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The DCSO compiled this report for calendar year 2013 in accordance with the Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) of 2003, and specifically, PREA standard 115.88.

This report reflects the DCSO’s efforts to prevent, respond, detect, and reduce incidents of sexual abuse (SA)/sexual harassment (SH) in our facilities.  As this is the first such report compiled after the finalization of the standards in 2012, it includes some information about progress made in years prior.  

Aggregated Data for 2012 and 2013
In 2012, the DCSO received 54 sexual abuse allegations.  Of those allegations, 37 involved inmate on inmate sexual abuse (contact—IOISC or penetration—IOISP), and 17 involved staff on inmate sexual abuse (contact—SOISC, penetration—SOISP, or voyeurism—SOIV).  Seven allegations of IOISC were substantiated, or approximately thirteen percent of the total.  The incidents generally involved unwanted touching of a buttock, groin, or breast, usually clothed and without violence.  There was mention in one incident of the aggressor forcibly removing the victim’s clothing, but no indication the touching occurred afterward.  There were no substantiated allegations of staff on inmate sexual abuse or harassment in 2012.

The DCSO received 54 sexual abuse allegations in 2013 as well.  Of those allegations, 32 involved inmate on inmate sexual abuse, and 22 involved staff on inmate sexual abuse.  Four, or approximately seven percent, of the allegations were substantiated.  Two of the substantiated cases were IOISC as before, and the other two involved allegations of SOISP.  


The four substantiated incidents are further explained below:

IOISC
The first incident of IOISC involved two male inmates, both of whom were clothed.  One inmate rubbed his penis against the buttocks of the other while they stood at a doorway.  There was no violence involved in the unwanted touching.

The second incident of IOISC involved several female inmates who were just remanded into custody being escorted through a courthouse hallway with a group of male inmates.  An unknown male inmate grabbed the buttocks of one female inmate as she walked by.  The incident was not captured on video, and though the female provided a physical description, the male inmate could not be positively identified from the group present.  The correctional staff member involved was addressed for using improper procedures.  There was no violence involved.

SOISP
One incident of SOISP consisted of a male inmate who had developed a romantic relationship with a female contract vendor employee before being transferred to another county.  When the inmate returned to the DCSO months later, an employee discovered a photograph in the inmate’s property that depicted him kissing the vendor employee.  Based on certain physical plant features in the photo, the kiss was determined to have taken place in the CJC clinic.  Though this does not fit with the traditional idea of sexual “penetration,” it is considered such based on the PREA definitions.   

The other substantiated incident involved a female correctional officer who was alleged to have begun a romantic relationship with a female inmate; an inmate complainant reported seeing the officer and inmate kissing, and also alleged other inappropriate activities such as smuggling.  The investigation revealed evidence that the two had more than a professional relationship. Though the victim denied there had been any type of relationship, at least one witness said she had observed incidents of kissing and digital penetration.  Based on the entirety of the investigation, it was determined to be more likely than not that the officer had kissed the inmate as alleged.  The officer could not be interviewed because she was terminated for an unrelated offense while this investigation was still pending.  There was no indication of violence involved in either incident.

As shown in the chart above, allegations of sexual abuse most often originated from our largest facility, CJC, and our female facility, CDF.  Those facilities also house special needs inmates and inmates who are segregated for administrative or disciplinary reasons.  Inmates suffering from mental health issues are housed in those facilities as well.    
HDC and CDM not only house fewer inmates, but they are also all general population inmates and those with lower custody levels than at the other facilities.  The complaints from CDM and HDC were fewer in number and only involved inmate on inmate sexual abuse allegations.  There was one complaint of IOISC at the courthouse, and one complaint of SOISC at the hospital, represented by “other” below.  



It may be important to note that the DCSO initiated comprehensive inmate education in 2013.  This training was provided to the entire jail population and has raised awareness about the rules, different types of misconduct, and expected responses.  While we believe such education has fostered an environment more conducive to reporting inappropriate behavior, investigation has also revealed that inmates may make false allegations in order to gain attention or manipulate the system.  This is one theory behind the increase in complaints of SOISH in 2013.  No such allegations were substantiated.
*****
Corrections Corporation of America operates the Metro Davidson County Detention Facility (MDF) per a contract with the Metropolitan Government.  The facility houses locally sentenced DCSO felons.  MDF reported receiving 29 allegations of sexual abuse in 2013.  Two complaints of IOISC, or roughly seven percent, were substantiated.  

The two substantiated incidents are further explained below:
IOISC
The first incident of IOISC involved two female inmates.  The aggressor grabbed the buttocks of the victim.  The victim and witness statements indicated there had been similar unreported incidents involving this aggressor.  

The second incident, two months later, involved the same female aggressor.  It was alleged that she grabbed the victim’s wrist, and using the victim’s hand, rubbed her own (the aggressor’s) buttocks during a church service.   Though the video was inconclusive, the victim’s version of events was supported by witness statements and the aggressor’s pattern of sexually aggressive behavior.  
*****

Information from Sexual Abuse Incident Reviews in 2013
In 2013, the DCSO conducted eighteen sexual abuse incident reviews involving twenty-three alleged victims.  Such reviews are performed for substantiated or unsubstantiated sexual abuse investigations that were completed in the prior 30 days.  The incident reviews identified:  
· The majority of alleged inmate sexual aggressors had scored below the threshold on the assessment.  None had already been identified as a known or at-risk aggressor based on the assessment.
· The majority of the alleged victims also scored below the threshold on the assessment.  Three inmates who filed sexual abuse allegations were already identified as known victims based on the assessment; one other was assessed to be at risk for victimization.  All of their complaints were unsubstantiated except one.
· The locations of the alleged incidents varied, but there were multiple complaints originating from CJC-2B, CJC-2E, and CDF-K.
· The most common recommendation for improvement involved referrals to mental health in the immediate aftermath of an allegation of sexual abuse.  Though eleven of the alleged victims were seen by mental health staff as a result of the allegation, eight others were not but should have been.  Several other alleged victims were released from custody prior to an evaluation, and in one case, the inmate was not referred in the immediate aftermath because the apparent consensual relationship was not discovered until months later.  Six alleged inmate aggressors were also not referred for a mental health evaluation but should have been.  
· Investigation revealed that the unsubstantiated incidents often involved retaliation or system manipulation; four incidents of each were identified.
· Two of the alleged incidents revealed a need for additional camera coverage in common areas.

Significant Strides through 2013
Beginning in 2010 and continuing through 2013:
The DCSO first standardized how we would refer to incidents of sexual abuse/harassment in 2010.  We began the process of adding practices to policy in anticipation of the final standards, though the standards were not officially finalized until 2012.  
  
The PREA coordinator position was first filled in 2011, and a PREA Compliance Manager for each facility was designated in 2013.
	
In 2011, we began design of a risk assessment form to help identify inmates at risk for sexual victimization or sexual abusiveness.  It was implemented in August of 2012, and conducted for all inmates in custody at the time.  Some questions were revised in 2013, and a Spanish version was finalized.  Use of the assessment is ongoing for all inmates who come into DCSO custody.
We designed a form and initiated the sexual abuse incident review process in 2012.  The form was updated in 2013, and continues to be used to evaluate any sexual abuse cases that were not deemed unfounded.
In 2012, there was extensive work on a database with which to collect and maintain PREA data.  In 2013, the design of the database, and the personnel involved in its creation, were changed.  The database remains under construction.
Design of the comprehensive inmate education video was initiated in 2012, and the finalized product implemented into daily practice in 2013.  The training was provided to the existing population and continues on an on-going basis for all inmates entering DCSO custody.  A written script of the video is given to new inmates who were not available for the video presentation.
Informational posters were designed in 2012, and installed throughout the facilities in 2013.

The inmate handbook was updated in 2012, and even more detailed information added in 2013.
In 2012, we began adding new provisions to the grievance process such as no time limits on grievances involving sexual abuse.  Those additions were finalized in 2013. 
Employee training was enhanced in 2012 to be consistent with the standards, and all employees received such training in 2012.  New employees are provided this training in pre-service, and it is also covered in-service.
Contracted vendor employees first received a revamped version of PREA training in 2012.  This training continues to be offered for new contracted vendor employees.
In 2013:
Volunteer training specific to PREA was implemented.

We designed a PREA Response Card and issued it to all employees and contract vendor employees.  The card details the first responder roles for both correctional and non-correctional employees.
Instructions on how to respond to a sexual abuse/harassment allegation were added to the cards issued to facility visitors such as attorneys, clergy, volunteers, and others.
Design began for a data checklist form to be used to ensure proper data was collected for individual sexual abuse/harassment allegations.
In an effort to prevent retaliation, we initiated a process for conducting and documenting status checks on inmates and staff who report sexual abuse, or who claim a fear of retaliation for involvement in such an investigation.
We began asking new hire and promotional candidates specific questions about prior sexually abusive behavior, though records revealed the process was inconsistently applied.
Employees who conduct sexual abuse investigations began receiving specialized training.
A new referral method in JMS was initiated to ensure inmate victims and aggressors are properly referred for a mental health evaluation in the aftermath of a complaint.
Development of a formal staffing plan began.
We revised the incident types available in JMS when completing a report.  The new incident types more correctly reflect the PREA allegations.  Changes were also made to the Sensitive Access Incident Report (SAIR) module to aid in reporting.
We began negotiations with a community agency willing to not only provide emotional support for inmate victims of sexual abuse via written correspondence and/or the telephone, but also to act as a victim advocate in the event an inmate is sent to the hospital in the aftermath of sexual penetration complaint.  
Areas for Continued Improvement and/or Corrective Action in 2014
A review of practice, policy, and available data revealed areas that warrant improvements: 
· When training employees, increase the focus on the completeness of overall documentation such as providing necessary specifics in the report, choosing correct allegation categories, and using appropriate incident types. 
· Address inconsistencies in how first responder duties are performed.  
· Continue development of a formal staffing plan as outlined in the standards.  
· Ensure new hire and promotional candidates respond to the questions about prior sexually abusive behavior.
· Increase communication with mental health personnel to ensure evaluations for both alleged victims and inmate aggressors.
· Continue to seek funding for additional surveillance cameras.
· Add remaining standards to policy and practice as needed.  
· Continue efforts to finalize MOU concerning victim advocacy.
· Continue efforts to identify a community organization willing to accept sexual abuse/harassment complaints on behalf of the DCSO as outlined in PREA standard 115.51b.  Thus far, funding has been cited as a reason for refusing to provide such a service.  



Sexual Abuse Allegations
by Type and Facility
2013
IOISC	CJC	CDF	CDM	HDC	OTHER	12	4	3	1	1	IOISP	CJC	CDF	CDM	HDC	OTHER	2	5	4	0	0	SOISC	CJC	CDF	CDM	HDC	OTHER	6	2	0	0	1	SOISP	CJC	CDF	CDM	HDC	OTHER	6	2	0	0	0	SOIV	CJC	CDF	CDM	HDC	OTHER	2	3	0	0	0	
Staff on Inmate 
Sexual Harassment (SOISH) Allegations
2012-2013
Unfounded	2012	2013	3	12	Unsubstantiated	2012	2013	1	1	

Sexual Abuse Allegations
by Type, MDF only
2013
Unfounded	IOISC	SOISC	SOISP	SOIV	5	8	6	2	Unsubstantiated	IOISC	SOISC	SOISP	SOIV	2	3	1	0	Substantiated	IOISC	SOISC	SOISP	SOIV	2	0	0	0	
Allegations by Type
2013
Unfounded	IOISC          	IOISP         	SOISC         	SOISP           	SOIV              	10	5	9	6	3	Unsubstantiated	IOISC          	IOISP         	SOISC         	SOISP           	SOIV              	9	6	0	0	2	Substantiated	IOISC          	IOISP         	SOISC         	SOISP           	SOIV              	2	0	0	2	0	
Sexual Abuse Allegations by Facility
2013
CJC	CDF	CDM	OTHER	HDC	28	16	7	2	1	
7

