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Classification: Innovative Correctional Programs provides seven timely articles on correctional classification. The contributors 
to this publication are a mixture of practioners and researchers all with a sense for the need for application of correctional information. 

The articles in this publication were drawn from selected papers presented at the Fourth Annual Correctional Symposium 
(November. 1987). The theme of the Symposium was Casework and Classification. The annual event is held in Lexington, Kentucky, 
and is co-sponsored by the Federal Correctional Institution, Lexington, the Kentucky Corrections Cabinet and the Department of 
Correctional Services at Eastern Kentuckv Universitv. 

The monograph opens and closes with articles by Michael Forcier. Deputy Director of Research for the Massachusetts Depart­
ment of Corrections. The opening article provides a concise review of major historical trends in the development of correctional 
classification. This section also provides the reader with a clear delineation between the objective and subjective approaches to class­
ification. 

The .concluding article by Forcier is a report on the Massachu~etts Department of Corrections' Classification and Program 
Agreement (C APA) System. CAPA is desc,ibed as an effort to provide an equitable and open system with the capacity for a reliable 
population management tool. Along with a discussion of the evaluation of a classification system the article includes samples of a 
CAPA form and the Standard Movement Chronology in use in Massachusetts. 

The assessment planning intervention model is the focus of the second article by Carl B. Clements. The author discusses the 
integration of the various trends in correctional classification. Measurement criteria for determining the adequacy of correctional 
assessment, planning, intervention and linkages are illustrated. 

The contribution by Robert H. HoelIein and Nanc} H. Yauger focuses on the needs oflearning handicapped youthful offenders. 
The authors provide a thorough review of the correctional i special evaluation literature. The primary focus of the article is the 
psychoeducational assessment process used at George Junior Republic, a private non-profit facility for boys operated in 
Pennsylvania. The authors provide a variety of practical recommendations for the assessment of special needs populations in 
correctional settings. 

A common sense twelve-step process for the development. implementing and revision of an objective classification system is 
presented in the fourth article. Karen L. Whitlow and Robert A. Buchanan review the efforts of various jurisdictions which have 
adopted an objective classification model. The authors provide un easily readable and practical guide for the development of a 
correctional classification system. 

The developing case unit management approach to classification and the delivery of services is examined in the fifth article, 
William Carter Smith reports on a study of the effect of case management on the social climate of a correctional institution. The author 
provides data based upon the administration of the Correctional Institution Environmental Scale. 

A review of the direct supenision system in a large metropolitan detention center is included in the sixth article. Sandra Denise 
Thacker discusses the effect of direct supervision on the classification process. Key issues in both detention classification and 
supervision are identified. 

About the Author: 
Bruce Wolford is a Professor of Correctional Servkes at Eastern Kentucky University where he also directs the Training 

Resource Center. He is a coordinator of the Annual Correctional Symposium which provided the manuscripts for this publication. He 
is a past president of the Correctional l:ducatlOn ASSOCIatIOn and a member of the Amencan Correctional Association Board of 
Governors. 
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The Development of the 
Modern Classification System 

Michael W. Forcier 

Abstract 

This article provides a brief review of the historical 
background and development of the modern classificatioll 
system. Subjective versus objective classificatioll systems 
are compared and contrasted. The elemellts of an objective 
classification system are described alld lessons from 
classification research are presellted. 

HffiTOruCALBACKGROUND 
The history of correctional classification has been 

marked by changes in philosophy, approach. and practice. 
The concept of classification itself can be traced to a 
significant turning point in correctional philosophy from 
the pre-19th century era which was characterized by a 
punitive orientation to the early 19th century which saw 
offenders as possessing the same inherent human dignity 
and potential as other individuals. The task for corrections 
was thus to correct those defects of offenders which resulted 
from improper socialization and which 'were seen as major 
etiological factors in criminal behavior. Corrections was to 
rehabilitate offenders by assisting them in redirecting their 
energies and capacities toward positive self-development 
and social adjustment. 

Hippchen (1978) has identified three general periods of 
development which emerged from this new philosophy. The 
"segregation period" of the early 19th century was simply 
classification of prisoners on the basis of age. sex. severity of 
offense, and mental functioning. Prisoners were then sent to 
specialized institutions developed for rehabilitating these 
different types of offenders. The second period, that of 
"classification for diagnosis and treatment planning," arose 
in the early 20th century in partial response to the develop­
ing social and behavioral sciences. This period was 
evidenced by the first institutional classification clinics or 
committees, forerunners of the centralized reception and 
diagnostic centers which began to develop after World War 
II. The third period cited in the development of classifi­
cation began in the 1950s and was evidenced by the trend of 
"classification for treatment" as exemplified by the 
emergt-nce of individual and group therapy, therapeutic 
communities. treatment teams, evaluative research, and 
classification at the community level. To these might be 
added a fourth period which emerged in the wake of 
Martinson's (1974) proclamation that rehabilitation efforts 
have not been shown to reduce recidivism. This final period 
is characterized bv a move awav from classification for 
rehabilitation purposes toward "classification for security 
and custodial purposes." 

Classification schemes have not been confined to the 
efforts of prison classification staff. Ever since Lombroso's 
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efforts in 1876 to distinguish types of criminals on the basis. 
of physical characteristics, scholars have devoted con­
siderable attention to the development of typologi'~s of 
offenders. A review of the literature by Megaree and Bohn 
( 1979) noted that there have been offender typologies based 
on physiology; the instant offense; repetitive crime patterns 
and criminal careers; social class, subcultures, and reference 
groups; psychological, psychiatric and psychoanalytic 
theories; and developmental theories. Among the more 
recent research on typologies of offenders was the research 
on varieties of criminal behavior by Chaiken and Chaiken 
(1982) that identified ten subgroups of offenders who 
committed specific combinations of crimes which were 
distinguishable in terms of crime commission rates, 
persistence in committing crimes, and personal 
characteristics. 

Yet despite a literature replete with typologies of 
offenders, the utility and predictive validity of offender 
typologies has been called into question by :lome. For 
example. Gibbons (1975), who himself devoted con­
siderable attention to developing offender typologies, has 
commented in assessing the field: "After two decades of 
work in this tradition ,relatively little progress in typological 
directions can be discerned." Similarly, Megaree and Bohn 
( 1979) have written: "Despite the proliferation of typologies, 
using a variety of approaches and data bases, there is no 
system currently available that meets the need for a broadly 
applicable, economicaL reliable and valid classification 
system for adult offenders ... ". 

Offender typologies have proven to be of particularly 
limited value in the correctional classification of inmates 
where other variables are as, if not more important than, the 
instant offense which resulted in incarceration. Thu 
sentence length, prior criminal and incarceration histories, 
institutional adjustment, and programmatic and security 
needs are usually considered in the classification process. In 
overcrowded prison systems, bed space availability is also a 
frequently noted consideration in classification. 

SUBJECTIVE VERSUS 
OBJECTIVE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEMS 

The limited utility of offender typologies for 
correctional practice has not obviated the need for class­
ification systems. As was true of offender typologies, a 
number of different classification systems incorporating 
different criteria and variables have been developed. 
Generally, systems may be divided into two types: su bjective 
or traditional systems versus objective or point-based 
systems. Within these broad types exist a variety of 
classificatory schemes. 

Subjective systems have typically relied on the expertise 
and clinical judgments of individuals or teams in making 
security. custodiaL and programmatic decisions on inmates. 
By contrast. objective systems usually assign points to 
inmates based on certain characteristics shown by research 
to be correlated with institutional adjustment which, when 
totaled, determine the level of security to which the inmate is 
assigned. 

Austin (1983) has distinguished between objective 
models which are predictive-based versus those which are 
equity-based. Predictive models attempt to differentiate 
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inmates in relation to their potential for risk of escape, 
institutional adjustment, and future criminality on the basis 
of clinical, socioeconomic, and criminal characteristics 
which are ranked, scored. and applied to each inmate to 
obtain an appropriate security level. Austin notes that this 
approach meets the goal of equity since all inmates are 
classified according to explicit criteria. The predictive 
validity of the characteristics. however. needs to be estab­
lished. 

By contrast. eqmty-based models discourage the use of 
inmate characteristics for predictive purposes, relying 
instead in classification decision-making on a few explicitly 
defined legal variables s11ch as current and previous criminal 
attributes to achieve the goal of equity in decision-making. 
N on-legal variables such as demographic characteristics 
tend not to be used since their predictive validity is 
questionable and their use raises legal issues. Austin notes 
that in practice both models use similar variables to classify 
inmates but different methods for doing so. Whereas pre­
dictive models use empirical validation methodologies to 
determine classification factor weights and cutting points, 
equity models use consensus-building processes among 
practioners and classification experts. These consensus 
building processes may be as subjective as traditional 
classification approaches. 

What are the Features of an 
ObjectiYe Classification System? 

There is no uniform it)' in definition or criteria as to 
what constitutes an objective classification system and thus, 
a system described as 0 bjective by one person may be seen as 
subjective by another. As described by Buchanan et aL. 
(1986), objective classification systems must have at least the 
following features: 

(I "uses test and classification instruments that have 
been validated for prison populations; 

o contains the same components and scoring; class­
ification approach for all offenders; 

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

o assigns offenders to security classifications con­
sistent with their background; 

o promotes similar decisions among individual class­
ification analysts on comparable offender cases, 
while minimizing overrides; 

o involves inmates and is readily understandable by 
both staff and offenders; and, 

a is capable of systematic and efficient monitoring." 

Objective classification systems are felt to perform more 
consistently and equitably than subjective systems in the 
three major functions of classification as described by Kane 
(1986): 

o "Risk Assessment-based upon certain factors, the 
inmate level of risk of involvement in serious dis­
ciplinary problems and escapes is estimated. 

iii Assignment of the inmate to membership in a group 
characterized by a likelihood of involvement in 
misconduct commensurate with his or her own. 
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q) Minimization of misconduct by managing each 
group with the security and custody rest.rictions 
deemed appropriate." 

Objective classification systems are also felt to be more 
in line with the following principles which experts agree 
should govern the classification process (Gettinger, 1982): 

o "No inmate should be placed in a higher security 
classification than hisi her individual background 
warrants; 

i& Inmates should be informed of the reasons for their 
current classification and should be present at 
classification hearings; 

e Classification decisions should be objective and 
consistent; 

o 'Overrides' - placement of an inmate in a security 
classification other than the one they qualify for -­
should be defined. limited and open to review; and, 

o Reclassification should occur at regular intervals, 
and inmates should know what they need to do in 
order to qualify for a lower security classification." 

The extent to which classification systems, subjective or 
objective, are consistent with the above principles is 
something that needs to be determined empirically. 

Recent years have witnessed the increased adoption 
and development of objective classification systems by 
states in response to a number of factor!>. First, inmate 
litigation resulting in court rulings that traditional or 
subjective classification systems were based on unfounded 
assumptions regarding inmate behavior and criteria that 
were not uniformly applied. Therefore, states should 
implement objective systems (Gettinger, 1982). Second, 
substantial evidence existed that subjective systems yiolated 
one of the cardinal rules of classification by 
"oyerclassifying" or, in other terms, unnecessarily placing 
many inmates in higher Ieyels of security than required giYen 
the risks they posed. For example, using three objective 
models (i.e., the Federal Bureau of Prisons, the Nationai 
institute of Corrections, and the California Department of 
Corrections). Austin (1983) was able to reclassify 53 to 57 
percent of Nevada's admission popUlation from maximum 
and medium to minimum security in contrast to the 16 
percent rate historically produced by a subjective committee 
process. Third, pressured by overcrowding and fiscal 
constraints, many states have moved toward objective 
systems in the hope that the phenomenon of overclassifi­
cation found with subjective systems, will allow them to 
classify to lower security and release sooner, those inmates 
who pose less risk. Fourth, empirical research indicates 
that statistical predictions out-perform intuitive or clinical 
predictions (S. Gottfredson, 1987). Finally, critics have 
contended. and there is some empirical evidence to support 
the view, that subjective classification decision-making 
processes are pre-determined or affected by the physical 
characteristics of the prison system itself. In other words, 
inmates are assigned to a particular security level based on 
available bed space rather than their characteristics or risks 
they pose. Austin (1983) found that to be the case in Nevada 
with a close fit between inmate classification decisions and 



the type of cells constructed. leading him to state: "This 
relationship is not !>urprising since correctional officials 
would have little reason to assign imates to cells \vhich did 
not exist." 

Objective or point-based systems. however. are not 
without their critics. First. classification officials may resist 
them because their role is changed from that of a therapist to 
that of a bookkeeper. Second. correction officers and others 
concerned with security often fear that point systems will 
result in too man\' inmates classified to minimum security. A 
few escapes from minimum security by inmates who need 
greater security could result in a backlash against point 
systemr, (Gettinger. 1982). Third, despite increasingly 
sophistICated statistical methodology for evaluating the 
validitv of classification ~ystems (see (Jottfredson, 1977 :md 
Brenn~n. 1987 for review~), many of the ne" systems remain 
either unsystematic. untested. or based on little research 
(Bennett. '1986: Austin, 1983). Fourth. objective systems 
have also been criticized for classifying too many people as 
needing high security and making predictions of escape or 
violence which are too unreliable to justify restrictive 
placements (Gettinger. 1982). By contrast. in some states 
with overcrowded prisons system, particularly in higher 
security levels. and with high proportions of violent 
offenders. point systems are said to be of less utility since too 
many are "scored" for high securitv beds which mav not 
exist. Fifth, some have expressed concern that a reliance on 
numbers. points. or scores is more ;mpersonal and will result 
in a dehumanilation of the criminal justice process. leading 
to increased alienation among inmates and staff (Gettinger. 
1982). Finallv. there is some sentiment that overcrowding 
wreaks havo~ with classification efforts and that once a 
correctional system reaches ninety percent of capacity, 
classification falls apart (Gettinger. 1982). By contrast. some 
(Clements. 1982) argue that properly conceived and 
properly implemt~nted classification can be used as a 
management tool fill' combatting the effects of 
overcrowding. 

Classification svstem~ val" in terms of the factors 01' 

variables which are c'onsidered i~ classifYing inmatt:s and thl' 
points or weights assigned to each fa\.'tor. For example, the 
National In~titllte of CorrectillI1s model considers the 
seriousness of the current offense, detainers and warrants. 
criminal record (prior escapes. felony convictiom. and 
assaultive offenses), previous institutional behavior. and 
social factors (age, education. employment, alcohol. drug 
abuse). Bv contrast. the Federal Bureau of Prisons model 
considers' onlv three \ariab~es: current offense: detainers; 
and prior criminal record. Although the criteria used in 
classification decisions vary greatly. the most prevalently 
used criteria in initial classification are escape history, 
detainers and prior commitments. In reclassification, most 
systems emphasize mea~ures of in-custody behavior such as 
disciplinary viL)lations, time to relea~e. and institutional 
adjustment. Even across systems which examine the same 
factors or variable~, the points, scores or weights may be set 
at different cutting points so that someone assigned to 
medium security hased on three variables in one system may 
be assigned to minimum security in another system. 
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What Is Known from Research 
What has classification research indicated with respect 

to predictors of inmate behavior'? While many classification 
decisions are guided by the maxim. "the best predictor of 
future behavior is past behavior," Alexander (1986) has 
noted that no strong predictors have emerged out of over 
IOO studies of correlates of institutional disciplinary 
adjustment. Although prior history and disciplinary ad­
justment (e.g.. escape history, detainers. and prior 
commitments) are among the most commonly used 
predictive criteria in initial classification. no research has 
considered these variables. Instead, only preincarceration 
variables have been tested, and aside from the weak but 
consistent predictors of age, marital status. and race, such 
variables are the least likely to have predictive value. A 
major national survey of objective classification systems 
funded by the National Institute of Justice, found that many 
of the 39 state correctional agencies responding reported 
that in making reclassification decisions, they placed 
considerable emphasis on measures of in-custody behavior 
such as disciplinary violations, time to release. and 
institutional adjustment (Buchanan et aI.. 1986). Reclass­
it1cation dedsions using measures of in-custody behavior 
have been shown by research to tend to downgrade an 
inmate's custody level (Austin, 1986). Austin (1986) has 
criticized a reliance on sentence length as the principal factor 
in initial classification since it means that the courtS rather 
than corrections. are more influential in determining an 
inmate's classification level. 

Stephen Gottfredson (1987) has best summarized the 
research by noting that empirical studies indicate that 
statistical methods out-perform intuitive or clinical pre­
dictions. Although there are a variety of statistical methods 
available for making predictions, no one method has been 
shown to possess a clear cut advantage over another. This is 
partly due to the poor quality of the data available in 
criminal records. Moreover. certain criterion measures such 
as escape are difficult to predict because they occur so rarely. 
As a result. t he ability to predict inmate or offpnder behavior 
is mode'it. 

References 

Alexander, Jack. 1986 Classification Objectives and 
Practices. ('rime & Delinquency. 32:323-338. 

Austin, James. 1983. Assessing the New Generation of 
Prison Classification Models. Crime & Delinquency. 
29:561-576. 

. ____ . 1986. Evaluating How Well Your 
Classification System Is Operating: A Practical Approach. 
Crime & Delinquency. 32:302-32 L 

Bennett. Lawrence A. 1986. Introduction Crime & 
Delillque1l(J'. 32:251-253. 

Brennan, Tim. J 987. Classification: An Overview of 
Selected Methodological Issues. In Prediction and 
Class[fi'calioll: Criminal Justict' Decision ;t1akfng, edited by 



Don M. Gottfredson and Michael Tonry. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Buchanan, Robert A., Karen L. Whitlow, and James 
Austin. 1986. National Evaluation of Objective Prison 
Classification System: The Current State of the Art. Crime 
& Delinquency. 32:272-290. 

Chaiken, Jan M. and Marcia R. Chaiken. 1982. 
Varieties of Criminal Behavior: Sum man' and Policr 
Implicatioris. Santa Monica: Rand Corporation. . 

Clements, Carl B. 1982. The Relationship of Offender 
Classification to the Problems of Prison Overcrowding. 
Crime & Delinquency. 28:72-8l. 

Gettinger, Stephen. 1982. Objective Classification. 
Corrections Alagazine. June:24-37. 

Gibbons, Don C. 1975. Offender Typologies - Two 
Decades Later. British Journal (?fCrimino!ogy. 15:150-156. 

Gottfredson. Don M. 1977. Assessment Methods. In 
Crime and Justice Volume II: The Criminal Under 
Restraint, edited by Sir Leon Radyznowicz and Marvin E. 
Wolfgang. Ne\v York: Basic Books. 

_______ . 1987. Prediction and Classification 
in Criminal Justice Decision Making. In Prediction and 
Classification: Criminal Justice Decision Making, edited by 
Don M. Gottfredson and Michael Toury. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Gottfredson. Stephen D. 1987. Prediction: An 
Overview of Selected Methodological Issues. In PrediL·tion 
and Cfass(fication: Criminal Justice Decision Alaking. 
edited by Don M. Gottfredson and Michael Tonrv. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. . 

Hippchen, Leonard J. 1978. Trends in Classification 
Philosophy and Practice. In Handbook on Co,rt!ctional 
Classification: Programming for Treatment and Rein­
tegration, edited by Leonard J. Hippchen, Edith E. Flynn, 
Chester D. Owens, and Alfred C. Schnur. Cincinnati: 
Anderson Publishing Company. 

Kane, Thomas R. 1986. The Validity of Prison Class­
ification: An Introduction to Practical Considerations and 
Research Issues. Crime & Delinquency. 32:367-390. 

Martinson, Robert. 1974. What Works? Questions and 
Answers about Prison Reform. The Public Interest. 36:22-
54. 

Megargee, Edwin J. and Martin J. Bohn, Jr. 1979. 
Classifying Criminal Offenders: A New System Based on the 
Aflvl PI. Beverly Hills: Sage. 

Solomon, Larry and L. Christopher Baird. 1982. 
Classification: Past Failures, Future Potential. In Class­
ification As A Management Tool: Theories and lv/odelslor 
Decision - Makers. edited by American Correctional 
Association. College Park, Maryland: American Cor­
rectional Association. 

About the Author 

Dr. Michael W. Forcier is Deputy Directoi of Research 
in the Massachusetts Department of Correction. He holds a 
Doctorate in Social Policy from Brandeis University. His 
current research projects are an evaluation of the inmate 
classification system and a survey of the substance abuse 
histories of inmates in a minimum security facility. 

Eastern Kentucky University 

Department of Correctional Services 

Training Resource Center Project 

The Eastern Kentucky Uni\ersity. Department of 
Correctional Services' Training Resource Center (TRC) 
Project provides direct training, competency based 
curriculum development, job task analysis, instructional 
media production, research and support services in the areas 
of corrections, criminal justice and human services. 

The TRC draws upon the resources of various 
University Departments (Correctional Services, Public 
Safety and Loss Prevention, Psychology, Business, Social 
Work, Police Administration, and Education). A cadre of 
consultant .• trainers also complement the EK 0 project staff. 

Recent TRC projects include: 

o Development of a Competency-Based Training 
Curriculum for Juvenile Specialist 

Q Completed Job Task Analyses of: 
Foster Care Worker 
Child Protective Services Worker 
Juvenile Probation. Aftercare Worker 

4 

o Operation of New Employee Academy 

III Sponsorship of National Correctional Trainers 
Conference 

.., Domestic Violence Seminars 

o Safe Physical Management Training 

The services of TRC are available to local, state and 
federal government agencies and private human services 
providers. To obtain additional information on the project 
contact: 

Training Resource Center 
105 Stratton.' EK V 
Richmond, K Y 40475 
606/622-1155 



------------------~----

The Measurement and 
Evaluation of Correctional 
Resource Management 
Carl B. Clements 

Abstract 
The improvement of correctional resource manage­

ment is a major objective of offender classification systems. 
Toward that end, and partly in response to the crisis of 
prison crowding in the last decade, a number of classifi­
cation trends have developed, including: increased emphasis 
on risk assessment; development of objective approaches to 
classification; the integration of needs assessment; and the 
use of a systems approach to management, Within each 
trend, the goal of effectively allocating scarce resources is 
balanced by pressures to achieve equity and accountability. 

Any framework for correctional resource manage­
ment logically includes assessment, planning, and 
intervention components, each presumably linked in some 
meaningful way. How are these critical tasks assessed? This 
article defines each component and describes preliminary 
guidelines for measuring and evaluating their adequacy, The 
rationale for such an approach is based on the need for 
concrete indicators of l'esource management as well as the 
current lack of an adequate research base for comparative 
correctional evaluations, 

• • . classificatioll . . . is flOW viewed as 
a major management tool for correctiolls. 

(Baird, 1986) 

Offender classification systems were historically 
intended to promote effective assignments and 
programming in correctional settings (ACA, 1964). 
Unfortunately, classification became a shallow promise 
during the 1970's when prison systems found themselves 
under the stress of extreme crowding. Objective decision 
making and rational planning were sacrificed to emergency 
procedures and "space-available" assignments (Clements, 
1982). Interestingly, in the wave of prison-conditions suits 
brought on by overcrowding (Angelos & Jacobs, 1985), 
courts often found the breakdown of classification 
procedures as much CUlprit as victim (e.g., Ramos v. Lamm, 
1981; Palmigiano v. Garrahy, 1977; Pugh v. Locke, 1976). 
That is, the absence of a rational, comprehensive approach 
to classification was seen as further increasing the negative 
impact of crowding. Those same conditions threaten us 
again. 

As a correctional tool, classification has the obvious 
objective of maximizing the "fit" of the individual offender 
to various assignments, including custody and supervision, 
"treatment" services, or some amalgam of management 
strategies (Levinson, 1982b). Its purpose is twofold: to 
match offenders to current resources and to identify needed 
resources. As the Court noted in a suit against the Rhode 
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Island prison system, "Classification is essential to the 
operation of a safe orderly prison ... a prerequisite for the 
rational allocation of program opportunities ... (and) 
indispensable for any coherent future planning" 
(Palmigiano v. Garrahy, 1977). 

Increasingly, classification is being recognized as not 
merely a function of an individual case worker who moves 
offenders from assignment to assignment but as a "driving 
force" in major correctional systems (ACA, 1986). There has 
been a recent increase in government-sponsored research 
and professional publications on the topic of classification, 
as well as an upsurge of specialized professional meetings 
and training seminars. Classification is prominent on the 
agenda of such groups as the National Institute of 
Corrections, the National Institute of Justice, the ACLU 
National Prison Project, and the American Correctional 
Association. There is little question that classification has 
emerged from its former "ad hoc" status to a place of 
importance in American correction<;. 

Recent Trends 
Recent advances in classification may be described as 

following four interrelated trends. Each is consistent with 
the assumption that improvement in the assessment­
planning-intervention link directly benefits correctional 
management (ACA. 1982). 

Risk Assessment 
A dominant trend - the focus on risk prediction -

developed from increased awareness that risk management 
is a financially and socially explosive issue. To under­
supervise offenders is to expose staff, inmates and the public 
to potential victimization and to place correctional 
environments at risk for disruption. Correctional ad­
ministrators have also discovered the fiscal and legal 
liabililies that often accompany these interpersonal and 
social costs. By con traM, to over-supervise is to both 
misapply very expensive correctional resources and to suffer 
(or inflict) the potentially deteriorative effects of maximally 
restrictive confinement. Risk prediction research has sought 
to increase the efficiency of these important correctional 
decisions. Typically, person-centered factors such as 
criminal history or personality "type" are assessed as to their 
predictive value (e.g. Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1981; 
Megargee & Bohn 1979; Monahan, 1981). Unfortunately, 
management strategies that logically relate to these 
predictors are often not well developed. 

Objective Approaches 
A second trend which emerged concurrently with the 

risk assessment focus was an effort to more "objectively" 
measure and evaluate alleged behavioral predictors. As the 
actual practice of correctional classification was scrutinized 
in the mid-to-Iate 1970's, the reliance on subjective criteria 
and the operation ofinconsistent procedures was exposed as 
an obvious weakness. Initiatives by the National Institute of 
Corrections (Solomon, 1980) as well as efforts by the 
Federal Prison System (e.g. Levinson, 1982a; Levinson & 
Williams, 1979) and selected state jurisdictions seemed to 
support the use of more objective criteria. These models 
usually include point systems and decision rules. Early 



results indicated that a gene:aI reduction in the use of 
expensive secure space could be achieved with no increase in 
negative outcomes (e.g., escapes, assaults). 

The hallmarks of an "objectiYe" approach to classitl­
cation have been described in detail elsewhere (Clements, 
1985a). Currently, a number of juriSdictions are beginning 
to adopt or develop objective procedures for their classifi­
cation systems. Termed by one author (Austin, 1983) as "a 
new generation of prison classification models," these 
objective approaches represent the evolution toward 
sophisticated information management and strategic 
planning (NCCD, 1987). The presumed benefits include 
improved fairness and consistency. cost reduction, and 
more explicit decision-making criteria. Obviously, the most 
telling yardstick wiII be the extent to which objective systems 
result in the appropriate match of offender to resource. 
Evaluating that match is one of the issues addressed in this 
article. 

Needs Assessment 
A third trend is the evaluation of the role of offender 

"needs" in the management of correctional facilities 
(Clements. 1987). This focus has the same basic rationale as 
risk assessment. namely, the identificathm of salient 
offender factors that warrant a particular type or level of 
intervention. Parallel objectives also exist: (1) to identify 
problem (needs) areas to \vhich particular responses (or lack 
thereot) impact on both the offender and the correctional 
environment; (2) to establish a basis for more efficiently 
allocating scarce programmatic resources. Historically, 
needs assessment has been linked to goals of rehabilitation. 
However, poor "matching," inadequate treatment delivery, 
recent overcrmvding, and the ascendance of custody 
concerns, coupled with probably misguided optimism and 
inadequate models of criminal behavior, have been 
associated with a retreat from this goal (Cullen & Gilbert. 
1982; Toeh, 1985). 

Nevertheless, offender characteristics or needs (e.g. 
behavioral style, mental health status. work skills) continue 
to be described in the literature as being strongly influential 
in both prison adjustment (e.g., Bolm, 1981; Toch. Adams, & 
Greene, 1987) and community reintegration (Latessa & 
Vito, 1985). Contemporary classification approaches 
demand that we go beyond basic, albeit important, initial 
decisions regarding security and custody levels. For 
example, Megargee and Bohn (1979) and Quay (1984). as 
well as ;:esearchers in the Canadian penal system (e.g. Bonta 
& Motiuk, 1985) have identified "needs" components based 
on personality types, behavior pattern:;, and need-status 
categories. Each of these investigators has developed 
mauagement profiles that are responsive to particular sub­
groups of offender~. Another variant. the "prisoner man­
agement classification system." has been developed 
specifically as a management approa-;h and is currently 
being tested in the state of Washington (Austin & Baird. 
1987). A number of otht'r states now routinely include needs 
as"es<;ment as part of their overall profiling of offenders, 
e.g.. Missouri, Pennsylvania, Oklahoma, Wisconsin. 
Kentucky ~~ (Clements. 1986). 

A Systems Approach 
A final trend, one that is quite consistent with the other 
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three, is a "systems approach" to classification. To a con­
siderable extent, a systems approach is content free; that is, 
it serves as a model for building and evaluating information 
and decisions (Wl"atherbe, 1984). A systems approach 
requires stated objectives, measurement, and feedback 
capabilities; it also requires integration among many aspects 
of the working environment. Interestingly, a systems 
approach is quite compatible with the criteria Megargee 
(1977) claimed were prerequisite to a "good" classification 
svstem. 
. A systems approach obviously supports the use of 

objective criteria in offender profiling; less apparent is its 
requirement of a typology of correctional responses. For 
example, it is fine to identify minimum. medium and 
maximum security offenders; but it is equally critical to 
describe explicitly how these offenders in these categories 
will be responded to differentially. What are the 
distinguishing and unique features of housing and 
supervision associated with each level of security? How do 
those features logically relate to the criteria that are 
employed for inmate placement? Early leadership by NIC 
(1982) and the Federal Prison System helped establish this 
important, if often neglected, principle. 

A systems approach also identifies tasks that are 
necessary to accomplish stated objectives; it provides a 
structured framework, requires an analysis of needed steps, 
and helps establish priorities. A systems approach is biased 
toward data (rather than opinion) and is theoretically (and, 
presumably, politically) neutral. Thus. its use may help shed 
light on inherently complex and sometimes heated issues in 
classification and correctional management. 

An Integration of Trends 
Taken together, these trends hold great potential for 

determining how best to allocate treatment resources within 
the correctional setting. ("Treatment" is used in its broadest, 
generic sense.) It is clear that inmates similarly categorized 
with respect to custody! security issues can have highly 
divergent profiles with respect to other needs and charac­
teristics. To stop the classification process at the level of 
first-order "risk" factors is to ignore major features of the 
offender-environment transaction (Toch, 1977). Decision 
makers who claim that matching is a worthy correctional 
goal must seek to strengthen all the important assessment­
programming-intervention links (Palmer, 1984). 

Although improved matching may have a long-term 
rehabilitative benefit, the more immediate objective is to 
reduce disruptions and misapplication of resources by 
addressing mUltiple levels of offender needs. Some of these 
dimensions are mandated by courts (e.g., medical, mental 
health) or are endorsed through ACA or similar standards 
(e.g., special needs offenders, potential victims). Others have 
historical and logical precedence (e.g., job skills, academic! 
vocational training, d):ug and alcohol treatment). And still 
other areas are relatively newly developed, for example in 
areas of differential unit management or the treatment of 
sex offenders. 

A systems approach to needs assessment and 
intervention offers a framework which allows each agency 
or jurisdiction to determine its priorities and demands for 
services. It does not dictate any particular assessment tool or 
intervention method. Rather, it ensures that the allocation 



and development of resources is based on a sound, publicly 
articulated. rationale, high quality "objective" assessment, 
rele,:,ant Intervention/management strategies, and 
contmuous data feedback. Such an approach should 
provide both individual and aggregate information on how 
well resources are being utilized and how closely offender 
needs are being addressed (Clements, 1985b). Historically, 
the issues of offender needs assessment and program 
assignments have been artificially split from custody I 
security concerns. These important aspects of offender 
classification are no less deserving of rigorous, systematic 
analysis. 

Measuring Resource Management 
In the preceding paragraphs, a number of trends and 

assumptions have been described that arguably should 
enhance correctional resource management. Little is 
actually known about how one might measure whether and 
how well these promising approaches are actually being 
implemented. No shortage of instruments and techniques 
exists to assess individual offender characteristics; that is 
not the problem. The major obstacle to high quality 
offender classification and its associated management 
benefits is the absence of a comprehensive, systematic 
approach - one that addresses concretely the essential 
components and links that comprise such a system. 

The Assessment-Planning-Intervention Model 
Logic as well as customary practice suggest that the 

components of an effective classification system include 
assessment, planning} selection of interventions, and actual 
delivery of the prescribed interventions. These milestones 
are depicted as the major headings in Figure 1. The reader 
will note the generic nature of this model. That is, regardless 
of the content area or objective (e.g., risk management, 
alcohol treatment, vocational training), a similar process 
and sequence must be followed. What remains unspecified 
(blank lines in Figure 1) are the key elements or criteria of 
each of the model components - that is, what are the 
ingredients to effective assessment, planning, and inter­
vention? By what yardstick does one judge efforts to assess, 
plan, and intervene? How can one determine the degree to 
which correctional units adhere to the model components? 
Are there means by which the continuity across model 
components can be measured? The remainder of this article 
offers ideas and guidelines to address these questions. The 
discussion begins with a review of each model component. 

Assessment. (Definition: Appraisal, estimation 
determination of importance.) Many criminologists and 
correctional practitioners find only partial relevance in a 
medical,. curative model for treating criminality; however, 
appr?prtate assessment techniques (and "diagnosis"), tied to 
pub.hclr stat~d correctional objectives, are an important 
begmnmg pomt. An educational, skills-deficit model is also 
relevant: What are the required skills and behaviors? Bv how 
much and in what way does the client fall ~hort? 
"Prescriptive" possibilities should follow from these 
determinations. As suggested in a recent work (Clements, 
1986), some basic principles and standards can be described 
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Figure 1. 
A Model of Correctional Resource Management 

Assessment ~ Planning~ Intervention 

1. I. ----- L 

Criteria 2. 2. 2. 

for 

Measuring 3. 3. 3. 

each 

Component 4. 4. 4. 

* ** *** 
etc. etc. etc. 

'azt::ilSJ~~' ~ 
~ 

IJ.-

~;W~il1it'}:tili~S:.%";;;;i'~N$~ 
**** 

Linkage Across Components 

*For illustrative criteria, see Table I 
**See Table 2 

***See Table 3 
****See Table 4 

that distinguish an effective (and efficient) approach to 
needs assessment from those that are either inadequate, 
wasteful, or both. However, additional, validated bench­
marks are needed to evaluate and to improve this first step in 
the matching sequence. 

Planning. (Definition: Formulating, designing, 
arranging a program of action to achieve some end.) A 
necessary and obvious second step is the translation of 
assessment results into a format that increases the 
probability that targeted needs will be addressed. Evidence 
of this planning or "programming" can vary from vague 
recommendations, hidden in offender files, to specific, 
detailed, well-communicated "treatment plans." Although a 
few general guidelines are available (e.g., AACP, 1980; 
APA, 1978), little exists in the way of concrete criteria to 
guide the planning component. If current practice is to be 
evaluated and improved, such measures are needed. 

Intervention. (Definition: Insertion of specific action to 
alter a course of events or modify a state.) The ability to 
document the actual delivery of interventions is even less 
well-developed than the previously cited steps (Sechrest & 
Redner, 1979; Quay, 1977). Few models exist which 
evaluate offenders' actual program involvement. Among 
those jurisdictions that track such factors, the Federal 
Prison System (1981) and the Washington Department of 
Corrections (1984) appear to have promising methodology. 
In the probation and parole area, Texas, Illinois, and 
Washington, among others, have apparently installed 
Information Management Systems which help inform 



decision makers about the degree of service usage. When 
combined with offender profile analysis, such an approach 
can identify over- and under-utilized services and provide 
data to document the need for additional or re-directed 
resources. Despite these advances, few objective criteria 
exist to assess and foster appropriate program utilization. 
An additional existing weakness is the relative absence of 
guidelines to measure program adequacy. 

Linkage. (Definition: A quality of being connected: the 
manner or style of being united.) The three preceding steps 
-- assessment, planning, and intervention -- should be 
connected and integrated, both in theory and in practice. Of 
course, the system is compromised when each (or any) 
component is defective. Equally damaging are contextual 
features \ .... hich degrade or undermine adherence to the 
model -- factors such as custody/security overrides. lack of 
available resources. a11d even assigning offenders who wiJI 
not benefit to scarce and costly services. The point is this: 
high quality assessment methods, well-articulated program 
planning, and wide involvement in intervention services all 
promote, but do not ensure, effective use of correctional 
resources. A critical feature. then. of each model component 
is linkage - -- from assessment to planning and from planning 
to intervention. This linkage or continuity would appear to 
be a potent ingredient in influencing actual correctional 

Table 1 
lIlustrative criteria for measuring 

the adequacy of the ASSESSMENT component 
o Written guidelines exist which specify and define each 

"need" area. 
o A rationale is provided for each "need" area (i.e" Why 

is it important'?). 
o At least one assessment tool is identified for each need. 
o Standardized information is collected from a varietv of 

sources when possible (including family and community). 
o The assessment tool(s) has adequate reliability and 

validity specific to its current or planned use. 
o Assessment outputs are specified by levels or degree 

(e.g., high, moderate. low need for each need area). 
;!I Assessment conditions (e.g., timing. physical environ­

ment, rapport) are conducive to achieving reliable and 
valid information. 

o Tools and measures are applied and interpreted con­
sistently. 

o Measurement tools are selected which examine relevant 
behaviors and skills across multiple settings. 

o Assessment results are categorized in such a way as to 
provide unit, facility, and system-wide information. 

!\} Specific staff are assigned to review ASSESSMENT 
components. 

Table 2 
UlustratiYe criteria for measuring 

the adequacy of the PLANNING component 
o Treatment or management plans specify the degree and 

type of necessary intervention. 
o Priorities are established for access to programs or 

services. 
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outcomes and is thus an important hallmark of a good 
classification system. Evaluation of the linkage component 
depends on the presence of assessment. plannmg, and inter­
vention systems; that is. components that do not exist 
cannot be integrated. Once other components are in place, 
however, criteria must be developed to measure or guide the 
linkage function. 

Regardless of the particular methods or criteria by 
whIch these components are to be measured, an overriding 
principle can be expressed: a resource management 
(classification) system must examine important offender 
needs so that hoth individual and system characteristics may 
be identified and addressed. That is, correctional managers 
must know both specific offender needs and the system's 
current capacity to address those needs. 

Proposed Criteria 
Based on the foregoing logic and proposed model of 

resource management, each component requires a means by 
which its adequacy can be evaluated. Potential criteria are 
listed in Tables 1-4 for each of the assessment-planning­
intervention (and linkage) components. These items are not 
meant to be exhaustive but rather illustrative. The premise 
of this article is that adherence to these criteria, or to similar 
ones that might be developed, will have an impact on both 
resource utilization and correctional outcomes. 

o Planning involves a multidisciplinary team and includes 
input from the offender. 

13 Plans contain stated goals and provision for review. 
o Specific interventions are described or referenced to an 

existing set of protocols. 
" Referrals are made to specific services or individuals. 
o Provision for follow-up or more intensive assessment is 

made. 
$ Treatment plans are clearly communicated. 
o Such plans are highly visible and readily accessible in 

the offender file. 
a Specific staff are assigned to review PLANNING com­

ponents. 

Table 3 
Illustrative criteria for measuring 

the adequacy of the INTERVENTION component 
a An identified individual or program unit is responsible 

for specific interventions. 
o Interventions are managed and delivered by adequately 

trained staff. 
o The offender is involved in a particular intervention for a 

specified number of hours / week. 
€) The rationale for and conceptualization of an inter­

vention is logical and clear. 
o The intervention has some known value or effectiveness 

in related, perhaps less complex settings. 
o The specific details of interventions are contained in 

treatment "protocols. ,. 
" The degree and length of involvement in an intervention 

are measured and reported. 
Q Interventions are delivered at a strength or intensity 

that provides some realistic hope for impact. 



e Contextual/environmental surroundings do not sys­
tematically defeat the planned intervention. 

e Supervision and monitoring are provided to ensure 
adequate treatment delivery. 

Cl Progress! gains are documented. 
(I Specific staff are assigned to review INTERVENTION 

components. 

Table 4 
Illustrative criteria for measuring 

the adequacy of the LINKAGE component 
\) When assessment, planning, and intervention are pro­

vided by different staff, clear procedures for communi­
cation and input exist. 

{I A matrix of services-by-location exists so that planners 

These sets of guidelines do not automatically call for 
the wholesale creation of more resources. While the 
existence of correctional deficiencies is widely known and 
lamented (Conrad, 1985), new initiatives will be increasingly 
based on demonstrated utility toward some stated 
correctional objective. Ironically, the model outlined here 
may well reveal the over-utilization of some programmatic 
resources. The question might be asked, are we working on 
the right problem? The approach suggested here can provide 
the structure for answering that question at several levels. 

A second benefit of these or similar criteria is to provide 
a basis for comparative research. The indices cited in Tables 
1-4 can be used to identify similarities and differences 
among institutions, units within institutions, and groups of 
offenders. Generally, correctional research has used 
relatively crude comparisons (e.g., institutional size, staff 
ratios, criminal offense categories) in its search for causal 
factors. Disruptions, violence, victimizations, prison 
adjustment, program participation and similar outcome 
measures are certainly influenced by correctional manage­
ment processes. Thus, any attempt to evaluate the nature 
and extent of that influence requires a clear specification of 
just what processes were operating. 

One might predict, for example, that higher compliance 
with the criteria for the Assessment and Planning 
components should lead to a reduction in the negative 
indicators associated with ad hoc programming (e.g., high 
turnover, inappropriate placements, low participation, poor 
staff morale, etc.). In addition, the degree of adherence to 
Assessment and Planning criteria should correlate with 
more :fficient use of Intervention services. In turn, greater 
complIance across all model components should predict 
positive results at both an institutional level and for 
individual inmates on such factors as rates of infractions 
morale, violence, program participation, work adjustment: 
skill acquisition, and other status measures. 

Conclusion 

The model and related criteria proposed in this article 
are by no means complete. The lists of hallmarks of 
adequate assessment, planning, intervention, and linkage 
could be expanded, contracted, or otherwise altered. All 
criteria are not necessarily equally potent. Also, there may 
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may determine which unit or facility provides maximum 
access to needed interventions. 

o All assessment areas (needs) are shown to relate to 
available or proposed interventions. 

o A system of priorities exists so that more critical services I 
interventions may be addressed as early as possible. 

o A monitoring system tracks offenders as to their involve­
ment with interventions, status on waiting lists, etc. 

e The monitoring system determines the appropriateness 
of program involvement by reviewing original assess­
ments and management plans. 

GI Aggregate data are collected on needs-by-kvels (so that 
planners may assess resource needs and delnands). 

GI Specific staff are assigned to review LINKAGE com­
ponents. 

exist large-scale barriers which have not been addressed and 
which may undermine attempts to meet the evolving criteria 
of adequacy. 

At some point, correctional outcomes, both short-term 
and 10ilg-term, must relate to what transpires inside the 
corrections system. That relationship will remain difficult to 
evaluate until usable criteria are developed to measure the 
delivery of resources. Nor can one expect to increase the 
efficiency of resource use without some model or guidelines 
to assess current practice. Finally, the justifications that will 
be increasingly required by governing bodies for new 
resource proposals will be more credible when current needs 
and practices and their relationship to correctional 
outcomes are clearly documented. 
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Psychoeducational 
Assessment and Special 
Education Programming for 
The Juvenile Offender 
Robert H. Hoellein 
Nancy H. Yauger 

Abstract 

The psychoeducational assessment oj juvenile 
offenders in a correctional institution requires the co­
operative effort of all staff members to evaluate a youth's 
multiple skills in the academic, behaviora~ and vocational 
areas. The goal of multi-jactored evaluation is to fUlfill the 
ultimate good of returning the juvenile to society better able 
to become a positively functioning member. The history a1ld 
prese1lt fU1lctio1ling of assessment by the school psychol­
ogist and special educatio1l perso1lnel within the juvenile 
correctional population is discussed. A comprehensive 
assessment procedure utilizing the school psychologist and 
special educatio1l staff of a private juvenile correctional 
facility in Pennsylva1lia is presented as a model for i1lsti­
tutional programs. Special education programming within a 
private correctional facility is described as well as future 
directions for school psychologists in the correction's field. 

BACKGROUND: SPECIAL EDUCATION 
IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

Because the assessment of the juvenile delinquent 
popUlation in correctional facilities, both in public and 
private institutions, is such an important part of both 
educational and behavioral programming, this article 
explores the role of psychoeducational assessment in the 
provision of special education programs. The school 
psychologist, special education staff, and otLer 
professionals serving the delinquent popUlation must 
collaborate to provide a broad-based and in-depth assess­
ment of the juvenile'S skill levels, to diagnose strengths and 
determine appropriate weaknesses, and to identify areas in 
need of remediation. This attention on assessment and 
programming has been focused in great part due to the 
implementation of Public Law 94-142, which mandates an 
appropriate educational program to be provided to handi­
capped school-aged learners. Both assessment and 
programming are mandated to be of a Multi-Disciplinary 
nature to assure appropriate assessment and programming 
for handicapped learners. Research studies and present 
statistics indicate that a high percentage of juveniles 
assigned to correctional facilities are exceptional or handi­
capped learners and in need of special education program­
ming. 

The problems of delivery of special education services 
to incarcerated juvenile handicapped offenders has re{;ently 
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received national attention. Because of the inordinately high 
percentage of exceptional or handicapped learners within 
correctional facilities, appropriate psychoeducational 
assessment to identify and program for these students is 
essential. Various researchers have attempted to pinpoint a 
relationship between handicapping conditions and 
delinquency (Sabatino, 1978; Nelson, 1987). Other 
researchers have concluded that there are a high percentage 
of juvenile delinquents that are handicapped learners within 
any correctional facility who have mandated rights through 
Public Law 94-142 for an appropriate educational program 
(Rutherford, 1985; Smith, 1980). Coffey (1983) has 
estimated that 42 percent of juvenile offenders in cor­
rectional facilities have some type of handicapping 
condition that interferes with learning. 

Correctional education, which consists of formal 
educational programs ranging from basic literacy training 
to post secondary vocational and university education, is 
offered in the vast majority of correctional facilities in the 
United States. Such programs typically are voluntary in 
adult facilities, but mandatory for juveniles. The ad­
ministrative regulations for Public Law 94-142 specifically 
includes correctional education programs in the mandate 
for a free and appropriate public education for handi­
capped persons 21 years of age and under. Less than 10 
percent of State Departments of juvenile and adult 
corrections are in compliance with this statute (Coffey, 
1983). States not in compliance are experiencing heightened 
pressure through litigation and administrative sanction to 
provide special education programs (Woodin, 1983). 

Increased interest in correctional special education is 
reflected in federally funded demonstration and training 
projects, receipt of Public Law 94-142 state flow-through 
monies by correctional education programs, and the 
development of training programs for correctional special 
educators. In an article published in the 1985 Journal of 
Special Education, Pennsylvania was designated as serving 
only 3 percent of their identified special education or handi­
capped population in correctional facilities (Rutherford, 
1985). Increased interest in providing appropriate special 
education programming within both public and private 
correctional facilities has prompted the establishment of a 
program position within the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education to assist with the implementation of special 
education programs within correctional facilities across the 
state. During the last three years, the Department of 
Education has been involved in reviewing the educational 
and institutional programs in the public juvenile facilities in 
Pennsylvania. From these reviews, recommendations have 
been made and a long range plan developed to upgrade 
special educational programs. The most recent move in this 
direction has been the development of three Regional 
Assessment Support Teams (RAST) to provide special 
education consultative services to juvenile correctional 
facilities in the Western, Middle, and Eastern zones of the 
state (Peifer, 1984). 

The essential need for correctional special education 
services in juvenile correctional institutions across the 
United States has caused much discussion in the 
professional literature. One study questioned what 



constitutes an effective correctional special education 
program delineated of the components ofa program (Smith, 
1983). These components were: (1) procedures for 
conducting functional assessments of the skills and learning 
needs of handicapped offenders; (2) existence of a curric­
ulum that teaches functional academic and daily living 
skills; (3) inclusion of vocational special education 
curriculum~ (4) existence of transitional programs and 
procedures between correctional programs in the com­
munity; (5) a comprehensive system for providing insti­
tutional and community services to handicapped offenders; 
and (6) provision of in-service and pre-service training for 
correctional educators in special education. 

Some of the problems of implementation of Public Law 
94-142 include the following: shortage of trained staff; 
shortage of money; lack of inter-agency agreements and 
cooperation; high turnover of inmate population (6 months 
is the average time for a juvenile); frequent transfer of 
inmates from one institution to another; lack of IEPs on 
admission; inadequate time, staff, and money for the 
required in-depth assessments; difficulty in locating and 
involving the parents; and difficulty in finding and training 
legally acceptable surrogate parents as needed (Coffey, 
1983). Finding implementation difficult, many correctional 
agencies have chosen to ignore, or give only token attention 
to, this federal mandate (Nelson. 1987). The courts, although 
not entirely idle in this regard, have not interfered either 
frequently or vigorously. As a result, data indicates that only 
5 states can claim full compliance with Public Law 94-142 in 
their correctional facilities. The evidence also shows that, 
however difficult it might be, PL 94-142 can and has been 
successfully implemented in corrections. Exemplary 
programs do exist and they can be replicated. For these to 
multiply at this time, corrections desperately needs the 
assistance of special educators and education agencies 
(Coffey. 1981). 

THE ROLE AND FUNCTION OF THE SCHOOL 
PSYCHOLOGIST IN CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 

Because the goal of school psychology is to deliver 
effective and efficient services to handicapped children, the 
juvenile delinquent population has recently come to the 
attention and interest of school psychology. The imple­
mentation of PL 94-142, dictated that the school psychol­
ogist become involved with the juvenile delinquent popu­
lation in both public and private institutions. Delinquents 
that have been found to be exceptional and in need of special 
educational programming must receive individual psycho­
logical evaluation through the services of a certified school 
psychologist. Although the area of corrections has utilized 
the services of clinical psychological services for many years 
(Pacht, 1966), the inclusion of clinical and school 
psychological services working together to provide a 
coordinated treatment and eductional program for juvenile 
clients has only recently been proposed (Timm, 1982). 
Because it is estimated that such a large percentage of the 
adjudicated delinquents have been or should be assessed as 
exceptional and in neeri of special education programming, 
the need for school psychological services also should 
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include consultation to provide appropriate educational 
services, evaluation to assess educational needs, assessment 
to identify exceptional learners, and assistance to staff with 
educational and vocational assessment and programming to 
aid in vocational planning. 

The school psychologist functioning within the cor­
rectional facility provides both direct and indirect services. 
The major roles of the school psychologist include: 

1. Secure appropriate instructional program to meet the 
special needs of the handicapped juvenile; 

2. Psychoeducational evaluation to determine intellectual, 
personality, emotional, academic, and vocational 
factors which are crucial to the individual's educational, 
vocational, and inter-personal growth; 

3. Development of an individualized educational program 
plan (lEP) with institutional and educational staff to 
determine responsibilities of carrying out the program 
plans; 

4. Consultation with instructional, administrative, and 
other pertinent personnel within the judicial system; 

5. Therapist and/or psychoeducational counselor (Timm, 
1982). 

Because the role of the school psychologist within a 
correctional setting involves skills that go beyond the 
knowledge base of most beginning school psychologists, 
those wishing to specialize and practice within the cor­
rectional setting should pursue an additional knowledge 
base in the following areas: (1) adolescent and adult 
psychology; (2) juvenile justice and criminal justice system; 
(3) career and" ocational evaluation and assessment, and life 
skill functioning (Timm, 1982). If the school psychologist 
truly wants to be an effective member of the team within the 
correctional facility, competencies and additional training 
as outlined should be undertaken. 

The role of school psychology in corrections is new and 
a major portion of the school psychologist's role is yet to be 
defined. It is the task of the school psychologist now 
entering the corrections field to further develop and define 
their role. The needs of this population and their right to 
education should be the guide to this role definition (Timm, 
1982). 

DESCRIPTION OF THE CORRECTIONAL FACILITY 
George Junior is a private, non-profit, non-sectarian 

facility for boys in Grove City, Mercer County, PA. Two 
hundred juvenile male delinquents were kept at a main 
campus which houses them in either campus cottages or in 
secure, residential treatment facilities. Educational services 
are provided through a local public school system, whose 
teachers provide the educational program within an 
educational building on the campus. The educational 
faculty consists of ten regular education teachers, six 
vocational-technical teachers, ten certified special education 
teachers, one guidance counselor, and a school principaL 
Seven of the special education teachers have teacher aides in 
their classrooms. The entire range of educational subjects 
and services are provided on campus, including vocational 
education. As with other juvenile correctional facilities, the 
turnover rate of students is quite high. The institution 



admits 8-10 new students each week. A screening assessment 
is completed on every juvenile admitted to the facility. This 
screening includes an evaluation of previous school and 
psychological records obtained through George Junior 
Republic Social Services Department; behavioral and 
educational assessment as completed by institutional staff. 
guidance. and educational personnel within the educational 
program; and, if indicated. an <'.ssessment by the school 
psychologist. 

Students at George Junior Republic are male, range in 
age from 10 to 19 years. are of various racial and ethnic 
backgrounds, and come from Pennsylvania and 6 
neighboring states. Length of incarceration can range from 
2 months to 2 years, depending on type of offense and/ or 
reason for incarceration. Both status (run-aways and 
truants) and feloI'Y (theft. assault) offenders are induded in 
the popUlation. Because this facility attempts to meet both 
the educational and emotional needs of students as part of 
their program, diagnostic and assessment services are 
provided as necessary. Students who have either been 
previously identified as exceptional learners or are found to 
be in need of special education programming while at 
George Junior Republic are provided appropriate 
programming through seven (7) mixed-category resource 
special education classrooms. Three separate, full-time 
classes provide both educational and behavioral program­
ming for students identified as socially-emotionally 
disturbed. Each of these ten special education classes is 
taught by a certified special education teacher and has from 
eight to fifteen students, depending on type and severity of 
the exceptionality being served. At the present time, 34 
percent or 103 of the 300 students at George Junior Republic 
are identified as exceptional and are receiving special 
education programming. Approximately 65 of the 103 
special education students are provided vocational 
education on a half-day basis at the on-campus vocational­
technical school. 

Because the mandate of PL 94-142 dictates that the 
parents! guardian be fully informed and give written 
permission before any psychological evaluation for ex­
ceptionality is completed with any school-aged child, a 
system has been developed to obtain permission from the 
parent or guardian of the juvenile being admitted to George 
Junior RepUblic. This system involves obtaining permission 
from the parent or guardian through the probation officer at 
the time of admission when permission for other services, 
such as medical treatment, is obtained. An explanation of 
why an evaluation may be needed is provided both to the 
probation officer and to the parenti guardian. No in­
dividual psychoeducational assessment is completed by the 
school psychologist without written permission. Should 
either previous records or functioning on the initial 
screening by the guidance department indicate the possible 
need for special education programming, an interim 
placement in a modified educational program is 
implemented. During this interim placement, assessment is 
completed by four to six special education teachers who are 
assigned in each discrete subject area to assess educational 
skill levels with respect to their particular subject. This 
interim placement is of approximately 3-4 weeks duration. 
During that time records of previous special education 
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placements, psychological evaluations, and other school 
and vocational records are obtained. Obtaining previous 
school and psychological records has been identified as a 
problem by researchers in the area of correctional education 
(Rutherford, 1985). If no previous records are available, a 
Multi-Disciplinary Team evaluation is completed. If the 
diagnosis of exceptionality is substantiated, a working copy 
of the Individualized Education Program Plan is developed 
through the efforts of the special education teachers 
involved with the student, guidance personnel, school 
principal, and the school psychologist. The succeeding steps 
of the special education referral process are presented in the 
flow chart in Table 1. 

Because control and change of behavior patterns are an 
important goal of the program within the correctional 
facility, a behavioral program involving a11300 students has 
been developed to interface between the institutional and 
educational programs at George Junior RepUblic. Students 
exhibiting inappropriate behavior are targeted, and a 
behavior program involving both teachers and cottage and 
institutional staff will be developed. The program includes 
continuous assessment, monitoring, and reinforcement of 
appropriate behaviors. Special education students are also 
included in the behavior program. In addition to continual 
general behavioral monitoring, all special education 

Eastern Kentucky University 

A member of Kentucky's system of regional 
universities, Eastern Kentucky University is a 
responsive institution of nine colleges and a graduate 
school offering over 300 degree programs and options. 

Many of the programs at Eastern reflect a com­
mitment to serve in unique ways. Innovative programs 
in coal mining administration, business, law en­
forcement, industrial and technical education, allied 
health and nursing, and public service and special 
programs exemplify EKU's response to the modern 
requirements of higher education. 
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I 
NEW STUDENT 
PACKET SENT 
(PARENT PERM) 

IF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING 
NEEDED WRITTEN PARENT 
PERMISSION OBTAINED 

Table 1 

George Junior Republic 
Psychoeducational Assessment Process 

STUDENT ADMITTED TO GJR 

I?ROUP ACHIEVEMENTI 
TESTING COMPLETED 

PRE MDT SCREENING MEETING 
(GUIDANCE, PRINCIPAL, SCHOOL 
PSYCHOLOGIST) 

INTERIM PLACEMENT IN MODIFIED 
PROGRAM: EDUCATIONAL/ 
BEHAVIORAL TESTING BY CERTIFIED 
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHE£S 

I 
PREVIOUS EDUCATIONAL/ 
PSYCHOLOGICAL RECORDS 
OBTAINED 

NO INITIAL PARENT PERMISSION, f- WRITTEN PARENT H PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL I IF PREVIOUS 
SECOND ATTEMPT TO GAIN PERMISSION EVALUATION DONE PSYCHOLOGICAL 
PERMISSION THROUGH OBTAINED EVALUATION IS 
PROBATION OFFICER AVAILABLE, 

ADEQUATE, AND 
RECENT,NO 
FURTHER PSYCH-
OLOGICAL TESTING 
NEEDED 

IF NO PARENT PERMISSION, }-J NO EVALllATION, NO SPECIAL I MllLTI-DISCIPLINARY EVALUATION 
EDUCATION PROGRAM (MDT) COMPLETED 

I 
NO SPECIAL ED 

I 
I WORKING COPY OF TEl' DEVELOPED I 

PLACEMENT I SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM PACKET SENTI 
TO PARENTS THROUGH PROBATION OFFICE 

I IF DATED MATERIALS NOT RETURNED, SECOND 
PACKET SENT TO PROBATION OFFICER WITH LETTER 

SIGNED MATERIALS RETURNED I 

CHILD TRACKING COMPLETED J 
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students have individual behavioral programs developed and 
written as part of their Individualized Educational Program 
Plan (IEP). 

Following the 3~4 week interim placement, educational 
goals and objectives are written into IEP form by each 
specific special education teacher for his! her particular 
subject area. The entire educational staff is involved with 
the assessment and in developing a behavioral program for 
each exceptional student. The 65 students who attend the 
vocational school on campus for half of their school day do 
not receive a formalized vocational assessment prior to 
being enrolled in their chosen shop. Skills within their 

particular shop are continually taught and assessed during 
their vocational placement within the institution. A 
designated number of exceptional students receive a more 
in-depth vocational interest and aptitUde evaluation 
through the occupational placement counselor hired by 
George Junior RepUblic. The formal evaluation com­
pleted by the occupation placement counselor utilizes the 
Career Occupational Placement Survey (COPS). 
Information concerning this instrument and other 
vocational instruments that would be appropriate to use 
with this particular population are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Test Name 

Apticom 
(A5) 

Microcomputer 
Evaluation and 
Screening 
Assessment (MESA) 

System for 
Assessment and 
Group Evaluation 
(SAGE) 

Singer 

Career 
Occupational 
Preference 
System (COPS) 

Jewish 
Vocational 
Service Work 
Sample System 
(JEVS) 

Becker Reading­
Free Vocational 

Vocational Instruments 

Amount of 
Time 

Required 

90 min. 

4 Hrs. 

4 Hrs. 
plus 

2-1/2 Hrs. 
per job 
sample 

(24 work 
stations) 

55 
Minutes 

to 

5 to 
7 days 

55 
Minutes 

Reading 
Gr. Level 
Required 

Third to 
Fifth Gr. 

Sixth 
Grade (?) 

Fourth 
Grade 

Instruc-
tions 

presented 
orally 

Fourth 
to Sixth 
Grade 

Fourth 
Grade 

Normative Training 
Data Required 

Yes No 

Yes Minimum 

Yes 

Yes No 

Yes No 

None Extensive 

Yes No 

Inter( ·~t~T~e~st~ ______ ~ __________ ~~ __________ +-__________ -+ __________ -; 

General Aptitude 
Test Battery 
(GATB) 

Differential 
Aptitude 
Test (DAT) 

4 Hours 

3 Hours 
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"literate" 
6th Grade 

Tenth 
Grade 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Some 



A listing of the various instruments used by educational 
staff within George Junior Republic can be found in Table 3. 
Instruments are selected by personnel for use with 

individual students as directed by their learning problems, 
behavioral problems, and educational program plan. Not all 
the instruments listed are used with each student. 

Table 3 

Most Frequently Used Assessment Instruments 
George Junior Republic Educational Staff 

Area Instrument 

Overall Achievement: Metropolitan Accomplishment Test 
Wide Range Achievement Test 
Peabody Individual Achit;'~rnent Test 

Reading10ral Language Slosson Reading Test 
Iowa Silent Reading Test 
Dolch Sight Word Test 
Barnes-Roe Informal Reading Inventory 
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test 
Fry Diagnostic Test 
San Diego Oral Paragraphs 
San Diego Quick Assessment 

Spelling/Written Language Test 0 Written Language 
Test of Written English 
Criterion-referenced (spelling words 
taken from reading assignments) 

General Language Test Of language Development 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 

Basic Skills Brigance Inventory of Essential Skills 
Inventory of Basic Skills 
Detroit Test of Learning Aptitude 
Stanford Test of Academic Skills 

Mathematics Monroe Arithmetic Achievement Test 
Shaw-Riehle Arithmetic Skills Inventory 
and Computation Test 
Success in Mathematics 
Proctor-Johnson SRA Diagnostic Test 
Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics Test 
Key Math Test 

The staff uses both norm-referenced and criterion-referenced instruments in their initial and 
subsequent testing to evaluate functioning levels to develop appropriate educational objectives. 
These educational objectives are used to choose appropriate curricular materials. Because 
teachers in the educational program teach by discrete subject area on the whole; the evaluative 
instruments are chosen to appropriately assess that area. 

A complete list of assessment instruments used by each staff member is available upon request. 
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Proactive planning is possible to deal with the problems 
that arise from attempting to provide special education 
programming for the delinquent population. The 
educational staff members, guidance counselor, principal, 
and the school psychologist meet on a monthly basis to 
discuss various problems of an educational nature that arise 
within the facility. Assessment results on exceptional 
students are exchanged in order to provide an optimal 
educational program for each student. Problems with 
particular students or with general programming are 
discussed in-depth. Discussions on how to improve edu­
cational assessment and prograraming are a continuing 
subject at each meeting. 

and special educational staff with respect to educational 
programming, involvement with development and imple­
mentation of IEP's, consultation with institutional staff 
regarding special education students' programming, liaison 
between George Junior's staff and administration of the 
school district providing educational staff to the facility, 
vocational and psychoeducational counselor, contact 
person for parents and probation officers with respect to 
special education students and programming, and psycho­
educational evaluator. A recent time/motion study of the 
amount of time needed in each function indicated the 
greatest percentage of time is spent with direct and indirect 
assessment. Because students often enter the correctional 
institution having never been evaluated and identified as 
exceptional, the number of assessments that need to be 
completed is always high and places great demands on the 
school psychologist's time. 

THE ROLE AND FUNCTION 
OF THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST 

The role and function of the school psychologist 
assigned to the George Junior Republic Correctional 
Facility mirrors those mentioned by Timm (1982) in his 
discussion concerning the school psychologist in 
corrections. These roles include consultation to both regular 

Table 4 outlines a basic battery of suggested, 
appropriate instruments that could be used with a juvenile 
offender population. A description of each assessment area 
follows: 

Assessment 
Domain 

Intelligence 

Perceptual Motor 

Achievement 

Vocational 

Adaptive Behavior 

Personality 

Social Behavior 

Table 4 
Basic Assessment Battery 

Instruments 

WISC-R 
WAIS-R 
Stanford-Binet 4 

Bender Gestalt, or 
Berry Developmental Test of Visual Motor Integration 

BASIS 
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test 
Metropolitan Achievement Test 
Achievement test results done by educational staff. 

Self Directj!d Search (Form A or E) All students 
if in vocational program. Career Orientation 
Placement and Evaluation Survey (COPES) 
Apticom - Selected Students 

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Skill 
AAMD Adaptive Beha'vior Scale or 

(battery selected based on reason for referral) 

HTP 
KFD 
16 PF 
MMPI 
Mooney Problem 
Rotter Incomplete Sentences Blank 
TAT 
Hand Test 

Stephens Social Skills Assessment 
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The area of intellectual evaluation is an important one 
for the school psychologist in the correctional facility, both 
for the identification of students needing special education 
programming and for determination of particular types of 
disabilities that may be peculiar to this population. The 
many references to the analysis of the Wechsler Scales 
subtests (Hubble, 1982 et. al.) indicate that these 
instruments can provide us with more information than just 
an IQ score. The ability to do an analysis of the Wechsler 
Scales provides information about student strengths and 
weaknesses. Therefore, because of the amount of 
information that can be obtained for both present use and 
possible future research, the Wechsler Scales are proposed 
as part of the basic battery for the student in correction 
facilities. Although the ratio of minority students within the 
correctional population is above that found in the general 
popUlation, use of the Culture-Fair Intelligence Test as the 
sole instrument to assess intelligence is not supported by 
research (Smith, 1977). Studies indicate that if there is a 
concern about cultural bias, both the WISC-R and Culture­
Fair Intelligence Test should be used (Hays, 1980). The 
Stanford-Binet - 4th Edition is the newest member of the 
instruments to assess the intellectual area. Because it is so 
new. and because there is no research to substantiate or 
discount its use as an assessment tool with the correctional 
popUlation. at this time it can only be recommended to be 
used as an ancillary measure of intelligence, and not the sole 
instrument. 

The visual-perceptual-motor area of assessment is one 
that is often omitted by the school psychologist when 
assessing secondary aged students, unless neurological 
involvement is highly suspect. However, mUltiple studies 
have revealed that this area of assessment cannot be ignored 
in the juvenile delinquent (Haynes, 1983; Spellacy, 1977). It 
is proposed that both the Bender-Gestalt and Beery 
Developmental Test of Visual Motor Integration be part of 
the ideal battery. The age of the student should determine 
appropriateness of the instrument used in the assessment 
process. 

The area of achievement is one that often finds school 
psychologists using assessment data from other educational 
staff. Utilization of other members of the multi-disciplinary 
team to attain valid achievement measures is proposed. The 
Stanford Diagnostic Reading and Mathematics Tests have 
been found to provide extremely valid and reliable infor­
mation in the achievement areas (Ysseldyke, 1982). These 
tests can be given either indiviclu:llly or in a group by 
educational staff, guidance personnel, or a reading 
specialist. 

The assessment of juvenile offenders with respect to 
social/ emotional functioning is an area that can involve h 
great deal of time and can be very frustrating for the school 
psychologist in corrections. If the concept is accepted that 
every juvenile delinquent exhibits a behavior disorder, then 
it is the responsibility of the school psychologist to do an in­
depth evaluation of each and every student within the 
correctional facility to assess the severity of that emotional 
disturbance, identify the student as exceptional, and provide 
an appropriate program. However. if the school 
psychologist believes that learned deviant functioning 
and; or lack of social skills do not constitute emotional 
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disturbance, then assessment to identify students as truly 
emotionally disturbed becomes more of a challenge. 
Because of an almost complete inability to meaningfully 
interact with parents of students in corrections, assessment 
of family dynamics and family systems is not available to 
support or reject a hypothesis of emotional disturbance. 
Therefore. the school psychologist must attempt to 
complete a meaningful assessment without some of the most 
important pieces of the puzzle. Students who have been 
previously diagnosed as emotionally disturbed certainly 
must receive appropriate programming within the 
correctional facility. Students whose adjustment. behavior, 
or offense for which thcy were sent to the correctional 
facility causes personnel to suspect emotional disturbance 
must receive a complete Multi-Disciplinary team evaluation 
as soon as possible after admittance to the correctional 
facility. This team evaluation should involve mUltiple 
measures of behavior in various settings by a variety of 
personnel in different disciplines. If these measures indicate 
a problem that needs further exploration, a more in-depth 
individual analysis of the affective/personality area can be 
undertaken. Results of assessment of the personality areas 
should provide enough basic information to make an 
informed decision concerning the student's emotional 
functioning. As with the results of research with all o[these 
instruments. discovering that delinquents behave in a 
somewhat different way from non-delinquents on a 
particular instrument does not provide meaningful 
information on how to develop a program to change 
behavior. 

The area of social skills or adaptive behavior are 
components of social competence (Reschly and Graham, 
1981). The social competence domain has recently come to 
the attention of educators working both in public schools 
and correctional settings. Because the philosophy of pro­
gramming within the correctional facility has moved from 
one of incarceration to rehabilitation to re-education 
(J ohnson. 1982), the area of social skills assessment and 
programming has gained new support. The school situation 
is ideal for teaching skills, whether they be academic or 
sociaL 

Because of the high number of students functioning in 
the Educable Mentally Retarded Range of mental ability, 
the area of adaptive behavior must be assessed to determine 
personal independence and social competence. Due to time 
constraints and the fact that the informant on this 
instru!l1ent will either be the social worker or the cottage 
parent, an instrument to assess adaptive behavior in a brief, 
valid, and meaningful way is needed. The two instruments 
proposed are the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale and! or 
the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale. Since both 
instruments lack normative data on correctional 
popUlations, it is proposed that both instruments be used to 
evaluate students identified as EMR in order to determine 
the most appropriate evaluation instrument. 

With an estimated 40-50 percent of the correctional 
popUlation identified or in need of special education, 
vocational programming to provide these students with 
skills that they will not receive from regular academic 
education is imperative. Although several studies have 
indicated that voc2tional education was available in the 
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majority of correctional facilities (Abram, 1977; 
Wiederanders, 1978; Nuttall, 1977), the efficacy of those 
programs was often questioned (Day, 1982). The role of the 
school psychologist in corrections with respect to vocational 
assessment certainly underlitleS the need for additional 
training in the vocational assessment/ programming areas in 
order that the school psychologist can be better able to 
provide what is needed for juveniles. Although the school 
psychologist mayor may not be involved in direct 
vocational assessment, the psychologist must have a 
working knowledge of the types of instruments available 
and how they measure vocational skills (work experience, 
simulated work experience, work sampling, performance 
test, behavioral observation, interview, and paperJ pencil 
tests) (Seligman, 1980). A particular problem with the 
correctional population is that many of these students are 
reading at a level of 2-8 years below grade placement. 
Should the vocational assessment instrument have a reading 
component, it must be a level commensurate with the 
student's reading abilities. Table 2 contains a listing of 
vocational instruments with information about testing time, 
normative data training required for the evaluator, and the 
reading grade level required for independent completion. 
The school psychologist mHst be able to use the results of the 
vocational assessment to counsel the juvenile to help him 
make an informed decision concerning the vocational areas 
that would best fit both his interest and ability levels. This 
type of assistance requires that the school psychologist have 
a working knowledge of the vocational and career 
education. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
Because the role and functIOn of the school 

psychologist in corrections is new to school psychology, role 
definitions have yet to be defined and developed (Timm, 
1982). This definition and form will take shape as personnel 
in corrections see the potential of school psychological 
services in the correctional setting. Some examples of these 
new directions include implementation of social skills 
assessment/intervention systems, improvement of contact 
and imolvement with the families of the juveniles, 
implementation of more meaningful and in-depth 
vocational assessment of all students including those 
identified as exceptional, the use of curriculum-based 
assessment to better assess and remediate educational 
deficits in a valid and continuous manner, improvement of 
behavioral programming, improvement of the transitional 
program involving planning and provision of information 
to home school districts, and ever more involvement of all 
staff members in the planning and implementation of 
improved educational programming for students. Some of 
these goals are more easily obtainable than others. Lack of 
future planning, which has often been a weakness of both 
education and corrections, is a problem that those interested 
in serving the juvenile correctional popUlation must 
overcome. Appropriate academic. behavioral. and 
vocational education and re-education can and will produce 
improvement in the quality of life both for the juvenile and 
for the society in which the student will ultimately function. 
Continual monitoring by checking the progress of juveniles 
who are released from the institution wil1 need to be a part of 
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future research on the efficacy of new ed ucational 
programming and treatment. It is hoped educationally­
based assessment and interventions will be part of the 
answer that corrections has beell looking for in the attempt 
to provide relevant services to the juvenile offender. 

Conclusion 

This manuscript has discussed the assessment of 
juveniles in correctional institutions from the perspective of 
the school psychologist and special education personnel 
who work in corrections. Assessment in the correctional 
institution covers a broad range of academic, behavioral, 
and vocational roles for the school psychologist and special 
education teachers. Assessment has little or no meaning if 
the results of the assessmf'nt do not change, in a positive 
way, the ed ucational programming for the juvenile offender 
in the correctional facilities. An ideal assessment evaluation 
utilizing the services of multi-disciplinary teams will make 
no difference for the student if those results are not used to 
improve the juvenile offender's education and training. 
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an Objective Classification 
System 
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Abstract 

This article ojjers a practical, step-by-step process jor 
developing, implementing, and revising an objective inmate 
classification system. The guidelilles presented here are 
based on the results oj a survey of agencies using objective 
classification systems, an in-depth evalution of the ejlective­
ness of the objective systems employed by three state 
agencies, and the authors' experience in des~r:ning and 
implementing classification approaches. As a result, the 
article highlights both emerging trends in objective classifi­
cation and aids to system development and implementation. 
Beginning with the decision oj whether an agency should 
develop an objective classification system, the authors lead 
the reader through such crucial activities as seledion of 
system planning staff, choice of development approach, 
preparation of development plan, pilot test of system, 
preparation of policies and procedures, and training oj staff 
in system use. While agencies will have to particuladze the 
guidelines to meet their own needs, the article provides a 
practical jramework for completing a complex, but 
ultimately valuable, process. 

INTRODUCTION 
One of the most critical problems facing correctional 

agencies today is prison crowding. Overpopulation, 
however, is not a problem that exists in isolation. Its 
consequences spill over into all areas of correctional 
operations, arousing concern about such issues as 
institutional security, health and safety of staff and inmates, 
and compliance with court-mandated standards for care 
and control. 

In response to the growing concerns of correctional 
administrators, as well as those of governmental officials, the 
National Institute of Justice designated efforts to deal 
with prison crowding as one of its top priorities. Improved 
classification of inmates is viewed as an essential com ponent 
of these efforts. With proper classification, for example, 
only those inmates presenting a su bstantial risk to others are 
placed in costly maximum security facilities, while those 
evidencing less threat can be assigned to lower security 
institutions. Appropriate classification also can assist in 
determining which inmates can be considered for early 
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release or for retention in the community under careful 
supervision. Most importantly, effective classification helps 
assure the safety of the public, agency staff, and prisoner 
population. 

In recent years, numerous correctional agencies have 
turned to objective classification systems as a means of 
enhancing inmate classification. Objective classification is a 
decision-making approach characterized by such features 
as: 

e Use of instruments validated for prisoner popu­
lations; 

G Distinction between security (architectural con­
straints) and custody (staff supervision); 

I) Assignment of inmates to security levels consistent 
with their behavior; and 

c Promotion of similar decisions among classification 
analysts on comparable offender cases. 

Because relatively little is known about the 
effectiveness of these new systems, the National Institute of 
Justice funded a national evaluation of objective prison 
classification. This study consisted of two separate 
components: (1) a comprehensive survey of existing 
Objective classification systems, and (2) an assessment of 
objective classification effectiveness. 

Prior to conducting the survey, it was necessary 
to idf'ntify those agencies employing objective class­
ification approaches. In response to a preliminary 
questionnaire distributed to all state and federal correc­
tional agencies, 39 jurisdictions reported use of objective 
classification systems. These agencies were then sent a more 
detailed survey designed to obtain specific data concerning 
system development, implementation, and evaluation. 
Thi::ty-three agencies responded to all or part of this survey, 
depending on the completion status of their systems. Their 
responses were later supplemented by interviews conducted 
during site visits to eight agencies that have implemented 
objective systems. 

The second component of the study was an in-depth 
assessment of the effectiveness of the objective classifi­
cation systems used in California, Illinois, and Wisconsin. 
Statistical analyses were employed to examine the scoring 
processes of these systems; the validity of the individual 
items and scales used to score inmates; and the impact of 
these systems on inmate misconduct, escape, and fatalities. 

The results of the comprehensive survey and the 
effectiveness assessment, along with experiences of project 
staff, were used to formulate the guidelines presented here. 
These guidelines are intended to assist agencies 
contemplating the introduction of objective prison classi­
fication systems or the revision of existing ones. They high­
light emerging trends in objective classification, aids to 
effective development and implementation - as well as 
common pitfalls to avoid, and issues to consider in designing 
or modifying an objective classification system. While 
agencies will have to particularize the guidelines to meet 
their unique needs, it is hoped that this guide will provide a 
practical framework for system development implemen­
tation, and revision. 
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OVERVIEW OF CLASSIFICATION 
SYSTEM CHANGE 

It is apparent from the comprehensive survey that an 
agency's approach to developing and impktnenting an 
objective prison classification system is as important or even 
more important than the type of objective system devised. 
Changing a correctional agency's classification process is a 
formidable task, not only insofar as the new system is 
concerned, but because of classification's ripple effect in all 
areas of prison operations. 

In many respects, agencies contemplating modifi­
cation of their objective classification systems are in the 
same position as agencies considering introduction of an 
objective classification system, and both are likely to profit 
from a structured plan for changing their classification 
procedures. The survey of correctional agencies instituting 
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 12 steps that should be considered in 
developing, implementing, and revising an objective classifi­
cation system. (See Figure 1) These steps are discussed in 
the sections that follow. 

Step 1; Decision to Develop an 
Objective 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, as survey respondents indicated, other factors (e.g., 
impetus from new administrators or perceived misclass­
ification by staft) will lead an agency to think about altering 
its classification process. In such cases, the first activity is to 
determine whether the agency should in fact begin 
development of a new system. In doing so. numerous 
questions must be answered: 

<II Does the agency have a real need for a new class­
ification system, and is this need recognized by most 
staff and key officials outside the agency? 

o Do top management staff and others responsible 
for overseeing the system's development compre­
hend the magnitude of the effort they are under­
taking? 

III Is there a clear understanding of the risk involved 
in not developing an objective system'? 

o What short- and long-term purposes are to be 
served by the classification effort? 

13 How much will it cost to develop a new system and 
to operate it once implemented? 

o What period of time is anticipated to develop and 
implement a new classification system? 

Q Can an organizational climate be created to support 
successful completion of the classification project'? 

o Are there qualified and experienced staff available 
to design and implement an objective classification 
system? 
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Step 2: Commitment of Top Agency Personnel 
The agency director and other top level staff m1.lst be 

aware of the magnitude of the project in terms of staff time, 
funding, and time frame for development and imple­
mentation, or revision. 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, and 
Illinois, in particular, found that backing from top-level 
administrators helped to alleviate staff resistance to the new 
svstem. 
- In committing to such a weighty undertaking, 

administrative staff should determine the practical limi­
tations that they will face. Responses to the comprehensive 
survey, shown in Figure 2, suggest that several major 
obstacles frequently crop up during the development 
process. 

Figure 2 
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Suggested Process for Developing and Implementing 
An Objective Prison Classification System 
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Among the most serious limitations confronting the 
agency will be the budget and timetable for developing the 
classification system. The restrictions placed on these 
factors will have implications for the size and salary of 
planning staff, the caliber of resource persons tt; be utilized, 
the amount of effort involved in system preparaTion, and the 
number of SUbtopics to be dealt with in the developmental 
process. 

Another constraint in most agencies is planners' 
practical knowledge and skill. Their expertise will determine 
the extent to which the agency will be able to actualize the 
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 class­
ification system for an inmate population. They also need to 
know where to find resources for the developmental process, 
as well as how to solicit them. If planners have to acquire 
this knowledge as they go along, many decisions will be 
made at the last minute in an uninformed manner. 

Step 3: Selection and Use of Project Planning Staff 
It is obvious that a number of systems developed by 

surveyed agencies were less than successful due to the 
selection of persons who were not sufficiently qualified or 
experienced to oversee such a complex and time-consuming 
undertaking. Agency administrators must put aside 
personal friendships and political considerations and utilize 
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. 

Age'1cy officials must also decide what role project staff 
will play 1D developing the classificatioT! system. Their role 
wiII be heavily dependent upop whether the system is 
statistically devised or developed through consensus. 

The classification system, i~ 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. They provided input on the system's objectives, 
content. and implementation methods. The planners then 
designed a system tl I meet these needs, periodically asking 
agency personnel for additivnal feed back. Such staff 
involvement was credited with increasing acceptance of the 
new system. 

Alternately, planners may decide that they have either a 
special expertise in classification system development or a 
statistically based approach that does not warrant other 
staff input. They would then structure the system based on 
this knowledge. Project planners in Illinois employed this 
approach to identify classification criteria that were 
significantly associated with dangerous behavior. The 
Illinois planners believe that the use of such research in 
designing the new system enhanced its credibility among 
agency staff. 

Some agencies may find that they either do not employ 
sufficiently qualified 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. It is important, however, 
that the agency maintain control over all project activities. 
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Step 4: Development of Classification 
System Goals and Objectives 

The agency should prepare a statement of purpose 
summarizing the overall aim of the classification system and 
the general impact it is expected to have on the correctional 
system. The agency also should develop written classifi­
cation goals and objectives. Goals specify the major areas 
that the classification system will address, such as protection 
of the pUblic, use of least restrictive confinement consistent 
with prisoners' risk, etc. Objectives explicitly describe the 
results to be achieved, such as a 40 percent reduction in 
escapes during the next fiscal year, 25 percent reduction in 
the nt;mber of interinstitutional transfers, etc. 

In preparing classification system objectives, attention 
should be afforded to both the aims of the system (end-result 
objectives) and the process for accomplishing these ob­
jectives (process objectives). End-result objectives specify 
the impact of the system on inmate behaviors, while process 
objectives describe the implementation activities of agency 
staff. 

Step 5: Appointment of Advisory Group 
Results of the comprehensive survey suggest that most 

successful classification systems are the product of input 
from not only project staff but also an advisory grou p. 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. 

Since any classification system planner's expertise and 
skills are limited, it is beneficial to form a group of "know­
ledgeable others" who embody the crucial viewpoints of the 
agency. This group 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. 

Step 6: Identification of Legal Issues 
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 on.:: of the primary impetuses for developing 
their objective prison classification systems. Half of the 
respondents reported legal challenges to their previous 
classification processes. 

In light of such litigation, correctional agencies should 
work closely with their legal counsel to ensure that their 
classification systems meet due process and equal protection 
safeguards, as well as other legal requirements. This will 
extend to inmates those rights that seemjustified and should 
limit litigation pertaining to classification following 
implementation of objective systems. 



Step 7: Selection of Approach to System Development 
Most survey respondents indicated that they had 

adapted a system used in another jurisdiction. These 
correctional agencies elected to "borrow" another agency's 
classification system for a number of reasons, including a 
lack of expertise within the agency, a desire to save time and 
money, and the apparent success of the system under con­
sideration. 

According to survey respondents, the four most 
replicated systems were the National Institute of Cor­
rections Custody Determination Model (adapted by 11 
survey respondents); the Federal Prison System Security 
Determination/Custody Classification System (9 
respondents); the Correctional Classification Profile 
developed by Correctional Services Group, Inc. (5 
respondents); and the Uniform System 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 its effective use by 
the correctional agency: 

o Does the system address the agency's overall goals 
and objectives, as well as its classification needs? 

Q Is the offender information available to the agency 
consistent with the informational requirements of 
the system? 

Q Are the criteria now employed by the agency to assess 
security and program needs consistent with those 
used by the system'? 

" Does the system promote the matching of inmate 
needs and agency resources,? 

CJ Does the system address classification legal issues? 
o Does the system incorporate a monitoring plan to 

permit periodic evaluations of classification decision­
making and outcomes? 

I) Can the system be automated and incorporated 
into the agency's management information system'? 

Step 8: 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 de­
velopmental process is a complex task, one that proved 
more problematic than many survey respondents expected. 
Thirteen agencies, for example, found that they did not allot 
enough time to system development. The experiences of 
these agencies suggest that any time frame under 12 months 
is unrealistic and likely to dimish the system's effective­
ness. 

To enhance the developmental process, the agency 
should prepare a plan that incorporates, at a minimum, the 
following elements: 

o Development of a management and reporting 
system; 

G Preparation of a budget; 
" Establishment of a timetable; and 
o Development of a work plan incorporating the 

following tasks: 
o Analysis of existing and proposed system goals and 

objectives; 
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o Assessment of agency classification policies and 
procedures; 

" Review of offender information and information 
sources; 

\1) Assessment of offender measurement and testing 
instruments; 

Q Analysis of agency's capabilities to assign inmates 
to appropriate housing and programs; 

o Review of present security and custody classifi­
cation; 

e Evaluation of the relationship between the class­
ification system and other components of the 
criminal justice system; 

o Development of uniform criteria for determining 
security and custody levels; 

o Preparation of draft security risk determination 
instruments; 

o Assessment of security and programmatic cap­
abilities of agency institutions; and 

o Development of evaluatioIl and validation plan. 

Step 9: Preparation of Implementation Plan 
The successful introduction of an objective classifi­

cation approach does not end with its development, for the 
new system must still be implemented. However, as 
evidenced in Figure 3, many survey respondents found that 
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the implementation phase can be hampered by time and 
budgetary limitations, insufficient training, and staff 
resistance. If can also lead to redesign of classification 
instruments and modification of classification criteria, 
further tightening budget and time constraints. For 
example, Oklahoma decided to include a "positive adjust­
ment factor" in its reclassification instrument; Illinois 
altered its scoring instrument in order to eliminate an over­
consideration of age. 

To minimize such pro blems, the agency should prepare 
a comprehensive implementation plan that includes the 
folIo wing components: 

" Pilot testing of classification instrument; 
o Development of classification system policies and 

procedures; and 
iii Training of staff. 

Planning s aff in Kentucky and Missouri also 
emphasize that agencies should avoid allowing too much 
time to elapse between system development and imple­
mentation since a long delay can dampen staff enthusiasm. 

Step 10: 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 
during implen1 entation. The experience of Kentucky serves 
to point up the usefulness of pilot testing. The agency tested 
its objective scoring instrument on the files of approxi­
mately one thousand inmates who had already been 
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. In assessing the various activities involved 
in system development and implementation, Kentucky 
planners view pilot testing as "a must." 

Pilot test~ng will be either the last task in the develop­
ment of the objective classification system or the first in the 
implementation phase. The testing process should include 
both a "paper" test of the system using available data and a 
formal test by institutional staff. 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 should be conducted with the established 
goals and objectives for the classification system in mind. 
For examp:e, if an objective of the system is to distribute the 
inmate population proportionately among the various 
security categories, the pilot test should measure the extent 
to which the new system addresses this objective. If the 
system does not respond to the previously established 
objective, the agency must make one of two decisiom: either 
alter or re\veight the factors comprising the security scale, or 
modify the original security assignment objective. 

Another method of pilot testing is to compare the new 
system via a simulation with an established classification 
system such as that developed by the Federal Prison System. 
In the simulation approach, a statistically representative 
sample of the agency's overall inmate population is 
classified using both the new system and the validated 
system. Thp. results of the two simulations are then 
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compared to examine the extent of misclassification. For 
example, should the Federal Prison System custody determ­
ination instrument assign 13 percent of the sample to a high 
security status, in contrast to 27 percent for the new system, 
several questions need to be answered. First, does the 
Federal Prison System security approach consider the 
unique characteristics of the agency's inmate population? 
Second, are there any criteria, such as gang affiliation and 
protective custody requirements, that influence the agency's 
system but are not included in the federal model? Finally, 
are the security categories employed by the Federal Prison 
System correlated with those used by the agency? 
Approximate comparability may be lacking in the pilot test 
so as to depict some misclassification when in fact little or 
none exists. 

Step 11: Development of Policies and Procedures 
Written policies and procedures are necessary for the 

effective introduction of a new classification system. 
Without such written direction, staff may deviate from the 
structure of the system - to the detriment of the general 
public, other staff, and the inmate population. 

Policy statements should explain why the classification 
system does what it does. At a minimum, they should 
include direction for successfully interpreting the purpose, 
goals, and objectives of the new classification system. 

In addition, written procedures should provide spe­
cific steps for carrying out the new classification system. 
They must state who will be responsible, what must be done, 
where the activity should occur, and when the task should be 
completed. 

Policies and procedures should be incorporated into a 
comprehensive manual that prescribes classification 
practices for all institutional settings and populations. It 
also should delineate areas of classification responsibility. 
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. 

Step 12: 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 imple­
mentation of their new systems. TypicallY, this training 
lasted between 8 and 16 hours. However, since nearly 40 
percent of the respondents indicated that insufficient 
training hindered effective implementation of their new 



systems, an agency instituting an objective system should 
consider a longer period of training. 

For existing personnel, a comprehensive orientation 
program of at least 16 to 24 hours is recommended. Training 
should cover such topics as instrument use, information 
management, resource allocation, and program develop­
ment decisions. It also should 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 background. 

In addition to this introductory program, training 
should be provided on both a pre-service and in-service basis 
for all agency personnel. A minimum of eight hours should 
be devoted to system use 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 such as lectures, sym­
posiums, films, panels, and debates Or in participatory 
methods involving discussion and problem-solving groups, 
brainstorming sessions and role playing. Numerous survey 
respondents, such as the Federal Prison System, Kentucky, 
and Minnesota, also found it useful to involve staff in hands­
on application of the scoring instrument using case files. 
This activitv would be followed bv discussions to enhance 
interrater reliability. -

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 also 
may be drawn from within the agency and from professional 
fields outside the agency. 

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS 
The national evaluation of objective classification 

systems yielded several findings that need to be highlighted 
to expedite system development and implementation. 

/) First, the criteria incorporated into the new system 
should generally be comparable to those factors previously 
employed by classification staff. 

o Second, the system should attempt to mesh the 
perspective and inferences of staff with data used in deriving 
security decisions. 

Q Third, planning staff should emphasize that the class­
ification 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. 

o Fourth, careful consideration should be given to the 
design, or redesign, of reclassification instruments that are 
independent of initial scoring criteria. The effectiveness 
assessment that was conducted as part of the national 
evaluation found initial classification items, particularly 
those related to current offense, to be relatively weak 
predictors of behavior. Reclassification, consequently, 
should rely heavily on measures of in-custody conduct that 
promote a "just desserts" orientation to decision-making. 

ill Fifth, 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. 

e 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. 

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's 
goals and objectives, and, most important, a well-conceived 
plan to guide the system's development and 
implementation. 
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community of about 25,000 in a rich agricultural area. 
Madison County is considered one of the largest beef cattle­
producing counties east of the Mississippi, and the 
Richmond burley market is among the tobacco belt's 
largest. New inter- and intra-state highway systems enhance 
Richmond's accessibility. Interstate 75 (north-south) passes 
within a miie of the campus and 1-64 (east-west) is only 30 
minutes away. Kentucky expressways - the Blue Grass, 
Mountain, Daniel Boone, and Cumberland Parkways -
are also less than an hour's drive from Richmond. 



The Effects of --Case 
Management on the Social 
Climate of a Correctional 
Ipstituti on 
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William Carter Smith 

Abstract 

A n attempt was made to correlate case management 
audits with measures of social climate in a close custody 
prisml. Using the Correctional Institutions Environment 
Scale (Moos, 1970), no significant difference was found in 
the social climate of the high and low functional units 
measured. Questions were raised regarding the measure­
ment audits. Implications are suggestedfor further research 
in case management and classification practices. 

INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study was to better understand the 

relationship between case management strategies and the 
social climate of correctional institutions. Case 
management, a more contemporary and descriptively 
accurate definition of the classification process, is 
conceptualized as a design to assure the most effective 
utilization of institutional resources for the incarcerated. 

There are, however, problems of organizing for case 
management: Who, for instance, has the responsibility for 
its inception, deployment, and maintenance? What are the 
duties of managers, clinicians, staff, or inmates? How will 
one know if the plan is being implemented? 

There are also problems in case worker skills and 
knowledge: What skills are required in "good" case man­
agement practice? What is the nature of the interactive 
relationship between staff and inmate? How is this relation­
ship monitored, documented, and adjusted? 

Last, how do consumers (inmates) relate to case 
management efforts? Are they aware (If the process? Are 
their goals similar to those of staff? Most importantly, does 
case management practice impact on the environment in 
which they live? 

In this study the author wished to quantify the concepts 
of case management and social climate to determine if more 
effective case management strategies lead to more positive 
climates in a prison setting. 

Eastern Correctional Center, a 500 bed, close custody 
facility was chosen for the study. This is a modern 
institution, divided into five semi-autonomous units, (Co­
Op, Delta, Essex, Fore, and Gentry), each a functional 
specialty. The management style at the time of the study was 
based on the functional unit management concept modeled 
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after the Federal Prison System (Levinson and Gerard, 
1973; Lansing et ai, 1977). 

The Co-op Unit houses regular popUlation inmates 
who have work assignments in maintenance, medical, 
dental, chapel, and kitchen work. There were no industries 
in operation at the time of the study. The Delta Unit houses 
regular popUlation inmates who have exhibited past 
aggressive and assaultive behaviors. The Delta inmates have 
been classified as "aggressive types." The Fore Unit houses 
regular popUlation inmates who have had difficulty in 
adjusting to institutional life and have been classified as 
"passive types." The Essex Unit is a control unit housing 
those inmates who, for disciplinary or administrative 
reasons, must be segregated from the rest of the popUlation. 
In addition, the Essex Unit houses pre-trial safekeepers. The 
Gentry Unit houses a special popUlation of mentally ill or 
mentally retarded inmates. 

When the institution opened in 1983, case management 
became part of the operational strategy for each of the five 
autonomous units. Although there was centr.alized review 
and control, unit managers were allowed to develop their 
own unique styles for monitoring their inmate popUlations. 
Thus, each unit developed its own case management system. 

In subsequent attempts to measure the effectiveness of 
case management in each unit, an audit instrument adapted 
from the Federal Prison System (Guides for Internal Audits 
of Unit/Case Management NjD) was developed and 
employed. This audit instrument included: (I) a review of 
unit case management plans, (2) questions concerning case 
worker skills and knowledge, (3) measures of inmate 
awareness of the case management system, and (4) 
information about the completeness of progress notes in 
individual case management folders. A second audit 
instrument, "Case Worker Interview," was also developed 
and used in an attempt to get at case worker opinions and 
attitudes concerning case management. This study was a;). 
attempt to determine, quantitatively, the relationship 
between these unit case management audits and subsequent 
measures of unit social climates. 

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
Until recently case management in corrections has been 

depicted in the literature as a counseling, casework, and! or 
clinical service provided by the disciplines of psychiatry, 
psychology, and social work to "influence change in the 
attitudes and behavior of the offender" (Manual of 
Correctional Standards, 1972). It has also been seen as a tool 
for population management ami control (The National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals, Corrections, 1973). Whether the purpose of this 
correctional tool is for treatment or for management is an 
issue often debated. 

Case Management 
Under functional unit management this treatment -

management dichotomy is merged. Case management 
becomes a method for helping inmates with a wide variety of 
problems (Glaser, 1982; Austin et ai, 1986). The emphasis is 
on the coordination of a number of services, rather than on 
the direct provision of services. Levine and Fleming (1984) 



identify six basic case management activities: (1) consumer 
identification and outreach, (2) assessment, (3) service 
planning, (4) linkages with needed services, (5) monitoring 
of service delivery, and (6) consumer advocacy. Case 
management thus goes much beyond traditional 
correctional classification strategies. It suggests a service 
delivery process, and the literature reflects primarily those 
skills and abilities required by case managers to accomplish 
these tasks (Powell, 19,.75; Ryan. 1976; Bertsche and Horejsi, 
1983; Austin. 1981). 

Social Climate 
The measurement of social climates in correctional 

institutions has depended almost exclusively on surveys of 
inmate and staff perceptions (Street, et ai, 1966; Wood, et ai, 
1966; Jesness. 1968; Moos, 1970, 1975, 1976; Eynon, et al. 
1971; Wenk and Moos, 1972a, 1972b; and Smith and 
Ivester, 1987). The Jesness (1968) study also included the 
participant observation method. The scaling of responses in 
these studies are assumed to reflect institutional climates. 

Guion (1973), James and Jones (1974), Toch (1977), 
Wright and Boudouris (1982) and Wright (1985) cite several 
methodological problems with the scaling of perceptions as 
a measure of institutional climates. For one thing, such 
constructs generally lack theoretical specificity. Too, there 
are problems of generalizing from individual perceptions to 
composite profiles. and there are problems of using these 
profiles to describe an organizational pro perty such as social 
climate. 

In spite of methodological problems, the survey 
method reflected in the Correctional Institutions 
Environment Scale (ClES) developed by Wenk and Moos 
(1972a) was used in this study. This instrument was used for 
several reasons. First, it provides a descriptive characteristic 
of the environment being measured. This is important for 
practitioners and researchers alike in attempting to "feel the 
pulse" of this potentially explosive environment. Second, it 
raises the possibility of comparing resident, staff. and 
other's perceptions of correctional programs. Third, 
findings can} j'? compared over time and with other facilities. 
Last, information about the social climate can be fed back to 
participants to motivate them to change the environment in 
which they live. As such, the instrument becomes a planned 
interventive strategy. 

The C.LE.S. Form C has 86 items forming nine 
subscales which are organized around three principle 
dimensions relevant to correctional institutions as well as to 
other social environments: (1) people to people relation­
ships, (2) institutional programs, and (3) institutional 
functioning. The nine subs cales are: Involvement, Support, 
Expressivenesl', Autonomy, Practical Orientation, Personal 
Problem Orientation, Order and Organization, Clarity, and 
Staff Control. 

Conceptually, the first three subscales of Involvement, 
Support, and Expressiveness measure relationship 
dimensions. Thev assess the extent to which inmates tend to 
support and help each other, and the extent of spontaneity 
and free and open expression within all these relation­
ships. These variables, thus, essentially emphasize the type 
and intensity of personal relationships among residents and 
between residents and staff which exist in the milieu. 
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The next three subscales, i.e., Autonomy, Practical 
Orientation, and Personal Problem Orientation are con­
cep:ualized as personal development or treatment program 
dimensions. Each of these subscales assesses a dimension 
which is particularly relevant to the type of treatment 
orientation the unit has initiated and developed. Autonomy 
assesses the extent to which inmates are encouraged by 
program and staff to be self-sufficient and independent and 
to take responsibility for their own decisions. The subscales 
of Practical Orientation and Personal Problem Orientation 
reflect two of the major types of treatment orientations 
which are currently in use in correctional institutions. 

The last three subs cales of Order and Organization, 
Clarity_ and Staff Control are conceptualized as assessing 
system maintenance dimensions. These dimensions are 
system oriented in that they are all related to keeping the 
correctional unit or institution functioning in an organized 
manner. 

Profiles constructed from the surveys depict the 
institutional environment in particular units or groups as 
the individual staff member or inmate resident perceives it. 
Similarly, by combining the scores of respondents a measure 
of consensual interpretation is given. If these scores are 
compared to the national norms in profile form, a picture of 
the way the group as a. whole perceives the unit is obtained. 

METHODOLOGY 
Hypothesis and Rationale 

It was hypothesized that inmates in a unit with a more 
effective case management system would perceive a more 
positive social climate than inmates in a unit with a less 
effective case management system. 

The rationale for this hypothesis was developed from 
the literature review which suggests that the social climate of 
a correctional institution affects the inmates in predictable 
ways over and above what would be expected from 
knowledge about their background characteristics such as 
passive or aggressive tendencies. In other words, a number 
of studies have shown that treatment oriented correctional 
climates are associated with more positive perceptions of 
residents and staff, at least while they are in the program 
(Moos, 1970). 

The concept of case management offers the 
correctional practitioner a blueprint for organizing and 
monitoring more precisely where inmates are in their 
incarceration. It would logically follow that the finer tuned 
the blueprint, the more accurate the findings. 

For these and other reasons related to effective case 
management, some insight into the quality of life of the 
correctional environment is crucial. 

Instrumentation and Collection of Data 
To measure the effectiveness of case management at 

Eastern Correctional Center, each of the five unit's case 
management system was audited by the institutional social 
worker in the summer of 1986 (Suman, 1987). The audit 
included a review of the case management plan, case 
management records, case worker skills and knowledge, and 
evidence of inmate awareness. The results of each unit's 
audit was recorded on the "Eastern Correctional Center 



Case Management Audit Rating Sheet," The rating 
categories (inadequate, marginal, fully meets standards, 
exceeds standards, and exceptional) were collapsed into 
three categories; marginal, fully meets standards, and 
exceeds standards, and given numerical values of 1,2, and 3 
respectively. 

The results of the "Case Management Audit Worksheet 
#2, Case Worker Interview" was also quantified by giving 
numerical values of 1, 2, and 3 to responses. The results of 
the tabulations of both rating instruments were compiled so 
that the unit receiving the highest numerical score was 
designated to have the most effective case management 
system and the unit with the lowest numerical score was 
designated as the least effective case management system. 
The units were thus dichotomized in terms of most and least 
effective in order to have interval data. 

The unit with the most effective case management 
system was found to be Co-Op (work assignment unit), and 
the unit with the least effective case management system was 
found to be Fore ("passive" population unit). 

The Correctional Institutions Environment Scale 
(CIES) was administered over a period of two days in the 
winter of 1986 at Eastern Correctional Center. Every inmate 
on each of these two units was eligible for participation in 
the study. Participation was voluntary and no incentives 
were given. Eighty-five inmates (40.66 percent) participated 
and constituted the sample. On Co-Op unit, the response 
rate was thirty-six out of a total of eighty-nine inmates 
assigned to the unit on the day the CIES was administered 
(40.45 percent). On the FOfe ullit, tht: rt:sponse rate was 
forty-nine out of the one hundred and twenty inmates 
assigned to the unit on the day the CIES was administered 
(40.83 percent). 

Sample Characteristics 
Demographic data shows the sample to be between the 

ages of 21 and 68, forty-one (48.24 percent) White, 40 (47.06 
percent) Black, 3 (3.53 percent) American Indian, and I 
(1.17 percent) identified themselves as "other" with a mean 
age of 31.90. Racial distribution was not representative of 
the State of North Carolina popUlation in general. In other 
words, the Black popUlation was overrepresented in this 
sample. 

The sample reflected a mean educational level of 12.0 
grades, with a minimum of grade completion of six, and a 
maximum of eighteen. 

The offense distribution related to the longest sentence 
in which the respondents are presently serving. Seventy-two 
(84.71 percent) were convicted of a violent crime, and 13 
(15.29 percent) were convicted of a nonviolent crime, as 
defined by the Uniform Crime Reports (1986), Part I and 
Part II categories. Thirty (35.29 percent) had been convicted 
of a prior felony. 

The number of months that the respondents had been 
assigned to Eastern Correctional Center was a mean of 16.50 
months with a minimum of one and a maximum of 46. 

In terms of the program assignments of the 
respondents, twenty (23.53 percent) were enrolled in school 
full-time; eight (9.41 percent) were involved in parHime 
school; twenty-five (29.4 1 percent) worked full-time; nine 
(10.59 percent) were involved in Pl'l1 i.-time work, part-time 
school; and twenty-three (27.06 percent) were unassigned. 
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Forty-nine (57.65 percent) of the respondents were 
active in volunteer programs. Reasons indicated by the 
respondents for participation in program assignment 
included "something to do," "gained time," "incentive 
wage," and "for record and promotion." 

Of the respondents, sixty-two (72.95 percent) strongly 
agreed that work or school was important, sixteen (18.82 
percent) agreed, and five (5.88 percent) strongly disagreed. 
Two (2.35 percent) had no opinion. 

In response to a question of whether unit management 
was an effective method of managing a large correctional 
institution, forty-nine respondents (57.60 percent) indicated 
unit management was effective, nineteen respondents (22.35 
percent) indicated it was ineffective, and seventeen 
respondents (20.05 percent) were undecided. 

Data Analysis 
To test the hypothesis that changes in case man­

agement. the independent variable, would vary with 
changes in social climate, the dependent variable; the results 
for each CIES profile were plotted following Wenk and 
Moos (l972a) standard scores. The results for each CIES 
profile are reported in standardized t scores. (The 
standardized t scores differ from the t-ratio approach used 
later to analyze variance.) For each of the nine dimensions 
the national norm of correctional institutions is a score of 
50. Any institutional score that is 10 or more points above or 
below 50 is generally considered to differ significantly from 
the national norm. Also, a difference of 10 or more points 
between any two scores on the same dimension is generally 
considered significant. A profile score over 50 for any of the 
CIES dimensions, except Staff Control, is above the 
national norm and considered desirable; whereas, a score of 
less than 50 for any dimension, except Staff Control, is be­
low the national norm. Regarding the Staff Control di­
mension, the interpretation is reverse. That is, a score below 
50 is desirable and a score above 50 unfavorable. 

The CIES fi :dings, somewhat suspect because of the 
research of Wright and Boudouris (1982), would be 
analyzed by other statistical techniques. One strategy would 
be to utilize the t-ratio approach to determine if there was 
significant differences between the units in each of the three 
CIES dimensions, relationship, treatment, and system 
maintenance. 

To further analyze the data, a Pearson Product 
Moment Correlation Coefficient would be employed to 
determine the strength and significance of the relationships 
of the nine subscales of the CIES. 

Last, a correlation matrix of the independent variable 
(case management system), selected intervening variables 
(age, school grade, infractions, previous felonies, and 
voluntary participation in programs), and the dependent 
variables (three dimensions of the CIES) would be 
developed to determine if the relationships among these 
variables are significantly correlated. 

FINDINGS 
Inmate Profile 

Figure 1 presents the overall profile scores for the 
Eastern inmates who completed the CIES questionnaire. 
The profile for this sample is well above the national norms 
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for eight of the nine subscales measured, indicating that 
these inmates had a very positive attitude at this particular 
point of their incarceration. The subscale Practical 
Orientation is only slightly below the national norm. 

No significant differences were found between the 
social climates of the two units (Co-Op and Fore). 

Relationship dimension. The three subscales making 
up the relationship dimension present several interesting 
findings. First. respondents feel that the program at Eastern 
encourages the open expression of feelings by both inmates 
and staff. expressiveness, t = 77.61. Support, which 
measures the extent to which inmates are encouraged to be 
helpful and supportive toward other inmates and how 
supportive the staff is toward inmates is also quite positive, 
t = 69.9 I. The third sub scale, involvement, presents a more 
moderate finding, t = 56.09. H ere the respondents are within 
the normal range in developing pride and group spirit. 
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Personal development or treatment dimension. 
Although the profiles of the two units are quite similar, the 
personal development or treatment dimension reflected by 
this population is mixed. They perceive autonomy, the 
extent to which inmates are encouraged to take initiative 
rather positively, t = 72.34. Likewise, they are moderately 
positive in dealing with their personal problems and 
feelings, t = 67.18. But, they are below the national norm in 
their belief that the institution prepares them for release 
from prison, t = 47.27. This latter finding may reflect the 
long-sentence status of this population. That is, their release 
date is so far away that they have not allowed themselves to 
project this far into the future. The lack of job opportun­
ities within the institution might also be a factor in this 
finding. 

System maintenance dimension. The subscale Staff 
Control which assesses the reliance on rules and schedules by 
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the institution to keep inmates under necessary controls is 
viewed by the respondents positively, t = 13.62. Remember, 
a negative score in this dimension is positive. Clarity, 
measuring the extent to which programs and staff 
expectations are specific, t = 73. I I was also significantly 
higher than national norms. The dimension, order and 
organization, measuring how inmate appearance and 
housekeeping standards are met, t = 54.26, is within the 
normal range. 

In summary, the CIES instrument presents an overall 
positive picture of the social climate of this institution. The 
instrument seems to be sensitive to the negative aspects of 
long-term confinement. That is, the inmates perceptions 
that the institution does not prepare them for release into the 
free community. As noted, there was no significant 
difference between the social climates of the two units under 
study. 

A second statistic was used to test these initial findings. 
The nine subscales of the CIES were collapsed into the three 
dimensions; relationships, treatment. and system 
maintenance and the t-method was used to compare means. 
No statistically significant difference was noted. 

To further analvze the data. a Pearson Product­
Moment Correlation ('oefficient was used to determine the 
f;trength and significance of the relationships of the nine 
subscales which comprise the three dimensions of the CIES 
instrument. 

In the relationship dimension, the subscales of 
involvement and support were negatively correlated; the 
subscales of support and expressiveness were positively 
correlated; and the subscales of involvement and 
expressiveness were not significantly correlated. 

In the treatment dimension, all three intercorrelations 
among the subscales were found to be significantly 
positively correlated. 

In the systems maintenance dimension, there exists a 
positive correlation between the subscales order and 
organization and clarity, and negative correlations between 
the subscales of order and organization and staff control 
and c1aritv and staff control. Thus, it was determined that 
the three· dimensions did not vary together as would be 
expected. 

A correlation matrix was developed on the independent 
variable unit, the intervening variables (age, grade, and 
infraction, and the dependent variables (th,'ee dimensions of 
the CIES). Here. no significant relationship among the 
variables was noted. Further. there were no significant 
predictors of the dependent variables (dimensions) among 
the independent and intervening variables, and the 
independent variable (unit) was found to be an insignificant 
predictor of the dependent and intervening variables. 

In summary, the findings noted no significant 
difference between the social climates of the two units. Both 
units had a generally positive social climate. The nine 
su bscales did not correlate significantly around each of the 
three principle dimensions. None of the relationships 
between the independent and intervening variables were 
significantly predicted by the independent variabJe. The 
independent variable of unit did not prove to be a signifi­
cant predictor of any of the nine dependent variables. 
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IMPLICATIONS 
Despite several methodological problems with this 

study such as instrument validity, case mane.gement scaling, 
and sampling sufficiency, the findings have several 
important implications for correctional practice. 

First, the population surveyed was generally positive 
about their situation. These positive attitudes held in spite of 
the nature of thts close custody setting. It might well suggest 
that case management staff are doing a goodjob of making 
this institutional climate positive. 

Second, the very fact of auditing might well signal 
active administrative support for the case management 
system. The history of corrections is replete with the 
tendency of institutions to become non-caring, negative, 
human warehouses. The consequences of system 
intervention are multidimensional. Here, the results seem 
positive. 

Third, we learn from our experiences. We learn for 
example, how to deliver services. By following the case 
management scheme of (1) problem identification, (2) 
assessment, (3) service planning, (4) linkage to resources, (5) 
monitoring results, and (6) case advocacy, we move beyond 
the overused and unproductive dichotomy of treatment 
versus management. 
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Direct Supervision 
Clas1sification 

Sandra Denise Thacker 

Abstract 
This article describes the Direct Supervision Ctas.'!i­

fication Plan developed for the Bexar County Adult 
Detention Center in Sail A Iltonio, Texas. A description of 
the foundation for design, the classij'iration process, the 
classification categories and the reclassljication process are 
discllssed as well as matching the cia.'isification to 
differential supervisory styles. 

The classification mechanism in a direct supervision 
detention center is a very critical element in the overall 
operation of the direct supervision facility. It stands as one 
of the eight principles of direct supervision. Classification 
becomes a central intelligence network of information 
concerning individual inmates and a primary management 
tool for the institution. Classification serves both as a 
repository for receiving information and a method of 
transmitting this information to affected areas. 

The Bexar County Adult Detention Center in San 
Antonio, Texas is soon to open a 1,500 bed direct super­
vision institution. A review of the correctional literature did 
not produce a classification plan written for a direct super­
vision detention center the size of the proposed Bexar 
County operation. In response to a perceived need of 
defining a Classification Plan for the center, the National 
Institute of Corrections appropriated two grants to provide 
funding to \yrite policy and procedure for the plan, design a 
computerized system to support the defined plan and write 
the software system. 

FOUNDATION FOR DESIGN 
There were certain premises the Bexar County staff 

wanted to incorporate in their direct supervision classi­
fication plan. Those premises are: 

I. First and foremost, one must accept the philosophical 
base that man is responsible for his own behavior. 
Inmates may earn their way from one classification to 
another either through good behavior or unacceptable 
behavior and also gain or lose privileges as their be­
havior dictates. 

2. An inmate's behavior which was exhibited during the 
commission of crime does not necessarily dictate the 
behavior they will exhibit while incarcerated. There­
fore, classification by criminal code is not always 
effective. 

3. A basic premise of human behavior is that persons will 
respond to the expectations which are put upon them. 
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Inmates are assigned a classification which places them 
in housing which is the least restrictive. according to 
the deteqnined custody level. 

4. Homosexuals being like heterosexuals are either 
monogamous or promiscuous. Homosexuals who are 
non-overt may be assigned to general population 
single cell housing. 

5. Inmates who have been assigned to a classification 
and have lived by the rules and regulations of the 
facility do not necessarily need to be reclassified 
because they have become sentenced. Therefore, 
classification by status in the jUdicial system is not 
always effective. 

6. The management style the living unit officer will use 
fluctuates according to the type or classification of the 
:"~mate. Some groups of inmates will require less 
monitoring and control than other groups. The class­
ification plan will assist the officer in adjusting 
management style to match the expected behavior of 
the inmate. 

7. The recording instrument used by staff should be 
geared to an observation/ research decision making 
rather than making classification decisions due to 
numerical scores. Human beings do not confine 
themselves to being described in terms of numbers. 
Other than height/weight, age, and LQ., human beings 
are not generally described in numbers. Human beings 
are best described according to the behavior they 
exhibit. 

8. The classification system should be cost effective in 
regard to facility space and staff time working with the 
various classification. 

9. The classification instrument should consist of a blend 
of objective and SUbjective data and consist of input 
from a variety of staff before a classification label is 
assigned. 

10. The classification section should provide a population 
and tracking data tool for use by administrators to 
project future trends. 

The ultimate goal is to return the inmates to society no 
worse than when they entered the facility. 

The direct supervision classification plan is based on 
predicting and monitoring the inmate's behavior. To 
achieve this the classification staff is dIvided into 2 groups. 
One portion of the classification staff conducts the class­
ification interview while a second group conducts both the 
classification interview and are assigned a caseload of 
inmates of like classification, which involves performing 
timely reviews of the inmate's classification. The caseload 
classification officers make daily rvunds of the living units in 
an effort to assist the living unit's officers in a pro-active 
approach to problem solving, and to identify behavior 
patterns of inmates toward the living unit officers so that the 
living unit officers may respond to the inmate using the 



appropriate management style. Caseload Classification 
Officers also keep check to ensure the classification 
assignment is the most appropriate as the inmate evolves 
during the incarceration process. 

THE CLASSIFICATION PROCESS 
Classification is an administrative decision-making 

process designed to achieve the stated objectives while not 
bestowing any right upon the inmate to receive a particular 
classification assignment, nor does it obligate the ad­
ministration to prove a particular classification assignment. 
This decision-making process is organized into a three stage 
data collectfon process designated as follows: 

Stage 1 Initial Risk Assessment 
Stage 1 occurs during the Intake process. Intake clerks 

assemble information from the booking data, observations 
of the transporting officer, their own observations, and 
information supplied by the inmate to prepare an Initial 
Risk Assessment questionnaire. The purpose of the Initial 
Risk Assessment is to identify immediate emergency needs 
and to determine immediate separation requirements in the 
intake area. 

Any medical, psychological, or potential suicidal 
evaluation will be immediately referred to the medicall 
mental health staff. If tlie current crime was notorious 
heinous, highly unusual, sex related, or a crime against ~ 
child, elderly or handicapped, temporary holding in a single 
cell is recommended. In the absence of a single cell, holding 
with inmates of a similar description is indicated. If not 
released, after approximately five hours the inmate will be 
moved from the intake area to the orientation living units. 

A determination will be made as to the language the 
inmate speaks most fluently. This is entered into the system 
and serves as a flag to any subsequent persons who will come 
into contact with the inmate. This will save an abundance of 
time and energy by matching the inmate to staff who are able 
to communicate with the inmate. 

Stage 2 Orientation Assessment/Verification 
The Orientation Assessment provides an opportunity 

to verify information given during the Intake process. The 
orientation living unit officer further screens lor emergency 
needs such as any new illness or psychological complaints, a 
criminal history of sex crimes or crimes against a child, 
elderly, or handicapped, indicators that an inmate may be a 
potential victim because of the nature of the crime, mental 
condition, physical or behavior characteristics, and! or 
indicators that an inmate may be an aggressor due to gang or 
political group affiliations and should be reviewed to 
ascertain any difficulty in adjusting to cohabiting with 
another race or if enemies exist in the facility. 

During the course of stay in the orientation unit, an 
inmate is 0 bserved in a variety of activities such as dayroom 
interaction and participation in activities in the adjacent 
recreation yards. These observations are recorded by the 
Living Unit Officer on an Orientation Behavior Ob­
servation Form which describes behavior. 

This form is provided to the classification staff and 
serves as a part of the data collection pool which can be 
shared with other staff in the facility, Another very essential 
ingredient of the orientation unit are the presentations by 
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Human Services staff. The orientation presentation consists 
of an in-depth explanation of what is expected of the inmate 
at the Bexar County Detention Center, program 
availability, and an explanation of chain of command and 
channels of information. The educational program staff 
conducts testing to place inmates in various classes. A film is 
shown and the inmate is provided a copy of the Inmate 
Handbook. Human Services staff assist the classification 
staff in accessing the inmate for assignment to a High or 
Low Program housing area. 

Program assignments are divided into 2 categories and 
labeled High or Low Program housing. Inmates assigned to 
Low Program housing will be eligible to participate in any 
or all of the following services: 

1. Basic G.E.D.; 
2. English as a Second Language; 
3. Religious service or; 
4. At least one commissary privilege per week. 

Inmates assigned to High Program housing will be 
eligible to participate in any or all of the following services: 

1. Basic and expanded G.E.D.; 
2. English as a Second Language; 
3. Art class; 
4. Religious service; 
5. World of Work or; 
6. At least one commissary privilege per week with a 

possibility of additional purchases or purchase on an 
expanded commissary list. 

Stage 3 Classification Interview 
Within forty-eight hours of entry into the orientation 

unit each inmate will be interviewed by assigned classifi­
cation staff. The purpose of this interview is to gather 
additional information regarding personal! social needs, 
program interests, and other housing assignment criteria. 
Inmates may remain in the orientation unit up to seventy­
two hours for observation and additional classification 
interviews. Housing in the orientation unit shall not exceed 
seventy-two hours from the time of intake. 

The first two stages of the classification process were 
mostly objective. Yes or no responses clearly define 
particular courses of actions. The third stage encompasses a 
combination of objective and subjective decisions. The 
classification officer reviews data collected at Intake, 
Orientation, the Orientation Behavior Observation Form, 
criminal history compiled by records staff, and the results of 
the medical screening. The classification officer performs 
the Classification Interview in counseling rooms adjacent to 
the orientation living unit. 

After the inmate is returned to the orientation living 
unit, the classification officer proceeds to the Human 
Services staff and receives the results of the testing and 
interests the inmate demonstrated during the Human 
Services staff interaction. The classification officer will 
return to the Classification Office with the information 
collected during the interview and this data is then entered 
into the computer system. 



CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES 
Inmates assigned to the general population will be 

housed in four basic housing classifications: 

L Initial/Low Program; 
2. Initial/ High Program; 
3. Subsequent/ Low Program; 
4. Subsequentj High Program. 

Initial/Low Program 
Inmates assigned to Initial! Low Program housing are 

generally first offenders (first time incarcerated), or 
offenders with minimal prior institutional experience, or 
who are genuinely naive to the institutional environment, 
and have chosen not to participate extensively in in­
stitutional programming. These inmates continue to have 
access to basic programs but minimal program participation 
is anticipated because of individual preference. Conse­
quently the level of recreational activity within these units 
generally should be higher in order to compensate for low 
program activity. 

Initial/High Program 
Inmates assigned to Initial/High Program housing are 

generally first offenders (first time incarcerated), or persons 
with minimal prior institutional experience, or consciously 
appear to be genuinely naive to the institutional environ­
ment, and who have elected to participate in available 
institutional programs beyond the basic. Since these 
inmates will participate frequently in programming 
activities, other activities within the unit may be less 
structured. 

Subsequent/Low Program 
Inmates assigned to Subsequent/Low Program 

housing have generally had prior' institutional experience, or 
may be criminally sophisticated, and have elected minimal 
participation in institutional programs. Persons assigned to 
this housing classification are anticipated to be somewhat 
manipUlative and may be uncooperative. Consequently 
structured activities within the unit will be required in order 
to minimize idle time. These inmates continue to have access 
to basic programs. 

Subsequent/High Program 
Subsequent/ High Program housing involve inmates 

with prior institutional experience, or who may be 
criminally sophisticated, and have elected to participate in 
institutional programs beyond the basic. Although behavior 
may be somewhat manipulative it is generally anticipated 
that these inmates will be cooperative and seek to make their 
period of incarceration as pleasant as possible. Con­
sequently the need for highly structured activities in the 
housing unit should be minimal. 

Special Management Housing 
Special Management inmates will have services 

provided on the living unit. Inmates whose criminal history 
or current behavior indicates a need for special security or 
segregation from the general population will be housed in 
the following designated areas: 
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Administrative Segregation 
Administrative Segregation houses inmates whose 

continued presence in the general popUlation poses a serious 
threat to life, property, other inmates, staff members, or the 
security of the facility. 

Protective Custody 
Protective Custody groups inmates whose presence in 

the general popUlation poses an imminent threat to life, 
property, or to themselves. 

Homosexual 
Homosexual inmates whose expressive lifestyles or 

physical behavior and appearance strongly advertise their 
homosexual tendencies should be assigned to special 
housing in order to avoid disruption within the general 
population. 

Substance Abuse 
Inmates whose history or whose recent activity 

indicates substance abuse problems will be housed in 
separate living units so that special attention and 
programming may be provided. Substance Abuse inmates 
who do not have acute medical needs will be housed in 
multiple occupancy housing and located near program 
service areas. 

Stabilized Medical/Mental Inmates 
Inmates who ha ': been identified as mentally ill by 

medical staff but no longer need the acute care offered in an 
infirmary setting will be housed by classification in multiple 
occupancy housing. Multiple Occupancy housing, a small 
group living environment, tends to maximize human inter­
action. 

FOR THOSE FEW WHO CHOSE 
NOT TO ABiDE BY THE RULES 

Discipline under direct supervlSlon should be 
immediate and met with certainty. Once the inmate has 
violated a rule of the institution and has demonstrated 
disruptive behavior which appears to be a risk to the security 
and management of the unit this inmate will be placed in the 
Intensive Supervi~.ion system of the fa'cility where the 
greatest supervision is imposed. Placement into this unit 
labeled as Intensive Supervision is considered temporary 
and is viewed as a place where inmates will be able to collect 
themselves in order to function properly in a less intensively 
supervised housing area. Each inmate is given a discipline 
hearing within 72 hours of placement into the unit. 

REVIEWS/RECLASSIFI CATION 
Since classification is an on-going collection and 

decision-making process, classification reviews will be 
conducted by classification caseload officers periodically, 
depending upon the specific classification category of each 
mdividual inmate. Classification reviews will take place on 
the last day of an inmate's disciplinary detention, a change in 
the inmate's judicial status or inmate worker status, upon a 
request by staff or the inmate and in the following timely 
sequence: 



Intensive Supervision " .. , ••... ,...... daily 
Administrative Segregation ....•..... weekly 
Protective Custody ................. weekly 
General Population .... every 30 days interval 

The caseload classification officer performing a 
classification review wiII be responsible for communicating 
with the security officers of the housing unit and program­
ming staff delivering services to the housing areas as to the 
progress of this inmate in his assigned housing unit and 
classification. If deemed necessary, the inmate may be 
reclassified or relocated. 

APPEALS 
The inmate has a right to appeal the classification 

decision to higher authorities. The first level of appeal is to 
the Classification Manager. If the inmates are not satisfied 
with the response at the first level of appeal, they may appeal 
to the second level; the Detention Center Director. If the 
inmates again are not satisfied, the inmate may wish to 
appeal to the third and final level; the Sheriff. Staffinvolved 
will have a 72 hour response time to the inmate with the 
inmate having 48 hours from receipt of response from one 
level of appeal to the next level of appeal if necessary. 

DIFFERENTIAL SUPERVISORY STYLES 
The process of classification involves the identification 

of behavioral characteristics and the assignment ofinmates 
to particular housing units baed on anticipated behavior 
and adjustment to the instiL . nal environment. Such a 
piocess assumes that inmates ;; :a like classification will 
exhibit similar behavioral characteristics. Consequently 
differential staff supervision styles are necessary to respond 
to and control individual and group inmate behavior. Some 
groups of inmates will require less monitoring and control 
than others. In an effort to meet their various monitoring 
and control requirements and in order to provide more 
autonomy to inmates who exhibit positive self control in the 
institutional environment, differential supervisory styles 
will be employed throughout the institution in living units. 
Supervisory styles are tailored, either informally or 
formally, to the degree of cooperation exhibited by the 
inmate popUlation in adhering to institutional rules and 
procedures. In a system where inmate housing and program 
assignment are based upon behavioral characteristics of the 
inmates it is appropriate that inmates be rewarded through 
increased autonomy and decision-making; if they exhibit 
sufficient ability to do so. Detention Officers and other staff 
assi!!'1!~d to housing units are expected to exercise the degree 
of c ,1 necessary to maintain adherence to institutional 
rule" .. ,ld regulations. They are also expected to allow 
increased autonomy of decision-making and increased level 
of activities within the living units if inmate behavior so 
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warrants. The three supervisory styles to be used in the 
direct supervision model are identified and defined as the 
following; 

Directive Supervision 
Directive Supervision is a formal or authoritative style 

used with inmates who are uncOOperative or who may not 
readily understand their responsibilities. This style is 
characterized by staff providing specific instructions for 
each activity on a step-by-step basis. 

Collaborative Super-vision 
The Collaborative Supervisory style is facilitative in 

nature and is used when inmates are attempting to cooperate 
but may not be doing so consistently. This style is 
characterized by a discussion of alternatives with the inmate 
before a decision is made or directions are given. 

Democratic Supervision 
When inmates consistently exhibit the ability and 

willingness to cooperate, it is appropriate for staff to adopt a 
less active role and allow inmates to make decisions and 
share responsibilities by mutual consent. The Democratic 
Supervisory style is characterized by staff attempting to help 
structure the decision-making powers, holding inmates 
accountable for the results, and insuring that the results are 
within the boundaries of institutional rules and procedures. 

In addition to matching an inmate management style to 
a classification of inmate, the administration of a direct 
supervision institution has an obligation to analyze the 
talents of the Hne staff. The Classification Manager along 
with the Assistant Director of Security and Medical Director 
screens the staff and assigns the staff to housing units where 
the staff member can use their abilities. This process of 
matching staff and inmates is an essential ingredient in the 
overall pro-active approach to inmate management. 

CONCLUSION 
The use of this type of classification instrument and 

matching classification to the use of differential super­
visory style is relatively new. The plan is designed for use in 
direct supervision institutions. The next step in this process 
will be to validate the system to ensure it is capturing what 
needs to be gathered and that communication dynamics are 
working toward effective management within the inmate 
popUlation. 
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Abstract 

The lVI assachusetts Department of Correction recently 
implemented a classification system ell titled "Classificatioll 
and Program Agreements" or CAPA. CAPA is a voluntary 
program agreement offered to some inmates durillg a class­
ification hearing where the Departmellt of CorrectiDll and 
the inmate agree to a scheduled reduction in security levels 
according to a "standard movement chronology" contingent 
upon positive adjustment and program participation in 
designated need areas for the duration of the agreemellt. All 
inmates serving sentences where parole eligibility date is six 
months away or more are eligible to sign a CAP A . Inmates 
with outstanding serious warrants, current mental health 
issues, a sigllificant disciplinary history, extreme protection 
issues, housed in the Department Segregation Unit or who 
pose a threat to the community are not eligiblefor a CAPA. 

CAP A was envisioned as an objective and systematic 
process by which the programmatic needs and security 
requirements of each inmate could be identified and 
assessed upon commitment to the Department of 
Correction. It was also seen as a tool for forecasting and 
managing bedspace, enhancing inmate management, 
motivating inmates to participate in programs, and 
increasing the likelihood for successful reintegration from 
higher to lower levels of security and ultimately back to 
society. In addition to describing the CAPA system, this 
article reports on an evaluation of that system. 

The Massachusetts Department of Correction eDOC) 
classification philosophy, processes and procedures 
emerged from Chapter 777 ofthe 1972 Correctional Reform 
Act which "stipulated that the Commissioner of Correction 
establish a classification system to enable development of a 
rehabilitative program for each committed offender; assign 
or transfer an inmate to facilities appropriate for both 
custody and program needs, and set up necessary screening 
committees to make recommendations on each inmate 
(Massachusetts Department of Correction, 1987)." Since 
1972, the DOC has experimented with different classifi­
cation systems. There have been area board classification 
systems, reception and diagnostic centers, contract classifi­
cations, and most recently, Classification and Program 
Agreements or CAP A. 
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As listed in Volume I of the DOC Classification 
Manual (Massachusetts Department of Correction, 1987), 
the following are guiding objectives of the classification 
system: 

Massachusetts Department of Corrections 
Classification System Objectives 

l. "The system shall be rational, consistent and have 
equitable methods of assessing the relative needs 
and risks of each individual inmate with respect 
to appropriate agency resources. 

2. The system shall adhere to the principle that in­
mates be placed in the least restrictive security 
level required to ensure protection of the public, 
correctional staff, themselves, and other inmates. 

3. The inmates shall be classified on the basis of 
factual information and specific criteria. 

4. The process shall be uniformly applied so that 
similarly situated inmates receive similar security 
and program assignments. 

5. The system shall provide centralized control, 
monitoring, and evaluations of the process. 

6. The procedures shall ensure the systematic review 
of inmates as a means to transfer inmates to re­
duced or increased levels of security when war­
ranted. 

7. The classification process shall be designed to 
maximize the potential for the inmate's reintegra­
tion to a successful, law abiding community life. 

8. The system shall provide for maximum involve­
ment of the inmate in determining the nature and 
direction of individualized goals, and a mechanism 
for appealing administrative decisions affecting 
the inmate. 

9. The system shall be adequately staffed and the 
Department staff shall be trained in its use. 

10. The system shall provide factual and quantifiable 
data to facilitate research." 

In assessing and balancing the security and program­
matic needs of inmates versus those of the public and the 
resources of the DOC, particular attention is paid to the 
concepts of eligibility and suitability which form the 
parameters within which classification decisions are made. 
Eligibility, as defined, means that inmate placement in 
various security levels or participation in certain programs, 
is limited or conditioned by Massachusetts General Laws, 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Regulations (CMR), or 
Department of Correction Policy. For example, forestry 
camps, by law, cannot accept sex offenders. Eligibility 
factors have an objective basis and can be stated explicitly. 

By contrast, suitability factors are more subjective and 
answered through a staff person's judgment, common sense, 
and experience in the analysis of the objective data relative 
to an inmate's case. In short, while an inmate may be eligible 
for a certain program or custody level, he or she may not be 
suitable for it. For example, while an inmate may meet the 
eligibility criteria for placement in minimum security, he or 
she may not be suitable for it based on a history of escape 
attempts or poor adjustment in non-walled facilites. 



The Inmate Population and Overcrowding 
Inmate classification within the Massachusetts COf­

rectional system is complicated by a number of factors 
unique to both the inmate population and DOC facilities. 
First, 69 percent (3,889) of the inmate population is 
incarcerated for a violent offense (i.e., offense against a 
person Or sex offense) (Holt, 1987). However, of the 31 
percent (1,747) currently incarcerated for a non-violent 
offense (i.e., property, drug, or other), many have violent 
criminal histories, leading to the estimate that in fact, 80 to 
85 percent of the state prison popUlation consists of 
currently or previously violent offenders. 

Second, although Massachusetts has the sixth lowest 
incarceration rate in the nation (97 inmates per 100,000 
popUlation in 1986), it has the nation's third most over­
crowded prison system (after California which was first 
and Hawaii which was second) (Camp and Camp, 1987). On 
January I, 1987. the system was operating at 68.1 percent 
over capacity (Camp and Camp. 1987). 

Third. the violent nature of the inmate popUlation, 
coupled with the severe overcrowding. has led to rapid 
movement of inmates through the system in what one ad­
ministrator referred to as a "game of musical beds." For 
example, in 1986, there were 8.147 interinstitutional 
transfers \vithin the system and a total of 31.}61 mm'es 
involving 7,970 inmates (Lorant. 1987). 

In partial response to the violent criminal history ofthe 
inmate population. severe overcroWding, and volume and 
rapidity of inmate movements, the Massachusetts 
Department of Correction recently has developed and 
implemented a new classification system built around the 
concept of Classification and Program Agreements. 

Objectives 

CLASSIFlC'ATION AND 
PROGRAM AGREEMENTS 

The Massachusetts Department of Correction's class­
ification system is built around a concept called "Class­
ification and Program Agreements" or CAP A. The C APA 
is a voluntary program agreement offered to some inmates 
during a classitication hearing in which the DOC and inmate 
agree to a scheduled reduction in security contingent upon 
positive adjustment and program participation for the 
duration of the agreement. The CAP A indicates the 
inmate's program needs, the actions to be taken to address 
those needs, the institution(s) where the sentence will be 
served, and the transfer schedule according to which the 
inmate wiII be moved through the system, from higher to 
lower levels of security contingent upon adherence to the 
conditions specified in the CAP A. Inmates who abide by the 
CAPA by participating in designated program areas and 
adhering to special conditions such as remaining free of 
disciplinary reports, are to be transferred to reduced security 
levels according to a Standard Movement Chronology. 
Inmates who either are not eligible or suitable fOf a CAPA 
or choose not to sign a CAPA are also expected to 
participate in designated program areas and remain free of 
disciplinary reports. They are not promised, however, a 
scheduled reduction in security levels nor do they know in 
advance where they will serve their sentence. 
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The CAP A system was envisioned as a systematic 
process by which the programmatic needs and security 
requirements of each inmate could be identified and 
assessed upon commitment. Given the fact that 85 percent of 
the DOC inmate popUlation has a present or past violent 
criminal history, and the severe overcrowding problem in 
the DOC, it was felt that an objective or point-based dass­
ification system using a risk instrument would not work well 
since it would result in too many inmates being scored or 
classified for maximum security where there is already a 
strict cap on the count. Thus. in CAP A the DOC has opted 
for a more subjective classification scheme which relies on 
the expert opinions of classification staff. In effect, the 
CAP A developed at initi.al assessment and classification is 
viewed as an "individualized program plan by which an 
inmate's successful reintegration from higher to lower levels 
of security and ultimately to society can be maximized 
(Massachusetts Department of Correction, 1987)." The 
C APA seeks to accomplish tlus by mapping out an inmate's 
expected length of incarceration, based upon the presumed 
earliest parole or discharge date which serves as the frame­
work within which the specific components of the agreement 
are developed. These components include: an assessment of 
the inmate's programmatic needs; schedule of program 
participation, progress and completion; and, a schedule of 
institutional placement and transfer. 

A second major purpose and function of C APA is that 
it was seen as a management planning tool for identifying, 
projecting, and managing available bed space at each 
security level. Given the serious extent of overcrowding, it 
was felt that based upon the specific criteria in the Standard 
Movement Chronology, CAPA would allow for the fore­
casting of bedspace in a manner which streamlines the 
classification process and maximizes the usage of lower 
security placements, thereby assisting in reducing the severe 
overcrowding in the major, higher security institutions. 

Finally, by integrating programs and classification. and 
basing this on a reintegration model, CAPA was felt to 
provide an incentive to inmates to participate in designated 
programs and maintain positive institutional adjustment. It 
was believed that knowing where and when they would be 
transferred within the system was a strong incentive to 
maintain positive adjustment and stay in programs. 

CAP A Eligibility jSuitability Criteria 
All inmates serving sentences whose parole eligibility or 

discharge date is six months away or more (female& 90 days 
or more) are eligible for CAP A except for those inmates in 
the Department's Segregation Unit (DSU). In addition, 
inmates who have any of the following may not be suitable 
for a CAPA. 

1. Serious warrants that have the potential to change 
(i.e., lengthen) the sentence structure. 

2. Current mental health problems, where behavior is 
difficult to predict. 

3. Significant disciplinary histories. 
4. Inmates who pose a threat to the community. 
5. Extreme protection issues. 

Currently, about 75 percent of the DOC population meets 
the eligibility criteria for a CAPA. Of those eligible, about 
75 percent choose to participate by signing an agreement. 



The Standard Movement Chronology 
In Massachusetts. the primary determinant of the level 

of security an inmate wiII be placed in is length of sentence. 
This raises the important issue of how much time an inmate 
must serve on his or her sentence, other factors being equal, 
before becoming suitable for placement in medium, 
minimum, or pre-release security levels. In order to meet the 
classification principle of placing inmates in the least 
restrictive security level given the risks they pose to public 
safety, while simultaneously making such placements in an 
objective, rational, and consistent manner, the Standard 
Movement Chronology was developed. 

The Standard Movement Chronology is a timetable 
which establishes transfer schedules to medium, minimum, 
and pre-release security levels by considering an inmate's 
sentence and earliest presumed parole eligibility date. The 
Chronology was developed by classification staff who 
determined the optimum periods that inmates should serve 
in each security level based upon their own experiences in 
classifying offenders. It was then used by research staff to 
determine how many inmates in custody at that time would 
be placed in each security level if the Chronology alone was 
the only criterion for placement. Modifications were then 
made to the Chronology to account for the realities of the 
inmate popUlation and the availability of beds. 

It should be emphasized that the Standard Movement 
Chronology does not set eligibility criteria for placement in 
terms of time to be served by an inmate in the various 
secUl'itv levels. It does, however, sharply define when 
inmate's move to various securitv levels unless mitigating \ Ir 
aggravating circumstances exist. Thus, although tIe 
Chronology is to be strictly followed in determining transf ~r 
schedules, aggravating or mitigating circumstances mig'\t 
exist which warrant the inmate serving more or less tim.: in 
higher levels of security even though they may have already 
served substantial portions of time on their sentences. For 
example,' mitigating circumstances warranting quicker 
placement in lower security levels might include: a limited or 
non-existent criminal history; exemplary institutional 
behavior and program involvement; strong community ties; 
and successful bail period. By contrast, aggravating 
circumstances making an inmate more suitable for 
maximum securitv would include: extensive and violent 
criminal history; 'extremely serious or heinous nature of 
offense; and, poor disciplinary history and institutional 
adjustment. In sum, although the Standard Movement 
Chronology does not set eligibility criteria for placement, it 
sharply d';;fines when inmates should move to various 
security levels unless mitigating or aggravating 
circumstances exist. A copy of the Standard Movement 
Chronology and its corresponding sentence conversion 
tables are presented in Appendix 1. 

Types of Sentences in Massachusetts 
There are two types of state sentences in Massachusetts. 

The Reformatory (Concord) sentence is for an indefinite 
term of years and parole eligibility is determined by Parole 
Board Guidelines. For example, on a typical Concord 
sentence of 10 years, the inmate is eligible for parole one year 
after his effective date of sentencing if he had no prior adult 
incarcerations, or in 18 months if he had a prior adult 
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incarceration. A state prison (Cedar Junction) sentence by 
contrast, is for a definite minimum and maximum term of 
years (e.g., 6-10 years) with parole eligibility being governed 
by statute. Typically, an offender convicted of a non­
violent offense must serve one-third of the minimum 
sentence to be parole eligible ''''hile a violent offender must 
serve two-thirds of the minimum sentence to be parole 
eligible. According to the Standard Movement Chronology, 
an inmate must serve fifty percent of the sentence in 
maximum or medium security before transfer to minimum 
security or pre-release. For example, an inmate with a state 
prison sentence of more than 20 years minimum would have 
to spend at least 10 percent of their sentence in maximum 
security, 50 percent in medium security, 20 percent (or no 
more than 6 years) in minimum security, and 20 percent (or 
no more than 12 months) in pre-release. 

Classification Centers 
There are three reception centers to the DOC. MCI­

Concord is a medium security institution for inmates with 
reformatory sentences that serves as the Initial Classifi­
cation Center for most males committed to the Department 
of Correction including those who receive state prison 
sentences. MCl-Cedar Junction is a maximum security 
institution for inmates who receive state prison sentences. A 
small percentage of inmates receiving state prison sentences 
(e.g., first degree lifers) are classified at Cedar-Junction. 
MCI-Framingham is a medium security institution 
exclusively for female commitments where they are classi­
fied. In total, there is one maximum security institution, 6 
medium security, and 14 lower security facilities which are 
either minimum, pre-release, or mixed minimum / pre­
release, for a grand total of 21 institutions. 

The CAP A Process 
Intake 
Within 24 hours of arrival, but SUbsequent to a medical 

screening, the inmate will be assigm:d to a correction 
counselor and will have an intake evaluation completed. 
The purposes of the intake evaluation are as follows: a) to 
determine any immediate areas of need and concerns as 
reported by the inmate or observed by the Correction 
Counselor; b) to determine a housing assignment within the 
institution; and, c) to generate referrals for needs assess­
ments. 

Upon completion of the intake, the correction 
counselor checks to insure that certain key issues have been 
addressed. Of particular importance are enemy situations or 
protective custody needs, escape history, history of 
institutional disruption, and mental health issues requiring 
immediate attention such as depression or suicide threats. 
The inmate is informed of approximately when he or she will 
be classified and how to contact the counselor in the weeks 
to come. The Correction Counselor also completes the 
Community Data Record portion of a Quick Reference 
Index and registers the inmate for Orientation. It is 
explained at this time that Orientation is a week long 
program which includes presentations by department heads, 
information concerning such specific topics as laundry and 
canteen procedures, question and answer sessions, and 
educational and vocational testing. 

As a voluntary system, a major feature of CAPA is the 



participation of the inmate in the development ofthe agree­
ment. Thus, this requires that the inmate be informed and 
educated about CAP A, and this process starts at each 
institution's inmate orientation program which includes an 
overview of C APA and distribution of a CAP A information 
package consisting of a sample agreement, Standard 
Movement Chronology and General Guidelines. At 
orientation it is explained to inmates that there is actually no 
benefit in not becoming involved in an agreement since 
inmates without agreements will also be expected to 
participate in designated programs and maintain positive 
adjustment. Inmates without an agreement do not know 
when and where thev will be transferred while those with an 
agreement know this as well as what is expected of them in 
terms of program participation. In addition to this infor­
mation package, inmates with valid agreements are 
instructed on the process of becoming involved in the agreed 
upon programming and informed of how the inmate's 
compliance with CAPA will be monitored. 

Initial Classification 
Initial classification consists of an assessment of an 

inmate's programmatic and security needs. Eleven need 
areas shown bv researt h to be associated with criminality 
are assessed in initial classification: vocational; educationai; 
alcohol control; drug control: counseling; family; social; 
legal: health; financial; and living arrangements. As 
previously noted, the inmate's programmatic needs are 
largely predetermined by the Standard Movement 
Chronology in light of the inmate's sentence length and 
mitigating or aggravating circumstances. It is usually at 
initial classification that a Classification and Program 
Agreement will be written although one may be developed at 
any time during the inmate's incarceration. 

After reviewing the results of assessments conducted by 
professional treatment staff and discussing the inmate's 
personal goals, the correctional counselor formalizes these 
assessments and g0als into a tentative program plan. In 
developing the plan the counselor uses the DOC Program 
Description Book which identifies the specific program 
resources available to address the inmate's needs at the 
institution{s) where they will serve their sentence. Programs 
may be developed for any of the following need areas: 
education; vocational; substance abuse; mental health; and 
financial. 

Before a particular program plan is designated, the 
security level that the inmate will be placed in is determined 
using the Standard Movement Chronology and other 
eligibility I suitability criteria. Once a security level has been 
determined, a particular institution(s) within that security 
level is selected considering: program availability, bed space 
projections, documented enemy problems, and medical 
needs. 

After determining a security level and selecting the 
particular institution, the specific programs offered at the 
particular institution can be incorporated into the agree­
ment. In some instances certain types of programs (e.g. 
industries) may not exist across all institutions. Care must be 
taken to ensure that the counselor designates within the 
appropriate security level and given other considerations, 
the institution which does have the program resources to 
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meet the inmate's needs, Further, an inmate may have been 
committed years before CAPA was introduced or routine 
assessments were performed, and because an inmate's need 
areas may change over time, the correctional counselor must 
meet regularly with the inmate to ensure that an assessment 
has been performed by treatment staff, determine if the 
inmate wants to participate in CAP A, and assess changing 
need areas. An example of a completed CAPA, 
incorporating both a program plan and transfer schedule is 
included in Appendix 2. 

After the inmate and correctional counselor draft the 
CAP A, it is reviewed in a classification hearing in which the 
inmate appears with his or her counselor before a three 
member Classification Board which typically consists of a 
correctional counselor, correctional officer, and member of 
the treatment staff. Once the Classification Board reviews 
the CAP A in this hearing, it is approved or modified by the 
board. It is then reviewed by the institutional Superin­
tendent before being sent for final review to the 
Commissioner or his! her designee. The Classification 
Board, Superintendent and Commissioner's designee all 
have the authority to approve or modify the CAPA. If a 
CAPA is modified, an inmate has five days in which to 
submit a written appeal if he or she should so choose. 

CAP A Monitoring: Subsequent Classification 
Classification is an on-going process which occurs for 

as long as the inmate remains in DOC custody. This 
continual reassessment of the inmate's security and 
programmatic needs which occurs after the initial 
classification process is known as subsequent classification. 
The subsequent classification reviews serve to formally 
evaluate an inmate's status and monitor his compliance with 
the CAP A. These reviews must be conducted at least every 6 
months and more frequently if the inmate's case warrants it. 
There are two types of subsequent reviews: General Reviews 
& Reclassification Reviews. 

The General Review 
The monitoring of the inmate's compliance with the 

CAPA is done both formally and informally. Formal 
monitoring takes the form of the subsequent classification 
general review performed every six months. For this review, 
a classification board reviews the report prepared by the 
correction counselor and interviews the inmate in order to 
examine if they have complied with the CAP A. The Class­
ification and Program Services Division generates a 
monthly Transfer List to the different institutions which 
projects scheduled transfers several months in advance. In 
preparing their classification report, the counselor must 
review this transfer list and consult wi.th program treatment 
staff in order to obtain their assessment as to whetherornot 
an imnate is making a good faith effort to comply with the 
CAPA. Informal monitoring of the CAPA consists of the 
counselor meeting with the inmate on a monthly basis to 
review his or her compliance. In addition, there are routine 
contacts between counselors and program staff to discuss 
the inmate's progress. 

The purpose of the General Review is to address all 
areas of concern regarding the inmate's adjustment within 
the institution such as placement, housing, work, and 



program assignments. In addition, the inmate may use this 
review to apply for furlough or early parole consideration. If 
the inmate has a CAP A, special attention is paid to the need 
areas indicated so as to determine if the inmate has 
complied with it. If the General Review indicates that the 
inmate has complied with CAPA then his security level will 
be reduced and he will be placed in a less secure facility at the 
time indicated on the transfer schedule. If the inmate is not 
under CAP A then an Agreement can be drafted during a 
General Review. For non-CAPA inmates, the General 
Review is used to assess their eligibility and suitability for 
lower security placement. 

The Reclassification Review 
A Reclassification Review can be conducted if an 

inmate has willfully failed to comply with the programmatic 
or specific provisions of his CAP A or if the inmate has 
demonstrated an inability to function in a particular security 
leveL If this occurs the Classification Board can review the 
inmate for possible higher security placement and recom­
mend to the Superintendent of the institution that the 
transfer schedule be modified. A transfer to higher security 
results in an automatic modification of the CAPA. A final 
decision to modify the CAPA must be made bv the Com-
missioner's or his; her designee. • 

CAPA Renegotiation 
The CAPA is not a static document but may be 

modified or renegotiated at any time under certain circum­
stances. These include: 

o Reclassification to or Review for Higher Security. 
If an inmate is reclassified or reviewed for higher 
security for disciplinary infractions, returns from 
escape, or other reasons, the CAPA must be re­
negotiated. 

e Legal Issues. If an inmate receives any additional or 
forthwith sentences which affect parole eligibility 
or tpe discharge date, or a substantial sentence re­
duction due to good time or jail credits in excess of 
90 days, the CAPA may be renegotiated. 

o Failure to Comply with Programs. Renegotiation 
can occur if the inmate fails to comply with or put a 
sufficient effort into the programs specified in the 
CAPA. If the inmate does not participate in a 
program due to a failure of the DOC to provide the 
program, the inmate is not penalized. 

\!) Transfer to Minimum Security. All agreements are 
subject to renegotiation once an inmate is placed 
in minimum security, except for those CAPA agree­
ments developed at initial classification for inmates 
placed directly into minimum security or pre-release. 
In drafting a new agreement, the counselor and 
Classification Board should review the prior agree­
ment and determine whether the programs should 
still apply. CAPAs developed from minimum 
security may include community work-release 
assignments and community-based programs. 

Training 
Training of classification staff consists of courses 

offered through the Department's Training Academy and 
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rotating membership on classification boards at the three 
reception centers. 

In addition to a mandatory forty-hour orientation 
program which all Department of Correction staff 
participate in, classification staff may take the following 
classification-related courses through the Department's 
Training Academy: 

o Basic Principles and Techniques of Counseling 
e Classification 
o Classification and Program Agreements 
o Classification Board Chairmanship 
o Classification Board Presentation and Report 

Writing 
o Cultural Issues in Corrections: Dealing with the 

Black Inmate 
o Identification and Management of the Mentally III 

Inmate 
e Introductory Sentence! Date Computation 
G Program Services 
G Protective Custody Issues 
o Understanding Substance Abuse and Addiction 
III Spanish for Correction Officers! Correction 

Counselors 

This coursework is supplemented by "on-the-job­
training" experience in which classification staff at each 
institution serve on classification boards on a rotation basis 
at the three reception centers. This allows staff at lower 
security level facilities and at other receiving institutions to 
participate in the initial classification process of inmates as 
they enter the system via the reception centers. 

Is CAP A Effective? 
At this writing, the Research division of the Massa­

chusetts Department of Correction is about to begin an 
evaluation of the inmate classification system. The primary 
objective of this study is to conduct an evaluation of the 
DOC classification system and CAPA specifically. 

Just as there are different types of classification 
systems, there also exist different methods for studying both 
prediction (Gottfredson, 1987) and classification systems 
(Brennan, 1987). In his article on approaches to evaluating 
classification systems, Austin (1986) has distinguished 
between process analysis versus validation or impact 
analysis. Process analysis is a form of evaluation which 
examines whether or not a classification system has been 
properly designed, implemented, and used as intended. 
When applied to classification, process analysis "seeks to 
describe in both quantitative and qualitative terms, how the 
decision-making process, custody assignments and inmate 
movements are carried out by staff (Austin, 1986)." 

Process analysis is increasingly being seen as a 
necessary first and essential step in evaluation research 
before validation or impact evaluation is conducted. This is 
because a narrow focus on validation and system impact 
runs the risk of making statements of causality without first 
understanding if the program is operating as intended. For 
example, research focused exclusively on impact may 
declare a program or system to be invalid when actually the 
failure to find impacts or validity may be due to improper 
implementation of the program itself and not an inherent 



unworthiness to the program concept. Alternatively, 
research may document impressive program impacts or 
outcomes which are in fact fortuitous and due to extraneous 
or non-program factors. 

By contrast. validation analysis examines whether and 
how well the individual items in classification instruments 
are predictive of inmate behavior. This is more related to 
what Alexander (1986) has labelled the "touchstone of 
classification effectiveness," namely the ability to predict 
inmate behavior accurately. Some, (Solomon and Baird, 
1982), have argued that corrections needs to deemphasize 
prediction and emphasize consistency and equity in 
decision-making and the value of classification to manage­
ment. Finally, impact analysis is focused on whether partic­
ipation in a certain program has its intended effects which 
are presumably due to the program "treatment." 

The study will consist of three phases. Phase I is a 
process analysis of the DOC classification system intended 
to find out whether the system was implemented as planned. 
Phase 2 will be a studv of a classification validation in order 
to establish whether the classification criteria are predictive 
of inmate behavior. Phase 3 will examine the impacts of 
C APA by comparing the institutional adjustment and 
program participation of inmates who have a CAPA with 
those who are not eligible suitable for a CAPA and those 
who choose not to participate in CAP A. 

Although it is not presently possible to make a 
statement a bout the effectiveness of CAP A. DOC ad­
ministrators believe there are some indications that 
CAPA is having an impact. They point to four trends. First, 
the percent of inmates choosing to participate in CAP A has 
steadily increased from the program's inception in 1985 to 
75 percent of those eligible today. This could be interpreted 
as an indication of the incentive value of CAP A to inmates. 
Second. program participation rates are on the rise. Third, 
disciplinary reports are on the decline. Finally. bed space is 
being managed more effectively with virtually all 
institutions operating at 100 percent or more of bed space 
capacity. Empirical support for these observations, 
however. will have to await the results of the evaluation 
study. 
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Eastern Kentucky University 
Admissions 

Students are admitted to Eastern Kentucky University 
foHowing graduation from an accredited high school, by 
transfer of credits from other colleges and universities, or by 
special approval. 

Applicants for admission are responsible for providing 
the Admissions Office with a complete application form, 
A CT scores, and proper transcripts of academic credit prior 
to the opening date of a term. 

Admissions applications and detailed information is 
available by writing: Division of Admissions, Eastern 
Kentucky University, Richmond, Ky. 40475-3101. 
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APPENDIX 1 

STANDARD MOVEMENT CHRONOLOGY 
AND SENTENCE CONVERSION TABLES 

Massachusetts Department of Corrections 

STANDARD MOVEMENT CHRONOLOGY FOR INITIAL CLASSIFICATION 

Maximum Medium Minimum Pre-Release/Contract 

First Degree 
Lifers 3 yrs. 7 yrs. 4 yrs. 3 yrs. Cadre 

2nd Degree Lifers 18 months 6 yrs. 6\11 yrs. 12 months 

2; 3 Walpole 
sentence more 10~(1 50% 20% 
than 20 yrs. (or no more than 20% (or no more 
minimum 6 yrs.) than 12 months) 

(2!3rds) 
Walpole sentences 100( 40% 30% *20% (or no more 
10-20 yrs. than 12 months) 
minimum 

(2/3rds) Walpole 
sentences less Ollc 50% 30(;0 20% 
than 10 yrs. 
minimum 

(l/3rd) 
Walpole sentence Ot;( 30% 500(, *20% (or no more 
more than ) 0 yrs. than 12 months) 
minimum 

(l ! 3rd) 
Walpole sentence 
less than 10 yrs. OC" .0 30% 30% 40% 
minimum 

Concord sentences 
6 months to PE 00,(, I month OSf 5 months 

Concord sentences 
12 months to PE 0% 1 month o months I I months 

Concord sentences 
18 months to PE 00( I month 5 months 12 months 

Concord sentences 
24 months to PE 0% 6 months 6 months 12 months 

-

Percentage of time served ~Pl be calculated from effective date of sentence to the earliest parole date . 
• !' 

*If the time spent in pre-release exceeds I J months, the balance shall normally be spent in minimum security. If the time 
spent in mimimum exceeds 6 years the balance will be spent in medium. 
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Standard Movement Chronology for Returns & Higher Security or Escape 

Escapes (Current Incarceration Only) Maximum Medium 

Agreement Placement Consequences Crime On No Crime Crime On No Crime 
Escape On Escape Escape No Escape 

Escape (or Attempt) from extension of confinement (escape or attempts from furlough, work rclease, P.R.A., OJ 

any other community) 

Returned voluntarily within 24 I year 6 months 
hours of escape 

Returned after 24 hour period 
voluntarily or involuntarily 2 years 12 months 

Returned after 2nd escape of any Remainder Remainder 
nature of of 

Sentence Sentence 

Escape (or attempt) from confinement (includes grounds of a correctional institution, hospital program, and 
industry crew site.) 

Returned voluntarily within 24 hours 6 months 2 years 

of escape 12 months 18 months 

Returned after 24 hour period I_year I year 

voluntarily or involuntarily 2 years 2 years 

Returned after 2nd escape of any 12 months Bal. of Sent. 

nature 2 years Bal. of Sent. 

Returns to Higher Custody 
A~reement Placement Consequences Maximum Medium 

From minimum or Pre-Release security of a non-violent, 60 Days 
non-assaultive nature. 

From ~Jlinimum or Pre-Release security of a violent or 6 months 
assaultive nature. 

Each subsequent return of any nature from minimum or Pre- I year 
Release security. 

From minimum or Pre-Release security resulting in a new 6 months I year 
crime(s) and conviction. 

From medium security of a non-violent or non-assaultive 6 months 
nature. 

From medium security of a violent or assaultive nature. I year 

Each subsequent return of any nature from medium or close 18 months 
custody. 

From medium security resulting in a new crime(s) I year 
conviction. 

Each return to higher custody resulting in DSU Commitment DSU Plus 
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APPENDIX 2 

SAMPLE (CAPA) 

Massachusetts Department of Corrections 

SUMMAR Y jKEY ISSUES 
FORM A 

Name _______________ # _____ Institution ________ Date _____ _ 

Review Status: Transfer: ____ Reclass ____ General ____ Early Parole ____ Furlough ___ _ 

Key Issues: 

* 1) Agreement status l program participation vs. need assessments established during initial classification 
and! or subsequent reviews. 

* 2) 

* 3) 
* 4) 
* 5) 
+ 6) 

+ 7) 

+ 8) 
+ 9) 
+ 10) 
+ II) 

Time served with regard to CAPA Guidelines. 
Number and nature of returns to higher custody with regard to CAPA Guidelines. 
Number and nature of escapes or attempted escapes with regard to CAPA Guidelines. 
Inmates understanding and participating in agreement process. 
Placement restrictions -- i.e.: SDP, CORI A, NCIC, FBI, mandatory sentences, legal 
issues, etc. 
Adjustment summary - i.e.: D History, Housing reports, Work evaluations, DSU commitment, 
etc. 
Nature of Criminal History! Official Version. 
Special Housing needs ~ i.e.: documented enemies and reviews of placement alternatives. 
Medical! Mental Health issues as they restrict placement. 
Special Programs participation -- i.e.: Furloughs, Hospital Programs, OUS, etc. 

Committee Recommendations: 

Members: __________________ Vote _____ Review Date ____ _ 

Agreement Approved 0 Recommendation Approved 0 
Denied 0 Denied 0 
Modified 0 Modified 0 

Reasons! Conditions 

Superintendent Date 

Agreement Approved 0 Recommendation Approved 0 
Denied 0 Denied 0 
Modified 0 Modified 0 

Reasons' Conditions 

Commissioner Date 
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SENTENCE CONVERSION TABLE FOR CONCORD OFFENDERS 

Time 

6 Months 

12 Months 

18 Months 

24 Months 

Minimum 
Sentence 

Maximum Medium Minimum 
Time Time Time 

0 1 Month 0 

0 1 Month 0 

0 I Month 5 Months 

0 6 Months 6 Months 

SENTENCE CONVERSION 
TABLE FOR WALPOLE 1/3 OFFENDERS 

Maximum Medium Minimum 
Time Time Time Time 

(Years) (Yrs./Mos.) (Yrs./Mos.) (Yrs./Mos.) (Yrs./Mos.) 

2.5 1/0 0/0 0/4 0/4 
3 1/0 0/0 0/4 0/4 
4 1/4 0/0 0/5 0/5 
5 1/8 0/0 0/6 0/6 
6 2/0 0/0 0{7 0/7 
7 2/4 0/0 0/8 0/8 
8 2/8 0/0 0/10 0/10 
9 3/0 0/0 0/11 1/1 
10 314 0/0 1/0 1/8 
11 3/8 0/0 1/1 1/l0 
12 4/0 0/0 1/2 2/0 
13 4/4 0/0 1/4 2/2 
14 4/8 0/0 1/5 2/4 
15 5/0 010 1/6 2/6 
16 5/4 0/0 1/7 2/9 
17 5/8 0/0 1/8 3/0 
18 6/0 0/0 1/10 3/2 
19 6/4 010 1/11 3/6 
20 6(8 0/0 2/0 3/8 
21 7/0 0/0 2/1 3/11 
22 7/4 0/0 2/2 4/2 
23 7/8 010 2/4 4/4 
24 8/0 0/0 2/5 4{7 
25 8/4 0/0 2{6 4/10 
26 8/8 0/0 2/7 5i1 
27 9/0 0/0 2/8 5/4 
28 9/4 010 2/10 5/6 
29 9/8 010 2/11 5/9 
30 10/0 OjO 3/0 6/0 
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Pre-Release 
Contract 

Time 

5 Months 

11 Months 

12 Months 

12 "Months 

Pre-Release 
Contract Time 

(Yrs./Mos.) 

0/4 
0/4 
0/6 
0/8 
0110 
1/0 
1/0 
1/0 
0/8 
0/3 
0/10 
0/10 
0/11 
I/O 
I/O 
I/O 
1/0 
I/O 
I/O 
1/0 
1/0 
1/0 
110 
1/0 
I/O 
1/0 
1/0 
1/0 
I/O 



Minimum 
Sentence 
(Years) 

2.5 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

SENTENCE CONVERSION 
FOR WALPOLE 2/3 OFFENDERS 

Time To Maximum Medium Minimum 
P.E. Time Time Time 

(Yrs./Mos.) (Yrs./Mos.) (Yrs./Mos.) (Yrs./Mos.) 

2;0 0/0 I/O 0/7 
2/0 0/0 I/O 0/7 
2/8 0/0 1/4 OflO 
3/4 0/0 1/8 1/0 
4/0 0/0 2/0 1/2 
4/8 0/0 2/4 1/5 
5/4 0/0 2/8 1/7 
6/0 0/0 3/0 2/0 
6/8 0/8 2/7 2/4 
7/4 0/8 2/11 2/8 
8/0 0/10 3/2 3(0 
8/8 0/11 3/5 3/3 
9/4 0/11 3/8 3/8 
10/0 I/O 4/0 4/0 
10/8 1/1 4/2 4/4 
11/4 1/1 4/6 4/9 
12/0 1/2 4/10 5/0 
12;8 1/4 5/0 5/3 
13/4 1/4 5/4 5/8 
14/0 1/5 710 4/7 
14/8 1/6 7/4 4/9 
15/4 1/6 7/8 5/2 
16/0 1/7 8/0 5/5 
16/8 1/8 8/4 5/7 
17/4 I! 8 818 6/0 
18(0 1/10 9/2 6/0 
18/8 1/11 91 8 6/0 
19/4 1/11 1015 6/0 
20/0 2/0 11/0 6/0 
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Pre-Release 
Contract Time 

(Yrs./Mos.) 

0/5 
0/5 
0/6 
0/8 
0/10 
0/11 
1/0 
I/O 
1/0 
1/0 
I/O 
I/O 
1/0 
I/O 
1/0 
I/O 
I/O 
1/0 
1/0 
1/0 
1/0 
I/O 
1/0 
1/0 
I/O 
1/0 
I/O 
I/O 
I/O 



FORMB 

CLASSIFICATION AND PROGRAM AGREEMENT 

Approximate 
Placement Security Level Arrival Date 

Assessment Area Program 

Education Adult Basic Education 

Substance Abuse Narcotics Anonymous 

Financial Print Shop 

Approximate 
Placement Security Level Arrival Date 

Assessment Area Program 

Education Adult Basic Education 
(Pre-GED) 

Substance Abuse Psych. Services 
Substance Abuse Program 

Vo;:ational Drafting Program 

Approximate 
Placement Security Level Arrival Date 

All agreements will be automatically renegotiated upon placement in minimum custody for community programs. 

I agree to participate in the programs as stipulated in the agreement. I understand that I will be transferred in 
accordance with the above schedule contingent upon positive agreement status. I have discussed all classification 
recommendations with staff. 

Inmate Signature Date 

I have discussed the provisions of this agreement with 

and believe they are mutual and understood 
Board Chairperson 

1 am aware and agree to the above modifications of th~ agreement. 

Inmate Signature Date 
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