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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
VESTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISZARA
LAFAYETTE DIVISION

RONALD BREAUX, et al., *
Plaintiffs *

imxm STATES OF AMERICA,* CIVIL ACTION NUMBER 77-0121 "D
Pleintiff-Intervenor * .

Y.

C. PAUL PHELPS, et al., *
Defendants

On October 30, 1981, phinuf!-intamnor filod a
rasponse to defendants original report dated September Jud,
r1981, vofcing several oblections to defendants submission.
Defendant feels that their September Jrd, 1981, report was
adequate, however, in and effort to fully cooperate with all
parties herein the defendant submits the following supplemental
fcport.
' 1. In response to plaintiff-intervenor's objection number
one (1) relating to sanctions to be imposed for violations of
the rules by Correctional Personnel as required by Section V(82)
of the Consent Decree, the defendant has formed a Complaint Re-
viw Committee composed of the follovln; persons: Dorrh‘
Thidodeaux Chief Criminal Deputy, Pnrhh of Acadia, Glenn B.
Foreman Asniscant District At:ormy._ﬂ.md Facher Henry Offn-.
St. Theresa Church, Crowlwey, Louilhni. Any and sll complaints
\;ith regard to violations of the rules sst forth in the origlnal
report shall be brought before this Review Committee for hearing
npd review, and the Committee shall d::omtm appropriate sanc-

tions for violation of the said rules which sanctions shall in-

clude but are not limited to reprimands, suspension, and
i

t:.rlinntlon.




da!mdnnt has’ not adhered ~ to paragraph V (B3) \ot.;r.ho,

Consent Decree by not providing a system of loqltorin;

the nploycn adherence to the rulee. Dcf-ndu:: points ‘
. out md ! ofers to 1:- ori;innl report. of 9-p:nbo: 3rde
1981, in m.nborod pnrngﬂph three (3 that thers is a

d-nniu ny-tu requiring the keeping of logs dy pcuomul

and all -pocigic information which must be entered lm:o the
logs. In all due respect defendant feels that this ruponi
amounts to a “system of monitoring™ within the nut'\ﬁ\g”o! the -
Consent Decree. In order to supplement this paragraph di en-
dant will further require that the loga provided to be kept by
the above mentioned paragraph shall be furnished to the Assistant

District Attorney Glerm B, Foreman at the end of each month for

his personal review in order to determ’ne that the system 1s

being properly kept. -
D-hndmt feals that the statement in the or‘l;tnd i'of)lort -
of Sopcembu' 3rd, 1981, that sufficient pcrlonml will be em-
ployed to implement the requirements of Sactlon v (A) is lutﬁ.-
clent compliance with the meaning of the Conunt Dacree.
Plaintiffe objection to defendants rnponli; to paragraph
V (A9) request that defendant provide the number; of shakedowns
presently being performed and to compare to the ;\mbcr of shake-
downs performed prior to the Consent Decree. In response to this
request the defendant provides the following information: Pre-
sently defendant has increased the number of shakedowns to one
(1) general ‘inhnkcdo\m per week, and ediitionally conducn_ shake-
downs if any additional {nformation comes to defendants atténcion
indicating t'luc any harmful or contraband msterials have beaen
in the jsil. Previous to the Consent Decree the defendsnt was
conducting che general shakedown approximaZzely 'on; (1) time per

month.




5 Plainctfs requires s proper monitoring system to be in-

stalled. Subsequent to the submission o! the original report

of defendant on Septembder Jrd, 1981, bldd have been met by
tori;g uyneci vhl‘chbveon e.of flvc tolwi-lon e-::r s ;R& =

one television monitor. The system vill!eomu: of the in-
stallation of one camera in eaci. bull pon. L0 cameras 11\ the
visiting lobby. and one camera in tha jsilers office. ‘Addition- ‘
ally the television monitor will be pl-c-fl in the Sheriff's
Department Radio Room. The planned date -for completed installa-
tion of this monitoring system is January let, 1982,

‘2. In response to plaintiffs objections in their numbered
paragraph two (2) defendant supplements “is écpor: as follows:

Plaintiff is requesting and requiring that defendant pro-
vide ’n schedule for laundrying of inmate bedding material and
for regular vermin infestation treatment as required by paragraph
VI (B) of the Consent Decres. Defendant has previcualy tupan&cd
to this paragraph in its original report of September 3rd, 1981,
but here repeats and reiterates the following schedule for laundry
and 2;02 vermin infestation treatment:

‘:Au inmates are provided with two 2) changes of clothing.
All laundry is collected daily and washed daily, and all bedding
material is washed daily. Therefore the ;fmncnl have clean
clothing and bedding material at all ':uu‘;1 on a daily basis.

Defendant employs a professional uuminntot company, namely:
J & J Exterminators, who conduct a vermin .1nfunfion program on a
twice monthly basis. Additionally the jn!,l personnel cohducts
spraying operationa for rosches and other'vermin on a thres (3)
times weekly ba '

3. With respect to defendants provision of .visits for pre-
trial detainees vho do not present serious security problems,
defendant provides these inmates with visization prlvthﬁa o
Tuesdays and Thursdays between the hours of 1:00 o*clock p.m. :
and 3::00 o'elock p.m., Additionally these inmates also receive




. : ALl irmites who -ro sentenced ta Parish J.n time’ ‘who-
= have a job are put on cho work relaise prop-. At pr aent

* ba security risk are requind to be pichd up by thelr em-
. plmrl and raturned by thetr uploy.n upon calpht!.on of

their vork. Those irmates on wrk r.l

report in to th‘ Shnﬁ.ff'l Olt‘lco Mc v«kly

5. Hunuﬂ’o rupanu objccu to defendants uutmnt ’
asserting compliance with tha provisions of the Consent Decree.
and feels that thia provision requires demonstrative evidence

. A : .

of such complisnce. Contrary to plaintiffs response, defendants
s . PR

statement of compliance with the provisions of tha Consent Decree

! .
is not merely a bare assertion of compliance, dbut rather is a

. statement that after going through ivory step and avery provision
. of the Consent Decree and reviewing all of the procedures of
the Acadia Parish Jail, thie A--l-t;nt District Attorney finds
.that the defendant the Acadia Parish Sheriff's Department ie
in compliance with those provisions except for those statements
wvhere the defendant has admitted that he is not in compliance.
The defendant feels that it would ba extremely burdensome to
supply plaintiffs wich a repetitive statement eyery eix (6)
months outlining each and o\nry provision of the Cp_nimg Decree,
and repeating sach and every wathod of compliance with the
provisions. Rather, the defendant feels th'n b;r.‘dutng the




or valid ronons.'_ Phintif! vilh

" tlon caused excessive’ dhtupeion m tho juh\ ﬂnn!m defendant
\dn continue to allow g«\or«m- \nokmd “and mning
on an individual basis to thou vho are not nblo to vhic with
the inmates during the roguhr visiting perfods. -
Finally in the interim betwaen "he ‘submission of :hn
original report on S:pceubcr 3zd, 1981. md chh rcport. :
“defendant has obtained the legal n:orul ' oqulnd by pa a=
graph number XI (A) of the Consent Decred “and uid materiale
have been furnished to the immates for their use at all times.
CONCLUSION ' : - .
For the foregoing ressons, dohndmt urges the Court to
) ,accop: defendants original report nlcn; with thia supplemental
nport as being consistent with the: ptcvhiont- o& :‘ho Consent

h-pcetfully !ublittod
Acadia Parish shcrl.ft l D- lrtun:
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