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Overview of Monthly Activity
The Bureau received 123 (68 were received electronically) complaints during the month of August 2014.
110 (58 electronic) complaints were closed 

1 required more information to proceed with an investigation


3 were closed due to lack of Bureau jurisdiction


34 were dismissed for no violation


20 were referred back to the DOC


52 complaints were investigated
1 assist was given (referred back to DOC for action even though the offender failed to attempt to resolve with the facility previously)
14 (11 electronic) complaints were substantiated (see below)

37 unsubstantiated 
24 complaints remain open (1 from May; 1 from June;3 from July; 19 from August) 

The Bureau also made contact with another 94 offenders who submitted complaints electronically
Substantiated Complaints & Recommendations to IDOC for Resolution
1.  Correctional Industrial Facility 

Complaint Type 


Medical   

Complaint Summary
The offender said that he had been contacting medical for three weeks concerning a swollen jaw from plates that he has that are 10 years old.  
Basis for Claim 
Healthcare Service Directive (HCSD) 2.04 Access to Care
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Mike Smith, Acting Healthcare Director
Outcome
The offender was scheduled and provided with further treatment.  
Follow-up
No follow-up is necessary as the offender has been given treatment.
2.  Edinburgh Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type 


Credit Time
Complaint Summary
The offender complained that he had not been credited the appropriate jail time credit on his sentence by the Reception Diagnostic Center (RDC).  
Basis for Claim 
01-04-101 Adult Classification
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Randy Short in Central Office. 

Outcome
The offender was given a response the appropriate jail time credit. 
Follow-up
No follow-up is necessary as the offender’s sentence now reflects the appropriate jail time credit.
3. Indiana State Prison 
Complaint Type 


Classification 
Complaint Summary
The offender complained that he had been taken to Restrictive Housing and reclassified to a Level II, but had not been transferred to a lower level facility.    
Basis for Claim 
01-04-101 Adult Offender Classification 
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Howard Morton, Administrative Assistant at the facility.    

Outcome
The offender was transferred the next day.  

Follow-up
No follow-up necessary as the offender has been transferred.  
4.  New Castle Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type 


Property 
Complaint Summary
The offender complained that when he was released from the facility, he did not receive all of his property. 

Basis for Claim 
02-01-101 Offender Personal Property

Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted the Mike Smith of Geo Group, Inc, at the facility. 
Outcome
One large packet of the offender’s paperwork was located in the law library.    
Follow-up 
No follow-up is necessary as the offender has received his paperwork.  

5.  Plainfield Correctional Facility 
Complaint Type 


 Housing 
Complaint Summary
Offender complained that he was in a location where the shower area was not properly equipped for his disability.   
Basis for Claim 
00-02-202 Offenders with Physical Disabilities

Investigative Summary 
The Bureau contacted Chuck Penfold at the facility and inspected the premises where the offender was located.
Outcome
The offender was moved to an area with a handicap shower.
Follow-up
No follow-up is necessary as offender has been moved.  
6.  Plainfield Correctional Facility 
Complaint Type 


Religious  
Complaint Summary
Offender complained that he had been out to court and upon return to the facility his diet card was taken for noncompliance .  
Basis for Claim 
01-03-101 The Development and Delivery of Religious Services
Investigative Summary 
Contacted Chuck Penfold, Grievance Coordinator at the facility. 
Outcome
The offender received his diet card back.  
Follow-up
No follow-up necessary as the offender has been receiving his special diet.  
7.  Putnamville Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type 


Housing
Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he has been placed in Restrictive Housing after arriving at the facility and does not know why.  
Basis for Claim 
02-01-111 Administrative Restrictive Housing Status
Investigative Summary
Contacted Teresa Turner, Administrative Assistant in Central Office who in turn contacted the Superintendent of the facility, Stanley Knight. 
Outcome
The offender was moved out of Restrictive Housing.  
Follow-up 
No follow-up is necessary as the offender has been moved. 
8. Putnamville Correctional Facility
Complaint Type


Medical 

Complaint Summary
The offender contacted the Bureau concerned that he had filled out a request to refill his blood pressure medication, but it had still not been refilled and it had been 5-7 days and he had submitted request forms. 

Basis for Claim


HCSD 2.17 Medication Management 
Investigative Summary
Contacted Mike Smith, Acting Healthcare Director for DOC.  
Outcome
The facility reordered the offender’s medication and notified him that he could get medication from the stock at the facility in the meantime. 
Follow-up
Follow up to ensure the offender receives the medication arrives at the facility and is administered.
9.  Wabash Valley Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type 


Medical 
Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he was told that he needs to have his finger amputated, but now the facility is refusing to treat it further.
Basis for Claim 
 

HCSD 1.05 Off-site Medical Referrals 
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Mike Smith, Acting Healthcare Services Director
Outcome
 The offender had an off-site referral for amputation of his finger. 
Follow-up 
No follow-up is necessary as the amputation has been performed. 
10.  Westville Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type
Classification
Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he was denied being classified in Credit Class 1 due to being within 45 days of his release date. 
Basis for Claim
01-04-101 Adult Offender Classification
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Randy Short in Central Office and Mark Newkirk, Classification Supervisor at the facility.
Outcome
The offender’s credit class was changed to Credit Class 1 and his Estimate Parole Release Date (EPRD) was updated to reflect this.  
Follow-up
No follow-up is necessary as the offender’s credit class and EPRD have been changed.
11.  Westville Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type
Programs
Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he has been at the facility for almost two months and not spoken with a case manager. 

Basis for Claim
01-07-101 Development and Delivery of Re-entry and Adult Case Management
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Superintendent Mark Sevier.  

Outcome
The offender was seen by his casework manger the very same day that we made contact and his case plan was entered.  
Follow-up
Follow-up in 90 days to ensure that he is given his 90 day review.  
12.  Westville Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type
Programs

Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he needs a hardship transfer, but his case manager has refused to respond or submit his request and refuses to meet with him.  He is overdue for his 90-day review.  
Basis for Claim
01-07-101 Development and Delivery of Re-entry and Adult Case Management
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Dave Leonard and Superintendent Mark Sevier.  

Outcome
The offender was given his 90-day review.  
Follow-up
Follow-up in 90 days to ensure that he is given his 90-day review.  

13.  Westville Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type
Programs

Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he is unable to reach his case manger and is overdue for a review.  
Basis for Claim
01-07-101 Development and Delivery of Re-entry and Adult Case Management
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Dave Leonard and Superintendent Mark Sevier.  

Outcome
The offender was given his 90-day review.  
Follow-up
Follow-up in 90 days to ensure that he is given his 90-day review.  

14.  Westville Correctional Facility 

Complaint Type
Programs

Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he is unable to reach his case manager and has been at the facility for over 30 days.  

Basis for Claim
01-07-101 Development and Delivery of Re-entry and Adult Case Management
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Dave Leonard and Superintendent Mark Sevier.  

Outcome
The offender was given his 90-day review.  Westville will be implementing new procedures to ensure that all offenders are receiving their reviews in a timely manner. 
Follow-up
Follow-up in 90 days to ensure that he is given his 90-day review.  

Assists
1.  Putnamville Correctional Facility

Complaint Type


Medical 

Complaint Summary
The offender complains that he has esophagus problems and is need of further care.
Basis for Claim


HCSD 1.05 Offsite Medical Referrals
Investigative Summary
The Bureau contacted Mike Smith, Acting Healthcare Services Director

Outcome
The offender’s chart was reviewed further and it was determined that an appropriate review of his weight loss should be conducted. 
Follow-up
Follow up to occur in 30 days to ensure that he’s receiving further care.
Follow-up from Previous Months

June 2014

1. Plainfield Correctional Facility – Food Service 
Synopsis:  Offender complained that the kitchen was experiencing a problem with cockroaches.  John Schilling, Director of Contract Services inspected the premises and found further evidence.  He had the facility sprayed again and will be following up and spraying weekly. 

30 Day Follow-up: I visited the facility and further inspected the premises and further specimen were noted.  Food service will continue to follow-up weekly as will I again in 30 days. 
60 Day Follow-up:  I visited the facility again and fewer specimen were noted and further measures were being taken.  Will follow-up again in 90 days to ensure further improvement.  

July 2014 
1.  
Westville Correctional Facility - Classification
Synopsis:  The offender complained that he had forwarded DOC a copy of his sentencing order from the court to prove that DOC did not have all of the information correct, but he has not received a response.  
30 day Follow-up:  The offender’s sentence and EPRD have been updated in the Offender Information System (OIS).  
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