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AC(';)UISITJONS 
Mandatory Sentencing: The Politke of tM primarily to enhance public welfare. As such, the 

New Criminal Justke_New mandatory sentenc- President's pardoning authority has become broad 
ing policies are winning political support in the 50 and multifaceted, immulle from review by court 
states and Congress; however, despite stated goals action or congressional rl'8triction. A pardon nei­
to equalize sentencing and deter crime, the new ther obliterates the record of conviction. nor es­
laws probably can be expected to aggravate pris- tablishes the innocence o.f a person; it merely 
ontors' grievances 'and serve as simply another forgives the offense. 
burgaining tool in the criminal justice system, Team Approach to Preee.'!tence_An interdis­
asserts Professor Henry R. Glick of Florida State ciplinary team approach is the tl·ademark of the 
University. Little empirical research exists on the Seattle Presentence InvestiptiotA Unit, reports 
impact of the new sentencing laws, but available Chuck Wright, Adult Probatio:{l and Parole super- ' 
evidence strongly suggests that they will have few visor for the State of Washington. 'This collective 
beneficial results! ~e adds. The only major change approach is~ used when most feasiblf.\ and has led 
!Day be an ~~IClt aba~do~m.ent of the. ~efo~ _ to effective improvements in investi&"8tion, infor­
Ideal and existing, albeit limited, rehablbtatlon mation gathering, report writing and recommen­
programs. 

The Failure of Correctional Management- . CON TEN T S 
Reufeited_ln "revisiting" the case of COrr~ec-Mandatol7 Sentencing: The Politics of the NtlW / ~hg 
tional management failure (his first article ap- Criminal Justice . . . . • : Hen.J'7I R. Glick 8 ~ . j 

peared in 1978), Dr. Alvin W. Cohn appears The ~aUure of Correctional Managemen~ . / ();;.I, , 
• • Revisited • • • • • • • • • AI"m. W. Cohn 10 II 

be painting a drab, bleak picture. Yet, he mam ethinking the President's Power of Exeeutlve· ~ oJ. 70 
tains, from the time the original paper was writ: Pardon....... Chrilltopl&Mo C. 10"". 16 (J> / 

ten until now he does believe'that there has been eam Approach to Preserwence .. Chu"k Wright 21 &,()~7 
. ' Wh'l ld robation With a Flair: A Look at Some Out.Gf·the "~7 .., some meanmgful change. 1 e no one cou 0 Ordinal7 Conditions . . . . . HG"", 10' IG/le 25 ~ (), "-

should argue that corrections haa successfully r~ nmate Claoaiftcation: Security/Custody 
formed itself or is beinll' reformed appropriately Considerationl... " . Bobert B. LeWuOfl. sNl '0' ~7' '2 

co, I.D. Willifs,~M 3'1 (J) 't? J 
there have been some significant changes that\YVictol'1 at Sea: A Marine Approach to· . 
suggest a brighter future, especially with regare RehabUitation ••..•. R'ltae:,"tl L!a~ 44 t,o~7 
to the status of management, he concludes. .~Inmate-F.mib' Ties: Desirable but . ~L7. 

Rethinking the President's PoUJer of Exec"tivu-~ Di8lcult • . " • . . • . '. E'!u Lee 80fMf' 47 Is, ()" . 
Pardon.-Although only su ....... ..4:Icially understoocf'\,!n Search of Equity-The Oregon ~arole , 0 iJ"'7 ~ 

. ~.. .bJt'y. Matrix . . . • . • . • EZUGbeth L. TUWlor 62 ~ "" I • 

, by most citizens, the President's power of ex:ec .. ~ntervie.wing Techniques ~ Probation and Parole: ~I / 0 p..7~ 
tive clemency has undergone a protracted evolu- BuUding tbe Relationship,. . Hen,." L. Hartman 60 (P I 
tion in terms of legal scope and constitutional in- Department.: " 
terpretation, according to Professor Christopher lfe::n:; ::e ~:~ Special:G~e8t contribution' 67 
C. Joyner of Muhlenberg Collewe. Pronounced an on Sentencing . . . • . • • . • 69 
"act of grace" by the Supreme Court in 1888, the Reviews of Profes8ional.Periodicals . . .. 72 . . Your Booklhelf on ReVIew • • • '19 I 
pardon power In 1927 was deemed an act mtended It Ha. Come to Our Attention • • • . • • . • 86 • 
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Inmate Classification: Security/Custody 
Considerations 

By ROBERT B. LEvINSON, PB.D.~ AND J.D. WILLIAMS· 

THE STORY is told of an inmate in a peniten­
tiary who had minimum custody; he drove 
a truck that delivered equipment to a newly 

acquired institution. Subsequently, he was trans­
ferred to that new facility and placed in "close" 
custody. Incidents such as this, plus an il1creasing 
number of transfers for custody reasons, as well 
as wide differences in the percent of inmates at 
,each custody level in similar institutions, led to 
a decision by the Executive Staff of the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons to establish a Task Force1 

which would take a closer look at the Bureau's 
classification practices. 

DeR"itiollB 
The term "classification" as used in a correc-

cO, tional setting, is a broad concept that relates to 
the process by which an inmate population is 
systematically divided into subgroups based on 
their program and security needs. Usually, this 
is accomplished through personal interviews, a 
physical examination, a battery of academic and 
psychological tests, and a review of pertinent 
background information; i.e., presentence investi­
gation reports prepared by U.S. probation officers, 

.. F.B.I. criminal history records, etc. This-informa-
., tion provides the basis for team decisions which 
-, .~ establish each inmate's custody status' and pro­

gram assignments . 
. The focus of the Bureau's concem was on cus­

_ tody decisionmaldng. That is, what are the factors 
upon which an individual's initial custody level 
should' be based? What are the considerations 
which lead to increasing or decreasing a' prison­
er's custody level once it has been established?-

It quickly became apparent to the Task Force 
that an inmate's custody, and its possible changes, 
were intimately related to the type of facility 
in .which the individual was incarcerated. In other 
words, custody levels have different implications 
in "high" security institutions than they do in 
minimal security settings. " 

. • Dr. Levinson is dep_uty assistant director for inmate 
program services and Mr. WilliaMS is allsistant director. 
community programs and correctional lltandards divisioD, 
both with the Fedenl Bureau of Prisou.', f/ 
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Accordingly, it became necessary to separate 
and deal with two distinct concepts: 

Security-ciefined as the type of physical (ar­
chitectural, environmental) constraints appropri­
ate for a particu~ar inmate. 

Custody-ciefined as the level of staff super­
vision a prisoner requires. 

Security-Level DetermJaatlo" 
The Task Force reviewed a number of back­

ground papers (National Institute of Corrections, 
1976) on the general topic of assessment for risk. 
On-site visits were made to the Departments of 
Corrections in Michigan and Oregon in order to 
find procedures which would be applir.able to the 
Federal Prison System. While many helpful sug­
gestions and ideas were collected, it was con­
cluded that the Bureau would have to develop a 
methodology to fit its own particular circumstan­
ces. 

A procedure was sought that would -follow the 
principle of confining inmates in the least re­
strtctive prison environment for which they quali­
fied. In order to accomplish this, three things 
were needed:; (a) a method for determining the 
security-level required by every newly admitted 
prisoner: (b) a plan which would group similar 
institutions into "clusters" based on their security 
features; and (c) a way to match (a) with (b). 

a. Determining an inmate'8 initial 8ecuri,ty ,e­
quirement8.-Atthe time an initial designation 
is made to a specific institution-after the Court 
has committed an individual to the care and cus­
tody of the Attomey General and the prisoner is 
under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Marshals Serv­
ice-what are the pertinent bits of information. 
needed to determine the api"!f6pri&ta f~~ility to 
which the Marshals should escort the inmate? 

The Task Force winnowed down a list of some 
92 possibly relevant items to 47 potentiaily signifi­
cant factors. Two-member teams then'visited 18 
different Bureau of Prisons (BOP) facilities and 
administered the list to 77' Unit/Classification 

"~'. 1 '. ~ . ~ , ;. . ., • t 

• The Bureau of Prlaona' Tuk, Fore. 011 IlIII)&te Claulftcatlon p_ 
vfded many Idea, con.tractlve cOllllll1lnta. and the data upon .blch the 
material p_nted In thIa article .. bued. The authon, acIm_1edp 
theIr deep Indebtedn .. to the meml!en of thIa poup. , ~- .' 
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Teaa (Levinson & Gerard, 1978). Information 34.6 Education history 
on the degree of importance of the 47 items was 36.6 Interest in classification 
gathered from 49 case managers, 47 chaplains, 86.6 Physical stature or handicaps ,,''1' " .' "~~';~ 
107 correctional officers or correctional counsel- 38 Programs (availability')',,'" .,. ~";;,li.~:tSz~ 
ors, 40 educators, 28 psychologista, 24 secretaries, 89.6 Space available, camps, CTC, etc.,',;·~>~:';'}.A . 
and 34 Regionaland Central Office adminlstra- 39.6 Inmate skills ":' ~i",·,'r:,,~: I 

tors; a total of 829 BOP staff. ". . 42.6 Work assignments available ' ' , ;;.,~~: 
There was a very high degree' of agreement 42.6 Personal hygiene ·'.,r'.\'!~ 

among the various disciplines In the manner in 42.6 Overcrt'wding , ' .. ' '; 
which they rated the 47 factors-rank correla- 42.6 Financial baCkgrOund"~~ 
tiona ranged from a low of .94 to a high of .98. 46 Living quarters (availability) . 
Additionally, the Unit/Classification Team rank- 46 ' Industrial assignment (availability) 4,' 

ings correlated with the Regional and Central 47 Race .!. 
Office Administrators at .97. ' '.; ';;"1>..j 

Ranking. on'Degree of Importance 
of 41 Variable, (Initial Clu.illcatioll) 

Unit 
Tea,mB 
1.6 
1.6 
3 
4 
6. 
7 
7 
7 

10 
10 
10 
12 
13 
14 
16 
16.6 
16.6 
19 
19 
19 
22 
22 
22 
24.6 
24.6 
26.6 
26.6 
28 
29.5 
29.6 
31.6 
31.6 
38 
34.6 

History of escapes/attempts 
History of violence' " 
Detainers (numbel-/type) 
Current offense" ,:;. " 
Length of 8en~; ,. 
Disciplinary reports 
Prior arrests/commitments 
Notoriety (inmate/offense) 
FBI Rap Sheet· 'I', 
Staff judgment .' 
Prior institutional adjustment 
Member in subversive organization 
Responsibility (shown by inmate) 
Involvement in alcohol/drug use 
Psychological test data 
Judicial recommendations 
Peer group associates 
Respect towards staff/others 

, CooperativeneBB ~f inmate 
Community attitudes 
Physical security (facility) 
Military record 
Age at first commitment 
Workhabita 
Employment history 
Family background 
Age at first arrest 
Age 
Length time at home residence 

, Citizenship 
, l\farital history 

Home and neighborhood 
Institution (isolated-ness) 
Health of .inmate 

" . 

It would appear, then, that while there was ":.;:;: 
consistency at the conceptual level, in actual prac- ' ~ 
tice this seemed to become lost. A procedure was .J 
needed which would insure the systematic assess-" ~ 
ment of every new commitment on aU pertinent 
variables. The very high degree of consensus 
among Bureau personnel identified six items 88 .. 
a possible basis upon which to lconstruct a des- ' 
ignation instrument-The Secoaity /Designation '.~ 
(S/D) Form. 

The six factors on the SID Form are: 
i. History of escapes or attempts-involved the 

degree of seriousness of the escape or attempt 
and how long ago it occurred; 

U,"History of violence-the seriousness of any 
act against a person or property which resulted 
in a fine or conviction, and Wh(1n it ~..eulTed; 

iii. Type detainer(s)-the degree of severity 
of lodged detainers (determined by a Task Force 
developed Severity of Offense Scale);" "".~ 

iv. Severity of current dense-based on m~ 
severe offe~se which resulted, In'''present incar-: 
ceration, using the Severity of Offense Scale;:~;.' ' 

v. Expected length of incarceration ....... verage 
IK'rcent of sentence served for offenses in the 
category in which (iv) falls;, t' 

vi. Type of prior commitment(s)-the serioua­
ness of any offense whic~ resulted in prior con- . 
finement(a). " 'r, .I;:..' {'h' 

b. Grouping imtitutionB by security iea,tureti.- . 
The Bure,Qu of Prisons operates ,some 38 major.,; 
institutions across the country,' witham to eight 1. ,'.~ 
facilities in each of five regioru.. These range~;// 
from minimum security prison camps to maxi~Jt~: 
mum security penitentiaries. The plethora' of'~"~: 
identifying names which had developed over ".; '; , 
years-camps, training. schools, you~~ ceDlter,S.' 
tention centers, reformatories. correCtional &ODIIIA-,',· 

tutions, penitentiaries-althoug]i ~ : 'n' .• K:eJltIY·.::::~ 
~, ;'Jf·:i~:·. 

" 



LEVEL OF 
SECURITY 

andlor External 
Patrol 

'. ,Deteetian Devices 

Housing 

Quarters/Cells 

• Staftlng per popula,tion 
size 

" 

'.\, - ,'" 

1 

Noni'," 

Mone MalUled Manned 
or not leu than leu than 

manned 24 hour. 24 houn 

No No Y. 

No No Y .. 

Open ~e~to Medium 
edum 

SI!!ft1e" Sinftle" Sinnle" 
Mu tiple Mu tiple Mu tiple 
+ Dorms + Dorms + Dorms 

- ---

Low Low Low to 
Medium 

ManneC! ,:' 
full I: 4 

part-time 

Yes 

Yea 
.-~- -

Secure 

Sinftle" 
Mu tiple 
+ Dorms 

Low to 
Medium 

---='}~.-. -

Mannea 
24 hoON 

I: or ye. 

Yes 

Secure 

Single" 
. Multiple 
+ Dorms 

Low to 
High 

Yes 
-,.' 

Secure 

AU single 

Blgh 

OUT IN. OUT IN.l.OUT,-. IN,OU't MAXIMUM, MAXIMUM, 
COMMUNITY COMMUNITYICOMmUNh"x IN IN 

_ ____ _ __ __ - __ ~_ -------=--__ -- --=--- _ --- -----=--=-===,t~-~ 

NE 

Identified 
with each 
Level of SE 
Security 

NC 

SC 

W 

. 

': 

., ' 

" 

Allenwood Danbury 
Morgantown 

Eglin TaUahauee 
Lexington 
Maxwell 

Sandstone 

Ft. Worth La Tuna 
SeagoviUe 

-- --

Florence Terminal 
(Camp) Island 

"aU OTC. 
udaU 

satellite 
camps 

Petersburg 

- --

Ashland 
Miami 

Milan 
Springfield 
(gen. pop.) 

Texarkana 

Englewood 

Otisville 

Memphis 
Talledega 

Orlord 

Ba-
EI~~ 

McNeil leland 

Lewisburg 

Atlanta 

Leavenworth 
Terre Baute 

Lompoc 

Administrative Facilities (having a11levels of security and cUltody) : 

EI Paso, Florence (Detention) 
Pleasanton Springfield (Medical/Pllychiatric) 
San Diego All Pre-Trial detention units 
Terminal Island (Paychiatric) 

! >, 

Marion 

,,. 

~' -.-, ~/ 

.' 



. ):". 

40 I'EDERAL PROBATION 

duced, in some instances still used the same 
"label" for facilities with markedly different se­
curity features. Accordingly, a more consistant 
schema was needed which would group together 
similar institutions. 

Seven security attributes were used to group 
BOP prisons into six security levels-plus an 
Administrative category having all the levels and 
for which non-securi'ty considerations (such as 
special medical/psychiatric needs) outweighed 
security concerns. The seven items used to cluster 
the facilities were: (1) type perimeter security; 
(2) towers; (8) external patrol; (4) detection 
devices; (5) security of housing areas; (6) type 
living quarters; and (7) level of staffing per 
population size. 

Institutions have been identified with each of 
the security leveJ- (see table 1). 

c. Making dt. .. ~gMtions based on inmate's se­
curity requirements.-Bureau of Prisons' Com­
munity Programs Officers (CPO's) will gather 
information on the six prisoner variables based 
on the presentence investigation and complete the 
SecurIty IDesignation Form; points are assigned 
for each item. The total number of points a newly 
committed inmate receives identifies a sub-set of 
BOP institutions which have the security features 
appropriate for that individual. The next step is 
to determine which specific facility (within this 
sub-group) will be designated. 

A second, different set of six factors-also 
emerging from the data collected by the Task 
Foree from field institutions-is used to identify 
the specific facility to which the Marshal will 
escort the newly committed prisoner. The process 
involves the CPO contacting the Regional Office 
and by teletype conveying the pertintent informa­
tion to the Designation Desk. The final designa­
tion decision is made by the Regional Designation 

• An Initial ltep In tnlnl ... IlIIIou deelped to teach the 11M of thle 
ne. procedure, uked CPO', to m.ke "dftlp.tlou" on two IIIIIPle 
ca ... ~n' emplo" ... their eUrrlnt methoda .nd the HCODd time UlI ... 
the SiD Form: h.1l of them bad cue "A" flnt .nd cue "0" IICOnd. the 
other h.1t did both _ In the revene mer. Cue "A" UlI ... CUrrlnt 
procedu.... wu _"n.ted to IDttltutlou In Ilx dillerent lecUrily 
levels (mOlt frequent tlelna Soa): when the SID Form .. naed with 
ca.. "A", deebrnatl01lll were made to InIUtUtiOU .t four dltrerent 
_urily levels (Sol tiel ... the moat frequent). Cue "0" .. dllltrnated 
to four dillerent _urily ...... under the CUrrlnt approach and to tb .... 
_curlly leve" nal... the SID Form: In bo\h lnatan_ 8-2 .. the 
mOlt frequent IeveJ dftltrn.ted-with • h"her proportion of the CPO'. 
m.kll\lr '1'1 Sol d.ltrnetlon when the Form .. naN. Wh.n the Fonn 
WD UIId alter further tr.lnI .... the ".pread" further narrowed. 

• The d.ta reported on rep ..... nt. • 10,*, random IIIIIPIe of mate 
Inm.tea In the followl... W.tem IIetrIOD Inatltutl01lll: Nenl Prilon 
Campa .t Florence Ariaone: SatrOM, Ariaon.: Loml!oc. California; 
McNeil IlIand, WublDtrton; .nd Fe/enl Correctional lutitutlonl .t: 
Terminal bland, Callfornl.; EnalewllOd Colorado: Lompoc. Callfomla; 
.nd the U.S. Penltentl.r)' .t IIcNell b);n'd. WuhlnflOD. Some p .... 
IImlna.., d.ta on female olrenden In the W.tem a.,.lon luneat that 
their dlltrlbutlon .mOD1f &he VariOD Securiq. leve" dltren Iltrnlflcan"" 
from &he males: I.... • ..... ter proportion of fem'" quaiif)' lor the 
lower HCuriq. leftl luUtutiou. 

Officer- (sending confirming teletypes), based on 
six Administrative Variables: 

i. Central Monitoring Case-assigning to dif­
ferent institutions those individuals who for spe­
cific reasons need to be kept separate from one 
another: 

ii. Age-new inmates assigned in accord with 
institution's profile; 

iii. Judicial Recommendation-designating an 
inmate to the facility (at the security level for 
which the prisoner qualifies) which has the spe-
cific proA-ram recommended by the Court on Ad­
ministrative Offic~ Form 285 (Report on Sen-
tenced Oft'ender by United States District Judge) ; 

iv. Release Residence-assigning newly admit­
ted prisoners to the BOP facility that has the 
appropriate seCurity features and whenever pos­
sible, is closest to the individual's anticipated re-
I ~' ' ease area; , ",~, ' :', 

v. Overcrowding-attempting to distribute the 
burden caused by overcrowding 'by assigning 
newly COmmitted inmates in such a fashion that 
all facilities"will carry their fair share': 

vi. Racial Balance-keeping institutions ra­
cially balanced by making assignments which will 
maintain comparable ,!acial proportions across 
the coun"_· ", ',; Y'" .. .:.~. '.~., ",~',\,.,"," 

WJe I ,'';, :'~4 .'''"'''''. ,fI.,l ... ,.. '. '. 

d. PrelimiMry evaluation.-During the devel­
opment of the Security/Designation Form, sev­
eral "simulation exercises", were conducted. The 
intent was to compare the degree of correspond­
ence between ,the type of facility which was 
actually designated with the one which the Form 
would have recommended had it been in use. In 
two such "tests" the level; of agreement was ,44 % 
and 60%; in both instances the SID Form placed 
more inmates in the less secure institutions. 

The results of these simulation exercises were 
seen as encouraging. The new procedure did not 
appear widely discrepant from currently-in-use 
designation methods, while at the same time it 
seemed to be both more consistent2 and able to 
deal with the diversity of inmate security needs. 
As a consequence, a pilot project was established 
in the Bureau's Western Region. In this region 
actual designations were made in accord with the 
recommendations of, the Security/Designation 
Form. Inmates assigned by the new method were :~ , * "tracked" in an effort to determine whether or .' 
not the SID Form offers any improvement. .' 1 !~;I. 

The Security IDesignation Form as used during",', >t:j~ 
the first three-and-a-half months in the Western ~".~;~~ 
Region projectS was found to be highly reliable:-.~~t~' 

., ' ,: ~'>" ' " .:;~'.J;:l~~ ~~ . 
~.,;'''' ,.J1':~'; ,,;!', 

~. F ' ... ~' ~.~~t:t., 
,;'" ..... ' ,'.",,,,' •• '.,,,''f.~''~ \~:,,'" 
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based on a 10% sample (N=505) randomly 
drawn from eight facilities-Kuder-Richardson 
formula 21=.81 (Cavior, et al., 1978). Addition­
ally, the results of a Stepwise Multiple Re8Tession 
sugg~st that the two most important items for 
'determining Security Level are .aistory of Via­

, lence and Offense Severity-accounting for 74 
; percent of the variance; Expected Length of In­
carceration made the least contribution in this 
regard. Nevertheless, all six items on the SID 

. contribute significantly ·to the determina­
,of 3ecurity Level (p.<OOOl). No single fac­

~:bn the Form separates the inmates into Se­
curitY' Lev~ls and no age differences wel'e found 
across Security Levels (Cavior, et al., 1978). 
,,;, Among the potential advantages seen for the 
~~. 'I" ' 
new' designation approach were: 

(J) It should keep the inmate population of the 
Prison System in better balance; decrease 

"Dumber of transfers for custody purposes; 
reduce the number of inr-lates who request 

. , in Administrative Detention for theIr 
"'r()tec~tio:n. .~ ~\ .." .<' \ •• 

. .l~."" ... ,uc"u.'u.115 that inmates are housed in the 
for which they properly classify, 

,aid the Bureau's administrators in making 
""_ ... _ ... ~ efficient use of available resources; e.g., 
diflferen1~al staffing patterns, identifying type ot, 

locations for, needed new facilities, etc. 
, 'A " third benefit was suggested by some 

preuDllnlllry data from the Federal Correctional 
Englewood, Colorado.· During the 

mJ~ee-.anlll-a-nS~II months of the Western Re­
~esignation project, staff at this S-3 level 

f'1l"Uit", began to notice a differential distribution 
Reports corresponding to the 

totals of the 50 inmates assigned under the 
• 6" , • new system. As. shown in table 2, the higher the :'<:: 'point-total (within the S-8 range) the 8Teater 
'~ I,., the number and severity of disciplinary problems. 

,. i:', Should these very early data hold up over time, 
~::", the SID Form might also be suggesting subdi­

"visions within the institution's designat.ed inmates 
that 'have implications for an internal manage-

. ment classification system (viz, Smith & Fenton, 
,'" 1978). ; , 

Custody Considerations 
.. Developing a method for getting newly ad-

'. .:. mitted inmates into the "appropriate" institution 

WI -;:., 

... ~';1 7 ' 

established the foundation upon which an internal 

;.: 

. " .. 

!, .. , 

TABLE 2.-Relatiouhip between number 01 diaeiplino'1l 
report. and .ecurit" level poif1:". 

(N=fiO) 
(n) Numbe,. 01 Point. Numb.,. DveiplinMJI B."",.,. 

Majo,. Mfnm TotAll Ill; l~ g = I 16) 12 2 . 8 15 
'7 18 6 4 10 

(60) T il '19 
• New commitmentll a8lligned to S-8 iRlltitutioD' If point 

total on lIix SID variable. equalll 10 to 18 pointa, mclu.lve. 

custody/classification system could be built. The 
work of the Task Force was guided by the follow­
ing objectives: 

(a) place prisoners in the Jowest custody classi­
fication deemed appropriate; 

(b) establish a time schedule for formal, docu­
mented reviews; 

(c). provide a means (and consistent rationale) 
for moving inmates, when warranted, through 
reduced or increased security levels and custody 
assignments. 

Custody LevelB.-Current Bureau policy speci" 
fies five levels of custody-maximum, close, me­
dium, minimum, and community. Except :for max­
imum-found only in penitentiaries-all other 
facilities have all of the remaining custody levels. 
In addition, a number of facilities have "local 
practices" which, in effect, have established sub­
categories within the policy-specified five levels; 
for example, medium-in and medium-out; mini­
mum-with-a-gate-pass and minimum-without-a­
gate-pass. 

The intent of custody classification is to estab­
lish a consistent approach which will result in 
the assaultive, escape-prone, and riot-initiating 
prisoners being more clos,Iy supervised during 
their contacts with the prison's general popula­
tion and in t,heir movement throughout an institu­
tion. By closely monitoring and restricting the 
activities of these individuals, the remainder of 
the inmate population can live in a ss1'er environ­
ment, under less stress from predatory activities. 

In light of this rationale it is difficult to explain 
why minimum and community custody inmates 
a~e sometimes housed in the Bureau's most secure: 
facilities. Not only are such individuals needlessly 
occupying expensive bedS, but in. addition thef~ , 
create a series ofmanag~ent prOl?~emswheJfi~:,,~ .• 
they pass through the institution's secure perlm~';~':"F 
eter on a daily basis: by tying up large numberi~ 'r~ 
of correctional staff, by offering a potential av.e:~t·· 
nua for the introduction o,f contraband, by beco~t:~t, 
ing targets for pressure from high-security-riak;."" 
i te tc . , , '.. ~";':~M)i4,~'",".'''''' 
nma s, e. 1. • -1<,';', •. ~~ '''i,~~?i.~~'·L~'~'':'' 

. . .' .. ' ..•.... ~i,~~l~;;'f'" ., .. 
~~;."~ ~",\; .. k~.~.:..~i:.~:>~~,~;..\! ' .. .l.~·s:.~ 
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42 nDBBAL P.lOBATION ' .' :,:2~1~i~'~~::, 
As a way to cope mQre effectively with these TABLIl 8.-C",tod,l rel1i.~ ,cAecl!'l. " ;~t~~,' , 

concerns, the Task Force proposed that a four- C",~d,l .tcat", R.mew penod "J;~~lf 
level custodv avs·-m be establ'-hed 00 MAXIMUM 8 to 12 monthl, earlier at Team~i:.:~t 

" ..., W AD option, ,'l,,'~}:' 
MAxiMuM-Means the inmate requires' maxI- IN 8 to 9 monthl, earlier at Tea~f.·~~ 

mum control and continuous supervision. This option- . .' I ,~,', :'~'N~' , 
i OUT 8 to tJ montbe, earUer /.'It Team'., • ..; ."," custody is for individuals who by the r bel\avior option- ' ' .':~~t~'!ll'" 

have identified themselves as assaultive, preda. COMMUNITY at any time after an, change In a:; 't:'~ 
cloue.. riotous, or serious escape risks. Such ID- ternal factors which might affect Se- ,,~i~;!i 

curity level or Inltltutional Dilc1plin. '''';,.$', 
dividuals have demoDBtrated their inablUtyto a17 Committee action which Dilght ""\~:vt, 
associate with the IPeueral population without be- affect OUltod, level determtnationa; ,~:~,,i~. 

e but at leue tmD. ca ~.car in "'M'll 0Ge.: .~ ~':"~.~; 
coming dangerous to the well.beinl' of other pris- • Initial custody level review Vlill not occur before.1& .. ,.j 
oners or disruptive to the orderly running of the months at aasigned institution. . ., 'i::i$' 
institution. ,.,. i \,. ,,>:.' level will be held in aecord with the schedule '.':h:,d 

These individuals, "'hen out of their ceDsl shown in table 8. . .~ 
rooms, wlll be restricted to desirnated (more Ordinarily, an inma~'s initial review for a pos- .. '~ 
secure) areas within Ule prison and kept, under sible custody level change will occur after being' .1 

continual staff surveillance. Within theslla con- at the assirned institution for at least 6 months: ;~ 
straints they will be able to participate in avail- subsequent reviews win follow the above schedule. 
able institutional programs and work ussign. As indicated earlier (in table 1), all institu. 
ments. ' tions will not·ha";."~ all four custody. levels. Newly 

IN-Means the prisoner will be assirned to committed inmates will start at IN custody in all 
regular housing quarters-single cell, but may facilities except Security level one institutions, 
be double-bunked; multiple-cell; or cubicles in where the~p will begin with OUT custody. Each 
dormatories; be eligible for aU program activities custody review will involve the Unit/Classifica­
under normal level of supervision, but not for tion Team meeting with the inmate at which time 
work or program assirnments outside the institu· a current Custody/Classification Form will be 
tion's secure perimeter. . completed. .;; . 

OUT-Means the inmate may be assirned to The Custody/Classification Form was developed 
less secure housing quarters within the institu- based on information gathered from field institu. 
tion; prisoner lives in open dorms, cubicles, or tion personnel. It enables a Unit/Classification 
single rooms; is eligible for work detaOs and pro- Team to systematically compare aD inmate's pres­
gram assignments outside the institution's S8CU:;:e ent status with the picture presented at time of 
perimeter with Intermittent supervision. ~ .. ~., admission. That is, Part' I of the Form (essen-

COMMUNITY-MeaDS the inmate is eligible for tlally the same as the Security/Designation 
the least secure housing,. including that which is 'Fom:) provides an opportl'lDity to update the 
outside the institution's perimeter; may work on basie-preinstitutional-iDformation concerning 
outside work details or program assirnments with each individual, and to ascertain whether or not 
minimal supervision ; and, is eligible to partici. the present facility continues to offer appropriate 
pate in commuDity.based program activities. ' security features. Part II of the Custody /Classifi-

,;.~. 1.';. cation Form offers a consistent method to aSBess 
Maklnl/ Cuatotlll Level Declaloru whether tia3 prisoner has moved in a positive or 

Custody level decisions are made by the in- negative direction during the period of time since 
mate's Unit/Classification Team. The intent of admission~r since the last review. Meaningful 
the' Task Force was to bring greater consistency change in a positive direction will, generally, re-

sult in a custody level reduction; significant move­
to the proce88 by establishing procedures which ment in a negative direction will (usually) result 
would: set a time ·for documented custody reviews in a custody level increase. Both types of change 
and establish a format which would be system- could lead to a redesignation to a different institu. 
aticallyapplied. Moreover, a conscious effort was tion if the present facility was no longer appro­
made to permit the staft's professional judgmellt priate; i.e., did not have the new custody level., . 
to playa role in decisionmaking. We were ?lot Decisions concerning custody level changes, '., 'i.: 
seeking a mechanical procedure. ': .. .' .. ~. then, are based on how the inmate is currently ;,:~~ 

Formal reviews for possible changes hi custody functioning in relation to the picture presen~ . ;i,;~! 
"' :... •••.••• I>.~ ';;t:' ~~~ ",~."" ~ 

'.~ .,' /< '.~, ~'" . .,4., -;:- \. .' 'i;~f~)1¥t~ 
. , •. ::: .... , "h.;:'*,;~"·,' " ., '. >' tl~ >':""">':';:.ju • .t/).~.\: :; ~,,;~i~ 
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at time of admission; the six preincarcer8.tion 
variables ar,~j -the basis for assessing the six ]j)Ost­
admission factors. The items on Part II o:l the 
Custody/Classification Form, are: . 

. . vii. Percent of time served-portion 01.' pro-
;t~t;"" jected period of incarceration which inmate has 
(-1i', ,'~:1j.' 

:p:f"!;~' already ser~ed; 
~:i: : viii. Involvement with drug/alcohol "buse­
\:, . 'hIstory or current indications or depend·ency on 

· drugs or alcohol (includes trafficking) ; 
~: "ix. Mental/Psychological status-based on cur-
· rent reports, if any, concerning inmate's del'l'ee 

of mental stability; 
.. '~ .' x. Type and frequency of disciplinary reports 

~Jr:l'I,' . • 

", . -severity and number of disciphnary reports re-
~ .. <ii·ceived during past year; 
~lj: .:.~i. Responsibility demonstrated by inmate­

," based on reports from work and program assign­
.~ . ments of inmate's general demeanor and behav-

. ' ior; 
," ;,..T-I ,~ • 

~1~~Fi' xii. Family/community ties-nature of in-
,~,,'v' 

,'.'. mate's established and continuing family and 
'tt:;'" community involvement. 

';;'~j~,J"" .:t .•.. ;t As determined by the size and direction of the 
· change on Part II, relative to the score on P"rt I, 

recommendation is made to increase, decrease, 
. or not change the inmate's current level of cus-

,;"'tody. The final decision rests with the Unit/Clas­
'.' sification Team. If they agree with the Form's 
. :, .. recommendation, the change will be made; if they 

cUsagree, no change will occur and the Team 
must indicate in writing (with copy to the in-

· mate) why it chose not to follow the recommended 
nction ... 

,~~~~:~:t ... '" 
. ~~,:<~",~.;,. PrelimilUlrll Evaluation . 

" \tlt .... ' ... ;, . .: 

.':~ In order to assess to some degree the appU-" . cability of the Custody/Classification Form, a 
"simulation test" was conducted on a 10% ran­
dom sample (405 cases) of the inmate population 
iii six BOP facilities-one at each security level. 
Both parts of the Form were completed aDd then 

· the Case Manager/Team asked to indicate 
'whetller or not they agreed with the Form­
)ndil'!8ted recommendation. Overall, there was an 

· 85% agreement rate. 

The Form recommended an increaRe in custody 
level in 8% of the cases (with which the etaff 
agreed 82% of the time) ; it recommended a cus­
tody decrease 47% of the time (and staff agreed 
in 75% of these cases) ; and it recommended no 
change in custody level in 4&% of the cases (with 
96 % staff agreement). If the Form's recommen­
dation had been followed in every instance (or 
if it had been followed in only those cases with 
which .the staff agreed) the overall effect would 
have been to reduce the wide discrepancy existing 
among the proportion of sample caees in the var-
ious custody levels. That is, the 212 Close custody ',.'~. ,,~ 
cases in the sample-&2%-would have been ra- -: t "l~ t, 
duced to 88% (or 88%, respectively). • :":;,~ 

The problem of "correctly" classifying inmates :';'.~ 
Classification Form was encouraging. This In- .; 
ternal custody classification system has been Im- '. '::' 
plemented as a pilot project at BOP institutions 
in the South Central and North Central Regions • 
Following an assessment after a six to nine month 
trial period, it may (with any needed modifi~ 
tions) become .operative on a Bureau-wide basis. 

t"· .• 

Concilltliora 

The preliminary evaluation of the Custody/ 
is a key to the entire correctional process. Over . 
the years, many correctional workers have de­
veloped a' high degree of expertise in making such 
judgments. However~ there exists a need to make 
explicit the procedures by which decisions are 
made and to document and bring greater con­
sistency to the considerations which go into the 
judging process. To this end~ it is felt that the 
Bureau of Prisons bas taken several significant 
steps by the developments iescribed in this pre-' 
liminary report. 
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