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Chapter 1. Introduction

Purpose of
Study

Department of
Correction

The objective of this study was to determine if the current Connecticut
Department of Correction (DOC) custodial staffing levels are sufficient
for the safe and efficient management of the state’s prison population.

In fiscal year 2002, the Connecticut Department of Correction operated 18
correctional facilities and expended $533.6 million, of which all but $20.3
million came from the state’s General Fund. The average daily inmate
population was 18,288 and the department had 6,587 filled staff positions
on June 30, 2002.

As shown in Figure I-1, $482.8 million, or 94 percent of the budget, were
spent on the care and custody program that supports the department’s
security and treatment services. A distant second among the department’s
three major budget categories was community services. It accounted for 5
percent of all expenditures. One percent of the budget was spent on
management services.

Figure I-1. Expenditures by Budget
Program in FY 02 (in millions)
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Sixty-four percent of the Department of Correction’s FY 02 expenditures
were for personal services. As shown in Figure I-2, the distribution of
staff by program closely parallels the department’s expenditure pattern.

Figure I-2. Allocation of Staff by Budget
Program in FY 02
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Study Issue
The study, approved by the program review committee in February 2003,
was prompted by concerns raised by some of the department’s employees,
their union representatives, and the Senate president pro tempore about the
adequacy of the staff resources devoted to maintaining a secure
environment within the state’s correctional facilities.

Methodology

Many factors were considered in analyzing whether the staffing levels at
the state’s prisons have led to the creation of a safe or unsafe environment.
Among those factors were the:

* number of inmates being supervised;

* operating philosophy of the department’s administration;

* characteristics of the department’s 18 correctional facilities;
* department’s process for assigning staff; and

* number of staff responsible for security.

Data on the number and nature of incidents involving inmates were used
as the primary measure of the safety of the state’s prisons. The reported




Agency Response

incidents were separated into categories including inmate on staff assaults,
inmate on inmate assaults, and disciplinary reports. Annual data were
collected as well as data covering a few specific points in time. The
incidents were examined in the aggregate and by facility.

Data on staff, inmates, and facilities were obtained from the department
and analyzed in terms of their relationship to reported incidents.

Written materials provided by the department and interviews of its staff
were used to obtain information on the operating philosophy of the
Department of Correction and the process followed in determining the
number of staff to be assigned to a given facility.

The perspective of correction officers was obtained through interviews
with their union representatives and an opinion survey mailed directly to
500 officers selected at random.

Finally, the committee held a public hearing on the subject on September
10, 2003.

It is the policy of the Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee to provide the agencies subject to a study with an opportunity
to review and comment on the recommendations prior to publication of
the final report. Appendix E contains the response from the Department
of Correction.







Chapter II. Background

Inmate
Population

Operating
Philosophy

Table II-1 shows the inmate population at each of the 18 facilities run by
the Department of Correction as of March 2003. The numbers include
both sentenced and unsentenced individuals. Excluding the 500 inmates
being housed in Virginia, the total inmate population in March 2003 was

18,385.
Table II-1. Inmate Population by Facility

Facility Mareh 2003 Facliy Mareh 2003

Bergin 955 MacDougall-Walker 1,514
Bridgeport 940 Manson 682
Brooklyn 541 New Haven 831
Cheshire 1,358 Northern 433
Corrigan-Radgowski 1,556  Osborn 1,808
Enfield 796 Robinson 1,208
Garner 783  Webster 572
Gates 987 Willard-Cybulski 1,098
Hartford 956 York-Niantic 1,366

Source of Data: Department of Correction

As stated in the Department of Correction’s FY 04 budget request, the
department operates under the philosophy that “correctional facilities

serve as a means to punish and deter criminal behavior.”

This 1s an

outgrowth of a mission statement adopted in FY 95 that directs the
department to:

protect the public;
protect staff; and

ensure a secure, safe, and humane environment for
offenders in a climate that promotes professionalism,
respect, integrity, dignity, and excellence.

Facility
Characteristics

The department’s 18 facilities vary in the elements commonly thought to

relate to prison staffing. These elements include the inmate population



number, design, population density (inmate population divided by
permanent beds), status of inmates (unsentenced vs. sentenced), and
security classification level. Table II-2 contains data on four of these
elements. (Inmate population numbers are provided in Table II-1 above.)

Table II-2. Characteristics of the State’s Prisons and Jails

Facility Igj ﬁ iift{; (]Ifa e;g:t'z 3) Inmate Status S;‘Z:Z?)
Bergin Dormitory 99.3 Sentenced 2
Bridgeport Dormitory/Cells 97.0  Unsentenced/Sentenced 4
Brooklyn Dormitory 109.5 Sentenced 3
Cheshire Cells 95.4 Sentenced 4
Corrigan-Radgowski Cells 103.5 Unsentenced/Sentenced 4
Enfield Dormitory/Cells 107.3 Sentenced 3
Garner Cells 82.8  Unsentenced/Sentenced 4
Gates Dormitory 99.4 Sentenced 2
Hartford Dormitory/Cells 92.8  Unsentenced/Sentenced 4
MacDougall-Walker Cells 95.0  Unsentenced/Sentenced 4
Manson Cells 95.7 Sentenced 4
New Haven Dormitory/Cells 109.8  Unsentenced/Sentenced 4
Northern Cells 753 Sentenced 5
Osborn Dormitory/Cells 94.0 Sentenced 3
Robinson Cells 102.1 Sentenced 3
Webster Dormitory 99.3 Sentenced 2
Willard-Cybulski Dormitory 105.2 Sentenced 2
York-Niantic Dormitory/Cells 92.9  Unsentenced/Sentenced 5

Source of Data: Department of Correction

Facility design. As shown in Table II-2, seven facilities house inmates in
cells, five use dormitories, and six employ a combination of the two. A
few older facilities such as York-Niantic and Gates also provide cottage-
style housing.

Within a facility, there can be multiple individual housing units. Some are
reserved for inmates who present disciplinary problems, while others are
for those requiring protection from the general inmate population or with
special needs such as medical conditions.

Inmate status. Seven of the department’s 18 facilities house both
sentenced and unsentenced inmates. In only three facilities were more
than one percent of the inmates classified as unsentenced: Bridgeport, 2.3
percent; Hartford, 7.4 percent; and New Haven, 3.2 percent. These
facilities were designed to include pretrial inmates.

Density. A facility’s density was calculated by dividing the average daily
number of inmates reported for March 2003 by the number of permanent
beds reported for the same point in time. (/¢ should be noted both numbers




fluctuate within a small range on an almost daily basis.) Using this
measure, six facilities were overcapacity and 12 were under capacity.'

Security level. The security level of each facility is designated by the
Department of Correction. The department uses five security
classifications:

* Level 5 - maximum security;

* Level 4 - high security;

* Level 3 - medium security;

* Level 2 - minimum security; and

* Level 1 - eligible for community release.

Most facilities contain inmates at two or more classification levels with
their overall ratings based on the highest classification of inmates housed.

Figure II-1 shows the inmate population by security level for the
department as a whole. The data are from June 30 of each year from 1998
through 2003.

Figure lI-1. Inmate Population by
Security Level
20,000 -

15,000 -

10,000 -

5,000 -

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
HLevel 5 207 241 163 168 212 221

Olevel 4 4,387 | 5,362 | 5,124 | 5,335 | 5,696 | 5,692
OLevel 3 4,759 | 5,651 | 5,684 | 5,817 | 5,852 | 5,509
HLevel 2 3,803 | 4,370 | 4,873 | 4,546 | 4,622 | 5,113
HlLevel 1 830 926 851 993 1,495 | 1,569
I Unknown | 1,804 83 82 74 126 56

! The department responds to overcapacity by adding temporary beds and sending
inmates out of state. Temporary beds are generally set up in nonresidential areas such as
gymnasiums, program areas, or storage rooms. Out-of-state placement has been through
a contractual arrangement with the Virginia Department of Correction. The Connecticut
DOC is currently authorized to contract for the out-of-state placement of up to 2,500
Inmates.







Chapter II1. Analysis

Staffing

Level. As shown in Figure III-1, increases in the number of correction
officers over the last seven years have not kept pace with increases in the
inmate population. The inmate population has grown at an average annual
rate of about 4 percent compared to an average of about 1 percent for
custody staff.

Figure IlI-1. Changes in the Number of
Inmates and Correction Officers
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The differential growth rates have resulted in the ratio of inmates to
correction officers increasing from 4.1 to 1 in 1997 to 4.7 to 1 in 2003.
Figure I1I-2 compares Connecticut’s ratio to the other New England states
and the national average in 2000, the most recent year for which
comparative data are available.

Figure lll-2. Ratio of Inmates to
Correction Officers (2000)
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The figure shows that in 2000, Connecticut had a lower inmate to staff
ratio than the national average, but a higher rate than all of the other New
England states except New Hampshire.

Allocation. Table III-1 shows the number of staff at each of the
department’s 18 facilities as of March 2003 and the percentage responsible
for custody, programs, and other duties. Nearly 70 percent of the facility
staff were classified as custodial, 14 percent as program related, and 17

percent as “other”.?

Table III-1. Allocation of Facility Staff
Total Percent  Percent  Percent

Facility facility  custody  program other
staff staff staff staff
Bergin 215 68.8 15.8 15.3
Bridgeport 321 74.8 10.9 14.3
Brooklyn 118 63.6 18.6 17.8
Cheshire 426 73.9 9.4 16.7
Corrigan-Radgowski 442 71.7 10.0 18.3
Enfield 235 68.1 14.9 17.0
Garner 304 69.4 14.5 16.1
Gates 284 70.1 13.0 16.9
Hartford 313 74.4 10.4 15.3
MacDougall-Walker 629 66.9 13.8 19.2
Manson 290 58.6 19.7 21.7
New Haven 273 75.5 9.5 15.0
Northern 294 74.8 6.8 18.4
Osborn 425 75.5 7.8 16.7
Robinson 306 69.0 16.7 14.4
Webster 131 58.8 29.0 15.3
Willard-Cybulski 226 61.5 20.8 17.7
York-Niantic 490 66.5 20.0 13.5
Facility totals 5,722 69.1 14.3 16.7

Source of Data: PRI analysis of DOC organizational charts

However, the percentage of custody staff is misleading because the
security function is an around-the-clock (24/7) responsibility, while the
other two categories generally are not. Using only data from the first shift
-- the most likely period when all three classifications of staff are working
simultaneously -- the proportion of custody staff falls to 52 percent.

? For the purposes of this study, custody staff are correction officers at the rank of captain
and below who are involved in security operations at the department’s correctional
facilities. Program staff includes individuals and supervisors who are directly responsible
for providing habilitative and rehabilitative programs. Staff categorized as “other” is the
residual after the custody and program staff has been identified.
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Staffing
Factors

Similarly, the inmate to custody staff ratio rises from 4.7 inmates per
correction officer to 11.3 per officer when only first shift data are used in
the calculation.

It is important to note, however, that many staff classified as “program” or
“other” are trained correction officers available to respond in emergency
situations. This was demonstrated for the committee in a videotape of a
recent incident at one of the state’s prisons. The tape, reviewed during a
committee tour of DOC facilities, showed non-custody staff responding to
an emergency right along with custody staff.

Span of control. In addition to the ratio of inmates to custody staff, the
committee also examined the ratio of correction officers to lieutenants. In
the Department of Correction, lieutenants function as supervisors and their
numeric relationship to line staff -- referred to as the span of control -- is a
key factor in the supervision of correction officers in both routine and
emergency settings.

Figure III-3 shows an upward trend in the ratio of correction officers to
lieutenants. Over the period shown, the number of correction officers per
lieutenant rose from 13.6 to 1 in 1997, to 16.5 to 1 in 2003.

Figure IlI-3. Number of Correction
Officers per Lieutenant

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

== COs per Lieut. ====Linear (COs per Lieut.)

Inmate population. As expected, the committee found a strong
relationship between the number of inmates at a facility and the number of
custody staff. However, when facilities were compared to each other,
there was a significant difference among them in terms of their inmate to
custody staff ratios. (See Appendix A.)
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This difference is shown in Figure III-4. The range is from 1.97 inmates
for every custody officer at Northern (a maximum security celled facility)
to 7.90 inmates per custody officer at Willard (a minimum security
dormitory style facility). This suggests factors in addition to the size of
the inmate population are influencing the distribution of custody staff
among the department’s facilities.

Figure IlI-4. Inmate to Custody Staff Ratio
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Facility characteristics. Among the factors analyzed to determine if they
were related to differences in custody staff size among the 18 facilities
were facility design, security designation, density, and sentencing status.
The committee’s analysis found each of these factors is linked to the
number of inmates per custody officer at the department’s facilities. The
factors and their relationships with the inmate to custody staff ratio are
summarized in Table I1I-2.

Table III-2. Trends in the Inmate to Custody Staff Ratio Based on Related Factors
Facility Design  Security Level Density Sentencing Status

Direction of  As the design As the security  The more The more
changes in moves from level increases  densely sentenced inmates
the inmate cells to dorms the ratio populated the  a facility has the
to custody the ratio decreases facility the smaller the ratio
staff ratio increases larger the ratio

The committee also examined the relationship between combinations of
factors and the inmate to custody staff ratio. The results from data pairing

12



the facility design factor with the security level factor are shown in the
matrix below.

The non-shaded area indicates the average number of inmates per custody
staff for each design type (row averages) and security risk level (column
averages) when the two factors are looked at separately. The shaded area
shows the average inmate to custody staff ratio for facilities with the
combined characteristics of the two factors identified by the row and
column headings. For example, dormitory facilities with a Level 3 risk
rating have 7.2 inmates per custody officer, whereas celled facilities
designated risk Level 5 have an inmate to custody staff ratio of 2.0 to 1.

Average Inmate to Custody Staff Ratio by Facility Design and
Security Level

Facility design Level2  Level3 Level4  Level 5 Row averages
Cells 57to1  4.1tol 20tol 4.0t0 1
Cells/Dormitories 53tol 40tol 42tol 45101
Dormitories 6.7to1 72tol 6.810 1

Column averages | 6.7to1 59tol 4.1tol 3.1tol 5.0t 1

However, neither the combination of variables represented in the above
matrix (facility design crossed with security level) nor any of the other
factor combinations produced a sufficient number of observations to allow
testing of the interactive effects for statistical significance.

Summary of findings on factors impacting staffing levels
» The number of inmates per custody staff is increasing.

» The number of custody staff per lieutenant (supervisor) is
increasing.

» The number of inmates per custody staff varies significantly
between facilities.

» Variation in the inmate to custody staff ratio is related to
many factors including inmate population, facility design,
facility security level, facility population density, and
sentencing status of inmates at a facility.

» As the size of the inmate population increases at a facility,
so does the number of custody staff.

» As facility design becomes more open, the number of
inmates per custody staff increases.

13



Determining
Staff Levels

» As the security level designation of a facility becomes
higher, the number of inmates per custody staff decreases.

Process. Formulating the number of custody staff needed begins with
identifying how many posts (i.e., work stations) at a specific facility must
be staffed each shift. In addition to facility characteristics, elements
emphasized in determining the number of posts are:

» safety;

* ability to respond to emergencies;
* analysis of incident data;

e feedback from staff; and

* observations.

Some posts require staffing seven days a week, others only five days.
Posts are classified into three types:

» fixed post - must be staffed for an entire shift for safety
and security reasons;

* pull post - may be vacant for up to three hours a shift,
while a correction officer is reassigned; and

* shutdown post - may be vacant for part or all of a shift.

The Department of Correction reports it reviews staffing plans at least
annually for each facility. The department indicated it monitors such
things as inmate grievances, incident reports (formal and informal), and
assaults, and will redo staffing plans at any time when warranted by this
type of information.

Number of posts. In 2003, the department had approximately 2,200
defined posts spread over 18 facilities and three shifts. Figure III-5 shows
the distribution of posts by type and shift. As expected, the first shift
(days) has the most posts, followed in order by the second (evenings) and
third (midnights) shifts. Of the 2,200 posts, 42 percent were defined as
fixed, 36 percent pull, and 22 percent shutdown.

The committee found the allocation of posts by security level is generally
consistent with the distribution of inmates. In 2003, approximately 52
percent of the posts were assigned to security level 4 facilities, which
collectively house about 47 percent of the inmates. Similar relationships
between the number of posts and the inmate population exist among the
other security levels.

14



An analysis of post changes between 2001 and 2003 found the number of
posts increased by 66 or 3.1 percent at a time when the inmate population
increased by about 8.2 percent. However, economies of scale such as
those connected to posts assigned to electronic control rooms and
perimeter security means the number of posts would not necessarily have
to track the inmate population.

The committee could not determine if either the current number of posts or
the rate of change in the number of posts is correct. The committee lacked
the information detail, time, and resources necessary to draw such
definitive conclusions on these two issues.

Figure llI-5. Staff Posts by Type and
Shift
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Shift relief factor (SRF). Once the number of posts for a facility has
been set, a shift relief factor is calculated to enable DOC to compute how
many correction officers are actually needed to cover each post. The SRF
is a formula based on staff absences for vacations, holidays, personal days,
sick leave, workers’ compensation, training days, military leave,
disciplinary action, and other matters. Always greater than one, it
currently is 2.2 for seven-day posts and 1.8 for five-day posts for each
shift. Multiplying each post by its SRF determines the number of
correction officers needed to cover each post.

Staff need. Table III-3 shows the projected number of custody staff
needed based on the SRF, the actual number of staff reported by the
Department of Correction on March 2003, and the percent difference
between the two. As indicated in the table, using the shift relief factor the
department was about 18 percent short of projected staff needs in March
2003. Covering the staff shortfall requires the department to use overtime
and reassign staff from pull and shutdown posts.

15



Table III-3. Custody Staff Needed
SRF projected  Actual custody Percent

Facility staff need staff Difference
Bergin 185 148 -25.0%
Bridgeport 281 240 -17.1%
Brooklyn 88 75 -17.3%
Cheshire 360 315 -14.3%
Corrigan-Radgowski 374 317 -18.0%
Enfield 196 160 -22.5%
Garner 248 211 -17.5%
Gates 231 199 -16.1%
Hartford 280 233 -20.2%
MacDougall-Walker 448 421 -6.4%
Manson 201 170 -18.2%
New Haven 246 206 -19.4%
Northern 262 220 -19.1%
Osborn 385 321 -19.9%
Robinson 267 211 -26.5%
Webster 94 77 -22.1%
Willard-Cybulski 165 139 -18.7%
Y ork-Niantic 390 326 -19.6%

Total 4,701 3,989 -17.8%

Source of Data: Department of Correction

Meeting staff need. Figure II1-6 illustrates the overtime hours worked by
correction officers and custody supervisors from 1998 through 2002. The
unusual jump in 2000 is due in large part to the fact there were 27 pay
periods in FY 00 as opposed to the normal 26 pay periods.

Since the average correction officer works about 1,350 hours per year --
net hours after deducting days off, holidays, vacation time, sick time, and
personal leave time -- the 712 staff deficiency estimated using the SRF
methodology represents nearly a million staff hours on an annual basis.

Based on FY 02 overtime data and assuming all of the estimated
additional staff hours needed were worked, approximately 87 percent of
the staff shortfall was covered by overtime. By default, the remaining 13
percent of the staff hours needed must have come from pull and shutdown
posts.

Summary of findings related to determining staff levels

» The Department of Correction is about 700 staff short of
meeting the optimum number of staff called for by the
department’s staffing plan.

16



Staff Safety

» On a daily basis staff shortages are made up through the
use of overtime (87 percent in 2002) and reassigning staff
from one post to another.

Figure lllI-6. Custody Overtime Hours
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000
600,000 -
400,000 -
200,000 -
0 - T T T T
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
B Custody Staff O Custody Supervisors

Reporting and processing inmate misconduct. For purposes of this
study the safety level at the state’s correctional facilities is measured in
general terms by the number of disciplinary reports generated by inmate
misconduct. In specific terms, safety is measured by the number of inmate
on staff and inmate on inmate assaults.

The Department of Correction Code of Penal Discipline defines acts of
inmate misconduct, the process for handling allegations of misconduct,
and the sanctions that can be imposed on inmates.

Misconduct. There are three levels of inmate misconduct under the code.
Among a group of 28 actions falling into the most serious offense category
are assaults on inmates and staff, the two variables selected by the
committee as the key measures of the safety level at the department’s
facilities.

Processing procedure. Figure 111-7 outlines the procedure for reporting
and handling incidents occurring within a facility.

Punishment. Sanctions may include punitive segregation, forfeiture of
good time, and loss of various privileges such as recreation, telephone, and
visitation.

17



It should be noted that misconduct that also violates state criminal statutes
is reported to the State Police for investigation, but the code of discipline
is separate and unaffected by the actions of authorities external to the
department.

Figure III-7. Incident Processing

Step One. A staff member
detecting a serious code
violation incident completes
a Disciplinary Report and

files it with a custody L »

supervisor or unit manager
(A minor violation may result in the
inmate agreeing to a sanction and the
officer notifying a superior of the
agreement in writing)

Step Two. The custody
supervisor or unit manager
reviews the report to
ensure it is complete and
supported by evidence. If it
meets these conditions the
report is signed and
forwarded to a disciplinary
investigator.

Step Four. A hearing officer
presides over the hearing.
The disciplinary investigator
presents the case against the
inmate. The inmate is
entitled to assistance from an
advocate and the right to call
relevant witnesses.

Step Three. The
disciplinary investigator
interviews the accused and
gathers information
relevant to the report. The
investigator can accept a
guilty plea and impose a
sanction. If the inmate
does not acknowledge
guilt, the investigator
prepares a hearing docket.

h 4

Step Five. The hearing
officer decides the case
based on the hearing record
and imposes a sanction if the
inmate is found guilty. The
inmate may appeal to the
unit administrator a finding
of guilty but not the sanction
imposed.

18




Levels of inmate misconduct. As shown in Figure II1-8, formal reports
of inmate misconduct (disciplinary reports) have declined steadily since
1994. Figure III-8 also shows direct measures of safety within the
department’s facilities -- assaults on inmates and staff -- have fluctuated
within a fairly narrow range since declining dramatically between 1994
and 1995.

Figure llI-8. Misconduct per 1,000
Inmates
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Workers’ compensation. With the limitations noted below, workers’
compensation claim numbers can serve as a broad indicator of prison
safety. Claims are not a precise measure for several reasons. First, not all
claims are directly connected to prison incidents; some are caused by
routine risks present in all work environments. Also, data provided to the
program review committee by the Department of Administrative Services
do not necessarily relate lost workdays and payments to the year in which
each claim was initiated.

However, if it is assumed these limitations occur equally in each year, then
any dramatic swing in the numbers could signal a real change in prison
safety. With this in mind, the program review committee examined
workers’ compensation disability payment data, the only data available to
the committee.

Figure II1-9 shows a modest growth in claims paid over the last three
years. In percentage terms, the increase was 1 percent from 2001 to 2002
and 2 percent from 2002 to 2003. On a claims paid per employee basis,
the numbers were 0.89 in 2001, 0.89 in 2002, and 0.93 in 2003.
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Figure llI-9. Number of Workers'
Compensation Disability Claims Paid

2001 2002 2003

Summary of findings on staff safety

» The safety climate within the state’s prison system as a
whole has improved since the early 1990s.

» The rate of inmate incidents has declined despite an
increase in the prison population.

» Workers’ compensation claims resulting in disability
payments have increased slightly in each of the last two
fiscal years.

Factors Contributing

to Prison Safety

Analysis of annual incident data. The committee analyzed incident data
beginning with 1994. As shown in Table III-4, the committee found
negative relationships between measures of prison misconduct and the
number of inmates and custody staff. While the decrease in the number of
incidents associated with an increase in custody staff seems logical, a
decrease in incidents associated with an increase in the inmate population
seems counterintuitive.

As one possible explanation for the latter, a certain level of incidents may
be caused by a small core of inmates prone to violence. Over a period of
time, opportunities for these inmates to create problems are diminished as
they are put in more secure settings, segregated from the general inmate
population, and subjected to behavior modification techniques such as
denial of various privileges.
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Table III-4. Relationship between Number of Staff, Inmates, and Inmate Misconduct

Disciplinary Inmate on Staff  Inmate on Inmate
Report Assaults Assaults

Number of Custody Staff r= -.61 -.84 -.81

Number of Inmates r= -95 -.54 -47
*The closer the value of v is to +1 or -1 the stronger the relationship between the variables
Source of Data. PRI analysis of DOC annual data for the period 1994 through 2002.

Also contributing to this negative relationship may be a change in the type
of inmate being sentenced to prison. The decrease in the number of
individuals committing and being sentenced for violent crime means a
larger number of new inmates are less violent than those that preceded
them. Thus, while the overall number of inmates has risen, the percentage
of inmates with a tendency to commit assaults may have declined,
resulting in fewer incidents per inmate.

Another possible explanation for the increase in inmate population and
decrease in incidents of inmate misconduct is the effect of policy changes
instituted by the Department of Correction in the mid-1990s. In
discussions with committee staff, department officials indicated these
changes reduced inmate movement and greatly reduced opportunities for
inmates to engage in assaults and other types of misconduct.

Analysis of facility-based data. In addition to analyzing inmate
misconduct over a period of years, the committee also examined
differences in the number of misconduct incidents among facilities. The
intent was to assess the contribution of selected factors to prison safety.
The data used in this analysis covered the 12-month period beginning
February 1, 2001.

Table III-5 shows, by facility, the incidents per 1,000 inmates for the three
variables selected as proxies for facility safety -- disciplinary reports,
inmate assaults on staff, and inmate assaults on inmates. As with most of
the previous comparisons, the variation among facilities is large.

For example, disciplinary reports ranged from a low of 441 per 1,000
inmates at Webster to a high of 4,323 per 1,000 inmates at Northern.
Assaults on staff per 1,000 inmates ranged from a low of 0 at five different
facilities to a high of 111 at Northern. Northern also led in assaults on
inmates with 277 per 1,000 inmates compared to 9 per 1,000 at Cheshire.

Further examination of facility data found security level and density were
the only factors of the six analyzed by the committee’ significant in

3 The six factors are the ones discussed throughout this report: inmate population, custody staff,
facility design, security level, density of the inmate population, and inmate sentencing status.
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differentiating facilities in terms of incidents of inmate misconduct. (See
Appendix B.)

Table III-5. Misconduct per 1,000 Inmates by Facility
(March 2002 - February 2003)

Disciplinary Assaults on Assaults on

Facility Reports Staff Inmates
Bergin 641 0 25
Bridgeport 1,289 13 166
Brooklyn 688 0 44
Cheshire 693 44 9
Corrigan-Radgowski 1,280 15 39
Enfield 648 0 30
Garner 2,023 15 46
Gates 608 24 24
Hartford 2,649 25 50
MacDougall-Walker 1,403 16 95
Manson 2,231 18 53
New Haven 1,617 14 58
Northern 4,323 111 277
Osborn 1,414 13 60
Robinson 1,053 0 40
Webster 441 21 21
Willard-Cybulski 645 0 22
York-Niantic 1,739 18 70

Source of Data: Department of Correction incident data by facility

In the case of the security level factor, this means the higher the risk rating
of inmates assigned to a facility the greater the number of incidents per
1,000 inmates. Of course, this is the expected result and indicates the
importance of the security level rating system.

With respect to density, there is a significant negative relationship
between the percent of capacity at which a facility is operating and the
number of incidents per 1,000 inmates. In other words, the higher the
density level, the lower the number of incidents. This is probably driven
by the fact low-density facilities tend to have higher security level ratings.
(See Table 2.)

Of note among the other factors analyzed was the positive relationship
between custody staff numbers and incidents. Although the relationship
was not particularly strong (see Appendix B), it supports the
appropriateness of the relatively low inmate to staff ratios at facilities with
high-risk ratings and conversely the relatively higher ratios at low-risk
rated facilities (see matrix on page 10).
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Survey of
Correction
Officers

Summary of findings on factors associated with prison safety

» There is significant variation among the state’s prison
facilities with respect to measures of safety.

» In general, the higher the security level rating of a facility,
the greater the rate of inmate incidents.

» In general, the higher the density level of a facility, the
lower the rate of inmate incidents.

» In terms of safety, the population density of a facility is not
as important as the risk level of the inmates it houses.

» Taken alone, facility design did not appear to be as
important a factor in the rate of incidents as the facility’s
security level.

The committee conducted an opinion survey of 500 randomly selected
correction officers. The 13-item questionnaire was mailed directly to the
home address of each of the selected officers along with a stamped return
envelope. (See Appendix C.) Sixteen surveys were returned as
undeliverable, while 150 valid responses were received (31 percent of the
total possible returns). Although the distribution of respondents by facility
closely matched the distribution of correction officers, the low response
rate means the results must be viewed with caution.

The tabulated responses to the nine opinion questions in the survey are
shown in Appendix D, which displays the results grouped by the security
level of the facility where the respondents were assigned.

Highlights of the responses

» Approximately 55 percent of the respondents indicated
facility leaders have the biggest impact on prison safety, 19
percent believed it was the governor’s office, 12 percent
named the legislature, and only 9 percent cited the central
office of the Department of Correction.

» Most respondents gave a neutral or negative job rating to
the performance of everyone -- facility leaders, department
central office staff, governor’s office, and legislature --
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except correction officers, who were viewed positively by
80 percent of the respondents.

Nearly 70 percent of the respondents indicated they did not
believe the Department of Correction’s incident data
accurately reflected the safety of facilities. About 76
percent of the Level 2 and 3 respondents expressed this
view, compared to about 63 percent of those working in
Level 4 and 5 facilities.

Almost 80 percent of all respondents did not believe the
Department of Correction was doing a good job in
identifying the number of staff needed to assure a safe
environment. The number holding this view was lowest
among Level 5 workers, but still high at 68 percent.

Nearly 50 percent of the respondents indicated their facility
was safer now than in the mid-90s, but only 37 percent
found the current level of safety acceptable. In both
instances, respondents working in Level 3 facilities were
more negative than those in Levels 2, 4, and 5.

Almost 55 percent of the respondents indicated more staff
was needed to improve safety. The only other option
scoring more than 10 percent was ‘“new department
policies,” which was favored by just under 20 percent.
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Chapter IV. Recommendations

Conclusions

Based on the analysis and findings outlined in Chapter III, the program
review committee reached the following conclusions.

» The Department of Correction is about 700 correction
officers short of the number needed to fully staff the
department’s custody staffing plan.  The shortage is
covered almost exclusively by the use of overtime.

» There is no objective method for setting an overall custody
staff level or inmate to custody staff ratio due to facility
variation, making doing it by statute inadvisable.

» There is significant variation among the Department of
Correction’s facilities in terms of the number of inmates
per custody officer and measures of safety.

» The Department of Correction’s procedures for
determining staffing needs are consistent with nationally
recognized standards.

» Correction officers are generally distrustful of the
Department of Correction’s incident data and the ability of
the department to determine the number of custody staff
needed to assure safety.

» Correction officers generally hold the belief prison safety is
better now than in the mid-90s, but not safe enough.

» There is no objective method for establishing an acceptable
level of safety for either the entire department or individual
facilities.

» There is inadequate data on the relationship between staff
injuries as measured by workers’ compensation claims and
overtime.

Recommendations

In an effort to address issues associated with some of the
conclusions cited, the program review committee offers the
following recommendations.

1. An overall custody staff level or inmate to custody staff ratio
should not be set in statute.

2. Changes in the number of custody staff at the Department of
Correction should be based on changes in objective measures of
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prison safety including but not limited to disciplinary reports,
inmate on staff assaults, inmate on inmate assaults, and the
security risk level of the inmate population being supervised.

Beginning no later than one month after the close of the first
quarter of the 2005 state fiscal year and continuing one month
after the close of every quarter thereafter, the Department of
Correction shall submit to the governor and the General
Assembly’s committees of cognizance quarterly reports on the
number of: disciplinary reports; inmate on staff assaults; inmate
on inmate assaults; and workers’ compensation claims by custody
staff.

If the number of disciplinary reports, inmate on staff assaults,
inmate on inmate assaults, or workers’ compensation claims by
custody staff increase by more than 5 percent over the previous
quarter or 5 percent over the same quarter of the previous year,
the Department of Correction shall provide a written explanation
for the increase and a general outline of the measures the
department will undertake to deal with the increase.

The Department of Correction should establish a system for
handling disciplinary reports similar to the systems used by law
enforcement agencies. The system should include pre-numbered
blank disciplinary forms or some other means of assuring all
reports can be audited and missing report forms can be tracked to
a specific facility and location within the facility.

Committees of the General Assembly receiving the Department of
Correction quarterly safety status report may hold a hearing on
the report.

The Department of Correction should do a cost benefit analysis on
its use of overtime to meet staff shortages. The study should
consider as a cost the emotional and physical impact of overtime
on staff.

The Department of Correction should undertake a study of the
relationship between workers’ compensation claims and the use of
overtime. At a minimum, the study should determine if the
incident generating the claim originated while the claimant was
working overtime or had worked overtime within 72 hours
immediately preceding the incident responsible for the claim. The
results of the study should be reported to the governor and the
General Assembly no later than January 1, 2005.
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Appendix A

Results of Statistical Tests of Factors Related to the Number of Custody Staff

Correlations

Inmate population

Custody staff r=.78 p=.01%

Custody staff to inmate ratio r= .01 p=.94

Custody staff per 1,000 inmates r=-24 p=.34
Density

Custody staff r=-32 p=.19

Custody staff to inmate ratio r= .64 p=.01*

Custody staff per 1,000 inmates r= .75 p=.01%

* A value for p of .05 or less indicates the strength of the relationship between the factor in
question and the staff measure (reported as r =) is statistically significant.

Analysis of Variance

Facility design
Custody staff F= 595 p=.01%
Custody staff to inmate ratio F=11.43 p=.00*
Custody staff per 1,000 inmates F= 4.08 p=.04

Security level

Custody staff F= 252 p=.10
Custody staff to inmate ratio F=11.79 p=.00*
Custody staff per 1,000 inmates F= 811 p=.04

Sentencing status

Custody staff F= 589 p=.03*%
Custody staff to inmate ratio F= 457 p=.05*
Custody staff per 1,000 inmates F=0.89 p=.40

* A value for p of .05 or less is considered statistically significant. In terms of this analysis, p =
the probability the difference in a staff size measure among facilities grouped according to the
factor in question (facility design, security level, or sentencing status) is due to chance rather
than the factor.




Appendix B
Results of Statistical Tests of Factors Related to the Number of Incidents of Inmate Misconduct
Correlations

Inmate population

Disciplinary reports r=-23 p=.35

Assaults on staff per 1,000 inmates r=-26 p=.30

Assaults on inmates per 1,000 inmates r=-26 p=.30
Custody staff

Disciplinary reports r=.25 p=.32

Assaults on staff per 1,000 inmates r=.19 p=.46

Assaults on inmates per 1,000 inmates r=.20 p=.43
Density

Disciplinary reports r=-76 p=.00*

Assaults on staff per 1,000 inmates r=-73 p=.00*

Assaults on inmates per 1,000 inmates r=-.62 p=.00*

Analysis of Variance

Facility design
Disciplinary reports F=3.63 p=.06
Assaults on staff per 1,000 inmates F=137 p=.28
Assaults on inmates per 1,000 inmates F=1.08 p=.36

Security level

Disciplinary reports F=731 p=.00*
Assaults on staff per 1,000 inmates F=431 p=.02%
Assaults on inmates per 1,000 inmates F=4.03 p=.03*

Sentencing Status

Disciplinary reports F=1.06 p=.32
Assaults on staff per 1,000 inmates F=0.12 p=.73
Assaults on inmates per 1,000 inmates F=039 p=.54

* A value for p of .05 or less is considered statistically significant. In the case of this analysis, p
= the probability the difference in a safety measure among facilities grouped according to the
factor in question (density, facility design, security level, or sentencing status) is due to chance
rather than the factor.
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Appendix C
Survey of Custodial Staff

1. Please mark the box that indicates your 2. Please mark the box that best describes

current job classification. your primary duties.
____ Correction Officer ___ Facility custodial Staff
Correction Officer First Class ___ Treatment or program staff
Correctional Sergeant ___ Other specify

Correctional Lieutenant 3. Please indicate your length of service

Correctional Captain with the department in years

____ Other (specify )

4. Please mark the box to the left of the facility where you are currently assigned

____ Bergin ____ Garner ____ Northern

____ Bridgeport _ QGates ____ Osborn

___ Brooklyn ___ Hartford ___ Carl Robinson
____ Cheshire ___ MacDougall-Walker _ Webster

___ Corrigan-Radgowski _ Manson ___ Willard-Cybulski
____ Enfield ___ New Haven ___ York-Niantic

5. In your opinion, which of the following has the greatest impact (positive or negative) on
staff safety within the correctional facility where you work. (Please indicate your choice
by marking only the box corresponding to what you consider to be the most important
factor.)

__ Design of the facility (e.g., dormitories vs. cells, sight lines, location of
areas where inmates are moved to and from, etc.)
___ Number of custodial staff compared to the number of inmates

____Policies of the department regarding the handling and movement of inmates

6. Please indicate which of the following you believe has the greatest impact
(positive or negative) on staff safety within the correctional facility where you
work. (PLEASE MARK ONLY ONE BOX)

___ Department of Correction facility leaders
__ Department of Correction central office
____Governor’s office

___ State legislature

____ Other (specity )

Additional questions on the back of this page
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7. Please mark the box reflecting your rating of the job being done by each of the following
with respect to staff safety within the correctional facility where you work.
Very Poor Poor Neutral Good Very Good
DOC facility leaders
DOC central office
Governor’s office
State legislature
DOC custodial officers
Other

8. Mark the box that best reflects your opinion of the following statement. “The incident
statistics reported by DOC accurately reflect safety conditions within the state’s
correctional facilities.”

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

9. Mark the box that best reflects your opinion of the following statement. “The
Department of Correction does a good job in determining the number of custodial staff
needed to ensure a safe environment for staff within the state’s correctional facilities.”

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

10. Complete the following statement by marking the box that reflects your belief.
Compared to the mid-1990s, staff safety within the state’s correctional facilities is

Much worse Worse The same Better Much better

11. Complete the following statement by marking the box that reflects your belief. The
current staff safety level within the correctional facility where I work is

Very unacceptable Unacceptable Acceptable Very acceptable

12. Mark the box that best reflects your opinion of the likelihood of the custodial staff
losing control and a major incident occurring within the correctional facility where you
work.

Very unlikely Unlikely Unsure Likely Very Likely

13. In your opinion, which of the following is the most likely to improve staff safety within
the facility where you work. (MARK ONLY ONE)

___ New department policies for handling and moving inmates
More programs to help inmates cope with their problems
More custodial staff
___ Better designed facilities
Reduction in the number of inmates in the facility where you work
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Appendix D

Factor with greatest impact on safety

Responses to Survey of Correction Officers

Sicurity Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
evel Percent Percent
Valid DOC policies 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
Facility design 2 9.5 10.0 10.0
Vaiid Humber of custody 16| 762 80.0 90.0
2 DOC policies 2 9.5 10.0 100.0
Total 20 95.2 100.0
Missing | System Missing 1 4.8
Total 21 100.0
Facility design 4 13.3 13.3 13.3
5 Valid Number of custody 22| 733 73.3 86.7
DOC policies 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30| 100.0 100.0
Facility design 13 16.0 16.7 16.7
Valid Humber of custody 39| 520 54.2 70.8
4 DOC policies 21 28.0 29.2 100.0
Total 73 96.0 100.0
Missing | System Missing 3 4.0
Total 76| 100.0
Facility design 3 13.6 15.8 15.8
Valid gt‘;:r‘ber of custody 12| 545 63.2 78.9
5 DOC policies 4 18.2 21.1 100.0
Total 19 86.4 100.0
Missing | System Missing 3 13.6
Total 22| 100.0




Entity with greatest impact on safety

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid other 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
Facility leaders 13 61.9 61.9 61.9
DOC central office 1 4.8 4.8 66.7
2 Valid Governor's office 1 4.8 4.8 71.4
Legislature 4 19.0 19.0 90.5
other 2 9.5 9.5 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
Facility leaders 12 40.0 41.4 41.4
DOC central office 4 13.3 13.8 55.2
Valid Governor's office 6 20.0 20.7 75.9
3 Legislature 6 20.0 20.7 96.6
other 1 3.3 3.4 100.0
Total 29 96.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
Facility leaders 39 52.0 55.7 55.7
DOC central office 8 10.7 11.4 67.1
Valid Governor's office 15 20.0 214 88.6
4 Legislature 7 8.0 8.6 97.1
other 2 27 29 100.0
Total 71 93.3 100.0
Missing |System Missing 5 6.7
Total 76 100.0
Facility leaders 12 54.5 571 571
DOC central office 1 45 4.8 61.9
Valid Governor's office 6 27.3 28.6 90.5
5 Legislature 1 4.5 4.8 95.2
other 1 4.5 4.8 100.0
Total 21 95.5 100.0
Missing | System Missing 1 4.5
Total 22 100.0
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Rating facility leaders

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid |good 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
poor 6 28.6 28.6 28.6
neutral 7 33.3 33.3 61.9
2 Valid |good 6 28.6 28.6 90.5
very good 2 9.5 9.5 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
very poor 5 16.7 16.7 16.7
poor 26.7 26.7 43.3
3 Valid neutral 10.0 10.0 53.3
good 12 40.0 40.0 93.3
very good 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
very poor 6 8.0 8.0 8.0
poor 14 18.7 18.7 26.7
4 Valid neutral 20 253 253 52.0
good 30 40.0 40.0 92.0
very good 6 8.0 8.0 100.0
Total 76 100.0 100.0
very poor 4 18.2 18.2 18.2
poor 6 27.3 27.3 45.5
5 Valid neutral 4 18.2 18.2 63.6
good 7 31.8 31.8 95.5
very good 1 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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Rating DOC central office

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid good 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
very poor 1 4.8 4.8 4.8
poor 28.6 28.6 33.3
N Valid neutral 12 57.1 57.1 90.5
good 1 4.8 4.8 95.2
very good 1 4.8 4.8 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
very poor 1 3.3 3.3 3.3
poor 23.3 23.3 26.7
3 Valid neutral 15 50.0 50.0 76.7
good 6 20.0 20.0 96.7
very good 1 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
very poor 7 9.3 9.6 9.6
poor 21 28.0 28.8 384
Valid neutral 27 34.7 35.6 74.0
4 good 15 20.0 20.5 94.5
very good 4 5.3 5.5 100.0
Total 74 97.3 100.0
Missing |System Missing 2 2.7
Total 76 100.0
very poor 22,7 22.7 22.7
poor 9.1 9.1 31.8
5 Valid neutral 40.9 40.9 72.7
good 6 27.3 27.3 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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Rating Governor's office

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid very poor 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
very poor 10 47.6 47.6 47.6
2 Valid poor 28.6 28.6 76.2
neutral 5 23.8 23.8 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
very poor 12 40.0 40.0 40.0
3 Valid poor 14 46.7 46.7 86.7
neutral 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
very poor 29 38.7 39.2 39.2
poor 29 38.7 39.2 78.4
Valid neutral 15 18.7 18.9 97.3
4 good 2 2.7 27 100.0
Total 75 98.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 1 1.3
Total 76 100.0
very poor 10 455 45.5 45.5
poor 5 22.7 22.7 68.2
5 Valid neutral 22.7 22.7 90.9
good 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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Rating Legislature

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid very poor 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
very poor 5 23.8 23.8 23.8
poor 7 33.3 33.3 57.1
2 Valid neutral 7 33.3 33.3 90.5
good 1 4.8 4.8 95.2
very good 1 4.8 4.8 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
very poor 13.3 13.3 13.3
poor 30.0 30.0 43.3
3 Valid neutral 12 40.0 40.0 83.3
good 5 16.7 16.7 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
very poor 13 17.3 17.6 17.6
poor 23 30.7 311 48.6
Valid neutral 27 34.7 35.1 83.8
4 good 12 16.0 16.2 100.0
Total 75 98.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 1 1.3
Total 76 100.0
very poor 27.3 27.3 27.3
poor 18.2 18.2 45.5
5 Valid neutral 36.4 36.4 81.8
good 18.2 18.2 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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Rating C.O.s

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid good 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
very poor 1 4.8 4.8 4.8
poor 1 4.8 4.8 9.5
2 Valid neutral 3 14.3 14.3 23.8
good 11 52.4 52.4 76.2
very good 5 23.8 23.8 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
poor 2 6.7 6.7 6.7
neutral 1 3.3 3.3 10.0
3 Valid good 20 66.7 66.7 76.7
very good 7 23.3 23.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
poor 3 4.0 4.1 4.1
neutral 9.3 9.6 13.7
Valid good 45 58.7 60.3 74.0
4 very good 19 25.3 26.0 100.0
Total 74 97.3 100.0
Missing | System Missing 2 2.7
Total 76 100.0
very poor 1 4.5 4.5 4.5
neutral 8 36.4 36.4 40.9
5 Valid good 10 455 455 86.4
very good 3 13.6 13.6 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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Rating other

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid good 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
very poor 2 9.5 66.7 66.7
Valid very good 1 4.8 33.3 100.0
2 Total 3 14.3 100.0
Missing | System Missing 18 85.7
Total 21 100.0
very poor 3.3 14.3 14.3
Valid neutral 13.3 57.1 71.4
3 good 6.7 28.6 100.0
Total 7 23.3 100.0
Missing |System Missing 23 76.7
Total 30 100.0
very poor 1 1.3 71 71
poor 2 2.7 14.3 21.4
Valid neutral 7 9.3 50.0 71.4
4 good 3 4.0 214 92.9
very good 1 1.3 71 100.0
Total 14 18.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 62 81.3
Total 76 100.0
neutral 2 9.1 66.7 66.7
Valid very good 1 45 33.3 100.0
5 Total 3 13.6 100.0
Missing | System Missing 19 86.4
Total 22 100.0
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Accuracy of safety data

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid disagree 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
strongly disagree 4 19.0 19.0 19.0
disagree 11 52.4 52.4 71.4
2 Valid neutral 4 19.0 19.0 90.5
agree 2 9.5 9.5 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
strongly disagree 7 23.3 241 241
disagree 17 56.7 58.6 82.8
Valid neutral 6.7 6.9 89.7
3 agree 2 6.7 6.9 96.6
strongly agree 1 3.3 3.4 100.0
Total 29 96.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
strongly disagree 16 21.3 21.9 21.9
disagree 30 40.0 41.1 63.0
Valid neutral 17 21.3 21.9 84.9
4 agree 10 13.3 13.7 98.6
strongly agree 1 1.3 1.4 100.0
Total 74 97.3 100.0
Missing |System Missing 2 2.7
Total 76 100.0
strongly disagree 5 22.7 22.7 22.7
disagree 9 40.9 40.9 63.6
5 Valid neutral 4 18.2 18.2 81.8
agree 2 9.1 9.1 90.9
strongly agree 2 9.1 9.1 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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DOC determination of staff need

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid strongly disagree 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
strongly disagree 8 38.1 38.1 38.1
disagree 9 42.9 42.9 81.0
2 Valid neutral 2 9.5 9.5 90.5
agree 2 9.5 9.5 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
strongly disagree 12 40.0 40.0 40.0
disagree 13 43.3 43.3 83.3
3 Valid neutral 4 13.3 13.3 96.7
agree 1 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
strongly disagree 28 37.3 37.8 37.8
disagree 31 40.0 40.5 78.4
Valid neutral 11 14.7 14.9 93.2
4 agree 4 5.3 54 98.6
strongly agree 1 1.3 14 100.0
Total 75 98.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 1 1.3
Total 76 100.0
strongly disagree 27.3 27.3 27.3
disagree 40.9 40.9 68.2
5 Valid agree 27.3 27.3 95.5
strongly agree 1 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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Safety relative to previous times

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid better 1 100.0 100.0 100.0
much worse 1 4.8 4.8 4.8
worse 3 14.3 14.3 19.0
2 Valid the same 5 23.8 23.8 42.9
better 11 52.4 52.4 95.2
much better 1 4.8 4.8 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
much worse 1 3.3 3.4 3.4
worse 4 13.3 13.8 17.2
Valid the same 12 40.0 41.4 58.6
3 better 23.3 241 82.8
much better 5 16.7 17.2 100.0
Total 29 96.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
much worse 2 2.7 28 28
worse 11 14.7 15.5 18.3
Valid the same 19 253 26.8 451
4 better 33 427 451 90.1
much better 7 9.3 9.9 100.0
Total 72 94.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 4 5.3
Total 76 100.0
much worse 1 4.5 5.0 5.0
worse 5 22.7 25.0 30.0
Valid the same 3 13.6 15.0 45.0
5 better 9 40.9 45.0 90.0
much better 2 9.1 10.0 100.0
Total 20 90.9 100.0
Missing | System Missing 2 9.1
Total 22 100.0
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Current staff safety level

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Missing |System Missing 1 100.0
very unacceptable 1 4.8 4.8 4.8
2 Valid unacceptable 11 52.4 52.4 57.1
acceptable 9 42.9 42.9 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0
very unacceptable 1 3.3 3.4 3.4
Valid unacceptable 21 70.0 72.4 75.9
3 acceptable 7 23.3 24 .1 100.0
Total 29 96.7 100.0
Missing |System Missing 1 3.3
Total 30 100.0
very unacceptable 5 6.7 6.8 6.8
unacceptable 38 50.7 52.1 58.9
Valid acceptable 27 34.7 35.6 94.5
4 very acceptable 4 5.3 55 100.0
Total 74 97.3 100.0
Missing | System Missing 2 2.7
Total 76 100.0
very unacceptable 13.6 13.6 13.6
unacceptable 10 455 455 59.1
5 Valid acceptable 36.4 36.4 95.5
very acceptable 1 4.5 4.5 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0




Likelihood of a riot

Security Level Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Missing |System Missing 1 100.0
unlikely 2 9.5 11.1 11.1
unsure 4 19.0 222 33.3
Valid likely 10 47.6 55.6 88.9
2 very likely 2 9.5 11.1 100.0
Total 18 85.7 100.0
Missing | System Missing 3 14.3
Total 21 100.0
unlikely 20.0 20.0 20.0
unsure 16.7 16.7 36.7
3 Valid likely 15 50.0 50.0 86.7
very likely 4 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 30 100.0 100.0
very unlikely 3 4.0 41 4.1
unlikely 19 253 26.0 30.1
Valid unsure 11 14.7 15.1 45.2
4 likely 23 30.7 31.5 76.7
very likely 18 22.7 23.3 100.0
Total 74 97.3 100.0
Missing |System Missing 2 2.7
Total 76 100.0
very unlikely 3 13.6 13.6 13.6
unlikely 7 31.8 31.8 455
5 Valid unsure 3 13.6 13.6 59.1
likely 6 27.3 27.3 86.4
very likely 3 13.6 13.6 100.0
Total 22 100.0 100.0
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Likely to improve safety

Security Frequency | Percent Valid Cumulative
Level Percent Percent
Missing | System Missing 1 100.0
New DOC policies 1 4.8 5.0 5.0
More inmate help programs 2 9.5 10.0 15.0
More custody staff 13 61.9 65.0 80.0
Valid Better designed prisons 2 9.5 10.0 90.0
2 Reduction is number of 2| 95 10.0 100.0
Total 20 95.2 100.0
Missing | System Missing 1 4.8
Total 21 100.0
New DOC policies 3 10.0 10.0 10.0
More inmate help programs 2 6.7 6.7 16.7
More custody staff 19 63.3 63.3 80.0
3 Valid Better designed prisons 1 3.3 3.3 83.3
Reduction is number of 5/ 167 16.7 100.0
Total 30| 100.0 100.0
New DOC policies 16 21.3 23.2 23.2
More inmate help programs 3 4.0 4.3 275
More custody staff 41 54.7 59.4 87.0
Valid Better designed prisons 9 10.7 11.6 98.6
4 E]ﬁ]i:tztsion is number of 1 13 14 100.0
Total 70 92.0 100.0
Missing | System Missing 6 8.0
Total 76| 100.0
New DOC policies 6 27.3 28.6 28.6
More inmate help programs 3 13.6 14.3 42.9
More custody staff 9 40.9 42.9 85.7
Valid Better designed prisons 1 4.5 4.8 90.5
5 ﬁ?;l:tztsion is number of > 9.1 95 100.0
Total 21 95.5 100.0
Missing | System Missing 1 4.5
Total 22| 100.0
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION
24 WOLCOTT HILL ROAD
WETHERSFIELD, CONNECTICUT 06109

Theresa C. Lantz Telephone: BEQ-692-7482
Commissioner Fax: B60-632-7483
March 3, 2004

Ms. Carrie Vibert, Director

Legislative Program Review and Investigations Commiticc
State Capitof, Room 506

Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Ms. Vibert:

In response to your leiter of February 24, 2004 offering an opportunity for state agencies
to comment on the report “Correction Officer Staffing,” I would like to respond to
several issues of concern that { believe need further clarification.  Although 1 do not
object to the report in its entirety and believe that its intent is certainly worthwhile, it is
incumbent upon me to respond to some of the conclusions and recommendations offered
within the context of this report.

The report suggests that there is a significant variation among Department of Correction
tactlities in terms of the number of inmates per custody officer and mecasures of safety.
Staff per inmate ratios within a facility depend on a number of factors, namely, security
level, line of sight physical layout, daily operation, inmate movement, onsite programs,
emergency response deployment, previous history of staff deployment, incident history
and staff feedback. All trends impacting measures of safety also take these variables into
consideration before a responsive adjustment is initiated to our determined staffing needs.
In most instances, the facilitics with the highest stafl lo inmate ratios are typically the
facilities that experience the highest rate of incidents, which I believe supports the notion
that the [Jepartment is responsive and committed to staffing needs.

It is my firm belief that our staff deployment standards, which are modeled on nationally
accepted standards, serve as one of the hallmarks of our success. Today, our facilities are
safer, more orderly and more secure, as a result of our constant vigilance in this regard.

The conclusions also indicate that correction officers generally hold the belief that prison
safety is better now than in the mid-90’s, but not safe enough. As an agency, we should
always be of the belief that we can do better, but T would also like to emphasize that our
accomplishments in the area of staff safety are significant and I will continue to strive to
imptrove upon them. ‘Through incident mapping, extensive training, inmate movement
plans and constant review and revision of our emergency plans, we have continued to see
a decrease in incidents. However, we must not rest on our success and should always

An Lgual Opporeenion Emplover



assume that vulnerabilities exist. As [ am sure you will agree, our stafl perform a vital
rolc in service to the State of Connecticut and | am committed to their intercsts and
CONCEMS.

With regard to the eight rccommendations in the report, 1 will address each one
individually.

Recommendation number one suggests that the custody staff level or inmate to custody
staff ratio should not be set by statute. 1 agree with this recommendation in its entirety
and implore this committee to consider the agency's overall staft to inmale ratio as the
most viable method for comparison.

In January 2004, the Department employved 3924 Correction Officers and maintained
18,733 inmates in custody, which equates roughly to one Correction Officer for every
4,77 inmates.  Our ratio substantially improves when you consider all hazardous duty
related positions. For example, in addition to the position of Correction Officer these
positions include food service, counsclors, commissary. education, maintenance, health
service and management personncl.  During any response 1o an incident, all of these
positions have clear and delineated roles designed to uphold safety and security as our
priority. Today, our staffing levels are consistent with, or better than, most states
throughout the country.

Recommendation number two suggests that the number of custody staff should be based
on changes of prison safety including but not limited to disciplinary reports, inmate on
stafl’ assaults, inmatc on inmate assaults, and the security risk level of the inmate
population being supervised. As previously mentioned. a number of variables are taken
into consideration when considering this issue. T would strongly suggest that incident
reports be recognized as an essential ool when considering these options.  An incident
report is required documentation for all instances of significance and is mandatory by
policy to be reviewed by various levels of management, depending on the severity of the
incident.  In additton, incident reports serve as a vital document when implementing
incident mapping statistics. Beyond expanding our staffing complement based on these
variables, we re-deploy our staff if there 1s evidence supporting a downward trend.

All of the data and statistical compilation provided in this report is meticulously
maintained by the Department of Correction and is relied upon as critical information as
we consistently make adjustments in our facility staffing complements and daily
operations. As a result, this information coupled with the professionalism, integrity and
commitment of all our dedicated stafl has been extremely beneficial and has helped us to
maintain a superior safcty record.

Recommendation number three would require the Department of Correction to submit
guarlerly reports to the Governor and the General Assembly’s committees of cognizance
on the number of: disciplinary reports; inmate on staff assaults; inmate on mmate
assaults; and worker’s compensation claims by custody staff. [ do not object to the
feasibility of this recommendation and would emphasize that a low percentage of



incidents currently exist in all of these categories. The true complexity of the incidemt
could only be properly documented within the context of an incident report package,
which includes detailed sccurity related documents related 1o all aspects of the event.
Often, other internal investigations are launched to ensure that we are abiding by our
statutory and tnternal policy mandates. It is imperative that any response to a serious
incident requires immediate onsite response, which is often followed by additional steps
as determined by the findings and conclusions of the incident package and subsequent
investigations. In the event of an incident that constitutes a crime, the Connecticut State
Police are also notified to conduct their own independent investigation for referral and
prosecution if deemed appropriate.

Recommendation number {our requires that when there is a five percent increase from the
previous guarter or a five percent incrcase over the same quarter of the previous year in
any of the reporting requirements stipulated in recommendation three, the Department
shall provide written explanation for the increase and a general outline of the measures
the Department will undertake in response to the increase. Again, | implore interested
parties to consider that given the low percentage of incidents that already exist in these
categories, it 1s highly likely that a five percent increase would occur even if there was a
slight increase in any or all of these categories. I do not believe the intent of this
recommendation is to require the Department of Correction 10 report minor increases in
these low frequency calegories.

In addition, I am also concerned that we may impede upon our Freedom of Information
Act exemptions that are designed to protect this type of information from getting into the
wrong hands. In fact, the Department of Correction entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Program Review and Investigations Committee in response to the
concern that some of the data we were asked to provide may have sccurity implications
and should be maintained as confidential.  Thankfully, committee leadership, the
assigned analyst and the director were all in agreement that security related data would be
dealt with in a confidential manner.

Recommendation number five would establish a systemn for handling disciplinary reports
similar to the systems used by other law enforcement agencies. The system should
include a pre-numbered blank disciplinary form or another means of assuring all reports
can be accounted for through an auditing process. This recommendation will cause
redundancy in our current protocol for documenting this information. By policy, ali
disciplinary reports are logged and tracked until final disposition. The established
retention of these logbooks remains infinite and 1s typically available at the site where the
infraction occurred.  As previously mentioned, the Department relies on this very
Important information as one of the lools {or tracking incident trends.

Recommendation number six permits committees of the General Assembly receiving the
Depariment of Correction quarterly status reports may hold a hearing on the report. |
support this initiative and empbasize that virtually all committee’s within the CGeneral
Assembly can and have held hearings on department related matters or concerns.  As
previously indicated, public discussion on security related matters within the Department



of Correction could be problematic and may interfere with our need to maintain certain
information as confidential, as is allowed within General Statutes.

Recammendarion number seven suggests the Department of Correction should do a cost
benefit analysis on its use of overtime 1o meet staff shortages. The study should consider,
as a cost, the emotional and physical impact of overtime on staff. 1 would like 1o
emphasize thar overtime discretion, voluntary or mandatory, is within the context of
established labor apreements. With regard w the measuring of emotional and physical
impacts of overtime on staff, I believe that determination would be highly subjective and
depends on variables that would be difficult to measure. Each staff member maintains
their own threshold in this regard and it is incumbent upon that staff member and their
supervisor to determine if they are fir for duty.

Recommendation number eight requires the Department of Correction to undertake a
study of the relationship between worker’s compensation and the use of overtime. At a
minimum, the study should determine if the incident generating the claim origmated
while the claimant was working overtime or had overrime within 72 hours ymmed:ately
preceding the incident responsible for the claim  The results of the study should be
reported to the Governor and the General Assembly. 1 support this initiative and sugpest
that the report differentiate between mandatory and voluntary overtime.

I would like to thank the committee for undertaking this very beneficial and worthwhile
study. Many of the recommendations in this report seem to have been derived fiom a
random survey conducted by the author of this report, Mr. George McKee. The survey
that was sent to 500 randomly selected correction officers, of which, 150 or 31 percent
responded. As indicated by the author, “... the distribution of respondents by facility
closely marcked rhe disiribudion of correction officers, the low response rate means the
results showld be viewad with caution.” 1 agree with Mr. McKee's assessment and
respectfully caution interested parties as to the validity of this report in this regard.

In totality, I believe that the Department of Correction when compared to other
correctional entities provides a reasonable and acceptable staff to inmate ratio. The
deploymemt of staff, as previcusly mentioned is based on a number of objective variables
essential To maintaining a safe and secure environment for the public, staff and inmates,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond 1o this study. 1 would invite any member of the
committee or staff to contact me directly if 1 can provide any further clarification.

Sinccl;f:]y,
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Theresa C. Lantz 5/

Commuissioner



