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Fouise was, like me, a child of the
1950s. Unlike me, she had a trou-
bled childhood, going into Local
Authority care aged 14. Having left
secondary education without quali-
fications, she worked in retail. She
married and had three sons, but
separated from her husband.

In her early 30s, living apart
from her children, she became
addicted to heroin. For some years
she was in an abusive relationship
with a partner who was also heroin
dependent. Their dependence
was costing them £60 ($120) per
day and their whole lives revolved
around obtaining enough money
for drugs. Louise also used crack
cocaine and benzodiazepines.

In mid-2004, still 2 heroin addict,
Louise was convicted of theft and
breach of a community punish-
ment. She was sent to prison for
three months. It was the first ime
she had been in custody. In prison,
Louise was started on a detoxifica-
tion regime, which she found dif-
ficult. Reports say she was agitated,
tearful, and weak.

A few weeks later, she was
recorded as being much better.
The priscn doctor arranged for her

* to have one day’s medication to take

home with her on discharge from
prison (she had served just a few
weeks in custody). She was given a
letter to take to any doctor’s surgery
to assist her in getting an appoint-
ment. Louise did not collect the
medication prior to leaving prison.

See VULNERABIE, next page

Inspection ot

Independent Inspection Challenges
Conditions of Confinement at
Bedford Hills Correctional Facility

in New York State

by the Correctional Association of New York’s Women in Prison Project Visiting

Committee

Editor’s Note: Int the United States, the Cor
rectional Association of New York has rare siat-
wlory authorizalion for a privale organization
Lo conduct regular inspections of state prisons.
According fo the organization’s website:

In 1846, the New York Stale Legisla-
ture passed a law granting the Cor-
rectional Association of New York the
authority to visit prisons throughout
the state and to issue reporis of find-
ings on conditions to policymakers. The
Prison Visiting Project is the arm of the
Correctional Associalion that carries
out this unique legislative auihorily.
Each month, the Correctional Associa-
tiom visits one of New York’s 70 state
correclional facilities, branching out
to all corners of the prison including
cellblocks und dormitories, classrooms
and wndustry shops, psychiatric units,
medical clinics, protective custody, and
disciplinary housing. We interview
inmates, correction officers, teachers,
counselors, and medical siaff. We
communicate our findings to facility
superintendents in debriefing sessions
ai the end of the visit and through
wrrillen reports copied to the Commis-
sioner of Department of Correctional
Services (DOCS) and high-level state
polieymakers.

The particular inspection described in this
article was conducied in confunction with the
organization’s Women in Prison Project.

This article, imited by available space,
Jocuses only on certain paris of a lavger
reporl. For a copy of the complete report,
Report on Conditions of Confinement
at Bedford Hills Correctional Facility
Based on Correctional Association Visits
Conducted in January and July 2007,
go to the Correctional Association’s website,
www.CorrectionalAssociation.org. The
complete report also contains all footnotes
and bibliographical references, which have
been removed from this version, again for
reasons of shace.

The Bedford Hills Correctional Facii-
ity is New York State’s only maximum-
security prison for women. Members of
the Correctional Association’s Women in
Prison Project Visiting Comunittee con-
ducted visits to Bedford Hills on January
9, July 2, and July 16, 2007.

At the time of the January 2007 visit,
there were 815 inmates at Bedford Hills;
the facility’s capacity is 960. As of January
2006, roughly 49% of the population was
African American, 28% was Caucasian,
and 18% was Latina. Seventy-one per-
cent were mothers and 59% were from

See INSPECTION, page 9
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end’ of the noncustodial disposils by
providing the facilities for condition
of residence, curfew, and tagging.
These centers would also be suitable
for women either on bail or being
released from prison with no suit-
able accommodation.”

» Small local custodial units: “For
those women for whom a custodial
sentence is necessary, siall custodial
units should gradually replace the
system of women’s prisons which
should be dismantled and incor-
porated into the male estate. The
new units should be easily acces-
sible for visitors, for example, in city
centers. Over time they should be
removed from the Prison Service
and run by specialists in working
with women...Units should have 20
to 30 women.”

As one who has argued for many
years for smaller, community-based, low
security “prisons” for women, I warmly
welcome Baroness Corston’s ideas. I also
welcome the proposals for Women’s
Centers. But T do not want to be naive
about the challenges that community-
based facilities face. The levels of emo-
tional, material, and health care need
amongst the women entrapped in the
criminal justice system are very great. As
anyone with any experience of tackling
addictions or helping those with mental
health problems knows, providing for
those needs is a major challenge.

Oxford Study

The women coming into the new facili-
ties recomumended by The Corston Report
will resemble those in a recent study
of women prisoners conducted by the
Department of Public Health at the Uni-
versity of Oxford. (See Plugge, Douglas,
and Patrick, 2006.) This study found:

1

* 85% of the women smoked;
* 42% drank alcohol in excess;
* 75% used illegal drugs;

* 27% had been paid for sex;

* 16% had sclf-harmed in the previous
month;

* 83% reported a long-standing ill-
ness; and

» 73% were taking prescribed medi-
cation.

a panacea than it has proved for those
with mental health problems.
Desistance from drugs and crime is
not easily achieved. For that reason—
and because British society (perhaps
Western society as a whole) is now less
tolerant of those who offend repeat-
edly—decarceration should not be seen
as an end in itself. If women like Louise
and Janice are to be enabled to lead
healthier, more rewarding, less crime-
prone lives, and to be protected from

The Oxford study discovered that the health
of female drug users actually tended to improve
during their time in prison. Once relatively clear
of drugs, women prisoners put on weight,
get their teeth fixed, and access medical services.

The Oxford study discovered that
the health of female drug users actually
tended to improve during their time in
prison. Casual empiricism suggests the
same: Once relatively clear of drugs,
women prisoners put on weight, get
their teeth fixed, and access medical
services. The women in the Oxford
study highlighted the regular meals,
shelter, and protection from violence
as particularly positive aspects of the
prison regime.

I draw attention to this work not to
suggest that prison is a good thing, or
that the present use of imprisonment for
women whose offenses represent a soctal
nuisance rather than a threat to public
safety is anything other than “dispropor-
ticnate, ineffective and unkind” {words
Tused in myy Styal report). Rather, itis to
caution that “care in the community” for
vulnerable women prisoners is no more

male violence and abuse, reducing the
use of imprisonment is only the start of
the process, not its conclusion.
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New York City or its suburbs. About 63%
were serving lime for a violent offense
{compared to 38% for women system-
wide) and 21% were serving time for a
drug offense (compared to over 34%
system-wide). The median age was 37,
Roughly 74% reported having a history
of alcohol or substance abuse before

prison. Seventy percent were first-time
felony offenders. The median minimum
sentence was seven-and-a-half years
(compared to roughly three years for
women system-wide) and the median
time to earliest release was almost three
years. ]
Over the course of the visits, we spoke
to or corresponded with more than 100

inmates. This article describes our main
concerns related to prison conditions,
provides an overview of academic and
vocational programs, summmarizes our
meetings with correctional and civil-
ian staff, and makes recommendations
based on the information we gathered
from both inmates and staff.

See INSPECTION, next page

©2007 Civic Research Inslitute. Photocopying or olher repreduction without writlen permission is expressly prohibited and is a violation of copyright.




10 WOMEN, GIRLS & CRIMINAL JUSTICE

December/January 2008

INSPECTION, from page 9

Principal Concerns

Qur principal concerns about condi-
tions include the following:

* An increasingly tense overall atmo-
sphere;

* The negative effect of a more puni-
tive and hostile prison environment
on inmate/staff morale and rela-
tions, facility safety, and efficient
operations, and the vitality of pro-
grams;

« Contentious officerinmate relations,
inconsistent enforcement of rules

and regulations, and decreasing reli- .

ance by officers on internal dispute
resolution mechanisms;

s Officer verbal harassment and exces-
sive use of force, including a recent
disturbing incident, currently under
investigation by DOCS’ Investigator
General (IG), involving an officer
who, unprovoked by any physical
confrontation, punchcd awoman in
the face with enough force to knock
her to the ground;

* A dysfunctional grievance system;

* The implementation of more restric-
tive cell lock/movement policies;

+ Inappropriate use of cameras and
uneven application of camera poli-
cies;

¢ Delays in the facility’s visiting process
and Family Reunion Program;

* The absence of computers in the law
library; and

» Restrictive clothing policies and
unsuitable footwear.

With its many programs run by DOCS,
volunteers, and inmates, and its track
record of providing incarcerated women
with opportunities Lo serve their time
productively, Bedford Hills has been,
in many ways, one of the facilities clos-
est to achieving the Department’s goal
of mainiaining a “stable and humane
‘community’ environmen/[i] in which
all participants, staff and inmates, can
perform their required tasks wi th asense
of satisfaction.”

The aferementioned issues indicate
that the facility has veered from this
path. Instead of increasing safety and
a sense of community, the regulation
changes, deteriorating overall aimo-
sphere, and shifting tone of inmate-
officer interactions have exacerbated

1

problems, heightened tension, and
increased the likelihood of confronta-
tion and conflict.

Additionally, it seems that certain pol-
icy changes may have been developed
in an effort to ensure that operations
al Bedford Hills parallel those at other
maximum-security prisons in the state.
While the Department should maintain
policies aimed at securing the safety of
inmates and staff, altering practices at
Bedford Hills to bring the facility in line
with other maximum security prisons is
misguided: Bedford is New York’s only
maximum-security prison for women—
its policies and practices, like those atall
women's facilities, should be suited to
and developed with an understanding
of the specific realities of women’s lives
and experiences. These realities include
that incarcerated women are more likely
than their male counterparts to:

» Have survived intimate partner abuse
and experienced physical and sexual
violence;

+ Suffer from mental health issues;

* Report substance abuse problems
prior to arrest;

* Place particular importance on sus-
taining relationships and maintain-
ing a sense of community;

* Be less violent while in custody;
* Be parenis,

® Have been primary caregivers for
their children before arrest;

* Rely on individuals and agencies
other than another parent to care
for children during prison; and

* Have entered prison in dire eco-
nomic circumstances and with less
education and lower employment
rates.

This view is cchoed in the National
Institute of Corrections’ recent study on
elfective intervention and management
of criminal justice-involved women,
Gender-Responsive Strategies. Conducted
over the course of three years, this study
urges states to acknowledge that “gender
makes a difference” and to improve
outcomes for women “in institutional
and community settings” by developing
genderresponsive policies in all areas
of prison life.

With regard to programs at Bedford,
we were pleased to hear positive com-
ments from inmates and staff about the
facility’s college program, academic

and vocational classes, Department of
Labor apprenticeships, Puppies Behind
Bars program (in which inmates train
puppies to hecome seeing-eyc dogs for
the blind), Children's Center, parenting
programs, and nursery. We commend
the Superintendent for continuing to
run these valuable programs, which
allow inmates to build vseful skills and
serve themselves and the cutside com-
munity in a productive way.

Officer-Inmate Relations

Deteriorating Overall Relations and
Weakening of Internal Dispute Reso-
lution Mechanisms. Although interac-
tions with some officers continued to
be smooth and professional, women
reported that interactions with many
officers had become significantly more
tense over the past 18 months. Inmates
shared a general sense that front line
officers and higher ranking correction
staff had been instructed to adopta more
punitive stance in dealing with inmates
and to refrain from taking an active role
in resolving problems through talking
and communication. As a result, certain
officers were increasingly opting to issue
tickets, place inmates in prehearing con-
finement, or allow situations to devolve
into more serious confrontations. These
changes seemed to have a particularly
detrimental affect on certain officers,
encouraging—instead of tempering—
their negative attitudes and harmful
behavioral tendencies.

Excessive Use of Force by a Small
Segment of Officers. Inmates reported
that a small number of correction
staff consistently engaged in overly
aggressive behavior and, in the most
severe cases, used force not to restrain
or control, but to inflict pain. Recent
examples cited by inmates include:

* An officer who punched an inmate
in the face;

* An officer who closed a cell deor on
an inmate’s leg for a lengthy period
of time;

¢ An officer who grabbed an older
inmate forcefully by the throat; and

» Multiple officers who had kicked,
krieed, and vigorously twisted arms
while restraining inmates.

The view among women was also
that less was being done by the prison
administration to prevent unwarranted

force and respond to situations when
See INSPECTION, next poge
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they did occur. The incident involving
an officer who used a closed fist to hit
an inmate in the face warrants special
attention and action. The information
we have gathered thus far indicates that
this officer approached two women
in Bedford’s 113 building yard and—
unprovoked by any physical actions by
the inmates—yelled at the women and
punched one of them {who was in a full

- leg brace because of a prior injury) in

her jaw with enough force to knock her
to the ground.

The incident occurred on June 2 in
full view of dozens of inmates and a few
correction staff members as well. A num-
ber of women stated that this officer had
displayed unstable behavior in the past,
including using excessive force, and
sexually and verbally harassing inmates.
The two women involved in the incident
were each given three-month sentenc-
es in Bedford’s Special Housing Unit
(SHU). As far as we know, the officer
continues to work in his usual positions
within the facility and to interact freely
with the inmate population.

Itappears clear that this officer did not
employ the use of force as a “last resort to
control inmates”—the standard articulat-
ed by the American Correctional Associa-
tion. We strongly urge Bedford’s adminis-
tration and the Department to remove the
officer involved in the June 2 ncident—or
at least reassign him to a noncontact
position—pending the outcome of the
IG investigation.

The circumstances of this incident,
its damaging effect on the prison envi-
ronment, and the lack of response
by the prison administration and the
Department are highly problematic.
The message effectively communicated
to inmatesis that the facility will tolerate
excessive use of force (at least pending
an IG investigation) and will “side with
officers” no matter what the circum-
stances. Sending this kind of message
heightens inmates’ frustration and
increases the likelihood of verbal and
physical confrontations between inmates
and officers, and among inmates thermn-
selves. In addition, the overwhelming
majority of women who experienced
and witnessed the June 2 interaction
are survivors of abuse—many suffered
violence at the hands of a male partner
before prison. This type of incident can
very well retraumatize survivors and trig-

1

ger symptoms of Post Traumatic Stress
Disorder (PTSD), which can include
flashbacks, self-destructive acts, emo-
tional dissociation, difficulty sleeping,
and irritable and aggressive behavior.

Inconsistent Enforcement of Rules
and Policies. Many women rated irregu-
lar enforcement of rules by officers as
the number one problem at the prison.
One woman stated, “It’s not that the
women here don’t want to follow the
rules, it’s that we can’t because we don’t
know what the rules are.” The more
punitive stance from certain officers
has also served to aggravate the difficul-
ties associated with not knowing which
policy is supposed to override others.
Women noted that if a confusing rule
was violated, officers were now more
likely to issue a ticket than to work out
the discrepancy through speaking with
the involved parties. Bedford’s admin-
istration had responded to inmates’
concerns by reissuing written policy
statements—which ultimately did not
have the desired effect as certain offi-
cersapparently continued to disregard
the documents and the directions they
contained.

Verbal Harassment. Almost every
woman with whom we spoke identified
the use of disrespectful or threatening
language by certain officers as an ongo-
ing problem at Bedford Hills. Although
the Superintendent reiterated her “zero
tolerance policy” on verbal harassment,
she also stated that the camera system
would not be used to investigate “minor
infractions,” including instances when
inmates report that staff had spoken to
them in a rude or disrespectful fashion.
The Superintendent explained that
Bedford did not have enough staff to
sort through footage every time a claim
of verbal harassment was made. Our
view is that verbal harassment is not a
minor issue: The use of derogatory or
threatening language can harm indi-
viduals and corrode a facility’s overall
culture and safety level.

Abusive Pat Frisks. Inmates reported
that a small number of women officers
had been overly forceful in their pat
downs of breast and vaginal areas dur-
ing routine pat frisks. Regardless of
the intent, women—particularly survi-
vors of physical and sexual abuse—felt
violated by these frisks. The issue was
less problematic among male officers as
aresult of additional restrictions placed
on cross-gender pat frisks procedures

by the Hamilton v. Goord settlement.
Among other guidelines, this settle-
ment requires male officers to use the
back side of their hands instead of their
palms to conduct pat downs.

Cell Lock and Movement Policies

At the time of our January visit, Bed-
ford had recently implemented new
cell lock and movement policies in the
facility’s 112, 113, and 114 A/B build-
ings. The Superintendent and executive
team informed us that these policies are
supposed to be as follows:

* Inmates who do not have morn-
ing programs must stay locked in
their cells from 6:00 AM to 8:00 AM.
They are allowed out of their cells to
shower only after 8:00 AM.

Inmates who do have morning pro-
grams may leave their cells to shower
and then again to move off the unit
to their program area.

Inmates on the unit at any time
between 8:00 AM to 3:30 PM (with
the exception of lunchtime) par-
ticipate in a “free module” system
in which they must sign up to be let
out of their cells for half-hour seg-
men(s. Five inmates are let out for
cach segment.

Inmates on the unit from 3:30 PM to
about 5:00 PM can choose whether
they would like to be in or out of
their cells; with either choice, cell
doors remain locked.

“Count”—when all inmates in the
facility are counted—occurs at about
5:00 PM.

Inmates on the unit from 7:00 PM
to 9:00 PM have “options” on their
cells. “Options” allow inmates to
choose, every 10 minutes before the
hour, whether they want to lock in or
lock out of their cells. An exception
is made for inmates who shower dur-
ing this time period, allowing them
to re-enter their cells after shower-
ing, instead of having to wait until
the next 10 minute window. The
executive team noted that the facil-
ity had implemented the “options”
policy in winter 2007 and the “free
module” system in October 2006.
Before the enforcement of either of
these policies, inmates were gener-
ally allowed to move freely in and
out of their cells within the unit for

See INSPECTION, next page
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the entire day except during count.
Inmates could, however, request to
have their cells locked.

Clearly, maintaining safe and secure
prisons js a top priority for the Depart-
ment. Bedford’s cell lock and movement
policies, however, seem to have had the
reverse of the intended cffect, making
the prison environment more oppres-
sive and chaotic, and therefore less safe.
Inmates indicated that the policies had
coutributed to their sense of anxiety
and had intensified the tendencies
of mentally ill inmates to isolate and
withdraw. When we inquired about
the mental health issues, Bedford’s
executive team explained that if OMH
identified an inmate who should notbe
locked in her cell, that inmate would be
transferred to the dorm setting in the
facility's back buildings. This response
has a largely punitive effect considering
that living quarters in the dorm areas
are generally viewed as inferior to build-
ings 112, 113, and 114 in which each
inmate has her own cell. Women also
noted that the noise level on the units
had increased (because officers had to
open and close doors more frequently
and because women had to raise their
voices to call for officers to open their
cells) and made it difficult to set aside
enough time to clean and do laundry.
Bedford’s administration informed us
that the enforcement of these policies
was not related to any sharp increase
in violence or siealing. According to
the Superiniendent, the policies were
implemented to address security con-
cerns around baving “too much move-
ment” on the units and to ensure that
movement policies at Bedford Hills were
comparable to other maximum-security
prisonsin the state. Department officials
echoed the Superintendent’s comments
that the policies would increase safety
and help to prevent stealing and “unap-
proved activities.”

Conforming cell lock and movement
policies at Bedford to those at men’s
facilities is misguided as it disregards the
genderspecific nature of preincarcera-
tion circumstances, in-custody behavior,
and policy impact. Because women
ofien place particular importance on
building relationships and maintaining
a sense of community, are more likely
to be survivors of abuse and to develop
PTSD as a result, and suffer from higher

rates of mental iliness, they are more
likely than men to have an adverse reac-
tion to policies that restrict personal
interaction. In addition, female inmates
are generally less violent while in custody
and less inclined than men to confront
one another, As one woman we spoke
with explained, “We are not men. We
don’t cut like men do. We have differ-
ent needs and we are not here to fight
every day.”

Additionally, our understanding is
that DOCS does not have a system-wide
cell lock and movement policy: The
Department’s response to our FO.LL.
request for relevant documents stated
that such policies were “maintained
individually by facility.” It appears that
Bedford retains the authority to imple-
ment movement policies that differ
from other facilities and that are suited
to the particular circumstances of incar-
cerated women.

Grievance System

Over the past year and a half, Bed-
ford’s grievance system has slowed
considerably: The facility’s April 2007
monthly grievance report notes that
only 30% of grievances heard by the
Inmate Grievance Resolution Commit-
tee (IGRC) and 47% of grievances heard
by the Superintendent were within the
time frames laid out by Directive 4040.
The facility’s 2006 year-end report indi-
cates that only 60% of grievances heard
by the IGRC and 80% percent heard by
the Superintendent in 2006 were within
the designated time frames. By com-
parison, in its year-end report for 2006,
Albion Correctional Facility reported
that 76% of grievances heard by the
IGRC and 98% of grievances heard by
the Superintendent were within appro-
priate time frames.

Bedford’s yearend report acknowl-
edges that the facility “has had a problem
with timely and complete investigative
responses,” and attributes the problem
to “a high turnover rate” for correction
staffand Bedford’s position as a training
facility for new officers.

Qverall, the number of grievances
filed from January to April 2007 was
significantly higher (192} than the num-
ber filed during that same time period
in 2006 (124). “Rule and Regulation”
grievances nearly doubled from 2005
(50) to 2006 (93). These grievances
included allegations of “staff not fol-
lowing policy and procedure regarding

dress code, media review, late claims,
disciplinary process, and movement
within the facility, [Keeplock] status,
IL.C elections, and package room deni-
als.” Similarly, “Housing/Internal Block
Affairs” grievances more than doubled,
from 19 in 2005 to 44 in 2006. These
grievances included allegations of
“being denied free module, improper
cell search, options on cell doors, no
escorts for [Keeplock] inmates, and
mice infestation.”

Women reported feeling that they
had been left without an effective vehi-
cle for redress and for voicing con-
cerns, and expressed frustration at the
prison administration’s seeming lack of
responsiveness. Most women we spoke
with also feared retaliation from offi-
cers in response to filing grievances,
particularly complaints about officer
mistreatment.

Cameras

At the time of our January visit, Bed-
ford had fAnished installing more than
180 cameras with audio and visual capa-
bilities and 30-day recording maximums.
Cameras are located in store houses,
recreation areas, the gym, the mess
hall, disciplinary hearing rooms, and all
housing units (both in the corridors and
entrance ways) but not in the general
population yard, visiting room, or cells.
Even though installation is complete,
the Superintendent and executive team
reported that the camera system was not
fully operational because Bedford did
not yet “own” the system and was still
leasing it from the contractor. Theyalso
informed us that the Department was in
the process of drafting a written policy
for camera operations.

Contrary to our previous impression
ihat cameras would be used solely for
the purpose of recording and pulling
footage when necessary, the Superin-
tendent explained that cameras are
used for live monitoring. Recordings
can be monitored from four stations in
the facility: One is located in the Watch
Commander’s office, another in the
Deputy of Security’s office, a third in the
basement of the facility (to which only
the Superintendent and the Deputy of
Security have access), and a fourth in
SHU. The first three stations can view
any of the areas at which cameras are
pointed, including SHU; the station in

See INSPECTION, next page
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SHU can only view entrance ways, cor-
ridors, and the recreation area in SHU
itself. The only staff authorized to watch
live recordings arc the Superintendent,
the Deputy of Security, the Watch Com-
mander, the Commander’s assistant,
and the correction staff in SHU.

Inmates we spoke with reported
that:

1. Correction staff, particularly male
lieutenant staff, were being permit-
ted to view live recordings in the
Watch Commander’s office; and

2. While facility staff could request and
view recordings, inmates were not
allowed to view footage—either affir-
matively or in their own defense.

The executive team stated that the
double standard for viewing recordings
existed hecause Bedford Hills had not
yetsecured full ownership of the camera

system.
Clothing
Bediord has begun to enforce a new
clothing policy that, with the exception
ot visits and yard time, prohibits inmates
[rom wearing personal hats, personal
coats, earmuffs, scarves or gloves with
tassels, or personal clothing (other than
white or beige long johns) under state-
issued uniforms whenever they were off
their housing units. Wornen reported a
range of concerns about the clothing
policy, including:
* Problems obtaining adequate state-
issue warm clothing;
* Difficulty following the policy
because different officers enforced
it differently;

* Being punished as a result of incon-
sistent enforcement by officers; and

* Confusion about why certain parts of
the policy were implemented at all
given that DOCS Directive 4911 per-
mits inmates to receive via packages
personal earmuffs, green coats, caps,
shirts, turtlenecks, and sweatshirts,
and solid-color thermal underwear
(provided that these iterns fall within
specific parameters).

According to the Superintendent,
the policy has been changed because
clothing rules had become “too lax”
throughout the facility. While there is
value in maintaining a certain level of
uniformity in inmate appearance, the

additional changes seem unnecessarily
restrictive, especially considering that
no increase in escape attempts, steal-
ing, or violence precipitated the policy’s
implementation.

Women also reported being forbid-
den to wear either personal or state-issue
swealishirts, hats, or scarves while being
transported for outside medical trips. (A
short-sleeve state-issue uniform under a
state-issue jacket is the only attire perrmit-
ted.) The executive team explained that
the restrictions were implemented, in
part, to allow correction staff to better
differentiate inmates from community
members and to prevent inmates from
escaping. We understand the need for
officers to easily recognize inmates in
settings outside the facility; it hardly
seems plausible, however, that a state-
issue sweatshirt or a turtleneck worn
under a unitorm would prevent this type
of identification.

Footwear

During our visit in December 2005,
inmates reported problems with the
state-issue boots they were required to
wear. At the time of that tour, the Super-
mtendent informed us of her plans to
speak with Department officials about
replacing the boots. During our January
and Julyvisits, inmates were still wearing
the same footwear and reporting that
the boots were “heavy,” “unforgiving,”
and “uncomfortable,” and often gave
them swollen feet, blisters, and cuts.
Women also explained that the boots
are not sufficiently waterproof: When
it rains or snows, inmates have to sit
through programs for hours with soak-
ing wet socks and feet. This situation
is particularly problematic for diabetic
inmates who are supposed to wear well-
fitted, comfortable, and protective shoes
te prevent sores and ulcers, which can
lead to infection and amputadon if not
appropriately treated.

The facility’s policy allows inmates
to wear state boots or personal boots in
certain areas of the facilities (for safety
reasons); state boots, personal boots,
or state sneakers to prograrm areas; and
personal sneakers or other footwear
only during nonprogram hours on the
unit, in the yard, and in the visiting
room. Although inmates have these dif-
ferent footwear options at various timnes
throughout the day, the state-issue boots
remain the only option for much of the

day for some inmates who cannot afford
to purchase their own boots.

Visiting Process and Family
Reunion Program

In 2006, there were 279 inmates eli-
gible and 140 inmates participating in
Bedford’s

Family Reunion Program (FRP}—the
only program of its kind for women in
New York State. In 2005, 295 inmates
were eligible and 115 were participating.
‘We heard troubling reports that visitors
and inmates now frequently have to
wait up to five hours—from 9:30 AM,
the usual start time, to 2:30 PM—to
begin their trailer visits. Apparently,
a new policy requiring the same FRP
officer to process inmates and then
visitors sequentially has contributed to
this delay. Previously, both inmates and
visitors were processed at the same time.
A number of inmates and some outside
visitorswho contacted usindependently
following trips to the facility reported
concerns about delays in Bedford’s
regular visiting process as weil.

Approximately 71% of inmates at
Bedford Hills are mothers; many were
likely the primary caretakers of their
children before arrest. Maintaining an
efficient, respectiul, and familyfriendly
visiting process and Family Reunion
Program is an essential part of minimiz-
ing hardship associated with parental
incarceration, helping families to pre-
serve bonds, increasing the likelihood
of family reunification after release, and
reducing recidivism.

Law Library

Bedford’s administration has removed
both general population computers
in the law library and replaced them
with typewriters. The Superintendent
explained that the computers had been
removed because certain inmates had
monopolized them and because the
computers frequently broke down as
a result of inmates “not knowing how
to use them.” We undersiand these
concerns and are aware that DOCS’
law library directive does not require
facilities to have computers. Consider-
ing, however, that there are other mea-
sures the facility could take to address
the problems that precipitated the
removal—such as inmate computer
classes, individual reprimands, and an
increase in computers to improve dura-

See INSPECTION, next page
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S
pility-—taking away all law library com-
puters seems an overly harsh response.
In addition, although typewriters can be
used to create courtrelated documents,
they donot allow inmates (o access legal
document templates or to perform basic
word processing functions, which enable
more timely and effective commumnica-
tion with the courts and with attorneys.
Because creating documents on type-
writers generally takes more time, it
also increases the likelihood that the law
library will have a long wai ting list.

Academic and Vocational Programs

Department of Labor Apprentice-
ships. We were very pleased to learn
that the number of Bedford’s Depart-
ment of Labor (DOL) apprenticeships
had grown from six in 2005 to 22 at the
time of our January 2007 visit. These
apprenticeships—which help women
serve time productively and develop
skills that will assist them in securing
employment after release—received
praise from the women participants
with whom we spoke. We commend
the Superintendent for increasing the
number of apprenticeships and hope
the facility continues to build this valu-
able program.

Vocational Programs. At the time
of our January visit, Bedford had five
vocationa) instructors running five
vocational programs: cosmetology,
printing, general business, horticul-
ture, and career development. Three
of the vocational instructor positions
were vacant, including one position for
a computer technology teacher. Both
Public Employees Federation (PEF)
representatives and the Superinten-
dent commented that the difficulty in
filling and maintaining these positions
stemmed mainly from noncompetitive
salary rates. Staff vacancies and limited
program capacity have resulted in long
waiting lists for many of Bedford’s voca-
tional programs. There were:

» 11 inmates enrolled in cosmetology
and 87 on the waiting list;

¢ 40 enrolled in general business and
110 on the waiting list;

e 40 entolled in borticulture and 21
on the waiting list;

40 enrolled in printing and 18 on the
waiting list; and

» 40 enrolled in career development
and 12 on the waiting list.

In total, 248 women at Bedford Hills—
30% of the total population—were ona
vocational program waiting list

Academic Programs. Since our last
visit, Bedford filled its only academic
vacancy with an additional ABE teacher,
giving the facility a total academic staff
of six. At the time of our January visit,
there were a total of 333 inmates par-
ticipating in academic programs. We
were pleased to see that enrollment
had increased from 30% of the prison
population in July 2005 to 41 % in
January 2007. Eighty women were on
an academic program waiting list:

+ 68 women were enrolled in Adult

Basic Education (ABE) and 20 were

on the waiting list;

* 54 were in pre-GED and 22 were on
the waiting list;

36 were in GED and 29 were on the
waiting list;

¢ 11 were in ESL and none were on
the waiting list;

» 17 were in special educaton classes
and nine were on the waiting list;

929 were in cell study programs in
disciplinary confinementg; and

« 125 were in the facility’s college
program—which was reinstated at
Bedford in the late 1990s by a con-
sortium of private colleges.

Inmates we spoke with gave high marks
to the facility’s academic programs, par-
ticularly to the college program, which
women deeply valued as an opportunity
to stay mo tivated, build self-esteem, and
increase their chances for a successful
re-entry after prison. Bedford’s college
program—the only program that allows
female inmates o earn degrees—is one
of the Department’s most important and
effective services. A recentstudy conduct-
ed by DOCS, the City University of New
York (CUNY) Graduate Center, and a
group of incarecrated wornen found that
immates who attended college at Bedford
Hills were nearly four times less likely to
return to prison than women who did
not attend college in prisomn.

Inmate Program Aides. The Super-
intendent explained that the number
of Inmate Program Aides (IPAs) at
Bedford dropped from 132 in July
2005 to 76 in January 2007 because
the program supervisor had left the

facility. We were pleased that the facil-
ity had recently hired a new supervi-
sor and hope that the number of IPA
opportunities open to wormen will rise
correspondingly.

Correction and Civilian Staff
Meetings

New York State Correctional Officer
and Police Benevolent Association, The
number of officers assigned to Bedford
Hills decreased from 431 in 2005 to 421
in 2006. The Superintendent explained
that the decrease was the result of hav-
ing fewer “on-thejob training” {O]T)
officers assigned to the facility in 2006.
The New York State Correctional Offi-
cer and Police Benevolent Association
(NYSCOPBA) representative we met
with reported that officers continue to
have a strong working relationship with
Bedford’s administration and also had
positive remarks about the cameras, not-
ing that they can help clarify incidents
and deter inappropriate activity. The
represcntative communicated that two
main problems for officers at Bedford
were feeling inadequately staffed and
having to handle a constant influx of new
trainees. In addition, similar to the feed-
back we received during our December
visit, NYSCOPBA has serious concerns
about the number of correction officers
with 25 years or more on the job who are
planning to retire in the coming months
and years. In large part, this situation is
due to the current Tier III retirement
system, which does not allow officers to
earn larger pensions after serving 25 or
30 years on the job. We agree that los-
ing a large number of veteran officers
would representa significant setback for
DOCS as more experienced officers can
play a calming role in prisons, helping
io mentor and set an example for less
experienced officers.

Public Employees Federation and
Civil Services Employees Association.
The Public Employees Federation
(PEF) representatives we met with
explained that Bedford Hills had expe-
rienced a large turnover among PEF
employees over the past five years, espe-
cially among the academic program
and nursing staff, who were some times
forced to work mandatory overtime. As
previously mentioned, the representa-
tives named the lack of comparable
salaries as the main factor contribut-
ing to the difficulty in recruiting and

See INSPECTION, next page
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maintaining qualified personnel.-PEF
also noted that Bedford's academic
staff wanted additional funds to replace
outdated textbooks and that counselors
needed new computers, which they had
been promised for the past two years.

At the time of our January visit, Bed-
ford had a total of 23 of 28 correction
counselor positions filled, an increase of
two since July 2005. PEF informed us that
counselors carry caseloads of roughly 75
to 150 women, depending on their other
assignments. These high caseloads often
prohibit counselors from performing
duties other than completing paperwork
and handling urgent questions from
inmates, This situation is unfortunate
as counselors could potentially play a
critical role in helping inmates set goals
and create in-prison program plans;
maintain bonds with family members;
communicate with Family Court judges,
attorneys, and foster care caseworkers;
and, in collaboration with transitional
services staff, prepare for release.

Similar to the PEF members, the Civil
Services Employees Association (CSEA)
representatives we met with noted that
staff turnover and difficulty recruiting
new staff because of low wage rates were
the primary problems facing the union.
CSEA representatives also noted that
although they supported the installation
of cameras in the facility, members were
disturbed that cameras had been placed
in the CSEA lunch area.

Recommendations

The Correctional Association’s key
recommendations for reform at the
Bedford Hills Correctional Facility are
hased information we collected on visits
conducted on January 9, July 2, and July
16, 2007. We recognize that, in many
cases, the authority to institute facility-
specific and system-wide changes rests
with multiple institutions. Therefore,
we have made an effort to pinpoint the
agencies that are most directly respon-
sible for making decisions regarding the
various issue areas in our report.

For the Facility. Recommendations
for Bedford Hills Correctional Facility
are as follows:

* [old a series of meetings with the
Inmate Liaison Committee (ILC) to
develop policies and practices that
will enable the prison to raise morale
and re-establish itself as a construc-

1

tive and safe facility for inmates, staff,
and volunteers alike.

Take steps to re-establish an atmo-
sphere of open and respectful com-
munication, and bolster effective
mechanisms for inmates and officers
to calmly and productively work
through disputes.

Initiate regular meetings with the
ILC and correction staff to discuss
ways to improve relations, and hold
a special meeting to discuss issues
surrounding recent use of force and
use of force guidelines.

Develop programs for both staff
and inmates to teach effective com-
munication and anger management
skills.

Require officers to participate in
specialized training about general
and gender-specific guidelines for
acceptable behavior when restrain-
ing, controlling, and otherwise inter-
acting with women inmates.

Investigate inmate reports of exces-
sive use of force and officer miscon-
ductand remove or reassign officers
who are found to be problematic.

Ensure that rules and regulations are
applied in a consistent and fair man-
ner and discipline problematic staff.

Take proactive steps to eliminate
verbal harassment.

 Reiterate pat frisk requirements and

procedures to correction staff and
inmates, and monitor and retrain,
and, in appropriate circumstances,
reassign or remove problematic
officers.

Eliminate the 6:00 PM to 9:00 PM
“options” and allow inmates more
free movement within their units
throughout the day.

Work with the Inmate Grievance Pro-
gram Supervisor and the Inmate Griev-
ance Resolution Committee (IGRC)
to restore the grievance system’s effi-
ciency and ensure that grievances are
responded to within the time frames
outlined by Directive 4040.

Investigate concerns about officer
harassment for filing grievances and
take necessary steps to eliminate
retaliation.

Designate a more senior official to
investigate grievances about officer
misconduct instead of the direct

supervisor of the officer against
whom the grievance was filed.

* Work with the facility’s licensed
pesticiderapplicators to eradicate
Bedford's rodent infestation and
roach problem.

* Investigate inmates’ concerns about
correction staff being allowed to view
recordings from the Watch Com-
mander’s office; discipline officers
found to be watching live recordings
inappropriately; and clearly com-
municate Bedford’s camera access
policies to all staff and inmates.

* Apply camera footage viewing poli-
cies fairly and evenly to inmates and
to staff.

* Implement a process by which cam-
era footage may be used to investi-
gate allegations of verbal harassment
among staff and inmates.

* Implementamore balanced clothing
policy that would maintain restric-
tions needed for security yet allow

inmates to wear personal clothing
permitted by DOCS Directive 4911,

* Take necessary steps to ensure that
all inmates are given adequate warm
clothing, including sweatshirts, coats,
and hats.

* Discontinue the practice of requiring
inmates to wear only short-sleeved &
shirts under state-issue jackets during
transportation to and from outside
medical appointments and allow
inmates to wear weather-appropriate
clothing.

® Investigate concerns about delays in the
general visiting process and the FRP.

* Return to a policy that allows FRP
inmates and their visitors to be simul-
taneously processed and take other
necessary steps to expedite the FRP
and general visiting process.

* Reiterate to correction staff the facil-
ity’s expectations for respectful inter-
actions between officers and visitors.

*Install more than two comput-
ers to increase the likelihood that
machines will last longer.

* Restrict only those inmates who
misuse computers, not the whole
population.

* Develop a computer training course
for all inmates and require inmates
not familiar with general word pro-

See INSPECTION, nex! page
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cessing functions to take the course
before using the computers.

¢ Hold a special meeting with the ILG,
the Inmate Law Clerks, and the officer
assigned to the law library to ensure that
computer usage standards are commu-
nicated to the entire population.

For Department of Correctional Ser-
vices. Recommendations for New York
State Department of Correcticnal Ser-
vices: Build on the recent positive step
of creating an executive level position
focused on women inmates by initiat-
ing an effort to ensure that policies,
practices, and programs at Bedford
Hills and at other women'’s facilities are
compatible with the specific needs and
circumstances of women in custody.

For Department of Correctional Ser-
vices and Facility. Recommendations for
the Department of Correctional Services
and Bedford Hills Correctional Facility
are as follows:

* Remaove the officer involved in the
June 2 incident at Bedford Hills—or
at least reassign him to a noncontact
position—pending the outcome of
the IG investigation.

* Develop new same-gender pat frisk
procedures that enable officers to
perform their duties without retrau-
matizing women or placing them in
serious discomfort,

* Remove the current state-issue boots
at Bedford Hills and replace them
with gender- and weather-appropriate
footwear.

* Require all correction officers assigned
to visiting-related posts to undergo spe-
cialized training on child development
and appropriate visitor interaction.

Additional Recommendations. Recom-
mendations for the New York State Gov-
ernor, State Legislature, and Department
of Correctional Services are as follows:

e Allocate necessary additional resourc-
es to enable Bedford Hills to imple-
menta policy of using camera footage
to investigate allegations of verbal
harassment.

* Allocate resources to enable Bedford
Hills to hire additional vocational
staff and expand vocational program
capacity to eliminate waiting lists.

* Allocate funds for Bedford to expand
academic program capacity to elimi-
nate academic waiting lisés.

¢ Reinstitute college programs in all
state prisons.

* Increase the number of Inmate Pro-
gram Aide positions open to incarcer-
ated women.

* Find alternative ways to provide incen-
tives for qualified correction officers
to continue working after 25 years on
the job.

Expand the curriculum at DOCS Training
Academy toinclude a more comprehensive
section on working in women’s facilities and
require cngoing genderspecitic training for
officers at women’s facilities.

The Correctional Association of New York’s Women in
Prison Project Visiting Commitiee can be contacted at
the Corvectional Association of New York, 135 E, 15"
Street, New York, NY 10003; (212} 254-5700. 1
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