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CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION INSPECTION COMMITTEE REPORT: 
INSPECTION AND EVALUATION OF THE 

OHIO STATE PENITENTIARY 
 
INSPECTION PROFILE 
 
Date of Inspection:       April 24, 2009 
 
Type of Inspection:       Unannounced 
 
CIIC Member and Staff in attendance:    Representative John Otterman 

Shirley Pope, CIIC Director 
        Adam Jackson, Inspector 
 
Facility Staff Present:  Jeff Remmick, Deputy Warden of 

Operations 
Betty McDonough, Deputy Warden 
of Special Services 

         
Areas and Activities included in the Inspection:  

Pre-Inspection Discussion with Administrative Staff 
Listening Session with Representative Group of Staff 
Closing with Administrative Staff 
 
Main Compound of Ohio State Penitentiary 

Visiting Entry       
Medical Services 
Mental Health Services      
Food Services and Meal Period    
Segregation Units       
Cellblock A (Level 4 Maximum A and B)  
Cellblock B (General Population Death Row) 
Cellblock C (Level 5 High Maximum A and B) 
Cellblock D (Extended privilege Death Row) 
Library 
Visiting Room 
 
Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Center (Minimum Camp) 
 
Community Services 
Computer Education Program 
Dormitories 
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INSPECTION SUMMARY 
 
The CIIC Director provides a brief, immediate summary of each prison inspection to the 
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction (DRC) Assistant Director on the day following 
each inspection. Excerpts are provided below based on the April 27, 2009 communication 
regarding the inspection of the Ohio State Penitentiary. 
 

Representative John Otterman, CIIC Inspector Jackson and CIIC Director Pope 
conducted an unannounced inspection at OSP on April 24, 2009. The Deputy 
Warden of Operations and Deputy Warden of Special Services joined the CIIC 
team throughout the inspection. They were extremely helpful in every aspect of 
the inspection, which was thorough and meaningful. Although the Warden was at 
a conference, the CIIC Director spoke briefly by phone to the Warden when he 
called just after the closing. Based on what was seen and heard from staff and 
inmates, the CIIC team is extremely pleased to relay that OSP has numerous 
areas of excellence for which they have reason to be very proud. The main 
compound and the minimum camp were included in the inspection, as well as the 
meal period, a computer pre-GED education program, and listening session with 
a representative group of staff including security, medical, unit management, food 
services and education. The inspection also included medical services, the 
library, visiting area for all inmate groupings, cell blocks and food services 
during meal preparation. 

One of the highlights was the impressive cleanliness of the main compound. Even 
the showers were clean. The inmate workers and OSP supervisors certainly do an 
excellent job in that regard. The staff morale throughout the facility appeared to 
be good. The group of staff that attended the listening session expressed an 
appreciation for the operation, conditions, and work environment at OSP 
compared to open compounds. Several relayed their belief that OSP is the safest 
prison in Ohio and the best. A teacher spoke proudly of her work with death row, 
noting that one student in the privileged block just passed his GED test and 
another is almost ready for the test.  She truly seemed to love what she does and 
to care about her students. The unit staff person was equally enthusiastic, even 
passionate about the importance of their role in problem solving and providing 
activities. The discussion of community services, and arts and crafts activities 
indicated staff appreciation for the actual security benefit of combating idleness. 
The CIIC team was pleased to see that the progress made in this area in death 
row at MANCI prior to their transfer to OSP has not only been maintained, but 
has even improved with their access to education. Veteran staff who know how 
OSP operated in its past, seem to fully appreciate the benefits to improved 
staff/inmate relations. One gave some indication that continued monitoring and 
counseling of young officers is needed to ensure that OSP does not slip back into 
dysfunctional practices of the past. The CIIC Director was pleased to know that 
OSP already offers a mentoring program for new officers. However, the reported 
concern may indicate the need for continued assessment of the results. One staff 
person relayed that young officers will follow the lead of the Supervisor.  
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For the required meal period, the CIIC team received trays in one of the 
segregation blocks, and used the small table in the open area. On request, the 
CIIC Director was initially provided with a "food loaf," something that the CIIC 
staff have heard about for a long time throughout the prison system. The Food 
Services Coordinator showed the CIIC staff a one page recipe for the breakfast, 
lunch and dinner loaf, which has since been located as an attachment to the DRC 
policy on "Alternate Meal Service." Similar to the reference in the policy, staff 
elsewhere have relayed that "meal loaf" is "a product made from the combination 
of food items used in the preparation of mainline meals." That is, staff elsewhere 
have relayed that they take the regular meal, mix it all up into a batter and bake 
it. Although the CIIC Director was anxious to try the loaf, she was unable to even 
take that first bite. Although it was burnt, it looked edible, yet the smell alone was 
nauseating. If it was made from the recipe, it is a mystery as to the cause of the 
stink. One staff person relayed that some inmates like it.  

From this experience, and after reading the policy which contains contradictory 
directives, CIIC staff truly hope that DRC staff revisit the policy, procedures and 
practices. The CIIC Director was assured that the OSP Warden is careful and 
appropriate in authorizing the food loaf. The concern is that the policy is so 
contradictory that there is near certainty that there are differing interpretations. 
From the look and smell of the loaf, there is no question that the loaf is used as 
punishment, something that the ACA has prohibited as long as the ACA standards 
were developed. The policy lists four behaviors which are also rule violations for 
which the inmate may be placed on meal loaf, yet, it states that the use of the loaf 
shall not be used as an RIB sanction for misconduct. The policy states the loaf 
shall only be used to correct the inmate behavior and shall be discontinued once 
the inmate discontinues the behavior, yet the four behaviors are described as 
individual incidents, not continuous behavior. The policy specifies that the loaf 
may be provided to an inmate in segregation who uses food or food services 
equipment in a manner that is hazardous to self, staff, and/or other inmates, yet 
the four behaviors for which the loaf is authorized, do not necessarily meet that 
criteria in and of themselves.  

There were mixed views among the CIIC team on the regular meal. The CIIC 
Director expressed that the regular meal was good. The CIIC Inspector cited 
parts of the meal that were good. Representative Otterman chose not to eat after 
seeing and smelling the loaf.  

There was no indication of tension, and the inmate communication reflected good 
inmate morale as well. Some inmates spoke highly of the OSP staff and 
environment citing the contrast in their view from SOCF. Not one inmate or staff 
person in the main compound relayed any burning issues. The food services 
preparation area was the best that the CIIC staff have ever seen it, and as good as 
any that CIIC staff have ever seen. The work environment was pleasant, yet the 
inmates and staff were focused on the task at hand. The inmate workers and 
security supervisor actually seemed to be enjoying their work.  
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There was one inmate in the minimum camp who was reading a paper on re-
entry. He relayed that he leaves prison in three months, and that no halfway 
house will take him because they only take those on probation or parole. He 
relayed that the result is that his only choice is to go back to the same people and 
environment that he knows he needs to avoid in order not to repeat the same 
mistakes that lead to his prison sentence. The seriousness of his comments seemed 
to point to a genuine perhaps unmet need that may warrant further research in an 
effort to assist.  

The Access computer program for GED preparation was most impressive, with 
inmate tutors available who kindly explained the program, with inmates working 
independently through the program at their level, and with two civilian teachers 
in the classroom helping the minimum camp students. The CIIC team was pleased 
to see that the minimum camp has one of the canine training programs. The 
crates were made by the maintenance department, which made the extra effort to 
paint them, then paint paw prints all over the box. They did an excellent job. One 
of the inmates had the opportunity to go to a "speak-out" to Youngstown State 
football team and to a local high school. The CIIC group’s talk with him 
indicated that he definitely has a powerful message to share that may help others 
not to make the same mistake.  

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 

Attendance at a General Meal Period 

Per statutory requirement, each inspection must include attendance at a general meal period. On 
the date of the inspection, the lunch meal period was attended during the inspection of D-Block. 
The meal consisted of tuna and noodles, peas, two orange slices, and choice of a slice of wheat 
or white bread. The meal was considered adequate in portion and taste.  

Attendance at an Educational or Rehabilitative Program 
The statute also requires each inspection to include attendance at an educational or rehabilitative 
program. The inspection of the Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Camp included the 
Academic Education Unit. Additional information regarding the Academic Education Unit is 
available in a separate section of this report. Information is provided below on the wide variety 
of programming available at Ohio State Penitentiary. 

 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS 
 
According to the Ohio State Penitentiary Inmate Handbook, the education department provides 
eligible offenders with basic academic, communication, and social-emotional training. DRC 
Policy 57-EDU-01 requires all offenders who do not have a verified high school diploma or 
GED to enroll in a mandatory academic program to meet academic needs of all ABLE, Pre-
GED, and GED students. For the Penitentiary inmates, academic videotapes, self-study 
workbooks, and individualized assignments supplement OSP program booth instruction. The 
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teacher reportedly combines booth instruction with assignments based on individual needs. The 
Correctional Camp educational programming is in a traditional classroom setting. The following 
is a brief summary of each program. 
 

Adult Basic Education (ABLE): This program is designed to provide basic academic 
skills necessary for basic literacy. ABLE/Literacy is an academic program for all 
offenders who read at a reading level below 227 on CASAS and who do not possess a 
high school diploma or GED verified by the Ohio Central School System. The student 
remains in the ABLE program until a reading level of at least 227 on CASAS is achieved. 
 
Pre-GED Program: This program is designed to assist in preparing the student in 
passing the General Equivalency Diploma Exam. The criteria for this program includes a 
reading level score between 227 to 239 on CASAS and does not possess a high 
school diploma or GED verified by the Ohio Central School System. 
 
GED Program: This program is also designed to assist in preparing the student in 
passing the General Equivalency Diploma Exam. GED classes involve intensive study in 
the areas of writing skills, mathematics, reading, social studies, and science. The criteria 
for this program require a reading level score of 240 and above on CASAS. The GED 
examination for high school equivalency is offered on a regular basis to students 
qualifying for the test. 
 
Special Education: This program is to identify, locate and evaluate offenders below 22 
years of age who have a confirmed or suspected learning disability. A regional Special 
Education teacher is available to work with students in accordance with all federal 
regulations and DRC Policy 57-EDU-01. 
 
Special Population: Educational and library services are provided for residents of 
Special Management Units in accordance with DRC Policy 57-EDU-01. Offenders 
assigned to SMU for more than sixty (60) days will be provided with education services. 
 

Each month, the Ohio State Penitentiary provides the Ohio Central School System Monthly 
Enrollment Report for review. This report provides information on the number of inmates 
enrolled in educational programs for the month and year-to-date, the number of inmates on a 
waiting list for a specific program, number of certificates given, number of GED tests passed for 
the month, number of GED tests given, and additional information. 
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Table 1. Number of Ohio State Penitentiary Inmates Enrolled in an 
Educational or Vocational Program with Breakdown by Category in March 2009 

 
Type of 

Educational/ Vocational 
Program 

Number Enrolled in 
March 2009 

Percent 

Pre-GED (227-239/6.1-9.0) 43    38.4% 
GED (240+/ 9.1+) 31 27.7 

ABLE (0-226/0-6.0) 28 25.0 
Special Education 5 4.5 

Career Enhancement 4 3.6 
High School/ 

High School Options 
1 .9 

GED Evening 0  
Literacy (0-226/6.0) 0  

Total 112 100% 
 

Table 2. Number of Ohio State Penitentiary Inmates enrolled in an Educational or Vocational 
Program with breakdown by category in First Quarter 2009 

 
Type of 

Educational/ Vocational 
Program 

Number Enrolled 
Year-to Date 

(First Quarter) 

Percent 

GED (240+/ 9.1+) 68   30.8% 
Pre-GED (227-239/6.1-9.0) 65 29.4 

ABLE (0-226/0-6.0) 63 28.5 
Special Education 13 5.9 

Career Enhancement 11 5.0 
High School/ 

High School Options 
1 .5 

GED Evening 0  
Literacy (0-226/6.0) 0  

Total 221 100% 
 

Table 3. Number of Ohio State Penitentiary Inmates on Educational or 
Vocational Program Waiting List with Breakdown by Category for March 2009 

 
Type of 

Educational/ Vocational 
Program 

Number on Waiting List Percent 

ABLE (0-226/0-6.0) 35 66.0% 
Pre-GED (227-239/6.1-9.0) 13 24.5 

GED (240+/ 9.1+) 5 9.4 
GED Evening 0  
High School/ 

High School Options 
0  

Literacy (0-226/6.0) 0  
Total 53 100% 
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In addition to offering courses in Adult Basic Literacy Education, Pre-GED, and GED, the Ohio 
State Penitentiary also offers Correctional Camp inmates the opportunity to tutor other inmates. 
According to the Ohio Central School System Monthly Enrollment Report, inmate tutors 
completed 100 hours for the month of March 2009, and 1,470 hours year-to-date.   
 
PROGRAM OVERVIEW 
Numerous programs at the Ohio State Penitentiary are available to the inmates, particularly 
regarding re-entry. According to the information provided by staff, core re-entry programs are 
mandatory. The programs were selected because they represent correctional programs that 
provide effective “best practices” interventions for offenders.  Each of the core re-entry programs 
were designated for each of the eight dynamic domain areas including marital /family, 
associates/social interaction, community functioning, education, employment, substance abuse, 
cognitive-behavior therapy, and ancillary services. Based on the information provided, the 
programs are as follows: 
 
Thinking For A Change (Associates/Social Interaction, Attitude, Community Functioning, 
Personal/Emotional 
A problem solving program embellished by both cognitive restructuring and social skills 
interventions. 
 
Responsible Family Life Skills (RFLS) (Martial/Family) 
A three-phase program designed to address the unique problems of the incarcerated parent and 
the necessity of maintaining/establishing strong family support for their eventual transition back 
to their community. 
 
Release Preparation (Community Functioning) 
Offers a variety of workshops to offenders during their last few months of incarceration to finish 
preparing them for reentry into society. Topics include interviews, writing a resume, and cover 
letters. 
 
ABLE Literacy (Education) 
A mandatory academic program for all inmates who read at or below a 6.0 reading level on the 
TABE (below 221 on CASAS) and do not possess a high school or GED verified by the Ohio 
Central School System. 
 
GED Instruction and Work Study (Education) 
May be used to satisfy the mandatory enrollment criteria established in DRC 57-EDU-01. Inmate 
assessment and placement in educational programs for inmates whose reading level scores are 
9.1 and above on the TABE (between a 221 and 235 on CASAS). 
 
Pre-GED Instruction (Education) 
May be used to satisfy the mandatory enrollment criteria established in DRC 57-EDU-01. Inmate 
assessment and placement in educational programs, for inmates whose reading level scores are 
between 6.1 and 9.0 on the TABE (between a 221 and 235 on CASAS). 
 

15 
 



Transitional Education Program (TEP) (Education) 
The Employment Readiness workshop is held by the Education Department and the instruction is 
delivered through Distance Learning technology from Community Connection to sites with 
Distance Learning capability. It uses a software program entitled, “Targeting Success.” The 
aftercare program is a virtual, web based support mechanism utilizing the internet, an email 
account, and phone to provide access to a Community Connection Case Worker. All participants 
must complete the nine-week institutional portion prior to using the virtual case management 
program following release from prison.  
 
Career Enhancement Program-Employability (Employment) 
Covers a variety of technical skill areas and offered twice per quarter to offenders serving 91-365 
days and general population offenders. In addition to focusing on employment readiness and 
trade skills, modules also address safety issues. 
 
Intensive Out-Patient Program-Recovery Journey (Substance Abuse) 
Provides Alcohol and Other Drug Treatment services that impact offenders lives consisting of 10 
hours of Cognitive Behavior Therapy and five hours ancillary services per week.  
 
Cognitive Behavior Therapy-Content Areas 

• Orientation to treatment, attitudes, thinking errors, criminal lifestyles, relationships. 
 

Ancillary Services- Content areas may include: 
• 12 steps principles and life application. 
• Healthy lifestyle principles and self-assessment. 
• Recovery and relapse prevention. 

 
Twenty-Four Hour Alcohol and Other Drug Education and Orientation (Substance Abuse) 
Examines use, abuse and progression to addiction. Pharmacology and physiology of addiction. 
Provides factual information, examines personal use history content areas: 
 

• Use- Costs and Benefits 
• Development of Addiction 
• Symptoms 
• Effects-Biological, Psychological and Social  
• Treatment Options 
• Community Resources 
• Treatment Process and Expectations 
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AUTHORIZED REENTRY PROGRAMMING 
 
Authorized reentry programs are reentry-specific programs that may be offered in addition to 
Core Reentry Programs. The Central Office Reentry Program Oversight Committee has 
approved these programs. The Ohio State Penitentiary presently provides the following 
authorized reentry programming: 
 
Smart Money (Community Functioning) 
 
An 11-week financial education program created by the FDIC which includes topics such as 
banking basics and terminology, borrowing basics, savings, consumer protection laws, credit 
cards and credit reporting agencies and owning your own home. An introductory session added 
by the Reentry Program Oversight Committee includes exercises and instruction on setting goals 
and distinguishing between needs and wants. 
 
Victim Awareness (Attitude) 
 
A six week educational program that examines the impact of various crimes on the offender and 
victim(s), and discusses the recovery process for the victim(s). It is an opportunity to take 
personal responsibility for one’s actions. 
 
Safe People (Associates/Social) 
 
At the end of this class, the offender will recognize 20 traits of untrustworthy people, discover 
what makes some relationships safe, and how to avoid unhealthy entanglements. 
 
Motivational Enhancement Therapy and Orientation (Substance Abuse) 
 
The goal is client self-identification/assessment of target problems, treatment goals, and 
motivation level. This is achieved by encouraging critical thinking about personal history 
involving substance use and its benefits/costs. Individual sessions are part of the MET process as 
well as seven congregate/group sessions. Content areas: 
 

• Use cost/benefits analysis 
• Drug use and criminal behavior 
• Feelings, attitudes, and thoughts 
• Responsibility- personal and community 

 
Healthy Lifestyles (Substance Abuse) 
 
The purpose of Healthy Lifestyles is to encourage participants to find the motivation to achieve 
actual behavioral change, which will support a pro-social and addiction free lifestyle. Common 
thinking “errors” and responsible alternatives are explored. The change process is introduced, 
and “tactics” that block change are discussed. Content areas: 
 

• What are thinking errors 
• Overcoming thinking errors 
• Habits that block change 
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• Consequences 
• Decisions 
• Relationships 
• Change 

 
Success Through Each Powerful Step (Substance Abuse) 
 
Provides a basic understanding of the 12-steps’ principles and how to apply them to daily living. 
Participants will learn how the steps can be applied in their daily lives to bring about positive 
changes and desired personal growth. Content areas: 
 

• Identify the 12 steps 
• Concept of each step 
• Application of each step 
• Personal benefits and application 
• Problem Solving Model 

 
STEPS- Success Through Each Powerful Step (Substance Abuse) 
 
Same as the above with emphasis on a Bible based understanding of the 12-step principles for 
use in recovery from drug dependence, alcoholism, and other addictive out-of-control habits. A 
self assessment of how people, places, relationships, and substances have maintained the 
lifestyle. 
 
Houses of Healing (Substance Abuse) 
 
Provides the inmates with an opportunity to look at the root causes of crime, violence and 
addiction. It offers long term inmates a practical approach for self-reflection and self-assessment. 
This offers an opportunity for emotional growth that speaks specifically to the challenges of 
incarcerated men, and provides a way to change destructive behaviors into positive actions. 
Content areas: 
 

• Childhood trauma and grieving 
• Impact of Addiction 
• Anger       
• Empathy 
• Crime 
• Stress Management and Coping Skills 
• Healthy lifestyle 
• Forgiveness 

 
Dual Diagnosis-SAMI (Substance Abuse Mental Illness) 
Counseling, support and educational groups for those who are also on the mental health caseload. 
By referral only. 
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UNIQUE PROGRAMS 
 
According to information provided by staff, unique programs include Aunt Mary’s Storybook, an 
opportunity for a child to hear their father read a storybook to the child through a recording, and 
Healthy Lifestyles in which participants find the motivation to change their habits and make 
healthy choices. 
  
Reading Room 

According to the facility’s website, in 2000, former First Lady Hope Taft approached the DRC 
Director about establishing a reading room for the children who visited their incarcerated parent 
at the Pickaway Correctional Institution. This idea spread across the state, and now the Ohio 
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction maintains children’s reading rooms in each of the 
32 institutions.  

The reading rooms encourage family literacy by providing a pleasant and comfortable setting for 
both child and incarcerated parent. Each room is stocked with a wide variety of children’s books 
and has an inmate narrator who reads to the visiting children twice a day. The role of the inmate 
narrator is to read picture books to the children in much the same manner that children’s hour 
would be done at a public library.  

A variety of arts and craft supplies for the children are also available in most of the rooms. Many 
of the supplies and books are donated by employees and service organizations. This past year the 
Department served over 45,000 children in the reading rooms. The inmate narrators worked 
over 32,000 hours in reading to the children. 

 According to the Ohio Central School System Monthly Enrollment Report, the Ohio State 
Penitentiary served a total of 35 children in the reading room for the month of March and 444 
children for the first quarter of 2009. The inmate narrator worked 50 hours for the month of 
March and 613 hours for the year-to-date. 

Block Program Schedule   

Due to lack of program space in the main compound, the programs are held in single-person 
“booths” located in each block. The booths, which resemble cages or small single-person cells, 
are further discussed in a separate section of this report. Programs are offered specific to the 
needs of the inmates in each unit, Monday through Friday. The following table illustrates the 
April 2009 daily program booth schedule for Penitentiary inmates.  
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Table 4. Daily OSP Program Booth Schedule April 2009 
 

Monday 
Block A 

Level 4A/4B 
Block B 

Death Row GP/ 
D.R. Segregation 

Block C 
Level 5A/5B 

G.P. Segregation 

Block D 
D.R. Ext. Privilege/ 
OSPCC Segregation 

Education-School 
8:00A.M.-9:00 A.M. 

   

Education-School 
9:30A.M.-10:30 A.M. 

  Bible Study 
9:30A.M.-10:30A.M. 

  Mental Health Department 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M 

Bible Study 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Thinking for a Change 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

Safe People Class 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

Recovery Services 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

 

Tuesday 
Block A 

Level 4A/4B 
Block B 

Death Row GP/ 
D.R. Segregation 

Block C 
Level 5A/5B 

G.P. Segregation 

Block D 
D.R. Ext. Privilege/ 
OSPCC Segregation 

Bible Study 
9:30A.M.-10:30 A.M. 

Catholic Mass on 4/28 
9:00A.M.-10:00A.m.

Education 
8:00A.M.-9:00A.M. 

Catholic Mass on 4-14-09  
9:00A.M.-10:00A.M.

Recovery Services 
1:30 P.M.- 2:00 P.M. 

Calm 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Education 
9:30A.M.-10:30A.M. 

 

 Medical 
2:30 P.M.-3:30 P.M. 

Bible Study  
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

 

  Bible Study  
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

Bible Study 
2:00P.M.-3:00P.M. 

 Bible Study 
6:00 P.M.-7:00 P.M. 

Bible Study 
6:00P.M.-7:00P.M. 

Bible Study 
7:30P.M.-8:30P.M 

Religious Services 
7:30 P.M.-8:30 P.M. 

   
 
 

Wednesday 
Block A 

Level 4A/4B 
Block B 

Death Row GP/ 
D.R. Segregation 

Block C 
Level 5A/5B 

G.P. Segregation 

Block D 
D.R. Ext. Privledge/ 
OSPCC Segregation 

AOD Education 
8:00A.M.-9:00A.M. 

 Medical 
8:00A.M.-9:00A.M. 

 

Taleem 
9:30A.M.-10:30A.M. 

 AOD Education 
9:30A.M.-10:30A.M. 

Calm 
9:30A.M.-10:30A.M. 

  Taleem 
11:45A.M.- 12:45P.M. 

 

Education-School 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Taleem 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

  

   Taleem 
4:30P.M.-5:30P.M. 

Education-School 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

Taleem 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

Worship/Study  
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

 

Catholic Service 
6:00P.M.-7:00P.M. 

 Catholic 
6:00P.M.-7:00P.M. 

 

Religious Services 
7:30P.M.-8:30PM. 
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Thursday 
Block A 

Level 4A/4B 
Block B 

Death Row GP/ 
D.R. Segregation 

Block C 
Level 5A/5B 

G.P. Segregation 

Block D 
D.R. Ext. Privledge/ 
OSPCC Segregation 

Recovery Service 
8:00A.M.-9:00A.M. 

Pre-GED Testing 
8:00A.M.-10:00A.M. 

  

Thinking for a Change 
9:30A.M.-10:30A.M. 

 .  

Recovery Service 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Bible Study 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Education 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Bible Study 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Safe People 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

 Education 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M 

Medical 
2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

Friday 
Block A Block B Block C Block D 

Level 4A/4B Death Row GP/ 
D.R. Segregation 

Level 5A/5B 
G.P. Segregation 

D.R. Ext. Privledge/ 
OSPCC Segregation 

Education-School 
8:00A.M.-9:00A.M. 

   

Education-School 
9:30A.M.-10:30A.M. 

   

Education-School 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

  Bible Study 
1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 

Education-School 
2;30P.M.-3:30P.M. 

   

Catholic Mass 
4:30P.M.-5:00P.M. 

4/17/09 

   

 

RELIGIOUS SERVICES 

According to the Ohio State Penitentiary Inmate Handbook, one of the two OSP Chaplains is 
available to each offender regardless of his religious beliefs. The Chaplain can be reached by kite 
or when rounds are made. The Chaplain provides for religious instruction, worship, religious 
literature, pastoral counseling, and accommodation of religious needs. The Chaplain’s primary 
focus is on spiritual needs. All religious services are coordinated and supervised by a Chaplain. 
Offenders have access to religious literature through the library and/or the Chaplain.  

Offender participation in religious services is voluntary. Offender-led religious groups are not 
permitted. No offender may lead or conduct religious services.  

Religious services are broadcast over the television. The time schedule of services is listed in the 
television program schedule. The OSP Chaplain and church services are available to inmates on 
Sundays. The following table illustrates the April 2009 schedule for the Chaplain and church 
services: 
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Table 5. OSP Schedule of Chaplain and Church Service for April 2009 

Sunday 
Block A Block B Block C Block D 
Chaplain 

1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 
Church Worship 

2:30P.M.-3:30P.M. 
Open Catholic Service 

1:00P.M.-2:00P.M. 
   Church Worship 

2:45P.M. 
 
Bible study is another religious program that is offered. During the month of April 2009, 
Catholic Mass, Palm Sunday, and Easter were additional religious services offered on the main 
compound.  
 
Correctional Camp inmates interact with religious volunteers under the direction of the Chaplain.  
 
Volunteers 
 
Facility staff reported that Ohio State Penitentiary has 325 volunteers. Further information on the 
availability of volunteers shows that 213 are active, 87 are inactive, 24 are pending, and one is 
suspended. The Ohio State Penitentiary provides volunteer services in the following areas: 
 

Volunteer Services Number of Volunteers 
     

Religious             258 
Recovery Services       31 
Other         14 
Education           5 
Recreation                   17  
   

   Total Volunteers             325 

COMMUNITY SERVICES PROJECTS 

Written material was provided on current community service projects at the Penitentiary and/or 
at the Correctional Camp. The projects pertaining to the Correctional Camp are discussed in a 
separate section regarding the Correctional Camp. They include outside programs, such as 
grounds keeping for Roosevelt Park in the city of Campbell, Ohio, and the Speak Out program in 
which inmates are selected to speak to area high schools and universities about their personal 
choices and their consequences, including prison. The Correctional Camp also has three inside 
programs, Jubilee Gardens, WAGS Canine Rescue, and, as noted above, the Ohio Reads 
Program which was observed in the visiting room. OSP provides a children’s reading room in 
the main visitation area to encourage reading and to promote literacy. Inmates are assigned 
during visiting hours to read to the children of visitors.  

Two inside programs available at the main compound and the minimum camp consist of: 
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• Adopt a School, which is Martin Luther King Jr. Elementary: OSP works throughout the school 

year to assist with providing various art projects, posters, holiday decorations and educational 
materials to North Elementary. 
 

• Sojourner House, which is a shelter for women:  Inmates donate commissary items and donate 
artwork and gift projects for Sojourner House throughout the year. Inmates also provide cash 
fundraisers to donate to Sojourner House. 

 
Inside programs at the main compound include: 
 

• Burden Bears: Inmates sew and stuff the bears which are donated to the Hospice of the Valley to 
be given to the terminally ill. 
 

• Miscellaneous Projects: Art projects for schools and nursing homes, Hospice, Combined Charity 
campaign fundraising walks, origami, backdrops for school plays, mailing flyers, school supply 
collections, church sewing of banners 

FACILITY PROFILE 

According to the ODRC Website, the Ohio State Penitentiary opened in 1998 and operates on 
240 acres. The facility is accredited by the American Correctional Association, with the most 
recent accreditation in 2007. Their next accreditation is scheduled in 2010.  

History 
 
The 2007 Ohio State Penitentiary American Correctional Association Welcome Book states that 
the facility is a level four (maximum) and level five (high maximum) security facility completed 
in April 1998 to house Ohio’s most serious, predatory and violent male prisoners. The facility is 
located in Northeast Ohio on the East side of Youngstown, Ohio.  
 
The Ohio State Penitentiary was constructed at a cost of $65 million dollars. Their Correctional 
Camp accepted the first level one (minimum) security inmate on May 4, 1998. The Ohio State 
Penitentiary received the Death Row population in the fall of 2005, though the seriously 
mentally ill on Death Row remained at the Mansfield Correctional Facility.  
 
The Ohio State Penitentiary complex is comprised of three buildings: the Penitentiary, the 
Correctional Camp, and Support Building. The largest of the three buildings is the Penitentiary, 
which is a covered design and encompasses approximately 340,000 square feet. A single no-
climb fence equipped with microwave detection and a perimeter detection system surrounds the 
Penitentiary.  
The Penitentiary consists of four separate housing units, each containing 126 single-person cells 
per unit for a total of 504 cells.  
 
According to the 2007 ACA Welcome Book, the primary focus of Ohio State Penitentiary 
continues to be safety and security. Ohio State Penitentiary’s state of the art architectural design 
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lends itself to the challenge of managing the state’s most dangerous inmates with direct 
supervision. All housing areas are equipped with state of the art computerized electronic control 
panels and security cameras.  

The Correctional Camp is a separate level one (minimum) security camp with a maximum 
capacity of 230 prisoners. A single security fence with razor ribbon and a perimeter detector 
system surrounds the camp. The camp is divided into two dormitory style areas. 

The Support Building is a combination warehouse, maintenance, laundry, and automotive 
garage. This building also contains the emergency back-up generators and the central heating 
system. 

Mission Statement 
According to material provided on site, the Ohio State Penitentiary mission statement is as 
follows: 

Through the integrity and dedication of each employee, the Ohio State 
Penitentiary will protect and serve all of Ohio’s citizens by managing inmates 
who demonstrate the highest degree of threat to the security and order of the Ohio 
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction. This will be accomplished in a 
safe, controlled environment by providing programs and procedures that offer 
an opportunity for integration into a decreased security level. 

 
Budget 
 
According to the DRC website, the current estimated budget of the Ohio State Penitentiary is 
$28,717,902, subject to monthly review and adjustment. The daily cost per inmate is $146.16. 
The cost per inmate annually is estimated to be $53,348.40. By comparison, as cited in the 2004 
CIIC inspection report on Ohio State Penitentiary, the estimated budget in 2004 was 
$29,912,340, with a daily cost per inmate of $157.79. The cost per inmate annually in 2004 was 
estimated to be $57,593.35. The budget for the Ohio State Penitentiary has decreased $1.19 
million since 2004. The cost per inmate has reduced approximately $11.63 per day, or $4,244.95 
annually per inmate. The reduction in the OSP annual budget and the daily inmate cost is 
impressive considering the population increased from 493 as reported in 2004 to 550 as 
reported on April 24, 2009.  
 

Table 6. Ohio State Penitentiary Cost Comparison from 2004 to 2009 
 

Budget Year Annual Budget Inmate 
Population

Daily Cost 
per Prisoner 

Annual 
Cost per 
Prisoner 

2004 Budget $29,912,340 493 $157.79 $57,593.35 
2009 Budget $28,717,902 550 $146.16 $53,384.4 

Change -$1,194,438 +57 -$11.63 -$4,244.95 
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STAFF DATA 

According to the DRC Monthly Fact Sheet for April 2009, the Department of Rehabilitation and 
Correction reported a statewide staff total of 13,534.  
 
The number of staff at the Ohio State Penitentiary totals 414, which consists of 295 males (71.3 
percent) and 119 females (28.7 percent). Of the 295 male staff, 213 are white, comprising 72.2 
percent. 74 are black, comprising 25 percent, and eight staff are listed as other, comprising 2.7 
percent. Of the 119 female staff, 71 are white, comprising 59.7percent, and 48 are black, 
comprising 40.3 percent. In all, there are 284 white staff, comprising 68.5 percent of the staff 
and 122 black staff, comprising 29.5 percent. Eight employees are listed as other comprising 1.9 
percent of staff. 
 
Of the 414 staff, 261 are Correctional Officers, comprising 63 percent. Of the 261 Correctional 
Officers, 203 are male (77.7 percent) and 58 are female (22.2 percent). Of the 203 male 
Correctional Officers, 135 are white (66.5 percent), 61 are black (30.0 percent), and seven are 
listed as other (3.4 percent). Of the 58 female officers, 30 are black (51.7 percent) and 28 are 
white (48.3 percent).  
 

Table 7.  Number of OSP staff with breakdown by Gender on April 24, 2009 
 

Employee Gender Number Percent 
Male 295 71.3% 

Female 119 28.7% 
Total 414 100% 

 
Table 8. Number of OSP Staff with Breakdown by Race on April 24, 2009 

Employee Gender Number Percent 
Caucasian 284 68.5% 

African-American 122 29.5% 
Other 8 1.9% 
Total 414 100% 

   
Table  9. Number of OSP Male Staff by Race on April 24, 2009 

Race Number Percent 
Caucasian 213 72.2% 

African-American 74 25.0% 
Other 8 2.7% 

Subtotal 295 100 % 
414 Total Staff 295 71.3 % 

  
Table 10. Number of OSP female staff by race on April 24, 2009 

Race Number Percent 
Caucasian 71 59.7% 

African-American 48 40.3% 
Subtotal 119 100 % 

414 Total Staff 119 28.7 % 
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Staff Vacancies 
 
Based on information provided on site, there were 53 staff vacancies on the date of the 
inspection. Of the 53 vacancies, 21 positions were abolished, and were not expected to be filled. 
Thirty of the remaining positions were listed as “vacant” and could be filled in the future. Two 
vacant positions were not considered vacant or abolished. The largest group of vacancies 
consists of Correctional Officer positions, with 22, comprising 41.5 percent of all vacancies. The 
second largest group of vacancies were the Correction Sergeants, with four, comprising 7.5 
percent of all vacancies, followed closely by three Correction Specialist/ Unit Managers, and 
two Correction Lieutenants. Sergeants, also known as Correctional Counselors, Correction 
Specialist/Unit Managers, and Lieutenants are critical parts of the unit staff that are available to 
address immediate inmate concerns. The unit staff are extremely important to the OSP mission, 
as well as in maintaining daily order within the housing units.  
 
Additional staff vacancies include two Nurse I positions. According to the on-site information, 
OSP also lists the following vacant positions:   

Administrative Assistant II   Building Maintenance Supervisor I 
Correction Food Service Manager I  Corr. Job Placement Specialist 
Correctional Laundry Coordinator  Correction Major 
Correction Program Specialist,   Electrician II 
Groundskeeper III    Health Information Tech I 
Labor Relations Officer II   Maintenance Repair Worker III 
Physician Admin. II (Medical)   Physician Admin. II (Psychiatric) 
Psychologist     Secretary (Unit) 
Training Officer 
 
 The Labor Relations Officer II position was posted for ten days from April 7, 2009 to April 17, 2009, but 
the position was not filled. The following table illustrates the number of OSP staff vacancies as of April 
2009. 
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Table 11. Number of OSP Staff Vacancies with Breakdown by Position as of April 2009  

POSITION NUMBER OF 
VACANCIES 

Status 

Correctional Officer 22 Vacant 
   
Correction Sergeant/ Counselor 4 Abolished 
   
Correction Specialist (UM) 3 Abolished 
   
Correction Lieutenant 2 Abolished 
Nurse I 2 Vacant 
   
Account Clerk II (Business 
Office) 

1 Vacant 

Act. Therapist Administrator 1 Abolished 
Administrative Assistant II 1 Abolished 
Building Maintenance 
Supervisor I 

1 Abolished 

Correction Food Service 
Manager I 

1 Abolished 

Corr. Job Placement Specialist 1 Abolished 
Correctional Laundry 
Coordinator 

1 Abolished 

Correction Major 1 Abolished 
Correction Program Specialist 1 Abolished 
Electrician II 1 Abolished 
Groundskeeper III 1 Abolished 
Health Information Tech I 1 Vacant 
Labor Relations Officer II 1 Posted 4/7/09- 4/17/09 
Maintenance Repair Worker III 1 Abolished 
Physician Admin. II (Medical) 1  
Physician Admin. II 
(Psychiatric) 

1  

Pyschologist 1 Vacant 
Secretary (Unit) 1 Vacant 
Training Officer 1 Abolished 
   

Total 53 32 Vacant 
21 Abolished 
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Staff Loss 

Staff acknowledged there was some reduction in staff due to the budget cuts.  Staff relayed that 
four Unit Sergeants, three Unit Manager positions, two Lieutenants, and one Case Manager were 
eliminated. Staff relayed that the eliminated Case Manager position was absorbed to minimize 
the loss. Previously, OSP had three Case Managers, with one for Death Row, one for “AC”, and 
one for camp. Now the Death Row Case Manager also handles the AC duties as well. Staff 
relayed that they had no choice but to have the Death Row Case Manager also handle the AC 
duties due to budget restraints. Staff further relayed that since OSP cannot send passes for 
inmates to come to a centralized location, staff felt they could not afford to lose unit 
management. 

Staff also relayed that other positions were eliminated, including two maintenance positions, two 
Psychologists with one vacancy, and two Psychiatric Assistants. Staff relayed that the 
Psychologist was promoted to Psychology Supervisor, which is reportedly the reason for the 
vacancy. Now all have a block and they share responsibilities. On the day of the inspection, staff 
relayed that two full time contract doctors provide an equivalent of 40 hours of coverage each 
week. According to staff, OSP will have a full-time civil service physician in July. Staff relayed 
that past issues between the Doctors and the nurses were resolved. They believe the changes to 
the medical department, including the Health Care Administrator, has brought about 
improvements. Despite some staff reductions in mental health and medical, there was no 
reduction in the security staff.  

Staff morale reportedly has been affected by the eliminated positions. According to staff, the 
morale was down when the DRC first announced the possible job eliminations in 2008. Some 
staff were reportedly concerned that more positions would be eliminated because of the cost of 
running a maximum security institution. However, morale has significantly increased since OSP 
announced there would be no further reductions. 

Staff relayed that their biggest concern was in regard to the lack of funds that are needed to 
address facility maintenance concern such as needed repairs to the parking lot and walkway.  

Staff also expressed concern that there is not a lot of money available in the I and E fund. 
However, the lack of funds has not affected the programs, and available funds are reportedly 
able to provide the necessary supplies for the programs.  

Staff relayed that the Ohio State Penitentiary provides each inmate with a black and white 
television which makes programs available to those confined to their cells. Reportedly, each 
inmate has an opportunity to purchase a color TV through the approved ODRC vendor if they do 
not wish have the free black and white TV provided by OSP.  
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LISTENING SESSION WITH REPRESENTATIVE GROUP OF STAFF 

As in all inspections in 2009, the request was made to include a group meeting with a facility 
staff person of the administrative staff’s choosing, preferably from all major departments. The 
selected group included security staff, unit management, education, medical, mental health, and 
food service. The purpose of the listening session is to provide staff with a special opportunity to 
communicate any areas of pride regarding the institution or areas of concern pertaining to 
operations, conditions, programs or grievance procedure.  

The facility staff were extremely impressive in their knowledge, insight, dedication and 
appreciation for the positive aspects of working at the Ohio State Penitentiary. Important points 
were made by one or more staff which are relayed below. Where possible, the content of 
discussion was inserted elsewhere in another section of this report pertaining to the topic of 
discussion.   

Security:  

Staff cited the challenge of having so many different operations at OSP plus a new mission with 
the receipt of Death Row inmates in 2005. It is believed to take five years to function as it should 
when taking on a new mission.  

Inmate/Staff Relationships were discussed, and clearly there were no major concerns or issues 
expressed in this area. The CIIC Director noted the significant improvement in this area that has 
been revealed solely from the content of inmate correspondence from OSP in mid-2001 
compared to the content of inmate correspondence from OSP since the fall of 2003. OSP staff 
witnessed a change in the culture at the Ohio State Penitentiary from the time that it opened in 
1999. The evolution was acknowledged as a positive one. The change in the officers reportedly 
occurred because now the inmates are “out and about,” compared to the previous time when 
everyone was locked in their cells for 23 hours each day, with one hour out. As a result of the 
change, Officers changed their approach by improving their communication with the inmates.  

OSP is a high maximum security institution that includes a dangerous population, the worst of 
the worst. Inmates rarely allege inappropriate supervision. They tend to understand that it was 
their own behavior that required the use of force.  
 
Operations have changed, but there is always room for improvement. Staff could use more 
training of the younger staff regarding inmate/staff  interaction.  
 
Security staff indicated that there are no needs at this time.  

Staff relayed that Ohio State Penitentiary is the “safest place to work at.” Another relayed, “Here 
it’s safer,” noting that a previous prison of employment was “totally different, with inmates 
everywhere.” Others relayed a belief that the limited inmate movement at OSP provides a safer 
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atmosphere for staff and inmates, compared to level two medium security institutions in which 
inmates move freely about and are housed in open dorms.  

Changes and re-adjustments (unspecified) made by Central Office due to the budget cuts were 
beneficial to Officers. 

Unit Staff:  
 
Budget cuts brought about significant changes in unit management, including an estimated 70 
percent reduction of the budget for unit staff. Everyone is dealing with it, though it is hard to do, 
and it is a challenge. Staff have come a long way; they are finding ways to adjust. There is no 
overtime for unit staff, so staff use time management and prioritize work.  
 
Inmates feel that their issues are not addressed in a timely manner, but OSP does not have the 
staff. The Unit Management staff make staggered rounds three times a week in the main 
compound, with daily rounds to Death Row, and twice per week to the OSP Correctional Camp. 
It keeps them in touch with the inmates and their problems, which were termed often “the little 
things.” 
 
Two new standard programs helped. Three core programs include Thinking for a Change 
(available at the main compound and at the camp), Money Smart, and Family Life Skills. A 
Victim Awareness Program is scheduled to begin next month. Unit staff used to teach the 
program, but due to staff shortages, Special Services will teach the program.  
 
Prior to the move of the Death Row inmates from Mansfield Correctional Institution, significant 
improvements were made by MANCI Death Row staff in finding activities for the inmates that 
would not pose a security risk. Unit staff were asked about whether such programs have been 
offered at OSP. Not only was assurance given that the inmates have what they had at MANCI in 
terms of activities, but a most impressive list of activities was cited.  
 
Arts and Crafts programs are available for 4A and Death Row inmates. OSP has a list of non-
toxic items that may be used. The items made by inmates are displayed in a glass case in the 
entrance and may be purchased by visitors.  Level 4A inmates also have community service 
projects. Staff continue to search for possible in-cell projects. It was noted that they do have art 
contests.  
 
The Unit Management Administrator offered to contact her equivalent at the Southern Ohio 
Correctional Facility to share projects which have been beneficial to the high security inmates in 
filling time. Staff at both facilities seem to understand the importance of combating idleness for 
security, mental health, and behavior management purposes.  
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OSP also offers inmates an opportunity to teach other inmates. It was noted that the Origamy and 
Painting classes are taught by inmates. 
 
Medical: The scope and mission were discussed. Austin v. Wilkinson and Fussel v. Wilkinson 
cases were cited as bringing about significant improvements. Staff feel good about the medical 
department at OSP.  

There have been no epidemic outbreaks. OSP has only one case of active Hepatitis C inmate, 
which is being treated.  

Education: 

Education staff relayed that classes are conducted in all blocks but B, and the classes have went 
well. Classes in C, Level 5, started last August. Death Row and Level five use the booths. There 
are 40 students. They are out of the cell two and one half hours. Death Row inmates enrolled in 
the education program are well behaved, motivated to learn, and cause no problems. They want 
to graduate to make staff feel proud. One Death Row inmate recently received his GED and 
another inmate was very close to receiving his GED.  
 
OSP offers literacy courses and GED preparation at all levels, employability class, and 
community service work at the minimum camp.  
 
The staff expressed concern regarding the perception that OSP has a large staff. Since the 
implementation of the budget cuts, the education department lost one staff person and one 
reportedly left by attrition.  
 
Maintenance: 

The biggest complaints that Officers hear from inmates are in regard to the temperature of the 
facility, whether it is too hot or too cold, and shakedowns. Although OSP has had some problems 
with the heat, the maintenance crew always fixes them. Staff expressed concerned whether OSP 
could afford to pay for a major repair if one was needed. Maintenance staff were preparing to 
repair a leaky pipe located in the basement of the facility. The leak was not regarded as a major 
concern.  
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INMATE DATA 

The Ohio State Penitentiary website reports a total inmate population on April 24, 2009 of 550 
inmates with 304 black inmates (55.3 percent), 231 white inmates (42.0 percent), 12 Hispanic 
(2.0 percent), and three “Other” inmates. No escapes or walk-aways have occurred in 2009. 
Information regarding the racial breakdown is provided below.  
 

Table 12. Number of Inmates at OSP with Breakdown by Race on April 24, 2009 
 

Race Number of Inmates Percent 
African-American 304 55.3% 

Caucasian 231 42.0% 
Hispanic 12 2.0% 

Other 3 0.7% 
Total 550 100% 

 
According to the Daily Count Report, on April 24, 2009, the Ohio State Penitentiary had a 
population of 538 inmates. Similarly, as of May 15, 2009, the OSP website also reported 538 
inmates with 301 black inmates (55.9 percent), 221 white inmates (41.0 percent), 12 Hispanic 
(2.0 percent), and 4 “Other” inmates. 
 
Security Levels 

According to the OSP website, on April 24, 2009 out of the total of 550 inmates, the largest 
group of inmates is level one (minimum security), with 233 (42.4 percent). The second largest 
group is Death Row, with 142 (25.8 percent), followed by 92 level four (maximum security) 
inmates (16.7 percent). The smallest group of inmates is classified as level five (Administrative 
Maximum, also termed High Maximum and Supermax), with 83 inmates (15.1 percent). 

Table 13. Security Level Breakdown of Inmates at the Ohio State Penitentiary 
on April 24, 2009 with Number and Percent 

 
Security Classification Number Percent 

Level 1 (Minimum) 233 42.4% 
   
Death Row 142 25.8 
   
Level 4 (Maximum ) 92 16.7 
   
Level 5 (Administrative Maximum) 83 15.1 

Total 550 100% 
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Crowding 

According to the most recent DRC Weekly Population Count Sheet, as of May 18, 2009, the 
prison population totaled 50,965. The ODRC rated capacity of 38,665 is based on population 
data as of May 6, 2009. The population at Ohio State Penitentiary was reported to be 538 
inmates. A total of 21 ODRC institutions exceeded their rate of capacity led by the Lorain 
Correctional Institution with an exceeding rated capacity of 256.03 percent. A total of 11 
institutions were at or below their rate of capacity, with the lowest percent of capacity at the 
Corrections Medical Center with 66.66 percent. By comparison, the Ohio State Penitentiary 
had the second lowest crowding rate with 78.65 percent.  

 
Table 14. ODRC Percentage of Crowding Per Institution Based on Rated Capacity and 

Inmate Population Count on May 18, 2009  

PRISON Percent of 
Crowding 

Rated 
Capacity 

Population Count 
May 18, 2009 

Lorain Correctional Institution  256.03% 746 1,910 
Lebanon Correctional Institution  181.09% 1,481 2,682 
Chillicothe Correctional Institution  171.42% 1,673 2,868 
Warren Correctional Institution  173.85% 807 1,403 
Mansfield Correctional Institution  164.13% 1,536 2,521 
Hocking Correctional Facility  164.09% 298 489 
Correctional Reception Center  163.00% 900 1,467 
Grafton Correctional Institution  159.74% 939 1,500 
Allen Correctional Institution  156.99% 844 1,325 
Ross Correctional Institution  155.93% 1,643 2,562 
Trumbull Correctional Institution  154.98% 902 1,398 
Ohio Reformatory for Women  149.54% 1,641 2,454 
Belmont Correctional Institution  142.42% 1,855 2,642 
Marion Correctional Institution  136.79% 1,666 2,279 
Richland Correctional Institution  135.69% 1,855 2,517 
Noble Correctional Institution  132.67% 1,855 2,461 
North Central Correctional Institution  124.04% 1,855 2,301 
Southeastern Correctional Institution  118.99% 1,358 1,616 
London Correctional Institution  110.82% 2,290 2,538 
Madison Correctional Institution  106.69% 2,167 2,312 
Franklin Pre Release Center (Females)  100.00% 480 480 
Dayton Correctional Institution  99.79% 482 481 
Pickaway Correctional Institution  99.22% 2,465 2,446 
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 98.99% 1,498 1,483 
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility  98.18% 660 648 
Toledo Correctional Institution  96.22% 1,192 1,147 
Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center  92.89% 352 327 
Northeast Pre Release Center (Females) 90.31% 640 578 
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility  84.61% 1,540 1,303 
Oakwood Correctional Facility  83.25% 191 159 
Ohio State Penitentiary  78.65% 684 538 
Corrections Medical Center  66.67% 210 140 

TOTAL 131.66% 38,715 50,975 
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Under Capacity 

On the day of the inspection, staff reported a total of 538 inmates, during the morning count. The 
538 total included 306 inmates in the Penitentiary and 232 inmates in the Correctional Camp. 
Considering the Penitentiary was built to accommodate 504 inmates, OSP reportedly had 
available bed space for an additional 198 inmates. There has reportedly been some discussion 
about OSP possibly housing the remaining death row inmates who remain at the Mansfield 
Correctional Institution because they are seriously mentally ill. According to staff, four inmates 
are scheduled for executions in July and September 2009. 

Facility staff relayed that OSP has not received any inmate involved in the Mansfield 
Correctional Institution gang disturbance that began on March 20, 2009. According to staff, 
Ohio State Penitentiary has not received a level five inmate in three months. It was also relayed 
that they have not received any inmate charged in the murders at Allen, Belmont, and Pickaway 
Correctional Institution and Southern Ohio Correctional Facility. However, staff relayed they 
were expecting to receive ten level five inmates soon.  

Regarding the level 4A inmates received from the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility, staff 
relayed that OSP does not keep a waiting list of those who request to be transferred to OSP, and 
they do not know who is on the waiting list kept by the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility. 
Staff relayed that level four inmates “come and go.” Some inmates have been returned to SOCF 
due to rule violations, losing the privilege of being at their preferred location at OSP. Staff 
relayed that if a level four inmate wants to return to SOCF, they are in fact returned after 
following the appropriate transfer procedures.  

Suicide Attempts 
 
There were 101 suicide attempts system-wide in 2008, including one at Ohio State Penitentiary. 
The 101 suicide attempts were a significant decrease from the 127 suicide attempts that were 
reported system-wide in 2007. The Ohio State Penitentiary had no suicide attempts in 2007. The 
number of suicide attempts from January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008 system-wide are 
provided by institution. 
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Table 15. Inmate Suicide Attempts from January 1, 2008 through September 30, 2008 

by Institution 
 

Institution Suicide Attempts 
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 15 

  
Ohio Reformatory for Women 10 

  
Allen Correctional Institution 8 
Ross Correctional Institution 8 

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 8 
  

Correctional Reception Center 7 
Madison Correctional Institution 7 

  
Mansfield Correctional Institution 5 

  
Marion Correctional Institution 4 

Trumbull Correctional Institution 4 
Warren Correctional Institution 4 

  
Belmont Correctional Institution 3 
Grafton Correctional Institution 3 

Lake Erie Correctional Institution 3 
  

Pickaway Correctional Institution 2 
Southeastern Correctional Institution 2 

Toledo Correctional Institution 2 
  

Dayton Correctional Institution 1 
Lebanon Correctional Institution 1 

North Central Correctional Institution 1 
Noble Correctional Institution 1 
Oakwood Correctional Facility 1 

Ohio State Penitentiary 1 
  

Corrections Medical Center 0 
Franklin Pre-Release Center 0 

Hocking Correctional Facility 0 
London Correctional Institution 0 
Lorain Correctional Institution 0 

Montgomery Education Pre-Release Center 0 
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0 

Northeast Pre-Release Center 0 
Richland Correctional Institution 0 

Total 101 
 
There were 27 suicide attempts system-wide from January 1, 2009 to April 30, 2009, with none 
at Ohio State Penitentiary. The breakdown is provided below by institution. 
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Table 16. Inmate Suicide Attempts from January 1, 2009 through April 30, 2009 
by Institution 

 
Institution Suicide Attempts 

Lake Erie Correctional Institution 4 
Pickaway Correctional Institution 4 

  
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 3 

  
Belmont Correctional Institution 2 
Correctional Reception Center 2 
Grafton Correctional Institution 2 
Madison Correctional Institution 2 
Oakwood Correctional Facility 2 

  
Allen Correctional Institution 1 
Lorain Correctional Institution 1 

Mansfield Correctional Institution 1 
Trumbull Correctional Institution 1 
Toledo Correctional Institution 1 
Warren Correctional Institution 1 

  
Corrections Medical Center 0 

Dayton Correctional Institution 0 
Franklin Pre-Release Center 0 

Hocking Correctional Facility 0 
Lebanon Correctional Institution 0 
London Correctional Institution 0 
Marion Correctional Institution 0 

Montgomery Education Pre-Release Center 0 
North Central Correctional Institution 0 

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 0 
Noble Correctional Institution 0 
Northeast Pre-Release Center 0 
Ohio Reformatory for Women 0 

Ohio State Penitentiary 0 
Ross Correctional Institution 0 

Richland Correctional Institution 0 
Southeastern Correctional Institution 0 
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 0 

Total 27 
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Mental Health Caseload 

The DRC provides a Monthly Mental Health Caseload Snapshot of the total inmate population 
on the mental health caseload.  On December 31, 2008, the ODRC reported a total inmate 
population of 51,448. For the 2008 calendar year, the ODRC reported a monthly average of 
9,113 inmates on the mental health caseload. According to the data, there was an average of 
4,172 inmates per month listed as C1 (serious mental illness). The mental health classifications 
are defined by DRC as follows: 
 

C1 
The inmate is on the psychiatric caseload and meets criteria for Seriously Mentally 
Ill designation: a substantial disorder of thought or mood which significantly impairs 
judgment, behavior, capacity to recognize reality or cope with the ordinary demands 
of life within the prison environment and which is manifested by substantial pain or 
disability. Serious mental illness requires a mental health diagnosis, prognosis and 
treatment, as appropriate, by mental health staff.  

C2 
The inmate is on the psychiatric caseload but does not meet the criteria for Seriously 
Mentally Ill. Inmate is receiving mental health care and supportive services, which 
include medication prescription and monitoring, individual and group counseling and 
therapy, crisis intervention and behavior management.  

C3 
The inmate is receiving group or individual counseling, therapy and skill building 
services. He/she has a mental health diagnosis and treatment plan and is being treated 
by mental health staff other than the psychiatrist.  

 
According to the Mental Health Caseload Report, 17.7 percent of the prison population was on 
the mental health caseload. The Oakwood Correctional Facility had the highest percentage of 
inmates on the mental health caseload with 56 percent of their 2008 inmate population, followed 
by the Franklin Pre-Release Center with 50 percent, the Northeast Pre-Release Center with 49 
percent, and the Ohio Reformatory for Women with 41 percent. By comparison, the Ohio State 
Penitentiary ranked 30th with only seven percent of their 2008 population on the mental health 
caseload.  
 
The following table provides the percent of the inmate population that was on the Mental Health 
Caseload at the end of 2008. The population for each institution was taken from population data 
as of January 9, 2009 as provided on the DRC website. 
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Table 17. Percent of Prison Population on the Mental Health Caseload by Institution 
 

Institution Percent of 2008 
Total 

Population on 
Mental Health 

Caseload 

End of 2008 
Institutional 
Population 

Monthly 
Average on 

the 
Mental 
Health 

Caseload in 
2008 

Oakwood Correctional Facility 56% 133 75 
Franklin Pre-Release Center (Females) 50% 455 229 
Northeast Pre-Release Center (Females) 49% 551 269 
Ohio Reformatory for Women (Females) 41% 2470 1004 

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 30% 1406 428 
Trumbull Correctional Institution 26% 1363 348 

Allen Correctional Institution  24% 1323 317 
Corrections Medical Center 24% 134 32 

Hocking Correctional Facility 21% 486 101 
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 20% 2923 592 
Mansfield Correctional Institution 20% 2452 487 

Toledo Correctional Institution 20% 1088 220 
Grafton Correctional Institution 18% 1507 270 

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 18% 661 116 
Southeastern Correctional Institution 17% 1642 274 

Pickaway Correctional Institution 17% 2409 413 
North Central Correctional Institution 17%             2335 406 

Warren Correctional Institution 17% 1393 243 
Marion Correctional Institution 16% 2237 360 
Correctional Reception Center 16% 1754 286 

Belmont Correctional Institution 15% 2784 422 
Lebanon Correctional Institution 15% 2669 403 

Noble Correctional Institution 15% 2456 379 
Richland Correctional Institution 14% 2571 349 
London Correctional Institution 14% 2563 351 
Madison Correctional Institution 14% 2222 307 

Ross Correctional Institution 13% 2613 345 
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 12% 1493 181 

    
Lorain Correctional Institution 7% 1999 144 

Ohio State Penitentiary 7% 548 39 
    

Dayton Correctional Institution 0% 475 1 
Montgomery Education and Pre-Release 

Center 
0% 333 1 

TOTALS 17.7% 51,448 9,113 
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The following table provides the inmate monthly average on the mental health caseload in 2008. 
The data represents approximately 91 percent of 2008 monthly data as approximately nine 
percent of the data was not available. The distinctions among the three mental health 
classifications are provided in the footnotes. 
   

Table 18. Monthly Average on Mental Health Caseload by Institutions and  
Mental Health Classification in 2008 

 
INSTITUTION 

 
2008 Monthly 

Average Number on 
Mental Health 

Caseload 

C1 C2 C3 

Ohio Reformatory for Women 1,004 466 401 137 
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 592 312 245 35 
Mansfield Correctional Institution 487 192 223 72 

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 428 232 175 21 
Belmont Correctional Institution 422 257 118 47 
Pickaway Correctional Institution 413 174 196 43 

North Central Correctional Institution 406 85 248 73 
Lebanon Correctional Institution 403 184 193 26 

Noble Correctional Institution 379 219 106 54 
Marion Correctional Institution 360 184 138 38 
London Correctional Institution 351 140 186 25 

Richland Correctional Institution 349 107 179 63 
Trumbull Correctional Institution 348 97 194 57 

Ross Correctional Institution 345 100 170 75 
Allen Correctional Institution 317 170 136 11 

Madison Correctional Institution 307 143 132 32 
Correctional Reception Center 286 163 107 16 

Southeastern Correctional Institution 274 136 136 2 
Grafton Correctional Institution 270 185 62 23 
Northeast Pre-Release Center 269 146 101 22 

Warren Correctional Institution 243 167 72 4 
Franklin Pre-Release Center 229 101 104 24 

Toledo Correctional Institution 220 66 116 38 
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 181 83 83 15 

Lorain Correctional Institution 144 50 84 10 
North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 116 15 62 39 

Hocking Correctional Facility 101 40 54 7 
Oakwood Correctional Facility 75 58 15 2 

     
Ohio State Penitentiary 39 3 23 13 

     
Corrections Medical Center 32 20 10 2 

Dayton Correctional Institution 1 0 0 1 
Montgomery Education and Pre-Release Center 1 0 0 1 

TOTALS 9,113 4,172 3,954 987 
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According to the OSP Institution Active Caseload, as of April 24, 2009, the Ohio State 
Penitentiary had 44 inmates on the mental health caseload, with one inmate diagnosed as 
Seriously Mentally Ill. Based on CIIC staff’s monitoring and review of the mental health data 
since 2003, in every instance when an inquiry was made to OSP regarding the one “C1” on the 
caseload, it was relayed that the inmate was at the minimum camp, not at the main compound.  
 

Table 19. Number of Mentally Ill at OSP with Breakdown by Classification and Number  
on April 24, 2009 

 
Classification Number Percent of All Inmates 

C2 26 4.7% 
C3 17 3.1% 

C1 Serious Mental Illness 1 0.2% 
Mental Health Caseload 

(C1, C2, and C3) 
44 8.0% 

No Mental Illness 506 92.0% 
Total Inmate Population 550 100% 

 
Security Threat Groups 

Out of a total population of 52,140, the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction identified 
7,979 inmates as members of a security threat group for the 2008 Calendar Year through 
November 24, 2008. The 7,979 STG inmates comprised 15 percent of the population system-
wide. The Ohio State Penitentiary ranked ninth in 2008 with a total of 105 inmates identified as 
STG members, comprising 19 percent of the system-wide STG population. The following table 
illustrates the STG population per institution: 
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Table 20. Number and Percentage of STG Profiled Inmates by Institution  
Through November 2008 

 
Institution Total  

Population 
STG Profiled 

Inmates 
Percentage 

 of 
Population STG Profiled 

Southern Ohio CF 1,442 583 40% 
Mansfield CI 2,461 678 28% 

Toledo CI 1,089 290 27% 
Warren CI 1,374 322 23% 

Trumbull CI 1,357 303 22% 
Lebanon CI 2,663 531 20% 
Grafton CI 1,514 306 20% 

Richland CI 2,555 482 19% 
 

Ohio State Penitentiary 
 

 
544 

 
105 

 
19% 

Belmont CI 2,776 497 18% 
Ross CI 2,613 480 18% 

Lake Erie CI 1,503 268 18% 
Noble CI 2,510 437 17% 

North Central CI 2,351 394 17% 
Allen CI 1,290 214 17% 

Marion CI 2,272 313 14% 
Pickaway CI 2,481 315 13% 

Correctional Reception Cent 1,937 222 11% 
Chillicothe CI 2,931 294 10% 

Southeastern CI 1,682 175 10% 
Oakwood CI 134 14 10% 
London CI 2,559 239 9% 
Madison CI 2,251 212 9% 
Dayton CI 487 46 9% 

North Coast Corr T Facility 657 54 8% 
Lorain CI 2,159 149 7% 

Hocking CF 490 8 2% 
Corrections Medical Center 131 2 2% 

Montgomery Education PRC 324 8 2% 
Ohio Reformatory for Women 2,529 28 1% 
Northeast Pre-Release Center 582 4 1% 
Franklin Pre-Release Center 492 5 1% 

TOTAL 52,140 7,978 15% 
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As of April 24, 2009, out of the total OSP population of 550 inmates, there were 112 inmates 
profiled as a member of a security threat group, comprising 20 percent of their population. As of 
April 24, 2009, members of 49 different security threat groups have been identified at OSP. The 
threat groups with the largest number of members ranked highest to lowest at OSP are: 
 

Aryan Brotherhood 
White Supremacist 
Crip 
Folks/Black Gangster Disciples 
Bloods 
Folks/Gangster Disciples 
Radical Muslim 
Hanafi Ulama of South Africa 
Aryan Nations 
Bloods/5150 
Aryan Brotherhood R 
Berserker Skinheads 
Folks 
Crip/Gear Gangster 
People/Latin Kings 
Northside Gang 
Crip/Rolling 20 

 
The Security Threat Groups listed above have from two to 24 members. Inmates who have been 
identified as an STG member, are assigned a participation level ranging from one to three. Of the 
112 inmates identified as an STG member at OSP, participation levels show 51 inmates on level 
1 (passive, self-admission), 50 inmates on level 3 (disruptive, pattern of criminal activities), and 
10 on level 2 (active). Based on the data provided, only 10 of the 112 STG profiled inmates are 
active. One inmate’s participation level had not been determined as of April 24, 2009. The 112 
inmates are reported to be at the following Security Threat Group participation levels: 
 

Table 21. Number of Ohio State Penitentiary Inmates Profiled as a Security Threat 
Group Member with Breakdown by Participation Level, with Number and Percent 

  
STG Participation Level Number Percent 
Level One Participation (passive) 51 45.5% 
Level Three Participation (disruptive) 50 44.6% 
Level Two Participation (active) 10 8.9% 
Unidentified  1 1.0 % 

Total 112 100% 
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Assault Data 
 
Ohio State Penitentiary provided 2008 data regarding inmate assaults on staff and other inmates. 
From January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008, there were 59 inmate assaults on staff. According 
to the information provided by staff, 35 of the assaults were categorized as “harassment 
assault.” Harassment assault is defined as “Throwing, expelling or otherwise causing bodily 
substance to come into contact with another, or throwing any other liquid or material on or at 
another that does not result in any physical injury to victim.” A total of 23 assaults were 
categorized as physical assault, and one was categorized as inappropriate physical contact. 
 
From January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008, OSP had 20 inmate assaults on other inmates. 
According to the information provided by staff, 16 of the assaults were categorized as physical 
assault and four were categorized as “harassment assault.” 
 
For comparative purposes, a review was made of the CIIC Report: Review of Assault Data from 
the DRC Regarding Ohio Prisons, February 23, 2006. The report provides assault data from 
January 1, 2005 to December 15, 2005.  
 

• Inmate on Staff Total Assaults totaled 34 in 2005, ranking third highest system-wide, 
with Mansfield Correctional Institution also having 34. Ohio Reformatory for Women 
ranked second with 37 inmate on staff assaults, and SOCF ranked first with 169 inmate 
on staff assaults in 2005. In 2008, there were 59 inmate assaults on staff at OSP.  

 
• Inmate on Staff Physical Assaults totaled 21 in 2005, with 11 categorized as minor, nine 

resulting in no injury, and one termed serious. In 2008 OSP had 23 physical assaults on 
staff by inmates.  

 
• Inmate on Staff Harassment Assaults at OSP in 2005 totaled 11, the same as North 

Central Correctional Institution and ranking fourth highest among the prisons. There were 
12 at Ohio Reformatory for Women, 18 at Chillicothe Correctional Institution, and 95 at 
the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility. In 2008 OSP had 35 inmate harassment assaults 
on staff.  

 
• Inappropriate Physical Contact Assault in 2005 totaled two at OSP, ranking sixth among 

the prisons. Chillicothe Correctional Institution had the highest number of such assaults 
with nine, followed by the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility with four. In 2008, OSP 
had one inappropriate physical contact assault by an inmate on staff.  
 

• Inmate on Inmate Physical Assaults in 2005 at OSP totaled three, with one minor and two 
categorized as serious. All three resulted in some injury. The number of physical assaults 
at OSP in 2005 ranked 15th among the prisons. The largest number occurred at the 
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility with 31 followed by Oakwood Correctional Facility 
with 18. In 2008, OSP had 16 inmate on inmate Physical Assaults.  
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• OSP had no Inmate on Inmate Harassment Assaults in 2005. The Southern Ohio 
Correctional ranked highest, with 24. In 2008, OSP had four inmate on inmate 
“Harassment Assaults.” 

 
Investigator Data 
 
According to the Ohio State Penitentiary Investigator’s Monthly Caseload, in March 2009, there 
were 14 investigations conducted by the Institution Investigator. Reportedly, 11 cases were 
initiated during the month of March 2009, and three cases were active at the beginning of the 
month after being carried over from February 2009. Seven of the 11 initiated cases involved 
background investigations. Three of the cases involved suspected drug conveyance between 
inmates and their visitors. During the inspection, OSP staff relayed that inmates are randomly 
drug tested and the results are usually negative. 
 
There were two investigations in the “other” category and one each regarding staff/inmate 
relationships and staff misconduct. Ten of the 14 cases were completed during the month of 
March. The illustration below shows the remaining four cases that were still under investigation 
and carried over to the month of April 2009. 
 

Table 22. Number and Status of OSP Investigations in March 2009 by  
Type of Active Cases at end of March 

 
Type Cases 

Active at 
Beginning of Month 

Cases 
Initiated 

During the 
Month 

Cases 
Closed 

During the 
Month 

Cases Active 
at Month’s End 

Drugs 2 1 0 3 
Other 0 2 1 1 

Background 0 7 7 0 
Staff/Inmate 0 1 1 0 

Staff Misconduct 1 0 1 0 
Total 3 11 10 4 

 
The Monthly Investigator Caseload report cites zero in all columns for the following categories: 

  Drugs (Inmate/Staff)   Positive Urinalysis 
  Drugs (Mail/Packages)  Assault (Inmate on Staff) 
  Drugs (Staff)    Assault (Inmate on Inmate) 
  Drugs (Other)    Sexual Assault 
 
Use of Force 
 
The Report of Racial Breakdown and Use of Force provides the number of use of force incidents 
with the racial breakdown of the inmates who were subjected to force. In March 2009, there were 
seven use of force incidents. Of the seven use of force incidents, six involved Black inmates, 
comprising 86 percent, and one involved a White inmate. Of the seven incidents, three were 
assigned to the Use of Force Committee to be investigated. The remaining four incidents were 
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not referred to the Use of Force Investigating Committee and were considered to be slight use of 
force.  
 
The Report of Racial Breakdown and Use of Force also provides the number of disciplinary 
incidents that were referred to a Hearing Officer. In addition to the seven use of force incidents, 
there were 108 disciplinary incidents that occurred for the month of March 2009. Of that 
number, 88 incidents involved Black inmates, comprising 81 percent, and 20 involved White 
inmates, comprising 19 percent.  
 
During the First Quarter of 2009, the Ohio State Penitentiary had 23 use of force incidents, of 
which 17 involved Black inmates, comprising 74 percent, and six involved White inmates, 
comprising 26 percent. There were 276 disciplinary incidents that occurred during the same 
period. Of that number, 203 incidents involved Black inmates, comprising 74 percent, and 73 
involved White inmates, comprising 26 percent.   
 
The following table provides a breakdown of the use of force and disciplinary incidents from 
January to March 2009. 
 

Table 23. Use of Force and Disciplinary incidents from January to March 2009  
with Breakdown by Race and  Monthly Average 

 
Month January 2009 February 2009 March 2009 First 

Qtr. 2009
Total 

Monthly 
Use of 
Force  

Average 
Category Black White Other Black White Other Black White Other Total Avg. 

Use of 
Force during 

the month 

7 2 0 4 3 
 

0 6 1 0 23 8 

Number of 
Reports 

Logged as 
slight Use of 

Force 

7 1 0 4 2 0 3 1 0 18 6 

Number of 
Reports 

Assigned to 
Use of 
Force 

Committee 

0 1 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 5 2 

            
Disciplinary 

Report 
(Hearing 
Officer 
Level) 

63 29 0 52 24 0 88 20 0 276 92 
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Kites 
 
Kites are used system-wide by inmates who wish to make a request to staff or to inquire about an 
issue of concern. As relayed in the Ohio State Penitentiary Inmate Handbook, DRC form 2005 (a 
kite) is to be used by offenders when he wishes to write a staff member concerning an 
institutional question, problem, and/or concern. The offender shall write his name, number, the 
date, unit, lock, assignment, and the name of the person the kite is to go to on the outside of the 
form. On the inside of the form, the offender is to write his question, problem, and/or concern. 
All kites are to be answered within five working days of receipt and sent back to the offender. 
Kites serve a valuable purpose of providing a written means of communication between staff and 
inmates. Responsiveness to problems expressed verbally or by kite can prevent the need for 
inmates to turn to the grievance procedure to seek investigation and assistance with a problem. 
According to the OSP Monthly Kite Log, 220 inmates sent kites requests for the month of March 
2009.  
 
Inmate Grievance Procedure 
 
According to section A of Administrative Rule 5120-9-31, entitled, “Inmate Grievance 
Procedure”, the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction shall provide inmates with access 
to an inmate grievance procedure designed to address inmate complaints related to any aspect of 
institutional life that directly and personally affects the grievant. This may include complaints 
regarding policies, procedures, conditions of confinement, or the actions of institutional staff. 
The inmate grievance procedure is comprised of three steps, the informal complaint, notification 
of grievance, and appeal of the grievance disposition. Each require specific information 
including dates, times, places, the event giving rise to the complaint and, if applicable, the name 
or names of personnel involved and the name or names of any witnesses. 
 

Informal Complaint is the first step of the grievance procedure. Within 14 calendar days 
of the date of the event giving rise to the complaint, the inmate must file an informal 
complaint to the direct supervisor of the staff member, or department most directly 
responsible for the particular subject matter of the complaint. Staff must respond in 
writing within seven calendar days of receipt of the informal complaint. 

 
The Notification of Grievance is the second step of the grievance procedure. If the 
inmate is dissatisfied with the informal complaint response, or the informal complaint 
process has been waived, the inmate may obtain a notification of grievance form from the 
Inspector of Institutional Services. All inmate grievances must be filed by the inmate no 
later than 14 calendar days from the date of the informal complaint response or waiver of 
the informal complaint step. 
 
Appeal of the Grievance Disposition is the final step of the procedure. If the inmate is 
dissatisfied with the disposition of grievance, the inmate may request an appeal form 
from the Inspector of Institutional Services. The appeal must then be filed to the Office of 
the Chief Inspector within 14 calendar days of the date of the disposition of grievance. 
For good cause the Chief Inspector or designee(s) may waive such time limits. The Chief 
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Inspector or designee(s) must provide a written response within 30 calendar days of 
receipt of the appeal. 
 

The Institutional Inspector at each institution assembles a monthly report documenting the 
number of grievances submitted for investigation. The documentation includes grievances 
granted, grievances denied, and pending grievances. The subject of each grievance is assigned to 
an appropriate category pertaining to its subject. 
 
Grievance Statistics for March 2009 
 
According to the OSP March 2009 grievance report, from January 1, 2009 through March 31, 
2009: 

• A total of 108 grievances were filed, an average of 36 grievances per month.  
• 60 different inmates filed grievances from January 1, 2008 through March 31, 2008 
• The highest number of grievances filed by a single inmate was 12. 
•  87 informal complaints were received, and all 87 responses were received in a timely 

manner.  
 
On March 1, 2009, there were three grievances on hand, and an additional 29 grievances were 
received in the month, for a total of 32 grievances. The Inspector rendered decisions for 27 
grievances in March, leaving five grievances on hand at the end of the month. 
 

• Of the 27 grievances that received dispositions, three were granted with problems noted 
and correction pending. One grievance was granted with the problem corrected.  

• 24 of the grievances were denied including five each for failure to use the informal 
complaint procedure and the issue was not within the scope of the grievance 
procedure. Four dispositions each were denied for no violation of rule, policy, or law, 
and insufficient evidence to support the inmate’s claim. One grievance was denied 
because staff action was a valid exercise of discretion. One was considered a false 
claim. 

 
CIIC CONTACTS AND CONCERNS 
 
From January 1, 2009 to May 26, 2009, a total of 966 contacts system-wide were received by 
CIIC regarding the prisons, mostly in the form of letters. Ohio State Penitentiary ranked tenth, 
tied with the Trumbull Correctional Institution in total number of contacts at 29 each. The 
Southern Ohio Correctional Facility ranked first with 231 contacts followed by the Mansfield 
Correctional Institution with 95 contacts. 

The 966 contacts system-wide relayed 4,142 problems, issues or concerns. Ohio State 
Penitentiary ranked 13th in number of reported concerns, with 116 concerns relayed by the 29 
contacts.  
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Table  24. Top Five Categories of Reported Concerns System-Wide and at the Ohio State Penitentiary from 
January 1, 2009 to May 26, 2009 

Top Five Categories 
System-Wide 

Number of System-Wide 
Concerns 

Top Five Categories at 
Ohio State Penitentiary 

Number of Ohio State 
Penitentiary Concerns 

Staff Accountability 703 Staff Accountability 15 
Supervision 602 Supervision 11 
Health Care 419 Housing Assignments 6 

Inmate Grievance 
Procedure 

316 Non-Grievable Matters 6 

Non-Grievable Matters 255 Recreation 5 
Subtotal 2,295 Subtotal 43 

TOTAL Problems, Issues 
or Concerns 

 
4,142 

TOTAL  
116 

 
Table 25.  Number of Contacts Received by CIIC Regarding the Prisons with Breakdown by 

Institution from January 1, 2009 to May 4, 2009 
INSTITUTION NUMBER OF CONTACTS 

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 231 
Mansfield Correctional Institution 95 
Chillicothe Correctional Institution 60 

Toledo Correctional Institution 57 
Pickaway Correctional Institution 49 
Lebanon Correctional Institution 48 
Marion Correctional Institution 39 
London Correctional Institution 35 
Allen Correctional Institution 30 

Ohio State Penitentiary 29 
Trumbull Correctional Institution 29 
Madison Correctional Institution 26 
Grafton Correctional Institution 28 
Warren Correctional Institution 28 
Ohio Reformatory for Women 26 

Belmont Correctional Institution 17 
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 16 

Ross Correctional Institution 16 
North Central Correctional Institution 15 
Northeast Ohio Correctional Center 15 

Northeast Pre Release Center 15 
Other (Jails/Prisons) 14 

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 10 
Richland Correctional Institution 10 

Correctional Reception Center 8 
Lorain Correctional Institution 8 
Hocking Correctional Facility 7 
Noble Correctional Institution 6 
Oakwood Correctional Facility 5 

Southeastern Correctional Institution 4 
Montgomery Education and Pre Release Center 2 

Corrections Medical Center 1 
Dayton Correctional Institution 1 

Franklin Pre Release Center 1 
Total 966 
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Table 26. Number of Reported Concerns Received by CIIC Regarding the Prisons with 
Breakdown by Institution from January 1, 2009 to May 4, 2009 

 
INSTITUTION NUMBER OF CONCERNS 

Southern Ohio Correctional Facility 1,187 
Mansfield Correctional Institution 364 

Toledo Correctional Institution 297 
Lebanon Correctional Institution 210 

Chillicothe Correctional Institution 203 
Pickaway Correctional Institution 199 
Marion Correctional Institution 158 
London Correctional Institution 156 
Ohio Reformatory for Women 148 

Trumbull Correctional Institution 137 
Warren Correctional Institution 125 
Allen Correctional Institution 109 

Ohio State Penitentiary 116 
Madison Correctional Institution 110 
Grafton Correctional Institution 88 

Northeast Ohio Correctional Center 73 
Belmont Correctional Institution 53 
Lake Erie Correctional Institution 59 

Ross Correctional Institution 52 
Other (Jails/Prisons) 47 

Richland Correctional Institution 33 
Oakwood Correctional Facility 27 
Hocking Correctional Facility 26 

North Coast Correctional Treatment Facility 25 
Lorain Correctional Institution 19 
Noble Correctional Institution 16 
Correctional Reception Center 9 

Montgomery Education and Pre Release 
Center 

6 

Franklin Pre Release Center 2 
Corrections Medical Center 1 

Dayton Correctional Institution 1 
Total 4,142 
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Table 27. Number of Reported Concerns Received by CIIC Regarding the Prisons 
from January 1, 2009 to May 4, 2009 by Category of Concern 

CATEGORY OF CONCERN NUMBER OF CONCERNS 
Staff Accountability 703 

Supervision 602 
Health Care 419 

Inmate Grievance Procedure 316 
Non-Grievable Matters 255 

Inmate/Inmate Relationship 165 
Institution Assignment 164 

Special Management Housing 139 
Safety and Sanitation 131 

Personal Property 119 
Facilities Maintenance 114 
Housing Assignment 97 

Force 91 
Food Service 82 
Mail/Package 82 

Other 71 
Discrimination 65 

Security Classification 65 
Visiting 65 
Laundry 47 

Psychological/Psychiatric 45 
Inmate Account 42 
Job Assignment 36 

Commissary 33 
Records 31 

Legal Services 27 
Recovery 22 

Protective Control 20 
Educational/ Vocational 19 

Recreation 19 
Dental 18 

Religion 15 
Telephone 11 

Library 8 
Inmate Groups 4 

  
Total 4,142 
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THE INSPECTION 

Entrance 

The Ohio State Penitentiary is well hidden off of the road. The institution sign is the only 
indication that a prison is in the area. The entrance road leading to the parking lot and the 
parking lot itself appeared to be in need of repair.  

Staff and visitors enter the facility through an uninviting outside fenced enclosure with an entry 
and exit gate controlled by unseen security staff. The enclosure includes a communication device 
in which a visitor may press a button to speak to an officer. Facility staff who entered the gate at 
the same time as CIIC team were helpful and cordial.  

The appearance of the grounds viewed from the entry gate prior to entering the facility was clean 
and well-maintained. A facility staff member was mowing the lawn with a small tractor mower. 
Facility staff later relayed that both civilian staff and the Correctional Camp inmates share the 
lawn care responsibilities. 

The building entry area provides a walk-through metal detector for all who enter, a handheld 
metal detector that is used by an officer to locate the cause of any sounding of the metal detector 
after all known triggers are removed, small wooden boxes for an individual’s metal items, such 
as an identification badge and wristwatch, and an airport-like conveyer belt x-ray machine for 
other items, such as jackets. 

The building entry area was very clean and the staff were pleasant and professional. Staff were 
familiar with the Correctional Institution Inspection Committee, and were responsive to the 
request to contact the Warden’s office regarding the inspection. The Correctional Officer at the 
front desk was courteous and efficient. Without delay, the Warden’s assistant relayed that the 
Warden was away for a conference, but the Deputy Warden of Special Services and Deputy 
Warden of Operations were available. The Deputy Warden promptly arrived in the entry area, 
and kindly arranged for the Officer to connect the CIIC member with the CIIC staff in the 
Warden’s conference room on his arrival.  

Pre-Inspection Meeting  

A pre-inspection meeting was held with the Deputy Warden of Operations and the Deputy 
Warden of Special Services. The upcoming inspection was discussed. The request was made to 
include the following areas in the inspection.  

General meal period     Medical Services 
Vocational/Educational Programs   Cellblocks 
Segregation Unit     Correctional Camp 
Death Row      Meeting with representative group of staff 
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In addition, one set of the following written materials were requested prior to departure, for CIIC 
staff review as part of the inspection report process: 
 

Inmate Handbook 
Staff Handbook 
Most current ACA Welcome Book 
Inspector’s previous month’s Kite Log, ICR log, Grievance Log 
Inspector’s Inspection Checklist 
Investigator’s Monthly Caseload Report 
STG Institution Snapshot 
Count of STG Members for Institution 
2008 Assault Data: Inmate on Inmate and Inmate on Staff Assaults 
Data on PC Investigations 
Segregation Snapshot 
Staff Vacancy Status Report 
Staff Total by Gender and Race 
Number and Type of Volunteers 
Institution Program List 

 
The questionnaire pertaining to Expectations used by the British Inspectorate of Prisons, and 
questionnaire regarding the recommendations of the Correctional Faith Based Initiatives Task 
Force were provided to the facility staff. It was suggested that the two to three page topic 
segments be disseminated among different staff knowledgeable of the particular subject, to 
ensure that no one staff person is burdened with the request. The completed questionnaires were 
requested to be returned on or before ten working days following the inspection. The questions 
and responses are provided in the last section of this report.  

MEDICAL SERVICES 

The Ohio State Penitentiary is a fully enclosed facility. OSP staff use elevators to navigate 
between floors. The inspection included a walk through the lower level to Medical Services.  The 
medical corridor was very clean and orderly. Staff relayed that the minimum camp inmates clean 
the facility. During the inspection of the medical area, medical staff on site included the 
Phlebotomist and a Registered Nurse. 

Telemed 

The inspection included viewing the area used for Telemed services, which allows inmates to 
speak with the doctors at the Corrections Medical Center through video. Telemed provides an 
inmate the opportunity to connect with a specialist off site without transporting the inmate out of 
the facility. Telemed services are used by each institution statewide in an effort to save the cost 
associated with making roundtrip visits to the CMC or to the Ohio State University Hospital in 
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Columbus. According to staff, Ohio State Penitentiary uses the local St. Elizabeth Hospital for 
acute care. Once the inmates are stabilized, they are transported to either CMC or OSU 
Hospital. OSP staff relayed that the local hospital is best for level one trauma inmates. 

The medical services department also has an Optometrist and an eye clinic.  

Drug Tests 

Staff relayed that Medical Services now handles the inmate drug testing. Recovery Services 
previously administered the test. Reportedly, the drug tests are random or given as needed to 
approximately 30-50% of the population. According to staff, the tests results are usually 
negative. Staff relayed that there have only been two or three positive results in the last eight 
years. Only one of the inmates was on Death Row. OSP staff relayed that minimum camp 
inmates would be more likely to test positive than those in the main compound.  

Safe Cells and Holding Cells 

Medical services has three suicide/safe/crisis cells, and two negative airflow cells. The safe cell 
that is used for inmates on suicide watch is a large white cell that was clean and in good order.  

On the day of the inspection, an inmate was being held on constant watch. According to the daily 
log sheet above the cell, the inmate had been held in constant watch since April 23, 2009. 

In addition to the three suicide cells, and two negative airflow cells, medical services also has 
three holding cells that are used for minimum camp inmates waiting for medical or dental 
services.  

Medical Monthly Institutional Statistical Summary 

A review was made of the April monthly report, which was provided on June 4, 2009 and June 
10, 2009, and which is the most recent available. Each monthly report also provides the previous 
monthly data beginning January, 2009. The report shows that the actual hours per month of 
medical employees were as follows: 

Table 28.. Ohio State Penitentiary Medical Monthly Institutional Statistical Summary, January through April 2009 

Medical Position Lowest Actual Hours per Month Highest Actual Hours per Month 
Health Care Administrator 160 186 

Registered Nurse 1,650 1,782 
Licensed Practical Nurse 659 699 

Lab Tech 160 168 
Clerical 168 501 

RN Overtime 166 210 
LPN Overtime 24 29 

Contractual Utilization RN 0 40 
Physician 142 176 
Dentist 40 100 

Dental Assistant 56 144 
Dental Hygienist 16 40 
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Table 29. OSP Medical Services, January through April 2009 

 
Medical Service Monthly Low  Monthly High 

Nurse Intake Screen 10 40 
Nurse Referrals to Doctor 44 87 
New Intakes Referred to 

Physician 
2 16 

Nurse Sick Call and Assessments 177 272 
Doctor Sick Call 104 193 

Doctor H&P Done 5 25 
Doctor No Shows 3 38 
Sent to Local ER 1 4 
Sent to OSU ER 0 1 

Inmate Emergencies Treated on 
Site 

0 5 

Staff Treated 0 37 
Visitors Treated 0 1 

Bed Days Used for Medical 10 13 
Bed Days used for Mental 4 16 

Scheduled Visits 60 150 
Emergency Visits 1 25 

AMAs 3 19 
Consults 1 2 

Inmates Seen 8 15 
Hours on Site 10 10 

Consults 0 2 
Inmates Seen 12 16 
Hours on Site 8 8 

Medical Refills 374 391 
Mental Refills 26 37 

Medical New Prescriptions 465 552 
Mental New Prescriptions 25 42 

Total Prescriptions 924 1011 
Medical Controlled Prescription 2 3 

Blood Draws 120 271 
DNA Blood Draws 0 1 

Mental Health Blood Draws 5 12 
EKGs 1 2 

CMC X-Rays 9 14 
Inmates Tested for TB 0 3 

Staff PPD 0 2 
Inmates Completed INH 0 4 
Inmates Incomplete INH 0 7 

HIV Positive Inmates 0 3 
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FOOD SERVICES 

Correctional Camp inmates prepare the meals that are transported to each block. The minimum 
inmates enter through a large open area between food services and the medical corridor. The area 
has several coat hooks that allow the inmates to hang their coats during the winter. Correctional 
Camp inmates wear tan and white colored jump suits. They eat their meals on a set of metal 
picnic tables in a separate room on the left of the entrance to food services.   

Food Preparation 

During the lunch meal period, the food preparation area was observed. The meal being prepared 
for lunch consisted of tuna fish, an orange, noodles and coleslaw. Staff relayed that the meal is 
served in the same order by block. During the inspection, the inmates were preparing the lunch 
meal for C block.  In the morning, the inmates provide meal trays to the bottom range blocks, 
while the next meal is served first on the top range blocks. Staff later relayed that there is a 30 
minute break between serving the bottom and top blocks. They also indicated that they rotate the 
serving of the upper and lower ranges.  

Clean and Orderly 

CIIC was impressed with the efforts of the inmates to keep the area clean. The kitchen floor was 
very clean. The floor was dry with no evidence of food debris anywhere in the food preparation 
area. The Food Service Supervisor, who was on-site working closely with her staff, was 
commended by CIIC for her ability to maintain such a clean and orderly work area. In addition to 
clean floors, the cleaning chemicals were neatly stored under lock and key. The cooler 
temperature read 20 degrees. The dry storage area was neatly organized and all items, such as 
flour, beans, potatoes, and sugar were marked with the appropriate date on which they were 
received. All items in the dry storage area were appropriately stacked, no higher than six inches 
from the ceiling at the highest point. All workers wore hairnets and latex gloves. However, the 
CIIC team and accompanying staff who entered the food preparation area, were not asked or 
required to wear hairnets. This has been a requirement in the most scrupulously clean food 
service departments.  

Equipment Maintenance 

There were no major maintenance issues concerning the dishwashing equipment or the faucets. 
On leaving the food service preparation area, CIIC staff tested the metal sink located in a 
convenient area for workers. Both the hot and cold water were in working order. However, one 
of the two washing machines used to wash the dish towels used in food services was broken. 
Both washing machines and the dryer were enclosed in a heavy metal fence.   
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Staff 

The Food Services staff relayed that they have as many as 15 Correctional Camp inmates per 
shift. However, approximately 10 to 11 inmates work in the kitchen on most days. There are 
reportedly four to five civilian employees on first shift, including one at the Correctional Camp. 
There are four on second shift, and three on third shift, with one of them at the Correctional 
Camp.  

Food Services staff relayed that they see no change in the “Heart Healthy” menu from what was 
previously offered. At first, it seemed that they reportedly increased starches and vegetables. A 
previous Warden authorized providing more food than the required portions, but not anymore.  
 
Inmates say that the milk is spoiled, but it is not. According to staff, the milk has 14 days before 
it expires. If an inmate were to complain that the milk is sour, staff would reportedly provide 
them with a new one.  
 
As to inmates’ allegation that the trays are not properly washed, food service staff confirmed that 
the trays are washed with hot soapy water and rinsed in a dish machine.  Inmates complained of 
the food served on wet trays. Staff relayed that the machine will not dry the plastic, but they tilt 
the trays after they are rinsed which is believed to be the best way for them to dry.  
 
Meal Period 
 
Since the Ohio State Penitentiary is a super or high maximum security institution, the meals are 
brought to the inmates in each block. Depending on the classification of inmates in the block, 
some inmates must eat in their cell, while some may eat outside of the cell in the same block, but 
at a tiny table with stools bolted to the floor.  
 
Per statutory requirement, each inspection must include attendance at a general meal period. The 
CIIC Team received the regular inmate lunch meal in D-Block. The meal consisted of two 
orange slices, coleslaw, peas, tuna and noodles, and slice of wheat or white bread. The meal was 
considered adequate in portion and taste. 
 
Meal Loaf 
 
The CIIC Director requested information on the making of “meal loaf” or “food loaf.” While in 
the food preparation area, the Food Services Coordinator showed the CIIC Director a binder 
containing the recipe for food loaf for breakfast, lunch and dinner, not just for the Ohio State 
Penitentiary, but for use by all Ohio prisons.  
 
The Food Services Coordinator relayed that she prepared one loaf yesterday for all three meals, 
but added that loaves are rarely used. The loaves are made in advance, frozen, and then baked 
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when needed. Arrangements were made to prepare one loaf for the CIIC Director, while the CIIC 
Inspector and Member would receive an inmate’s regular meal tray. The loaf was black on top 
from being burnt, and had a foul, nauseating odor, which prevented the food loaf from being 
tasted. 
 
Meal Loaf Policy 
 
DRC policy on Alternate Meal Service, number 60-FMS-05 supersedes the same policy of 
December 4, 2000 and has an effective date of January 1, 2007. Relevant sections are quoted 
below: 

Purpose: The purpose of this policy is to establish procedures to be utilized when 
providing segregation inmates with an alternative meal service. 

Applicability: This policy applies to all persons employed or contracted by the 
Department of Rehabilitation and Correction, and all inmates in segregated 
status, to include inmates housed in Residential Treatment Units and/or Crisis 
Cells.  

Policy:  It is the policy of the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction 
to provide an alternative meal service to an inmate in segregation who uses food 
or food service equipment in a manner that is hazardous to self, staff, and/or 
other inmates. Alternative meal service shall be provided on an individual basis 
based on health and safety considerations only. In all cases, the alternate meal 
service shall meet basic nutritional requirements and only occur with the written 
approval of the Warden or Acting Warden and responsible health authority.  

Procedures: Segregated inmates may be placed on an alternative meal service 
(Loaf) for the following reasons: 

1. Misuse of food, serving trays or eating utensils; 
2. Refusing to return uneaten food, serving trays, dishes or eating utensils 

when ordered to do so by staff; 
3. Destroying a serving tray or throwing a tray of food; or 
4. Using food and/or water containers to hold or throw other substances, 

such as water or human waste products. 

The Deputy Warden of Operations, Major or Shift Commander shall forward an 
incident report detailing the above actions by an inmate and a completed 
Alternative Meal Service Request (DRC4258) to the Warden’s Office for review 
and processing.  

Upon receipt…the Warden shall review the responsible health authority’s 
recommendation as to the reason(s) why the inmate could not be placed on an 
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alternative meal service. The recommendation…shall be recorded in the inmate’s 
medical file… Upon receipt of the approved alternative meal service form, the 
Food Service Department shall provide the loaf to the inmate to coincide with the 
regular meal service. The loaf shall be prepared by using the attached 
standardized menu (Appendix A). The loaf shall meet all nutritional and caloric 
requirements set forth by the Department’s Registered Dietician. The Vegetarian 
Loaf Recipe accommodates vegetarian diets. 

Food shall not be withheld, nor the standard menu varied, as a disciplinary 
sanction. Alternative meal service shall only be used to correct the inmate 
behavior and shall be discontinued once the inmate discontinues the behavior 
which warranted the use of the alternate meal service. The alternate meal service 
may only be ordered for a two (2) day period and must be reordered if an 
extension beyond two (2) days is warranted by the inmate behavior. 

Alternate meal service shall only be used beyond two (2) days when the inmate 
continues to use food or food service equipment in a manner that is hazardous 
to self, staff, and/or other inmates. To authorize the extension beyond a two (2) 
day period, an additional incident report (DRC1000) and Alternative Meal 
Service Request Form (DRC 4258) must be generated and approved in 
compliance with this policy, including the review and approval of the Warden and 
responsible health authority. This process must be repeated for each extension 
beyond a two (2) day period. 

The use of the loaf shall not be used as a Rules Infraction Board sanction for 
misconduct. However, the inmate may be subject to the disciplinary process as 
set forth in A.R. 5120-9-06 through 5120-9-07. 

Food Loaf Recipe 

The Food Loaf Recipe in the policy’s Appendix A states that: 

The Food Loaf is mixed together and formed just like a meatloaf. Bake at 325 
degrees for one hour (internal temperature of at least 165 degrees). This recipe 
should make 15 servings and shall be served on a paper plate with no utensils. 
All liquid beverages shall be served as called for on the master menu with the 
exception of coffee. These recipes are suitable for inmates on therapeutic diets. 
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Table 30 Food Loaf Ingredients 

BREAKFAST LUNCH DINNER 
Uncooked oatmeal,  

Crumbled Toast 
Dry bread crumbs Dry bread crumbs 

Melted butter Melted butter Melted butter 
Powdered milk Powdered dry milk Powdered dry milk 
Orange juice Lemon gelatin powder Lime gelatin powder 

Eggs Raw ground beef Raw ground beef 

 Grated cheese Shredded American cheese 
 Cooked, finely chopped 

vegetables 
Cooked, chopped vegetables 

 Ground, cooked beans Ground cooked dry beans 
 Ketchup Chopped canned fruit 
 Garlic Powder  
 Raisins  
 Potato flakes  

 
The Vegetarian Food Loaf Recipe consists of the same instructions as above, but provides a 
breakfast loaf recipe, and a recipe used for both lunch and dinner. The breakfast recipe contains 
unsweetened dry cereal, sugar, crumbled toast, melted soy margarine, and powdered soy milk. 
The lunch and dinner recipe contains spinach, whole wheat bread, rice, beans – ground (cooked) 
black-eyed or kidney beans, tomato paste/ketchup, raisons, margarine or vegetable oil, 
cornstarch, soy sauce, and applesauce. 

ACA Standard 

Since some have cited meal loaf as controversial because of the ACA discouraging use of food 
for disciplinary reasons, a review of the ACA standards was made. Standard 4-4264 reads nearly 
identical to the DRC policy. The standard is quoted below: 

Alternative meal service may be provided to an inmate in segregation who uses 
food or food service equipment in a manner that is hazardous to self, staff, or 
other inmates. Alternative meal service is on an individual basis, is based on 
health or safety considerations only, meets basic nutritional requirements, and 
occurs with the written approval of the warden/superintendent and responsible 
health authority. The substitution period shall not exceed seven days.  

ACA Comment: None. 

Food Loaf Nation-Wide 

An internet search was made regarding food loaf, which is also called “Nutraloaf, prison loaf, 
confinement loaf or special management meal, served in U.S. prisons to inmates who have 
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demonstrated significant behavioral issues, some specifying the serving of loaf to any inmate 
who has assaulted officers or fellow prisoners with sharpened utensils.  

It is described as similar to meatloaf in texture, but has a wider variety of ingredients. The loaf is 
usually exceedingly bland, even unpleasant, but it reportedly provides enough nutrition to keep 
prisoners healthy without requiring utensils. There are many different recipes which include a 
range of food. The ingredients are blended and baked into a solid loaf form. In some institutions 
it has no fixed recipe, but is simply the regular prison meal including drink, blended together. It 
is generally served on a piece of paper rather than a tray. 

Litigation exists regarding the loaf, including Illinois, Maryland, Nebraska, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Washington and West Virginia. According to the AELE Monthly Law Journal of 
July, 2007, on the subject of prison “Nutra-loaf” or “food loaf,” courts have generally upheld the 
practice “provided, of course, that the underlying discipline is found to be proper.” However, on 
April 6, 2009, it was reported that the Vermont Supreme Court voted 3-2 in overturning 
Corrections rules that allowed prison staff to feed the loaf to problem inmates without first 
holding a hearing. The Court reportedly ruled that inmates who fling or otherwise misuse bodily 
waste and fluids, food or eating utensils are entitled to a disciplinary hearing before serving them 
water  and Nutraloaf. The Vermont rule changes enact the same legal protections, such as a 
hearing and consist of the following: 

• An inmate will receive written notice of an infraction and the facility’s intent to use 
Nutraloaf. 

• The prisoner will have a meeting with staff and be given the chance to dispute allegations 
that prompted the diet decision. Inmates may NOT summon witnesses or conduct cross-
examination. 

• A staff member not involved in the underlying incident will determine whether to place 
the inmate on the loaf.  

• A formal hearing will occur within two days of any loaf order, at which time inmates 
may question their accusers and any witnesses against them.  
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HOUSING UNITS 

The Ohio State Penitentiary housing units are divided into four blocks, consisting of A, B, C and 
D. While most Ohio prisons allow inmates to leave their housing unit for meals, medical service, 
programs and recreation, the Ohio State Penitentiary inmates tend to stay in their block, with the 
programs, meals and services brought to them. Even recreation is in or just outside their units. 
Each block also has its own segregation unit with the exception of A block.  

• A block includes level four (maximum security) inmates, consisting of both A and B 
privilege levels.  
 

• B block is used for general population Death Row. Only one Death Row inmate was in 
segregation at the time of the inspection. Facility staff relayed that even that is considered 
“high” for Death Row. The block has a gymnasium which is used for multiple functions.  
 

• C Block is used for inmates who are classified as level 5, both privilege levels A and B.  
 

• D block is termed “Extended Privilege Death Row” and has its own library. It also 
includes a segregation block used for OSP Correctional Camp inmates. On the day of the 
inspection, approximately 10 to 11 minimum security inmates were in segregation, which 
facility staff considered to be “high” compared to the norm for minimum camp inmates.  

Based on the Daily Count Sheet, the most populated housing area is C-Block with 84 inmates, 
followed by A-Block with a population of 83, then D-Block with 68, and B-Block with 65 
inmates. All units are listed below according to the population count on April 24, 2009. 
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Table 31. OSP Inmate Count by Housing Unit on April 24, 2009 
 

Ohio State Penitentiary Block Number of Inmates 
A1 12 
A2 8 
A3 8 
A4 11 
A5 9 
A6 13 
A7 14 
A8 8 

Subtotal A Block  83 
  

B1 0 
B2 11 
B3 11 
B4 11 
B5 11 
B6 8 
B7 10 
B8 3 

Subtotal B Block 65 
  

C1 5 
C2 10 
C3 12 
C4 11 
C5 10 
C6 12 
C7 14 
C8 10 

Subtotal C Block 84 
  

D1 0 
D2 11 
D3 15 
D4 13 
D5 13 
D6 16 
D7 11 
D8 0 

Subtotal D Block 68 
  

Infirmary 1 
TOTAL INCLUDING INFIRMARY 301 

  
Ohio State University 1 

Corrections Medical Center 0 
Out To Court 4 

St. Elizabeth’s Hospital 0 
Total Away With Leave 5 

  
TOTAL INCLUDING AWAY WITH LEAVE 306 
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Table  32. Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Center (Minimum Camp) Inmate Count by 
Housing Unit, April 24, 2009 

Location Number of Inmates 
East 116 
West 99 

  
Correctional Camp Subtotal  215 

  
Segregation 11 

  
Correctional Camp Total Population 

Including Segregation 
226 

  
Ohio State University Hospital 0 

Corrections Medical Center 0 
Out to Court 6 

St. Elizabeth’s Hospital 0 
Subtotal Away with Leave 6 

  
Camp Total Including Away With 

Leave 
232 

 

According to staff, each housing block in the main compound has similar designs. Adjacent 
offices that were formerly used for staff were converted into interview rooms. Each block has 
126 single-person cells for a total of 504 cells. There are eight units in each block. Half of the 
units have 15 cells and the other half have 16 cells. Each unit in the blocks has an upper and 
lower range. Rule Infraction Board Hearings, education classes and testing, recovery services 
programming, and Mental Health counseling are held in each unit. The following chart illustrates 
the breakdown of each block based on security classification: 

Table 33. Breakdown of Each Block Based on Security Classification 

Ohio State Penitentiary Block Security Classification 
 

Block A Level 4A and 4B 
Block B Death Row General Population 

Death Row Segregation 
Block C Level 5A and 5B 

General Population Segregation 
Block D Extended Privilege Death Row 

OSPCC Segregation 
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C- BLOCK: Level 4 and 5 
 
C-Block houses Level 5 A and B inmates. Segregation for Level 4 and 5 inmates is also housed 
in C-Block. Staff relayed that six Correctional Officers are assigned to each block, noting that 
inmates are escorted to and from the shower by two Officers, each with a hand on the inmate. It 
is also noted in the Ohio State Penitentiary Inmate Handbook, that inmate movement to any area 
of the penitentiary will be with at least two escorts, and offenders will be in full restraints with a 
hands-on escort. 
 
Program Booths 
 
Nurses and doctor’s sick-call services are brought to the inmates. The program “booth”, which is 
part of the “satellite” area used for nurse’s and doctor’s sick-call, as well as other purposes, was 
observed. The “booth” is a black narrow single cell that is similar to a cage with metal bars and 
plexiglass panels on the front door and on each side. The back of the cell does not have a 
plexiglass panels to enable air circulation. The booth is equipped with an attached seat, and 
writing tray used, for example, when an inmate takes written tests. GED tests were specifically 
noted by facility staff.   
 
Before the booths were installed, OSP staff used an office that is adjacent to the booth as their 
satellite area. It includes a metal stool that is bolted to the floor. The stool has no padding and 
appeared to be very uncomfortable. Before Austin v. Wilkinson, inmates were reportedly cuffed, 
shackled, and then chained to the stool during interaction with medical, mental health and other 
staff. The booths are regarded as an improvement and are reported to be favorably accepted by 
inmates.  
 
In addition to the use of the booth for educational testing, there are four holding “booths” 
reportedly used for inmates waiting to be seen by the medical staff during sick call. Staff also 
relayed that the booths are used to conduct strip searches for inmates who are being transported 
to and from the prison. Three of the holding booths have plexiglass on all four sides, for 
protection if inmates attempt to spit on staff. It was relayed that staff continue to use “spit hoods” 
on inmates who have demonstrated the need. 
 
Located directly above the entrance to C-block are six additional program booths that are used 
for programming, including education and religious services. The booths/cells are side by side, 
but the inmates are unable to make physical contact with each other. The purpose of the booths is 
to have an opportunity to leave one’s cell to participate in programs in a safe environment. 
Program booths were believed to have been designed by and for OSP to meet the need identified 
through Austin in a facility that simply had no program space. The booths worked so well, that 
the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility soon used six side by side program booths in J-Complex 
that enabled level 4B inmates to leave their cells for a staff directed program. On the previous 
inspection of OSP, level 4A inmates relayed concerns about the requirement that they must be 
confined in the booths for any and all programs.  
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C-7: Level Five 
 
C-7 is one of the housing units located in C-Block. The dayroom consists of a mounted TV on 
the wall, and two tables with four attached stools each. There is an indoor recreation room 
located on both the top and bottom range. The room is small and includes a combination pull-up 
and dip bar. An elevator provides transported inmates access to the outdoor recreation pod. 
According to staff, only one inmate is permitted out of their cell at a time to attend recreation. 
Although pull-up and sit-up bars were available in the housing units of the penitentiary, it 
appeared that more exercise equipment should be available to the inmates.  

Later during the inspection of the Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Camp, it was noted that 
nautilus equipment and universal weight machines are available in their recreation area. Facility 
staff noted on return to the main compound, that there are eight outside recreation areas for the 
cellblocks.  

Each range has two showers that were clean and appeared to be in good working order. The 
upper range shower appeared to be cleaner than the lower range shower.  
 
Although the Ohio State Penitentiary is a single-celled institution, the cells appear to be larger 
than most double-celled institutions, which is a positive contrast to cramped space with limited 
movement.  
 
The handicapped cell, located on the lower range, appeared to be twice the size of the single cells 
and included its own shower. The cell was empty on the day of the inspection. Facility staff 
relayed that the institution has 16 handicapped cells. 
 
During the inspection of C-7 unit, the inmates were quiet. They had recently been given their 
lunch meals and were eating in their cells. The meals are transported from the kitchen to the 
blocks in heated thermo trays. One range eats at a time. According to staff, the bottom range eats 
first followed by the upper range. Once their meal was complete, several inmates requested to 
speak with one of the persons on the CIIC team.  
 
One inmate relayed that he had a hard time getting along with the staff at the Southern Ohio 
Correctional Facility, who were difficult to speak to. Aside from feeling isolated at OSP, the 
inmate expressed much more faith in the OSP staff’s willingness to address any concerns. One 
inmate advised CIIC staff to stop at a particular inmate’s cell, noting that, “He always has a 
complaint.” However, since the inmate was sleeping, no communication was made.   
 
One inmate recently completed his lunch meal, and expressed concern regarding the cleanliness 
of the food trays. The inmate alleged that the trays were not properly washed with soap. Instead, 
food service workers allegedly only spray the trays with hot water. The inmate stated that 
leftover food particles have been stuck in the corner of the trays. Although the inmate allegedly 
reported the problem to staff, there has reportedly been no resolution to the matter. During the 
inspection of the kitchen, food service workers were observed using hot water and a soapy 
cleaning solution to wash the dishes.  
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One inmate recently transferred from a Close Security institution to the Southern Ohio 
Correctional Facility to the Ohio State Penitentiary. The inmate relayed that he liked the 
atmosphere at the Ohio State Penitentiary much better than any previous institution he has been 
in. According to the inmate, he “hated” the previous institution because of idleness. He felt more 
confident in the programs offered at OSP.                    
 
D- Block: Extended Privilege Death Row 

Death Row Attorney Visiting Room 
Facility staff showed the CIIC a room that is now used as an interview room for inmates to speak 
privately with their attorney. Although the room has a glass window for Officer observation, the 
walls are sound proof for additional privacy. Staff relayed that two Death Row attorney visiting 
rooms are located in D-block and two are located in B-block. According to the OSP Handbook 
for Death Row Inmates, attorneys must send a letter on his/her letterhead to the facility 
indicating that he/she is the inmate’s Attorney of Record, must provide proof of professional 
certification, and must contact the Unit Manager to schedule a visit. 
 
The corridors throughout the institution were very clean, but the cleanliness of the corridors in 
D-block was especially praiseworthy.  
 
Facility staff relayed that a Level One inmate from the minimum camp is used as a barber and 
provides shoe shine service for staff who pay $2.00 for the service. Staff also relayed that 
inmates provide a car wash service as well. 
 
D-2 Extended Privilege Death Row 

D-Block is the “Extended Privilege” block for Death Row inmates. D- Block also houses the 
segregation unit for the Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Camp inmates. According to the 
Ohio State Penitentiary Inmate Handbook for Death Row, inmates must be conduct report free 
for three or more years before being eligible for the “Extended Privilege” block. If an inmate 
receives a guilty verdict from the Rules Infraction Board while in the Extended Privilege Block, 
and any discipline is imposed, the inmate is reportedly returned to Death Row General 
Population for three years. If an inmate receives a conduct report that is heard at the Hearing 
Officer level, it will be at the Unit Manager’s discretion as to whether the inmate remains in the 
extended privilege block.   

As a benefit of being housed in the Extended Privilege Block, inmates have access to a 
microwave, ice machine, and a ping-pong table during their out-of-cell time. These items are not 
available in the other units. 

Based on the communication from Death Row inmates when they were all at the Mansfield 
Correctional Institution, the “Honor Pod” was a big issue to them. They so wanted a chance to 
earn placement in the pod, but relayed serious concerns that placements in the Honor Pod were 
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totally discretionary, and seemingly had no set behavior based criteria. The OSP staff who 
created the Extended Privilege Block have corrected the perceived flaws in the MANCI Honor 
Pod, by establishing clear entry and exit criteria fully based on one’s conduct. Their wisdom in 
this regard deserves to be acknowledged. Based on the entry and exit criteria, they have provided 
a meaningful incentive for good conduct that is surely perceived as fundamentally fair, 
accessible to all. 

Inmates were observed eating lunch during the inspection of the D-2 unit. The dayroom consists 
of two metal tables with four attached seats, capable of seating eight inmates at one time.  
According to staff, since each unit has a maximum capacity of eight inmates on each range for a 
total of 16 inmates, the top and bottom ranges eat separately. Reportedly, inmates on the bottom 
range eat first, followed by the upper range inmates. However, staff in the food preparation area 
seemed to indicate that the meal serving is rotated so that one range is not always first or last to 
receive their food.  

Staff provided information regarding the daily schedule for Death Row inmates. The following is 
the daily schedule according to the OSP Inmate Handbook for Death Row Inmates. 

Time   Activity 
12:00 A.M.   Institutional Count 
2:00 A.M  Institutional Count 
4:00 A.M  Institutional Count 
 
5:30-6:30 A.M  Breakfast in Cell 
7:10 A.M  Institutional Count 
7:45-10:45 A.M.  Out-of Cell time 
7:45-10:45 A.M.  Outdoor Recreation (As scheduled) 
8:00 A.M.- 2:30 P.M. Visits (Except Monday, Tuesday, and State Holidays) 
8:00 A.M.- 9:00 P.M. Inmate Programs 
11:00 A.M.  Institutional Count 
 
11:30-12:30 P.M. Lunch in dayroom area 
12:30-3:45 P.M.  Out-of-Cell time 
12:30-3:45 P.M.  Outdoor Recreation (As scheduled) 
4:00 P.M.  Institutional Count 
4:30 P.M.  Mail, kites, informal, cash slips passed out 
 
4:30-5:30 P.M.  Dinner in Dayroom area 
5:30-9:45 P.M.  Out-of-Cell time 
5:30-9:45 P.M.  Outdoor Recreation (As scheduled) 
10:00 P.M.  Institutional Count 
10:30- 12:30 P.M. Mail picked up 

 
*All schedules and times are subject to change due to unforeseen circumstances, based on security   
and operational needs. 
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D-7 Minimum Camp Segregation 

D-7 houses the Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Camp inmates in segregation. During the 
walk through of D-7, one inmate expressed concern regarding the length of time he had been in 
segregation. According to the inmate, he had been in segregation for 35 days waiting to go to 
court for an outside case that reportedly occurred before his incarceration. According to the 
inmate, he did not understand why he was removed from the Ohio State Penitentiary 
Correctional Camp while he has waited for his case to be heard. Staff later clarified that the 
pending case involving the inmate made him ineligible to remain in the minimum camp. 

D-Block Library 

Facility staff explained that Ohio State Penitentiary offers a “satellite” library to the Extended 
Privilege Death Row inmates. A member of the library staff was pushing a shopping cart 
containing newspapers that had just been offered to the inmates. The staff person was very 
pleasant and appeared to enjoy her job. According to staff, local newspapers from several Ohio 
cities are available to the inmates. Staff relayed that the newspapers are usually no more than two 
days old and most of the Ohio city newspapers are represented. 

According to the OSP Inmate Handbook for Death Row Inmates, requests for library books may 
be addressed by kite to the library. Death Row inmates are permitted five (5) books for a period 
of one (1) week.  Since the Extended Privilege Death Row inmates have their own library, they 
receive two deliveries every two (2) weeks and may not renew books unless approved by the 
library staff. By comparison, Death Row segregation inmates may request three (3) books per 
week. 

The OSP Inmate Handbook also states that inmates borrowing library books are responsible for 
their return to the librarian in the condition in which the books were received. If the borrower 
writes or underlines in the book, damages the book, or alters the tape covering the book, a 
conduct report for a Rule 49 violation for destruction, alteration, or misuse of property will be 
issued. As a result, the borrower will be charged accordingly for the damage. In addition to a list 
of publications that are available to inmates, the OSP Inmate Handbook also states that the 
following are available as well: 

• Materials for your informational, recreational, and personal development needs. 
 

• General information services available to all inmates, including policies and AR’s 
accessible to inmates. 

 
• An Interlibrary Loan Program (ILL) has been established with an outside library. 

Library staff  will obtain ILL books subject to rules governing security standards. 
The library reserves the right to limit the number of ILLs borrowed by inmates. 
Books are available by completing a request form. The item(s) will be delivered to 
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the inmates. Death Row Extended Privilege and General Population inmates will 
have materials available within their pods; they may sign out books through the pod 
library aide. 

During the inspection of D-block, the satellite library was observed by Representative John R. 
Otterman, CIIC member. The library was regarded as very positive, and literature available to 
the inmates was impressive. 

VISITING  

The D-block visiting room is located on the fourth floor accessed by elevator from the entry level 
to the fourth floor. According to the OSP website, visiting is Wednesday through Sunday from 
7:00 a.m. – 2:30 p.m. for approved visitors. Visitation is by appointment only. According to the 
OSP Inmate Handbook, All visitors must complete an application and be approved prior to 
making an appointment to visit. Any cancellations must be done 48 hours in advance. Failure to 
cancel counts as a visit for the offender. Visitors may leave at any time after the visit, but all 
visits end at 2:30 p.m. Reservations must be honored within 30 minutes of the reserved time or 
the visit is canceled.  

The visiting area is used by all inmates including level one, level four, five, and Death Row, 
though separate accommodations are provided, consistent with the security level needs. The 
visiting room is separated into two sections. The front of the visiting room is an open area for 
level 4A and the OSP Correctional Camp inmates. Correctional Camp inmates are escorted to the 
main compound for visiting. The visiting room is large and provides enough space for inmates to 
speak privately with their visitor. Beautiful murals that were painted by inmates cover the walls 
of the room. As was the case throughout the institution, the room was impressively clean. The 
noise level was lower than one might expect considering the number of visitors that were there 
during the inspection. The atmosphere was good, with no air of tension.  
 
The Correctional Camp and the Level 4A inmates are permitted to have full contact visits in the 
open visiting room. On the day of the inspection, several Correctional Camp inmates were 
having visits. The visitors sat at a small rectangular table surrounded by two chairs. According to 
staff, 4A inmates are permitted to have 12 full contact visits per year. Visits can occur on a day 
during the week or weekend. Reservations are required because of the need to plan for their 
escort.   

The visiting area for Level 4B, Level 5, and Death Row inmates is located in a separate room 
that is separated by a glass door. The area includes 27 visiting booths with a glass window that 
separates the visitor and the inmate.  

Semi-Contact Visits for Death Row are made possible in six of the 27 cells which provide a 
cutout or open area at the bottom of the glass to enable the inmate and visitor to hold hands. Staff 
also relayed that inmates and visitors can kiss on arrival and on departure. The provision of semi-
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contact visits is another huge incentive to earn and retain such a privilege. Death Row inmates 
originally at the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility were reportedly told that they would be able 
to have “contact” visits after their move to the Mansfield Correctional Institution. It was 
extremely upsetting to them to learn that was not the case. Even though the OSP visits for Death 
Row are semi-contact visits, there is no doubt that all concerned are most appreciative, and that 
there could be no greater incentive toward good behavior than to offer the privilege of semi-
contact visits. In the recent inspection at the Mansfield Correctional Institution, a repeated 
question of the Death Row inmates was whether or not the Death Row inmates at OSP get to 
have “contact visits.”  

According to the OSP Inmate Handbook, the visiting rules vary according to inmate security 
classification as follows: 

OSP Correctional Camp Inmates 

Only four (4) visitors, including children, will be permitted to visit with an 
offender at one time. Only one (1) offender will be assigned to an area when his 
visitors arrive. OSPCC offenders are permitted to receive three (3) visits per 
month from each approved person on their visiting list. OSPCC offenders are 
permitted to receive visits seven days after their arrival at OSPCC. Appointments 
must be made at least seven days ahead of time.                                                                                           

Special Management offenders housed in segregation are permitted to have non-
contact visits. Offenders who are on disciplinary control status are permitted one, 
two hour visit for each approved visitor per month with a limit of two visitors per 
visit. Visits will occur on the weekday. Offenders who are on security control 
status are permitted to visit in accordance to their security level prior to being 
placed in security control status.  

Level Four and Five Inmates 

Level 4A offenders may receive up to three (3) visits per month per visitor for up 
to four hours. Level 4A offenders will have non-contact visits. However, no 
restraints will be on the offender during the visit while in the visiting booth. On 
occasion, 4A contact visits will be scheduled.  

Level 4B offenders may receive up to two (2) visits per month from each approved 
visitor for the duration of four hours.  

Level 5A offenders may receive two (2) visits per month from each approved 
visitor for the duration of three hours and 30 minutes per visit.  
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Level 5B offenders may receive two visits per month from each approved visitor 
for the duration of two hours and 30 minutes per visit. Visitation is non-contact 
only. 
 
Death Row Inmates 

From the approved visiting list, a total of three visitors, defined as two adults and 
one minor child or one adult and two minor children will be permitted to visit. 
Semi-contact visitation areas for Death Row inmates are available through 
visitation. There is a morning session available from 8:30 A.M. - 11:00 A.M., and 
an afternoon session available from 11:30 A.M. - 2:30 P.M. 

Suicide Prevention Poster 

After the inspection of the visiting area, a poster was observed in the elevator regarding suicide 
prevention. The poster is communication to visitors regarding characteristics associated with 
suicide as follows: 
 

Has your loved one lost all hope?  
Are they extremely depressed or irritable? 
Please take the time to reflect upon your visit or 
correspondence with an offender. 
  
If you believe they are feeling suicidal or they mention 
wanting to commit suicide, please contact the Shift Captain 
at the institution as soon as possible. 

 
You could reach the Shift captain at 330-743-0700 
You could be a Life saver. 
 

 
The sign was a welcome sight as it was a clear message to visitors to openly communicate with a 
specific staff regarding any suicidal concerns and prevent any unfortunate tragedies in that 
regard. Although facility staff indicated that they received the poster from central office mental 
health staff, such posters have not been seen at any other institutions. It was exciting to see this 
positive sign on suicide prevention directed to visitors, something that is specifically 
recommended in the Self-Harm and Suicide Prevention section of Expectations.  
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SPECIAL MANAGEMENT UNITS 

General Population Segregation 

C-1 houses Level 4 and 5 inmates in segregation, either in disciplinary control, local control, or 
security control status. C-1 has 15 cells available for use. On the day of the inspection, OSP staff 
reported there were five inmates housed in segregation. Four of the inmates were under 
disciplinary control. According to the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction’s 
Administrative Rule on the subject: 
 

An inmate who has been found guilty of a rule violation by the RIB, pursuant to 
rule 5120-9-08 of the Administrative Code, may be placed in disciplinary control. 
An RIB panel may impose up to fifteen days in disciplinary control for a single 
violation or series of violations arising out of a single event. 

 
Although only one inmate was in security control on the day of the inspection, three of the 
disciplinary control inmates were originally placed in segregation under security control under 
investigation. Administrative Rule 5120-9-11 entitled “Security Control” states: 
 

 An inmate may be placed in security control: When needed to facilitate an  
investigation prior to the issuance of a conduct report or other administrative 
action, criminal prosecution; and/or, Pending a hearing before the rules 
infraction board; Pending transfer to another institution; As a temporary housing 
assignment for inmates to facilitate an inmate’s appearance in judicial or 
administrative proceedings. The deputy warden of operations may authorize an 
inmate to be held in security control pursuant to an investigation for up to seven 
days. If the investigation has not concluded at the end of the initial seven-day 
period, the warden may authorize that the inmate be held in security control for 
an additional seven days. 

 
In April 2009, CIIC received repeated communication from the family of an inmate regarding an 
altercation he had with another inmate. The family of the inmate reported that he was attacked by 
an inmate and was only defending himself. The family was particularly concerned that the 
inmate would have his security classification increased to level 5. The family allegedly called the 
Ohio State Penitentiary to inquire about his security status, but they reportedly did not receive 
any assistance.   
 
In an effort to assist, during the inspection, CIIC reiterated the concern expressed by the inmate’s 
family. Facility staff relayed that both inmates were housed in segregation under disciplinary 
control and no further action had been taken in regard to the inmate’s security classification. OSP 
staff relayed that they never received a phone call from the family of the inmate. The Unit 
Management Administrator was certain that if the family had called the institution, they would 
have been referred to her, and she was in a position to answer their questions and concerns about 
the classification process. Although there appeared to be some miscommunication between the 
family and staff in regard to whether or not they contacted the institution, it was positive to see 
the OSP staff were more than willing to speak with the family. In fact, OSP staff indicated that 
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they would have liked to speak with the family to ensure there was no confusion regarding the 
inmate’s status. 
 
Death Row Segregation 

Death Row inmates who have committed rule infractions are housed in B-block. General 
Population inmates are housed in units B-1-7, while the Death Row segregation inmates are 
located in B-8. On the day of the inspection, only one Death Row inmate was in segregation. He 
was in Security Control status under investigation for multiple rule violations. 

Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Camp Segregation 

The Ohio State Penitentiary Correctional Camp Segregation is located in the D-7 unit. On the 
day of the inspection, OSP reportedly had 11 minimum camp inmates housed in segregation, 
which was reported to be unusually high. According to the statistical data provided by OSP staff, 
there were three inmates in local control. The Department of Rehabilitation and Correction’s 
Administrative Rule on Local Control provides the following:  
 

An inmate may be placed into local control if the warden determines after a 
hearing that: The inmate has demonstrated a chronic inability to adjust to the 
general population, or the inmate’s presence in the general population is likely to 
seriously disrupt the orderly operation of the institution. Placement in local 
control shall be for an indefinite period, but shall not exceed one hundred eighty 
days unless the prior written approval of the director or his designee has been 
obtained. 

 Two inmates were pending a local control hearing. Administrative Rule 5120-9-13.1 provides 
the following information regarding local control hearings: 

The hearing shall be conducted by a three member panel appointed by the 
warden. Members of the local control committee may not include members of the 
rules infraction board who have heard any related conduct reports. The following 
procedure shall apply: 

 

1. The hearing may be initiated upon the recommendation of the rules 
infraction board, or the warden. 
 

2. At least forty-eight hours before the hearing, unless waived by the 
inmate, the inmate will receive written notice advising him of the purpose 
of the hearing and his right to be heard concerning the proposed 
placement. 

 
3. The purpose of the hearing is to gather information, conclude whether or 

not the criteria specified in paragraph (B) of this rule has been met, and 
make a recommendation to the warden. 

 
4. After considering all relevant information, including any statement made 

by the inmate, the committee shall forward to the warden its conclusion 
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and recommendation. The committee's report shall include a summary of 
the inmate's statement and the basis of any conclusion. If the committee 
concludes that the inmate meets the criteria for local control placement, 
it shall state which of the two criteria under paragraph (B) of this rule it 
found. 

 
OHIO STATE PENITENTIARY CORRECTIONAL CAMP 

The OSP Correctional Camp is a short walk from the penitentiary. The walkway leading to the 
entrance was surrounded by flowers and freshly cut grass. On entry, there is a walk-through 
metal detector and counter with an officer on duty for entry screening. The screening was 
thorough, and the officer was cordial. The Deputy Wardens went through the same screening as 
the CIIC team. 

A room was observed off of the entry area used for one of the community service projects, 
Jubilee Gardens. Staff relayed that vegetables are grown for city plots and each year they have 
enough for their own garden as well. In the written material on OSP Community Service Projects 
as of April 24, 2009, Jubilee Gardens is described as a program in which inmates at the 
minimum camp start plants from seeds, and the seedlings are donated to community gardens in 
the Youngstown area. Local food grown is then donated to food shelters in the community.  

Discussion with Correctional Camp Staff 

Facility staff indicated that they feel good about the minimum camp, and that the minimum camp 
inmates are “happy.” Repairing washers, dryers, plumbing and addressing electrical problems are 
reported to be a challenge with the funding shortage.  

Discussion included a prior inspection in which minimum security inmates at the camp relayed 
concerns about some officers who were assigned both to the camp and the main compound, and 
reportedly treated the minimum camp inmates as if they were level five (supermax) security 
inmates. Facility staff relayed that a Lieutenant supervises the officers, which includes 
monitoring the conduct toward inmates. Clearly, the minimum camp inmates did not relay or 
provide any indication of the previous concerns.  

The environment was quiet, but not tense. No inmates initiated any communication with the 
CIIC or facility staff, but when introduced by facility staff or when the CIIC initiated 
conversation, they responded. The lack of interaction and even eye contact was unusual in 
CIIC’s experience. Some proceeded with whatever they were doing as if the CIIC team was 
invisible. Some seemed bothered by the presence of visitors.  
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Speak Out Program 

It was also relayed that two inmates at the camp recently participated in the Speak Out Program, 
one of which spoke to the Youngstown State University football team. Staff indicated that they 
are trying to include it in the DRC Friday Fax.  

While in the dayroom, the CIIC team was introduced to an inmate who recently participated in a 
“Speak Out” to juniors and seniors at Mineral Ridge High School in Trumbull County. He 
previously gave a “speak out” to the Youngstown State University football team about decisions 
and choices. He has been at OSP Correctional Camp for 30 months, with six months left before 
release. The message he tried to convey to the students is the importance of asking for help when 
you need help. He is serving a sentence for aggravated drug trafficking and openly shared with 
the students what led to his crime. In spite of a solid family upbringing in a suburban area, and 
having earned a college degree, he made choices that affected not him and his family.  The CIIC 
team was very impressed with the inmate. He seemed appreciative of the opportunity to tell his 
story to teenagers and young adults. The “Speak Out” Program has given him a chance to give 
back to the community.  

When asked if he has participated in any drug treatment program, he relayed that he has taken 12 
Steps and the Christian 12 Steps. It was suggested that he ask about the ADAPT Cognitive 
Behavior Drug and Alcohol Treatment Program which is reported to be at all or most of the DRC 
prisons, and has been given rave reviews by students and staff.  

CORRECTIONAL CAMP COMMUNITY SERVICES PROJECTS 

The OSP Correctional Camp offers community service projects both inside and outside of the 
institution. Correction Camp staff encourage inmates to get involved in community service 
projects. According to the Correctional Camp Inmate Handbook, inmates interested in 
participating in one of the programs can kite their request to the Unit Management 
Administrator.  

The following provides information on the community services projects offered to the OSP 
Correctional Camp inmates. Community projects known as “Inside Programs” specifically for 
the minimum camp, include the: 

• Jubilee Gardens:  A room off of the entry area is used for one of the community service 
projects, Jubilee Gardens. Staff relayed that vegetables are grown for city plots and each 
year they have enough for their own garden as well. In the written material on OSP 
Community Service Projects as of April 24, 2009, Jubilee Gardens is described as a 
program in which inmates at the minimum camp start plants from seeds, and the 
seedlings are donated to community gardens in the Youngstown area. Local food grown 
is then donated to food shelters in the community.  
 

75 
 



• WAGS Canine Rescue: Another community services “Insider Program” at the minimum 
camp is WAGS Canine Rescue, in which animals are sheltered and trained by inmates for 
adoption back into the community.  
 

• Ohio Reads Program: Another community services “Insider Program” at the minimum 
camp is the Ohio Reads Program. According to the written material provided, the Ohio 
State Penitentiary provides a children’s reading room in the OSP visitation area to 
encourage reading and to promote literacy. Assigned inmates during visiting hours are 
allowed to read to the children of visitors.  
 

OSPCC Inside Programs 

Additional inside programs available at both the main compound of OSP and the minimum camp 
of OSPCC consist of: 

• Adopt a School, Martin Luther King Jr. Elementary: OSP works throughout the 
school year to assist with providing various art projects, posters, holiday decorations 
and educational materials to North Elementary. 
 

• Sojourner House, a Shelter for Women: Inmates donate commissary items and 
donate artwork and gift projects for Sojourner House throughout the year. Inmates 
also provide cash fundraisers to donate to Sojourner House.  

Outside Programs 

Community projects known as “Outside Programs” specifically for the minimum camp, include 
the: 

• Roosevelt Park City of Campbell: Inmate workers currently do grounds keeping for 
the City of Campbell community park and  
 

• Speak Out: Inmates are interviewed and screened to do community Speak Out 
programs at area high schools and universities. They present their personal story on 
choices made and how it impacted their lives and put them where they are today, in 
prison.  

LIBRARY 

On the day of the inspection, one inmate was taking a GED test in the library, with a teacher 
present, so the CIIC team did not enter the library. However, it was clearly visible through the 
glass. The library was very clean, orderly and appeared to be well stocked. In addition to 
providing inmates with periodicals and research information, the library is also used for recovery 
service programs as well. The following is an example of the daily library schedule for April 
2009 provided by Correctional Camp staff: 
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Table. OSPCC Library Schedule, April 2009 

DAY EVENT TIMES 
Monday Recovery Services 

Open Library 
Alcohol Anonymous 
Meetings 
Narcotics Anonymous 
Meetings 

7:30 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:00 P.M.- 4:00 P.M. 
6:00 P.M. 
7:00 P.M. 

Tuesday Recovery Services 
Open Library 

7:30 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:00 P.M.- 8:30 P.M. 

Wednesday Recovery Services 
Open Library 

7:30 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:30 P.M.- 8:30 P.M. 

Thursday Recovery Services 
Open Library 
Recovery Services 
Release Prep 

7:30 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:30 P.M.- 4:00 P.M. 
5:00 P.M.- 7:00 P.M. 
7:00 P.M.- 8:30 P.M. 

Friday Open Library 
Release Prep./ Program 
sign-up 
Recovery Services 

8:00 A.M.- 10:30 A.M. 
12:30 A.M.- 1:30 P.M. 
1:30 P.M.- 3:30 P.M. 

Saturday Open Library 8:00 A.M.- 10:30 P.M. 
12:00 P.M.- 4:00 P.M. 

Sunday Open Library 7:30 A.M.- 10:30 P.M. 
12:00 P.M.- 4:00 P.M. 

 
CIIC Memo 

Although there was no indication of the CIIC memo posted in the library or elsewhere, facility 
staff relayed that CIIC contact information is included on the facility television broadcast. It is 
hoped that facility staff will check the CIIC memo posted on the website at www.ciic.state.oh.us 
to ensure that the information on functions and duties is posted or otherwise accessible, beyond 
the CIIC address.  

During the walkthrough of the dormitories, a stop was made by an inmate who had a portable 
television on a small stand beside his bed. Facility staff asked him if the CIIC team could check 
to see that the CIIC information is provided on the institution’s CASNET channel. The CIIC 
information was not located, and when asked, the inmate relayed that he had never heard of the 
CIIC.  

Suicide Prevention 

Although the CIIC information was not seen, CIIC staff were most pleased to see that the 
CASNET channel was showing a DRC suicide prevention program for inmates. According to 
staff, CASNET is an information channel that is provided to OSP inmates. CASNET provides 
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information regarding OSP and the DRC, posts important notices, posters, and additional 
information regarding policy and procedure changes. A fair portion was viewed, and certainly 
seemed to be of high quality. The television also had the ability to show movies as they were 
shown in the dayroom. Many of the inmates were watching the same movie that was being 
shown in the dayroom.  

Dayroom 

The dayroom area of the Correctional Camp area contains a pool table, ping pong table and two 
universal weight machines. Although it did not have the clean, meticulous look of the main 
compound, overall, the facility’s appearance is impressive in physical lay-out. Some inmates 
were playing pool, while an inmate barber was giving another inmate a haircut. Staff offices are 
located on two sides of the dayroom.  

CIIC staff spoke briefly to the Recreation Administrator about available activities. The bulletin 
board just outside of his office listed authorized recreational equipment which provides an 
indication of activities as well: basketball, volleyball, stretch bands, exercise bar, soccer ball, 
corn hole, pickle ball, softball, workout steps, footballs, jump ropes, medicine ball, ab wheels, 
frisbee, horseshoes, soccer ball, and pull-up and dip bars on weight machines. According to the 
OSP Correctional Camp Inmate Handbook, any inmate wishing to participate may respond to the 
program posting by kiting the recreation department and the Activity Therapist assigned to the 
program before the deadline. 

Some inmates were watching a movie on a television that was brought to the Correctional Camp 
from the Warden’s Office. According to information provided by staff, videos are shown in the 
dayroom area and are approved by a staff screening committee for general population viewing.  

While some inmates lifted weights, played pool, or watched movies, a group of inmates were 
participating in outdoor recreation located outside of the dayroom. According to the OSP 
Correctional Camp Inmate Handbook, the outdoor recreation yard has one softball diamond, one 
volleyball court, one handball court, and two basketball courts.  

Access Computer Education Program 

The statute requires inspections to include attendance at an educational or rehabilitative program. 
An education program in progress at that Correctional Camp was attended. Fifteen students 
including two inmate tutors and two teachers were present who indicated that students were 
preparing for pre-GED. Students were using an Access 21st Century Student Program for 
individualized learning. One row of students were reading different narratives, and then 
answering multiple choice questions on what they read. An inmate tutor relayed that he 
completed two years of college and enjoys his tutor assignment. He relayed that some inmates 
prefer to use the program without assistance, while some appreciate help as needed. He relayed 
that the program is easy for the students to use. Another inmate stated that although he believes 
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the education program is beneficial to the inmates involved, he would like to see college courses 
offered as well. The environment in the classroom was quiet, pleasant and full of active learning 
in process.  

Two classes are offered in the morning and the afternoon. The morning class starts at 8:00 and 
9:30 A.M. The afternoon classes start at 12:30 and 2:30 P.M. A full class schedule for April 
2009 is provided below: 

Table 35. OSPCC Classroom Schedule, April 2009 

DAY EVENT TIMES 
Monday PRE- GED/GED Classes 

ABLE/ PRE-GED Classes 
8:00 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:30 P.M.- 3:30 P.M. 

Tuesday PRE- GED/GED Classes 
ABLE/ PRE-GED Classes 

8:00 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:30 P.M.- 3:30 P.M. 

Wednesday PRE- GED/GED Classes 
ABLE/ PRE-GED Classes 
TEP 

8:00 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:30 P.M.- 3:30 P.M. 
  4:30 P.M.- 7:30 P.M. 

Thursday PRE- GED/GED Classes 
ABLE/ PRE-GED Classes 
Catholic Diocese 

8:00 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:30 P.M.- 3:30 P.M. 
  4:30 P.M.- 7:30 P.M. 

Friday PRE- GED/GED Classes 
ABLE/ PRE-GED Classes 

8:00 A.M.- 11:00 A.M. 
12:30 P.M.- 3:30 P.M. 

Saturday Recreation Activities 
Recreation Activities (Rec 
Dept.) 

  8:00 A.M.-11:00 A.M. 
  1:30 P.M.-   3:30 P.M.   

Sunday N/A N/A 
 
DORMITORIES 

Facility staff relayed that there are 115 inmates assigned to East Dorm, and 99 assigned to West 
Dorm. The dormitory was filled with bunk beds with some inmates on or near their beds. Staff 
relayed that they are not overcrowded, and that they have five to ten empty beds. Still, the 
dormitory units felt cramped and confined. It was also noted during the inspection of the main 
compound that 11 Correctional Camp inmates were in segregation, which was unusual.  

Dog Program 

Facility staff noted that the minimum camp has a community service dog program. Glimpses of 
the WAGS Dog Program, a community service project, were seen. While in the dayroom area, 
an inmate dog handler was seen walking his dog on a leash. At the end of one row of beds in one 
of the dormitories, inmate dog handlers each had a wooden crate for their assigned dog. Facility 
staff relayed that their Maintenance Department made the crates, which were painted white and 
decorated with tiny black paw prints, making them a cheerful addition to the dorm. The extra 
effort is a positive reflection of those who worked on the project in the Maintenance Department. 
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One inmate was lying on his top bunk, reading re-entry information. He relayed that many 
inmates have no place to go and “A lot have no chance.” He stated that in his case, no halfway 
house will take him because they only take those who are on probation or parole. He is 
reportedly not eligible because he is serving a definite sentence with no community control 
supervision. As a result, he explained, many have no choice but to return to the people and places 
which they know they should avoid if they are to succeed after release.   

According to staff, the Correctional Camp inmates follow a daily schedule that similar to the 
Penitentiary inmates. The following is an example the daily schedule for Correctional Camp 
inmates. 

Correctional Camp Daily Inmate Schedule 

Time   Actvity 

3:30 a.m.  Call for work 
5:30 a.m.  Phones, kitchenette, and bathrooms open 
6:00 a.m.  Breakfast 
6:30 a.m.  Dayrooms, phones, and bathrooms close for count 
7:10 a.m.  Count 
7:40 a.m.  Dayrooms, recreation yard, and phones open.  

Work and program call. 
 9:30 a.m.  Work and program call. 
10:30 a.m.  Dayrooms, phones, and bathrooms open 
11:00 a.m.  Count 
11:30 a.m.  Dayrooms, recreation yard, phones and bathrooms open 
11:45 a.m.  Lunch 
12:30 p.m.  Work and program call. 
3:30 p.m.  Dayrooms, phones, recreation yard, and bathrooms open 
4:00 p.m.  Count (standing) 
4:30 p.m.  Dayrooms, recreation yard, phones, and bathrooms open. 
4:45 p.m.  Dinner 
5:30 p.m.  Work and program call 
9:30 p.m.  Dayrooms, phones and bathrooms close for count 
10:00 p.m.  Count 
10:30 p.m.  dayrooms, phones and bathrooms open 
11:15 p.m.  Showers close 
11:30 p.m.  Dayrooms, phones and bathroom close for count.  

    Lights off (Sunday-Thursday) 
12:00 a.m.  Count 
12:30 a.m.   Dayrooms and bathrooms open  

(Friday and Saturday-also nights before State holidays) 
1:30 a.m.  Dayrooms and bathrooms close  

(Friday and Saturday-also nights before State holidays).  
All TV’s off- seven days a week. 

2:00 a.m.  Count 
4:00 a.m.  Count 
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EXIT MEETING  

The Deputy Wardens and CIIC staff returned to the conference room in the Warden’s office area 
for the closing. Reference was made to the transformation of OSP that has reflected a major 
improvement in staff/inmate relations, as reflected in inmate communication to the CIIC. It is a 
reflection of dual or mutual respect, which impacts favorably inmates and employees. The 
cleanliness of the main compound was emphasized, as well as evidence that staff are addressing 
inmate problems and needs. Facility staff noted that the Warden emphasizes the importance of 
staff making meaningful rounds. CIIC staff were most impressed with the group of facility 
employees who participated in the listening session. Wisdom, appreciation, dedication, and 
enthusiasm were evident.   

Concerns were expressed in regard to the food loaf meal. It has been recommended that the DRC 
policy be carefully reviewed to identify and resolve contradictory provisions which reduce its 
capacity to provide clear guidelines to the institutions regarding practices pertaining to food loaf. 
If the loaf is not punishment, it should be as edible as the general meal of the day, free of foul 
odor and not burnt. If it is punishment, that should be acknowledged and such should be 
incorporated into the existing disciplinary policies and Administrative Rules.  

Reference was made to the inmate who expressed the need for a halfway house option for those 
who are released on definite sentences without supervision so that they can avoid the 
environment (people and places) which contributed to their offense of conviction.  
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INTRODUCTION TO THE QUESTIONNAIRES 

Two questionnaires were developed by CIIC for use on inspections beginning in 2007. One of 
the questionnaires is based on selected sections of Expectations, which contain inspection criteria 
used by the British Inspectorate. These Expectations were the subject of one of the presentations 
at an international conference on effective prison oversight in 2006. They are reported to be 
consistent with international standards for adult incarceration. The purpose of gathering 
information on the extent to which Ohio correctional institutions are similar or different from 
selected sections of Expectations is twofold: To identify possible areas in need of improvement, 
and to identify possible means of addressing reported areas of concern. 
 
The second questionnaire is based on the 16 recommendations of the Ohio Correctional Faith-
Based Initiatives Task Force. The purpose of the questionnaire is merely to gather information 
on the extent to which progress is being made in implementing the recommendations. Brief, 
handwritten responses to the questions by any staff person knowledgeable of the subject, were 
requested. 
 
To avoid burdening any one staff person at the facility with the task of responding to the entire 
questionnaire, sections and subsections identified by topics were separated and stapled, ranging 
from one to three pages each. The Warden could choose to give each section or subsection to a 
different staff person who is knowledgeable in the particular area. Very brief responses, such as 
“yes”, “no” and/or explanations, indicating the extent to which the facility’s practices are similar 
or different from Expectations, were requested. Completed questionnaires were requested to be 
returned to the CIIC office within ten days of the inspection. 
 
EXPECTATIONS 

The Expectations are self-described as a tool for examining every aspect of prison life, from 
reception to reentry. The expectations draw upon, and are referenced against, international 
human rights standards. The Inspectorate’s four tests are: 
 

• Safety 
• Respect 
• Purposeful Activity 
• Reentry 

 
These are increasingly accepted internationally as the cornerstones of a “healthy” custodial 
environment, providing consistent criteria in a system that is increasingly under pressure and 
subject to conflicting demands. Expectations have been used as the basis for an independent and 
evidence-based assessment of conditions in prisons. Its content and approach have proven to be 
helpful to those who are monitoring and examining prisons in other jurisdictions. Expectations 
consist of eight sections and subsections. Sections included in the questionnaire are provided 
below: 
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Environment and Relationships:  Residential Units: Overview 
Residential Units: Clothing and Possessions 
Residential Units: Hygiene 
Staff – Prisoner Relationships 

 

Duty of Care:    Complaint/Grievance Procedure 
Bullying and Violence Reduction 
Self-Harm and Suicide 

 
Activities:     Learning and Skills and Work Activities 

Library 
 

Good Order:     Security and Rules 
 
Services:     Food Services 
 

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES TO EXPECTATIONS 

 
SECTION 2- ENVIRONMENT AND RELATIONSHIPS 

RESIDENTIAL UNITS 
 
1. Do prisoners live in a safe, clean and decent environment within which they are encouraged 

to take personal responsibility for themselves and their possessions?  
Yes. 
 

2. Are cells and communal areas (blocks, dorms, dayrooms) light, well decorated and in a good 
state of repair?  
Yes. 
 

3. Do all prisoners occupy accommodation that is suitable for the purpose and for their 
individual needs? 
Yes. 

a. Are there cell sharing risk assessments? N/A OSP. 
 
b. Are cells sufficiently warm in winter and cool in summer? Yes. 
 
c. Are cells ventilated and do they have sufficient daylight? Yes. 
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d. Do prisoners have their own bed, corkboard, lockable cupboard/locker box, and use 

of a table and chair?  
Own bed- yes, corkboard- no, cupboard- no, locker box- yes at OSPCC, not at 
OSP, use of table and chair-yes. 

  
e. Are older prisoners in shared cells with bunk beds given priority for lower bunks?  

N/A-OSP. Doctor’s orders- OSPCC. 
 

f. Do shared cells have screened toilets?  
N/A- OSP. Yes- OSPCC. 
 

4. Are reasonable adjustments made to ensure that prisoners with disabilities and those with 
mobility problems can access all goods, facilities, and services?  
Yes, handicapped accessible cells. 
  

a. Do prisoners with disabilities and those with mobility problems have ease of access to 
different locations and services? 
Yes. 
 

b. Are older, infirm and disabled prisoners assigned to landings, which hold most of the 
communal facilities? 
Doctor’s orders. 
 

5. Is there a system whereby nominated volunteer prisoners on each residential unit are trained 
to help less able prisoners and they are paid for this work?  
Yes, Educational Tutors. 
 

a. How are volunteers identified, trained and assigned? 
Education staff identifies and train tutors.  
 

6. Are residential staff aware of prisoners within their care with disabilities and their location?  
Yes. 
 

a. Are safe evacuation procedures in place to assist those prisoners who may need help 
in an emergency?  
Yes. 
 

b. Are there visible markers on cell doors?  
Yes. 
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c. What system is in place to highlight to other staff that any prisoners with disabilities 
and/or mobility problems may need assistance in an emergency?  
Yes. 
 

7. Do prisoners have access to drinking water, toilet and washing facilities at all times?  
Yes. 
 

a. Is water in the cells certified as drinking water, if used in this way for prisoners?  
Yes. 
 

8. Are age-appropriate risk assessments in place to ensure the safety of young adults from any 
other prisoners?  
Yes, Separations and Classifications. 
 

a. Are there single cell risk assessments?  
Yes. 
 

b. What are procedures in any case where young adults are identified as posing a risk to 
others?   
Yes. 
 

9. Do all prisoners have access to an in-cell emergency call button/bell that works and is 
responded to within five minutes?  
Yes. 
 

10. Do observation panels in cell doors remain free from obstruction?  
Yes. 
 
 

11. Is there a clear policy prohibiting offensive displays, and is it applied consistently?  
Yes. 
 

12. Are prisoners’ communal areas (activity and shower areas) clean, safe, meet the needs of the 
prisoner population, and effectively supervised by staff? 
Yes. 

a. Are there adaptations for older, infirm and disabled prisoners?  
Yes, handicapped cells. 
 

13. Do prisoners feel safe in their cells and in communal areas of the residential units?  
Yes. 

a. Is there a suitable design of residential units e.g. good sightlines, and supervision in 
high-risk areas?  
Yes. 
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14. Are notices displayed in a suitable way for the population?  

Yes, via television and bulletin board postings. 
  

a. Is adequate provision made for any prisoners who cannot read notices because of 
literacy, language, or eyesight problems or any other disability?  
Yes. 
 

15. Are residential units as calm and quiet as possible both to avoid incidents and to enable rest 
and sleep, especially at night?   
Yes. 
 

SECTION 2- ENVIRONMENT AND RELATIONSHIPS 

RESIDENTIAL UNITS: Clothing and Possessions 
 
1. Do prisoners have enough clean prison clothing of the right size, quality and design to meet 

their individual needs?  
OSP-yes. OSPCC-yes. 
 

a. Are older prisoners provided with additional clothing and bedding, if required, 
without the need for medical permission?  
No. 
 

2. Do prisoners have at least weekly access to laundry facilities to wash and iron their personal 
clothing?  
Access to laundry-yes. If security level allows for ironing-yes. 
 

a. Do they have access to laundry/exchange facilities outside the weekly rotation? 
Yes, the kite system. 
 

3. Is prisoner property held in secure storage, and can prisoners access their property within one 
week of making a request?  
Property held in secure storage-yes. Access property- yes. 
 

4. Are prisoners fairly compensated for clothing and possessions lost while in storage?  
Yes. 
 

5. Is there a standard list detailing the possessions that women prisoners are allowed to keep, 
and used across all women’s prisons?  
Yes. 
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a. Is there a standard list also employed for male facilities of the same security 
category? Yes. 
 

6. Are suitable clothes and bags available to discharged prisoners who do not have them?  
Yes. 

 
7. Are facilities available before discharge to launder clothes that have been in storage for long 

periods?  
Items are to be cleaned before being stored. 

 
SECTION 2- ENVIRONMENT AND RELATIONSHIPS 
  
RESIDENTIAL UNITS: Hygiene  
 
1. Are prisoners encouraged, enabled and expected to keep themselves, their cells and 

communal areas clean?  
Yes. 
 

a. Are older and disabled prisoners enabled to keep themselves and their cells clean?  
Yes, if not, they would be assisted.  
 

2. Do prisoners have ready access to both communal and in-cell toilets, baths and showers in 
private?   
Yes, at OSP. OSPCC showers are half walls. 
 

a. Are screened toilets in shared cells? 
N/A-OSP. Yes-OSPCC-dorm style. 
 

b. Is there a shower cubicle adapted for use by older, less able or disabled prisoners as 
well as baths with grab handles? 
Yes, showers are handicapped accessible. No baths. 
 

3. Are prisoners able to shower or bathe daily, and immediately following physical activity, 
before court appearances and before visits?  
Five days per week and if requested. 
 

a. Is there access at any time during the day?  
No. Schedules are followed. 
 

b. Are older, less able or disabled prisoners helped to have a bath or shower every day? 
Five days per week. 
 

87 
 



4. Do prisoners have access to necessary supplies of their own personal hygiene items and 
sanitary products?  
Yes. 
 

5. Is fresh laundered bedding provided for each new prisoner on arrival and then on at least a 
weekly basis?  
Yes. 

a. Is there a system for the replacement of mattresses in operation?  
As needed. 
  

b. Are clean pillows available for new prisoners as well as other bedding?  
Yes. 
 

6. Is a prisoner’s valuable property routinely security marked before it is issued?  
Yes, titled and engraved. 
 

SECTION 2- ENVIRONMENT AND RELATIONSHIPS 
 
STAFF-PRISONER RELATIONSHIPS 
 
1. Are prisoners treated respectfully by all staff, throughout the duration of their custodial 

sentence, and encouraged to take responsibility for their own actions and decisions?  
Yes. 
 

2. Is there a well-ordered environment in which the requirements of security, control and justice 
are balanced and in which all members of the prison community are safe and treated with 
fairness?  
Yes. 
 

3. Are all prisoners treated with humanity, and with respect for the inherent dignity of the 
person?  
Yes. 
 

a. Is staff aware that the prison has a duty of care for all prisoners, to ensure no   
prisoners are at risk of physical or emotional abuse by staff or prisoners, and that 
prisoners are to be held in decent and humane conditions? Yes. 

 
4. Are staff aware that they should set a personal example in the way they carry out their duties 

at all times? 
Yes. 
 

5. Are staff always fair and courteous in their day-to-day working with prisoners?  
Yes. 
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6. Do staff positively engage with prisoners at all times?  

Yes. 
 

7. Is interaction between staff and prisoners encouraged by the senior management team?  
Yes. 
 

a. Does staff help and encourage older and less able prisoners to participate in and 
access all facilities offered across the prison? Yes. 

 
8. Does staff routinely knock before entering cells, except in emergencies?  

Per practice. 
 

9. Are prisoners encouraged by staff to engage in all activities and routines, promoting 
punctuality, attendance and responsible behavior? 
Yes. 
 

a. What methods are used to encourage prisoners to get involved? Yes. 
 
10. Is inappropriate conduct on the part of prisoners challenged?  

Yes. 
 

a. Do staff demonstrate skill in confronting low-level disputes without using official 
disciplinary measures? Yes. 

  
11. Are prisoners encouraged and supported to take responsibility for their actions and decisions?  

Yes. 
 
SECTION 3- DUTY OF CARE: 
 
COMPLAINT/GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 
 
1. Are there effective complaint procedures in place that are easy to access, easy to use, and 

provide timely responses? 
Yes. 
 

2. Do prisoners feel safe from repercussions when using these procedures and are they aware of 
an appeal procedure?  
Yes. 
 

3. Is information about the grievance procedure reinforced through notices and posters that are 
produced in English and other languages and displayed across the prison?  
Yes. 
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a. Are there posters in prominent places on all residential units, including for those with 
literacy problems and those with disabilities so that they can understand and are able 
to access the procedures?   
Yes, additionally, items are posted on CASNET (an information channel on the 
television provided to OSP inmates, utilized to post notices, information, policy 
and procedure changes, posters, etc.) 
 

b. Since some prisoners, e.g. foreigners may need to be specifically told about the whole 
process, is there a single channel of contact or clear information on how to make a 
complaint?  
Yes. 
 

c. Is information on the units/blocks always displayed and do prisoners understand it? 
Yes. 
 

d. What are the procedures for blind prisoners?  
DRC 68-MED-13 regarding Medical Classification. 
 

4. Are prisoners encouraged to solve areas of dispute informally, before making official 
complaints?  
Yes. 

 
5. Can prisoners easily and confidentially access and submit complaint forms?  

Yes. 
 

a. Are forms required to access complaint forms?  
Yes. 
 

b. Are there forms, and at least one kite box on each block/dorm?  
Yes. 
 

c. Are the boxes emptied daily by a designated officer?  
Yes. 
 

d. Are form dispensers always stocked with forms?  
Yes. 
 

e. Are informal complaints and grievance files secured on a limited access basis?  
Yes. 

6. Do prisoners make use of the procedures, and are they free of pressure to withdraw any 
complaints or grievances? 
Yes. 
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a. What are the procedures for prisoners with learning or other disabilities?  

The Institution Inspector utilizes the Chief Inspector’s Office approved 
brochures, pamphlets, instruction sheets, etc. to help simplify the process. 
Additionally, the Institution Inspector works one-on-one with individual inmates 
as needed. 
 

7. Are all complaints and grievances, whether formal or informal, dealt with fairly and 
answered within three days, or 10 days in exceptional circumstances, with either a resolution 
or a comprehensive explanation of future action?  
Yes. Complaints are answered fairly. All complaints are answered within the timelines 
as directed by DRC policy. 
 

a. Are complaints resolved?  
Yes. 
 

b. Are complaints answered within three working days, or within 10 days in exceptional 
circumstances?  
No, as directed by DRC policy, kites are responded to within five working days, 
Informal Complaint Resolutions are responded to within seven calendar days 
and Notification of Grievances are responded to within 14 calendar days. 
 

c. Are forms sent back to prisoners because of technicalities in procedure?  
Yes with instruction. 
 

d. Are such complaints referred to the relevant staff member, not back to the prisoner?  
No, all non-emergency complaints are sent back to the offender with instruction. 
 

e. Are target return times recorded?  
Yes. 
 

f. Are letters of complaint/concern from third parties, such as legal representatives, 
family or voluntary organizations, logged and answered?  
Yes. 
 

8. Do prisoners receive responses to their complaints/grievances that are respectful, legible, and 
address the issues raised?  
Yes. 

 
9. Are formal grievances signed and dated by the respondent?  

Yes. 
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a. Regarding the quality of responses, is there a quality assurance system in place?  
Yes. 
 

b. Does the staff member who dealt with the complaint clearly print their name on the 
response? Yes. 
 

c. Are staff responses to confidential complaints returned in sealed envelopes?  
No. 
 

10. Do prisoners feel able to ask for help in completing their complaint or grievance form and in 
copying relevant documentation?  
Yes. 
 

a. Are staff responsive to requests for help with forms?  
Yes. 
 

b. Are translation services provided for those who need them?  
Yes. 
 

c. What are the arrangements for prisoners with literacy problems, and for those who are 
blind? DRC 68-MED-13 regarding Medical Classification. 

 
11. Is any declaration of urgency by prisoners fully assessed and answered?  

Yes. 
 

a. Are staff responsive to requests for urgent help?  
Yes. 
 

12. Are prisoners who make complaints against staff and/or other prisoners protected from 
possible recrimination?  
Yes. 
 

a. What protection measures are in place and put into practice?  
Administrative Regulation 5120-09-04 for Appropriate Supervision, 
Discrimination, and Racial Issues. Also, AR 5120-9-31 regarding the Inmate 
Grievance Procedure. 
 

b. Are responses objective and factual and conclusions based on evidence rather than 
supposition?  
Yes. 
 

c. What are the adverse effects of filing complaints?  
None. 
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d. Do prisoners know that there are protection measures if they complain about staff or 

other prisoners?  
Yes. 
 

13. Do prisoners know how to appeal grievance decisions?  
Yes. 

a. Are appeals dealt with fairly, and responded to within seven days? 
Yes. Appeals are answered fairly. All appeals are answered within the timelines 
as directed by DRC policy. 
 

b. Are prisoners reminded of their appeal option on the relevant forms?  
Yes. 
 

c. How many have appealed in the last six months?  
Appeals are directly sent to Central Office. 
 

d. What was the outcome, and how promptly were they answered?   
Appeals are directly sent to Central Office. 
 

14. Do all prisoners (and staff) know how to contact members of the Ohio General Assembly’s 
Correctional Institution Inspection Committee, and can they do so in confidence?  
Yes. 
 

a. Is CIIC contact information posted in dorms, blocks, library and other areas to ensure 
that staff and inmates are aware of how to contact CIIC?   
Yes. 
 

b. Are there any difficulties with access to the CIIC?  
Yes. 

 
15. Do prisoners receive help to pursue complaints and grievances with unit managers, prison 

administrators, or other central office staff, if they need to? 
Yes. 
 

16. Do all prisoners know how to contact the Inspector and Chief Inspector?  
Yes. 
 

a. Do blocks/dorms have contact details and information?  
Yes. 
 

17. Do prisoners receive help to pursue grievances with external bodies if they need to?  
Yes. 
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a. Do they also receive help in contacting legal advisers or making direct applications to 

the courts? 
Yes. 
 

b. In the last month, how many original grievances and appeals were sent to the Chief 
Inspector?  
Original Grievances and appeals are sent directly to Central Office. 
 

c. What do they tend to be about? 
Original Grievances and appeals are sent directly to Central Office. 

d. What proportion are generally resolved?  
All. 
 

18. Do prison managers analyze complaints (both granted and denied) each month, by ethnicity, 
disability, block/dorm/unit, prisoner type, etc., and if necessary, make any appropriate 
changes? 
No. The Institution Inspector’s office reviews data in an attempt to identify trends 
and/or problematic areas and issues. 
 

a. Is data studied and is action taken when strong patterns/trends emerge?  
Yes. 
 

SECTION 3- DUTY OF CARE:  
 
BULLYING AND VIOLENCE REDUCTION 
 
1. Does everyone feel safe from bullying and victimization (which includes verbal and racial 

abuse, theft, threats of violence and assault)?  
Protective Control Procedures. 
 

2. Are active and fair systems to prevent and respond to violence and intimidation known to 
staff, prisoners and visitors?  
Protective Control Policy is in place. Sexual Assault information is discussed in 
orientation and is in the inmate handbook. 
 

3. Has the prison developed an effective strategy to reduce violence and intimidation, which has 
earned the commitment of the whole prison and has drawn on multi-disciplinary consultation 
including feedback from prisoners?  
 

a. Is the violence reduction strategy widely publicized?  
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b. Is monitoring part of the strategy and as a minimum, does it cover feelings of safety 
among prisoners, incidents of bullying (verbal and physical), number of assaults, 
number of racist incidents, location of incidents and action taken?  
 

c. Do staff understand their duty to maintain a safe environment and what they do to 
promote this?  
 

d. Are staff alert to threats to a safe environment, and do they confront all forms of 
victimization? 
 

e. Are prisoners consulted as part of the strategy development and maintenance? 
 

f. How effective is the strategy in promoting safer custody and violence reduction?  
 
4. Are prisoners consulted and involved in determining how their lives in the prison can be 

made safer, how bullying, verbal and physical abuse, racial abuse and threats of violence are 
confronted, how conflicts can be resolved and what sanctions are appropriate?  
 

a. Has there been any consultation in the last six months? 
No, no PC requests. 
 

b. Has an annual confidential survey to all prisoners about bullying been undertaken? 
No. 
 

c. Are there wing representatives? 
No. 
 

5. Do staff supervise and protect prisoners throughout the prison from bullying, verbal and 
physical abuse, racial abuse and threats of violence?  
Yes. 
 

6. Are staff consistent in challenging these behaviors?  
Yes. 
 

a. How many incidents occurred in the last six months?  
None. 
 

b. Are there particular areas where prisoners feel vulnerable to bullying?  
No. 
 

c. What policies provide protection of vulnerable prisoners?  
Protective Control. 
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d. Do staff lead by example in the way they treat their colleagues/prisoners, and 
understand that their duty is to foster a safe environment, by confronting unacceptable 
behavior quickly and fairly? 
Yes. 
 

e. What are the arrangements for movement, exercise, mealtimes and discharge, 
especially for those who are considered vulnerable? 
Inmate. 
 

f. Is particular attention given to prisoners who have asked for protection from other 
prisoners or those who may be victimized because of the nature of their offense or 
other individual circumstances?  
Yes, Protective Control units are available at a couple institutions. Separation 
orders are utilized in certain situations. 
 

7. Are prisoners’ families and friends encouraged to make suggestions about how the prison 
could better protect prisoners from victimization and to provide information to help identify 
those prisoners likely to be at risk?  

  
a. Are prisoners’ families encouraged to come forward if they feel they are being bullied 

to bring drugs into prison?  
Yes, family can contact the inmate’s unit staff with concerns. 
  

b. Is a visitors’ survey distributed systematically?  
No. 
 

c. Do visiting families know about reporting procedures and do they think that visiting 
staff are approachable and sympathetic?   
Visitor orientation information handbook is available to inmate families upon 
request. Information on how to contact the unit staff is available in the handout. 
  

d. Are there posters in visiting rooms? No. 
   
8. Is an effective strategy in place to deal with bullying which is based on an analysis of the 

pattern of bullying in the prison and is applied consistently throughout the prison?  
 

a. Has a strategy been formed by systematic consultation with prisoners across the 
prison?   
 

b. Is a central log of bullying kept, and are incidents of bullying reviewed regularly by a 
multidisciplinary committee?  
Protective Control Committee reviews each case. 
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c. Are staff alert to potential bullying and do they confront all forms of victimization?  
Yes. 
 

d. Are all sources of information including security reports, accidental injuries etc. used 
for evidence of bullying/intimidation?  
Yes. 
 

e. How do staff contribute to the strategy?  
 

f. Is there a coordinated approach by all departments?  
Unit and security staff, as well as the Institution Inspector and Institution 
Investigator. 
 

9. Are allegations of bullying behavior treated consistently and fairly?  
Yes. 

a. Are they investigated promptly?  
Yes, within 72 hours. 
 

b. Are outcomes of investigations recorded and is the prisoner who reported the bullying 
supported?  
Yes. 
 

10. Are prisoners made aware of behavior that is unacceptable through a well-publicized policy 
and are made aware of the consequences of bullying?  
Protective Control policy is available to staff and inmates. 
 

11. Is inappropriate behavior consistently challenged?  
  

a. Are there bullying posters throughout the prison?  
No. 
 

b. What information is distributed to new arrivals?  
Handbook and sexual assault information. 
 

c. Is bullying clearly defined to prisoners?  
Sexual Assault is defined in the inmate handbook. 
 

d. Are staff aware of both direct and indirect forms of bullying?  
Yes. 
 

12. Do anti-bullying measures support the victim and take the victim’s views about their location 
into account?  
Yes. 
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a. Do staff understand the link between bullying and aggressive and disruptive behavior 

generally? Yes. 
  
13. Are appropriate interventions in place to deal with bullies and support victims?  

Yes. 
 

a. What interventions are available to challenge bullies and to support victims of 
bullying? Disciplinary action is taken against bullies. Victims can meet with unit 
or Mental Health staff for support. 
 

b. Are interventions aimed at achieving sustained and agreed changes in behavior?  
Yes. 
 

c. Do prisoner records contain comprehensive updates on how bullied and bullying 
prisoners have been supported and/or challenged? 
Yes. 
 

SECTION 3: DUTY OF CARE 
 
SELF-HARM AND SUICIDE 
 
1. Does the prison work to reduce the risks of self-harm and suicide through a whole-prison 

approach?  
Yes. Policy 67-MHA-09 entitled “Crisis Management and Suicide Prevention”, initial 
mental health screenings, mental health referrals, segregation suicide screening. 
 

2. Are prisoners at risk of self-harm or suicide identified at an early stage, and is a care and 
support plan drawn up, implemented and monitored? 
Inmates that are identified as having mental health issues are placed on the mental 
health caseload. OSP also has safe cells and suicide watch.  
 

3. Are prisoners who have been identified as vulnerable encouraged to participate in all 
purposeful activity? 
 Yes. Mental Health conducts programming. 
 

4. Are all staff aware of and alert to vulnerability issues, appropriately trained, and have access 
to proper equipment and support?  
Yes, staff receives In-service training and is provided with “warning sign” information. 
 

5. Is there a safer custody strategy in place that recognizes the risks to prisoners, particularly in 
the early days in custody, and sets out procedures, which help to reduce the risk of self-harm? 
Yes, Crisis Precaution, Mental Health Orientation, and screening. 
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a. Are the specific needs of different prisoner groups recognized, as are the levels of risk 

in different areas of the facility? Observation cells are in medical. Inmates are not 
housed at OSP because of Mental Health status. 
 

b. Does the strategy recognize the specific needs of the population e.g. women and 
minority groups, those with substance misuse problems, and those not on normal 
location? If an inmate is not appropriate for OSP because of Mental Health 
issues, they are transferred to an appropriate institution.  
 

c. Is staff training appropriate? Yes. 
 

d. What is the availability and use of safer cells, particularly in areas of the prison where 
risks of self-harm are higher? Yes, Mental Health intervention and follow-up. 
 

e. Does the protocol in place recognize the need for continued interaction, and avoid an 
over reliance on the safer cell as a preventative measure? Safe cells/observation cells 
are located in medical. 

 
6. Does a multi-disciplinary committee effectively monitor the prison’s suicide prevention 

policy and procedures?  
Yes, the Suicide Prevention and Review Team (SPART). 

 
7. Is the committee chaired by a manager responsible for the policy and does membership 

include prisoners, staff representatives from a range of disciplines, and a member of the local 
community mental health team? 
The committee is made up of deputy Warden of Special Services, the Health Care 
Administrator, Unit Management Administrator, Major, and Mental Health 
Supervisor.  
 

8. Are prisoners’ families, friends and external agencies encouraged, through local 
arrangements, to provide sources of information which may help identify and support those 
prisoners likely to be bullied or who have a history of self-harming behavior? 
Yes. 
 

a. Are there posters in the visiting room about who to contact with concerns and is that 
information sent out with visiting orders alerting families to the help available? 
Poster in visitation elevator stating to contact institution if self-harm is 
suspected. 
 

9. Is there a detailed care and support plan prepared with input from the prisoner, which 
identifies needs, as well as the individuals responsible including a key worker?  
Yes. 
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10. Are personal factors or significant events that may be a trigger to self-harm identified?  
Yes and reviewed annually in mental health training to all staff. Inmates view film on 
this topic. 
 

11. Do regular reviews take place involving staff from a range of disciplines and family and 
friends as appropriate, which provide good support and care for all prisoners at risk?  
Yes. 
 

12. Are arrangements in place for following up after a care and support plan has been closed? 
Yes. 
 

a. Do unit officers have knowledge of policy and support plans? 
Officers have knowledge of policy, not support plan. 
 

b. What level of training have they received? 
N/A. 
 

13. Are prisoners at risk of suicide and self-harm held in a supportive and caring environment 
with unhindered access to sources of help including peer supporters? 
No, they are observed in a safe cell in medical by staff. 
 

a. Is a care suite available to support the work of Listeners?  
No. 

b. Is there access to counselors, the chaplaincy team, Listeners and Samaritans at all 
times?  
Yes, Counselors and Chaplains. 
 

c. Are appropriate free telephone help lines/interventions available, in particular, to 
address specific aspects of women’s prior victimization such as rape crisis, domestic 
violence and others?  
N/A. 
 

14. Are prisoners encouraged to express any thought of suicide and/or self-harm, and encouraged 
to take part in all purposeful activities as part of the support plan?  
Yes. 
 

a. Are prisoners given the opportunity and assistance to make a written contribution to 
their review? 
Yes. 
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b. Are prisoners encouraged to identify their own support needs and are they able to 
draw on opportunities for informal support from other prisoners if they wish? 
Yes. 
 

15. Are all staff, including night staff, fully trained in suicide prevention and clear on what to do 
in an emergency?  
Yes. 
 

a. Is there a program of refresher training in place?  
Yes, annual In-Service training. 
 

b. Do staff have access to first aid kits and shears?  
Yes, cut down tools and medical. 
  

c. If facility does not have a first night center, do night staff know where first night 
prisoners and those at risk are located?  
N/A. 
 

16. Are incidents of self-harm closely monitored and analyzed at regular intervals to establish 
any trends and to implement preventive measures?  
Yes. 
 

17. Are serious incidents properly investigated to establish what lessons could be learned and to 
promote good practice?  
Yes. 

18. Where appropriate, are family or friends of the prisoner informed through a family liaison 
officer?  
Yes. 
 

19. Is an action plan devised and acted upon promptly as a result of an investigation into an 
apparent self-inflicted death?  
Yes. 
 

a. Is this reviewed following subsequent findings of an investigation?  
Yes. 
 

b. Are there attempts to understand underlying causes and/or trends?  
Yes. 
 

c. Have there been any reviews of recommendations from previous deaths in custody?   
Yes. 

20. Is all information about prisoners at risk of self-harm or suicide communicated to people who 
are able to offer support in the community?  Yes. 
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SECTION 5: ACTIVITIES 
 

LEARNING AND SKILLS AND WORK ACTIVITIES 
 
1. Are prisoners encouraged and enabled to learn, and do they have access to good library 

facilities?  
Yes, OSP uses a mobile library delivering materials to the inmates in the blocks. 
 

2. Is sufficient purposeful activity available for the total prisoner population?  
Yes, OSP has recreational, education, recovery services, mental health, medical, and 
unit programming. 
 

3. Are all prisoners assessed to provide a clear understanding and record of their learning and 
skills needs including literacy, math, and language support, employability and vocational 
training, and social and life skills?  
Yes, however, OSP does not have vocational. 
 

4. Is the learning and skills and work provision in the prison informed by and based on the 
diverse needs of prisoners and provides prisoners with both the opportunity of and access to 
activities that are likely to benefit them?  
Yes.  
 

a. Does provision meet the needs of older, younger adult, and disabled?  
Yes. OSP has older programming, ADA accommodations, Special Education, All 
offenders are over 18 at OSP. 
 

5. Are there sufficient activity places to occupy the population purposefully during the core 
working day?  
Yes, dayrooms, program area, outside recreation areas programming conducted. 
 

a. How many prisoners are locked up during the day?  
Of the 525 inmates, all are given the opportunity to participate in recreation. 
 

b. How many are formally registered as unassigned?  
Every inmate at OSP is assigned a job and paid. 
 

c. What is the rated capacity compared with current population?  
Please see attachment. 
 

d. How easy is it for a prisoner to get a job?  
Every inmate gets a job assigned. 
 

6. Are activities that fall outside the learning and skills provision purposeful and designed to 
enhance prisoners’ self-esteem and their chances of successful reentry? 
Yes, poetry contest, art contest, tournaments for sports. 
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7. Are facilities and resources for learning and skills and work appropriate, sufficient and 
suitable for purpose?  
Yes, educational facilities at OSPCC could be improved with additional classroom 
space. 
 

8. Are all prisoners able to access activity areas?  
Yes, depending on level they attend and participate in program booths or multi-
purpose rooms. 
  

a. Is there access for older and disabled prisoners?  
Yes, OSP is ADA approved. 
 

b. Are there any inaccessible areas because of poor mobility and insufficient help to get 
to them?  
No. 
 

9. Is every prisoner who wishes to able to engage fully with all prison activities offered, and is 
no one excluded from participation, other than as a result of a disciplinary punishment?  
Yes. 
 

a. Is a full schedule of activities available to all prisoners?  
Yes. 
 

10. Is allocation to activity places equitable, transparent, and based on identified reentry planning 
needs?  
Yes. 
 

11. Can prisoners apply for job transfers and are they given written reasons for any decisions? 
OSP has not had this request, but they can make such a request if it were within their 
classification level. 
 

a. Does case management link with the reentry planning process?  
Yes. 
 

b. Do prisoners with identified learning needs work in low-skilled, production line 
work, rather than relevant classes?  
OSP has Special Education and does not exclude inmates from jobs. 
 

c. How are unit-based jobs (cleaners, painters, food service workers etc.) allocated, as 
these often bypass formal procedures?  
They all go to Job Classification Committee. 
 

d. Is there any favoritism or line jumping?  
No. 
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12. Do local pay schedules provide disincentives for prisoners to engage in education or training 
activities?  
No. 
 

a. Do unskilled jobs with no links to learning offer more pay than education and training 
activities?  
No. 
 

13. Do prisoners who do not work because they are exempt (Long-term sick, etc.) receive 
sufficient weekly pay?  
Yes, medical idle pay. 
 

14. Do prisoners who are unemployed through no fault of their own or who are exempt from 
working unlocked during the day, provided with access to the library and other activities?  
Yes. 
 

15. Does the prison have an effective strategy to ensure that learners are able to regularly and 
punctually attend those activities that meet their needs and aspirations?  
Yes. 
 

a. What systems are in place for managing punctuality and encouraging attendance at 
prison activities? 
Inmates are escorted to programming activities are advertised on CASNET TV 
bulletin board. 
 
 

16. Are all prisoners given accurate information, advice and guidance about prison activities, 
which support their learning and sentence plans and link to their reintegration into the 
community? 
Yes, the Education Counselor is scheduled at OSPCC 7:30a.m. to 11:30 a.m. daily and 
meets inmates as needed. 
 

17. Does the assessment and provision of individual learning and skills form an effective part of 
prisoners’ reentry plans and are they used effectively to record and review overall progress 
and achievement?   
Yes. 
 

18. Do work placements provide purposeful and structured training for prisoners?  
OSPCC inmates are Cadre inmates and no vocational is available. 
 

a. Wherever possible, can vocational qualifications be obtained alongside their work?  
N/A. 
 

b. In the absence of such qualifications, are developed skills recognized and recorded?  
Yes. 
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19. Are prisoners helped to continue on their courses when transferred or to progress to further 
education, training or employment on release?  
Yes.  

 
20. Does the prison accurately record the purposeful activity hours that prisoners engage in, 

excluding non-purposeful activities in their calculations?  
Program attendance is accounted for. 

 
SECTION 5: ACTVITIES 

LIBRARY 
 
1. Does the prison have an effective strategy for maximizing access to and use of a properly 

equipped, organized library, managed by trained staff?  
Two library staff have Master’s degrees in library science and the third has a college 
degree. 

a. How do prisoners with mobility problems get access? 
Inmates at OSP kite the library. Library staff hand deliver library materials to 
the inmates. 

2. Are the library materials broadly reflective of the different cultures and needs of the prison 
population, including Braille, talking books, and foreign language books?  
Language Books- yes, Braille- no, Talking Books- yes, Difficult Cultures-yes. 

3. Do all prisoners have access to a range of library materials, which reflect the population’s 
needs and support learning and skills?  
Yes. 

4. Does this include: 
 

a. Literacy? Yes. 
 

b. Math? Yes, all levels from basic math to college algebra and trigonometry. 
 

c. Language? We carry books on several foreign languages and cassettes on the 
same. 

 
d. Employability? Yes, we have a good Re-Entry section. 

 
e. Vocational training? We have dog books, some materials about technical 

mathematics and a few about welding and carpentry. 
 

f. Social and life skills? Yes. 
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5. Do library materials include a comprehensive selection of up-to-date legal textbooks and 
DRC Administrative Rules and DRC Policies?  
Legal text books are provided by the Paralegal department. All policies are kept up to 
date by library staff. 

SECTION 6: GOOD ORDER 

SECURITY AND RULES 
 

1. Are security and good order maintained through positive staff- prisoner relationships based 
on mutual respect as well as attention to physical and procedural matters?  
Yes. 
 

2. Are rules and routines well publicized, proportionate, fair and encourage responsible 
behavior?  
Yes. 
 

3. Are categorization and allocation procedures based on assessment of a prisoner’s risks and 
needs?  
Yes. 
 

4. Are they clearly explained, fairly applied and routinely reviewed? 
Yes. 
 

SECURITY 
 
5. Are there any obvious weaknesses or anomalies in the physical and procedural security of the 

facility?  
No. 

 
6. Are the elements of “dynamic security” in place?  

 
a. Are staff-prisoner relationships positive?  

Yes. 
 

b. Do prisoners receive personal attention from staff?  
Yes. 

 
c. Is there constructive activity to occupy prisoners?  

Yes. 
 

1. Do staff cluster during association? 
Yes. 
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2. Are there enough staff in dorm/block areas to facilitate good officer work? 
Yes. 
 

7. Does effective security intelligence safeguard prisoners’ well-being?  
Yes. 
 

a. Do staff comply with security requirements in terms of filing reports?  
Yes. 
 

b. Are there recent incidents where security reports have led to action?  
Yes. 
 

8. Is prisoners’ access to prison activities impeded by an unnecessarily restrictive approach to 
security?  
No. 
 

9. Is strip and squat-searching of prisoners carried out only for sound security reasons? 
Yes. 
 

10. Are prisoners strip or squat searched only in the presence of more than one member of staff, 
of their own gender?  
Yes. 
 

a. If squat searches are used, does their incidence and authorization need to be logged 
and regularly checked? No. 

 
b. Are squat searches only used in exceptional circumstances? Yes. 

 
11. Is the criteria to ban or otherwise restrict visitors visible and unambiguous, with an appeal 

process available?  
Yes. 
 

a. Are the visitors subject to bans or restrictions reviewed every month?  
Yes. 

 
RULES 

 
1. Are local rules and routines publicized prominently throughout all residential and communal 

areas?  
Yes. 
 

a. Are rules and routines posted/distributed on units/blocks/dorms?  
Yes. 
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b. Are they accessible to those with language and literacy needs?  

Yes. 
 
2. Are rules and routines applied openly, fairly and consistently, with no discrimination?  

Yes. 
 

3. Does staff use only the level of authority necessary to ensure a prisoner’s compliance with 
the rules?  
Yes. 
 

4. When rules are breached, does staff take time to explain how and why to the prisoner 
concerned?  
Yes. 
 

5. When decisions are conveyed to prisoners, are appeal arrangements explained and made 
available? 
Yes. 
 

SECTION 7 – SERVICES: FOOD SERVICES 
 
1. Are prisoners offered varied meals to meet their individual requirements? 

Yes, if they are on a therapeutic diet or religious diet. 
 

2. Is food prepared and served according to religious, cultural and prevailing food safety and 
hygiene regulations? 
Yes. 
 

3. Do all areas where food is stored, prepared and served, conform to the relevant food safety 
and hygiene regulations?  
Yes. 
 

4. Are religious, cultural or other special dietary requirements relating to food procurement, 
storage, preparation, distribution and serving, fully observed and communicated to prisoners? 
Yes. 
 

a. Are Halal certificates displayed where prisoners can see them?  
No, we do offer Halal foods in the commissary. 
 

b. Are appropriate serving utensils used to avoid cross-contamination? 
Yes. 
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c. Do kitchen staff make special arrangements for different types of food, and special 
dietary requirements for e.g. 
 
Pregnant inmates? N/A. 
Specific religions? Yes. 
Prisoners with disabilities? N/A. 
 

d. Do prisoners who are on special diets have confidence in the preparation and content 
of the meals?  
Yes. 
 

5. Are all areas where food is stored, prepared and served properly equipped and well 
managed?  
Yes. 
 

6. Are prisoners and staff who work with food, health screened and trained, wear proper 
clothing, and prisoners are able to gain relevant qualifications?  
There is no health screening, but all are trained and wear proper clothing and receive 
serve safe training. 
 

Do medical clearance forms exist on food service workers, and are training courses offered?  
No medical clearance forms. Yes, they are trained--- Serve Safe training. 
 

7. Are prisoners’ meals healthy, varied and balanced and always include one substantial meal 
each day?  
Yes, the Dietician. 
 

a. Are prisoners encouraged to eat healthily and are they able to eat five portions of fruit 
or vegetables a day?  
Meals vary from four-to-six portions. Menus are planned by the Dietician. 
 

b. Do prisoners on transfer miss out on their main meal?  
When inmates are transferred we make them bagged lunches. 
 

8. Do prisoners have a choice of meals including an option for vegetarian, religious, cultural 
and medical diets?  
Yes. 
 

a. Are all menu choices provided to the same standard?  
Yes. 
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b. Are options for religious or cultural groups open to all, and not just those who 
practice their religion officially?  
We correspond with the Chaplain. 
 

9. Are prisoners consulted about the menu, and can they make comments about the food?  
They can speak with the Diet Technician and make comments through kites and 
surveys. 
 

a. If logs of comments are kept, how frequently are they consulted?  
N/A. 
 

b. Is there a food comments book?  
No. 

10. Is the breakfast meal prepared on the morning it is eaten?  
Yes. 
 

11. Is lunch served between noon and 1:30 pm and dinner between 5 pm and 6:30 pm?  
Lunch is served from 10:30am to 12:30p.m. and dinner is served 4:30p.m. to 5:30 p.m. 
 

12. Do prisoners have access to drinking water (including at night time), and the means of 
making a hot drink after evening lock-up? 
This is dependent on security levels for hot drinks. Drinking water is always available. 
 

13. Are prisoners able to eat together (except in exceptional circumstances)? 
Yes. 
 

14. Does staff supervise the serving of food in order to prevent tampering with food and other 
forms of bullying?  
Yes. 
 

15. Where prisoners are required to eat their meals in their cells, are they able to sit at a table? 
Yes. 
 

16. Do pregnant prisoners and nursing mothers receive appropriate extra food?  
N/A. 
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QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES TO CORRECTIONAL FAITH-BASED INITIATIVES 
TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Infrastructure 
 
1. Is DRC being encouraged, wherever practical, to use faith-based and community programs 

that address documented criminogenic needs? How? By whom?  
Yes, at the institutional level by Central Office through the Re-Entry programs and 
the House Bills. 
 

a. Is DRC in conjunction with the Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community 
Initiatives, making available to the faith community, examples of evidence-based 
programming shown to impact offenders’ lives? What examples? How are they being 
made available? Yes. ODRC website has under its volunteering in Ohio prison faith-
Based initiatives and House Bill 66 information. 
 

b. Is information being used and disseminated to faith-based and community organizations 
so that they provide programs that are evidence based and can truly impact the lives of 
ex-offenders and their families? Yes. 

 
c. What is in place to ensure that the recommendation is implemented? 

OSP networks with local faith-based communities. 
 

d. What methods of program evaluation are being explored to further document program 
success? What methods are in place? Central Office. 

 
2. Is the DRC/DYS Director working with wardens/superintendents to develop programs that 

will facilitate a cultural change in institutions to encourage collaboration with faith-based and 
community service providers? How? What programs have been developed?  
Yes. We have had local open houses to introduce House Bill 113, etc. 

 
a. Is the culture within the institution continuing to evolve to encourage community 

volunteers? Explain. Yes. The number of volunteers continues to increase along with 
easier access to conduct programming. 

 
b. How is the warden/superintendent supporting and encouraging a cultural shift and 

institutional change as a day-to-day practice to encourage community volunteers?  
Easy access to the institution by volunteers and staff education on their role. 
 

c. How is the DRC/DYS administration working with wardens/superintendents to 
collaboratively develop protocols that will proactively assist with changing the culture? 
Not aware of protocols. 
 

d. Have such protocols been developed?  No. 
 

e. What are they? N/A. 
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f. Have policies been reviewed to determine if they might inhibit use of community 

volunteers, and have necessary changes been made accordingly?  
Yes. DRC has continued to update procedure 71-SOC-01 recruitment, training, and 
supervision of volunteers. 

 
g. What policies have been reviewed? By whom?  

71-SOC-01 has been reviewed by Central Office. 
 

h. What policies have been changed so that they do not inhibit use of community 
volunteers?  
71-SOC-01 recruitment, training, and supervision of volunteers. 
 

3. Has DRC/DYS developed a marketing plan to assist in recruiting volunteers from the 
community and faith-based institutions?  
Yes. ODRC has its volunteering in the Ohio Prisons website. 
 
a. Does the plan discuss educating volunteers about the justice system?  

This is not being done at the local institutional level. 
 

b. Is there a need to increase programming for incarcerated offenders to improve the 
likelihood they will be reintegrated into the community successfully upon release from 
prison? 
Please see the attached list of OSP currently approved Re-Entry programs. Citizen 
circles are also available in the community. 
 

c. Is the faith community being encouraged to volunteer to provide programs and services 
to assist offenders in both the institutions and the community?  
Yes. OSP actively. 
 

d. Has a marketing plan been developed to overcome the public’s misperceptions of 
offenders?  
This has not been done at the institutional level. 
 

e. Has DRC developed an educational program to motivate the faith community to get 
involved in volunteering, including a video to educate volunteer groups about offenders 
and their needs in institutions?  
Yes. The institution has a volunteer handbook and training videos on House Bill 113 
and volunteer recruitment available. 

  
f. Is information provided on how individuals and groups can volunteer in the prisons?  

Yes. Information is provided on the ODRC website and upon request and at local 
institution. Information is forwarded. 
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g. Does the marketing campaign include information on the needs of the adult/youthful 
offenders, information on how the justice system works, and information on the different 
ways to volunteer?  Yes. 

 
4. Has DRC/DYS developed a standard training program for staff, volunteers, and the 

community to facilitate working in institutions together?  
Yes. Institution conducts regional training. OSP just had a regional training for 28 
volunteers on 4/28/09. 
 
a. Does the program include information on: 
 

• Ethics of working with offenders? Yes. 
 

• Confidentiality issues? Yes. 
 

• Ensuring safety and security of volunteers? Yes. 
 

• Working with volunteers? Yes. 
 

• Rules and regulations for volunteers? Yes. 
 

b. Does the program include information to volunteers on the security requirements for the 
institution, why the requirements are in place, and how to properly work with offenders?  
Yes. 
 

c. Has a standardized training program been developed for volunteers to facilitate their 
work in institutions?  
Yes. 
 

d. Has DRC/DYS established an orientation program for volunteers, held at preset intervals 
to allow community organizations to plan for the training as part of their program 
planning? 
Yes. Per ODRC Policy 71-SOC-01 Recruitment, Training, and Supervision of 
Volunteers. 
 

5. Has Ohio law been revised to remove unnecessary and unreasonable collateral sanctions that 
inhibit offenders’ successful reentry?  
Yes. 
 

6. What improvements have been made regarding communication about programs and services 
between: 

 
• Staff and volunteers? In-Service Training and Initiative Day. 

 
• Staff and the community? Open House at Institutional Level. 
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• Other parts of the criminal justice system and the community? Unknown. 
 

a. What improvements have been made in effectively communicating among staff within 
the facilities, as well as with the community? In-Services. 
 

b. Has an improved communication mechanism been developed in order to ensure these 
efforts?  
House Bill 113 video used at In-Service and with volunteers. 

 
c. Has the system been developed collaboratively with staff and volunteers to address 

observed problems?  
Yes. Evaluations. 

 
Alternatives to Incarceration 
 
7. Has the statute been revised to increase judicial use of community options for non-violent 

offenders so prison space can be reserved for violent offenders? 
It currently is being reviewed by Central Office. 

 
a. Working with faith-based and community service providers, have programs been 

developed in the community to effectively provide treatment while protecting public 
safety?  
OSP sends inmates to halfway houses and treatment facilities. 

 
b. Has the Ohio Criminal Sentencing Commission reviewed additional options to encourage 

judges to use these community options rather than sending non-violent offenders to 
limited prison space?  
Not know at institutional level. 
 

c. Have local probation departments prepared a listing of community options currently 
available for judicial use?  
Not known at institutional level. 
 

d. Have faith-based and community programs contacted local probation departments 
through the Juvenile Court, Common Pleas Court, and Municipal Courts to inform them 
of programs and services available? Explain.  
Not known at institutional level. 
 

8. Are faith-based and community programs being encouraged to supplement existing 
community and diversionary programs for offenders and to provide services that are not 
currently available? How?  
N/A. 
 
a. Is DRC/DYS working with community organizations and probation departments to 

expand services available for offenders? How?  
APA conducts workshops within the prison prior to release. 
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b. Has a community model been created that will help meet the basic needs of offenders 

within the community? Is it being created? Explain.  
Release Preparation Program allows institutions to coordinate with the community 
to meet needs upon release. 
 

9. Has DRC/DYS taken a more active role in linking with the faith-based community to 
develop programs to meet the gaps in services to adult and juvenile offenders? How?  
Yes. Example (Alcoholics Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous). 
 
a. Has DRC/DYS reviewed current grant or subsidy programs to determine eligibility for 

faith community programs, in order to increase the number of faith-based and community 
programs available to judges for sentencing? 
Not at Institutional Level. 
 

b. Following identification of funding sources, is DRC/DYS actively working with the 
Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives to provide information to 
these organizations on funding availability? How? What is in place?  
Not at Institutional Level. 
 

c. Is the Governor’s Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives providing technical 
assistance to the faith community to assist them in developing competitive applications 
for state and federal funding?  
Not known at Institutional Level. 
 

10. Has DRC, and Job and Family Services expanded efforts in partnership to work with 
employment centers and the faith community to increase practical employment opportunities 
for offenders in the community? Explain.  
Job Fairs and PROES (Providing Real Opportunity for Ex-Offenders to Succeed) are 
conducted at the institutional level. 
 
a. Has a job placement program been implemented?  

Institutions do not do job placements for inmates upon release. 
 

b. Does it provide: 
 

• Information on job fairs to ex-offenders? Yes. 
 

• Education of businesses/employers on the benefits of hiring ex-offenders? Yes. 
 

• Incentives for employers to hire ex-offenders (i.e., tax breaks)? Yes. 
 

• Increased involvement of faith-based and community groups?  
Yes. Re-Entry Initiative Day is done annually inviting community resources into 
the institutions. 
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c. Is there collaboration between the DYS, DRC and Job and Family Services who started 
the employment centers in Ohio? In what way?  
The institution has Job and Family Services participate in the Job Fair. We also 
have a “Benefit Bank” start up soon. 
 

d. Has a program been implemented with the goal to get jobs for offenders upon release, 
and also to match them up with jobs of interest to the offenders, specifically ones at 
higher wages and skill levels, if possible? Explain?  
Job Fair offered. 
 

e. Has the DRC Omnibus Reentry legislation been enacted to reduce unnecessary sanctions 
in the law and thus made training more relevant? 
Not aware at the Institutional Level. 

 
Institutional Programming 
 
11. Is DRC/DYS working with the faith community and faith volunteers to develop and expand 

programs within the institutions? 
Yes. 
 
a. Do current programs include the following? Are they being developed? Are they being 

expanded? 
 

• Life skills? Yes. “Managing Money and Life Skills”. 
 

• Financial management and budgeting? Yes. 
 

• Personal hygiene? Yes. Cough, Hand washing. 
 

• Family programs including: 
 

o Family and community-based orientation? Yes. 
 

o Family mediation? No. 
 

o Family education and orientation program? Yes. 
 

o Transportation and video conferencing for visitation? No. 
 

o Parenting? Yes. 
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b. Dynamic risk factors that impact offender behavior and risk of reoffending include: 
antisocial personality, companions, interpersonal conflict, social achievement, substance 
abuse, and criminogenic needs. Treatment programs can influence and change offender 
behavior during the time they are in an institution. Programs that address criminogenic 
needs are programs designed to change offender attitudes, cognitions, behavior toward 
authority, employment instability, education, housing, and leisure time.  
 
Is DRC working proactively with faith-based and community groups in the development 
of programs that will meet the criminogenic needs of offenders in institutions? How?  
Yes, by offering Program Life Safe People. 
 

c. Have specific life skills programs been developed in the following areas? 
 
• Budgeting? Yes. 

 
• Parenting? Yes. 

 
• Job searches? Yes. 

 
• Anger management? Yes. 

 
• Appropriate leisure-time activities? Yes. 

 
d. Is emphasis centered on using a mentor-type relationship for such training? No.  
 
e. Has legislation created a new community-based reorientation program whereby non-

violent offenders could be released to the community up to 30 days prior to the expiration 
of their sentence to arrange for suitable employment, housing, treatment services, etc.?  
Not known at the institutional level. 
 

f. Have video-conferencing opportunities for the families, particularly children of 
offenders, been expanded? Are they used as an incentive program?  
No. 
 

g. Do volunteers facilitate the improvement of family relations through coaching in basic 
relational skills or involvement in family mediation programs?  
No. However the Chaplains conduct family days. 
 

12. Has DRC/DYS expanded partnerships with national organizations including faith-based and 
community organizations to provide programming in state institutions? Explain.  
Institutions have Bill Glass and “Opening Doors”. 
 
a. Does DRC/DYS have a stated plan for the extent of their involvement in prison 

programming that specifies any limitations seen as necessary? What is it? 
Not known at the institutional level. 
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13. Does DRC/DYS involve the faith community when appropriate, in the development of 
release plans for the offender that flow from the institution to community reentry? Explain.  
No. 
 
a. Are community actors and organizations a part of reentry planning for those offenders 

who will shortly be returning home? Explain.  
Mentoring program is available per policy.  
 

b. The best ideas and programs will serve no purpose in helping offenders live out 
productive lives after their release if there is no effective community follow-through. Is 
there effective community follow-through? There is no follow-up by the institution. 
APA would if under supervision. 

 
c. Is there a mentorship program for offenders at your facility?  

One is available through volunteer program. OSP does not have any Re-Entry 
Mentors at this time. 
 

d. Are faith-based and community volunteer groups actively developing such a program for 
participation by offenders at your facility? Explain. 
Re-Entry Mentors are discussed within all volunteer training classes. Currently 
there are no participants. 
 

RE-ENTRY PROGRAMMING 
 
14. Have methods been developed to increase and encourage the involvement of the faith 

community in various reentry efforts, and to encourage collaboration among faith groups? 
What are they? 
Letters have been mailed within the community to local organizations and churches to 
inform them of OSP’s volunteer program.  
 
a. What has been done to make the faith community aware of programs and training for the 

faith community’s involvement? 
Open House, mailing, and networking. 
 

b. What has been done to create awareness among the faith community of the needs of ex-
offenders and the avenues to get involved? 
Website, Open House, mailing, and networking. 
 

c. What effort has been made to inform the faith community of the needs of ex-offenders 
and volunteer opportunities available?  
Website, Open House, mailing, and networking. 
 

d. Have leaders among the faith community been identified? How? When?  
Yes, with help from local chaplains and united church groups. 
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e. Have staff been used to accomplish this, using existing organizations, groups and 
established relationships? Explain.  
Yes, Chaplains play a vital role. 
 
 

f. Has this educational opportunity been extended to faith groups of all kinds?  
Yes. 
 

g. Has an easily visible section been added to the DRC (or DYS) web site for the faith 
community that identifies different programming opportunities for volunteers? 
Yes. 
 

h. Does the section contain volunteer opportunities linked to specific communities in Ohio, 
including contact information for volunteer coordination within each department or 
institution as needed? 
Yes. 
 

15. Are offenders informed of various housing options before leaving prison or immediately 
upon release? How is this done? 
Yes. Unit Management informs inmates. 
 
a. Although the offender is no longer in prison, he/she is still subject to housing restrictions 

due to the crime committed (i.e. sex offenders), which creates more difficult 
circumstances and specialized needs. Are seminars, with free legal or consultation 
services provided, along with increased involvement of the faith community?  
No. 
 

b. Is legal advice in these situations available? Have partnerships been formed with local 
law schools to achieve this end?  
No. 
 

c. Are presentations by the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development 
provided to ex-offenders to provide information on their options upon leaving prison, and 
knowing how to navigate through the many restrictions placed on them?  
No. 
 

d. How has DRC/DYS made better use of existing federal programs that aim to address the 
issue of housing?  
Not known at the institutional level. 
 

16. Has DRC/DYS partnered with grassroots and community organizations in an educational 
effort towards the general public aimed at decreasing the negative stigma of ex-offenders and 
making the public aware of the needs involved in the process of reentry? What has been 
accomplished and how? 
Not known at the institutional level. 
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a. What educational efforts have been made to: 
 

• Assure the public that their best interest is at hand, that public safety is not at 
risk, but will improve with these efforts, and to  

 
• Inform the public of the many needs of ex-offenders to help them transition 

successfully back into society? 
Not known at the institutional level. 

 
b. Are grassroots agencies and advocacy groups being made aware of and sold on this 

effort, so that they can help to market the increased public safety and reduced criminal 
justice costs associated with effective offender reentry? How? 
Not known at the institutional level. 
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RESULTS OF THE SURVEY OF  INMATES AT THE OHIO STATE PENITENTIARY 
ON THE INMATE GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 

The full background on the inmate grievance procedure survey project is detailed in the 
completed reports on the results of the inmate surveys at Toledo CI, Allen CI, Oakwood CF, 
Marion CI, Ohio Reformatory for Women, and North Central Correctional Institution. In brief, 
the project began in 200. On June 11, 2007, surveys were sent to 230 randomly selected Ohio 
State Penitentiary inmates. The survey results of the 85 that were returned are provided below. 
Not all respondents provided an answer to each question. 

 

1. Is the informal complaint process difficult or easy to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat easy 35 41.7 % 

Very easy 30 35.7 % 

Somewhat difficult 10 11.9 % 

Very difficult 5 6.0 % 

I don’t know what this is 4 4.8 % 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

2. Is the formal grievance process difficult or easy to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat easy 33 38.8 % 

Very easy 20 23.5 % 

Somewhat difficult 13 15.3 % 

I don’t know what this is 10 11.8 % 

Very difficult 9 10.6 % 

TOTAL 85 100 % 
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3. Is the grievance appeal process difficult or easy to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat easy 24 28.2 % 

Very easy 21 24.7 % 

Somewhat difficult 21 24.7 % 

I don’t know what this is 10 11.8 % 

Very difficult 9 10.6 % 

TOTAL 85 100 % 

 

4. There is a separate process for filing a grievance concerning the Warden or the 
Institutional Inspector. Is it difficult or easy to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

I don’t know what this is 38 44.7% 

Somewhat easy 22 25.9% 

Very easy 9 10.6% 

Somewhat difficult 8 9.4% 

Very difficult 8 9.4% 

TOTAL 85 100 % 
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5. Most of what I’ve learned about the grievance process is from prison staff. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly disagree 50 59.5% 

Somewhat disagree 13 15.5% 

Somewhat agree 12 14.3% 

Strongly agree 9 10.7% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

6. I received a copy of written material (handbook or pamphlet) explaining the Inmate Grievance Procedure.  

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Yes 45 54.2% 

No 38 45.8% 

TOTAL 83 100 % 

 

7. Is the written material that explains the grievance process easy or difficult to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

I did not receive any written material 30 35.3% 

Somewhat easy 24 28.2% 

Very easy 12 14.1% 

Somewhat difficult 8 9.4% 

I did not read the written material 8 9.4% 

Very difficult 3 3.5% 

TOTAL 85 100 % 
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8. When I first got to this prison, the grievance process, as explained by prison staff, was 
difficult or easy to understand. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

The grievance process was never explained to me 55 65.5% 

Somewhat easy 11 13.1% 

Somewhat difficult 11 13.1% 

Very difficult 4 4.8% 

Very easy 3 3.6% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

9. Informal complaint forms are easy to get. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat agree 30 35.7% 

Strongly agree 24 28.6% 

Somewhat disagree 17 20.2% 

Strongly disagree 12 14.3% 

I don’t know 1 1.2% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 
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10. Formal grievance forms are easy to get. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat agree 23 27.1% 

Somewhat disagree 23 27.1% 

Strongly disagree 20 23.5% 

Strongly agree 12 14.1% 

I don’t know 7 8.2% 

TOTAL 85 100 % 

 

 

11. Forms for filing a grievance appeal are easy to get. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat agree 27 31.8% 

Somewhat disagree 17 20.0% 

I don’t know 17 20.0% 

Strongly disagree 16 18.8% 

Strongly agree 8 9.4% 

TOTAL 85 100 % 
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12. Supervisors take too long to respond to informal complaints. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly agree 40 47.6% 

Somewhat agree 24 28.6% 

I don’t know 11 13.1% 

Somewhat disagree 5 6.0% 

The supervisor never responded 3 3.6% 

Strongly disagree 1 1.2% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

13. The Institutional Inspector takes too long to respond to a formal grievance. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly agree 36 42.9% 

Somewhat agree 20 23.8% 

I don’t know 20 23.8% 

Somewhat disagree 6 7.1% 

Strongly disagree 2 2.4% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 
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14. The Chief Inspector, at Central Office in Columbus, takes too long to respond to appeals or grievances 
concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly agree 38 45.2% 

I don’t know 32 38.1% 

Somewhat agree 12 14.3% 

Somewhat disagree 2 2.4% 

Strongly disagree 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

15. I believe institutional supervisors resolve complaints fairly.  

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly disagree 50 59.5% 

Somewhat disagree 15 17.9% 

Somewhat agree 8 9.5% 

I don’t know 7 8.3% 

Strongly agree  4 4.8% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 
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16. I believe the Chief Inspector, at Central Office in Columbus, resolves appeals fairly. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

I don’t know 32 37.6% 

Strongly disagree 31 36.5% 

Somewhat agree 11 12.9% 

Somewhat disagree 10 11.8% 

Strongly agree 1 1.2% 

TOTAL 85 100 % 

 

17. I believe the Chief Inspector, at Central Office in Columbus, resolves grievances concerning the Warden or 
Institutional Inspector fairly. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

I don’t know 46 54.1% 

Strongly disagree 25 29.4% 

Somewhat agree 7 8.2% 

Somewhat disagree 5 5.9% 

Strongly agree 2 2.4% 

TOTAL 85 100 % 
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18. I believe Institutional Inspectors resolve grievances fairly. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly disagree 45 53.6% 

I don’t know 15 17.9% 

Somewhat disagree 14 16.7% 

Somewhat agree 10 11.9% 

Strongly agree 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

19. The amount of time to file a grievance is long enough. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat agree 33 39.3% 

I don’t know how much time is allowed 20 23.8% 

Strongly agree 11 13.1% 

Somewhat disagree 11 13.1% 

Strongly disagree 9 10.7% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 
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20. There is too much paperwork in the grievance process. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat agree 26 31.0% 

Somewhat disagree 22 26.2% 

I don’t know 16 19.0% 

Strongly disagree 11 13.1% 

Strongly agree 9 10.7% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

21. Inmate complaints are useful because they alert staff to problems. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly disagree 28 33.3% 

Strongly agree 26 31.0% 

Somewhat agree 23 27.4% 

Somewhat disagree 7 8.3% 

TOTAL 84 100 % 

 

22. Most of what I’ve learned about the grievance process is from other inmates. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly agree 48 56.5% 

Somewhat agree 29 34.1% 

Somewhat disagree 5 5.9% 

Strongly disagree 3 3.5% 

TOTAL 85 100 % 
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23. I believe staff will retaliate or get back at me if I use the grievance process. 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly agree 45 54.2% 

Somewhat agree 26 31.3% 

Somewhat disagree 6 7.2% 

Strongly disagree 6 7.2% 

TOTAL 83 100 % 

 

24. Which statement best describes the grievance process? 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

The process is hardly ever fair 33 41.3% 

The process is never fair 26 32.5% 

The process is fair most of the time 21 26.3% 

The process is always fair 0 0.0% 

TOTAL 80 100 % 

 

25. The grievance process is a good way to solve my problems. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly disagree 32 39.5% 

Somewhat disagree 21 25.9% 

Somewhat agree 20 24.7% 

Strongly agree 8 9.9% 

TOTAL 81 100 % 
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26.  Please list 3 good things about the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

 

Survey Response 

1 Brings the issue to light. 

Makes a record of the issue. 

Sometimes the issue gets resolved for the inmate. 

2 Notify Staff. 

Your problems are looked into. 

3 Put issues on file. 

Peaceful. 

4 It is recorded. 

You only have the grievance procedure to fix problems. 

5 I can put my feelings down on paper. 

I can prove that I tried to handle my problems. 

I can use them in court if necessary. 

6 It is the right procedure to take to resolve problems. 

It is most likely to document your issues. 

It helps differentiate the important issues of your complaint. 

7 It helps keep a record of problems. 

It is standard procedure. 

Non-violent way to resolve problems. 

8 Nothing. 

9 It creates a paper trail for possible lawsuits. 

It alerts staff to problems whether they pay attention or not. 

It is easy to use. 
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10 It shows inmates concerns and problems. 

It shows that issues can be addressed. 

Exposed on written documents.  

11 Blank. 

12 Too much paperwork. 

Do not understand most of it. 

Never helps with my problems. 

13 Blank. 

14 I cannot think of any at this particular Institution. 

15 Forms are easy to obtain. 

Easy to get signed by an official. 

Good way to have proof of procedure. 

16 N/A 

17 It is nothing good about the grievance procedure. 

18 Blank. 

19 Blank. 

20 It will eventually alleviate harassment against staff members. 

Makes staff think twice about mistreating me. 

It will eventually work in your favor. 

21 N/A 

22 Blank. 

23 I can address my mother to higher power. 

My grievance will be investigated. 

I will get a response. 

24 The incident is documented. 

Relief at exhausting all those procedures. 

Rarely reliable. 
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25 Since I have not used the grievance procedure, I would not know. 

26 Easy to understand. 

Reasonably prompt response time. 

A structured review system in place.  

27 None. 

28 Allows you a paper trail for federal/state review where grievances truly get resolved. 

It is a rare occurrence that you get a favorable disposition and the wrong is corrected. 

You can at least try to resolve issues without conflict. 

29 Fairly easy to understand. 

Documents problems for future court filings. 

Easy to comply with. 

30 It is there. 

31 Blank. 

32 There is a written notice that there is a problem on hand. 

33 It allows a prisoner to expose the injustice of the prison. 

It allows a prisoner to expose the bigotry and racism of the Officers. 

It allows one to let the public to know what is going on in the prisons. 

34 More outside people will get involved in the situation. 

Due to in-house policies being corrupt outside assistance is a must have.  

It started the process some type of response period.  

35 Blank. 

36 Blank. 

37 I never filled one out.  

38 Settle small claims action and destruction of property sometimes. 

Documents the states deliberate indifference. 

39 Blank. 
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40 Allows documentation in writing. 

First step to formal complaint. 

Enough grievances may get some attention. 

41 You are able to write up a Correctional Officer. 

You are able to write up a Correctional Officer for bad behavior. 

You are able to keep most Correctional Officers at their best. 

42 Most of the time the informal complaint resolution is fair.  

Any one can file a grievance if a grievance needs to be filed. 

They help solve inmates’ problems if not frivolous.  

43 Nothing. 

44 It sometimes works. 

It permits inmates to grieve problems. 

It works best in conjunction with AR’s and DRC policies. 

45 There were not any good things about the grievance procedures. 

46 None. 

47 I do not have three good things because recently a CO buzzed my door, allowed an inmate to 
come into my cell to jump on me. I wrote the Officer up and nothing happened to him.  

48 Inmates receive answers. 

Receives care. 

Alerts staff to problems. 

49 I have never dealt with the grievance forms. 

It is like pulling teeth to get a grievance form. 

If used, I believe that I would get the same results as I did on the Informal Complaint. 

50 It alerts staff to the problem. 

51 Blank. 

52 I do not have any. 

53 No comment. 
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54 

 

Blank. 

55 Hopefully you will get the problem resolved.  

You need a “chain of custody” process. 

56 Can bring staff wrong doing to light if investigated. 

57 It shows “proof” that inmates try. 

It shows “proof” for court evidence. 

It allows a way to receive help. 

58 Assists to the grievance forms only. 

59 Blank. 

60 State. 

Data. 

Diet. 

61 Family should meet at home, not in the grievance procedure.  

Let Columbus know a little about OSP. 

Some even gets there, may help inmates. 

62 Blank. 

63 No opinion. 

64 It is a way to get a problem resolved. 

There may be a pattern of complaints that will resolve the issue quickly and swiftly. 

Inappropriate behavior goes unnoticed. 

65 A professional way to handle a problem. 

Helps to stay in touch with civil liberties. 

The grievance procedure helps to keep a healthy dexterity. 

66 N/A 

67 Nothing. 

68 N/A. 
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69 Documents internal issues. 

70 Blank. 

71 Blank. 

72 There is nothing good about mailing or kiting a grievance. 

73 I never filed one. 

74 N/A. 

75 It leaves a paper trail. 

It gives some insight into the decision that was made. 

76 It alerts Columbus/courts that there is a problem. 

It is a form of due process if applied fairly. 

It can be used to justify your action when you are forced to take matters into your own hands. 

77 None. 

78 Inmates get to tell your side of the story. 

Inmates get to tell what happened. 

79 There are none. 

80 Blank. 

81 Able to make a problem known. 

Staff has been interested in getting problems corrected. 

82 You can express what is going on here, even though they are not going to fix anything here. 
They are still trying to take more from us. Lied to get us here and nothing change.   

83 It is a good way to have your problems heard. 

84 Blank. 

85 It allows me to create a paper trail. 
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27.   Please list 3 bad things about the Inmate Grievance Procedure 

 

Survey Response 

1 They blow you off and ignore you. 

When it is inmate’s word against employee’s, inmate generally loses unless evidence exists. 

It sometimes takes too long to resolve an issue or problem. 

2 Takes Forever. 

Never helps take care of your problem. 

Other problems arise. 

3 Takes a long time. 

Nothing ever happens. 

If inmates are incarcerated for a short time, it does not matter. 

4 Takes too long. 

Never fixes anything. 

The staff starts to mess with you. 

5 When you file a grievance at OSP, the Correctional Officers retaliate. 

Your mail and privileges get messed with a lot.  

It makes Correctional Officers staff vindictive. 

6 Almost the majority of the time you get the run around.  

It takes very long to get a serious response. 

Rarely are taken seriously. May cause retaliation from staff. 

7 Takes to long. 

Gets the Correctional Officers to retaliate against you. 

Never resolves anything. Inmates get the run around. 

8 ICR’s and grievances always side with staff no matter how much evidence is against them. 

Takes entirely too long to receive a response. 

Never questions inmates who are listed as witnesses. 
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9 Staff is allowed to tell lies and run-around responses and no one cares. 

The Institution Inspector is biased and only concerned with protecting the prison and the 
staff. 

Chief Inspector is only concerned with protecting the prison, not the inmates. 

10 It does not appear to work fairly for inmates. 

Too much relative/kinship within the DRC family.  

Inspectors never investigate independently. Always gives Correctional Officer “merit” of 
course there will be no wrongdoing investigating in the manner. 90 % of grievances end with 
“based upon the available evidence, this grievance is denied.” 

11 Prisoner complaints are never resolved fairly. 

Prisoner complaints are denied even when there is proof that Officers lied. 

Prisoners are always retaliated against for using the grievance procedure. 

12 Does not help. 

Wasted time and paperwork. 

A way to make you not go that way anymore.  

13 I do not know anything about it.  

14 It takes forever to get a response. 

Staff standup for other staff. 

Most of the time informal complaints and grievances disappear. 

15 Not always fair. 

Not usually returned quickly. 

Not always “taken well” with the staff. 

16 N/A 

17 It makes the Correctional Officers treat you different. 

Talk to you different. 

They really do not want you to use the procedure. 

18 I wanted to file before, but the staff said that I did not have a good enough reason. 

19 Blank. 
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20 The responses take absolutely too long. 

The granted resolution takes too long to get whatever you have coming.  

Sometimes you do not get you full resolution granted by the Chief Inspector.  

21 Nothing ever happens. 

You are harassed by staff for writing them up. 

Seems like a waste of time. 

22 Hard to get grievances. 

Not fair. 

Response is too long. 

23 The amount of time it takes for an answer. 

24 It is a lot of writing. 

It is a waste of time. 

Nothing good shows for it. 

25 Blank. 

26 No comprehensive independent review of complaints to identify systemic complaints. 

Not enough effort is made when CIIC staff visits to privately and randomly interview 
inmates about general living conditions. 

When the former Chief Inspector visited ManCI several times a year, she did private 
interviews with inmates at random. I established a rapore with her during one interview and 
subsequently she came to seek me out every time she visited ManCI for an overview of the 
living conditions. This was very helpful, as other inmates knew I could help them resolve 
problems or send her to speak to them. Nothing like this happens anymore, but it should 

27 The grievances are not truly investigated especially medical and use of force. 

Even when you are dead right they find a way to deny the grievance.  

Inspector always makes you go extra steps to obtain grievances -  not defined in 5120-9-31. 

28 Staff will not correct problem; most are not smart enough to do it reasonably and legally. 

Due to the lies and deceits of some inmates, the staff/inspectors feel every inmate is lying 
and not telling the truth in their respective grievances.  

Even when a program is said to be corrected or will be corrected in the response to a 
grievance, the problem rarely is corrected in actuality so the lying is both ways. 
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29 Never results in a fair resolution at any stage. 

Complaints must be sent through Officers and the kite procedure. 

Provides retaliation from all Officers, even those the complaints were directed at. 

30 Retaliation. 

Unfair resolution. 

Resolved in an untimely manner. 

31 OSP is anti-inmate period. 

32 Not interviewing the inmate as to the problem at hand. 

33 It takes too long to respond to a person’s grievances.  

It always sides with the institution, and do not base their finding on the evidence. 

It is biased against those who file regarding their religion. 

34 Staff member of OSP cover for each other. 

In institutional in-house policy grievance procedure is useless. 

Without outside assistance “legal rights would get corrected.” 

35 Sometimes takes too long for a response. 

The problems hardly ever get resolved. 

It’s Officer to fill out. 

36 If filed, we are classed as snitches. 

The Officers take it out on us. 

Nothing is done to the Officers or whoever else is wrote up. So it is not worth anything.  

37 I never filled one out. 

38 Staff does not follow procedure or policy. 

Staff inspector/supervisor back each other up. 

Takes too long to get a response by the Inspector and the Chief Inspector, further dealing 
with Medical complaints by people who are not Doctors! 

39 The procedure rarely works. 

The procedure is always long and drawn out. 

The grievance is usually swept under the rug. 
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40 Rarely anything done. 

Slow response time. 

Response time hinders your time to file formal complaint. 

41 Paper work. 

More paper work. 

And more paper work. 

42 Inmate first has to get approval from informal complaints. 

The process is fair most of the time. 

There can be signs of retaliation from staff, after filing, the staff member whom grievances 
are about is always alerted of who filed in addition too. This form (the survey) was brought 
to my cell by an Officer and read by mistake. Those answers may be anonymous, however 
the survey questions were not.  

43 Staff views the grievance procedure as a joke. 

Inmates often get an incomplete answer. 

Staff often retaliates.  

44 It causes retaliation by staff and administration. 

It hardly ever succeeds in resolving complaints. 

It is only as good as much as the AR’s and Policies are concerned.  

45 You never received an answer to the actual complaint.  

The process allows staff to be alerted prior to answering for actions and preparing excuses 
for those actions. 

Finally, even if paperwork leads to changes, staff never admits to being wrong. The 
Institution Inspector is biased and always rules with staff. So does the Chief Inspector. The 
only reason to use the grievance system is so that when inmates have to sue the state, they 
can the state every opportunity to reply with AR’s, State laws, and constitution state and 
federal! 

46 Unfair to prisoners. 

Never consider the facts. 

Too long to answer. 

47 I wrote an informal complaint on my Unit Manager for not moving me out of the pod of the 
friends of the guy who jumped on me. Then I wrote a grievance on here and sent it to the 
Chief Inspector and have not heard anything since.  
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48 Blank. 

49 I cannot really say too much bad about it because I personally have never dealt with the 
grievance procedure.  

50 The staff never really tries to fix the problems you have at OSP.  

51 Inspector protects their staff. 

Inspector is a friend with staff. 

Inspector will not believe a prisoner against a staff member. 

52 The state members that are are in charge take too long. 

The state member in charge lacks investigation.  

They believe any and everything that co-workers say.  

53 No comment 

54 Blank. 

55 Sometime it feels like we are wasting time. 

56 You never get responses from Supervisors of the Inspector. 

Nothing ever happens to staff that are found to be wrong.  

Inmates get retaliated against if they write-up or speak out against staff members, particularly 
Correctional Officers.  

57 Retaliation from staff. 

ICR’s are never answered correctly. 

Sometimes ICR’s are hard to get.  

58 Griever is never included. 

Grievances against staffers are always denied. 

No change is ever made.   

59 Have been retaliated against for Informal Complaints.  

60 ? 

61 If husband works as investigator, wife should work someplace else. 

Family should not meet at work or work shifts together. 

Put Columbus address (DRC Central Office) everywhere in the prison so that inmates can 
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mail grievances there, not to the OSP Inspector.  

62 Blank. 

63 No opinion.  

64 Response time back to inmates. 

The spin process. 

Unfair analysis.  

65 Too much bureaucracy some times. 

Depending on the institution, an earnest problem can be ignored. 

Not enough confidential anominity. 

66 It puts the inmate in the spotlight. 

It puts the inmate in danger. 

It causes too much trouble for the inmate.  

67 Everything.  

68 Never used it.  

69 Taken too lightly. 

Only resolved if staff feels necessary.  

70 Blank. 

71 Blank. 

72 The staff will retaliate (extra shakedowns, work, etc..) 

Inmates called a snitch or scared. 

No one to talk to in person, one on one.  

73 N/A 

74 It does not stop Officers from stealing inmate magazines that come through the mail.  

75 Each stage (ICR/ Grievance/ Appeal) is used to justify the wrong. 

Each stage is a new point that is brought into play or redefining the issue. 

There is no penalty for the institution with most complaints filed or by the Inspector who 
deny, lie, cover, or ignore issues; to make bad staff behavior “legal” is only goal of process.  
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76 It alerts staff and provides them a cover-ups and wrong doings. 

They seem to mean nothing to staff, as far as writing them up. 

They are almost never judged fairly, and there is always retaliation. 

77 The Institutional Inspector always agrees with staff’s bad conduct.  

The grievance against staff the majority of the time is found with no merit.  

78 Inmates only have a little space to say anything. 

Inmates cannot use extra paper to explain our side.  

79 They do not solve our problem. 

The problem gets worse once a complaint is written, or un-answered. 

No staff will go against a co-worker.  

80 If you fill one out, you have to worry about getting in trouble. 

You have to ask staff for one and tell them why. 

I have seen people get hard times for filling them out.  

81 Too many actual paper copies needed, when technology allows otherwise. 

Staff should be more adept at the kite process in solving complaints, then to let them go to a 
grievance in the first place.  

82 This is all a big joke to you all. Why? You let them get away with mistreating, threatening, 
and just treat us like animals, as taking away little things we can have here. How are you able 
to stop people from smoking in place called home? Our cells are our homes and we just lose 
the rights, because you want to keep us healthy in order to kill us. 

83 You can get the run around when staff does not want to solve your complaint and they can 
very easily lose your paperwork forcing inmates to start over.  

84 They send you round and round with no answers. 

They shipped me out of Lorain before ever answered and was rudely treated about the 
answers I got before being passed on and passed around. I have been waiting for an answer 
about a knee brace they took from me. I was charged at Lorain for it when I should not have 
been. It was part of my initial medical problem at the time of reception. I have been charged 
again to be told they will not give it back.                

85 The Inspector’s personal in this institution used to be staff. 

The Inspector’s seem to side with the staff first.Even if the Inspector rules in my favor, staff 
members are never punished to prevent further abuses. 
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28.   If you have used any part of the Inmate Grievance Procedure, check all that apply 

 

Survey Response 

1 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

2 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

3 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

4 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

5 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

6 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

7 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

8 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

9 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

10 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

11 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

12 Informal Complaint. 

13 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

14 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

15 Informal Complaint. 

16 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

17 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

18 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

19 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

20 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
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Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

21 Informal Complaint. 

22 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional 
Inspector. 

23 Informal Complaint. 

24 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

25 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

26 Informal Complaint. 

27 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

28 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

29 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

30 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal.  

31 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

32 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

33 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

34 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

35 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

36 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

37 I have never used any part of the grievance procedure. 

38 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

39 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

40 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

41 Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector. 
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42 Informal Complaint. 

43 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

44 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

45 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

46 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

47 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

48 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

49 Informal Complaint. 

50 Informal Complaint. 

51 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

52 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

53 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

54 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

55 Informal Complaint. 

56 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

57 Blank. 

58 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

59 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

60 Informal Complaint. 

61 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

62 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

63 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

64 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 
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65 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

66 Informal Complaint. 

67 Informal Complaint. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

68 N/A. 

69 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

70 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

71 N/A. 

72 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

73 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

74 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional 
Inspector. 

75 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

76 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

77 Grievance Appeal. 

78 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

79 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

80 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

81 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. 

82 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

83 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

84 Informal Complaint. 

85 Informal Complaint. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 
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29.   If  you have never used any part of the Inmate Grievance Procedure, why not? 

 

Survey 
Response 

1 Unless something really rubs me the wrong way, I do not complain about much. 

2 Blank. 

3 Blank. 

4 Blank. 

5 Blank. 

6 Blank. 

7 Blank. 

8 N/A. 

9 Blank. 

10 N/A. 

11 Blank. 

12 After the response I got from my informal complaint. I knew it was useless and a waste of time to 
try any other complaint or grievance. 

13 N/A. 

14 N/A. 

15 Blank. 

16 N/A. 

17 Blank. 

18 Blank. 

19 Blank. 

20 Blank. 

21 Blank. 

22 Blank. 

23 Blank. 
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24 Blank. 

25 I never had a reason to use the grievance procedure. 

26 Blank. 

27 Blank. 

28 N/A. 

29 Blank. 

30 Retaliation and it is unfair. 

31 Blank. 

32 Blank. 

33 Blank. 

34 Although I have used the grievance process, most people do not use them because they feel the 
“results and dealing” with the situation will not change, they only make things worse. 

35 Blank. 

36 I have not used the grievance appeal yet because I am still waiting for my answer to my 
grievance.  

37 Never had to complain. 

38 N/A. 

39 N/A. 

40 Blank. 

41 Blank. 

42 Blank. 

43 Feel it’s a waste of time. 

44 Blank. 

45 Blank. 

46 Blank. 

47 Blank. 

48 Blank. 
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49 The formal grievance is hard to come by. I have seen and received a few, but it is usually after 
my 14-daylimit has expired. 

50 Have used grievance procedure; other inmates do not use it; does nothing to help your problem.  

51 Blank. 

52 Blank. 

53 No comment. 

54 Never had a reason to. 

55 I always thought it would do no good. 

56 Blank. 

57 Blank. 

58 Blank. 

59 Blank. 

60 Blank. 

61 Blank. 

62 Do not care to cause trouble. 

63 Blank. 

64 Blank. 

65 Blank. 

66 N/A. 

67 N/A. 

68 N/A. 

69 Do not wish to be considered a complainer and do not want to be a target of the staff. 

70 I have not had any problems at this time. 

71 Never had a reason too. I stay out of the way. Besides does anyone care what inmates think? 

72 The staff will retaliate (extra shakedowns, work, etc.) 

Inmates called a snitch or scared. 

No one to talk to in person, one on one. 
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73 Because I stay out everybody way and I did not cause a problem. 

74 Blank. 

75 Blank. 

76 Blank. 

77 Blank. 

78 Blank. 

79 Blank. 

80 I have seen has other inmates are treated for using it. 

81 N/A. 

82 Staff says, “write me up because they are not going to believe you anyway.” 

83 Blank. 

84 Filed an informal complaint, but I am be run round and round about answer for formal grievance. 

85 Blank. 

 

30.  If you have used any part of the Inmate Grievance Procedure, in what years was the last time you used any part of the 
process? 

 

Survey Response 

1 Informal Compliant-2005. 

2 Informal Compliant-2006. Formal Grievance-2006. Grievance Appeal-2006 

3 Informal Compliant-2006. Formal Grievance-2006. Grievance Appeal-2006. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2006. 

4 Informal Compliant-2006. Formal Grievance-2006. Grievance Appeal-2006. 

5 Informal Compliant-2006. Formal Grievance-2006. Grievance Appeal-2006. 

6 Informal Compliant-2005, 2006, 2007. Formal Grievance-2006, 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006, 2007. 
Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

7 Informal Compliant- 2006, 2007. Formal Grievance-2006, 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006, 2007. 
Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 
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8 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

9 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2006. 

10 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

11 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

12 Informal Compliant-2006. 

13 Blank. 

14 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

15 Informal Compliant-2007 

16 Blank. 

17 Blank. 

18 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

19 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

20 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2006. Grievance Appeal-2006 

21 Informal Compliant-2005 and 2007. 

22 Blank. 

23 Informal Compliant-2007. 

24 Informal Compliant-2007. Grievance Appeal-2006 

25 Blank. 

26 Informal Compliant-2007. 

27 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2006. 

28 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2004. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2004. 

29 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2006. Grievance Appeal-2006. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2006. 

30 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006.  

31 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. 
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32 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2006. 

33 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007.  

34 Informal Compliant-2008. Formal Grievance- 2008. Grievance Appeal-2008. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2006. 

35 Informal Compliant-2006. Formal Grievance- 2006. 

36 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007.  

37 Blank. 

38 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2006. 

39 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

40 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

41 Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

42 Informal Compliant-2003. 

43 Blank. 

44 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006. 

45 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

46 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

47 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. 

48 Informal Compliant-2005. Formal Grievance- 2005. Grievance Appeal-2005. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2005. 

49 Informal Compliant-2007. 

50 Informal Compliant-2007. 

51 Informal Compliant. Formal Grievance. Grievance Appeal. 

52 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

53 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

54 Blank. 

55 Informal Compliant-2007. 
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56 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2005. Grievance Appeal-2005. 

57 Blank. 

58 Informal Compliant-2006. Formal Grievance- 2006. Grievance Appeal-2006. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2005. 

59 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2006. 

60 Blank. 

61 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007-06. Grievance Appeal-2006-06. 

62 Blank. 

63 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

64 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

65 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. 

66 Informal Compliant-2005. 

67 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

68 N/A. 

69 Blank. 

70 Blank. 

71 Blank. 

72 Blank.  

73 Blank. 

74 Informal Compliant-2005. Formal Grievance- 2005. 

75 Informal Compliant-2006-07. Formal Grievance- 2006-07. Grievance Appeal-2006-07. 

76 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. 

77 Grievance Appeal-2007. 

78 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. 

79 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2006. Grievance Appeal-2006. 

80 Blank. 

81 Blank. 

82 Informal Compliant-2006-07. Formal Grievance- 2006-07. Grievance Appeal-2006-07. 
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83 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. 

84 Informal Compliant-2007. 

85 Informal Compliant-2007. Formal Grievance- 2007. Grievance Appeal-2007. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector-2007. 

 

31. Was the informal complaint form easy or difficult to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Very easy 33 40.2% 

Somewhat easy 26 31.7% 

I did not use the informal complaint form 11 13.4% 

Somewhat difficult 10 12.2% 

Very difficult 2 2.4% 

TOTAL 82 100 % 

 

 

32. Was the formal grievance form easy or difficult to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Somewhat easy 26 31.7% 

I did not use a formal grievance form 21 25.6% 

Very easy 20 24.4% 

Somewhat difficult 12 14.6% 

Very difficult 3 3.7% 

TOTAL 82 100 % 
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33. Was the grievance appeal form easy or difficult to understand? 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

I did not use a grievance appeal form 30 36.6% 

Somewhat easy 22 26.8% 

Very easy 15 18.3% 

Somewhat difficult 12 14.6% 

Very difficult 3 3.7% 

TOTAL 82 100 % 

 

34. Did you need help filling out any of the forms? 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

No 53 64.6% 

Yes 17 20.7% 

I have never filed a grievance or informal complaint 12 14.6% 

TOTAL 82 100 % 

 

34a.  Check each part you needed help with? 

Survey Response 

1 Blank. 

2 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. (Formal) Grievance. 

3 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. (Formal) Grievance. Grievance concerning the 
Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

4 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. (Formal) Grievance. 

5 Blank. 

6 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional 
Inspector. 

7 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional 
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Inspector. (Formal) Grievance. 

8 N/A. 

9 Blank. 

10 N/A. 

11 Blank. 

12 Informal Complaint. 

13 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

14 Blank. 

15 Blank. 

16 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

17 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

18 Blank. 

19 Blank. 

20 Other inmate. Case Manager. 

21 Blank. 

22 Blank. 

23 Blank. 

24 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional 
Inspector. (Formal) Grievance. 

25 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

26 Blank. 

27 Blank. 

28 Blank. 

29 Blank. 

30 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. (Formal) Grievance. 

31 Blank. 

32 Blank. 
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33 Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector. (Formal) 
Grievance. 

34 Blank. 

35 (Formal) Grievance. 

36 Informal Complaint. (Formal) Grievance. 

37 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

38 Blank. 

39 Blank. 

40 (Formal) Grievance. 

41 Blank. 

42 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

43 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

44 Blank. 

45 Blank. 

46 Blank. 

47 Blank. 

48 Blank. 

49 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

50 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

51 Blank. 

52 Blank. 

53 Grievance Appeal. Grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional Inspector. 

54 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

55 Blank. 

56 Blank. 

57 Blank. 

58 Blank. 
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59 Blank. 

60 Blank. 

61 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. (Formal) Grievance. 

62 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

63 Blank. 

64 Blank. 

65 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. (Formal) Grievance. 

66 Blank. 

67 Blank. 

68 N/A. 

69 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

70 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

71 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

72 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

73 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

74 Grievance Appeal. 

75 Blank. 

76 Blank. 

77 Blank. 

78 Blank. 

79 Blank. 

80 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

81 Blank. 

82 Informal Complaint. Grievance Appeal. (Formal) Grievance. 

83 Blank. 

84 Blank. 

85 Blank. 
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34b.  If yes, check all who helped you? 

 

Survey Response 

1 Blank. 

2 Other inmate. Case Manager. 

3 Other inmate. Case Manager. 

4 Other inmate. 

5 Blank. 

6 Other inmate. 

7 Other inmate. 

8 N/A. 

9 Blank. 

10 N/A. 

11 Blank. 

12 Other inmate. 

13 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

14 Blank. 

15 Blank. 

16 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

17 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

18 Other inmate. 

19 Blank. 

20 Blank. 

21 Blank. 

22 Other inmate. Correctional Officer. 

23 Blank. 

24 Other inmate. 
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25 Blank. 

26 Blank. 

27 Blank. 

28 Blank. 

29 Blank. 

30 Other inmate. 

31 Blank. 

32 Blank. 

33 Blank. 

34 Formal Grievance. 

35 Other inmate. 

36 Other inmate. 

37 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

38 Blank. 

39 Blank. 

40 Other inmate. 

41 Blank. 

42 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

43 Other inmate. 

44 Blank. 

45 Blank. 

46 Blank. 

47 Blank. 

48 Blank. 

49 Other. 

50 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

51 Blank. 
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52 Blank. 

53 Other inmate. Case Manager. Other prison staff (anyone that works here). 

54 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

55 Blank. 

56 Blank. 

57 Blank. 

58 Blank. 

59 Blank. 

60 Blank. 

61 Other inmate. 

62 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

63 Blank. 

64 Blank. 

65 Other inmate. 

66 Blank. 

67 Blank. 

68 N/A. 

69 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

70 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

71 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

72 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

73 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

74 Other Inmate. 

75 Blank. 

76 Blank. 

77 Blank. 

78 Blank. 

164 
 



79 Blank. 

80 I have never used any part of the grievance process. 

81 Blank. 

82 Other Inmate. 

83 Blank. 

84 Blank. 

85 Blank. 

 

35. I have the best chance of having my complaint fairly investigated and resolved during 
the: 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Appeal to Chief Inspector 18 52.9% 

Informal complaint 10 29.4% 

Formal grievance 6 17.6% 

TOTAL 34 100 % 

 

35.  Open-Ended Question.  I have the best chance of having my complaint fairly investigated and resolved during 

Survey Response 

1 It depends on what the issue is. Some people do not have common sense. I am talking about 
inmates and employees. Some employees ignore some complaints, even if they have merit. 
Some inmates just file complaints constantly because that is how they are. 

2 You know what your answer is finally. 

3 None. 

4 It lets me know if I am going to even have a chance getting my problem looked at. 

5 None of the above, they hope that when you write the informal complaint that you are 
venting your feelings and problems. They spin you so you have to do the next step. Then 
they say something else to protect staff and spin you some more to the next step. Then the 
Chief Inspector takes literally months to answer, hoping you give up.  

6 None of the above, the Inspector gives you the run around. The Inspector also makes 
excuses; the Chief Inspector takes way too long. The grievance procedure is pointless for 
anyone that is incarcerated for a couple of months. Then the Chief Inspector talks to the 
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Institutional Inspector and the Institutional Inspector tells the Chief Inspector it’s resolved. 

7 None, you get the run around. You are not taken seriously and the Institutional Inspector 
covers up issues. 

8 None. They always side with the staff despite sometimes/often enormous evidence against 
staff. 

9 None, once the ICR and following are filed, staff are only concerned with protecting 
themselves. At OSP, 98 % of the time, they refuse to ever admit an inmate is right, and they 
will lie and give you the run-around statements to accomplish it. 

10 None of the above. Simply because at no level is the ICR, grievance, or appeals being 
investigated through “independently” without alerting the accuser. That is not an 
investigation. Investigation versus going after the thefts not letting them know you are 
coming for them. 

11 I never have a “best” chance of having my complaint fairly investigated and resolved. Prison 
officials will openly tell you that you are wasting your time because no one is going to do 
anything even if they kill you. 

12 Come on, this is a joke. 

13 Blank. 

14 None from what I can tell. They are thrown away or forgotten about. 

15 I would think that they would want to resolve matters quickly. 

16 N/A. 

17 Blank. 

18 None. 

19 None of the above. They keep spinning us.  

20 I guess it is just a normal institutional tactic used to somewhat try to make you lose interest 
from all the time of waiting to finally get you complaint resolved to your satisfaction.  

21 The Chief Inspector will try to listen to what happened, but nothing ever happens to the staff. 

22 None. 

23 The Chief Inspector because he is not working with the staff here at OSP. 

24 None. From my experience, all levels of the IGP are corrupt. They are also a waste of time to 
go through all those motions to no avail.  

25 I would not know. 

26 Because if a negative response is received at the informal complaint level, staff seems to 
place more emphasis on supporting co-workers once an initial decision is made, right or 
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wrong. The presumption of correctness rests with the bureaucracy, which is probably more 
often than not correct. 

27 None of the above. 

28 Usually because then the Institution knows you are serious if you are willing to follow up the 
complaint. But most times they side with co-workers; The Chief Inspector usually just rubber 
stamps.  

29 Because once an initial decision is made, supervisors, Institutional Inspectors, or Chief 
Inspector will not make any further inquiry to try and determine whether the complaint was 
resolved fairly beyond whatever statement is made by the individual “resolving” the initial 
complaint.  

30 None. 

31 None of them.  

32 Blank. 

33 From my experience, neither of the above has really done too much regarding my situation. 
But if I had to say one, I would have to say the appeal to the Chief Inspector. Due to the fact 
they are in Columbus. But overall, they all cover one another that way everything appears all 
right. 

34 Because the in-house policy of the institution is so corrupt that the only way we can get a 
somewhat fair chance to get the situation solved. 

35 Grievance procedure because whatever they said to these employees have straightened the 
issue. 

36 Because here, everyone works with everyone. If they step up and do something about it, they 
will get dealt with. It is all a cat and mouse game. 

37 Blank. 

38 N/A. 

39 Blank. 

40 The grievance process because the informal complaint is just corrupt. Good ‘ol boys 
network.  

41 Appeal to Chief Inspector, because I received a response on time. 

42 It has been too long ago to answer fairly.  

43 Staff within the institution backs each other up. 

44 Because the formal grievance process transcends the unit level authority and is more 
stringent in enforcing AR’s and Policies or outright abuse and treatment of inmates. 
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45 None of the above. The only chance I have of a fair investigation is though the courts. 

46 None. I always get treated unfairly. I got an appeal with the Chief Inspector in Columbus that 
I filed in January concerning stolen property. They will not answer my appeal.  

47 Neither. Because the person I wrote up (the Unit Manager) is sort of her own boss. I have 
proof stating that it is up to her if she wants to move me or not. 

48 Because I do not have to wait months to receive the answer from the Chief Inspector. 

49 Because this is an outside employee who should not be biased towards the proceeding. 

50 Because they have seven days to get back to inmates about the complaint. 

51 I did not circle any due to the ineffectiveness of the OSP grievance procedure that is 
currently under the supervision of the former Captain. A “good ‘ol boy” for OSP. 

52 Because I fill all these institutional state members work to bring inmates down. And they 
never believe what we say or write.  

53 No chance at all fairly. 

54 Never came around.  

55 Because it is the beginning of the process. 

56 None of the above. The staff here and at other prisons disregards an inmate’s complaint and 
cover-up for fellow staff members. The Chief Inspector sends your complaint back to the 
Inspector at your respective prison. Complaints are never completely and unbiased 
investigated. Inmate will be retaliated against. 

57 Blank. 

58 None, all three levels deny a prisoner most factual complaints and/or grievance process. 

59 Informal Complaints answers are either spin or ludicrous. Grievances, if answered fairly are 
ok, but usually just trying to keep the status quo. Appeals just affirm the Inspector’s answer 
9-12 months later. 

60 It is the quickest; and when I file something, it normally involves property deemed 
contraband, so the institution is always in the wrong and the person I petition will 
acknowledge that and give me the item.  

61 Everything needs to go to Columbus (DRC Central Office) in some way. 

62 Blank. 

63 No opinion 

64 (Appeal to the Chief Inspector) To get an opinion from a third party. 

65 Because that is all it took to handle the problem. 
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66 Do not know 

67 None. 

68 Blank. 

69 I do not have any response. 

70 Blank. 

71 Do not know. 

72 Blank. 

73 I never used any of these processes and do not plan on it. 

74 Blank. 

75 When you say “best”, keep in mind that all stages have a very low percentage process. I say 
the informal complaint because lower level staff has checks and balances possibility from 
prisoners (formal grievance) and their supervisors. 

76 My experience is the Supervisor or the Institution Inspector overlooks, condones, or is apart 
of the problem. 

77 Blank. 

78 Prison Inspector works for prison staff. 

79 I do not believe any of these levels are fair. Due to past experience of my witnesses, and 
evidence of fact and truth, not taken in consideration. 

80 Blank. 

81 Blank. 

82 (Appeal to the Chief Inspector). They are not here and just might have a chance for someone 
to be honest or they are just going to listen to the side of the staff, because they are going to 
find it hard to speak with the inmates about what is going on daily here at OSP. 

83 When staff does their job and follows policy. 

84 I cannot get them to give me my formal grievance paperwork to carry out my process. 

85 It is a toss up. Even with strong evidence to support my claim. However, if the complained to 
official, Inspector can find a way out of it for the staff member they will. 
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36. I have the worst chance of having my complaint fairly investigated and resolved during 
the: 

 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Informal complaint 22 57.9% 

Appeal to Chief Inspector 11 28.9% 

Formal grievance 5 13.2% 

TOTAL 38 100 % 

 

36.  Open-Ended Question.  I have the worst chance of having my complaint fairly 
investigated and resolved during 

 

Survey Response 

1 (See response from #35) 

It depends on what the issue is. Some people do not have common sense. I am talking about 
inmates and employees. Some employees ignore some complaints, even if they have merit. 
Some inmates just file complaints constantly because that is how they are. 

2 You never get anything from this process! 

3 The Institutional Inspector does not do their job. 

4 The Inspector spins you and the Chief Inspector does not do anything but talk to the 
Institution Inspector who is spinning the whole thing.  

5 Because the supervisor contacts the defendant and tells them to stay away to pacify you, then 
they have other staff screw with you. Then the formal grievance, the Inspector tries to cover-
up incidents. 

6 There is rarely ever any resolution. The formal grievance tells you to list resolutions and they 
are never considered. You are not taken seriously! 

7 I believe the Institutional Inspector lies to the Chief Inspector explaining that the issue has 
been resolved. There is no one to confirm the Institutional Inspectors resolution to the Chief 
Inspector. The Chief Inspector does do anything except listen to the Institutional Inspector. 

8 Supervisors do not answer informal complaints according to evidence, except for what staff 
members allege. 95 % of the time is lies or false statements by staff to cover their mistakes.  

9 Staff is to concern with protecting the prison.  
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10 All of the above. 

11 Entire process is designed not to help prisoners fairly resolve problems; is designed to allow 
prison officials to say they did something when nothing was done; allows retaliation.  

12 This is a joke. 

13 Blank. 

14 The only complaint and grievance I have filed was for the same incident involving an offer 
threatening to cause bodily harm to me. I never received a response back from either.  

15 One may not get to that step; staff may interfere with the process. 

16 N/A. 

17 Blank. 

18 Blank. 

19 Blank. 

20 It is never resolved on this level. I do not know why. 

21 They do not care about what is going on here. 

22 Blank. 

23 The staff  back each other up even when they are wrong! 

24 Staff usually wins over inmates, since inmates are criminals their credibility is an issue. 

25 Still I would not know.  

26 (See question # 35) 

Because if a negative response is received at the informal complaint level, staff seems to 
place more emphasis on supporting co-workers once an initial decision is made, right or 
wrong. The presumption of correctness rests with the bureaucracy, which is probably more 
often than not correct. 

27 Chief Inspector does not investigate they just go along with what Inspector says. Inspector 
does not investigate facts. He will just go along with what they tell him when he asks.  

28 Because they never fully read or investigate complaints. They treat them all the same. I 
realize a lot of “bull” is filed, but not all. 

29 The Chief Inspector answers all complaints almost exactly the same;” I find staff fairly 
resolved your complaint”. Even if the person who answered the initial complaint did not 
address the issue in the complaint. It is the same response to all complaints to comply with 
the requirements of the Administrative Rules. 
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30 I have no chance.  

31 None of the above. Broke TV and they would not pay me. I got no TV or anyway to get one.  

32 No one would come to interview the inmate on serious matters like inappropriate supervision 
as to Officers harassing inmates. 

33 The Informal Complaint process, or should I say all the above. Reason being is that 
everybody is covering for the next person that way no one person can take the blame for the 
injustice. 

34 Because in-house policy and staff are very corrupt. 

35 The staff at OSP does not fully do their job.  

36 Because the head person in charge, has made friends with the people you are writing up. So 
there is no sense wasting your time. 

37 Blank. 

38 They hardly ever answer appeals and if they do, it is clear (or clears) later and when it 
addresses possible legal action/civil litigation/ criminal action of staff. 

39 I feel this way because usually the Officer I am writing up and their Supervisor are on good 
terms with each other. This means the Supervisor will not reprimand their friends effectively. 

40 No one takes it seriously.  

41 Blank. 

42 Most of the time, the informal complaint to the Department or staff member are too bull 
headed to understand that you are corrected about your complaint. 

43 Blank. 

44 Because local staff on a unit level do not try to appease inmate complaints due to “power 
tripping” or power struggles within the administration. In sum, staff will not totally dominate 
and control everything an inmate does.  

45 All of the above. 

46 None. I always get treated unfairly. I got an appeal with the Chief Inspector in Columbus that 
I filed in January concerning stolen property. They will not answer my appeal.  

47 Because neither complaint was investigated fairly and the appeal from the Chief Inspector 
was never received.  

48 They always take like five to six months to answer. 

49 Because everybody here works together and they are buddy, buddy with each other. 

50 Blank. 
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51 Inspector at OSP is a captain that is supportive of staff. He is not fair. He will lie to staff. 

52 Because they are still within this institution. 

53 Never returns some answers to me in the time allotted. 

54 Blank. 

55 The word is that the Chief Inspector is pro-institution. 

56 All of the above. For all of the reasons listed in question # 35. If you were to send an 
Inspector from your committee here at OSPCC, plenty of inmates would speak to CIIC 
openly and honestly if they thought things would honestly change.  

57 When complaining about multiple issues based on the same situation, “they” pick and choose 
which complaint to answer or answer something irrelevant. 

58 All three. They do not respond on this issue. The denial is based on a spin off response. 

59 Staff does not do their job. Informal Complaint answers are either spin or ludicrous. 
Grievances, if answered fairly are ok, but usually just keep the status quo. Appeals just 
affirm the Inspector’s answer 9-12 months later. 

60 The appeal to the Chief Inspector takes entirely too long. 

61 Everything should go to Columbus (DRC Central Office) in some way. The staff here sees 
you only when they can.  

62 Blank. 

63 No opinion. 

64 (ICR) Because it seems like a spin process. Pass the buck to a dead end. 

65 Blank. 

66 Do not know. 

67 All. 

68 Blank. 

69 No response.  

70 Blank. 

71 Do not know. 

72 Blank. 

73 N/A. 
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74 You got the bass that’s very cool with these Officers and inmates’ friends. 

75 Both B (because they redefine what the ICR response), and C (because they rubber stamp the 
Inspectors. The appeal process has really gotten worse during Taft’s years as governor. 
Worse than the Republican Congress with President Bush which in turn leaves prisoners to 
take matters in their own hands (assaults).                                              

76 At these levels, a staff member will tell you in a minute. I do not care, they can write me up. 
There does not seem to be any consequences.  

77 All of the answers above. I cannot ever get a fair disposition from all processes.  

78 Because the Inspector of the prison work’s hand in hand with staff. 

79 All three levels, unless it hits the right person on the right day.  

80 Blank. 

81 Blank. 

82 The staff working here because most of them are married or related to each other. They are 
not going to let family get into trouble. 

83 When staff feels that you are going to get the upper hand in your complaint and really brings 
their faults to light. 

84 Cannot get a straight answer. An inmate always gets the buck passed to someone else. The 
Institution Inspector will not give me a formal complaint. I was injured initially in the 
Pickaway Correctional Institution in 1998 and had surgery at OSU Hospital. Now I get a run 
around constantly. It is totally unfair system with a lack of care. 

85 Staff says one thing, I say another and they complained to the official who receives the 
complaint assumes the inmate is wrong or lying. 

 

37. The supervisor clearly addressed all parts of my informal complaint. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly disagree 40 48.8% 

Somewhat disagree 16 19.5% 

Somewhat agree 12 14.6% 

I have never filed an informal complaint 12 14.6% 

Strongly agree 2 2.4% 

TOTAL 82 100 % 
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38. The Institutional Inspector clearly addressed all parts of my formal grievance. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly disagree 31 37.8% 

I have never filed a formal grievance 19 23.2% 

Somewhat disagree 17 20.7% 

Somewhat agree 12 14.6% 

Strongly agree 3 3.7% 

TOTAL 82 100 % 

 

39. The Chief Inspector clearly addressed all parts of my grievance appeal. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

I have never filed an appeal 29 35.4% 

Strongly disagree 25 30.5% 

Somewhat disagree 17 20.7% 

Somewhat agree 7 8.5% 

Strongly agree 4 4.9% 

TOTAL 82 100 % 
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40. The Chief Inspector clearly addressed all parts of my grievance concerning the Warden or Institutional 
Inspector.  

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

I have never filed a grievance concerning the Warden or 
Institutional Inspector 

 

42 52.5% 

Somewhat disagree 20 25.0% 

Strongly disagree 10 12.5% 

Somewhat agree 6 7.5% 

Strongly agree 2 2.5% 

TOTAL 80 100 % 

 

41. The Inmate grievance process is really a “win or lose” situation. 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Strongly agree 29 36.7% 

No opinion 20 25.3% 

Somewhat agree 12 15.2% 

Strongly disagree 10 12.7% 

Somewhat disagree 8 10.1% 

TOTAL 79 100 % 

 

42.  Check each alternative to the Inmate Grievance Procedure you have used 

 

Survey Response 

1 Other-Family 

2 I have never used any other process.  

3 I have never used any other process. 

4 Inmate Advocacy Group. Other (Prisoner Solidarity). 

5 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. Other (U. S. Dept. of Justice/Civil 
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Rights Division). 

6 CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. Other (U. S. Department of Justice/Civil Rights Division). 

7 CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. Other (Prisoner Solidarity Organization). 

8 A lawyer or attorney. Advocacy Group. 

9 CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. 

10 CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. Other (United States Department of Justice/ Civil Rights 
Division). State of Ohio Medical Board. 

11 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. Other (NAACP, ACLU, Civil Suit, 
writing the government). 

12 A lawyer or attorney. 

13 I have never used any other process. 

14 Blank. 

15 I have never used any other process. 

16 I have never used any other process. 

17 Blank. 

18 Blank. 

19 I have never used any other process. 

20 Other. (Medical group assistance in Cincinnati). 

21 I have never used any other process. 

22 Blank. 

23 Blank. 

24 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. 

25 I have never used any other process. 

26 A lawyer or attorney. Other (State Representative Smith). 

27 CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. 

28 A lawyer or attorney. 

29 A lawyer or attorney. Other (Family called DRC Central Office and spoke to someone other 
than the Chief Inspector).  
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30 A lawyer or attorney. 

31 I have never used any other process. 

32 CIIC. 

33 A lawyer or attorney. 

34 I have never used any other process. 

35 Other (Family). 

36 I have never used any other process. 

37 I have never used any other process. 

38 A lawyer or attorney. Other (Family called DRC Central Office and spoke to someone other 
than the Chief Inspector). 

39 I have never used any other process. 

40 A lawyer or attorney. 

41 I have never used any other process. 

42 I have never used any other process. 

43 I have never used any other process. 

44 Lawyer.  CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. Other (class action law suits, pro se lawsuits). 

45 Lawyer or attorney. 

46 I have never used any other process. 

47 I have never used any other process. 

48 I have never used any other process. 

49 A lawyer or attorney. Other (A written letter). 

50 Blank. 

51 I have never used any other process. 

52 I have never used any other process. 

53 A lawyer or attorney. 

54 I have never used any other process. 

55 I have never used any other process. 
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56 I have never used any other process. 

57 CIIC. 

58 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group.  

59 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. Inmate Other (Federal Court) 

60 I have never used any other process. 

61 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. Inmate Other (Family members, friends) 

62 I have never used any other process. 

63 I have never used any other process. 

64 CIIC. 

65 A lawyer or attorney. 

66 I have never used any other process. 

67 CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group. 

68 Blank. 

69 I have never used any other process. 

70 I have never used any other process. 

71 I have never used any other process. 

72 A lawyer or attorney. 

73 I have never used any other process. 

74 CIIC. 

75 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. Inmate Advocacy Group.  

76 A lawyer or attorney. CIIC. 

77 CIIC. 

78 CIIC. 

79 CIIC. 

80 Blank. 

81 A lawyer or attorney. 

82 A lawyer or attorney. Other (inmate) 
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83 A lawyer or attorney. 

84 Blank. 

85 I have never used any other process. 

 

43. Were you ever retaliated against or treated unfairly for using any part of the grievance process? 

RESPONSE NUMBER PERCENT 

Yes 55 69.6% 

No 14 17.7% 

I have never used the grievance system 10 12.7% 

TOTAL 79 100 % 

 

43a.    If you were retaliated against or treated unfairly, please explain how this was done 

Survey Response 

1 Blank. 

2 Blank. 

3 Called names by staff also moved my rack many times. 

4 I was moved a bunch of times. I was moved to a rack with an inmate with HIV. And 
Correctional Officers gave me a hard time. 

5 I wrote a staff member up. He got upset and had staff and inmate friends of his place tobacco 
in my area. He also told other Officers to shake me down repeatedly. He put his hands on me 
twice. But do they care here no! But that’s ok, God see’s everything. 

6 I was taken to the segregation when I appealed the RIB decision. My appeal was never seen. 
I have been harassed by being shaken down several times a week; made to do extra work, job 
changes, conduct reports for no reason. Even had to suffer verbal abuse.                                     

7 I was taken our of my job because I wrote a grievance on the condition of the OSP camp 
bathroom. I was then retaliated against by getting sent to the hole (segregation), and then I 
appealed the RIB decision and never heard anything back from my appeal (it has been six 
months). I wrote the issue up and still got retaliated on by the Correctional Officers getting 
shook down twice in a week. I was made to shave my head, called names, and lost my 
transfer. 

8 Disrespected and threatened by an Officer that I complained against as well as other Officers. 
My cell is constantly searched and destroyed. Items are taken and flushed down the toilet.  
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9 By being shook down and petty things. Taking things that are not contraband are taken and 
destroyed. Our Sgt openly states if we file complaints we have to expect retaliation. On 
4/25/07, he stated to me “if you argue with or write up an officer, you have to expect a 
shakedown” or if you “write up” an Officer for slamming doors, you have to expect them to 
be slammed harder! 

10 In addressing the medical department, that Doctor is treating me in a frivolous manner 
concerning an injury to my back and knee. Using evasive medical tactics to deny me 
medication that help for years in me using Health care slips. Due to on-going permanent 
injuries that I had been treated for since 2004. Retaliated unjustly by charging me $3.00 ten 
times for $30 all at once. In addition, the Doctor stopped my skin care regime that I was on 
for Euzema, which is also documented, as chronic. This was done in retaliation.  

11 My mail is tampered with, lost, damaged, given to other inmates, and withheld. The cell is 
“tossed” with all property “tossed” everywhere. Food items are opened, tampered with, and 
“tossed” everywhere; I am denied access to the phone, recreation, and restroom facilities. I 
am often left “stranded” in the shower for 30 minutes or more. I am openly threatened. 

12 Blank. 

13 I got shipped to OSP Camp.  

14 Blank. 

15 I was lied to and had proof, but no one wanted to hear or see that.  

16 N/A. 

17 Blank. 

18 Your whole system needs serious modifications. 

19 They keep shaking you down and picking with you (harassing inmates).  

20 Constantly cell searched and personal property destroyed and confiscated without a ticket or 
receipt. When escorted, handcuffs and legs are placed on too tight causing my blood 
circulation to stop, leaving bruises. 

21 I was shaken down during the entire month of May because I wrote up a Correctional 
Officer. I was harassed by all shifts and they were not recorded. 

22 Threats and constant shakedowns. 

23 The staff will say it will not work. They will just throw it away. After that they will make 
your time harder by constantly harassing you and lying on you. It is just not worth it. 

24 Small time harassment tactics by way of overzealous cell shakedowns; having personal 
effects being discarded over the floor, etc. 

25 Blank. 
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26 While I have been retaliated against, this was not a normal response. In my opinion this was 
for two probable reasons: 1.-the staff member involved was a rogue employee and by 
definition his behavior was not normal, and 2.-Staff who seem likely to be most dangerous 
often do not have informal complaints and grievances filed against them because the reason 
for the complaint may make the problem worse. As such, in 24 years I have filed only five 
informal complaints. Having suffered myriad indignities, which could have been grieved.         

27 Correctional Officers will write false conduct reports to get me placed in segregation or have 
Officers set up inmates. 

28 Shakedowns, property destroyed, physical abuse, mail tampered with, denied visits, denied 
recreation, verbal abuse and taunting, denied trays (food), placed into disciplinary 
segregation on falsified charges. 

29 I was sent to segregation on false “fighting” ticket only to have it dismissed after serving 
seven days in segregation. Written up on several false conduct reports for disobeying orders 
and convicted by RIB even though they found that I was never given an order of any kind. 
Regularly have cell shakedowns and all property is put in such disarray that it takes two to 
three days to straighten out. Have mail “lost” by staff. Subjected to verbal abuse by staff 
members. 

30 I have had cell trashed because of using the grievance procedure. 

31 Broke my TV and did not pay me for it. Now, I have no TV at all, but I borrowed a black and 
white TV from the state. 

32 Constant shakedowns, the taking and destroying of property by the Officers, conduct reports 
being written up on a non-essential matter, harassment from the Officers that were mentioned 
in the complaint. 

33 I was retaliated against because I filed a grievance against a Lieutenant and you have my 
grievance being filed. My mail has been messed with, my cell is always searched. My 
religious books are held for a long time after they have arrived here at the prison. 

34 Knowing that outside people are involved, they try to put you in segregation so they can go 
through all your legal work and take items out that need to help your case or cases and if that 
does not work, then they wait until you leave the cell or any reason and do a shakedown and 
paper work gets lost that way. 

35 An employee harassed me after writing him up. It carried on for several weeks until I had my 
family press the issue to outside sources.                                  

36 I was being treated with respect and my stuff was not getting messed up. But now that I have 
written up a Correctional Officer, my stuff gets torn up every time I come out to recreation. 
Other Officers called me a snitch.                          

37 

 

Blank. 

182 
 



38 Filed a grievance on the Medical Department. They cut my medications. Filed on Mental 
Health and was taken off the Mental Health Caseload. Treated unfairly during hearings such 
as Security Reviews, Privilege Reviews, and RIB Hearing because of my use of the 
grievance system and litigation against OSP. 

39 N/A. 

40 Mail delivery and posting of money orders to my account seemed to really slow down after 
the complaint was filed. 

41 Blank. 

42 Blank. 

43 Staff often conducts unfair shakedowns in a disrespectful manner. Staff often tries to turn 
inmates against each other by using mass punishment.  

44 I was placed in level 5B, more as a result of my complaints and grievances against the 
Institution for not complying with the agreements made to Death Row inmates by OSP staff 
prior to moving to OSP from ManCI. I am currently serving 30 months for a mere “fist fight” 
that at any other institution would have only resulted in six months of Local Control and 
Disciplinary Control.  

45 Being denied visitation recreation being singled out with strip searches and shakedowns 
unscheduled destruction of personal property, and receiving conduct reports with no chance 
to contest or argue the result. 

46 I filed an appeal against the Lebanon Correctional Institution for keeping my property, and 
they denied that I ever owned any of it. I had evidence to prove it. The appeal is in Columbus 
now. I filed it in January and still no response, even after just sending a letter asking. That is 
unfair, because they will not compensate me for my loss. 

47 After I wrote the Unit Manager, she then wrote me up saying that I disrespected her by 
stating that I allegedly called her names.                                                                                       

48 I asked to see the people that I grieved against and they refused to see me or help me. 

49 Blank. 

50 This Correctional Officer was messing with another inmates’ food so I wrote it up and now 
he messes with me every chance he gets by calling me out my name messing my cell up. 

51 The Lieutenant told Officers that I snitched on them about dereliction of duties. Officers told 
inmates that I am snitch. This occurs often. Supervisors tell Officers that you wrote a 
complaint; the Officers call you a snitch.  

52 Certain Correctional Officers have said, “because you wrote an informal complaint, I will 
keep messing up your living quarters when I search your cell.” 

53 There ungodly kangaroo court by the RIB Board here. Found me guilty of things I did not do 
and was not allowed to call witnesses to prove my innocence. 
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54 Blank. 

55 Not retaliated against. 

56 I wrote up a Correctional Officer at the Belmont Correctional Institution. When I did this he 
wrote a conduct report on me and blatantly lied on me. My dorm Sergeant investigated and 
found out the Officer was lying, but he still found me guilty of the ticket. After I continued 
the grievance procedure, I was threatened with physical harm, removed from my dorm, and 
harassed by several staff. 

57 Whenever we file an ICR against an Officer, that Officer will tell other Officers verbal 
harassment. Verbal harassment cannot ever really be proved. Inmate versus a Correctional 
Officer’s word. Also, the way we are shaken down by the Officers. 

58 Correctional Officer wrote a ticket on me to counter my 1999 grievance against her 
inappropriate action. Her ticket written two weeks after my grievance got me 60 days 
commissary restriction since she was a Commissary Supervisor at the time. Her husband, the 
Lieutenant, shakes my cell down whenever he sees me at recreation and says I got you to this 
day. 

59 In 1996 at the Lebanon Correctional Institution, I sued for retaliation under 1983 
constitutional claim. 

60 Questions are not answered or are answered to be effective. Remedy prison staff or Officers 
always believed over inmate. 

61 Many times. Once in medical I wrote up medical for a very dirty cell. Two weeks later they 
put me in a broken cell toilet. All the other cells were empty. Medical staff has helped put me 
in a dirty cell. 

62 Blank. 

63 Having my cell shaken down repeatedly. 

64 Blank. 

65 Blank. 

66 After filling out a grievance, my bed and my box were torn up everyday for a week. While I 
was at work, stuff was taken until I produced a receipt.  

67 Blank. 

68 Blank. 

69 I have not been, but I have seen others being punished through retaliation.  

70 Blank. 

71 Blank. 
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72 I complained that the Case Manager and Quartermaster were never available and was called 
a snitch by the Quartermaster. 

73 N/A. 

74 I’d rather put it on tape what half the SOCF Officers done to me in October 18, 2001 and 
July 4, 2000. All on 2nd Shift. I know the Officers name that did this to me.  

75 Property “lost”, “accidentally” torn, broke, and destroyed. Held to the “letter of the rules”, 
the “word” is put out amongst staff on you. (Nothing inmates can prove), which at the very 
least means no benefit-of-the –doubt.  

76 I wrote one Correctional Officer up. So that it did not look so obvious, the Officer had his 
buddy on a different shift tear my cell up under the disguise of a random shakedown. He 
wrote me up for something petty. Staff is actually a gang, especially here at OSP. 

77 Officer or staff harassed me by shaking down cells. I have been assaulted by staff, lied on by 
staff in conduct reports, placed in segregation, had personal property taken such as a cassette 
tape, radio, and TV’s. Staff has lied and said that his property was contraband, transferred to 
a higher security prison. 

78 Blank. 

79 The allegation is a moot subject because it would be very hard to prove. But, I have had 
personal items broken. False conduct reports written, and another inmate let out of his cell to 
fight me for a Correctional Officer. 

80 Blank. 

81 Blank. 

82 They have to open our cells for things or to go to the bathroom. So, the staff takes their time 
and is looking at you laughing or might make you use the bathroom on yourself. Take you 
off the outside recreation list when you want to go outside. They leave us locked in the hot 
shower (the size is smaller than a phone booth), after people have been trying to get you out. 
The same when you are trying to get out the cell after using the bathroom. If you are going in 
to stay, then he will make you stand by your cell door between 30 to 45 minutes before 
opening it.  

83 While I was in North Central Correctional Facility, I had 90 % of my personal property 
stolen from me, which I was being taken to the hole and when I was being moved to MCI. I 
noticed a lot of my property was missing and I told the Correctional Officers about my 
missing property. I wanted to see a White Shirt about it. They rushed me out of them and 
tricked me into signing my property receipt. They stated on my property receipt that I gave 
all my property away. That was a lie. 

84 I was treated like I did something wrong at the Lorain Correctional Institution by the 8A 
Case Manager. The Case Manager talked to me very rudely and lied as well. At OSP, I am 
completely getting the runaround in regard to getting simple knee brace. The wet kitchen 
floor at the Pickaway Correctional Institution is what caused the knee injury.  

185 
 



85 Blank. 

 

44.  What would you change of anything about the Inmate Grievance Procedure? 

 

Survey Response 

1 If the inmate is not satisfied, they can take it to an outside court. But, many inmates do not 
know how. Keep this in mind; unless a person has been an inmate, they really are not able to 
look at any given situation from an inmate’s perspective.   

2 Everything. 

3 Create a new procedure. 

4 I would reduce the time it takes to fix the problem.  

5 I would change the whole process. I would hire a grievance liaison that is not part of the 
institution staff and a mediator for each institution so that complaints could be verified at the 
time of filing. You (CIIC) need to come here ASAP to talk to us one on one. Take a look at 
our utilities and bathrooms, and water. I could not even get ice, please help us all. Help 
protect the rights of individuals, or stop the spread of disease, beatings, and retaliation.  

6 I believe it should be looked at by the Ohio State Highway Patrol and taken to a private 
agency to ensure a reasonable outcome. To be even taken seriously would be a good start.  

7 I would have the Ohio State Highway Patrol investigate the issues or have an outside agency 
correspond with the Chief Inspector. There is a deliberate indifference with the Institution 
Inspector and the Chief Inspector. Nothing is ever done, and no issues are ever resolved. The 
staff becomes abusive to discourage you not to write grievances. 

8 For there to be a committee to hear all informal complaints and grievances. One of the 
members would have to be the Head Chaplin, one White Shirt, and our Case Manager similar 
to the RIB Board. One or two members outside of three panel members to fully and 
thoroughly investigate all complaints and report their findings to the three- member panel. 
Right now the inmate grievance process is a big joke and is corrupt. For inmates, the inmate 
grievance procedure is always a “losing” situation. Especially if it is against staff members. 
Their favorite words are “we will monitor the situation”. 

9 Find an unbiased advocate ready to rule fairly for both inmates and staff. The OSP Inspector 
is married to the Commissary Supervisor, and his Assistant used to be an Officer. The 
Inspector’s Assistant has openly stated that inmates cannot be trusted to tell the truth. Staff 
are free and encouraged to lie ignore the actual complaint and give inmates the run-a-round 
responses with no accountability. Our UMA says it is ok for our Unit Manager to do so.  

10 I would like someone employed, not actually in direct ties, with the Department of 
Corruption to clearly investigate many of the complaints that the DRC deals with daily. 
Overall, eliminate the Family Affair, husband, wives, brothers, and sisters. That is an 
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outbreak with in giving inmate’s and prisoners a fair shake.  

11 I would scrap it and get an outside advocacy group that has no connections to the ODRC that 
would be a full-time staff in all prisons. Prisoners could go to them directly and have their 
problems addressed immediately. I would have a Highway Patrol Officer Station in every 
prison so that prisoners can directly report abuse, assaults, and human rights violations and 
have them promptly investigated. 

12 Have someone we (inmates) could go to about our complaints or grievances that will take 
care of it and not have us filling out useless paperwork. 

13 Blank. 

14 It would be nice to get a response for one. But when dealing with Officers threatening 
inmates a committee should have to see both parties at the same time and hear both sides of 
the incident that has taken place. To get no response at all is totally unprofessional and 
unacceptable. 

15 I think we should be allowed to see an actual person. 

16 N/A. 

17 I would like to talk directly to the head of Columbus (DRC Director) if I had a problem, it 
might get resolved in a better way. Because at OSP, no one cares about the inmates. It all 
about the staff. 

18 Blank. 

19 Blank. 

20 That the grievance procedure be more spontaneous than prolonged. 

21 I would like to talk to someone who cares because at OSP, no one cares about the inmate. It 
is all about the staff and it is not fair. 

22 Both parties meet face to face. 

23 It’s availability to inmates, and I would figure something out that would make sure the 
grievance was received. 

24 I would change its unreliability in having the inmate’s issues resolved instead of dismissing it 
because staff will maintain loyalty to staff it seems above all.  

25 My opinion is that there are too many complaints made that are just nonsense.  

26 For the most part, the grievance system seems to work. I would suggest having an 
independent review system of all grievances and informal complaints in Columbus, 
regardless of how the complaints were resolved. In this way, systemic problems may be more 
accurately identified, monitored, and corrected by an impartial party that is wholly separate 
from the institutional cultures of any given prison.  
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27 Investigate. Have one outside committee investigate all grievance appeals. People who are 
not hired by the ODRC. 

28 Inspector would be appointed from “outside” of the Institutional staff ranks and rotated 
regularly. Staff members punished if proven that they ignored legitimate complaints. Inmates 
punished for filing frivolous complaints. “All” facets of complaints/grievances addressed and 
not summarily dismissed due to one. More investigation into legitimate complaints and 
grievances. 

29 Replace the Chief Inspector position with a mediator or some form of arbitrator with 
experience in administrative, Constitutional law and prison security policies and concerns 
that is independent at the ODRC and the Director. Require the prison staff to participate in 
the mediation process or any complaints the mediator finds that are not frivolous.  

30 Stop the retaliation. 

31 Get someone who will truly investigate the problem and come up to OSP to interview 
Inmates and Officers about the problem.  

32 Interview the inmate as to the problem at hand. This way the staff and/or Inspector can see or 
hear first hand as to the problem. What they do here is talk to the inmate or inmate witnesses 
as AR 5120-9-31 states that they should do. 

33 Make people (staff) to be held accountable for their false statements.  

34 More “outside involvement” threw the grievance procedure that is the only way inmates will 
be “truly fair.”                                      

35 No. 

36 I would change that if you write-up anything having to do with OSP staff, it should be sent 
straight to Columbus. We (inmates) are getting retaliated against for writing up staff. 
Something really needs to be done about this. 

37 Blank. 

38 Make Supervisors responsible for their action and inactions dealing with complaints. Make 
special medical complaint section in which the people of medical training answer ICR, 
grievances, appeals, and dealing with medical/mental health issue. Hold institution 
Inspectors and Chief Inspector accountable. Hold staff accountable for their actions. 

39 I would make sure logical people look at the complaints. It seems like grievances and 
informal complaints are not taken seriously. Every time that I have filed this paperwork, they 
(staff) always find a way to cover up the injustices of the Correctional Officer in the wrong 
so I would put logical people in charge of the grievance process because inmates do have 
legitimate complaints.  

40 Have someone in charge that is not part of the staff. An unbiased individual who can be 
objective and report to someone who will take proper action. Good or bad and not be 
concerned that their job will be in jeopardy. 
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41 Nothing. 

42 See to it that one’s complaint is properly resolved at the Informal Complaint level by 
demanding that staff members use a fair understanding of mastered unfrivolous complaints 
that gets to the point and answers with the astute that is acquired of them. 

43 Hold staff accountable for deliberate rules infractions. I go to segregation for disrespect to 
staff. When staff disrespects inmates nothing happens. 

44 I would bypass complaints concerning local Unit Staff members, supervisors, and complain 
directly to the UMA. Local staff and Unit staff Supervisors have a tendency to “ride 
together”, and complain on the local level concerning staff problems only serves to “warn” 
staff members of possible investigation thus permitting staff members and supervisors to 
elaborate their stories and invent lies and set inmates up for retaliation tactics.  

45 You need to make Institution Inspectors and Chief Inspectors Office unbiased that you need 
to take these responsibilities from state employees and give them to an entity outside of the 
prison system such as a citizens review board. Which you will ignore because you are all a 
bunch of prison personnel from other states. Imagine that. I call that a monopoly.  

46 Answer back at a reasonable time. Treat every grievance as though you are filing it. Review 
evidence thoroughly before making a decision. Given compensation when evidence is 
sufficient to support a claim.  

47 If you write a person up, it should not be to their Supervision, but to an anonymous 
Supervisor because when you report a person to their Supervisor. They are cool with each 
other and will not discipline them like say someone else’s supervisor.  

48 That the process was a more simple and less route to have to take. 

49 It would be a lot simpler and easier to understand. Also you would be able to find out the 
outcome of your complaint. Just as a Correctional Officer can find out the you received a 
number amount of days in segregation for your infraction. 

50 I would make it work really fix the problems that inmates are having.  

51 I would get an outside source that is unconnected to ODRC to handle all grievances. A state 
worker will indefinitely protect another state worker and their department from a possible 
lawsuit. An Officer will help another Officer and most inspectors are former Correctional 
Officers or they are friendly with the Correctional Officers. 

52 I will enforce the state members to investigate more and answer our grievances faster. 

53 Replace a lot of staff that refuses to do the job they are hired to do and required to do.  

54 Blank. 

55 I really do not know much about the grievance process to suggest any changes.  

56 To make sure the claims would be property investigated. If a staff member were found guilty 
of any wrongdoing, they would have to apologize and be punished according to their 
transgression. Inmates should be informed of said staff members’ punishment so they will 
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know how the grievance procedure works. Any staff member found guilty of retaliation 
should be fired. We as inmates are being held accountable for our crimes, so should the staff. 

57 Mandatory that each issue is answered on an ICR and not picked. Also, that the answers 
actually “match” what we are complaining about. 

58 Consulting prisoners during alleged investigation and trust investigating a grievance 
procedure with meaningful results.  

59 Blank. 

60 Make it plain; make it real. Meaning: have the intent of the procedures, policies, rules be fair, 
based on reality including laws and rehabilitation.          

61 Have survey mailed out to Columbus (DRC Central Office). 

No one that sleeps together should be in the grievance procedure together against inmate.  

Make staff do the jobs they are paid to do. 

62 Blank. 

63 Blank. 

64 Response time, if not respond back within a certain time period, grievance goes in favor of 
the inmate. Exonerate the issue at hand. 

65 Nothing. 

66 I do not know. 

67 I would get a team to look into matters that is not from Central Office or your office (CIIC) 
does not help. 

68 Blank. 

69 When issues such as the poor bathroom conditions are supposedly resolved, there are no 
more follow-ups. It is easy to cover up an issue for a short period of time but not long term. 
Even having our restrooms closed for seven hours was never correctly addressed. No other 
institutions implement this policy but again, no one follows up on it. 

70 Blank. 

71 Blank. 

72 It should be handled one-on-one with anonymity, face-to-face. 

73 N/A. 

74 It is hard to put in words or on paper.  

75 The prison with the most grievances each year should be penalized by the ODRC. The 
Inspector should have significant penalties so that they have to choose their job or cover for 

190 
 



191 
 

bad behavior. Each institution should be viewed as courts with Columbus being the final 
court. Far fewer cases should be in Columbus or there is evidence that an inspector is rubber-
stamping. The Inspector should only be able to respond to the ICR response. When an ICR, 
grievance, or appeal is favorable to prisoners, it should be enforced all over Ohio, with each 
inmate. Often each of us grieving an issue that has already been denied inside the prison. 

 

76 Nothing as far as the process, it can work if applied correctly. It is the people who are in 
authority to maintain and enforce these policies. It is a rogue “us against them” mentality. 
Therefore, none of it works.  

77 The Inspectors of all the institutions and Chief Inspectors need to be honest when 
investigating grievance and stop the support of bad conduct by staff against inmates. They 
need to stop being biased against inmate’s complaints and grievances. 

78 To have an independent person reviews the grievance and not the prison Inspector who is 
friends with prison staff. 

79 That people who work for the penal system that has no connections with any staff at the 
institutions or Columbus. That can solely base their decisions on witnesses, evidence, or the 
haves and the have not’s as a whole. 

80 Blank. 

81 Less personal, leave one copy that the inmate keeps. It becomes like a passport so the next 
supervisor sees the stamp of the previous Supervisor. Use pictograms along with a grievance 
form to show how to make and send. 

82 We were not sent here to be punished and we are. Every time we turn around we are being 
punished because we cannot see movies that are on TV and cable now. Why? Because it is 
guys that are here to be punished. So, we are not allowed to see adult movies and we are 
paying for them. These people just pass us on to the next person in line and not even answer 
the problems.  

83 I filed an informal grievance to the NCCI Institution Inspector. He denied my grievance 
because of what an Officer put on my property receipt that I gave me my property away and 
the Chief Inspector also denied me because of what the NCCI Inspector said. I was retaliated 
against by NCCI staff because of my incident that got me in Court…”found not guilty”. 

84 Make the people in charge do there job. Do not let them get away with how they treat 
inmates? They continually spin you around the loop hoping you will drop it sooner or later. I 
will contact an attorney and try to make them pay for the unfair treatment. 

85 Appeals to Columbus would not cost me an envelope to file. If a state employee is found to 
have broken a rule or state regulation then they should suffer some type of repercussion to 
prevent further violations. Otherwise the grievance procedure continues to be a sham. 
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