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Introduction

The NIC Prisons Division and Information Center
initiated a nationwide survey of current supermax
housing practice in December 1996. Goals of the
project were to identify current and planned supermax
housing, to explore issues in inmate management in
supermax, and to examine the programming provided
to inmates in supermax  housing. Responses Were
received from corrections departments (DOCs) in 50
states; the District of Columbia; New York City, New
York; Cook County (Chicago), Illinois; and from the
Federal Bureau of Prisons and the Correctional
Service of Canada.

The survey was based on the following definition of
“supermax”:

In this survey, “supermax” housing is defined as a
free-standing facility, or a distinct unit within a
facility that provides for the management and secure
control of inmates who have been officially designated
as exhibiting violent or serious& disruptive behavior
while incarcerated. Such inmates have been deter-
mined to be a threat to safety and security in tradi-
tional high-security facilities, and their behavior can
be controlled only by separation, restricted movement,
and limited direct access to staff and other inmates.

Supermax  housing, for purposes of this survey, does
not include maximum or close custody facilities or
units that are designated for routine housing of

inmates with high custody needs, inmates in disci-
plinary segregation or protective custody, or other
inmates requiring segregation or separation for other
routine purposes.

Survey results and discussions with DOC staff suggest,
however, that a common definition of supermax
housing is problematic. Many of the DOCs could not
respond to the survey on the basis of the definition
provided, instead providing data on the most closely
comparable custody level or type of housing.

The diversity of responses makes clear that the DOCs
have differing reasons and needs for operating
supermax housing, and that they consider different
factors in their inmate classification systems and
facility operations related to supermax. It is clear that
what is “supermax” in one jurisdiction may not be
supermax in another. Supermax as defined in the
survey may exist in relatively few agencies.

Agencies’ Use of Supermax Housing

It is evident that some jurisdictions* supermax  facili-
ties or units house only those inmates who cannot be
controlled in traditional segregation or administrative
confinement conditions. Others are, essentially, an
extension or expansion of traditional segregation or
administrative confinement and may house either or
both protective custody and disciplinary segregation
inmates.
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In some jurisdictions, mentally ill inmates are specific-
ally excluded from the supermax population, while in
others this level of control is viewed as necessary
because of the paucity of mental health resources.
Some supermax facilities or units have transitional
beds that provide an opportunity for inmates to earn
privileges that are very similar to those in maximum
general population. In the case of a supermax unit
within a high custody facility, the supermax bed count
does not usually include transitional beds to the same
extent as in a free-standing supermax facility.

The following examples illustrate the breadth of inter-
pretation and application of supermax housing.

South Carolina DOC-Supermax in South Caro-
lina consists of a SO-bed unit within the Kirkland
Correctional Institution. Expansion of supermax by
150 beds is being contemplated. Supermax inmates in
South Carolina are those inmates who have demon-
strated an inability to conform to the rules and regula-
tions of Administrative Segregation and have a history
of violent, assaultive, and/or disruptive behavior
within the correctional system. The minimum length
of stay in supermax is 18 months. Although a transi-
tional program exists on the unit, the highest level of
achievement earns the inmate one visit and one tele-
phone call per month (as compared to those privileges
once every 3 months at the next lower level). In this
context, the South Carolina DOC projects a need for
supermax  beds equal to 1 percent of its prison capacity.

Colorado DOC-The field has characteristically
described the Colorado State Penitentiary as a
supermax  prison. Yet the Colorado DOC does not use
the term “supermax” in referring to this institution or
its operational policy or practice. Rather, this 504-bed
prison is operated as an “administrative segregation”
prison that includes inmates in protective custody and
in several levels of transition to general population.
The DOC is currently constructing an addition that
will provide more transitional beds. The transitional
program provides an opportunity to earn participation
in group activity, institutional jobs, and other privi-
leges that approach general population living. In this
context, the Colorado DOC indicates a need for admin-
istrative segregation (supermax) beds for 5 percent of
its incarcerated population
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Mississippi DOC- Mississippi DOC has two
facilities described as supermax, with a total of 1,056
beds. The DOC is planning to add an additional 700
beds. All new arrivals to these facilities are placed in
“C” custody, which requires movement in restraint
gear and living restrictions that are essentially equiva-
lent to segregation conditions. An inmate may be
placed in “D” custody if determined to be a danger to
the security of the facility or the safety of staff and
inmates. The living conditions of “C” and “D”
custody inmates are essentially the same, except those
in “D” custody are not allowed visitors. The next
lower custody classification is “B” custody, in which
inmates live in medium security units under medium
custody restrictions. Thus, many inmates who would
reside in the general population of a maximum secu-
rity institution in many other jurisdictions reside in
what is described as supermax  housing under
supermax restrictions in Mississippi. In this context,
the DOC projects a need for 20 percent of its capacity
to be supermax beds.

Michigan DOC-The Michigan DOC has desig-
nated a 421 -bed supermax facility for the housing of
inmates who:

l Threatened or injured other prisoners or staff;

l Possessed deadly weapons or dangerous drugs;

l Disrupted the orderly operation of a prison; or

l Escaped or attempted to escape in a manner that
involved injury, threat of life, or use of deadly
weapons.

Two levels of transitional programming are provided:
intermediate pre-transfer, and pm-transfer status. The
first provides for reduced restrictions after 1 year in
supermax and allows activities in groups of up to
seven inmates, with additional non-contact visits. Pre-
transfer status is possible after 6 months of good
adjustment in the intermediate level; it provides
expanded out-of-cell activity and requires participa-
tion in work. In this context, the DOC projects a need
for supermax  beds equal to 1 percent of prison
capacity.

Federal Bureau of Prisons-The Michigan
approach and criteria for placement of inmates in
supermax  model those of the Federal Bureau of
Prisons Administrative Maximum Security (ADX)
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facility in Florence, Colorado. This is a prison of 480 more from 1994 through 1996. Five additional facil-
beds and serves the BOP’s need for confinement of ities or units are projected to be opened by 1999.
the most dangerous and aggressive inmates in the
federal system as well as some inmates from state l The need to better manage violent and seriously
jurisdictions. The BOP projects a need for supermax disruptive inmates was cited as a major factor in the
beds equal to 0.5 percent of system capacity. development of supermax housing by 36 of 37

responding DOCs. The need to better manage gang

Development of Supermax Housing
activists was ranked as a major factor by 17 DOCs.
Also of some importance were projected increases

Given that DOCs’ use and definitions of supermax
in commitments of adult violent offenders.

housing vary widely, the survey data provide only a
l Factors of less overall importance among the DOCs

general sense of related activity. Tabulated informa-
tion and observations provided in this report are based were a shortage of segregation beds due to

on the actual survey responses of the DOCs, with no crowding; legislative interest; and projected

attempt to adjust or interpret the data to account for increases in commitments of juvenile violent

differing applications of supermax. offenders. Least important was the availability of
federal Crime Bill construction funds.

Table 1, pages 4-6, summarizes information on
current and planned supermax housing and indicates
the percentage of total capacity needed for supermax Issues in Supermax Operation

and other segregation housing in each DOC. Table 2, The survey also sought information on DOCs’ admin-
page 7, indicates whether DOCs’ current and planned
supermax  facilities/units were designed for supermax

istration of supermax housing. Findings in brief:

use or were retrofitted.
l Sixteen DOCs have not used supermax housing for

Among the 55 responding DOCs: routine segregation purposes (e.g., discipline,
protective custody, and program segregation) to

l Thirty-four agencies either are operating supermax compensate for a shortage of segregation beds.

housing or are opening supermax facilities/units Twelve DOCs have done so. In seven of these agen-

within the next two years. cies, the routine segregation inmates have been
managed in the same way as persons officially
designated as requiring supermax housing; the other

l Four DOCs do not currently operate supermax five DOCs have managed these inmates differently
housing but are either considering the need for it or from supermax inmates.
are actively pursuing construction funds.

l Twenty-two DOCs use an objective classification
l Seventeen agencies reported no activity related to instrument or other standardized system to deter-

developing supermax  housing. mine whether an inmate is appropriate for
placement in supermax  housing. Four agencies

l At present there are at least 57 supermax facilities/ cited special criteria for making such determina-
units nationwide (including 16 in the Texas DOC tions, and one cited the disciplinary process.
alone), providing a total of more than 13,500 beds.
Ten DOCs are pursuing the development of approxi-

l Authority for placing inmates in and removing
mately 3,000 additional supermax  beds. inmates from supermax housing rests at the institu-

tional level in about half the DOCs that have
l The earliest supermax housing opened in 1954 in supermax. In the other half, the decision is made at

Mississippi. Fifteen supermax facilities or units the central office level, by the DOC director or
were opened from 1989 through 1993, and five deputy director.
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l Twenty-three DOCs have a fixed system, program,
or set of criteria under which an inmate can earn
transfer out of supermax; five DOCs do not have
such a system.

l In only one DOC can an inmate who displays
extremely violent or disruptive behavior be perma-
nently assigned to supermax housing.

l In 22 DOCs, it is possible for inmates to complete
their sentences in supermax  housing and be released
to the community directly from supermax. Six
DOCs indicated this is not possible. The Illinois and
Indiana DOCs, for example, move inmates from
supermax to normal maximum classification before
release. The Federal Bureau of Prisons does not
release inmates directly from supermax except
under court order.

l In 16 DOCs, supermax inmates have the opportu- l Many DOCs have developed special approaches to
nity for physical contact with staff, defined by the staffing their supermax housing. Nineteen agencies
survey as excluding contact while exchanging mate- use special selection or screening processes to iden-
rials through a door slot, providing medical tify staff for positions in supermax; 20 provide
treatment, or providing physical escort. In most special training to staff of supermax units or facili-
cases, physical contact is limited to staff on the ties; and 17 rotate personnel who staff supermax
floor during recreation, caseworkers, or classifica- housing.

Table 1. Status of Supermax Housing in DOCs1

tion or security staff, or it occurs “as necessary.”
Thirteen DOCs indicated that physical contact
between supermax inmates and staff is not possible.

l Supermax inmates have the opportunity for phys-
ical contact with other inmates in 16 DOCs. Where
allowed, contact usually occurs during recreation.
Thirteen DOCs do not allow the opportunity for
contact with other inmates.

l DOCs with supermax  housing typically require
these inmates to spend most of the day in their cells:
in 20 DOCs, supermax  inmates spend 23 hours per
day in their cells, and in four DOCs they are in-cell
from 22 to 22.75 hours per day. Three DOCs
reported a range depending on factors such as work
privileges. The Correctional Service of Canada
reported the smallest number, 15 hours per day.

1. Supplemental information on facilities was obtaind, where available, from the American Correctional Association (1996 Directory, Juvenile
and Adult Correctional Departments, Institutions, Agencies and Paroling Authorities, 1996).
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Table 1, continued
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Table 1, continued

* Includes BOP AD/DS beds.
** Includes BOP protective custody only,
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Programming for Inmates in Supermax other DOCs (in Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and
Washington) specified that out-of-cell programming is

At issue is what programming is provided to inmates available for inmates who have earned less restrictive
in supermax housing and how it is provided. confinement but are still in supermax  housing. Fifteen

agencies do not provide any programs to supermax
Location of program delivery. Out-of-cell inmates outside their cells.
programming is available to supermax inmates in 13
DOCs. Some facilities (in Indiana, Michigan, and Core programs. Correctional facilities make the
New Jersey, for example) have secured modules or core programs of mental health care, access to law
carrels in which programming is provided. Three library materials, and religious observance available

Table 2. Construction of DOCs’ Supermax Housing

* Indicates facility that is under DOC consideration and/or has not yet received outside funding approval.
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through a variety of means. A number of DOCs use
more than one approach to providing these services.

Mental health care- Service approaches described by
DOCs include:

l One-on-one cam on as-needed basis-8 DOCs
(Georgia, Indiana, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota,
Nebraska, Wyoming, and the Federal Bureau of
Prisons).

l Mental health staff dedicated to unit or facility-
7 DOCs (California, Maryland [planned facility],
Mississippi, New Jersey, Oklahoma, Oregon, and
Washington).

l Routine, scheduled screenings or visits-6 DOCs
(Illinois, Michigan, Montana, Nevada, Pennsyl-
vania, South Carolina, and Texas).

l Closed-circuit television, with possible follow-up
by mental health staff-2 DOCs (Colorado and the
Federal Bureau of prisons).

l Clinic in the facility or unit-3 DOCs (California
[separate Psychiatric Services Unit], Idaho, and the
Correctional Service of Canada [20 specialized
beds]).

l Crisis intervention only-l DOC (Massachusetts).

Law library - Methods of access described by DOCs
include:

l Materials delivered to cell on request-13 DOCs
(Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, Montana, New Jersey, Nevada, Texas,
Washington, Wyoming, and the Correctional
Service of Canada).

l Satellite or mini-library on unit-9 DOCs (Cali-
fornia, Illinois, Michigan, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and the Federal
Bureau of Prisons).

l Inmates escorted to law library4 DOCs (Arizona,
Idaho, Indiana, and Nebraska).
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l Access provided as needed-2 DOCs (Maryland
[materials are brought daily from another
institution’s library] and Rhode Island).

Religious observance - Chaplains are available to
supermax inmates in all DOCs. Specific methods of
providing for religious observance include:

l In cell, on request or through regular chaplain visits
-17 DOCs (Connecticut, Georgia, Idaho, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
New Jersey, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, South Carolina, Texas, Washington,
Wyoming, and the Federal Bureau of Prisons).

l Closed-circuit television or recordings of religious
services-5 DOCs (Colorado, Nebraska, Nevada,
South Carolina, and the Federal Bureau of Prisons).

l Religious materials available-3 DOCs (Arizona,
Michigan, and Minnesota).

l Services provided in unit-2 DOCs (Montana and
the Federal Bureau of Prisons).

l Cell-front services-1 DOC (Arizona).

l Services provided in counselor cubicle-l DOC
(Indiana).

Other programs. Most of the DOCs with supermax
housing provide both library services (25 DOCs) and
educational programming (21 DOCs) to these inmates.
Additional programs mentioned by agencies include:

l Anger management -12 DOCs (Arizona, Colorado,
Connecticut, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Mississippi,
New Jersey, Oregon, Wyoming, the Federal Bureau
of prisons, and the Correctional Service of Canada).

l Substance abuse treatment-9 DOCs (Arizona,
Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Oregon,
Wyoming, the Federal Bureau of Prisons, and the
Correctional Service of Canada).
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l Recreation programming (defined by the survey as
providing more than simply an opportunity for phys-
ical exercise)-8 DOCs (Arizona, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, New Jersey,
Oregon, and the Federal Bureau of Prisons).

l Sex offender treatment-3 DOCs (Georgia,
Oregon, and the Correctional Service of Canada).

l Life skills-2 DOCs (Illinois and Rhode Island).

l Gang de-programming - l DOC (Colorado).

l Cognitive  change - l DOC (Oregon).

l Group programs - l  DOC (Oregon).

l Repeat offender programs-l DOC (Oregon).

l Small group work-l DOC (Pennsylvania).

Directions for Further Study

Because of differing definitions of supermax housing
among the DOCs, few conclusions can be drawn from
the survey results. Present data do, however, give rise
to several questions and issues that may provide direc-

tion for study and program development by NIC.
Among these questions are the following:

l Is “supemax” primarily a correctional architecture
term that describes a new wave of prison construc-
tion? Is it an institutional/unit security designation?
Is it a new inmate custody/confinement status asso-
ciated with a changing inmate profile? Or is it a
combination of these?

l In further study to assess the nature and extent of
DOCs’ participation and interest in supermax
housing, is it more useful and appropriate to track
the number of beds designated for supermax or the
number of inmates who meet certain criteria related
to conduct and dangerousness?

l At what programmatic point is a supermax  bed or
supermax inmate no longer “supermax,” though
still ln a supermax setting? Should the cell or the
inmate in it be considered supermax  if the inmate
has earned an institutional job, relaxed restrictions
on movement, or other conditions comparable to
those of a maximum general population inmate?

The preliminary findings discussed in this report, in
combination with additional information gained
through contacts with the field, will be the basis for
NIC planning for activity in 1997 and beyond. w
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Appendix A. DOC Contacts on Supermax Issues

Thomas A. Gilkeson Major L. Krajniak
Director of Research
Alabama Dept. of Corrections

Connecticut Department of Correction
Northern Correctional Institution

P.O. Box 301501 287 Bilton Road
Montgomery, AL 36130-1501 Somers, CT 06071
(334) 353-3883; fax (334) 353-3891 (860) 763-8600; fax (860) 763-8651

Frank Sauser
Director of Institutions
Alaska Dept. of Corrections
4500 Diplomacy Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508
(907) 269-7405; fax (907) 269-7420

Darla Elliott
Operations Officer-Security
Arizona Department of Corrections
1601 West Jefferson
Phoenix, AZ 85007
(602) 542-5575; fax (602) 542-1728

George Brewer
Classification Administrator
Arkansas Dept. of Corrections
P.O. Box 8707
Pine Bluff, AR 71603
(501) 247-6213; fax (501) 247-9825

Louie DiNinni
Special Assistant to the Chief Deputy Director
Youth and Adult Correctional Agency
California Dept. of Corrections
P.O. Box 942883
Sacramento, CA 94283-0001
(916) 445-6597; fax (916) 322-2877

Donice Neal, Warden
Colorado State Penitentiary
P.O. Box 777
Canon City, CO 81215-0777
(719) 269-5100; fax (719) 269-5125

C. Scott Hromas
Director of Research
Colorado Department of Corrections
2862 South Circle Drive, Suite 400
Colorado Springs, CO 80906
(719) 540-4795; fax (719) 540-4755

Ronald G. Hosterman
Treatment Administrator
Delaware Correctional Center
Delaware Department of Correction
P.O. Box 500
Smyrna, DE 19977
(302) 653-9261; fax (302) 653-5023

Roscelle Jones
Program Analyst
D.C. Department of Corrections
1923 Vermont Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20001
(202) 673-7342; fax (202) 673-2325

James R. Upchurch
Bureau Chief, Security Operation
Florida Dept. of Corrections
2610 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2500
(904) 487-4443; fax (904) 922-9277

Albert G. Thomas
Facilities Director
Georgia Department of Corrections
2 Martin Luther Ring Jr. Drive, S.E.
Suite 652, East Tower
Atlanta, GA 30334
(404) 656-2809; fax (404) 651-8335

Ted Sakai
Hawaii Department of Public Safety
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Suite 400
Honolulu, HI 96813
(808) 587-1288; fax (808) 587-1282

D.A. Shields
Associate Warden
Idaho Dept. of corrections
500 S. 10th
Boise, ID 83720
(208) 334-2318; fax (208) 334-2443
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George C. Welborn
Warden
Illinois Department of Corrections
1301 Concordia Court
Springfield, IL 62794
(618) 747-2042

Ernest0 Velasco
Acting Executive Director
Cook County Department of Corrections
2700 South California
Chicago, IL 60608
(773) 890-2859; fax (773) 890-2562

Loretta Hudson
Administrative Assistant
Indiana Dept. of Corrections
302 W. Washington Street IGCS E334
Indianapolis, IN 46204
(317) 232-5782; fax (317) 233-1474

Jim McKinney
Deputy Director
Iowa Department of Corrections
523 E. 12
Des Moines, IA 50319
(515) 281-4810; fax (515) 281-7345

Henry Risley
Deputy Secretary
Kansas Dept. of Corrections
900 S.W. Jackson, Suite 401
Topeka, KS 66612
(913) 296-5187; fax (913) 296-0250

Judith G. Morris
Department of Corrections
5th Floor, State Office Building
Frankfort, KY 40601
(502) 564-2220; fax (502) 564-3486

Louis T. Smith
Branch Manager
Kentucky Dept. of Corrections
5th Floor, State Office Building
Frankfort, KY 40601
(502) 564-4360; fax (502) 564-5642

Johnny Creed
Assistant Secretary, Adult Services
Louisiana Dept. of Public Safety and Corrections
P.O. Box 94304
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9304
(504) 342-9711; fax (504) 342-3349
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Martin Magnusson
Associate Commissioner
Maine Department of Corrections
State House Station #111
Augusta, ME 04333
(207)287-4384

Jack Kavanaugh
Acting Assistant Warden
Maryland Correctional Adjustment Center
401 E. Madison Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 539-5445; fax (410) 332-4561

Michael T. Maloney
Deputy Commissioner
Massachusetts Dept. of Correction
Executive Office of Public Safety
100 Cambridge Street
Boston, MA 02202
(617) 727-3300, fax (617) 727-0400

Raymond G. Toombs
Warden
Ionia Maximum Security Facility
1576 West Bluewater Highway
Ionia, MI 48846
(616) 527-6331; fax (616) 527-6863

Rick Hillengass
Assistant to the Warden
Minnesota Correctional Facility - Oak Park Heights
Box 10
Oak Park Heights, MN 55082
(612) 779-1470; fax (612) 779-1385

Warden Armstrong
Mississippi State Penitentiary
Parchman, MS 38738
(601) 745-6611; fax (601) 745-8912

Michael Groose
Assistant Director of Adult Institutions
Missouri Department of Corrections
P.O. Box 236
Jefferson City, MO 65102
(573) 751-2389

Fred Britten
Assistant Warden
Nebraska Department of Correctional Services
P.O. Box 94661
Lincoln, NE 68509-4661
(402) 471-3161

11



E.K. McDaniel
Warden, Ely State Prison
Nevada Dept. of Prisons
P.O. Box 1989
Ely, NV 89301
(702) 289-8800 ext. 200; fax (702) 289-8800

Edda Cantor
Assistant Commissioner
New Hampshire DOC
P.O. Box 1806
Concord, NH 03302
(603) 271-5605; fax (603) 271-5643

Howard L. Beyer
Assistant Commissioner, Division of Operations
New Jersey Department of Corrections
CN863
Trenton, NJ 08625
(609) 633-2999

Jerry Tafoya
Deputy Director
New Mexico Corrections Department
P.O. Box 27116
Santa Fe, NM 87502-0116
(505) 827-8848; fax (505) 827-8801

Elmer J. Bustos
Deputy Warden
Penitentiary of New Mexico
P.O. Box 1059
Santa Fe, NM 87504-1059
(505) 827-8205; fax (505) 827-8855

George J. Bartlett
Deputy Commissioner
New York State Dept. of Correctional Services
1220 Washington Avenue, Bldg. #2
State Office Campus
Albany, NY 12226
(518) 457-8134; fax (518) 457-7252

Ronald Galletta
New York City Dept. of Corrections
60 Hudson Street
New York, NY 10013
(718) 546-8000; fax (718) 546-8006

W.L. Kautzky
Assistant Secretary for Facility Management
North Carolina Dept. of Correction
P.O. Box 29540
Raleigh, NC 27626-0540
(919) 733-4926 ext. 262; fax (919) 715-0586

Elaine Little
Director
North Dakota Dept. of Corrections and
Rehabilitation
P.O. Box 1898
Bismarck, ND 58502-1898
(701) 328-6616; fax (701) 328-6651

Jim Schuetzle
North Dakota State Penitentiary
Box 5521
Bismark. ND 58506
(701) 328-6100; fax (701) 328-6640

Norm F. Hills
Ohio Dept. of Rehabilitation and Correction
1050 Freeway Drive. North
Columbus, OH 43229
(614) 752-1719; fax (614) 752-1347

Ron J. Ward
War&n
Oklahoma State Penitentiary
P.O. Box 97
McAlester, OK 74502
(918) 4234700; fax (918) 423-3862

Mitch Morrow
Assistant Superintendent-Security
Oregon State Penitentiary
2605 State Street
Salem, OR 97310
(503) 378-2442; fax (503) 373-7165

Jeffrey A. Beard
Deputy Commissioner
Pennsylvania Dept. of Corrections
2520 Lisburn Rd., PO. Box 598
Camp Hill, PA 17001-0598
(717) 975-4972; fax (717) 731-0437

Walter T. Whitman
Warden
Rhode Island Dept. of Corrections
P.O. Box 8273
Cranston, RI 02920
(401) 464-2636; fax (401) 464-2526

Kenneth D. McKellar
Division Director - Security
South Carolina Dept. of Corrections
P.O. Box 21787
Columbia, SC 29221-1787
(803) 896-8540; fax (803) 896-2251
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Mike Durfee Tom Rolfs
Secretary Director, Division of Prisons
South Dakota Dept. of Corrections Washington State Dept. of Corrections
115 E. Dakota Avenue P.O. Box 41123
Pierre, SD 57501 Olympia, WA 98504-1123
(605) 773-3478; fax (605) 773-3194 (360) 753-1502; fax (360) 586-9055

Gary A. Lukowski, Ph.D. William R Whyte
Tennessee Dept. of Correction Deputy Commissioner-Operations
320 Sixth Avenue North West Virginia Division of Corrections
4th Floor, Rachel Jackson Bldg. Bldg. 4, Room 300
Nashville. TN 37243 112 California Avenue
(615) 741-6918; fax (615) 741-9883 Charleston, WV 25305-0004

(304) 558-2036; fax (304) 558-5934
Gary Johnson
Director, Institutional Division Kenneth J. Sondalle
Texas Dept. of Criminal Justice Administrator, Division of Adult Institutions
P.O. Box 99 Wisconsin Dept. of Corrections
Huntsville, TX 77342 P.O. Box 7925
(409) 294-2169; fax (409) 294-6325 Madison, WI 53707-7925

Christine Mitchell Jack J. Sexton
Director, Planning and Research Chief of Operations
Utah Dept. of Corrections Wyoming Department of Corrections
6100 S. 300 E. Herschler Building, 1st Floor East
Salt Lake City, UT 84107 Cheyenne, WY 82002
(801) 265-5597; fax (801) 265-5676 (307) 777-7208; fax (307) 777-7479

John Gorczyk Michael B. Cooksey
Commissioner Assistant Director
Vermont Dept. of Corrections Federal Bureau of Prisons
103 S. Main Street 320 First Street, N.W.
Waterbury, VT Washington, DC 20534
(802) 241-2442; fax (802) 241-2565 (202) 307-3226; fax (202) 514-6878

John M. Jabe Robert Riel
Associate Director Director General, Operational Planning
Virginia Department of Corrections Correctional Service of Canada
6900 Atmore Drive 340 Laurier Avenue, West
Richmond, VA 23225 Ottawa, Ontario, CANADA KlA OP9
(804) 674-3280; fax (804) 674-3587 (613) 992-8432; fax (613) 943-0715
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