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some degree, not all the initiatives have been fully or consistently implemented
in all facilities. The Department could improve staff accountability procedures,
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less than half feel safer now than when the initiatives were implemented.
The Department’s current performance measures lack the specificity
needed to understand how well the staft safety initiatives are working. Our
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improve the implementation of its staff safety initiatives by providing clarity to
staff on expectations; changing its policies, procedures, and practices to further
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effectiveness of staft safety related practices.
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Executive Summary
L ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

Following the murder of a correctional officer in 2011, the Department of Corrections
implemented a series of initiatives designed to improve staff safety. The National
Institute of Corrections and the Washington Department of Labor and Industries
each issued reports on the officer’s death, which became the basis for a bill requested
by Governor Gregoire and passed by the Legislature. In response, the Department
developed a series of staff safety initiatives that included those required in the bill.
We designed this audit to determine whether the Department’s staff safety initiatives
have improved the safety of prison staff.

To conduct this audit, we hired experts in the field of corrections from the Criminal
Justice Institute. We learned that while the Department collects some performance
information relevant to staff safety, it does not have clearly defined performance goals,
objectives and measures for the staff safety initiatives, making it difficult to evaluate
their effectiveness. Instead, we evaluated how well the Department had designed and
implemented the initiatives by reviewing relevant policies and procedures, visiting
each of the state’s 12 prisons to observe practices, and conducting focus groups and
interviews with prison staff to gain their perspectives. We also surveyed all staff to
get their opinions on the effectiveness of the initiatives and to ask how they felt about
their safety, and that of their co-workers and work environment. We asked questions
about staff’s perceptions of safety because it is our experts’ opinion that feeling safe is
a good indicator of staff safety. To identify if there are other things the Department
could do to further improve staff safety, our experts compared the Department’s staft
safety related policies, procedures and practices to correctional leading practices.

Washington'’s staff safety initiatives are innovative and unique
According to our experts, no other state has developed such an advanced and
comprehensive group of initiatives focused on improving staff safety. They believe
the safety initiatives, listed below, are all based on good correctional practices, have
likely improved the safety and security of prison staff, and - if fully and consistently
implemented — will continue to reduce the risk of harm to staff.

Staff safety initiatives devised and implemented by Washington’s Department of Corrections

Initiative category Initiative description
Staff accountability Developed policies, procedures and practices designed to ensure facilities can account for all staff in an
emergency

Safety equipment and Added equipment:

facility improvements - For personal protection, such as pepper spray
« To signal the need for assistance, such as duress alarms and body alarms
- To improve visibility, such as additional cameras and mirrors

Offender job placement  Created multidisciplinary teams to decide offender job placement and classification
and classification

Staffing changes Added staff at each facility, including a security specialist to coordinate and provide support for staff
safety initiatives, including managing the staff suggestion process

Security training Added specific security training to the annual training program for all staff, held security forums with all
first-line supervisors to discuss safety and implemented monthly “place safety” musters for all staff

Statewide and local - Created a statewide committee with representation across facilities and staff levels to advise the

security advisory Department on safety issues and staff concerns

« Created local committees at each facility to review staff safety suggestions and make

committees . e . .
recommendations to their facility or the statewide committee
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In addition to the initiatives listed above, the Department implemented a pilot program
known as Operation Place Safety at the Washington State Penitentiary focused
on reducing offender violence. When comparing the number of violent incidents
committed by offenders before and after the program was introduced, the Department
noted no change in the overall number of offender violent incidents, but a significant
reduction in the number of offender aggravated assaults on staff. Because of this success,
this program has now been expanded to an additional facility.

The majority of prison staff feel safe, but less than half feel

safer now than before the safety initiatives began
Our experts believe the Department’s initiatives are well
designed and staff are likely safer now than before the
initiatives were implemented. However, they also believe
how staff feel about and perceive their safety influences
how they approach their work, including how well they
follow safety procedures. To determine how staft feel about
their safety, we conducted a survey of all prison staff. We
asked if they currently feel safe working in their facility, if ~ Do you feel safer

The majority of staff feel safe now, but not safer
than before

Percent responding “yes”

Do you feel safe? 68%

0
they feel safer working there now than in 2011 and if they thanin 2011? 44%
think they will feel safer three years from now. Twenty-one
percent of staff responded to the survey, which is typical Do you thinkiit

will be safer three 23%

for an online survey conducted by an external source. To
years from now?

help us understand how well the respondents represented
all staff, we compared them to staff demographics at the  source: Auditor prepared based on survey of prison staff.
time the survey was conducted. We found that those

demographic groups that had more positive responses were over-represented,
indicating that the results may overstate how all staff feel about their safety. Survey
results indicated that most respondents feel safe at their facility, but fewer than
half said they feel safer now than they did in 2011. Fewer than a quarter believe
they will be safer in the future. In focus groups, staft offered positive feedback
about the safety initiatives, but attributed their sense of safety to their co-workers’
support in addition to the initiatives, which our experts tell us is to be expected in
a correctional setting.

Staff feedback on what is and is not working well is

consistent across facilities

In our survey, we asked staff to write in what they think was the single most
effective action taken to improve staff safety at their facility in the past three
years. Responses were similar across all facilities. Some of the actions employees
identified as most effective included improved accountability procedures, the
deployment of pepper spray, and more radios or added radio features, such as
remote microphones and duress alarms. However, the third most common
response written in by staff was “nothing,” indicating some staft may not believe
any of the initiatives have improved safety.

We also asked staff to write in improvements they believe would make them feel
safer. Three often cited actions were hiring more staff, installing more cameras
and mirrors, and providing better responses to their safety concerns.

In addition to the concerns raised by survey respondents, people in our focus
groups stressed the importance of feeling listened to. Some people said they
wanted more dialogue with management, while others wanted more opportunities
to communicate with each other.
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Survey respondents as well as focus group participants said that they liked the newly
implemented place safety musters and security advisory committees, but expressed
concerns about the way meetings were run and that they do not always receive
feedback or information on whether their safety suggestions were acted on.

Some staft also stated in the survey and in focus groups that shift musters - short,
formal meetings held by supervisors and custody officers just before a shift change
- were important because they kept officers aware of incidents, current challenges,
potentially disruptive offenders and the general climate of the facility. Shift musters
were eliminated before the safety initiatives began in response to a legal settlement
that determined time staff spent at these musters was beyond their shift and eligible
for overtime.

Opportunities to improve implementation of staff

safety initiatives

We found that although each facility had implemented the initiatives to some
degree, not all initiatives have been fully or consistently implemented. While
staff feedback was mostly positive, our experts said the Department will need to
continue to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of their staff safety initiatives by
engaging with staff to be sure they understand what is expected of them.

Our experts evaluated the Department’s policies and procedures specific to the
staff safety initiatives and observed the initiatives in practice during their visits to
each facility. They found that the following areas could be improved by clarifying
guidance and expectations:

o Staff accountability procedures, such as sign-in/sign-out

o Requirements for non-custody staff to carry radios and emergency equipment

« Requirements for testing duress alarms

« Expectations for the security specialist position

» Process for acting on the suggestions made by local security

advisory committees
« Format and direction of place safety musters
o Number and placement of cameras

Our experts also found that more could be done to improve staff engagement
and communication through the place safety musters and to ensure that facility
managers have time to regularly interact with facility staff.

Gaps exist between correctional leading practices and
those used by the Department

To identify other opportunities for improving staft safety, our experts developed a
list of correctional leading practices most relevant to reducing the risk of harm to
staff based on corrections industry sources and their expert opinions. They then
compared this list to the Department’s and each facility’s safety related policies,
procedures and practices.

Opverall, they found the Department has good policies and procedures encompassing
most areas that are considered important correctional practices. However, our
experts did find some areas that are not fully addressed by Department or facility
policies and practices, or are not being adequately carried out.
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Identified concern Leading practice category

Staff search policy is absent, and practices are inconsistent Searches and contraband control - staff
Cell searches are too infrequent and inconsistent across facilities Searches and contraband control - facility
Staffing model has not been updated to account for the additional demands Staffing

placed on staff

Visibility is poor in some areas Physical environment

Search policies for people entering facilities are lacking Perimeter — access and egress

Control center access policy is inadequate Control center/communications

Policies on whether non-custody staff need to carry radios are lacking, and Offender programs and services
practices are inconsistent

Policies surrounding offender movement need improvement Offender movement

Monitoring and auditing activities could be more focused Monitoring and auditing

The Department needs more specific performance goals
and measures to improve the effectiveness of its staff
safety initiatives

We identified several concerns with department and facility practices

Our analysis found that while the Department collects and analyzes performance
information related to staft safety, it lacks specific performance goals and measures
for its staff safety initiatives. To evaluate whether its initiatives have effectively
improved staff safety, Department executives and managers told us they use the
rate of offender violent infractions, especially those committed against staff. They
look at these rates over time for each facility and all facilities combined. They
also track the number of staff security suggestions that have been suggested and
implemented, and review the results of their internal operational reviews for items
specific to staff safety. The Department also measures the effect of two specific
efforts they have undertaken to improve staff safety. One focuses on whether the
staff’s increased use of pepper spray has reduced staft injuries. The other focuses
on whether the Operation Place Safety pilot project has reduced offender violence,
especially the number of aggravated assaults on staff.

It should also be noted that the Department participates in the Association of
State Correctional Administrators Performance-Based Measures System, which
helps correctional agencies capture, record, report and share correctional data.
When looking at data reported in the system by participating states, Washington
has been below the average rates for measures associated with offender violence
against staff since it began reporting this information in 2011.

While all the performance information described above provides the Department
executives and managers important information on the level of offender violence
and some of the changes they have implemented, it does not provide specific
information on how well each of the staff safety initiatives are working. Specific
goals for each initiative and measures to evaluate them would give Department
executives and managers the indicators they need to better understand if the
initiatives have been effective. Periodic anonymous surveys and focus groups
would also help Department executives and managers gather information on staff’s
view of the initiatives’ effectiveness, their satisfaction with the safety initiatives,
and how safe they feel while at work.
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Recommendations

Based on the results of our audit, we recommend the Department continue its
efforts to improve staff safety by determining whether adopting the following
recommendations would be beneficial, and implementing those that have the
greatest potential to improve staft safety.

1. Address the issues with implementation of the staff safety initiatives our
experts identified, including clarifying policies and procedures related
to staff accountability, radios for non-custody staff, duress alarm testing,
cameras, security specialists, place safety musters and the local security
advisory committees.

2. Address the gaps identified by our experts between the Department’s
safety related policies, procedures and practices, and correctional leading
practices. Specifically:

a) Develop policies, procedures and practices to conduct staff searches.

b) Evaluate and update the staffing model to ensure staffing levels are
adequate and appropriately utilized to meet all the requirements placed
on staff.

¢) Develop a more focused approach to monitor and audit the
implementation of the staff safety initiatives to provide feedback on how
well staft understand and are following relevant policies and procedures.

d) Evaluate whether making further changes to department policies,
procedures and practices to address additional identified gaps would
be beneficial, including cell searches, issues with visibility, searching
people entering facilities and access to facility control centers.

3. Enhance the Department’s current approach to assessing the effectiveness
of the staft safety initiatives and how well they have been implemented
at the facilities to provide additional opportunities for continual
improvement. To do so:

a) Develop specific performance goals and measure progress toward
meeting those goals.

b) Conduct periodic, anonymous staff surveys and focus groups to
gather staff input on the effectiveness of the staft safety initiatives and
whether they have improved how safe staff feel.

4. Improve staff communication about safety issues. To do so:

a) Provide additional guidance and training to facilitators to improve the
effectiveness of the place safety musters, and local and statewide safety
advisory committees.

b) Evaluate whether the benefit of re-establishing shift musters, which
allow staff the opportunity to communicate about potential safety
concerns before beginning their shift, outweighs the additional staff
time and expense it would incur.

¢) Provide more specific guidance for the role of the security specialist
to ensure good communication occurs on staft safety issues at the
facilities, including ensuring staft receive feedback on the status of their
staff safety suggestions.
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Introduction

Prisons are, by their nature, dangerous places to work. Managing a population
whose crimes compelled their removal from society inherently entails risks to
staff. Sound policies and practices and new technology can help keep staff safer if
they are put in place and used as intended.

Following the murder of Correctional Officer Jayme Biendl in January 2011 at
Monroe Correctional Complex, the National Institute of Corrections and the
Washington Department of Labor and Industries each conducted investigations
and issued reports on the officer’s death, which became the basis for a bill requested
by Governor Gregoire (Engrossed Senate Bill 5907) and passed by the Legislature.
The Department developed a series of staft safety initiatives that included those
required in the bill.

We wanted to know whether the changes the Department put into place have
improved staff safety. Specifically, the audit was designed to answer the following
question:
« Have the Department’s staff safety initiatives improved the safety of
prison staft?

To answer this question, we evaluated how well the staff safety initiatives were
designed and implemented, including gathering staff perspectives. We also
evaluated whether the Department’s staff safety related policies, procedures and
practices could be improved by comparing them to correctional leading practices,
and whether the Department is collecting and analyzing performance information
that will help its executives and managers continue to improve staft safety.

Technical subject matter experts

To perform this audit, we hired the Criminal Justice Institute to provide subject
matter expertise. The Criminal Justice Institute is a private, not-for-profit
firm with more than 30 years of experience serving federal, state, county and
municipal criminal justice agencies. It was established in 1978, with the goal
of making significant contributions to criminal justice systems by providing
consultation, research and information dissemination services, with a primary
focus on prison and jail systems.

The Criminal Justice Institute maintains a core staff of 12 employees and a pool
of more than 100 consultants with specialized skills. Other services provided by
the Criminal Justice Institute include training, program development services,
efficiency studies, surveying, staffing analyses, correctional master planning,
and program evaluations and policy analyses for government agencies, not-for-
profit and private sector organizations in the United States and abroad.

Biographical details on the experts that contributed to this audit can be found
in Appendix C of this report.
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Background

The Washington State Department of Corrections operates the state’s correctional
facilities and its community corrections program, which manages offenders once
they are released as well as those who serve their sentence under supervision within
their communities. This audit focuses on staff safety at the state’s 12 prison facilities.

As illustrated in Exhibit 1, four are stand-alone minimum custody level facilities,
while the others have offender populations with a mixture of custody levels:
maximum, close, medium and minimum. Ten of the prisons house male offenders,
and two house female offenders. The facilities vary dramatically in age, from
the Washington State Penitentiary, which opened in 1886, to the newest facility,
Mission Creek, which was opened in 2005. The age and physical structure of each
facility, as well as the mix of offender populations and sizes, means the state must
customize its efforts at each facility to best promote staff safety.

Exhibit 1 - Washington state prison facilities
Offender populations at Washington’s prisons as of December 2014

Custody level definitions
Minimum - Least
supervision, offenders

can become eligible for
community work programs

Medium - More
supervision, less freedom
of movement and fewer
program opportunities

Close - More supervision,
limits on property,
movement and programs
Maximum - Highest level
of supervision, movement
highly restricted

@ Clallam Bay C.C.
Pop. 885; Max, Close, Med

@ Olympic C.C.
Pop. 388; Min
| Washington C.C.

Pop. 1,667; @
Mayx, Close, Med

@ Monroe Correctional Complex
Pop. 2,438; Max, Close, Med, Min

. Mission Creek C.C. for Women
® Pop. 315; Min

‘. Washington C.C. for Women
Pop. 874; Close, Med, Min

o Cedar Creek C.C.
Pop. 470; Min

'Stafford Creek C.C.
Pop. 1,972; Max, Med, Min

Washington State Penetentiary 'Y
Pop. 2,579; Max, Close, Med, Min

Larch C.C.
® Pop. 471, Min

Source: Auditor prepared based on information from the Department of Corrections.

To be sent to a state prison, rather than to alocal jail, an offender must be sentenced
to more than a year and a day in confinement. The Department assesses incoming
offenders to determine the appropriate custody level, taking the offender’s history
and behavior into consideration. Offenders are then placed in the prison most
appropriate to their custody level and program needs. Through good behavior, it
is possible for offenders to transition to a lower custody level.

C.C. - Correctional Center

& X Custody levels:
Max - Maximum
Close - Close
Med - Medium
Min - Minimum

Airway Heights C.C. @
Pop. 2,181; Med, Min

@ CoyoteRidge C.C.
Pop. 2,491; Med, Min
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The Department told us changes in sentencing laws have led to a per capita
offender population that is smaller than most other states, but is on average older,
more violent and more likely to be challenged by mental illness. The changes have
also led to an increasingly gang-affiliated share of offenders who tend to commit a
higher rate of violent infractions while in prison. These issues make managing the
offender population in a way that ensures staff safety even more complex.

Since the murder of Officer Biendl, the Department has taken significant steps
based on the requirements established in ESB 5907 to improve the safety of
prison staff. The stated legislative intent focused on promoting safe prisons, but
acknowledged that operating safe prisons requires a commitment to continuously
improving staff safety. More specifically, the bill required the Department to:

« Establish statewide and local security advisory committees to recommend
policy changes to improve staff safety

o Establish multidisciplinary teams to review offender assignments
« Develop a staff safety training curriculum

 Study and plan for the implementation of body alarms, proximity cards,
improved camera coverage and pepper spray

o Annually report to the governor and the Legislature on progress made to
meet these requirements

In addition to addressing these requirements, the Department has changed its
staff safety program as a result of staff suggestions made in the newly established
safety advisory committees.
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Scope and Methodology

Our audit was designed to determine whether the Department’s safety initiatives
have improved state prison staff’s safety and to identify areas where the Department
could further improve staft safety. To answer this question, we hired subject
matter experts from the field of corrections; information on the background and
experience of our subject matter experts can be found in Appendix C.

We asked our experts to evaluate how well the staft safety initiatives were designed
and implemented, and to evaluate the Department’s staff safety policies, procedures
and practices to identify any significant gaps against correctional leading
practices. We also asked them to evaluate whether the Department collects and
analyzes appropriate performance management information to help executives
and managers understand whether the staff safety initiatives are improving staff
safety and to help improve the initiatives.

To identify the staff safety initiatives the Department developed and implemented,
we reviewed policies and procedures, reports and other documentation the
Department provided. We also interviewed executives, managers and staff
responsible for the initiatives” design and implementation.

To identify correctional leading practices most relevant to staff safety, our experts
applied their professional judgment to the well regarded correctional practices
put forth by the American Correctional Association and the U.S. Department
of Justice Federal Bureau of Prisons’ National Institute of Corrections. Based on
these practices and their professional experience, our experts developed a list
of correctional leading practices they believe are most relevant to ensuring staff
safety. A complete set of these practices identified by our experts can be found in
Appendix D.

We continued our research with field visits and surveys

Between December 2014 and April 2015, our experts visited all 12 Washington
state prisons. During those site visits, they reviewed documentation, conducted
focus groups with staff, interviewed staff, and directly observed practices related
to overall staff safety and security, and specifically to the staft safety initiatives.

To identify what management information the Department uses to evaluate its
staff safety initiatives, we interviewed Department executives, managers and staff
to understand what data they collect, how it is analyzed and how it is used.

To determine whether the initiatives have made staft feel safer and gain staff
perspectives on the effectiveness of the initiatives, we conducted an anonymous
survey of all 5,303 staff employed at the prisons in October 2014. (Appendix E
contains an example of the survey.) Twenty-one percent (1,112) of all staff
responded to the survey. While this response rate was lower than we hoped
for, it is not unusual for online anonymous surveys from an external source,
which typically have response rates around 25 percent. To see how closely the
respondents corresponded to the total population of prison staff, we compared
their characteristics to those of all prison staff at the time the survey was conducted
to determine if any particular groups were over-represented.

We also asked staff for their views on safety during multiple focus groups we
conducted at each of the 12 facilities during our visits. Separate focus groups
were held for custody staff, non-custody staff and supervisors to see if there were
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differences in their perceptions. Results from both the survey and the focus
groups were consistent on which initiatives staff thought were and were not
effective, and how they felt about their own safety and that of their co-workers and
work environment. The consistency between these results, and their consistency
with our experts’ observations during their facility site visits, provides further
validation of the results of our staft survey. Survey results are included in each of
the prison facilities profiles in Appendix F.

To determine whether the Department could improve staft safety in other areas,
our experts compared the Department’s staff safety related policies, procedures,
and practices to correctional leading practices and identified several areas where
turther improvements could be made.

The Department relies on several different sources of performance information to
monitor staff safety and understand how well its staff safety initiatives are working.
One of the primary measures they use to understand whether the initiatives are
improving staff safety is to look at changes in offender violent infraction rates
overall and at each facility, including a subgroup of violent infractions focused on
offender assaults against staff. We analyzed this data by comparing changes in the
infraction rates to the timing of the implementation of the staft safety initiatives.
We also talked to Department executives and managers about how they use this
data to assess the initiatives’ results, and other data they look at to understand if
their staff safety initiatives and programs are working.

Auditing standards require we determine the sufficiency, appropriateness and
reliability of the data we use to develop our findings and conclusions. Limitations
in the relevancy and reliability of available quantitative data to answer our
audit objectives required us to rely on qualitative data, direct observation of
practices, and our experts’ evaluation of the Department’s policies, procedures,
and practices associated with staff safety, including the staff safety initiatives,
against correctional leading practices and their combined professional expertise
to conduct this performance audit.

Audit performed to standards

We conducted this performance audit under the authority of state law (RCW
43.09.470), approved as Initiative 900 by Washington voters in 2005, and in
accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards (December
2011 revision) issued by the U.S Government Accountability Office. Those standards
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on
our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. Appendix A
explains which I-900 areas are covered in the audit. Appendix B provides a more
detailed description of our audit scope and methodology.

Next steps

Our performance audits of state programs and services are reviewed by the Joint
Legislative Audit and Review Committee (JLARC) and/or by other legislative
committees whose members wish to consider findings and recommendations on
specific topics. Representatives of the State Auditor’s Office will review this audit
with JLARC’s Initiative 900 Subcommittee in Olympia. The public will have the
opportunity to comment at this hearing. Please check the JLARC website for the
exact date, time, and location (www.leg.wa.gov/JLARC). The State Auditor’s Office
conducts periodic follow-up evaluations to assess the status of recommendations
and may conduct follow-up audits at its discretion.
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Audit Results

To help us conduct this audit, we hired experts in the field of corrections from the
Criminal Justice Institute. We learned that while the Department collects some
performance information relevant to staff safety, it does not have clearly defined
performance goals, objectives and measures for the staff safety initiatives, making
it difficult to evaluate their effectiveness. Instead, we evaluated how well the
Department had designed and implemented the initiatives by reviewing relevant
policies and procedures, visiting each of the state’s 12 prisons to observe practices,
and conducting focus groups and interviews with prison staff to gain their
perspectives. We also surveyed all staff to get their opinions on the effectiveness of
the initiatives and to ask how they felt about their safety, that of their co-workers,
and of their work environment. We asked questions about staff’s perceptions of
safety because it is our experts’ opinion that feeling safe is a good indicator of staff
safety. To identify if the Department could take other steps to further improve
staft safety, our experts compared the Department’s staff safety related policies,
procedures and practices to correctional leading practices.

Based on this work, our experts believe complete and consistent implementation
of the staff safety initiatives will continue to increase the safety and security of
prison facility staff. However, not all the initiatives have been fully or consistently
implemented at all facilities, and there are gaps between the Department’s policies,
procedures, and practices and correctional leading practices. In addition, we found
that while the majority of staff feel safe, less than half feel safer now than when
the initiatives were implemented, and less than a quarter think they will feel safer
three years from now. We found that while the Department collects and analyzes
performance information related to staft safety, it lacks specific performance goals
and measures for its staff safety initiatives. Specific goals on what each initiative is
supposed to accomplish and measures to evaluate them would provide Department
executives and managers with the indicators they need to better understand if the
initiatives have been effective.

The Department’s staff safety initiatives are innovative

and unique

In response to the requirements in ESB 5907, the Department developed a series
of staff safety initiatives designed to make the working environment safer for
all correctional officers, non-custody staft and administrative staff working in
the state’s prison facilities. As part of this process, the Department developed
new policies and procedures regarding staff safety. The initiatives address staff
accountability, safety equipment, offender job and classification decisions, staffing
and training.
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According to our experts, Washington’s approach to staft safety is innovative
and unique among correctional agencies. They were not aware of any other state
developing such an advanced and comprehensive group of initiatives focused on
improving staff safety. They believe the Department’s staft safety initiatives are all
based on good correctional practices, have likely improved the safety and security
of prison staff, and - if fully and consistently implemented — will continue to
reduce the risk of harm to staft.

The major staft safety initiatives implemented by the Department are summarized
in Exhibit 2 and discussed in more detail below.

Exhibit 2 - The Department developed staff safety initiatives in six important areas

Initiative category Initiative description
1. Staff accountability Developed policies, procedures and practices designed to ensure facilities can account for all staff
in an emergency
2. Safety equipmentand Added equipment:
facility improvements - For personal protection, such as pepper spray

« To signal the need for assistance, such as duress alarms and body alarms
« To improve visibility, such as additional cameras and mirrors

3. Offender job placement Created multidisciplinary teams to decide offender job placement and classification
and classification
4. Staffing changes Added staffing at each facility, including a security specialist to coordinate and provide support
for staff safety initiatives, including managing the staff suggestion process
5. Security training Added specific security training to the annual training program for all staff, held security forums
with all first-line supervisors to discuss safety and implemented monthly “place safety” musters
for all staff
6. Statewide and local - Created a statewide committee with representation across facilities and staff levels to advise
security advisory the Department on safety issues and staff concerns
committees + Created local committees at each facility to review staff safety suggestions and make

recommendations to their facility or to the statewide committee

1. Staff accountability

The purpose of improving staff accountability policies, procedures and practices
is to make it easier to account for people’s whereabouts during an emergency. To
do this, the Department has developed processes to:

 Account for all staff, volunteers and visitors in all situations, including a
sign-in/sign-out system at each prison for anyone moving from one area to
another within the facility, as well as entering or leaving the facility perimeter

« Regularly check on staff stationed in isolated and one-person posts in
person, by radio or by phone

« Establish appropriate ratios of staff to offenders in isolated work areas, with
special attention to single-person posts

+ Use response and movement officers to conduct random, unannounced
checks of locations within their areas of responsibility

« Ensure two staff members are present when opening and closing program
or work areas
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The Department studied the feasibility of using proximity cards during a pilot test
at the Washington State Penitentiary in 2012. Proximity cards provide an accurate
on-demand accounting of all staff within a facility’s perimeter. Card readers were
installed throughout the facility at control points, and scanning the proximity
cards was required to enter and exit the prison. Staff reported that the system
worked well, and our experts determined the use of proximity cards to be the most
effective approach to account for staff. Due to budget constraints, the Department
has been unable to expand its use in other facilities but has requested additional
funds from the Legislature to do so.

2. Safety equipment and facility improvements

The Department has provided or upgraded equipment that can help staff protect
themselves or signal for assistance. Other improvements to facilities were custom
designed to improve visibility.

o Pepper spray — Providing staff with pepper spray is intended to reduce or
eliminate the need for hands-on intervention by officers in use-of-force
incidents. A pilot project to test its effectiveness was launched in 2011. By
October 2013, it had been approved for use by custody staft in all facilities.
Initially, its use was approved for sergeants, specialty teams and some other
staff. It is now mandatory for all custody staff in all facilities to carry it.

 Radios and duress alarms — After an evaluation of existing radio
equipment, the Department replaced older radios at all prisons with
models that included duress alarm buttons. These are emergency call
buttons located on the microphone, which are attached to the lapel of an
officer’s uniform, in addition to the emergency button on the radio itself,
worn on the belt. All custody staff are required to use these new radios.
Staff must prioritize responses to any duress alarms and respond to any
unidentifiable radio sound.

» Body alarms - Body alarms are worn by staff members and can be
activated in a number of ways, both active and passive, to alert the control
center that a staff member is in immediate danger. A successful pilot
project was conducted in 2014 at Monroe Correctional Complex, and the
Department plans to expand their use to all facilities.

o Cameras and mirrors — The proper placement of cameras and mirrors
eliminates blind spots, giving staff a clearer view of their surroundings.
The Department completed a study in 2012 that estimated it would cost
$50 million to upgrade all video camera systems at all 12 facilities. The
Department has made some progress upgrading and installing cameras, and
received $24 million in its 2015-17 biennium budget for additional cameras.

3. Offender job placement and classification

To help ensure offenders are given jobs or assignments that do not create a staff
safety risk, multidisciplinary teams now review offender classification decisions
and job assignments. In addition to reviewing job assignments, these teams screen
all offenders prior to transfer and custody level change. The Department also limits
how long offender workers may remain in a job to prevent them from becoming
too entrenched in any particular position.
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4. Staffing changes

To coordinate and facilitate the various staft safety initiatives at the prisons, the
Department created the position of facility security specialist. These employees
are responsible for developing and maintaining a system to account for all staff,
particularly during emergencies. They also play a lead role in running the local
security advisory committee, drafting or revising security related policy language,
updating staff post orders, managing communications between the local and
statewide security advisory committees, and managing the facility’s safety
suggestion process. The security specialist works closely with the facility’s chief
of security, and ensures the regular monitoring and testing of duress alarms. In
addition to the security specialists, in 2013 the Department added a graveyard-
shift officer at the stand-alone minimum security facilities, and a day-shift officer
to medium security units. Department executives also told us K-9 officers will be
added to two additional facilities in March 2016.

5. Security training

The Department added safety related content to both initial and annual | Place Safety Musters are meetings
training for all staff. The new training emphasizes the development of | designed to encourage staff to think and
a safety mindset, and encourages employees to identify strategies and | talk about safety for themselves, for others,

practices that contribute to security and individual safety awareness.

As it developed the staff safety initiatives, the Department held a series
of security awareness leadership forums at each of the facilities to get

and for their workplace

input from staff on security concerns and ways to make conditions My Safety

safer. These forums transitioned into monthly place safety musters
to give staff an opportunity to discuss safety issues. The place safety
musters are also designed to supplement the Department’s training
program, with attendance counting towards required training hours.

Place Safety

During the place safety musters, staff and their supervisors discuss Your Safety

safety issues, identify concerns, and work together to find ways to
maintain a secure environment. These meetings are intended to

provide structure and time to: Source: Department staff safety and security

« Develop staft awareness of personal safety and that of others in

training materials.

their area
 Discuss current practices and assess vulnerabilities

o Increase staff knowledge of facility procedures by discussing
operational updates and changes

o Conduct drills and training exercises
+ Encourage teamwork and open communication

As reported in its 2015 annual report to the Legislature, the Department has also
developed specific staff safety training curriculum adapted from Keeping Prisons
Safe: Transforming the Corrections Workplace (C. Young, D. Pacholke, D. Schrum
and P. Young; 2014) and its companion publication, Keeping Prisons Safe: Field
Guide (C. Young, D. Pacholke, D. Schrum and P. Young; 2014). These publications
were written by Department managers integral to the development of the staff
safety initiatives and other changes the Department made to improve staft safety.
The focus of these publications and the Department’s annual staff safety training
is to “target strategies for improving personal safety, the safety of others, and the
safety and security of the workplace.”
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6. Statewide and local security advisory committees

Department management recognized that dialogue is essential if staff are
to remain engaged with the process of improving safety. It established the
statewide security advisory committee — whose membership represents an equal
combination of multidisciplinary bargaining unit members from each facility, and
management representatives from each facility and Department headquarters - to
keep lines of communication open. The committee reviews security concerns and
suggestions from each facility’s local security advisory committee and forwards
recommendations to Department executives.

Each prison has its own local security advisory committee, similarly composed
and with similar responsibilities. Those concerns that the local committee cannot
resolve are referred to the statewide committee. All suggestions are tracked usinga
system that allows the Department and staff to follow progress made on resolving
problems and implementing staff suggestions. Between 2011 and October 2015,
staft submitted 2,862 security concerns and suggestions, of which 2,321 were
completed at the local level. Of the remaining suggestions, 116 were referred to
the statewide security advisory committee, and 77 of those have been completed.

Operation Place Safety pilot project focused on reducing

offender violence

In addition to the initiatives listed above, the Department conducted a pilot project
known as Operation Place Safety at the Washington State Penitentiary’s West
Complex. The pilot project focused on reducing offender violence, particularly
aggravated assaults against staff. The Penitentiary was selected for this pilot
project because the majority of aggravated assaults on staff in 2012 occurred there.
The Department’s summary report, Operation Place Safety: First Year in Review
(June 1, 2014), describes Operation Place Safety as a deterrence-based strategy
focused on reducing those violent acts committed by offenders who present the
greatest risks to staff and offender safety. The strategy consists of three components:

 Enforcement — Prohibited violent acts — including staff assault, a fight/
assault with a weapon, and multi-offender fights or assaults — are deterred
by applying privilege restrictions to offenders who commit these acts and
offenders they closely associate with.

o Help — Offenders receive assistance, including programs and jobs, to help
them succeed in pro-social alternatives to violence.

o Engagement and notification — Offenders receive direct communication
to notify them of the prohibited violent acts and the response to these acts,
to encourage participation in programs and meaningful activities, and to
reinforce pro-social values.

To evaluate whether this approach has reduced offender violence, the Department
compared the number of violent incidents in the year before and year after the
program was introduced. The Department’s report noted that the overall number
of violent incidents has not changed, but those categorized as prohibited violent
acts were reduced by almost 50 percent, including a significant drop in aggravated
assaults on staff from six in 2012 to one in 2013. Because of this, Operation Place
Safety has been expanded to an additional facility.
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The Department’s use of data to understand whether Operation Place Safety tactics
are reducing offender violence is a good example of how the Department can use
specific performance information to understand the effectiveness of its staff safety
initiatives. However, the Department recognizes that more evaluation, including
developing more robust outcome indicators, will be needed as the program moves
forward “to determine if the reduction in serious acts of violence is a direct product
of Operation Place Safety.”

The majority of prison staff feel safe, but less than half feel

safer now than before the safety initiatives began
Our experts believe the Department’s staff safety
initiatives are well designed and staff are likely safer now
than before the initiatives were implemented. However,  percent responding “yes
theyalsobelieve how staff feel about their safety influences
how they approach their work, including how well they
follow safety procedures. In our survey (see Appendix
E) of all 5,303 staft employed at the prisons in October
2014, we asked if they currently feel safe working in their =~ Do you feel safer

Do you feel safe?

facility, if they feel safer working there now than in 2011, thanin 20117
and if they think they will feel safer three years from

now. Twenty-one percent (1,112) of staft responded to our Do you think it
survey and as shown in Exhibit 3, we learned that the  will be safer three
majority of respondents feel safe at their facility, but less years from now?

than half feel safer now than they did three years ago.
We also found that less than a quarter of the respondents
think they will be safer in the future.

While 21 percent is a lower response rate than we had hoped for, it is typical for
an online survey conducted by an external entity. Given the low response rate, we
compared the demographics of the respondents to those of the total population
to help us understand how well the respondents represented all staff. We found
that women, non-custody staff, older staft and staff who had worked at the
Department for a long period of time were over-represented. We also found that
these over-represented groups of respondents feel safer, on average, than their
counterparts, meaning if the survey respondents had been more representative
of the actual staft population, the responses would likely have been less positive.
Despite these limitations, we found the survey results to be consistent with our
focus group results and our experts’ observations during their site visits, providing
further validation that the results are representative of overall staff perceptions of
the staff safety initiatives when the survey was conducted.

In focus groups, staff also offered positive feedback on the staft safety initiatives,
but they attributed their safety more to their co-workers than to the initiatives. This
is not surprising in a correctional setting, according to our experts, and may also
be attributed to the Department’s efforts to train its staff on their responsibility for
their own safety, and that of their co-workers and work environment.

Exhibit 3 - The majority of staff feel safe now,
but not safer than before

»

68%

23%

Source: Auditor prepared based on survey of prison staff.
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Staff feedback on what is and is not working well is consistent
across facilities

To learn more about which initiatives were working well and which were not, we
asked staff in the survey to write in what they thought had been the most effective
action taken to improve staff safety and what needed improvement. We also asked
these questions during our focus groups conducted at each facility. We found that
staff from across all facilities gave similar answers.

The actions they identified as most effective included:

o Improved accountability procedures. Staft at all 12 prisons acknowledged
improved accountability procedures, such as documenting the arrival,
departure and location of employees and regular checks on isolated posts
as effective actions that improve staff safety.

o The deployment of pepper spray. Staft at 11 of the 12 prisons identified the
deployment of pepper spray as one of the most effective changes. They
stated it reduced the risk of injury because they do not need to make
physical contact with offenders as often when intervening in fights and
other situations. Overall, it was the second most common action identified
by survey respondents.

o Radios. Many people mentioned having more radios available to staft and
the added radio features, such as remote microphones and duress alarms.

However, the third most common response was “nothing,” indicating that some
staff may not believe any of the initiatives have improved safety. It was among the
top three responses at six facilities, the most common response at the Monroe
Correctional Complex, and the second most common response of correctional
officers. The majority of staff at those six facilities also said they did not feel any
safer than in 2011.

Our survey also asked staff to write in improvements that would make them feel
safer. Three often cited actions were:

« Hiring more staff. Additional staff was the first-choice answer by an
overwhelming margin overall and was the top answer at all 12 facilities. Staff
mentioned that they could not fulfill existing duties, let alone the added
duties resulting from the new safety initiatives. Others mentioned they were
required to perform tasks that were not relevant to their positions.

o Installing more cameras and mirrors. Staff from eight of the 12 facilities
identified blind spots as a major concern, and said more cameras and
mirrors were needed to improve visibility. Staff at one facility said the few
cameras they had were not operational, and if they had been, there was no
equipment to monitor the resulting video.

» Responding to safety concerns. Respondents also said they wanted
management to listen to them and better respond to their safety concerns.
They consistently said they wanted timely feedback on the suggestions they
made during safety musters and to their local security advisory committees.

Questions asked during
staff focus groups

1. Are you aware of
changes that have
been made to
improve staff safety at
this facility? Can you
describe them?

2. How do you know
whether or not the
changes have made
the facility safer? How
would you measure a
positive change?

3. Have any of those
changes made a
positive difference
in safety? If yes, in
what regard? If not,
why not and what
might be changed to
improve their effects?

4. In your opinion, what
additional measures
should be taken to
improve staff safety at
this facility?

5. Do you feel safe
during your workdays
at this facility? If not,
why not?
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Staff feedback points to need to improve communication

In addition to the communication concerns raised by survey respondents, staft in
our focus groups stressed the importance of feeling their voices are heard. Some
said they wanted more dialogue with management, while others wanted more
opportunities to communicate with each other.

Staff feel that meetings dedicated to safety issues could be more effective. Survey
respondents and focus group participants said they liked the safety musters and
security advisory committees, but they rarely received feedback or learned if the
Department or their facility took action on their safety suggestions. They also
agreed that more consistent facilitation of meetings was important. In focus
groups, staff members from every facility stated they liked the stated purpose of
the safety musters, but they also said staft enthusiasm for the musters has been
waning. Some focus group participants said the musters are no longer productive;
discussion topics may be too prescriptive or do not relate directly to their work.
Survey respondents at only five of the 12 facilities agreed that their local security
advisory committee was effective at improving staff safety.

Staff had mixed feelings about the effectiveness of the security specialists, who
are responsible for facilitating communication between the local and statewide
security advisory committees. Many people said in the survey and the focus
groups that they liked having the dedicated security specialist position. However,
some felt that the officers were diverted into unrelated non-security activities,
while others felt their security specialist was ineffective.

Effective advisory committees and positive perceptions of improvements to staff
safety may be connected. Our survey revealed that favorable views of the local
security advisory committee and Department management aligned with positive
perceptions about improvements to staff safety. As Exhibit 4 on the following page
shows, the majority of respondents from five facilities said they felt safer now than
in 2011. These were the same five facilities where the majority of respondents felt
the committee was effective, and that Department management was concerned
about staff safety. Respondents at the remaining seven facilities gave less positive
feedback on the committee’s effectiveness and the Department’s concern for their
safety, and said they did not feel safer than they did in 2011.
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Exhibit 4 - Survey results indicate effective committees correlate
to positive staff safety perceptions

Percentage of Percentage of

staff who feel the Percentage of  staff who feel the

Security Advisory  staff who feel Department is

Committee has they are safer ~ concerned about
Facility been effective thanin 2011 their safety
Olympic Corrections

68% 69% 65%
Center 0 0 0 At the five prisons
Washington where the majority
Corrections Center 64% 67% 60% of staff feel the security
for Women advisory committee
is effective, most staff
Mission Creek
Corrections Center 62% 78% 70% {Zel glf er atnd tI:a.t
for Women e Department is
concerned about

Clallam Bay their safety.
Corrections Center L) b L)
Coyote Ridge 0 G G
Corrections Center S 200 /)
Stafforq Creek 49% 38% 51%
Corrections Center
Washington 47% 46% 47%
Corrections Center
Airway Heights 45% 40% 49%

Corrections Center

\rI,Vas‘hlng'ton State 40% 36% 36%
enitentiary

Cedar C‘reek 40% 46% 34%

Corrections Center

I(.:arch Corrections 30% 43% 42%
enter

Monroe Correctional 29% 36% 36%

Complex

Source: Auditor prepared based on survey of prison staff.

A summary of survey and focus group results for each of the 12 prisons can be
found in Appendix F.
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Other venues for sharing information can also improve safety

Staff said information sharing between shifts was important and should be
re-established. Sharing information between outgoing and incoming shifts is seen
as essential in many settings, including hospitals and law enforcement agencies.
Shift musters - short, formal meetings held between shift supervisors and custody
officers at each shift change — are important because they keep officers aware of
incidents, current challenges, potentially disruptive offenders and the general
climate of the facility. They were eliminated prior to 2011 in response to a legal
settlement that determined time staff spent at these musters was beyond their shift
and eligible for overtime. Survey respondents and focus group participants both
stated they would like to see shift musters re-established. The Department has
implemented a 10-minute overlap on their shifts, and require staff to review logs
and post orders once they are on post, but the majority of employees in the focus
groups indicated that what they missed was the assembling of the entire shift so
leadership could brief them on what happened on the last shift, and what specific
actions should be taken on the upcoming shift.

Opportunities to improve implementation of

staff safety initiatives

Our experts found that while all the staff safety initiatives have been put in place
in some way at every facility, implementation across the facilities was inconsistent.
They believe all the initiatives are good correctional practices and would improve
staft safety if fully and consistently used, but it was difficult to evaluate their
effectiveness because the Department has not developed specific goals, objectives
and performance measures for them. While much of the staft feedback on the
initiatives was positive, our experts said the Department will need to evaluate and
improve the effectiveness of individual initiatives by engaging with staff to be sure
they understand what is expected of them.

Based on their evaluation of the policies and procedures specific to the staff safety
initiatives, and their observations of the initiatives in practice during their visits
to each facility, our experts found many aspects could be improved by clarifying
guidance and expectations. This includes:

o Staff accountability practices

o Use of radios and testing of duress alarms

o Processes to ensure appropriate numbers and placement of cameras
o Place safety musters

o Local security advisory committees

Based on their observations, they also found more could be done to improve staff
engagement and communication through the place safety musters and ensuring
that facility management have time to regularly interact with facility staff.
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Staff accountability procedures need clarification

Although staft identified the new accountability procedures (such as sign-in/
sign-out, two-to-open/two-to-close, and staft accountability drills) as among the
most effective initiatives, our experts think they could be improved. In particular,
the experts observed issues with sign-in/sign-out procedures in most of the
facilities. Sign-in/sign-out practices varied between and also within facilities; parts
of some facilities had none at all. Without an effective sign-in/sign-out process, it
is difficult to know the location of staft during emergencies.

Our experts observed the problem firsthand during the staff accountability drills
held while on their facility visits. On some drills, it took an hour to account for
all staff. The Department’s policy requires facilities to conduct staff accountability
checks, but the policy does not include an expectation of how long it should take
a facility to account for all staff. During drills, non-custody staff and custody staft
without fixed posts were the most difficult to account for because their jobs require
them to work at various locations within the facility.

Our experts also observed some confusion among staff on how to implement the
two-to-open/two-to-close policy, which has led to different practices at different
facilities. In some cases, in addition to having two staff present when opening
or closing a program or work area, a facility will require that the buildings be
searched and/or cleared by two people. Staff members told our experts that they
believe the Department’s two-to-open/two-to-close policy is creating workload
issues because it pulls correctional officers away from their units, and takes
response and movement staff away from their primary duties. Clarification on
what staff are expected to do to comply with this policy would be beneficial.

In addition to specific performance goals and measures, other changes designed
to improve accountability within the prisons’ security perimeters could make
these systems more effective. Procedures to better account for the whereabouts of
non-custody staff and those who do not have fixed post assignments could also be
beneficial. In addition, factoring workload effects of policy and procedural changes
into a revised staffing model could help ensure that the implementation of these
security practices does not adversely affect the availability of staff to respond to
security incidents.

Requirements for non-custody staff to carry radios and emergency
equipment need clarification

While Department policy requires custody staff to carry radios while on duty; it is
unclear whether non-custody staff should be issued or be required to carry radios
or other emergency communication equipment. A lack of clarity on Department
expectations on this point has created confusion among staft and added to their
concern for their own safety. Our experts noted many instances when non-custody
staff were issued or have access to radios or body alarms, but, again, the practice
was inconsistent between and within facilities. For example, non-custody staff
working inside some units had access to radios, but others working in direct
constant contact with offenders, such as in education or health care, had to share
a radio with others in their work area. Our experts also observed that even if
non-custody staff have access to radios, they do not always carry them. This was
also true for other emergency equipment such as whistles. Staff feedback during
our focus groups frequently mentioned the need to require non-custody staff to
carry radios or body alarms. Our experts stated, at a minimum, the policy and
procedure for carrying radios by non-custody staff, including whether they are
required to carry them, should be consistent between facilities and custody levels.

Locating staff
Designing an
inexpensive yet reliable
system to account for the
whereabouts of staff can
be tricky.
Sign-in/sign-out sheets
and whiteboards, for
example, rely on manual
processes that may fail in
hectic situations or when
employees forget.
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Requirements for testing of duress alarms needs clarification
Employees widely reported that the use of new radios with microphones and
duress alarms was an effective step in improving workplace safety. However, many
told us that the policy requiring that someone check every time a person signals
their duress alarm has added a burden to staff workload because of the high
number of false alarms. Our experts also observed that regular tests of the duress
alarm system were not conducted at any of the facilities. Facility management and
security specialists told us they do not fully understand the policy requirements for
regular testing and tracking; they thought that the responses to the many false alarms
was an adequate way to test the system. While our experts agree with the need to check
on staff whenever a duress alarm has been triggered, clarification on expectations for
testing and responding to these alarms would help facility staff be better prepared for
situations when a duress alarm is triggered in an emergency situation.

Cameras are insufficient or are not well placed

According to our experts, more than half the facilities had insufficient cameras for
complete visibility, particularly in offender program areas. The experts observed
that program areas (such as education, correctional industries, gym, chapel and
health care) did not have ideal visibility because of facility design or lack of cameras.
A more systematic, standardized approach to mapping the outlying areas where
more camera coverage is needed could benefit the system as a whole. A lack of
cameras was also one of the issues consistently raised by staff in focus groups. The
Department completed a study in 2012 that estimated it would cost $50 million to
upgrade all video camera systems at all 12 facilities.

The Department is already making progress in its plans to improve visibility by
installing more cameras during the last and current biennia. The Department
received $24 million in its 2015-17 biennial capital budget for adding more cameras
to remedy this situation. However, the cost and budget constraints, as well as the
time and effort required for procurement and installation, mean the upgrade of
the camera system will be a multi-year process.

Security specialist position expectations need clarification

Our experts believe the facility security specialists are an important addition to the
staft safety toolbox, and based on their observations, they found the specialists are
doing a good job carrying out their responsibilities. In most cases, they saw that
the specialists work closely with the facility security chiefs and management on
security monitoring and operations. However, our experts observed some issues,
including specialists not routinely testing duress alarms and performing duties
that were outside their primary role. For example, employees told them security
specialists are sometimes involved in investigations of staff, which could undermine
the integrity and purpose of the position, while others said the specialists™ role
was unclear, with little or no authority. In addition, our experts observed that the
Department’s expectations for the specialists regarding the frequency or content
of communication with staft about the results of their security suggestions could
be clearer.

Our experts also believe the prison system as a whole would benefit if security
specialists shared internal “best practices,” and developed a more consistent approach
to communicating the status and outcomes of facility security suggestions.
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Place safety musters could be better utilized

Our experts all agreed that the monthly place safety musters were valuable, offering
a venue to raise staff awareness on safety issues and for communication between
staff and management. However, in alignment with staff feedback, our experts
found opportunities to improve how the place safety musters are conducted. They
found issues at more than half the facilities, where they noted that staft described
the musters as lacking momentum and attendance. During their prison visits, our
experts observed a wide range of facilitation styles and quality in the place safety
musters, with differences in the purposes of the meetings. Some appear to be run with
a “top-down” approach, with a fixed agenda and little or no staff input, while others
allow for significant staff participation, as intended. Some focus group participants
said the facilitators did not always keep the forum focused on staff safety.

Clarification on the expectations about the format of the meetings and ensuring
the right balance of top-down direction and bottom-up participation could
help keep these meetings dynamic and relevant, and maintain or improve staff
involvement. Based on feedback from staff and their observations of place safety
muster meetings at the facilities, our experts also noted that the musters might be
more effective if they occasionally included staff or correctional officers who are
from different units or have expertise in a particular subject.

Local security advisory committees

Similarly, the experts observed that while the local security advisory committee
meetings were well-attended, and included a broad group of individuals from
multiple disciplines as the policy intended, the approaches to managing the
security suggestion process varied by facility. Both survey respondents and focus
group participants implied that some committees were better at following up on
the status of staff security suggestions than others.

Our experts attributed at least some of the implementation gaps across facilities
to broad or unclear Department policies on how to carry out the staff safety
initiatives. While the Department deliberately created some general policies to
allow individual prisons the flexibility to best fit their specific needs, the lack
of clarity has left staff unclear about expectations, and made it difficult for the
Department executives and managers to understand what is working well in
prisons and what is not.

Gaps exist between correctional leading practices and
those used by the Department

To identify other opportunities for improving staft safety, our experts compared
Department and facility safety related policies, procedures and practices -
including those that support the staft safety initiatives - to a list of correctional
leading practices they view as essential to ensuring staff safety. They developed
this list of leading practices from corrections industry sources, including the
American Corrections Association and the National Institute of Corrections,
as well as their expert opinions. Appendix D includes a full list of the leading
practices developed by our experts.
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Sound written policies and procedures should be supported by post orders that

provide specific instructions to correctional officers on the tasks they are expected Post orders are
to perform for their assigned post. If post orders are followed, practices should detailed instructions
be in line with Department and facility policies. Exhibit 5 describes each area of that clearly specify job

duties, responsibilities
and expectations for
correctional officer posts.

leading practices identified by our experts and its relationship to staft safety.

Exhibit 5 — Correctional leading practices relevant to staff safety
All practices should have clearly written policies, procedures and post orders

Leading practice Description

Staff training Staff training is critical to ensure staff understand how to manage safety systems and supervise offenders.
They must be prepared to respond to various types of security threats and incidents, including defusing
potential conflicts that could result in harm to staff and offenders.

Staffing Staffing levels must be sufficient to safely and securely implement the policies and procedures of the
prison facility. Each position should have clearly written post orders to ensure employees understand their
assigned duties.

Physical environment  The physical environment of the facility should be designed to minimize risk to staff. There should be
written policies to guide construction and inspection of facilities, and staff training on the appropriate use
and inspection of the facility.

Housing Offender housing must be designed and operated in a way that limits risks to staff. Staff should be trained
how to manage and supervise offenders in their assigned housing units.

Perimeter - access Perimeter access and egress provide the last major line of defense for control and security against

and egress contraband introduction, assault, escape and intrusion. This is accomplished through appropriate policies
and procedures, effective staff training, necessary equipment and facility structures.

Control center The control center keeps order in prison facilities by providing timely response to both routine situations

communications and operations, and unanticipated incidents. It manages security systems, keys, communications, offender

and staff movement, emergency supplies, security equipment, and access and egress through the secure
perimeter of the facility.

Offender counts Formal and informal counting of offenders provides accountability for the entire offender population,
preventing escapes, and ensuring a safe and secure working environment.

Hazardous materials The proper control of flammable, toxic and caustic materials enhances staff safety by reducing the
likelihood they are used as weapons against staff and offenders.

Searches and When contraband - which includes drugs, weapons, cell phones and escape tools - is introduced into a

contraband facility, it poses a threat to the facility’s orderly operation and the safety of staff and offenders. Effective

control - facility search and contraband control policies and procedures for buildings/areas, offenders, cells and visitors are
necessary to minimize those threats.

Searches and To limit the introduction of contraband, it is also necessary to have effective contraband control policies

contraband and procedures, including searching staff.

control - staff

Safety and emergency  Adherence to safety and emergency policies and procedures reduces the opportunity for and likelihood of
procedures staff assaults, and makes it more likely emergencies will be successfully resolved. All staff must be aware of
the plans, have sufficient equipment and be trained to execute the plans when needed.

Key control Keys are essential to prison security and staff safety. Key control procedures provide the protection and
security intended in the design of the locking systems.

Tool control Tools for facility maintenance or use in approved offender work programs can become weapons or escape
tools. Effective control and accountability procedures for tools and other sensitive items that are stored
within, or brought into, the facility for daily use are necessary to minimize risks.
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Leading practice Description

Armory Effective armory policies, procedures and practices ensure secure storage, handling and accountability of
firearms, ammunition, chemical agents and security equipment; that only qualified employees are issued
weapons and security equipment; and that offenders will not be able to gain access to them.

Offender rules and An orderly and disciplined facility is the basis of a safe and secure environment for both staff and

discipline offenders. Facilities must have rules of conduct, and sanctions and procedures for violations that are
defined in writing and communicated to all offenders and staff. Disciplinary actions must be carried out
promptly and with respect for due process.

Classification A proper classification system ensures that offenders are classified to the most appropriate level of custody
and program, both on admission and upon review of their status to ensure the safety and well-being of
the community, staff and offender.

Offender programs Policies and procedures should provide adequate supervision, security and contraband control for

and services offenders who are participating in offender programs such as work, education, recreation, health services
and religious activities. This includes limiting or restricting offender access to some programs and services
to ensure the safety of staff, other offenders and the general public.

Offender movement Policies and procedures governing offender movement are necessary to ensure accountability of all
offenders, and the safety and security of staff, offenders and visitors. There is a high risk to staff and others
if offender movement is not controlled in a methodical and consistent manner.

Security threat group  The presence of violent prison security threat groups, or gangs, in a correctional facility poses a danger

management to both staff and offender safety. Because the activity level of gang members varies, it is important that
information about them be gathered and analyzed continually. Effective programs include policies
and procedures to identify and monitor potential threats and provide guidance on avoidance and
de-escalation methods.

Monitoring and A complete monitoring and auditing program allows correctional agencies to determine the extent to
auditing which policy, procedure, standards and practice combine to provide a safe and secure facility. This is
a critical management function that allows agencies to identify and correct problem areas, maintain
established standards and promote continuous improvement.

Our experts compared these practices to current departmental policies, and
facility procedures and practices, to identify potential shortcomings. Overall, they
found that the Department has good policies that encompass most areas that are
considered important correctional practices. In 11 of the 20 areas, the policies and
practices at each of the facilities complied with the leading practices, and no major
concerns were found. These areas include: staff training, housing, counts, hazardous
materials, safety and emergency procedures, key control, tool control, armory,
offender rules and discipline, classification and security threat group management.
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However, our experts did find some practices that are not addressed by Department
or facility policies, procedures and practices, or are not being adequately carried
out. The concerns identified by our experts are summarized in Exhibit 6 and
explained in more detail below.

Exhibit 6 — Our experts identified several concerns with Department and facility practices

Identified concern

Leading practice category

1.

Staff search policy is absent, and practices are inconsistent Searches and contraband control - staff

2.

Cell searches are too infrequent and inconsistent across Searches and contraband control - facility

facilities

Staffing model has not been updated to account for the Staffing
additional demands placed on staff

Visibility is poor in some areas Physical environment

Search policies for people entering facilities are lacking Perimeter — access and egress

Control center access policy is inadequate Control center communications

Njo o | s

Policies on whether non-custody staff need to carry radios Offender programs and services

are lacking, and practices are inconsistent

®

Policies surrounding offender movement need improvement  Offender movement

Monitoring and auditing activities could be more focused Monitoring and auditing

Staff search policy is absent, and practices are inconsistent. Even though the
Department states all employees are subject to being searched upon entering a
facility, the Department policies do not mandate that staff be searched as they
enter the facilities. They have a random search system, however, searches were
not, in the opinion of our experts, conducted frequently enough. The lack of
Department policies regarding staft searches has created inconsistencies across
facilities, and none of the facilities have adequate internal policies requiring
and describing staff searches. This raises the risk of contraband entering the
facility, even inadvertently, which can lead to more violence among offenders,
and fosters an institutional atmosphere that is more difficult to manage and keep
safe. The majority of state correctional systems have policies and procedures
regarding the routine searching of employees and their belongings. A recent
survey completed by the Association of State Correctional Administrators
found just seven of the 40 states that responded to the survey exempt staff from
searches when entering a facility.

Cell searches are too infrequent and inconsistent across facilities. The
Department has not established a policy for cell searches at each of the
custody levels, resulting in inconsistencies between and within facilities.
Our experts noted the frequency of cell searches in most housing units in
higher custody level facilities is far below what they would expect.

Prison Safety :: Audit Results | 28



. Staffing model has not been updated to account for the additional demands
placed on staff. The staffing model the Department uses is dated and inadequate
for determining proper staffing needs. The existing staffing model relies on
facilities to request additional staff when they need them, but these requests
are not always granted. The model does not take into consideration the recent
changes that have taken place as a result of the safety initiatives — which in
some cases have added many more duties for existing staff - or changes to the
offender population. During the facility visits, our experts noted several areas
where additional staff may be required.

. Visibility is poor in some areas. Almost every facility has one or more blind
spots or areas of poor visibility where staff are unable to see and prevent
offender rule-breaking or other harmful situations. The Department is in the
process of installing additional cameras and mirrors to address this issue,
but it does not have a systematic and standardized approach to determining
where more cameras are needed or policies to prioritize where they should be
installed, instead leaving it to each facility to develop its own approach.

. Search policies for people entering facilities are lacking. In addition to an
inadequate staff search policy, the Department does not have a policy that
addresses searching and identifying everyone who enters its facilities. This
could compromise staff safety through the introduction of contraband.
Policies should require each facility to have procedures for processing and
identifying all staff, contractors, volunteers and visitors.

. Control center access policy is inadequate. Facility control centers play an
important role in prison operations and must be kept secure. Staff who are
not assigned there could distract or hamper the activities of assigned staft in
the event of an emergency. Our experts noted current Department policies for
managing facility control centers do not adequately state who is allowed to
enter them and for what purpose.

. Policies on whether non-custody staff need to carry radios are lacking and
practices are inconsistent. The Department does not have a clear policy on
whether non-custody staff who supervise offenders are required to carry
personal safety equipment such as radios. A number of non-custody staft
working in offender program areas told us they wanted more equipment and
security related training such as self-defense.

. Policies surrounding offender movement need improvement. There are many
legitimate reasons for offenders to be out of their cells: meals, exercise or
attending a program activity. While they are moving from one area to another,
staff must follow set procedures to ensure everyone remains safe and rules are
not broken. Our facility visits revealed an assortment of problems ranging
from staff inattentiveness while offenders are out of their cells to offenders
routinely using medical passes intended for emergencies. Better policies and
procedures could also help ensure all offenders, including those who are given
permission to be somewhere they were not originally expected, are accounted
for during movement periods.
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9. Monitoring and auditing activities could be more focused. The Department
does not conduct a comprehensive annual safety and security audit of all
areas of its facilities. Instead, it relies on several internal audit and review
processes to evaluate and monitor how well facilities are following the
Department’s safety related policies and procedures. Currently, operational
reviews are conducted annually at each facility by the internal audit
team, focusing on how well facility staff follow selected Department
policies and procedures; emergency management audits are conducted
annually by emergency management staff, focusing on how well facility
staff are prepared to respond to emergencies; and facility safety audits are
conducted by the risk management unit, focusing on how well facilities
are following state requirements for staff occupational health and safety.

The Department has recently taken action to better coordinate these internal
audits and reviews, and has developed a common log of corrective action
items to track progress on resolving identified issues. To further improve the
evaluation of the effectiveness of the staff safety initiatives, the Department
could better focus these internal audits and reviews on relevant safety related
policies and procedures to determine how well staft understand and are
following them.

The Department needs more specific performance goals

and measures to improve the effectiveness of its staff

safety initiatives

Our analysis found that while the Department collects and analyzes performance
information related to staft safety, it lacks specific performance goals and measures
for its initiatives. Effective performance measurement involves deciding what to
measure, figuring out how to collect needed data, collecting that data and then
evaluating it to assess progress toward achieving performance expectations.
Having specific goals and measures for the staff safety initiatives could help the
Department determine whether they are achieving their intended results and
identify opportunities for improvement.

To evaluate whether its initiatives have been effective in improving staff safety,
Department executives and managers told us they use the rate of offender violent
infractions, especially those committed by offenders against staff. They look at
these rates over time for each facility and all facilities combined, and track the
number of staff security suggestions that have been suggested and implemented.
They also review the results of their internal operational reviews for items specific
to stafft safety. The Department also has two specific efforts in place to measure
whether changes they have made related to staff safety have had a positive effect.
One focuses on whether Operation Place Safety, as described earlier in this report,
has reduced offender violence, especially the number of aggravated assaults
on staff. The other focuses on whether the staft’s increased use of pepper spray
has reduced staff injuries. Preliminary results show that as correctional officers
resolve more use-of-force incidents with pepper spray instead of physical force,
the number of staft injuries during use-of-force incidents has declined.
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It should also be noted that the Department participates in the Association of
State Correctional Administrators Performance-Based Measures System, which
helps correctional agencies capture, record, report and share correctional data.
When looking at data reported in the system by participating states, Washington
has been below the average rates for measures associated with offender violence
against staff since it began reporting this data in 2011.

While the performance information described above provides Department
executives and managers important information about what is going on in its
facilities, it does not provide specific information on how well the remaining staff
safety initiatives are working, or how safe staft feel working in their facility. The
Department’s reliance on statewide offender violent infraction rates, even when
focusing on those related to offender assaults on staff, does not provide the specific
or detailed information needed to understand whether the Department’s staff
safety initiatives have effected changes in offender violent infraction rates.

To help us understand what information could be gleaned from the Department’s
violent infraction rate data, we looked at whether it showed an overall trend change
following the introduction of the staff safety initiatives. Exhibit 7 charts system-
wide violent infraction data for fiscal years 2006 through 2014 (see Appendix F
for infraction rates at the facility level). While there is a downward trend over the
eight-year period, there does not appear to be a significant change in the overall
trend after the start of the staff safety initiatives. Because there are so many
factors that can cause violent infractions to occur, this measure does not allow the
Department to adequately evaluate the effectiveness of the safety initiatives.

We also looked at three categories of offender violence infractions against staff

Exhibit 7 - Violent infractions per 100 offenders
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- aggravated staff assaults, staft assaults, and staff sexual assaults - for this same
time period for all 12 facilities. We found that the rate of these infractions per 100
offenders was so small, it was difficult to identify significant changes over time.
We agree that is important information for Department executives and managers
to collect and review, but it would be even more valuable if additional goals and
measures were created to allow them to determine how the staff safety initiatives
impact staft safety. The Department’s efforts in this area with measuring the effect
of Operation Place Safety on aggravated staff assaults, and the use of pepper spray
on staff injuries are good examples.

The Department could develop specific goals and measures for additional staff
safety initiatives. These additional goals and measures could focus on indicators
that show whether staff understand the initiatives and if the initiatives are being
followed. For example, to address staff accountability, the Department could
establish a goal for how long it should take a facility to account for all staff members
and conduct periodic drills to see if facilities can meet that goal. If they cannot,
information gained from conducting the drills would help Department managers
understand why they are falling short. Another example could address activities
in the Security Advisory Committees. Specifically, they could develop goals for
how quickly managers respond to staff on the status of their security suggestions.
Evaluating how well they meet that goal would provide the information needed
to change their process to shorten response times. Most important, goals could
be developed for staff satisfaction with the safety initiatives and how safe staff feel
while at work. Feedback on these issues could be gathered through periodic staff
surveys and focus groups.

While the Department has used data to analyze the specific effect of some
initiatives at some of its facilities, much more data collection and analysis are
needed to determine how well the initiatives are being carried out and what
effects they might have, including whether they have improved how safe staff
feel in their work environment and while carrying out their assigned duties. The
Department would need clearly defined goals, objectives and measures for each
of the safety initiatives, as well as a consistent implementation approach, to assess
their effectiveness.

Conclusion

Although the Department’s staff safety initiatives are the most comprehensive
approach to improving staft safety that has been undertaken by a state prison
system, we found there are opportunities for further improvement. We found
that while each prison had implemented the initiatives to some degree, not all
the initiatives have been fully or consistently implemented. These include making
improvements to staff accountability procedures, visibility in certain areas of
the prisons, communication between management and staff, and staft search
procedures. We also found the Department has not updated its staffing model
in several years, and it may not be suited to demands currently made of staff. In
addition, we found that while the majority of staff feel safe, less than half feel safer
now than when the initiatives were implemented, and less than a quarter think
they will feel safer three years from now. Because the Department lacks specific
goals and performance measures to help its executives and managers understand
how well the staff safety initiatives are working, better performance measurement
processes and a more focused approach to evaluating staff safety related practices
would help the Department better understand how to continue to improve staff safety.

Prison Safety :: Audit Results | 32



Recommendations

Based on the results of our audit, we recommend the Department continue its
efforts to improve staft safety by determining whether adopting the following
recommendations would be beneficial, and implementing those that have the
greatest potential to improve staft safety.

1. Address the issues with implementation of the staff safety initiatives our
experts identified, including clarifying policies and procedures related
to staff accountability, radios for non-custody staff, duress alarm testing,
cameras, security specialists, place safety musters and the local security
advisory committees.

2. Address the gaps identified by our experts between the Department’s
safety related policies, procedures and practices, and correctional leading
practices. Specifically:

a) Develop policies, procedures and practices to conduct staff searches.

b) Evaluate and update the staffing model to ensure staffing levels are
adequate and appropriately utilized to meet all the requirements
placed on staff.

¢) Develop a more focused approach to monitor and audit the
implementation of the staff safety initiatives to provide feedback on how
well staff understand and are following relevant policies and procedures.

d) Evaluate whether making further changes to department policies,
procedures and practices to address additional identified gaps would
be beneficial, including cell searches, issues with visibility, searching
people entering facilities and access to facility control centers.

3. Enhance the Department’s current approach to assessing the effectiveness
of the staft safety initiatives and how well they have been implemented at the
facilities to provide additional opportunities for improvement. To do so:

a) Develop specific performance goals and measure progress toward
meeting those goals.

b) Conduct periodic, anonymous staff surveys and focus groups to
gather staff input on the effectiveness of the safety initiatives and
whether they have improved how safe staff feel.

4. Improve staff communication about safety issues. To do so:

a) Provide additional guidance and training to facilitators to improve the
effectiveness of the place safety musters and local and statewide safety
advisory committees.

b) Evaluate whether the benefit of re-establishing shift musters, which
allow staff the opportunity to communicate about potential safety
concerns before beginning their shift, outweighs the additional staff
time and expense it would incur.

¢) Provide more specific guidance for the role of the security specialist
to ensure good communication occurs on staff safety issues at the
facilities, including ensuring staff receive feedback on the status of
their staff safety suggestions.
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Agency Response

STATE OF WASHINGTON

March 10, 2016

Honorable Troy Kelley
Washington State Auditor
P.O. Box 40021

Olympia, WA 98504-0021

Dear Auditor Kelley:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and respond to the State Auditor’s Office (SAO) performance
audit report: “Improving Staff Safety in Washington’s Prisons.” Our agencies worked together to
provide this joint response.

The Department of Corrections (DOC) was pleased that the SAQO recognized that our safety initiatives
are innovative and unique. As the report notes, “no other state has developed such an advanced and
comprehensive group of initiatives focused on improving staff safety.” The department promotes

a culture that encourages personal responsibility for safety; takes initiative in addressing security
deficiencies; and continually monitors security improvements in work areas, practices, procedures,
policies and physical layouts. Department staff work with offenders in total and partial confinement
facilities, as well as in communities across the state.

DOC has focused on staff training, policies and practices in an effort to support staff in identifying and
discussing different points of vulnerability while working in prisons.

Staff responsibilities include working with offenders in unpredictable and often dangerous settings.
Despite great personal risk, staff perform these duties with professionalism and pride. They do this
because they believe in improving public safety and in working together for safe communities. They are
mindful, too, that staff safety is a discipline that must be practiced by everyone at all times.

DOC strives to continually improve its staff safety and security practices, and is always interested in
considering opportunities to enhance the safety of our state’s prisons. With that in mind, we are
providing the attached response to the auditor’s recommendations.

Sincerely,

Dan Pacholke David Schumacher

Secretary Director

Department of Corrections Office of Financial Management

Enclosures (2)
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CC:

David Postman, Chief of Staff, Office of the Governor

Kelly Wicker, Deputy Chief of Staff, Office of the Governor

Miguel Pérez-Gibson, Executive Director of Legislative Affairs, Office of the Governor
Matt Steuerwalt, Executive Director of Policy, Office of the Governor

Tracy Guerin, Deputy Director, Office of Financial Management

Wendy Korthuis-Smith, Director, Results Washington, Office of the Governor

Tammy Firkins, Performance Audit Liaison, Results Washington, Office of the Governor
Jody Becker-Green, Deputy Secretary, Department of Corrections

Stephen Sinclair, Assistant Secretary for Prisons Division, Department of Corrections
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OFFICIAL STATE CABINET AGENCY RESPONSE TO THE PERFORMANCE AUDIT ON IMPROVING
STAFF SAFETY IN WASHINGTON’S PRISONS — MARCH 10, 2016

This coordinated management response to the State Auditor’s Office (SAO) performance audit
report received on February 23, 2016, is provided by the Office of Financial Management and the
Department of Corrections (DOC).

SAO Performance Audit Objectives:

The SAO objectives were designed to assess whether the department could do more to ensure the
safety and security of its correctional officers by answering:

1. Does the department’s prison safety and security program meet industry leading practices
and standards, and in areas where it does not, why?

2. Have recent changes in the department’s prison safety and security program improved the
safety and security of prison staff?

3. What information does the department use to understand whether its program is improving
prison staff safety and security, and is the information adequate for managing the program?

4. What additional changes could the department make to improve the safety and security of
prison staff?

SAO Conclusion:
The department’s staff safety initiatives are innovative and unique.

SAO Findings:
1. Staff feedback points to need to improve communication.
2. There are opportunities to improve implementation of staff safety initiatives.
3. Gaps exist between correctional leading practices and those used by the department.
4

The department needs more specific performance goals and measures to improve the
effectiveness of its staff safety initiatives.

SAO states that based on the results of its audit, DOC should continue efforts to improve staff
safety by determining whether adopting the following recommendations would be beneficial
and implementing those that have the greatest potential to improve staff safety.

SAO Recommendation 1: Address the issues with implementation of the staff safety initiatives
our experts identified, including clarifying policies and procedures related to staff accountability,
radios for non-custody staff, duress alarm testing, cameras, security specialists, place safety
musters, and the local security advisory committees.
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STATE RESPONSE:

The items listed in this recommendation by SAO are already embedded in agency policy, staff
position descriptions or in the strategic deployment process. For example, security cameras have
been added and will continue to be added as funding becomes available. As noted by the auditors,
the department was awarded funds in the 2013-15 and 2015-17 biennia to continue its camera
installation initiative. DOC reviews its policies on a regular basis to determine where updates are
needed and has a process for initiating urgent policy reviews when emergent issues arise.

Action Steps and Time Frame

> DOC will conduct a focused review of its policies pertaining to these specific security issues
(staff accountability, radios for non-custody staff, duress alarm testing, duties of security
specialists, place safety musters and local security advisory committees) in advance of its
regularly scheduled policy review periods, and clarify policy expectations as needed.
By July 1, 2016.

> DOC will ensure inclusion of these specific security issues in its regular auditing process to
ensure consistency in application and practice. By July 1, 2016.

SAO Recommendation 2: Address the gaps identified by our experts between the department’s
safety related policies, procedures and practices and correctional leading practices. Specifically:

a. Develop policies, procedures and practices to conduct staff searches.

b. Evaluate and update the staffing model to ensure staffing levels are adequate and
appropriately utilized to meet all the requirements placed on staff.

c. Develop a more focused approach to monitor and audit the implementation of the staff safety
initiatives to provide feedback on how well staff understand and are following relevant
policies and procedures.

d. Evaluate whether making further changes to department policies, procedures and practices to
address additional identified gaps would be beneficial, including cell searches, issues with
visibility, searching people entering facilities and access to facility control centers.

STATE RESPONSE:

DOC acknowledges certain gaps between the department’s safety-related practices and those
characterized by the SAO’s experts as “correctional leading practices.” However, DOC believes it
can use its established policy and procedural review tools to evaluate the extent to which such
gaps might impact staff safety.

Staff searches

DOC disputes the assertion that staff searches are a “correctional leading practice” as defined by
SAO and its experts. A recent survey conducted by the Association of State Correctional
Administrators (ASCA) reported that less than half of states conduct staff searches. Many of
DOC’s higher-custody prisons use a system for random searches of staff entering prisons. The
auditors note this as an inconsistency that raises the risk of contraband introduction, but it is not
clear to what extent this may be true because as the auditors also note, the department is
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recognized by ASCA’s Performance Based Management System as maintaining a rate of
institutional violence lower than many states. However, the department acknowledges the
importance of considering the issue of contraband in its correctional facilities.

Staffing model

DOC is interested in increasing staffing to support prison operations. The staffing model was last
updated in 1988. However, it should be noted that since 2011, the staffing model for custody staff
has been enhanced several times as a direct result of requests made through the local and statewide
security advisory committees to address safety concerns. This included funding positions in the
2013-15 operating budget for more staffing in medium-custody units on second shift and an
additional eight-hour, seven-days-per-week (8/7) post on first shift at stand-alone minimum
custody facilities.

Policy reviews and audits

DOC has a well-established process for reviewing and updating agency policies. All staff have the
ability to inform agency policy. Prison policies adhere to standards of the American Correctional
Association and National Institute of Corrections. DOC also has a comprehensive audit system for
reviewing and addressing gaps in prison operations. These coordinated agency audits already
address many of the safety initiatives reviewed by SAO.

Action Steps and Time Frame
DOC will:

> Evaluate the need to expand the random search procedures conducted at some high security
prisons to other facilities. By Dec. 31, 2016.

> Submit a decision package to OFM for funding of an external evaluation of its custody
staffing model. By Sept.30, 2016.

> Ensure inclusion of the specific security items (cell searches, issues with visibility) in their
regular auditing process to ensure consistency in application and practice. By July 1, 2016.

> Evaluate the need for changes to policies, procedures and practices for cell searches, issues
with visibility, searches of people entering the facilities and access to facility control centers.
By July 1, 2016.

SAO Recommendation 3: Enhance the Department’s current approach to assessing the
effectiveness of the staff safety initiatives and how well they have been implemented at the
facilities to provide additional opportunities for improvement. To do so:

a. Develop specific performance goals and measure progress toward meeting those goals.

b. Conduct periodic, anonymous staff surveys and focus groups to gather staff input on the
effectiveness of the safety initiatives and whether they have improved how safe staff feel.
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STATE RESPONSE:

DOC appreciates the SAQ’s overview of the department’s performance-based approach to staff
safety, including its use of violent infractions as a key performance measure, tracking of security
concerns/suggestions to monitor progress of staff safety activities and participation in ASCA’s
Performance Based Management System (which shows Washington is below average in offender
violence against staff). While DOC believes these are relevant and reliable measures of staff
safety, the department recognizes SAQO’s conclusion that they are not specific enough to measure a
particular staff safety initiative. DOC appreciates the SAO noting the measures DOC has in place
for Operation Place Safety (OPS) and oleoresin capsicum (OC) as examples of specific measures
for particular staff safety initiatives. However, DOC believes the auditors overlooked the dynamic
nature of these and other specific measures of the staff safety initiatives, as well as surveys and
focus groups related to staff safety.

Also, DOC would like to note that the staff safety initiatives were implemented as a series of
interventions, some of which were piloted and then expanded. The focus was to make
improvements to staff safety and build on those improvements by using established performance
measures such as violent infractions and by creating additional metrics relevant to the staff safety
initiatives. This SAO recommendation supports our efforts in this area.

Prison violence

As noted by the auditors, the department uses prison violence — specifically, the rate of violent
infractions — as one way to measure the safety of prisons. Prison violence is a key performance
measure in both Results DOC — the agency’s performance management framework — and the
Governor’s Results Washington performance management system. A display of DOC’s prison
violence performance measure can be found in Appendix A of this response.

The department has mostly met its prison violence performance target. For example, the rate of
violent infractions has trended downward and remained mostly below its target of 1.00 violent
infractions per 100 offenders. DOC has maintained the rate of violent infractions in its
performance target even as the department closed several prisons, which increased the density of
an offender population characterized by a mostly violent criminal profile. For example, McNeil
Island Corrections Center, a major facility located in Pierce County, was closed in early 2011,
which required the department to shift its offender population to other facilities.

Washington ranks 41% in the nation for rate of incarceration. This means the offenders who come
to prison here are typically serving sentences for more serious and violent crimes than those in
other states. This important context is largely ignored by the auditors in their analysis of DOC’s
prison violence performance measure. They found that the rate of violent infractions before and
after the staff safety initiatives were implemented in 2011 did not show a significant change. This
may be true, but it also lacks context to evaluate any counter effects on prison safety such as
prison closures. Thus, DOC agrees with SAO that data on violent infractions may be too general
to accurately measure the staff safety initiatives, but it takes issue with the minimal consideration
given to a meaningful performance measure that still suggests prison safety has improved over
time.
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Operation Place Safety

DOC recognizes that using prison violent infractions as a measure is more effective at gauging the
frequency rather than the severity of violence. For example, prison violence is measured by
several kinds of violent infractions, and does not differentiate between those violent acts that may
be more harmful than others. This is the exact reason for OPS, which seeks to deter the violent
acts that pose the greatest risk to staff safety.

The auditors misattribute the purpose of OPS as seeking to reduce violence rather than explaining
its more precise focus on certain violent acts: staff assault, fight/assault with a weapon and multi-
offender fight/assault. These violent acts result in an enhanced staff response, including loss of
privileges for both the offender who committed the violent act (perpetrator) as well as the
offenders who influenced their behavior (close associates). OPS is the first prison application of
the evidence-based community Ceasefire model, a street-based group violence reduction strategy.
Several other state correctional agencies have expressed interest in or have implemented OPS in
their systems. DOC’s partner in the design of OPS — the National Network for Safe Communities,
out of John Jay College of Criminal Justice in New York — features OPS as a promising practice
on its website.

DOC designed and piloted OPS in the Washington State Penitentiary’s (WSP) high-security units
in late 2012. A preliminary evaluation by DOC found violent acts decreased by almost 50 percent
at WSP in the first year of OPS implementation. OPS was expanded to DOC’s other high-security
facility, Clallam Bay Corrections Center (CBCC), in late 2014.

As noted by the auditors, DOC has specific measures for OPS to evaluate its efficacy, such as the
number of aggravated staff assaults. DOC appreciates the auditors noting this outcome measure
and the preliminary evaluation as supporting evidence for expansion of OPS to CBCC. However,
the auditors provide little context for how the targeted implementation at WSP may have
contributed to a reduction of violent acts statewide. For example, in fiscal year 2012, there were
11 aggravated staff assaults statewide, and WSP accounted for 90 percent of them. There were six
aggravated staff assaults in FY 2014 statewide, and WSP accounted for half of them. This equates
to almost a 50 percent reduction in aggravated staff assaults statewide and a 70 percent reduction
at WSP. See Table 1.
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Table 1. FY 2012 and FY 2014 Violent infractions with staff assault type breakout

FY 2012 FY 2014

Facility Violt'ent Aggravated Staff Facility Violt.ant Aggravated Staff

Infractions* | Staff Assaults** | Assaults Infractions* | Staff Assaults** Assaults
DOC*** 1934 11 153 DOC*** 1827 6 125
AHCC 240 0 5 AHCC 206 0 5
CBCC 129 0 5 CBCC 163 0 6
cccc 26 0 0 cccc 15 0 0
CRCC 331 0 6 CRCC 307 0 2
LcC 30 0 1 LCcC 56 0 3
Mcc 244 0 59 mcc 252 3 48
Mcccw 19 0 0 MCCCW 28 0 1
occ 30 0 occ 21 0 1
sccc 157 0 12 sccc 161 0 18
WcCC 241 1 21 WcCcC 216 0 18
Wccw 99 0 5 WCCW 106 0 6
WSP 388 10 37 WSP 296 3 17

* Top eight violent infractions are guilty and reduced findings for the following WAC Violations: 502 - AGGRAVATED ASSAULT/INMATE, 505 —
FIGHTING, 602 - POSSESS WEAPON, 604 - AGGRAVATED ASSAULT/STF, 611 - SEXUAL ASSAULT STAFF, 633 - ASSAULT/OFFENDER, 635 - SEXUAL
ASSAULT/OFFENDER, 704 - ASSAULT (ASSAULT STAFF)

** Aggravated staff assaults are those that involved staff injury or hospitalization, or the use of a weapon.

*** DOC agency-wide totals include staff assaults and aggravated staff assaults

DOC also has a system to track the use of the enhanced response at both CBCC and WSP to monitor
OPS activities. See Figure 1.

Figure 1. Enhanced Response Tracker for OPS
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5/8/2015 Multi-Offender Fight/Assault
5/21/2015 Staff Assault
5/23/2015 Staff Assault

Multi-Offender Fight/Assault

8/22/2015 Multi-Offender Fight/Assault

10/8/2015 Multi-Offender Fight/Assault
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Results DOC

DOC has several performance measures specific to staff safety that are monitored through Results
DOC in alignment with Results Washington. See Figure 2 for a snapshot of the Results DOC
dashboard, which monitors the status of measures specific to staff safety.

Figure 2. Results DOC dashboard — staff safety performance measures
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Security concerns/suggestions

As noted by the auditors, DOC monitors security concerns/suggestions as well as their status. See
Table 2 below.

Table 2. Security concerns/suggestions status statewide

Year Total Received Completed at Referred Completed
Local Level Statewide Statewide
2011 548 488 40 32
2012 714 626 39 24
2013 756 693 15 12
2014 466 285 11 4
Total 2,484 2,092 105 72
*As of November 2014

However, DOC’s use of security concerns/suggestions as a performance measure is more dynamic
than described by SAO. For example, in addition to measuring the number of security
concerns/suggestions and their status, DOC assesses the types of resolution received with each
individual suggestion or concern, the timeliness of the responses, the complexity of the items and
the relative resources required to address each item. Each of the security concerns, steps taken and

7
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resolutions are viewable by all staff in the Prisons Division. See Figure 3 below for a display of
security concerns tracking, along with details to monitor their status.

Figure 3. Security concerns/suggestions screenshot with drill-down
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Annual employee survey

The department conducts an annual employee survey and, in 2013, specific questions were added
on staff safety. These questions ask staff to assess the following statements:

e My workplace has meaningful discussions on how to improve security/staff safety.
e | know how to report safety and security hazards or concerns.
e Security practices have been improved in my work area.

These questions remain part of the annual employee engagement survey. The survey results are
used to plan meaningful, achievable goals and initiatives to support employee engagement. As
a result of more focused efforts to improve employee participation in the survey, 84 percent of
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DOC employees responded to the 2015 survey, and there were more positive responses to the staff
safety questions than in the previous year. This contradicts conclusions drawn from the SAO’s own
survey of DOC employees. The SAO survey received only a 20 percent response rate, and the audit
inexplicably concludes that higher response rates would have resulted in less-positive results.

DOC survey results for the past three years are shown in Appendix B.

Place safety musters

Place safety musters were inspired by the success of the security forums (2011-12) which
increased communication on security and safety issues in work areas at all facilities. A description
of the security forum structure is shown in Appendix C. Place safety musters are held monthly and
support the department’s culture of staff safety. They formalize the expectation that supervisors
meet with all employees who interact and work in their areas; strongly encourage individuals to
voice their concerns and vulnerabilities in small multidisciplinary focus groups; and provide a
recognized/formalized forum to facilitate such discussions. DOC created Policy 420.010 in 2012
to support this practice and provide supervisors the structure and time to develop staff awareness
on personal safety and the safety of others. Several job aids, such as “Safety on the Line” pocket
guides, which emphasize good security routines, and vulnerability exercise workbooks designed to
capitalize on current and enhanced safety practices were created as part of this initiative.

The status of DOC security initiatives is captured in an annual report to the Legislature. See
Appendix D for the 2015 report.

Action Steps and Time Frame

> DOC will explore additional performance measures specific to the staff safety 