad o bad Bnd bnd IS 5o g nd oo Bond B g o Bd
ololololelolelelelelelelelele]c

Total
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF IIEROIN CONFISCATED

108

ILLICIT PILLS

Institution

['Ross Correctional Institution

I1licit Pills Confiscated

349

Noble Correctional Institution

| Richland Correctional Institution

Correctional Reception Center

| London Correctional Institution

| Marion Correctional Institution

| Belmont Correctional Institution

Southern Chio Correctional Facility

[Grafton Correctional Institution

Allen Correctional Institution

Chillicothe Correctional Institution

Pickaway Correctionnl Institution

Southeastern Correctional Institution

Corrections Medical Center

Dayton Correctional Institulion

| Franklin Pre Relcase Center

| Hocking Correctional Facility

| Lake Erie Correctional Institution

JQOOOOOOOOOBK"\'-'AQ?{

| Lebanon Correctional Institution

| Lorain Correctional Institution

Madison Correctional Institution

| Mansfield Correctional Institution

Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center

North Central Correctional Institution

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility

Northeast Pro Release Center

Onkwood Correctional Irstitution

Ohio Reformatory for Women

Ohio Statc Penitentiary
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Toledo Correctional Instilution

Trumbull Correctional Institution

Warren Correctional Institution

Institutions 2003 2004
Mansficld Correctional Ingtitution 8.5 8.5
Trumbull Correctional Institution 8.0 0.0
London Correctional Institution 5.9 3.0
‘Toledo Correctional [nstitution 4.97 .6
Ross Correctional Institution 4.0 8.5
Richland Correctional Institution 3.2 8.5
Lebanon Correctional Institution 2.0 20
Leke Erie Correctional Institution 1.0 0.0
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 0.3 0,0
Allen Correctional Institution 0.0 0,0
Belmont Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Corrections Medical Center .0 0.0
Correctional Reception Center .0 0.0
Dayton Correctional Institution .0 0.0
Franklin Pre Release Center 0.0 0.0
Graflton Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Hocking Correctional Facility 0.0 0.0
Lorain Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Madison Correctional Instilution 0.0 0.0
| Marion Correctional Institution 0.0 1.1
Montgomery Education end Pre Release Center 0.0 0.0
Noble Correctional Institution 0.0 1 packet
North Contral Corrcctional Institution 0.0 0.0
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0.0 0.0
| Northeast Pro Release Center At
Ouakwood Correctional Facility .0
Ohio Reformatory for Women , .0
Ohio State Penitentiary 0.0 0.0
Pickaway Corrcctional Institution 0. 0.0
Southeastern Correctional Institution 0. 0.0
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0. Trace
Warren Correclional Institution D. 0.0
Total 3787g. | 33.2g
134 | 1.17 oz,

Total

447
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2003/2004 COMPARISON OF ILLICIT PILLS CONFISCATED noocu
Institutions 2003 | 2004 Institution Hooch Confiscated (Gallons)
| Soutkern Ohio Correctional Facility 52] 0 Noble Correctional Instilution 2430
Ross Correctional Institution 37| 349 | Mansfield Correctional Institution __ 2240
Graflon Cotrectional Institution 128 0 | Lake Erie Correctional Institution 126.0
Allen Correctional Institution 60 | O | North Central Correctional Institution 82.34
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 2 1 0 | Richland Correctional Institution 55.0
Corrcctional Reception Conter 22 5 Belmont Correctional Institution 38.3
| Pickaway Correctional Institution 0 Chillicothe Correctional Institution 8.5
| Southeastern Correctional Institution 0 Southeastern Correctional [nstitution 6.0
London Corrcctional Institution 5 Marien Correctional Institution 1.75
Corrections Medical Center 0 Allen Correctionnl Institution 0.0
Belmont Correctional Institution 2 Corrections Medical Conter 0.0
Noble Correctional Institution 76 Correctional Reception Center 0.0
Dayton Correctional Institution Dayton Correctional Institution 0.0
| Franklin Pre Release Center | Franklin Pre Release Center 0.0
| Hocking Correctional Facility | Gralon Correctional Institution 0.0
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| Lake Eric Correctional Institution | Hocking Correctional Facility
| Lebanon Correctional Institution | Lebanon Correctional Institution
| Lorain Correctional Institution | L.ondon Correcticnal Institution 0.
| Madison Correctional Institution | Lorain Correctional Institution 0.
| Mansficld Correctional Instilution 0 Madison Correctional Institution 0.0
| Marion Correctional Institution 4 | Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 0.0
Montgomery Education end Pre Release Center 0 North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0.0
North Central Correctional Institution 0 | Northeast Pre Releasc Center 0.0
North Coast Correctional Treatment Fagility 0 Oakwood Correctional Facility 0.0
| Northeast Pre Release Center 0 Ohio Reformatory for Women .0
Oakwood Correctional Facility 0 0 Ohio State Penitentinry ,
Ohio Reformatery for Women 0 0 Picknway Correctional Institution I
Ohio State Penitentiary 0 0 | Ross Correctional Institution 0.
Richland Correctional Institution 0 6 Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0.
Toledo Correctional Institution 0 Toledo Correctional Institution 0.
Trumbull Correctional Institution 0 Trumbull Correctional Institution 0.
Warren Correclional Institution 0 Warren Correclional Institution 0.
| Total 868 | 447 Total 784.86%*

"The confiscation and destruction of hooch varies across institutions and may have
not included investigator involvement. As such, a zero may only indicate that the
investigator did not have any involvement in the confiscation and destruction.

** Statistics taken from the 2004 Annual Chicf Inspector Report. Figure should
read 784,89,



2003/2004 COMPARISON OF HOOCH CONFISCATED

Institution 2003 2004
| Mangficld Correctional Institution 224.0 224.0
Noble Correctional [nstitution 50.0 243.0
| Richland Correclional Institution 13.3 55.0
| North Central Correctional Institution _9.5 82.34
| Southeastern Correctional Institution 58.5 6.0
Warrcn Correctional Institution 34.0 0.0
Belmont Correctional [nstitution 323 383 |
Trumbull Correctional Institution 30.0 0.0
Marion Correctional Institution 22,5 1.75
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 6.5 8.5
Allen Correctional Institution 10.0 0.0
Toledo Correctional Institution 8.0 .0
Ross Correctional Institution 1 bottle vodka .0
Corrections Medical Center 0.0 .0
Corrcctional Reception Center 0.0 0.0
Dayton Correctional Institution 0.0
Franklin Pre Release Center 0.0 X
| Orafion Correctional Institution 0.0 X
Hocking Correctional Facility 0.0 0.
Lake Eric Correctional Institution 0.0 126.0
| Lebanon Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
London Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Lorain Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
| Madison Correctional Instilution 0.0 0.0
Montgomery Education and Pre Relenso Center 0.0 0.0
North Coast Correctional Treatment Faeility 0.0 0.0
Northeast Pre Release Center 0.0 0.0
Oakwood Correctional Facility 0.0 0.0
Ohio Reformatory for Women 0.0 0.0
Ohio State Penitentiary 0.0 0.0
Pickaway Correctional Institution 0.0 0.0
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 00 0.0
‘Total 791.6 784.86**

* The confiscation and destruction of hooch varies across institutions and may
have not included investigator involvement. As such, a zero may only indicate that the
investigator did not have any involvement in the confiscation and destruction,

** Statistics taken from tho 2004 Annual Chief Inspector Report, Figuro should
rcad 784,89,



