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CRIMINAL JUSTICE PREDICTION SCALES 

The present collection of prediction scales is the result 

of a survey of the 50 states. The project was initiated both 

to acertain the level of the use of prediction in the criminal 

justice system in the United States and to gather a body of 

current data relevant to the subject. It is clear from the 

data acquired that prediction methodology is not at the base 

of the majority of the research or decision making in the 

criminal justice system. The survey produced fourteen 

prediction scales. Considering that virtually every criminal 

justice system utilizes a system of parole, has escape from 

custody, encounter inmates who are disruptive security r1ska, 

has a number of programs which are designated as treatment 

and therefore presumed to be habilitative, etc., it is 

somewhat suprising that so few have produced success and 

failure measures or base rate prediction scales by which 

program and system changes might be assessed. 

In any case, the data from the survey are fourteen pre­

diction scales, all of which were produced in criminal jus-

tice settings. The scales presented proport to quantify 

success and failure on parole, assault and property crime 

among parolees, the propensity for escape among inmates, the 

unresponsive and intractable inmate, factors associated with 

institutional commitment, and the community risk associated with 

probation placement. The number of cases on which the scales 

were developed range from less than 200 to several thousand. 



The techniques to produce the scales vary in sophis­

tication and complexity. Burgess and experience scales are 

included which depended almost exclusively on the experience 

of criminal justice professionals for either variable se­

lection or assigned weight. Several base expectancy scales 

are included which were developed by simple assignment of 

percentage expectancies to groups formed by the combination 

of several a priori variables shown to discriminate the desired 

characteristic. The developers of at least one scale used 

configural analysis to asertain the best discriminator from 

among a larger pool of variables. Several of the researchers 

used mUltiple regression techniques or discriminate analysis 

to produce linear prediction equations explaining the greatest 

amount of variability in the criterion variable from a set 

of predictor variables. There are advantages and disad-

vantages to each of the methods - no prediction method or 

scale should be assumed to be superior or inferior to any 

other without testing its predictive validit~ on a target 

pop~lation. 

The accuracy of a prediction device depends on the 

reliability and validity of the variables in the data 

base and the degree to which the construct sample is 

truly representative of the target population. Relia­

bility and validity are statistical concepts involving 

the degree to which data elements are reproducible and 
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accurate. Concerning the construct sample representative­

ness, there is no substitute for large numbers of cases. 

Because of these or other issues, the literature containing 

the scales reproduced here often expressed the researchers' 

concern that the device should not be used outside the popu­

lation on which it was produced. The same caution is ex­

pressed here - A£ scale ~pearing in this report should be 

used for ~ purpose without first checking its predictive 

validity ~ the intended population. 

3 



PAROLE PREDICTION SCALES 

NceD - Base Expectancy Scale 
NeeD - Parole Success Prediction 
CONNECTICUT - Parole Success Prediction 
OHIO - Parole Success Prediction 
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION PREDICTION 
OF PAROLE SUCCESS 

BASE EXPECTANCY SCALE (BES) 

The Base Expectancy Scale was developed by the National 

Council on Crime and Deliquency to predict success on parole. 

Multiple regression techniques were used. Specific informa-

tion concerning the development and p~edictive validity of 

the scale is not available at this writing. Further informa-

tion has been requested. 

The items in the scale are scored with the designated 

weight if the condition in the item is met. The items are 

scored zero (0) if the condition is not met. It is noted 

that the scale is static - there are no items which would 

change over time. 

Four of the items on the scale are related to the in-

mate's criminal history (a, d, h and i), one to his families 

involvement in criminal activity (c), one to his history of 

substance abuse (b), and one variable is an assigned charac-

teristic (e). 

5 



MULTIPLE REGRESSION PREDICTION 
OF PAROLE SUCCESS 

AFTER TWO YEARS 

BASE EXPECTANCY SCALE (BES) 

a. If 3rrest-free five or more years +16 

b. If no history of anY,opiate use +13 

c. If no family criminal recoy'd + 8 

d. If conmitnent offense not checks or burglary +13 

e. Multiply 'Age at Commitment' times 0.6 + 

f. Add 21 to all cases +21 

g. Subtotal (a + b + C + d + e + f) 

h. Multiply 'Number of Aliases'·times 3 + 

i. Multiply 'Number of prior Incarcerations' 
times 5 + 

j. Subtotal (h + i) 

k. Base Expectancy Score (g minus j) 

21 

PERCENTAGE OF GROUP 
BASE EXPECTANCY WITH FAVORABLE PAROLE OllTCOMES 

SCORE AFTER TWO YEARS 

92 -100 87% 

73 - 91 76% 

63 - 72 64% 

44 - 62 53% 

34 - 43 49% 

15 - 33 29% 

o - 14 14% 
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NCCD-PAROLE SUCCESS PREDICTION 
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

The data for the pr.esent study were obtained from the 

Na:ional Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD). The 

construct sample contained 6,281 cases and the validity 

sample 6,393 cases. All parolees were released from adult 

penal institutions in 1969. Data from every state except 

Mississippi-and Wisconsin were included. The information 

on all parolees included in tha ~tudy met the followinG 

criteria: 

1. Complate two-year follow-up data was avail-

able. 

2. The most recent confinement was for an 

"index" crime (i.e., murder, forcible rape, 

aggravated assault, robbery, burglary, grand 

larceny, or auto theft). 

3. The parolees were paroled from and followed up 

the same paroling agency. 

The scale is scored by multiplying the coefficient ap-

pearing in the formula by the numeric designation appearing 

beside the variable condition and algebraically summing the 

results. The scale contains five items related to crimin~l 

history (A, D, E, I, and G), two concerned with substance 

abuse (H and I), and two assigned characteristics (B and C). 

7 



NCCD-PAROLE SUCCESS PREDICTION 
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 

Y c .01020 + .00213(A) + .00368(B) + .51897(C) 

Whe.re 

and 

- .65444(D) - .53192(E) - .35882(F) 

.11469(G) - 1.09301(H) - .42197(1) 

Y - Prediction Score 

+ Success Prediction 

- Failure Prediction 

A - Incarceration length in months 

B m Age at release in months 

C - Sex 

(l) Female 

(0) Male 

D - Admission Type 

(l) Probation or Parole violator 

(0) New court commitment 

E - Offense Type 

(1) Property offense 

(2) Person offense 

F-Number of prior prison commitments 

G - Number of prior non-prison sentences 

H - Drug Use 

(1) Known User 

CO) Otherwise 

I - Alcohol Use 

(1) Known History of alcohol involvement 

(O) Otherwise 
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CRITERION SAMPLE CLASSIFICATION 

N - 6,281 

Success'" 3,445 
Failure = 2,836 

54.8% 
45.1% 

The prediction scores were divided into Decile Groups 

(10 groups with an equal number in each group.) 

DECILE DISCRIMINANT PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE 
GROUP SCORE CUTOFF ACTUAL SUCCESS ACTUAL FAILURE 

1 1.22 83.8 16.2 

2 .80 69.7 30.2 

3 .49 63.2 36.8 

4 .27 60.5 39.5 

5 .03 55.3 44.7 

6 - • 2 1 51.8 48.2 

7 .49 49.7 50.3 

8 - .82 45.7 54.3 

9 -1. 29 39.3 60.7 

10 - c::Q 30.4 69.6 

9 



DECILE 
GROUP 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

VALIDITY SAMPLE CLASSIFICATION 

N .. 6,395 

Success - 3,533 55.2% 
Failure - 2,862 44.8% 

DISCR.IMINANT PERCENTAGE 
SCORE CUTOFF ACTUAL SUCCESS 

1. 25 88.0 

.81 69.6 

.48 64.2 

.26 56.3 

.02 55.0 

- .23 50. 7 

- .49 48.9 

- .82 46.6 

-1.25 38.9 

- 00 34.1 
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12.0 I 
30.4 I 
35.8 

43.7 I 
45.0 

49.3 I 
51.1 

I 53.4 

61. 1 I 
65.9 
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CONNECTICUT-PAROLE SUCCESS AND FAILURE 

The subjects in the study were 106 young, male adult 

offenders paroled between July 1971 and January 1972. The 

sample is relatively small and the resulting prediction 

equation subject to both geographic and statistical con­

straints. While having limited applicability, scales de­

veloped in specific regions or service areas can be useful 

in determining the allocation of limited resources or in 

designing treatment programs within the affected areas. 

The present study was based on 19 prediction variables. 

No validity study was conducted. 

The scale is scored by multiplying the coefficient 

appearing in the formula by the numeric designation appearing 

beside the variable condition and algebraically summing the 

scores obtained. Just as with the preceeding scale, the 

predictor is static. There are two items related to crimi­

nal history (D and E), one concerning substance abuse (F), two 

related to social history (A and C) and one assigned charac­

teristic (B). 

11 



CONNECTICUT-MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT PREDICTION 
OF PAROLE SUCCESS-FAILURE 

y ~ 6.764 - .2882(A) - .6268(B) + .l888(C) 
- .2744(D) - .7720(E) + l.4800(F) 

where 

and 

Y - Prediction Score 
+ Success prediction 
- Failure prediction 

A - Area of Residence 
(1) Hartford 
(2) Bridgeport 
(3) New Haven 
(4) Parole Service Area 

B = Race - Ethnicity 
(1) White 
(3) Black 
(5) Puerto Rican 
(9 ) Indian, Oriental, other 

c ~ Religious Group Membership 
(0) None/No Entry 
(1) Atheist 
(3) Black Muslim 
(5) Jewish 
(7) Roman Catholic 
(9) Other Christian/Orthodox 

D ... Friar Institutionalization 
(0) None 
(1) Connecticut School for Boys 
(3) Cheshire 
(5 ) Somers 
(9) More than one institution 

E = Number of Prior Prison Sentences 

F = Number of Drug-Related Charges/Counts on this 
confinement. 
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OHIO - PAROLE SUCCESS PREDICTION 

Multiple regression techniques were used in Ohio to pre­

dict success on parole. The effort yielded an equation which 

was a low level predictor. Further investigation revealed 

that the equation predicted no better than a Burgess Scored 

schema consisting of three variables. (Burgess Scoring im­

plies equal weight given to each variable.) It is noted 

that neither the equation nor the Burgess system discriminated 

very well. 

The scale contains two criminal history variables (1 and 

3) and one related to substance abuse (2). The scale is static. 

13 



OHIO - PAROLE SUCCESS PREDICTIO~ 

BURGESS SCORING 

Score one (1) point if the stated condition is met and zero (0) 
if it 1s not. 

1. Committing Offense - Property Crime 

2. History of Drug or Alcohol abuse 

3 •. Prior Sentence or Incarceration 

TOTAL BURGESS SCORE 

BURGESS SCORE RATE OF SUCCESS 
ON PAROLE (1 year) 

o 98.8% 

1 85.8% 

2 79.6% 

3 69.8% 

14 
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PERCENT OF 
POPULATION 

3% 

17% 

44% 

36% 
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ASSAULT AND VIOLENCE SCALES 

MICHIGAN - Assault Risk Prediction 
TEXAS - Violence Prediction Scale 

15 



MICHIGAN ASSAULT RISK SCREENING 

The lfichigan Department of Corrections developed an 

Assault Risk Screening device on a sample of 2,200 inmates 

released to parole in 1971. Configural analysis was used 

to select the combination of variables which predicted the 

highest and lowest rates of violent crime. The predictive 

validity of the scale is currently being evaluated on a 

sample of 1974 parole releases. 

The scale evaluates four criminal history variables, 

one social vari~ble (marriage), and one institutional vari­

able (misconduct). The scale is static. 

16 
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&ICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

IlSSAULTIVE RISK SCREENING SHEET CSQ·353 12177 

ESIOENT'S NAME 

REENEO BY 

I'lSTRUCTIONS: 
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NUMBE.R 

L.OCATION 

Starting at leit, check u::> "yes" or "no" at each item. This directs you to next item. When a risk 
cateIJory is reached at right. circle that cateuory. I f information is missing or conflicting, circle insu fficient in· 
formation tox and refer to classification director. See definitions on reverse side. 

Reported 
Juvenile 
Felony 

Serious 
Institutional 
Misconduct 

YES o 

YES 

o 

o 
NO 

First 
Arrest 
Before 

15th 
Birthday 

. YES 
r------/ 0 

Crime 
Description 

Fits Any 
Assault/ve 

Felony 

NOTICE OF HIGH OR VERY HIGH RISK: 

o Not Applicable 

YES 
o 

o 
NO 

NO 

0 

Ever 
Married 

0 
YES 

o ~nt __ ~~ ____________ ~~~ __________ _ 
Date S\9na\l.lt8 

ASSAULTIVE 
RISK 

CATEGORY 

VERY 
HIGH 

ASSLT. 
RISK 

NOTE: It HIGH 
'-----r---~ 0' Ve:RV HIGH ,1,,,- no lice of 

,lSI( scrMnl"9 
MUST lie give" r-----..L.---.., to feSlaenl wit'" 
In 30 dllYS. 

HIGH 

ASSLT. 
RISK 

MIDDLE 

ASSLT. 
RISK 

LOW 

ASSLT. 
RISK 

VERY 
LOW 

ASSLT. 
RISK 

INSUFFICIENT 

INFORMATION 



DEFINITIONS OF ASSAULTIVE RISK CLASSIFICATION FACTORS 

1. Serving on robbery. sexual assault, or homicide. This factor will be coded "yes" if the individual is now serving on andlor 
has not been discharged from sentence for a felony. the description of which indicates that; bV any participant in the crime, 
there was ei(ht:r: a) the taking or attempt to take propert.y Or money by force or threat ot force during personal conlronta· 
tion, b) sexual assauit or attempted sexual assault by force or threat of force. or c) death of a victim. 

This determination is based on the best judgment of. the person doing the coding after review of [he investigator's description 
of the offense, and all other relevant information concerning the offense available. Because the offense of conviction is are' 
sui t of plea bargaining and other factors not related to behav:or during the Incident, the coding in the study and, therefore. 

in its application is based on actual behavior so far as this can be determined from documentation normally available. 

2. Serious misconduct or security segregation. ThiS variable will be coded "yes" if, during any sentence for which he is still 

serving, the resident has been a) found gui! ty of major misconduct which is nonbondable under current departn1lmt·wide 
policy by the disciplinary hearing committee; that is, found guiltv of homicide. assault, intimidating or threatening behavior, 
sexual as:;ault. fighting l incir.ing to riot or strike. riOlting or striking, or possession of dangerous contraband. or escape, and 
attempt to escape; OR b) was placed in administrative segregation by the security classification committee. Involuntary 
segregation for the resident's own protection is not to be counted irl this category; neither is segr ,)ation within A&GC only. 

3. First arrest before '5 years. This variable is to be coded "yes" if the presentence report or policy arrest record indicates 
thal the individual was arrested for or had a petition filed for any criminal behavior pric)r to his 15th birthday. 

4. Reported juvenile felony. This variable is to be coded "yes" if the record indicates that the individual, before his 17th 
birthday, has a reported arrest or petition filed for behavior which would constitute a felony for an adult. 2 

5. Serving on assaultive felony. The individual shall be coded "yes" on this variable if the description of his behavior during 
the course of any felony on which he is now serving indicated that it involved harm or threat of harm to any person. This is 
defined as behavior constituted by any of the felonies listed below. 

6. Eller m~rried. This variable is to be coded "yes" if the individual, at the time of the commission of the instant offense, ~· .. as 
or had ever been legally married. A common law relationship of at least seven years duration shall be cou'nt~d as equivalent to 
legal Inarriage if it can be documented to the satisfaction of the coder. 

1 If the hearing report clearly indicates that the individual was only reacting to attack and had no part in provoking the 

incident it should not be counted here. 

21ncarceration or probation for criminal behavior will be taken as evidence of petition or arrest. Status offenses are not 

to be counted. 

M.C.L. 

OFFENSES TO BE REGARDED AS ASSAULTIVE FOR PURPOSES Of 
RISK CLASSI FICATION 

rI' rd er, First 
Murder, 5eeond Degree 
Attempt to Murder 
Manslaught!!r 
Negligent Homicide 
Asslt W/lntent to Commit Murder 
Kidnapping 
Felonious Assault 
Asslt W/lnt Gr a!:lU Harm Less Murder 
Asslt W/I nt to f(~b & Steal Armed 
Asslt W/lnt to Commit Felony 
Driver Assault Police 

M.C.L. 752.861 Careless Use of Firearms to Kill 
750.479 Resisting, Obstructing Officer 
752.542 InCite, Take Part in Riot 
750.197C .Jail Break· Armed 
752.191 Felonious Driving 
750.85 Asslt W/lnt to Rape 
750.158 Sodomy 
750.333 Incest 
750.336 Indecent Liberties 
7S0.3381338A/338B Gross Indecency 
150.3.39/340 Debauchery 
750.34\ /342 Carnal Knowledge 
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7~0.316 

750.317 
750.91 
750.321 
750.324 
750.83 
750.349 
750.82 
750.84 
750.89 
750.S7 
750.479A 
750.88 
750. t 36 
750.52.9 
750.530 
750.205 
750.209 
750.210 
750.211 A 

Asslt W/lnt to Rob & Steal Unal'l-;;ed 
Cruelty to Children 
Robbery ';rmad 

150.520 Rape (Incl. Statutory) I 
750.S20b Criminal Sexual Conduct. First Degree 
750.520c; Criminal Se:"u~' Conduct. Second Dcgree 
750.S20d Cri1l1inal Sel(ual Conduct, Third Degree 
750.!'i209 Asslt W/lnt to Com Crim Stx Conduct 

Robbery Unarmed 
PI;}c;e Explosivtl By Prop W/lnt Disch 
Place Off. Subst. W/lnt to Injure 
Possession of Bomb 
Ex plosi'Je Deviees. Use or Possess 

167.S1 A Offense by SIl)(uaHy Oelinquent 
750.11·80 Arson* 

'e:!'~40t wh"re tne ~'\on <:~n <:llloltly b4 e\tab. 
"Ined to nalle taken ,,101<:' only fo, purpo,,, 
.,)f orolll M"\S witnouI n\k to IIf. Of ~'''IY. 
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CRITERION SAMPLE CLASSIFICATION 

Risk G~ Recidivism Rate* 

Very High Risk 40.0% 

High Risk 20.7% 

Middle Ri s~~ 11 • 8 % 

Low Risk 6. 3 % 

Ve ry Low Risk 2% 

*Base Rate - 10.5% 

19 

% of Sample 

4.7% 

6.6% 

45.5% 

23.5% 

19.7% 



~---------------------=------------------------------------------------------------------

TEXAS - VIOLENCE PREDICTION SCALE 

The Texas Depgrtment of Correction developed a Violence 

Preduction Scale using mUltiple regression techniques. The 

formula was based upon 150 cases who had recidivated with a 

violent offense as opposed to ISO first offenders who haJ 

not recidivated regardless of the crime first committed. The 

validity of the prediction scores was checked on the construct 

sample. No predictive validity study was conducted. 

The scale is static and contains seven items related to 

the inmate's personal criminal history (2,3,5,6,7,8, and 10), 

one concerning family criminal history (4), one on substance 

abuse (9), and one concerning education and skills (1). 

20 
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VIOLENCE PREDICTION SCALE 

~AME NUMBER 

lNSTRUCTIONS: Check appropriate score in each category then place score 
1n nght hand column. Total scores in right hand column. 

Score 
1. Highest Grade Years 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10 -12 >12 

Obtained in ~ Cl----O 0- 1 ~ ~ -
Years of Schooling Score 8.7 3. Z 5.9 4.4 Z.9 0 

Z. Number of Felony Number hi 1 Z 3 > j 

Probations ,..., ,..., ~ ,..., 
2 ~ 

Score 23.3 3.3 1.6 0 

3. Number of Felony Number 1 Z 3 4 > 4 
Convictions -'""' -,...., -""" ,..., :'.., j ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Score 15.6 8.7 5.3 2.7 0 

4. Number of Times Number 0 1 2 >2 
Siblings Have Done ~ ~ 4 - - - -Prison Time Score 0 4.3 8.3 11.3 

5. Number of Number 

~ State Paroles 5 
Score o 26.5 26.7 

6. Number of Number 0 1 > 1 
Detainers ..., ,...., _ro. 6 -Score 0' Z 0 . 2 22. i 

7. Charge 0 f First Charge Assault All Other 
Juvenile Arrest 

,..., ,...., 
7 

Score 18.3 0 

8. Number 0 f Times Number 0 1-50 > SO 
Subject Admits ,.., ,..., ,..., 

8 
To Shoplifting Score 0 20.1 ;16.0 

<5 
9. How Often Have Level Never ti~s ~Ionthly Iveekly Daily 

You Used ,..., 
Q 0 C-- 9 

Marijuana Score 15.5 12.7 10.5 9.6 0 

10. Mos t Serious Offense I Mu~der Drugs Bu:g. Aslt. Others 
Present Offense -----.:::J----O-:J--O- 10 

Score I -5.8 -17.8 4.9 2~.8 0 

VIOLENCE CLASS r F [CATION 

~ Total Score 1215 5,0 7S 100 125 150 175 Ii up 
I I ! f I TOTAL SCORE 

Vi.olence Class I Low ~Ied. High 
~ 
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PROPERTY CRIME PREDICTION 

MICHIGAN - Property Crime Prediction 

23 



MICHIGAN - PROPERTY CRIME SCREENING 

The Michigan Department of Corrections developed a pro­

perty crime screening device on a sample of 1820 inmates re­

leased to parole in 1971. Configural analysis was used to 

select the combination of variables which predicted the 

highest and lowest rates of property crime. The predictive 

validity of the scale is currently being evaluated on a 

sample of 1974 parole releases. 

The scale is static and contains two criminal history 

variables, one connected with substance abuse (drugs), and 

one institutional variable (misconduct). 
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I MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

PROP!;RTY RISK SCREENING St'iEET CSO·3S2 12/77 

ACSIO£:NT'S N~ME 

I SCREENEO BY 

I INSTRUCTIONS: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Reportfld 
Juvenile 
Felony 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

LOCATION 

Starting at left. check c:z:> '!yes" or "no" at each item. This directs you to next item. When it risk 
category is reached at right, circle that category. If information is missing or conflicting, circle insufficient in­
formation box and refer to classification director. See definitions on reverse side. 

Serious 
.nstltutionll 
Misconduct 

YES 

o 

Dru9 
Use 

Problem 

NOTICE OF HIGH RISK: 

o Not Applicable 

First 
Arrest 
Before 
lSth 

Birthday 

YES 

o 

o 
NO 

o Sent __ ~ _______ ~~-__ ---
Oet. Si9neture 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

CATEGORY 

HIGH 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

MIDDLE 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

LOW 

PROPERTY 
RISK 

NOTE: If HIGH ,I,k, 
notlc. of ,I.k ICree,,· 
ing MUST be ,lven to 
r •• ld.nt wltllin 30 CleYI 

INSUFFICIENT 

INFORMATION 



DEFINITIONS OF PROPERTY RISK CLASSIFICATION FACTORS 

1. Reported ju¥enlle felony. This variable is to be coded "yes" if the record indicates that the individual. betore his 17th 
birthday. has a reported arrest or petition filed for behavior which would constitute a felony for an adult.2 

2. Serious misconduct or security segregation. This variable will be coded "yes" if, during any sentence for which he is still 
serving, the resident has been a) found gUilty of major misconduC1 which is nonbondable under current department-wide 
poliev by \h<ll ~ilclpiit.ary hearing committee; that is. found gUilty of homicide. assault. intimidating or threatening behavior. 
sexual assault, fi!:lhting.1 inciting to riot or strike, rioting or striking, or possession of dangerous contraband, or escape, and 
attempt to escape; OR b) was placed in administrative segregation by the secunity classification committee. Involuntary 
!\8gregation for the resident's own protection is not to be counted in this category; neither is segregdtion within R&CG only. 

3. First errest before t 5 years. This variable is to be coded "yes" i~ the presentence report or police arrest record indicates 
that the individual was arrested for or had a petition filed for any criminal behavior prior to his 15th birthday. 

'. 
4. Drug use problem. This variable shall be coded "yes" if and only if the individual, at or about the time of any offense on 
which he is now serving, was: a) addicted to any nonprescribed controlled substance other than marijuana or alcohol. or b) in 
chronic or sustained use of any nonprescribed r,ontrolled substance Gther than marijuana or alcohol. Occasional use is not to 
count, nor is addiction or sustained use which :pparently terminated at least six months before the instant offense. It is 
recognized that this variable will be difficult to code, and information will often be lack.ing. The coder's best judgment, based 
on material present in the written record, must be the basis. 

1 If the hearing report Glearly indicates that the individual was only reacting to attack and had no part in provoking the 
incident it should not be counted here. 

21 ncarceration or probation for criminal behavior will be taken as evidence of petition or arrest. Status offenses are not 
to be counted. 
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CRITERION SAMPLE CLASSIFICATION 

Risk Group Recidivism Rate* % of Sample 

High Risk 39.5% 23.6% 

Middle Risk 27.0% 33.0% 

Low Risk 15.1% 43.4% 

*Base Rate - 28.0% after excluding violent felonies. 
The base rate for the entire sample was 22.5%. 
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ESCAPE PREDICTION SCALES 

NORTH CAROLINA - Escape Prediction Scale 
CALIFORNIA - Escape Prediction Charts 
ILLINOIS - Juvenile Absconsion Risk 
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NORTH CAROLINA - ESCAPE PREDICTION 

James H. Panton in North Carolina developed what he 

called a Base Expectancy Escape Scale (BE-ES). The scale 

was developed on 3,611 male inmates admitted to the North 

Carolina Department of Correction in 1973. Weighted scores 

were assigned to each of the seven variables found to dis­

tinguish between escapees and non-escapees based on the 

percentage of inmates within each variable category who 

had escaped. (It is noted that the study utilized percen­

tage expectancies rather than multiple regression or Dis­

criminant analysis.) After development of the scale, a 

predictive validity study was conducted on 2,000 inmates 

admitted during 1974 an~ 1975, 1,000 of whom had escape 

records. 

The scale contains two criminal history variables 

(4 and 8), two variables related to education and skills 

(3 and 7), two concerning social dimensions (5 and 6), and 

two which represent assigned characteristics (1 and 2). 

(It is noted that Texas has produced a escape predic­

tion equation based on mUltiple regression methods but did 

not publish the scale for security reasons). 
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NORTH CAROLINA 
BASE EXPECTANCY ESCAPE SCALE 

1. Race 
White Male 
Other Male 

2. Age Group 

16-20 
21.-30 
31-40 
41 and over 

3. Intelligence Score 

110 and over 
90-109 
80-89 
79 and above 

22 
11 

11 
23 
20 
10 

26 
1.9 
14 
1.0 

4. Juvenile Training School Record 

Prior Training School 
No Prior Record 

5. Residence - Formative years 

Urban 
Rural 
. 

6. Religious Participation 

No participation 
Participated 

7. Work Record 

Unstable Work Record 
Stable Work Record 

8. Escape Record 

33 
14 

21 
13 

26 
14 

22 
14 

First Offender 16 
·No Escape on Record 10 

BE-ES SCORE 
RANGE 

185-225 
165-184 
1~5-1.64 

150-154 
130-149 

95-129 

One Escape on Record 28 
Two or More Escapeson Record 51 

'ESCAPEES 
FREQUENCY 

295 
377 
171 

55 
102 

o 

TOTAL SCORE 

NON-ESCAPEES 
FREQUENCIES 

o 
21 
89 
81 

508 
301 

CD 
IT] 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

CD 

01 
PERCENTAGE 
ESCAPING 

100% 
95% 
66% 
40% 
16% 

0% 
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CALIFORNIA ESCAPE RISK CHARTS 

The present escape risk charts wer~ developed from a 

sample of 1,494 cases. Separate charts were produced for 

all institutions combined, and for medium and minimum security 

units. The percentages indicated in the boxes on the tables 

are the base rates of escape for the group having the charac­

teristics listed in the table. It is noted that the Cali­

fornia charts consider a very limited number of variables. 

Overall the escape risk charts consider two criminal history 

variables, one institutional variable (security level), and 

one assigned characteristic (ethnic membership). 
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White 
(7 ·'10%) 

Escape 
History 
(11-20%) 

California Escape Risk Chart 
All Institutions 

Property 
Crimes 
(11-20%) 33 & OVer 

7-10%) 
__ ------Under 33 

Not Property --.- (4-6%) 
Crimes -- __ 
(7-10%) Uncl::i.\I>::_r~33;-------33 & Over 

_____ 0 -10;0 (7 -1 0%) 
Property ...-----

No Escape (7-10%) =(4-6%) ~ Under 33 
History .------ (4··6%) <

Crimes ~_ 33 & OV~r' 

(4-6%) Not Prope~' _____ , 
Crimes ~ 133 & OVer ______________ :2:3:) _________________ l~O~ ~K): 

CHICANO 
(4-6%) 

BLACK 
(0-1%) 

~nder 33 

~
property ~ (4-6%) 
Crim.es ~ 
(7-10%) _______ 33 & OVer 

Escape (11-2",',-..--
story Not Property 

Under 33 
(LOW RISK) 

(7-10%) Crimes .. --__________ _ 
(7-10%) 33 & OVer 

Under 33 -(11-20%) 
(4-6%) 

'33 ;-o";;r-' 'llid;; 33 -, 

.iL~ ~s!..~ J'_<LO_.! _~SK)I 
'No~Pr-;p~t:Y' ___ ----~-----------
, Crimes 1__ 133 & OVer I 
,(LOW RISK) i-------__ ~(LOW RISK)t ------, -,---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Under 33 
~~r0~erty~(LOW RISK) 

Escape <J' Crimes History (7-10%) 33 & OVer 

(4-6%) _-==:::::::~(;1 ~1-;2=0%:' ):==~3Under33- I Not Property I~L~ ~S~ 
rimes -

(2-3%) _ ~ _._ 33 & OVer 
IUnder 33 I (4-6%) 

____ fPropertYIKI(LOW RISK) I 
I History I I (LOW RISK) I iT3"& "Over I ,T.fu.der 33-' 
I No Escape I <J Crimes - - - -

l,egend: - - - - - l'No'-Property I - - - - - - - -
I (LOW RISK), - - - - - I (LOW RISK) I j' (LOW RISK): 

I I High Risk I Crimes , 133-& 'Ov;-r-l 
C· = =1 Low Risk JJ.LQJ! !tIS1P_ItJ..L~ ]glllUJ_ 
*Percentage figures indicate probable number of escapes per 100 inmates. 

Average rate is 5. Low Risk (0-1%); Low-Medium Risk (2-3%); High-Medium 
Risk (4-6%); High Risk (7%+). High Risk group :f.s divided in the c.hart in­
to three sub-groups, 7-10%, 11-20%, 21-25%. In this chart, the Low and Low­
Medium Risk cases are combined in one category and labeled "LOW RISK" in 
the boxes. 
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White 
(6-10%) 

CHICANO 
(6-10%) 

BLACK 
(3-5%) 

Escape 
History 
(21-25%) 

No Escape 
History 
(6-10%) 

Escape 
History 
(21-25%) 

California Escape Risk Chart 
Medium Security Institutions 

Under 33 
Property (21-25%) 
Crimes 
(21-25%) 33 & Over 

(6-10%) 

Not Property 
Crimes 
(21-25%) Under 33 

(11-20%) 
Property 
Crimes 33 & Over 

Under 33 
(21-25%) 

33 & Over 
(21-25%) 

(11-20%) (6-10%) ____ Under 33 
(3-5%) 

Not Property -------- , ____ _ 
Crimes -------- 33 & Over I 
(3-5%) -----------I.J~W~!§IW 

Property 
Crimes 
( 11-20%) 

Not Property 

Under 33 
(6~10%) 

33 & Over 
(21-25%) 

Under 33 
(21-25%) 

Crimes r---:::===:=:::;----(21-25%) I 33& Ove;-I 
'------...... Under 33 I (LOW RISK)! 

Property (11-20%) 
Crimes 

No EscaP<:::J(6-10%) r33&o;;;1 I-Unde;-33I 
History ,-- _ _ _ _ _ (LOW RISK) I j (~W_ R":'SK) I 
(6-10%) I Not Property !I c:::::::::::=-=-~-::--===i Crimes~ 133'& Q;e-;1 

L ~w .!I~K ___ IL<~O~ RISK)I 

iUn~ 3'3 ( 

~~==::=:~;;~:::===~l~~(L~ ~S~I 
- --33 & Over 

Under 33 (6-10%) 
propert< (11-20%) 

History (6-10%) I 33 & Over I Under 33 I No Esca~pCrimes ____ I - - --
(3-5%) I (LOW RISK) 1 I (LOW RISK) I 

Legend: No Property - - - ---- - - - -
____ I High Risk '. Crimes 33 Or Over 

(3-5%) (3-5%) r= =. Low Risk 
-*Percentage figures indicate probable number of escapes per 100 inmates. 

Average rate is 10. low Risk (0-2%):; Low-Medium Risk (3-5%); High-Medium 
Risk (6-10%); High Risk (11%+). High Risk group is divided in the chart 
into two sub-groups 11-20% and 21-25%. 



California Escape Risk Cha~ 
Min~num Security Institutions 

Property 
Crimes 
(16-25%) 33 & Over 

(16-25%) I ~ _.. I 
Escape ~ Under 33 
History Not Property --=::::::=:--- (16-2S%) 
(16-25%) Crimes -- _ 

(16-25%) Under 33 33 & Over 
White (8-15%) (8-15%) 
(8'-15%) Propert 

Ci:imes 33 & Over 
IUnd7r 33-

' History - - - - -I :,_(LOW _RIS_K2_: 
(8-15%) 'Not Property 

Crimes I 133 iii Over I 
Ii,LQ!1 jgSK) _I I (LOW ~S~I 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

CHICANO 
(8-15%) 

Escape 
History 

1(16-25%) 

Property 
Crimes 
(16-25%) 

Not Property 
imes 

Under 33 
(8-15%) 

(8-15%) ---_-..~;:_;:~:;_:;_ ___ 33 & Over 
Under 33 (8-15%) 

No Escape (4-7%) ________ j33'& {;e71 Under 33 <
~~:~t~(8-15%) 

History I (LOW RISK~ (8-15%) 

(4-7%) Not prop::r:ty~======-=·=~-~· ::=JJ Crimes 133 "& o;eTI 
(8-15%)liL.£W 'y~K]1 

.- - - -I fUnder 33-1 
I Property ______ I (LOW RISK) I 

/ 

History I (LOW RISK) I ~\33 & Over I 
(0-3%) -.-- -- I (LOW RISK) I Under 33 

Not Property - - - - - (16-25%) 

Escape ~Crimes I~_ =- -= =- = 
BLACK Crimes ___ _ 
(0-3%) (4-7%) _ _ _ _ 133 & Over 1 

<
Under 33 I I (LOW RISK) I 

_ _ _ _ IProperty - -I I (LOW RISK) I '- ----
I No Escape I<crimes I ::: = = = ___ _ 

History I (LOW RISK) I 33 & Over\ 1 Under 33 I 
I~o!. R~K2.1 = =- --_ -~ I~L~ .!ISK)! ___ !(LOW ~S.!9-, 

Legend: I No Property I =-=-=- _ _ _ _ 
,,-_.-1 High Risk 1 Crimes 1____ 133 & Over 1 
_ I (LOW RISK) -I(LOW RISK) I 

1_::':-ILow Risk - - - - - - - - -
*Fercentage figures indicate probable number of escapes per 100 inmates. 

Average rate is 10. Low Risk (0-3%); Low-Medium Risk (4-7%); High-Medium 
Risk (8-15%); High Risk (16%+). 
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ILLINOIS JUVENILE ABSCONSION 

A scale was developed in Illinois to predict youth ab-

sconsions based on 618 absconsion reports gathered in 1974. 

The sample represented 45% of the tot~l runaways for that 

year. The study is not entirely clear concerning the method 

utilized to establish variable weights. The weights appear 

to be based on an unspecified ccmbination of variable com-

parisons within the absconsion group and comparisons between 

the absconsion group and the general population. Prediction 

tables .ere developed for White and for Black youths. 

The scales consider two criminal history variables, two 

assigned characteristics, and one social history variable. A 

predictive validity study was conducted. 
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ABSCONSION PREDICTION 
WHITE YOUTHS 

RACE 

White Youths 

AGE 

16 and over 
15-1.6 
under 15 

PARENTS MARITAL STATUS 

Married & Together 
Separated or Divorced 
Other 

PRESENT OFFENSE 

'\Ilto Theft 
Burglary 
Other 

ABSCONSION HISTORY 

No Prior Absconsions 
One. Prior Absconsion 
Two or More Prior 

TOTAL SCORE 

36 

TABLE 

2 

5 
3 
2 

2 
1 
0 

3 
2 
0 

0 
1 
2 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

D 
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RACE 

AGE 

PARENTS 

PRESENT 

ABSCONSION PREDICTION TABLE 
BLACK YOUTHS 

Black Youths 1 

16 and over 4 
15 and 16 2 
under 15 1 

MARITAL STATUS 

Married & Together 3 
Separated or Divorced 1 
Other 0 

OFFENSE 

Burglary 2 
Auto Theft 1 
Other 0 

ABSCONSION HISTORY 

No Prior Absconsions 0 
One Prior Abscousion 1 
Two or More Prior 2 

TOTAL SCORE 

37 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

IT] 
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PREDICTIVE VALIDITY - BOTH GROUPS 

I 
A predictive validity study involving 199 youths assigned I 

to Youth Centers yielded the following results: 

I 
ABSCONSION ABSCONDER NON-ABSCONDER PERCENTAGE 
RISK SCORE FREQUENCY FREQUENCY ABSCONDING I 
4 or less 2 35 5.4% 

5 to 7 16 76 17.4% I 
8 14 13 14.0% 

9 12 5 70.6% I 
10 20 6 76.9% I 
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DISCIPLINE AND COMMITMENT SCALES 

OHIO - The Intractable Inmate 
IOWA - Admission Seriousness Scale 
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OHIO - THE INTRACTABLE INMATE 

One research effort from Ohio attempted to distinguish 

those inmates who present a chronic disciplinary problem 

within the corrections system. 

A stepwise mUltiple regression analysis on 22 classification 

variables resulted in the selection of six variables. The 

scale is scored by multiplying the variable weight from the 

formula times the value of the variable and algebraically 

summing the results. 

Three of the variables are related to criminal history 

(1, 4, and 6), one to substance abuse (5), one to personality 

(2), and one to education and skills (3). 

40 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

OHIO - MULTIPLE REGRESSION PREDICTION 

THE INTRACTABLE INMATE 

The intractable inmate is defined as an inmate who pre­
sents a chronic disciplinary problem within the correctional 
system. Stepwise multiple regression analysis of 22 classi­
fication variables resulted in the selection of the following 
6 variables: 

as: 

1. Percent Adult Life Incarcerated 
(18 years and over; high scores - intractable) 

2. MMPI Depression Scale Score 
(high scores - intractable) 

3. Minnesota Paper Form Board Score 
(low scores - intractable) 

4. Use of Alias 
(use associated with intractable) 

S. Extent of Alcohol Use 
(low use associated with intractable) 

6. Number of Police Contacts as a Juvenile 
(high scores - intractable) 

An individual inmates score (y1) can be computed 

y1 = .04 + .01(X
1

) + .02(X
2

) - .01(X
3

) 

+ .1S (X
4

) - .10(X
S

) + .03(X
6

) 

where 

Xl = percent of adult life incarcerated 

X2 = MMPI D Scale Score 

X3 = Minnesota Paper Form Board score 

X
4 

= 1, if alias used; 0, if none used 

Xs = 1, if extensive Alcohol use; 0, if not extensive 

X6 = number of police contacts as a juvenile 
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IOWA - FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH 
INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT 

ADMISSION SERIOUSNESS SCALE 

Along with other scales, researchers in Iowa developed 

a scale which distinguished between persons convicted and 

committed to the state correctional system and those who 

were convicted but not committed. The researchers used the 

resulting variables to construct an Admission Seriousness 

Scale which they related to classification assignments with-

in the institutions. No concurrent validity study was 

conducted for the scale. 

The Admission Seriousness Scale contains four criminal 

history variables (1, 2, 3, and 5) and one variable involving 

substance abuse (4). 
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IOWA - FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH 
INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT 

Research indicated there were four principal variables 
which would predict commitment as opposed to release after 
conviction. The four variables were: 

1. OFFENSE TYPE - committed offenders were more often 
convicted of offenses against persons 
rather than property (violent offenses) 

2. SUBSTANCE ABUSE - committed offenders were more often 
involved with hard narcotics or with 
two of the following three non=narcotic 
drug categories: 

a. alcohol 
b. marijuna, hashish, T.H.C. 
c. other drugs 

3. CRIMINAL HISTORY - committed offenders had prior 
juvenile or adult commitments more 
often than those not committed 

4. MULTIPLE CHARGES - committed offenders were more often 
convicted on more than one charge 

The four variables were used to construct a Commitment 
Seriousness Scale by which groups of offenders could be compared. 

COMMITMENT SERIOUSNESS SCALE 
BURGESS SCORING 

Score one point for each variable present and zero if it is 
not present. 

a. PERSON OFFENSE 

b. PRIOR ADULT COMMITMENTS 

c. PRIOR JUVENILE COMMIT1-mNTS 

d. SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

e. MULTIPLE CHARGES 

TOTAL SCORE 
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PROBATION RISK PREDICTION 

IOWA - Community Risk Scale 
TEXAS - Probation Score Sheet 
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IOWA - COMMUNITY RISK SCALE FOR 
MALE PROBATIONERS 

Based on 1,725 cases the scale assesses the risk associated 

with placing a person on probation who has the characteristics 

designated in the scale. A predictive validity study is 

currently being conducted. The researchers in Iowa have used 

the present scale, and others, to demonstrate that: 

1 • 

2. 

3 • 

5. 

6. 

"community risk" has not been a major consideration 
in Iowa sentencing. 

"prisonization" does not occur as a result 
of incarceration in the state prison system. 

parole supervision has b~nefits over direct 
release. 

work release and vocational training have 
short-term benefits. 

current community services fail to improve 
the chances of success for probationers. 

community residential treatment protects 
the public but does not reduce recidivism. 

It is noted that the conclusions drawn are tentative 

and depend on further confirming research. The Community 

Risk Scale contains three criminal history variables, two 

variables associated with education and skills, one concern-

ing substance abuse, one social variable, and one assigned 

characteristic. 
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IOWA - COMMUNITY RISK SCALE 

MALE FELON PROBAT10NERS 

Juvenile Record 

Juvenile Commitments 
Juvenile Arrest but no commitments 
No Juvenile Arrests 

Present Offense (Felony only) 

High. Recidivism Correlation 

Robbery w/Aggravation, Breaking 
and Entering, Larceny of MV, 
Operating a MV without owners 
con~e~t, False Cheeks and Uttering 
Forged Instruments. 

High-Medium Recidivism Correlation 

Robbery w/o Aggravation, Burglary, 
Escape. and Forgery. 

MadiuUl Recidivism Correlation 

Carriing concealed weapons, 
Larceny over $20, and Larceny 
in daytime or nighttime over $20 

Low-Medium Recidivism Correlation 

Assault w/intent to inflict great 
bodily injury, Con6piracy, Lascivious 
Acts with Children, Receiving 
and Concealing stolen gooJs, Rape or 
Assualt to Rape, Going Armed w/intent, 
and Malicious Inju~y to Buildings. 

Low or Unknown Recidivism Correlation 

All other felony offenses, including 
those with low recidivism correlation 
such as Operating a Motor Vehicle 
Under the Influence-Subsequent Offense, Drug 
Crime~ Manslaughter, Assault to Murder 
or to Commit a Felony, ani various non-
rape sex offenses. 
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Prior Adult Record 

Adult jailor prison Terms 
Adult Convictions only 
No Adult Convictions 

Age at Conviction 

Under 20 
20 to 24 
25 to 29 
30 or over 

Drug or Alcohol Invnlvements 

Hard Narcotic or Cocaine 
Excessive Alcohol or Non-Narcotic Drug 
No History of Excessive Drug/Alcohol 

Family Situation at Conviction 

Not Both Married and Living 
-wTSpouse 
Married and Living w/Spouse 

Employment Status a~ Conviction 

Not Full-Time employed at a 
Skilled Occupation 

Employed Full time at a Skilled 
Occupation 

Formal Education 

Less than 10 years 
10 years or more 

SCORE RANGE EVALUATION 

0 to 23 Low Risk 

TOTAL 

24 to 57 Low-Medium Risk 
58 to 65 High-Medium Risk 
66 to 100 High Risk 
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FAILURE 
RATE 
7.0% 

23.5% 
38.1% 
62.2% 

OJ 
+12 

+6 
0 

[l] 
+22 
+15 

+7 
0 

D 
+9 
+5 

0 

D 
3 
0 

D 
4 

0 

D 
3 
0 

( I I 

%Cases 
In Level 

16% 
53% 
14% 
171 



PROBATION EVALUATION SCORE SHEET 
;'LLAS PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

Although the following scale has not been evaluated, it 

represents one of the better efforts to quantify probation 

placement. Input on the scale is divided into five areas: 

prior criminal history; narcotics, drugs and alcohol; emo-

tional and physical status; employment and education; and 

family ties. The individual items are weighted on a scale 

from 1 to 5 based on the experience of the members of the 

Dallas Adult Probation Department. Preliminary research 

on the instruments predictive ability is being conducted by 

the East Texas State University. 
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PROBATION EVALUATION-DALLAS PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

Complete this form prior to the Probation Date so that it accompanies the 
Probation Papers which ere p'resented to the Judge. If a person does not 
qualify on a particular item, a zero should be entered opposite that item. 

A. PRIOR CRIMINAL HISTORY 
1. No pri or arrest (other than present offense) 5 
2. No arrest in last 5 years (other than present offense) 4 
3, No felony convictions or felony or misdemeanor probations 4 
4. No arrest for auto theft 4 
5. Present offense not checks, burglary, robbery, theft, DWI 3 
6. No aliases or tatoos 3 
7. No more than 2 prior arrests 4 
8. No commitments to a juvenile training school 3 
9. No prior jail commitments 3 

10. No as::.aultiveness in prior criminal history 3 
11. No arrest prior to age 20 2 

TOTAL: PRIOR CRIMINAL HISTORY 
B. NARCOTICS, DRUGS AND ALCOHOL 

1. No history of opiate use (opium, codeine, morphine, herion) 5 
2. No hi story of heroin or cocaine use 5 
3. No history of marijuana, amphetamines, LSu, or barviturat~s 3 
4. No history of alcohol involvement in this or prior arrests 4 

TOTAL: NARCOTICS, DRUGS AND ALCOHOL 
C. EMOTIONAL AND PHYSICAL 

1. No history of ;:;:;ychological disorders 3 
2. No sex offense attributed to personality or emotional disordet'3 
3. Sexual adjustment appears normal 2 
4. Favorable physical condition (health) 2 
5. Favorable phYSical appearance 1 
6. Delinguent behavior not attributed to associates 4 
7. Exibits favorable attitude toward probation and future 2 

TOTAL: EMOTIONAL AND PHYSICAL 
D. EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION 

E. 

1. Currently employed or housewife 3 
2. Has held present job six months or more 3 
3. Has a vocational skill 2 
4. Is attending school, receiving a pension, social security, 

unemployment compensation or unemployed w/medical disability 2 
5. Veteran with Honorable Disc~arge 1 
6. Completed high school or has GED 2 
7. Has a job cOITVnitment (gi ve credit if employed) 1 
8. If children involved, suitable care is arranged 2 
9. Has a favorable attitude toward work 1 

TOTAL: EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION 
FAMILY TIES 
1. No family criminal record 
2. Lives with spouse or family 
3. Parents neither separated nor divorced 
4. Supports spouse and children or self (if single) 
5. Marital stability-no divorce or seperation (credit 

TOTAL: FAMILY TIES 

4 
2 
2 
2 

if single) 1 

TOTAL RATING 
F. SCALE: Chance of successfully completing probation 

o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 
I Very Poor I Poor I Average I Gcx:x:l i Vert C..oc:xi I 
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