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Commissioner Angel Quiros
Connecticut Department of Correction
24 WolcottHillRoad
Wethersfield,CT 06109
 
Re: Unauthorized Pre-Visit Strip Search – York Correctional Institution (May 5, 2025
Incident) 

April 1, 2026 

Dear Commissioner Quiros: 

Pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes § 18-81qq, as amended by Public Act 25-161, 
the Office of the Correction Ombuds has completed its investigation into a complaint arising
from a May 5, 2025 incident at York Correctional Institution involving the use of a strip search
prior to a contact visit. 

As set forth in the enclosed report, the Office finds that the pre-visit strip search 
conducted in this matter was inconsistent with Administrative Directive 6.7. The record reflects
that no reasonable suspicion was documented, the stated justification does not meet the threshold
required under Department policy, and required procedural safeguards were not followed. While
the post-visit strip search was consistent with policy, the facts of this matter raise broader
concerns regarding the inconsistent and potentially selective application of invasive search
practices. 

The report further identifies concerns regarding the reliability of the Department’s 
internal review, the apparent normalization of practices inconsistent with Administrative
Directive 6.7, and the absence of required documentation where a reasonable suspicion-based
search is asserted. The Office also highlights the need for policy clarification, enhanced
oversight, staff accountability, and the implementation of less intrusive security measures. 

Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. § 18-81qq(e)(4), the Office requests that the Department 
providea written response outlining any actions taken or planned in response to the findings and
recommendations contained in the enclosed report. Please provide this response no later than
May 1,2026. 
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The Office remains available to discuss these findings and to work collaboratively with the
Department to address the issues identified in this investigation. 

Sincerely, 

DeVaughn L. Ward, Esq. 
Correction Ombuds 
State of Connecticut 



Introduction 

Pursuant to Connecticut General Statues Section 18-81qq, as amended by Public Act 25-161,
the Office of the Correction Ombuds has statutory authority to receive communications from
persons who are incarcerated regarding decisions, actions, omissions, policies, procedures,
rules and regulations of the Department of Correction. Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §18-81qq
the Correction Ombuds is authorized to: 

1. Investigate complaints by, or behalf of, persons in the custody of the Department of 
Correction; 

2. Inspect and monitor the conditions and operation of any facility or program operated 
by or under contract with the Department of Correction; 

3. Review policies, procedures, and practices that may adversely affect persons in 
custody; 

4. Make recommendations to the Commissioner of Correction regarding improvements 
to correctional operations, policies, and procedure. 

 
1  Conn. Gen. Stat. §18-81qq (e)(1) 
 Conn. Gen. Stat § 18-81qq (e)(2) 
 Conn. Gen. Stat. §18-81qq(e)(3)(A) 
 Conn. Gen. Stat. §18-81qq(e)(4) 
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It is important to note that the Correction Ombuds need not investigate a complaint, if the
Correction Ombuds determines such investigation is not warranted . However, in course of an
investigation, the Correction Ombuds shall rely on variety of sources to corroborate matters
raised by persons who are incarcerated. Where such matters turn on validation of incidents,
the Correction Ombuds shall endeavor to rely on communications from persons who are
incarcerated who have reasonably pursued a resolution of the complaint through any existing
internal grievance procedures of the Department of Correction . 
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The Correction Ombuds shall include in any decision findings of any department
administrative directive, state or constitutional right that has been violated by the department
or an employee of the department and recommendations and reasoning if, in the Correction
Ombuds' opinion, the department or any employee should (I) further investigate the
complaint; (II) modify or cancel an action of the department or employee; (III) alter a
department rule, practice or ruling; (IV) explain in detail the action in question; or (V) rectify an
omission of the department or employee . 3

At the Correction Ombuds' request, the department shall, during a period of time agreed
upon with the Correction Ombuds, inform the Correction Ombuds of any action taken on
recommendations contained in a decision pursuant to subdivision (3) of this subsection or any
reason for not complying with any such recommendation . 4
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Background 

DOC Investigation 

On Monday, May 5, 2025, Michelle Troconis  #433612 was incarcerated at York Correctional
Institution in Niantic, CT. On that date, it was alleged that Ms. Troconis was subjected to a
strip search prior to and at the conclusion of visit. 
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On May 9, 2025, a complaint was made to the Office of Correction Ombuds. A formal 
investigation was launched into the matter shortly thereafter. 

On Monday, May 5, 2025, at approximately 8:10am, Ms. Troconis went to the Visiting Room at
York CI for a scheduled contact visit. 

Facility records, staff reports, and video review indicate the following sequence of events on 
May 5, 2025 : 6

• At approximately 7:15am, York CI Facility Count in Progress 
• At approximately 8:00am, the facility count was cleared within the Admitting and 

Discharge (A&D) Room; however, Main Control did not announce over radio until 
8:09am. 

• Between 8:03am and 8:06am, Ms. Troconis exited her housing unit and proceeded toward 
the Visiting Area prior to announcement over radio. 

• Upon arrival in the visiting area, Ms. Troconis was directed back to housing unit by 
Correction Officer T. Cardona the Visiting Shakedown Officer. 

• Following the facility-wide announcement over radio, Ms. Troconis arrived back around 
8:09am to visiting area. 

• Upon returning back to the visiting area, Ms. Troconis was strip-searched prior to her 
contact visit. 

• At the conclusion of the contact visit, Ms. Troconis was strip-searched again. 

 
 Pursuant to C.G.S. § 18-81qq, Ms. Troconis has provided written authorization permitting the Office of the 
Correction Ombuds to publish her name in connection with this investigation. 

6  YCI-2025-05-063 
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On Wednesday, May 7, 2025, Warden Sexton’s office received an email from Citizen #1
regarding a strip search conducted by Correction Officer T. Cardona which was conducted
prior to and after in-person contact visit with Ms. Troconis and Citizen #1. On Wednesday, May
14, 2025 a facility based Incident Report (YCI-2025-05-063) was generated by Administrative
Assistant Neena Lucarelli. 

On May 15, 2025, Lt. Wagher completed the Supervisor Video Recording Review (CN6902) and
reviewed the VERINT video footage from the Visiting area and 3 South. The Incident Report
states that “it appears that C/O Cardona strip-searched the first two I/M’s that arrived for visits”
on May 5, 2025. Staffing rosters were also reviewed and DOC personnel determined that C/O
Cardona sent Ms. Troconis back to their housing unit after they arrived at visiting area prior to 
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facility count being cleared by main control. Once count was cleared, Housing Unit Officers
C/O Rosado and/or Conroy sent Ms. Troconis back to the visiting area where C/O Cardona
stated in her incident report that “upon her arrival she was stripped [sic] searched due to her
being Out Of Place Prior to count being cleared.”  7

According to facility log books, the facility count was cleared at 8:00am in Admitting and 
Discharge (A&D) but was not announced until 8:09am by main control. 

On May 9, 2025, the OCO received a complaint that Ms. Troconis was strip searched prior to a
scheduled family visit at York Correctional Institution. 

On May 9, 2025, OCO contacted Warden Sexton regarding a complaint the alleged illegal strip 
search of Ms. Troconis and requested the CN 6701 – Strip Search Report, CN 6604 – Incident 
Report, and any supplemental reports or logbook entries documenting the basis,
authorization, or outcome of the search. 

On May 12, 2025, Warden Sexton responded, “At this time, we are looking into what transpired 
as I was informed she was strip searched both before and after the visit. (The policy is to
perform this search after a contact visit.) I will be in touch once I have some more information”

On May 28, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip
search report had been generated per department policy.
. 

Ombuds Investigation 

 
7  C/O Cardona Incident Report Supplemental (CN 6605) YCI-2025-05-063 
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On June 6, 2025, C/O Cardona completed her supplemental incident report (CN 6605). 
On June 13, 2025, C/O Rosada completed his supplemental incident report (CN 6605). 

On June 16, 2025, Lt. Wagner completed his supplemental incident report (CN 6605). 

On June 26, 2025, C/O Rosado was issued a Record of Counseling (CN2601) and provided a 
copy of CT DOC Administrative Directives 6.3 Population Count for releasing Ms. Troconis 
prior to count being cleared. C/O Cardona was provided copies of DOC Administrative 
Directive 6.7 and educated on Strip Search Policies but did not receive any Record of 
Counseling. 

On June 30, 2025, Captain John Saporita completed his shift review of the incident (CN 6602). 

On July 21, 2025, Deputy Warden Iozzia completed her shift review of the incident (CN 6602). 

On July 23, 2025, Warden Sexton completed her shift review of the incident and noted that 
“prior to May 5, 2025, C/O Cardona had only been posted in visits shakedown one other time” 
(CN 6602). 



On May 28, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip
search report had been generated per department policy. 

On May 28, 2025, Warden Sexton replied that an incident report was being generated and
worked on. 

On June 6, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip
search report had been generated. OCO received no response. 

On July 16, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip
search report had been generated. On that same day, Warden Sexton replied, “This is nearly
completed. The Deputy Warden will review the report, identify any violations, and complete
their overview. Once this is complete (I anticipate by Friday) then it will be routed for my
review”. 

On August 4, 2025, Warden Sexton contacted OCO to see if the report was forwarded yet. It had
not. 

On August 5, 2025, Warden Sexton contacted OCO to inform the office that DOC Security
Division retained the incident for investigation. On that same day, OCO informed Warden
Sexton of OCO’s intention to serve a subpoena for the incident and strip search reports if they
were not received by the following day. Later that day, OCO received YCI-2025-05-063 with the
requested materials. 

On August 20, 2025, Ms. Troconis was interviewed by the Office of the Correction Ombuds. Ms.
Troconis reported that when she asked CO Cardona why she was being strip searched. C/O
Cardona stated, “I’ve been here for 3 years and its before & after. If others didn’t do it, it’s
because they didn’t do their job”. Ms. Troconis also reported feeling disrespected from C/O
Cardona. She furthered reported that correction officers often say demeaning things during
strip searches such as “spread your legs, I want to see pink”.  

On January 7, 2025, the second incarcerated individual referenced in the Department of
Correction report was interviewed by the Office of the Correction Ombuds. The individual
stated  that she had never been subjected to a strip search prior to a visit on May 5, 2025, or at
any other time. She further reported that she spoke with Ms. Troconis on May 5, 2025, who was
upset about being subjected to a strip search prior to her visit and expressed that the
experience was not consistent with normal practice. 
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Findings 

The strip search conducted prior to the contact visit was not consistent with Administrative
Directive 6.7. 

The Department’s stated rationale was that Ms. Troconis had been “out of place” prior to count
being cleared. That rationale reflects a purported reasonable suspicion basis for the search.
However, the record establishes that facility count had, in fact, already been cleared within
Admitting and Discharge at approximately 8:00 a.m., and the issue arose from delayed radio
communication by Main Control rather than any conduct by Ms. Troconis that would
independently give rise to reasonable suspicion. Being “out of place” under these circumstances
does not meet the threshold required to justify a strip search under Administrative Directive
6.7.No disciplinary report was issued, and no specific, articulable facts were documented
suggesting that Ms. Troconis possessed contraband or posed a particularized security risk. 

Where a strip search is conducted based on reasonable suspicion, Administrative Directive 6.7
requires that the specific factual basis for that suspicion be documented. No such
documentation was generated or produced to the Office. To the extent the Department
contends that the search was not based on reasonable suspicion, the search lacked any policy
basis altogether and was therefore inconsistent with Administrative Directive 6.7. 

The strip search conducted at the conclusion of the contact visit was consistent with
Administrative Directive 6.7. Section 4(b)(ii) provides that a pat search shall be conducted at the
conclusion of all contact visits, and Section 5(b)(ix) further permits a strip search at the
conclusion of a contact visit or after entering a public visiting area. Accordingly, the post-visit
strip search was consistent with Department policy. 

The record reflects more than an isolated deviation. Correction Officer Cardona’s statement to 
Ms. Troconis that “it’s before & after” suggests a misunderstanding or informal practice 
inconsistent with the plain language of Administrative Directive 6.7. This statement is not 
supported by Department policy and reflects a concerning normalization of invasive search 
practices outside the scope of the directive. 

The account of the second incarcerated individual directly contradicts Lt. Wagher’s finding that 
two women were strip searched prior to the visit. While the Department’s report states that “it 
appears that C/O Cardona strip-searched the first two I/M’s that arrived for visits,” the second 
individual reported that she was not subjected to a strip search prior to her visit and had never 
been subjected to such a search at any time. This inconsistency calls into question the accuracy 
and reliability of the Department’s internal review. 

The second incarcerated individual further reported that Ms. Troconis expressed distress 
immediately following the incident and that a pre-visit strip search was not consistent with 
normal practice. This account is significant not only because it undermines the Department’s 
characterization of events, but also because it supports the conclusion that the strip search was 
not applied uniformly. 
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Taken together, these facts support a finding that the pre-visit strip search was not only
unauthorized, but was applied in a manner that appears inconsistent and potentially selective.
Where one incarcerated individual is subjected to an invasive strip search that another similarly
situated individual is not—particularly under the same general circumstances and on the same
date—the concern extends beyond policy noncompliance and reflects the arbitrary exercise of
authority. 

In a women’s correctional facility, the arbitrary or unnecessary use of invasive strip searches 
carries heightened implications. Strip searches are among the most intrusive actions
correctional staff may take and, when conducted without proper justification, consistency, or
documentation, raise serious concerns related to dignity, safety, and PREA-aligned protections
against degrading, unnecessary, or abusive practices. The facts in this case—particularly the
absence of documented justification, the inconsistency between the Department’s report and
witness accounts, and the  apparent normalization of “before & after” strip searches—
underscore the need for stricter adherence to Administrative Directive 6.7 and meaningful
supervisory oversight. 
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Recommendations 
Administrative Directive 6.7 states that “a pat search shall be conducted at the conclusion of all
contact visits,” yet the record in this matter suggests that actual practice has, at times, diverged
from that directive. The Office of the Correction Ombuds finds that Department practice has
permitted the routine use of strip searches following contact visits, often justified post hoc
under the “reasonable suspicion” language contained within Administrative Directive 6.7. This
practice is inconsistent with both the plain language and intent of the directive. 

Accordingly, the Office recommends that the Department of Correction alter its practices and 
clarify its policies to ensure that a pat search—not a strip search—is the default and expected 
procedure following a contact visit. The Department should further define, with specificity, the 
limited circumstances under which a strip search is warranted and ensure that such searches
are not conducted as a matter of routine, convenience, or informal custom. 

The safety and security of the correctional system must remain paramount. However, the 
Department’s obligation to maintain safety does not diminish its responsibility to ensure that 
invasive search practices are lawful, necessary, and consistent with established standards. 
Research and longstanding correctional practice, both in the United States and internationally, 
support the implementation of trauma-informed approaches within custodial settings.[1] Strip 
searches are inherently invasive and dehumanizing, and in many cases—including the pre-visit 
strip search at issue here—unnecessary even under existing Department policy. 

The Office further recommends that the Department modify its practices and enhance
oversight to ensure strict compliance with documentation requirements when strip searches
are conducted based on reasonable suspicion. Where a strip search is conducted on that basis,
the Department must document the specific, articulable facts supporting the search in
accordance with Administrative Directive 6.7. Such documentation should be completed
contemporaneously, and no later than the end of the shift during which the search occurred,
and should be subject to meaningful supervisory review. The failure to document any such
basis in this case reflects a breakdown in policy compliance and oversight. 

Given the apparent cultural practice of conducting strip searches even when not specifically 
mandated, the Office further recommends that the Department alter its practices and
implement enhanced training and accountability measures for employees responsible for
authorizing and conducting strip searches. Such training should incorporate trauma-informed
principles and emphasize that strip searches are not routine, must be grounded in policy, and
require appropriate justification and documentation . Staff must also be held accountable
where those standards are not met. 
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8 Angela Benedict, Using Trauma-Informed Practices to Enhance Safety and Security in 
Women’s Correctional Facilities (Bureau of Justice Assistance 2014). 
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The Office further recommends that the Department rectify the omission and policy violation
identified in this matter by taking appropriate corrective action, including the imposition of
discipline for Correction Officer T. Cardona. Instruction alone is insufficient where a clear
violation of Administrative Directive 6.7 occurred, particularly where the record reflects a
misunderstanding or normalization of practices inconsistent with Department policy. 

The Office also recommends that the Department further investigate whether the facts of this 
incident reflect broader systemic concerns, including the inconsistent or selective application of 
strip search practices and whether such practices raise PREA-related concerns regarding
dignity, abuse prevention, and the appropriate exercise of staff authority within a women’s
correctional facility. 

Finally, the Office recommends that the Department alter its practices and modernize its
security approach through the expedited, statewide implementation of body scanning
technology. This incident occurred prior to the implementation of body scanners at York
Correctional Institution on January 16, 2026. The use of body scanning technology provides a
less intrusive and more effective means of detecting contraband and reduces reliance on
invasive strip searches. Statewide deployment is necessary to prevent similar incidents and to
align Department practices with modern correctional standards. 
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Connecticut Office of Correction Ombudsman
55 Farmington Avenue, Suite 427
Hartford, CT 06105
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	REPORT ON UNAUTHORIZED STRIP SEARCH PRACTICES AT YORK CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION
	APRIL 1, 2026
	Re: Unauthorized Pre-Visit Strip Search – York Correctional Institution (May 5, 2025 Incident)
	The Office remains available to discuss these findings and to work collaboratively with the Department to address the issues identified in this investigation.
	Sincerely,
	DeVaughn L. Ward, Esq.  Correction Ombuds  State of Connecticut
	Introduction
	Pursuant to Connecticut General Statues Section 18-81qq, as amended by Public Act 25-161, the Office of the Correction Ombuds has statutory authority to receive communications from persons who are incarcerated regarding decisions, actions, omissions, policies, procedures, rules and regulations of the Department of Correction. Pursuant to Conn. Gen. Stat. §18-81qq the Correction Ombuds is authorized to:
	1. Investigate complaints by, or behalf of, persons in the custody of the Department of
	Correction;
	2. Inspect and monitor the conditions and operation of any facility or program operated
	by or under contract with the Department of Correction;
	3. Review policies, procedures, and practices that may adversely affect persons in
	custody;
	4. Make recommendations to the Commissioner of Correction regarding improvements
	to correctional operations, policies, and procedure.
	It is important to note that the Correction Ombuds need not investigate a complaint, if the Correction Ombuds determines such investigation is not warranted1. However, in course of an investigation, the Correction Ombuds shall rely on variety of sources to corroborate matters  raised by persons who are incarcerated. Where such matters turn on validation of incidents, the Correction Ombuds shall endeavor to rely on communications from persons who are incarcerated who have reasonably pursued a resolution of the complaint through any existing internal grievance procedures of the Department of Correction2.
	The Correction Ombuds shall include in any decision findings of any department administrative directive, state or constitutional right that has been violated by the department or an employee of the department and recommendations and reasoning if, in the Correction Ombuds' opinion, the department or any employee should (I) further investigate the complaint; (II) modify or cancel an action of the department or employee; (III) alter a department rule, practice or ruling; (IV) explain in detail the action in question; or (V) rectify an omission of the department or employee3.
	At the Correction Ombuds' request, the department shall, during a period of time agreed upon with the Correction Ombuds, inform the Correction Ombuds of any action taken on recommendations contained in a decision pursuant to subdivision (3) of this subsection or any reason for not complying with any such recommendation4.
	Conn. Gen. Stat. §18-81qq (e)(1)
	Conn. Gen. Stat § 18-81qq (e)(2)   Conn. Gen. Stat. §18-81qq(e)(3)(A)
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	Background
	On Monday, May 5, 2025, Michelle Troconis5 #433612 was incarcerated at York Correctional Institution in Niantic, CT. On that date, it was alleged that Ms. Troconis was subjected to a strip search prior to and at the conclusion of visit.  On May 9, 2025, a complaint was made to the Office of Correction Ombuds. A formal  investigation was launched into the matter shortly thereafter.

	DOC Investigation
	On Monday, May 5, 2025, at approximately 8:10am, Ms. Troconis went to the Visiting Room at York CI for a scheduled contact visit.  Facility records, staff reports, and video review indicate the following sequence of events on  May 5, 20256:
	• At approximately 7:15am, York CI Facility Count in Progress  • At approximately 8:00am, the facility count was cleared within the Admitting and
	Discharge (A&D) Room; however, Main Control did not announce over radio until  8:09am.
	• Between 8:03am and 8:06am, Ms. Troconis exited her housing unit and proceeded toward
	the Visiting Area prior to announcement over radio.
	• Upon arrival in the visiting area, Ms. Troconis was directed back to housing unit by
	Correction Officer T. Cardona the Visiting Shakedown Officer.
	• Following the facility-wide announcement over radio, Ms. Troconis arrived back around
	8:09am to visiting area.
	• Upon returning back to the visiting area, Ms. Troconis was strip-searched prior to her
	contact visit.
	• At the conclusion of the contact visit, Ms. Troconis was strip-searched again.
	On Wednesday, May 7, 2025, Warden Sexton’s office received an email from Citizen #1 regarding a strip search conducted by Correction Officer T. Cardona which was conducted prior to and after in-person contact visit with Ms. Troconis and Citizen #1. On Wednesday, May 14, 2025 a facility based Incident Report (YCI-2025-05-063) was generated by Administrative Assistant Neena Lucarelli.
	On May 15, 2025, Lt. Wagher completed the Supervisor Video Recording Review (CN6902) and reviewed the VERINT video footage from the Visiting area and 3 South. The Incident Report states that “it appears that C/O Cardona strip-searched the first two I/M’s that arrived for visits” on May 5, 2025. Staffing rosters were also reviewed and DOC personnel determined that C/O Cardona sent Ms. Troconis back to their housing unit after they arrived at visiting area prior to
	YCI-2025-05-063

	facility count being cleared by main control. Once count was cleared, Housing Unit Officers C/O Rosado and/or Conroy sent Ms. Troconis back to the visiting area where C/O Cardona stated in her incident report that “upon her arrival she was stripped [sic] searched due to her being Out Of Place Prior to count being cleared.” 7
	According to facility log books, the facility count was cleared at 8:00am in Admitting and  Discharge (A&D) but was not announced until 8:09am by main control.
	On June 6, 2025, C/O Cardona completed her supplemental incident report (CN 6605).  On June 13, 2025, C/O Rosada completed his supplemental incident report (CN 6605).  On June 16, 2025, Lt. Wagner completed his supplemental incident report (CN 6605).  On June 26, 2025, C/O Rosado was issued a Record of Counseling (CN2601) and provided a  copy of CT DOC Administrative Directives 6.3 Population Count for releasing Ms. Troconis  prior to count being cleared. C/O Cardona was provided copies of DOC Administrative  Directive 6.7 and educated on Strip Search Policies but did not receive any Record of  Counseling.  On June 30, 2025, Captain John Saporita completed his shift review of the incident (CN 6602).  On July 21, 2025, Deputy Warden Iozzia completed her shift review of the incident (CN 6602).  On July 23, 2025, Warden Sexton completed her shift review of the incident and noted that  “prior to May 5, 2025, C/O Cardona had only been posted in visits shakedown one other time”  (CN 6602).

	Ombuds Investigation
	On May 9, 2025, the OCO received a complaint that Ms. Troconis was strip searched prior to a scheduled family visit at York Correctional Institution.
	On May 9, 2025, OCO contacted Warden Sexton regarding a complaint the alleged illegal strip  search of Ms. Troconis and requested the CN 6701 – Strip Search Report, CN 6604 – Incident  Report, and any supplemental reports or logbook entries documenting the basis, authorization, or outcome of the search.
	On May 12, 2025, Warden Sexton responded, “At this time, we are looking into what transpired  as I was informed she was strip searched both before and after the visit. (The policy is to perform this search after a contact visit.) I will be in touch once I have some more information”
	On May 28, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip search report had been generated per department policy. .
	C/O Cardona Incident Report Supplemental (CN 6605) YCI-2025-05-063


	On May 28, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip search report had been generated per department policy.
	On May 28, 2025, Warden Sexton replied that an incident report was being generated and worked on.
	On June 6, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip search report had been generated. OCO received no response.
	On July 16, 2025, OCO again contacted Warden Sexton to inquire if an incident report or strip search report had been generated. On that same day, Warden Sexton replied, “This is nearly completed. The Deputy Warden will review the report, identify any violations, and complete their overview. Once this is complete (I anticipate by Friday) then it will be routed for my review”.
	On August 4, 2025, Warden Sexton contacted OCO to see if the report was forwarded yet. It had not.
	On August 5, 2025, Warden Sexton contacted OCO to inform the office that DOC Security Division retained the incident for investigation. On that same day, OCO informed Warden Sexton of OCO’s intention to serve a subpoena for the incident and strip search reports if they were not received by the following day. Later that day, OCO received YCI-2025-05-063 with the requested materials.
	On August 20, 2025, Ms. Troconis was interviewed by the Office of the Correction Ombuds. Ms. Troconis reported that when she asked CO Cardona why she was being strip searched. C/O Cardona stated, “I’ve been here for 3 years and its before & after. If others didn’t do it, it’s because they didn’t do their job”. Ms. Troconis also reported feeling disrespected from C/O Cardona. She furthered reported that correction officers often say demeaning things during strip searches such as “spread your legs, I want to see pink”.
	On January 7, 2025, the second incarcerated individual referenced in the Department of Correction report was interviewed by the Office of the Correction Ombuds. The individual stated  that she had never been subjected to a strip search prior to a visit on May 5, 2025, or at any other time. She further reported that she spoke with Ms. Troconis on May 5, 2025, who was upset about being subjected to a strip search prior to her visit and expressed that the experience was not consistent with normal practice.
	Findings
	The strip search conducted prior to the contact visit was not consistent with Administrative Directive 6.7.
	The Department’s stated rationale was that Ms. Troconis had been “out of place” prior to count being cleared. That rationale reflects a purported reasonable suspicion basis for the search. However, the record establishes that facility count had, in fact, already been cleared within Admitting and Discharge at approximately 8:00 a.m., and the issue arose from delayed radio communication by Main Control rather than any conduct by Ms. Troconis that would independently give rise to reasonable suspicion. Being “out of place” under these circumstances does not meet the threshold required to justify a strip search under Administrative Directive 6.7.No disciplinary report was issued, and no specific, articulable facts were documented suggesting that Ms. Troconis possessed contraband or posed a particularized security risk.
	Where a strip search is conducted based on reasonable suspicion, Administrative Directive 6.7 requires that the specific factual basis for that suspicion be documented. No such documentation was generated or produced to the Office. To the extent the Department contends that the search was not based on reasonable suspicion, the search lacked any policy basis altogether and was therefore inconsistent with Administrative Directive 6.7.
	The strip search conducted at the conclusion of the contact visit was consistent with Administrative Directive 6.7. Section 4(b)(ii) provides that a pat search shall be conducted at the conclusion of all contact visits, and Section 5(b)(ix) further permits a strip search at the conclusion of a contact visit or after entering a public visiting area. Accordingly, the post-visit strip search was consistent with Department policy.
	The record reflects more than an isolated deviation. Correction Officer Cardona’s statement to  Ms. Troconis that “it’s before & after” suggests a misunderstanding or informal practice  inconsistent with the plain language of Administrative Directive 6.7. This statement is not  supported by Department policy and reflects a concerning normalization of invasive search  practices outside the scope of the directive.
	The account of the second incarcerated individual directly contradicts Lt. Wagher’s finding that  two women were strip searched prior to the visit. While the Department’s report states that “it  appears that C/O Cardona strip-searched the first two I/M’s that arrived for visits,” the second  individual reported that she was not subjected to a strip search prior to her visit and had never  been subjected to such a search at any time. This inconsistency calls into question the accuracy  and reliability of the Department’s internal review.
	The second incarcerated individual further reported that Ms. Troconis expressed distress  immediately following the incident and that a pre-visit strip search was not consistent with  normal practice. This account is significant not only because it undermines the Department’s  characterization of events, but also because it supports the conclusion that the strip search was  not applied uniformly.

	Taken together, these facts support a finding that the pre-visit strip search was not only unauthorized, but was applied in a manner that appears inconsistent and potentially selective. Where one incarcerated individual is subjected to an invasive strip search that another similarly situated individual is not—particularly under the same general circumstances and on the same date—the concern extends beyond policy noncompliance and reflects the arbitrary exercise of authority.
	In a women’s correctional facility, the arbitrary or unnecessary use of invasive strip searches  carries heightened implications. Strip searches are among the most intrusive actions correctional staff may take and, when conducted without proper justification, consistency, or documentation, raise serious concerns related to dignity, safety, and PREA-aligned protections against degrading, unnecessary, or abusive practices. The facts in this case—particularly the absence of documented justification, the inconsistency between the Department’s report and witness accounts, and the  apparent normalization of “before & after” strip searches—underscore the need for stricter adherence to Administrative Directive 6.7 and meaningful supervisory oversight.
	Recommendations
	Administrative Directive 6.7 states that “a pat search shall be conducted at the conclusion of all contact visits,” yet the record in this matter suggests that actual practice has, at times, diverged from that directive. The Office of the Correction Ombuds finds that Department practice has permitted the routine use of strip searches following contact visits, often justified post hoc under the “reasonable suspicion” language contained within Administrative Directive 6.7. This practice is inconsistent with both the plain language and intent of the directive.
	Accordingly, the Office recommends that the Department of Correction alter its practices and  clarify its policies to ensure that a pat search—not a strip search—is the default and expected  procedure following a contact visit. The Department should further define, with specificity, the  limited circumstances under which a strip search is warranted and ensure that such searches are not conducted as a matter of routine, convenience, or informal custom.
	The safety and security of the correctional system must remain paramount. However, the  Department’s obligation to maintain safety does not diminish its responsibility to ensure that  invasive search practices are lawful, necessary, and consistent with established standards.  Research and longstanding correctional practice, both in the United States and internationally,  support the implementation of trauma-informed approaches within custodial settings.[1] Strip  searches are inherently invasive and dehumanizing, and in many cases—including the pre-visit  strip search at issue here—unnecessary even under existing Department policy.
	The Office further recommends that the Department modify its practices and enhance oversight to ensure strict compliance with documentation requirements when strip searches are conducted based on reasonable suspicion. Where a strip search is conducted on that basis, the Department must document the specific, articulable facts supporting the search in accordance with Administrative Directive 6.7. Such documentation should be completed contemporaneously, and no later than the end of the shift during which the search occurred, and should be subject to meaningful supervisory review. The failure to document any such basis in this case reflects a breakdown in policy compliance and oversight.
	Given the apparent cultural practice of conducting strip searches even when not specifically  mandated, the Office further recommends that the Department alter its practices and implement enhanced training and accountability measures for employees responsible for authorizing and conducting strip searches. Such training should incorporate trauma-informed principles and emphasize that strip searches are not routine, must be grounded in policy, and require appropriate justification and documentation8. Staff must also be held accountable where those standards are not met.

	The Office further recommends that the Department rectify the omission and policy violation identified in this matter by taking appropriate corrective action, including the imposition of discipline for Correction Officer T. Cardona. Instruction alone is insufficient where a clear violation of Administrative Directive 6.7 occurred, particularly where the record reflects a misunderstanding or normalization of practices inconsistent with Department policy.
	The Office also recommends that the Department further investigate whether the facts of this  incident reflect broader systemic concerns, including the inconsistent or selective application of  strip search practices and whether such practices raise PREA-related concerns regarding dignity, abuse prevention, and the appropriate exercise of staff authority within a women’s correctional facility.
	Finally, the Office recommends that the Department alter its practices and modernize its security approach through the expedited, statewide implementation of body scanning technology. This incident occurred prior to the implementation of body scanners at York Correctional Institution on January 16, 2026. The use of body scanning technology provides a less intrusive and more effective means of detecting contraband and reduces reliance on invasive strip searches. Statewide deployment is necessary to prevent similar incidents and to align Department practices with modern correctional standards.
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