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FOREWORD 

As crowding in state and federal prisons has grown more severe and 
widespread, correctional practitioners hav~ increasingly turned their 
attention to classification as a means of ameliorating this pr.oblem. 
Classification is currently viewed as a cornerstone not only in managing those 
offenders already imprisoned but also in planning construction or renovation 
of correctional facilities. 

To maximize the classification process, many correctional agencies have 
developed objective classification systems, which employ standardized, written 
decision-making criteria. Most of these systems, however, have not been 
evaluated to determine their usefulness in managing prisoners and agency 
resources .. 

Because sound classification is essential to correctional management and 
planning, the National Institute of Justice awarded a grant to Correctional 
Services Group, Incorporated, to conduct a study that would assess objective 
prison classification systems: their development, implementation, and 
effectiveness. The overriding concern was to identify what objective 
approaches work, as well as which aspects of these approaches work best, in 
order to provide practical guidelines for agencies that are considering 
implementation of objective classification systems or contemplating revisions 
to their existing systems. 

The report that follows presents beth the findings of this study and a 
policy-relevant set of recommendations concerning the development, 
implementation, and revision of objective classification systems. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

This study ~as conducted as part of a comprehensive effort by the 
Nation~l Institute of Justice to assist correctional administrators in dealing 
with prison crowding. Overpopulation and its consequences represent some of 
the most crucial problems facing corrections today, and prisoner 
classification is generally viewed as the cornerstone of any effective 
attempts to resolve these problems. With proper classification, only those 
inmates requiring high levels of security are placed in costly, tight custody 
facilities, while those evidencing less threat can be assigned to lower 
security institutions. Moreover, appropriate classification can assist in 
determining which inmates can be considered for early release or retention in 
the community with appropriate supervision and adequate safeguards. Finally, 
effective classification helps assure the safety of the public, agency staff, 
and prisoner population. 

In recent years, a growing number of correctional agencies have adopted 
objective approaches to inmate classification. However, relatively little is 
known about these systems, particularly with regard to their effectiveness. 
This study was conducted, in part, to fill this informational gap--to obtain 
data about agencies' development and implementation processes, as well as 
their evaluation efforts. A second goal was to provide guidelines, drawn from 
the experiences of these agencies and from the expertise of correctional 
practitioners, to assist jurisdictions contemplating the initiation of 
objective prison classification systems or the revision of existing ones. 

To obtain this information, it was· necessary to identify those 
correctional agencies employing objective classification approaches. In 
response to a preliminary questionnaire that was distributed to the 50 states, 
the Distr~ct of Columbia, and the Federal Prison System, 39 jurisdictions 
reported that they use objectiv~ classification systems; that is, systems 
characterized by features such as the employment of classification instruments 
validated for prison populations, distinctions between security (physical 
environment) and custody (supervision), assignment of inmates to security 
levels consistent with their behavior, and promotion of similar decisions 
among classification analysts on comparable offender cases. These agencies 
were then sent a more comprehensive survey, consisting of 70 questions, in 
order to acquire detailed inforynation concerning their development, 
implementation, and evaluation activities. The data from the survey, in turn, 
were supplemented by interviews conducted during site visits to eight agencies 
that have implemented objective classification systems. These interviews also 
formed the basis for a series of case stUdies intended to provide background 
information for agencies considering development of objective systems. (These 
case stUdies are contained in Appendix E.) 

1 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

. :""-"', 

"".J 

• 

• 

• 

The final component of this study was an in-depth assessment of the 
effectiveness of the objective classification systems used by three different 
agencies: California, Illinois, and Wisconsin. Statistical analyses were 
employed to examine the scoring processes bf these systems; the validity tif 
the individual items and scales used to score .inmates; and the impact of the 
systems on inmate misconduct, escape, and fatalities. 

Results of the National Survey 

Survey res~onses were received from thirty-three of the thirty-nine 
agencies that had indicated they use· objective approaches to classification. 
Agencies answered all or part of the survey, depending on the completion 
status of their respective systems. Their responses have been grouped 
according to three major sections in the survey--development, implementation, 
and eval .. ~ation--and are summarized below. Although the survey results 
highlight some important trends in objective classification, the reader should 
be careful not to overgeneralize more specific findings. Differing policies 
and procedures among agencies, together with the varying knowledge and 
perceptions of the staff responding, may preclude broad application of some 
findings. 

Development Phase 

Two factors were predominant among the reasons that agencies gave for 
altering their classification procedures: perceived overclassification by 
staff and court actions. While these were among the most commonly reported 
impetuses for change, respondents ranked direction from agency administration 
as the most influential factor. . 

In developing their objective systems, agencies used several approaches. 
The largest proportion, one-third, based their systems on the additive scoring 
model devised by the National Institute of Corrections. Another 33% reported 
that their systems had been developed internally, with some assistance from 
other agencies or consultants. The remaining agencies indicated that they had 
developed original systems on their own or that their systems had been 
designed primarily by consultants . 

In general, agencies noted that supervisory and management staff were 
more supportive of their new systems during development than were line staff. 
This lack of support among line staff is thought to be due to their limited 
role in development activities. 

Most of the survey respondents indicated that they had selected 
classification decision-making criteria that have been proven, or strongly 
suspected, to be predictors of behavior. Among the most prevalent criteria 
used in initial classification are escape history (cited by all respondents), 
detainers (94%), and prior commitments (90%). In reclassification, the most 
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frequently employed criteria are disciplinary violations (100% of 
respondents), time to release (85%), and institutional adjustment (82%). 

Overrides are used by all but two of lhe respondihg agencies. Slightly 
more than 90% of the respondents stated. that they require written 
justification for overrides, and approximately 80% also require super.visory 
approval. At the time of the survey, the number of estimated overrides per 
100 decisions ranged from 3 to 45, with approximately half of the respondents 
citing 15 overrides or less. 

In regard to management information systems, approximately 67% of the 
respondents reported that their operations were computer-assisted at the time 
of survey; only four agencies stated that their information systems were fully 
automated. Just over 60% also indicated that their classification processes 
had beenjncorporated into their MIS systems. 

An important element of objective classification approaches is the 
analysis of institutional security and cu~tody capabilities. This feature 
allows inmates to be placed in institutions commensurate with their levels of 
risk. Nearly three-fourths of the survey respondents reported that they had 
performed a security and custody rating of their correctional facilities, 
typically employing such criteria as number of towers, type of perimeter, and 
type of housing configuration. 

Slightly more than 60% of the agencies responding to the survey stated 
that their objective classification systems include a component to assess 
inmate program needs such as medical and health care, mental health treatment, 
and academic education. These assessments enhance the ability of agency staff 
to match inmate needs with existing programs and services. 

Survey respondents also reported several other applications of their 
objective classification systems. A small majority (58%) said that their 
systems were designed to identify new facility and renovation requirements; of 
these agencies, 53% had already employed their systems for this purpose. Use 
of the agency's classification system to provide for internal housing unit 
assignments was reported by 36% of the respondent~. 

A small proportion of the responding agencies (15%) said that their 
classification systems differ for males and females, generally because the 
agencies operate only one institution for women. In these jurisdictions, 
classification is used primarily to make internal assignments for female 
prisoners. 

The timeframe for objective classification system development, according 
to survey respondents, ranged from just under three months to over forty-eight 
months, with the majority of jurisdictions completing development within 
twenty-four months. 
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The most common problems experienced during the development phase 
included insufficient time, funding, and expertise. 

Implementation Phase 

Only 52% of the responding agencies stated that they had 
their new systems before implementation. As a result of 
agencies usually found it necessary to substantially modify 
instruments. 

pilot tested 
this testing, 
their scoring 

Approximately 84% of the respondents indicated that they had provided 
training in the use of their new systems prior to implementation. Training 
typically lasted b~tween 8 and 16 hours and involved management, supervisory, 
and line staff. 

Just over 58% of the-respondents reported that they had prepared an 
implementation plan, including a detailed timetable. A majority of the 
jurisdictions implemented their objective systems in 12 months or less, with 
the greatest number taking between 3 and 6 months. 

Among 
respondents 
timeframe. 

the most common implementation constraints encountered by survey 
were staff resistance, insufficient training, and limited 

Evaluation Phase 

Only three agencies--Kansas, New York, and Virginia--reported that their 
new classification systems had been formally evaluated, although nine 
indicated that evaluations were in progress at the time of the survey. 

When asked to informally assess the effect of their new systems on agency 
operations, a slight majority of the respondents said that impacts had been 
perceived in the following areas: reduction in escapes/escape attempts, more 
balanced proportion of inmates at each security/custody level, and improvement 
in risk assessment . 

• The most frequently cited weaknesses or problems associated with 
agencies' new systems included lack of automation, inappropriate placements 
due to crowding, and incomplete validation. 

A majority of respondents indicated that they planned further evaluation 
and fine-tuning of their new systems. Many also indicated that, if funding 
were availab~e, they would request assistance in evaluating their systems, 
integrating classification functions with their management information 
systems, and refining their systems for use with special management inmates. 
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.The objective prison classification systems used by three agencies-
California, Illinois, and Wisconsin--were also subjected to an in-depth 
€ffectiveness e~luation. Selection of these systems was based on the length 
of time they had been operational and the 'amount of classification and 
disciplinary data they had available. The evaluation involved analysis'of the 
systems from three perspectives: their scoring instruments, their predictive 
validity, and their impact on inmate misconduct. The major findings of these 
three analyses are presented below. 

Scoring Analysis 

Each agency was found to utilize distinct criteria and scoring processes 
to make ~~itial classification and reclassification decisions. However, all 
three agencies' initial classification instruments are driven principally by 
legal factors such as length of sentence, severity of current offense, and 
prior criminal history. Only Illinois uses a non-legal item (employment 
history) that significantly influences initial classification. 
Reclassification instruments rely primarily on items that reflect inmate 
misconduct since admission; for example, the number and severity of 
disciplinary tickets. California depends heavily on length of sentence in 
determining both initial and reclassification levels; Illinois and Wisconsin 
use more evenly distributed criteria for making these decisions. 

All three systems have resulted in more inmates being assigned to mlnlmum 
security levels at intake and reclassification. California's system, when 
compared to Illinois' and Wisconsin's, greatly restricts the movement of 
inmates from high security to lower security at reclassification~ primarily 
due to its continuing emphasis on sentence length. 

Each agency has also experienced a high override rate. Illinois and 
California have rates of 30%, while Wisconsin has overridden 50% of its 
classification decisions. Illinois' rate appears to result from staff 
upgrading medium security scores at initial classification. In California, 
the override rate is attributed chiefly to a lack of appropriate bed space due 
to crowding. Overrides in Wisconsin reflect staff attempts to consider 
sentence length and reconcile program and custody needs with the constraints 
imposed by existing bed space. 

Validation Analysis 

Scoring items used by the agencies for initial classification generally 
evidenced modest or non-existent correlations with prison misconduct. As in 
previous research, age was found to be the most consistent and powerful 
predictor of misconduct. However, only Illinois relies heavily upon age in 
classification decision-making. Despite the absence of strong predictive 
power in the individual items, the instruments as a whole do demonstrate a 
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capacity to classify according to risk: Inmates classified for maximum 
security have substantially higher misconduct rates, and minimum security have 
the lowest. 

. A great deal of disparity exists among the systems in terms of an item's 
power to determine an inmate's classification 'level versus its capability to 
predict behavior. This is especially true in California, where length of 
sentence heavily influences classification scoring but is a modest predictor 
of behavior. 

Impact Analysis 

In general, implementation of the agencies' objective systems has neither 
substantially reduced nor aggravated system-wide rates of misconduct . 
California and Illinois showed some indication of a leveling in their historic 
rates of' misconduct. However, these rates have recently increased again, 
probably due to crowding and population change rather than classification 
practices. Escape rates have declined sharply in California since 
implementation of its new system; they have remained stable in Illinois and 
Wisconsin. Suicide and homicide rates have remained stable in all three 
jurisdictions. However, these incidents, like escape, are extremely rare 
events and difficult to relate to change in classification policies. 

Conel usion.s 

The findings of both the objective classification survey and the 
effectiveness evaluation yield much information of importance to correctional 
administrators and classification directors. 

Despite limitations on their predictive qualities, objective prison 
classification systems have demonstrated benefits that warrant their continued 
development and use. For example, in those jurisdictions examined in the 
effectiveness evaluation, the proportion of inmates housed in lower security 
levels has increased without adversely affecting rates of prison misconduct. 
escapes, and fatalities. This finding could have profound consequences on 
facility expansion plans and staffing requirements in many jurisdictions. 
Objective sy~tems have also demonstrated an enhanced capacity to monitor 
classification operations and inmate movement. Quantification of the 
decision-making process has translated into a more efficient correctional 
system whereby inmates' security needs tend to be matched more closely with 
agencies" resources. Moreover, manipulation of assignment by staff and 
inmates has generally been made more difficult under tightly monitored 
override procedures. 

These benefits have typically been achieved through the prudent design 
and implementation of objective classification systems. In fact, the 
development and implementation approaches used appear to be just as important, 
or even more important, than the type of objective system devised. Agencies' 
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experiences suggest that several key considerations should be kept 
during the development and implementation, or revision, of an 
classification system. 

in mind 
objective 

From the beginning, the agency director and other top level staff must be 
committed to the project. Their support will be needed to see it through to 
completion, and to defend against any attacks by those supportive df the 
previous system. Administrative staff should also determine the practical 
limitatioMs that they will face, particularly in regard to budget, timeframe, 
and legal issues. Finally, since lack of expertise was a common problem among 
survey respondents, the administrator should select project staff who are 
sufficiently qualified and experienced to oversee design or revision 
activities. In some jurisdictions, it may also be necessary to supplement 
staff experience with consultant expertise; however, the agency should always 
retain cqntrol of project activities. 

Another important consideration is the development of goals and 
objectives for the system. Early in the project, the agency needs to specify 
goals that identify the major areas to be addressed by the new system and 
objectives that explicitly describe the results to be achieved. 

If the agency is developing a new classification sYstem, it must also 
decide whether to design its own system or to adapt one that has proven 
effective in classifying offenders. Most survey respondents found that 
adapting an existing system was more efficient. In either case, the approach 
selected should address the agency's overall goals and objectives, as well as 
those for its classification system. In addition, the approach should coincide 
with the philosophy of its classification and security staff. 

To ensure successful development or revision of its classification 
system, the agency should also prepare a practical plan for guiding its 
activities. Information obtained from survey respondents and case study 
subjects suggests, for instance, that at least twelve months should be 
allotted to developing a new system. 

The agency should also be aware that despite the prevalence of certain 
initial classification criteria among survey respondents (e.g., escape 
history, detainers, and prior commitments), the ~fa~en&$S evaluation found 
that initial classificatior. items have proved to be weak predictors of inmate 
conduct. Consequently, careful consideration should be given to the design or 
redesign of reclassification instruments that are independent of initial 
scoring criteria and rely heavily on measures of in-custody behavior. 

Because implementation of a newly developed or revised classification 
system can be fraught with problems, the agency should prepare a well-thought
out plan for putting the system into operation. 
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One component of the implementation plan should be pilot testing of the 
system. Many survey respondents have found it useful to test their systems at 
one of their institutions or on a sample of their inmate populations prior to 
system-wide implementation. This testing. enabled them to determine how wen 
their instruments perform on their present populations, whether their systems 
address stated goals and objectives, and what modifications may be ne~essary 
before more extensive use is initiated. Numerous respondents, for example, 
found it necessary to revise their scoring instruments as the result of pilot 
testing. 

Another important consideration. is staff use of overrides, a practice 
that may be assessed during pilot testing. Unacceptable levels of overrides 
(i.e., typically exceeding 20%) pose a serious threat to objective classifica
tion systems. In general, these high override rates signal an unwillingness 
of staf{ to fully embrace the validity and utility of these new systems. 
Correctional officials need to re-examine the reasons for such overrides and 
make appropriate adjustments. If a particular override factor is constantly 
being invoked, then either it should be included as a formal criterion or 
adjustments should be made in the current item weight and/or classification 
scale. 

Written policies and procedures are also necessary for effective 
implementation. Without such direction, staff may deviate from the structure 
of the system--to the detriment of the general public, other staff, and inmate 
population. These policies and procedures should be incorporated into a 
comprehensive manual that presc~ibes initial classification, reclassification, 
and central office classification practices for all institutions and 
populations. To avoid problems experienced by some survey respondents, this 
manual should be completed before training staff in system use. 

Survey results indicate that training personnel at all levels is critical 
if staff are to adequately understand and use the agency's new system. For 
existing personnel, a minimum of 16 to 24 hours should be devoted to such 
topics as instrument use, infcrmation management, resource allocation, and 
program development decisions. Once the system is in place, training should 
be continued on both a pre-service and in-service basis. 

Finally, correctional administrators are again cautioned to view this 
study and its findings as a preliminary st~p in enhancing the development and 
effectiveness of objective prison classification systems. Although numerous 
agencies have reported implementation of objective systems, only a handful 
have conducted rigorous evaluations. Indeed, an alarming trend among many 
agencies is merely to "buy" the most available and affordable system on the 
correctional market today. Most of these systems are untested or have been 
found to possess limitations in their designs or predictive efficiency. Those 
systems that have been evaluated will require supstantial modification and may 
not be applicable with different inmate, staffing, and facility 
characteristics. 
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Consequently, one of the most pressing needs in prison classification 
today is to build upon this preliminary study. Jurisdictions that have 
embarked on objective classification must flOW initiate· long-term efforts to 
conduct process and validation studies similar in design to this national 
study. Agencies should also begin develQping a permanent in-house capacity 
that would allow them to routinely monitor, evaluate, and refine 
classification policy independent of federal financial resources. 
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STUDY OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

One of the most pressing problems confronting correctional agencies today 
is prison crOWding. Overpopulation, however, is not the only issue, for its 
consequences also arouse concern about the security of institutions, health 
and safety of staff and inmates, adherence to due process, and compliance with 
court-mandated standards for care and control. 

In r!~ponse to the growing concerns of correctional practitioners, as 
well as those of governmental officials, the National Institute of Justi~e has 
designat~d efforts to deal with prison crowding as its number one priority. 
The study of classification is viewed as an essential component of this 
response because lithe best classification systems will be needed to shape 
policy development regarding the expedltious allocation of inmates and the 
acquisition or construction of additional facilities." 

vJithin this ft'amework, the National Institute of austice' (NIJ) has 
identified four other issues that "lend added impetus to the need for improved 
classification systems": 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Increased cost of prison construction; 
Increased risk of violent inmate behavior; 
Limited bed space in maximum security facilities; and 
Decisions regarding parole release, early release, or assignment to 
special low risk programs. 

The challenge in classification is determining not only what works, but 
what works best. As will be discussed in more detail in Section III, the 
National Institute of Corrections, the Federal Prison System, and several 
state agencies have developed objective classification systems. However, very 
few of these efforts have been evaluated, and classification remains on the 
threshold of fulfilling its potential. 

Study Objectives 

The primary goal~of this study is to develop, according to the request 
for proposals, "a policy relevant set of findings for the implementation of 
classification systems that can allocate spacp. efficiently and identify 
offenders for less costly levels of housing or other programs. 1I To attain 
this goal, the following questions required investigation and resolution: 

• As predictive instruments, 
systems in assuring that 
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security, custody assignment, and programming purposes on a cost
effective basis? 

What aspects of the various assignment p~ograms are unusualTy 
successful and can they be built into a model for use by other 
correctional agencies? 

What are the technical and statistical problems involved in 
developing sound classification systems? 

• What conditions or circumstances are necessary for the successful 
implementation of new classification systems? 

• What kinds of situations present obstacles to the successful 
implementation of such programs? 

Answers to these questions are important not only to agencies that have 
already implemented objective systems but also to jurisdictions that are 
considering their adoption. For others to implement objective systems, it is 
n.ecessary to know how to go about developing or modifying a system to fit 
local needs, what kinds of conditions or situations must be avoided, and what 
kind of climate to strive for in order to implement the system successfully. 

The following objectives were formulated to address the questions posed 
above: 

• A description of classification policies and procedures utilized 
prior to the introduction of an objective classification system; 

• A review of the individual agency motivations for development of an 
objective system; 

• An examination of the new classification system development process 
employed by agencies included in the study; 

• 

• 

• 

An assessment of the implementation strategies and obstacles encoun
tered by agencies introducing an objective classification system; 

An analysis of the effectiven0ss of the new system, including impact 
on accurate security assignment (over- and underclassification), 
improved program availability and participation, and consistency of 
decision-making to include magnitude of override use; 

An evaluation of the new system's impact on the agency's prison 
construction planning process; 
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• A description of the role of the agency's Management Information 
System (MIS) with respect to classification system informational 
needs; and 

• An assessment of the new system's impact on special prisoner 
populations, including female prisoners, death row inmates and 
special management (i.e., administrative segregation and protective 
custody) prisoners. 

Study Methodology 

In order to meet the study objectives listed above, five major activities 
were planned: 

• Review of literature related to objective prison classification 
systems; 

• Identification of agencies employing objective prison classification 
systems; 

• Evaluation of objective prison classification system development; 

• Evaluation of objective prison classification system implementation; 

• F.valuation of objective prison classification system effectiveness. 

Review of Literature Related to Objective Prison Classification Systems 

Numerous studies and discussions related to objective classification 
been published during the past decade.<l> This literature was reviewed 
summarized in written form. The resultant summary, contained in Section 
provides the reader with an overview of objective classification and 
role in corrections. In addition to describing the principal types 
scoring scales, it examines five major objective classification models. 

have 
and 

II I, 
its 
of 

The literature review was specifically used to identify key content areas 
for developing survey questions. It also provided the foundation for the case 
study format presented in Appendix D. 

Identification of Agencies Employing Objective Prison Classification Systems 

At the outset of the project, it was known that five states had begun 
implementation of the NIC custody determination model in 1982 and that a 
number of other states had developed objective systems since then. In order 
to identify all of the agencies employing objective approaches, project staff 

<1> A partial list of references is provided following Section VI. 
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designed a preliminary questionnaire to obtain information regarding the 
classification processes used by the fifty states, the District of Columbia, 
and the Federal Prison System.<l> The questionnaire was sent to agency 
directors, asking whether their systems were based on ~n objettive approach;" 
what types of scoring scales are used by their agencies, which areas of 
prisoner classifi~ation are addressed by their systems, and whether these 
systems have been implemented and evaluated. 

The responses to this questionnaire yielded an unexpected finding: 39 
agencies indicated that their classification systems were based on objective 
criteria, a much higher number than previously thought.<2> Of these agencies, 
13 reported that they use an additive scoring scale, 5 stated that they employ 
a model based on independent variable analysis, and 5 said that they use a 
decision-tree scale, with the remaining respondents indicating that they had 
combined .lements of these scales. Eleven agpncies stated that their systems 
had been" completely implemented, but o~lj three said that their systems had 
been evaluated. 

Administration of Objective Classification Survey Instrument 

Project ~taff had originally intended to collect data pertaining to 
agencies' development and implementation activities via site visits to those 
jurisdictions using objective classification" approaches. However, the 
unexpectedly large number of agencies with objective systems led staff to 
conclude that such a procedure would be prohibitively time-consuming and 
costly. Consequently, an alternative method for obtaining these data was 
devised. A comprehensive survey instrument was designed for administration to 
those agencies employing objective classification systems. The questions in 
this instrument were developed using the aforementioned literature survey, 
project goals and objectives, and prior surveys related to prison 
classification. The instrument was then reviewed by project consultants and 
by staff at the National Institute of Justice. 

The survey instrument, composed of approximately 70 qu~stions, was 
divided into four sections: 

• 

• 

I--Classification Background: Examined previous classification 
process and reasons for changing to an objective approach. 

II--Development Process: Sought information on agency goals, type 
of system developed, staff involvement, decision-making criteria, 
management information capabilities, overrides, inmate needs 
assessment, and problems encountered. 

<1> A copy of this questionnaire is provided in Appendix A. 
• <2> Several other agencies--e.g., New Hampshire and New Mexico--indicated 

that they were in the preliminary planning stage of system development. 
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• III--Implementation Process: Covered staff involvement, timeframe, 
staff training, pilot testing, and constraints. 

• IV--Evaluation Efforts: 
impacted by new system, 
assistance needs. 

Inquired about for~al evaluation, are~s 
modificati,ons to system, and technical 

The survey instrument, along with a cover letter, was then sent to each 
of the 39 agencies that had reported use of an objective classification 
approach.<l> The cover letter asked that the survey be completed by the 
agency's classification director and/or staff familiar with its classification 
system. 

Since numerous jurisdictions did not return the sur~ey by the date stated 
in the .cover letter, project staff contacted these agencies by telephone, 
inquiring about their interest in participating in the study and, when needed, 
offering assistance and clarification. r·tost agencies indicated that their only 
probl em was time to compl ete the survey, and all stated that they woul d retu r :1 

it by a second due date. However, many agencies were still unable to meet the 
new deadline, primarily due to competing demands for staff time and/or the 
departure of p~rsonnel who had played key roles in developing their objective 
systems. 

In an effort to accommodate a£encies that were experiencing difficulties 
in responding to the survey--and to obtain as much information as possible-
two additional series of phone calls and extensions were made. Eventually, 
all but five of the agencies returned the survey instrument. One agency was 
unable to participate due to litigation involving classification, two had not 
finished the development phase, and two indicated they wou1d not have 
sufficient time and/or staff to answer the survey. 

Due to the varying statuses of jurisdictions' development and implementa
tion efforts~ not all of the respondents were able to complete the entire 
survey. The number of agencies responding to each section is provided below. 

Section Number of Responding Agencies 

I (Sac kground) 32 
II (Development) 33 
III (Implementation) 31 
IV (Evaluation) 26 

Agencies' responses were independently coded and tabulated by one project 
staff member in order to enhance reliability. In analyzing survey data, 
several problems were encountered. Some of these obstacles were eliminated by 

<1> A copy of the survey instrument is provided in Appendix B. 
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contacting specific respondents; others proved unamenable to resolution. The 
most common, and serious, was confusion about "model prison classification 
system," a term used in the NIJ request for proposals. A few agencies 
reported using such an approach, but subse~uent contacts by project staff did 
not substantiate these responses. A second, related problem resulted from 
agencies' attempts to identify the type of scoring scale they use. Some 
respondents did not distinguish between type and capability in regard to their 
systems and indicated, for example, that they employ predictive scales. 
However, in contrast to additive or decision-tree scales, which describe types 
of scoring approaches, predictive refers to the capability of a system to 
statistically demonstrate analytical power. A final obstacle involved 
respondents' knowledge of their systems' evolution. In some instances, these 
individuals did not participate in development and implementation activities 
and, consequently, could provide only limited information. Whenever project 
staff, ~~sed upon their expertise and experience, suspected that data were 
inaccurate, survey respondents were contacted to verify information that they 
had provided. 

Site Visits 

in order to obtain more specific information regarding the development 
and implementation of objective prison classification systems, project staff 
decided to follow through with some of the originally planned site visits. 
Based on available data, eight correctional agencies were selected for this 
purpose: California, Federal Prison System, Florida, Illinois, Kentucky, 
Missouri, New York, and Wisconsin. This sample was believed to be representa
tive of the major types of existing objective classification approaches. 

A written format was designed to guide interviews with agency staff and 
standardize the case studies that would be prepared following these inter
views. Project staff subsequently visited each of the selected agencies, 
talking with staff who had played major roles in system development and imple
mentation. The interviews were typically conducted by two-person teams and 
required approximately one day to complete.<l> 

Detailed case studies based on information obtained from the interviews 
were then prepared for each agency. These studies address not· only the 
development and implementation phases, but also such areas as the system's 
administration and management, cost, effectiveness, and use with special 
management inmates and agency planning.<2> 

<1> Information regarding the Federal Prison System was compiled by a project 
consultant who was one of the co-developers of the FPS model. 

<2> All eight case studies are contained in Appendix E. 
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Evaluation of Objective Prison Classification Systems Effectiveness 

The final activity in this study was an examination of the impact of 
three agencies' objective systems on inmate classificati~n and conduct. Thes~ 
agencies were selected on the basis of the following factors: 

• Operation of an objective system for a period sufficient to conduct 
follow-up and time-series analysis; 

• Existence of individual-based classification management information 
systems capable of tracking a cohort of prison admissions through a 
specified follow-up period; and 

-
• Diversification of both classification process and inmate popula-

tion. 

The systems ultimately selected for inclusion in the effectiveness evaluation 
were those used by state correctional agencies in California, Illinois, and 
Wisconsin. 

Three research designs were then employed on data collected from each of 
these three agencies to assess the effectiveness of their classification 
systems. The first design was a process analysis of classification decision
making. It was intended to enhance understanding of how the three systems 
functioned, thus providing information necessary to complete other aspects of 
the effective.ness evaluation. Classification data were compiled on a 
representative sample of new admissions to each agency and then subjected to 
regression analysis to determine the most powerful items in classification 
scoring. The process analysis also yielded information concerning the extent 
and nature of classification overrides and the movement of inmates through 
each system. 

The second component of the effectiveness evaluation employed an inmate 
validation cohort design. Data were obtained on the items used to score the 
classification levels of a representative cohort of new admissions to each 
agency. Follow-up disciplinary data were also collected for the three cohorts 
in order to test the predictive value of each item in the agencies' classifi
cation instruments, as well as that of the overall instruments themselves. 

In the third design, time-series analysis was used to determine if 
aggregate rates of inmate misconduct changed after introduction of the 
objective systems. Analysis focused on those measures believed to represent 
the most serious and less frequent incidents of misconduct--suicides, 
fatalities, and escapes.<I> 

<1> The methodology used in the evaluation component is described in greater 
detail in Section V. Chapter 1. 
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Results of the Study 

All of the information obtained during this study was carefully analyzed 
by project staff, and the resul ts are presented in the pages that follow~ 
These findings have been organized, according to project goals, into four 
sections: Section III, Overview of Objective Prison Classification; Section 
IV, Survey of Existing Objective Prison Classification Systems; Section V, 
Evaluation of Objective Prison Classification Systems Effectiveness; and 
Section VI, Guidelines for Developing, Implementing, and Revising Objective 
Prison Classification Systems. Survey instruments, case studies, and 
supporting documentation are presented in the appendices to this report. 

It is important for the reader to understand that the information 
contained in this report is directed at correctional administrators and 
classifi~ation staff. Consequently, much of the terminology used is assumed 
to be familiar to the reader and is not defined. However, explanations are 
provided for statistical terms with which the reader may not be acquainted. 

While this study is intended to provide practical assistance to agencies 
contemplating introduction or revision of an objective approach to 
classification, the reader should view its findings with caution. Data 
analysis has highlighted some trends in the development and implementation of 
objective classification systems, but these findings may not be equally 
applicable in all jurisdictions. For example, some agencies have found that 
objective systems have resulted in cost savi~gs, primarily because they 
increase the number of inmates who can be safely housed in less expensive, 
lower security facilities. Yet this same reduction in the level of security 
assignments could lead to greater expenditures in jurisdictions with limited 
medium and minimum security bed space. Moreover, policies, procedures, and 
record keeping often vary from agency to agency. Thus, benefits reported by 
some agencies (e.g., reduction in disciplinary violations and more effective 
monitoring of classification decision-making) may be unique to those 
particular agencies. Above all, the reader should keep in mind that most 
objective classification systems have been operational for only a short time, 
making this study an important but preliminary step in their assessment. 

17 



C"' J 

() 

• 

• 
z o - . 
I-« 
() . -U. -(f) 
(f) • « 
..J 
() . 
z 

u.o • 
OW" --;:g: . 
w -w 
~2:: • 
wI-
>() 
Ow • .., 
ZCll 
«0 • 



• 

• 

• 

•...... 

• 

• 

• 

.,.-. 
I 

.. ,' 

• 

• 

• 

AN OVERVIEW OF OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION 

Introduction 

In recent years there has been an unprecedented increase in the nation's 
prisoner population, as well as active judicial scrutiny of correctional 
systems, institutions, policies, and practices. Correctional agencies have 
faced state and federal litigation dealing with the totality of conditions 
imposed on incarcerated individuals. Courts have also questioned the bases 
for decisions affecting the placement of inmates and have demanded that 
correctiQ!'lal systems clearly identify criteria for facility, housing, job, and 
program assignments and uniformly apply these criteria to all prisoners. 
Agencies have countered that inadequacies in existing facilities and lack of 
other resources have thwarted attempts to improve correctional practices. 
This lack of resources can be linked not only to burgeoning populations but 
also to corre~tions' place in American history. 

Historically, correctional systems were called upon simply to maintain 
offenders in settings that precluded interaction with the community. Thfs 
philosophy resulted in correctional practice that established prisons far from 
population centers and, thus, away from public view. Prison labor was central 
to institutional functioning and provided the typical activity of inmates. 
Thus, little in the way of classification was needed since virtually all 
inmates were housed similarly and their time occupied in essentially the same 
manner. During these years, only the most rudimentary forms of inmate 
class';fication were used, based on such fundamental separations as men from 
women, adults from juveniles, and, occasionally, nuisance offenders from 
dangerous criminals. Prison conditions received little attention, and 
advocates of prison reform and program opportunities for inmates gained very 
limited public support. 

The late nineteenth century brought experiments in educational and 
rehabilitative programming that flourished in the twentieth century as the 
psychological and sociQlogical roots of crime were explored. Numerous 
theories regarding the causes of criminal behavior and the treatment efforts 
required to achieve correction were developed. Enthusiasm for the 
rehabilitation of offenders peaked in the 1960s and early. 1970s and then 
eroded quickly as the public became increaSingly frustrated with rising crime 
rates, gratuitous violence, and the perceived failure of many correctional 
programs. Many states passed new legislation increasing both the numbers of 
individuals sentenced to prison terms and the length of sentences for many 
offenses. Prison populations, already growing, rose dramatically, putting 
tremendous strain on antiquated facilities designed to do little more than 
house offenders. 
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In addition, litigation pertaining to classification procedures has 
become increas'ingly common in recent year's. In Holt vs. Sarver, 300 F.Supp. 
825 (1969), for example, the plaintiffs alleged thit confinement in th~ 
Arkansas prison system amounted to cruel and unusual punishment. The court 
agreed and held for the first time that the totality of prison conditions did 
indeed violate the Constitution. This decision opened the door to active 
court involvement in prison reform. 

A year later, a second Holt vs. Sarver (309 F.Supp. 362 [1970J, aff'd 442 
F.2d 304 [9th Cir. 1971J) suit alleged that confinement itself violated the 
Constitution. The judge again agreed, noting some worthwhile improvements, 
but holding that the system was still not operating at a constitutional level. 
The judge advocated that housing assignments be based on the needs of the 
population in order to reduce the levels of fear and violence within the 
institutions. This was another first, for even though the decision did not 
refer to classification per se, it established the principle of using a tool 
that is not a constitutional right itself as a means to alleviate 
unconstitutional conditions. 

The first decision to order that a classification system be designed and 
implemented came out of the Federal District Court of Rhode Island in 
~lorris vs. Travisono, 310 F.Supp. 857 (1970). The judge determined that a 
functioning classification system was the only method by which the inmates' 
claims of overcrowding and capricious assignments to a "behavior control unit" 
in the state prison could be alleviated. 

In 1976, a case in Alabama (Pugh vs. Locke, 406 F.Supp. 318) yielded the 
most detailed orders regarding classification. As with Arkansas, the 
plaintiffs challenged the constitutionality of the entire system. Again, 
recognizing that even though classification was not a constitutional right, 
the decision served as a major means for elevating conditions to a standard 
acceptable under the Constitution. The judge,ordered that the classification 
system be based on the needs of the inmates, and not merely on those of the 
institution or the larger system. 

Thus, the present status of corrections in the United States includes 
increasingly crowded and dangerous institutions, a perceived public demand for 
harsh sentences, and the courts' view of prison conditions as so inadequate 
that they often violate constitutional rights to just and humane confinement. 

One result of these countervailing pressures is a clear recognition of 
the need to allocate limited physical, program, and financial resources in a 
manner that best protects staff and inmates while meeting the primary 
correctional goal of public protection. Classification is now viewed as a 
major management tool, as well as a means for enhancing consistency and equity 
in decision-making. Recent federal court involvement in corrections has 
caused many agencies to "rethink" the relationship between classification and 
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management practices. The courts' recognition of the importance of 
classification to corrections management is best expressed in a case brought 
before the federal district court in Rhode Island, Palmigiano vs. Garrahy, 4~3 
F.Supp. 956,965 (DRI 1977): 

Classification is essential to the operation of an orderly 
and safe prison. It is a prerequisite for the rational 
allocation of whatever program opportunities exist within 
the institution. It enables the institution to gauge the 
proper custody level of an inmate, to identify the 
inmate's educational, vocational, and psychological needs, 
and to separate nonviolent inmates from the more 
predatory .••. Classification is also indispensable for any 
coherent future planning. 

In short, inmates must be assigned to facilities appropriate to the 
degree of risk they present. To effect such assignments, well-developed 
methods of inmate assessment, applied consistently throughout the system, are 
required. In response to this need, objective systems of inmate 
classification have been developed in recent years. An objective 
classification system is one that meets, at a minimum, the following 
requirements: 

• Assigns offenders to security classifications consistent with their 
background; 

• Discriminates between security (physical environment) and custody 
(supervision) needs; 

• Uses test and classification instruments that have been validated 
for prison populations; 

• Contains the same components and scoring/classification approach for 
all offenders; 

• 

• 

• 

Does not employ any factors or criteria that have been determined to 
be unconstitutional; 

Arrives at decisions based only upon application of factors shown to 
be related to placement decisions; 

Involves inmates and is readily understandable by both staff and 
offenders; , 

• Structures staff classification decision authority while minimizing 
overrides; 

• Employs mandatory review dates; 

20 



• Is capable of systematic and efficient monitoring; 

• Promotes similar decisions among individual classification analysts 
on comparable offender cases; 

• Distinguishes those offenders who will present special management 
concerns; and 

• Is capable of adapting to the changing needs of the inmate 
population and new laws and policies. 

Principles of Correctional Classification 

Just twenty years ago, prison classification was typically a fragmented, 
institution-specific approach that did little to benefit the agency, the 
inmate, or the public. Increasing prisoner populations in an era of 
diminishing correctional resources, coupled with a greater proportion of 
prisoners with serious criminal histories and vigorous court intervention, has 
created a need for efficient, effective, and consistent classification 
systems. Guidance in developing such systems has come from many fronts. 
Solomon, whose ideas were adopted by the National Institute of Corrections 
(NrC), has outlined fourteen principles considered mandatory for this process: 

1. There must be a clear definition of goals and objectives of the 
total correctional system. 

2. There must be detailed written procedures and policies governing the 
classification process. 

3. The classification process must provide for the collection of 
complete, high-quality, verified, standardized data. 

4. Measurement and testing instruments used in the classification 
decision-making process must be valid, reliable, and objective. 

5. There must be explicit policy statements structuring and checking 
the discretionary decision-making powers of classification team 
staff. 

6. 

7. 

There must be 
prisoners who 
needs. 

provlslon for screening and further evaluating 
are management problems and those who have special 

There must be provlsl0nsto match offenders with programs; these 
provisions must be consistent with custody classification. 

21 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 
8. There must be prOV1S1ons to classify prisoners at the least 

restrictive custody level. 

9. There must be provisions to involve prisoners in the classification 
process. 

10. There must be provisions for systematic, periodic reclassification 
.. hearings. 
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11. The classification process must be efficient and economically sound. 

12. There must be provisions to continuously evaluate and improve the 
classification process. 

13. Classification procedures must be consistent with constitutional 
requisites. 

14. There must be an opportunity to gain input from administration and 
line staff when undertaking development of a classification 
system.<l> 

The Role of Classification in Corrections 

The role of a classification system in correctional decision-making 
mandates that specific operational standards be met. Megargee has identified 
such standards: 

Classification systems must ... 

• be sufficiently complete so that most of the offenders or clients in 
the agency or setting can be classified; 

• have clear operational definitions of the various types so that 
persons can be classified with a minimum of ambiguity; 

• be reliable so that two different raters will arrive at the same 
classification of a given individual; 

• be valid in the sense that the individuals falling within a given 
classification actually have the attributes they are hypothesized to 
possess; 

<1> "Developing an Empirically Based Model for Classification Decision
making," Prison Law Monitor (March 1980). 
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• be dynamic so that changes in individuals will be reflected by 
changes in their classifications; and 

• carry implications for treatment.<l> 

Classification is the information system of corrections. To achieve its 
proper role, classification must be thoroughly integrated into everyday 
operations at the institutional level. Ideally, data collected during the 
classification process provide the bases for decisions regarding security, 
custody, housing, programs, and special needs. When aggregated, such 
information should guide facility and program planning. It can also be used 
to evaluate programs, policies, and procedures. Too often, classification 
systems result in facility placements and little else. All decisions within 
institutions--inmate housing, levels of supervision and observation, work 
assignments, programs assignments, etc.--are made outside the realm of 
classification. Thus, valuable information is not used to its full potential, 
and the consistency and validity of correctional decisions remain suspect. 

Subsequent portions 
regarding indicators of 
objective classification 
currently in use. 

of this 
prison 

systems, 

section provide a synopsis of research 
behavior, outline· methods of developing 
and describe five major objective systems 

Prior Research Related to Pr"json Behavior 

The principal goals of prison classification systems are to accurately 
identify inmates likely to engage in violent behavior, attempt escape, or 
present major disciplinary problems. To help assess the potential risks and 
needs of inmates, most correctional systems currently gather considerable 
information. This information often includes reviews of past behavior, both 
in the community and in institutions; personal characteristics such as age, 
marital status, and family history; clinical test results; and educational 
achievement test data. Prior research exploring the relationships between 
these factors and actual institutional behavior has produced some interesting 
and useful results. 

Of all the demographic and social history variables analyzed, three have 
consistently been related to prison conduct: age, employment history, and 

<1> Classifying Criminal Offenders: A New System Based on the MMPI (Beverly 
Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1979). 
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marital status.<l> Younger inmates (generally under 30) constitute a greater 
management problem than older offenders; studies indicate that they receive 
significantly more disciplinary reports for both minor and major infractions. 
Inmates with some demonstrated stability in employment (usually defined as 
holding a job for a specified period of tim~) receive significantly fewer 
disciplinaries than inmates without histories of job stability. Finally, 
married inmates seem to adjust better than inmates who have never been 
married, although some theorists contend that age, not marital status, is the 
true indicator of prison behavior. There is undoubtedly an interrelationship 
between age and marital status. 

Although both current offense and criminal history seem unrelated to 
overall measures of prison conduct (i.e., the number of disciplinary reports 
received), several studies have found that inmates convicted of violent 
offenses ·are more likely to be assaultive in prison. Other studies, however, 
report no relationship between offense and prison violence. Although few 
studies have examined prior institutional violence, those that have report 
high correlations with subsequent assaultive behavior. 

Clinical test data, particularly the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory (MMPI), have demonstrated some capacity to discriminate between 
groups of offenders with different prison adjustment patterns.<2> Clinical 
tests, however, generally do not predict p~ison behavior any better than do 
combinations of social and criminal history items. Thus, as a classification 
device, psychological inventories are somewhat inefficient; they must be 
administered, scored, and interpreted--which can be costly in terms of both 
time and money. Such an investment does not appear to result in significantly 
more accurate classifications. However, the ability of such tests to assist 
with the diagnosis of psychological problems for selected inmates should not 
be discounted by corrections. 

Research on the relationships of drug and alcohol abuse to prison 
behavior has produced mixed results. Little conclusive support of a direct 
t'elationship exists, but some important studies have found evidence of a 
three-way relationship between drug/alcohol abuse, age, and prison conduct. 
Younger inmates with substance abuse problems often have serious adjustment 

<I> See, e.g., J. Monahan, Predicting Violent Behavior: An Assessmen~ of 
Clinical Techniques (Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1981); T. 
Flanagan, Long-term Prisoners: Analysis of Institutional Incidents, Work
ing Paper No. 21 (Albany, NY: Criminal Justice Research Center, 1980); 
and D. Jaman, Behavior During the First Year in Prison, Report III, Back
ground Characteristics As Predictors of Behavior and Misbehavior, Re
search Division, California Department of Corrections, 1972. 

<2> Classifying Criminal Offenders: A New System Based on the MMPI (Beverly 
Hills, CA: Sage, 1979). 
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problems, while older substance abusers tend to create fewer problems than 
other inmates.<l> It is also important to note that statistical models 
developed to predict prison behavior frequently include alcohol and drug use 
as an indicator of prison misconduct. 

Research also indicates that the most common criterion used to classify 
inmates--length of sentence--appears to be inversely related to 'prison 
behavior. Long-term inmates generally have better overall adjustment records 
than other prisoners.<2> Nevertheless, some long-term inmates, because of 
histories of violence, may require high levels of custody and security for 
extended periods of time. 

Finally, most studies have found no appreciable relationship bet\-'/een 
academic achievement and prison conduct, although school disciplinary problems 
appear to .. be indicative of prison adjustment problems for younger inmates.<3> 

However, significant differences in social and criminal history factors 
among groups of inmates differentiated by prison adjustment records do not 
readily translate tnto an ability to predict behavior for individuals. 
Probabilities established for groups of offenders are subject to unacceptable 
error rates when applied to individual cases. Thus, while patterns do emerge 
from research, prediction of individ~al behavior has met with little success. 
The value of prediction to corrections management is therefore limited. The 
inability to predict prison conduct accurately is reflected in the theory used 
to develop the NIC system. 

In sum, despite serious limitations in the ability to predict behavior, 
research has produced some valuable information for those involved in 
classification. Basically, research has demonstrated that two types of data 
are related to subsequent prison conduct. First, stability measures such as 
employment history, age, and even marital status are clearly related to prison 
adjustment. Second, instances of past violent behavior appear to be the best 
indicators of future violence in prison. Although additional, more thorough 
research is needed, past assaultive behavior in jails or prisons appears to be 
a better predictor of institutional assaults than is community-based violence. 
Overall, the recency, frequency, and severity of past behavior is the best 
indicator of future behavior. 

<1> See L. Meyer and G. Levy, "Description and Prediction of the Intractable 
Inmate," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 15:214-28; and T. 
Flanagan, Long-term Prisoners: Analysis of Institutional Incident~, 

Working Paper No. 21 (Albany, NY: Criminal Justice Research Center, 
1980) • 

<2> Flanagan, Long-term Prisoners: Analysis of Institutional Incidents. 
<3> C. Baird et al., "Classification of Juveniles in Corrections: A Model 

Systems Approach," unpublished report (Madison, WI:. Isthmus Associates, 
1984) • 
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The role of prediction in the development of the objective classification 
systems described later in this section constitutes one of the major 
differences among these systems. 

Methods Used to Develop Objective Classification Systems 

Structured classification systems are generally developed either through 
consensus of key decision-makers within an agency or through a research effort 
desig.1ed to identify valid indicators of prison adjustment. The latter 
a.pprooch results in actuarial tables similar in intent and format to those 
used in other disciplines. Each of these approaches is described below. 

Consensus-Based Models 

A number of states have had to develop classification systems without the 
benefit of longitudinal data base. Without reliable descriptive and outcome 

"data for testing the validity of predictive factors, developers have utilized 
consensus for establishing decision-making criteria. Using this method, 
experienced staff members work in committee to achieve consensus on factors 
that should govern classification decisions. However, unless prior research 
is used as the basis for considering potential classification factors, the 
validity of items selected remains questionable. In most instances, items are 
selected based on staff perceptions, not on demonstrated ability to 
differentiate among offender groups. Thus, many consensus-based systems 
contain a "hodgepodge" of factors--some invalid indicators of behavior and 
some with demonstrated relationship to behavior. Despite this drawback, such 
systems do, however, offer standardization and, at least, greatly enhance 
consistency in the classification decision process. In addition, since 
consensus-based systems are developed by the staff who will eventually use 
them, they engender a degree of ownership and acceptability that is often 
missing in the actua.~·ial systems discussed below. 

Recently, computer techniques have been introduced to assist in reaching 
consensus and in formatting a classification instrument. For example, Florida 
devised a classification system using a technique called Interpretive 
Structure Modeling (ISM). This process was later used by both Kansas and 
Iowa. (A more detailed description of ISM is presented in the case study of 
the Florida system found in Appendix E.) 

Actuarial Models 

• Actuarial systems are based on the ability of a combination of factors to 
predict events. These models are statistically derived, often through the use 
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of various types of multivariate analyses. Used extensively in business and 
economic research, actuarial techniques have also bee~ employed to develop 
predictive instruments for paroling authorities, probation and parole 
agencies, and prison classification offices. Many types of data, such as 
clinical test results and social and criminal history factors, can be used in 
actuarial prediction, but valid indicators cannot be isolated without the 
availability of a sufficiently large, representative, and reliable data base. 
Such data bases are not available in many correctional jurisdictions, which 
represents one drawback to the development of actuarial systems. If 
constructed on a small or unreliable data base, the resultant relationships 
may not be valid for the entire prison population. 

Another weakness of actuarial prediction is that the techniques result in 
group statistics having very limited ability to predict the behavior of any 
given individual within the differentiated groups. Actuarial tables can 
indicate, for example, that an individual belongs to a group, 30% of which 
will adjust poorly to prison. The instrument, however, is unable to determine 
which individuals will fall into the 30% category. 

The main strength of actuarial systems is that they use accepted 
statistical techniques to select variables based on their relationships to 
actual outcomes. If carefully constructed, actuarial systems can often 
simplify the classification process by reducing the number and complexity of 
factors considered in security and custody decisions. 

Classification Scale Formats 

Objective classification systems com~cn1y employ two types of scales: 
the decision tree and the additive scale. 

The term "decision tree" aptly describes the bran~h-like format of these 
instruments. In such scales. the response to each question determines the 
next question asked. Decision trees can be developed using either consensus
building techniques or statistical analysis. The following example 
illustrates how these scales operate: 
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Yes 

DECISION-TREE SCALE 

Committing offense is rape, 
armed robbery, or murder? 

No 

This is first adult conviction? Inmate is 25 or older? 

.~ 
NO 

Maximum 
Security 

YES 

Close 
Security 

NO 

Medium 
Security 

YES 

Minimum 
Security 

The decision tree offers seVeral advantages. First, in most instances, 
these scales are relatively easy to complete. Since no computations are 
required, mathematical errors are eliminated, thus enhancing interrater 
reliability. More significantly, different levels of custody or security can 
be based on different criteria. This allows higher level assignments to be 
based on potential for violence, while other criteria (e.g., escape potential 
and management problems) can be used to differentiate between medium and lower 
level placements. 

Two significant disadvantages of the decision tree should also be noted. 
First, if incorrect information is obtained at any stage, subsequent responses 
to questions may be incorrect as well. For example, if the response to a 
question regarding a diagnosed psychological/psychiatric problem is positive, 
the inmate may receive a high security level placement. However, if the 
problem was misdiagnosed, a chain of incorrect decisions might begin, and the 
final security placement might not be warranted. 

Second, and perhaps more important, these models have the potential for 
giving tremendous discriminatory power to a single variable. In the above 
illustration, for instance, only offenders convicted of rape, armed robbery, 
or murder can be placed in close or maximum security. 
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The additive approach to developing scales uses scores that are given for 
each variable. These are summed and a classification level is assigned based 
on the total. Like the decision-tree format, the additive scale can be devel
oped through a variety of means, including statistical analyses and consensus~ 
building techniques. The additive scale also overcomes the basic flaw of the 
decision tree since discriminating power is spread among many variables; often 
various combinations of factors can result in identical overall scores. 

This scoring system is, at the same time, the primary drawback to the 
additive scale. All decisions stem from cutoff scores along one continuum. 
Unlike the decision tree, the additive model generally does not base different 
custody or security level decisions on different criteria. Looking back at 
the above diagram, for example, it is seen that maximum security is used only 
for very serious repeat offenders, while other criteria are used to decide 
between m~dium and minimum security. 

Major Objective Prison Classification Models 

Five objective classification system models have had the most significant 
impact on the field of correctional classification to date. The Federal 
Prison System's model, implemented in 1979, was the first of its kind and was 
emulated by numerous state systems. Likewise, the model developed by the 
National Institute of Corrections in 1982 has been adapted for use in several 
jurisdictions. Other agencies have developed classification models that 
borrow elements from these two models. Three other models--the decision-tree 
approach developed by Florida, the objective system designed by Illinois, and 
the Correctional Classification Profile--have also been adapted by other 
agencies. A brief description of each of these systems will introduce the 
reader to objective classification and lay the foundation for the remainder of 
this report. 

The Federal Prison System Security Designation/Custody Classification System 

The Federal Prison System (FPS) uses a standardized classification 
instrument to assess security needs and assist with facility assignments. The 
system distinguishes between inmate security (physical environment) and 
custody (supervision) needs at intake, with greater emphasis on custody at 
reclassification. The instrument was initially developed based on staff 
consensus, but has since undergone fairly extensive evaluations. 

The scale used at intake (Figure 1) is essentially a security designation 
instrument incorporating the following factors: 

• 
• 

Type of detainer; 
Severity of offense; 
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Expected length of incarceration; 
Type of ' prior commitments; 
History of escape; and 
History of violence. 

This scale is also used at reclassification (Figure 2), with the 
following factors added: 

• 
• • • • • • 

Percentage of time served; 
Drug/alcohol abuse; 
Mental/psychological problems; 
Severity of disciplinary repo'rts received; 
Frequency of disciplinary reports received; 
Responsibility demonstrated by inmate; and 

. Family/community ties. 

The FPS has specified six distinct levels of security and 
institutions according to the following parameters: 

rated all 

• 
• • • 
• 
• 
• 

Perimeter (type); 
Towers (length of time manned); 
External patrol (presence and constancy); 
Detention devices (presence); 
Housing (single or multiple cells/rooms, dormitories); 
Internal security (sally ports, corridor grilles, etc.); and 
Level of staffing (ratio of inmates to total staffing). 

Despite attempts to clearly delineate the concepts of custody and 
security in the federal system, some overlap persists; for example, the list 
of security factors includes level of staffing--a custody (supervision) 
consideration. This is probably a consequence of the interrelationships among 
functions within prisons and the fact that the mere presence of staff 
contributes to its security "tightness." 

Problems have also been noted with the reclassification scale. It seems 
to mix custody and security concepts in a manner difficult to understand 
outside the context of the federal system. The decision-making process 
depends on an interaction between an inmate's security needs (Section A) and 
custody score (Section B). The higher the individual's security needs, the 
greater the magnitude of positive custody score points required for a 
recommendation to a less restrictive custody level. Transfers to less secure 
institutions depend on recommendations triggered when a prisoner qualifies for 
a custody level not available at the present facility. Program reviews are 
held every 90 days; however, custody reclassifications are scheduled in accord 
with the inmate's custody level--high custody prisoners are docketed annually, 
lower custody inmates are scheduled more frequently. 
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Like most state models, the federal model has not undergone a comprehen
sive validation analysis. However, the Federal Prison System has begun a 
major validation study, which should be completed by. the winter of 1985.<1> 
It has also conducted a number of important preliminary studies that provide 
some indications of the overall effectiveness of its classification system. 

The first set 'of pre1iminary results was published by Levinson, who also 
was a principal architect of the federal model. Relying upon data gathered 
from a select number of institutions and inmate populations, Levinson found 
that both escape and assault rates had remained unchanged or decreased six 
months after the adoption of the new system despite a greater concentration of 
inmates in low security facilities. Better balance was achieved by "spreading 
out" concentrated populations of either white or black inmates to other 
facilities. Similarly, the number of transfers among facilities was 
curtailed, and the ability of wardens to execute informal transfers for 
preferential treatment was eliminated. Most interesting, Levinson claims that 
the new system forced a change in plans to build a level 6 (maximum security) 
facility since classification scores suggested a more important need for 
mln1mum security beds. Only in the area of reducing the number of inmates 
seeking protective custody did the system fail to have any positive impact.<2> 

Kane and Saylor completed a series of more rigorous studies to determine 
the capability of each item on the security designation form to predict inmate 
behavior, as well as the predictive quality of the total score. In this 
study, the criterion variable of inmate behavior was separated into two 
conceptual categories: management problems and severity of misconduct. 
Analysis was based upon a sample of completed classification forms and merged 
with other disciplinary/escape data for inmates admitted to the Federal Prison 
System in 1980. 

The major results of Kane and Saylor's analysis were: 

1. The total score generated by the Security DeSignation 
predictive of all measures of both management problems and 
of misconduct. 

Form is 
severity 

2. All specific items used on the Security DeSignation Forms do not 
always predict all measures of both management problems and severity 
of misconduct. 

<1> Persons interested in obtaining these findings may contact the Research 
Division, Federal Prison System. 

<2> "Security Designation System: Preliminary Results," Federal Probation 
(September 1980), pp. 26-30. 
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3. 

4. 

The most consistent 
escapes, are: 

• 
• 
The 

• 
• 

Prior commitments 
Violence history 

best predictors of 

Current offense 
Escape history 

predictors of management problems, excluding 

escape are: 

5. The most consistent predictors of the severity of misconduct are: 

• 
' .. 
• 

Current offense 
Escape history 
Violence history<l> 

Th.e federal system has bee1L9siopted by several states, including Alaska, 
Ohio, South Carolina, and kawaii. Overall, it represents a systematic 

• approach to offender assessment a1fcf has., proven a valuable management tool for 
the Federal Pri son System. <2> -: '.- -- .... 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-- , 
"--. ,-r ..•• ~ 

The National Institute of Corrections Custody-Determination Model 

The classification system developed by the National Institute of 
Corrections (NIC) in 1982 is unique in several respects. The system was 
developed with input from correctional administrators, researchers from both 
correctional and university settings, private consultants, and attorneys from 
the American Civil Liberties Union's National Prison Project. NIC's intent 
was to achieve a balanced view of classification and devise a system that was 
well grounded in research, met the operational requirements of correctional 
officials, and would withstand even the most rigorous tests of the courts. 

The NIC approach also recognizes classification as the management system 
of corrections. Thus, it is far more comprehensive than other systems, 
incorporating custody and needs assessment, program monitoring and assessment, 
reclassification, and a management information system into a single package. 

Like the FPS model, the NIC approach attempts to delineate custody and 
security issues. Definitions of each incorporate standards set by the 

<1> Security Designation: A Validation Study. Monograph, Federal Prison 
System, 1983. 

<2> The FPS classification approach is discussed in, greater detail in 
Appendi x E. 
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American Correctional Association, the American Sa';" Association, and relevant 
court decisions. In the NIC model, security is defined as physical 
(architectural or environmental) constraints and custody as the degree of 
staff supervision provided. Inmates are classified according to custody needs 
and assigned to institutions where the security rating is equal to or above 
the custody classification. 

The distinction between custody and security recognizes that while a 
given inmate may pose a significant threat to the community, resulting in the 
need for close security, his or her behavior during confinement may be 
sufficiently non-dangerous as to allow for reduced super~ision. This 
seemingly simple differentiation has allowed several correctional systems 
increased flexibility in using available resources. Clearly, maintaining 
inmates at excessive custody represents a waste of supervisory resources 
within se~urity levels and may contribute to undue stress on staff and inmates 
alike. 

The National Institute of Corrections also recognized the limitations 
involved in predicting inmate behavior and grounded scale development on two 
assumptions: 

• 

• 

Custody decisions should be based, to the extent possible, on actual 
past relevant behavior. The frequency, recency, and severity of 
past behavior is the best indicator of future similar behavior. At 
intake, however, it may be necessary to consider other variables 
demonstrated to be correlated with institutional adjustment (such as 
age, employment history, etc.), but these should be replaced at 
reclassification by measures of actual institutional behavior (e.g., 
disciplinary reports). 

Inmates should be classified to the least restrictive custody 
required to protect society, staff, and other inmates. Therefore, 
maximum custody placements should be reserved for inmates who have 
demonstrated through past violent behavior that they are a serious 
threat to other inmates or staff. The highest level assigned at the 
initial classification should be close custody (with specific 
exceptions such as protective custody cases, temporary assignments 
for pending investigations, etc.). The decision to place an inmate 
in close custody should be based on past assaultive behavior and 
history of escape attempts. 

Thus, although the initial classification scale (Figure 3) relies on 
available research and is somewhat predictive in nature, the reclassification 
instrument (Figure 4) is based entirely on actual past behavior with 
considerable emphasis on institutional adjustment. The system, consequently, 
assumes a "just desserts" approach to classification: inmates who present few 
disciplinary problems move to lower custody levels, while those who adjust 
poorly remain at or move to higher levels. 
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Figure 3 
INITIAL INMATE CLASSIFICATION 

CUSTODY 

NAME 
Last First MI 

CLASSIFICATION CASEWORKER ________________ _ 

1. HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE 
(Jailor Prison, code most serious within last five years) 

NUMBER 

DATE 

None ....................................................................................... . 
Assault and battery not involving use of a weapon or resulting in serious injury ....................... , .. 
Assault and battery involving use of a weapon and/or resulting in serious injury or death ................. . 

2. SEVERiTY OF CURRENT OFFENSE 
(Refer to the Severity of Offense Scale on back of form. Score. the most serious offense if there are 
mUitiple convictions.) 
Low ........................................................................................ . 
Low Moderate ........................................... : ................................... . 
Moderate ................................................................................... . 

~:~ge;t' : : : : : :.: ;.: : : :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 
3. PRIOR ASSAULTIVE OFFENSE HISTORY 

(Score the most severe in inmate's hls:or/. Refer to the Severity of Oflense Scale on back of form.) 
None, Low, or Low Moderate ................................................................... . 
Moderate ................................................................................... . 
High ....................................................................................... . 
Highest ........... , ............................... , ......................................... . 

4. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 3 years cf incarceration.) 
No escapes or attempts ior no :rlor incarcerations) ................................................. . 
An escace or attempt from minimum or community ·:ustody. no actual or threatened violence: 

O'ler 1 year ago ...................................................................•......... 
Within tne last year .......................................................................... . 

An escape or attempt from mecium or acove custOdy, or an escape from minimum or community custody 
with actual or threatened 'Iiolence 

Over 1 year ago ................................................................•............ 
Within the last year ............................ '" " ........................................ . 

CLOSE CUSTODY SCORE (A~d items 1 :hrougn .!) 
(If score is 10 or above. inmate snould :e aSSigned :0 c~ose custody. If score is under 10. complete Items 5 
through 8 and use medium/mlnlmum scale.) 

5. ALCOHOUDRUG ABUSE 
• None .......................... , ............................................................ . 

Abuse causing occasional le~al and social aCI'Js:ment ;Jroolems .................................... . 
Serious abuse, serious dlsructlon of fur.cllonlng .................................................. . 

6. CURRENT DETAINER 
None ....................................................................................... . 
Misdemeanor detainer ....... , ............................................................... . 
Extradition initiated· mlsoemeanor ............................................................. . • &'~\" F~Jony detainer . .......... ~ .................................................................. . 

1 Extradition initiated· felony.. .......... . ............................................... , .... . 
~,./ 

7. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS 
None ...................................................................................... . 
One...................... . ............................................................... . 
Two or more .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . ............................................................. . 

• 8. STABILITY FACTORS 
(Check appropriate box(esl anc combine for score.) 
- Age 25 or over ............................................................................. . = High scnool diploma or Gc:D recal'/eo . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . ..•............................. = Employec or attending school (fuJI .::Jr ;:lar:'(lmel for six months or longer at time of arrest .............. . 

MINIMUM/MEDIUM SCORE (Add Items 1 through !:l.) 

• MEDIUM/MINIMUM SC;"LE: 
Medium Custody ................................ 7.22 
Minimum CustOdy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 6 or less 
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score 
0 
3 
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score 

0 
1 
2 
4 
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score 
0 
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0 score 

1 
3 

5 
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0 
0 score 
1 
3 

0 score 
1 
3 
4 
6 

0 score 
~ 

" J 

score 
-2 
-1 
-1 

TOTALSCORE 
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NAME 
Last 

CASEWORKER 

1. HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE 

Figure 4 

INMATE RECLASSIFICATION 
CUSTODY 

First MI 

(Jailor Prison. code most serious within last rive years) 

NUMBER 

DATE 

None ..........•.............................................................................. 
Assault and battery not involving usc; of a weapon or resulting in-serious injury .......................... . 
Assault and battery involving use of a weapon and/or resulting in serious injury or death .................. . 

2. Did above assault occur within last six months? 
Yes .......... -............................................................................... . 
No .........•................................................................................. 

3. SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE 
(Refer to the Severity of Offense Scale on back of form. Score the most serious ofiense if there are 
multiple convictions.) 
Low or Moderate .............................................................................. . 
Moderate ...................•................................................................. 
High ..........................•.............................................................. 
Highest ...................................................................................... , 

4. PRIOR ASSAULTIVE OFFENSE HISTORY 
(Score the most severe in inmate's history. Refer to the Severity of Offense Scale on back of form.) 
None. Low. or Low Moderate .................................................................... . 
Moderate .................................................................................... . 
High ........................................................................................ . 
Highest ................ , ............................................................... , ..... . 

SCHEDULE A SCORE (Add items 1 through 4) 
(If score is 10 or over, use Schedule A for appropriate custody assignment. If score IS unoer 10. complete the 
remainder of the scale and use Schedule 8.) 

5. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 3 years of incarceration.) 

a 
3 
i 

3 
0 

a 
1 
3 
4 

a 
1 
3 
4 

No escapes or attempts .............................•........................................... - 3 
An escape or aHempt from minimum or below custody, no actual or threatened viOlence: 

Over 1 year ago .............................................................................. _ I 
Within the last year ....................................... , .................................. I 

An escape or attempt from medium or above confinerT]ent. or an escape from minimum or below custody 
with actual or threatened violence 

Over 1 year ago ........ '. . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 5 
\"Jithin the last year .............................•.............................. , . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 7 

6. NUMBER OF DISCIPLINARY REPORTS 
None in last 13·18 months ....................................................................... - 5 
None in last 7·12 months ........................................................... , ............ _ 3 
None in last 6 months ........................................................................... _ 1 
One in las: 6 months ........................................................................... , a 
Two or more in last 6 months .............•........................................ _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. J 

7. MOST SEVERE DISCIPLINARY REPORT RECEIVED (Last 18 months) 
None ........................................................................................ . 
Low Moderate .................................................... _ ........................... . 
Moderate .................................................................................... . 
Hign ........................................................................................ . 
Highest ...................................................................... , ............... . 

8. CURRENT DETAINER 
None. or prosecution/extradition not indicated ..................................................... . 
Misdemeanor· extradition/prosecution indicated ................................................... . 
Felony· extradition/prosecution indicated ..........................•......... , .................... . 

9. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS 
None .....................................•................................................... 
One .....................................•.................................................... 
Two or more .................................................................................. . 

SCHEDULE B SCORE (Add items 1 through 9) 

a 
1 
2 
5 
7 

a 
3 
5 

a 
2 
~ 

score 

score 

score 

score 

0 
score 

score 

score 

score 

score 

TOTALSCOAE 
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The format of the NIC instrument is somewhat unique. It attempts to 
incorporate the strengths of both the decision tree--different custody level 
aSSignments are based on different criteria--and the additive model--decisions 
are not unduly influenced by a single variable. As a 'result, only inmates 
with histories of violence are assigned to close and maximum custody. This 
was accomplished while maintaining a simple format that requires no 
mathematical operations other than summing for a score. 

The NIC model also contains a standard needs assessment (Figure 5) and 
suggests a means for incorporating the classification data into an agency's 
automated information system. Some states have expanded the needs assessment 
instrument for use in data collection and case planning. The data collection 
process recommended is simple and efficient, and it allows for routine 
monitoring of decisions and evaluation of programs, policies, and procedures • 

'-

The NIC classification model has been implemented in Colorado, Kentucky, 
Tennessee, Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin. Each state has introduced some 
minor modifications, but, overall, the system has been well received by both 
staff and inmates. Perceived benefits include greater consistency in 
classificati'on decisions, more appropriate classification decisions, greater 
accountability with decisions based on standard policies and procedures, 
ability to use limited resources more efficiently, and availability of better 
data for planning, evaluation, and monitoring. 

Problems encountered with the NIC instruments have led to the 
modifications mentioned previously. Several states, for instance, found that 
use of the scales often moved inmates too quickly to lower custody levels. To 
correct this problem, these states increased weights given specific items 
and/or raised cutoff points for each custody level. Virginia also added a 
sentence length variable to the scale. Addressing this issue in a different 
manner, Vermont developed a policy grid that makes placements dependent on 
both time to release and the custody score. A copy of this matrix is 
presented in Figure 6. 

The Correctional Classification Profile 

The Correctional Classification Profile (CCP) is an objective 
c1assification model designed to match an inmate's needs with an agency's 
capabilities and resources. The CCP determines this match on the basis of 
independent analysis of nine needs factors: public risk (security), 
institutional risk (custody), medical and health care, mental health care, 
education, vocational training, work skills, and substance abuse. 

In assessing public risk, agency staff are attempting to determine an 
inmate's actual security needs; that is, the type of institutional environment 
an inmate should be assigned to. This determination can be made, for example, 
by utilizing the security section of the Federal Bureau of Prisons 
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Figure 5 • 
INITIAL INMATE CLASSIFICATION 

ASSESSMENT OF NEEDS 

• NAME NUMBER 
Last First MI 

CLASSIFICATION CHAIRMAN DATE 

TEST SCORES: 
1.0. • 

Reaoing 

NE=DS ASSESSMENT: Select the answer which best describes the inmate. 
Math 

-~ .. "; 

. , ' ... _.:.:". HEALTH: • 1 Sound physical health. seldom ill 2 Handicap or illness which interferes 3 Serious handicap or chronic illness. 
with functioning on a recurring basis needs frequent medical care code 

INT:LLECTUAL ABILITY: 

Normal intellectual ability. able to 2 Mild retardrttion, some need for 3 Moderate retardation, independent 
function Independently assistance functioning severely limited code • 

BEHAVIORAWEMOTIONAL PROBLEMS: 

::.'tnici ts aporopriate emotional 2 Symptoms limit adequate 3 Symptoms prohibit adequate 
responses functionir.g. requires counseling. functioning, requires significant code 

may require medication intervention, may require medication 
or separate housing 

• ALCOHOL ABUSE: 

1 No alconol problem 2 Occasional abuse. some disruption 3 Frequent abuse, serious disruption. 
01 functioning neeos treatment code 

DRUG ABUSE: 

1 .'10 drug ;Jroblem 2 Occasional abuse, some disruption 3 Frequent abuse, serious disruption, • of functioning needs treatment code 

E!JUCATIONAL STATUS: 

1 Has nign scnool diploma or GED 2 Some deficits, but potential for 3 Major deficits in math and/or 
high school diploma or GED reading. needs remedial programs code 

• ....... ~ VOC;'TIONAL STATUS: 

Has sulfic:ent skills to obtain and 2 Minimal skill level. needs 3 Virtually unemployable, needs 
:1old satlsfacrory employment enhancement training code 

• 

• 
39 
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Sentence Structure 
( a ) 

Custody 
Classification 
Instrument 

Community 

~linimum 

Medium 

Maximum 

Figure 6 

ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 

Time to Serve.to Minimum 
Release Date 

o - 6 Months 

6 - 9 Months 

More than 9 Months to Less 
than 5 Years, Over-Ride to 

More than 5 Years to Less than 
12 Years, Over-Ride to 

More than 12 Years* 

o - 9 Months 

More than 9 Months to 5 Years 

More than 5 Years to Less than 
12 Years, Over-Ride to 

More than 12 Years* 

o - 15 Months 

More than 15 Months to Less 
than 12 Years 

More than 12 Years and Up, 
Over-Ride to 

Less than 15 Months 

More than 15 Months 

Less than 6 Months 

More than 6 Months 

Custody Placement 

Community 

Minimum Regional 

Minimum Central 

Medium Central 

Out of State (Recommendation) 

Minimum Regional 

~Iinimum Central 

Medium Central 

Out of State (Recommendation) 

Medium Regional 

Medium Central 

Out of State (Recommendation) 

Close Regi ona 1 (2 X 30 Days) 

Close Central (2 X 6 Months) 

Over-Ride to 

Then Out of State Recommendation 

Close Regional (2 X 30) 

Out of State (Recommendation) 

* Inmates with more than 12 years to serve (with good time), regardless of custody 
level, should be considered for an out of state hearing. 
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classification 
major models. 
institutional 
problem while 

instrument or the corresponding section of one of the other 
Similarly, staff may use any objective instrument to determine 

risk, or the extent to which an inmat~ will be a manageme~t 
confined. 

While public and institutional risk needs can be derived using a variety 
of objective classification models, Correctional Services Group, Inc., has 
developed another approach, which it believes most accurately represents the 
classification thought processes of the majority of classification personnel. 
This approach is based upon an independent assessment of each variable 
considered important in determining 'an inmate's public and institutional risk 
needs. For example, there are generally nine or ten factors used to assess an 
inmate's security level: severity of violence in the current offense, escape 
history, violence history, confinement history, detainer status, substance 
abuse history, nature of the current offense, use of a weapon in the current 
offense, and anticipated length of stay. Each factor is analyzed independ
ently of the other factors and assigned a weighting, normally on a scale of 1 
to 5. The factor or factors receiving the highest scaled value are used to 
determine an inmate's public risk level. For example, should classification 
staff assess an inmate's violence history at level 4, the public risk level 
score would be 4, even though all other factors may receive a lower point 
value. The same outcome would have resulted had all or a majority of the 
factors received a score of 4. The rationale for this approach is that a low 
rating in many factors does not outweigh the degree of risk an inmate could 
pose based upon, in this example, an extensive history of violence that 
indicates sUbstantial security concerns. 

The institutional risk score is derived in the same fashion, although 
different factors are generally employed. These factors include prior 
institutional adjustment, protective segregation history, stability in the 
community, inmate cooperativeness during the initial c1assification process, 
adjustment on probation and parole, mental health adjustment, age at initial 
classification, and gang affiliation. 

While the Correctional Classification Profile acknowledges the importance 
of an inmate's potential risk to the public and institution, it also 
recognizes two other factors that may supersede security and custody in 
determining placements: medical and health care needs and mental health care 
needs. These needs are particularly important in classification when either 
or both are so serious as to warrant assignment to a setting not commensurate 
with an inmate's security and custody needs. 

A visual profile of the CCP scoring mechanism is presented on a grid 
incorporating the nine factors listed above (Figure 7). The profile is read 
from left to right, and the scoring or need levels are listed vertically from 
high to low. Each level is cross-correlated with the capabilities of an 
agency's institutions so that an inmate's outstanding needs can be efficiently 
matched with available resources. Several correctional agencies have 
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automated the matching process. This capability has proved especially useful 
in jurisdictions with numerous facilities and varied resources. 

No formal evaluations of the CCP have yet been conducted. However, some 
agencies employing this model report high rates of interrater reliability and 
enhanced ability to place offenders in the least restrictive envir.onment 
required to protect the public, staff, and other inmates. 

Other advantages of the Correctional Classification Profile include: 

• Easy and efficient utilization since no computation is required; 

• Adjustment capabilities, including individual factor weightings, 
that enable the instrument to reflect changing demands on the 

' .. correctional system; 

• More accurate monitoring of classification decision-making; and 

• Concrete data that can be used in designing new facilities and 
programs or identifying problems and issues. 

The CCP has been adapted for use in Arkansas, Arizona, Georgia, Missouri, 
New Hampshire, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia.<l> 

Florida Uniform System of Inmate Custody Classification 

In response to a legislative mandate, the Florida Department of 
Corrections developed a classification system based, in large part, on a 
review of past practices. In examining problems with the existing system, a 
study committee found that classification decisions were subjective, based 
largely on the values. biases, and experiences of the individuals involved. 
Standardized guidelines were lacking, and the quality of inmate information 
available at the time of classification varied significantly. The study 
committee considered the former system valuable in that it utilized the 
judgement and experience of trained professionals in a manner that responded 
to the needs of individual offenders. In fact, in designing the new 
classification system, Florida staff intended simply to identify factors used 
in the old process and place them in a more objective framework. 

Before using a computerized consensus-building approach, Interpretive 
Structure Modeling (ISM), the Florida task force developed a list of criteria 
considered important to classification decisions. ISM was then used to rank 
the criteria based on their relative importance. Using this technique, the 

<1> A discussion of Missouri's adaptation of the CCP is presented in Appendix 
E. 
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criteria were further ranked into a logic diagram or IIdecision tree,1I which 
maps the classification decision-making process for each inmate. Weights were 
assigned to the various criteria, forming a continuous scale from zero (most 
minimum) to 100 (closest) security. In the resu1tant'system, excerpted in 
Figures 8 and 9, factors considered most important to classification are 
assessed first, with all related sub-elements 'considered systematically until 
enough is known about the inmate to make classification possible. Security 
assignments of close, medium, and minimum are made at appropriate levels of 
the logic chart. 

The new system succeeded in providing a standardized procedure that 
maintained the perceived benefits of the former system. Although application 
of the computerized ISM technique may have added structure and speed to the 
development effort, the result is a consensus-based model having the same 
drawback~ as other consensus systems. ISM established the internal logic of 
the system and produced the decision tree, but the elements within the system 
are based on staff perceptions and are not necessarily valid indicators of 
prison adjsutment. Although agreement was achieved regarding relationships 
and relative significance of factors, the issue of validity was not addressed. 
Furthermore, the validity of the system will be difficult to assess since 
classification decisions are based on different criteria for different 
inmates. In fact, in some instances, security decisions are made on the basis 
of a single factor rather tha~ a number of relevant variables. In other 
instances, many factors may be considered. Overall, the Florida decision tree 
is exceptionally complex since a large number of factors can be considered' in 
the classification of inmates. 

The Florida system reportedly has been well received by staff and 
inmates. It is perceived as identifying appropriate security levels, as well 
as offering incentives to inmates. The system differentiates between security 
and custody in one institution only, but does call for progress reports and 
possible reclassification every six months. The Florida classification model 
has been adapted by state correctional agencies in Iowa and Kansas.<l> 

Illinois Adult Institution Classification System 

The Illinois Department of Corrections classification system is an 
actuarial model developed using standard research techniques. The goal during 
development was to identify factors related to both dangerousness and 
adjustment in prison. In planning the study, researchers selected documented 
prison behavior (disciplinary reports) as the outcome against which 
potentially predictive variables were measured. The result of this research 
is an additive classification scale for determining security assignments. 

<1> The Florida model is addressed in greater detail in Appendix E. 
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FLORIDA D(PARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
INITIAL INHATE CLASSIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

S(CTION I: Using a 12 pencil, black in the center of each circle oa the score 
sheet corresponding to a true statement about the inmate being 
classified. Add the points for each marked circle to obtain a 
total score for items I through 5. 

I. The inmate has been diagnosed by profeSSional staff as: 

al Psychotic and not in a state o( remission 

til Psychotic, but in a state of remission 

2. The inmate is under sentence of death 

3. The inmate received a I ife sentence with olle or more 25 year mandatory 
requirements 

4. The inmate has escaped during the last f i ~e years: 

al Fr~n a major institution, road prisoll, or ~ocatlonal center/close 
custody at the time of escape 

bl 
cl 

dl 

el 

From close custody non-D.C. facility (i."" jaill 
frolll a major institution, road pl"isun 0,' vocJtional centerl 
medium custody at the time of escape 
From an other D.C. or non-D.C. facilitY/llledium custody 
at the t illle of escape 
from a major institution, road prison, or ~ocatiunal center/ 
minimuill custody at the time of escape 
From a e.e.e. fI 

gl From an other D.C. or non-D.C. faci Illy/minilllum CU$!ody dt the 
time of escape 

If no entry was made in item 4, sk i p item #5, compute Sect i on I scan! and GO 
ON TO ITEM 6. 

5. The inmate escaped during the last five years with a modus operandi that 
involved: 

a) Violence against D.C. staff 
bl Taking a hostage of D.C. staff 
cl Weapons 
dl Violence against a private citizen 
el Taking as a hostage a private citizen 
fl An organized plan 
gl Assistance by D.C. staff 
hi Assistance by a private citizen (accomplice) 

TIlE POINT TOTAL FOR ITEMS 1 THROUGH 5 IS ____ _ 

If the point total is greater than la, place a "10" in the box. If the point 
total is less lhan la, place the point value in the box indicating the score 
for Section I . 

• • • • 

Figure 8 
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S(CTION II: Conlinue lo black in each circle at .the beginning of a lrue 
slatC'lIIp.nt about the inillate. Add lhe poinls for each marked 
circle to obtain a lOlal score (or itr:ms 6 through 14. 

6. The inmate's primary,'offense of his/her current commitment is: 

al Murder, 1st degree 
bl Murder, 2nd degree 
cl Manslaughter 
dl Arson 
el Sexual Hatlery/Forcible Rape 
fl Rotlbery 
g I Aggravaled Assault 
hi Armed Burglary 
il Child Molesting 
j I Escape 
kl Riot 
I) Strike in Correctional Inst Hution 
m) Kidnapping 
nl Mayhem 
01 Terrorist/Bombing Acts 
pi Possession Weapon in Prison 
ql Assault w/lntent to Kill 
rl Shooting into a Hullding 
s) Crue Ity to Ch II dren 
tl Possession of Explosives 
ul Resisting an Officer 
vi Murder, 3rd Degree 
w) Other Violent Offenses 
x) Unarmed Burglary 
yl Larceny 
z I Auto Theft 

aal Forgery 
bbl Narcot Ics 
cel Incest 
dd) Aggravated Batlery 
eel Breaking and Entering 
ffl Possession of a Concealed Weapon 
99) Manslaughter, Auto 
hhl Other Non-Violent Crimes 

• • • • • 
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flORIOA OEl'AATIIWf Of (OftA(OIOliS 

1I:1l1ll[ CUSTOOY RHLASSCflCATlOII QUfSTlOII"AIR£ 

5£(TIOII 1. U~in9 a flu. 2 pcnci I. blad.en lhe circle on the score sheet 
corrc!apondiog 10 a [rue ~t.l(CIUl!nl .1bOul the inmate being 
• eclassified. Add the points fa. each ma.ked circle 10 
oblai" a 10lal Hare for i tcn's I th.OU9h S. 

I. The ;nOl'I<! has been diagnosed by p.ufes,ional staff as: 

a. Actively "sychotic (not in a Slate of .emission). 
b~ Psychotic. but in a s,a~c of remission. 

2. The inmolte is under sentence of de.:Jth. 

J. The inmate rece:ved a Ii fe Sentence \.i lh one or more 25 year mandatory 
r.qui .emenU or has received any mandalory (erm exceeding 2S years and 
has served less lhan ~O~ of (he (alai m~ndalO" requirement. 

~. The inmate escape ... or , ... as involved in an escape attempt during the last 
five years: 

a. 

h. 
c. 

d. 
e. 

r. 
9· 

from a major institution, road prison or vocational center/close 
custody at time or escape. 
frnm a close custody non-DC racility (i.e. jail) 
from u rn.ljor institution, road prison, or vocational center/medium 
custody al the time of escape. 
from ",her DC or non-DC facility/m"dium custody at the time of escape. 
From a major in~titulionl road prison. or vocational center/minimum 
custody at the rime of escape. 
r'Clm .1 ecc. 
from other DC or non-DC facilily/minimum custody at time of eSCdpe. 

I( nO t!n(ry ,-las mad!! il~ item t:.:J. t., ~kip item tlo. 5. compute Section I score 
and GO Oil TO I TEll //0. 6. 

s. The inmate escaped or ,.,as involved in an escape attempt during the last 
five years \oIi th cl moduS oper"nui tholt invulved: 

a. Viol~ncc against DC staff 
b. Taking a hDstage or DC Slarr 
c. \.Icapoos 
d. Violence against a private citizen 
e. T~kin9 as 'losiage a private citizc~ 
(~ An Or9~nized plan 
9. Assistance by DC staff 
h. A~5isti1ncc by a private c.itizen (accomplice) 

TII( TOTAL SCORE fOR I TEllS t T1fROUCli 5 IS 

J f tlH: lotoll score is gr~.lIcr than 10. pl.lee a "10" in the space provided; 
othcr,~isc ~I\lcr the score . 
......................... .......... .......................... .. SECTIO/! .!. TOTAL 

(PrepolfC..t rnr l>rint in9 1/64) 

• 

Figure 9 
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SECTION II Continue lo .. blacken the circle on the score sheet corresponding 
to a Irue siate .. ent "I;.)ut the inmate. Add the points for each 
ma.ked circle to obtain a total score rot items 6 lhrough I]. 

6 . The iflillatc's "rima', offense of current commit",ent h (CUECt; DillY DNE) 

il. 

b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 
I. 
m. 
n. 
o. 
p. 
q. 
r. 
S. 

t. 
u. 
v. 
I •. 

x. 
aa. 
bb. 
c.:. 

Mu.der, 151 Degree 
Murder, 2nd DC9ree 
lIanslau9 ti ier 
Arson 
Sexual Battery/forcible Rdpe 
Robbe.y 
Ag9ravated Battery 
Ag9ravated Assault 
Armed Burgla.y 
Chi Id Molesting 
Escape 
Riot 
Strike in Correctional Institution 
Kidnapping 
Hayhem 
Terrorist/Bombing Acts 
Possession ~eapon in Prison 
Assault w/lntent to Kill 
Sh·ooting into a Buildin9 
Cruelty to Children 
Possession of Explosives 
Resis\ing an Officer 
Hurder. Jrd Degree 
Other Violent Offenses 
Unarn'ed Burg lary 
ldrceny 
Auto Theft 

dd. forgery 
ee. N.lrCOlics 
ff. Incest 
gg. 
hh. 
ii .. 
j j . 

Possession of a Concealed Ucapon 
Manslauqhter, Auto 
Other /Ion-Violent C.imes 
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The Illinois system is the product of research that explored the 
relationships between offender characteristics and prison adjustment histories 
of recently released inmates. A pilot study was conducted to enable 
researchers to refine sampling and data collection procedures prior to work on 
the construction sample. 

In selecting the study sample, researchers sought a representative 
distribution of offenses across the Illinois prison population. Ultimately, 
the sample consisted of 1,876 cases. It reflected releases from 22 
institutions, one reception center, and one classification center, and 
included statewide representation of offense types ranging from misdemeanors 
to murder. A separate sample of 128 was drawn for a female classification 
study . 

Char-acteristics of the representative sample were obtained using a 
standardized instrument. Data were collected through systematic case file 
review at each institution. This review examined institutional behavior as 
reflected in conduct reports, with tickets divided into dangerous and 
adjustment categories. Prior to the analysis, the data collection instruments 
underwent several reviews to ensure accuracy and consistency in recording. 

One scale in the Illinois initial classification instrument focuses on 
overall adjustment to prison, with factors weighted according to their 
relative predictive ability. Age and conviction history were found to be 
related to adjustment, as were drug- and alcohol-related convictions and 
marital status. This score results in a classification that indicates a low, 
moderate, or high probability of conduct problems during incarceration. 

Data analysis identified numerous factors that predicted dangerous 
behavior in prison. In developing the classification scale, these factors 
were weighted differentially and summed to produce a dangerous score. 
Dangerousness indicators were current offense, offense history, and age, with 
addtional predictive value found in prior supervision outcome and employment 
credit. The Illinois researchers concluded that age tended to be more 
predictive of dangerous behavior if adjusted to account for the length of time 
the individual had been available to the criminal justice system. This 
factor, termed "exposure," adjusts age at admission to reflect the years 
during which the subject could potentially have become involved with the 
correctional or criminal justice system. The age figure was further adjusted 
to reflect the removal of most persons from system contact after age 70. 
Dangerousness classifications reflect low, moderate, or high likelihood of 
dangerous conduct while incarcerated. 

Thus, Illinois research produced two predictive scales that use a limited 
number of objective factors to determine the likelihood of dangerous behavior 
and adjustment problems within an institutional setting (Figure 10). Although 
few factors are used in the scales, the classification decision is spread 
across all of the relevant variables, with no single item rsponsible for the 
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outcome. However, age is represented in. nearly every factor and, in reality, 
drives the system. In practice, the system is used only at intake and results 
in security level assignments without specifying custody requirements. 

The impact of the classification project appears positive. Users report 
acceptance on the part of both inmates and staff, and point to greater 
consistency in classification decisions. The system seems to be placing more 
inmates at lower security levels; far more inmates are assigned to medium 
security now than prior to implementation. Staff considered this a more 
realistic reflection of the security requirements of the Illinois correctional 
population. 

At this time, the Illinois Department of Corrections is adjusting and 
revalidating its classification scales in light of new facilities and 
additionaJ minimum and medium security bed space. It hopes to generally 
reduce security assignments without increasing risk." Recently, the Department 
also implemented the reclassification instrument shown in Figure 11. It is 
based partially on actual prison conduct and partially on age and community
related behavior. The Illinois classification model has been adapted for use 
in Mississippi.<I> 

Comparison of Major Objective Prison Classification Models 

Having described the five major objective prison classification models, 
it is useful to compare the decision-making criteria used by these models. 
Both initial classification and reclassification factors will be examined. 
All five models employ separate scales for these assessments, based upon the 
type of information usually available at classification. As a result, the 
models use more factors at reclassification than at 'initial classification. 
These comparisons serve to highlight the most prevalent factors in 
classification decision-making and to point out weaknesses and strengths 
associated with these factors. 

Initial Classification Factors 

Table 1 summarizes the initial classification factors employed by the 
five major objective classification models. While 30 factors are listed, 
including an "other category, several of these items tend to overlap. For 
example, the NIC and FPS models utilize severity of current offense, and 
Illino;s uses severity of current offense and current offense. Typically, 
these factors are assessed using a list of criminal offenses that have been 
assigned numerical scores according to their perceived severity. The problem 

<1> The Illinois model is discussed in more detail in Appendix E. 
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Figure 11 
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CO~~iCr!ON~L I~3JITUTION ~AN~GEMENT INF0RM~TION SYSTEM 

RUN DArE: 10~21/~5 R:CLASSIFICATION REPJRT "3 
STATE'IIILL[ 01 

~J A ME: IOGC N LM8ER:. 

1, COUiH THE NU'1ikR OF O:~YS SENTEr·ICED TO SC:GI1r.GAT.lO~J HJ TI-:;:: L!\~l 6 
t1CNTHS. AOO TI-IS ruyt'.L TO THE NlJME:C"R OF O.~YS SERVE] IN SEGqE:G':'TIOr~ 

OLRINC: rH~ LAST oS M(J~nHS T') l,Jh.ICH THt: PI'L\TE l-;AS SOH:::JCE~ FiU'JR 
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ThE MASTER FIL~. ENTER TH;:: TOTAL I~ (Al. ENTER THE APPROPRIATE CaOE 
If\ (8). 
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~. Er..TER THE NUMBER o.F PRnl.~RV ASSIGNME;\/TS IN THE LAST SIX i-10NTHS 
< [). THIS IS oaTAINED FROM THE ASSIGtii"l:::'JT HISTORY, REPORT I: 2, 

THE HASTE:::: F.ILE. 
ENTER THE APPROPRI.AT:: CvDE I r-. lS). 

A. 7 OR MORE PRIMARY ASSIGNM::~TS, ENT~R lQ. 
B. LESS THAN 7 PRIMaRY ASSIGNM~NT3, E~TER o. 

1- CURRENT AGE OF THE I~M~TE: 
A. HiENT V-TwO OR YOU~·IG::R, EN T~R . .,. 
S. Tl,JENTY-THREE CR OLO::R, E"JT::R o. 

(0 ) 

IN 
OR 

A DOCUMENrED ESCAPE FROM A FEC~R~L, STATE ~R CJU~TY CO~RECTI8NAL 

CENTER. THAT qr.SULTS IN A CR.UlI~·I~L CO·'J\li:CTIG;\~ Q" H~S BEE:i-J A3SE'~ T 
FRar., ~ COM~1UrJITY COR~ECfI(Ji'P.L CE~Ji::'~ F'JQ ,'1JR:: Ti-iMJ 2'+ HOU~S. 

A. ONE OR MORE ESC.~?~S, ENTER oS. 
B. NO ESCAPE HISTOr\'t, ENTE~ o. 

:. CL;RR.Er:r OFi=ENSE SCClRE: 
h. CUF{RENT OFFENS::: .!S vr·::LE,\lr:=.: ~'';~U~5: A P::R.S;:ill, ENT:::~ 3. 
o. OTHERWISE, ENER J. 

'. GhNG ACTrVITY SCORE: 
fl.. THER:':: IS O'JCU,'E:i'nEO E\J!JE:~CE T:-1"\T I;\J:'I~T::: .lCTIIJELY 

p A~ TIC T PAT::: SIN G" :\i SAC rr \f I T I :: s, :::!'I T:: ~ :2. 
B. OTHERl,JISE, E,"nC:R O. 

• TCTAL SCOR=:: 
ADD 1 TH~OLJGI-: 7. 

• SEC URI T Y D ES I G N A IT ON: 
POINTS SECURITY RATI~G C VI r S CODE 
'0-3 MINIHLM 5 

(j - 1 2 L 0 \oJ rot E D [ U.1 = 
13-17 M::OILM 

(. 
18-23 HIGt-1 MEOIUI-l :3 
2 lj- H I G HER r~")1 I ,.., L M 2 " 

51 

(B) 

(Cl -------

( E) -------

tF) ------

______ lG) 

______ ( H) 

(I) ------

(J ) -------

( K ) -------

• 
1 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 
Table 1 

• Comparison of Initial Classification Factors Employed 
by Major Objective Prison Classification'Models 

Correctional 
NIC FPS 'Classification Illinois Florida 

Factor Model Model Profile Model Model 

• Severity of Current 
Offense x x x 

Degree of Violence in 
Current Offense x x .. --. 

I' '. 

.",.j Use of Weapon in Current 
Offense '. x 

Nature of Sexual Offense x 

Current Offense x x • Type of Sentence<a> x 

Length of Sentence x x 

Expected Length of • Incarceration x x 

Type of Detainer x x x 

Severity of Prior 
Commitments x 

• Number of Prior 
Commitments x 

Number of Prior 
Convictions x 

• .... 
; Number of Prior Felony ._ .... Convictions x 

Number of Convictions for 
Violence Against Person x 

• Number of Convictions for 
Burglary/Theft x 

History of Violence x x x x 

• History of Instituti ona 1 
Violence x 

S2 

• 



.' """'" I 1 , . o· 

Correctional 
NrC FPS Classification Illinois Florida 

Factor Model Model Profile Model Model 

History of Escape x x x x x 

History of Prior 
Supervision x x 

Institutional Adjustment x 

Behavior Characteristics 
During Incarceration<b> x 

Demonstrated Skills in 
Escape/Assault<c> x 

Pre-commitment Status<d> x 

Psychotic x 

Substance Abuse x x 

Age x x 

Education x x 

History of Employment x x x 

Program/Service Needs x x x x 

Other <e> <f> 

<a> I.e., death, life, or consecutive. 
<b> Behavior observed during confinement in jail and/or reception center; 

e.g., suicidal, abusive, paranoid, manipulative. 
<c> E.g., firear~s, explosives, martial arts, electronics. 
<d> I.e., own recognizance, voluntary surrender, not applicable. 
<e> Includes types of sentence requiring a management designation (e.g., 

misdemeanor, narcotic addict, split sentence, psychiatric) and 
considerations such as medical health, mental health, aggressive sexual 
behavior, and involvement in disruptive group. 

<f> Includes gang affiliation, protective custody, and underrated security 
designation score. 
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with this method is that the label attached to the offense may obscure the 
circumstances of the actual crime or the charge may have been reduced in 
severity by plea bargaining. In contrast, the CCP model does not evaluate 
severity per se; rather it attempts to determine severity not by the name o"f 
the crime, but by examining the characteristJcs of the offense. What it 
considers important in evaluating the current offense is the degr.ee of 
violence involved, the use of a weapon, and, if a sexual crime, the exact 
nature of the offense. Likewise, the Florida model considers the degree of 
violence in the current offense and the name of the current offense. 

Another group of factors that attempt to measure similar behavior is 
concerned with prior commitments or prior incarcerations. Again, the 
objective is to measure the extent and nature of prior criminal history. In 
this instance, each model employs a slightly d-jfferent factor or factors to 
achieve the same end. The FPS model uses severity of prior commitments, the 
CCP utilizes the number of prior commitments, the NIC model employs the number 
of prior felony convictions, and the Illinois model looks at three 
interrelated items--the number of prior convictions, the number of convictions 
for violence against persons, and the number of convictions for violence and 
theft. Only the Florida model does not incorporate a similar factor. 

All five models incorporate history of escape in their initial 
classification instruments. Four also consider history of violence as· a 
factor through evaluation of risk by number and type of prior commitments or 
convictions. Only the Illinois model does not include history of violence. 

All models but the FPS also address program and service needs assessment 
as part of initial classification. The CCP, for example, numerically ranks 
inmate program and service needs, including institutional risk and public 
risk, according to established definitions. The model requires that agencies' 
institutional capabilities also be evaluated and ranked such that the most 
appropriate assignment can be made for each inmate received. 

Three models use: 

• 
• 
• 

Severity of current offense--NIC, FPS, Illinois 
Type of detainer--NIC, FPS, CCP 
History of employment--NIC, CCP, Illinois 

Type of detainer is often included because of the assumption that serious 
detainers may increase a prisoner's motivation to escape, even in the absence 
of a "history of escape." History of employment is generally considered 
because it is thought to be correlated with overall behavioral stability, 
which may be reflected in subsequent confinement behaviors such as 
institutional adjustment and escape attempts. 

Numerous factors are used only by one or two models;. for example, length 
of sentence. Sentence length has traditionally been a primary consideration 
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in inmate classification, and some agencies have been hesitant to eliminate it 
from their new objective systems. The developers of other mOdels (e.g., NIC) 
omitted this factor because it was believed that the severity or nature of the 
offense was so highly correlated with sentence 1ength'that considering both 
factors would penalize a prisoner by "double counting" one event. 

Reel assifi cati on Factors 

Table 2 summarizes the reclassification factors employed by the five 
major objective prison classification models; a total of 33 factors are 
listed, including an "other" category. A comparison of these factors with 
those used at initial classification reveals 23 factors common to both clas
sification actions. The basic difference between the factors employed at 
reclassification and those used at initial is that the latter consider, almost 
exclusively, pre-incarceration behaviors that are considered static--a 
prisoner's behavior, for example, cannot exert a direct impact on them--while 
the former also incorporate dynamic factcrs, such as institutional adjustment, 
disciplinary history, and institutional work record, that an inmate does have 
control over. Reclassification also addresses pre-incarceration behaviors as 
factors, primarily because they are believed to be related to risk potential. 
This risk potential (i.e., for escape, for violent and disruptive behavior) 
follows the prisoner throughout confinement, impacting initial and subsequent 
classification decisions through standardized reclassification instruments. 
Reclassification also includes dynamic factors because otherwise a prisoner's 
initial classification would be permanent and there would be no capability for 
systematically rewarding positive institutional behavior or punishing negative 
institutional behavior through changes in classification designation. In 
effect, an important correctional management tool would be neutralized. 

Similar to initial classification, numerous reclassification factors used 
by the five models attempt to evaluate similar behaviors, namely, the severity 
and nature of the current offense and the type and extent of prior commitments 
and convictions. Other than institutional work record, which is used by the 
CCP model and the Florida model, the remaining factors unique to reclassifica
tion are also unique to the models employing them. These items are discussed 
below. 

• Number of Program/Job Assignments--This factor is used by the 
Illinois model, apparently in an attempt to assess an inmate's 
stability within the institutional setting or as an indication of 
manipulative capability. 

• Gang Activities--This factor is also used by the I11,inois model . 
GJngs within the Illinois prison system pose serious management 
problems. Identifying a prisoner as a known gang member permits the 
agency to make appropriate program, institutional, and work 
assignments while acknowledging serious separation and supervision 
issues. 
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Tabl e 2 

• Comparison of Reclassification Factors Employed by 
Major Objective Prison Classification Models 

Correctional 
NIC FPS Classification Illinois Florida 

Factor Model Model Profile Model Model • ---
Current Offense x x 

Severity of Current Offense x x 

. -" Degree of Violence in 
.', j Current Offense x x . ../ 

Use of ~;eapon in Current 
Offense x 

Nature of Sexual Offense x 

• Type of Sentence<a) x 

Length of Sentence x 

Expected Length of 

• Incarceration x 

Type of Detainer x x x 

Severity of Prior 
Commitments x 

• Number of Prior Felony 
Convictions x 

History of Escape x x x x x 

• History of Violence x x x x 

,-" History of Institutional 
Violence x 

Percent of Time Served x x 

• Time to Release x 

Disciplinary History x x x x 

Current Security Level x 

• Institutional Work Record x x 
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Factor 

Number of Program/Job 
Assignments 

Program/Service Needs 

Demonstrated Responsibility 

Substance Abuse 

Gang Activities 

Mental/Psychological 
Stabi1 ity' 

Psychotic 

Special Management Needs 

Demonstrated Skills in 
Escape/Assau1t<b> 

Institutional Adjustment 

Behavior During Current 
Commitment 

Pre-commitment Status<c> 

Age 

Education 

Community Employment 
History 

Family/Community Ties 

Other 

<a> I.e., death or life. 

Correctional 
NIC FPS Classification Illinois Florida 
Model Model Profile Model Model 

x 

x x x 

x 

x x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

<d> <e> 

<b> E.g., firearms, explosives, martial arts, electronics. 
<c> I.e., own recognizance, voluntary surrender, or not applicable. 
<d> Includes types of sentence requiring a management designation (e.g., 

misdemeanor, narcotic addict, split sentence, psychiatric) and considera
tions such as medical health, mental health, aggressive sexual behavior, 
and involvement in disruptive group. 

<e> Includes protective custody, major criminal charges pending, and 
underrated security designation score. 
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• Mental/Psychological Stability--The FPS model incorporates this 

• 

• 

Surrmary 

The 
objective 
systems, 
validity, 

factor during reclassification but not at initial. 
an inmate's mental and psychological stabi~ity on 
security and operations are an obvious concern of 
decision-makers. 

The impacts of 
institutional 

classification 

Special Management Needs--This ractor, which is employed by the CCP 
model, includes all special management categories of inmates; e.g., 
chronic medical problems, geriatric, disruptive s and mentally ill. 
It is this inclusiveness that sets this factor apart from those 
employed by other major models. 

Family/Community Ties--This factor, included in the FPS, attempts to 
evaluate, for institutional assignment purposes, the strength of a 
prisoner's family and community ties. That is, an effort is made to 
place a prisoner with strong ties to family and/or community in 
institutions near to that family and/or community; security, 
custody, and medical needs permitting. 

nation's adult prison systems are rapidly moving toward more 
classification. Despite the increasing trend toward objective 

a great deal of uncertainty remains concerning their form, proven 
and acceptability to correctional administrations. 

Most objective 
operational stages. 
validation studies, 
best and under which 

systems are relatively new, and just in their early 
It will be several years, and only after a series of 

before it is known what form of classification operates 
conditions. 

Despite the relatively primitive state of the art in classification, 
several agencies have had sufficient experience to produce a number of 
important trends. These trends seem to persist across both consensus-based 
and actuarial systems as reviewed in this section: 

• States adopting objective-based systems have experienced reductions 
in the proportion of inmates assigned to maximum levels of security 
and associated increases in minimum and medium levels of security. 

• Despite these population shifts in security levels, no associated 
increases in rates of major disciplinary incidents or escapes have 
been reported. In fact, some agencies/institutions have reported 
decreases in disciplinary rates. 

58 



'-/" 

• Acceptance of objective systems has generally been favorable . 
However, it does appear that involving correctional staff in the 
development of the system increases the likelihood of staff 
acceptability. 

• Little systematic research has been completed on these systems. The 
greatest amount of published information concerns the Federal Prison 
System model. 

e Completed research, mostly on the Federal Prison System model, 
suggests that initial classification items can be of some utility in 
predicting institutional behavior. However, the most important 
(best) factors seem to be recent past behavior. This suggests that 
accurate documentation of the inmate's behavior and use of 

~ consistent reclassification instruments are critical to accurate 
classification decisions. " 

The study described in the pages that follow is intended to expand the 
body of knowledge pertaining to objective classification and to facilitate 
development, implementation, and modification of objective prison 
classification systems. 
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A PRELIMINARY NOTE ON THE NATIONAL SURVEY 

This section of the report presents the results cif a survey sent to 3~ 
correctional agencies that stated they use objective classification 
systems.<l> Based upon key areas covered in the survey, aqencies' responses 
have been grouped into the three chapters that follow: Development of 
Objective Prison Classification Systems, Implementation of Objective Prison 
Classification Systems, and Agency Evaluation of Objective Prison 
Classification Systems. 

Because agencies were in varying stages of development, implementation, 
and evaluation, not every agency completed the entire survey. To clarify the 
data being presented s the number of responding agencies is indicated in the 
introductjon to each chapter or in specific statements explaining survey 
results. In addition, all percentage figures have been rounded to the nearest 
whole number. Occasionally, survey data also are supplemented by information 
obtained during on-site interviews with staff from eight aqencies. 

In interpreting these sur~ey results, the reader should keep several 
cautionary notes in mind. First, the staff completing the survey were not 
equally knowledgeable of their classification systems. While a large majority 
of these individuals were administrative officials or classification direc
tors--many of whom participated in system development and implementation-
others were not as directly involved in classification decision-makinq. 
Second, because policies, procedures, and record keeping vary among agencies, 
similar responses may not always convey equivalent information. For example, 
agencies may have differing definitions of custody and security, requirements 
for overrides, or procedures for disciplinary write-ups. Finally, it was not 
possible to verify all of the agencies' responses. However, project staff did 
attempt to substantiate any information that, based upon their expertise and 
experience, seemed suspect. 

Notwithstanding these caveats, this section provides correctional 
administrators and classification staff with some useful, practical 
information--emerging trends in objective classifir.ation, aids to effective 
development and implementation, and issues to consider 
objective classification system. 

<1> The survey instrument is presented in Appendix B. 
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CHAPTER 1 

DEVELOPMENT OF OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

Introduction 

While objective prison classification systems share some elements (e.g., 
clearly defined decision-making criteria and detailed written policies and 
procedures), these systems also differ in many respects. In general, such 
differences reflect aqencies' distinct experic:1ces, needs, and objectives. 
These same factors, along with agency resources, affect the way in which an 
objective system is developed. Some agencies, for example, may decide to 
include a wide range of staff in.the development process, while others limit 
staff involvement to administrative or central office personnel. Agencies 
wanting to ensure considerable flexibility in their decision-making may design 
systems with substantial latitude for overrides. Some agencies may lack in
house development and research caoabilities, relying on outside assistance in 
designing and testing their new systems. In some jurisdictions, classifica
tion procedures may be designed to include inmate needs assessments as well as 
risk determination. 

Thus, the process of developing an objective prison classification system 
can vary greatly. Still, like the systems themselves, the development process 
tends to be characterized by certain broad-based components or activities. 
Agencies must, for exampl~, determine which agency staff and resources to 
allocate to the development effort. They must establish how much time to 
allot to development activities. And they must decide what criteria to 
include in their initial classification and reclassification instruments. 

As noted in Section II, a primary goal of this study is to assess the 
experiences of states with objective classification systems in order to obtain 
information that may prove useful to agencies contemplating the development or 
modification of such systems. A large part of the classification survey 
focused on reasons for switching to an objective system as well as various 
development activities. Agencies' responses have been supplemented by in
depth case studies of seven states and the Federal Prison System and by the 
knowledge of project staff. Taken together, this information not only 
provides a valuable description of the development process, but also 
highlights strategies for success and pitfalls to avoid. 

Impetus for Change 

In examining the processes that correctional agencies use to develop and 
implement objective prison classification systems, it is important to 
understand the factors that have prompted these efforts. The motivation(s) 
for developing an objective system will likely playa major role in the 
success or failure of the system's implementation. In fact, the experiences 
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of several .states suggest that an agency's motivation is often the most 
important independent variable in the overall process. 

To obtain a more comprehensive picture of why agencies altered thetr 
classification processes, the survey asked who or what provided the 
impetus(es) for change. Thirty-two jurisdictions replied to this Question, 
most indicating that more than one factor had been involved. As shown in 
Figure 12, 29% of the total responses were related to perceived misclassifica
tion. Montana correctional staff, for instance, had noted an interestinq 
"disparityl': many inmates were being held at tighter custody than necessary, 
while trusties were escaping all too frequently. In Kentucky, a review of 
inmate cases had indicated that inmates were being overclassified and that 
many prisoners in secure institutions could function adequately in mlnlmum 
security placements. A similar belief concerning overclassification was held 
by agency staff in Pennsylvania. And in Georgia, a lack of bed space for 
"tough" inmates had led to "bending of the rules" as these inmates were housed 
inappropriately at lower security facilities, creating a perception of mis
classification among institutional staff. 

Fi gure 12 

IMPETUS FOR DEVELOPING AN OSJECTI'IE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

N = 70 

Ser-ious 
Incidents 
(14%) 

Perceived 
Mi~classi fication 
(29%1 

Agency 
Staff COurts 
(19%) (23%) 

NOTE: Percentages have been rounded to lhe 
nearest whole number. 
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The courts prov·ided another major impetus for change. Almost 23% of the 
responses indicated that agencies had developed their new systems partly or 
entirely in response to court orders to assess existing classification 
procedures and provide greater standardization, to co~ply with decisions iri 
class action suits, or to avoid court involvement in the future. Indiana 
reported, for example, that the courts had requested development. of a 
standardized, written system. In Oklahoma, a federal court order had required 
depopulation of the agency's maximum security institution, thus reducing high 
security resources. Iowa also indicated that its objective system originated 
primarily from a federal court settlement. North Carolina, on the other hand, 
had experienced a more subtle impetus--the courts had passed alonq 
"observations" that "more objective" ~ystems were being required in other 
jurisdictions. Kansas indicated that its new system resulted partly from a 
proactive strategy to avoid court involvement. 

Other major reasons cited by respondents included general dissatisfaction 
among agency staff regarding existing operations, administrative initiatives 
for improving classification, and serious incidents--usually escapes.<l> 

Because it was expected that more than one factor would underlie the 
development of a new classification system, the survey sought to determine the 
relative importance of these factors. Agencies were also asked to rank order 
their motivations for change. As shown in Table 3, the most frequently cited 
impetuses were not perceived as the most important factors. For instance, 
perceived misclassification, the most common reason, was ranked as only the 
fifth most important factor. Not surprisingly, administration was rated as 
the top motivator in developing an objective system. 

N = 32 

Table 3 

Rank Ordering of Impetuses for Developing 
a New Classification System 

Impetus 

Administration 
Agency Staff 
Serious Incidents 
Courts 
Perceived Misclassification 

Rank Score 

8.73 
8.00 
7.40 
7.25 
7.10 

<1> A breakdown of responses by agency is available in Appendix C. 
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Drawbacks of Previous Classification Operations 

In developing a new classification system, it is important for agencies 
to identify the weaknesses in their existing operations. This knowledge 
enables them to address deficiencies when estqblishing goals and objectives 
for the new system and designing its various components. The survey. asked 
agencies to list three primary drawbacks of their previous classification 
systems. The most frequent problem, cited by 81% of the 32 respondents, was 
the general inconsistency and subjectivity that characterized decision-making. 
The next most often reported drawback was the inability to monitor and 
evaluate classification decisions and inmate progress; 31% listed this as a 
major problem with their previous operations. Other common problems 
identified by respondents included vague criteria for decision~making (28%), 
lack of inter-institution consistency in classification decisions (22%), and 
widely perceived misclassification (19%). 

Classification System Goals 

One of the first steps in the development process is defining goals for 
the new classification system. These goals can then be used to guide 
development activities, as well as to design the system itself. 

By means of the survey, agencies were asked to list the primary qoals for 
their objective classification systems. Their responses suggest that many 
correctional agencies have established similar goals for their new systems. 
For instance, 64% of the 33 respondents stated that their systems were devised 
to ensure supervision appropriate to inmates' behavior or levels of risk. 
Approximately 54% cited consistency in classification decision-making as a 
goal. Slightly under half of the agencies also indicated their new systems 
were developed, in part, to enhance management procedures by strengthening 
documentation, providing a means of checks and balances, or facilitating data 
automation. 

Classification System Approach 

In 1984, when a questionnaire preliminary to this survey was 
disseminated, a total of 39 correctional agencies reported adopting objective 
prison classification systems. Thirty-two of these agencies had adapted one 
or more existing models to meet their needs. Table 4 lists the number of 
agencies that had adapted each model. The remaining seven jurisdictions had 
developed original systems. 
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Table 4 

Type of Objective Prison Classification ~10del 

by Number of Agencies 

Number of Agencies Model Adapted 

11 
9 
5 
4 
2 
1 

National Institute of Corrections 
Federal Prison System 
Correctional Classification Profi1~ 
National Institute of Corrections/Federal Prison System 
Florida Department of Corrections 
Illinois Department of Corrections 

Table 5 describes on an agency-by-agency basis the type of scoring scale 
employed in each system and, if the system was adapted from another source, 
the particular model used.<l> 

These correctional agencies have elected to "borrow" another agency's 
classification system for a number of reasons, including: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The apparent success of the system in improving classification 
decision-making, particularly with respect to reducing serious 
incide~ts, matching prisoner needs with agency resources, etc. 

The time, 
process. 
staffing 
evaluate 
systems. 

effort, and cost of evaluating the current 
Most state correctional systems, given 

and fiscal limitations, find it difficult 
the effectiveness and efficiency of their 

classification 
their current 
to adequately 
classification 

A lack of expertise on the part of correctional administrators 
relative to understanding the intricacies of an effective 
classification system. While most prison managers are knowledgeable 
with respect to correctional administration, they generally have not 
had the opportunity to become proficient classification analysts. 

The prevalent belief that other 9gencies often possess knowledge and 
experience above and beyond that of the agency considering a new 
correctional approach, be it classification, security, treatment, 
training, etc. Generally, an assumption is made that the larger the 
agency, the more likely it is to have advanced skills and 
procedures. The best example is the Federal Prison System, which is 

<1> Major objective classification models and scoring scales are discussed in 
detail in Section III. 
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Table 5 

Type of Objective Prison Classification System by Agency 

Agency 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arkansas 

California 
Colorado 
District of Columbia 

Florida 
Georgia 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Mi ssouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

South Carolina 

Tennessee 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Type of Scoring Scale 

Oeci s i on Tree 
Additive 
Independent Variable 

Analysis 
Additive 
Additive/Decision Tree 
Additive/Decision Tree 

Decision Tree 
Independent Variable 

Analysis 
Additive 
Additive/Decision Tree 
Additi ve 
Additive 
Oed s i on Tree 
Decision Tree 
Additive/Decision Tree 
Additi ve 
Additi ve 
Decision Tree 
Additive 
Independent Variable 

Analysis 
Additive/Decision Tree 

Additive 
Additive/Decision Tree 
Additive 
Additi ve 
Additive/Decision Tree 

Additive/Decision Tree 
Additive 
Additive 
Matri x 
Indeoendent Variable 

Analysis 
Additive (Being 

Developed 
Additive/Decision Tree 
Additive 

Additive/Decision Tree 
Additive/Decision Tree 
Additive/Decision Tree 
Independent Variable 

Analysis 
Additive/Decision Tree 
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Model Adapted 

Oriqinal Model 
Federal Prison System 
Correctional Classification Profile 

Federal Prison System 
National Institute of Corrections 
Federal Prison System/National 

Institute of Corrections 
Original Model 
Correctional Classification Profile 

Federal Prison System 
Nationa1 Institute of Corrections 
Original Model 
Federal Prison System 
Florida 
Flori da 
National Institute of Corrections 
Original Model 
Federa"1 Pri son System 
Original Model 
Illinois 
Correctional Classification Profile 

Federal Prison System/National 
Institute of Corrections 

Federal Prison System 
National Institute of Corrections 
Federal Prison System 
Federal Prison System 
Federal Prison System/National 

Institute of Corrections 
National Institute of Corrections 
Federal Prison System 
National Institute of Corrections 
Ori9inal Model 
Correctional Classification Profile 

Federal Prison System/Quay Model 
for Internal Assignment 

National Institute of Corrections 
Federal Prison System/National 

Institute of Corrections 
National Institute of Corrections 
National Institute of Corrections 
National Institute of Corrections 
Correctional Classification Profile 

National Institute of Corrections 
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considered by many correctional practitioners to be 
sophisticated system in the nation, owing to its size, 
institutions, and the level of funding. 

the most 
number of 

Finally, the development of the class~fication system in response to 
a court mandate. The agency considering its adoption may it~elf be 
subject to litigation and believe, perhaps inappropriately, that the 
system will also resolve its legal problems concerning prisoner 
classification. 

In adapting another system to meet their needsi agencies reported that they 
frequently altered the scoring instrument by modifying the weights given some 
criteria or by adding factors considered important . 

Most. of the 39 existing objective classification systems (see Table 5) 
may be categorized as having incorporated elements of both additive and deci
sion-tree scales. Thirteen systems are strictly additive in scoring 
mechanism. A majority of these were adapted from the Federal Prison System 
model. Five agencies have developed systems that use a decision-tree format. 
Five agencies have adapted a model termed the Correctional Classification 
Profile, which has a scoring system based upon independent variable analysis. 

A majority of the 3~ agencies responding to the survey stated that they 
had developed their systems internally, with some outside assistance. Most 
often this assistance was related to instrument design. However, external 
services were also employed to evaluate previous classification procedures, 
review the new system, and prepare a user's manual. Approximately 18% of the 
responding agencies developed objective systems on their own. Only 9% of the 
respondents indicated their new systems were designed by consultants, with 
some agency input. These findings suggest that most correctional agencies 
feel strongly about playing a major role in system development, most likely to 
ensure that the system satisfies agency goals and objettives and to minimize 
staff resistance during the implementation stage. 

Staff Involvement and Reactions 

In developing their objective prison classification systems, jurisdic
tions relied upon a wide variety of staff, ranging from agency directors and 
reception/classification personnel to institutional treatment staff and 
correctional officers.<l> Of the 33 jurisdictions responding to the develop
ment section of the survey, 26 (79%) indicated that agency administrators 
participated in development activities. Approximately 45% reported that 
central office classification administrators had been involved. Other staff 

<1> An agencY-by-agency breakdown of staff involved in the development 
process can be found in Appendix C. 
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who frequently played a role in developing the system included institutional 
administrators and classification, counseling, casework, and program staff. 

Agencies also indicated that the. type of staff involved in th~ 
development process, along with the extent of their roles, tended to influence 
staff reaction to the new system. In Illinois and Missouri, for example, 
commitment from top-level administrators is generally credited with reducing 
staff resistance to change. The inclusion of a variety of types and levels of 
personnel in the development process in Missouri and the Federal Prison System 
is perceived as having enhanced overall acceptance of the model. 

In general, survey respondents noted that supervisory and managerial 
staff were more supportive of their new systems during the development phase 
than were line staff. It should be noted, however, that line staff were 
infrequently involved in developmental activities. As shown in Figure 13, 
over twice as many agencies reported positive reactions from upper level staff 
as indicated favorable responses from line staff. Support for the new system 
was most often attributed to staff recognizing the need for an objective 
system. Involvement in developing the system and commitment from top 
admi ni strators were a 1 so ci ted frequentl y as important factors. li ne staff, 
according to survey respondents, were most likely to express mixed reactions 
during system development. Many staff perceived a nee~ for greater 
standardization in classification procedures, but they also felt secure with 
the existing system and were anxious about change. In addition, some line 
staff feared that the new system would greatly curtail the use of their 
knowledge and experience, thus lessening their IIcontrol" over classification. 
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Figure 13 
STAFF nEACTION TO THE NEW SYSTEM DURING DEVELOPMENT 
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Availability of Classification-related Data 

A major consideration in developing an objective classification system is 
the availability of information needed for security and custody determina
tions. If crucial intelligence (e.g., data from presentence investigations or 
prior institutional records) is routinely misiing, it will be difficult for 
staff to complete instruments requiring this information. Consequently, it is 
not surprising that all 33 respondents to the development section of the 
survey stated that they had considered information availability during 
development of their new systems. 

Nearly three-fourths of the respondents also indicated that all of the 
information needed to classify inmates is available for most prisoners. 
Approximately 80% of these agencies thought that this information is 
sufficiently accurate to be useful for classifying inmates. For those agencies 
lacking data for classification decisions, presentence investigations and FBI 
"Rap" Sheets were most often reported as missing. 

Classification System Criteria 

In selecting criteria for inclusion in their security/custody 
determination instruments, most agencies focused on factors that have been 
proven, or strongly suspected, to be predictors of behavior. Criminal 
history, for instance, depicts a pattern that is considered indicative of 
future- activity. Similarly, type of detainer is generally thought to be 
associated with escape potential. 

As evidenced in Table 6, the most common factor employed by respondents 
in initial security/custody determination is escape history; in fact, all of 
the 33 agencies responding to the development section of the survey include 
this criterion in initial classification, noting that it tends to reflect 
inmates' security needs. Over 90% of the respondents have also incorporated 
detainers and prior commitments into their initial classification instruments. 
Other prevalent criteria include prior institutional adjustment, criminal 
history, and extent of violence in current offense. Fewer agencies than 
expected utilized length of sentence as a formal decision-making criterion, 
probably because it is highly correlated with extent of violence in current 
offense. In addition, many of the agencies that do not consider sentence 
length adapted the NrC model, which does not include this factor.<l) 

<1> A breakdown of initial classification criteria by agency is available in 
Appendix C. 
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Table 6 

Factors Included in Initial Security/Custody Determination 

Number of Percent of 
Agencies Agencies 

Factor Employing Responding<a> 

Escape History 33 100 
Detainers 31 94 
Prior Commitments 30 90 
Criminal History 29 88 
Prior Institutional 

Adjustment 29 88 
Extent of. Violence 

in Current Offense 27 82 
Length of Sentence 27 82 

N = 33 

<a> Percents are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

In making security/custody determinations at reclassification, major 
disciplinary violations was cited as a factor by all survey respondents. (See 
Table 7.) r~ost of these agencies indicated that this factor is a good 
predictor of institutional behavior. Slightly less than 85% also include time 
to release in reclassification, and just over 80% consider institutional 
adjustment. < 1> 

<1> A more complete breakdown of reclassification criteria by agency can be 
found in Appendix C. 
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at Reclassification 

Number of Percent of 
Agencies Agencies 

Factor Employing Responding<a> 

Major Disciplinary 
Violations 33 100 

Time to Release 28 85 
Institutional Adjustment 27 82 
Program P.articipation 19 58 
Time in Present 

Security/Custody Level 14 42 

N = 33 

<a> Percents are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

Almost all of the respondents (91%) also stated that they had defined the 
classification criteria employed in their objective systems, thus promoting 
consistent application. 

Clarification of the terms security a~d custody is also important to the 
design of the classification instrument(s). A lack of clear definition of 
these terms was one of the first difficulties the Federal Prison System 
encountered during its development process. Staff used the terms interchange
ably, and the same labels were employed to describe both institution and 
inmate custody levels. Once a distinction between security and custody was 
drawn, development proceeded more efficiently. 

The agencies were asked if they define custody as being distinct from 
security. A majority of the respondents (64%) indicated that they do. In 
most cases, custody is identified as the level of supervision afforded 
prisoners. while security is defined in terms of the physical characteristics 
of facilities. 

Finally, although their objective systems enable staff to distinguish 
among inmates' security/custody requirements, all of the responding agencies 
indicated that they house prisoners with more than one security/custody level 
within the same institution, generally due to insufficient bed space or 
facilities. 
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Classification Process 

The classification process can differ greatly among correctional 
agencies, depending on such variables as decision-making responsibility, 
conformance monitoring, and override usage. 

A majority of the 33 respondents stated that classification decision
making in their objective systems is a group and individual responsibility. 
However, one-third reported that classification decisions are made by a group. 
Only one respondent, New York, said that responsibility lies with an 
individual. 

Nearly all of the respondents (94%) indicated that they monitor 
classification decisions for conformance to their systems. Generally, these 
d'ecisions are reviewed by central office staff. A few agencies monitor 
conformari'ce by examining inmate grievances or use of overrides. 

Overrides were used to varying degrees by every survey respondent except 
Montana and West Virginia. Thirty-one agencies (94%) answered affirmatively 
when asked if their staffs are able to overrule the recommendations of classi
fication scoring instruments. Of these agencies, 90% require wri~ten justi
fication for overrides, and 81% also require supervisory approval. Table 8 
depicts agencies' estimates of the number of overrides invoked per 100 classi
fication decisions.<l> Wisconsin reported one of the highest override rates--
45%--a situation that seems to stem from the agency serving as a pilot state 
for the NrC model (which excludes sentence length) and its staff's subsequent 
reluctance to allow the instrument to completely determine custody ratings. 
However, approximately one-half of the respondents provided estimates of 15 
overrides or less, suggesting that their systems are operating as designed. 
This supposition receives further support from the finding that during the 
past year 42% of the respondents had not experienced any significant change in 
their override rates. Approximately 15% reported an increase, 9% noted a 
decrease, and 15% were not yet able to determine if their rates had changed. 

Agencies were also asked to list their most frequently used override. 
Responses to this question varied widely, almost on an agency-by-agency basis. 
Among th~ overrides cited are overcrowding, need for lower security work
function, policy demands, inappropriate security level, and administrative 
options.<2> 

<1> A breakdown of these data by agency is available in Appendix C. 
<2> A breakdown of agencies' responses by agency is provided in Appendix C. 
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Table 8 

Agency Use of Overrides 

Number of Percent of 
Estimated Number of Overrides/ Agencies Agencies 
100 Classification Decisions Responding Responding' 

< 5 6 18 
5-10 5 15 
11-15 5 15 
16-20 5 15 
,1-25 3 9 
26-35 1 3 
> 35 2 6 
Not Available 6 18 

Total 33 lOO<a> 

<a> Tetal does not equal 100% due to rounding. 

User's Manual 

The experiences of most agencies that have implemented objective prison 
classification systems suggest that it is helpful to prepare a user's manual 
during the development phase. A comprehensive, clearly written manual can 
facilitate pilot-testing of the system prior to agency-wide implementation. 
It can also enhance efforts to train staff to tise the new system. Missouri, 
for instance, found that its manual was not sufficiently detailed, creating 
both confusion during training sessions and reduced confidence in the utility 
of the new system. 

Nearly three-fourths of the 33 respondents stated that a classification 
manual had been prepared during development of their new systems. Of these 
respondents, 79% reported that no differences exist between classification 
manual procedures and actual day-to-day operations. Five agencies stated that 
such differences do occur, usually due to crowding or policy changes not yet 
incorporated into the manua1. One-half of the agencies that had not developed 
user's manuals indicated they were in the process of doing so. 

Management Information Systems 

Classification data, when incorporated into an agency's information 
system, can provide a powerful management tool. It can be used in facility 
planning and renovation, program planning, and monitoring of inmates' 
progress. The more completely automated the information system is, the more 
functions it can perform. 
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Agencies were asked what type of management information system they 
employ. As shown in Figure 14, approximately two-thirds of the 33 respondents 
indicated that their information systems were computer-assisted. Only four 
agencies--California, Kentucky, Minnesota, and Washi~gton--reported having 
fully automated information systems. . 

Fi gure 14 

TYPE OF MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM USED BY AGENCY 

N = 33 

Other (3%) 

Manual Computer 
Assisted 
(67%) 

(21%) 

NOTE: Percentages have been rounded to 
the nearest whole number. 

Slightly more than 60% of the respondents also stated that classification 
process and information had been incorpuiated into their management 
information systems at the time of the survey. 

Institutional Security/Custody Rating 

The classification process is maximized when agencies assign security 
levels not only to their prisoner population but also to their institutions. 
These designations enable agencies to match inmates with institutions 
appropriate to their security/custody risks: 
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Approximately ~ of the 33 agencies responding to the development 

section indicated that they had performed a security/custody rating of their 
correctional institutions. As shown in Table 9, nearly all cf these agenc:ies 
utilized similar factors in rating their institutions. Among the most 
frequently used criteria, for example, were towers, perimeter, and housing 
type. Typically, these ratings were performed by agency administrative·staff. 
Fourteen respondents (58% of those that had assessed their facili~ies) stated' 
that personnel such as the agency director, a deputy director, or a division 
director had been involved. Seven indicated that institutional administrato~s 
had conducted the security/custody ratings. Surprisingly, only two agencies-
New York and Vermont--reported a major role for security staff. 

Table 9 

Factors Used in Rating Security/Custody Level 
of Correctional Institutions 

Number of Percent of 
Agencies Agencies 

Factor Employing Responding<a> 

Towers 22 92 
Perimeter 21 88 
Housing Type 20 83 
Perimeter Patrol 19 79 
Staffing 17 71 
Detection Devices 15 62 
Proximity to Residential Area. 6 25 

N = 24 

<a> Percents are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

-~ Of the nine agencies that had not conducted institutional ratings, seven 

• 

• 

• 

indicated that they plan to do so. 

Program Needs Assessment 

Another important component of an objective classification approach is 
inmate needs or program assessment. However, it appears this area is 
frequently neglected or underemphasized during system development. One common 
impediment to the integration of program needs assessment into objective 
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classifi~ation systems is the inability of correctional agencies to match 
inmates' needs to institutional resources. For example, many correctional 
agencies lack a definitive, up-to-date catalog of institutional programs. If 
institutional lists are available, critical information. concerning eligibility 
requirements and available program slots is frequently not current. Further, 
inmates' requirements are multidimensional; that is, the level of their needs 
varies within any given program area. Moreover, the capabilities of 
institutions to meet inmates' requir(:ments differ .. -ro effectively classify 
inmates for program participation, agencies must have provisions for 
classifying inmate needs according to degree and for assessing institutions 
according to their capabilities to meet each degree of needs. 

These factors have become increasingly problematic in light of the 
American Correctional Association and American Bar Association standards 
concerning classification programming. These standards call for effective 
screening and reasonable programming in at least the following areas: 

• 
• 
• • 
• • 
• 

Education, 
Vocational training, 
Mental health intervention, 
Medical and dental services, 
Specialized assistance for the aged and infirm, 
Special placements for the mentally retarded, and 
Work assignments. 

However, agencies vary in their procedures for screening and placement in 
these areas. In many jurisdictions, a distinction is made between programs 
that are available and security and custody levels appropriate for program 
placement. Other agencies have further restrictions on program placement 
based upon housing. Still others have few of these program crit~ria. 

Effective programming is an essential aspect of a classification system 
that will function as a correctional management tool. Inmates' needs should 
not only be assessed and addressed but form a primary component of agencies' 
management information systems. Such information provides the foundation for 
budget requests, facility planning, management and program planning, as well 
as population management. 

The needs assessment of prisoners should reflect a balance between an 
inmate's security, custody, and program requirements and program availability. 
This concept is emphasized because, in those agencies that have ignored 
prisoner programming needs, focusing only on program resources, lawsuits have 
been filed. Thus, the correctional administrator is faced with striking a 
balance between the program 'resources that can be reasonably provided and the 
legitimate needs of the prisoners. A systematic approach to assessing these 
needs and their incorporation into the agencies' management information system 
will dramatically simplify this process. 
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Proper needs identification is dependent on the presence of 
reliable information in each area crucial to prison programming. 
information should come from a variety of sources, including: 

va 1 i d, 
This 

(1) A standard high quality presentence or admission investigation 
completed by field-based staff; 

(2) A standard high quality intake interview administered by staff 
thoroughly trained in the process; 

(3) Intelligence and achievement tests administered by qualified staff; 
and 

(4) Psychological testing and a full psychological or psychiatric 
evaluation for inmates with suspected psychological disturbances.<l> 

Approximately two-thirds of the 33 survey respondents stated that their 
objective systems include a component to assess inmate program needs. As can 
be seen in Table 10, more than 95% of these agencies address the following 

• program needs: educational. psychological, vocational, work skills, medical, 
mental health care, and substance abuse. These assessment components, in 
turn, enable staff to match inmate needs to available programs and resources. 

• 

• 
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Table 10 

Program Needs Addressed by Classification System 

Number of 
Agencies 

Need Employing 

Educational 21 
Psychological 21 
Medi ca 1 20 
Mental Health Care 20 
Substance Abuse 20 
Vocational 20 
Work Ski 11 s 20 
Sped a 1 Needs<b> 17 
Family/Community Ties 14 
Intellectual/Adaptive 14 

N = 21 

<a> Percents have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
<b> Protective custody, aged, infirm, etc. 

Percent of 
Agencies 
Responding<a> 

100 
100 
95 
95 
95 
95 
95 
81 
67 
67 

<1> U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Corrections, Prison 
Classification (April 1982), p. 44. 
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Female Classification 

Recent court challenges of established correctional practices affecting 
female prisoners have focused increased· attention on the constitutional 
requirement for providing them with parity of programming and services. The 
result has been that jurisdictions provide female prisoners with the same 
programs offered to male inmates, although it is commonly accepted that the 
needs of male and female inmates differ substantively. This observation also 
holds true for classification. In its 1984 study, Female Classification: An 
Examination of the Issues, the American Correctional Association asked 
respondents from the nation's 52 correctional agencies how strongly they 
agreed with the premise that correctional classification systems should be the 
same for male and female prisoners. Eighty percent of the respondents agreed 
or strongly agreed with this position. However, 57% also indicated that 
classification decision-making should incorporate additional variables to 
address ~what respondents perceived to be special needs of female prisoners. 
These variables should consider that female offenders tend to be/present: 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• 
• 
• 

Less violent, 
Less need for a military atmosphere, 
Less risk of escape, 
Less educated, 
Limited work skills, 
More self-control, 
More health/medical problems, 
More substance abuse problems, and 
Better history of socialization/more positive.<l> 

While the ACA study supported the development of separate classification 
systems for females, expert opinion is mixed in regard to the development of 
special classification systems for women.· For example, the NIC has suggested 
that classification resources might be better spent on improved programming 
and increased program opportunities than on security custody determination for 
women. With respect to agencies having objective systems, only Illinois, 
Montana, New York, and West Virginia stated that their classification systems 
differ for male and female inmates. Illinois, it should be noted, has 
developed a separate scoring instrument for females. For the most part, these 
differences in classification stem from the fact that agencies usually operate 
just one facility for women. 

For security and custody designation purposes, the housing options within 
institutions are more important than the number of facility alternatives. 
Effective classification depends upon the agency's ability to separate 

<1> American Correctional Association. Female Classification: An examina-
tion of the issues. (Unpublished report under grant from NrC) College 
Park, MO, 1984. 
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offenders into discrete housing environments based upon the inmates' security 
and custody requirements and the housing environments' security and custody 
capabilities. 

Whether distinct classification systems should be developed for female 
prisoners is still open to question and is best left to the discretion of 
individual agencies. However, it is imperative that individual housing units 
within female facilities be classified according to the custody and security 
levels they provide. Th~ ,~wer of beds in each security and custody level 
should be compared to the security and custody distribution of the female 
population in order to ascertain shortages and excesses. This information 
should be used to support budgetary requests for renovation of existing 
housing units or creation of new ones that meet the needs of the female 
population. 

One response to the need to provide a high security perimeter for a 
limited number of female offenders is to place a double fence with razor 
ribbon wire and intrusion detection devices around the entire facility. A 
less expensive option is to place such a perimeter around only those units 
that house high security female prisoners. 

There ;s some belief among correctional practitioners that female 
prisoners are overclassified due to the limited housing options available. 
With respect to the level of security provided, this is probably an accurate 
assessment. However~ with respect to the level of custody provided, the 
reverse is probably true. 

Planning 

As has been suggested previously, an objective prison classification 
system can be used for purposes beyond inmate security/custody determination .. 
For example, 58% of the 33 agencies responding to the development section 
reported that their new systems were designed to identify new facility and 
renovation requirements, and slightly more than half of these respondents 
indicated that their systems have been used for this purpose. In addition, 
Oklahoma stated that its system furnishes a "classification snapshot" of the 
entire inmate population by providing advance notice of releases to house 
arrest and projecting inmate movement to lesser security facilities. North 
Dakota indicated that its new system aids planning by supplying information on 
the types of initial classification inmates being received. Nebraska utilizes 
its system to project inmate labor needs, while Georgia and Nevada use theirs 
to derive population projections. Missouri has recently ccmpleted a IO-year 
facility master plan based on data generated by its new objective system.<l> 

<1> Missouri's use of its classification system in developing this master 
plan is discussed in more detail on p. 95. 
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Additional Uses 

Some agencies also use their objective classification systems to provide 
housing unit assignments. Prisoners who tend to be victims, for instance, ar-e 
housed separately from those who are likely to be predators. Oklahoma, 
Nebraska, and Alabama reported that they use 'their systems to assign housing 
for special management cases. However, a majority of the 33 respondents (61%) 
indicated that their systems are not used for housing assignments. 

Timeframe for Development 

The time required, or allotted, to develop an objective classification 
system is likely to vary, depending on several factors. An agency under court 
mandate, for instance, may have to work relatively quickly. An agency that 
plans to test and validate classification criteria will probably allot more 
time for' development than one that selects criteria on the basis of staff 
consensus or that adapts another state system. Consequently, it is not 
surprising that survey respondents reported a wide range of timeframes for 
development. At the short end of the time continuum, North Dakota and Oregon 
developed their new systems in approximately three months, while Indiana and 
Minnesota took at least forty-eight months. An overview of agencies' 
responses is presented in Table 11. As can be seen, the majority of 
respondents developed their objective systems in two years or less. 

Tabl e 11 

Time Required to Develop Classification System 

Number of Percent of 
Length of Time Agenci es Agencies 
(in months) Responding Responding 

< 3 2 6 
3-6 1 3 
7-12 10 30 
13-18 3 9 
19-24 3 9 
25-36 5 15 
> 36 3 9 
Unknown 2 6 
No Response 4 12 

Total 33 100<a> 

<a> Total does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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Problems in System Development 

With something as complex as the development of an objective prison 
classification system, it would be unusual if an agency did not encount~r 
difficulties. The survey asked agencies to indicate the major problems that 
they had experienced during the development phase. The most common problem, 
according to the 33 respondents, was insufficient time for development 
activities. This finding sugge3ts that many agencies underestimated how long 
development WGuld take. Since half of the 13 respondents indicating that time 
was a problem had developed their systems in 12 months or less, any timeframe 
under a year is probably unrealistic. Insufficient funding and not enough 
expertise were also cited frequently as obstacles. Other major problems 
encountered during development, along with the number of agencies experiencing 
them, are shown in Figure 15.<1> 
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Figure 15 
Major Problems Encountered During Development 
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<1> An agency-by-agency breakdown of these data can be found in Appendix C. 
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In retrospect, respondents were able to identify numerous aspects of 
system development that, given, the opportunity, they would undertake 
differently. Eight agencies stated that they would. improve training by 
lengthening training sessions, including more levels of staff, and completing 
all training prior to implementation. Five i'ndicated that they would pilot 
test their systems before implementation, and Kentucky went so far as to call 
pilot testing a "must." Four agencies would also allot more time for 
development. Such suggestions, grounded as they are in agencies' experiences, 
may provide useful pointers for those contemplating or just initiating 
development of objective prison classification systems. 
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CHAPTER 2 

IMPLEMENTATION OF OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

Introduction 

In certain respects, implementation may be the most difficult phase in 
instituting an objective classification system, for it is the stage most 
fraught with problems. These typically include severe time and budgetary 
constraints, redesign of the classification instrument(s), modification of 
classification criteria, staff resistance--both passive and active, and inmate 
disgruntlement and attempts to manipulate the system. However, the 
experiences of jurisdictions that have implemented objective systems suggest 
many of the pitfalls associated with this phase can be avoided, or at least 
minimized', if agencies approach the process systematically. A well-conceived 
implementation plan, for instance, can alleviate much of the frustration 
stemming from shortages of time and resources. Thorough pilot-testing of the 
new system can preclude piecemeal modification of the instruments as problems 
crop up. And visible, enthusiastic commitment by the agency director and 
administrative staff can generate support and acceptance among other 
personnel. 

To ascertain more about implementation of objective classification 
systems, the survey asked agencies about various aspects of this stage, 
including staff involvement, training, pilot-testing, and timeframe. Thirty
one agencies responded to the section on implementation. Their responses are 
presented below, along with information obtained from detailed case histories 
of eight agencies' implementation activities. 

Staff Involvement 

As noted in the previous chapter, staff involvement is an important 
factor in instituting an objective prison classification system. Both the 
variety of staff included in the process and the degree of their participation 
influence the type of system designed, its acceptance by agency personnel, 
and, ultimately, the effectiveness of its operations .. 

Agencies were asked to identify the key staff involved in their 
implementation phases. Their responses varied widely, reflecting individual 
philosophies, practices, and goals. Those staff most commonly involved in 
implementation were agency administrators; listed as key staff by 16 agencies 
(52% of the respondents) were agency directors, deputy and assistant 
directors, and heads of individual agency operations. Another frequently 
identified staff category was central office classification administrators, 
reported by 42% of the respondents. Agencies also cited the roles played by 
counseling and casework staff, institutional administrators, and security 
staff. Personnel involved in implementing agencies' systems were usually the 
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same individuals re~ponsible for developing them. Staff functions during 
implementation included coordinating activities, fine-tuning the system, and 
training other personnel. Some jurisdictions reported the involvement of 
treatment, program, management information, and training staff, but these 
responses were relatively rare, provided by less than 15% of the agencies.<l> 

Use of Outside Assistance 

By the time they entered the implementation phase, the majority of the 
responding agencies appeared confident in ~~! ow~in-house capabilities-
staff, resources, etc. Slightly more than ~~ tne 31 respondents stated 
that they did not use outside consultants or NrC staff during implementation. 
When such assistance was utilized, it generally involved advising and 
monitoring implementation activities. Less frequently, as in Alabama, 
consultants helped develop classification training or user's manuals. 

One area in which several agencies found outside assistance valuable was 
pilot testing their systems prior to system-wide implementation. These 
agencies reported that outside consultants are in a better position to pilot 
test the system because (1) they would generally not be influenced by outside 
motivating factors such as political pressures; (2) consultants, particularly 
those experienced in implementation of objective classification approaches, 
would be well versed in the pilot testing process, including sample selection, 
data collection, and data analysis; and (3) the findings of consultants would 
likely be viewed as more creditable than those generated internally by agency 
staff. 

Few agencies (19%) reported attending the NrC training session on 
implementation of classification systems, although nearly all of those that 
did found the session useful. 

Training 

Broad-based training is crucial to the successful implementation of a new 
classification system, for it provides staff with an understanding of the need 
for and operation of the system. This, in turn, helps to ensure standardized 
application when the system is implemented agency-wide. 

Most of the agencies responding to the survey appear to have recognized 
the importance of training. Approximate1y 84% of the respondents, for 
example, indicated that their staffs were trained in the use of their 
objective systems prior to formal implementation. As shown in Figure 16~ 

agencies were most likely to train their supervisory personnel. However, 
slightly more than half of the agencies that provided training conducted 

<1> A more detailed breakdown of staff involvement by agency is provided in 
Appendix C. 
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sessions for management, supervisory, and line staff. Indiana and Kansas also 
trained clerical personnel. 
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The amount of training delivered varied widely, ranging from fewer than 
eight hours in California, Illinois, Montana, and Utah to more than eighty 
hours in Ohio and for some staff in Minnesota. The most frequently provided 
amount of training was between 8 and 16 hours. 

The personnel conducting the training also varied. Missouri and Illinois 
relied on training academy staff, while the Federal Prison System utilized 
members of the task force that had developed its classification system. In 
Wisconsin, classification administrators conducted the principal staff 
training and new personnel were oriented at the training academy. 

Training typically involved hands-on application of the 
instruments, using case files, followed by discussions intended to 
inter-rater reliability. 
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Pilot-testing 

Experiences in instituting any new complex process or apparatus indicate 
that pilot-testing helps to identify inadeq.uacies and confusing procedures so 
that they can be corrected before full-scale operations begin. Consequently, 
it is surprlS1ng that only 52% of the 31 responding agencies pilot tested 
their objective prison cla·ssification systems prior to implementation.' f>'ost 
of these agencies tested their systems on a sample of inmates--from one or 
several institutions or at a reception center. Typically, agencies assessed 
their classification instruments in relation to such factors as number of 
disciplinaries, incidents of violence, and attempts to escape. 

This testing often identified problematic aspects of the system, 
resulting in modifications of the scoring mechanism to meet an agency's needs 
more closely. In Kentucky, for instance, disciplinary reports were given 
additional weight, while emphasis on education and employment was reduced. 
Pilot-testing in Illinois suggested an overconsideration of age, a situation 
that was subsequently corrected. As a result of testing, agencies also 
redesigned forms to make them more "user friendly" and revised instructions to 
enhance their comprehensibility. 

Needs Assessment Implementation 

Agencies were also asked if their implementation processes were the same 
for security determination and program needs assessment. Slightly more than 
half of the respondents indicated that implementation was similar for both. 
However, it should be noted that 26% of the jurisdictions did not answer this 
question, primarily because they lacked a needs assessment component. Of 
those respondents indicating that implementation differed, most stated that 
security designation and needs assessment are separate events within their 
agencies. 

Timeframe 

Only 58% of the responding agencies stated that they had prepared an 
implementation plan, including a timetable--another surprising finding in view 
of the length of time involved and the importance of planning in guiding 
implementation activities. The timeframe for implementing an objective 
classification system is a delicate structure, requlrlng sufficient time for 
all activities but avoiding a delay between development and implementation 
that could dampen staff enthusiasm. 

As can be s~en from Table 12, 58% of the responding jurisdictions 
implemented their systems agency-wide in 12 months or less, with the greatest 
number taking between 3 to 6 months. The relative speed with which most 
agencies put their systems into operation can probably be attributed to the 
finding that nearly half did not pilot test, and subsequently refine, their 
classification procedures. Moreover, some agencies (e.g., Missouri) initiated 
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operations in all of their facilities simultaneously rather than gradually, 
one institution at a time. 

Table- 12 

Time Required to Implement Classification System 

Number of Percent of 
Length of Time Agencies Agencies 
(in months) Responding Responding 

< 3 5 16 
3-6 9 29 
7-12 4 13 
13-18 4 13 
19-24 2 6 
25-36 1 3 
> 36 0 0 
In progress 3 10 
Unknown 1 3 
No Response 2 6 

Total 31 100<a> 

<a> Total does not equal 100% due to rounding. 

Implementation Constraints 

As was the case during the development phase, most agencies responding to 
the survey experienced problems in implementing their objective prison 
classification systems. The most common constraints--those cited by at least 
40% of the 31 respondents--were staff resistance and insufficient training. 
Numerous agencies reported that acceptance of their new systems was gradual, 
with staff initially opposed to the change but later more supportive as the 
merits of objective classification were recognized. Missouri, on the other 
hand, engendered relatively strong staff support, but found training to be the 
most problematic aspect of implementation, primarily because the 
administration was not represented and trainers could not adequately respond 
to questions regarding agency policy. In addition, limited timeframe again 
proved to be a problem for many agencies. Other frequently experienced 
constraints are presented in Figure 18.<1> 

<1> A breakdown of constraints by agency is provided in Appendix C. 
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Figure 18 

CONSTRAINTS EXPERIENCED DURING IMPLEMENTATION 
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System Components Not Yet Operational 

Because agencies approached the implementation phase with differing staff 
and financial resources, as well as varying expectations. some agencies were 
able to effect more of their systems than were others. Thus, a few agencies 
reported that some components of their new classification systems are not yet 
operational. Three agencies indicated that their systems are not computerized 
to the extent desired, and one stated that it lacks a functioning needs 
assessment component. One jurisdiction also stated that it plans to enhance 
inmate participation in the classification process in order to meet ACA 
standards. On the whole, however, agencies' objective systems have been 
implemented as designed. 

Suggested Improvements 

Perhaps some of the most useful information obtained from survey 
respondents is their comments on what they would have done differently in 
implementing their objective classification systems. Most agencies focused on 
the training component. Ten respondents indicated that they would improve 
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training, usually by completing it prior to implementation, requiring 
participation, or including more levels of personnel. Several also believed 
the amount of training should be increased, suggesting that the commonly 
provided 8 to 16 hours may not be adequate. Missouri, Wiscdnsin, and the 
Federal Prison System all stated that it is important for top-level 
administrators to attend training sessions in order to evidence their support. 
Six agencies would have allotted more time for implementation. Other frequent 
responses included pilot-testing the system and developing a classification 
manual before implementation. 
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CHAPTER 3 

AGENCY EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

Introduction 

The final section of the survey was devoted to obtaining any evaluation 
results that agencies may have prepared regarding the impact and/or 
effectiveness of their objective prison classification systems. Because most 
of the new classification systems had been in place only a brief time, it was 
anticipated that few respondents would have conducted comprehensive 
effectiveness evaluations. However, project staff believed that even partial 
or "soft" assessments would be beneficial to agencies considering development 
of objective systems. Consequently, in addition to evaluation results, the 
survey asked respondents to informally assess their systems in p number of 
areas--some broad and others more limited. Twenty-six agencies completed all 
or part of this survey section. Again, their responses are supplemented by 
case study data and project staff knowledge. 

Evaluation Status 

Agencies were first asked whether their new classification systems had 
been evaluated. Their responses are presented in Figure 19. As expected, 
due to the recent implementation of most systems. many jurisdictions had not 
conducted assessments. Approximately 14% of the respondents stated that they 
had not evaluated their systems and had no plans to do so. Another 38% 
replied that evaluations were being planned, and 31% indicated that assess
ments were in progress. Only Kansas, New York, and Virginia reported that 
their systems had been evaluated.<l> 

These evaluations had been or were being conducted by a variety of agency 
staff or external organizations. The most frequently identified conductor-
cited by four respondents--was the agency's research and planning unit. Other 
agencies reported that evaluations had been completed by classification 
administrators, central office personnel, and outside consultants. 

In the majority of jurisdictions, such assessment efforts had not 
resulted in any major changes in classification operations. However, one
third of the agencies reported that they had revised their systems. Montana, 
for example, stated that its system had been "cybernetically adjusted and 
fine-tuned" to accommodate factors outside the system that have impacted its 
operations. New York reported numerous modifications to criteria following 
evaluation. Several agencies also indicated they had altered instrument 

<1> An agency-by-agency breakdown of evaluation status is available in 
Appendix C. 
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scoring--Oregon changed the scoring in its custody matrix; California expanded 
custody levels by three points so that more inmates would fall into lower 
custody levels; and Nebraska revised some weights in its instruments, as well 
as refined definitions and procedures. 

Figure 19 
STATUS OF OBJECTIVE SYSTEM EVALUATION 
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. Evaluation Status 

From a less formal perspective, agencies were asked to explain the extent 
to which their objective classification systems have met stated goals and 
objectives. Nearly all of the responding jurisdictions indicated that their 
systems fulfill all or most of the functions they were designed to perform; 
that is, the systems have objectified and standardized classification 
procedures and are assigning inmates to levels of security/custody appropriate 
to their behavior. 

The survey also asked agencies to indicate whether their new systems have 
had a notable impact in 13 selected areas. These areas, along with the number 
of agencies citing them, are listed in Table 13.<1> As can be seen, over half 

<1> A breakdown of these data by agency is presented in Appendix C. 
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of the respondents perceived impacts--general1y positive--in several areas: 
escapes/escape attempts, proportion of inmates at each security/custody level, 
improved risk assessment, and paperwork (which, according to many agencies, 
had increased). Missouri, fo}" instance, stated that its escape rate has 
declined by about 50% since implementation of its objective system, despite 
the fact that the agency's prisoner population is at its highest point ever. 
Although the agency has not established a direct correlation between the two 
events, an association is suspected. California and Kentucky reported similar 
drops in escape rates. Illinois and California said that they are 
experiencing fewer placements in maximum security, and Kentucky reported a 
better than 15% in~ease in minimum custody assignments. 

Table 13 

Areas Impacted by New Classification System 

Area 

Proportion of Inmates at Each 
Security/Custody Level 

Improved Risk Assessment 
Paperwork 
Escapes/Escape Attempts 
Programs and Program Planning 
Use of EXisting Institutions 
Inmate Grievances 
Disciplinary Transfers 
Staffing 
Violent Incidents 
Reduced Housing Costs 
Inmate Disciplinary Infractions 
Reduced Costs for Inmate 

Transfers 

N = 26 

Number of 
Agencies 
Citing 

17 
16 
16 
15 
13 
12 
9 
6 
5 
5 
4 
3 

2 

<a> Percents have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 

Percent of 
Agencies 
Responding<a> 

65 
62 
62 
58 
SO 
46 
35 
23 
19 
19 
15· 
12 

8 

These are areas in which one would expect changes to show up relatively 
quickly. It is likely to take longer for effects to evidence themselves in 
other areas--for example, reduced costs for housing and inmate transfers, use 
of existing institutions, and staffing. In addition, numerous agencies have 
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not had their new systems in place long enough to enable them even to 
informally assess their systems' impacts. (Project staff, h0wever, were able 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the systems implemented in California, 
Illinois, and Wisconsin. The results are ~resented in Section V.) 

As another means of assessing their new objective systems, agencies were 
asked to describe the single most important impact their systems have nad on 
their overall correctional operations. The three~ most frequently cited 
impacts were: 

• Greater consistency in decision-making 
• ~tore appropriate placement 
• Better use of institutional resources 

Respondents were also asked to specify the most import.ant problem with or 
weakness '. of their new systems. Many jurisdictions had previously indicated 
satisfaction with their classification operations; consequently, fewer than 
half of the respondents answered this question. Their responses, in order of 
frequency, are presented below: 

• 

• 

Lack of automation/integration into MIS--Several agencies reported 
that they have been unable to integrate their new classification 
approaches into their present or proposed inanagement information 
systems. An examination of the individual responses suggests that 
this inability is not so much a product of the classification system 
being incapable of adaptation to the MIS system as a result of the 
agency being dissatisfied with its present MIS operation and 
unwilling to introduce the classification approach into an MIS 
system that may soon be abandoned. Some of the agencies further 
stated that their objective systems were developed without the input 
or cooperation of MIS staff. As such, most of these agencies appear 
to be suffering the consequences of not having involved this 
component of their staff: They are now finding that the factors and 
weightings of factors cannot be integrated into the current MIS 
approach. Had they involved MIS personnel in the development 
process, they would have been able to identify this caveat. 

Inability to function properly due to crowding--The second major 
weakness reported by respondents is the inability of their new 
classification systems to adequately function due to overcrowding. 
Some agencies reported that while their systems are generally able 
to effectively classify inmates relative to security a.nd custody 
requirements, there are not sufficient beds to accommodate these 
assignments. As a result, inmates tend to "back up" in facilities 
that are inappropriate with respect to their levels of risk and 
programming needs. Thus, some respondents stated that their 
classification systems, in effect, are not working and that the 
majority of inmates assigned to inappropriate institutions are 
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underclassified, waiting for transfer to a higher security facility 
when beds become available. While some of these agencies may 
believe that their systems are not functioning properly, project 
staff would take issue with this belief. Th~ function of a classi:
fication system is to adequately assess an inmate"s security and 
custody needs and program requirements, and then make a recommenda
tion for an appropriate housing.assignment and program placement. 
Simply because the proper beds and programs are not available does 
not mean that the classification system is ineffective. Indeed, the 
classification system's responsibility ceases once the assessment 
has been properly completed. It would appear that it is the correc
tional system in general and the number and type of physical plants 
operated by the agency in particular that are deficient. If the 
classification system indicates, for example, that 33% of the inmate 
population requires maximum security, then it is the responsibility 

'. of the agency, if it has faith in the classification system, to 
support increasing the agency's(bed capacity. 

rno....;.t,..~C.J ut.......f.."L-<..-L ~ 
• Efforts to validate system incomplete--The third mAjor weakness 

reported py responding agencies is the lack of effort to validate 
the system. Again, this does not appear to be a weakness in the 
system but rather a reflection of the agency itself and the priority 
that it has assigned evaluation of the impact and effectiveness of 
the classification approach. Agencies' responses indicate a 
tendency not to make adequate provisions for funding, staff, and 
time to complete the validation process. 

Further Fine-tuning 

It was anticipated that correctional agencies would continue to modify 
their new classification systems to meet changing needs .. 

Most of the agencies responding to the survey have not utilized their new 
systems to address needs other than the security and program assessment of the 
inmate population. This stems, in part, from the infancy of most systems and 
from commitments to implement objective systems in a timely fashion without 
much consideration of other applications, particularly functions associated 
with inmate management and facility operation. Those agencies that did report 
that they would be revising their new classification systems or adapting them 
to meet changing needs suggested the following examples: 

(1) Classification of special management inmates, most notably to manage 
the recent growth in protective custody and disruptive inmate 
populations; 

(2) Classification improvements to respond to anticipated prisoner 
litigation, specifically. litigation pertaining to institutional 
assignment; 
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(3) Classification system capabilities designed to assist correctional 
administrators in planning and fiscal year budgeting; 

(4) Expanded use of the classification system tO,fill minimum security 
beds, which seem to be the type of security housing most available 
in many correctional systems; 

(5) Classification of the ever-increasing numbers of long-term offen
ders. Most states have experienced recent changes in sentencing 
laws that have substantially increased the length of confinement for 
certain criminal offenses. Many correctional systems report that 
they are now feeling the impact of these sentencing laws and need to 
revise their objective classification approach to respond to the 
needs of long-termers. 

The . Missouri Department of Corrections and Human Resources has probably 
made the most dramatic use of an objective classification system in planning. 
The Department recently completed a la-year facility master plan. The 
foundation for this master plan was two years of historic data generated by 
the agency's objective classification system. This system provided the 
Department and its planning consultants with data pertaining not only to 
inmate security and custody needs, both current and future, but also to 
programmatic requirements in the areas of medical and health care, mental 
health care, educational and vocational training, alcohol and drug abuse' 
needs, and work skills that will likely be available and required over the 
next decade. Based upon an analysis of these data, the Department was able 
to prepare the master plan, which provides recommendations concerning the 
number, type, and location of new facilities, as well as the year that each 
new facility should be available for occupancy to accommodate the anticipated 
growth in the Missouri inmate population. 

When asked if they planned any further evaluation or fine tuning of their 
systems, 77% of the agencies responded affirmatively. Only Pennsylvania said 
it has no such plans. (19% did not respond to this question.) 

Additional Areas for System Improvement 

Finally, respondents were given a hypothetical situation to consider: 
"If additional funding to improve prisoi1er classification chssification were 
available to your agency, in what areas would your agent need technical 
assistance?" They were then given a list of ten areas to rank in order of 
importance. Not surprisingly, in light of most agencies' assessment efforts, 
the top-ranked area was evaluation/validation. The next highest ranking was 
integration of classification system with management information system. 
Agencies also evidenced concern with special management inmates, rating 
refinement of system for this prisoner population as the third most important 
area. Additional areas requiring technical assistance are listed below in the 
order of importance determined by respondents: 
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Implementation 
Development of classification system for planning purposes 
Staff training in operation and utilization of the system 
Development of program needs assessment component 
Development of classification decision-making monitoring system 
Development/revision of classification manual 
Security/custody rating of correctional institutions 

This ranking provides some clues as to how agencies would like to refine 
and expand their systems. For jurisdictions considering development of 
objective systems, it suggests some areas in which they may require technical 
assistance. 
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Introduction 

The most promoted benefit of prison class·ification is that it fa'(orablY~ Z 0 
controls inmate conduct, which enhances the overall management and safety of a ~ , ,-'" 

r ~ 

correctional system. Measures such as assaults on staff or inmates, escapes, v 'F 
suicides, and other fatalities are examples of what can be referred to as the ~, CC":--/ • "vital signs" of an institution. Prison classification systems that use ~ 
scoring criteria found to be associated with inmate conduct should demonstrate C~ 
a measurable, positive impact on these vital signs over time. Research should 
concentrate on establishing whether each item in the scoring system is 
statistically associated with conduct, inmates are being housed principally 
according· to risk level, and negative inmate behavior is being controlled.<l> 

The central objective of this study of classification effectiveness was 
to examine the impact of three agencies' objective classification systems on 
these measures of inmate conduct. The methodological approach was to employ 
two impact designs (time-series and cohort validation) and process analysis to 
answer three basic questions: (1) What are the structure and the process of 
the classification system? (2) How predictive are individual items used in 
the system? and (3) What impact has the new classification system had on 
aggregate rates of misconduct? 

This introductory chapter briefly describes the selection of the three 
agencies, the data collected, and the research designs used to conduct the 
process and impact analyses. It should be emphasized, however, that this 
effort represents the first major study of objective classification systems 
and must be considered preliminary for several reasons. First, it is 
primarily an analysis of initial classification instruments, with minimal 
attention to reclassification instruments. In the three agencies reviewed 
here, reclassification components have either been used infrequently or just 
been implemented. Second, there are severe limitations in using existing 
correctional data systems that make it difficult to carefully track inmates in 
terms of their institutional conduct, housing assignments, and program 
participation. Subsequent studies will be enhanced if statistical analyses 
are conducted using more carefully constructed validation samples in lieu of 
existing correctional infonnation systems. Finally, systems are rarely 
implemented as designed or are in a constant state of change. Excessive use 
of overrides caused by prison crowding or staff unwillingness to follow the 

<1> There are, of course, certain inmates who, by virtue of their crimes, 
cannot be placed in minimum security environments regardless of their 
estimated risk levels. In some states, for example, statutory 
limitations are set on classification levels for certain offenses. 

97 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

· ,,-~. i . 

... _ -rl'" 

• 

• 

• 

new system can easily strip away the potential for conducting a true test of a 
system's impact. 

Despite these limitations, the findings presented here represent a 
comprehensive evaluation of three classification systems as they have operated 
under real prison conditions. The final chapter suggests future studies that 
can enhance practitioners' understanding of how successful objective 
classification systems are in reaching their objectives. 

Agency Selection Criteria 

One of the major factors in selecting an agency was loca~ing those that, 
as of 1983, had operated an objective classification system for a period 
sufficient to conduct inmate follow-up and time-series analysis. This factor 
alone eliminated most jurisdictions. Most agencies are just beginning to 
implement' objective classification systems and have not had sufficient 
operational time to warrant impact analy~is. 

The second criterion was data availability. Due to budgetary limitations 
associated with this study, it was not possible to conduct original data 
collection in all three jurisdictions. Consequently, selection was further 
restricted to those agencies that had implemented individual-based 
classification management information systems capable of tracking a cohort of 
prison admissions through a specified follow-up period. Agencies also had to 
demonstrate a capacity to provide aggregate data not only on inmate misconduct 
rates but also on a number of other population movement indices. 

Finally, it was preferable that the three agencies represent diversity in 
their classification systems and inmate populations. As indicated in the 
national survey, a wide array of objective systems have been recently 
implemented. By purposely selecting unique systems, the lessons learned here 
could be generalized to a larger number of correctional agencies. 

California, Illinois, and Wisconsin were the three agencies eventually 
selected for inclusion in the effectiveness study. As shown in Table 14, each 
differs dramatically in terms of its 1984 inmate population characteristics. 
California has the nation's largest and most crowded prison system. Of the 
three, California also has the highest inmate/staff ratio--a factor that can 
affect inmate misconduct rates. Wisconsin, despite its relatively small size, 
is also severely crowded but has the lowest inmate/staff ratio. Only Illinois 
appears to be without u serious crowdin~ situation, principally because of its 
aggressive early release and prison construction program.<l> 

<1> National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Using Early Release to Relieve 
Overcrowding: A Di1emma in Public Policy (NIJ Grant 83-1J-CX-K026), 1986. 
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Table 14 

Key Characteristics of Agencies Selected 
for Effectiveness Evaluation<a> ' 

1. 1984 Population 
2. Incarceration Rate Per 

100,000 Population 
3. Rated Capacity 
4. Percent Crowded 
5. Percent Population Growth, 

1983-1984 
6. Prison Admissions Per 

100 Serious Crimes 
7. Ethnicity 

8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

Total Staff 
Total Custody Staff 
Inmate/Total Staff 
Inmate/Custody Staff 

Date Classification 
System Implemented 

Modified 

California 

43,314 

162 
28,922 
150% 

10.0% 

2.8 

36.5% 
36.2% 
27.2% 

11,941 
6,537 
3.6 
6.6 

March 1980 

1984 

Illinois 

17,187 

149 
17,392 
99% 

10.2% 

3.6 

33.6% 
59.4% 
6.8% 

7,006 
4,225 
2.5 
4.1 

November 1981 

1982 

Wisconsin 

5,023 

105 
4,298 
117% 

3.2% 

4.1 

62.9% 
33.4% 
< 1% 

1983,1984 

<a> Source for items 1-6: Prisoners in 1984, April 1985, NCJ-97118. 
Source for items 7-11: The Corrections Yearbook, 1984. Criminal Justice 

Institute, Inc.: South Salem, NY. 
Wisconsin data for item 7 are based on admissions 1983-1984. 
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Although Wisconsin has a much smaller prison population, it is not clear;" . 
that its inmates are less "sophisticated ll than those found in the larger: 
states. Prison admissions' per 100 serious crimes reported to police are 
highest for Wisconsin, whic"', coupled with its low incarceration rate, may 
suggest a higher filtering of only the most serious offenders to prison. 

Research Methods 

A substantial amount of aggregate and 
collected to complete the effectiveness study. 
Table 15 and explained in greater detail in the 
the three major research designs: interrupted 
validation study, and process analysis. 

individual inmate data was 
These data are summarized in 

following sections describing 
time-series, admission cohort 

Table 15 

Summary of Data Used for Effectiveness Evaluation 

Time-Sed es Data 

Period Covered 
Interval Level 
By Facil ity 
Source 
Primary Variables 

Fatalities 
Suicides 
Escapes 
Assaults 
Drugs 
Sex 

Individual Data 

Admission Sample Size 
Peri od Covered 
Follow-up Period 
Source 

California 

1976-1984 
Annual 
Yes 
Manua 1 Reports 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

16,000 
1981-1982 
6 mos. 
Automated 

Interrupted Time-Series Desiqn 

Illinois 

1979-1984 
Monthly 
Yes 
Manua 1 . Reports 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

1,333/500 
1982 
6 mos ./12 mas. 
~lanua 1 

Wisconsin 

1983-1984 
r40nthly 
Yes 
Automated File 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

5,218/1,693 
1982 
12 mos./6 mos. 
Automated 

Time-series analysis was used to measure changes in aggregate rates of 
inmate conduct over time. Advocates of objective classification argue that if 
these systems are truly predictive, they should, at a minimum, not aggravate 
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current misconduct rates even though a larger proportion of the inmate 
population may be housed in less secure facilities according to the new 
scoring process. The primary objective 9f the time-series analysis, then, is 
to determine if aggregate rates changed after introduction of the new system 
and whether other factors (especially instrumentation and history) may also 
have influenced inmate misconduct rates. 

In order to complete the time-series analysis, a substantial amount of 
data from existing correctional information systems was needed. To make 
analysis meaningful, a minimum of two years of pre- and post-classification 
system implementation data was requested from each agency. Students of time
series analysis will recognize that these time intervals are inadequate for 
rigorous analysis. More specifically, the post-classification period is 
insufficient for reaching definitive conclusions on system impact. Despite 
these methodological limitations, the simple plotting of pre- and post
implementation trends will at least offer some preliminary conclusions 
regarding the effect of the new classification systems on aggregate rate of 
inmate conduct. Aggregate data were also collected on the most serious 
indicators of inmate misconduct. Although operational definitions and 
reporting standards varied somewhat among the three agencies, making inter
state cOMparisons problematic, it was possible to obtain aggregate data for 
the following categories of inmate behavior: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Escapes 
Fatalities (homicides) 
Suicides 
Inmate assaults/fights 
Drugs (sale and possession) 
Sex (voluntary and involuntary acts) 
Possession of dangerous contraband/weapons 

To control for population fluctuations (generally upward), daily 
population figures were collected to convert the disciplinary incidents to 
rates per 100 inmates. Daily population and bed capacity data also allowed 
observation of the relationship of crowding to misconduct rates over time. 

In Illinois and California, these time-series rates were further broken 
down by institution to see if the system-wide time-series trends were 
occurring at most facilities. Illinois provided the most detailed data in 
monthly summaries for each institution, dating back to 1979. California, 
however, had the most extensive annual data, going b~ck as far as 1976. 
Wisconsin provided a copy of its automated disciplinary incident file, but it 
included information only as far back as 1981. 

Inmate Validation Cohort Design 

This phase of the evaluation was intended to provide a better understan
ding of the predictive value of these instruments relative to inmate behavior. 
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For each of the three agencies, a representative cohort of prison admissions 
processed through the new classification system was analyzed. Information was 
collected on the various items on each instrument used to score inmates' 
classification levels. 

Follow-up disciplinary data were also coTlected for the three cohorts to 
test the predictive value of each classification item as well as the overall 
classification scale. In Wisconsin, due to revision of the scoring instrument 
in 1984, these follow-up data were limited to the first six months of the 
inmate's incarceration. In California, which conducted its own analysis in 
coordination with this study, a six~month follow-up period was used for its 
FY 81-82 sample of 16,000 prison admissions classified under the new system. 
In Illinois, the classification data file is not fully automated or capable of 
tracking an individual's disciplinary and movement history. Consequently, it 
was necessary to utilize a much smaller random sample of 1,333 cases, which 
consisted of new admissions during a three-month period in 1982. Data on 
disciplinary tickets had to be collected manually, which limited follow-up 
analysis to a random sub-sample of 500 of the original 1,333 sampled cases. 

Process Analysis of Classification Decision-makinq 

Although much of the validation analysis is based on these cohort 
samples, additional process analyses were completed, using these and other 
data samples. The purpose of these analyses was to determine the items 
dominating the scoring process, the extent and nature of classification 
overrides, and the movement of inmates through the system. California 
supplied a classification data file of its current inmate population (43,000 
cases), which allowed project staff to conduct refined analysis of factors 
determining the classification scores. It was also used to simulate the NIC 
classification model on the California inmates to learn if the ~ystems 
classify inmates comparably. 

In many ways, this fundamental level of assessment was equally essential 
to the total effectiveness evaluation. For example, in order to examine the 
impact of these classification systems, it was first necessary to describe how 
they functioned. Similarly, knowing which items dominate classification 
scoring was important to deteimining whether the systems were controlling 
inmate behavior as intended. 
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" CHAPTER 2 
ASS[SSMENT OF THE AGENCIES' CLASSIFICATION SCORING PROCESSES 

Introduction 

In this chapter, each of the three agencies' systems is analyzed to 
identify which items on their classification instruments are most important in 
scoring an inmate's classification level. In one sense, this analysis 
represents an internal audit to ascertain which items dominate the overall 
scoring process. 

This analysis is critical for two reasons. First, it provides valuable 
insight into the scoring process itself. Is the system more dependent on 
initial classification or reclassification items? Does the scoring process 
rely mor"e on such pre-incarceration items as age, employment, and criminal 
history, when compared to measures of current or previous in-custody behavior? 

Second, it is important to learn if the more heavily weighted items are 
also the most predictive of institutional conduct. In ,performing the 
validation analysis, comparisons can be made between those items that are most 
predictive of in-custody behavior and those that are most influential in 
determining the inmate's classification level. Under ideal circumstances, 
the most influential scoring items should also be the items most predictive of 
inmate behavior. 

California Classification Instruments 

The structure of the California classification 
substantially from the other two systems in several ways. 
traits among the California, Illinois, and Wisconsin systems 
consist of both initial and reclassification instruments and 
an additive scoring scale. 

system di ffers 
The only common 
are that they all 
that they all use 

The most striking feature of the California system is the number of items 
used for initial classification. Twenty-four items are used on Form 839, 
California's initial classification instrument (see Figure 20). An additional 
12 items are used at reclassification to adjust the initial classification 
score. The initial scoring items are grouped according to backqround and 
prior incarceration behavior as follows: 

Background Factors 

(1) Prison term (Sentence length) 
(2) Stability (Age, employment, education, military) 
(3) Prior escape 
(4) Holds and detainers 
(5) Prior sentences served (Adult, juvenile, jail) 
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• CDC CLASSIFICATION SCORE SHEET 
Figure 20 

RACE/ETHNIC STATUS 
(code one) 
I-White 
2-Mexican descent 
3-Black 

6-Japanese 
7-Filipino 
8-Hawaiian 
9-0ther 

i 
I 
I 
I 

DATE LAST RECEIVED CDC: : BASE OFFENSE: 
day year COUNTY: : 

(name) 4-lndian 
• 5-Chinese 

nil IT H 
~: 24 25 

I HI...-"..~I I I I I I I Ii 
26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34: 

MINIMUM RELEASE DATE: year STATUS (code one): : 
mo day I-Ne'w Commitment I 

H ! U I 2-PV-WNT yl 
L--=-,,-~. . n. I 3-PV-RTC, I 

42 43 44 45 46 47 4 : 

I 
BASE OFFENSE 
CODE: NUMBER: 

o-! I I I I 1.0 I 

35 36 37 38 39 40 41 

RECEPTION CENTER: 
RCC NRC 
CRC cec 
fH~W SQ 
CIW 

[~ 
~4 9,...-'-,5"""0-"· 51 

• SACKGROUND FACTORS 

CAlCUlA'i"lON OF SCORE 

PRIOR INCARCERATION BEHAVIOR 

1. Total DSL Term 6. Unfavorable Prior Behavior 

a) Sentence length( ___ ) 

b) Minus 1 year =_x4= 1
52 

a) No. of serious or major disciplinanes CD7 last incarcerated year _x 4= 

"'"J Slamilly. .(. 0 54 ",'-'-"" a) Under 26 yrs. at reception +2 = 
b) Escape in last incarceration -)0. 8= 0]9 

0]11 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

b) Never married/com'mon law or 0 55 
marriage not intact +2 = 

CI Not high school graduate or G!:.D +2 = 0 56 
d) Not more than 6 months with one 

employer +2 = 0 57 
e) No military or not honorable 

discharge +2 = 0 58 

3. PriN EscaRes 
I 

c) No. of physical assaults on staff _x 8= 

d) No. of physical assaults un inma tes _x 4= 0]13 
e) No. of smuggling!trafficking drugs -" 4= LOIS 
f) No. of possessing deadly weapons _x 4= 0]17 
g) No. of inciting disturbance -'< 4= m I9 

a) No. of walkaways/escapes -'< 4= I 1
59 

h) No. of cause serious inlur:,.'assault _:-:16= m'21 

b) No. of breaGhed perimeter or 
=~ 

escape is comitting crime _:< 8= 161 
Total Unfavorable Points 

Favorable Prior BehaVior 
---

7. 
c) No. of escapes with force _)( 16= 163 al Successfully completed last four months in any 

minimum custody or successful dorm living last 
incarceration 

4. Holds and Detainers 

a) No. of holds where new prison 
sentence. deportation likely _x 

5. P~ior Sentences Served 

a) No. of jailor county juvenile of 
31"'- days (limit to 3) x 

b) No. of CYA. state level juvenile 
(limit to 3) _x 

c) No. of CDC, CRC. adult state 
.1" '"-. -federal level (limit to 3) _x. 

) , 

i) Total Sacllground Factors Score 

Werll S~ills 

Counselor's Signature: 

Institution Approved: Cat: 

I· I I H I ro 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 

• Explain Exceptional Placement: 

6= 
1
65 

2= CD67 

2= 169 

4= 171 
~ 

~ 173 

-4 
or successful minimum cusrody last year of in- or = 
carcera tion - 8 

b) No serious or malar IIS's la5t year of incarcera-
tion -4 = 

c) Full time wor :</school/'/(lc .. above a'/erage pro- -4 = 
gr •. m last incarceiated yl~ar 

Total Favorable Credits 

ii) Net Incarceration 8ena'/ior Score 
Until'lGrable mU1US Fa'lorable 

TOTAL COMBINED e.IICKGROUND F.~CTORS 

AND PRIOR INCARCERA nON SCORF. 

Supervisor's Signature: 

= + or -

= /1 

Date: __ _ 

CLASSIFICATION STAFF REPRESENTATIVE ACTION 

Exceptional 
CSR last Name: F.I Placement .. 

Oa te of Action: n: 
mo day year 

I I I I I I 10 L I I I 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 

~H I H I 
46 47 48 49 50 51 

INITIALS: I YEAR OF BIRTH: 

W\19W 
i 9 20 21 22 

CDC eJ9 \" •• 0 ac:) 
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Prior Incarceration Behavior Factors 

(1) Unfavorable prior behavior (Incidents and escapes) 
(2) Favorable prior behavior (Minimum security pl~cement, work programs) 
(3) Sentence modification changes. 

It is important to note that inmates are "rewarded" for positive behavior 
during previous incarcerations, which reduces the initial classification 
score. However, inmates also receive additional points (or are "penalized") 
for each prior jail, prison, or juvenile commitment. Thus, inmates receive 
points for multiple prison terms but may have negative points for evidence of 
good institutional conduct during these incarcerations. 

Once a final initial score is calculated, inmates are categorized 
according to four security levels (I-IV), with Level IV representing the 
hi ghest s'ecurity desi gnati on: 

Security Level Initial Classification Points 

Level I (Minimum) 0-19 points 
20-29 points 
30-49 points 

Level II (Low Medium) 
Leve 1 II I (Hi 9h ~Tedi urn) 
Level IV (Maximum) 50 or more points 

Inmates are then assigned to one of 14 
designation matching the inmate's security level. 
used to classify the institutions: 

prisons with a security 
The following criteria are 

Level I: 

Leve'J I I: 

Level III: 

Level IV: 

, 
Institutions with open dormitories ~{without a 
secure perimeter. 

Institutions with open dormitories ~~ 
) 

secure 
perimeters and armed coverage. 

Institutions with outside cell construction, fenced 
perimeter, and armed coverage. 

Institutions with walled perimeters, armed coverage, 
both inside and outside the facility, and inside cell 
c:onstructi on. 

Reclassification is used only to make adjustments in the initial 
classification point total. In contrast to the Illinois and Wisconsin 
systems, the original point total follows the inmate throughout imprisonment 
and can be modified at reclassification only by having points added or 
subtracted from the most recent tabulated score. This is an important 
distinction and, as will be discussed later, has important consequences for 
how quickly an inmate can move to a lower security level through good conduct. 
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Items used to reclassify are wholly measures of in-custodY behavior as 
documented since the last classification score (usually 12 months). The 
weighting of both unfavorable and favorable behavior, as shown on Form 840 
(Figure 21), is greater for the negative factors. In particular, inmates ca~ 
receive substantial points (16) for each incident of . possessing a deadly 
weapon and causing serious injury or assault .. Conversely, the weights for 
positive behavior range only between 2 and 4 points. 

Initial Classification Scoring Analysis 

Due to the unique structure of Californis's instruments, statistical 
analysis was performed on a data set differing from those used for Illinois 
and Wisconsin. California's Department of Corrections (CDC) maintains a 
classification data system that tracks both initial and reclassific~t1G~ 

scoring processes. CDC provided a copy of this data file, which included 
classification records on the agency's 45,000-inmate population as of June 30, 
1985. A subsample of 1,520 records was randomly drawn from the original 
population in order to conduct statistical analysis at reduced data processing 
costs. 

Table 16 presents descriptive and regression results for the initial 
classification items. The regression analysis is simply a stepwise regression 
of the 24 initial classification items' scores on the total initial classifi
cation score. This statistical technique is designed to hi~hlight those items 
on the instrument that "explain" the largest proportions of variance in 
initial classification scores. 

The most striking finding in this analysis is the dominating influence of 
the prison term item. It alone accounts for 79% of the variance in total 
score and has a mean point of 28, which far exceeds any other item. A few 
other items (prior prison terms, prior jail terms, number of holds and 
warrants, and major disciplinary reports from prior incarcerations) exert only 
minimal influenc~ on the initial scoring process. The remaining items have 
virtually no effect whatsoever . 
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Figure 21 

. CDC Reclassification Score Sheet 

o~TE Or ClJilRHH Rn'IEW: 
5. Unl;;~G;.bl( Se:":2,·iot Since Las! """iew 

a) No. Gf serio:Js or maior CDC llS's 

1:) No. of eSCiipes during curren: period 

c) No. of physical assaults on stat! 

d) No. of physical assaults on inmates 

e) No. of smuggling/traHicking in drugs 

f) No. of pcssessin, deadly weapons 

g) No. of inciting disturbance 

hl No. of cause serious injury/assaul~s 

~.L, r-~r .. r-f!-, 
~21 

__ x 4 =m27 

__ x 8=m29 

__ x 8 = m:31 

__ x 4 = m 33 

__ x 4 = m 35 

__ x 16 = m 37 

_-x 4 = m 39 

r-r:-141 
_-x 16 = LL-l 

(~ 
\ . .;./ il Total Unfa ... orable Points =+-

9. Favorable Behavior Sillce Last Rrtiew 

a) Cor.tinuous minimum custody 

b) Continuous dorm living 

c) 'to serious 125's 

di Above average. full time 
work/vocational/school program 

No. of 6 mo. periods 

__ x 
4 = I 1 143 

__ x 2 = I 1 145 
__ .x 2=OJ47 
__ x 2=m49 

ii) Total Favorable Credits = -
10. Computation of Classification Score 

a) Net Change = Unfavorable less favorable 

b) Any change for holds or detainers (6 points) ill 151 = + or -;::! :::;:::::;:::::::;. 
I I 1 154 

+ or - ~=*=::;=~. 

I I I lSi 
c) Any change of sentence points (~ points ,er !e..J., = 

d) Prior Classification Score = 
e) Adjusted Classification Score = I I (JSG, 

11. Current Placement 

2) Current institution/camp: 

mo Cia~ yr 

[IJ[T] I !21 

= 
= 

__ x 4 = m 27 
_ x 8 = I I J29 

_ x 8 = I I /31 
_x 4 =m33 
_x 4=0]35 
_ x 16 = j I 137 
__ x 4 =0]39 

_x 1s=1 I ~l 
-
= +.---

No. of 6 mo. p'eriods 

-- x 4 =1 I 143 

-- )( 2 = I 1 145 

-- x 2 =U.J47 

-- x 2 = I I 149 

= -

I I I 
I 

+ or - I I I 51 

= + or - I 1 I I~ I 

= I I I 137 
= I I 1 150 

1 1 I H I I] 53 

b) assigned custody: (e.g. MIN-A-RS) 

~I ::;::::I:=:::'::::;-,',H I I IS3 
1..-1 ....;...1 -.:..I_OITJ E~ I 1 I OITJS3 

c) Special custody housing: (SHU/MCU/PHU) 

d) Special case factors: 
.. -", 

( . e) Any chan,e in Minimum Release Date: 

--12. Stat! Signature: 

13. Auditor Signature: 

I I I i 75 
I I I I 7 =10 

I I 1 175 

I 1 I I 7 

! 1 CDCIJI0 

K CSR Action: 
a) Institution approyed: 
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Table 16 

California Initial Classification 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Classification Point Score 

by Classification Item 

Item 

Under age 26 at reception 
Assaulted inmate--prior incarc 
Assaulted staff--prior incarc 
Incite disturbance--prior incarc 
Drug traf/smug--prior incarc 
Escaped--prior incarc 
Caused se'rious injury-.. prior incarc 
Min cust or dorm--prior incarc 
# serious discip--prior incarc 
No serious disp--prior incarc 
Work, educ, voc credits 
Poss deadly weapons 
# prior prison incarcerations 
# prior cya prison incarcerations 
# prior escape w/force 
# holds at admission 
# prior jail sentences 
Prior escapes-breached perimeter 
No honorable disch military 
Not high school graduate 
Not 6 months employment 
# prior walkaways 
Never married 
DSL sentence points 

Total initial classification score 

N 

1519 
1519 
1519 
1519 
1519 
1519 
1423 
1521 
1520 
1520 
1520 
1519 
1521 
1519 
1519 
1519 
1520 
1519 
1520 
1519 
1520 
1519 
1519 
1520, 

1520 

Mean Score S.D. 

0.83 
0.22 
0.24 
0.08 
0.03 
0.15 
0.20 
0.67 
1. 55 
0.57 
0.32 
0.21 
2.89 
0.75 
0.04 
1. 36 
2.78 
0.44 
1.67 
1.15 
1.03 
0.77 
1. 34 

27.82 

43.58 

0.98 
1.26 
1.82 
0.64 
0.45 
1.11 
1. 97 
1.85 
4.27 
1. 39 
1.09 
1. 39 
3.89 
1.40 
0.82 
3.23 
2.39 
2.10 
0.73 
0.98 
0.99 
2.40 
0.93 

29.80 

31.65 

.. <a> Calculated using SAS GLM procedure. 
<b> Total does not equal 1.00 due to rounding. 
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0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.02 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.01 
0.00 
0.00 
0.01 
0.01 
0.01 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

, 0.01 
0.00 
0.79 

1.00<b> 
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Reclassification Scoring Analysis 

Analyzing California's reclassification instrument is more difficult, 
given CDC's structure of retaining the initial .score and allowing 
reclassification items only to increase or decrease the initial point total. 
The amount of points (both negative and posftive) that inmates receive at 
reclassification is first presented, followed by an analysis of how' these 
points affect the initial classification point total. 

Table 17 lists the 12 items used at reclassification and their descrip
tive statistics. Two items (change in holds and warrants and change in prison 
term score) merely represent modifications in the initial classification 
score, due to changes in the inmate's criminal case(s). It should also be 
noted that only 909 (or 60%) of the ~riginal 1,520 sample had reclassification 
scores, suggesting that reclassification has not occurred as frequently as 
designed'" 

Table 17 

Mean Scores of California's Twelve Reclassification Items 

Item N Mean Score S.D. 

Cum change for holds 908 -0.25 2.67 
Cum change for term 908 -2.86 16.17 
Assaulted inmate-cum, curr behavior 909 0.40 2.13 
Assaulted staff-cum, curr behavior 909 0.39 2.63 
Caused serious injury-cum, cuY'r behavior 909 0.38 3.80 
Incited disturbance-cum, curr behavior 909 0.11 1.04 
Continuous dorm living-cum, curro behavior 909 0.69 2.06 
Smuggled drugs-cum, curr behavior 909 0.08 0.87 
Escaped-cum, curr behavior 909 0.14 1. 23 
Continuous min cust-cum, curr behavior 909 0.68 3.05 
# serious discip-cum, curr behavior 909 7.91 12.47 
No serious discip-cum, curr behavior 909 5.26 8.15 

The most significant trend in Table 17 is that only two items (number of 
serious disciplinary reports and absence of serious disciplinary reports) 
demonstrate any substantial scoring power. However, are they sufficient to 
significantly mitigate the strong influence of the prison term item, which 
dominates the initial classification score? 

To test this proposition, a series of regression runs was conducted, 
incorporating both initial and reclassification items and using various 
measures of the inmate's current classification level score. The first 
regression integrates all the items on Forms 839 and 840 (Table 18). The first 
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five items entered into this regression equation show that prison term 
continues to explain an overwhelming proportion of the variation in current 
classification score, although at a reduced level. 

Table 18 

Cal Hornia 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Current Classification Score 

by Classification Item 

Item 

Prison term 
Major di~ciplinary reports--current incarceration 
Change in-prison term 
No major disciplinary reports--current incarceration 
Major disciplinary reports--prior incarceration 
Prior CDC commitments 
Current holds or detainers 

Total R2 for all 36 classification items 

0.38 
0.07 
0.02 
0.02 
0.01 
0.01 
0.01 

0.98 

<a> Calculated using SAS GLM procedure. Cases with missing reclassification 
data were deleted from the analysis. 

It could be argued that using the interval level point total may 
artificially inflate the importance of the prison term item. After all, it is 
classification level, not classification points, that is most relevant. 
Therefore, the ordinal classification level (I-IV) was substituted as the 
dependent variable in the equation. Despite this change, prison term was 
again found to dominate classification level designation (see Table 19). 
However, it is noteworthy that measures of current and prior incarceration 
behavior playa slightly more powerful role in this regression equation. 

Finally, it could be contended that prison term may have much to do with 
determining whether an inmate is housed in Level IV (maximum security) but 
have little importance in determining placement in Levels I, II, or III. To 
test this propo$ition~ the same regression analysis was conducted, deleting 

• the Level IV inmates to limit the analysis to inmates classified as Level I, 
II, and III. As shown in Table 20, the effect of prison term is reduced 
somewhat, but it continues to be the most influential item in determining 
classification level. Current institutional behavior items exert a greater 
influence but still remain less important than the prison term score. 

• 
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Table 19 

California 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Classification Level 

by Classification Item 

Item 

Prison term 
Major disciplinary reports--current incarc 
Current continuous dorm living 
Prison term change 
Current holds and detainers 

Total R2 lor all 36 classification items 

0.23 
0.07 
0.03 
0.01 
0.01 

0.77 

<a> Calculated using SAS GLM procedure. . Cases with missing reclassification 
data are deleted from the analysis. 

Item 

Prison term 

Table 20 

California 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Classification Level 

by Classification Item 
Excluding Level IV Inmates 

Major disciplinary tickets--current incarc 
Change 'i n pri son term 
No major disciplinary tickets--current incarc 
Prior CDC commitments 
Current holds and detainers 
Major disciplinary reports--prior incarc 

Total R2 for aii 36 classification items 

0.25 
0.15 
0.04 
0.05 
0.03 
0.03 
0.02 

0.82 

<a> Calculated using SAS GLM procedure. 
data are deleted from the analysis. 

Cases with missing reclassification 
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This pattern in California's scoring process indicates that its system is 
less sensitive to recent in-custody conduct when compared to the Illinois and 
Wisconsin systems, as described later in this chapter. It also means that 
inmates who receive lengthy sentences for murder, rape, and other serious 
crimes will have little opportunity to leave maximum security institutions for 
many years, regardless of their prison conduci or the amount of time left to 
serve on their sentences. By relying so extensively on prison· term, the 
courts, rather than corrections, are more influential in determining an 
inmate's classification level. This can be clearly seen by comparing the 
classification of the California inmates at intake ·versus current_. 
classification status (Table 21). The population shifts are quite mod~~t and /~~ 
illustrate how difficult it is, especially for Level IV inmates, to move out J~ 
of one's initial security level.<l> This feature of the California system has ~,~~ 
proved controversial among both inmates and staff. As a result of these --:;;y,7' 
findings, steps are now being taken to modify the reclassification form so ~~._ 
that the 'pervasive influence of the prison term item is lessened. ....v..-, ~--'J 

Table 21 

Comparison of California's Initial and Reclassification Levels 
(N = 909) 

Classification Level 

I 
II 
III 
IV 

Initial Classification 

16.9% 
25.2 
28.8 
29.0 

Illinois Classification Instruments 

Current Classification 

31. 5% 
19.6 
22.8 
26.1 

The Illinois classification system also consists of initial classifica
tion and reclassification instruments. Of the two, initial classification 
represents the more complex scoring proce5S and is discussed first. 

Initial classification actually consists of two instruments: (1) Adjust-
ment items and (2) Dangerous items (see Figure 22). The items and associated 
weights included in each of these two instruments are described briefly below: 

<1> A more detailed analysis of how inmates move from one level to another 
over time is presented in Chapter 3. 
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Adjustment Score Items 

(1) Prior convictions (age-weighted) 
(2) Violence ratio score (age-weighted) 
(3) Adjustment ratio score (age-weighted) 
(4) Prior escapes (yes = 5 pts., no = 0 pts.) 
(5) Current offense score (serious = 10 pts., non-serious = 0 pts.) 
(6) Prior parole supervision history (violator = 5 pts., non-violator = 

Opts.) 

Dangerous Score Items 

(1) Current offense seriousness (serious = 10 pts., non-serious = 
Opts.) 

(2) Employment score (unemployed = 10 pts., employed PT/FT = 0 pts.) 
(3)' Age at admission (under 22 = 7 pts.'J otherwise = 0 pts.) 
(4) Violent offense score (prior violent conviction = 5 pts., otherwise 

= 0 pts.) 
(5) Expected length of stay (greater than 3 years = 3 pts., otherwise = 

Opts.) 

Both adjustment and dangerous scores are calculated separately and then 
applied to the security designation matrix shown in Figure 23. Where an 
inmate falls within the matrix determines his aesignated security level 
(minimum, medium, maximum). 

A reclassification instrument (Figure 24) was implemented in 1984. 
Reclassification is expected to occur no later than six months after initial 
classification. Unlike initial classification, this process consists of a 
single form utilizing an additive scoring scale composed of the following 
items: 

(1) Number of days sentenced to segregation in the last six months (15 
or more = 20 pts., 5-14 = 10 pts., 0-4 = 0 pts.) 

(2) Current security level (maximum = 7 pts., otherwise = 0 pts.) 

(3) Number of primary assignments in last six months (7 or more = 10 
pts., otherwise = Opts.) 

(4) Current age (22 or less = 3 pts., otherwise = 0 pts.) 

(5) Prior escapes (lor more = 6 pts., otherwise = 0 pts.) 

(6) Current offense score (crime of violence = 3 pts., otherwise = 
Opts.) 

(7) Documented gang activity (yes = 2 pts., otherwise = 0 pts.) 
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Figure 23 
CODE SHEET C 

SECURITY LEVEL DESIGNATION. 

Initial Reception Classification Matrix 

Dangerous Scale 

Low 
(0 - 17) 

Moderate 
(18-21 ) 
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• 
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Maximum = 2 

Medium = S, 4, J 

Minimum = 6, 7 
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(22 + 

1 

2 
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2 

I 

Decision. Logic: I: the inmate is under 21 and first cor...rnir:ment or had a 
poor prior instir:ur:ionalization, then securir:y level is 4; other~ise 

security level is 5. 

Q1:rf 
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determine 

total score 
the inmate's 

Points 

0-3 
4-12 
13-17 
18-23 
24 plus 

is 
new 

then applied to the following refined scale to 
security level: 

Security 

~1inimum 

Low medium 
Medium 
High medium 
Maximum 

Note that the initial classification score influences the reclassification 
score only to the extent that the inmate's current classification score is 
accounted for. 

'" 

Initial Classification Scoring Analysis 

The adjustment and dangerous instruments were first analyzed separately, 
as shown in Table 22. This st~tistical analysis is based upon the 1,333 
admission sample. Again, the approach was to present descriptive statistics 
for each classification item and then conduct regression analysis to ascertain 
which items explained the greatest amount of val'iance in the total score. 

As indicated in Table 22, the adjustment score is driven primarily by two 
factors: the age-weighted burglary/theft item and the age-weighted prior 
convictions item. These two items account for 75% of the variance in the 
total adjustment score, and they also are the most heavily weighted items. 
On the other hand, the dangerous score is driven principally by three items: 
severity of the instant offense, employment history at admission, and age at 
admission. 

Since both of these scores are applied independently to the security 
designation matrix, the next step was to learn which of the two initial 
classification instruments--as well as which specific items--is most important 
in the scoring process. Table 23 presents a regression analysis in which all 
11 items from both initial classification scales are used to predict security 
level. Note that unlike the previous regression, the R2 does not reach 1.00 
due to a change in how the dependent variable is measured (security level 
rather than tota1 points), which produces substantial error in the regression 
estimates. Nevertheless, the analysis does provide a rank ordering of the 
variables most predictive of the initial score. 

Somewhat surprisingly, the first four items from the dangerous score 
SUbcomponent dominate the scoring process: (1) current offense seriousness, 
(2) employment history, (3) current age, and (4) violent offense score. Only 
three of the six adjustment score items are entered into the regressiofl 
equation, and they exert minimal influence. 
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Table 22 

Illinois Initial ~lassification 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Classification Point 

by Classification Items 

Item N Mean Score 

I. Adjustment Score 

Prior convictions 1333 5.34 
Violence ratio score 1333 1.40 
Burg'lary/Theft ratio score 1333 8.60 
Prior escapes 1333 0.42 
Current offense score 1333 8.93 
Prior supervision history 1333 2.83 

Total 27.52 

II. Dangerous Score 

Current offense seriousness 1333 3.50 
Employment 1333 6.53 
Current age 1333 2.51 
Violence offense score 1333 1.64 
Expected length of stay 1333 0.55 

Total 14.7 

<a) Calculated using SAS GLM procedure. 
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S.D. R2<a> • 
31. 5 .17 
3.29 .09 • 59.16 .59 
1.39 .02 
3.09 .08 
2.48 .05 

90.66 1.00 • 

4.77 .32 • 4.76 .39 
3.36 .18 
2.35 .09 
1.16 .02 

8.12 1.00 • 
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Table 23 

Illifl9is 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Initial Security Level 

by All Initial Classification Items 

Initial Classification Items<a> 

Current offense seriousness (0) 
Employment history (0) 
Current age (0) 
Violent offense score (0) 
Prior supervision history (A) 

_ Current offense score (A) 
Expected length of stay (0) 
Violence ratio score (A) 
Prior escapes 

Total 

<a> (A) = Adjustment scale item 
(0) = Dangerous scale item 

<b> Calculated using SAS GLM procedure. 

.22 

.14 

.07 

.04 

.06 

.02 

.02 

.00 

.00 

.57 

The apparent contradiction between the higher weights assigned to an 
inmate by the adjustment score subcomponent and its lack of influence on final 
security designation is explained by the structure of the matrix itself. 
Individual -adjustment and dangerous scores are used simply to place an inmate 
in a particular cell, which discounts the actual point total generated from 
either the adjustment or the dangerous scale. Thus, the matrix is designed to 
give greater influence to the dangerous score at the expense of the adjustment 
score. This relationship can be seen more clearly by regressing the total 
dangerous and adjustment scores on the dependent security level score (Table 
24). In this analysis, the total dangerous score completely dominates the 
influence of the adjustment score on the initial security decision. 
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Tab1e 24 

Illinois 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Initial Security Level 

by Dangerous and Adjustment Score 

Total Dangerous Score 
Total Adjustment Score 

Total 

<a> Calculated using SAS GLM procedure. 

.48 

.00 

.48 

From a prison management point of view, this analysis shows that maximum 
security facilities will tend to house younger inmates (under age 22) with 
poor employment histories and convictions for serious violent offenses.<l> 
Also at issue is the appropriateness of weighting so heavily an inmate's 
employment record, which is difficult to measure but plays such a powerful 
role in the scoring process. 

Reclassification Scorinq Analysis 

In contrast to the initial classification instrument, analysis of the 
factors driving reclassification is much more straightforward. The instrument 
is designed to be driven primarily by inmate behavior, and achieves this 
objective. As shown in Table 25, the two items explaining the greatest 
percentage of variance (76%) are days in segregation and number of work 
assignments. The latter item is intended to reward inmates for maintaining a 
stable work or program record and discourage unnecessary transfers of unstable 
or manipulative inmates. The other items, with the exception of documented 
gang activities, are those also found on the initial classification instrument 
and serve to restrain rapid movement to classification levels lower than the 
initial security designation score. 

<1> Illinois has since modified its instrument to reduce the influence of 
age. Agency officials believe it is important to maintain a mix of 
youthful and older inmates in all institutions in order to decrease the 
potential for violence. 
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Table 25 

Illinois Rec1assificatio~ 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Rec1assificat~on Score 

by Classification Item 

Item 

Days in segregation 
(in last six months) 

Current security level 
Number of primary assignments 

(in last six months) 
Curr..ent age 
Prior escapes 
Current offense 
Gang activities 

Total reclassification score 

N 

1333 
1333 

1333 
1333 
1333 
1333 
1333 

<a> Calculated using SAS GlM procedure. 

Mean Score S.D. 

1.67 5.06 
1.64 2.96 

2.12 4.09 
1.11 1.45 
0.14 0.92 
2.68 0.93 
0.21 0.61 

9.59 9.13 

.43 

.15 

.33 

.04 

.02 

.02 

.01 

1.00 

A·lthough these reclassification variables are intended to slow movement 
to lower security levels, substantial reductions in security level over time 
can be observed. Table 26 compares initial classification and reclassifica
tion scores for the Illinois admission cohort and shows major increases in the 
minimum security level, along with associated decreases in the maximum 
security level. This downward movement in security level is caused by inmates 
maintaining good conduct records as evidenced by an absence of segregation 
days and/or stability in work assignments. It also suggests that the initial 
instrument may be assigning maximum security to many inmates who will not 
demonstrate disruptive behavior during their imprisonment. However, compared 
to the California system, the Illinois reclassification system allows greater 
movement at reclassification. 
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Table 26 

Comparison of Illinois Initial and Reclassification Scores 
(N = 1333) 

Mi n'lmum 
Medium-Low 
Medium 
Medium-High 
Maximum 

Initial Classification 

8.48% 
22.36 
19.95 
25.58 
23.63 

Reclassification<a> 

38.41% 
31.81 
15.90 
5.85 
8.03 

<a> For - most cases, reclassification occurred six months after initial 
classification. 

Wisconsin Classification System 

As previously noted, Wisconsin adopted the National Institute of 
Corrections (NrC) Custody Determination Model. This system was first used by 
the agency in November 1982. Approximately six months into implementation, 
however, minor modifications were made to instructions regarding the prior 
offense item on both the initial and reclassification scales. In 1984, more 
significant changes were introduced. These changes focused on three issues. 
First, offense severity ratings (both current and prior) were expanded to 
include a measure of the length of time served. This change was designed to 
slow the movement of assaultive offenders to lower custody levels. Second, 
escape history definitions were altered to cover all escape attempts within 
two years rather than a one-year period. Finally, weights associated with 
disciplinary reports on the reclassification scale were modified to increase 
emphasis on serious infractions and decrease the influence of minor reports on 
classification decisions. 

Due to these changes, analyses of the Wisconsin experience include 
comparisons of the two scales used and discussion of the impact of changes 
made to the original NrC instruments. To aid understanding of subsequent 
discusson of the Wisconsin scales, items changed are presented in both their 
original and revised forms in Table 27. 

The NrC initial classification format includes eight items, four of which 
measure prior assaultive behavior or prior escape attempts. The remaining 
items were selected based on either demonstrated relationships with behavior 
in prison or general agreement among correctional administrators that such 
factors ~ be considered in assigning custody levels. A score of ten or 
higher on the first four items (assau1tiveness indicators) results in a 
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CHANGES HADE TO CLASSIFICATION SCALES 
IN WISCONSIN 

( .. ..J 

ORIGINAL ITEMS 

INITIAL CLASSIFICATION 
History of Institutional Violence 

None o 
Assault and battery not involving use of 

a weapon or resulting in serious injury. 3 

N 
.p. 

Assault and battery involving use of a 
weapon and/or resulting in serious 
injury or death . . . . . . . . • . 

Severity of Current Offense 

Low or Moderate 

Moderate • . • 

o lIi.gh. • 

2 lIigher. 

Prior Assaultive Offense lIistory 

None. Low. or Low High. . 
Moderate. . . . . . ·0 

Moderate. . . 2 Highest 

Escape History 

No escapes or attempts • . . . . • • 

An escape or attempt from minimum or 
below custody. no actual or 
threatened violence 

Over 1 year ago 
Within last year • 

. 

. 

. . 

. . 

An escape or attempt from medium or above 
confinement, or an escape from minimum 
or below custody with actual or 
threatened violence: 

Over 1 year ago 
Within the last year 

7 

4 

6 

" 
6 

o 

1 
3 

5 
7 

REVISED ITEMS 

History of Institutional Violence 

None o 
Assault and battery not involving use of a 

weapon or resulting in serious injury. . . • . .. 3 

Participation in institution disturbance or not. •• 5 

Assault and battery involving use of a weapon 
and/or resulting in serious injury or death. . 7 

Severity of Current Offense 

Low or Moderate • . 

Noderate 

1 

2 

High .• 

Higher . 

lIighest(over 7 years served) .• 
(under 7 years served) .• 

Severity of Other Offenses 

Low . 

Moderate. . 

1 

2 

lIighest(over 7 years served) 

High • 

Higher • 

(under 7 years served) • • . • 

Escape History 

3 

5 

• 7 
. .10 

3 

5 

7 
• .10 

No escapes or attempts. • • . .• . ..• 0 

An escape or attempt from minimum or 
below custody. no actual or 
threatened violence 

Over 2 years ago . • . 1 
Within last 2 years. . 3 

An escape-or attempt from medium or above 
confinement, or an escape from minimum 
or below custody with actual or 
threatened violence: 

Over 2 years ago. . . . . . . . . . .• 1 
Within the last 2 years or 2 or more 
escapes from any level within last 5 yrs. ~ 

• 
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CHANGES NADE TO CLASSIFICATION SCALES 
IN WISCONSIN 

ORIGINAL ITEHS 

RECLASSIFICATION 

• 

History of Institutional Violence 

None 

Assault and battery not involving use of 
a weapon or resulting in serious injury. 

Assault and battery involving use of a 
weapon and/or resulting in serious 
injury or death . . . . . . . . • 

Severity of Current offense 

Low or Low Moderate .•• 0 High •.• 

Highest. • Hoderate • . 1 

Prior Assaultive Offense History 

None, Low or Low 
Moderate. o High .. 

Hoderate I Highest 

Escape History 

No escapes or attempts . . . . . . . 

An escape or attempt from minimum or 
below custody, no actual violence: 

Over I year ago 

Within the last year 

An escape or attempt from medium or above 
confinement, or an escape from minimum 
or below custody with actual or 
threntcncd violence: 

• • • 

o 

3 

7 

3 

4 

3 

4' 

3 

-1 

1 

• • 

REVISED ITENS 

"is tory of Institutional Violence 

None 

Assault and battery not involving use of 
a weapon or resulting in serious injury. 

Participation in institution disturbance 
or riot • • • • • • . • . . 

o 

3 

5 

Assault and battery involving use of a weapon 
and/or resulting in serious injury or death. . 7 

Severity of Current Offense 

Low or Moderate 

Moderate 

1 

2 

lIighest(over 7 years served). 
(under 7 years served) 

Severity of Other Offenses 

High 

Higher .. 

None. o Low'. 

~10derate . 

Higher 

2 High: 

5 

Highest(over 7 years served. 
(under 7 years served) 

Escape History 

3 

5 

7 
10 

1 

3 

7 
. 10 

No escapes or attempts . . • . . . . . . . . . . 0 

An escape or attempt from minimum or below 
custody, no actual or threatened violence: 

Over 2 years ago . . . • . 
Within the last 2 years •.. 

An escape or attempt from medium or above 
confinement, or an escape from minimum 
or below custody with actual or 
threntened violence: 

• • • • 

I 
3 

• 
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CHANGES HADE TO CLASSIFICATION SCALES 
IN \HSCONSIN 

ORIGINAL !TENS 

RECLASSIFICATION 
Escape History (Contld) 

Over 1 year ago 

Within the last year. 

Number of Disciplinary Reports 

None in last 13-18 months 

None in last 7-12 months. 

None in last 6 months 

One in last 6 months. 

Two or more in last 6 months. 
Sub Total 

5 

7 

. -5 

-3 

. -1 

o 
4 

Most Severe Disciplinary Disposition Received 
(Last 18 months) 

None . • . • • • • 0 Minor. . . . • .. 2 

Major 7 

Current Detainer 

None, or prosecution/extradition 
not indicated ...... . 

Nisdemeanor-extradition/prosecution 
indicated • • . • . . . • . . 

Felony-extradition/prosecution 
indicated . . . . . . • . . 

o 

3 

5 

REVISED ITEMS 

Over 2 years ago · . . . . · . . . . . 5 

Within the last 2 years or 2 or more escapes 
from any level within last 5 years 
incarceration · . . . . · . . . . . . 7 

Institution Conduct (Major) 

Major Conduct Penalties(add) Good Conduct Credit(select) 
Last 6 months x 3 No major penalties in 
Last 6-l2months x 2 6 mos. -1 
Last 6-l8months x 1 No major penalties in 

12 mos. -2 
No major penalties in 

18 mos. = -3 
Sub Tl'tal 

Institution Conduct (Minor) 
Minor Conduct Penalties Within Last 6 Months 

None ~ -1; 1 or 2 = 0; 3 or 4 = +1; 5 or more = +2 

Current Detainer 

Current or prosecution extradition not 
indicated . . • . . • • • . . . . 

Misdemeanor-extradition/prosecution 

o 

indicated • . . • • • . . •.• • . . . • . . . . 3 

Felony-extradition/prosecution 
indicated • . . • . . • • • . . • . • . • . . . 5 

For higher offense •..... 7 
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maximum custody rating. If an inmate receives a lower score on these factors, 
the remalnlng items are completed and custody assignments are determined by 
totaling the scores for all eight factors. In many respects, this system is 
comparable to that used in Illinois, where dangerous and adjustment measures 
are computed separately and custody decisions are ultimately based on both 
measures. 

Cutoff points for both the original and revised Wisconsin scales are 
presented below: 

Initial Classification 

Maximum: 

~1edi urn: 
Minimum: 

Maximum: 

Hedium: 
~'inimum: 

Original Scale 

Ten or more paints, first 
four items 

7-22 
6 or fewer points 

Reclassification 

Original Scale<l> 

Ten or more points, first 
four items or 17 or more 
pOints, total score 

9-16 
8 or fewer points 

Revised Scale 

Ten or more points, first 
four items or 17 or more 
points, total score 
8-16 
7 or fewer points 

Revised Scale 

Ten or more points, first 
four items, £! 17 or more 
points, total score 

8-16 
7 or fewer points 

The initial and reclassification forms currently used in Wisconsin are 
presented in Figures 25 and 26. 

Initial Classification Scoring Analysis 

Separate regressions were conducted using both versions of the initial 
classification instruments (Tables 28 and 29). In addition, descriptive 
statistics were computed to provide an overall indication of how Wisconsin 
inmates score on each item. These statistics are based on separate admission 
samples drawn from Wisconsin's information system. 

<1> Second version. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES 
DlVls,on 01 CorreCI,ons 
DOC·113(Rev 1,801) 

Inmale Name - Lasl F,rs!. MI (1-191 

Figure 25 

ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION 

INITIAL INMATE CUSTODY RATING 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
Aam,n,SI'al 'If' COOf

Ct'::;P:f-' HSS 3C: 

Caseworker - Lasl Name Only r:?8·ol2) Dale MdIIlH! C('n1:l:l'It"J (.I).ol81 
,M.:>·Day. YI I 

RATING FACTORS Select a riale answer & enter associated value in score column.) 

Dale aneFor Rem<lrkS 

,., ..... ,. 

HISTORY OF I!\;STlTUTIONAL ViOLENCE (Re .. ··"'·. ·n.j . ~:_., < '"~t.:;.> ::.,'C~ "'CO,;-,C.:;1 nCilrce:al on !e--
f've years pr or Ie trl"S class"h::;1!'oil ) 

None 
Assault and battery "Ol,n"lol",ng .;se 01 a wl'apon or res,-':";; r. SE-r O:;S .n!Urf 
Partlclpallon 'n InS;II~I'on C'SlurDance C!r r,OI 
Assa;J1I and bar;e'~' ·nvcl .. · ng use of a \""t:apon ar,d :', res...;!t "g r 5(!!"O~S ·n!.Jp!' or aea:t, 

2. SEVERITY OF CURRENT CF'FENSE (Refer 10 Itle SE-"ef'!) ;:;! O!!~-'~l' St:alt:: Score; !hl: mos! Sff'OLJfi (lllen~t' 01 
Ihe mOSI cur'enl con'I'CI'Or: 1 

o 
3 
:; 

SCORE 

\ . · '.';.- . Low or Low Mooerare 1 Hlgr, . 
Higher ... 

3 
5 

H'gtiesl (over 7 years serveol 7 

• 

• 

• 

• , 
/ 

• 

• 

• 

' .. Moderare <0 •• ,.. .. .......... .......... 2 (under 7 years sl'lI;;;d) 10 

3. SEVERITY OF OTHER OFFENSES (Score Ihe mOSl severe n ·r.r~a!e S hls!ory ReIer Ie l'1e Se','er::y 01 Olfense 

Scale and apply 10 all ollenses. excepllhe currenl cllense 01 n..;mber 3 above) None . .. 0 
Low ......................................... 1 High. 3 Highesl (over 7 iears serveo) 7 
Moderale .... . ..... 2 Higher.. 5 (:;ncer 7 years ser"e~:) .. 10 

4 ESCAPE HISTORY {Rare laSI 5 years of incarceration IncL.;d·~g d'sc'phncHt! n::~gs·1 no ,Ou'l tnlerver.;,en I 
No escapes or allempls 
An escaee or allemp: from mtnlm-.;m or below c~slody. no ac: _a l or IhreaifneC .... olence 

Over 2 years ago 
W,:n,n !h~ laSI 2 yea"s 

An escace or arre;.>p: Irom medium or above con!,nemer.i or a~ escape from :Tl'nln);;m or below cuslody Wllh 
aClual or Ihrea!ened 'J'olence: 

Over 2 years ago .. ..... . ............................ . 
W,lh,n Ihe laSI 2 years or 2 or more escapes Irom any level,'; :n-n Ihe lilSI :; years 

MAXIMUM CUSTODY SCOR: (Add Ilems 1 Ihrough 4) 

II (il score IS 10 or ove~. fa:e as maXImum cuslody. If score 5 ";',Ger 10. complele items 51~,ru.;gh 8 and use 
C,;slody Scale belo· ... , 

5. ALCOHOl/DRUG ,;BUSE {Score based on need assessment I 
None ........... . 

0 

3 

5 
7 

o 
Abuse alleCllng one or more hIe ar~as .................................... . • ............................................. 1 

Seflous abuse alleCI:ng several life areas .......................... .. 

6 CURRENT DETAINER 
None. or prOSecul,Onlexlradlr:on nOI Indlcaled 
M,sdemeaoor 'ex lr ad·:.o"'prosecullon Indica led 
Felcny·exlraa.l:on!prosec..:llon InOlealed . 

For higher ol!E:nse 

7. PRIOR ;:ELONY CO~NiCT!ONS (NOI counltng currenl olle-s"s ror Ih,s .ncarceral.Or. ) 
None ...... .. a One ... 2 Two or morr: 

8. STABILITY FACTORS (Tolal) 
Age 26 or over .. .. ... 
Hlgn school diploma or GED received . 
Employed or allendlng school (lull or pilrl·llme) lor Sl) monms or Ir,"ger al lime 01 arreSI 

SCORE (Add Ilems I Ihrough 8) 

CUSTODY SCALE 
Maximum/close ................................................. 17 or more 
Medium ........................................................................ 8·16 
Minimum ............................................................... 7 or leas 
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3 

a 
3 
5 
7 

-2 
-1 
-1 

TOTAL SCORE 

Form 

:'11. 

';'L ~';I 

.~,; 5~1 

'i .. S.'J 

.~, 

' .. 91 

(.1)/ 

1'.1 ~71 

.'/1 (,.61 

I 

'~~I 



Figure 26 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES 
DivISion 01 CorroclJon~ 
DOC·ll-1 (He'l 1104) 

PROGRAM REVIEW 

INMATE CUSTODY RATING 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
AdminiSlralive Code 

Chapler HSS 302 

Inmale Name - Lasi. FirSI. MI (1-19) J Case NumbE:r·(20·25} InSlilution Code (26·2'7) 

Caseworker - Lasl N<Jme Only (2B·42) Date RatlnCJ Complp.fed (4:l.4i3) 
(Mo/Day/Yr) 

RATING FACTORS Select appropriate an8wer & enter associated value In score column.) 

Dale <Jnd/or Rem<Jrks 1. HISTORY OF Ir~STlTUTION/,L VIOLEt~CE (Revle, .. IndlVJd;;ar~ en::re ~a::vg~::l';"'c ot In::arceratlon lor 
live years prior 10 :1'1,$ class.l,calJon.) 

None .............................................................................................. .. 
Assault and ban~rf not Invol'w'rng L:S'!:: o! a VI(:apon or res..:!:.n; lr. se~;'J~5. In!..;"..,. ........................................................ . 

Parliclpatlon tn InSlJlullon dlSI.;rbance or riot .................................................................................................................. .. 
Assaull and batl!:ry Inv"IIlIng use 01 a weaO::ln and/or resullmg In seriOus InI';~Y or deattl ..................................... . 

2. Old above assaull occur w.!l'lin las: elgn:een m::lnths? 
Yes ................................................... 3 N::l .................................. 0 

3. SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFErIS: (Rr:ler t::l thE': Se'/ent)' 0: O:lens!: S::ale S:::Ye Ihe most serious oflense of 
Ihe mosl currenl convlC!lon.} 

0 
3 
5 
7 

Low or Low I.-Ioderale ................. 1 High .............................. 3 H.g"1es: (over 7 years served) ............. 7 

Moderale ........................................ '2 H.gher ........................... 5 (under 7 years served) .......... 10 

4. SEVERITY OF OTHER OFFENSES (Score :he most severe In In~ale's n,Slor.,. ;:jefer 10 me Seveflly 01 Oflense 

Scale and apply 10 all of!enses. cxceo: :~e curren: oHense 0: num:Jer 3 a:Jove) None ......................................... 0 
Low.................................................. , H.gh .............................. 3 Hlg~es: (over 7 years served) ............. 7 
Moderale ........................................ 2 Higner .......................... 5 (unCler 7 years served) .......... 10 

SCORE (Add Items 1 thro'.Jgh~) 

(If score is 10 or over, ra:e as maXlmUr:1 C'.JSlody t! score IS un:le~ 10. COr:1;>le:e lIems 5 II'lrougl'l9 and use' 
Custody Scale below.) 

5. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rale laSI 5 ~'ca's 0: tncarceratlon Including d:sClpl:nary f,":;llngs II no court intervenlion.) 
No escapes or aHemp:s ................................................................................................................................................................. 0 
An escape or attempl from minimum or below custody. no a::t:.:a! or :hreatenec Violence: 

Over 2 years ago .......................................................................................................................................... :................................ 1 

Wllh,n Ihe last 2 years ........................... ..................................................................................................................................... 3 
An escape or attempt from medium or above confinement. or an escape ftom minimum or below custody with 
aClual or threalened v.olence: 

Over 2 years ago ........................................................................................................................................................................... 5 
Within 1M lasl2 years or 2 or more escapes from any level ..... ,lhin last 5 years incarceralion ............................... 7 

6. fNSTlTUTlON CONDUCT (Major) 
Major Conduci Penaliles (add) 

Last 6 monlhs ___ x 3 __ _ 
Last 6·12 monlhs ___ x 2 __ _ 

Last 12·18 months ___ x 1 

SubTotal 

7. INSTITUTION CONDUCT (Minor) 

Good Conduci Credll (selecl) 
No malor penaliles in 6 mos. = -1 
No maior penalties In 12 mos. = - 2 
No major penallies ,n 18 mos. = -3 
+ SubTotal __ _ 

Minor Conduci Penallies Wilh," Last 6 Monlhs 
. None == - 1: 1 or 2 = 0; 3 or 4 "" + 1: 5 or more = + 2. 

8. CURRENT DETAINER 

None. or proseculion/exlradillon nOI indicated .................................................................................................................... .. 
Misdemeanor'exlradllion/prosecullon indicated ............................ : ..................................................................................... . 
Felony·extradilion/prosecutlon indicated ............................................................................................................................... . 

For hillher olfense .................................................................................................................................................................... . 

9. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS (Not counting current o!!enses for this incarceration.) 
None ............................................. 0 One ............................................... 2 Two or mora ............................. .. 

Total 

0 
3 
5 
7 

4 

SCORE (Add ilems 1 Ihrough 9) TOTAL SCORE 

eUSTaCY SCALE 

Maxtmum/cto.o ................................................. 17 or more Form Coda 
Medium ........................................................................ 8.16 
Mlntmum ............................................................... 7 or I" •• 

,..,n 

SCORE 

,491 

I~I 

1511 

1~59) 

(001 

loll 

162) 

lOS) 
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Table 28 

Wisconsin Initial Classiffcation 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Classification Point Score 

by Original Initial Classification Item 

Item 

Prior assaultive offense history 
Alcohol/drug abuse 
Severity of current offense 
Current detainer 
Stability factors 
Prior felony convictions 
E!')cape hfstory 
History of institutional violence 

Total initial classification score 

N 

2713 
2713 
2713 
2713 
2713 
2713 
2713 
2713 

<a> Calculated using SPSS regression procedure. 
<b> Total does not equal 1.00 due to rounding. 

Table 29 

Mean 

1.18 
1.38 
3.02 
0.33 

-1. 35 
1. 21 
0.18 
0.12 

5.38 

Wisconsin Initial Classification 

S.D. 

1.67 
1.31 
1.70 
1.07 
1.34 
1.61 
0.79 
0.79 

3.70 

Percent of Variation (R2) in Classification Point Score 
by Revised Initial Classification Item 

Item 

Severity of other offenses 
Escape history 
Alcohol/drug abuse 
Severity of current offense 
Current detainer 
Prior felony convictions 
Stability factors 
History of institutional violence 

Total initial classification score 

-----,---

N 

2505 
2505 
2505 
2505 
2505 
2505 
2505 
2505 

<a> Calculated using SPSS regression procedure. 
<b> Total does not equal 1.00 due to rounding. 
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Mean 

1. 91 
0.45 
1.41 
2.78 
0.24 
1. 31 

-1.45 
0.18 

5.56 

S.D. 

1.42 
1. 34 
1.34 
1. 53 
1.04 
1. 70 
1.34 
0.89 

3.64 

.43 

.11 

.10 

.07 

.06 

.13 

.05 

.04 

1. OO<b> 

.36 

.12 

.10 

.09 

.09 

.07 

.12 

.06 

1.00<b> 
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On both scales, the severity of offenses (other than the committing 
offense) is the item that most influences custody ratings. The changes in 
definitions and weights for this item, severity of current offense, and escape 
history that were introduced in 1984 appear to have had little impact on 
overall scores. The revisions do, however, result in a more even distribution 
of the explanation of total score variance among classification items. The 
amount of variance explained by the first three items entered decreases by 7% 
for the revised instrument. The correlation between escape history and total 
score increases significantly (+.108), indicating that lengthening the time 
considered strengthens the influence of this item. 

Interestingly, the mean score on both scales is below the cutoff points 
used to differentiate between medium and minimum security inmates. This may 
signal a need to revise cutoff points downward in order to effect a better 
distribution of inmates in medium and maximum custody. A high override rate, 
reported since implementation of the system, indicates general staff 
dissatisfaction with custody ratings and is, perhaps, additional evidence of 
the need for lower cutoff points. 

The next step of the analysis was to determine how individual scale 
factors relate to custody level assignment. Again, regression analysis was 
used, with the dependent variable identified as the custody level assigned. 
The results of this regression are presented in Table 30. 

Table 30 

Wisconsin 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Custody level Assignments 

by Classification Item 

Item 

Severity of current offense 
Current detainer 
History of institutional violence 
Severity of other offenses 
Escape history 
Stability factors 
Prior felony convictions 
Alcohol/drug abuse 

<a> Calculated using SPSS regression procedure. 
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.14 

.04 

.03 

.02 

.01 

.00 

.00 

.00 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 
..• "":''\. 

I · '~~.:/ 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Due to the high override rate in Wisconsin, only 26% of the variance in 
custody assignments is explained by scale items. The severity of the current 
offense, followed by the existence of a detainer and a history of 
institutional violence, exhibit the greatest influence on custody level 
assignments. These items, together with length of sentence, have 
traditionally been used in corrections to set custody levels. 

To further analyze custody assignments, the score attained from the first 
four items (the assaultiveness/current offense scale) was tested against the 
combined score of the remaining scale items. Table 31 clearly indicates .the 
measures of assaultiveness have more influence than other items on actual 
assignments. This finding parallels results of the analysis of the dangerous 
and adjustment instruments in Illinois. In Illinois, a custody assignment 
matrix is used to increase the role of the dangerous instrument; in Wisconsin, 
the assaultiveness scale dominates placement decisions, without the use of a 
placement-grid. Unlike California, both Illinois and Wisconsin rely little on 
sentence length. 

Table 31 

Wisconsin 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Actual Custody level Assignments 

by Classificatton Item 

Item 

Assaultive items score .19 

Other factors score .01 

<a> Calculated using SPSS regression procedure 

Reclassification Scoring Analysis 

The NIC reclassification process intentionally shifts emphasis from 
predictive items to factors that describe the actual behavior of individual 
inmates. Thus, the system assumes a "just desserts" approach to 
classification: Inmates who exhibit serious disciplinary problems will 
receive higher custody scores, while inmates who adjust well to prison will 
obtain reduced scores at reclassification. 

As expected, on the original NIC custody scale, the frequency and the 
severity of d'/sciplinary infractions account for nearly two-thirds of the 
variance in total scores. Past assaultive behaviors recorded both in the 
institution and in the community also have considerable influence on total 
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scores and, when combined with the number and frequency of disciplinaries and 
prior escape attempts, explain 90% of the variance in custody ratings at 
reclassification. 

As noted earlier, Wisconsin introduced changes to the reclassification 
instrument in 1984, with the intention of,decreasing the role of minor 
misconduct reports in the classification process and slowing the movement of 
assaultive offenders to lower custody levels. Both objectives were' achieved 
to some extent. The number of major misconduct reports continues to drive 
reclassification scores, but the new scoring system greatly decreases the role 
of minor incidents. The effect of this change, combined with the impact of 
changes in weights associated with prior record, has been to increase the 
influence of past offense items on total scores. In addition, the proportion 
of inmates rated close/maximum at reclassification rose from 7.6 to 25.5% 
after the scale was revised (see Tables 32 and 33). 

Table 32 

Wisconsin Reclassification 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Classification Point Score 

by Ori~inal Classification Item 

Item 

Most serious disciplinary 
Number of disciplinaries 
Assaultive offense history 
History of institutional violence 
Escape history 
Prior felony co~victions 
Severity of current offense 
Current detainer 
Recency of institutional assault 

Total reclassification score 

N 

1949 
1919 
1949 
1949 
1949 
1949 
1949 
1949 
1949 

<a> Calculated usjng SPSS regression procedure. 
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Mean 

3.30 
0.03 
0.74 
0.40 

-2.69 
1. 72 
2.09 
0.19 
0.09 

5.85 

S.D. 

3.11 
3.13 
1.24 
1.30 
1. 27 
1. 76 
1.43 
0.91 
0.50 

6.21 

.55 

.11 

.14 

.05 

.04 

.04 

.04 

.02 

.01 

1.00 
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Table 33 

Wisconsin Reclassification 
Percent of Variation (R2) in Classificatio~ 

by Revised Classification Item 

Item N 

Institutional conduct--major 
incidents 4511 

Severity of other offenses 4511 
History of institutional violence 4511 
Severity of current offense 4511 
Prior felony convictions 4511 
Escape history 4511 
InstitutHmal conduct--minor 

incidents 4511 
Current detainer 4511 
Recency of institutional violence 4511 

Total reclassification score 

<a> Calculated using SPSS regression procedure. 
<b> Total does not equal 1.00 due to rounding. 

Classification and Race 

Mean 

0.46 
1.00 
0.31 
1. 98 
1.74 

-2.73 

3.84 
0.16 
0.06 

6.74 

Score 

S.D. R2<a> 

3.15 .61 
1.28 .17 
1.15 .06 
1. 39 .04 
1. 75 .04 
1.21 .03 

3.09 .02 
0.83 .01 
0.42 .01 

6.39 1. OO<b> 

A recurring legal and management issue pertaining to inmate 
classification has centered on the role of race asa decision-making criterion 
and, thus, deserves special attention in analyzing any prison classification 
system. Many court rulings have commented or found that race has been 
purposely or inadvertently used as a factor in determining inmate placement. 
From a management perspective, the debate has continued. Some correctional 
agencies, like the Federal Prison System, deliberately attempt to maintain an 
ethnic balance, as well as a diversity in age categories, in their 
institutions. The theory behi~d this practice is that maintaining an 
ethnically heterogeneous population minimizes the potential for major mass 
disturbances that may be related to issues of race. 

For these reasons, it is important to assess whether these three 
objective systems have any underlying racial biases. It has already been 
determined that race is not used as an explicit classification criterion, but 
it could nevertheless surface if factors associated with race are strong 
determinants of the scoring process. 
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Table 34 summa~izes a cross-tabulation of each agency's initial clas
sification score byethnicity. California shows no systematic racial bias, 
with relatively equal proportions of each ethnic group represented in the four 
classification levels. The only modest relationship is ~hat Hispanics are less 
likely than white or black inmates to be scored for Level IV security. 

Table 34 

Distribution of Initial Classification Score by Ethnicity 

Classification Score Level 

IV (Maximum) 
III (High Medium) 
II (Low Medi um) 
I (Minimum) 

Classification Score Level 

Maximum 
High Medium 
Medium 
Low ~1edium 
Minimum 

Classification Score Level 

Maximum/Assaultive Scale 
Medium 
Minimum 

California 

Black 

N % 

171 30.5 
163 29.1 
137 24.4 

90 16.0 

III inois 

Black 

N % 

229 30.4 
212 28.2 
128 17.0 
143 19.0 

41 5.4 

Wisconsin 

B1 ack 

N % 

124 14.9 
286 34.2 
426 51.0 

135 

Hispan-ic White 

N % N % 

91 24.0 159 30.8 
117 30.8 135 26.2 
115 30.3 123 23.8 

57 15.0 99 19.2 

Hispanic White 

N % N % 

19 24.4 64 12.8 
23 29.5 106 21.2 
17 21.8 121 24.3 
12 15.4 143 28.7 
7 9.0 65 13.0 

American 
Indian White 

N % N 01 
,0 

7 8.0 141 8.9 
34 38.6 443 28.1 
47 53.4 991 62.9 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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patterns emerge of whites being disproportionately represented in the medium 
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A cross-tabulation of the Illinois classification items shows that five 
initial items are also statistically associated with race (Table 35). The 
direction of these relation~hips indicates that blacks and Hispanics tend to 
have more frequent histories of parole supervision, more severe current 
offenses, longer lengths of stay, and more prior escapes. At reclassifica
tion, two items (current classification score and gang affiliation) serve to 
maintain the racial disparity occurring at initial classification. 

Table 35 

Illinois 
Classification Items Associated with Ethnicity 

Item 

Initial classification 

Prior supervision history 
Current offense seriousness 
Violent offense score 
Expected length of stay 
Number of escapes 

Reclassification 

Current classification score 
Gang affiliation 

Chi-Square 

34.186 
41. 488 
36.133 
22.402 
9.189 

5.088 
51. 646 

Probability 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0101 

.0785 

.0001 

There are significant policy implications for these findings. As 
presently constructed, the Illinois system tends to group facilities by race, 
which may cause management and legal difficulties. Second, close scrutiny 
should be directed to the predictive validity of these items and their 
weights. If they have little predictive value, then one would have to 
question the system's equity. 

Initial classification scores were also found to be significantly 
correlated with race in the Wisconsin analysis. Looking at Table 34, one can 
see that blacks are overrepresented in the maximum custody score level, while 

• both blacks and American Indians are underrepresented in the minimum custody 
level. As shown in Table 36, these relationships are, to a great extent, 
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reflected in custody level assigned. Here, blacks and American Indians are 
again disproportionately represented in maximum custody and the under
representation of blacks in minimum custody is even more pronounced. However, 
these analyses show only an association between custody level and race; th~y 

do not provide sufficient evidence to directly attribute initial classifica
tion score or placement to ethnicity. In fact, as suggested in Table 34, 
score and placement are more likely to be influenced by assaultiveness. 

Custody lev~l Assigned 

Minimum 

Medium 

Maximum 

Table 36 

Wisconsin 
Relationship Between Race and 
Initial Custody level Assigned 

(N = 2499) 

Black 
American 

Indian 

17.3% 36.4% 

49.9 36.4 

32.8 27.3 

Simulation of the Wisconsin NIC Model on California's Inmates' 

White 

32.1% 

46.7 

21.1 

A special analysis of the classification scoring process was requested by 
NIJ to determine what would happen if the NrC (Wisconsin) model was applied to 
California's inmates. This interest was spurred, in part, by the fact that 
the NIC model is being used in so many jurisdictions and, in part, by the 
previous analysis, which showed how California's scoring process and criteria 
differ from those of the other two agencies. Despite these distinctions, 
would it really make that much difference if California used another agency's 
system? 

This type of analysis has been done previously in Nevada, where three 
classification systems--Federal Prison System, California, and NIC--were 
simultaneously applied to a sample of Nevada prison admissions via computer 
simulation. The results showed few differe·nces among the three systems in 
terms of their aggregate results. No analysis was done to learn if 
individuals would have been classified similarly.<l> 

<1> J. Austin, "Assessing the New Generation of Prison Classification 
Models,'~ Crime and Delinguenc¥ (October 1983), pp. 561-576. 

137 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 
J~:\ 
(":":','. ',.'1 · ';.::.:..; 

• 

• 

• 

• '"\ 
) 

.. J 

• 

• 

• 

In the present study, the simulation was limited to California's inmates 
because that agency had the only data file permitting replication of another 
agency's classification criteria via a computer p,rogram. California!.s 
classification system, by virtue of the large number of items used for 
classification, could not be applied to 'other agencies' more limited 
information systems. Indeed, it was only possible to apply California's 
system to the Nevada inmates, as cited above, because of the construction of 
an elaborate, manually coded data file that purposely included all of the 
California, as well as the NIC and Federal Prison System, items. 

Despite the richness of the California data file, it was not possible to 
directly replicate three scoring items found on the NrC instrument. 
Consequently, estimation procedures were utilized to approximate the actual 
scoring computation. As described below, these procedures may tend to 
underestimate the proportion of cases qualifying for maximum/close custody, 
while exaggerating the number of minimum custody placements at initial 
classification: 

1. Prior assau1tive offense history (substituted history of assaultive 
behavior while incarcerated previously in state or local facilities. 
This procedure tends to underestimate the actual assaultive history 
score. ) 

2. Alcohol/drug abuse (s~bstituted history and current record of drug
related disc'iplinary incidents, as well as current offense if 
related to drug use. This procedure tends to underestimate actual 
drug/alcohol abuse score.) 

3. Prior felony convictions (substituted total number of jail, prison, 
and juvenile commitments. This procedure may under- or overestimate 
the actual prior felony conviction score.) 

Finally, in order to directly compare the classification level scores of 
the two systems~ Level IV was equated to the close/maximum custody level, 
Levels III and II to the medium custody level, and Level I to the minimum 
custody level. 

Results of the simulations are presented in Table 37. Given the direc
tion and bias of the estimation procedure described above, one can argue that 
both instruments appear to produce similar custody distributions despite their 
unique scoring systems. Approximately 25 to 30% would qualify for 
close/maximum custody, and 17 to 24% would qualify for minimum custody. These 
results are similar to those obtained from the simulations done on Nevada 
inmates. 

138 



~';'", . 
. J 

" .... 3· 

-------~ -----

Table 37 

Comparison of NIC and California Initial Classification Scores 
for California Inmates 

Frequency 
Percent NIC Classification Levels 
Row Pct 
Col Pct Close Medium Minimum Total --
Minimum 22 136 100 258 
!0~19 pts) 1.45 8.95 6.58 16.98 

8.53 52.71 38.76 
5.70 17.57 27.86 

California Medium 166 492 162 820 
Classification (20-49 pts) 10.93 32.39 10.66 53.98 
Levels<a> 20.24 60.00 19.76 

43.01 63.57 45.13 

Maximum 198 146 97 441 
(50-high pts) 13.03 9.61 6.39 29.03 

44.90 33.11 22.00 
51.30 18.86 27.02 

Total 386 774 359 1519 
25.41 50.95 23.63 100.00 

<a> Converted to NIC custody levels. 

Table 37 also shows the individual levels of disagreement among the two 
systems (i.e., Do they classify the same individuals in a similar way?). In 
general, a large amount of disagreement occurs in the minimum and maximum 
custody levels. However, it should also be noted that the level of disagree
ment is generally limited to the nearest security level. Thus, only a small 
percentage (8.5%) of the inmates designated minimum custody by the California 
instruments would be considered close/maximum custody according to the NIC 
model. The widest margin of disagreement is in the maximum security level, 
where 22% of California1s Level II inmates would be classified as minimum 
custody inmate$ if one used the NIC model. 

Conclusion 

All three systems approach classification using unique instruments, 
items, weights, scales, and definitions. The only similarities are that they 
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have quantified their decision-making criteria, which by itself represents an 
important. change from traditional classification systems. Most significant, 
criteria for classification are explicit and measurable, enabling the type of 
analysis performed here and making the ove~all process ~ore accountable. 

The analysis conducted thus far has highlighted major differences in the 
agencies' scoring scales. California relies very heavily on a single item 
(sentence length) for both initial classification and reclassification 
decisions despite the fact that it has the largest set of classification 
items. Conversely, Wisconsin and Illinois use fewer items and are less 
dependent on a select number of items. 

In terms of current classification philosophy, Wisconsin and Illinois 
strongly adhere to a "just desserts" orientation. Inmates are initially 
assigned to a custody level based on a set of pre-incarceration items 
reflectiri'g offense severity, prior assaultiveness, and an array of social 
stabil ity measures. Thereafter, substantial ad.justments can be made, 
depending primarily on demonstrated ability to conform to prison conditions. 
While California may share this philosophy, it is not easily achieved, given 
the structure and weighting of its classification instruments. 

A final point concerns the issue of implementation, testing, and 
modification. All three agencies were pioneers in this new era of objective 
classification systems. And the research conducted here suggests that 
refinements in their initial designs are now warranted. California is 
currently trying to find a means of lessening the influence of the prison term 
item. Wisconsin needs to adjust its cutoff points to reduce excessive 
override rates and restore credibility to its entire system. Illinois has 
made adjustments in its system to decrease the influence of the age item. 
However, Illinois must also be concerned with the inherent tendency of its 
system to place disproportionate numbers of black inmates in maximum security. 

These issues highlight the need for other agencies to pilot test their 
new classification instruments prior to implementation. Many of the 
operational issues raised here could have been avoided if pilot testing had 
been conducted. 
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CHAPTER 3 
VALIDATION OF THE AGENCIES' OBJECTIVE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

Introduction 

The second major task was to evaluate how well each of the agencies' 
objective systems performs in classifying inmates according to actual risk 
level. Three separate types of analysis were completed to address the 
following questions: 

• To what extent is each of the items used to classify inmates 
associated with prison conduct? 

• To what extent does the total classification score correctly 
'classify inmates according to prison conduct?' 

As in the scoring assessment described in Chapter 2, the analysis here 
relied upon admission samples of inmates who had been classified under the 
newly implemented classification systems. Follow-up data on each inmate's 
disciplinary record were then collected, coded, and merged with the inmate 
classification data to conduct tests of association. No attempt was made to 
conduct validation analysis on the criterion variables of escape, suicide, or 
fatalities (homicides) as these incidents were found to occur too infrequently 
to allow for meaningful analysis. 

It should also be noted that this task was limited to a test of the 
initial classification instruments. Validating the reclassification 
instruments for these jurisdictions was not feasible and/or was not 
appropriate for two reasons. First, reclassification instruments were not 
applied to a substantial number of cases sampled in the three state agencies. 
In California, Level I and, to a lesser extent, Level II inmates are 
infrequently ~ec1assified because they are generally serving relatively short 
prison terms (less than one or two years) and they are housed in low security 
facilities by virtue of their initial classification score and good conduct. 
As long as these low security inmates conform to prison regulations and have 
relatively short terms till discharge, reclassification is not required. 
Although it happens less frequently for Level III and Level IV inmates, the 
same phenomenon of no reclassification for inmates who are exhibiting neither 
extreme negative nor positive behavior resulted in few cases to be analyzed. 
Reclassification was also rare in Illinois, primarily because the agency only 
began using a reclassification instrument in 1984. Analysis of Wisconsin's 
system was similarly limited due to its high rate of overrides and limited 
application of its reclassification instrument. 

Second, the manner in which reclassification instruments have been 
structured made validation analysis irrelevant. As shown in Chapter 2, 
reclassification decisions are driven by the documented behavior of the inmate 
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since initial classification or the most recent reclassification. In essence, 
an inmate's security level is adjusted largely on the basis of in-custody 
behavior--a sort of "just desserts" approach. Depending upon how the weights 
of the reclassification instrument are designed, movement to higher or lower 
classification levels can occur quite quickly or more slowly. However, since 
the items used to reclassify inmates are the same variables used to test the 
validity of the instrument (i.e., inmate conduct), the statistical analysis 
becomes c{rcular in its logic. One would expect high inter-correlations 
between the reclassification items and criterion variables. 

What should be tested in future studies is whether inmates continue to 
act positively or negatively after an inmate has been reclassified due to a 
major disciplinary incident. In other words, to what extent are the 
reclassification items predictive of continued behavior after a 
reclassification decision has been made? To conduct such analysis, a separate 
cohort of inmates receiving a reclassification score would then be followed 
for a designated period in order to assess the relationship of 
reclassification to inmate conduct after the custody change and/or decision. 
Such an analysis would involve a separate effort and was beyond the scope of 
this study. 

Item Validation Analysis 

The first analysis examined each system in terms of the bivariate 
relationships of the individual scoring items with recorded disciplinary 
conduct. If warranted, more sophisticated multivariate analyses using 
regression were applied to assess the relative strength of variables showing 
strong relationships with the criterion variables. 

Cal ifornia 

The California validation sample consisted of 16,000 inmates admitted in 
FY 1981-82. Disciplinary data on these inmates were collected by CDC 
researchers for a six-month period following initial classification or until 
placement in a different classification level. Although a number of criterion 
variables were used in the analysis, only t'HO are shown here to test the 

. predictive quality of each classification item on the initial classification 
form.<l> These two items were selected to simplify analysis and to maintain 
comparability with Illinois and Wisconsin. The items chosen were: 

• 
• 

Total number of major incidents (exciuding suicide and non-violent 
sex acts), and 
Total number of major assaultive incidents only . 

<I) CDC researchers examined a variety of disciplinary measures. However, 
the results were similarly independent of the dependent measures employed 

• in the analysis. 
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The first statistical analysis was to identify those classification item 
scores correlated with these two variables. Table 38 lists those items with 
zero-order correlations (R) greater than 0.05. Tests of significance were not 
used to select the most promising items as even marginal zero-order correla
tions of 0.02 will be statistically significant due to the sample size of 
16,000 cases. In such large samples, correlations that indicate no substan-

. tive relationship with the dependent variable will show to be statistically 
significant. This was indeed the case in California, where R's of less than 
0.02 were statistically significant at the 0.001 level. If the test of 
statistical significance had been mechanically relied upon, virtually all of 
the classification items would have been viewed as strongly predictive of 
inmate behavior, which is certainly not the case.<l> 

Table 38 

Zero-Order Correlations of California 
Initial Classification Item Scores with Disciplinary Rates<a> 

Incidents 
Involving 

Classification Item Total Incidents Assault 

R R 

1. Background Items 

Prison term 0.07 0.09 
Age 0.11 0.09 
Employment 0.06 0.07 

II. Prior Incarceration Behavior 

Disciplinary Incidents 0.06 0.07 
Assaults on Staff 0.05 0.07 
Assaults on Inmates 0.08 0.08 
Weapon Possessions 0.07 0.07 
Incidents Causing Injury 0.06 0.06 

Minimum Security Living -0.06 -0.06 
No Serious Incidents -0.06 -0.05 
Work/School/Vocational Assignments -0.05 -0.05 

<a> Expressed as rates per first six months of incarceration. Item scores 
are significant at the 0.05 level. 

<1> See R. Henkel, Tests of Significance (1976), pp. 78-87 for an excellent 
discussion on the use and misuse of tests of significance. 
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With this in mind, several substantive conclusions can be drawn from 
Table 38 by focusing on the size and direction Of these correlations with 
disciplinary conduct: 

• Only 11 of the 24 initial classification items proved to have zero
order correlations exceeding 0.05, 'and all of these relatiqnships 
are quite modest. 

• 

• 

Although prison term and age have the strongest correlations, the 
greatest number of items fall within the prior incarceration 
behavior category. 

Few differences exist in these relationships regardless of whether 
one uses total or assaultive incidents. 

• ~Although the correlations are quite modest, they are in the proper 
direction in terms of the weighting scheme. 

Throughout this analysis, it should be remembered that the correlations 
reflect relationships between classification scores and incident rates. 
Consequently, if the weights were adjusted for some items, the bivariate 
relationships could be strengthened. For example, age is scored as a 
dichotomous variable with inmates receiving either a points for being age 26 
or older, or 2 points for being under age 26 at admission. An ordinal scale 
of weights 0, 1, 2, and 3 might produce a relationship that would better 
mirror the statistical correlation of age to disciplinary tickets. 
Nevertheless, this analysis shows that the initial classification items are 
weak predictors, albeit in the correct direction, of inmate misconduct. 
Several regression models were constructed but produced expected low R2 scores 
of less than 3% for each equation. 

Illinois 

The Illinois item analysis was based on a much 
prison admissions processed through the new system 
disciplinary data collected for a 12-month 
classification. 

sma 11 er su'bsampl e of 500 
in 1982, with follow-up 
period aft~r initial 

The results of the bivariate analysis of each classification item with 
total major disciplinary tickets are presented in Table 39. They also reveal 
that only a few items demonstrate moderate relationships with prison mis-

• conduct. Similar to the findings for California, age has a relatively strong 
correlation, followed by the number of prior convictions (also related to 
age), the burglary/theft ratio score, and the violence offense score. Of the 
two adjustment and dangerous scores, only the latter proved to have a 
statistically significant relationship with prison conduct. 

• 
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Table 39 

Zero-Order Correlations of 
Initial Classification Item Scores .with 

Classification Item 

I. Adjustment Items 

Prior Convictions 
Violence Ratio Score 

:' -', Burglary/Theft Ratio Score 
'<J Pri or Escapes 

'. Current Offense 
Prior Supervision History 

Total Adjustment Score 

II. Dangerous Items 

Seriousness of Current Offense 
Employment 
Age 
Violence Offense Score 
Expected length of Stay 

Total Dangerous Score 

Illinois 
Discipl.inary Rates<a> 

Total Incidents 

R 

-0.14 
0.09 
0.11 

-0.04 
0.00 

-0.06 

0.04 

0.04' 
0.01 
0.22 

-0.11 
0.02 

0.09 

<a> Expressed as rates per first 12 months of incarceration. Item scores are 
Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Unlike findings for California, the expected length of stay item, which 
is analogous to California's prison term item, did not show a relationship. 
Similarly, prior escapes, current offense, seriousness of the current offense, 
and employment all demonstrated virtually non-existent zero-order 
relationships with misconduct rates. 

The directions of these relationships are also· Significant. Age is 
scored so that younger inmates receive the highest points, which is also meant 
to suggest that younger inmates tend to have higher misconduct rates. The 
violent offense score is coded so that inmates with a history of prior 
violence receive positive points, which means that this variable is actually 
inversely related to inmate misconduct; that is, inmates with a history of 
violence tend to have lower rates of misconduct. However, they are receiving 
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higher security level designators according to the instrument's scale. 
Similarly, the prior conviction score, which is also age-related, is inversely 
related to misconduct rates. These examples of how the classification scoring 
process runs counter to actual misconduct rates suggest that the Illinois 
system will not have its desired impact on suppressing misconduct rates in the 
institutions. Based on this analysis, a careful review of the weighting 
scheme seems necessary. 

The low zero-order relationships of these items 
regression analyses would produce minimal predictive 
regression models were attempted, with no more tha.ll 
explained by the classification items. 

Wisconsin 

again indicate that 
efficiency. Several 
4% of the variance 

The ~Wisconsin item analysis was based on the current version of the 
initial classification instrument and a sample of 1693 individuals with six 
months of follow-up data. Only five of the eight items on the Wisconsin scale 
exhibited significant correlations with the number of infractions reported 
(see Table 40). Correlation coefficients exceeded 0.05 for only two initial 
classification items. However, one item, stability factors (a combination of 
age, education, and employment), demonstrated a stronger relationship with 
prison behavior than any item on the three agency instruments tested. 

Tabl e 40 

Zero-Order Correlations of 
Wisconsin Initial Classification Item Scores with 

Disciplinary Rates<a> 

Classification Item All Inc; dents 
Incidents Involving 
Weapons/~,~saul ts 

History of institutional violence 
Severity of current offense 
Severity of other offenses 
Escape history 
Alcohol/drug abuse 
Current detainer 
Prior felony convictions 
Stability factors 

R 

0.05 
-0.04 
-0.08 
0.01 
0.00 

-0.02 
-0.14 
0.31 

<a) Expressed as rates per first six months of incarceration. 
are significant at the 0.05 level. 
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When disciplinary records were limited to incidents involving weapons or 
assaults, all relationships decreased substantially with the exception of 
history of institutional violence, which showed a slightly stronger 
correlation with this outcome measure. 

Classification Scale Analysis 

A second test for assessing the predictive quality of each agency1s 
objective classification system is to examine the extent to which the total 
score discriminates among inmates likely or unlikely to engage in prison 
misconduct. Instead of studYing the relative power of each individual scoring 
item. project staff evaluated how well the entire score performs in 
classifying inmates according to actual risk level. 

A standard statistical test referred to as the Mean Cost Rating (MCR) was 
appl fed 'to these results for each agency. The MCR creates an index varying 
from a to 1, with 1 representing perfect prediction or classification. The 
index was developed by Duncan, Ohlin, Reiss, and Stanton in 1952 and has been 
widely used elsewhere as a measure of predictive efficiency.<l> In general, 
MCR ratings above 0.40 are considered evidence of a fairly predictive system. 
although there are no universal standards to make such judgements. 

California 

Distributions of disciplinary incidents by initial classification score 
for California 1s large cohort are reported in Table 41 on the following page. 
Here one can see that the initial scale does a fair job of discriminating 
inmates according to actual conduct. The MCR's for both measures of mis
conduct (total incidents and assaults) are relatively high (0.42 and 0.53, 
respectively). One should also note that the frequency of misconduct as 
measured by the CDC data was quite low. 

How does one reconcile these more positive findings with the relatively 
weak findings presented in the individual item analysis? Certainly, one 
obvious problem is the relative infrequency of misconduct reports, which makes 
correlations analysis less powerful. Moreover, although the MCR scores are 
strong, one can also observe a high rate of misclassification, especially 
false positives for the Level IV (maximum security) inmates. Nearly 90% of 
these inmates showed no assaults, and almost 80% had no reports whatsoever. 

Two possible explanations come to mind regarding the high rate of 
conformity among Level IV inmates. First, the classification system is 
placing high risk inmates in high security settings, which de facto restricts 
the high risk inmate from acting out. For example, if high security inmates 

<1> II Formal Devices for· Making Selection Decisions,1J American Journal of 
Sociology (1952), pp_ 573-584. 
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are moved by custody under strict controls (e.g., physical restraints, 
multiple escorts, etc.), then the opportunity for assaults is greatly 
diminished. Thus, the fact that a high percentage of Level IV inmates had no 
reporte~ incidents may indicate the system is operating correctly. SecondJ 

these results may also suggest the reverse--that the system is overclassifying 
unnecessarily by assigning high security levels to inmates who do not require 
such placement. 

Classification 
Level 

IV (Maximum) 

Tabl e 41 

California 
Distribution of Disciplinary Incidents 

by Initial Classification Score<a) 

No Incidents Incidents 

N % N 

1,099 79.0 292 
III (High Medium) 2,948 88.7 377 
I! (Low Medi urn) 4,329 95.4 211 
I (Minimum) 6,654 97.2 189 

Total 15,030 93.4 1,069 

Mean Cost Rating = 0.42 

No Assaultive Incidents Assaultive 

N % N 

IV 1,238 89.0 153 
II! 3,149 94.7 176 
I! 4,473 98.5 67 
I 6,792 99.3 51 

Total 15,652 97.2 447 

Mean Cost Rating = 0.53 

Reported 

% 

21.0 
11.3 
4.7 
2.8 

6.6 

Inci dents 

Of 
/0 

11.0 
5.3 
1.5 
0.8 

2.8 

<a> Reflects a six-month follow-up from date of initial classification. 
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Illinois 

The results from the Illinois data are, at first glance, less promising 
(Table 42). Although the distribution is in the ~orrect direction, it 
produces a lower MCR compared to California (0.22). A truncated security 
rating of maximum, medium, and minimum was also used to ascertain what impact 
it had on the MCR, but it served only to weaken the overall MCR (0.17). The 
distribution is weakest for the high medium cases,. where an unanticipated 
proportion of inmates received no disciplinary tickets. These lower MeR's for 
Illinois may be due to sampling or measurement error, or they may represent a 
true weakness in the system to predict behavior. 

Table 42 

Illinois 
Distribution of Disciplinary Incidents 

by Initial Classification Score<a> 

Classification 
Level 

Maximum 
High Medium 
Medium 
Low Medium 
Minimum 

Total 

Mean 

Maximum 
Medium 
Minimum 

Total 

Mean 

No Dangerous Incidents 

N % 

37 35.2 
61 51.3 
47 43.5 
58 63.7 
28 68.3 

231 49.8 

Cost Rating = 0.24 

N % 

37 35.2 
166 52.2 

28 68.3 

231 49.8 

Cost Rating = 0.17 

Dangerous 

N 

68 
58 
61 
33 
13 

233 

N 

68 
152 

13 

233 

Incidents 

% 

64.8 
48.7 
56.5 
36.3 
31.7 

50.2 

64.8 
47.8 
31.7 

50.2 

<a> Reflects 12-month follow-up from date of initial classification. 
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To illustrate how sensitive the MCR can be to variations in data, an MCR 
was calculated using the criterion of "dangerous" tickets, with a 6-month 
instead of 12-month follow-up period for the 1,333 admission cohort (Table 
43).<1> Here one sees an almost bimodal ~istribution' and a significantly 
higher MeR of 0.55, which exceeds Califor~ia's MCR rate. This MCR is 
obviously being driven by the high incident rate for the maximum security 
inmates but with less discrimination among the medium and minimum security 
inmates. Nevertheless, the Illinois system consistently identified the high 
risk inmate requiring maximum security. \.:' s' <' . 

r 4<:' 
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Illinois 

Distribution of Dangerous Tickets 
by Initial Classification Score<a> 

,- - \"~'-:'/ - 1", 
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l..o ~ --e,., 

- £P 7J::.~.-_. 
~ ,.- -
~ ='-~~- --".:e-

.,1"), c.,/ .' Classification 
Level No Ti ckets Tickets 

~ / I.-L. 
-~ '~~ 

N % N % 

Maximum 55 36.2 97 63.8 
Hi gh ~Iedi urn 235 81.0 55 19.0 
r~edium 140 87.5 20 12.5 
Low Medium 269 91.8 24 8.2 
~1inimum 413 94.3 25 5.7 

Total 1,112 83.4 221 16.6 

Mean Cost Rating = 0.55 

<a> Reflects 6-month follow-up from date of initial classification . 

Wisconsin 

In analyzing the Wisconsin data, simple cross-tabulat{ons of custody 
scores and number of disciplinary reports received by each inmate were first 
produced. Next, disciplinaries and custody level assianments were cross
tabulated. Finally, cross-tabulations of custody scores and disciplinary 
reports were developed within actual custody levels assigned. 

<1> These data were collected by Illinois DOC researchers as 
earlier study used to construct the reclassification 
"Dangerous" tickets generally reflect assaults and fights. 
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Based on the results of these analyses (and associated chi-squares), a 
mean crosS rating was not computed. The cross-tabulations produced no 
discernible patterns; the overall relationship between disciplinaries and 
custody scores was very weak, making MCR ~omputations :futile. Even breakilJ,g 
the custody instruments into two .scales--assaultiveness and general 
adjustment--and testing each against disciplinary records failed to produce 
any significant relationships. 

Reasons for the lack of relationships may be due to prison operations in 
Wisconsin and the current use of the classification system. As noted earlier, 
the Wisconsin staff-to-inmate ratio is significantly higher than that of 
Illinois or California. Thus, considerably more control may be exercised over 
inmates placed in the higher custody levels. Correctly identifying inmates 
with propensities for acting out and applying appropriate levels of control 
may effectively suppresS relationships that would surface in an experimental 
(random 'assignment) situation. The issue of inmate control is further 
complicated by the fact that nearly half of all classifications are overrides, 
with the majority (80%) placing inmates in higher custody levels. 

Frequencies of disciplinaries received by Wisconsin inmates at each 
custody level are presented in Table 44. Differences between inmates at 
maximum and minimum custody are evident, but medium custody inmates actually 
had slightly higher rates of infractions than those at maximum. 

Custody Level 

Maximum 

Medium 

Minimum 

Table 44 

Wisconsin 
Number of Major Disciplinary Reports 

Received by Inmates at Each Custody Level<a> 

None One Two 

47.6% 16.0% 12.8% 

44.2 19.9 12.1 

53.0 20.4 10.3 

Three or More 

23.5% 

23.8 

16.3 

<a> Reflects six-month follow-up from date of initial classification. 

Project staff had the opportunity to evaluate the use of the NIC 
instruments in the. Tennessee Department of Correcti ons, where, after 
completing the forms, assignments were made on an almost random basis (84% of 
all placements were to medium security). Because scales basically identical to 
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Wisconsin's original version are used by that agency, some results from the 
study are presented in Table 45.<1> In this instance, strong relationships 
between custody scores and disciplinary reports were evident, contradicting 
the Wisconsin findings. 

Table 45 

Tennessee 
Comparisons of Number of Disciplinary Reports Received: 

Close Security and Other Security Inmates (by Score) 

Mean Number Received by Hean Number Received by 
Class of Inmates Scoring 9 or Less Inmates Scoring 10 or ~tore and 
Mi sconduc't Report at Initial Classification Placed in Medium Security 

A 0.360 0.464 (+28.9%) 

B 0.722 1. 048 (+45.2%) 

C 2.619 2.976 (+13.6%) 

Total 3.701 4.488 (+21. 4%) 

Misconduct Rates by Actual Placement in California 

A final method for assessing the validity of an agency's system is to 
compare disciplinary rates of inmates who are in their appropriate 
classification levels to those of inmates who are not. If a system is 
functioning correctly, one would expect inmates who are underclassified to 
have higher rates of misconduct when compared to inmates who have been 
correctly scored and housed. 

This type of analysis is difficult unless the agency's information system 
is capable of tracking classification scores, institutional movement, and 
location of each disciplinary event. California was able to complete such an 
analysis in a prior study, using its automated classification system.<2> This 

<1> National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Evaluation of Tennessee 
Department of Corrections Classification System (Madison, WI: NCCD
Midwest, June 1985), p. 55. 

<2> J. Gibbs, "Comparison of Disciplinary Records for In-Level Inmates and 
Those Overridden to Lower Level Institutions," in Review and Analysis of 
Departmental Classification System, California Department of Corrections 
(April 1984). 

152 



.,.'-~. 

\ 

j 

analysis used a sample of the June 30, 1983, inmate population. Sampled 
inmates were then tracked for six months to record all of the major 
disciplinary tickets that they had received during this period. It was also 
possible to track institutional movement and classifJcation level. SinGe 
California was experiencing a relatively high override rate (30%), the sample 
included a substanti~} proportion of inmates.who were not housed in their 
appropriate security levels. 

Table 46 summarizes the results of this analysis for all inmates who 
remained in Level IV institutions for the six-month period. Although 3,419 of 
the 3,853 inmates housed in these institutions were classified by the instru
ment for a Level IV facility, a significant number were not. Yet the mis
conduct rates are fairly consistent across the four groups. 

Table 46 

California 
Number of Inmates by Inmate Level and Number of Serious Disciplinaries 

Received Between June 30 and December 31, 1983<a> 

Level IV Institutions 

No. of Serious 
OisciQlinaries Level I Level II Level III Level IV Total 

0 (107 ) (82) (182) (2,981) (3,352) 
81. 7% 91.1% 85.4% 87.2% 87.0% 

1 (19 ) (7 ) (25) (284) (335) 
14.5 7.8 11.7 8.3 8.7 

2 (3) (1) (4) (92) (100) 
2.2 1.1 1.9 2.7 2.6 

3 (1) (0) (1) (41) (43) 
0.8 0.0 0.5 1.2 1.1 

4 (0) (0) (1) (15) (16) 
0.0 0.0 0.5 0.4 0.4 

5 (0) (0) (0) (2) (2) 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

6 or more (1) (0) (0) (4) (5) 
0.8 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Total (131 ) (90) (213) (3,419) (3,853) 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

<a> Excludes inmates in med/psych or special housing or in the reception 
centers on June 30, 1983, and inmates paroled or discharged before 
January 1, 1984. 
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Table 47 repeats this analysis for inmates housed in Level III 

facilities, with a similar finding: inmates who were housed out of their 
scored classification level have similar misconduct rates. This table is 

• especially relevant given earlier discussions on the influence of prison term 
in determining an inmate's classification level. Clearly, a large proportion 
of Level IV inmates did not require placement in Level IV institutions. 
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No. of Serious 
Disciplinaries 

o 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 or more 

Total 

Table 47 

Cal ifornia 
Number of Inmates by Inmate Level 

and Number of Serious Disciplinaries Received 
Between June 30 and December 31, 1983<a> 

Level III Institutions 

Level I Level II Level III Level IV 

(419) (556) (4,219) (1,208 ) 
89.2% 90.7% 87.3% 87.7% 

(34) (39) (379) (100) 
7.2 6.3 7.8 7.3 

(14) (9 ) (143) (32) 
3.0 1.5 2.9 2.3 

(1) (6) (41) (17) 
0.2 1.0 0.9 1.3 

(2) (2) (28 ) (10) 
0.4 0.3 0.6 0.7 

(0) (0) (12) (3) 
0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 

(0) (1) (ll ) (7) 
0.0 0.2 0.2 0.5 

(470 ) (613) (4,833) (1,377 ) 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Total 

(6,402) 
87.8% 

(552) 
7.5 

(198) 
2.7 

(65) 
0.9 

(42) 
0.6 

(15) 
0.2 

(19 ) 
0.3 

(7,293) 
100.0 

<~> Excludes inmates in med/psych or special housing or in the reception 
centers on June 30, 1983, and inmates paroled or discharged before 
January 1, 1984. 
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This finding does not necessarily reflect Ilbad" classification practices. 
Indeed, the opposite is more likely. Staff are not randomly overriding Level 
IV inmates to lower security settings. Instead, they are carefully choosing 
those "marginal" Level IV inmates who. based on judgement and current iri~ 
custody behavior, could be safely handled in ~ less secure facility. What it 
does suggest, however, is that some fine-tuning of the existing c1assification 
criteria is needed. If factors being used by staff to override classification 
scores continue to prove successful, the agency may benefit by incorporating 
these items into its classification instruments. 

Conclusion 

On the whole, the results presented here replicate findings from other 
studies. Items and scales used to classify inmate security risk at admission 
prove to .. be weak predictors of actual behavior. The single encouraging 
finding is that the associations are generally in the proper direction. With 
additional analysis it may be possible to enhance these results by adjusting 
the item weights and scales. 

If one compares the statistical relationships of the individual initial 
classification items used by the three agencies, only age consistently 
demonstrates predictive validity. Yet, just one agency, Illinois, relies 
heavily upon age in initial classification decision-making. Conversely, 
various measures of the instant offense (prison term, severity of current 
offense, and expected length of stay) evidence weak relationships with inmate 
misconduct but greatly influence the scoring process. The inability of the 
instant offense item to predict inmate behavior is most notable in California, 
where the majority of inmates who were designated high security did not 
receive any major disciplinary report during the first six months of 
incarceration. Consequently, agencies that rely heavily upon the instant 
offense for all classification decisions are highly likely to overclassify 
their inmate populations in terms of actual custody needs. 

On a more positive note, the classification scales do demonstrate an 
ability to classify inmates according to actual risk. Despite a significant 
amount of overclassification, inmates who were placed in higher security 
levels did exhibit substantially higher rates of misconduct. 
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CHAPTER 4 

IMPACT OF THE AGENCIES' OBJECTIVE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 
ON MISCONDUCT, ESCAPE, AND FATALITY RATES 

Introduction 

Perhaps the most important objective of any classification system is to 
reduce the total amount of violence, disciplinary incidents, fatalities, and 
escapes occurrin9 within prisons.. Unfortunately,. determining whether 
classification is having such an impact is a very difficult enterprise. 
Researchers often encounter immense measurement problems in the reliability 
and validity of official agency documents, which are often collected in a 
non-systematic manner over time. Moreover, they must try to sift through an 
array of' competing factors that may be exerting equal or more powerful 
influences on the dependent measures. For example, fluctuations in 
disciplinary rates could be attributed to changes in agency reporting 
procedures (instrumentation), changing admission characteristics (selection), 
changing sentencing policies, or prison crowding (history). Furthermore, 
reductions in disciplinary rates could be attributed not so much to the 
classification instrument per se as to the agency's sudden interest in a 
classification system. This, in turn, may faciJitate greater training and 
adherence to existing classification procedures, thus enhancing management of 
the inmate population. For example, reductions in disciplinary rates may 
simply be the result of correctional staff paying greater attention to 
classification policy.<l> Despite these caveats in monitoring system-wide 
rates and interpreting their causal relationships to the introduction of a new 
classification system, it is essential that such analysis be done, as it 
provides one important criterion for examining the possible impact of 
classification. 

As indicated in the methodology discussion, the general analytic 
framework applied here is that of interrupted time-series analysis. Under 
ideal circumstances, sufficient and accurate time series data points would be 
available to allow a statistical comparison of pre- and post-classification 
implementation observations. The statistical model for time series can be 
represented as follows: 

<1> This phenomenon has considerable merit, especially when one considers the 
results of the validation analysis presented in Chapter 3. 
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= bpre + bpos t + et 

where 

= the tth observation of a time series data set 

= pre-intervention series rates 

bpos t = post-intervention series rates 

et = error term associated with Yt 

If no effects are assumed to be observed (i.e., null hypothesis), then the 
analysis.would show no difference between pre- and post-intervention rates. 

For classification studies, the intervention is the abrupt or lagged 
introduction of the new classification system. Comoarisons between the pre
classification time intervals and implemented or post-classification system 
time intervals would provide analysis on the effects of classification. 
Outcome measures would include those variables that the classification system 
is expected to impact (i.e., escape, assaults, etc.). 

In the following pages, this analytic framework was applied to aggregate 
data made available from the three state correctional agencies. Problems 
arose in the analysis due to the absence of sufficient data points (at least 
25 are desirable), insufficient post-implementation time intervals for 
studying the impact of a newly implemented policy (usually two to three 
years), and possible bias introduced by uneven data reporting standards. In 
some respects, the analysis more closely resembled a pre-post test rather than 
a rigorous time-series analysis. Despite these methodological limitations, 
some important, albeit tentative, conclusions can be drawn on how effective 
these systems have been in curbing disruptive inmate behavior. 

For each of the three agencies, three levels of system-rate analysis are 
presented. First, an overview is given of the overall trends in classifica
tion scores and custody assignment. Second, pre- and post-classification 
implementation time-series analyses are done to determine the impact of the 
new systems on major disciplinary or misconduct incident rates. The final 
analysis repeats the time-series analysis but looks only at the most serious 
and least frequent incidents of suicides, fatalities, and escapes. 

Trends in Classification Scores for California and Illinois 

Before proceeding with interpretation of the time-series data, it is 
helpful to understand how successfully each agency·s system was implemented. 
Of particular significance is the €xtent to which inmates are actually being 
housed in accordance with their classification scores. If staff are 
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overriding the designated scores (either upward or downward) in a substantial 
number of cases, then one might expect a less than substantial impact on 
system rates as opposed to a situation in which tnere is full compliance with 
the classification scoring system. 

Classification level score distributions for California and Illinois are 
summarized in Table 48. This type of data, however, was not available for 
Wisconsin. Interestingly, both Illinois and California scored approximately 
one-third of their inmates in minimum security, which was far more than these 
agencies reported prior to their new classification systems. 

Table 48 

Trends in Classification Level Scores 
for Resident Inmate Population 

Level IV (Maximum) 
Level III (High Medium) 
Level II (Low Medium) 
Level I (Minimum) 
Override Rate 

June 1981 

22.5% 
23.1 
22.1 
32.3 
35.7 

by Agency 

Cal ifornia 

June 1982 

24.6% 
22.6 
21.8 
31.0 
31.3 

Illinois 

June 1983 

25.2% 
23.6 
20.8 
30.4 
29.4 

July 1985 

26.1% 
22.8 
18.7 
32.5 
35.2 

June 1983 June 1985 

Maximum 
Medium 
Minimum 
Missing/Pending 
Overri de Ra te 

37.6% 
37.2 
22.8 
2.4 

20.0 

32.6% 
30.9 
33.7 
2.8 

29.1 

Trends in the California classification level scores indicate a slight 
but steady upward trend in the proportion of inmates scored as Level IV or 
maximum security. A separate analysis conducted by CDC staff in 1984 found 
that the cause of this trend was simply longer sentences being imposed by the 
courts. It may be recalled that in Chapter 2 prison term, or sentence, was 
found to be the principal item determining inmates' scores. As those terms 
increased due to legislative changes in the sentencing structure, the 
proportion of inmates assigned to higher security levels also increased, 
regardless of other risk considerations. 
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A different trend in classification level scores occurred in Illinois, 
where the proportion of inmates classified for maximum and medium security 
declined, while that for minimum security increased. The minimum security 
population was 23% in June 1983 but had grown to 34% cry June 1985, while the 
maximum and medium security population had decreased. Most of the movement 
appears to stem from reclassification of medium security inmates for ~inimum 
security, which is analyzed in greater detail later in this chapter. The 
primary reason for the shift toward lower security designations has been the 
implementation of the agency's new reclassification instrument in 1984, which 
allows inmates, based on their institutional conduct, to move quick'ly to lower 
security facilities. 

One also notes that substantial override rates are occurring in both 
jurisdictions, ranging from 20 to 35%. The consequences of these high 
override rates are especially relevant to time-series analysis. If these 
systems are truly pr~~dictive, then high override rates will tend to compromise 
their potential to suppress aggregate rates of misconduct, escapes, or 
fatalities. 

Trends in Placements 

One gets a better feel for the possible effects of these override .rates 
by comparing score placements, and the reclassification process. 

California 

California routinely generates a highly useful management report 
comparing inmate classification scores by the facility security level to which 
the inmate is actually assigned. Table V-36 summarizes the most current 
report available as of June 30, 1985, for the entire prisoner population for 
which data were obtainable. This table includes two additiona.l classification 
categories for inmates in high security units (analogous to administrative 
segregation and protective custody), and inmates assigned to specialized 
medical facilities. These inmates have been scored ori the classification 
instrument but have been housed in these units due to their requirements for 
special handling. Consequently, the key cells for purposes of analyzing 
overrides are those cross-tabulations of inmate score levels I-IV (columns) 
versus actual placement levels I-IV (rows). 

Table 49 also shows the greatest amount of override oCGurring for the 
Level IV-scored (maximum security) inmates, of which only 35% were actually 
assigned to a Level IV facility.<l> Most Level IV-sc6red inmates were 

<1> This 35% figure is somewhat misleading because most of the special 
security cases (N = 2,510) are also scored as Level IV inmates. If one 
were to add these 2,510 cases to the 2,476 Level IV cases already located 
in Level IV facilities, the misclassification rate approximates 50%. 
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actually being housed in Level III facilities, which was below their 
designated levels. 

Location 

I 

Facility I I 
Security 
Level III 

IV 

Total 

Percent 

Table 49 

Comparison of California Classification Score 
Versus Actual Facility Location 

Security Designation Score Special Housing 

I II III IV Security Medical Total Percent 

8,726 1,062 114 10 0 0 9,902 25.7 

2,320 4,202 360 31 0 0 6,913 18.1 

1,212 1,354 7,133 4,369 217 1,995 16,280 42.5 

163 78 169 2,476 2,293 2 5,181 13.5 

12,421 67 696 7,776 6,886 2,510 1,997 38,286 

32.4 17.9 20.3 18.0 6.6 5.2 100.0 

Source: California Department of Corrections Classification Division, 
Population Analysis as of June 30, 1985. 

The reason for this finding is readily apparent. California has been 
facing a massive crowding problem and major lawsuits at its Level IV institu
tions. This has forced classification staff to place a substantial number of 
high security-scored inmates in Level III facilities. The implications for 
time-series analysis are also obvious. If California is using a truly predic
tive system but is placing inmates outside their desi~nated facilities due to 
overcrowding, one could anticipate substantial increases in misc~nduct rates 
independent of the presence of the new classification system. One could also 
argue that if the incident rates remain stable desoite the override rates, 
then again the systelo may not be wholly predictive. 

The pattern of internal movement from initial to reclassification for 
California is presented in Table 50. Although there is movement toward the 
lower security categories of Level r and II inmates, much less movement is 
shown for the inmates designated Level IV or maximum security at admission. 
Table 50 is based on a random sample of 1,522 inmates from California's 
prisoner population, which allows comparison of initial and current classifi-
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cation scores. This table shows that 76% of the maximum security inmates were 
still classified as maximum security. The inability of the level II inmates 
to move to lower security levels appears a~ain to be a function of the extreme 
weight assigned to the prison term item. making it difficult to move to a 
lower security level without an override. 

Table 50 

Comparison of California Initial and 
Current Classification Scores 

Current Classification 
Initial Classification Level I Level I! Level II! Level IV 

Level I 

Level I! 

Level III 

Level IV 

Total<b> 

95.0% 

46.6 

7.1 

5.4 

31.5% 
( 479) 

3.1% 

42.2 

26.7 

2.7 

19.6% 
(299) 

<a> Reflects marginal column percent. 
<b> Reflects marginal row percent. 
All other percents reflect row percents. 

Illinois 

1.6% 

8.9 

54.7 

15.7 

22.8% 
(347) 

0.4% 

2.3 

11. 6 

76.2 

26.1% 
(397 ) 

Total<a> 

16.9% 

25.2 

28.8 

29.0 

100.0% 
(1,522) 

(253) 

(384) 

(439) 

(441) 

The Illinois analysis was based on a specially constructed cohort sample 
of 1,300 inmates admitted to Illinois prisons in 1982 and processed through 
both the initial and reclassification instruments.<l> The data file allowed 
the movement of inmates to be studied from their initial classification 
through their first reclassification. 

This analysis confirms a rapid and substantial shi~t toward medium and 
minimum categories after initial classification. For example, only 9% of new 

<1> The same sample is used in Chapter 3 to conduct validation analysis with 
follow-up disciplinary conduct reports. 
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admissions were scored as minimum security inmates, but by reclassification 
35% qualified for minimum security placement. Most of the "new minimums" were 
coming from those inmates initially classified medium security. Conversely, 
only 7% of the new intakes were later designated maximum at reclassification, 
compared to 23% at intake. The differences between the distributions shown in 
Tables 48 and 51 also suggest that most of' the Illinois overrides were 
occurring for inmates whose initial classification scores were medium,' which 
was viewed as too low by institutional/classification staff and thus upgraded 
via an override to maximum security. ' 

Table 51 

Comparison of Illinois Initial and Reclassification Scores 

Reclassification 
Initi a 1 Classification Maximum 

Maximum 12.4% 

Medium 5.4 

Minimum 3.2 

Tota1<b> 6.7% 
(84) 

<a> Reflects marginal column percents. 
<b> Reflects marginal row percents. 
All other percents reflect row percents. 

Wisconsin 

Medium 

82.9% 

53.1 

39.0 

58.6% 
(781) 

Minimum 

4.8% 

41.5 

58.5 

34.7% 
(463) 

Total<a> 

22.6% (302) 

68.5 (914) 

8.8 (l1?) 

100.0% 
(1,333) 

Once again due to differences in the agencY'$ data system, the Wisconsin 
analysis is presented in a slightly different format when compared to Illinois 
and California. Similar to Illinois~ it was not possible to analyze the 
current classification scores versus current placements for the resident 
inmate population. However, 'it was possible to analyze initial 'and 
reclassification scores versus initial and reclassification placements for all 
inmates who have been classified under the original and revised instruments. 

High override rates have been encountered since the new system was first 
implem~nted in Wisconsin. As Table 52 indicates, overrides have been used in 
approximately 45% of all classifications. Interestingly, the scale revisions 

162 



,...~":::'\ 
.. ~.J 

introduced in 1984 to reduce the rate of overrides have had the opposite 
effect. Override rates at both initial and reclassification increased 
considerably after the changes were implemented. 

Table 52 

Use of Overrides in Wisconsin 

Original Scales' Override Rate Revised Scales' Override Rate 

Initial 
Classification 

Reclassification 

47.3% 
(2683) 

40.6% 
(1942) 

53.4% 
(2505) 

44.2% 
(4511 ) 

Tables 53 through 55 further breakdown overrides in Wisconsin. Actual 
placements are compared with custody scores for both versions of the initial 
and reclassification scales. At initial classification, most overrides were 
to higher custody levels (2,135 of 2,607). At reclassification, overrides 
were about evenly divided, with 51% going to higher custody levels and 49% 
resulting in lower custody placements. 

Table 53 

First Custody Assignment by Custody Score 
Original Wisconsin Custody Scale 

Custodz Level Assigned 
Initial Custody Score Maximum Medium Minimum 

Minimum 12.0% 41. 3% 45.4% 
(166 ) (573 ) (629) 

Medium 23.8 55.7 19.5 
(255) (597 ) (209) 

Maximum 73.7 22.4 3.5 
(188) ( 57) (9) 

Total 22.7 45.7 31.6 
(609) ( 1227 ) (847 ) 

163 

Total 

51.0% 
(1368) 

39.5 
(1061 ) 

9.5 
(254) 

100.0 
(2683) 
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Table 54 

First Custody Assignment by Custody Score 
Revised Wisconsin Custody Scale. 

Custodl Level Assigned 
Initial Custodl Score Maximum Medium Minimum 

Minimum 14.1% 48.0% 37.9% 
(207 ) (704) (557 ) 

Medium 30.1 54.2 15.7 
(230) (415) (120) 

71.7 25.1 3.4 
(195) (68) (9) 

Total 21.5 40.3 23.3 
(632) (1187) (686) 

Tabl e 55 

Reclassification Scores by Custody Level Assigned 
Original Wisconsin Scale 

Reclassification Custodl Level Assiqned 
Cus~odl Score Maximum/Close Medium Minimum 

Minimum 6.5% 8.8% 84.6% 
(69) (92) (887) 

Medium 27.0 23.4 49.5 
(202) (175 ) (370) 

Maximum/Close 61.9 19.0 19.0 
(91) (28) (28 ) 

Total 18.6 15.2 66.2 
(362) (295) (1285 ) 

<a> Total does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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Total 

58.6% 
(1468 ) 

30.5 
(765) 

10.9 
( 272) 

100.0 
(2505) 

Total 

54.0% 
(1048 ). 

38.5 
(747) 

7.6 
(147) 

100.0<a> . 
(1942) 



Table 56 

Reclassification Scores by Custody Level Assigned 
Revised Wisconsin Scale 

Reclassification 
Custody Score 

Minimum 

Medium 

Haximum/Close 

Total 

Custod,l 
Maximum/Close 

9.1% 
(181) 

26.2 
(360) 

57.8 
(662) 

26.7 
(1203) 

Level Assigned 
Medium Minimum 

25.0% 65.9% 
(496) (1,308 ) 

39.8 34.0 
(547 ) (468) 

28.5 13.7 
(326) (157 ) 

30.4 42.9 
(1369) (1933) 

Total 

44.0% 
(1985 ) 

20.5 
(1375 ) 

25.5 
(1145 ) 

100.0 
(4505) 

In total, it appears that the objective classification system has had 
little impact on inmate placements in Wisconsin. This finding can clearly be 
seen in Table 57, which summarizes placements rather than scores for inmates 
from 1981-1985. Wisconsin has, throughout the period analyzed, housed 
approximately one of every five inmates in minimum security facilities. This 
is substantially below the proportion of minimum security placements in both 
Illinois and California, and also far less than is indicated by the custody 
assessment scales, as reported in Chapter 2. 

Tabl e 57 

Wisconsin 
Trends in Classification Placements<a> 

Placement Dec. 1981 Dec. 1982 Dec. 1983 Dec. 1984 Dec. 1985 

Maximum 47.7% 46.4% 46.6% 46.8% 43.7% 
Medium 27.8 26.8 27.8 29.1 28.6 
Minimum 20.8 20.9 20.1 19.8 20.6 
Reception Center 3.7 5.9 5.5 6.5 7.1 

<a> Males only. 
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Time-Series Trends in Disciplinary Incidents, Escapes, and Fatalities 

California 

Misconduct rates for California were operationally defined as 
disciplinary incidents for the following offenses: 

• 
• • • 
• 

Assaults with weapons 
Assaults without weapons 
Possession of weapons 
Possession or' sale of drugs (excluding alcohol) 
Sex acts (voluntary or involuntary) 

Reports on these offenses are aggregated and tabulated annually by CDC central 
office staff. Each institution also reports average monthly and yearly 
populations, which allows these misconduct incidents to be converted into 
rates per 100 inmate population. 

Table 58 and Figure 27 on the following pages summarize these misconduct 
rates for 1976 through 1984. The new classification system was abruptly 
implemented in March 1980 with all current inmates, as well as all new court 
commitments, being reclassified under the new system. Consequently, 1980 was 
initially chosen as the point of policy intervention. However, California 
officials also reported (independent of a review of these findings) that 
actual placement of inmates according to the new system was not fully felt 
until the summer of 1980, when large numbers of inmates became eligible for 
minimum security (Level I) placement. 

The most striking trend for California is the steady and rather dramatic 
rise in misconduct rates since 1976.<1> Incident rates have doubled during 
this nine-year period, with. the greatest increases occurring for the most 
serious incidents of assault and possession of weapons. Less serious 
incidents of drug and sex acts have also increased but not at the same pace .. 

A simple visuGl inspection also shows that in 1980 the rate reached 11.37 
per 100 and then declined slightly until 1984, when it again jumped to an 
!1.72 rate. 

One tentative interpretation of these trends is that classification may 
have produced a moderating effect on an historically upward trend. However, 
this does not explain why the trend continued to climb again in 1984 and is 
now at an all-time hi~h. One alternative explanation is that population 
growth rate and attending prison crowding conditions are more responsible for 
these new upward trends. 

<1> Indeed, since the department began collecting major incident reports in 
1970, the rate has increased tenfold. 
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Table 58 

California Time-Series Analysis 
Major Incidents (1976-1984)<a> 

Pre-classification System S~stem Implemented 
Incident 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Weapons and Assaults ~.60 3.49 4.36 5.02 5.44 5.55 6.17 6.13 7.58 

Assaults with Weapons 1.00 1.17 1. 32 1. 39 1. 45 1. 50 1. 46 1. 60 2.33 
" 

Assaults Without 
Weapons 0.65 0.86 1. 21 1. 75 1.86 2.01 2.09 2.13 2.36 

Possession of Weapons 0.95 1. 46 1.83 1.88 2.13 2.04 2.62 2.40 2.89 

Other Incidents 3.86 4.69 5.13 5.07 5.93 5.26 4.63 3.97 4.14 

Drugs<b> 3.83 4.61 5.05 4.94 5.84 5.12 4.48 3.82 4.02 

Sex<c> 0.03 0.08 0.08 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.12 

Total Major Incidents 6.46 8.18 9.49 10.09 11. 37 10.81 10.80 10.10 11.72 

<a> All rates are expressed as incidents per 100 inmates per year. Average 
annual male and female populations were used to calculate per 100 rates. 

<b> Includes possession and sale of opiates and marijuana. Most incidents 
are for possession and only for marijuana. 

<c> Includes both voluntary and involuntary sexual acts between inmates. 
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In contrast to major incident rates, rates for suicides, fatalities, and 
escapes have not increased. In fact, as shown in Table 59, escape and 
fatality rates have actually decreased, most significantly, after the new 
classification system was implemented. The most dramatic decline has been for 
escapes. Clearly, the new objective system has not had any negative effects 
on these rates. 

Table 59 

California Time-Series Analysis 
Escapes, Homicides, Suicides<a> 

Pre-classification Sxstem Slstem Implemented 
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Escapes 0.67 0.68 0.62 0.73 0.45 0.50 0.44 0.32 0.20 

Fatalities 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.04 

Suicides 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.04 

<a> Expressed as rates per 100 inmates per year. 

Project staff then analyzed rates disaggregated by institutional 
location. Table 60, on page 170, reports these rates, which were readily 
available for the more serious offense of assault only from 1978-1984. One 
can see that the 1984 increases were greatest in the lockup, Level III, and 
Level IV institutions. The lockup unit increases are especially noteworthy 
because two court orders have served to reduce the overcrowding that had 
existed there prior to 1984. CDC has embarked on a controversial policy of 
concentrating its 2,510 high security lockuD prisoners in two institutions 
(Folsom and San Quentin). Despite efforts to depopulate these units to allow 
single-cell confinement and extreme security measures, the assault rate has 
ccntinued to escalate. 

SUbstantial rises were also observed for the Level III and, more 
dramatically, for the Level IV institutions. The Level III increases are 
significant, given the previously ob$erved trend of overriding Level IV-scored 
inmates and placing them in Level III institutions. Part of the increases may 
thus be related to these override actions. However, there was also the 
attending problem of overcrowding at all mainline population institutions, 
which could have caused the systemwide increases. In the following section, 
the overcrowding factor will be examined in greater detail. 
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<a> Per 100 average daily inmate population per year. 

Source: Offender Information Services Branch 
Administrative Services Division 
California Departme~t of Corrections 

Illinois 

Illinois has been collecting detailed summary statistics on all disci
plinary incidents since 1979. These reports, unlike California's, reflect 
both major and minor tickets resulting in "guilty" verdicts. For purposes of 
this study, 72 monthly summary reports submitted by each institution from 1979 
through 1984 were computerized. Although some 28 offenses are represented on 
each sheet, analysis also focused on the following serious offenses, which are 
comparable to California's: 

• 
• 
• 

Assaults and fighting 
Dangerous contraband (includes weapons) 
Dangerous disturbances 
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• Sex acts 
• Drugs (possess1on.and sale) 

Illinois' classificati~n system was implemented, in November 1981 and 
later modified in September 1982. The reason for the 1982 adjustment was to 
downgrade the effects of the age factor in the'scoring process. Institutional 
staff were reporting that facility populations were less heterogeneous with 
respect to age, which was causing disciplinary problems. The revised system 
was intended to reduce the potential for some institutions to become filled 
with predominantly youthful gang members. 

Some support for the change in policy can be seen in Table 61 and Figure 
28. Prior to 1981, the rates fluctuated and then increased again in 1982, the 
year of full implementation. In 1983, the year following adjustment to the 
system, the rates declined but have since risen to new highs in 1984. As with 
Californ{a, increases in misconduct occurred for the most serious offenses of 
assaults, fighting, contr1band (weapons), and other "disturbances. Rates for 
sex acts and drug incidents (sale and possession) have actually declined since 
1979. 

Table 61 

Illinois Time-Series Analysis 
Major Incidents (1979-1984)<a> 

Pre-classification New 
Incident Slstem Slstem Adjusted System 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Assaults and Fighting 2.0 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.6 

Dangerous Contraband 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.7 1.0 

Dangerous Disturbances 2.6 2.7 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.6 

Sex 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

Drugs 0.8 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.5 0.7 

Total Major Incidents 6.0 6.6 5.8 6.1 5.6 7.1 

A 11 Reports 48.7 55.2 53.3 52.8 51.1 59.5 

<a> All incident rates reflect number of incidents per 100 inmates per month. 
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Turning to the more serious and infrequent measures of escape, 
fatalities, and suicides, no clear upward or downward trend can be discerned 
(Table 62). These rates are considerably lower than those for California. 
Again, one can safely conclude that the new system has.not adversely affected 
these rates despite major shifts toward lower security levels. 

Table 62 

Illinois Time-Serles Analysis 
Escapes, Fatalities, Suicides (1977-1984)<a> 

New 
Pre-classification S,lstem S,lstem Adjusted S,lstem 
1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Escapes 0.14 0.16 0.11 0.25 0.06 0.11 0.13 0.10 

Fatalities 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 

Suicides 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.03 

<a> Expressed in rates per 100 inmates per year. 

As with California, disciplinary rates were then disaggregated by 
institution as shown in Table 63, on page 174. Of the 17 institutions, only 
10 were available for housing from 1979~1984. No consistent trends are 
readily apparent. Indeed, the major finding is that institutions vary 
considerably in their rates over time and amongst each other. This suggests 
that considerable problems may exist in the measurement and reporting by staff 
of disciplinary incidents. One is also concerned that this "unevenness" in 
reporting standards may be contributing to inequities in disciplinary a~tions 

and, ultimately, reclassification decisions, which are heavily driven by 
disciplinary conduct. 

It is also noteworthy that the 1984 increase in disciplinary rates 
reported in Table 63 was principally limited to eight institutions, of which 
three were newly opened medium or minimum security facilities (Dixon, Lincoln, 
and Jackson). In the ~ema'n'ng institutions, there were no changes or 
reductions in disciplinary rates. At the aggregate level it is impossible to 
explain these contradictory shifts, but they collectively argue that official 
disciplinary behavior is the product of many factors that are independent of 
the classification system itself. 
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Table 63 

Illinois 
Total Di scipl inary Rates' by Institution 

Institution 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Maximum 

Stateville 54.8 69.6 51.6 48.2 45.8 71.1 
Menard 44.2 37.9 46.0 62.1 63.0 81.0 
Joliet 29.3 44.0 38.8 38.9 43.3 40.2 
Pontiac 73.3 95.7 96.3 86.8 74.4 87.2 
Menard Psych. 34.3 40.6 43.7 . 30.3 30.1 32.0 
Dwight 50.2 62.4 64.8 47.3 70.8 57.4 

Medium 

Logan 58.5 58.5 63.8 57.8 69.2 64.8 
Vandalia 55.7 51.3 59.4 59.1 49.7 52.5 
Sheridan 45.8 53.8 27.8 9.3 41. 5 44.1 
Graham N/A N/A 53.7 53.3 39.4 63.3 
Central N/A N/A 40.6 44.8 43.8 65.6 
Dixon N/A N/A N/A N/A 9.0 25.1 
Shawnee N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 4.1 

Minimum 

Vienna 3.2 3.3 3.1 2.9 4.4 3.9 
East Mol ine N/A N/A 14.5 18.5 23.3 25.0 
Lincoln N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 67.0 
Jackson N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 50.2 

Wisconsin 

Data regarding misconduct reports on Wisconsin inmates were captured from 
an automated fiie that contained 80,000 disciplinary records for 1981 through 
1984. Each report lists up to four separate violations; includes data on 
injuries to staff, self or other inmates; identifies what weapons (if any) 
were involved; specifies the type of contraband involved (if any); and lists 
disposition(s) of the infraction(s). . 

To eliminate differences in disciplinary reporting practices among 
Wiscon$~n institutions and staff and to provide data reasonably similar to 
that supplied by California and Illinois, disciplinary reports were included 
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in this analysis only if a finding of guilty was recorded and the disposition 
included loss of good time. adjustment or program segregation. or referral for 
prosecution. 

Table 64. on page 177 presents monthly averages of major infractions 
reported in each of Wisconsin's institutions from January-June 1981 through 
July-December 1982. As the data illustrate. the system-wide rate for major 
disciplinary reports has falle~ from 10.9 to 7.0, a 36% decrease. Rates 
peaked in th~ July-December 1981 timeframe at 11.8 and declined in every 
period thereafter. The two largest facilities, Waupun Correctional Institu
tion and Green Bay Correctional Institution, have shown rather dramatic 
decli~es--54% at Waupun and 38% at Green Bay. The Waupun figure m~y be 
partially attributable to a reduction in crowding, but the Green Bay der1ine 
occurred while the population increased 17%. 

A summary of major incidents is presented in Figure 30 and Table 65. 
Escapes and drug/alcohol-related infractions dropped significantly after 
implementation of the objective classification system. Arson, lnJuries to 
staff, and injuries to other inmates also decreased considerably in 1983, but 
in 1984 climbed close to previous levels. Self-inflicted injuries recorded in 
1984 surpassed those registered for any of the other three years analyzed. 

While declines in rates of major incidents cannot be conclusively 
attributed to the use of an objective system, it seems feasible that an 
understanding by inmates of the consequences of their behavior could result in 
less acting out. Behavioral measures were included in the reclassification 
instrument for many reasons, including potential of enhancing management of 
prisoners by clearly articulating how their actions affect placement 
decisions. 
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Figure 29 

WISCONSIN TIME-SERIES ANALYSIS 
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Table 64 

Wisconsin Time-Series Analysis 

". ~_I' 

Major Disciplinary Reports by Institution Per 100 Population 
(Monthly Averages) 

Pre-Classification Slstem New Slstem 
1/81-6/81 7/81-12/81 1/82-6/82 7/82-12/82 1/83-6/83 7/83-12/83 

14.6 12.9 11.4 10.1 12.6 9.1 

13.5 15.8 13.4 13.6 12.3 10.7 

21.0 30.6 34.9 13.9 8.8 11.0 

4.8 7.9 7.8 6.1 5.8 7.7 

10.1 13.1 10.5 9.3 8.5 9.7 

4.4 4.0 5.4 6.3 4.7 4.2 

7.9 8.8 10.7 10.8 8.5 7.2 

10.9 11.8 10.9 9.1 8.3 8.2 

• • • • • 

Adjusted Slstem 
1/84-6/84 7/84-12/84 

8.9 6.7 

11.0 9.4 

9.} 8.3 

7.0 7.0 

7.7 10.6 

4.7 6.3 

3.7 3.6 

7.4 7.0 

• • • 
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Incident 

Escapes 
Sex Offenses 
Weapons 
Fights/Batteries 
Arsons 
Drugs/Alcohol 
Injuries "to Staff 
Injuries to Self 

Table 65 

Wisconsin Time-Series Analysis 
Major Incidents (1981-1984)<a> 

Pre-classification System 
1981 1982 

2.0 1.8 
3.8 2.0 
6.2 4.9 

16.8 14.9 
0.8 0.6 

14.5 12.6 
1.4 1.5 
1.8 1.9 

Injuries to Other Inmates 3.2 3.0 

Total Major Incidents 50.5 43.2 

System Implemented 
1983 1984 

1.5 1.4 
1.9 1.7 
4.5 4.5 

13.4 13.8 
0.4 0.5 
7.8 8.6 
0.9 1.1 
1.6 2.0 
2.2 2.6 

34.2 36.2 

<a> These figures do not correspond to the disciplinary rates presented in 
Table 64. The previous table is based on the number of reports filed. 
As explained in an earlier section, each report can contain up to four 

• violations. The above table reflects all violations recorded. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

All incident rates reflect number of incidents per 100 inmates per year. 

However, rates of disciplinaries began to decline in 1982 prior to imple
mentation of the system; more recent declines may simply be a continuation of 
that trend. In addition, it was found that due to facility restrictions, 
inmates were not being housed according to scores derived from the classifica
tion instruments. In fact, a good deal of overclassification occurred in 
Wisconsin when compared to California and Illinois. 

Overcrowding and Misconduct Rates 

Considerable research has been done in identifying factors that are 
related to inmate misconduct but are independent of classification decisions. 
Specifically, level of overcrowding within an institution and sharp shifts in 
the size and character of an inmate population have been shown to positively 
associate with increases in misconduct, illnesses, and fatalities.<l> 
Consequently, some attempt must be made in time-series analysis to account for 
these historical factors that may be confounding the time-series trends 
associated with classification policy. 
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For this analysis, measures of population growth and crowding were 
construed for California and Illinois, which provided the necessary data. It 
would have been preferable to include other external factors, such as shifts 
in prison admission characteristics, lengtho of stay, and staffing and facility 
characteristics. These factors could obviously interact with misconduct 
incidents, but these types of data were not readily available for purposes of 
time-series analysis. 

Table 66, together with Figure 30, graphically portrays incident rates, 
population growth, and the ratio of population size to design for California. 
That agency has recently experienced massive population growth without 
expanding its capacity, creating a chronic overcrowding situation. As 
indicated previously, its misconduct rate peaked in 1980 and then declined, 
only to increase sharply again in 1984. These trends provide fu~ther evidence 
that th~ objective classification system had but a temporary suppression 
effect on disciplinary rates. As the extent of prison population growth and 
Clssociated overcrowding continued to rise, disciplinary rates eventually 
reversed their downward trend and began to climb again. One interpretation, 
popular within California, is that classification is losing its effect as the 
crowding situation worsens. 

Table 66 

Ca 1 i fornia Daily Populations, 
Annual Incident Rates, and Design Capacities 

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Annual Population 20,345 21,535 20,629 22,534 23,511 26,768 32,127 37,228 42,127 
Cumulative % Change 0 6 4 11 16 32 58 83 107 

Design Capacity 24,399 24,140 24,140 23,945 23,534 23,800 24,611 25,703 26,792 
Percent Crowded<a> 83 89 85 94 100 112 131 145 157 
Cumulative % Change 0 7 2 13 21 35 58 75 89 

\_0' Major Incident Rate 6.46 8.18 9.49 10.09 11.37 10.81 10.80 10.10 11. 72 
Cumulative % Change 0 27 47 56 76 67 67 56 81 

<a> Calculated as Annual Population/Design Capacity 

<1> V. Cox, P. Paulus, and G. McCain, "Prison Crowding Research: The 
Relevance for Prison Housing Standards and a General Approach Regarding 
Crowding Phenomena," American Psychologist (1984), pp. 1148-1160. 
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Figure 30 
Time-Series Trends of 

Cumulative Percent Change in California 
Inmate Population, Overcrowding, and Incident Rates 

1976 - 1984 
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Illinois (Table 67, Figure 31) represents a very different situation, 
simply by virtue of the absence of overcrowding from 1979 through 1984~ The 
analysis is complicated by adjustments in its system in 1982 and the short 
timeframe available for analysis. However, the overall trend for misconduct 
is characterized by year-to-year fluctuations, 'with a slight drift to a lower 
level by 1983 followed by a sharp rise. Interestingly, the inmate populations 
had also grown, but always within the agency's design capacity. The sharp 
rise in incidents is slightly associated with a surge in the inmate population 
that began in 1983 and continued through 1984. This period of growth reflects 
a curtailment of the agency's early release program and the opening of several 
new facilities, suggesting that classification was not a major contributor to 
the higher misconduct rates. 

,-

Table 67 

Illinois Daily Populations, 
Monthly Incident Rates, and Design Capacities 

1979 1~80 1981 1982 1983 1984 

End of Year Population 11 ,683 12,500 13,994 13,895 15,437 17,250 
Cumulative % Change 0 7 20 19 32 48 

Desi gn Capacity 11,940 12,763 14,470 13,943 15,318 17,390 
Percent Crowded<a> 98 98 97 100 101 99 
Cumulative % Change 0 0 .100 200 300 100 

Major Incident Rate 6.0 6.6 5.8 6.1 5.6 7.1 
Cumulative % Change 0 10 3 2 7 18 

<a> Calculated as End-of-Year Population/Design Capacity 
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Figure 31 

Time-Series Trends of 
Cumulative Percent Change in Illinois 

Inmate Population, Overcrowding, and Incident Rates 
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Conclusion 

The- time-series data presented a number of important trends that reflect 
both negatively and positively on these three classification systems. On the 
negative side, staff in all three agencies have experienced problems in 
adopting their classification systems as designed. Override rates were found 
to be excessive, indicating that substantial numbers of inmates were not being 
housed as classified. This trend greatly restricted the ability of project 
staff to conduct a true test of system impact on aggregate rates of 
misconduct. 

The high rates of override may be contributing directly to the second 
finding: no clear evidence that these new objective systems had decreased the 
extent of official rates of misconduct. Only Wisconsin experienced a clear 
drop in disciplinary rates, and that agency had the highest override rate. On 
the other hand, this finding of no impact can be viewed positively, given 
three historical forces: (1) rapid growth in prison population, (2) greater 
numbers of placements in medium and minimum security/custody levels, and (3) 
increases in overcrowding. The presence of these forces, as well as other 
potential factors, argue that the new systems have helped control misconduct 
but that they alone cannot be held totally accountable for reducing 
institutional violence. 
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CHAPTER 5 
IMPLICATIONS OF THE EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 

Introduction 

As noted in Chapter 1, this assessment of the classification systems used 
in California, Illinois, and Wisconsin represents the first major study of 
objective prison classification systems. Any pioneering study is likely to be 
constrained by factors beyond researchers' control. In this analysis, severe 
limitations in correctional data systems made it difficult to carefully track 
the movement and conduct of inmates. In addition, its focus was restricted 
primarily to initial classification due to the agencies' infrequent use or 
recent initiation of their classification components. Consequently, this 
evaluation must be viewed as a preliminary step toward enhancing the 
developm~rit and effectiveness of objective classification systems. 
Nevertheless, it provides a relatively comprehensive analysis of three 
objective systems as they have operated under actual prison conditions, and 
its findings highlight important issues that need to be considered by 
correctional administrators and future research studies. 

Major Implications 

• Despite limitations on their predictive qualities. the objective 
prison classification systems used in California, Illinois, and Wisconsin have 
demonstrated a number of benefits that warrant their continuation at this 
time. For example, in these jurisdictions, the proportion of inmate 
populations housed in lower security levels has increased without adversely 
affecting rates of prison misconduct, escapes, or fatalities. This finding 
alone could have profound consequences for some agencies in terms of prison 
capacity expansion plans and staffing requirements. If jurisdictions have the 
capacity for housing greater numbers of inmates in less expensive minimum and 
medium security facilities, then substantial amounts of precious agency 
resources can be reallocated for other correctional operations. 

Objective systems have also demonstrated an enhanced capacity to 
precisely monitor all aspects of classification operations and inmate 
movement. Quantification of the decision-making process has translated into a 
more efficient prison system whereby the security needs of inmates are more 
closely matched with available agency resources. Moreover, manipulation of 
assignment by staff and inmates has generally been made more difficult under 
tightly monitored override procedures. 

Finally, objective systems are capable of generating a rich body of data 
that can be used to enhance evaluation of classification decision-making, both 
"its process and its, impact. For instance, data are now available regarding 
inmates' actual security and custody needs, security and custody capabilities 
of an agency's institutions, and prisoners' programming requirements. 
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• Initial classification items and scales have demonstrated a rela-
tively weak capacity to predict inmate behavior. Further, the strength of 
these statistical relationships is insufficient to warrant heavy reliance upon 
these instruments for permanent classification. Indeed, considerable evidence 
suggests that some agencies' initial clissification instruments are 
overclassifying inmates who may require only medium custody. 

Reclassification instruments that rely on measures of in-custody behavior 
to adjust initial classification scores are the most appropriate means for 
making final classification decisions. The reclassification scoring process 
should be independent of initial scoring criteria and heavi1y influenced by a 
variety of items reflecting both negative and positive inmate behavior . 
Unfortunately, reclassification tends to receive short shrift in actual prison 
operatio~s. Substantial portions of inmate populations are not being 
reclassified according to schedule, which in turn exacerbates the 
misclassification phenomenono Correctional systems need to place greater 
emphasis on the importance of reclassification as the primary means for making 
classification decisions. 

• Since the introduction of the objective classification systems in 
California and Illinois, the rate of increase in disciplinary problems leveled 
off considerably~ although significant increases were again evident in 1984. 
In Wisconsin, the rate of disciplinary reports filed has decreased 
dramatically following system implementation. Escape rates have been reduced 
in all three jurisdictions and remained at lower levels in 1984. While many 
other factors influence prison behavior, introduction of the classification 
systems has at least coincided with reduced conduct report rates. However, 
even if these effects could be attributed to the new classification systems, 
the recent increases noted in California and Illinois may indicate that the 
effects are only temporary. On the other hand, it could also be hypothesized 
that failure to fully implement the classification systems (the phrase 
"failure to implement" is based on heavy use of overrides) gradually 
diminishes expectations of inmates and reduces the potential benefits of an' 
objective system. Similarly, rapid growth in prisoner population, which has 
led to overcrowding, may be compromising system impact. 

• Comparisons involving the use of the NIC and California systems on 
the same population indicate that while the aggregate numbers of inmates at 
each classification level are similar under each system, there is considerable 
change in the individuals classified at each level. Only 52% of the sample is 
classified at the same level under both systems. This is not an unexpect€d 
finding since very different factors drive each system. However, it does 
point to significant differences in decisions, resulting from the structure of 
the systems, and re-emphasizes the need for additional studies of the impact 
of placement decisions using various measures of inmate behavior. 
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In addition, these comparisons indicate that the NIC instrument, 
generally regarded as a liberal approach to classification, actually results 
in fewer placements in minimum custody. (The NIC classification scale, 
however, does allow faster movement to lower custody levels.) 

• The high override rates encountered·seem due to staff resistance to 
change as well as the more commonly accepted rationale of lack of bed space at 
lower security levels. Regression analyses completed to determine the 
relative influence of classification scale items on actual placements clearly 
indicate that the criteria traditionally used by corrections--length of 
sentence, severity of offense--continue to exert considerable influence on 
placement decisions. In California, sentence length drives both 
classification scores and placement. In Illinois and Wisconsin, however, this 
factor has far less influence on classification scores and actual placements. 
The cont~nued use of these criteria generally indicates staff unwillingness to 
accept other criteria outlined on the classification scale. 

Unacceptable levels of overrides (i.e., generally exceeding 20%) pose a 
serious threat to objective classification systems. Correctional officials 
need to re-examine the teasons for such overrides and make appropriate 
adjustments. If a particular override factor is constantly being invoked, 
then either that factor should be included as a formal criterion item or 
adjustments should be made in the current item weight and/or .classification 
scale. 

• Although many agencies have reported implementation of objective 
classification systems, only a handful have conducted rigorous evaluations. 
Indeed, an alarming trend among many agencies is simply to "buy" the most 
available and affordable model on the correctional market today. Most of 
these models are untested or have been found to possess limitations in design 
or predictive efficiency. Those models that have been evaluated will require 
substantial modification and may not be applicable with different inmate 
population, staffing, and facility characteristics. 

Consequently, the most pressing research agenda entails building upon 
this preliminary study. Agencies that have embarked on objective 
classification must now initiate long-term efforts to conduct both process and 
validation studies similar to this national study. Moreover, agencies should 
begin developing a permanent in-house capacity that would allow them to 
routinely monitor, evaluate, and refine classification policy independent of 
federal financial resources. 

In conducting these studies, more attention should be focused on the role 
of facility design and staffing configurations in suppressing inmate behavior. 
Federal agencies should encourage correctional systems to conduct experimental 
studies in which inmates are randomly as~igned to varying levels of staffing 
configurations and facility environments. This will be less difficult to 
accomplish in those jurisdictions that are expanding thefr present capacities, 
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where experimental assignment conditions can be tried without adversely 
affecting prison operations. 

In essence, corrections has begun us'ing what must only be viewed as ttie 
first generation of objective classification systems. As more research is 
compiled, the body of knowledge will expand and objective classification can 
be improved. 
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GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPING, IMPLEMENTING, AND REVISING 
OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

Introduction 

It is apparent from this study that an agency's approach to developing 
and implementing an objective prison classification system is as important or 
even more important than the type of objective system devised. Changing a 
state correctional agency's classification process is a formidable task, not 
only insofar a$ the new system is concerned, but because of classification's 
ripple effect in all areas of prison operations. 

There appear to be four distinct stages in the change process: 

• Development: The objective system;s created, and new forms and 
procedures are devised; 

• 

• 

• 

Pilot testing: The new process is tried out, first "on paper u and 
then in one or more pilot institutions. Based on the information 
obtained, the original procedures are "de-bugged" and the forms 
modified. 

Implementation: The system-wide use of the new process is 
initiated, following explicit planning regarding how the "o~-board" 
prisoner population will be brought into the new approach. Based on 
data gained through monitoring, "fine tuning" of the classification 
system occurs in an orderly fashion on a scheduled basis. 

Acceptance: The final stage is reached when both staff and inmates 
use the new classification system's language and the agency modifies 
the configuration of its institutions, staffing, and programs in 
light of the data that management receives from the classification 
process. 

Some agencies, however: do not pass through each stage successfully. For 
example, a number of jurisdictions that have developed and implemented 
objective classification approaches have now initiated or are considering 
revision of those approaches. 

In many respects, agencies contemplating modification of their objective 
classification systems are in the same position as agencies considering 
introduction of an objective classification approach. Both groups will either 
modify their present systems to some extent, scrap their systems in lieu of 
another objective approach, or, as in the case of one agency, return to the 
former subjective classification approach. However, agencies revising their 
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objective classification systems possess the advan.tage of having undergone the 
development and implementation processes. It is likely that they have learned 
a great deal about the various benefits and problems of introducing an 
objective classification system. Nevertheless, agencies considering 
substantial modification of their objective systems are likely to profit from 
many of the guidelines presented in this section. 

The survey of correctional agencies having objective classification 
systems found that they approached the change process in a variety of ways, 
some quite effective and others not nearly as satisfactory. However, there 
does appear to be a commonality among successful approaches. Important to 
completion of the entire change process are a minimum of 13 tasks that should 
be considered in developing and implementing an objective classification 
system. (See Figure 32.) These are discussed in the sections that follow. 

Decision "to Develop an Object";ve Classification System 

Some correctional agencies have no choice about whether to develop an 
objective classification system because the courts have mandated such a 
change. More often, survey respondents indicated, other factors (e.g., 
impetus from new administrators or 'perceived misclassification by staff) will 
lead an agency to think about altering its classification process. In such 
cases, the first activity is to determ~ne whether it is prudent for the agency 
to embark upon development of a new system. In doing so, several questions 
must be answered: 

• What short- and long-term purposes are to be served by the 
classification effort? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

How much will it cost to develop a new system and to operate it once 
implemented? 

Do top management staff and others responsible for overseeing the 
system's development understand the magnitude of the effort they are 
undertaking? 

Are there qualified and experienced staff available to design and 
implement an objective classification system? 

Does the agency have a real need for a new classification system, 
and is this need recognized by most staff and key officials outside 
the agency? 

• Is there a clear understanding of the risk involved in not 
developing an objective system? 

• How long is anticipated to develop and 
classification system? 
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• Can an organizational climate be created to support successful 
completion of the classification project? 

• Is there an adequate experieonce base to sustajn the development and 
updating of the objective system? 

Commitment of Top Agency Personnel 

The agency director and other top level staff must be aware of the 
magnitude of the project in terms of staff time, funding, and timeframe for 
development and implementation, or reV1Sl0n. More important, according to 
survey respondents, they must be committed to seeing the project through to 
completion. This is particularly true when it comes under attack, which it 
will, by those who continue to support the previous system. Missouri, New 
York, ~nd Illinois, in particular, fcund that backing from top-level 
administrators helped to alleviate staff resistance to the new ~ystem. 

In committing to such a weighty undertaking, administrative staff should 
determine the practical limitations that they will face. For instance, the 
budget and timetable for developing the classification system will have 
implications for the size and salary of planning staff, the caliber of 
resource persons to be utilized, the amount of effort involved in system 
preparation, and the number of subtopics to be dealt with in the developmental 
process. 

• Another limitation in most agencies is planners' practical kriowledge and 
skill. Their expertise will determine the extent to which the agency will be 
able to actualize the new system's goals and objectives, which should be set 
forth early in the developmental process. Planners need to be familiar with 
the problems and job realities of developing a classification system for an 

• inmate population. They also need to know where to find resources for the 
developmental process, as well as be skillful in soliciting them. If planners 
have to develop this knowledge as they go along, many decisions will be made 
at the last minute in an uninformed manner. The result will likely be an 
ineffective classification system. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Several survey respondents also reported that their classification system 
planning personne1 were constrained by the expectations of others. Top agency 
staff should determine what their expectations will be so as to minimize 
interference with planning staff. Planners must be aware that they operate 
within an agency or institutional framework that has a general philosophical 
commitment and imposes certain restraints. These planners are accountable for 
funds from the agency, which believes that the planners' efforts will be 
congruent with the agency's philosophy and purpose. Planners--with their own 
philosophical commitments--need to work out how they will address these 
various expectations. 
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Selection of Project Planning Staff 

It is obvious that a number of systems developed by surveyed agencies 
were less than successful as a direct resu·1t of the selection of persons who 
were not sufficiently qualified or experienced to oversee such a complex and 
time-consuming undertaking. In fact, nearly one-third of the respondents 
indicated that lack of expertise constituted a major problem during system 
development. Agency administrators must put aside personal friendships and 
political considerations and retain staff who are either currently 
knowledgeable of objective approaches and their developmental processes or who 
possess the skills to acquire such knowledge through training, document 
review, and/or examination of other objective classification approaches. 

Some agencies may find that they either do not employ such personnel or, 
if they ... do, are unable to commit them full time to the project. In this 
event, consultants familiar with objective classification system development 
should be retained, but only after determining that the consultants' 
knowledge, communication skills, and availability are such that their 
retention will assist rather than impede system development. It is also 
important that the agency maintain control over all project activities. The 
majority of agencies reporting the use of consultants in developing their 
systems believed such assistance to be of value. However, several agencies 
stated that the consultants were a detriment either because they did not 
possess the requisite skills, could not work cooperatively with agency staff, 
or were committed to so many other endeavors that sufficient time was not 
available for the classification project. 

Identification of Role of Classification System Planners 

Agency officials must decide what the role of project staff will be in 
developing the classification system. Their roles will be heavily dependent 
upon whether the system is statistically devised or developed through 
con.sensus. 

The classification system, if based upon a consensus approach, may be 
designed exclusively to find and meet the needs and interests of agency 
personnel. In Missouri, for example, a variety of staff were involved in all 
stages of the process. The system's objectives, content, and implementation 
methods were tailored to their needs. The planners' role was to elicit staff 
opinions on what factors and weightings of factors were important. The 
planners then designed a system to meet these expectations, periodically 
asking agency personnel for additional feedback. Such staff involvement was 
also credited with increasing acceptance of the new system. In Florida, a 
task force, comprised of staff representing various disciplines within the 
agency, used a consensus approach to identify classification criteria. 

Alternately, planners may decide that they have either a special 
expertise in classification system development or a statistically based 
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approach that does not warrant other staff input. They would then structure 
the system without the involvement of other agency staff. Project planners in 
Illinois employed this approach to identify classification criteria that we~e 
significantly associated with dangerous behavior. ~urther, the I11inoi~ 
planners believe that the use of such research in designing the new system 
enhanced its credibility among agency staff. 

Development of Classification System Goals and Objectives 

The agency should develop a statement of purpose summarizing in one or 
two sentences the overall aim of the classification system and the general 
impact it is expected to have on the correctional system. Goals ~pecify the 
major areas that the classification system will address, such as protection of 
the public, principle of least restrictive confinement consistent with 
prisoner~: risk, etc. Objectives explicitly describe the results to be 
achieved, such as a 40% reduction in escapes during the next fiscal year, 25% 
reduction in the number of interinstitutional transfers, etc. The questions 
below are useful in selecting goals and objectives for the system: 

• What is most relevant to the agency? 
• What is most applicable to the overall goals of the agency? 
• What will be most difficult to achieve? 
•. What will be most useful in classifying offenders? 
• What is feasible? 

Following selection, classification system goals and objectives must be 
formulated into written statements. Each major area included in the goals 
statement should be translated into specific objectives or outcome statements. 
To illustrate, an objective related to the goal of reducing major 
institutional disciplinary violations could be: IIBy January 1, 1988, 45% of 
all inmates with three or more such violations will be reviewed quarterly by 
the classification committee. 1I 

In preparing classification system objectives, attention should be 
afforded to the aims of the system (end-result objectives) and the process for 
accomplishing these objectives (process objectives). End-result objectives 
specify the impact of the system on inmate behaviors, while process objectives 
describe the implementation activities of agency staff. 

Well-developed end-result objectives for a classification system should 
meet the following criteria: 

• Specify the outcomes of the system; 

• Specify the tasks and responsibilities staff are expected to 
undertake; 
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• Provide consistency and integration among the diverse elements of 
the system; and 

• Establish a basis for evaluation . 

Development of Advisory Group 

The survey results suggest that most successful classification systems 
are the product of input from not only project staff but also an advisory 
group. For instance, California developers used advisory committees to 
develop goals for the new system, review its additive scoring process, and 
help weight classification variables. In New York, an advisory committee, 
composed of top-level personnel from various departments, assisted in 
developing classification guidelines. 

Sinc'e any classification system planner's expertise and skills are 
limited, it is beneficial to form a group of "knowledgeable others" who embody 
the crucial points of view of the agency. It should include staff 
representing administration, security, programs, services, industries, 
planning, and information systems, as well as officials from other criminal 
justice agencies affecting the classification system's development and 
eventual implementation. They will be able to provide information that 
greatly improves the performance of the system while enhancing its acceptance 
by other agency personnel. They can assess the planners' development approach 
and suggest practical ways to s'trengthen the system's ability to classify 
inmates effectively. 

By arranging regular advisory group meetings and calling 
if necessary, system planners can clarify the rationale for 
and give other staff a feeling of being part of the process. 
group will increase support for the completed system. 

Identification of Legal Issues 

special meetings 
their decisions 
Wise use of the 

Litigation pertaining to inmates' rights has become increasingly common 
in recent years, and the classification process has not been exempt from this 
trend. The judicial system has not only been carefully scrutinizing 
classification policies and procedures, but also directly involved in shaping 
classification practices. 

Not surprisingly, many survey respondents identified the courts as one of 
the primary impetuses for developing objective prison classification systems. 
Half of the respondents reported legal challenges to their previous 
classification processes. Alabama, for example, stated that the 
constitutionality of its entire correctional system, including classification, 
had been successfully challenged. An inmate suit in Idaho claimed that the 
lack of objectivity in classification procedures was unconstitutional, and two 
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class action suits in Tennessee charged civil rights violations in 
classification decision-making. 

In light of such litigation, correctional agencies 'should include minimal 
procedural safeguards in their classification systems to ensure that due 
process and equal protection, as well as other'legal requirements, are met. 
This will extend to inmates those rights that seem justified and should limit 
litigation pertaining to classification following implementation of objective 
systems. 

Selection of Approach to System Development 

Most survey respondents indicated that they had adapted a system used in 
another jurisdiction. Thes~ correctional agencies have elected to "borrow" 
another ~gency's classification system for a number of reasons, including: 

• The apparent success of the system in improving classification 
decision-making; 

• 

• 

The time, effort, and cost of evaluating the current classification 
process; 

A lack of expertise on the part of correctional 
relative to understanding the intricacies of 
classification system; and 

administrators 
an effective 

• The belief that other agencies often possess knowledge and 
experience above and beyond that of the agency considering a new 
correctional approach. 

The four most replicated systems are the National Institute of 
Corrections Custody Determination Model (adapted by 11 respondents); the 
Federal Prison System Security Determination/Custody Classification System (9 
respondents); the Correctional Classification Profile (5 respondents); and the 
Uniform Syst(m of Inmate Custody Classification, the decision-tree approach 
developed by the Florida Department of Corrections (2 respondents). 

In adapting another system, a number of important questions must be 
answered to promote i~s effective use by the corr~ctional agency: 

• How well does the system address the agency's overall goals and 
objectives? 

• To what extent does the system correlate with the purpose of the 
agency's classification system? 

• Is the offender information available to the agency consistent with 
the informational requirements of the system? 

195 



... 0-:-"'. . . 
I 

• Are the criteria now employed by the agency to assess security and 
program needs consistent with those used by the system? 

• Does the system facilitate housing assignment, custody needs, and 
program assignment, as well as security assessment? 

• Does the system promote the matching of inmate needs and agency 
resources? 

• To what extent does the system control staff discretion? 

• Does the system promote policies and procedures that ar~ capable of 
standardization? 

• Does the system address classification legal issues? 

• Is the system so complex as to require the use of outside 
consultants? 

• Does the system incorporate a feedback and monitoring plan to permit 
periodic evaluations of classification outcomes and the decision
making process? 

• Can the system be automated and incorporated into the agency's 
management information system? 

• Finally, is the system consistent with the philosophy of agency 
classification and security staff; that is, is it an approach they 
will find acceptable and eventualli become committed to? 

Preparation of Development Plan 

Once the agency has determined whether it will adapt another system or 
develop its own classification approach, it is time to prepare a development 
plan. Planning the developmental process is a complex task, one that proved 
more problematic than many survey respondents expected. Thirteen agencies, 
for example, reported that they did not have sufficient time to adequately 
develop their systems. The experiences of these agencies suggest that any 
timeframe under 12 months is unrealistic and likely to diminish the system's 
effectiveness. 

To enhance the developmental process, the agency should prepare a plan 
that incorporates, at a minimum, the following elements: 

• Development of a project management and reporting system; 

• Preparation of a project budget; 
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• Establishment of a project timetable; and 

• Development of a project work plan incorporating the following 
tasks: 

Analysis of existing and proposed system goals and 
objectives; 

Assessment of agency classification policies 
procedures; 

Review of information and information sources; 

and 

Assessment of offender measurement and testing instru
ments; 

Evaluation of staff discretion; 

Review of classification procedures for special management 
inmates; 

Analysis of agency's capabilities to assign inmates to 
appropriate housing and programs; 

Review of present classification security and custody 
decision-making processes; 

Evaluation 
system with 
system; 

of the relationship of the classification 
other components of the criminal justice 

Review of procedures used to update the classification 
system; 

Development of uniform criteria for determining security 
and custody levels; 

Preparation of draft security determination instruments; 

Assessment of security and programmatic capabil iti es of 
agency institutions; 

Preparation of pilot-test format; and 

Development of evaluation and validation plan . 
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Preparation of Implementation Plan 

The successful introduction of an objective classification approach does 
not end with its development, for the new system must 'still be implemented~ 
However, as evidenced by the experiences of ~ome survey respondents, the 
implementation phase can result in severe time and budgetary constraints, 
redesign of the classification format, modification of classification 
criteria, and staff resistance. For example, New York found it necessary to 
revise its user's manual to clear up ambiguities in instructions. Illinois 
decided to alter its scoring instrument in order to eliminate an 
overconsideration of age. California developed tighter regulations to control 
overrides, which were being used in almost half of all initial classification 
decisions. In addition, nearly one-half of the respondents experienced 
problems related to staff resistance, and over one-third stated that their 
allotted .timeframes were too limited. 

To minimize such problems, the agency should prepare a comprehensive 
implementation plan that includes the following components: 

• 
• 
• 

Pilot testing of classification instrument; 
Development of classification system policies and procedures; and 
Training of staff. 

Planning staff in Kentucky and Missouri also emphasize that agencies 
should avoid allowing too much time to elapse between system development and 
implementation since a long delay can dampen staff enthusiasm. 

Pilot Testing of New System 

It is important for an agency to pre-test its classification instrument. 
Pilot testing can help the agency avoid making piecemeal modifications to 
correct problems as they crop up following implementation of a new system. 
Consequently, it was surprising to find that only one-half of the survey 
respondents had tested their new systems before formal implementation. The 
experience of Kentucky serves to point IUp the usefulness of pilot testing. 
The ag~ncy tested its objective scoring instrument on approximately one 
thousand files of inmates already assigned to medium and maximum security. As 
a direct result of this testing, planning staff were able to make several 
important scoring adjustments prior to agency-wide use of the new system: the 
weight given disciplinary reports was increased, while the number of points 
allotted to education and employment was decreased. In assessing the various 
activities involved in system development and implementation, Kentucky 
planners view pilot testing as "a must. II 

Pilot testing will be either the last task in the development of the 
objective classification system or the first in the implementation phase. The 
testing process should include both a "paper" test of the process using 
available data and a formal pilot test of the system by 'institutional staff. 
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The intent is to determine both how well the instrument performs using a 
sample of the present inmate population· and what modifications may be 
necessary prior to implementation system-wide. 

The pilot test of any objective classification instrument should be 
conducted with the estab1ished goals and objectives for the system in mind. 
For example, if an objective of the system is to distribute the inmate popula
tion proportionately among the various security and custody categories, the 
pilot test should measure the extent to which the new system addresses this 
objective. A correctional agency that is desirous of assigning approximately 
20% of its inmate population to each of five designated security levels would 
not be satisfied with a classification approach that places 5% in maximum 
security, 35% in close security, 15% in medium security, 40% in minimum 
security, and 5% in community security. While this distribution may represent 
the actual security composition of the agency's inmate population, it does not 
adequately respond to the previously established objective. The agency has 
one of two decisions to make at this time: first, either alter or reweight 
the factors comprising the security scale, or, second, modify the original 
security assignment objective. 

Other objectives for the classification system, such as matching inmate 
needs with agency resources, identifying program requirements, addressing the 
specific security and custody needs of special management inmates, and 
checking the reliability, validity, and timeli~ess of classification 
information, can also be evaluated through the pilot test. 

Another method of pilot testing is to compare the new system via a 
simulation with an established classification model such as that developed by 
the Federal Prison System. In the simulation approach, a statistically 
representative sample of the agency's overall inmate population would be 
classified using both the new system and the validated system. The results of 
the two simulations would then be compared to examine the extent of 
misclassification. For example, should the Federal Prison System custody 
determination instrument assign 13% of the sample to a high security status, 
in contrast to 27% for the new system, several questions need to be answered. 
First, does the Federal Prison System security approach consider the unique 
characteristics of the particular agency's inmate population? Second, are 
there any criteria, 3uch as gang affiliation and protective custody 
requirements, that influence the agency's system but are not included in the 
security determination section of the Federal model? Finally, by using 
another classification system, is the agency "comparing apples with oranges"? 
Specifically, are the security categories employed by the Federal Prison 
System correlated with those used by the agency? For example, Security Level 
Four (SL-4) in the Federal Prison System is comparable to upper medium or 
close security categories utilized by most state correctional systems. 
However, the approximate comparability may be lacking in the pilot test so as 
to depict some misclassification when in fact little or none exists. 
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Development of Policies and Procedures 

W~itten policies and procedures are necessary for the effective 
introduction of a new classification system. Without such written directio~~ 
staff may deviate from the structure of the ~ystem--to the detriment of the 
general public, other staff, and the inmate population. 

Policies are necessary for the agency to adequately convey its objectives 
to all personnel. At a minimum, they should include direction for 
successfully interpreting the purpose, goals, and objectives of the new 
classification system. Policy statements should explain why the system does 
what it does • 

In addition, written procedures should provide specific steps for 
carrying. out the new classification system. They must state who will be 
responsibie, what must be done, where the activity should occur, and in what 
timeframe the task should be completed. 

Policies and procedures should be incorporated into a comprehensive 
manual that prescribes initial classification, reclassification, and central 
office classification practices for all institutional settings and 
populations. It should also clearly delineate areas of classification 
~esP9nsibility. This manual should be updated regularly to include all 
revisions in policies and procedures. 

The classification manual should be completed prior to training in system 
use so that staff can be given a thorough introduction to the new 
classification process. An inadequate manual in Missouri, according to some 
agency personnel, created problems in training and ultimately impeded 
implementation of the new system. Because the manual was not sufficiently 
detailed or complete, some confusion regarding the scoring process arose among 
participants. This confusion was one of the reasons the agency conducted a 
second training session. Oklahoma encountered a similar problem. Its new 
policies and procedures were not officially approved until after training had 
been conducted. By then, some modifications had been made, resulting in 
temporary misunderstandings among staff. 

Training of Staff 

Training agency personnel at all levels is critical if staff are to be 
able to adequately understand and use the new classification system. Most 
survey respondents reported training supervisory and line staff prior to 
formal implementation of their new systems. Typically, this training lasted 
between 8 and 16 hours. However, since nearly 40% of the respondents 
indicated that insufficient training hindered ~ffective implementation of 
their new systems, an agency instituting an objective system should consider a 
longer period of training. 
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For existing personnel, a comprehensive training program of at least 16 
to 24 hours is recommended. Training should cover such topics as instrument 
use, information management, resource allocation, and program development 
decisions. tt should also include, at least in the initial training sessions~ 
an overview of how the system was developed so that staff who were not 
involved will be acquainted with its backgroun~. 

In addition to this introductory program, training should be provided on 
both a pre-service and in-service basis for all agency personnel. Once the 
system is in place and accepted by staff, the necessity to discuss the 
background for its need and development generally decreases. A minimum of 
eight hours should be devoted to system training on the pre-service level and 
four hours on an in-service basis. 

Methods for presenting the material will vary according to the nature of 
the information to be learned and the role of staff in the learning process. 
Subject matter may be taught in one-way presentations (lectures, symposiums, 
films, panels, debates) or in participatory methods (discussion and problem
solving groups, brainstorming sessions, role playing). In the former method, 
staff will assume a relatively inactive role, listening, watching, and taking 
notes. The presentation should be pre-determined in detail and, thus, will 
not be affected much by the audience. In the latter method, staff will be 
dynamically involved. They will bring up examples from their own correctional 
experience. Problems and solutions will be found collectively. Numerous 
survey respondents, . such as the Federal Pri son System, Kentucky, and 
Minnesota, also found it useful to involve staff in hands-on application of 
the scoring instrument, using case files. This activity would be followed by 
disr.ussions to enhance interrater reliability. The interest and concerns of 
staff relative to the classification system and its eventual implementation 
should direct the course of the participatory approach. 

Another important component of the training program is the selection of 
the instructional staff. Instructors should be chosen on the basis of their 
expertise and teaching ability. Involvement in developing the classification 
system, while helpful, does not necessarily mean that participants can 
translate that knowledge to agency staff. Instructors may be drawn from a 
variety of sources within the agency, such as the targeted staff itself and 
administrative personnel, and from professional fields outside the agency. 
Selecting instructors from each of these areas has advantages and 'limitations. 
An instructor from staff will be familiar with the other participants; 
however, fulfilling the role of both co-learner and instructor is difficult 
unless all staff are given the opportunity and this is clarified beforehand. 
The planners of the classification system run the risk of being unable to 
break out of their role as system developers, who are seen by other agency 
staff as having a vested, and possib1y overly zealous, interest in the 
successful implementation of the classification system. Outside instructors 
can play the role of experts more easily, but they may be out of touch with 
both the classification system and the job reality of agency staff. Clear 
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lesson plans, personal contacts with agency staff, and last-minute briefings 
will help minimize these risks. 

• 

Final Considerations • 

Project staff became aware via the survey'results and their experience in 
implementing systems that several points need to be highlighted to expedite 
system development and implementation. 

First, planning staff should emphasize, particularly for classification 
approaches developed through consensus, that the system takes a fairly common
sense view of prediction and therefore is easy for agency personnel to 
recognize as a restructuring of their own experience. 

Sec~nd, the criteria incorporated into the new system should generally be 
comparable to those factors previously employed by classification staff in 
deriving security assignments. 

Third, the system should attempt to mesh the perspective and inferences 
of staff with data used in deriving security decisions. 

Fourth, the quantitative character of the objective approach should 
manifest risk ~s an interaction of factors along a continuum. This will 
permit the agency to conduct statistical analyses of consistency, analyze 
trends, and simulate the results of proposed modifications. 

Fifth, careful consideration should be given to the design, or redesign, 
of reclassification instruments that are independent of initial scoring 
criteria. The effectiveness evaluation that was conducted as part of this 
study found initial classification items, particularly those related to 
current offense, to be relatively weak predictors of behavior. Only age was 
shown to have even a moderate predictive capacity. Reclassification, 
consequently, should rely heavily on measures of in-custody conduct that 
promote a "just desserts" orientation to decision-making. 

Sixth, the system should exclude factors that are legally vulnerable. 

Seventh, to ensure effective operation of the new approach, the 
groundwork for monitoring and evaluation efforts should be laid during system 
development. Means for obtaining the quantifiable information needed to 
assess classification decision-making should be built into the system design. 

Finally, the new system should be presented as a tool or guide to 
effective classification and not as the final word. The ultimate decision 
should belong to the classification officer, who can enact overrides when 
essential, assuring the responsible participation of staff in the 
classification process. 
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In conclusion, the development and implementation of an objective prison 
classification system is a complex process that depends upon the commitment of 
agency staff and resources, the support of key people outside the agency, the 
allocation of sufficient time to accomplish the agency'~ goals and objective~', 
and, most important, a well-conceived plan to guide the system's development 
and implementation. 

The preceding guidelines, while not inclusive, were prepared to help 
correctional agencies anticipate problems that may arise during system 
development and implementation, or reV1Slon, and to suggest strategies for 
addressing these issues before they become problematic. 
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APPENDIX A ' 
PRELIMINARY QUESTIONNAIRE 



Evaluation of Model Prison 
Classification Systems 

(Name of Person Completing Questionnaire) 

(Agency) (Telephone Number) 

(Tide) 

1. Has your agency developed a n~w system of classification based on an 
objective. approach? 

[ ] No; 
[ ] Yes; 

PLEASE RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ATTACHED ENVELOPE 
PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 2 

2. Which of thi~ following types of objective classification systems best 
describes your agency IS model? '( Check One) 

( 1 Additive 
[ ] Decision Tree 
( ] Predictive 
[ ] Psychometric 
[ ] Other; Please Describe: 

3. What areas of prisoner classification does the model address: 

Security (Facility Assignment) Decision-Making 

( ] Yes 
[ ] No 

Custody (Supervision Requirements) Decision-Making 

[ ] Yes 
( ] No' 

Program Needs Assessmen t 

[ ] Yes 
[ ] No 

.' .......... 

\~ 4. Please provide a brief description of the model: 

5. I n what year was the new cl assification model developed'? 

(Please complete the questions on the back side of this form) 

A-l 
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6. Has the model been completely implemented? 

• [ ] Yes 
[ ] NOj PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 6a. 

6a. If the model has not been completely implemented, please estimate 
to what extent the model has been implemented. Please check the 

• most appropriate response. 

• 

• 

• 

•••• 

• 

• 

• 

7. 

[ ] 0% 
[ ] 25% 
[ ] 50% 
[ ] 75% 

Has the model been eval uated? 

[ ] No 
[ ] Yesj PLEASE CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 7a. 

7a. If yes, have the following components been specifically evaluated? 

Eval uation of the Developmen t Process 

[ ] Yes 
[ ] No 

Evaluation of the Implementation Process 

[ ] Yes 
[ ] No 

Evaluation of Effectiveness 

[ ] Yes 
[ ] No 

Finally, please enclose any information which pertains to your agency's 
classification model, including, but not limited to, the following: (If avail-
able) 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Policies and Procedures (those relevant to the model only) 
Developmen t Process 
Implementation Process 
Eval uation Resul ts 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE 
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Evatuation of Model 
·Prison Classification Systems 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

Please provide the following: 

(Your Name) (Your Title) 

(Agency Name) (Telephone Number) 

In completing this questionnaire, please confer with other agency 

staff if you believe it would be helpful. Also, if you wish to assign certain 

segments of the questionnaire to your staff for completion, please do so. 

If you need more space to answer a question than is provided on the 

questionnaire, please record your response on a sheet of paper and attach it 

to the questionnaire. Also, if you have any supportive or descriptive 

information, e.g., classification manual, reports, regulations, etc., that 

relates to any survey question, please return a copy with your completed 

questionnaire. 

We are available to answe~ any question you may have about the 

attached questionnaire. Please call either Cindie Unger or Bob Buchanan, 

project staff, at (816) 753-6570. 

Please return the completed questionnaire to Correctional Services 

Group, Incorporated, by SEPTEMBER 3D, 1984. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP 
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SECTION I - BACKGROUND. 

This first section of the questionnaire has been prepared to obtain 
information on two related subjects. The first area of interest pertains tQ the 
classification approach your agency previously used to determine inmate 
security/custody and program requirements. The second area of interest concerns 
those factors that motivated the development of a new or modified classification 
system. 

1. Briefly describe the classification process or system that your agency used 
prior to the implementation of your current system. Please follow the format 
given belo· ... : 

Staff Involved: 
(Position) 

Staff 
Responsibilities 

Decision-Haking 
Process 

Decis ion-Haking 
Criteria Used 
(Top 5) 

Time frame/ 
Schedule for 
Process 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

INITIAL CLASSIFICATION 

Previous Classification 
(Description) 

8-2 

Present Classification System 
(Differences) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

,.:~ 

•
i .. :) 
'-..y 

• 

• 

• 

• .~ ~. 

'I 
_/ 

• 

• 

• 

Staff (Position) 
with Authority 
to Hake Final 
Decisions 

Staff Involved: 
(Position) 

Staff 
Responsibilities 

Decision-Haking 
Process 

DeCision-Baking 
Cd teria Used 
(Top 5) 

Timeframe/ 
Schedule for 
Process 

Previous Classification Present Classification S:-L stem 
(Description) (Differences) 

RECLASSIFICATION 

Previous Classification Present Classification S:-L stem 
(Description) (Differences) 

l. l. 

2. 2. 

3. 3. 

4. 4. 

5. 5. 
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Staff (Position) 
with Authority 
to Hake Final 
Decisions 

Staff Involved: 
(Position) 

Staff 
Responsibilities 

Decision-Haking 
Process 

Decision-Haking 
Criteria Used 
(Top 5) 

Timeframe/ 
Schedule for 
Process 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

S. 

• 
Previous Classification Present Classification S:z:stem 

(Description) (Differences) 

• 

CENTRAL CLASSIFICATION 

• Previous Classification Present Classification S:z:stem 
(Description) (Differences) 

• 

• 

• 

• 
l. 

2. • 
3. 

4. 

S. • 

• 
8-4 
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Staff (Position) 
with Authority 
to Hake Final 
·Decisions 

Previous Classification 
(Description) 

Present Classification System 
(Di fferences) 

2. List at least three primary problems/drawbacks of the previous classification 

3. 

system: 

l. 

2 • 

3. 

Who or what provided the impetus for change? 
ETC. ) 

[1 Courts 
Explain: 

[ 1 Agency Staff 
Explain: 

[1 Serious Incidents 
Expla,in: 

[1 Perceived Misclassification 
Explain: 

[ lather 
Explain: 
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SECTION II - DEVELOPMENT 
This section is primarily devoted to assessing the process that your agency 

went through in developing its objective classifi~ation approach. This 
information is important as it will be combined with the responses from other 
correctional systems to prepare a comprehensive development model which agencies 
either considering or planning an objective classification system can .utilize. 
Interspersed throughout this section are also questions pertaining to describing 
your present system. 

1. ~lat were your agency's goals for the new classification system? 
(IF PUBLISHED, PLEASE ATTACH) 

2. How was the new classification system developed? (ONE) 

3. 

Modeled after the NIC system. SKIP TO QUESTION 3 
Adapted another system (Specify: _______________________ ) SKIP TO 
QUESTION .3 
Developed within agency, no outside assistance •. SKIP TO QUESTION 3 
Developed within agency, outside assistance used. ANSWER QUESTION 2A 
Consultants developed, with agency input. ANSWER QUESTION 2A 

2a. If outside assistance was used in developing your classification system, 
please describe the type and extent of the services provided: 

If your classification approach was based on the NIC model, another state or 
the Federal Bureau of Prisons system, what modifications (if any) were ma~e 
to adapt that approach to your correctional agency? 

8-6 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

· ,.---\ 
. ,i 
"-" 

• 

• 

• 

4. Did the National Institute of Corrections help fund the development, 
implementation or evaluation of your classification system? 

No 
Yes; Please explain: 

5. Please identify ~ staff (by position) who were involved in developing the 
new system and describe the role of each: 

Position Role 

6. Please rate the reaction of line Btaff to the new system during its develop
ment, prior to implementation. (CHECK ONE AND EXPLAIN YOUR ANSWER IN 6A.) 

[] Supportive 
[] Mixed Reaction 
( ] Resistive 

6a. Why do you think line staff responded as they did? 
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7. 

8. 

Please rate the reaction of managerial and supervisory staff to 
system during its development, prior to implementation. (CHECK 
EXPLAIN YOUR ANSHER IN 7A.) 

Supportive 
Hi:-:cd Reaction 
Resistive 

the "·new 
ONE AND 

7a . ~lY do you think managerial and supervisory staff responded as they did? 

Ivas information (FBI "Rap" Sheets, Presentence Investigation, 
availability considered during development of the system? 

No 
Yes 

etc.) 

8a. Is all the information you need to classify inmates available for most 
inmates? 

No. ANSWER QUESTION 8B 
Yes. ANSWER QUESTION BC 

8b. If "No," what type of information is generally not available? 
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9. 

Bc. If "Yes," is the available information sufficiently accurate to be 
genuinely useful for classifying inmates? 

Yes 
No. Which type of information is available but often inaccurate or 

imprecise? 

Are agencies outside of corrections aware of your new system? 

[J No SKIP TO QUESTION 10 
[J Yes 

9a. If "Yes," how was this awareness achi.eved and how has it affected the 
system? 

9b. Specifically, what has been the reaction (if any) of the courts and the 
legislature? 

10. Was a classification manual developed? (IF YES, PLEASE PROVIDE.) 

No ANSWER QUESTION lOA 
Yes ANSWER QUESTION lOB 
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lOa. If IINo,1I is one being developed? 

[] No SKIP TO QUESTION 11 
[ ] Yes ANSWER QUESTION lOB 

lOb. If IIYes," are there differences between classification manual procedures 
and actual day-to-day operations? 

No 
Yes Please describe the major differences: 

11. Does your system define custody (type and amount of superV1Slon required) as 
being different from security (type of facility/housing required)? 

No 
Yes 

12. What is your agency definition of ... 

Security 

Custody 

Security/Custody (used synonymously) 

13. What security/custody labels are assigned to inmates within your system 
(e.g., maximum, close, etc.)? 
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14. What security/custody labels are assigned to institutions within your system? 

15. Have you defined the classification criteria/factors used by your new system 
(e.g., "severity of offense," IInumber of prior commitments,1I etc.)? 

No 
Yes PLEASE PROVIDE A COPY OF THE DEFINITIONS. 

16. Indicate, with an IIX," which of the following factors were included in 
initial security/custody determination; then explain why the factor was used 
or why it was not used: 

[1 Length of sentence 
\o,lly /Why not? 

[1 Criminal history 
wlly/Why not? 

[ 1 Extent of vf.olence 
\.[hy/wlly not? 

[ 1 Detainers 
Why/Why not? 

[ 1 Escape history 
Why/Why not? 

[ 1 Prior commitments 
wlly /\o,'hy no t? 

in current offense 

B-ll 
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[] Prior institutional adjustment 
Why/Why not? 

[1 Other: 

Why? 

17. Indicate, with an "X," which of the following factors were included in 
security/custody determination at reclassification; then explain why the 
factor was used or why it was not used: 

[ ] Major disciplinary violations 
hThy/Why not? 

[] Program participation 
Why/Why not? 

[1 Time in present .security/custody level 
Why/Why not? 

[ J Time to release 
Why/Why not? 

[ J Institutional adjustment 
Why/Why not? 

[ 1 Other: 

Why? 

18. Is your management information system (check one): 

[J ManIa 1 
[1 Computer-assisted 
[] Fully automated 
[ 1 Other; Please specify: 
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l8a. In terms of supporting the classification function, what, if any, are 
the limitations of your current management information system? 

19. Is the classification process and information currently incorporated into 
the agency's management information system? 

Yes 
No Are there any plans 

information system? 
to incorporate it into the management 

20. Which of the following major problems did you encounter during 
development phase? (CHECK ALI. THAT APPLY) 

Insufficient funding 
Lack of staff support 
Insufficient state effort 
Not eno\,lgh time 
Not enough expertise 
Changes in administration 
Other; specify: 

20a. What should have been done differently? 

B-13 
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21. Are classification decisions/actions monitored. for conformance to the system? 

No 
Yes Please ex~lain how: 

22. Is classification decision-making in your system a group and/or individual 
responsibility? 

Group 
Individual 
Group and individual . --
Explain: 

23. Is your classification system the same for male and female inmates? 

Yes 
No How does it differ? 

24. How is your classification system used to determine when an inmate should be 
considered for transfer to higher or lower level institutions? 
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25. Does your systefu house inmates with more than one security/custody leve~ 
within the same institution? 

No 
Yes Why? 

26. Does your classification system provide for housing unit assignments? 

No 
Yes Describe: 

27. Was the system planned to identify new facility/renovation requirements? 

[ ] No SKIP TO QUESTION 28 
[ ] Yes ANSWER QUESTIONS 27A AND 27B 

27a. If "Yes," has this actually occurred? 

No 
Yes 

27b. Please explain your answer to 27a, above: 

28. Please describe how your current classification system is used for planning 
purposes. 

8-15 



29. What, if any, is the inmate's involvement in the classification ~rocess? 

30. In yuur system, are staff able to overrule the recommendations of classifi
cation scoring instruments, or similar forms, through the use of overrides or 
simildr actions? 

No SKIP TO QUESTION 31 
", Yes ANS~'ER Q!JESTIONS 30A, 30n, 30e, 300 AND 30E 
. j 

"--" 

30a. If "Yes," do overrides require written justification? 

Yes 
No 

30b. If "Yes,1I do overrides require supervisory approval? 

No 
Yes 

30c. In 100 classifitation decisions, please estimate the number of times 
staff invoke at least one override: 

30d. Has this rate changed over the last 12 months? 

( Increased 
( J Decreased 
( 1 Remained the same 

Explain your answer to 30e: 

30e. What is the single, most often used override? 

31. Have you performed a security/custody rating of your correctional institu
tions? That is, does each have a security level designation that indicates 
what level inmate should be housed there? 

Yes ANSWER QUESTIONS 31A AND 31B 
No SKIP TO QUESTION 3le 
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32. 

31a. Who (position) performed the security/custody rating? 

31b. ~ich of the following factors were used? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

Perimeter 
Towers 
Housing Type (single cell, mUltiple cell, etc.) 
Perimeter Patrol 
Detection Devices 
Staffing 
Proximity to Residential Area 
Other; specify: 

SKIP TO QUESTION 32 

3lc. Are there any plans to perform a security/custody rating of your 
institutions? 

Yes 
No 

Does your new system include an inmate program needs assessment component? 

[1 No Are there any plans to include one? 

SKIP TO QUESTION 34, PAGE 17 

[ 1 Yes Check (X) the program needs that are addressed by your system: 

Intellectual/adaptive 
Educational 
Vocational 
Work skills 
Hedical 
Substance abuse 
Psychological 
Special needs, i.e., protective custody, aged/infirm, etc. 
Mental health care 
Family/community ties 
Other; specify: 

33. w~en is the program needs assessment conducted? 
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33a. ~~at instruments, if any, are used to assess program needs? 

34. Does the classification system enable agency staff to match inmate needs to 
the agency's programs/services? 

No 
Yes PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW 

35. What date did the agency begin developing the new classification system? 

Month Year 
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SECTION III - IMPLEMENTATION 
This section has been designated to obtain information relative to the 

process your agency employeJ to introduce or implement an objective classification 
approach. A review of several new classification systems has determined that 
objective classification models, no matter how much time, effort and resources are 
expended in development, are unlikely to meet their stated goals and objectives 
without a well thought out implementation process. 

1. 

2. 

What date was the new classification system implemented system-wide? 

Month Year 

Identify, by position, the key staff that were involved in the implementation 
process and describe the role of each: 

Position Role 

3. Did any agency staff attend the National Institute of Corrections training 
seas ion on implementation of classification systems? 

No 
Yes Was this useful? [ J Yes 

8-19 
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4. Uere outside consultants or NIC staff used during the implementation phase? 

No 
Yes What was their role? 

5. Was an implementation plan, including a timetable, prepared? 

6. 

7. 

No 
Yes PLEASE RETURN WITH THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 

From the point of beginning implementation, how long was required to bring 
the entire corrections system under the new classification system? 

What constraints, if any, did you experience during the implementation 
process? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

[1 Fund ing 
Explain: 

[1 Staff resistance 
Explain: 

[1 Limited timeframe 
Explain: 

[1 Facility limitations 
Explain: 

[J Program constraints 
Explain: 

[1 Insufficient training 
Explain: 
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8. 

[ ] Other: 

Explain: 

Were staff tr~ined in the use of the system prior to its formal 
implementation? 

No SKIP TO QUESTION 9 
Yes PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 8A-D 

8a. How many hours of training was provided? 

8b. Who conducted the training? 

8c. What level(s) of personnel 
supervisory, line, etc.) 

were trained? (e. g. , 

8d. Briefly describe ~he training provided or attach curriculum: 

management, 

9. What would you have done differently relative to the implementation of the 
system? 

10. Was the implementation process the same for security determination and 
program needs assessment? 

Yes 
No Please describe any differences: 
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11. Was the system pilot-tested prior to implementation? 

No SKIP TO QUESTION 12 
Yes If "Yes," did you "test" criteria/instruments against (check" as 

many as apply): 

Number of disciplinaries 

Incidents of violence 

Escapes/escape attempts 

Other outcomes (specify): 

lla. Briefly describe the pilot-testing program: 

llb. If "Yes," what changes came about, if any, as a result of the testing? 

12. \.l1at components of your classification system, if any, are not currently 
operational? 
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l2a. Are there plans to put these' components into operation? 

No 

• Yes Please describe the plans: 

• 
,.,'-~ 

e .:::,/ 

• 

• 

". 
• -,' 

• 

• 
8-23 

• 



/. .. ~~, 
\ :; 
oj 

"> 
f 

SECTION IV - EVALUATION 
The purpose of this section of the questionnaire is °to obtain any evaluation 

results your agency may have prepared regarding the impact and/or effectiveness of 
the present classification approach. The project team understands that many new 
classification systems have been in place only a brief period of time which has 
minimized any ability to conduct a comprehensive effectiveness evaluation. 
However, even given this limitation, your agency may have been able to assess the 
impact of the new classification model in terms of inmates classified, changes 
(increases/reductions) in security and custody levels, etc. In short, project 
staff are interested in any evaluations that have been performed no matter how 
informal or in-depth. 

1. Has your new classification system been evaluated? 

No---None planned 
No---In progress 
No---Evaluation being planned 
Yes--Please attach any written report 

2. Who conducted the evaluation? 

3. 

4. 

Please explain to what extent the new classification system has and/or has 
not met its stated goals and objectives? 

Has the new system had a significant impact on any of the following: 
ALL THAT APPLY.) 

( J Disciplinary transfers 
Explain: 

[] Inmate diSCiplinary violations 
Explain: 

[J Escapes/escape attempts 
Explain, 
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[ 1 Inmate grievances 
Explain: 

[ J Serious (violent) incidents 
Explain: 

[ 1 Use of existing institutions 
Explain: 

[ J Staffing 
Explain: 

[J Programs and program planning 
Explain: 

[ J Proportion of inmates at ~ach security/custody level 
Explain: 

[J Improved risk assessment 
Explain: 

[1 Reduced costs for housing 
Explain: 

[ J Reduced costs for inmate transfers 
Explain: 

[J Paperwork 
Explain: 
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[] Other: 

Explain: 

Have any modifications been made in the classification system as a 
consequence of the results of the evaluation? 

No 
Yes Please describe these modifications: 

• 

• 

• 

~ . 

I 
---' 

6. 

7. 

Describe the single most significant impact of the new classification system 
on your agency's overall correctional operation: 

Describe the most significant problem or weakness of the new system: 
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8. Do you plan any further evaluation or "fine tuning" of your classification 
system? 

[ ] No Why not? 

[] Yes Why is it necessary? 

9. If additional funding to improve prisoner classification were made available 
to your agency, in which of the following areas would your agency need 
technical assistance? (RANK I 0; ~IOST UIPORTANT, ETC.) 

[] Implementation 
[] Staff Training 
[J Evaluation/Validation 
[] Refinment of System for Special Management Population 
[J Development of Classifica~ion System for Planning Purposes 
[] Integration of Classification System with Management Information System 
[ ] Development/Revision of Classification Manual 
[] Develop Classification Decision-Making Monitoring System 
[] Security/Custody Rating of Correctional Institutions 
[ J Development of Program Needs Assessment Component 
[] Other; specify: 
[] Other; specify: 
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IMpetus for Changing Classification Syst~ by Agency 

Perceived 
Agency Serious Misclas- Admlnls-

~~ Courts Staff Incidents slflcatlon tratlon ~ 
A14bama x x It It 
AlaskA<a> 
Arkansas<g) 
Cd I Hornla It x 
Colorado<b> It x It 
District of Columbla<c> 
florlda<d> 
Georyla It It It It 
lIawa I<e) 
Idaho x It x 
IlIlnols<e> 
Indiana It It It It It 
Iowa x x 
Kansas x x It 
Kentucky It x x 
tlalne It It It It 
Hlchlgan<d> 
Minnesota It 
Hlsslsslppl It It It It 
Missouri It x x x 
tlontina It x It • x 
Nebraska It It It 
Nevada x 
/lew York It It X 
North Carolina x x x x 
North Dakota x 
Ohio It 
Oklahoma x x x x 
Oregon x It It X 
Pennsylvania x x It 
South Carollna(f> 
Tennessee x x It 
Utah It It 
Vermont It 
Virginia It 
Washington It It 
West Virginia It 
Wisconsin It It 

federal Prison System It It It It 

Total J7 15 12 21 12 10 

~ncy has adapted fP.S model. but declined to participate In survey due 
to litigation Involving classificatIon. 

(b> Agency Is pilot testing system on female population. 
(c) System Is a pilot project 
<d) Agcncy did not rcspond. 
(e) Data are not available. 
<f;' Agency has adapl.ed FPS model. and system Is under development. 
('I> System has not been Implemented. 
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Staff Involved In Developing Hew Classification System by Agency 

Central 
Office Class 1-
Class 1- Inst ttu- flcatlon Steering Instftu-

Agency flcat Ion Central tiona 1 Counse ling (onllli ttee tlonal 
Admlnls- Admlnls- Office Admlnls- Securl ty Program HIS Casework Task force Probatlonl Treatment Records Project Training Unit Staff 

Agency ~ tratlon Staff tratlon Staff .lli!.L Staff Staff Etc. Parole Staff ~ Staff Consultant ~ Team {Generall Other 

Alabama x. x x x 
Alaska<a> 
Arkansas<g> 
Callfornh x x x 
(olorado<b> x x x x 
District of 

Co 1 umb Ia<c) 
Florlda<d> 
6eor~1a x x 
Hawa I,e> 
Idaho x x x x 
Illinois x x x x 
Indiana x x X x 
Iowa x x x x 
KanSH x x x x x x 
Kentucky x x x 
Haine x x x x 
I1lchigan<d> 
Minnesota x x 
MI5sisslppi x x 
Misscurl x x x x 
Hontana x x x x x x 

n Nebraska x x 
I Nevada x x N New York x x x 

North Carol Ina x x x 
Horth Dakota x x x 
Ohio x x 
Oklahoma x x x 
Oregon X x x 
Pennsylvania x 
South Carollna<f> 
Tennessee x x x 
Utah x x x 
Vermont x x x x 
·{trglnia x x x x 
Washington x x x x 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin x x 
Federa 1 Prison 
. System x 

Total 26 15 3 14 4 II 4 3 6 2 2 

<a> -~ncy has adapted fPS model. but declined to partiCipate In survey due to litigation Involving classification. 
<b> Agency Is pilot testing system on female population. 
<c> System Is a pilot project 
<d) Agency did not respond. 
<e;, Data are not available. 
<f> Agency has adapted fPS model. and system Is under deyelol~nt. 
<g> System has not been Implemented. 

• • • • • • • • • • • 



• • • 

n 
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W 

Agency 

Alabama 
Alaska(a> 
Arkansas<g> 
California 
Colorado<b> 
DistrIct of 

Columbla(c) 
Florfda(d> 
Geor~1a 
Hawall<e) 
Idaho 
III Inols 
Indiana 
10l<a 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Mlchlgan<d) 
Minnesota 
MississippI 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebr4Ska 
Nevada 
Nel< York 
North Carol Ina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

, 
'. 
• 

'-

length of 
Sentence 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

South Carollna(f) 
Tennessee x 
Utah x 
Vermont 
VirgInIa x 
I/ashlngf.on x 
I/est Virginia 
WIsconsIn 

x 

Federa I Prf son 
System x 
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factors Included In Initial Security/Custody Determination by Agency 

Extent of 
Violence Prior Insti- Ttme-CrIminal In Current Escape Prior tutional Substance related 

Hlstorl Offense Detalners II1s1orl Comml tmcnts Adjustment ~ Abuse ~ 
x x x x x x 

x x x x 
x x x x x x 

x x x x x x 
x x x 

x x x x X 
x x x x 
x x x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
x x x x X x 
x x x x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x x 
x x x x x x 
x x x X X 
x x x X x 
x x x x x 

x x x x 
x x x x x x x 

x x x x x 

x x x x x 
x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x x x x 
x x X x X X X 
x x x x x x 
x x x x x 

x x x x x 

29 2; 31 33 30 29 4 4 4 

<a> Agency has adapted FPS model, but declIned to particIpate In survey due to IItl9atlon InvolvIng classIfication. 
<b> Agency Is pilot testIng system on female populltlon. 
<c) System Is a pIlot project 
<d> Agency did not respond. 
(e> Data are not avaIlable. 
<f) Aqency has adapted fPS model, and system Is under development. 
(g> Syst~m has not been Implemented. 

• • 

Other 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

X 

x 
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Factors Used In Determining Security/Custody level at ReclassificatIon by Agency 

TIme In 
Hajor Present 
Dlscl- Program Security/ Inst Itu- Family/ Psycho-
pllnary Partlct- Custody TIme to tlonal Substance Community logical 

Agency Vlolat Ions ~ Level Release Adjustment Abuse TIes Problems Other 

Alabama x x x x x x 
A laska<a> 
Arkansa 5<9> 
C.llforn la x x x 
Colorado<b> x x x 
Dlstrtct of 

Columbla<c> 
FIori dd<d> 
Georyla x x x x 
Haw3 I<e> x x x x x 
Idaho x x x x 
illinois x x x 
Indiana x x x x x 
Iowa x x x x x 
hnsas x x x 
Kentucky x x x 
Halne x x x x x 
HlchIIJan<d> 
Hinnesota x x x x x 
Hiss Isslppl x x x x x 
Hi ssourt x x x x x x 
Hontana x x x x x n Nebraska II x x X X I Nevada x x x .j:::> 
New York x x x x x 
North Carolina x x x 
North Dakota x x x x x 
Ohio x x 
Ok1ahoma x x x x 
OrcIJon x x x 
Pennsylvania x x x • x x x x 
South Carollna<f> 
Tennessee x x x x x 
Utah x x x x x 
Vermont x x x 
VirginIa x x x x x 
Washington x x x x x 
West VIrginia ~ x x x ~. 

Wi scons In x x 
Federa I Prison 

System x x x x x x 

Tota I )) 19 14 28 27 4 4 11 

Ayency has adapted <a> FPS model, 
c ass tflcatlon. 

but declIned to partIcipate In survey due to litigation Involving 

<b> Agency Is pilot testing system on female population. 
<c> System Is a pilot project 
<d> Agency dId not respond. 
<e) Data are not available. 
<f> Agency has adapted FPS model, and system Is under development. 
<g- System has n~t been Implemented. 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
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Estimated Number of Overrides per 100 Classification Decisions 
by Agency 

Less ~'ore 
Agency Than 5 5-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-35 36-50 Than 50 

Alabama<e> 
Alaska<a> 
Arkansas<g> 
California x 
Colorado<b> x 
District of 

Columbia<c> x 
Florida<d> 
Georgia x 
Hawaii<e> 
Idaho x 
Illinois x 
Indiana x 
Iowa x 
Kansas x 
Kentucky x 
Haine x 
Michigan<d> 
Minnesota x 
Mississippi x 
Missouri<e> 
~lontana<e> 
Nebraska x 
Nevada x 
New York x 
North Carolina x 
North Dakota<e> 
Ohio x 
Oklahoma x 
Oregon x 
Pennsylvania x 
South Carolina<f> 
Tennessee<e> 
Utah x 
Vermont x 
Virginia x 
Washington x 
West Virginia<e> 
Wisconsin x 
Federal Prison 

System x 

Total 6 5 5 5 3 1 2 

<a> Agency has adapted FPS model, but declined to participate in survey due 
to litigation involving classification. 

<b> 
<c> 
<d> 
<e> 
<f> 
<g> 

Agency is pilot testing system on female population. 
System is a pilot project 
Agency did not respond. 
Data are not available. 
Agency has adapted FPS model, and system is under development. 
System has not been implemented. 
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Host frequently Used Type of Override by Agency 

In>tltu- Admlnls- Accelerate Securlty-
Over- tlonal tratlve Policy labor COlll1\unlty TIme Review Custody 

Agency crowdIng BehavIor ~ Statute Heeds Reaction crt terla Schedule Concern Other 

Alabama 
A laska<a> 
ArkansaS<!j) 
Ca llforn la x 
Colorado<b> x 
District of 

Co I umb fa <c> 
rlorlda<d> 
GeOr~la x x 
Ifawa I<e) x 
Idaho x 
Illinois x 
Indiana x 
Iowa x 
Kansas x 
Kentucky x 
Halne x 
Mlchlgan<d> 
Hinnesota x 
HIsslsslppl x 
Missouri x 
Hontana 
Hebraska x 
Hevada<e> 

n Hew York x 
I Horth Carolina x 

en Horth Dakota x 
Ohio x 
Oklahoma x 
Oregon x 
Pennsylvania x 
South Carollna<f> 
Tennessee x 
Utah x 
Vermont x 
Virginia x 
washln~ton x 
lIest V rglnla 
Wisconsin x 
federa I Prl son 

System x 

Total 3 2 3 1 8 7 

<a5 Ayency has adapted fPS model. but declined to participate In survey due to litigation Involving 
c asstflcatlon. 

<b> Agency Is pIlot testing system on female population. 
<c> System Is ~ pIlot project 
<d) Agency dId not respond. 
(e) Data are not available. 
<f> Agency has adapted FPS .. odel. and system Is under development. 
<g, System has not been Implemented. 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
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Major, Problems Encountered During Development Phase by Agency 

Insuf-
Insuf- lack of flclent Not Not Changes 
flc1ent Staff Staff Enough Enough In Admln- No 

Aqency funding Support Ef for t l!!!!L- Expertise Istratton Q!!!!r. Problems 

Alabama x x x x 
Alaska<a> 
Arhnsas<e> 
CI Ilforn 1& x 
Colorado<b> 
District of 

Columbla(c> 
florlda<b> 
Geor1h x 
Ifawl I x x 
Idaho x x 
illinois x 
Indiana x x x 
Iowa x x 
Kansas x x 
Kentucky x 
Maine x x x 
Htchlgan<b> 
Minnesota x 
Mlsstsslppl x x x 
Missouri x 
Hontana x x 
Nebras~a x x 
Nevada x x x X 
lI~w York x 
Ilorlh Carolina x 
IICll'lh Dakota x 
Ohio x 
Oklahoma x 
Oregon x 
PennsylvanIA x 
South Carollna(d> 
Tenn~Hee x x x x 
Utah x 
Vermont x 
Virginia x x 
lIashln1ton x x 
lIest V rglnll x x x 
lIisconsln x x x x X x 
federa I Prison 

System x 

Total 9 7 2 13 9 7 10 6 

(a) Agency has adapted fPS model. but declined to participate In survey due to IItlg4tlon 
Involving classification. 

<b> Agency did not respond. 
<c> System Is a pIlot project. 
<d> System Is under development. 
<e> System has not been Implemented. 

• •• • 
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Staff Involved In Inlplementing New ClassIfIcAtion Systtm by Agency 

CentrAl 
Office Classl-
Class 1- Inst itu- fIca lion SteerIng 

, 
.. ~.",' 

Agency flcatlon Central tlollal CounselIng Conmittee InstHutto- Legal 
Admlnls- Admlnls- Office Admlnls- Security Program HIS Casework Task force. Treatment Project TraInIng Unit nal Staff Represen-

Agency tratlon tratlon ~ tration Staff ~ Staff Stdf Etc. Staff lliL Staff Team (General) tatlve Other 

Alabama x It It 
A Iaska(a> 
Arkdnsas<g> 
Callfornli k It X 
Co I orado<b> It x It 
DIstrIct of 

Columbla<c> 
Florlda<d> 
Georgia It 
llawall<e> 
Idaho It It 

Illinois It It It 
Indiana It It 
Iowa It It X It It 
kansas x x It It 
Kentucky It It X It 
Ha Ine It x It It 
Hlcillgan<d> 
Hinnesota It x It 
Hiss Isslppl It It It It 
Hissourl x It It k 
Hontana It x It 

n Nebraska It It X 
I Nevada It It 

(Xl New York It x It It 

• 

North Carolina It It 
North Dakota x x x 
Ohio k 
Ok lahoma k 

Oregon<d> 
Penn sylvan I a k x 
South Carollna<f> 
TenneHee k It 
Utah x k 

Vermont x x x x x 
VI rgl n Ia It 
Washington x x x 
West Vlrglnla<e> 
WisconsIn x x x x 
Federa I PrI son 

System x x x 

To ta I 16 13 5 II 6 13 4 3 2 2 

(a> Agency has adapted FPS mOdel. but declined to particIpate In survey due 
to litigatIon Involving classification. 

<b> Agency Is pIlot testing system on female populatIon. 
<c> System Is a pIlot project. 
<d> Agency did not respond. 
<e) System has not been Implemented. 
<f) Agency has adapted fPS model. and system Is under development. 
<g> System has not been Implemented. 

• • • • • • • • • • 
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Type of Constraints E~pcrlenced During Implementation Phase by Agency 

Staff ltmtled factlily Program Insufflctent Premature. Changes In No 
~ Funding Resistance Ttmeframe ltmtlatlons Constra Ints Training Training SentenCing ~ 
Alabama x x 
Alaska<a> 
Arkansas<g> 
Ca I Hornia x x x 
Colorado<b> 
District of 

Columbla<c> 
Florlda<d> 
Georyla x x 
Hawa I <e> 
Idaho x x x x 
illinois x x 
Indiana x x x x 
Iowa x x 
kansas x 
kentucky x 
H.l I ne <d) 
Hlchlgan<d> 
Hinnesota x x x x x 
Hlsslsslppl x x x 
Hlssourl x x x 
Hontana x 
Nebraska x x x 
Nevada x x x 
New York x 
North Carolina x 
North Dakota x 
Ohlo<d) 
Oklahoma x x x 
Oregon x x x 
Pennsylvania x 
South Carollna<f) 
Tennessee x x x 
Utah x 
Vermont x x 
Vlrglnla<d> 
Washlnyton x x x 
West V rglnla<e> 
Wisconsin x x 
Federa I Prison 

System x x x 

Total 8 15 12 13 3 

~nC3'~apted FPS model. but declined to partlcipale In survey due to litigation Involving cl.sslficatlon. 
<b> Agency Is pilot testing system on female population. 
<~) System I~ • pilot proJect. 
<d> Agency did not respona. 
<e) System has not been Implemented. 
<f:. Agency has adapted FPS model. and syHem Is under development. 
<g> System has not been Implemented. 
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[valuation of New Classification System by Agency 

None 
Agency ~ 

Alabama 
Alaska(a> 
Arkansas(g> 
Callfornh(b> 
Colorado 
District of Columbia(c> 
Florlda<d> 
Geor1 ia 
Ha"a I(e> 
Idaho 
illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky x 
Halne 
Hlchigan(d> 
Minnesota 
Mlsslsslppl(d> 
HI Houri 
KonUna 
Nebraska x 
Nevada 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota x 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
PennsylvanIa 
South Carollna<f> 
Tennessee 
Utah x 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washlnqton<d> 
West Vlrglnla<e> 
Wisconsin 
Federal Prison System 

Total 4 

<.> Agency has adapted fPS model. but 
(b> Agency Is pilot testing system on 
(c) System 15 a pilot project. 
(d) Agency did not respond. 
(e) System has not been Implemented. 
<f> Agency has adapted fPS model. and 
(g) System has not been Implemented. 

• • 

Eva lua t Ion [valuation Evaluation 
Planned In Progress Completed 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

11 9 3 

declined to participate In survey due to litigation Involving classification. 
female population. 

system Is under development. 

• • • • • 
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Arcas Ia'pactell by Classification System by Agency 

Percent of 
'n",ates ilt Programs 

Escapils/ Use of Each Securl ~ Improved Reduced Reduced and 
DIscIplInary DIsciplinary Escape Inmate VIolent Existing ty/Custody Risk flouslng Transfer Program 

Agency Trans fers VIolations Attem~ts GrIevances Incidents Inst I tutlons Sta fflng level Assessment ill!L ~ Pa~erwork Planning 

Alabama x x x x x 
Alilska(a> 
Arkansas(g> 
CDllfornla x x x x x x x x x x 
Colorado<b,e> 
District of 

Columbla<c> 
florlda<d> 
GeorgIA x x x 
flawall(e> 
Idaho x x x x x 
illinois x x x 
Indhna<e> 
Iowa x x x x x x 
Kansas(e> 
Kentucky x x x x 
Maine x x x x x 
Michlgan(d> 
Minnesota x x x II X X 

n 
Mlsslsslppl(e> 
Missouri x x x 

I Montana x x l( x X x x x x 
Nebraska x x x x x x 
Nevada(e> 
New York x x x x x x x 
North Carolina x x 
Ilorth Dakota x x x x x x 
Ohlo<e> 
Ok lahoma x x x x x 
Oregon X x X x 
Pennsylvania x x x X x x 
South Carollna<f> 
Tennessee<e> 
Utah x x x x 
Vermont x x x x x x x x x 
Virginia x x 
lIa sh I r,~ton<e> 
lIest Vlrghla<g> 
Wiscons I n x x x 
Federal Prison 

System x x x x x 

Total 6 3 IS 9 12 17 16 2 16 13 

<a> Agency has adapted FPS model, but declIned topJrtlclpate In survey due to litigation Involving c1asslftcatfon. 
<b> Agency Is pilot testIng system on female populatIon. 
<c> System Is • pIlot project. 
(d> Agency dId not respond. 
<e> System has not been evaluated. 
<f) Agency has adapted FPS mOdel, and system Is under development. 
<g> System has not been Implemented. 
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FORMAT FOR OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDIES 

The following format is to be used in preparing case studies for 
existing objective prison classification systems. It is understood that one 
or more elements for a particular classification system may not exist and, as 
such, will not be included in the case study description. 

INTRODUCTION 

The introduction to each classification case study will include a 
brief description of the classification 'system, reasons for development, goals 
and objectives of the system, and evaluation results, if available. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

• Section 1: Origin and Development 

This section will provide a brief review of the previous 
classification system, a detailed analysis as to what motivated the agency to 
develop the present classification system, the developmental process, 
including a description of the staff involved, timeframe for development, 

~ reaction of staff to the systems developed, problems associated with this 
development, and any historical information which may be valuable in 
describing the overa1l success of the development process. 

Section 2: Classification System Implementation 

• This section will describe how long the implementation process took? 

• 

• 

• 

who, in terms of position, was involved in the implementation process, what 
outside assistance was incorporated in the system's implementation, whether a 
pilot testing program was used prior to formal implementation, and what 
problems, if any, were encountered during implementation. 

Section 3: Goals and Objectives 

This section will describe the various goals of the system as well 
as its specific objectives. As much as possible, objectives should be 
specified in terms of what they are and whether they have been met, determined 
through a formal evaluation. 

Section 4: Classification System Administration and Management 

This section will provide an analysis of those staff that both 
operate and monitor the system. It will describe not only positions but also 
the particular individuals within the system, including an analysis as to why 
this staffing structure is as it is and why the current classification 
management approach is effective in administering the system at the present 
time. 

0-1 
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Section 5: Classification System Description 

This section will provide an overview of the classification system" 
in question. Specifically, it will describe the classification system, e.g., 
additive, decision-tree, predictive, etc. It'will attempt to describe both 
the initial, reclassification, and central office role in the classification 
system, how inmates are assigned to security and custody levels, whether the 
classification system includes a program needs assessment and a description of 
this component, if it exists, and how the classification system matches 
pr;'soner security and program requirements with the agency resources. This 
section will also include whether a policies and procedures manual exists and 
whether there have been any problems in the development of regulations 
pertaining to the new classification approach. 

Section 6: Classification System Cost 

This section will assess the overall cost of the development and 
implementation of the classification system, specifically with respect to 
funding provided by outside resources such as the National Institute of 
Corrections or the National Institute of Justice. Both the initial start-up 
cost and annual operational cost should be detailed. 

Section 7: Classification System Effectiveness 

While it is anticipa,ted that most agencies will not have evaluated 
the effectiveness or impact of their respective classification system, any 
evidence of such research should be documented by case study staff. Records 
substantiating system effectiveness should be collected and used to assess 
such major areas as correct security/custody level assignment, reductions in 
major variables associated with adequate classification, inmate understanding 
and satisfaction with the classification system, reduction in inmate 
grievances related to classification, etc. 

Section 8: Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

This section should include an analysis of how the classification 
system is used to classify special management prisoners, including but not 
limited to mentally ill, medically ill, protective custody prisoners, 
disciplinary problem prisoners, etc. Attention should also be afforded in 
this section as to whether the new classification system is used for female 
prisor.c.s and, if not, what approach is ~mployed to classify this se'gment of 
the prisoner population. 

Section 9: Classification System Use 'in Planning 

This final section in the case study will analyze the use, 
of the classification system in planning new correctional facilities 
programs and services for the prisoner population. 
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OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDY: CALIFORNIA 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Department of Corrections implemented a new custody 
classification system in 1980 based upon a quantitative score derived from an 
additive check list. Following a year of study and research, the system was 
implemented and has since demonstrated considerable promise in achieving the 
Department's goals of rationally managing correctional resources and 
maintaining each inmate at the lowest custody level commensurate with the 
safety of the public and members of the correctional community. The scoring 
factors were modeled specifically for the California prisoner population and 
the agency's existing facilities. However, the basic structure of the system 
could be applied to any correctional agency with multiple facilities and 
custody levels. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Oriain and Development 

The California objective classification system had its orlglns in 
official projections of unprecedented growth in the prisoner population during 
the 1980s. The first serious effort to plan for this growth was severely 
criticized by the legislature. Probing questions were asked concerning the 
nature of the inmate population, inmates' custodial potential, and the use of 
existing facilities relative to this potentia1--in a word, "classification." 
Not only were the answers to these questions not forthcoming, but the means 
for responding to them did not exist. It became obvious that a thorough study 
of inmate classification was long overdue. 

The study began in January 1979 with the establishment of a number of 
advisory committees, a survey of the published literature, and inquiries about 
classification efforts in other jurisdictions. An initial analysis of classi
fication decision-making very quickly found that the existing classification 
system was basically a "non-system." While all 11 male institutions used the 
same custody labels, the meaning of these designations was not comparable 
across institutions. 

It became further evident that during the preceding decade institutions 
had increased the long-standing tendency to become "mini-systems" with a full 
range of inmate types and program offerings. Th1s proved to be a problem 
because the physical plants differed in their abilities to provide custodial 
control. Such heterogeneity, coupled with somewhat ambiguous criteria for 
institutional placement, made it possible to justify the assignment of almost 
any new inmate to any institution. 
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Although centralized reception was administratively convenient, the 
process itself was fraught with problems. Program resources failed to 
materialize, receiving institutions often ignored program prescriptions, and~. 

ultimately, available bed space became the overridinq consideration. 
Concerns were also raised about the efficacy of the clinical process itself. 
Judgemental disparity amon9 decision-makers was believed to thwart uniform 
classification, and the basis and accuracy of behavioral predictions were 
questioned. Equally important was the growing awareness that the process 
contained structural features that systematically overclassified inmates on 
the custodial dimension. 

Finally, there was no apparent way to systematically collect information 
about the "non-system" for routine evaluative purposes, and the ambiquity of 
existing definitions would have probably rendered the information useless 
anyway. 

It became clear that the original goal of improving existing classifica
tion tools was no longer appropriate. Efforts to revise classification would 
have to go back to a very basic conceptual level and from there begin to 
methodically build an entirely different system. 

The first developm~tal task was to analyze the existing custodial 
resources for housing inmates. This would provide the baseline in determining 
the system's ultimate capability for custodial control. The analysis was 
fairly simple since there were only three types of structures (inside cell 
construction, outside cell construction, and dormitory), combined with three 
types of perimeters (walls with armed coverage, fences with armed coverage, 
and no secure perimeters). Since these two dimensions varied together (the 
inside cells have walls with armed coveraqe), it was possible to conceive of 
the resources as four categories on a custody continuum. Dormitories without 
secure perimeters were designated as Level I (minimum); dorms having fences 
with armed coverage were grouped as Level II (low medium); facilities 
utilizing outside cell construction and fences with armed coverage were 
assigned to Level III (high medium); and the two walled institutions with the 
most security were deSignated to Level IV (maximum) . 

Clustering the institutions was a relatively simple task; determining 
which inmates should be where and why, however, was much more difficult. This 
required combining the concepts of "potential for escape" and "potential for 
disciplinary problems." Early attempts to do so oroved futile because of the 
heterogeneous nature of each institution's population and the subjective 
nature of the assignment process. 

The central problem was the proposal to use the facilities in a way that 
severely limited the ability to make use of existing data. A re-analysis of 
counselor recommendations found that, while there was an intolerable level of 
unexplained variance in the institutional recommendations, it was possible to 
enumerate factors generally used to make those recommendations. It was also 
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apparent that several items, led by the length of sentence (or offense 
severity), were weighted much more heavily. 

This list was then combed for·variables that met the four principles 
outlined on ~ages~ Also eliminated were vari'ables that prior research had 
not found t~ e a ociated with prison behavior. The remaining variables were 
grouped into seven areas, with five items under the general heading of 
IIbackground factors ll and two under the heading "prior incarceration behavior." 

A variety of methods for structuring classification decisions were 
explored. The additive check list system was finally selected because of its 
ability to handle multiple factors without becoming unduly complex. On the 
other hand, it also requires that the decision factors be assigned relative 
numerical weights, thereby creating the proverbial problem of adding apples 
and oranges. This can be overcome in a straightforward statistical manner 
(such as by using beta weights or a variation thereof) when the task is simply 
to increase uniformity of decisions and to control disparity. The task, 
however, was to build a system that did not exist. To make the check list 
work, development staff needed one key factor around which the others could 
be organized--some variable that would allow them to compare and add apples 
and oranges. "Sentence length,1I which in California is directly related to 
severity of crime, seemed a good candidate and became the "anchor ll variable 
against which all other factors were to be weighted and compared. 

In subsequent meetings, the advisory committees were asked to review the 
list of variables, describe those that were roughly equal for purposes of 
custody classification and, if unequal, to indicate their relative value 
compared to an additional six months to serve. At the same time, smaller 
studies were being conducted of special as well as routine cases. 

The third revised check list was put through a IIdry run" in October 1979, 
followed by a pilot project in which the check list was used at the reception 
centers for one week. The purpose of the pilot project was not only to 
discover last-minute problems with the form but also to see if operational 
difficulties would emerge. The primary finding was that the classification 
staff varied considerably in the institutions they approved, as well as 
diverged from the scoring system itself. A full 45% of the cases were 
assigned to different levels than indicated by the scores on the forms. This 
finding led to procedures for very tight control over cases that were to be 
handled as exceptions to the system. 

The final step in this phase of the project was to test the predictive 
power of reception center scores against actual inmate behavior. One 
institution from each of the four custody levels was selected to participate. 
The counselors at each institution drew 100 ca3es, representing a 5 to 10% 
sample. Detailed disciplinary histories were collected on these inmates and 
compared with their scores at reception. The study showed that the scores 
were predictive of subsequent behavior. Although the statistical correlations 
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were not very high for institutional behavior, all were significant and in the 
right direction. The rela~ionship with escapes was even more encouraging. 

At about the time of the validation study, a separate check list was 
developed for the reclassification and transfer of inmates. 

Classification System Implementation 

The results of the validation study, together with the reclassification 
system, were presented to the director's staff and the superintendents in 
February 1980. Implementation of the new reception center classification 
system was set for Marth. The plan for the reclassification system was to 
evaluate all inmates with the new system as they came up for their normal 
annual or semiannual review, a process that would take about two years. 
However, the legislature, supported by hired consulting firm$, had become 
increasingly aggressive with questions about the custodial potential of the 
inmate population relative to the type of new correctional facilities needed. 
Because of such legislative pressure, it was decided to reevaluate all inmates 
as soon as possible. Thus began the task of using the new system to 
reevaluate all inmates within a seven-week period. 

The first two weeks were spent training counselors, with the next three 
weeks given" for case evaluations and the final t~o for data processing and 
analysis. Approximately 8,000 hours of caseworker time were used in the 
reevaluations, with about 18,000 cases received in usable form by the 
deadline. The first analysis of the population was completed in April 1980. 

The new reception center process became fully operational in March 1980. 
The ne~ reclassification process was effected in August, with the issuing of a 
new format and revised proced~res. 

Agency staff note several problems that arose during the implementation 
phase. Implementation was greatly complicated by a major increase in 
population. From April through December 1980, 1,700 inmates were added to the 
count. In addition, some resistance was originally encountered from 
institution administrators who correctly perceived that the centralized system 
would limit their traditional decision-making authority. At the same time, 
many counselor staff had difficulty reconciling their professional self-image 
with a point system. Department staff believe that the urgency of legislative 
and budget needs forced the new system into operation well ahead of schedule. 
As a result, it was superimposed over the old system without resolution of 
conflicting policies and procedures. In many areas two sets of policies 
existed, and decisions had to be "made on a day-to-day basis. Finally, 
programs offered at an institution occasionally did not match the inmate's 
custodial needs and the facilities did not correspond to inmate security 
profiles. 
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Goals and Objectives ,"-' . 

Wi th the help of the advi sory committee.s, four goa 1 s for the project were. _ c 
developed. First, all inmates should be placed in the lowest custody level ~~ 

r-consistent with public safety. Second, inmates should be classified on the ~ 
basis of objective information and criteria. Third, the process must be 
applied uniformly so that comparably situated inmates receive similar custody 
assignments. And fourth, the system must provide for centralized control over 
the process. 

In addition to these goals, a set of principles was developed to govern 
the elements and criteria comprising the system. First, the classification 
criteria had to be "just." This was defined as requiring that the factors be 
something that the inmate actually had or had not done rather than something 
that someone expected the inmate would or would not do. Second, the system 
and its elements had to be understandable for those to whom they were to be 
applied as well as for those who apply them. Third, the criteria had to have 
some empirical evidence for their predictive validity. Finally, the criteria 
had to make sense; staff were not interested in simple statistical 
correlations between past and future behavior that have no intuitive or common 
sense meanings. 

Classification System Description. 

The California DOC Inmate Classification System is an objective, points
based system involving over 40 variables with differing weights. The system 
centers around the use of CDC Form 839 and CDC Form 840. (See Figures 1 and 
2). The former is used to score an inmate upon admission to the Department, 
while the latter is employed to modify the score every six months thereafter 
or earlier if the inmate's behavior warrants a more immediate reassessment. 
Each of the forms includes factors that are positively and negatively weighted 
and, consequently, can increase or decrease an inmate's classification score. 

This classification score is then used to determine the appropriate 
security level to which the inmate should be assigned: 

Score 

0-19 
20-29 
30-49 
50 or more 

Security Level 

I 
II 
III 
IV 

The inmate is assigned to a prison with a like level designation. 
represents the least secure facility with the lowest risk inmates; 
is the most secure facility with the highest risk inmates. 
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• CDC CLASSIFICATION SCORE SHEET 

RACE/ETHNIC STATUS 
(code one) 
I-White DATE LAST RECEIVED CDC: 

mo day 2-Mexican descent 
3-Black 

.-Indian 
5-Chinese 

6-Japanese 
7-Filipino 
8-Hawaiian 
9-0ther nrn~IH 

~ ~ 26 27 
BASE OFFENSE 
CODE: NUMBER: 

0-[ I I I 1.0 
3S 36 37 38 39 40 41 

I MINIMUM RELEASE DATE: 
mo da~ 

H ! H 
42 43 44 4S 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

: BASE OFFENSE: 
COUNTY: : year : 

I ) 1 
~I ~I~I~I ~I~ll--~(n-am-e)-------

30 31 32 33 34 I , 28 29 
STATUS (code one): RECEPTION CENTER: 

year I-New Commitment I RCC NRC 

I 
I CRC CCC i I 2-PV-WNT 0\ I 3-PV-RTC RCW SO 

46 47 CIW 49 50 SI 

• CALCULATION OF SCORE 

BACKGROUND FACTORS 

1. Total OSL Term 
a) Sentence length( __ ) 

(~b) Minus 1 year 

.\.:.:,:,/~y. 

=_x4= 

• 

• 

• 

• 

3. 

4. 

5. 

a) Under 26 yrs. at reception +2 = 

b) 1le'ler married/common law or 
marriage not intact +2 = 

Cl Nct high school graduate or GtO +2 = 
d) Not more than 6 months with one 

employer 
el No military or not honorable 

discharge 

Prier EscaR"s 
a) No. of 'Nal~aways:escapes 

b) No. of breached perimeter or 
escape is comitting crime 

c) ~Io. of escapes with force 

Holds and Detainers 

al N'J. of holds where new prison 
S2!1te!1Ce. de::ortation likely 

Pdor Sentences SerJed 

al No. of jail orcount'l juvenileof 

+2 = 

+2 = 

_x 4= 

_x 8= 

_xI6= 

_x 6= 

31+ days (limit to 3) _ x 2= 
b) No. of CYA. state level juvenile 

(limit to 3) _x 2= 
'. c) No. of CDC, CRC, adult state 

\ -federal le'lel (limit to 3J _ x 4 = 

iJ Total :ac~~ground Factors Score 

Work S;.;ills 

• Counselors Signature: 

i..-...L--J152 

0 54 

0 55 

0 56 

0 57 

0 58 

------.l_J 59 

I 161 

I 163 

167 
~~ LU69 
r I 171 

PRIOR INCARCERA liON BEHAVIOR 

6: Unfavorable Prior Behavior 

aJ No. of serious or major disciplinaries 
OJ7 last incarcerated year _x 4= 

b) Escape in last incarceration _x 8= m 9 

cJ No. of physical assaults on staff _x 8= m ll 

dJ No. of physical assaults on inmateS _x 4= m 13 

eJ No. of smugglingitrafficking drugs _'< 4= m 15 

o No. of possessing deadly weapons _x 4= CD17 

g) No. of inciting disturbance -:< 4= m 19 

hJ No. of cause serious injur/iass<Jult _xI6= LD21 

Total Unfavorable Points 

Favl)rable Prior BehavlQr 

=+~--

7. 
al Successfully completed ~ast four months in any 

minimum custody or successful dorm living last 
incarceration -4 
or successful minimum custody last yeJr of in- or = 
carcaration -8 

bJ No serious or major lIS's last ye::. r of incarcera- 024 
ticn -4 = 

cJ Full time work/schoolivoc., above average pro- -4 = [ 125 gram last incarcerated year 

Tctal Favorable Credits 

iiJ Net Incarceration Behavior Score 
Unfuvcrable minus Fa'/orable 

TOTAL COMBINED BACKGROUND FJl.CTDRS 
AND PRIOR INCARCERA nOil SCORE 

Supervisor's Signature: 

= + or -

= II 

Dale: __ _ 

CLASSIFICATION STAFF REPRESENTATIVE ACTION 

Institution ~pproved: Cat: CSR Last Name: 

• \. I I H I to 
29 30 3~ 32 33 34 35 

I I I I I I I 
36 37 38 39 40 41 

• Explain Exceptional Placement: 

CDC NUM8ER: (end in Col. 6J INMATE'S LAST NAME: (start in Col. 7J 

F.I o 
42 

Exceptional 
Placement * 

L I I 
43 44 45. 

INITIALS: 

-01 I I ['----;-~~-;--L-I ~I_:_::_I_:_:_~.L,.I: 1] rn ., 
3 6 8 9 10 I 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 l:i 1~ 2C 

Da te of Action: n' 
mo day year 

I I H I H I I 
46 47 48 49 50 SI 

YEAR OF BIRTH: 

CDC BJ9 (R ••. 0180) 



. CDC Reclassification Score Sheet 

DATE Or ClJRRENi REVIEW: 

S. Ur.:c\lo~abl£ !lC~2~;Qr Siner Last R".;e'" 

.aj No. of serio'lS or maior CDC 11S's 

b) No. of eSCiipes during current period 

c) No. of physical assaults on stat! 

ol No. of physical assaults on inmates 

e) No. of smugcling/traHicking in drugs 

f) No. of pcssessinl: deadly weapons 

g) No. of inciting disturbance 

mo a 2 • i--f!.--, 
o=J[l~H--LJ 21 

__ x 4 =rn 27 

__ x 8=rn29 

__ x 8=rn 31 

__ x 

__ x 

4 = rn
33 

4 = rn 3S 

__ x 16 = rn37 

_-x 4 = rn
39 

_-x 16 = ITJ 41 
! .~ h) No. of cause serious injury/2ssaults 

~~' i) Total Unfavorable Points = + ---
9. Favorable 8.h2~ior Since last Rl"Iiew 

a) Continuous minimum custody 

bl Continuous dorm living 

cl ~o serious llS's 

d) Above average. full time 
work/vocationalischool program 

ii) Total F2vorable Credits 

10. Comoutation of Classification Score 

OIl Net Change = Unfavorabte less Favorable 

bl Any chan,e for holds or detainers (G point51 

No. of 6 mo. periods 

__ x 
,..-.....--. 

4 = 1 1 143 

__ x 2 =rn45 

__ x 2=0']47 

__ x 
2 = rn49 

= -

= + or - ~i =:;::1 ==1 :::::;l51 

c) Any change of sentence points (~ points per year) = + or _ ;:=1 :;:1 :::;:1 ~154 
I 1 1 157 d) Prior Classification Score 

e) Adjusted Cl2ssilication Score 

11. Current Placement 

a) Current institution/camp: 

bl assigned custody: (e.g. MiN-/,-RSl 

:::=;=:;::::::: 
IL-..1-1 -J..I ~160 

= 

= 

,..:::1 ::;::::1 ::;::I~· H 1 I 163 

,--I ...:....1 --:..1_Drn 59 

c) Special custody housing: (SHU/MCU/PHU) 1 1 1 175 

dl Special case factors: 1 1 1 1 7 
".~. . 
• } e) "ny change in Minimum Release Dale: =10 

·--/iz. Staff Signature: 

13. Auditor Signature: 

14. CS? Action: 
a) Institution approyed: I ~ ~'=I:;::::::,:H :=;::1 ::¢:i ::::::;0 16 

1 1 1 1 I 1 023 b)· CSR's last namE/first initial: 

c) E.xeeptional placement: 1 1 I 130 

mo Gay' yr 

1 I [Tn=J21 

= 

__ x 4 =rn27 

_. _x 8=0=]29 

_x 8=rn31 

__ x 4 =rn33 

__ x 4 =rn35 

__ x IS=rn37 

_ x 4 =1 I 139 
_xI6=o=}l 

= + 
No. of 6 mo. p'eri~ 

-- x 4 =1 I 143 

-- x 2 == [ I 145 

2 =0=0]47 -- x 

-- x 2 = 1 I 149 

= -

r- I , 

= + or -I ~ ===*' ::::;I~ 51 

= + or - ~I :::;::1 ::;I~ 54 
1 I 1 57 
I~ ~I :::;:1 ~ 

= 

= 50 

~I ::;:::1 :¢I ~H I I 163 
__ I ....1.-1 -,-1_Drn E9 

I 1 / 175 

I 1 I I 7 

=10 

mo Gav yr 

i/:=JeD 1 j21 

= 

_x (=,-./ j27 
_.x B=rn29 

__ x 8=rn31 

_ x 4 = 1 I 1.33 

__ x 4 =CD35 

__ XI6=CD37 

__ x 4=CD39 

_._ x 16 = CD41 

=+ 
No. of 6 mo. periods 

__ x 4 =rn43 

_~x 2=0=]45 
__ )t 

2 = I 1 I,u 
x 2 ;.CD49 --
= -

= + or- LI I I :1 

= + or- I I , 1:4 
= I 1 I I ;-

I .1 

- I 1 I 150 

I 1 1 H 1 I 1:3 
I 1 I CC[J53 

1 1 1 175 
I I , I i 

rncIJj 1 liO 

,-;::1 =' ~I :::::::.H,:=::::;:I::::=:;::I ~f016 ~I ='==1 =~-=: ='=.: =~~ 15 

,,-IT...J--I...-I ...... 1-,-;=1 =' ~C=:;123 II! 1 ) 1 11-123 
....... ! -..:.'-.1...1 _130 I I 1 130 

Reasons: ___________ _ Reasons: ______ _ Reasons: ______ _ 

15. Community Pl.ctment Consideration: 
a) Placement: 

bl Oate: 
CI): ""ws!a. , ...... 10 Col. " 

01,--..J.-J..--!...-...l.---" 

I I 1 , 1 1 133 

I ! HIJ[I]39 

1 Z 3 4 5 6 7 8 ~ 10 II 12 13 1( 15 16 17 18 

15--i5725 
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Overall, the classification system attempts to measure two major risk 

elements relative to inmates: escape attempt potential and aggressive, 
• violent behavior potential. 
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Classification System Administration and M~nagement 

The initial classification process is conducted for males 
Vacaville facility in the northern part of the state and at Chino 
southern. Female classification occurs at the Ontario institution. 
office staff visit each of these facilities weekly to review and 
classification recommendations . 

at the 
in the 
Central 
approve 

Counselors and their supervisors can also recommend overrides of 
classification scores, which central office personnel are authorized to 
approve. While institutional assignments can be overridden, the custody score 
level determined by the classification system is final unless new information. 
is obtained that would increase or decrease an inmate's point score and alter 
the overall classification score. 

Central office staff consist of 13 personnel who are also responsible for 
overseeing the transfer process, conducting periodic audits to determine 
whether inmates are being properly classified, and conducting training 
sessions with institutional staff when inconsistencies in instrument scoring 
or other procedures are found. Central office staff also approve emergency 
classification recommendations made locally by institutional personnel. The 
roles of central office and institutional classification staff remain 
essentially the same under the new system. 

Classification System Costs 

Outside funding for the new system was provided in 1979 through a grant 
~National Institute of Corrections; funding for the two-year grant is 
~,estimated)at $60,000. In addition, the California Department of Corrections 
provided substantial funding for personnel and expenses related to 
classification system development and implementation. These costs have been 
difficult to estimate because most of the funding was budgeted for 
classification purposes not directly related to the new system. 

Similar to other objective classification approaches developed in recent 
years, no substantial costs have been associated with maintaining the system 
after implementation. Staff duties have been modified according to the new 
classification policy statement, and no new personnel have been added. In 
fact, agency staff believe that the new classification system has minimized 
the need for additional classification personnel, which the previous 
subjective system would probably have warranted. 
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Classification System Effectiveness 

In addition to the effectiveness evaluation report~d earlier in Section 
V, the California Department of Corr.ections conducted a review of the 
classification system in 1984. This is a preliminary report that prompted an 
in-depth evaluation of the system, which is expected to be completed in'early 
1986. 

This 1984 analYsis produced numerous findings resulting in the following 
policy and administrative recommendations. 

, 
Policy recommendations: 

• 

• 

The goals of the Department's inmate classification system should be 
clearly documented to assist staff in meeting the objectives of the 
inmate classification system; 

Separate categories for medical/psychiatric and special housing 
cases should be established; 

• The point brackets for classification housinq levels should be 
increased as should the weighting factor for serious disciplinaries; 

• Long-term research and evaluation of the inmate classification 
system should be conducted; and 

• Certain score sheet items should be either eliminated or redefined 
in future evaluations of the system. 

Administrative recommendations: 

• 

• 

EXisting 
analysis 
policy; 

classification data tables should be modified followinq 
in order to Jssist the agency in formulating/changing 

A position should be established to monitor the computerized 
classification system; 

• The time lag in processing CDC forms 839/840 should be reduced; and 

• Based on the large percentage of errors contained on the 839/840 CDC 
forms, additional training sessions should be provided correctional 
counselors. 

The 1984 assessment yielded several 
instance, the new system appears to use too 
quately defined, information. Of the 40 
classification and reclassification forms, 
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• 
classification scores assigned to inmates. The evaluation also found that 
more than 12,000 prisoners were housed out of level and that the system was 

• overclassifying a large number of inmates .. Finally, the agency's work trai-·. 
ning incentive program had not been factored into the classification system. 

• 
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Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

The agency is currently working on means of improving the new system's 
use with special management prisoners. When a Departmental classification 
system was implemented in 1980, each institution was assigned a classification 
housing level based upon its structure and custodial security. Further, all 
inmates were assigned classification scores that determined at what 
institutional level each would be housed. This scoring was also a factor in 
determining the classification level of each institution. 

However, the Department did not address inmates' special management needs 
in the new classification system, but rather continued to designate beds in 
some facilities, regardless of institutional clas~ification housing levels, 
for psychiatryc, medical, protective custody, and lock-up cases. In a 
majority of these cases, inmates' classification score levels did not match 
the institutional classification housing levels. 

A good example of how a classification system fails to accommodate 
special management' inmates can be found in the assignment and management of 
inmates needing psychiatric or medical care. Departmental policy requires 
that all inmates needing medical or psychiatric services would be transferred 
to the California Men's Colony at San Luis Obispo or the California Medical 
Facility at Vacaville, where major hospitals are located. These institutions 
are both designated as Level III facilities and, as a result, those inmates in 
Levels I, II, and IV who were transferred to one of these institutions for 
mandated programs would be ref1~cted as out-of-level cases. This has led to 
some confusion because these ass 4 gnments do not accurately depict the agency's 
inmate housing policy. This pr,,' ':ice complicates population projections, and, 
in the end, it is very difficult to explain. Similar situations are found at 
San Quentin and Folsom, which are specified as facilities to house inmates 
needing maximum security control, and the correctional training facility at 
Soledad, which is designated as an institution to house inmates in need of 
protective custody. 

In response to these special management issues, a task force appointed by 
the governor in 1984 (the Wil~on Task Force) recommended that the agency 
create two separate classification categories, one for psychiatric/medical 
inmates and the other for lock-up cases. These two categories would be 
distinct from the four custody level designators employed for the majority of 
California inmate population. This strategy would substantially reduce the 
number of inmates' designated as being out of level and permit a better 
understanding and analysis of the Department's population. 
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Classification System and Female Inmates 

California's inmate classification syst~m is used i~ the same manner with 
both male and female inmates. While fewer facility assignments are available 
for females, an effort is made to designate each new female admission to the 
least restrictive appropriate secure facility. 

Classification System Use in Planning 

The new classification system has had a substantial impact upon the 
Department in the area of facility planning. Historically, requests have been 
made for higher custody facilities because of a perceived shortage of lower 
custody inmates. However» in response to the increase in the number of inmates 
rated for lower custody, planning for new facilities has had to make a 
dramatic adjustment, with more emphasis on community centers, camps, and open 
facilities. 

To facilitate planning and fiscal year budgeting, the classification 
system information base is computerized so that the progress of each inmate is 
tracked and data for program and policy planning are readily retrievable. 
However, even given this planning capability, over 2Q% of the inmates are 
still housed in facilities that do not correspond with their classification 
scores. In an attempt to reduce this number, all. of these cases are reviewed 
for transfer potential while the programs of each institution are examine~ for 
either movement or the establishment of a quota of out-of-level inmates. 
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OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDY: FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM 

INTRODUCTION 

Unlike the circumstances that exist for many other jurisdictions, the 
Federal Prison System (FPS) was not in a crisis situation, (e.g., overcrow
ding, court prder) when it decided to modify its classification procedures. 
The impetus for change came from observations of inconsistency in the custody 
classification process. A task force was subsequently established to look 
into ways to gain greater consistency in custody decision-making. It soon 
became apparent, however, that it was not possible to look at custody 
decision-making without also taking into consideration institution security. 
Consequently, the mandate given the task force was changed to allow it to 
review the FPS's entire classification process. Slightly more than two years 
later, in April 1979, the Federal Prison System instituted an objective 
classification ~rocess. Evaluations of the system indicate that it is 
effective in assigning prisoners to the least restrictive security level 
consistent with their needs and has enhanced use of available resources. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Origin and Development 

Prior to the development of the new objective system, the FPS had policy 
and procedure that described its ongoing classification process. There was a 
generally accepted understanding as to what type of inmate went to which 
i nstituti ons; transfers "Up or down n were usually arranged between wardens; 
Lustody levels were decided by each facility's classification team in accord 
with system-wide policy guidelines. However, it was observed that comparable 
institutions, which presumably housed similar inmates, actually had widely 
discrepant proportions of prisoners in the FPS's various custody levels. It 
had also been noted that inmates transferred from a higher to a lower security 
institution might be placed in a more restrictive custody status until staff 
at the new facility "got to know the prisoners." 

As a result of these observations, the Classification Project Task Force 
was created in the spring of 1977 to examine means for improving custody 
decision-making. The task force consisted of ten FPS staff from both the 
central office and field institutions, representing a wide variety of 
disciplines and extensive corrections experience. Its co-chairmen were 
Assistant Directors, both members of the executive staff; they provided direct 
feedback to the Director and other top officials. 

At its initial meeting the Classification Project Task Force 
that its mandate to review Federal Prison System custody procedures 
1 imited. Moreover, confusion between what was "custody" and 
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"security" surfaced since the system used the terms interchangeably and 
employed the same labels (maximum, medium, minimum) to describe 
institutions and inmate custody levels. 

also 
both 

The key role of classification (and the fact that in a 
system "everything 1-s connected to everything") 1 ed to the 
mission being expanded to include a review of the FPS's total 
process. 

correctional 
task force's 

classification 

In order to gain clarity and facilitate communication, the task force 
defined security in terms of the physical characteristics of ;\,3titutions; 
custody was defined as the level of supervision, within a given facility, that 
a particular inmate required. Understanding was further enhanced by using 
different labels. Institutional security levels were given Romun numerals 
(from I to VI--least to most secure), while custody categories were assigned 
to inmates (COMMUNITY, OUT, IN, and MAXIMUM). Consistent, explicit 
definitions for each label were established (later incorporated into written 
pol icy). 

The initial focus of the task force was to develop a designation process; 
that is, a consistent procedure for deciding how a newly admitted inmate would 
be assigned to a specific institutior. Three procedures needed to be created: 
(1) a method for determining the security level of institutions, (2) a method 
for determining the security needs of every new inmate, and (3) a method for 
matching (1) and (2). 

A search of existing literature and a visit to two state correctional 
systems (Michigan and Oregon) revealed a number of helpful ideas and 
suggestions; however, no existing classification approach fit the particular 
circumstances of the Federal Prison System. Therefore, the FPS developed its 
own system. A consensus approach was followed; widespread input was invited 
initially and comments solicited on preliminary documents as they were 
developed. 

The developmental process--which included devising and revising a 
designation form, performing several "paper" validations, and developing a 
procedures manual--took a year. A second year was used to pilot test the new 
system in one of the FPS's five regions--the Western Region, then consisting 
of eight institutions. 

Since many FPS staff viewed the existing classification process as 
IIworking," the decision to involve staff in the development of the new system 
proved very helpful in its implementation and eventual acceptance. Personnel 
were kept aware of the various stages of the system's development. Since many 
contributed to the creation of the new classification approach, a sense of 
ownership and a desire to see the project succeed resulted. 
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approximately two years later the system was operational within all FPS 
institutions. 

The key factor in implementing the new classification approach was the 
orientation and training offered to staff who would be using the system. In 
addition, information was widely disseminated to all categories of staff 
through periodic updates circulated in a system-wide newsletter. Information 
was also included in the regular training sessions held at each institution . 

During 
experience 
worked in 
throughout 
attendance 

the actual classification training, the focus was hands-on 
rather than classroom lectures. Sample cases were used; trainees 

small teams. Several members from the task force were available 
each session. Most important, top-level executives were in 

to evidence their support for the project. 

Implementing the system for use with newly admitted inmates was fairly 
simple. Staff functioned as if the new approach were the way the FPS always 
performed the designation function, and new admissions accepted it as part of 
the routine. 

Implementation was more complicated for on-board inmates. They, too, had 
to be oriented to the new system. This was done by preparing articles for 
each institution's inmate paper. Prisoners also had opportunities to discuss 
the new system with their caseworkers, as well as during "town meetings ll in 
their living units. Most difficult in the ~ransition was the change in 
custody. The FPS moved from five custody categories--maximum, close, medium, 
minimum, community--to four--maximum, in, out, community. The change for the 
prisoners in maximum and close and those in minimum and community was 
straightforward. Those in medium presented a problem: they had to become 
either IN or OUT. At each inmate's scheduled institutional reclassification 
meeting, the new form was employed. Medium custody inmates were then 
categorized according to the findings on the new form. However, no inmate 
lost privileges if the individual had adjusted well since last appearing 
before the classification committee; that is, no prisoner was to lose 
privileges earned under the old system just because a form had been changed. 

The development and implementation of the FPS's objective classification 
system was done entirely in-house. Task force members played the major role 
in all aspects of bringing the new system into being. Two-member teams from 
the task force went to the institutions to collect needed data. Members also 
helped conduct the training sessions. When problems arose, they were 
available for telephone consultation. They also participated in IIfine-tuning ll 

sessions after pilot-test data had been collected and made the necessary 
modifications for the next revision. In great measure the success of the 
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FPS's new classification approach is a consequence of the contributions made 
by the individuals who served on the Classification Project Task Force. 

Goals and Objectives 

The initial mandate given the task force by the executive staff was to 
review custody procedures. This was later expanded to include the total 
classification process. But a more basic question remained: After the task 
force completed its work, would FPS operations be any better than before the 
classification project began? In other words, had anything been improved? 

In order to answer this question, six criteria were established. The new 
classification system would have demonstrated its utility if it: 

(1) Confined inmates in the least secure facilities for which they 
qualified; 

(2) Kept the inmate population throughout the FPS in better balance; 
(3) Decreased the number of transfers, particularly for custody reasons; 
(4) Reduced the number of inmates seeking protective custody; 
(5) Eliminated "preferential transfers" between institutions; and 
(6) Made better use of available resources. 

The developmental process was guided by three principles: 

I. Inmates should be confined in the least restrictive, appropriately 
secure facility. 

II. The best predictor of future behavior is past behavior. 
III. Recent behavior is a better predictor of future actions than far 

distant past behavior. 

These principles provided a frame of reference for the task force's work. 
They helped both in developing the overall concept for the new classification 
system and in providing a focus for the details; that is, the assignment of 
point values within items on the newly devised forms. 

Classification System Description 

The FPS's objective classification system consists of two forms: an 
initial deSignation form, which is used at time of admission to the system 
(Figure 1) and a reclassification form, which is used for formal reconsidera
ti~n of custody status (Figure 2). Separate forms, not developed by the task 
force, are used to record each prisoner's needs as determined by the unit 
classification committee. 

The 
process. 
points for 
Length of 

Federal Prison System's classification approach uses an additive 
On the designation form, each new commitment is awarded a number of 
six items: Type of Detainer, Severity of Current Offense, Expected 

Incarceration, Type of Prior Commitments, History of Escapes or 
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Attempts, and History of Violence. These points are added to obtain a 
Security Total. The range that the offender's Security Total falls within 
determines the security level to which the individual ~s assigned. Withi~' 
that security level, the prisoner is sent to a specific institution, depending 
upon such considerations as proximity to the offender's home, level of 
overcrowding, and racial balance. 

The six items' on the designation form were developed from an initial list 
of 92, which the task force reduced to 47 potentially significant factors. A 
wide range of FPS staff then ranked these 47 items in terms of their 
importance to the classification process, and the six highest factors were 
incorporated into the designation form. 

Reclassification involves the completion of a form by the prisoner's case 
manager, based on information gathered since the previous reclassification 
committee meeting. This two-part form is completed every time the individual 
is formally reviewed for reclassification. 

4t Section A of the reclassi~ication form repeats the six designation 
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• 
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factors and scores the prisoner as to current security needs. 

The second part of the form--Section B--consists of seven items: Percent 
of Time Served, Involvement with Drugs/Alcohol,. Mental/Psychological 
Stability, Most Serious Disciplinary Report (past year), Frequency of 
Disciplinary Reports (past year), Responsibility Inmate Has Demonstrated, and 
Family/Community Ties:-' These points are added to at~rive at a Custody Total. 
The range encompassing this score is then located on a grid. Three recommen
dations are possible: consider for a custody increase; continue present 
custody; consider for a custody decrease. The grid is arranged so that it 
requires greater effort for inmates with high security needs to be considered 
for reduced custody than is true for prisoners with low security needs. 

Since the six items that determine a prisoner's security needs are based 
on pre-incarceration information, the Security Total rarely changes. 
Consequently, the major method by which inmates move to lower (or higher) 
security institutions is a change in custody level . 

Each newly assigned offender automatically begins in the highest custody 
level at the designated institution. . Thus, new prisoners who require either 
SL-VI or SL-V security begin their confinement with MAXIMUM custody; new 
commitments with SL- IV, I II, or I I security needs start with IN custody; and 
those with SL-I security requirements commence their sentences with OUT 
custody. (See Table 1 and note underlined II!" at each security level.) 
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TABLE 1 
SECURITY LEVELS AND CUSTODY CATEGORIES 

Institution Security 

INMATE CUSTODY SL-VI SL-V SL-IV SL- I II SL-II SL- I 

MAXIMUM X X 
IN X X X X X 
OUT X X X X 
COMMUNITY X X X 

A detailed classification manual was developed by the task force. In 
addition to citing appropriate authority to establish the manual as policy, it 
contains explicit instructions for completing all the forms, shows worked 
examples, and assigns specific responsibility for the various procedures. 
Thus, it is a ready reference for classification committee members. Further, 
it served as a basic training document during implementation of the new system 
and continues in this role with newly hired staff. 

Classification System Administration and Management 

Because the Federal Prison System operates institutions across the 
nation, better coordination required that regions be established. 
Accordingly, the FPS has created five regions, each containing approximately 
10 institutions. The original concept called for each region to have at least 
one institution at each security level (except for the single, end-of-the-line 
Sl-VI at Marion). Within each region is a regional office where a Regional 
Designation Officer serves as a coordination point for initial designations 
and intra-regional transfers. These staff also arrange inter-regional 
transfers. 

The classification process begins when a Community Programs Officer (CPO) 
is informed by the court that a new prisoner has been sentenced to the FPS. 
The CPO obtains the information necessary to complete the initial designation 
form. That material is communicated to the regional office, where it is 
considered in light of other information concerning the Federal Prison System. 
The Regional Designation Officer then makes an assignment to a specific insti
tution at the security level appropriate for the new inmate. Meanwhile, the 
CPO has forwarded the designation documentation to the receiving institution, 
which has been informed by the regional office to expect the new commitment. 

During the admission and orientation phase the prisoner is interviewed, 
screened, and tested. After 30 days, the new admission is assigned living 
quarters. [Several FPS institutions employ an objective, consistent "internal 
classification" procedure to make living quarters assignment. (See Quay, 
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1984.)] He or she subsequently meets with the unit classification committee 
and participates in the development of an institutional program . 

Depending on the individual's custbdy level, a formal reclassification 
session is scheduled: Maximum custody--9 to 12 months, In custody--6 to 9 
months, Out· custody--3 to 6 months; Community custody--at 1 east once each 
year. (Program reviews are held by the unit classification committees every 
90 days.) At the meeting a reclassification form is completed by the inmate's 
caseworker, using input from other team members as well as the prisoner's work 
and program supervisors. Based on performance since the last reclassification 
meeting, the form makes a recommendation as to whether the prisoner's custody 
should be increased, decreased, or remain the same. Staff make the final 
decision. If they decide to follow the recommendation, that is indicated and 
the form serves as documentation. However, if they decide to override the 
recommendation, they must remain within policy guidelines. For example, if 
the form recommends consideration for a lower custody category, the committee 
can disagree and keep the prisoner's custody at its current level, but cannot 
increase it to a higher category. They must also justify in . writing the 
rationale for their disa9reement. 

In accord with policy guidelines, the reclassification committee may 
decide to place an inmate in a custody classification that the current 
institution does not have. Such a decision triggers consideration for a move 
to a more (or less) secure facility with the appropriate custody category. 
This information is then communicated to the Regional Designation Officer, who 
arranges for all transfers. 

In order to ensure that classification policy is being followed, on-site 
audits are conducted annually. These visits include a review of the records 
by the Regional Designation Officer, as well as observation of classification 
committees in action. Following the audit, a written report is prepared, 
signed by the Regional Director, and sent to the institution. Policy requires 
that a written response (signed by the warden) be prepared within 45 days. 
These procedures serve both as a quality control and as documentation that the 
facility is in compliance with the policies of the Federal Prison System. 

Classification System Cost 

No outside funding was used in developing the Federal Prison System's 
objective classification approach. However, since the developmental process 
involved personnel traveling to meetings and to gather data, there was a 
"cost" to the FPS for time away from their usual positions. However, the task 
force members' enthusiasm about their selection and participation in this 
project--several indicated it was the high point of their careers--may have 
served as a morale booster, leading to greater levels of productivity when 
they returned to their regular jobs. 
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Maintaining the system entailed no additional costs.·The duties of on
board personnel were modified according to the new classification policy 
statement, but no additional staff were required. 

Classification System Effectiveness 

The FPS's new classification system was evaluated at two levels. The 
first assessed the system as a whole: Were things better because a new system 
had been implemented? The second involved demonstrating that newly devised 
forms provided valid information. 

Six criteria were established for assessing the first level of the 
evaluation. (These are listed in the section on Goals and Objectives.) The 
findings were (Levinson, 1980): (1) The new classification did confine 
inmates in less secure facilities without increasing assaults or escapes. (2) 
It also distributed the prisoner population more evenly and better balanced 
each facility's racial composition. (3) The system reduced the number of 
inter-institutional transfers. (4) A year-long assessment at one Western 
Region SL-V facility, during the pilot-testing phase (1978), indicated that 
the new classification approach did not reduce the number of inmates seeking 
protective custody. (5) Policy implemented. as part of the new classification 
manual removed transfer authority from wardens, eliminating preferential 
transfers. (6) By providing more current, consistent. and relevant 
information to management, better-informed decision-making occurred; that is, 
type of needed facilities were precisely specified, staffing patterns were 
adjusted, and budget justification became more specific. 

More recent data provide additional support regarding the improvements 
brought about by the new classification system. Comparing the distribution of 
the FPS's male prisoner population before and after implementation of the new 
approach reveals an overall "downshift"; that is, a greater proportion of 
inmates are now housed in less secure facilities--from 23% in 1977 to 33% in 
1982. At the same time, the percent of prisoners in the FPS's maximally 
secure institutions (SL-V & VI) decreased from 38% to 20%. Significantly, 
this occurred while the percent of inmates incarcerated for crimes of violence 
increased from 23% to 31%. As shown in Table 2, this "downshift" was 
accompanied by a reduction in transfers and a lower rate of escape per 1000 
prisoners. 
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TABLE 2 
PRE- AND POST-IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM: 

PERCENT INMATES TRANSFERRED AND ESCAPE RATE/1000 

1976 1977 1978 1979* 1980 1981 1982 

Transfers 41% 43% 52% 50% 48% 42% 36% 

Escape/1000 14 15 14 14 15 10 6 

n = 42.4k 45.3k 46.6k 42.9k 40.0k 39.9k 44.9k 

*Transition year; new system began agency-wide on 4/79. 

The second level of evaluation--form and item validity--began during the 
Western Region pilot-testing phase and has continued during post-implementa
tion. "Fine-tuning" sessions have been held every 12 to 18 months to review 
accumulated information. Based on this material, modifications are made in 
procedures and/or scoring. 

Table 3, using data from 1100 inmates randomly selected from 35 FPS 
institutions (Kane & Saylor, 1983), reveals that the items used to make 
initial security designations are significantly related to post-admission 
behavior. Each "X" indicates a Significant relationship (at least .05) 
between Security Designation Item and Criterion. 
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TABLE 3 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SECURITY DESIGNATION ITEMS 

AND SUBSEQUENT INSTITUTIONAL BEHAVIOR 

Criteria 

Disci- Severity of Misconduct 
p1inary Overall 
Transfer Violence Misconduct Greatest High Moderate Low-Mod 

Type of 
Detainer --- X X 

Severity of 
Offense X X X X X 

Length of 
Incarceration X X 

Prior 
Commitments X X X X 

Escapes or 
Attempts X X X X X 

History of 
Violence X X X X X X 

Total Score X X X X X X X 

"Total Score," which Table 3 reveals to be the best predictor of the 
seven post-incarceration criteria, reflects the finding that the designation 
form is making useful distinctions. 

Another perspective is provided by Table 4, which shows differences among 
the form-identified groups. 
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TABLE 4 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS TO ACCUMULATE 

100 MAJOR DISCIPLINARY "GUILTY" DECIS10NS 

Security Level* Average Number of Days 

SL-I 266 
Sl-II 205 
SL- II I 74 
SL-IV 74 
SL-V 45 
SL-VI Z4 

*Except for' SL-VI~ averages are based on data collected at three different 
facilities at each security level; the SL-VI figure is based on data gathered 
on two different occasions (eight months apart) at the single SL-VI 
institution. 

The orderly progression depicted in Table 4 lends creditability to the 
grouping of inmates in accord with the security designation form. 

The foregoing suggests that inmates designated to the different security 
level institutions are, indeed, distinguishable from each other in terms of 
subsequent behavior. Another way to determine if this is true is by examining 
what happens t'lhen "wrong" designations are made. Two studies were conducted-
one at a single SL-III institution (Mabli, 1982) and the other encompassing 35 
different FPS facilities (Kane & Saylor, 1983). 

Mabli reported that SL-3 inmates committed to an Sl-III institution had 
the higher percentage with no disciplinary reports (during 12 months following 
admission) when compared with non-Sl-3 inmates in the sallie facility. 

The Kane & Saylor study, using multiple regression analysis~ reported 
lithe likelihood of a disciplinary transfer was found to be statistically 
significant for both over- and under-designated prisoners. 1I Moreover, the 
greater the over- or under-designation, the more likely such a transfer would 
occur: "Plausibly, under-designated (inmates) were transferred for (their) 
exploitive action, whereas over-designated prisoners were moved after (being 
aggressed against) to prevent (further) exploitation." 

While admittedly not a panacea, the FPS's new classification system does 
appear to be a valid approach that helps reduce some of management's problems. 

Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

The FPS's objective classification system was devised to assign prisoners 
to institutions based on their security needs. However, there are inmates for 
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whom other considerations outweigh (at 
example, physically or mentally ill 
incorporated into the FPS's approach 
special cases. 

least initially) security issues; for 
offenders. Specific provlslons are 
to assist in properly managing these 

In addition to the security scoring, the security designation form 
contains an "Additional Considerations" section that also must be completed. 
Eight categories of Special Offenders are listed: medical, psychiatric, 
aggressive sexual behavior, threat to government officials, offense in 
greatest severity category, high severity drug offense, deportable alien, and 
organized crime member. New admissions falling into anyone or more of these 
categories may have their security-based institution designation overriden. 
Justification for such overrides must comply with policy guidelines and be 
documented on the form. 

If the reason for the override is temporary (e.g., a curable medical 
problem), the designation officer indicates two institutions on the form. The 
first considers the prisoner's special need; the second is based on the 
security score. Once the special management problem has been rectified, the 
inmate ;s transferred to the appropriate security level institution. This 
procedure reduces attempts by prisoners to manipulate the system. It also 
expeditiously .moves inmates through specialized facilities, thereby helping 
ensure that scarce bed space does not become clogged -unnecessarily. 

Classification System and Female Inmates 

The FPS's objective classification system is also used with female 
offenders. While the range of institution security levels available for women 
prisoners is curtailed, effort is made to designate each new female admission 
to the least restrictive appropriately secure facility. Table 5, which 
compares the distribution of male and female prisoners in the Western Region, 
reveals a concentration of women inmates at the lower security needs levels. 

Male 

Female 

TABLE 5 
COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE PRISONERS--1/81 

INMATES' SECURITY LEVEL 

SL-1 SL-2 SL-3 SL-4 SL-5 SL-6 

33% 16% 19% 24% 7% 1% 

44% 24% 17% 12% 3% 0.4% 
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Classification System Use in Planning 

At the time that the Federal Prison System ·began to review its 
classification system, serious thought-was beJng given to making a budgetary 
request to b~ild a second SL-VI facility. Moreover, while maximum and medium 
security institutions were overcrowded, unused bed space existed in minimum 
security camp facilities. Thus, the FPS was faced with the prospect of 
constructing highly expensive maximally secure beds, while underutilizing its 

. least expensive living quarters. 

The new classification system demonstrated what many staff suspected: 
prisoners were being overclassified. As a result of the new approach, the FPS 
did not build the second top-level security facility, but found a greater need 
for medium and minimum beds--a considerable savings for the taxpayer. 

In addition, high-level administrators now have a more accurate, up-to
date picture of both new admissions and the current population. This enables 
managers to ascertain whether the incoming population is changing and to 
assess not only where new facilities might be needed but also what a new 
institution's security lavel should be to best meet commitment trends. Thus, 
management has better information, can more accurately forecast needs, and 
more comprehensively justify its budget requests. 

Finally, the new objective system permits a more knowledgeable allocation 
of current resources. Consistent, early identification of which prisoners 
require maximal control -a'nd which do not allows differential staffing patterns 
to be implemented. It also leads to the "de-securitizing" of institutions; 
that is, not staffing every perimetel' tower 24 hours per day. For example, 
the Federal Prison System was able to reduce the security levels of both Terre 
Haute (Indiana) and Otisville (New York) from SL~V to IV and from SL-IV to 
III, respectively. More homogeneous institutional populations and a better 
ability to predict where trouble may develop enable a more cost-efficient 
distribution of in-house resources • 
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OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDY: FLORIDA 

INTRODUCTION 

In October 1979, the Florida Department of Corrections began classifying 
inmates under a system of objective custody classification criteria. This was 
the Department's first step toward identifying and using standard elements and 
practices in four separate but interrelated decision-making areas within the 
inmate classification process: custody classification, inmate movement, 
inmate program needs assessment and participation scheduling, and work 
assignment. To date, only the custody classification component has been pilot 
tested and implemented agency-wide. A 1981 evaluation of the new system 
indicates that it provides a legitimate basis for determining inmate custody 
levels and has resulted in more efficient assignment of custody grades .. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Origin and Development 

In 1979 the Florida state legislature directed the Department of 
Corrections to "review and document the security classification of inmates as 
to the criteria of each classification and the number of inmates in each 
classification and present an institutional plan to provide adequate secu~ity 
for these inmates." In response to this directive, the Department examined 
the existing classification system and those procedures believed to be 
commonly accepted and widely used. This review produced several findings that 
indicated the system employed informal and subjective criteria. First, since 
there was no explicit guid·ance as to what criteria should be applied, each 
classification officer usually drew upon his or her own training and 
experiences to make custody assignments. Second, case-by-case application of 
the criteria resulted in disparities in the distribution of custody grades for 
each caseload. Third, the quality and quantity of offender data used to make 
classification decisions varied dramatically in accuracy, completeness, and 
objectivity. Fourth, many of the offender data used by classification staff, 
which were obtained through pre-sentence investigation reports, were 
inconsistent due to non-specific instructions provided to probation services 
field staff. Finally, in addition to the absence of guidelines specifying 
what criteria to employ and when, there was substantial uncertainty concerning 
how criteria should be applied. As a result, classification officers 
frequently interpreted custody grades quite differently from institution to 
institution. This interpretive freedom led to non-uniform decisions that were 
increasingly subject to objective questioning. 

Prior to initiating development of an objective classification approach, 
the Department made several assumptions concerning the course of action 
proposed to meet the legislative mandate. These included the following: 
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The existing system of inmate classification, though informal and 
non-uniform, generally works and is essentially self-correcting. 
This is exemplified through the Department's ability to maintain a· 
large inmate population with a minimal rate of escape and assault, 
as well as a limited number of discipl'inary incidents; 

The emphasis on individual diagnosis and treatment of the offender 
that characterizes the current classification system is necessary 
and should not be eliminated; and 

The development .of standard criteria and procedures should not 
preclude the judgement and experience of skillful professionals from 
the decision-making process. 

Several distinct phases were involved in developing the Florida 
Department of Corrections' inmate classification system: 

• Identification of the classification decision criteria; 

• 

• 

Organizing these criteria into related sets of variables and then 
establishing the relative importance of each to the classification 
decision; 

Incorporating the ranked sets of elements and sub-elements into a 
standard system of decision-making logic; 

• Mapping the decision-making logic to provide for assignment of 
standard custody grades; 

• 

• 

Translating the decision-making logic into a weighted scoring scheme 
that maintains the integrity of the logic while resulting in 
appropriate assignment of custody grade; and 

Developing a user interface with the classification system through 
the design of a simplified set of field forms. 

As a first step, "brain writing," a method for generating ideas within a 
small . group, was used to obtain a list of classification criteria by 
consensus. Forty-three classification criteria were subsequently identified 
as having some relevance to the classification decision. However, this list 
needed to be ordered according to the relative importance of each item to 
inmate classification. To do this, the task force, comprised of staff 
representing various disciplines within the agency, employed a process known 
as Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM). Under a grant from the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, the Department of Corrections used the 
ISM computer program to provide a relative ranking of the identified criteria. 
Beginning with the highest priority classification criteria, a logic diagram, 
or decision tree, was constructed by the task force with the assistance of 
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outside consultants and staff from the Department's Bureau of Planning, 
Research, and Statistics. The decision tree acts as a screen through which 
each inmate must pass before reaching a level where sufficient information is 
known to make a final classification status assignment. 

Once the decision-tree diagram was completed, the task of mapping the 
inmate groups, each signified by a terminal box, to custody assignments of 
close, medium, and minimum was addressed. The task force was instructed to 
locate each uniquely identified terminal box on a continuum with a scale of 0 
to 100, where 0 was the "most minimum" custody assignment and 100 represented 
the "closest of the close" custody assignment. Staff of the Bureau of 
Planning, Research, and Statistics then converted this ranking of inmate 
groups to a scheme of weights for each element and sub-element. This 
weighting, in turn, would result in the assignment of a custody grade 
indicated' on the decision-tree diagram. Field forms were then designed to 
allow staff responsible for classification decision-making to rapidly 
determine the appropriate custody grade of each inmate. 

Classification System Implementation 

Under a grant awarded by the National Institute of Corrections, the new 
classification system was pilot tested in five correctional faci11ties. The 
facilities represented large and small institutions; a full range of close, 
medium, and minimum custody inmates; a youthful offender facility; a female 
facility; facilities with high and low degrees of "outside labor" require
ments; and statewide geographical distribution. In addition to the test 
sites, Florida's Adult Services Program Office selected three facilities as 
"controls" so that the results of the pilot tests could be compared to the 
existing method of inmate classification. The average number of inmates 
invo'lved in both the pilot and control populations represented approximately 
15% of the Department's inmate population during the test period. 

In addition to the pilot test project, classification supervisors, 
superintendents, and staff at the pilot institutions were trained in the use 
of custody reclassification criteria in September 1979. 

ASSignment of custody levels by criteria was initiated in October 1979. 
Classification teams at the pilot sites were instructed to depart from routine 
classification schedules and intensify review activities to ensure that every 
inmate would be classified under the proposed criteria by January 1980. 
During the next six months, inmates at the pilot facilities who had been 
classified under the previous system received a second review, using the 
criteria according to the normal reclassification schedule. Reports of any 
modifications to custody as a result of exceptional or unscheduled reviews 
were reported using forms developed for the project. 

In addition, staff prepared classification reports for inmates who 
escaped from non-pilot facilities between October 1979 and July 1980. While 
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these reports were limited to central office interpretation of data contained 
in inmates' jackets and did not reflect entries made by classification 
officers more familiar with inmates' current behavior, the collection of this. 
information permitted at least a tentative analysis of variables that might be 
related to escape behavior. 

Goals and Objectives 

Both operational 
classification system. 

and performance goals were establish~d for the new 
Operational goals included the following: 

• Reflect the values of the professional staff responsible for 
classification decisions; 

• 'Provide a structure based upon empirical offender data that can be 
substantiated by records of observable events; 

• Reduce the amount of narrative reporting; 

• 

• 

• 

Ensure that decisions made from the uniform criteria are consistent 
with state-of-the-art practices; 

Provide for the routine collection of offender data assumed to be 
relevant to the assessment of risk in the assignment of custody 
grade. In addition, capture and process data in a manner that will 
allow rigorous. analysis and evaluation to determine the validity of 
the proposed criteria; and 

Identify and respond to changes within the inmate population 
relative to risk-related variables and allow for improved 
understanding of the classification process. In addition, permit 
the identification and assimilation of new criteria based upon input 
provided by professional and field staff. 

With respect to performance goals, the following were developed: 

• Increase the uniformity and consistency of inmate custody classifi
cations through the use of standard, uniformly weighted criteria; 

• Provide an opportunity to determine the predictability of the 
standard criteria using data-based methods; 

• Increase the efficiency and reliability of the classification 
process; 

• Improve the documentation of the classification process, providing 
for the clear identification of signifi~ant reasons for 
classification decisions; and 
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• Provide classification officers with feedb~ck opportunities relating 
to the outcome of classification decisions. 

Classification System Description 

The Florida Department of Corrections' classification system is based 
upon a decision-tree model with an additive component. 

Two classification forms are' used by the Department to determine an 
inmate's custody status: the Initial Inmate Classification Questionnaire (see 
Figure 1), which is used to determine the first official assignment of custody 
at the conclusion of the reception process, and the Inmate Custody Reclassifi
cation Questionnaire (see Figure 2), which is used for all subsequent 
classification actions as required under Department policy and procedure. A 
third form, the Report of Inmate Classification Action (see Figure 3), is 
employed to summarize the action of the classification committee relative to 
inmate custody decision-making. 

The Initial Inmate Classification Questionnaire consists of 14 questions 
about the inmate. These questions cover such areas as escape history, current 
offense, length of sentence, and use of intentional violence. The assignment 
of a standard, general-range custody status is based upon the total number of 
points given for each true statement about the offender. 

It is important for the user to understand that the points for one 
question do not indicate the relative value or importance of that item when 
compared to any other question. In other words, the three points awarded in 
Question 12 because the inmate is determined to be sadistic does not imply 
that being sadistic is three ~imes as important to classification as the one 
point received in Question 7 for a sentence of seven to ten years. 

In using the Initial Inmate Classification Questionnaire, the officer 
simply begins at Section I, which includes five questions. This section has 
been designed to determine whether the inmate should be classified close 
custody for any single factor and carries a point value of ten. Section II 
consists of Questions 6 through 14. If ten points were not awarded in Section 
I, responses to the questions in this section will then place the inmate in 
one of three custody groups. Answer to questions in this section will provide 
a score from 0 to 17. 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
INITIAL INMATE CLASSIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

SECTION I: Using a #2 pencil, black in the center of each circle on the score 
.sheet corresponding to a true statement about the inmate being 
classified. ~dqthe points for each marked circle to obtain a 
total score for items 1 through 5. 

l. The inmate has been diagnosed by profeSSional staff as: 

a) Psychotic and not in a state of remission 

b) Psychotic, but in a state of remission 

2. The inmate is under sentence of death 

3. The inmate received a life sentence with one or more 25 year mandatory 
requirements 

4., The inmate has escaped duri ng the 1 ast fi ve years: 

a) From a major institution, road prison, or vocational center/close 
custody at the time of escape 

b) From close custody non-D.C. facility (i.e., jail) 
c) From a major institution, road prison or vocational center/ 

medium custody at the time of escape 
d) From an other D.C. or non-D.C. facility/medium custody 

at the time of escape 
e) From a major institution, road prison, or vocational center/ 

minimum custody at the time of escape 
f) From a C.C.C. 
g) From an other D.C. or non-D.C. facility/minimum custody at the 

time of escape 

If no entry was made in item 4, skip item IS, compute Section I score and GO 
ON TO ITEM 6. 

5. The inmate escaped during the last five years with a modus operandi that 
involved: 

a) Violence against D.C. staff 
b) Taking a hostage of D.C. staff 
c) Weapons 
d) Violence against a private citizen 
e) Taking as a hostage a private citizen 
f) An organized plan 
g) Assistance by D.C. staff 
h) Assistance by a private citizen (accomplice) 

THE POINT TOTAL FOR ITEMS 1 THROUGH 5 IS -----
If the point total is greater than 10, place a "10" in the box. If the point 
total is less than 10, place the point value in the box indicating the score 
for Section I. 
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SECTION II: Continue to black in each circle at the beginning of a true 
statement about the inmate. Add the points for each marked 
circle to obtain a total score for items 6 through 14. 

6. The inmate's primary offense of his/her cu~rent commitment is: 

a) Murder, 1st degree 
b) Murder, 2nd degree 
c) Mar.slaughter 
d) Arson 
e) Sexual Battery/Forcible Rape 
f) Robbery 
g) Aggravated Assault 
h) Armed Burglary 

. i) Child Molesting 
j) Escape 
k) Ri ot 
1) Strike in Correctional Institution 
m) Kidnapping 
n) Mayhem 
0) Terrorist/Bombing Acts 
p) Possession Weapon in Prison 
q) Assault w/Intent to Kill 
r) Shooting into a Building 
s) Cruelty to Children 
t) Possession of Explosives 
u) Resisting an Officer 
v) Murder, 3rd Degree 
w) Other Violent Offenses 
x) Unarmed Burglary 
y) Larceny 
z) Auto Theft 

aa) Forgery 
bb) Narcotics 
r:c) Incest 
dd) Aggravated Battery 
ee) Breaking and Entering 
ff) Possession of a Concealed Weapon 
gg) Manslaughter, Auto 
hh) Other Non-Violent Crimes 
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7. The inmate is under total length of sentence of: 
(Add all sentences, either current or pending, and round off to the 
nearest year) 

a) Life or Death 
b) 51 years or more 
c) 21 - 50 years 
d) 11 - 20 years 
e) 7 - 10 years 
f) 6 years 
g) 5 years 
h) 4 years 
i ) 3 years 
j) 2 years 
k) 1 year 

8. His/her current offense involved intentional violence resulting in: 
(Check only one) 

a) Death of a criminal justice officer 
b) Death of a private citizen 
c) Personal injury of a criminal justice official 
d) Personal injury of a private citizen 
e) Threat to a person 
f) Propery damage 

9. The inmate has a verifiled history involving intentional violence that 
resulted in: (Check only one) 

a) Death of a criminal justice official 
b) Death of a private citizen 
c) Personal injury of a criminal justice official 
d) Personal injury of a private citizen 
e) Threat to a person 
f) Property damage 

10. The inmate has been sentenced consecutively to more than one three-year 
mandatory minimum sentence 

11. It has been determined that the inmate currently has a need for one or more 
of the following programs: 

a) Psychiatric Counseling 
b) Psychological Counseling 
c) Drug Counseling 
d). AA Counseling 
e) Academic Program 
f) Vocational Training 
g) Other 

Explai~n--------------------------

h) Other 
Explai~n--------------------------
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12. Based upon his performance/evaluations during the reception period or 
during jailor prison confinement preceding this admission, or if the 
verified available data from sources such as the P~I, indicates that the. 
inmate has exhibited one of the following characteristics: (If the 
inmate's behavior is observed, place a mark in Column A; if profes
sionally diagnosed, mark Column B. Check only one item a through i~ 
others as needed) 

A B 
a) Homicidal (If suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
b) Sadistic (If suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
c) Unable to handle stress . 
d) Suicidal (If suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
e) Subject to hallucination 
f) Paranoid (If suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
g) Abusive 
h) Aggressi ve 
i) Deals in contraband 

j) Uses alcohol or drugs 
k) Non-Conformist 
1) Threatening 
m) Masochistic (If suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
n) Retarded (If suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
0) Manipulative 
p) Argumentative 
q) Pliable 
r) Lacks initiative 
s) Low tolerence for frustration 
t) Exhibits hostility with respect to authority 
u) Fails to accept responsibility for his own actions 
v) History of sex offenses 

POINTS MAY BE AWARDED FOR ITEMS MARKED IN EITHER COLUMN (A) OR (B) OR BOTH 

NOTE: 

If any items requlrlng professional diagnosis are observed by not confirmed, 
mark the score sheet by blackening in the circle on the score sheet labled 
"unconfirmed." In addition, briefly describe the specific instances on back of 
score sheet. 
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13. Institutional adjustment during this reception period or detention period 
prior to admission has been continually less than satisfactory as 
evidenced by: (Check one) 

a) Disciplinary confinement or loss of gain time d:..;r'ing his last period 
of incarceration (including jail conflnement preceeding his current 
admission) 

b) Demonstrated lack of cooperation with institutional staff 
c) Demonstrated maladjustment or unadaptability to institutional 

routine/supervision 

14. The inmate has made use ~f one of the following skills in jailor in the 
prison' environment in an escape, escape attempt or assault within the 
last five years: 

a} Fi rearms 
b) Explosives 
c) Incendiaries 
d) Martial Arts 
e) Locksmith 
f) Electronics 
g) Weapons ather than firearms 
h) Other 

Exp1ai-n-:------------------

Add all of the points awarded for items 6, through 14 and enter the score in the 
• space provided on the score sheet entitled "Section II Total." 

Summary: 

Add the scores for Section I and Section II and enter the "Combined Total 
• Score" in the space prav; ded on the score sheet. 

• 

• 

• 

Note: 

Enter combined total score an item #7 of the Report of Inmate Classification 
Action. 
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FLOR IDA DEPARTI1ENT OF CORRECT IONS 

I NI1ATE CUSTODY RECLASS I F I CAT I ON QUESTIDNNA I RE 

SECTION I Using a No.2 pencil, blacken the circle on the score sheet 
corresponding to a true statement abollt the inmate.:r'~tng 
reclassified. Add the points for each marked circle to 
obtain a total score for items 1 through 5. 

1. The inmate has been diagnosed by professional staff as: 

a. 
b. 

Actively psychotic (not in a state of remission). 
Psychotic, but in a state of remission. 

2. The inmate is under sentence of death. 

3. The inmate received a life sentence with one or more 25 year mandatory 
requirements or has received any mandatory term exceeding 25 years and 
has served less than 40% of the total mandatory requirement. 

4. The inmate escaped or was involved in an escape attempt during the last 
five years: 

a. 

h. 
c. 

d. 
e. 

f. 
g. 

From a major institution, road prison or vocational center/close 
custody at time of escape. 
From a close custody non-DC facil lty (i .e. jail) 
From a major institution, road prison, or vocational center/medium 
custody at the time of escape. 
From other DC or non-DC facil ity/medium custody at the time of escape. 
From a major institution, road prison, or vocational center/minimum 
custody at the time of escape. 
From a CCC. 
From other DC or non-DC facil ity/minimum custody at time of escape. 

If no entry was made in item No.4, skip item No.5, compute Section 
and GO ON TO ITEM No.6. 

score 

5. The inmate escaped or was involved in an escape attempt during the last 
five years with a modus operandi that involved: 

a. Violence against DC staff 
b. Taking a hostage of DC s ca ff 
c. Weapons 
d. Violence against a private citizen 
e. Taking as hostage a private citizen 
f. An organized plan 
g. Assistance by DC staff 
h. Assistance by a private ci tizen (accomplice) 

THE TOTAL SCORE FOR ITEMS 1 THROUGH 5 IS 

If the total score is greater than 10, place a "1011 in the space provided; 
otherwise enter the score . 
.......................................................... , .... SECTION I TOTAL 
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SECTION I I Continue to blacken the circle on the score sheet corresponding 
to: a true statement about the inmate. Add the points for each 
marked circle to obtain a total score for items 6 through 13. 

6. The inmate's primary offense of current commitment is (CHECK ONLY ONE) 

a. Mu rde r, 1st Deg ree 
b. Murder, 2nd Degree 
c. Manslaughter 
d. Arson 
e. Sexual Battery/Forcible Rape 
f. Robbery 
g. Aggravated Battery 
h. Aggravated Assault 
i. Armed Burglary 
j. Child Molesting 
k. Escape 
I. Ri ot 
m. Strike in Correctional Institution 
n. Kidnapping 
o. Mayhem 
p. Terrorist/Bombing.Acts 
q. Possession Weapon in Prison 
r. Assaul t w/ Intent to Ki II 
s. Shooting into a Bui Iding 
t. Cruelty to "Chi-ldren 
u. Possession of Explosives 
v. Resisting an Officer 
w. Murder, 3rd Degree 
x. Other Violent Offenses 
aa. Unarmed Burglary 
bb. Larceny 
cc. Auto Theft 
dd. Forgery 
ee. Narcot i cs 
ff. Incest 
99· 
hh. Possession of a Concealed Weapon 
i i. Manslaughter, Auto 
jj. Other Non-Violent Crimes 
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7. The inmate is under total length of sentence of: (Add all sentences, 
either current or pending, and round off to the nearest year.) 

8. 

a. Li fe 
b. 51 Years to Li fe 
c. 21 50 Years 
d. 11 - 20 Years 
e. 7 - 10 Years 
f. 6 Years 
g. 5 Years 
h. 4 Years 
i. 3 Years 
j. 2 Years 
k. 1 Year 

The inmate has served less than 20% of a definite sentence of 25 years 
or less OR less than 5 years of a I ife sentence or sentence greater than 
25 years. 

9. The inmate's current offense involved intentional violence resulting in: 
(check only one) 

a. Death of a criminal justice official 
b. Death of a private citizen 
c. Personal injury of a criminal justice official 
d. Personal i nj u ry of a private citizen 
e. Threat to a person 
f. Property damage 

10. The inmate has a verified history involving intentional violence that 
resulted in: (check only one) 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

Death of a criminal justice official 
Death of a private citizen 
Personal injury of a criminal justice official 
Personal injury of a private citizen 
]h~e~t to a pers6n 
Property damage 
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11. a. 

b. 

The inmate has been sentenced consecutively to more than one three
year mandatory minimum sentence, and the total not exceeding 15 years, 
has served less than 40% of the minimum requirement. 

The total composite mandatory sentence exceeds 15 years but is less 
than 25 years and the inmate has served less than 40% of the minimum 
requirement. 

12. I t has been determined that the inmate currently has a need for one or 
more of the fol lowing programs: 

MARK A if needed and available, then indicate if inmate is participating 
in the program by MARKING C or not participating by MARKING D. 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
F. 
g. 
h. 

Psychiatric Counsel ing 
Psychological Counsel ing 
Drug Counsel ing I 

AA Counsel ing 
Academic Program 
Vocational Training 
Other (Explain) 
Other (Explain) 

If any item is checked in both Columns A and D, the score for item 12 is 
one po i nt. 

13. a. 

b. 

The inmate is more than 2 years from earliest expected release date 
on a sentence of more than 5 years. 

OR 
The inmate is more than 6 ;Dnths from earl iest expected release date 
on a sentence of less than or equal to 5 years. 

ADD ALL OF THE SCORES FOR ITEMS 6 THROUGH 13 TO DETERI11NE THE SECTION I I TOTAL 
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14. Based upon performan(.~/evaluations during current commitment, the inmate 
has one of the following behavior characteristics. If the inmate's 
behavior is observed, place a mark in Column A; if professionally 
diagnosed, mark Column B. Check only the most serious problem for 

15. 

~ through .i.: 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 

e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i. 
j. 
k. 
1. 
m. 
n. 
o. 
p. 
q. 

Homicidal (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
Sadistic (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
Unable to handle stress 
Suicidal Act (if confirmed by professional diagnosis; note as 
standard protection exception and mark close) 
Subject to hallucination 
Paranoid (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
Abusive 
Aggressive 
Deals in contraband 
Uses alcohol or drugs 
non-conformist 
Threatening 
Masochistic (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
Retarded (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) 
Manipulative 
Argumentative 
PI iab I e 

r. Lacks initiative 
s. Low tolerance for frustration 
t. Exhibits hostility with respect to authority 
u. Fails to accept responsibi I ity for own actions 

POINTS MAY BE A~ARDED TO ITEMS MARKED IN EITHER COLUMN A OR B OR BOTH. 
If any items requiring professional diagnosis are observed but not con
firmed, mark the score sheet by blackening in the circle labled 
"unconfirmed". In addition, briefly describe the specific instances 
on the back of sheet. 

Institutional adjustment during the last six months has been continually 
less than satisfactory as evidenced by: (check one) 

a. Has received discipl inary confinement or loss of gain time during 
last period of incarcerating including jai I confinement 

b. Demonstrated lack of cooperation with institutional staff 

c. Demonstrated maladjustment or unadaptability to institutional 
routine/supervision. 
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16. Has had an unsatisfactory work rating during the last six months 

17. The inmate has made use of one of the fol lowing ski lIs in jai I or the 
prison environment in an escape, escape attempt or as~au't within the 
last five years: 

a. Firearms 
b. ExploSivE'S 
c. 
d. 
e . 
I. 

g. 
h. 

Incendiaries 
Md ,. t I a 1 a r l S 

Locksmi th 
Electronics 
Weapons other than firearms 
Othe r 

If the [01al ~core for items 14 through 17 is less than 4, place the score in 
the box provided. If the total score is greater than or equal to 4, place a 
"4" in the box for the SECTION III tutal. 

SUMMARY 

Add the score for Sections I. I I • and I II in the boxes provided be I a"': 

Sec t ion Total 

Sec t ion I I Total 

Section I I I Total 

Comb i r1f:d TOldl Score: 

NOTE: tnter combined totdl score on item No. I I of the P.eporc of 
Clclssification Ac t i on. 

Custody Score Suggested Custody 

0-4 Minimum 

5 - 7 Medium 

Close 
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FLORIDA 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

REPORT 
of 

INMATE CLASSIFICATION ACTION, 
3, INMATE 1.0. NUMBER: 

2, CLASSIFIC,~TION ACTION I!.EPORTi!D: 
Q (Check one) 

U ntchcdulf:d 
Acllon 

n-/ J I I I ~X) Ib (0 •• ~umDu) 

d.uI ~ C uUlnllLh:J ~oIIUC J 

eUSTOU\' GIlAla: Ul::t'Oltl:: 
TillS IU:I'OIlT: 
1 • Muul1lulU 
2 • Mcilulln 
.: • Ch .. ,.: 
... N/A 

1:;:"1 
\;."!I 

(to'lut: CummUt«:d N.01C) 

7, QlI~:STIONN"lIlE 

[IJ SCOII~: 

9. E:~CEPTIONAL SUP~:lt VISION ItEQUIIU:~H:NT: 0 NOT AI'PLICABLE - OR: 

.. 0 :;:~~:::fI:~p~~.~;:;~ tn th.r b. D~:~~'::~I~i~':r~~~l~:'~:r "'llUSlve 

O Rwqulrcod (nr prrsu".' 
4. protect,ton . 

O 
Record lndh: •• u aUiU.Uon. 

... .."hh or~iol:C'd ,anlll 

10. liAS IDENTIFIED rRESSUltE SITUATION: 0 NOT Al'rLICADLE - OR: 

O 0 h I I d ' OS ri uI,'11 I 0 Recent d,ose'pandol".' 
L '.::'r n Inm~ ,ale b iI~m~di.lt:~:~13). C. "hvoree 

L DR~\·elation ot unknown DOther dele.riorauon h 11"·inanci.1 
WAlnnU; d" .... nen I tn fAmily sUuOlUon • L....lprot"lem 

m. D~eb:;:~~~~.t:~:s:t n. 0 ~rt~~~~;:mate 
unknown 

o 
(Mil 

OQl1ESTIONNAIR£ 
GENERAL 

S;,! CUSTODY GRADE, 
"-"'" 1 • Minimum 

2. ~Iedium 
3. Close 

OihQuircl restraint tor 
c. homosexual behavior 

O Itecord Indicatea 
t. a!UUation. wHh 

political t.errorists 

O Infidelity e, 

O Institutional 
D. pressure 

O
Othn ., IEx.l~n) __________________________________________________________________________________________ __ 

II. TilE INMATE liAS OUTSTANDING V.·ARRA~TS all. DETAI~ERS: o NOT APPLICADLE - all.: 

O 
Oth .. r,",e 

L relony lifnlenee" • 

OUl;:,. .t.t, r,.lo",. 4.0 .dludJcalZion penrline 

e.o Unornct&1 
noUUe.don 

O 
"oedifral CelonY 

b. aenlenu 

O 
fo' .. der.l r .. lony 

e. adJudiClhon "cndlne 

h.O U.S.lrnml&l.Uon " 
nalun.1l1.Uon hold 

C.O 

t.O 

Florida (elony 
adjudication pend In I 

Mlsdemeanor 
pendin, 

12. EXCf-:JtTJON,\L. CONSIDERATIONS: II There Any Other Ju.UtScatlon Tha .. Should Be: considered In Makin. CUltody 
A.s.alenment. tor thl& fnmate? 0 0 r.~ 

~~ 
Yea No 

IF YES. INDICATE ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONIS): 

13, CUSTODY MODlnCATION: A •• relult ot lIavinl Marked Ellher Item - 9. -10, _11 or .12, l.J • Modlftution of lh~ 
Quudonna.in: Oene,., CWlody Auilnment (Item .8) APpropriate? o 0 ~B 

Yea No 

IF' YES. INDICATE MODIFIED GRADE: 

TOCONTlNUEUNTIL: ~ ~~ 0 1 - Minimum 
2- M~dtum 

3 - Clo,~ 
4- tl/A 

69 M M 61 0 0 63 Y Y 

KOTE: Hu.mben lD 40Ued bQ ... for k.,Pu.nch!n,. 

R.pon PrifPared 0':, ___________________________________ , _______ _ 00'': ___________________ ..;",, __ _ 

CI.u.ufi"4Iiun SUfh'n "u':.: ____________________________________________ _ D.'.: ____________________ _ 
04te: ___________________ _ 
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Following completion of Sections I and II, a general custody status will 
be determined for each inmate by using the following table: 

Custody 

Minimum 
Medium 
Close 

Score 

0-3 points 
4-5 points 
6 or more points 

The Inmate Custody Reclassification Questionn'aire (Figure 2) is completed 
in much the same fashion as the Initial Inmate Classification Questionnaire. 
The primary difference is a third section consisting of four questions related 
to institutional behavior. Point totals of 0 to 12 for this section will 
cause an additional 0 to 4 value to be added to the classification score 
derived from Sections I and II. Points given in Section III will generally 
cause the custody status to increase one full level from that derived by 
Section II (if not already close). 

The third and final form used in carrying out the Florida classification 
process is the Report of Inmite Classification Action (Figure 3). This form 
is used to make a written record of the decision to assign or reassign a 
custody status of close, medium, or minimum to an inmate. It is used for 
reporting custody classification of inmates in major institutions, road 
prisons, vocational centers, and any other facility within the agency. 

Classification staff can override the scored custody grade through the 
use of standard exceptions. These include exceptions for three major areas: 
exceptional supervlsl0n requirement, presence of an identified pressure 
situation, and existence of an outstanding warrant or detainer. Specific 
reasons for overrides due to the exceptional superV1S1on requirement are 
discussed later under Classification System Use for Special Management 
Inmates. If the standard exceptions included under these three areas are not 
applicable to an override of the scored custody grade, then departure from 
that grade may be accomplished via an open-ended reason. However, these 
reasons must be thoroughly described, documented, and approved by supervisory 
personnel. 

With respect to acceptance of the system by classification staff as 
determined by the override rate, the pilot test, which involved an assessment 
of 2,630 classification reports, dete:'mined that 29.2% were classified by 
exception, with 20.8% of the exceptions calling for an increase in custody and 
8.4% recommending a reduction. 

Classification System Administration and Management 

Initial classification is conducted at the Department's four reception 
centers. New admissions are scored by classification specialists, who also 
function as case managers, and inmates' initial classification scores are then 
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entered into the data base at the local level. If classification staff 
disagree with the scored custody grades, they can override the scores throuqh 
standard exceptions without central office approv~l. SuCh exceptions are also. 
entered into the data base at the fnstitutional level. Classification 
decisions made at the reception centers are later reviewed at the facilities 
to which inmates have been assigned. 

Reclassification occurs every six months or upon transfer to anothe.r 
facility. The process closely resembles that used at initial classification, 
with additional consideration given to inmates' adjustment. Scores are 
computed at the institutional level by classification specialists, and 
exceptions can be made, again without central office approval. 
Reclassification decisions are added to the data base, forming a "runninq log" 
of inmates' evaluations during confinement. 

Classification System Cost 

For the most part, expenditures for the development and implementation of -
Florida's objective classification system were covered by two 9rants from the 
National Institute of Corrections, totaling approximately $200,000. The first 
grant funded a department-wide pilot project related to the development of a 
uniform inmate classification system. The second was used in evaluating this 
system. Direct costs to the' agency were limited primarily to staff time and 
travel expenses. 

Classification System Effectiveness 

The most extensive assessment of the effectiveness of the Department's 
classification system was completed in February 1981 by the Bureau of 
Planning, Research, .and Statistics. This evaluation, which reported the 
results of the pilot program, concentrated on two major areas. The first was 
an assessment of whether the system was meeting its operational qoals. The 
second was an evaluation of the performance of the classification criteria, 
with concern focused on custody assignments, escape attempts, assaults, and 
other performance variables related to custody classification. 

The scope of the evaluation was limited to the standard custody criteria 
employed in reclassification of inmates who were in the prison system longer 
than six months. The evaluation produced the following findings: 

• 

• 

The custody criteria were generally accepted by field staff as a 
legitimate basis for assignin9 inmate security levels; 

The system resulted in a more efficient assignment of custody grades 
in pilot institutions, with a reduction in close custody in these 
facilities; and 
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• There was no substantially adverse effect on the rates of escape, 
assault, or major disciplinary actions, although there was a slight 
reduction in assaults and major disciplinary it:1fractions during the 
test period. 

The evaluation also determined that while the override rate was 
approximately 30%, it would gradually be reduced as staff acquire mov'e 
proficient understanding and trust of the n~w classification criteria. In 
fact, the evaluation concluded that it would never be desirable to have more 
than 85% of all classification decisions made usin~ the derived custody score 
grade. This would imply that classification staff are not reviewing each case 
or are simply defaulting to the criteria without giving the system or the 
inmate the benefit of professional judgement and input. 

Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

The classification system does not specifically address the diagnostic 
and assessment needs of special management inmates, such as those requlrlng 
protective custody or administrative segregation or those judged to be 
mentally ill or mentally retarded. It does, however, provide for the use of 
standard exceptions to the scored custody grade for inmates appearing to have 
an exceptional supervision requirement. These exceptio~s include inmates who 
are informants known to the general population, inmates who require restraint 
for assaultive behavior, inmates who require restraint for homosexual 
behavior, inmates who need personal protection, and inmates whose past 
criminal record indicates affiliations with orqanized crime, political 
terrorists, organized crimes, or known violent activist groups. 

Classification System and Female Inmates 

The Department of Corrections classification system applies to female 
inmates in the same manner as it does to male inmates. Unlike many systems 
that pilot tested their new classification approaches without attempting to 
address the needs of female offenders, the Florida Department of Corrections 
pilot tested its system using an entire female facility, the Broward 
Correctional Institution for Women. The females at this institution were 
divided in half, one unit classified using the Department's previous approach 
while the other was classified according to the new system. This division was 
made in an attempt to isolate administrative variables that could affect data 
on assaults, escapes, and disciplinary reports when comparing performance over ' 
time among facilities. 

Classification System and Planning 

Direct application of the classification system to agency planning has so 
far been relatively limited. However, the new system has been useful in 
determining general principles of need. In particular, it has been employed 
to project program requirements for the prisoner population. Since the system 
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is believed to be classifying inmates appropriately, it is anticipated that 
the system will continue to be used to provide an accurate gauge of various 
inmate needs. 

E-47 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

....... ~ ... 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM CASE STUDY: ILLINOIS 

INTRODUCTION 

In response to a growing population and corresponding demand on effective 
placement decisions and capacity utilization, the Illinois Department of 
Corrections has developed and implemented an empirically based, objective 
classification system to meet its unique needs. This system uses weighted 
criteria to determine risk levels and security requirements for adult male 
prisoners. A reclassification component provides for continual monitoring of 
these factors and assessment of transfer prerequisites. Specially designed 
instruments are also used to identify candidates for placement in community 
correctional centers and to assign supervision levels through the parole phase 
of custody. In addition, the Department has developed a separate classifica
tion system for female inmates, one which is based on a process similar to 
that for males but employs different scoring criteria. The initial classifi
cation system and the supervision case classification system have undergone 
formal evaluations, which led to improvements in the systems. The community 
correctional system is currently under evaluation and modification. The 
reclassification system is scheduled for a process evaluation and initial 
classification will be revalidated in 1986. The staff generally view the 
system as having met its goals of providing a standardized procedure for 
classification decision-making and placing inmates in the lowest security 
level consistent with public safety. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Oriqin and Development 

Historically, the classification of inmates among security levels in 
Illinois state prisons was based upon subjective criteria with little 
evaluation of outcome. Classification was principally a caseworker decision, 
using guidelines that were commonly perceived to be logical, but were 
unsubstantiated by empirical investigation. While classification decisions 
were reviewed by a designated Transfer Coordinator, the basis of his decisions 
was similarly subjective. Such subjective evaluations tended to be 
conservative, and consequently costly, and the decisions often classified 
inmates inappropriately. 

In 1978 a riot occurred at the maximum security institution located at 
Pontiac, resulting in the deaths of three officers. Subsequently, the 
Director of the Department of Corrections and other key leaders were removed 
from office. In early 1979, the newly appointed Director established as a 
priority the functions of research, planning, and policy analysis. Classifi
cation was part of this endeavor. Federal assistance was requested to study 
the Department's classification system. 
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In evaluating the system, it was found that classification decisions were 
inconsistent system-wide and that an emphasis on type of offense and length of 
sentence, caused by a lack of other information, resulted in overclassifica·· 
tions. It was also found that a predominance of available bed space within 
maximum security institutions led to classification of inmates where space was 
readily obtainable, thus augmenting the tendency to overclassify. Moreover, 
the failure of the system to provide for regular, systematic review often led 
to inmates becoming "lost" within the system. 

These findings prompted the Director to appoint a committee to develop a 
new adult male inmate classification system. Development of the new system 
involved two phases, the first rather exploratory and the second highly 
structured and scientific. 

Phase I was initiated when the Deputy Director of Policy Development was 
designated Project Director. The Deputy Director, along with a committee of 
wardens, was to consider three alternative means by which to develop a new 
system: adoption of the Federal Prison System classification system, review 
of other state systems for adoption, and development of an eclectic system for 
I1l i noi s. 

After the committee had studied each alternative, a tentative decision 
was reached to develop a unique Illinois classification system. Attention was 
directed toward identification of an instrument that would provide for uniform 
and objective classification decision-making. However, the committee never 
reached consensus on the variables that would comprise the instrument, and the 
committee chair finally proposed an instrument he had developed. This system, 
an additive one, weighed three factors very heavily: nature of current 
offense, length of sentence, and age of first arrest. The system was rejected 

. by the committee, as were five subsequent drafts. The development effort came 
to a halt. 

It was restarted as Phase II in April 1981 after the appointment of a new 
Deputy Director of Policy Development. While continuing to work with the 
committee of wardens, she provided a highly structured approach to the 
development of a classification system. The system's purpose, goals, and 
objectives were clearly delineated, and an analysis of research related to 
offender classification was undertaken. 

In addition to providing objectivity, the instrument was to delineate 
each inmate's security requirements and psycho-social needs. A codified score 
sheet was to frame the decision-making process. Efforts ... ,ere also directed at 
identifying variab1es that provided some predictive accuracy of an inmate's 
risk to escape or incur disciplinary infractions. 

Two dependent variables were identified for analys,is of predictive 
quality: the inmate's total institutional vio1ations ovef time as a predictor 
of problem behaviors and the seriousness of the inmate's violations as an 
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indicator of his potential for dangerous behavior. Data were gathered, via a 
post-dictive random sample stratified by offense class, on inmates released to 
supervision. Data collected included -offense history, institutional
violations, transfers, security changes, and special housing assignments. 
These were codified as independent variables 'and subjected to regr~ssion 
analysis. Factors demonstrating a strong relationship to the dependent 
variables were identified and weighted according to the relative strength of 
their relationship. Using these weighted factors, the classification 
instrument, in its most basic form, was established. 

This instrument was then defined, tested, and implemented. This process 
involveQ field testing the instrument. Reception and classification (R & C) 
staff w~re trained in its use, and for 30 days they scored all new inmates and 
recommend~d assignments in accordance with the decisions indicated by the 
instrument. Similar to previous procedures, the recommendations were reviewed 
and approved by the Transfer Coordinator. This test yielded three important 
discoveries: (1) R & C staff had not classified inmates properly under the 
old system; (2) when outcomes of classification decisions based on the old and 
new systems were compared, they were found to be inconsistent; and (3) the new 
classification system did re~ult in a lower classification of inmates. 

Testing of the instrument was continued using the two dependent 
variables. A research consultant was employed to make further statistical 
refinements to the instrument. After the predictive accuracy of the 
instrument was substantiated, the Planning Unit engaged in a stratified random 
sampling of inmates who had exited the system, which further confirmed the 
instrument's predictability. 

In addition to predicting risk, the Illinois system was designed to 
"match" the offender to an institution. Thus, it was necessary to identify 
each institution's security and programmatic resources. A survey was provided 
the wardens of all Illinois institutions for completion. The results were 
incorporated into a matrix to be used in conjunction with the classification 
instrument. 

A classification manual was subsequently developed, and by October 1981, 
approximately six months after Phase II had been initiated, the Adult Male 
Classification System was ready to be implemented. Development of a 
reclassification instrument was not initiated at this time because large staff 
resources were taken from the classification effort and diverted to the 
Department's Prison Overcrowding Project. However, attention was refocused on 
reclassification after a legal challenge to the process. 

In April 1983, under a grant from the National Institute of Corrections, 
a core committee was established to develop a reclassification instrument. 
The objectives of this group were the same as in the initial classification 
project, although concentration of effort was to be in identifying behavioral 
characteristics and special needs of importance after assignment to an 
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institution, as well as prerequisites for transfer. 
committee was composed largely of field service 
specialists in clinical services. 

Consequently, the core 
representatives and 

The framework for development approximated that used in initial 
classification. Objectives were determined and used as a basis for 
identification of the variables to be employed in the reclassification 
instrument. Instrument design followed. After field testing on a 10% random 
sample, the system was accepted. 

Staff of the Illinois Department of Corrections were visited in February 
1985 and asked to comment on the development of the new classificatt~n system. 
Responses suggest acceptance of the system and insightful recognition of 
developme~tal weaknesses and strengths. 

Staff note several areas in which development could have been improved. 
They point out, for example, that use of an integrated and automated data base 
reduces developmental time. Data were hand collected in Illinois, and this 
procedure resulted in a large resource inefficiency and delayed the project's 
completion. Noting that development was interrupted by commitments to other 
projects, staff also emphasize the importance of identifying and maintaining 
necessary project resources. Similarly, staff also stress the importance of 
including both formal and informal leaders in major systemic developments. 

These weaknesses, however, are balanced by numerous positive perceptions 
of the development process. Staff praise the commitment to the project 
evidenced by top organizational leaders, which acted to reduce resistance to 
change. Staff also express favorable reaction to the use of research during 
the design phase. This research enhanced the credibility of the instrument 
and tended to reduce the disputes inherent in consensual identification of 
predictive variables. Finally, staff commend the judicious use of consultants 
in developing the new system. Consultants were limited to an analytical 
rather than a functiona': role, thus precluding a project void after their 
departure. 

Classification System Implementation 

Implementation of the Adult Male Initial Classification System, which 
began in November 1981, also spanned six months, with validation and revision 
of the instrument requiring another three months. 

. A new nine-member committee was established to guide the implementation 
of the classification system. The committee, more heterogenous than that 
preceding it, represented those most closely involved in the new process: 
four assistant wardens, a representative from the Division of Research and 
Planning, the Transfer Coordinator, the manager of information systems, a 
Warden from a minimum security facility, and the Deputy Director of Policy 
Development, who served as chair. 
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The mission of the committee was to ensure standardization of the R & C 
procp.ss via the instrument and deve10pme~t of an· interface with data· 
processing. It was also necessary to revise the R & C intake process, as 
space constraints would allow only a 10 to 15~day processing period rather 
than, the previ ous 30 days.· Another chi ef objecti ve was to provi de for the 
automation of data. Until May 1982, all data were hand collected. Automation 
provided for data base improvements and established an efficient means by 
which the success and reliability of the instrument could be continuously 
monitored. 

R & C staff, however, found the proposed instrument to be objectionable 
because it heavily weighed the age of the inmate, resulting in the maximum 
security ~onfinement of many youthful ·offenders. Steps were immediately taken 
to address this concern. The instrument was re-evaluated, and testing indeed 
suggested an overconsideration of the age variable. Accordingly, the 
instrument was revised. Implementation of the reclassification system, as 
noted earlier, did not begin until approximately two years after the initial 
~cation process was put into operation. In the spring of 1984, an 
: academy trainer visited field users to instruct on instrument usage. Field 
~at~ recommendations emanating from the training were returned to the core 

committee, and adjustments made. 

The reclassification system was put into full operation in June 1984, a 
little over a year after implementation was begun. Validation of the 
instrument is a current project, but staff indicate that it has been effective 
in identifying inmates for transfer. 

In regard to the implementation process itself, staff interviewed in 
February 1985 expressed mixed reactions.· For instance, responsiveness by the 
core committee to field concerns and inquiries regarding the instrument's 
design is perceived as having enhanced the system's acceptance and lessened 
resistance. Early in the classification effort, field advice was not 
considered--and the first system was never accepted nor a consensus reached on 
predictive variables. During implementation, however, field objections to the 
age variable were not only considered but also led to an improvement in the 
number of administrative overrides. Incorporation of this feedback did much 
to enhance the instrument's credibility and acceptability to staff. On the 
other hand, some staff believe implementation of the new system was hindered 
somewhat by turnover in the Transfer Coordinator position. The Illinois 
project now has its third Coordinator, one who was not involved in the 
development of the new system. A lack of involvement in developing the system 
has made it difficult for him to acquire an intimate familiarity with 
fundamental systemic concepts that can be transferred to many smaller and day
to-day decision matters. 
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Goals and Objectives 

Four major goals were defined' for the Illinois classification system: 

(1) DevelQP a department-wide system for classification decision-making. 

(2) Place inmates in the lowest level security classification possible 
while protecting public safety. 

(3) Impact institutional programming through a more effective allocation 
of resources. 

(4) Improve the management and service delivery of the Department 
. through the use of classification designations. 

Classification System Description 

The ·Il1inois Adult Male Classification System is a predictive system that 
includes components for initial classification and reclassification. The 
initial component is designed to determine inmate risk and security levels; 
the reclassification component is used to assess the appropriateness of 
reassigning inmates to less (or more) secure facilities. These components are 
supplemented by a matrix that enables staff to match prisoners with 
institutions meeting their security needs. 

Initial classification is based on a predictive scoring instrument that 
is completed by Reception and Classification (R & C) staff. (See Figure 1.) 
The instrument is composed of several weighted criteria, which are objectively 
scored to establish an inmate·s security requirements. Part of these criteria 
are aimed at identifying an inmate·s adjustment potential. These include age 
at admission, number of prior convictions, current offense, and escape 
history. The remaining criteria--severity of current offense, employment 
history, age, violence of current offense, and expected length of stay--are 
used to predict dangerous behavior. Thus, each inmate receives an adjustment 
and a dangerousness score. Staff use these scores in conjunction with a 
security level designation matrix (Figure 2) to determine placement. This 
placement recommendation is then forwarded first to the R & C Supervisor and 
later to the Transfer Coordinator for review and approval. If an R & C 
counselor disagrees with the security level designation, he or she can 
recommend in writing that it be overridden. Such a recommendation, usually 
due to administrative concerns, is then sent to the Transfer Coordinator for 
review and final decision. Available bed space may also alter placement based 
~n the security level designation. 

Reclassification is conducted annually for each inmate or as requested by 
an inmate or management. A primary means of evaluating .prisoners· changing 
security and special needs is the security designation instrument, which is 
scored at the institutional level by a clinical counselor. Focusing on 
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I Ml S [LLLNniS JEP~RTM:NT OF CORRECTIONS 

CORKECTI~NAL I~STITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTtM 

UN DATE: 10;21/85 RECEPTION CLASSIFICATION RepORT ~ 6 
CENTRALIA (12) 

PAGE 1 

I D I) C NUMB e:: R : 

EVALUATION DATE: 

CJUSTMENT SC~RE • .• A. AGE ATe U R R EN T A Ci-n s ~ I ON 

""\ : ' "~ 

.\.,:,.;./ 

(SUoTRACT 14 FRor·1 CUR~ENT AG':"J 14 
--------------------

B • AGE A T A D}lI S S I v N S CO ii E _______ , __ tENTER THIS VALUE IN THE SPACES 
UNDER COLUtJt\ B FOR 2, 3, 4) 

;EE C CDE SHEET A FeR 2-5 

rOUND C;.\LCULATI0NS 2-4 Te THE NEAREST \oJHOLE NUMDERl 

.~. NUMdER OF CONVICTIONS 
"NO T I~JCLUD I NG CURR::-~JT) 

\;IOL::NCE RATTe SCOR:: 

ADJUST.'IENT RATI 0 SCORE 

4t= .. ,-.. c: SC ,,,"? E I)'E S caNOl NG seo RE 

(CO LU H~J A} (COLUMN £!) 

X 20/ 

X 10i 

'< 301 

= 

= 

= 

"-"'Ei'ITE?< : AT (e> IF EV£:R cnNVICTEJ OF ESCAPE OR ADSCOi'JOHJG FROt-1 A 
PRIIJ~ SUPEi\VISIO;'! OR H4C;lRCERATlGN, OTHER.oilS€: ENTEq 0 (ZERO) 

E. CUR~ENT OFF:::NSE SCO~~ 

ENTER 10 AT (E) IF SERIOUSNESS OF CURRENT OFFENSE RATES 
• C THROUGH 7 ON COD;:: SHEET 0, OTHERt,JISE ENTER 0 (ZERO> 

7. 

• 

PRIOR SUPERVISION HISTCRY 
EN T E? 5 A T (F) I F 1 HER E ~ A SAT E CH N I CAL V I 0 L A T ION 0 R N E \oJ 
OFFENSE WHILE ON SUPERVISION, OTHERWISE ENTER 0 (ZERO) 

TOTAL AOJUST~ENT SCOFE 
ADD 2 TH R 0 UGH 7, EN T ERA T (G) 
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CIns ILLHJJIS O~PARn1~NT OF Cvi~RECTIONS 

CORk~CTIONAL INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATI1N SYSTEM 

RUN iJ;"TE: lO/Zl/H5 RECC:PTICN CLASSIFICATION REPORT 115 
CENTRALIA <121 

• PAGE 2 

100 C NuMBER:"· • 
O;'~GEP.OUS SCJRE 

~. CURkE:I'!T OFF ... ~~!:;E SERIOUSNESS 
t:NTE:;';' 10 AT lM} IF SERIOUSNESS 0;: CURRENT OFFENSE R~'TES 5 OR 
I-:IGHEF FRC~' CODE SH:::ET G, OTHERHISE ENTER 0 (ZEKO) 

10. H1FL0Y:"lEr~T SCORE 
ENT~R lC AT (Il IF UNEMPLJYED PRIOR TO THE COMMISSION Or THE 
OFr:"NSCi IF FULL TIt..,E, PART TIME OR PARTIALLY [,I'1PLO""~i), 
EN T ER 0 (Z[ R 0 ) 

11. AGE. SCORE: 
ENTER. 7 AT ~J) IF.22 OR C"-JOER, OTHEi<;,vlSE ENTER (1 (lERO} 

1:::. VI 0 LE~ T OF F ~rJSE SCQ f;E: 
E N T £ R :: A T l;{ ) I F A F R r o? CON V I C. T ION F 0 f{ v r u LEN C E A G .. "I1 N S T A. 

PERS:'i~, nT-iERwISS ~NIEK () (ZERO) 

1 3. E XP E C E:; L E ~J;; T H f) F S 1 A Y 
t: N 1 ER 3 AT l L) r F E}c. PEe T [0 S T A Y I S ~, REA T E R T HAN 3 YEA R S , 
OTH ER~ilS:: Er·nER 0 (ZERO l 

14. T,')TAL DAi~GEROUS SCORE 
ADD'? THH.GU':;;'! 1::., ::NTER ~T CM) 
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Cl HI S I L LI N 0 IS iJ EPA .; Ti., =: :'~ T J F CaR i(::- C T ION S 

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION H~~AGEME~T INFORMATION SYST~M 

RUI\ DATE: 10/21/ci5 REC~PTIGN CLASSIFICATION ~EPORT ~ 6 

• N A,HE: 

CENTRALIA (12? 
'lODe NUMBER: 

...... INITIAL SECURITY DESIGNATIOf-J .. ** 

15. ADJUSTMENT seOR~ RANEE DANG~ROUS SCORE RANGE 

6 = L CY 0-11 .; = LOw 0-1 7 
:3 H COERAT Eo 12-29 _______ 'Ni 3 = MODERATE lE-21 

1 = HIGH 22+ 

• 

• 

1 7. 

1 = HIGH 30+ 

SECURITY LEV~L DESIGNATION 
( SE E C 0 Q E S r. E ETC) 

18. COurJSELGR'S CC:'1:-1C::~TS: 

. ' " . ' , ! 
.: 

~O. R & C SUPERVISOR'S REVI~~: • 

• 

• 

(P) 

S .rGN AT UR E CQ8E 

INITIALS 
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C1 /<' I ~ I'-Llj~OIS Ot:FARrr"1Cr.JT OF CORRECTIONS 
COR~ECTIONAl INSTITUTION M~NAGEMENT rNFQR~ATlaN SYSTEM 

RUN DATE: 10/21/1::5 REC[PTIJ~ CLASSIFICATION REPORT ~ 6 
CENTRALIA t12, 

PAGE 

N A~£-: looe NLr~BER:·· 

~** PLACEMENT CONCERNS ~~* 

1. CR!TIC~L S?ECIAL NEEOS REQUIRING PLACEMENT CONS!Q~RATION: 
A. NONE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ENTE~ 0 
c. MEJICAL PlACEME~l ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ENTER 1 
C. H£NT~L H[ALTH·PLACE~ENT ••••••••••••••••••••• ENTER 2 
o. 
;: ..... 

PHYSIC~L IHPArRMENT ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ENT~R 3 
OTH~R SPECIAL NEED ~HICH AFFECTS PL~CEMENT •• ENTER 4 
(jwlUST DOCUMENT IN SUr-lMAR Y R:::POR 1) 

AOMHJI3T:\.ATIVE CONCE~NS f\EQUliUNG PliICEM=:NT CONSIDERATI·jNS: 

_____ ( .a., 

• 4 

• 

• 

• 
A. NJNE •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ENTER a (6) ec) (D) 

'1: _. 

.... ,,,\ 
\ ..... _.J 

B. KEEP SE~A~AIE FFOM •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ENTER 1 
c. K:4O ioN G ~\~! G A;= FlU A T 10;,-/ •••••••••••••••••••••• E ~ T:::;:: 2 
o. MAJOR C~TMINAL CHARGES PENDING •••••••••••••• :::NT~~ 3 
E. PRaT~CTIV~ CUSTGOY/SAFEKCEPI~G •••••••••••••• ~NTEK 4 
F. TH;:(c.AT TO Ii>JSTITLTION SE.CURTTY •••••••••••••• '::'\ji~R 7 
u. UNDERRATED S£CURITY DESIGNATION SCC~~ ••••••• :::~T~~ 3 

OTHER AOMINLSfRATIVE CONCERN •••••••••••••••• :::NT~R 9 
,NUST 10CUMdJT HI SW1MARY REPORT) 

S;::CUKITY LE VEL KF:COMl\lC~CI~.TIOj·~S: 

SECURITY L::V~L F~OI'" 17 <.F) 

R ~ C .{ECOi·1N~NDEf) CH.ANGE OF SECURITY L~VC:L (COM:":;:.'H AT 5) 

• 

• 
_______ <E 

• ________ {F 

E X P 1.4 ~J A Tl 0 N :, F C LAS S .r FIe II T I 0 "I ACT I Q r I : ______ {S) _____ (H) ___ --_(1) • 
~ -.. Sr:CURIT)' LEV!::L - TOO HIGH ................................ >=::'-JT::;;: 1 
:; . SECUR!T) L[\;C:L - TOG LG\J ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• :. ••• ::~ITEr< 2 
C. AOIw1If'.!IST~AT!'JE C:.J:-.JCERNS REQUIRES 

D. 
E. 

SPECI,\L ~·LACE:'1ENT •••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• •• ::~ITE·~ :3 
CRITICAL NE~ns ~[QUIRES SPECIAL PLACEM~NT •••••••••••••• :::NT~R 4 
rNITI~L SECURITY LEVEL RAISED DUE TO IN3TIT~TION 

DIscrpLIN~RY ~CTION DURING RECEPTION •••••••••••••••• ENTER 5 

~RITTEN EXPLANATION )F DISAGREEMENT: 
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• cr rH S ILLIiWI:':; iJ~:p<\p.r:\E'JT !)F CJf~p.::::crlONS 

CORR~CTI~NAL I~STITUTI0N ~ANAGEMENT INFORMAr[ON SYST£~ 

RUN CATE: 10/21/65 RECEPTIJN CLASS[FICArlON ~:?ORT ~ 6 
CENTRALIA (12) 

PAGE 5 

• NI'\,~E : I!JOC NUMBER:-' 

E. PLACE:~E~n REeO/1M END.1l,TIIJNS: 
RANK ORDER OF RECOMMENOED INSTITUT1JN PLACE~ENT 

PiST .!TUTIO 
CJOE • 

ttl t J 

,..--." 
.. .\ :: 2 

• \ . .:..~;l 
{ K 

113 (L 

• ______________________ . ________ \ r·, , 
CQUNS£la~'s SIGNATLRE C OJE R & C SUPERVISOR'S SIGNATURE 

________ ( r..) 

2 = ca~s ~0f CONCL~ 

• _______ {. F3 

ceDE 

5. FI~~L s~cu~rrY Q::::SI~NaTrON LEVEL _____ ( C 

· ' 
~XFL~NATLGN OR S£~ ATTACHED M~MC ---------<[) 

• 

• 
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() 
\'''';-'''' Loy 

(01-11) 6 
A 
D 
J 
U 
S 
T Moderate 
M 
E ( 12-29) J 
N 
T 

S 
C 
A-
t High 
E 

(30 :a) 

CODE SHEET C 

SECURITY LEVEL DESIGNATION 

Initial Reception Classification Matrix 

Dangerous S'cale 

Loy 
(0 - 17) 

Moderate 
(18-21) 

6 3 

6 4 

4/5* 3 . 

3 2 

Maximum '" 2 

Medium = 5, 4, 3 

Minimum = 6, 7 

High 
(22'" ) 

t 

2 

2 

2 

Decision Logic: If'the inmate is under 21 and first co~itment or had a 
poor prior institutionalization, then security level is 4; othe~Nise 
security level is 5. 

GM:rf 
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institutional adjustment, it assesses inmates relative to such criteria as 
number of days sentenced to segregation, number of primary assignments, and 
gang-related activity,· as well as factors related to -current offense and age. 
Also considered in the reclassification process ar~ critical special needs and 
administrative concerns. Based on this information and the institutional 
matrix, the counselor can recommend transfer to another facility or continued 
assignment at the current one. If transfer is advised, the counselor can ra~k 

institutions considered for reassignment. All reclassification d~ta and 
recommendations are collected into a single document (Figure 3) and sent to 
the Clinical Services Supervisor for. verification. The recommendation is then 
voted on by the Institutional Assignment Committee and given to the warden for 
approval. Final responsibility for transfer authorization li~s with the 
Transfer Coordinator • 

Classification System Administration and Management 

The institutional counselors and clinical staff have responsibility for 
review and recommendations of security level designation and placement. Their 
recommendations are reviewed and approved or denied by the Transfer 
Coordinator, who reports to the Deputy Director of Adult Institutions. This 
position reports to the Director of the Illinois Department of Corrections. 

The Chief Records Officer is responsible for maintaining records of all 
classification actions through the Records Office function located in all 
institutions. This includes both manual file maintenance and electronic data 
entry. The Records Office function maintains all manual inmate files; the 
Data Processing Unit is responsible for the maintenance of all electronic 
fil es. 

The classification system is monitored 
and Planning, Planning and Budget Section. 
Planning and Budget Unit is responsible 
resolving problems with the system. 

by the Bureau of Administration 
A full-time staff position in the 
for monitoring, reporting, and 

The Transfer Coordinator and the Manager of the Planning and Budget 
Section share joint responsibility for the successful operation of the 

.classification system. This division of responsibility between daily 
operation and development and validation has proven to be effective in meeting 
all concerns. It allows Adult Division personnel to focus on management 
requirements while the objective aspects of the system are developed and 
maintained from a research perspective, thus providing a built-in system of 
checks and balances. . 

Classification System Cost 

The classification system was funded by an initial grant from the 
Illinois Law Enforcement Commission followed by a grant from the National 
Institute of Corrections. Departmental resources contributed to the project 
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CIMIS rLL[NOIS DEPARTMENT OF COR~ECTIO~~ 

CORRECTION~l INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT IN~0RMATION SYSTEM 
RUN DATE: 10,21,85 R~CLASSIFICATION REP~RT ~3 

STATE~ILLE 01 
NAME: r DOC N LMB E R: 

FAGE • 1 

• .................. * ................ * * " ......... * IIr ....... /r * .. IIr *' /r ... " *' * '" '* .... '" * .. '" .. .,.. ......... * .. IIr .... * * ...... y. .... ** * .. * ... ~ * ............... * * ... ,. .. .,. 

1. COUNT THE NU~8i::R OF DAYS Sr::NTENCEO TO SC::GI1[GATlON IN THE LA~l 6' 
MCNTHS. ADO T~IS TOTAL TO THE NUM8ER pF DAYS SERV£D IN SEGREGATION 
D~RINS THE LAST 6 MONTHS TO WHICH THE INMATE WAS SENTENCED FRIOR 
TO THE BEGINNING OF THIS PERIOD. THIS INFORMATION IS OBTAINED FROM 
THE MASTER FILE. ENTE~ THe:: TOTAL IN (A). ENTER THE APPROPRIATE COQE 
11\ (S). 

A. 15 DAYS OR MORE, ENTER 20. 
C~) E. 5 TO 14 OA'tS, ENTER 10. 
.......... c. a TO '4 DAYS, ENTER o. 

2. C LR RENT S [CUR IT 't LEV EL ; 
A. r-)AXI;'1U~1 SECURITY (1,2), ENTER 7. 
8. MEDIUM MINIMUM, ENTER O. 

CA) 

~. Er\TER THE NUMBER OF PRHI.~Rf ASSIGNMC':NTS IN THE LAST SIX r..,ONTHS 
<Cl. THIS IS OJTAINED FRO~ THE ASSIGNM~NT HISTORY, REPORT ~ 2, 

THE MASTE~ FlLE. 
ENTER T-iE t.P?ROPRIAT~ CODE I r\ \E I. 
A. 7 OR MORE PRI~ARY pSSIGNMENTS, ENT~R 10. 
B. L~SS THAN 7 PRIMARY ASSIGN~ENTSt ENTER D. 

4. CURRENT AGE OF THE r~M~TE: 

A. TWENrY-T~1) OP. YOU~·IGER, ENTER .). 
8. n/ENTY-THR.:::E OR OLDER, ENTER O. 

CJ) 

IN 
OR 

5. A DOCUMENfEO E~CAFE FRaM A FEDERAL, ST~TE OR C~UNTY CO~RECTlaNAL 
CENTER THAT ~;:SU'LTS IN A CR!,'H;\IAL CO~~IJ.i:CTIO~ OR HAS REEN A8~E'~T 

FROM A COMMUNITY COR~ECTTONAL CENTER FOR MORE THAN 24 HOURS. 
A. ONE OR MORE ESC.~?~S, C':NTER 6. 
B. NO ESCAPE ;;ISTrJ"Y, ENTE~ o. 

E. ClRRENT OFFENS~ SC~~E: 

t... CU.~R:::i·JT IJFFENS::: 1S VIOLENCE I\G·UNST A PERSON, E:.NT::::R 3. 
( ~"': 1:3. aT HE r:nn 3 E, ENE R a. 

7. GANG ACTIVrry SCORE: 
A. THER~ IS Q0CUME~TEO EVIDENCE THAT INMATE ACTIVELY' 

PA:tTIcrPAT:::S IN G':\NG ACTIVITIES, ENTER 2. 
8 .. OTHERi..JIS;::, Eo\Jl:::R o. 

E. TCTAL SCOR::: 
ADO 1 TH~0LG~ 7. 

s. SEC U R IT Y D ES I G NAT[ 0 N : 
POI~TS SECURITY RATING 
0-3 :-1IN 1M U., 
4-12 LO ~ MEDI U-, 

13-17 MEDILM 
18-23 HIGH ,"!EDIUM 
2lf-HI GHER MA ;<PILM 

CHUS CODE 
6 
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<C) -------

(E) -------

t F) ------
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CORRECfrONAL INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 
RUN DATE: 10/21/65 RECLASSIFICATION REPORT #3 

STATEVILLE 01 
• NAHE: rooc NUMBER: 

10. COUNSELOR'S COMMENTS CONCERNING THE A~OV[ NINE ITEMS - NARRATIVE. 

• 

• 

• 
11. COUN3ELOR'S SrGNd.TUR~ .~ND·U.4TE -----------------------------------------------CODE Otl.TE 

• 12. SUPERVISOR'S REV-U:I.': 
INITIALS 

• 

• 

• E-62 



11"11 S 

.UN cArE: 
COi\Rt:CTION AL 

10/21/85 

ILL I N 0 I ~ 0 t.: :::,\ R T MEN T a F COR l"{ E C T ION S 
INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 

RECLJ\SSlF1CATION REPORT 114 
STATE\iILLE 01 

P/\ GE 
SYSTEM 

IDOC NU!'1BER: 

• CRITICAL SPECIAL NEEDS REQUIRING PLACEMENT CONSIDERATION: 
(rUST DOCUi-lENT IN ITEM ~ 6A) 

A. NON E 
8. 
C. 
D. 
E. 

rl ED I CAL P L ~ C E r\ E: N T 
MENTAL HEALTH PLACEMENT 
PHYSICAL IHPA1RMENT 
OTH~R SPECIAL NEED WHICH AFFECTS PLACEMENT 

ENTER G 
ENTER 1 
ENTER 2 
EN TE R :3 
EN Tt:::. R 4 

:. ADfHNZSTRATIVE CONCERNS R£aUIRING PLACEMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 
O~UST aOCUHENT !i~ ITf:t1 I: 6A-E> 

A. NON E ENTER 0 
B. K££P SEPARATE'FRO~ ENTER 1 
C. KNOWN GANG AFFILIATION EN TER 2 
D. MAJOR CRIXHJAL CHARGES PEr-IOI r\G E:NTE::R :3 
E. PROTECTIVE CUSTODY/SAfEKEEPING E~J TER 'T 
F. T~EAT TO INSTITUTION SECURITY EN IE f\ 5 
G. UNDERRATED SECURITY DESIGNATION SCORE ENT£ R " c 

H. OTH::R A'OMINISTRATIV£ CONCERN EN TE R 7 

• SECURITY LEVEL REC0HM~NDATIOHS: 

CURRENT SECURI T 'f LE '-4EL 

IF CURRENT INCARCERATION TOTALS SIX .'10NTHS OR MOF<[, 
ENTER SCORED SECURITY DESIGNATION FRO.", REPORT t: 3, 9UO 

RECOr-lMENOED CHANGE OF SECURITY LEVEL: cor-V1ENT IN IH:,'" ~ 6 

, A) 

______ (8) 

______ , C) 

_____ 'C) 

2 C ~) 

-----
c f) ------
C G) -----

1 

~ ·.k.* •• ~*~**~.« •• "*** •• ****~***k***"*." ••• *".**.~.*** •• k.* ...... k~ ..... ~**** •• *" -. -.. ~/ 

• EXPLAtJATION OF CL~SSIFICATION ACTION: 
A. NO CHANGE RECOMME~DED 
B. SECURITY LEVEL - TOO HIGH 
c. S~CURJTY LEVE:L - TOO LO',J 
D. ADMINISTRATIVE CONCERNS REQUIRES 

SPECIAL PLACEMENT 
E. CRIT.ICAL r~EEDS REQUIRES SpECIAL P LAC[l-IE NT· 
F."IMPROVEMENT.IN BEHAVIOR \.JARRANTS OVERRIDE 
G •• S ERr 0 US' . BE H A V lOR PRO 8 L nl S WIT H I N PAS T YEA R 

'. '. \.JAR R ANTS OVERRI DE 
H. ;GOOD .AOJUST/,:IENT •. ~ARRANTS OVERRIDE 

.~ '. .. 

ENTER a eH) 
ENTER 1 
ENTER 2 

ENTER 3 _____ , I) 

ENTER <\ 
EN IE R 5 

ENTER 6 < J) 
EN1ER .7 

• 

• 

• 

•• 

• 

• 

• 

* .............................. ; .".';'.* .. * " ... k ...... ... * "* ..................... _* ... ..: ... _ ... :.. " ... .,; ..... ,,'. _ ..... ' _ . .;,;" fir Jr * " .... ., " ., ................. '" ............ _ *' • 
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CIHIS ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FAGE 
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 

RUN DATE: lO/21/e5 RECLASSIFICATION REPURT U4 
STATE\lILL£ 01 

N ~.M E: I DO C N LMf.:l E R: 

~. PLACEMENT RECOMMENDATICNS: 
RANK 0 ?DE R {) F R£CO:HiE NOr!J INS TIT I.1T 10 N 

1. 

2 • 

.. _:-... 3. _____________________________________________ _ 

'\ 
' .... "; 

INSTITUTION 
CODE 

( K) 

(l) 

( f") 

2 

... -... .::;,. * • * * * ...... * '* * * ... * * '* * * .. * .. * "" '* ... * "" 'Ir .. * * * .. * '* * * * ... * '* * * * * * ......... '* ... '" * '* ..... * .. "" " .. '* .. '* ................... ",.. .. Ie ..... '" "Ie 

EA. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND COMMENTS 
I~CLUDE ALL NICKNAM~S, AKA'S, AND GANG AFFILIATIONS: 

• 

• 

.. **Ir.* .. ****"** .. *.* •• *.***~ ••• ~* ••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ............. ,,~ •• **.~_ • • 

tH. INSTITUTIONtL ADJUSTMENT HISTOR'Y: 

~ ~. '\ · \ 
/ 

• 

• 

e- - · ~ . III' « • .. • • ,.. " • • lit " A," • .. • * • -- .... * If' * Ie ........ ir" * .. * • * .. * * tr IT * • .. k •• ' * .... II" ,: ... * • • • ., .... '" to It rr * -It 'It Itt iIr ..... It' .. .. .. .. t 
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• 
CI~IS ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FAGE 3 

CORRECTIONAL IN~TITUTION MANAGEMENT !NFDRMATION SYSTEM 
RUN DATE: lO,21/~5 RECLASSIFICATION REPORT #4 

STATEVILLE 01 
NAME: rooe NUMBER: • 
6C. PURPOSE OF Tf\ANSFER: 

• 
'--

~ ~********************.w******.** •• ***.~*************** ******k********** •• **w*** ........ ~. • 6C. KNOI.'i'J ENEMIES/RAP ?ARHJ[RS (NAl-1E, r-..JUM3ERt LOCATION:> 

• 

6E. ES CAP E R 1 S;( : YES _______ <N> • 
I F Y E. S, EX P Ud N F UL L Y : 

• 

• .......... 

1. CO LN S:: LOR'S :5 _~ G N A 1 U R ::: : 
COM,"1 EN TS: • 

• 
( P) _______ (r;}} 

--------------------------------
CoJu'!.SE"L'Jf{ 'S SlC:l\u~TUP.E OA IE CODe: • E-65 



• 
CIIUS ILLINO[S OEFART~ENT OF CORRECTIONS FAGE 4 

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION M~NAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 
RUN DATE: lO/21/B5 RECLASSlFICATION REPORT ~4 

ST~' TEVILLE 01 

• NAME: laoc ~~ l:r~8ER: 

8. SUPERVISOR'S REVH::~: 

l=CONCURS 2=DO£$ NOT CON CUR SECUR! TY LEVEL _______ ( R. 

• COrH1E~TS: PLACEMENT RECOMMENJATION _______ ( S; 

~UPERVISOR'S SIGN~TU:{E IJATE 

c . ~. ASSIGNMENT COMMITTEE ACTION: • l=CONCURS ,2=00[S NOT CONCUR V0TE 

NAME TI TLE DATt:: SECURI TY 

· ------------------
· ---------------- ------------------

• /.->-----------~--

• 

• 

CCMMITTEE VOTE: _______ (T) _______ (U) 

IF A NONCO~CURR~NCE IS VOT~D 

ENTER RECOMMENDATION: 

SECURITY LEIJEL ______ ( VI 

PLACEMEN 1 

--------------- -------(~) 

(INSTITUTI::JN) 

______ (X) 

-------'\ Y } 
( C CDE ) 

****.***.***~~**k.**.****~***************.**C***.*.*.* **~***.** •••• *.*.******.**~*. • E-66 



• 
CIMIS ILLI:"JOIS Ot::FARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS PAGE: 5 

CURRECTIONAL INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYST~M 
RUf\ DATE: 10/21/85 RSCLASSIFICATICN RE?ORT #'+ 

STATEVILLE 01 
NAME: IDoe NUM3ER:. • 

10. WARDENS ACTION: 

---". 
l 

'::':'.,;;,4 

l=CCNCUR 2=00ES NOT CONCUR 

COM!-lENTS: 

wARQ~NS SlG;~~TU~S 

SECUP.l T Y LS VEL _______ <Zl 

PLAC~MENT .RECOMH:NDATrON ______ (AA) • 

• 
DA TE 

•• * " ,. • * 'II' •••• It ..... 'lit ......... 'II' * ...... it ..... IIr #I ....... " It '* ..... ' •• 'III' ... III • t<..~ ......... It( .. " ......... * ...... ~ * « 1It • III * * .. *' '* .. * JC .. "* '* .. 

11. TRMJSFER COORDINATOR'S ACTICN: l=CONCURS 2=D~ES NOT C Ct\CUR • SECURiTY LE\lEL ( A) -------

------ ( R ) PLACEMENT KECOMM~NnATION 

F HgL SECURI TY ( C) ------- • INSTITUTIONAL PLACEMENT ( 0 > ------

• 

• ......... 

• 

• TRANSFER COOROINATCR'S SIGNATURE DATE 
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• 
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. ... -.... 
( '\ 
I.,.J 

• 

consisted primarily of staff time and travel through the development phase. 
This included Core Committee, Planning and Research, and Data Processing 
personnel. Funds were also expended in modifying the E'DP system required to' 
document the classification process. 

Classification System Effectiveness 

The initial classification system was implemented in November 1981 and 
formally validated in October 1982. At that time, modifications were made to 
the cutting points for recommended security level designation. Table 1 
indicates the dimensions of these changes. As the table shows, the revision 
increased medium security levels and reduced overrides. An informal study of 
the system, conducted in November 1984, indicated the system was functioning 
as originally designed. A formal revalidation is in the planning stage; 
completion is projected for fall 1986. 

Male reclassification has been operational since July 1984. During this 
period, several procedural modifications have been made to enhance the quality 
of information supplied during the process. A formal validation of the system 
will be conducted in the future. 

Unofficially, the system is generally perceived as meeting its stated 
goals. It appears to have resulted in improved risk determination and to have 
resolved the problem of overclassification since fewer inmates are assigned to 
maximum security facilities. The chief point of dissatisfaction with the 
system continues to be the pressures of bed space and their resulting impact 
on placement. As review and evaluation of the system proceed, staff expect 
fine-tuning to continue in order to meet the changing needs of both the 
Department and inmates. 

Classification System and Female Inmates 

The classification process for female inmates is very similar to that 
used for males. However, there are some significant distinctions. (See 
Figures 4 and 5.) Data analysis indicated that different instruments would be 
more effective with female inmates. While most of the variables on the 
instruments are the same, some variance exists. The scoring/weighting 
processes also differ slightly. In addition, the Illinois Deoartment of 
Corrections maintains only one adult female facility, which is designated 
maximum security. Therefore, all security designations for female inmates are 
technically maximum security. The female instrument is used to designate 
custody levels within the institution. 

Classification System a~d Special Management Inmates 

• • .. The classification system utilizes special management information in 

• 

conjunction with an objectively derived security designation to make specific 
security/placement recommendations. This is particularly true for inmates 
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CIMIS ILLINOIS D~FARTMENT 0= CORRECTIONS 
CORRECTIONAL I~STITUTION MANAGEMSNT INFORMATION SYSTE~ 

RUN DATE: 10/29/85 R~C~PTION CLASSIFICATION REPORT n 5 
D WI G r. T ( 0 6 ) 

• 1 

I~AM£: I DOC NUMBER:"' • 
EVALUATION DJTE: 

+*+ S~CURrTY O~STGN4TION •• * 

DANGEROUS SCORE 
t. ~GE AT ADMISSlPN 

o = 30 OR 0L:.'lE:r! 
1 = 25-29 

2 = 23-25 
'3 = 21-22 

4 = 20 OR YOUNGER 

.?~ •• \ NUf"'iBER OF PR!O~ CONVICTIONS 
,_/ 0 = NON~ 2 = TWO 4 = FIVr OR MORE 

1 = ON~ 3 = THREE, FOU? 

3. CURRENT OFFE~SE DA~G~ROUSNESS 
(SEE CODE SHEET A) 

4. PAST OFFENSE DA~GEROUS~::SS 
(S~:: CODE SH~~T A) 

5. ADO 1 THRU 4 TOTAL DANGEROUS SCORE 
CENTER SUM) 

I~ 0 JUS T H::: N T SCORE 
6. AGE AT :. DM IS~ Hl~4 

0 = 30 OR CLDE? 2 = 23-2'5 4 = 20 OR YOUNGER 
1 = 26-29 3 = 21 -22 

7. NUMaE~ OF PRIOR CONVICTI1NS 
a = NONE 2 = Twa 4 = FIVE OR MORE 
1 = ONE 3 = THKEE, FOUR. 

8. AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION 
o = 28 OR OLDE~ 2 = 21-23 

3 = 13-2!l 
4 = 18 OR YOUNGE~ 

/--.. 1 = 24-27 
" -) 
. 9. A8S~NCE FROM SUP~RV!SION OR CONTROL 

o = NONE 
~ = O~E OR MOR~ ACTS OF: FA!LU~E TO REPORT QR TO APPEAR 

ON 80NO. anN~ JUMPING OR FL~EING, A~SCDND!NG FRnM 
PRORATION OR PAROLE, FLEEIHG LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER, 

.rSCAPE OR ATTEMPTED ESCAPE FROM JAIL, PRISON, OR 
WORK~R~LEAS:: CENTER INCLUDING ·WALK-A~AYS'. 

10. SUPERVISION ~AILUR~ (+ OR -) 
-~ = ALL SUPERVISIONS SUCCESSFUL 
-2 = NO SUP£RVIsr~N 

o = ONLY FLEEING FROM SUPERVISION~UTCoAE/UNKNO~N 
+2 = TECHNICAL FAILURE ONLY 
+4 = NEW OFFENSE FAILURE 

• 
+ 

"'" (~ ----- . 
"'" _____ cc 

+ ______ C:1 

• --------------------
c=: 

• 
+ (= 

• { " 

"'" ('..J 

• 

+ -______ c. 
--------------------

11. ADD 6 THRU lQ TOTAL AOJUST~ENT SC0R~ 
(F.~JTER ~UM) 

crRCL~ + 

QN~ (~ 
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• cvns ILL I : J;1! S :1:: p.!. ~ PI;::: 111 r 0;= CO? =! ~: T ! -: i.:::: 
CO~~::CT!0N4L I~JSTITUTIQN MAN~~~~~NT !NF~~~eT!~~ STST~~ 

RUN DATE: 1J/Z9/85 R~CSPTION CLASSIFICATION R~PORT ~ 5 
D lJI G HT ( C G' 

• NAME: 

• 12. 

• 14. 

....... 

*** INITIAL SECURITY nESIG~AT!CN *** 

;; = L!1W 0- 3 
3 :"GD::R~T~ !f- 3 
1 Hlr.H 3+ 

SECURITY LfV::L ~~SI;~~TrJ~ 
(S~:: CO~~ SH:~T :1 

, or . J. ~ANG~~'US SC0~~ ~lN~~ 
; Lr:·U :-1; 

_____ CL) 3 
1 H!:~ r;. 

- ~ 
~-::. 

_________ ( rJ, 

15. COUNSELOR'S C~~~ENTS: • 

• 

• u;. COUNS~LOR'S SlG~ATU~~ A~~ CAr~: 

(P) 

INITIALS 

• 

• 

• 
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CHlIS ILLI~GIS J~FAR1M~NT OF CORRECTIONS 
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION MA~~GE~~NT INFOPMATION SYST~~ 

RUN oAtE: 10/29/85 REC~PTIaN CLASSIFICATION REPORT n 5 
C YI G PoT ( 0 6 ) 

3 •• 

• 

CRITICAL SP~CIAl NE~DS RSQUIRINE PLACEM~NT CONSIDERATION: _____ (A) 

• 
,..-"'" 
~\~~:) 

A. NONE •••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••• ENTER 0 
B. MEDICAL PLAC~M~NT ••• _._ ••••• _ ••••••••••••••• ~NTER 1 
C. MENTAL HEALTH·PLACEMENT ••••••••••••••••••••• ENT~~ 2 
o. 
L-' _. PHYSICAL IMPAIRME~T ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ENT~R 3. 

OTHER SPECIAL M£~~ WHICH AFFECTS PL~CEHENT •• [NTER 4 
(MUST OOCUM~NT I~ SUMMARY REPORT) 

ADMINISTRATIVE CONC~RNS REgUIRING PLACEMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 
A. NON~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• rNTER C 
8. KEEP SEPARATE FROM •••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• ENTr~ 1 

·C. KNOWN GA~G AFFILIATICN •••••••••••••••••••••• ENTER ~ 
D. ~AJOR CQIMINAL CHARG~S PE~~INS •••••••••••••• E~TER 3 
~. PROTECTIV~ CUSTOJY/SAF~KEEPI~G •••••••••••••• E~TER 4 
F. TH2~AT TJ INSTITUTIO~ S~CURITY •••••••••••••• ENTER 7 
G. IJ.':DERRAT~D SECURITY D::S!G~JATION SCORE ••••••• ENTER 8 
H. OTHER AD~INISTRATIV~ CCNCER·N •••••••••••••••• ErnER 9 

(~UST DOCU~:~T I~ SU~M~~Y REPO~T) . 

• 
(C) (0) 

• 

• 
~ •• *****,****.********************************************************************* 

5~CURITY LEV~L RECQ~MENCATInNS: 

SECURITY L::V~L FRO~ 14 (~) 

R & C R~COHHE~DEQ CHA~~~ OF SECURITY LEVEL (COM~::NT AT 5) 

_______ CE) ________ ( F. 
.*.*****.k**********_********************************* ****************************~ 

. . ~"-') 
.. ~ 

' . 
C::X?LA~IATION OF CLASSIFICATI0:'S\CTIf)N: ______ CGl ______ (H)· ______ C!> 

·A. SECURITY LEVEL - TOO H!GH~~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ENTER 1 
a. S~CURITY LEV~L ~ TOO LO~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ! •• ENTER 2 
C. dOMrNIST~ATIVE CQNC~RNS R~0UIRES 

n v. 

-:: _. 
SP~CIAL PLAC~~ENT •••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••• ~.ENTER 3 

CRITICAL NE~DS R~aU!RES SPECIAL PLACEMENT •••••••••••••• ~NT~R 4 
INITIAL SECURITY LEVEL RAISED DUE TO INSTITUTION 

DISCIPLINARY ACTI0N DURING REC~PTION •••••••••••••••• EMTER 5 

5. WR1TTE~ EXPLANATION OF DISAGREEMENT: 
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CI~IS !LLI~~IS J~PA~T~~~T J~ CaR~~CTr~~~ 

CGRRECTr0~AL I~sTtTurrJN M~N~~~v~NT INFOR~~TION SYST~M 

RU~ ~ATE: 10/29/95 REC~PTIDN CLASS!~ICATIGN REPORT ~ 5 
D~IGHT (06) 

NAME: ' .... 

6. PLACEM~NT RECO~~E~JATInNS~ 
qANK QR~rR OF ~ECOMME~~~O CCTTt~E PLACE~~NT 

~l 

" . 

. . ---------------------------------

rDOC Nur~B=:R:· 

D' -. :""; ''':''. 

COTTAGr 
co~::: 

{ 

_______ .(1 

o ~ C SU?ERVISOR'S srGN~TUR: 

~ = CONCU~S ~rTH REC~~ME~GA-!~~ ( ! 

2 = J!)~S 'i~T :::0:-.Jr.1J~ iHTH ?EC':::r'Y.~·c:ATrr;r·~ 

s. { = 

COTTAG~ OF ACTU~L PL~C~M~NT -------------------.. ---------
(I~ DI~FERENT FRO~ R~CGMHE~O~1) [\AT~ 

-·---------;-;1:;;;-;:=;-17~-~Tr.~7-T ii:?:=---------------~ ~r~--
,., • 'J .. ' ..., _'...... ••• - • 
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CIHIS ILLINOIS DEFART~ENT OF CORRECTIONS PAGE • 
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORM~TION SYSTEM 

RUN DATE: 10/21/85 RECL~SSIFICATION REPORT #3 
DWIGHT 06 

N AM E: . . -,.::. I DOC N UM 8 E R: ... - : :," 

fit •••••••••• * * ..... *. * * * '* * * •.• ; ~ ~ ... * ....... * * ...... * •• * * * * * * ........ '*; •• * '* * ......... ,*." ..... '* ... '* ... '* •• * .. * '* .. 

1. ENTER THE NUMBER OF DAYS SENTENCED TO LOSS OF 
PRIVILEGE-ROOM RESTRICTION DURING THE LAST 

. (";') 
.' + •• J 
..•. "'" .... 

SIX MONTHS IN (A). THIS INFORMATION IS OBTAINED 
FROM THE HASTER FILE. IT IS N~T THE NUMBER OF 
DAYS ACTUALLY SPENf IN ROOM RESTRICTION. ENTEK 
THE APPROPRIAfE CODE IN (H). 

A. 7 OR ~O~E JAYS. ENTER :- • . . 
B. LESS THAN 7 aATS, ~NTER c • 

ENTER THE ~lM8ER OF DAYS S~NTENCEO TO 
SEGREGATION DURING THE LAST SIX MONTHS 
IN (C). THIS INFORMATION IS O~TAINED FROM 
THE MASTER FILE. IT IS NOT THE NUMBER OF 
DAYS ACTUALLY SPENT IN SEG~EGATl~N. ENTER 
THE APPROPRIATE CODE TN Ca,. 

A. 1 OR ~OR~ DAYS, CNTER 4. 
'3. G ~AYS, ~NTER (J. 

3. ~~TER THE NU~BE~ OF O~YS S~NT~NC~Q TO 
ROOM LOCK-UP DURING THE LAST SIX MONTHS 
IN (E). THIS INFORMATION IS 00TAINfD FROM 
TH~ MASTER FILS. IT IS NQT THE NUMeER OF 
DAYS ACTUALLY SPENT IN ROOM LOCK-UP. ENT[R 
THE APPROPRIATr. CODE IN (F). 

~. !. iJR MOCi:: DAYS, ~!JTr.P. 3. 
9. 0 DAYS, OH~R o. 

4. ENTER THE NUHAE~ OF pqIMAOY ASSIGNMENTS IN TH~ 

LAST SIX ~ONTHS IN (G). THIS IS OGTAINED FOOM 
THE ASSIGNMENT HISTO?Y R~PORT ~2. ENTf.? THE 
APPROPqIATE CODE I~ eH). 

A. 5 OR MORE PRIMARY ASSIGNMENTS, ENTER 2. 
a. L~SS THAN 5 PRIMARY ASSIGNMENTS, ENTER O. 

5. CURRENT AGE OF TH~ I~MATE 

A. TWENTY-TH~EE d~ YOUNGEq, ENTER 1. 
B. T~ENTY-FOlH OR OV£R, ~NTER o. 

6. TOTAL sco~;:: 
ADO 8, 0, c, H, I. [;\ITER IN (J) 

E-73 

______ (C) 

_______ CE) 

______ (G) 

• ______ (8) 

• 
_____ 'C) 

• 

• 

• 
_____ {H} 

• 
______ {I) 

• 
(J) 

• 

• 



e 
CIMIS ILLINOI3 CEFA~TME~: OF CORRECTIONS PAGE 

CORRECTIONAL I~3TITUTIO~ MA~AGE~ENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 
RUN DATE: 10/21/85 ?ECLA3SIFICAT!ON REPORT "3 

~\oIGHT 06 
NAME: ", ~:~. :..;'.: ~>~. :' -.;' IoOC NUHBER: .::{.;:':J.:;::::.: 

• 
7. SCORED SECU~ITY ~ESIGNATION 

ENTER THE CO~RECT SCO~~D SECURITY DESIGNATION IN (Kl • 

• PO!~TS SECUiU TY L~ VEL CIMIS CODE 

----- --------u .' . MINI~Ur. 6 
1-5 MEDIUr>1 It 

6+ M:' X I MUM' 2 

• 
8. CGUNS~LOR'S COMMENTS CONCERNI~G THE ABOV~ FIVE ITEMS: 

• 

• 

.' '-"". \.._.:= 

• 
9. COUNSELOR'S SIGN~TURE AND DATE _________________________________ COOE: 

• 10. SUPERVISOR'S REVIEW: 
INITIALS 
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CIMIS ILLI~JI: nEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
CQRqECTrONAL I~STITUTrQN MANAGEMENT INFORMATIO~ 

RUN DATE: 10/21/85 RECLASSIFICATION REPORT nq 
D~IGH1' 06 

• PAGE 
SYSTEM 

NAME: . IOOC NUMBER: ._ 

• ... * ........... *" .. *" .... It " ............... * /r ......... * It ........ '* * '* .. * '* '* * * .... * * '* * ... * '* '* * '* ... * .. *" ........ '* ... '* • ", ••• ,. 
1.CRITICAL SPECIAL NE:~DS REQUIRING PLACEMENT CONSI DE RATION: 

A. NONE ENTER 
S. MED r C.~L ?LAC~ I'!E~n ENT[R 
C. Mf.NTAL H::ALTH PL A C:::-1 E N T ENTER 
D. ~HYSrCAL rr1PA TRME NT ENT:::R 
'- . o TH:: q SPf:CIAL NEED '.JHI CH AFFECTS PLACEM::NT ::N1"[R 

OlUS T DOCU)1E'NT IN ITE~ II 6) 

2. ADMINISTRATIVE CONCERNS ~EQUIRING PLACEMENT CONSIDERATIONS: 
A. N:JNE 
A. K(EP SEPARAT~ FROM 
C. KNO~N GANG AFFILIATION 
n. MAJOR CRIMINAL CHARGES PENDING 
E. PROTECTIV~ CUSTOOY/SAFEK[EPING 
F. THREAT TO INSTITUTION SECURITY 
G. UNOERRAT€D S~CURITY OESIGNATICN SCORE 
H. OTHE~ AOMINISTRArTVE CONCfRN 

(MUST DOCUME~T IN ITEM U E) 

3. SECURITY LEVEL R~COMMENDATIONS: 

CUR~~NT S~CUp.rTY L~V:'L 

SNfEF SCOR~O SECURITY OCSIGNATION FROM 
~EPORT # 3, 1CK) 

RECO~M(~OEO CHANGE GF SECURITY LEVEL: 
C J t·H1 EN TIN I T E M 1/ :; 

ENTER 
£NTER 
ENTER 
ENTER 
ENTER 
ENTER 
ENTER 
t:NTER 

0 ____ 0) 

1 
2 
3 • 
~ 

0 (e> ----
1 
2 
"3 (C) ----
tf 
5 • 6 
7 (a) -----

• 
2 (S ) 

-----
------ (F ) • 

(G) -----
••• *.**.~~ •••• *~*".~*r***.~** •••• *~.* •• *** •• **".**"."***.*,* ••••••• _*.*.,*.1O._.*.* 

EXPLANATION OF CL~5SIFICATION ACTION: 
A. NO CH~NGE RECOMMENOEO 
B. ~ECUnITY LEVEL - TOO HIGH 
C. SECURITY LEV~L - TOO LO~ 
D. AOMINTST~ATIVE CONCERNS REQUIRES 

SPECIAL PLACE~[NT 

E. C~ITIC~L N~EOS R~QUrRES SPECIAL PLACEMENT 
F. I~PROV~~ENT IN 9~HAVICR ~~RRtNTS OVERRIDE 
G. SERIOUS R~HAVTOR PROaLEMS YITHIN PAST YEAR 

WARRANTS GV[RRIOE 
H. GOaD AOJUSTM~NT ~ARRA~TS OVERRIDE 

EN/Eft 
ENTER 
ENTER 

ENTfR 
ENTE.R 
ENTER 

ENH.R 
ENTER 

'. 

• 
0 _____ CH) 

t ., ... 

) CI) 
It • 
:=5 

£, (J) 

7 

II + ........ " It * ... Jr'." ............. * It * II' tit" •• " 1tt .... #r .... Jt • ... It * ........... * * * .. * ..... * .. -II * ... '* * .. * .'* * * ". ~. Itt .. * * ..... '* -II ... *' .. 
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CIMIS ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS PAG E' 
COR:"::C:CT!OfIJAl . .INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM 

PUN OATg: lO/21/35 ?ECL~SSIFICATION REPORT ~4 
D~IGHT O~ 

NAME: IOOC NUMBER: ..... . " 

5. PLAC~HENT RECOMMENDATIONS: COTTAGE COD 
RtNK O~OER OF ~ECGMMENDED COTTAGE 

1. C K) ---------
2. ______ CL) 

" . 
3. (M) :':=') . -------------------------- -----

.'~********~*.******.w****** •• ** •• *********~********** ***k.*k.*****************.* 
6. CCM~~:::NTS: 

• 

• ---------------------- _____ CN) 

COUNS~LOR'S SIGNATURE CODE DATE 

7. SU?E.QIlISOr:'S R~V!::~: • l=CONCURS 2=DO:::5 NOT CONCUR SECURITY _____ «(0) 

CO(-IM€:~TS : 

PLACEH:::NT ----- (P) 

• 

• ------------------------------ __ --_(0) 

COUNSELORt$ SIGNATURE CODE DATE 
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CPHS 

RUN DATE: 

NAME: 

---------------

ILLINOIS D~FARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION 

10/21/85 R~CLASSIFICATION REPORT "4 
olJIGHT 06 

SYSTEM 

IoOC NUMBER: 

PAGE 

'. ' .. 
• ~~.***.**k*.****.*****.************************.*****. *****~*** •• *************.* 

8. ASSIGNMENT CO~MITTEE ACTION: 
l=CONCURS 2=OOES NOT CONCUR 

. " -"'\ " }--------~-------
'-""> 

-------------
COM HE'Ni S: 

9. YARDENS AcrJnN: 
2=DOES NOT CONCUR 

OI.TE 

CC!o':HITTEE VOTE:: 

S:::CU~ITY PLACEM 

• 

____ CR) _____ (S>. 

• 

SECURITY _____ (T. 

PLACEMENT _____ c{,; 

• 

/ ...... .... 

• 

• 
----------------------------

~ARO.NS SIGNATURt. DATE • 
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Table 1 

• Comparisons Between Original and Revised 
Male Initial Classification Instruments 

Original Instrument Revised Instrument 

• Security Level 

Maximum (1, 2) 35.8% (1,188 ) 23.0% (1,002) 
Medium (3, 4, 5) 57.0% (1,889) 68.1% (2,847) 

.('-'" 
Minimum (6) 6.6% (220) 7.9% (332) 

.\.~) 
Overrides, 

Percentage of Cases with Overrides 38.0% (1,265) 24.6% (1,030 ) 
Percentage of Overrides Resulting 

in Change of Security Level 18.0% (582) 11.6% (488) 

• Explanation of Overrides 

Security Level Too High 25.0% (332) 0.7% (30) 
Security Level Too Low 26.0% (346) 9.3% (391) 

• Administrative Concern 44.0% (586) 22.1% (925) 
Special Need 4.0% (52) 1.3% (56) 
Disciplinary Action 0.6% (8) 0.2% (8) 

Source: IDOC Planning and Research Unit 

• 

• 

• 
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with either critical special needs (mental illness/retardation, physical 
handicaps, etc.) or serious administrative concerns (protective custody, gang 
involvement, etc.). Thus, an inmate1s objectively derived security designa~ 
tion/placement recommendation may be overridden by management review of 
critical special needs or administrative concerns. 

Classification System Use in Planning 

Information from the classification system is continuously fed into both 
short- and long-term planning processes. These data are particularly valuable 
in planning long-term requirements for bed space needs. To this end, the 
Department has developed a Classification Simulation Model that projects bed 
space requirements by security level for a ten-year period. This model 
requires inputs on admissions, exits, probability of security level change, 
and projected populations to determine relative security leve1 distributions. 
By utilizing this model, the relative requirements for various security level 
bed space needs can be determined and the impact of system modifications can 
be assessed. 
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OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDY: KENTUCKY 

INTRODUCTION 

The Kentucky Department of Corrections has adapted the National 
Institute of Corrections classification model in order to better respond to 
litigation and growing population pressures. In general, the development and 
implementation process was uneventful. The new system has met agency goals in 
that it is objective, appears to be defensible under litigation, and has 
provided solid data for future planning. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Origin and Development 

The previous classification system is described as subjective in 
nature. As each inmate entered the correctional system, he/she resided for a 
period of two to three weeks at the assessment center, where academic, medical 
and psychological testing was completed. The classification committee, 
composed of the Assessment Center Director~ a classification officer, social 
worker, and representative of the custody staff, recommended placement based 
upon the charge, length of sentence, resu1ts of testing, and the inmate's 
behavior at the assessment center. This system required reclassification 
every six months using the same basic decision-making criteria. In reality, 
placement, as well as transfer, was often based on available bed space. The 
classification system did not utilize definite, measurable criteria, and no 
organized system for monitoring or evaluating data existed. Additionally, 
facilities often differed in the classification of similar cases. 

Several factors contributed to the need for change. An inmate class 
action suit dealing with prison conditions, including population and classifi
cation, was initiated in 1977 and settled by consent decree in 1980. The 
consent decree called for major reductions in prison population and an outside 
audit of the classification system. A review of inmate cases indicated that 
the system was overclassifying inmates. During this time a number of laws 
were enacted mandating more prison time for various crimes, and an inadequate 
number of beds demanded more efficient management of the classif~cation 
process. 

The National Institute of Corrections custody determination model, 
introduced in late 1981, was viewed as a possible approach for addressing 

• these problems, as well as for providing a defensible system in court. Al
though little was known about the NIC plan, a core team of eight persons, as 

E-80 

• 



, . '3' ~. 

. provided in an NIC grant, participated in the classification system training 
in Boulder, Colorado. This core team was composed of the Institutional 
Classification Officer, Director of Planning and Research, Assessment Center
Director, Classification Branch Manager, Director of Operations, Institution 
Unit Coordinator, Warden of the Women's Prison, and Director of Training. 
With little knowledge of the NIC model and no obligation to adopt it, the core 
team received the training openly. During the training, the team decided to 
seriously consider adoption of the model. In the two weeks following the 
training, the core team modified the model to include an assessment of needs, 
a summary sheet, and a determination of overrides, and changed some point 
values in order to reflect the thinking and trends in statutory requirements. 
The team also developed an implementation plan, which was subsequently 
approved by the Commissioner of Corrections. 

'The development phase began with the creation of an automated data 
processing capability, revision of the classification manual, and conduct of a 
pilot test. The pilot test, which was performed at the assessment center by 
core team members, included classification of approximately one thousand files 
of inmates already assigned to maximum and medium security. This effort was 
valuabl~ in establishing where inmates would score on security and custody 
levels. Only three areas of the classification model were modified as a 
result of the pilot test. The scoring of disciplinary reports was given 
additional weight, the number of points for education and employment was 
reduced, and statutory crimes were weighted according to the provisions of the 
law. The results of the pilot test were then automated, and the data were 
analyzed by the core team and key central office staff. 

During this phase, contact with NIC project staff and consultants 
was continued to ensure that the integrity of the NIC model was maintained 
while the uniqueness of the Kentucky system was considered. The core team 
functioned productively, possibly due to its composition of similar-level 
management staff with prior institution experience and an avoidance of 
administrative fiats. Only when fully developed and ready for implementation 
was the new system openly discussed outside the core team. The team 
determined the key personnel who would need to be sold on the system and the 
most appropriate core team member to make the contact. The credibility of the 
team members with key staff in the correctional system, together with their 
thorough knowledge and belief in the new system's capability of providing 
relief from time-consuming litigation, proved an important factor. 

On the whole, core team members are satisfied with the development 
process. They believe that it proceeded as efficiently as possible, given a 
bureaucratic setting, and that the new system is well adapted to agency needs. 
Of particular importance to the success of the development phase was the 
timeframe established by the core team. This schedule allowed sufficient time 
to devise the system but was not so long as to decrease enthusiasm. It also 
helped keep work on the system a high priority within the agency. 
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Although team members are pleased with the way the new classifica
tion system was developed, they feel the process could have been improved. 
For instance, it would have been helpful if the team h~d initially been abl~ 
to visit agencies employing objective systems. (Very vew objective systems 
were operational at that time, however.) This would have acquainted them with 
the strengths and weaknesses of various systems and allowed them to discuss 
Kentucky's unique needs and problems with staff experienced in objective 
classification. In addition, a more extensive pilot test would have enabled 
the team to identify and close more loopholes, thus .facilitating implementa
tion. Team members consider pilot testing a "must" for any agency developing 
a new classification system and recommend that sufficient time and effort be 
given to this crucial activity. 

Classification System Implementation 

Eighteen months following the formal exposure of the core team to 
the NIC model, formal training for implementation began. The classification 
manual, along with the content of the training, was instrumental to successful 
implementation. The pilot test had provided a base of information, used to 
work out most of the bugs and potential problems that classification personnel 
would face. 

. 
The first phase of training involved twenty institutional personnel 

who would be scoring the classification instrument. This training included 
background on the system's development, discussion of each line item, viewing 
of summary sample files, and a hands-on classification scoring process 
comparing the old classification system to the new one. The entire core team 
actively participated in the training phase. Participants responded 
positively, and only minor changes in definition and classification resulted. 

The second phase of training involved fifty participants in each of 
two eight-hour sessions. Wardens, deputy wardens, and selected custody staff 
participated in broad-based training that encompassed historical issues of 
classification, the process of developing the new system, and issues relative 
to the consent decree addressed by the new system. The participants also 
comparatively scored inmates, using both the old and new classification 
systems. 

The third phase of training was a three-hour general employee 
orientation program that was provided to all existing institutional staff and 
included in the orientation program for all new employees. 

Implementation was gradual. Since inmates were already being 
reclassified every six months using the old system, the new system was 
inserted into this existing time line. Each classification plan was reviewed 
for scoring accuracy by the institutional team committee, with a copy 
forwarded to the Director of Classification in the central office. Inmates 
'received cop'ies of their plans, along with an explanation of the new system. 
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During the initial classification process, inmates who were in minimum 
security but scored higher on the new instrument were grandfathered by 
exception into minimum custody level. Inmates who scored lower were, and, 
continue to be, transferred according to available bed space or placed on a 
waiting list for such transfers. 

The core team continued to monitor the process and made minor revi~ 
sions of definition at six months, while a major review, including. examination 
of data collected, was made at one yea·r. Formal reviews are conducted 
annually according to the system design. The Director of Classification, as 
well as the Director of Planning and Research, continues to ensure that data 
are maintained, monitored, and reviewed. 

Staff reaction to implementation of the new system has generally 
been favorable. Although line staff expressed some resistance initially, they 
soon saw the merits of a system that would reduce inconsistency, inmate 
dissatisfaction, and classification challenges. In fact, the core team 
reports that staff would like even tighter guidelines to be developed. Team 
members attribute such acceptance to their strategy of waiting until the 
system was completely developed and tested before presenting it to staff. 
This strategy enabled the team to better deal with any fears of change since 
staff could see how the whole system operated. It also precluded much of the 
controversy and criticism that occur when something new is introduced piece
meal. 

Classification System Goals and Objectives 

Based upon the issues arising at the time of the system's develop
ment, the core team established a number of goals. The primary goal was the 
development of an easily administered objective system that was defensible to 
litigation. This system was also to define custody and security levels and 
match the various classifications of inmates to the existing correctional 
system physical plant. Another important goal was the development of an 
automated information system that could ease data collection and retrieval, as 
well as project population and custody level needs . 

Although no formal outside evaluation has occurred, ongoing internal 
review reveals that these goals have been met. Clearly, litigation has been 
reduced. Inmates understand the classification system and feel that it is 
fairly administered. The automated information system has enabled the correc
tional system to be more immediately responsive to problems and to better 
project future needs. 

Classification System Description 

The Kentucky corre~tional system has adopted the National Institute 
of Corrections classification model. Within the system, security is defined 
as the type of physical (architectural and environmental) constraints provided 
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by the institution. Custody is defined as the degree of supervision provided 
by staff. Security/custody labels of maximum, close, medium, restricted, and 

,minimum are assigned to inmates. Institutional security/custody labels ar~ 

maximum, medium, and minimum. All security/custody factors in the NIC model 
were used, employing the same definitions, with the following exceptions. 
Inmate program participation is a component of the reclassification process, 
but it is not used to determine custody level. The weights of reclassifica
tion factors were modified to give more points to disciplinary reports and 
fewer points for employment and education. It was also decided to continue 
the policy of prohibiting minimum security placement of inmates with more than 
48 months to parole e1igibility or release. In addition, for purposes of 
~lassification, the agency uses only the offenses for which the inmate was 
convicted, rather than the crimes with which he/she may have been charged. ' 

'Initial classification is conducted at the assessment center, using 
a three-part scoring form. (See Figure 1.) The first part of this form' is 
used to determine a custody score based on factors such as history of institu
tional violence, severity of current offense, escape history, and detainers. 
The second part is designed to assess inmate needs in areas ranging from 
health and behavioral problems to educational and vocational status. The last 
part of the form is a summary sheet that presents the total custody score, 
override considerations, custody level and institutional assignments, 'and 
program recommendations. The summary sheet is completed in triplicate, with 
copies going to the inmate's file, the inmate, and the central office. In 
addition, summary data are entered into the management information system. 

Reclassification occurs at the institutional level every six months. 
Again, a three-part form is used to score each inmate. (See Figure 2.) This 
form is similar to the initial classification instrument, with two significant 
exceptions. First, in the custody scoring section, factors related to 
substance abuse and stability have been replaced by factors concerned with 
institutional adjustment. Second, on the summary sheet, program participation 
has been substituted for program recommendations. Other",tise, the 
reclassification form is scored and processed in the same manner as the 
initial classification form. 

Initially, there were fourteen override areas; however, after the 
review at one year, several were combined so that now there are eight override 
areas. Currently, overrides occur in approximately 20% of all decisions. Of 
this figure, 8% are to a higher custody level for statutory reasons, while 5% 
are for administrative reasons, primarily the 48 months to parole eligibility 
or release rule. Another 4% are to a lower custody level, with the remainder 
of the overrides--3%--encompassing various other reasons. 

Using this classification system, the agency finds itself short of 
minimum placement beds. At initial classification, over one half of the 
inmates are assigned based upon their scores, while the remainder are placed 
on a waiting list. 
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CC-1020 INITIAL WHftTE CLASSIFICATION 

NAME AGE _________ _ NUIiBEF: ---Cast------------------------rirst---------------------------RI 
CLASSIFICATION OFFICER 

CODE ___________ _ DATE 

1. HISTORY or INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE 
(Jailor Prison, code lost serious within last five years) . 
None ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 
Violence not involvinq use of a weapon or resultinq in serious injury ••••••••••••••••••••• 3" 
Violence invoiving use of a weapon and/or resulting in serious injury or death •••••••••••• 7 

2. SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE 
(Refer to the Severity of Offense Scale. Score the I.st serious 
offense if there are lultiple convictions.> 
Low ••••••••.•••••••••••.•••.••••••••••.•••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Low Moderate •••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hoderate •.••• u •••• a •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ec ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

High •••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••• 
6".:-""". Hi9hest ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

.. ~ 

\"~'"'i PRIOR ASSAUL TIIJE OFFENSE HISTORY 
Hone •••••••••• ; ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Low ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• D ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

low Moderate •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••• a •••• •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Moderate •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hi 9h •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Highest ................................................................................... . 

4. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 5 years of incarceration.) 
No escapes or atteapts (or no prior incarcerations) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
An escape or attempt last five years resulting in adlinistrative action only •••••••••••••• 
Escape II conviction within last five years ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Escape I conviction wit~in last five years •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

SCHEDULE A SCORE (add items 1 through 4) 

6. 

(If score is 10 or over: use Schedule A for appropriate custody assignlent. 
9 or under, use Schedale B for Custody assignment. In 
either case; cOIPlete all 9 qnestions. 

ALCOHOL/DRUG ABUSE 

If score is 

No r.e •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Abuse causing occasional lega! and social adjustlent problels ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Serious abnse, serious disruption of functioning •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CURRENT DETAINER 
N9ne ................................................................................ ; .•• " ••• 
C or D felony detdiner .•••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
A or ~ felony detainer or detainer for 3 or lore clJSS C or D felonies •••••••••••••••••••• 

PRIOR FELONY INCARCERATIONS 
None •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
One ..••••.•..••..•••..•••.••.•.. ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••.• ••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••.• 
Two ....................................................................................... . 
Three or lore .••.•.•••••••••...••.••••••.•••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

B. STABILITY FACTORS 
(check appropriate box(es) and cOlbine for score.) 

1 
') 
.:.. 

3 
6 
7 

IJ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
6 

0 
4 
6 
n 
"! 

0 
1 
3 

I) 
1 
6 

0 
2 
4 
6 

LJ High schoo! diplola or GED received ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -1 
U Elployed/attending school Sfull or part-ti~e) six .onths or longer at tiae of arrest •• -1 

score 

--------score 

--------score 

--------sCilre 

r----' 
I I L ____ J 

--------score 

-------score 

---------sCure 

--------score 

SCHEDULE B SCORE (Add itees 1 through S.) -------

TOTAL SCORE 

re'Jised 7/01/84 
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ASSESSMENT OF NEEDS 

NAME ----Casf------------------------FTrst---------------------------HI AGE ----------
NUMBER _______________ _ 

CLASSIFICATION OFFICER _____________________________________________ CODE ___________ _ DATE _________________ _ 

-HEALTH: 
1 Sound physical health; 

seldo. ill 
2 Handicap or illness which 

interferes with functioning 
3 Serious handicap or chronic illnessj 

needs frequent .edical care 

a. Observation b. Self-report c. Verified Medical HistorY d. Hedical Exa. 

ALCOHOL USAGE: _1 No apparent proble~ 2 Occasional abuse,sole 
disruption of functioning 

a. Observation b. PSI c. Self-report d. Other 

OTHER SU8STANCE USAGE: 
\~~J apparent prob leI 2 Occasional abuse,sole 

disruption of functioning 

-a. Observation b. F'~I c. Self-report d. Other 

INTELLECTUAL ABILITY: 
1 Hor.al intellectual abi I ih'j 

able to function independently 

a. Self-report b. Observation 

4tSEHAVIORAL/EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS: 

2 SOle need for assistance 

c. BETA _______ d. WAIS ______ _ 

3 Frequent abusetserious disruption; 
needs assistance 

3 Frequent abuse,serious disruption; 
needs assistance 

3 Independent functioning 
severely li.ited 

code 

code 

1 Exhibits appropriate elotianal 
responses 

2 SYDPtOIS lilit adequate 
functioninqirequires c~unselin9i 
8ay require medication 

3 SYllptOIS prohibit adequate functioningi 
requires significant intervention;.ay code 
require ~edication or seperate housing 

a. Observation b. PSI c. Psycholoqical/Psychiatric Evaluation d. Other 

SEXUAL BEHAVIOR: e1 No apparent dYsfunction 2 Situational or ~inor proble~s 3 Real or perceived chronic or 
severe problels 

a. Self-report b. Observation c. PSI d. Psychological/Psychiatric Evaluation 

£!IUCATIONAl STATUS: 

cooe 

1 Has High School diplo~a or GED - 2 So~e deficits} but potential 
for GErI 

3 Major deficits in lath and/or reading; 
needs re.edial progra~s code 

a. Self-report b. PSI c. Educational Record 

VOCATIONAL STATUS: 
1 Has sufficient skills to obtain 2l'!inimal skill le'lelj needs 

satisfactory employment enhancement 
3 VirtuallY unelployablejneeds training 

code 
a •. Self-report b. PSI c. EaploYlLLent Record d. Other ••• i.~ELATED SKILLS: 
1 Has sufficient positive work 2 SOI!lE deficitsineeds prugral1 3 Work habits insufficient to lIaintain 

to I1aintain employment to develop positive work habits employmentineeds strong work progra~ co3e 
a. Self-report b. PSI c. El!lploy"ent Record d. Other 

LIV!NG SKILLS: e1 Presents and expresses self 2 Has mastered basic sUT'li'Jal 
appropriately to social context ski I Isineeds enrichment 

a. Self-report b. Observation c. PSI d. Psychological Evaluation 

MARITAL/FAMILY: 

3 Lacks skills necessary 
for social surviyal code 

1 Relatively stable relationships 2 SO~E disorganization or strESS, 3 Hajor disorganization or stress 
but potential for i~pro1Jement code 

ea. Observation b. Self-report c. PSI d. Report frQ" fdlily 

• 

COHPAtHONS: 
1 No adverse relationships 2 Associations with occasional 

negative results 

a. Observation b. Self-report c. PSI d. Other 
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INITIAL CLASSIFICATION SUHHARY 

NAME ---[ast------------------------~Trs1---------------------------RI AGE ----------

_ CLASSIFICATION OFFICER _____________ ,______________________________ conE ___________ _ 

1. Override Considerations - Override: --code 

... ~\ 

\~.:..-) 

O. NONE 
1. Statutorially ineligible 
2. Protective custody 
3. Psychiatric needs 
4. Detainer 
5. Docalented inforsation of escape risk 
6. Lower level of custody indicated by 

decalented evidence in the inlate file 
7. Adlinistrative override 8. Other _________________________ _ 

2. Custody Level Assignlent: 
1. HinilUI 
2. Restricted 
3. Hediul 
4. Close 
5. Haxilua BET A ______ _ 

TOTAL CUSTODY SCORE 
(fro. page one) 

ORIGINAL CUSTODY LEVEL 

OVERRIDE 

FINAL CUSTODY LEVEL 

WAIS ______ _ 

3. Institution Reco~.ended: _____ _ Institution Assigned: _____ _ 

4. Progral Reco.aendations (next 6 aonths): 
(In order of priority) 

----,---------------------------

Prograa Enrollaent 
Cede Code* 

COMMENTS: __________________________________________________________________ _ 

{:-.~.,-----------------------------------------------------------------
.... .:. .. .../ 

In.ate's Signature ______________________________________________ _ 

Chairperson's Signature __________________________________________ Code ____ _ 

• ENROLLMENT CODE 
1 = Progra. available 
2 = Prl9ra. currently at capacity/unavailable 
3 = Proqra. needed but does not exist at assigned 

iJlstitutiOll .. = In.ate refuses prograa 
5 = Progral not available due to custody level 
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(} PSI available 

() PSI not available 
(Review in 60 days) 

• 
NUHBER ______________ _ 

DATE __________ ~, ______ _ 

• 
score code 

score code • 

code • --------score 

code 

• --------score code 

r---':"l 
I I • l ____ J 

code 

--------- code score • 
---------score code 

• 
--------- code score 

score 
code • 

TOTAL SCORE eoae ' • 

• 



• 
CC-l021 INMATE RECLASSIFICATION 

NAME 
AGE _________ _ 

---Cisf------------------------FTrsf---------------------------HI NUMBER 

• CLASSIFICATION OFFICER COIlE' ___________ _ DATE 

1. HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE 
(Jailor Prison, cod~ most serious ~ithin last five years) 
None •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ea •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 0 ---------score 

3 Violence no1 invulving use of a ~eapon or resulting in serious injury ••••••••••••••••••••• 
• Violence involving use of a weapon andior resulting in serious injury or death ........... . 7 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

2. Did above violence occur within last six ~onths? 
YC?s ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
No •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

3 
0 

. _3. SEIJERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE 
! .~ (Refer to the Sever i t), of Offense Sca I e.) 
., .... .J L~w ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. , ...................... . 

Low Moder d te .................................. II II ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Moderate •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••• 
High •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• II ......................................................... . 

Highest •••••••••••• " •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

4. PRIOR ASSAULTIVE IJFFENSE HISTORY 
None ••••••••••••••••••••••• c •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Low •••••••••••• II ••••••••••••••• II •••• II •••••••••••• II ••••• II •••••••••••••• II. II t.I •••••••••••••••• 

Low Moderate •••• II •••••••••••••••••• II ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• " •••••• 

Moderate •••. e .................................. w ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

High ••.•••••••••••••••••••••• 11 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Hiqhest ••••••••• ~ •••• I ••••••••••••••••••••••• .: ................ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

SCHEDULE A SCORE (add items 1 through 4) 
(If score is 10 or over, use Schedule A for appropriate custody assignment. If score 
is 9 or und~rl bse Schedule B far Cu~tody a~5ignment. In either case, complete all 
'1 qlJest ions. 

5. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 5 ypafs o· jqcarceration.) 

1 
2 
~ 

~ 

6 
7 

0 
1 ., 
.:. 
3 
4 
6 

No escapes or cltteGlpis ••••••• J •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 
An escape or attempt ~ithin last five years resulting in ad~inistrative action only ••••••• 4 
Escape II conviction ~ithin fdst fiue ye3rs ••.•••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••.• 6 
Escape I conviction ~ithin last five years., ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

6. NUMBER OF DISCIPLINARY REPORTS 

None in last 7 - 12 lonths •.•••••••••••.•.•••••••••••••• ~ •••.••••••••••••••••••• •••••••• 
Non~ in last 6 Ilonth: .•............•...........................•...••..•.••..•.••....•... 
One in las~ 6 months ...................................................................... . 
rtlo in last 6 months •••••••••.••••••••••.••••.•••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

t'~') Three or more in 1~5t 6 ~onths •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
- / 

"-,. MOST SEVERE DISCIPLINARY REPORT RECEIVED ~I~st 24 months) 
None ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• :. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Low Moderate •••••••••••••••••••••.••••.•••••••••••••• 1 •••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••• 

Moderate ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•••••••••• iii ••••••••••••••• " ••••••••••• • ' •••••••• 

High •••••••••• , •..•••••.•••.•.•.••••••.• 1\ ••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Highest •••••••••••••••.••.••.••.••••••••••••••. J ••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

B. CURRENT DETAINER 
Hone •••.• " ............................................................................... .. 
C or [I felon~t detainer •••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••..•••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
A or B felony detainer or deiainer for 3 or more class C or D felonies ••••••••••••••••••••• 

9. PRIOR FELONY INCARCERATIONS 

-3 
-1 
0 
4 
6 

0 
3 
5 
7 
9 

0 
1 
6 

No ne •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 
One ••••• II • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 2 
Two ••••••••••••••.•••••.• ~ ••••••.•.• .a •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••• 4 
Three or more •••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 6 

SCHEDULE B SCORE (add ite~s 1 through 9) 

---------score 

---------score 

---------score 

1'----, 
I I 1. ____ .1 

score 

---------score 

---------score 

---------score 

score 

TOTAL SCORE 

re', i sed 7/01184 
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• ASSESSMENT OF NEEDS 

NAME ----[asf------------------------rirsf---------------------------RI AGE ----------
NUMBER _______________ _ 

CLASSIFICATION OFFICER _____________________________________________ CODE ~ __________ _ [IA TE _____ :: __________ ~_ • 

HEALTH: 
1 Sound physical healthi 

se I d 011 i II 
2 Handicap or illness which 

interferes with functioning 
3 Serious handicap or chronic i I Inessi 

needs frequent ~edical care 

~. Observation b. Self-report c. Verified Medical History d. Medical Exam 

ALCOHOL USAGE: 
1 No apparent problem 

a. Observation b. PSI . -~'\ 

2 Occasional abuse/solie 
disruption of functioning 

c. Self-report d. Other 

3 Frequent abuse/serious disruption; 
needs assistance 

code 

• 
code 

t ~ER SUBSTANCE USAGE: 
"'(' No apparent PI" ob I ell 2 Occasional abuse/sole 

disruption of functioning 
3 Frequent abuse/serious disruption; 

needs assistance code • 
a. Observation b. PSI c. Self-report d. Other 

INTELLECTUAL ABILITY: 
1 Normal intellectual abilitYi 

able to function independently , 
2 Some need for assistance 

a. Self-report b. Observation c. BETA _______ d. WArS ______ _ 

BEHAVIORAL/EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS: 
1 Exhibits ~ppropriate emotional 

responses 
2 Symptoms I illit adequate 

functioningirequires counselinq; 
~ay require medication 

3 Independent functioning 
seuerely limited code 

3 Symptoms prohibit adequate functioningi 
requires significant interventionieay code 
require medication or seperate housing 

a. Obser~ation b. PSI c. Psychological/Psychiatric E~aluation d. Other 

SEXUAL BEHAVIOF:: 
1 No apparent dysfunction 2 Situational or linor probleDs 3 Real or perceived chronic or 

severe problems 

a. Self-report b. Obser~atiQn c. PSI d. Psychological/Psychiatric Evaluation 

EDUCATIONAL STATUS: 

cod; 

• 

• 

1 Has High School dipl~~a or GED 2 Some deficits, but potential 
for GEri 

3 Major deficits in !ath and/or readingi • 
needs remedial progra~s code 

i. Self-report b. PSI c. Educatio~al Record d. TABE: R ____ H ____ L ___ _ 

VOCATIONAL STATUS: 
1 Has sufficient skills to obtain 

," ·satisfactory employment 
- ! 

. 
2 Minimal skill le'/eli needs 

enhancement 

a: Self-report b. PSI c. E~ploy~ent Record d. Other 

JOB RELATED SKILLS: 

3 Virtually unemployable;needs trainiM 

1 Has sufficient positive ~ork 2 S~me deficits;needs proqram 3 ~ork habits insufficient to maintai~ 
to laintain employment to develop positive work habits employmentineeds strong work progra~ 

a. Self-report b. PSI c. EmploYlent Record d. Other 

LIlJING SKILLS: 
1 Presents and expresses self 2 Has mastered basic survival 

appropriately to social context skillsineeds enrichment 

a. Self-report b. Observation c. PSI d. Psycholoqical Evaluation 

MARITAL/FAMILY: 

3 Lacks ski I Is necessary 
for social sur~ival 

1 Relatively stable relatio~ships 2 Some disorganization or stress, 3 Major disorganization or stress 
but potential for improvement 

a. Observation b. Self-report c. PSI d. Report from fdmily 

COMPANIONS: 
1 No adverse relationships 2 Associations with occasional 

neqative results 

a. Observation b. Self-report c. PSI d. Other E-89 

3 Hssociations almost completely 
negat i 'Ie 

code • 
code 

• 
code 

code • 

code 

• 



• 
RECLASSIFICATION SUMMARY 

NAME ---Cast------------------------rirsT---------------------------RI 
AGE _. ________ _ 

• CLASSIFICATION OFFICER ____________________________________________ _ CorlE' ___________ _ 

• 
,.:-

1. Override Considerations - OYerride: --code 
O. NONE 
1. Shtutorially ineliqible 
2. Protective custody 
3. Psychiatric needs 
4. Detainer 
5. Docnlented information ~f escape risk 
6. Lower level of custody indicated by 

deculented evidence in the in.ate file 
7. Administrative override 8. Other __________________________________ _ 

TOTAL CUSTODY SCORE 
(froll paqe one) 

ORIGINAL CUSTODY L£lJEL 

OVERRHIE 

FINAL CUSTODY LEVEL /':)-'". 
~. ' . •• 

2. Custody Leyel AssignAlent: 
1. Hinilull 
2. F:estr icted 
3. Hediul 
4. Cll)se 

• 5. HaxilulIl BETA ______ _ WAIS ______ _ 

3. Institution Recommended: _____ _ Institution Assigned: _____ _ 

• 4. Progralll Performance (since last classi~ication) PrograAl Progress Parficipation 
Code Code* Code~ 

• 
S. Current Total Good-Time Loss ________________ _ 

6. RecolllAlended PrOqraM Chanqes (next 6 Months): 
.("\ 

.. ~) ------------------------------------------------

Program 
Code 

• 

• 

• 

COHMENTS: ____________________________________________________________________ _ 

In~ate's Signature _______________________________________________ _ 

Chairperson's Signature ___________________________________________ Code ____ _ 

* PROGRESS CODES 
1 = Excellent 
2 = Above average 
3 = Satisfactory 
4 = Needs i.provement 
5 = Poor 

~ PARTICIPATION CODES 

1 = In.ate currently enrolled 
2 = Progral cOAlPleted successfully 
3 = In~ate dropped out, lack of interest 
4 = In~ate terllinated,behavior problem 
5 = Inmate ter~inated, Administrative reasons 
6 = progra~ not ayailable 
7 = Refuses prograAl 
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NUHBER 

DATE ____ :~ _________ ~ __ 

score code 

score code 

score 

score 

r----' 
I I L ____ J 

code 
---------score 

code 
---------score 

code 

---------score 

code 

---------score 

code 

---------score 

TOTAL SCORE 

code 



.-
~ \ 

Classification System Administration and Management 

Although the Director of Classification is charged with the. 
administration of the classification system, core team members who 
participated in the initial development continue to be involved in various 
phases of administration and management by virtue of job function.· The 
Director of Classification monitored the scoring of each inmate's 
classification for six months following implementation bu~ currently reviews 
only exceptions and overrides. The core team still meets periodically on an 
informal basis at the request of any member. The Director of Classification 
and the Director of Planning and Research remain in close contact regarding 
data review and future budgetary pl~nning. The core team continues to 
formally review the entire system annually. Team members feel comfortable 
with the review process but would like more time for data analysis. 

Classification System Cost 

The cost for development and implementation of the system is 
described as minimal. The National Institute of Corrections provided a grant 
enabling the core team to receive initial training and consultation throughout 
the development and implementation process. The automated management informa
tion was already budgeted; therefore, the inclusion of data collection for 
this system was absorbed into the start-up costs. In addition, the assessment 
center staff and classification personnel were in place to administer the 
previous classification system. Core team members speculate that the new 
system may in fact be a cost savings to the agency due to its more efficient 
use of resources and improved ability to predict bed space requirements. 

Classification System Effectiveness 

Whi1e no formal evaluation of the system has been conducted, core 
team review reveals a consensus that inmates are being placed in more 
appropriate custody and security levels. However, although the needs 
assessment instrument is being administered and scored, inmate placement may 
not correspond to program needs. It is hoped that data collection will 
influence the budget process so that more viable programs can be implemented. 
Institutional placements must currently be made on the basis of bed space 
available rather than program needs. 

The system also provides clear-cut guidelines that have increased 
staff effectiveness and satisfaction with the system. Inmates understand the 
process and feel that their actions and progress can affect reclassification 
and, therefore, their custody and security levels. The system has been 
effective in reducing inmate grievances and general malcontent. While 15% 
more inmates are receiving minimum placements, the number of escapes has 
diminished. It is not clear, however, whether this decrease is a result of 
the classification process or other factors. The new system does not appear 
to have affected the number of serious incidents or disciplinary violations. 
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Staff have noticed some reductions in the number "of 4nstitutional transfers. 
No reductions in costs for housing have been noted although the costs for 
facility planning are expected to decrease. Most staff ~lso feel that the ne~ 
system has reduced paperwork. 

Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

Although the needs assessment instrument provides adequate informa
tion to plan for male special management inmates, the inability of institu
tional budgets to provide corresponding programming, as well as the 
insufficient number of beds in the state system, prevents adequate service 
delivery. Placements for mental, medical, or protective services are 
generally provided through statutory or administrative overrides. An inmate 
whose reclassification results in a change in custody score may appeal the 
decision "to the Director of Classification. The number of appeals has been 
minimal, however. 

Classification System and Female Inmates 

Female offenders are classified in the same manner as male 
offenders. However, the effects of classification differ greatly for females. 
For example, no women have ever been classified as maximum custody, and very 
few have required close custody. Consequently, custody has a lesser impact on 
programming for females. Moreover, as only one institution is available for 
placement of female inmates, resources are concentrated in one place rather 
than distributed among several facilities, ensuring that inmates have 
relatively equal access to available programs and services. Since there are 
Significantly fewer females than males, women are also more likely to get into 
the programs of their choice. Perhaps the most important difference between 
the females and males is that the female facility is not overpopulated. As a 
result, the system works more effectively, enabling staff to assign female 
inmates to appropriate custody levels and better meet their needs. 

Classification System Use in Planning 

The automation of data in the class1fication system has improved the 
agency's planning ability. Easily accessible documentation can now project 
needed bed space in the various custody levels. Inmate programs are 
systematically known and can be projected in response to legislative requests 
and budgetary pl anning. Furthermore s the cl assifi cati on system facil Hates 
provision of data concerning compliance with federally funded programs. 

Although staff are positive concerning 
data that the classification system generates, 
expanding the research component to serve as 
facilities, programs, and services. 
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The classification system has g~nerated much interest in regard to 
parole. The system interfaces well with, and provides better information for, 
parole supervision. Staff believe that continued research and planning would· 
benefit both correction and parole components. 
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OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDY: MISSOURI 

INTRODUCTION 

To enhance the effectiveness of both its classification process and 
overall operations, the Missouri Department of Corrections and Human Resources 
has developed and implemented an objective classification system, which is 
based on the Correctional Classification Profile, a system designed to assess 
prisoners' risks to the public and the institution and then assign prisoners 
to the least restrictive custody level required for protection of the public, 
staff and other inmates, as well as themselves. The system also enables 
prisoners' needs to be matched with institutional resources. The new system 
has not 'been formally evaluated, but most staff believe prisoners are now 
being classified more appropriately, and a high degree of interrater 
reliability has been found. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Origin and Development 

Missouri's development of an objective classification system was a 
response to several factors. The tremendous overcrowding experienced by the 
state's correctional facilities during the late 1970's created conditions that 
led, in March 1979, to a federal court order limiting maximum security bed 
space. The subsequent backlog at the Reception and Diagnostic Center resulted, 
in more rapid processing of prisoners, which tended to exacerbate .the 
inadequacies of the old classification $.ystem, which was highly subjective. 
Having no well-dafined written procedures, classification staff relied heavily 
on "professional intuition"--personaliz~d assessments of such factors as 
prisoners' age, time to release, and institutional record, if any, and staff 
knowledge regarding each of the institutions in Missouri's correctional 
system. Numerous prisoners were inappropriately assigned security levels, a 
condition that led to management problems, escapes, and substantial movement 
of prisoners ~mong institutions. 

Eventually, a "worst-case" situation occurred when a prisoner 
confined for rape and escape was placed in a low security institution and 
repeated the offenses for which he was incarcerated before being recaptured. 
This incident, along with the resulting community outcry, led the governor to 
request a review of the claSSification system, including recommendations for 
its improvement. 

~ In response to the governor's concerns, the National Institute of 
Corrections provided a short-term technical assistance grant to an outside 
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consultant, who was requested to conduct a thorough evaluation of the existing 
classification system and provide recommendations, if warranted, to improve 
prisoner security assessment. The consultant noted num~rous inadequacies if:! 
the system and made several recommendations regarding the timely receipt and 
evaluation of classification information and'tne development of effective 
classification policies and procedures. 

Based upon the success of the short-term technical assistance, the 
National Institute of Corrections made additional funds available for the 
development of a new classification system that would minimize subjective 
judgement while maximizing consistency in classification decision-making. A 
consultant firm was hired by the state to conduct the project. 

Following a year-long study, the consultant firm provided the 
Department with an extensive list of recommendations and a classification 
system that included an objective approach to security and custody 
determination and a standardized process for matching inmate needs to 
Department resources. 

The newly appointed Director of Corrections, a strong supporter of 
objective classification, initiated a two-phase process for translating the 
consultant's recommendations into ft new classification system. 

In the first phase, sixty administrative, supervisory, and line 
staff were divided into eight subcommittees. Each subcommittee was asked to 
examine a chapter from the consultant's report in light of questions developed 
by the Assistant Superintendent of Support Services. 

The subcommittees met in February 1982 to discuss the consultant's 
recommendations. During the three-day session, each subcommittee presented 
material relating to the recommendation(s) in the chapter it had reviewed. 
Then the staff representatives met in small groups to discuss the recommenda
tion(s). Relying on consensus, staff discarded numerous recommendations; 
others were accepted or modified. 

Two other important decisions also resulted from this session. A 
coordinator was hired to guide development of the new system, and a timeframe 
of one year was established to complete development and begin implementation. 

The second phase of development was then begun. A steering 
committee, appointed by the coordinator, met to determine goals and objectives 
for the new system. Later, committee members were assigned to heild new 
subcommittees, which would address the components of the new system (e.g., 
initial classification, reclassification, education, staff training). 

In October 1982, the subcommittees submitted their reports to the 
coordinator, and then assembled for a second meeting. As in the first 
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meeting, subcommittee reports were presented and discussed in small groups 
and, after reconvening, numerous recommendations were modified and/or adopted. 

At the end of the session, a policy committee composed of 
administrative staff from the central office was established. This committee 
finalized issues that had been adopted and resolved issues on which consensus 
had not been reached. It also rewrote Department policies impacted by the new 
system, developed classification forms and a user's manual,' and defined an 
implementation schedule. By February 1983, 13 months after development was 
begun, the stage was set for the implementation process. 

In general, most staff express satisfaction with the development 
process. The in-house approach is viewed as an effective means of obtaining 
staff commitment and consensus. Still, some disagreement concerning develop
ment exists. While some staff believe the subcommittees were of workable 
size, others think they were too large and should have been reduced to 
facilitate discussion and decision-making. In addition, some staff think that 
the consultants should have been present at the first discussion session to 
provide a better understanding of their recommendations. It has also been 
noted that implementation of the new system would have been easier and more 
effective if training, educational, and vocational staff, along with addi
tional caseworkers, had been involved more extensively in the development 
process. Another concern is the len9th of time that elapsed between the 
second discussion session and the eventual start of implementation. Althouqh 
time was needed to resolve several policy issues and prepare a user's manual, 
some staff felt the seven-month delay was too long, resulting in a loss of 
commitment. A final issue is the classification instrument itself. A number 
of staff believe that the instrument should have been thoroughly pilot tested 
prior to implementation. Some also question the use of certain scoring 
factors, which seem to be based more on consensus than hard data. In addi
tion, the instrument has proven problematic in addressing classification 
requirements for special management inmates. 

Classification System Implementation 

Implementation of the new system began in February 1983 at the 
Reception and Diagnostic Center, where staff started employing the objective 
scoring instrument to classify new prisoners. 

Simultaneously, staff involved with classification at the institu
tional level were being trained to use the new instrument. A three-person 
team traveled to each institution to conduct a three-day training session 
based on lectures and scoring exercises derived from case files. After each 
exercise, results were discussed to ensure a high degree of interrater 
reliability and consistency with the objective system. 

In April 1983, staff began reclassifying prisoners assigned to their 
institutions, although, administratively, it had been decided that no 
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immediate transfers would result from these new classifications. By Mayall 
prisoners had either an initial classification or a reclassification score. 

At this time, copies of these scores were submitted to the data 
processing section for computer entry, and a specially designed program was 
used to analyze the scores for presentation to Department executive staff. 
The executive staff believed that the distribution of prisoners among 
classification categories was inconsistent with their knowledge of the inmate 
population. As a result, the classification instrument was modified. Scores 
for all inmates were readjusted, a new analysis performed, and the system 
finalized. 

Due to the alteration of the scoring instrument and continuing 
confusion among classification staff, a second round of training sessions was 
conducted 'during October 1983. Following these sessions, .staff continued to 
score prisoners consistent with the new objective system, and no further 
training was undertaken. 

The most problematic aspect of the implementation process seems to 
have been the training component. Some staff, for example, feel that a longer 
training period was needed or that sessions should have included more scoring 
practice/discussion. Some also believe a larger training team was needed. 
Other staff think a key person should have been designated at each institu
tion. This person would train other staff, particularly. new ones. In 
contrast to the "key person" approach, some staff think regular training 
sessions should be instituted. Such sessions, they believe. would assure 
greater department-wide consistency than training conducted by supervisors, 
while also updating staff on any changes in the system. A few staff also 
expressed dissatisfaction that superintendents had received limited training 
and, consequently, did not seem to have sufficient understanding of the 
system. The greatest concern among staff, however, was that the administra
tion had not been represented during the training sessions. Frequently, staff 
raised questions that rp.quired administrative interpretation, and the 
inability of the training team to respond created distrust in the new system. 

Several other problems related to implementation have also been 
noted. The user's manual, according to some staff, could have been better 
developed, particularly in regard to specification, and more complete prior to 
the initial training sessions. Increased paperwork was another problem 
perceived during implementation. In addition, scoring was sometimes made 
difficult by a lack of information, such as presentence investigation reports, 
medical test results, and detainer and/or war.rant verification. Finally, som~ 
staff believe that implementation would have been more effective if it had 
been done more slowly, with institutions coming on line one by one. 
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Classification System Goals and Objectives 

• Early in the development phase of. the new clas.sification system, the 
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steering committee adopted the following goals: 

"1. To provide for the development of sufficient prison capacity in 
apprnrriate locations. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

To provide capacity that is sufficiently secure, consistent with 
professional classification, to protect correctional employees and 
the public at large. 

To provide for the critical medical, educational, and vocational 
needs of prisoners and to ensure that once these needs are met, that 
prisoners are put to work to reduce the cost of operating the prison 
system. 

To provide sufficient staff to safely and effectively operate each 
operation. 

5. To provide a healthy, safe and humane environment in which inmate 
[sic] can discharge their obligation to society. 

6. To provide adequate facilities in which to fulfill the previous 
basic objectives of the [Corrections Master] Plan." 

Staff report that these goals proved very helpful in guiding initial 
planning efforts. 

To date, no formal evaluation of the new system has been conducted, 
so it is not yet possible to determine the extent to which these goals have 
been met. 

Classification System Description 

The new classification system is based on the Correctional 
Classification Profile, developed by Correctional Services Group, Inc .• in 
1981. The heart of this system is the Initial Classification Analysis (ICA) 
and the Recla~sification Analysis (RCA), comprising eight factors of major 
importance in determining the appropriate institutional assignment of the 
inmate. (See Figures 1 and 2.) 

Each of the factors on the ICA/RCA is scored on a range of 115" to 
"I," with "5" being the highest or 1!10st important need and 111" being the 
lowest or least important. The evaluator determines the appropriate value 
according to definitions provided for each factor. Examples of the instru
ments used to score the eight factors are presented in Figures 3 and 4, which 
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Missouri Department of Corrections & Human Resources 
DIVISION OF ADULT INSTITUTIONS 

INITIAL CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS (leA) 

NAME ______________________________________ _ NUMBER ____________ _ DATE ____ _ 

FACTOR CODE ICA SCORE JUSTIFICATION TREATMENT 

Medical and 
Health Care M 1 2 3 4 5 

Needs 

• t·· ..... , Mental Health 
\ Care Needs MH 1 2 3 4 5 .-.. ~/. .. 

" .. 

Security! -

Public Risk P 1 2 3 '4 5 
Needs 

I 

Custody! 
Institutional I 1 2 3 4 5 
Risk Needs -

Educational 
Needs E 1 2 3 4 5 

. ~',.,.. 

Vocational 
Training V 1 2 3 4 5 

Needs 

". 
\ 
} Work .-/ 

Skills W 1 2 3 4 5 

Proximity to Release 
Resigence/Family F 1 2 3 4 5 

Ties 

INMATE SIGNATURE __________________ _ 
SCORED: _______ ~-------------.--~ 

(Name and Title) 

DATE REVIEWED, _______________________ ASSIGNED TO 
DAI • OC01 (1/83) 
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Missouri Dtlpanment of Corrections & Human Resources 
DIVISION OF ADULT INSTITUTIONS 

RE-CLASSI FICATION ANALYSIS (RCA) 

NAME _____________________________________ ___ NUMBER ____________ _ DATE .. ____ _ 

FACTOR CODE RCA SCORE JUSTIFICATION TREATMENT 

Medical and 
Health Care M , 2 3 4 5 --

Needs 

Menta! Hea!th 
Care Needs MH , 2 3 4 5 

Security! 
Public Risk P , 2 3 4 5 

Needs 

Custody/ 
Institutional I 1 2 3 4 5 
Risk Needs 

Educational 
Needs E , 2 3 4 5 

Vocational _. 
Training V 1 2 3 4 5 

Needs 

, Work 
Skills W , 2 3 4 5 

Proximity to Release 
Residence!Family F , 2 3 4 5 

Ties 

PROTECTIVE CUSTODY _____________________________________ _ 

INMATE SIGNATURE ______________ _ 
SCORED: ____________ ~-------------------

(Name and Titlel 

DATE REVI EWED _________ --'--____________ _ ASS I G NED TO __________________ ---=-=-:-~:_::___,~ 
DAI 0002 '1/83) 
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l1issouri Depur1Jncnt of Corrections & Human Resources 
DIVISION OF NJULT INSTTI'U'l'IONS 

INITIAL CLASS1FICATION ~~YSIS 

Name __________________________________ Numbcr ____________ Date. ________________ _ 

PUBLIC RISK J\SSESS1>U:NT 

(CODE P) 

Instructions: Circle appropriate level and e:nter P-Score. 

A. i::xtent of Violence, Current Offense 

l-:-None 2-Threat 3-Injury . 4-l1nprovoked 
Provoked Inj u:r:y /Dca th 

B. Use of hTeapon, Current Offense 

I-None 2-CCW 3-Neap::m 
Involved 

·C. Esca~ History 

I-None 2-UnS1::.pcrvised 3-tJnsupervised 4-Sup-=rvise::l, 
over 6 nos. less than 6 over 2 yrs. 
ago m::mths ago ago 

D. Violence by History 

I-t.."tlne 2-one 3-'IW:> 4 -Tl1l:ee or rrore 
Incident Incidents Incidents 

E. Detainer/Holds 

I-None 2-Hisdc:rearor 3-Detainer ,ex- 4-lX!tainer ,e..":-
Detainer cx- P'Xtc.-'d to pxt.erl to in-
pected to in- increase sen- crease S(?.l1-

crease sen- t!?J1ce length tence le.'1gth,· 
tence length by nare th.'ln Class C fcl-
by less than G nonths, ony or al:cve 
6 rronths Class 0 or 

less felony 

F. Time to Expected Release 

1- (O-12) 2- 1-4 3- 4-7 4- 7-10 years 
nonths years to years to to serve 

serve serve 

G. Ccmnunity Stability, (from Client A..-.alysis Sco.le) 

l-negular level 2-Intensive level 
(16-31 points) (4-16 points) 

S-capital Hurcler/ 
Life Sentence 

S-Supervised, 
less th.:m 2 
yrs. ago 

5-Detainer ,cap-
ital offense, 
or life 
sentence 

5- 10 ycn.,rs+ 
to serve 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

H. Sexual Offen::1cr • 

4 -Current Sex 
Offense 

P-Score L-I ___ .J • 
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Missouri Department of Corrections & Hum:m Resources 
DIVISION OF ADULT INb"TI'JUI'IONS 

INI'l'IAL CIASSIFIC1\TION ]\w\LYSIS . . 

Date --------- ----------------
INSTlTUTIOML RISK l\SSE.SS!·1Em' 

. (COOl:: 1) 

Instructions: Circle apP1:opriu to level and enter I -Score. 

A. Prior Institutioml ]\d-justmc:nt (Recidivists to IX! scored at: no higher level th:m 
that assigned at time of releasE;!.) 

l~ Escape!';, History 

I-None 2-Unsupervised 
escape o'Jer 6 
rronths ago 

2. Imate 1\ssault History 

I-None 

3. other 

I-No serious 
infractions 
noted 

2-Qther, 
assaultive 
oockground 

2-Possession of 
dangE'..rous 
contrabanc.l 

3-Unsu~~ised 4-SUpervisc~ 
escape less escape (C-2, 
than 6 rros. C-5) OI/er 2 
ago years ago 

3-Unprose- . 4-Prosecutcd 
cutcd assault assault on 
on inmate inmate or un

prosecuted 
assault on 
staff 

3-l-l.:"ljor dis
ciplinary 
violation 

4-Involvenent 
in serious in
sti l-utional 
disturbances, 
e.g., riot 

5-Suparvisro 
escape (C-2, 
C-5) less 
than 2 }'rs. 

ago 

5-Prosecuted 
assault on 
staff 

B. Adjustment Under Prob:ition and Parole Suparvision 

I-No History of 2-1'bst recent 
suparvision period of 
or has suc- supel."Vision 
cess fully revoked 
ccxnplctcd rrost 
recent period 
of super-
vision 

C. Alcohol/Dnlg Problems 

l-l'b h.istory 2-HistOl:Y ,but 
has not in
terfere::l with 
insti tutioI1.:"lI 
adjustment 

3-Has accumulated 
an tlverage of 
one or ITOre al
cohol ard/or 
drug rclatcri 
corduct viola
tions durincj the 
lilst three years 
of rrost recent 
incarceration 
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deal with assessing an inmate's needs relative to public risk (security) and 
institutional risk (custody). 

Factors are '1i sted in order of pri ori ty, goi ng from top to bottom .. 
Thus, the first consideration to be made in. determining an institutional 
assignment is that of the inmate's medical needs. Thi$ is followed by 
consideration of the inmate's mental health needs, etc. The factor having the 
highest score (among the first five factors) represents the greatest concern 
in assigning the inmate to an institution and becomes. the primary factor in 
determining institutional assignment. Where more than one institution has the 
resources available to address the primary factor; the caseworker proceeds to 
pair the remaining factors with institutional resources, using the Institu
tional Resource Grid (Figure 5), until a "best match" is identified . 

In order to assure that inmates continue to be housed at institu
tions that are compatible with public safety and meet the changing needs of 
inmates, a reclassification procedure has been established, based on the same 
considerations and factors used in determining initial classification. 

Each inmate 'assigned to the Department of Corrections and Human 
Resources is periodically reviewed and rescored on the eight factors of major 
importance. These reclassification scores are entered on the Reclassification 
Analysis form and compared with institutions' resources to determine if the 
institutional assignment should be changed to better meet the inmate's needs. 
Reclassification thus reflects the inmate's movement through the correctional 
system to eventual release by regularly and objectively evaluating progress 
made by the inmate in the areas covered by the eight factors. This program 
also reflects the ability of the inmate to eventually be returned to society 
as a productive citizen. 

Classification System Administration and Management 

The initial component of Missouri's classification system is 
administered by the Department's Diagnostic Center Superintendent, whose 
staff complete all background interviews and perform educational and 
psychological testing of prisoners entering the state's correctional ·system. 
.The Diagnostic Center Superintendent is administratively responsible to the 
Department's Director of Institutions. 

Initial 
assignments and 
Authority (CTA). 
new classification 
responsible to the 

and reclassification decisions pertaining to security 
transfers are under the purview of the Central Transfer 

The CTA is a new office established in conjunction with the 
approach. The Central Transfer Authority also is currently 
Director of Institutions. 

The classification system will soon come under the authority of a 
new Director for Classification and Treatment. This position, to be estab
lished in early 1985, will be responsible for overseeing all classification 
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Institutional Resources Grid 

Missouri State Penitentiary 5 
Missouri Training Center for Men 3 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 3 
Central Missouri Correctional Center 2 
Missouri Intermediate Reformatorl 2 
Renz Correctional Center/Male 2 
Renz Correctionsl Center/Female 3 
Ozark Correctional Center 2 
State Correctional Pre-Release Center 2 
Boonville Correctional Center 2 
Chillicothe Correctional Center 2 
Ka Cee Honor Center 2 
St. Marl's Honor Center 2 
Halfwal House 2 
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actions within the agency, 
rehabilitative programs. 

as well as the delivery of all 

Classification System Costs 

inmate 

The new Missouri correctional classification system was developed 
through funding by the National Institute of Corrections. The Institute 
funded, through a short-term technical assistance grant, the initial 
assessment of the former classification approach in late 1979 and, through its 
FY 1981 Program Plan, the eventual development of the present classification 
system. 

While minimal Department funds were used directly for development of 
the system, a moderate amount of funding was expended for staff time and 
travel expenses to attend a series of workshops conducted by the consultant 
group. Considerable more funding was expended to develop the new 
classification approach, particularly to conduct the two discussion sessions 
during the development phase. 

Classification System Effectiveness 

As noted previously, Missouri's new classification system has not 
been formally evaluated. However, interviews with supervisory ·and 
administrative personnel, conducted eighteen months after implementation 
began, provide an indication of how effectively staff perceive it to be 
operating. A number of institutional staff have expressed frustration 
concerning the new system. Although the scoring instrument appears to be 
classifying inmates appropriately, inadequate bed space often thwarts 
appropriate housing assignments. Consequently, prisoners must frequently be 
housed according to available bed space, a situation that has led some staff 
to conclude the system does not work. 

Other concerns have also been brought out. There is a general 
perception that continued viability of the system is dependent on thA 
appointment of a single focus of control. This control appears necessary to 
interpret guidelines, monitor consistency of application, and decide 'whether 
suggested changes should be considered and incorporated into the system. This 
concern should be resolved with the appointment of the Classification and 
Treatment Director, as discussed earlier. In addition, as noted earlier, some 
staff believe that the new system does not adequately address special 
management inmates. Finally, parole staff express some dissatisfaction with 
the incompatibility between reclassification and community placement needs. 
However, they also acknowledge that since institutional and parole objectives 
are so disparate, compatibility is highly unlikely to occur. 

Still, most staff appear relatively satisfied with the new 
They had perceived a need for objective classification and think 
system classifies prisoners much more accurately relative to their 
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custody, and program requirements. 
management problems and transfers. 

They also believe it has reduced 

Such favorable views appear to have gained some support from a 
recent study conducted by the Department's research and planning unit. Al
though a direct relationship to the new classification system was not 
established, the study found that in 1984 the Department experienced its 
lowest escape rat~ in ten years, .34%. This finding is particularly note
worthy since the Department was simultaneously housing its largest population 
in over a decade. 

In general, then, staff appear dissatisfied not so much with the new 
system as with the conditions under which it must currently operate. 

Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

Similar to most other objective classification approaches, the new 
Missouri system does not address itself directly to the security and custody 
requirements of special management prisoners. The unique housing requirements 
of administrative and disciplinary segregation inmates, protective custody and 
death row prisoners, and inmates subject to mental illness or substantial 
retardation often supercede the capabilities of the Department's objective 
scoring system. Given this limitation, the plan developed by the consultant 
group made several recommendations relative to the classification of special 
management prisoners. In response to these recommendations, the Department is 
establishing a centralized treatment unit for prisoners with serious mental 
health problems, and developed a special needs assessment program to identify 
and suggest programming for prisoners who may experience adjustment problems. 

Classification System and Female Inmates 

Female prisoners are classified under the same system as male 
prisoners. Although the system was easily adapted for use with females, some 
question about its appropriateness exists. For instance, female long-term 
inmates are significantly less likely than males to be violent, but the length 
of their sentences excludes them from lesser security levels, where they might 
benefit from g'reater programming and work opportunities. 

At the time this case study was being prepared, an evaluation was 
being conducted by the University of Missouri-Columbia to validate the ability 
of the classification system to effectively identify the security and 
program needs of female inmates. Initial findings suggest the system does 
achieve both of these objectives. 
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Classification System Use in Planning 

The new cla~sification appro~ch was employeq to provide an asse~~
ment of the types of prisoners in the Missouri correctional system now and 
those likely to be confined over the next decade. This effort was conducted 
as part of a ten-year master plan recently completed for the Department of 
Corrections and Human Resources. The findings of this analysis suggest that 
new construction should concentrate on lower and medium security beds, with 
lesser emphasis on high security prisoner housing requirements. 
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OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDY: NEW YORK 

INTRODUCTION 

The New York objective classification system employs an additive scale in 
combination with a decision tree to measure public and institutional risk. 
The system was developed to improve management of the agency's expanding 
prisoner population and to standardize classification decision-making. Recent 
assessments of the new system indicate that it is meeting the agency's goal of 
increasing lower security level placements without resulting in reverse 
transfers and danger of escape or violence. The system has also proved 
successful in promoting consistent decision-making and enhancing management of 
the classification process. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Origin and Development 

Historically, classification decisions in New York were based largely on 
custom and intuition. As a result, decisions were inconsistent between 
individual counselors, between counseling units at different institutions, and 
between facilities and central office review staff. Furthermore, the reasons 
for decisions were not explicitly set forth. 

By the late 1970s, this lack of consistency and explicitness became 
intolerable for four reasons. First, the Department had expanded rapidly from 
a system of 17 facilities for 13,000 inmates to a system of 32 facilities for 
21,000 inmates. This growth, along with the resultant increase in 
organizational complexity, severely strained the Department's ability to 
manage the informal classification system. Second, capacity expansion to 
house the population increase was almost entirely medium security. 
Consequently, staff were forced to classify inmates to lower levels of 
security than they had been accustomed to, without any new criteria to replace 
the customary ones. In addition, staff were faced with frequent and 
unpredictable requests from central office to quickly identify additional 
reduced security inmates. Third, considerable disagreement existed regarding 
the appropriateness of classification decisions. The Budget Office thought 
inmates were overclassified; many Department staff thought inmates were 
underclassified. Fourth, as courts became more concerned with classification, 
the Department's system became increasingly vulnerable to legal challenge. 

By the latter part of the decade, it was apparent that existing 
operations were in need of revision. The agency needed a system that could be 
managed more effectively, would produce widely accepted decisions, would 
appropriately' identify inmates for reduced security, and would be legally 
defensible. 
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Development of a new classification system began in November 1978, 
following receipt of an NIC grant to evaluate and improve the security 
classification process at the Department's reception/classification center-so 
Project staff, consisting of a project director and research assistant, were 
selected. The '-director reported to the Assistant Commissioner in charge of 
classification. In addition, the Commissioner appointed a Security 
Classification Guideline Steering Committee, composed of superintendents 
representing different security levels, relevant executive staff, and 
directors of relevant offices. The Steering Committee advised project staff 
and made final guidelioe recommendations to the Commissioner. Staff decided 
to design separately a guideline for initial security classification of adult 
males, then one for young males, and finally a reclassification guideline for 
all males. 

The project proceeded through several developmental steps. First, in 
order to take advantage of work already done, the literature on objective 
guidelines in criminal justice was reviewed and a report written. The written 
policies and procedures concerning classification in federal and other state 
jurisdictions were also examined. 

Second, to better understand the context into which the new system would 
be introduced, the current classification system was reviewed, and a 
statistical analysis of classification decisions was completed. 

Third, project staff worked intensively with staff at the classification 
center for adult males to design a draft guideline. Classification staff 
first identified the criteria that they used to make decisions. Once the 
criteria were identified, they were quantified and assigned relative weights. 
Through participant observation, the project director also determined the 
assumptions underlying classification decisions. Out of this work came a 
draft Initial Adult Guideline. 

Fourth, project and c1assification staff made field visits to all 
facilities receiving adult male inmates following initial classification, and 
the draft guideline was discussed with staff at each facility. As a result of 
these visits, the draft guideline was modified. 

Fifth, detailed guideline scoring rules were written. This task required 
careful study of the completeness and quality of the written data available to 
classification staff. 

Sixth, a simulation of several guideline variants was run on a 
sample of inmate cases, the outputs of these variants were analyzed, 
draft was modified once more. 

random 
and the 

The same steps were used to develop the Initial Guideline for Young Males 
and the Reclassification Guideline for Males, with the following additions. 
For the youth guideline, a regression analysis was run to study whether the 
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criteria that classification staff thought determined their decisions actually 
did so. A statistical analysis was also run to ascertain whether the factors 
used to determine the likelihood of disciplinary problems were valid. -·In 
addition, to identify possible predictive factors unknown to staff, a report 
was prepared summarizing the results of 100 studies that relate inmate 
characteristics to institutional misconduct. 

Agency staff report that few major problems were encountered during the 
development stage. The only notable difficulty involved some initial 
resistance by classification officers who believed that their positions might 
be depreciated or even eliminated due to the use of objective guidelines. 

Classification System Implementation 

As in the development phase., implementation of the Initial Adult 
Guideline proceeded through several steps. First, a pilot test was run in 
which a small number of cases were classified by the staff~ The results were 
then analyzed and discussed by staff. This pilot test resu1ted in several 
modifications that made the guideline more "user-friendly." 

Second, an interrater reliability test was run; the measure of 
reliability was extremely high. 

Third, the Steering 
and then recommended its 
approved the guideline, 
directives. 

Committee made minor modifications in the guideline 
adoption to the Commissioner. The Commissioner 
and it was written into the Department's official 

Fourth, the project director conducted training in use of the new 
guideline. During the five-day sessions, emphasis was placed on working with 
sample cases. 

Fifth, two monitoring instruments were developed. One summarized the 
distribution of security classification decisions and overrides by counselor. 
The second tracked all adult male inmates out of classification into. general 
population and reported all reverse transfel's. The reasons for reverse 
transfer were subsequently analyzed, and the cases were checked for scoring 
errors. 

The Initial Youth Guideline was implemented similarly to the Initial 
Adult Guideline. However, the Security Reclassification Guideline was 
implemented somewhat ~ifferently. In contrast to the Initial Guideline, which 
is used at three facilities by staff who specialize in classification, the 
Reclassification Guideline is employed at 41 facilities by staff who serve 
several functions in addition to classification. Consequently, the 
Reclassification Guideline is designed to be much simpler than the Initial 
Adult Guideline, and, thus, required only one day of train1ng. In the pilot 
test, the Reclassification Guideline was used at five facilities for four 
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months, and the results were compared to those from five matched control 
facilities. 

It required approximately two months to implement each of the Initial 
Guidelines, while it took almost eight months to implement the 
Reclassification Guideline at all 41 general confinement facilities. 

No major constraints were encountered during the implementation phase. 
However, staff stress the importance of preparing and following an effective 
implementation plan and allotting suffjcient time for implementation 
activities . 

Goals and Objectives 

The goals of the Security Classification Guidelines are to promote 
consistent and explicit decisions; to identify the lowest level of security 
necessary to protect the public, staff, other inmates, and the inmate himself; 
and to improve management capability. 

Classification System Description 

The objective classification system developed by the New York Department 
of Correctional Services focuses on security alone. Program participation 
does not enter into the security classification decision at all. The Initial 
Adult Guideline (Figure 1) distinguishes between two types of security risk: 
public and institutional. Public risk is a combi~ation of the likelihood that 
an inmate will escape and the likelihood that he will be dangerous, should he 
escape. Institutional risk represents the likelihood that the inmate will be 
dangerous to other inmates and/or staff. Public risk is measured by four 
factors. The first factor addresses the inmate's pattern of criminal 
violence. It measures the injury caused or attempted, along with the presence 
or absence of a weapon in the instant offense and the inmate's other most 
violent offense. The second factor addresses the inmate's pattern of fleeing 
criminal justice superV1Sl0n. It measures the history of escape, abscondance, 
bail jump, and AWOL. Third is the time remaining to earliest possible 
release, which measures the inmate's incentive to escape. The last factor is 
street stability. It examines the inmate's employment, schooling, and family 
status at time of arrest and his military discharge status. This factor is 
used as a measure of the inmate's inclination to meet society's expectations. 

Institutional risk is measured by two factors: 
record on prior term and street stability. 

institutional misconduct 

The public risk scores are added to produce a total public risk score, 
and the institutional risk scores are surmned to produce a total instit!ltional 
risk score. These two scores are then combined on a matrix to determine the 
inmate's security level. The system does not establish custody levels. 
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FORM 3615 (REV. 21851 
STATE OF NEW YORK· DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONAL.SERVICES 

INITIAL SECURITY CLASSIFICATION GUIDELINE - ADULT 

INMATE NAMEI_I-I-I-I-I-I-I-I-I-I-I 1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1 
(First N~me) 

1. 

(L~st Name) 

PUBLIC RISK SCORE 

A. Criminal Behavior 
Instant Ollense = Weallon 

C = No 
1 = Yes 

Other Ollense Weapon 
0= No 
1 = Yes 

+ 

+ 

1_/-1...,-1-1-1-/-1 
(DIN) 

F orcihlc Contact 
0= None 
1 = Threat 
2 = Force/Injury 

Forcible Contact 
0 2 None 
1 = Threat 
2 = Force/lnjurv 

3 = Serious n 
Injury 

4 =Dealh --

3.seriousD 
Injury 

4 = Death 

Crime/Year Committed _________________ _ 

B. Time to Earliest Release 
1 = 0.12 Months 3 2 25.36 Months 
2 = 13·24 Months 4 2 37.48 Months 
Score for Possible Additional Time 
, 

C. Escapt, Abscondlnce, Bail Jump, AWO L 

5 = 49·60 Months 
6 2 Over 60 Months 

_ 1 • Successful Pre· trial Release 2 = Two 12 = Escape 

D. 

O' NonllNo Incarceration 3 2 Two·More serious 
1 = OnelNever on Supervision 4· Temp. ReI. Abscond. 

Street Stability 
a = High 1 • Average 2· Low 

o 
+ 

D 
-+=D 
LJ 

-----------------------------------------~------------ ------

I C 
2 C"! 
3 C 
• c:; 
5 0 
6 C , c: 

10 C 

II. INSTITUTIONAL RISK SCORE 

A. Prior DOCS Institutional Adjustment 
0= G oad·AveragelNo 2 = Below Average 6 = SHU 

I ncareerations 
l' No Prior OOCS Record 4 = Poor 

B. Street Stability 
0= High 

Guid .. line Decision 

.J 

1 2 Average 

1 • 5 

o • 2 Minimum 

2 = Low 

PUBI.IC IIISK 
7·9 

M~dlum B Medium A 

10· II 

Mlllimum 9 

D 
+=D 

D 
12 ·lO 

Ma)Clmum A ~ 
z 
2 --~.------~------~------~----~------~ 
!-:.: l . • MinimUm Medium B Medium A M,.lmum 8 M,.'mum A 

E~ --4-----~------4_-----~-----~----~ ~ 5· e .... Imum B .... Imum B .... Imum B Mulmum B "ulmum A :1 
Guideline Override 

C=:J (SpeCIfy) ------------------------------

COUNSELOR'S FINAL SECURITY CLASSIFICATION DECISION 

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS 

Notoriety 01 Crime Is) or Criminal " Li VlolenCll!' A9ainU Aulho,iliu 16 0 Family Court Frntcclion Warrent 

soPhhtlc.ltion 01 Crlmec,) or Criminal 22 C Nomad 17 0 Group Membentlip 

,n'lolvement in Clime(sl w.u minimal 7 0 Inmate Neruhve AUlluCle 11 0 Sentence Structure 

Pattern of C.aIlOUI Violence 8 0 Famuy/OtherSlreet Ctrcum'Sl.1nc:tl 19 0 Suicld,,1 

Vicious Violence 12 0 Riot LUCIer 20 0 P'Syc:nolo9Ical InSUDlllly 

Pattt'" of Imouluve Violence 13 0 Agg,esslye Hom,:J:UlICuiJl 21 0 VUlner3bilitv 

Su Crlme(s) 
" 

0 Overt Homosexual 23 0 Enemies 

Anon (not (or monty) 15 0 INS OeUiner 24 0 Other 

f-::SlFlCATION COUNSELOR _____________ .,--., _______ _ 
\ C LAS (Signa lure) (Date) 
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The Initial Youth Guideline is the same as the I~itial Adult Guide1ine, 
with two exceptions. First, street stability includes school disciplinary 
problems. Second,. reception center disciplinary adjustment replaces 
disciplinary adjustment on a prior term. Though reception disciplinary 
adjustment is a weaker predictor of general 'confinement adjustment than is 
adjustment on a prior term, only 2% of young male inmates have served prior 
state terms. 

The Security Reclassification Guideline (Figure 2) is designed so that an 
inmat~'s security level will tend to steadily decrease during . confinement, 
unless disciplinary adjustment is unacceptable. The same factors are used to 
measure public risk, and a new factor, percent of time served, is added. This 
factor is an additional measure of incentive to escape. Institutional risk is 
measured by the inmate's discfplinary adjustment over the past year, as 
reflected by the most serious dispositions. The structure of the 
Reclassification Guideline is both additive and decision tree. Fi~st, the 
institutional risk is measured. If the risk is unacceptable, the inmate will 
not be reduced in security, and the public risk score need not be calculated. 
If the institutional risk is acceptable, then the public risk is calculated, 
and the inmate is classified accordingly. 

Overrides are allowed, and they require written justification. There are 
24 specified reasons for overrides; many of these are non-judgemental factors 
that cannot plausibly be measured by points, such as sex crimes. The most 
frequent reason given for overriding the classification instrument at initial 
classification is poor adjustment, either in jailor during classification. 
The current override rate is estimated at 20-25%. 

The New York system has no formal inmate needs assessment instrument, but 
needs are generally identified through standardized educational, intelligence, 
vocational, and medical testing. 

Classification System Administration and Management 

Initial classification is conducted at the classification centers at 
Downstate and Wende (adult males), Elmira (young adult males), and Bedford 
Hills (females). A classification analyst completes an Initial Security 
Classification Guideline for each new admission, and the resultant 
classification is then reviewed at the supervisory level. 

Reclassification occurs every six months at institutiqnal guidance units, 
based on completion of the Security Reclassification Guide1ine. Decisions go 
through two levels of review at the faci)ity and then central office review. 

Both initial and reclassification decisions are monitored in several 
ways. Supervisors regularly review selected cases. In addition, monthly 
reports are checked by central office staff. These reports monitor consis
tency of decisions, accuracy of scoring, and success of eventual placements. 
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STATE OF NEW YORK· DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONAl.. SERVICES 

SECURITY RECLASSIFICATION GUIDELINE 

INMATE NAME i-l-l-/-I-I-I-I-I-I-I-i_i 
( Last Name) 

;-1-1- -1-1-1-1-1-1-1 
(F irst Name) 

l. INSTITUTIONAL RISK SCCRE 

A. CUllin! Oi~iplin.ry Adjunm1nt 
Most Serious Oisposition + 2nd Mest Serious Dispositien .. 31d MOSI Serious ~isposition 

+ n + Ii 
B. Plst Di~iplin.ry Adjustment 

Most Serious Disposition + 2nd Most Serious Disposition + 3rd Most Serious Disposition 

II + D + CI 

1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1 
(DIN) 

1-/-rJ= I ., 
+ 

~------------------------------------------------------------

I 

2 

J 

• 
S , 
, 

I 10 

II. PUBLIC RISK SCORE 

A. Criminal BehlVior. 
I nstlnt 0 ttlnse 

OtlwDHenH 

WtlpO" 
II - No 
1- Yes 

Wilpon 
0- No 
'·Yes 

+ 

+ 

Criml/Oltl _____ -,_-----------

B. E~pe. Ab~ondance. Blil Jump .nd AWO l 
0- No IncidlnU 3· Two or Man Serious 
1. One 4 - TR Ab~onrl.nCl 
2" Twa or Mor. 

C. Timlto E.rliest RlltllI 
1" (1-12 
2. 13 -24 Months 

3 " 25- 36 M onttl1 
4 - 37- 48 Months 

Possibl. Additional Tim. ___ _ 

O. Per Clnt oITime Served 
o a 68%-100'/0 

GUIDELINE DECISION 

I 1-5 

1 - 67%-34% 

I 1-' I I 

PUBLIC RII'K 

'-12 

F orcibll Contlct 
0" Nane 
,,, Thnlt 
2 = Injury 

F orcibll Conllct 
II" Nont 
I • Thllll 
2 -Injury 

12 " EII:IPI 

5 a 49-6(1 Months 
6 = 61 + Months 

2 - 33%- 0'/0 

3 -Serigus 
Injury 

4 -Outh 

3 -Serious 
Injury 

4 "Dllth 

15-27 

D 
+ 

D 
+ 

D 
+ 

n 
+ 

D D! 

INSTITUTIONAL a-I ! Minimum I Medium S I Medium A MaxImum 8 Maximum A 

RISK 7-11 I RETAIN ! CUrRENT LEVEL 
1 

GUIDELINE OVERRIDE 

D rSplcify) __________________________________ --: 

Counselor's Fin.1 Sicurity Classificuion Decision 

r---1 
L.JMINIMUM D MEOIUMS [ \MAXIMUM R l~ MAXIMUMA 

OTHER CHARACTER ISTICS 

[J NotorietY ot Crlmlt') or Criminal 11 0 Vlol.nel Auln.l Authorn'" " 0 Jl'amlly Court Pro'letion W"ren, 

C Sognhlic,Uon of Crime,,) or criminal 22 0 Nomad 17 0 Group Membershf!) 

[J InwOl'um.nt In Crime,,) wu MlnlmJI 0 I"mlte N"!UU .... Attitudl 11 0 Slntlncl Structure 

C p.ttcrn ot C.UQlU "Jolenee I 0 FamUy/Oth., S\"I\ Citcum,hncn a 0 Suicidal 

0 Vlclou, Violinci 1% 0 Riot lollder 20 0 P'YChololle.l1 1",hD!!lly 

0 Pattlrn at ImpulIl .. Vlollnc. lJ 0 Anrlnl.,e Homo".ull 21 0 VUlnerability 
:-1 
Co-. s .. : CrimI,,) I. 0 Owerl Homo, .. :ual 2J 0 Enlmlet 
[j Arion (not for monlY) 15 0 INS Ol'alner %' 0 Othlr 

COUNSELOR ______ ~-~-----------
(Sign. lure) (Dlltl 

1:_1111 _____ _ 



Classification System Cost 

Funding for the first year of the Classification ·Improvement Project came 
principally from an NIC grant totalling approximately $50,000. Most of these 
monies were used for personnel costs. NIC also provided some consulting 
services during system development. 

Classification System Effectivenes~ 

In terms of the problems it was designed to solve and its stated goals, 
New York's objective classification system has been successful. Monitoring 
reports show that consistency and explicitness have been increased at initial 
classification. Inmates have been placed at lower security levels without 
increases in escape or disciplinary misconduct, and unsuccessful placements 
are minimal. At initial classification, the proportion of minimum security 
decisions has increased from 5 to 12% since the initial guidelines were 
introduced; maximum security decisions have decreased from 55 to 45%. In 
addition, management capability has been enhanced substantially. 
Classification staff can be superv'ised more effectively and classification 
criteria can be modified more rationally to improve classification. 
Disagreement over security classification decisions among staff and among 
agencies, if not stilled, has become almost non-existent. 

Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

The Department I s initi a 1 c1 assifi cation system is designed to cl a~;sify 
most inmates relatively quickly while identifying those with special needs. 
Inmates who are vulnerable, have mental or physical health problems, or are 
mentally retarded are placed in extended classification where their 
requirements are carefully assessed. Special placements are then made, 

Classification System and Female Inmates 

The Department does not currently employ an objective system to classify 
female inmates. However, its plans for classification improvements jn 1985 
include studying the feasibility of introducing such a system. 

Classification System and Planning 

New York currently has no structured mechanism for integrating 
classification data into departmental planning. However, classification 
information does enter informally into decision-making in such areas as 
capacity expansion and programming plans. 
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OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION CASE STUDY: WISCONSIN 

INTRODUCTION' 

In October 1982, the Wisconsin Division of Corrections began servlng as a 
pilot site for the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) prison 
classification model. Wisconsin's involvement was prompted by the Deputy 
Administrator of the agency, who had assisted NIC with the development of the 
classification model. The system lends objectivity to classification in 
Wisconsin by utilizing rating instruments that assess inmate risk factors; 
assess inmate needs for programs and services; assign inmates to the least 
restrictive custody level based on risk; and assist in the assignment of 
inmates to available treatment, education and training programs based on 
needs. Additionally, the classification system provides reassessment of risk 
and needs at a minimum of every six months. 

Overall, the Division is pleased with the system. Although a high 
percentage of overrides is present, staff feel that inmates are classified 
more rationally and appropriately and that greater consistency has been 
achieved throughout the Division. Some line staff frustration has resulted 
from not being abl~ to fully meet identified inmate program needs due to 
budget constraints and overcrowding. The administration, . however, is using 
the data generated by the system for planning and budgeting, as well as to 
assess and revise existing policies and practices. 

OBJECTIVE PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

Origin and Development 

The previous classification system was highly subjective and somewhat 
labor intensive. It was basically a committee process with a primary emphasis 
on programming. Its strong points included fairly comprehensive testing and 
review procedures at the reception center, high quality information from the 
field (a pre-sentence or admission investigation completed on all inmates), 
and program reviews completed every six months. Weak points were the lack of 
objective criteria and consistency, the inability to monitor the system, and 
the lack of a data base containing aggregate custody and program needs 
information for facility planning. 

Although the committee system contained all the e1ements of due process 
and the agency had always successfully defended the system in court, two 
major reasons were identified for adopting the NIC classification system. 
First, the Division desired more objective decision-making criteria to better 
structure the classification process, thereby leading to more appropriate and 
consistent decisions. Second, the Division wanted to create a data base for 
facil ity and program p 1 ann i ng: 
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The agency initially felt that the NIC instrument disregarded length of 
stay as a key element in classification. Therefore, jt requested that leng~h 
of stay criteria be added to the custody rating scale and that the scales be 
piloted in selected institutions. However, since Wisconsin was a pilot site 
for the NIC model, the scales were not changed and the pilot was conducted 
statewidee The agency agreed to this approach but indicated overrides would 
occur whenever it was felt that length of stay affected appropriate 
classification. 

Many classification staff, accustomed to the committee approach, were 
reluctant to allow an "instrument" to determine a custody rating. Moreover, 
although Central Administration was willing to us~ the scales ,as a tool to 
assist committee decision-making, it did not want the instrument to be the 
focal point of classification decisions. Thus, there was a strong desire to 
keep a human element of 5ubjectivity and consensus in the process. These 
attitudes appear to have exerted a significant influence on implementation 
practices in general and overrides in particular. 

Classification System Implementation 

Implementation was guided by a written action plan. However, 
implementation of the system proceeded slow1y, and Wisconsin, initially 
established as a pilot for the NIC system, actually fell behind the 
implementation schedules established in several other states. 

Orientations to the system were made to the Division's management team, 
treatment directors, and security directors. Monthly orientations were 
provided for new staff at the Corrections Training Academy. The principal 
staff training involved approximately 80 agency personnel in a two-day session 
conducted by the Chief of Classification. He was aided by the assistant 
classification chief from Kentucky since that state was ahead of Wisconsin in 
implementation and able to provide valuable advice. Participants included all 
of the classification staff and most institution social services workers. The 
training was well received, and staff reported a good understanding of the 
system and process. Administrative support was described as motivating, 
helpful, and appropriate. 

Since an effective classification process was already functioning and 
program reviews were occurring every six months, the agency found it fairly 
easy to merge the NrC system into existing processes and procedures. The 
development of a user's guide greatly assisted the process and enhanced 
consistency of implementation. 

Staff acceptance of the system during implementation was mixed. Many 
staff did not see a need to change from the previous classification system. 
Some felt the new system required additional paperwork and were frustrated 
that identified needs did not translate into program placements due to a lack 
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of r'esources caused by budget constraints and overcrowding. However, as 
implementation progressed, many staff recognized that the new system provides 
valuable information ,to the classification committee.and that the objective 
criteria help structure and shorten committee meetings. 

Inmate response is described as positive. Inmates receive 'written 
notification of committee meetings, participate in the meetings, and receive a 
written decision. Inmates reportedly are pleased with the objectivity of the 
instruments and f~el they lend an element of fairness to the decision-making 
process. Inmates especially like that reclassification relies heavily on 
individual adju~tment and recent behavior rather than historical 
considerations that they are unable to influence. 

The departure of the Deputy Administrator to a new job in another state 
and the transfer of the Classification Chief to a new position created some 
delays and led to some questioning of agency support for the new system. 
However, it appears that the agency is committed to maintaining the new system 
and is continuing to make refinements and improvements to aid its 
effectiveness. 

Goals and Objectives 

The Divisionis goals and objectives for its new system are well 
articulated. First, the Division wanted to add objective elements to the 
classification process, while maintaining the integrity of the classification 
committee structure, to provide more consistent classification decisions. 
Second, the Division wanted to automate the classification system and develop 
a data base for use in facility planning, evaluation, budgeting, and system 
monitoring. Finally, it wanted to strengthen its ability to monitor the 
classification process. 

Classification System Description 

The Division operates one central reception center for male inmates and a 
women IS prison that doubles as a reception center for female inmate~. All 
inmates initially enter the system through a reception center, and new inmates 
are summarily classified maximum custody for the first 30 days. During this 
time, the initial classification process occurs. 

A social worker gathers the pre-sentence or admission report, documents 
needed information, and prepares a report. The social worker then completes 
the Initial Inmate Custody Rating (Figure 1). This form requires a forced
choice rating of severai items, including history of institutional violence, 
severity of current offense, escape history, alcohol/drug abuse, detainers, 
prior felony convictions, and stability factors. The Initial Inmate Custody 
Rating sheet is scored and totaled, indicating a recommended assignment to 
maximum/close custody, medium custody, or minimum custody. The social worker 
also completes the Inmate Needs Assessment Form (Figure 2). This form also 
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OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES 
D,v,s,on 01 CorreCllons 
OOC-113 (Rev. li84) 

ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION 

INITIAL INMATE CUSTODY RATING 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
Adm'nISltal:ve Code 

Chapler HSS 302 

Inmale Name - Las\. Firsl. MI (1-19) 1 Case Numbe~ (20-25) InSlllullon Code (26-27) 

Caseworker - Lasl Name Only (28·42) Dale Raltng Compleled (43-48) 
(Mo/Oay/YI) 

RATING FACTORS Select appropriate answer & enter associated valu~ in score column.} 

Dale and/or Remarks 1. HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE (RevIew ondlvlduars enllre baCkground of Incarcerahon for 
love years pllor 10 IhlS classdlcallon.) 

None .............................................................................................................................................................................. a 
ASS3Ull and ballery nol InVOlVIng use of a weapon or resUlllng In sellous In)ury ......................................................... 3 
Paniclpahon In InShlullon diSlurbance or 1101 ......................................................................................................................... 5 
Assaull and ballery InVOlVIng use of a weapon and/or resulltng tn serious injury or dealh ...................................... 7 

2. SEVERIT'f OF CURRENT OFFENSE (Refer to Ihe Sevellly of Offense Scale. Score Ihe most senous offense of 
the mosl currenl convlcllon.) 
Low or Low Moderate ................. I High ............................... 3 Highest (over 7 years Served) ............. 7 
Moderate ....................................... 2 Higher ........................... 5 (under 7 years served) .......... 10 

3. SEVERtTY OF OTHER OFFENSES (Score the most severe in inmafe's history. Refer tt:) the Severity ofQffense 

Scate and apply to all offenses. except the current offense of number 3 above.) None .......................................... 0 
Low.................................................. I High ............................... 3 Hignest (over 7 years served) ............. 7 
Moderate ....................................... 2 Higher ........................... 5 (under 7 years served) .......... 10 

4. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 5 years of incarceration including disciplinary findings If no court intervention.) 
No escapes or attempts ...................... ........................................................................................................................................ 0 
An escape or allempt from minimum or below custody. no actual or threatened violence: 

Over 2 years ago ........................................................................................................................................................................... I 
Within the last 2 years ................................................................................................................................................................. 3 

An escape or allempt from medium or above confinement. or an escape from minimum or below custody WIth 
actual or threatened Violence: 

Over 2 years ago ............................................................................................................. ............................................................. 5 
WIthin the last 2 years or 2 or more escapes from any level wilhin the last 5 years ............................................ ..... 7 

MAXIMUM CUSTODY SCORE (Add items I through 4) 

(If score is 10 or over. rate as may.imum custody. If score is under 10. complete ,tems 5 through 8 and ..:se 
Custody Scale below.) 

5. ALCOHOL/DRUG N)USE (Score b;;sed on need assessment.) 
None ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 
Abuse affecting one or more hie ar~as ...................................................................................................................................... I 
Senous abuse affechng several hfe areas ................................................................................................................................ 3 

6. CURRENT DETAINER 
None. or prosecution/extradition not Indicated ..................................................................................................................... a 
Misdemeanor·extrad,tlon/prosecutlon Indicated ................................................................................................................... 3 
Felony·extradilion/prcsecution IndIcated ................................................................................................................................ 5 

For higher olfense ..................................................................................................................................................................... i 

7. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS (Not counllng current offenses for this incarceration) 
None ............................................ 0 One ............................................... 2 iwo or more .............................. 4 

8. STABILtTY FACTORS (Total) 
. Age 26 or over ............................................................................................................................................................................... -2 
High school dlptoma or GED received .................................................................................................................................. -1 
Employed or attendIng school (full or part·time) for SIX months or longer at time of arrest .................................. -1 

.. 
SCORE (Add Ilems t through 8) TOTAl. SCORE 

CUSTODY SCALE Form 
MasimLlm/close .......................... , ...................... 17 or more 
Medium ........................................................................ 8·16 
Minimum ............................................................... 7 or less 

SCORE 

,50-511 

1:.0) 

,591 • 

:~JI 

16:'021 

IOJ·6-<1 

I 
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JEPARHIENT or HeALTH 0. SOCIAL SCflVICC$ 
)ivision of Corrections 
)Oe-l1S (Rev. 1/84) 

INMATE NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

STATE or ~ISCONSrN 
Administrative Code 

Ch<Jpter HSS 302 

_nmoJle Name· Lasi. Fir5l. MI Case Numb!!' 120.25.1 InSlllution Dale of Raling (2B·JJ) Type of Raling IJ4) 
11-1.9) Code 126·27) Mo/Oay/Y, 

10A&E 
20PRC 

INSTRUCTIONS: Check box to indicate appropriate response in Area of Need. Determine priority for each area based on assessment of 
motivation for treatment. amenability for treatment and urgency of need. Indicate priority by checking the appropriate box. 

eFiATING 

m 

o 
.c) 0 

3 0 
(:lSI 

• o 
o 2 

3 0 
• IJ7) 

0 

2 0 

• 
3 0 

1:l9) 

..... --'.\ 
( , 0 

• 

• 

• 

2 

3 

2 

/ 

LJ 

0 
(411 

o 
o 

3 0 
14::l) 

AREA OF NEED 

EMOTIONAL/MENTAL HEALTH: 

Exhibits appropriate emotional responses. 

Has some signs of mental heal\h problems but not related to crime and would not lead to insti· 
tutional adjustment problems. 

Severe problems affecting institutional adjustment or related to criminal pattern. 

ALCOHOL ABUSE: 

Adequately copes with alcohol consumption, related to social situation. 

Use of alcohol predominant in most social and private situations. Consumption has negatively 
affected one or more major life areas. 

Heavy use of alcohol affecting several major life areas, may be psychologically or physically 
dependent. Consumption may have some relationship to crime. 

DRUG ABUSE: 

Does not use illicit drugs, adequately copes with prescription drugs. 

Hea'l'l user of marijuana, short term experimen!ation with hard drugs. or combination use of 
alcohol and drugs. Consumption negatively ilffects one or more major life areas. 

Heavy use of hard drugs affecting several major life areas, may be psychologically or physically 
dependent, Consumption may have some relationship to crime. 

EDUCATION: 

Has adequate education level with no negative effect on employment or ability to function in 
.society. 

Inadequate educational level to pursue vocational training. Needs GED or HED to enhance 

employment opportunities. May require refresher C::lurses to bring education in line witli voca' 
tional training. Desires college ed!>Jcation to complete academic training . 

Illiterate or low academic ability, unable to communicate with others. prevents employment. 
needs academic training before acceptance into vocational programming. 

VOCATIONAL: 

Maintained employment with marketable skills, adequate financial status and education 

Marginal work history, may have SO'Tle work skills, results in marginal financial income. 

Unstable or no employment with no marketable skills, financial I'? unstable. 
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level . 

Form 

PRIORITY 

1 0 High 

2 0 Med 
3 0 Low 

1::l6) 

1 0 High 

2 0 Med 

3 0 Low 

(:l8) 

1 0 High 
2 O,'\l1ed 

3 0 Low 

(40\ 

1 0 High 

2 0 Med 

3 0 Low 

(42) 

1 0 High 

2 0 Med 

3 0 Low. 

(44) 

3 (45) 



('''',) 
\ """---/ 

requires a forced-choice rating of several items; for example, emotional/men
tal health, alcohol/drug abuse, and educational and vocational needs. Several 
other reports are prepared at initial classification" including an education 
and career report, a psychological report, medical report, and dental report. 
Finally, information from both forms is transferred to the Assessments 
Evaluation Inmate Classification Summary (Figure 3). 

All reports, including the Initial Inmate Custody Rating and the Inmate 
Needs Assessment, are reviewed by the classification committee. This 
committee consists of a social worker, security officer, and classification 
specialist, who reach consensus on a custody rating, program recommendations, 
and a facility placement recommendation. The committee may override the 
scored custody designation if it feels the action is appropriate. 

The committee's recommendations are forwarded to Central Classification 
Office, where they are either approved or denied. The inmate is then assigned 
a custody rating and transferred to the designated facility, along with 
programming recommendations. 

A program review and classification reassessment are conducted regularly 
for every inmate. This process is managed by a program review coordinator at 
each facility who reports directly to the classification office. A Program 
Review Inmate Custody Rating form (Figure 4) is completed every six months or 
at the point of program reassignment or program completion, or in response to 
special needs or disciplinary problems. This form requires a forced-choice 
rating of some of the same items on the initial custody form, but includes 
factors of actual institutional conduct on which to score and base reclassifi
cation decisions. These scores are totaled and indicate reclassification to 
maximum/close custody, medium custody, and minimum custody, unless overridden. 

The Program Review Committee consists of the program review coordinator, 
a social services supervisor, security supervisor, and educational specialist. 
The committee's decisions and recommendations are reviewed at Central Office 
and either approved or denied. 

All initial classification and program review actions are entered and 
tracked by the Di\ lsionls management information system. 

Classification Administration and Management 

The Divisionis classification system is administered by the Chief of 
Classification and managed with the assistance of classification specialists 
at Central Office. 

At the reception centers, classification supervisors manage the process 
and report to the Chief of Classification. As mentioned, each facility has a 
program review coordinator who also reports to the Chief of Classification. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES 
Division of Corrections 
DOC-114 (Rev. 1/84) 

PROGRAM REVIEW 

INMATE CUSTODY RATING 

STATE OF WfSCONSI~ 
Administrative Code 

Chapler HSS 302 

In male Name - Lasl. Firsl. MI (1-19) I Case Number.(20-25) Instilution Code (26-27) 

Caseworker - Lasl Name Only (28-42) Dale Rallng Completed (4:l-48) 
(Mo/Day/Yr) 

RATING FACTORS Select 8Jlpro~rlate answer & enter 8ssoclated value In score column.} 

Date andlor Remarks 1. HISTORY OF INSTITUTIONAL VIOLENCE (Review individual's enlire background of incarceration for 
five years prior 10 this classification.) 

None ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 
Assault and battery nol involving use of a weapon or lesulting in serious injury......................................................... 3 
Participation in institution disturbance or riot ..... _................................................................................................................ 5 

. Assault and banery involving use 01 a weapon andlor resulting in serious injury or death ...................................... 7 

2. Did above assault occur within las\ eighteen months? 
Yes ................................................... 3 No .................................. 0 

3. SEVERITY OF CURRENT OFFENSE (Refer 10 the Severity of Offense Scale. Score the most serious offense of 
the most current conviction.) 
Low or Low Moderate ................. 1 High ..................... _ ....... 3 Highest (over 7 years served) ............. .,. 
Moderate ........................................ 2 Higher .. _ .. _................. 5 (under 7 years served) .......... 10 

4. SEV~RITY OF OTHER OFFENSES (Score the most severe in inmate's history. Refer to the Severity of Offense 

Scale and appfy to ail offenses. except the current offense of number 3 above.) None .......................................... 0 I 

Low .................................................. 1 Higl' ................................ 3 Highest (over 7 years served) ............. 7 
Moderate ........................................ 2 Higher ........................... 5 (under 7 years served) .......... 10 

SCORE (Add items 1 through 4) 

(If score is to or over. rate as maximum custody. If score is under 10. complete Items 5 through 9 and use' 
Custody Scale below.) 

5. ESCAPE HISTORY (Rate last 5 years of Incarceration including disciplinary findings if no court intervention.) 
No escapes or attempts .......................................................................................... _ ................................................................... .. 0 
An escape or attempt from minimum or below custody. no actual or threatened violence: 

Over 2 years ago .......................................................................................................................................... : .............................. .. 
Within I'he last2 years ............................................................................................................................................. ~: ................. . 

An escape or attempt from medium or above confinement. or an escape trom mlnimuiTl or below custody with 
actual or threalened violence: 

Over 2 years ago .......................................................................................................................................................................... . 
Within Ihe last 2 years or 2 or more escapes from any level within last 5 years incarceration .............................. . 

6. INSTITUTION CONDUCT (Major) 
Major Conduct Penalties (add) 

Last 6 monlhs ___ x 3 __ _ 
Las16-12 months ___ x 2 _ 
Lastl2·tB months ___ X 1 

Good Conduct Credit (select), 
No major penal lies in 6 mos. :: -1 

No major penalties in 12 mos. :: - 2 
No major penalties in 1 B mos. .. - 3 

1 

3 

5 
7 

SubTotal + SubTotal __ Total 

7. INSTITUTION CONDUCT (Minor) 
Minor Conduct Penalties Within Last 6 Months 

None:: - 1: 1 or 2 = 0; 3 or 4 '" + 1; 5 or more:: + 2 . 

8. CURRENT DETAINER 
None, or prosecution/extr'aditiQn not indic::Ited ...................................................................................................................... 0 
Misdemeanor-extradition/prosecution indicated ............................. :..................................................................................... 3 
Felony-exlradition/prosecution indicated ................................................................................................................................ 5 

For higher offense ..................................................................................................................................................................... 7 

9. PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS (Not counting current offenses for this incarceration.) 
None ............................................. 0 One ............................................... 2 Two or more ............................... 4 

SCORE (Add ilems I Ihrough 9) TOTAL SCORE 

CUSTODY SCALE 
M.xlmum/clo.e ................................................. 17 or more Form Code 
Medium ............................................................. _ .......... 8-16 
Minimum ............................................................... 7 or les. 

E-122 

SCORE 

(SOl 

\5\·521 

ISJ'>'I 

D 
(5.S-561 

157) 

150-591 

16111 

1611 

(621 

\551 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICES 
Division of Correclions 
DOC·116 (Rev. 1/84) PROGRAM REVIEW 

INMATE CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY Institution: 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
Administrative Code 
Chapter HSS 302 

I Page: 

Inmate Name: • Last, First MI Case Number; I Latest Parole Action (Defer &. Date) I Agent Area Number 

Total # of Conduct Date of Last Vulnerable I DYes 2 ONO Type 01 Review 
. Reports Received Cunduct Report 

Special Placement Need 1 0 Early (ADM) 3 0 Early (Offender) 

1 DYes 2 ONO 2 0 Scheduled 4 0 Adm. Conlin. 

Sentence Information (Offense, Term, Date of Sentence) 

Custody Rating Based on Custody Score Health Classification Codes 

1 o Close 3 0 Medium 
Primary Secondary Other 

Medical 
2 0 Maximum 4 0 Minimum Condition 

Program Preformance (identify Current Educati,~n and/or Treatment Programs) 
\ 

"--.j 

·Ptoorftll""' ..... trT'IIIt"Il eco.t 
l-Eac.-.nt 
2-~A"""~ 
:I. Slhajaclory 

Program 

Program/Program Change Recommendallons 

Program (In Priority Order) 
Program 

Code 

Program Code 

"P,nION1aOn Codes 
I - kwn'l. Cu".."", £"'0"«1 
2 - PfOQf,,,, Com0l41iftl Sweee"'ul.., 
:! -""m". Otoo~ Oul. Lack of 11'''''m 

Enrollm(!nt 
Code .,. 

I - P'OOf.m Aw;ul.* 

MR Date (Mo./DaylYr.) 

Date of Last PRC Review (Mo.lDay/Y".) 

Outstanding Detainers 

Activity Dental 
Level 

J 
Classification/Treatment 

Progress/Adjust 
Code' 

Participation 
Code" 

.-Inmale TenTIINIlld. 8enaWot PfOQleml 
5-anrn.I.r."""'I.a.~r.I,...Ae~ 

Z - Proo,a", CUIt.""y.t C.~ClrylUn • .,.tt'b" 

3- P'C)Qf.m NMcIId 8111 Don NOI E.ullil AtrQuUed CwSlody L ...... 

.. - """"e AeluMt P,oo,.m 

Social Worker's Summary and Appraisal of Program Review Request 

Overrides Affeciing Custody Assignment (Check the most important override that applies) 

01 0 Emolionallnstability 04 0 Criminal Detainer 06 0 Ufe Sentence 

02 0 Pending Revocation 05 0 Needs Monitonng of Behaviorl 07 0 Disciplinary Actio,1s 

03 0 Juvenile History (Criminal) Attitude at Current Level 08 0 Multiple Ollense Involved 

09 0 Institutional Experience 

10 0 Other· specify 

Time to MR Appropriate for II 0 Minimum 12 0 Medium 13 0 Maximum 
--.-----.~~~------------------r---~~----~--------------Final Custody Rating After Override Insl. Assignment Recall Date (MonthlYear) 

O 0 0 Code 
/,""', 1 Close 2 Maximum 3 Medium r.;;;.,;;...;..;.....-------------! , 0 0 ~m~~ry 

! .1 4 Medium·Out 5 Minimum AssiQned Insl. 
'II Assigned Institutions Differs From Custody Rating (Check the overnde that applies) 

1 0 Medical 3 0 Dental 4 0 Clinical Testing Evaluation 6 0 Good Time Hearing 

2 0 Education Program Need 5 0 Treatment Program Need 7 0 Institution Needs 

!3 0 Other (specify) 

Program Review Committee's Comment. Recommendation and DeCISion 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• -----------------------------------------------------------------------~-----------,---------------Name 01 Staffing Committee (Last Names Only) Decision Date 
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Classification System Cost 

The new system was developed through funding by tne National Institute of 
Corrections and direct'expe~diturQ of Division funds. Although minimal grant 
and Division funds were used, considerable staff time was devoted to 
development, training and implementation. 

Classification System Effectiveness 

An extensive formal evaluation of the new system has not been conducted. 
However, agency. staff have expressed considerable concern over systemwide 
overcrowding and a high percentage of instrument overrides. Overcrowding 
stretches scarce Division resources to the maximum, reducing program 
availability and bed space. An extremely high percentage of overrides plagues 
the classification process; the administration estimates total overrides to be 
in the 45% range. A small study of 155 inmates revealed the following shifts 
after overrides: 

Custody Level 

Maximum Medium Minimum 

Indicated Level by Score 10% 31% 59% 

Indicated Level After Override 34% 44% 22% 

It is difficult to evaluate the override problem without an extensive, more 
formal evaluation. On the surface, it appears that lowering cutoff scores may 
be necessary in order to maintain objectivity and reduce the proportion of 
overrides. 

However, some agency staff feel that the real value of the new system is 
in the creation of a data base for facility planning, identifying progY'am 
needs, evaluation, and budgeting and, consequently, they are not overly 
concerned with the overrides. As mentioned earlier, retaining subj~ctivity 
~nd not being locked into an "add up the numbers--assign a level" approach was 
identified as desirable by staff and administration alike. If this is the 
general philosophical approach taken by many staff, then it could easily 
contribute to excessive overrides. The general satisfaction with the 
previous, more subjective system may have prompted the development of this 
philosophical approach. 

The Division has modified some items and weightings on the custody scale 
and has extensively modified the needs assessment form. 

On the initial custody rating scale, the Division made the following 
changes: 
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• Added participation in a disturbance or riot to" ,the history of 
institution violence question; ~~ 

• Increased the number of categories 'of severity of current offense 
and added length of time served crite:'~ia to the highest category; 

• Added a category of severity of other offenses and deleted the 
history of assaultive offense question; 

• Increased length of time considerations for escape history; and 

• Increased point weightings on questions of severity of current 
offense and pending detainers. 

The following changes were made on the custody reclassification rating 
scale: 

• Incorporated those changes made on items in the initial custody 
scale; 

• Did not change escape history weightings at reclassification; and 

• Developed a different method of measuring institution conduct using 
a "multiplier" approach and' separating major and minor misconduct. 
Multiplying each major misconduct incident times a set weighting 
increases the effect of major misconduct on reclassification. 

The Division also extensively modified the needs assessment rating scale. 
The Division now uses different descriptions for rating items of emotion
al/mental health, alcohol/drug abuse, and educational and vocational needs. 
Additionally, it utilizes a priority rating system (high, medium, or low 
priority) to rank the described need. NIC reviewed these modifications in 
1984. According to agency personnel, these modifications have improved the 
classification system. 

The Division is very pleased with the data base created from the new 
system. It has utilized the information in planning and deSigning three new 
prisons. The data base also allows better monitoring and evaluation than was 
previously possible. However, the full value of the data base will not be 
realized until each institution is able to directly access the information 
system. 

Classification System and Female Inmates 

Female inmates are classified in the same manner as male inmates. In 
addition, . Client Management Classification (CMC), a semi-structured 
information gathering and case planning interview, is utilized to prepare the 
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initial social worker report. The CMC interview is fairly extensive and 
requires about 45 minutes to administer. It includes detailed questions about 
the commitment offense, pattern of past offenses,' ,school and vocational 
adjustment, family relationships and attitudes, interpersonal relationships, 
and inmate feelings~ plans, and problems. Inmate responses to questions are 
rated and the interview is formally scored. The scores determine specific 
typologies of inmates. These ~ypologies suggest treatment and programming 
goals, approaches, and techniques that are beneficial to inmate rehabilitation 
and reintegration. 

Female inmates are classified to maximum/close, medium, and minimum 
custody levels within the main women's facility. Two halfway houses for 
minimum custody females are also available. As in the male facilities, 
overcrowding· is limiting female progra.mming options. 

Classification System and Special Management Inmates 

Thp. Division believes that the completion of the needs assessment, along 
'1,;-::;/ the initial interviews and information gathered by classification staff, 
creates a system in which special need inmates are accurately identified for 
appropriate programming. Staff complaints in this area focus on the lack of 
available resources for this population rather than on any inability to 
identify special management cases. 

Classification System Use in Planning 

Data generated by the classification system have been used extensively in 
the planning process. As mentioned previously, this infoy~ation has played a 
significant role in planning and designing three new facilities, two of which 
are currently under construction. Classification data have been instrumental 
in determining the physical structure, staffing, and programming for these 
institutions. In fact, the configuration of the entire adult prison system is 
being restructured in order to respond more completely to inmate needs and the 
degrees of risk represented in the inmate population. 
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