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R AT INTRODUCTION

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARLES / . o |
(Continued) e k o The Amer1can Just1ce Inst1tute, along with the National Counc11 on Crime .
| Page - and Delinquency, has recently comp]eted @ nat1ona1Lsurvey of | screenwng and c1a531-
Fication in crwmwna] justice. Soonsored by the National Inst1tute of Correct1ons,
o o , the year-]ong survey assessed the current state othhe art in the des1gn and utili-
R. Washington, Seattle B zation of classification tools for dec1s1on-mak1ng The_presentfvolume conta1ns
Municipal Probation Service . . . . . . . . .. 139 a portion of those findings. = * ' ‘
S.  MWashington, Seattle . ﬁ In building a data base, National Sqrvey staft made over 350 te]ephone
Federal Probation/Parole Office . . . . . . . . 141

contacts with classification experts, research organ1zat10ns and justice system
agencies. These contacts comb1ned wwth n extens1Ve review of the ex1st1ng litera-

- ture reveal a recent trend toward forma]vz1ng offehder classification, estab]1sh1ng
more. exp11c11 criteria for screening dec1g1ons, and sh1ft1ng emphas1s from subJec-

tive Judgements to reliance on standard1zed 1nstruments in the c]ass1f1catxon and
“decision-making process.

For the purpose of this study, "1nstruments" are defined
as written forms which contain a fixed set of weig ted cr1ter1a that are: combined
~into an overall offender summary score.

‘ﬁons1dera iony of thrs score in the classi-
fication process assists Just1ce system pract1t1oners 1n mak1ng more consistent
and uniform c?ass1f1cat1on dec1s1ons

et e et

e iy i

Famlladr examp]es of lnstruments include:

it

1. Vera Scale: usedkto c]asswfy the e]lg1bi]1ty of pretr1a1 defendants

for release on own recogn1zance,‘

2." Base Expectancy TabTes:tfused tp screeh 6ffehders ﬁor risk of recidivism; o
e ‘ « 3 | :
Federal Paro]e Gu1de11nes* used'to reduce d1spar1ty in paro1e re1ease

dec1s1ons . |
R
Though these examples emphasize d1fférent crli

f eria and were created for differ-
ent purposes, they all serve to structurerthe classification process so that result- -

ing decisions becbme more obJect1ve, un1form, and potent1a]1y replicable. Among

“the survey's 350+ primary contacts, proaect staff 1dent1f1ed 105 sites where instru-
ments, as defined, appeared to be used.

3.
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;hicluded from cons1derat1on were sites
not using instruments, sites using 1nstruments ma1n1y for program placement (since

the survey's research charter exp11c1t1y echuded dlagnost1c c1ass1f1cat10n), and
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sites using instruments duplicated elsewhere. Thus, the 105 identified sites
are those we believed to be using unique c]ass1f1cat1on instruments and re]ated
procedures.

National survey staff made considerable efforts to ensure that the study
systematically sampled different geographical regions and different Tevels of
jurisdiction. However, the survey does not claim to be statistically represent-
ative of the overall population of c?%ssification programs in the U.S., nor even
of the more restricted popu]atioh of programs that use instruments. Althcugh
staff contacted a broad distribution of agencies using classification tools,
Timited resources made it impossible to reach all such programs. Moreover, since
the total population of classification programs is at present unknown, standard
research methods such as random or quota sampling were not used. Nevertheless,
the purpose of the survey was to describe the current variety (some would say
similarity) of approaches and techniques in the field of criminal justice classi-
fication, and this we believe has been achieved.

The national survey also selected agencies that represent different decision
points in the criminal justice system. A "decisjon point" is defined for the
purpose of this study as a juncture in the criminal justice system where decisions
are made which affect the path of an 1nd1vidua1 through, or out of, the system.
These points include pretrial release and diversion, sentencing, institutional
custody level, parole release, and parole/probation supervision level.

The results of our study have been organized with the practitioner specifi-
cally in mind. Accordingly, findings are’categorized by decision point; material
pertaining to each of four decision points has been grouped together in a separate
volume or "Sourcebook." Each of these Sourcebooks addresses one of the following
types of classification: ‘

1 Pretrial Release

2 Sentencing and Parole Release
3. Institutional Custody

4. Probation/Parole Supervision

This approach should help practitioners to quickly and easily locate information
pertinent to their field. A fifth volume is devoted to general information. It
contains a review of the classification 11terature, a b1b11ography, discussion of
research met\ods, and the data collection forms used in the study

. comments and other advantages gained by a flexible interview approach,

o

~ The state-of-the-art summaries, site visits, and telephone interview sum-
maries have been written by different authors. Consequently, the individual
components of the Sourcebooks may differ somewhat stylistically. We chose to

- emphasize accuracy of content, rather than consistency of style; the various

research staff who collected the information and best understood the on-site
operdt ons were assigned the task of writing the summaries and reports.,

The Sourcebooks are divided into three main sections: (1) State-of-the-Art
Summary, (2) Site Reports, and (3) Telephone Interview Summaries. The last two
sect1ons include descriptions of instrument usage in specific agencies, and
copies of the instrument(s) used by that agency. The State-of-the-Art Summary
describes current classification 1nstruments and practices that are employed at
the decision point assessed by each Sourcebook The Summary is essentially a
synthesis and evaluation of the findings generated by the site visits, telephone
interviews, and literature review. It also includes recommendations about devel-
opment and implementation of classification instruments at the respective deci~
sion points.

Section II of the Sourcebook the Site Visit Reports, provides the reeder
with an in- depth Took at currently used instruments, and how they operate in
specific agencies.. On the basis of the 105 telephone interviews, survey staff
selected 22 locations that employed 25 d1st1nct instruments for more 1ntens1ve
study through on- site observat1ons and interviews. Nat1ona1 survey staff, usually
work1ng in pairs, spent from two to four days at each site. During these visits,
an effort was made to observe the classification system in operat1on to inter-
view as many people as possible who use or who are affected by the process, and’
to collect research results and statistics on the use of the 1nstrument A
detailed interview protocol developed by staff (see Research Volume) was used
while on.site in order to ensure complete and consistent data collection. The
form was not a]ways rigidly fo]]owed however, in order to allow for spontaneous

; Informa-
tion was obtained under general headings as follows:

Agency‘Characteristics
Decision Points Involved
System Flow ]
. Caseload Characteristles
Research and Deve]opment of the Instrument
Instrument Imp]ementat1on '

-3-
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Formal Instrument Characteristics
Screening Process

Decision Process

Review Process

Results and Impact -

Policy Issues

@ e & @ & o

The third section of the Sourcebook, the Telephone Interview Summaries,
contains succinct, one or two page descriptions of agencies and ‘their use of
classification tools. In contrast to the in-depth analysis of the site reports,
the telephone summaries present brief overviews.of classification techniques
used by specific agencies. Agencies contacted were identified by staff through
published reports discovered during the Titerature review, and through leads
from consultants and practitioners. The agencies thus identified were contacted,
interviewed when appropriate (i.e., if they were using operational instruménts),
and then used as a source of referrals to other jurisdictions. Our assumption
was that a relatively inclusive sampie of agencies had been obtained when leads
uncovered in this manner referred us back to agencies greviously contacted. -

The agencies interviewed were sent a pre-interview notice describing the
survey objective and the kinds of questions that would be asked. Telephone
interviews were then held byﬁappointment using the interview questionnaire given
in the Research Volume. Each interview lasted from 30 to 90 minutes, depending
upon the complexity of the classification system in question. - Most interviews
were with a single respondent although several calls involved two or more agency
representatives. In each case, information was obtained under the following
general headings: ‘

Identification of Respondents

Use of Screening Instrument

Automatic Selection Criteria
Characteristics of Screening Instrument
Administration of the. Instruments |
Results and Effects of the Instrument
Accessibility for Site Visit and Referrals

R NN
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The Sourcebook materials were sent for verification to the agency étaff
who were originally contacted during site visits and telephone interviews,

During this verification process we lTearned that 34 of the telephone interview
sites are not using c]assification instruments according to our definition, so
we dropped them from the §tudy sample. Some of these excluded sites aré using
lists of criteria without any weights or total scores, and others are not using

- any formalized criteria at all. The agencies‘remaining in the sample after the
verification process provided us with'updatéd information and statiétics, cleared
up any'apparent misunderstandings, or approved-the initial drafts as written,
We will now turn to the State-of-the-Art Summary describing current issues and

practices specific to the use of instruments in probation/paroie Teve] of super-
vision decisions. |
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PROBATION AND‘PAROLE SUPERVISION
STATE-OF-THE-ART

Introduction

UnTike decision-making at other points in criminal justice processing,
decisions regarding appropriate leve] of probation/parole supervision typi-
cally are made without the aid of formal classification instruments.] Where
such tools are used, they frequent1y11ack sophistication and research support.
There are exceptions however. In some Jurisdictions effective classification
instruments are now in use, and interest in theijp development and use else-
where is growing. |

The 23 Probation/parole agencies listed in Table 1 are those sites contacted
and interviewed by the national survey team. (The Tist does not include all
probation/parole agencies 1in the country that use instruments. ) Agencies using
instruments for supervision-level decisions are found at all levels of govern-
ment, in all areas of the country, and in both urban and rural jurisdictions.
Agencies of all kinds and sizes report that they find these instruments to be
of value. For example, both the Federal Probation Office in Portland, Oregon,
which screens about 20 individuals per month, and the state system in Missouri,
which classifies 5,500 clients monthly, report satisfactory experiences with
instruments. ‘

The use of classification systems with a local research base, however, does
seem to be Timited to large departments. Jurisdictions with smal] caseloads
generally do not invest in on-site research, preferring to develop instruments
intuitively or to borrow them from other Tocations. Limited personnel and finan-
cial resources undoubtedly contribute to the Tack of on-site research in smaller
agencies,

Instrument Development and Use

The overriding motive behind the development and use of instruments in

1. For purposes of this study, "instruments" are defined as written forms con-

- taining a fixed set of weighted criteria that are combined into an overall
summary score for use in offender classification. More detailed descriptions
of instruments and classification Procedures are presented in the site visit
and telephone interview reports later in this Sourcebook.

-6-
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Table 1

23 AGENCIES INCLUDED IN SURVEY

Probation - Parole Federal State

. x

: Local
Sites Visited by Survey Team Supervision  Supervision Level Level Level
1. Sacramento, California Federal Probat1on/Paro1e 0ff1ce X X X
7. Kane County, I11inois Diagnostic Center X X
3. Philadelphia County Probation Department X X : ‘ X
4. Wisconsin State Bureau of Community Corrections X X X
Sites Surveyed by Telephone
5. Alameda County, California.Probation Department X X
6. Marin County, California Probation Department X X
7. Monterey County, California Probation Department X . X
8. Santa Clara County, California Probation Department X X
9. Connecticut State Department of Adult Probation X X
10. Washington, D.C. Federal Probation/Parole Office X X X
11.  Washington, D.C. District of Columbia Superior Court X " X
. 12. Atlanta, Georgia Federal Probation/Pargle Office X X ;
13. 1111no1s 16th Circuit Court Probation Section : X X
14, Towa State Bureau of Community Correctional Services _ X X
15.  Hennepin County, Minnesota Court Services X X
16.  St. Louis County, Missouri Community Services X X
17. Missouri State Board of Probation and Parole X X X
18.  New York State Division of Probation . X ;
19. Suffolk County, New York Department of Probation X X
20.. Multnomah County, Oregon Probation Department X X
21 Portland, Oregon Federal Probation/Parole Office X X X
22. Seattle, Washington Municipal Probation Service X X
23. Seattle, Washington Federal Probat1on/Paro1e 0ff1ce X X X




I 2 R R T R

\‘/'}

probation/parole field supervision is the desire to optimize the allocation of
resources. The large caseloads typical of most departments preclude intensive
supervision of all probationers. Some form of classification invariably occurs
in order to separate those who will receive maximum attention from those who
will not. In the process, most agencies attempt to identify both those indivi-
duals most in need of surveillance/services and those who can get along with
less, but identification of the former generally is emphasized.‘ Weights and .
cut-off scores are adjusted to minimize the possibility that a person classified

‘as a low risk actually will get into further trouble. Political considerations,of

course, also influence policy decisions to be.conservative,that is to concentrate
error on the side of mislabeling low risk individuals as moderate or high'risk.
Concern for public opinion and community protection means that services may be
provided for those who do not need it, but rarely is minimum service offered to .

. those in need of maximum care.

A second, related motive for the use of formal 1nstruments in c1ass1f1cat1on
decisions derives from the belief that a structured screening process will perm1t A
more accurate, consistent, and equitable decision-making. Through the use of
instruments, agencies hope to minimize the bias inherent in the subjective-judgments
of vdrious decision-makers. In practice, greater objectivity can lead to
more accurate decisions, but it almost certainly will increase decision consist-
ency. Also, even though the same decision might have been reached without‘the
aid of a formal instrument, a decision made on the basis of established guidelines
applicable to all is likely to be viewed as more just and equitable. '

Instruments have served to promote confidence in decisions in other arenas as
well. In Wisconsin, for example, the legislature held up funds for new probation
off1cers pending the development of an adequate plan. Information obtained through
the use of case screening instruments demonstrated the need for additional officers
in a way that was much more impressive than subaect1veiassessments would have been.
While not by itself a rationale for instrument development, the contribution of
such toois to statistical evaluation may be useful in many contexts.

In developing an instrument for use in Tevel-of-supervision dec1s1ons many
agencies have simply adopted instruments used in other jurisdictions, sometimes
with slight modifications. Instruments commonly uborrowed" in this manner include
the C11ent Analysis Scale developed for use in Missouri, Wisconsin's Case Manage-
ment System, the California Base Expectancy instrument, and the Base Expectancy

« o -8~

£

form created by the Federal Probation/Parole Office in Portland, Oregon. About

44% of the instruments used by agencies in the survey sample were borrowed from
other jurisdictions. : S |
About 26% of the agencies surveyed had developed their own instruments through -
a local research program. In some cases, these instruments are variations of in-
struments developed elsewhere. For example, the "U.S. DCv75,” used by the Federal
Probation/Parole Office in Washington, D.C., sprang from a series of validity
tests in which non-predictive variables from the California BE 61A were eliminated
and other variables were added. (Ongoing validation research is also underway.)
Other locally developed instruments that seem to have been particularly well re-
ceived include those created for use in the states of Missouri and Wisconsin.
About 30% of the agencies surveyed had developed their own instruments, but

had not based them on local research. In such cases, instruments used elsewhere
are reviewed, and those elements deemed appropriate for local use are.selected
for inclusion in the instrument. Both the variables and their weights thus are
developed subjectively in accordance with local priorities and policy considera-
tions.

O0f course, even where instruments are based on researéh, po]icy issues may be
important in their development. In some cases, variables found to be predictive
of:risk are excluded from instruments for legal or moral reasons (e.g., race) or
because they are difficult to score at point of intake. In other instances,
weights are added to variables in order to reflect community values. For example,
Wisconsin adds weight beyond that empirically prescribed for individuals convicted
of an assaultive offense. The added weight is responsive to community fears of
assaultive incidents involving probationers.

Sample instruments were obtained from 21 of the 23 aygencies surveyed. Table 2
Tists all those variables that appear on at least two instruments and the total
number of instruments in which each variable was iné]uded. Generally, those vari-
ables that appear most commonly (e.g., employment status) also are given greater
weight in tabulating an offender's summary score. Those that appear less frequently
(e.g., annual income) typically receive less weight.

Thé guidelines for scoring variables differ from one agency to another. As a
case in point, some classification instruments define drug/alcohol involvement
quite specifically (any arrest in the last two years for drug or alcohol abuse),

-9-
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Table 2

VARIABLES USED MOST FREQUENTLY ON 21 SAMPLE INSTRUMENTS

Variable

Number of Instruments Using Variable

EmpToyment/Educationa] Status
Drug/Alcohol Involvement
Family/Socia]l Factors
Number or Type of Prior Convictions
Number of Prior Arrests/Arrest Free Period
Education Level Achieved
Bad Checks, Forgery, or Burglary History
Assaultive Offense HiStory
Prior Commitments/Incarcérations
Numb%r»pf Prior Supervision‘Periods oF Revocations
Emotiona] Disturbance/Menta] Health Problems
Subjective Opinion of Scorer as to Risk/Needs of Client
Attitude/Amenability/Responsibility
Age of Client
Stabi]ity of Residence/Address Changes |
Family Crimina] Record
Specific Category for Assessment of Client Needs
Nature of Current Offense
‘Nature of First Arrest or Conviction
Financial Management Prob]ems ‘
Juvenile Record
A]iases»Used by Client
Physical Health
Annual Income

~10-

19
18
15
12
10

9

9
8
8
8
8
8
7
6
5
5
5
5
5
4
3
3
3
2

while other agencies allow the officer completing the instrument broad
discretion in assessing the extent of drug/alcohol involvement from official
reports and interview résponses;l‘ln,some casés, officer ppihion.is solicited
directly or indirectly. Seven instruments include variables labeled "attitude,"
"amenability," or‘“re5p0n31bi1ity," which are discretionary categories calling
for professional (but subjective) judgment. Eight other instruments contain
specifié variab]éé, such as\"SUbjective opinibn" or "subjective impression,"
that seek officer opinion of the risk posed by the client or the appropriate
level of supervision. | C

"~ With few excéptions;'the instruments reviewed are designed to produce only

information relevant to risk of recidivism. Exceptions inciude Iowa, New York,
and Wisconsin, where client needs receive equal consideration, and Multnomah

County, Oregon, where primary emphasis 1is on stability in the community.

Instrument Administration

‘Most of the instruments in the sample are completed by probation officers,
typically using information obtained from both official records and an interview.
Officers complete an initial form either as part of a presentence investigation
or, more commonly, at probation intake. Most agencies subsequently complete forms
at regular interva1s for the purpose of reclassification. In all cases, officers
total the points and consider the resulting summary point score in the Tevel-of-
supervisioh decision. -

‘The extent to which the sumimary score determines the supervision decision
varies with local policy and faith in the instrument. Suffolk County (Long Island,

New York), St. Louis County (Missouri), and Monterey County (California) report

that instrument results are~véry rare1y overruled. Most other agencies indicate

that instrument results are overruled by a probation officer (with approval of a
supervisor) in 5 to 10% of the cases. " Survey respondents stated that overrulings

oCcur/%hen factors such as emotional disturbance indicate a need for special super-

viSioﬁ“that is ﬁpt‘ref1ected in the instrument results. In one jurisdiction, the
New York State miviéion of.Probatioh (Albany), instrument results reportedly are
overruled at least half of the time, apparently because of staff resistance to the

instrument and case classification procedure.
. B o

-11-
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In all jurisdictions offenders are involved in the screening process since
their interview responses are used as a part of the decision criteria. The
Suffolk County Probation Department and the Iowa Parole Bureau routinely inform
offenders that a level-of-supervision decision is being made and identify the
variables and weights used in the process. These two agencies also notify offenders
of the results of classification. In no other jurisdiction, however, are offenders
informed that screening is taking place, hor are they formally advised of the
results.

No jurisdiction surveyed allows offenders to appeal the classification decision
or to initiate a re-classification hearing. (This is not surprising, since offen-
ders generally are not informed--and so may not be aware--that they are being classi-
fied or re-classified.) Re-classification occurs routinely at six-month fo oneéyeav
intervals, or as determined appropriate by the probation officer and supervisor.

Impact of Instrument Use

Few of the instruments reviewed have been evaluated. Of the 23 agenciés sur-
veyed, nine have research underway, but results are now available for only four.2
In all four cases, validation studies héve shown the 1pstruments to be sufficiently
valid to satisfy local purposes. Unfortunately, much research assessing the im-
pact of instruments on caseloads is methodologically suspect. Study designs gener-
ally have not controlled for confounding variables that might have caused the ob-
served changes. Assessments of predictive accuracy have also been confounded in
some cases by the fact that those classified at the same level of risk have received
different levels of supervision.

Regardless of research quality, studies generally report a shift toward assign-

ing more individuals to Tower levels of supervision since the introduction of instru-

ments. This finding is supported by the subjective impréssions of agency staff.

- Of the 23 agencies in the survey sample, over half report that caseloads have shifted

significantly toward lower levels of supervision. Although most agencies had observed
few other changes since the introduction of instruments, one suggested that the in-
strument had created a common vocabu]ary that aids in case discussions, and three

, o 3 ~
2. Federal Probation/Parole, Washington, D.C.; Suffolk County Probatign, New
York; Wisconsin Department of Corrections; and Philadelphia Probation Department.

-12-
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indicated that instrument use has helped to expedite the screening process.

With few exceptions, agencies using instruments report that staff are generally

satisfied with the procedure. There are some complaints about vagueness of
definitions and insensitivity of the instrument to offender needs believed to
be significant in case outcomes. Most agenc{es reported initial staff resist-
ance to implementation of instruments, which gradually dissipated with time.

Special Issues

Jurisdictions in the process of developing or refining their screening pro-

- cedures can Tearn from the collective experience of agencies that are already
using classification instruments. Severai areas in which problems have occurred

or may arise in the future are briefly noted below: legal issues; the need for

research; staff resistance to instrument use; non-risk factors in decision-making;

and the Tow predictive power of classification instruments.

Lega] Issues. Although none of the agencies surVeyed reported legal
challenges to their classification prdcedures, there are a number of areas
in which legal problems could arise. Most agencies have ignored the possible
Tegal ramifications of classification for assignment to supervision level,
apparently because the impact of such assignment is believed to be benign.
Yet assignment to intensive supervision may increase the Tikelihood of proba-
tion/parole kevocation, and certainly increased supervision could be viewed

"negative1y as surveillance, rather than positively as service. Assuming that

services do make a 'difference to offenders, equal access to service could be-
come a legal issue. , ‘

The accuracy of classification instruments aiso could be challenged.
Unless an instrument has been validated--that is, unless it has been shown to
measure what it purports to me#sure--its use could pose legal problems. Using
such instruments to determine level of risk is analogous to using employment

~ tests that have not been shown to be Job-related. Care must also be taken to

rule out selection criteria based on race, sex, age, or other variables that
discriminate against individuals for reasons that, although related to recidi-

vism, are beyond the control of the individual and not necessarily related
causally to crime.

13-
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It could also be argued that offenders have a right to know about the pro-
cesses that affect them and the criteria by which they are judged. Agencies
surveyed appeared to believe that, because 1eve1-of—supervision decisions are
administrative in nature, they are beyond the protection of due process consid-
erations. However, the failure to inform offenders that their case is being
classified or to make them aware of the criteria used in screening could be
challenged, especially if it is proved that the outcomz of classification has
a significant impact on the offender's life.

Need for Research. Few agencies using instruments have undertaken research
to validate their use, and much of the research that has been done is methodolog-
ically unsound. Estimates of predictive accuracy are particularly difficult.

If high-risk cases are assigned to more intensive supervision, and intensive
supervision increases the Tikelihood of probation/parole revocation, then the
apparent accuracy of the prediction instrument actually may be a result of differ-
ential treatment originally initiated by the instrument. Validation on the basis
of actual experience in past cases also has its problems: such research can be
confounded by the fact that criteria predictive with one sample may not be pre-
dictive for another sample at another point in time. ;

Evaluations of instrument impact on agency functioning also are needed. Few
of the agencies surveyed had baseline data on caseload distributions, ahd most
had not considered all factors other than instrument use that might have affected
caseloads. Before introducing a classification instrUment, agencies should obtain
adequate baseline data on caseload distribution among various supervision levels.
Ideally, the instrument should also be introduced in a research design that allows
for control of other variables-(e.g., policy) that might affect caseload distri-
butions: At the very Teast, all of the factors introduced with an instrument, but
extraneous to it, should be documented and monitored.

Staff Resistance to Instrument Use. Virtually all of the agencies surveyed
stated that staff initially resisted the introduction of a "mechanical® screen-
ing process, but that attidues toward the instrument improved over time. Most
agencies using an instrument for more than a year or two reported no staff com-
Some agencies, however, have been forced to abandon attempts to implement

‘plaints.
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instruments because of employee resistance. Serious resistance generally
occurs when the instrument is part of a caseload supervision plan designed to
alter caseload distributions, and possibly to reduce the number of probation
officers.

Agencies should enlist the support of employee groups early in instrument
development, since staff are less likely to object to using an instrument that
they have helped to develop. Resistance to increased work requirements can
often be offset by re-evaluating and modifying paperwork demands. Objections
to Timits on decision-maker discretion are more difficult to overcome, although
a convincing argument can be made that more consistent and equitable decisions
result when instruments are used. A1l forms of resistance are likely to be re-
duced if administrators and employee representatives are given the opportunity
to work out problems together.

Non-Risk Factors in Decision-Making. As at other points in criminal justice
and correctional decisioh—making, factors other than risk generally are,considered
in Tevel-of-supervision assignments. While some agencies consider risk of recjdi-

vism alone, many take into account factors unrelated to risk (e.g., offense seri-
ousness) in order to avoid adverse pﬁb]%c reaction to "lenient" treatment of
serijous offenders. Sometimes non-risk factors are framed as risk predictors;
heavily weighting such factors as canviction for g serious offense produces a
high~risk c]asgification even though the serious offender is not highly likely to
recidivate. - .An alternative to including nonh-risk factors in a risk scale is a
multidimensional approach to decision-making. MWhen two types of factors (such

as risk of recidivism and offense severity) are to be considered, a matrix format
can be effective. Such matrices; which permit simultaneous consideration of two
or more factors and provide a recommended decision for each possible combination,
have been used effectively in parole release and sentencing.3

~ Low Predictive Power. The predictive accuracy of most instruments used in
level-of-supervision decisions is not known, but some jurisdictions have concluded
that their predictive powér is too low to justify-their use.4 In one of the few

3. See the State-of-the-Art chapter of the Sentencing and Parole Release
Sourcebook for an explanation of decision-making matrices.

4. The State of California does not use.classification instruments to determine
level-ot-supervision because of low predictive accuracy; and the Los Angeles
County Probation Department has abandoned a fairly complex screening and case
supervision system for the same reason.
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cases in which predictive accuracy has been rigorously tested (the Federal Pro-
bation Parole Office in Washington, D.C.), the instrument is more predictive
than the original California scale, but it stil] accounts for only a smal]
percentage of the variance in revocation and rearrest rates.

subjective decisions, and decisions wil] almost certainiy be more consistent if
Agencies using or developing instruments thus should

The use of classification instruments for level-of-supervision decisions is-
relatively uncommon, but interest in this area is growing. At least as many agencies
are planning to introduce such instruments as are now using them. Agencies now
using instruments report generally satisfactory experiences. After some initial
resistance, staff usually accept the instrument as a screening too[. Instrument
use tends to divert more cases to lower levels of supervision, a trend that
obviously could reduce costs., A few agencies also report that instruments help
to expedite case screening and provide a common vocabulary that aids in case dis-
cussions. .

There are, however, a number of potential problems associated with instrument
use. Although agencies now using instruments do not appear concerned, there are
a number of areas in which legal complications could arise. Few agencies have
validated the instruments they are using or evaluated their impact on caseload
distributions or departmental operaticis. Where research has been undertaken, it
has often been poorly designed. Other problems may develop from the low predictive
accuracy of many instruments or the subjective and haphazard way in which factors
unrelated to risk are incorporated into risk predictions.

Most of these problems could be resolved, and the judicious use of instruments
does have demonstrable advantages. Decision criteria are brought out into the open
where they can be examined and better understood. Consistency in decision-making
1S increased, with an accompanying increase in equitable treatment. And decision
accuracy may be improved, at Teast when compared with purely subjective decisions.
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instruments are introduced.
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Decj$ions will continue to be made on the basis of risk, whether or not

Even if accuracy is only marginally increased,
the other benefits make instrument development and use worthwhile.
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SITE VISIT REPORT
DECISION POINT: PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION

U.S. PROBATION AND PAROLE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

SITE VISIT: March 20 - 24, 1978

INTERVIEWERS: Marvin Bohnstedt
Michael Jamison

CONTACT PERSON: Glenn Thomas
Case Load Classifi-
cation Committee
Tele: (916) 440-2513
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Overview

The U. S. Probation and Parole office for the Eastern District of Cal-
ifornia is located in Sacramento. Like all offices of the Federal Probation
System, it is under the direction of the Administrative Office of the U. S.
Courts and follows the same uniform procedural manual that is used in all
91 Federal Probation and Parole Offices.

The primary functions of the agency are investigation and supervision.
Pre-sentence investigations are conducted for the U. S. District Court, while
work-release investigations are performed for the U. S. Parole Commission and
Bureau of Prisons. The agency's primary function, however, is the.supervision
of federal offenders sentenced to probation or paroled into its jurisdiction.

The emphasis of supervision is counseling, needs assessment, and refer-
ral to community services. It is a rehabilitative approach designed to pro-
vide community services to the offender in an attempt to deal with his or
her problems and needs. The emphasis of parole supervision is the same; it
attempts to reintegrate an offender into the community by similarly assessing
and counseling his or her problems and needs, and by providing the parolee with
community services. Supervision is thus conducted in an attempt to reduce the
risk of recidivism through guaranteeing that counseling and referral are avail-
able to probationers and parolees.

The probation (and parole) officer typically classifies the probationers
and parolees on his caseload according to the Tevel of supervision required.
This classification aids the officer in managing his caseload by formalizing
the amount of supervision for each client required by the risk Jevel and case
needs. A client is usually classified as maximum, medium, or minimum, with ‘
each designation determining the amount of U. S. Probation Officer's time
devoted to each client.

Various techniques have been used across the coﬁntry to aid the officer
in making these classifications, some of which are subjective, while others
are objective. The most commonly used instruments to assess client "risk"
are the California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) for probationers, and the
Salient Factor Score for parolees. The Eastern California office had used the

BES 1in the past, but in April, 1978 it abandoned the Base Expectancy Score in
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favor of a subjective determination based on a set of objectively defined
risk indicators. These indicators are used in conjunction with specified
definitions of "threat" and case needs to formally classify a client into
supervision levels. This system is designed to make the client's specific
needs and the risk he presents to the community more explicit.

The classification is conducted after a case has been referred to a par-
ticular officer. In the case of probapion, most of the information required
is actually contained within the earlier 1nvestigatioﬁs and pre-sentence re-
port, but additional information is obtained during the initial interview with
the client. The objective indicators pinpoint specific problem areas which
may exist, such as financial conditions, living arrangements, and employment.

By assessing a client according to specific factors or problems, the
probation officer is better able to develop a case plan to aid the client.
Case plans also allow the officer to budget the time between the clients on a
caseload, which is often a difficult task. The officers we interviewed had an
average caseload of 50 clients. The classification breakdown, however, might
be very different between officers. The following two examples of such clas-
sifications were obtained from two probation officers at the Sacramento office.

Officer # Officer #2

Maximum 5 12
Medium 25 13
Minimum ' 24 2]
Total Caseload 54 ZE

Officer #1 was assigned 5 maximum, 25 medium, and 24 minimum supervision‘
clients. The jurisdiction represented included an area of high drug usage.
The typical offender is a male with about 11th grade education, poor employment

record, Timited job skills, and a five to ten year history of drug use. Most

convictions are for offenses that would Support heroin use, such as writing bad
checks or dealing drugs.

The second officer's caseload involved 12 maximum, 13 medium, and 27 minimum
supervision clients. Of the 12 maximum, 7 were using heroin and 3 were arrested
for armed offenses where bodily harm was inflicted. The typical offender had
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Figufe 1 ,
o EASTERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
(Listing of counties supervised by each of six branch offices.
Number assigned to each county is for easy Tocation on the map.)

Sgpervised‘by éeddiﬁg

Butte - 9 Shasta - 4
V /) ' ~ (No. of Oroville) "Siskiyou - 1
/ 1 5 Glenn «~ 8 Tehama - 6
Lassen - 5§ Trinity - 3
Modoc - 2 '
3 s 5 Supervised by Sacramento

Butte - 9

(So. of Oroville)
Colusa -~ 10

El Dorado -~ 17
Nevada - 14
Placer. - 16
Plumas - 7

Sacramento - 19
Sierra - 13
Solano - 18
Sutter - 11
Yolo - 15

Yuba ~ 12

‘Supervised by Stockton

Alpine -~ 21
Amador - 20

Calaveras -~ 23
San Joaquin - 22

- 30 31

Supervised by liodesto

Stanislaus - 26
Tuoclumne - 24

}Supcrviscd by Fresno

Fresno - 30
Kings - 32
Madera - 29

Mdriposa -~ 28
Merced - 27
Tulare - 33

Supervised by Bakersfield

Inyo = 31
Kern - 34

Mono - 25
Tulare -~ 33

i
\\(
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less of the officer's subjective assessment of the client.

Tess than two arrests in addition to the current charge, and if time had
been served it was for only a short term. The typical offender would be
male, white, steadily employed, married, and between the ages of 28 and
32, | | |

The probation officer is - the only one responsible for determining the
classification of a client. When the Base Expectancy Scale was used for this
task, a specific point score determined the level of classification regard-
Now classifica-
tion is determined subjectively according fo a variety of indicators assessed
upon a client's referral.

The U. S. Probation and Parole office receives clients from a variety of
sources, including the Federal District Court, the U. S. Magistrate's Court,
other U. S. Probation and Parole offices, and the U. S. Attorney's Office
(through deferred prosecution). The Office also accepts federal prison
parolees, military parolees, and mandatory releases. The largest group of
clients, however, consists of probationers referred by the Federal District
Court. '

Referrals from these sources are seldom refused by the agency. The only
exceptions occur in the case of interdistrict transfers or institutional parole
releases to the jurisdiction when the client does not have good ties 1in the
area, or lacks a good reason for the requestf Requests are not frequently re-
fused if the offender can show a good reason for parole release to the Eastern
California jurisdiction.

The U. S. Probation and Parole Office for Eastern California is head-
quartered in Sacramento, with six branch offices. This jurisdiction includes
34 counties in California (see map, Figure 1). Most of the geographical
areas included are rural, with the largest populations concentrated in the
Sacramento, Modesto and Stockton region; other populous areas are Fresno and
Bakersfield. The internal structure of the agency is designed with these
geographical characteristics in mind. The Headquarters is in Sacramento, with
secondary headquarters in Fresno, and branch offices in Visalia, Stockton,
Modesto, Bakersfield, and Redding.

Three;supervising U. S. Probation Officers oversee the activities of the
U. S. Probation Officers in all offices. Two of these supervisors work out of
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the Sacramento office. Each of these supervisors oversees seven officers.
The third supervisor is headquartered in Fresno and directs the activities
of eight officers. '

The geographical complexity of this jurisdiction has not apparently
affected the general operation of the office. A high degree of interaction
appears to be present within the office, and among the probation officers.

A full-time training officer on the staff conducts training seminars every
six months,either in Sacramento or Fresno.. Training sessions are held regu-
larly to aid the officers although most U. S. Probation Officers are highly
experienced, possessing a minimum of two years related experience in proba-
tion or counseling activities, and a bachelor's degree.

The agency maintains both formal and informal ties with a number of fed- -
eral, state, and Tocal agencies. It works closely with the U. S. District
Court since it accepts referrals sentenced to probation and provides the
court with pre-sentence investigation reports. The agency is also closely
tied to federal law enforcement agencies, such as the FBI, Secret Service,
A.T.&F., D.E.A., and the U.S. Marshal. Because of its pafo]e-supervision role,
it also maintains close contact with the Bureau of Prisons, the Federal Parole
Commission, and the new federally funded community-residential-treatment
facility in Sacramento.

The agency also works closely with county agencies since federal proba-

tioners are occasionally on probation at the county level. In such cases, U. S.

Probation Officers commonly work together with county Probation Officers on
an informal basis, sometimes sharing common cases.

The agency maintains important ties with various community resources as
well. These include drug and alcohol treatment and rehabilitation programs,
counseling services, vocat1ona1 rehabilitation programs, and job placement
services.

The Instrument and Its Development

The U. S. Probation and Parole office for Eastern California has used
two different techniques to classify offenders into levels of supervision.
The first instrument used was the California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) de-

-4~

veloped in the Tate 1950's to assess an offender's proclivity towards
recidivism.  Primarily designed for youthfu] offenders, the Base

Expectancy Scale was first implemented for use in Sacramento, California

in 1966 in a controlled experiment with male prabationers. It was considered
a successful experiment and continued to be used until April of 1978.

The original Base Expectancy Scale (see Appendix'A) consisted of 12 ob-
jective indicators which considered a variety of factors from criminal his-
tory, to family criminal record and Tiving.arrangement. The indicators are
posed in a positive way, such as "no alcohol involvement." If a verified ves
is received, then the offender receives the points given to that specific in-
dicator. These points are totalled and measured against the scale for poten-
tial adjustment. The results ‘determine the classification level, with a "C"
designating a maximum level of supervision, a "B" a medium, and an "A" a min-
imum.

In 1978, however, the Base Expectancy Scale was replaced by a second
technique known as the Caseload Classification System. This system was
designed to aid probation officers in improving their supervision of clients
by focusing on case needs and risk to the community. The replacement of BES
by the Caseload Classification System exemplifies the agency's shift from
strict risk assessment to a combination of the identification of case problem
needs and risk assessment.

The Caseload Classification System attempts to zero in on social prob-
Tems that are most important in insuring good overall case adjustment while
the client is under supervision. The new system contains two main areas for
analysis: indicators of criminal threat, and socia] problems or needs. Cri-
minal threat is identified through an analysis of the offense for which the
offender was granted probation, together with an assessment of the offender’ 'S
prior record using 14 indicators. Such factors include the use of weapons
while committing offenses, number of offenses involving violence, number of
drug or alcohol related offenses, and whether the current and past offenses
were against persons. The social problems or needs section of the classifica-
tion system includes 11 main categories which assess factors such as employ-
ment, education, Tiving arrangements, drug or alcohol problems, peer associa-
tion, and attitude. By analyzing a case according to these social need indi-
cators, an officer is able to tailor a case plan that will deal with the par-
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ticular problems or needs of his client. By inc]udihg case needs in the clas-
sification process, on the other hand, an officer is able to consider both the
relative threat of the offender to the community, as well as the rehabilitative .
needs of his client. The following definitions of case classification levels
exemplify this dual assessment:

Maximum A case which poses a probable or immediate threat to the
| offender or to others by virtue of criminal behavior, or
that case which presents problems of social adjustment
that the officer intends to deal with through close super-
vision or intervention.

Medium A case which poses no immediate threat, but which presents
numzrous problems that are to be dealt with partially by
the officer, and partially through referral to outside agen-
cies or resources.

Minimum A case which shows signs of stability and presents no indi-
cators of threat or major problems. This client shou]@-be
able to function adequately without major intervention by
the probation officer.

Implementation

The Eastern California office waskthe first Federal Probation Office to
institute the use of the Base Expectancy Scale for classifying probationers
for level of’supervision. BES was introduced to thé agency in 1966 as part of
a pilot §tudy to test its effectiveness for classification and supervision of
male pr?ﬁationers. This experiment proved successful in helping officers to
manage ch§e1oads and was later expanded for use with all probationers.

Its use Qgﬁ informa], however, until about 1974, when it was formalized

as part of a supervision plan. By focusing upon 12 objective indicators

of criminal threat, with a heavy emphasis on prior record, it was felt that
the scale could aid in accurately assessing the amount of supervision that
the offender required. A minimum, maximum, or medium classification resulted
directly from the offender's score on the BES.

-26-
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Standards on caseload classification and supervision have also been. in

- effect for parolees since 1971. At that time the U..s. Board of Parole work-

_ing in conjunction with the Adminstrative Office of'the U.-S.;COurts{,qsiab.
f]ished certain minimum requirements.. The Administrative»Offi§e later addpted
_the same criteria for probation cases in September 1974. These standards
fmandated that specific supervision'reqUireméntS'be~fu]fi1led by officers, and
“that these requirements be directly related to classification Tevel. As the
U, S.‘Accounting'Office‘explained in-a recent report:.

i ) . !

Maximum risk offenders have committed serious crimes of
vioience, have extensive prior records, and have many
unstable social and personal characteristics. These in-
dividuals are to receive at least three personal con-
tacts a month, or 36 annually. Minimum risk ‘offenders
have committed Tess serious crimes, have no extensive
prior records, and have stable social and personal char-
acteristics. (They should be) contacted at least once a
quarter, or four times annually. Cases not meetingrthe
criteria for maximum or minimum risk are classified medium
risk, and_are to be contacted once a month, or 12 tjimes
annually. : : '

V
X
i

The problem, however, was that BES primarily defined risk by past of-
fense history, and not on the basis of current offender needs or risk. Since
BES results came to be administratively linked to contact requirements, their
use also prevented officers from managing their own case]oadS‘as'they saw fit. :
In addition, BES scores often did not accurately wepreéent the present risk :
potential of an offender, such as a present1y7dangerous'parolée‘without a
prior record. This type of case created a dilemma for the officer who was sti]l.
bound to bureaucratica]ly defined contact requirements. A case with a maximum .
classification, for example, would be classified according to prior criminal a
~activity alone, and yet that iﬁdividual‘may have orly minimal needs, or pose a
‘minimum threat. On the other hand, many individuals classified by BES as .
minimum, such as a young first offender, could have severe needs and problems o
and actually pose a sarious risk by comparison. ‘ ‘
In 1977 this issue came to tHe forefront when the General Accounting
Office issued its Report to the Congfess on the Federal Probation and Parole

1. "Probation and Parole Activities Need To Be Better Méﬁaged.“ Report
to the Congress by the Comptroller General of the United States. -Goy-
ernment Accounting Office, Washington, D. C. 1977, - '
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System. The study found a variety of problems within the system and serious]y
questioned its performance. Among other th1ngs, it found that:

0 The Federal Probat1on System did not prov1de adequate sup-
ervision and rehab111tat1on treatment of offenders and

¢ The offenders were ne1ther be1ng contacted frequently by pro-

bation off1cers, nor receiving needed rehabilitation treat-
ment.

‘Moreover, it pointed out that:

. . about half of all offenders released on probat1qn
or parole at the . districts reviewed, either (1),had
their probation or paro]e revoked, (2) absconded (3)
were convicted of new crimes, or (4) were awa1t1ng tr1a1 2

| |
Using these figures as evidence for needed improvement, the report called for

more emphasis to be placed on supervision and rehabilitation. The report
made the following proposal:

We recommend that the Administrative Office, with the
Judicial Conference, require district probation of-.
-fices to improve the rehabilitation programs by: :
preparing rehabilitation plans which translate identi-
fied needs into short or long term treatment goals

for each offender, referring offenders to needed ser-

vices, and fo11ow1ng up to see that offenders rece1ved
needed services.3 ‘

At the time of this report, Sacramento was still using the BES as the
main determinant for supervision level, although officers had also begun to
use a subjective needs assessment rating. After the BES specified the classi-
fication level, the needs assessment was used to point out the proper type of

contacts required. It was felt that such an approach ‘would reduce risk and
improve rehabilitation. '

At this point, the agency decided to search for an approach which could
replace the Base Expectancy Scale, and a Classification Committee of three
probation officers was formed to conduct this search. Officers around the
country were contacted and surveyed, but no "objective" risk-needs instrument
was found. As one officer on the classification committee stated during our
site visit interview:

We started out to find an instrument that everybody

could sit down and add up the right numbers and come

out with the same thing. .Our conclusion was that after
looking at all the existing things available, all the
classification systems, we felt that it was terribly in-
adequate. In every category there were too many excep-
tions being made in every system. There were too many
feelings on the part of the P.O. . that made them feel
that the instrument they were using was inadequate, that

it didn't fit with their concept of their cases. They

could cite particular cases where the system just ran the
face of it, and there was no allowance for exceptions, and
those exceptions were pretty numerous. We felt in the end
that if we came up with the same kind of numerical approach,
then we are defeating the purpose of what we feel an experi-
enced probation officer is capable of doing. We figured
that if anybody was an expert in this field, the people who

were doing the job were, and I think that's where we took off
from.

It was then decided that the committee would attempt to develop their
own replacement for BES. Case files were pulled and studied in an attempt to
find common indicators which would helip in the development of a classifica-
tion system. A 1arge Tist of important factors was narrowed down for consid-
eration. The c]ass1f1cat1on committee attempted to objectify as much as
possible the mental processes that probation officers go through in deter-
mining considerations such as risk and needs.

The result was an instrument consisting of two primary sets of objective
indicators: (1) those related to criminal threat, and (2) those related to
social problems or needs. Criminal threat indicators allow the officer to
Took at current offense and prior record (see Appendix B) in assessing risk of
recidivism and dangerousness. However, an officer is not limited to assessment
of crimina]—history factors in classifying an offender, as was-the case with
BES. An additional set of social need or problem indicators is included in the
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new classification system. Probation officers who designed the classifica-
tion system belive that one cannot separate risk from needs; by focusing
upon the needs of a client, officers are also considering (and indirectly
influencing) the risk of that client recidivating or failing to comply
with the obligations of his parole or probation. By focusing only upon
the risk of criminal activity, on the other hand, one is essentially treat-
ing the effect rather than the cause. The new system allows the officer
to focus on the problems which could lead to future offenses. For example,
if an offender is arrested for stealing to‘support & drug habit, an of-
ficer could recommend participation in a drug rehabilitation program so that
the need for continued criminal activity would be removed.

In April of 1978, the Eastern California District U. S. Probatjon
and Parole Office officially began using the new Caseload Classification
System. This changeover was fully supported by administrators in the office.
They allowed the committee to be set up, and provided them with the necessary
time to fulfill their new duties. Training sessions were also arranged for
both the Sacramento and Fresno offices to better guarantee a smooth transition
to the new system. '

Screening Process

The screening personnel who use the Caseload Classification System are
the'probation officers. Most of the information used in making the assessment
is contained within the pre-sentence report and earlier investigations avail-
able to thé probation officer. Approximately 95% of the information required
for the assessment is in the pre-sentence report. For the average case, the
collection of information requires approximately 12 to 14 hours, which is
distributed over a four to five week period. Once this information is avail-
able, an assessment by an officer can usually be performed in about 15 minutes.

The officer first assesses the current offense. Offense categories are
based upon whether the crime was a violent offense involving weapons, whether
it was a property crime or an offense against a person, whether organized
crime was involved, and whether the offense involved alcohol or drugs. This
current offense assessment provides the officer with a preliminary picture of
the offender and what type of threat he might present.‘
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The officer then assesses the client according to criminal history.
Categorizing prior convictions and arrests according to the risk involved (again,
whéther they involved weapons and violence against peréons) pProvides clues to
the client's social character, Number, type, and length of incarcerations
provide additional data about the extensiveness of the client's prior criminal
behavior, The officer then assesses case problems which may exist, includ-
ing such factors as employment, education, Tiving arrangements, drug or alco-
hol usage, financial conditions, health, attitude, and peer association. If
positive, these factors could greatly add to the rehabilitative and reinte-
grative chances of the client. However, if negative, they could seriously
affect any future success on probation and create conditions for possible
recidivism.

Officers consider all items before making their judgment. By first
addressing the problem of risk, they conclude whether the client actually
poses such a threat. If threat is a possibility, they then keep such in
mind while assessing special problems or needs of the client from the social-
problem section of the Objective Indicators Chart (see Appendix B). Officers
then classify the client into a Tevel of classification as explained in the
"Instrument" section of this report.

Officers next devise a specific case p]an%%b deal with these factors.
They possess a full range of alternatives for dealing with specific threat
and problems, including therapeutic counse]ihg, employment programs, increased
supervision, and surveillance.

Clients are initially classified into one of the three levels, and may
later be reclassified upward or downward. In this approach, a maximum case
could be reclassified downward as "threat" and social problems decrease,

while in other cases, a client who has just lost a job or who is having family
problems may be reclassified upwards. The .classification system thus provides
probation officers with an accurate management tool which helps them budget

supervision time and effect supervisory changes to accommodate the changing
needs of their clients.

Results and Impact

¥

It is too soon to assess the overall impact of the new Caseload Classi-
fication System. The Sacramento Probation and Parole Office hopes that the
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new instrument will focus supervison where it is needed, and thus reduce re-

. cidivism The approach, in other words, will not change the overall amount

of supervision conducted within the office, but rather redistribute it to -
stress supervision of those defendants who present higher risks or increased
heeds.

The probation officers interviewed felt that by focusing upon case needs,
contact rates might increase, but this is yet to be confirmed. The impact of
the instrument upon other agencies, however, should be significant as a result

' of increased emphasis upon rehabilitation. The classification system will

depend more and more on community resources, such as drug and alcohol treat-
ment programs, vocational training and job placement, and community resident
treatment fac11ities. The impact of the new system on recidivism, however, is
harder to predict. Probation officers feel that revocation rates might actually
increase because of the closer contact with each high risk/needs case.

Emp]oy1ng the new Caseload Classification System provides a number of
benefits over the use of Base Expectancy Scales. Probation officers inter-
viewed provided us with a number of comparisons. In describing the Base.
Expectancy Scale they stated that:

[ It does allow for a great degree of subjective interpreta-
tion, but

[ It is highly discriminatory against students, housewives, and
those relying upon seasonal employment,

[ It is outdated. First arrest for auto theft, while a good pre-
dictor for subsequent criminal activity during the 1950's, might
no longer be an appropriate category,

() It appears to be very seriously affected by the probiem of
inter-rater reliability. How one views the social world and
defines the categoriés within the BES can vary greatly from
officer to officer,
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It primarily focuses upon past criminal history in 1dent1fy1ng
risk and classifying an offender. It thus might not accurate]y

_represent the present risk potential of an offender who is with-

out an extensive criminal h1stony Converse1y, it might over-

classify an offender who has demonstrated his rehab111tat1on but

who has an extensive criminal h1story

The Caseload C]ass1f1cat1on System; on the 6ther hand,iprovides-

L 2

Guidelines for the officer to evaluate both r1sk and case prob-.
lems or needs By using the obJectlve 1nd|cator tables, the of—i

ficer is ab]e to consider the most 1mportant factors in both of
these areas.

Subjective eva]uat1on of obJectlve 1nd1cators whereby an officer

can still c1a551fy a case as m1n1mum, med1um, or max i mum based

on the definition of these categor1es and the pr10r1t1es in-
d1cated ?

The power for an off1cer to decide his case plan according to

the pr1or1t1es preseénted by the 1nd1v1dua1 case.

Classification as on]y a genera11zed identification of case
priorities. The method for dea11ng with these priorities is
left to the officer, based on his own personal strengths, re-

~ sources,and att1tudes for matching methods with. part1cu1ar prob~

lems.

‘An a]teknative to contact requiremehts. Contact rates and

types of contacts are not established: per se by the classifica-
tion system, but are set forth by the officer in the case plan
to deal with the issue of threat, and social problems or needs.

The off1cer with an opportun1ty to rely on his own creativity,

ingenuity, and imagination in dev1s1ng methods for dealing with

case problems. 4
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Expand1ng the d1scret1onary powers of probation off1cers al]ows them
to better c]ass1fy a case .and al]ocate servzces and contacts. Th1s 1n turn
enables the: Eastern Ca11forn1a off1ce to prov1de probat1on off1cers w1th an
opportunity to c]ass1fy cases accord1ng to thelr view of the spec1f1c risk
and needs of a case. - This approach . also makes the ind1vﬁdU<1 off1cer fu]ly
accountable for the fu1f111ment of his duties. ‘

‘The only foreseeab]e prob]em surround1ng the new Case]oad Cla551f1cat1on
System is its impact upon other agenc1es in the Jur1sd1ctlonh Such a sh1ft
in emphasis from superv1s1on alone to rehab111tation and. prov1son of serv1ces
raises the obvious problem of matching services t offender needs and pnob-
lems, although this is not a prob]em in metropol1Zan areas. If the U .S.
Probation and Parole Offices were to move to a s1m11ar system, a d1str1ct
'survey of available resources and economic restraints upon!the1r use would
be necessary Moreover, if services arelunava11able for a spec1f1c need
within the d1str1ct how would an offlcer prov1de these serv1ces to his or

‘her client? T the c11ent is seen as a 1ow threat of rec1d1vat1ng, even

~ though he/she is in need of spec1f1c services, provision of these services

m1ght be neglected, or the 1dent1f1cat1on of the needs and.probliems m1ght
not be performed in the depth required: by the case. This is.a problem which
[faces any agency utilizing such a-needs assessment approach and is only over-
come by conscientious tra1n1ng, profeSSIona11sm, and tota1 know]edge of re-
sources and alternatives. ‘ ‘
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SCORING

APPENDIX A

FORM

Characteristic
A. Arrest-free period of five o more

consecutive years. 12
B. No history of opiate usage. 9
C. Few jail commitments.

(None, one, or two) 8
D. Not chccks, forgery, or burglary.

(Most recent Court commltment

offense.) 7
E. No family criminal recordqd. 6
F. WNo alcohol involvement. 6
G. Not first arrested for Auto Theft. 5
H. Twclvc months <~teady employment

within one year prior to arraignment

for prescnt offense. 6
I. Four to cleven months steady employ-

ment prior to arralgnmcnt for present

offense. (If given 6 points for Item

'H, add also 4 points for this 1tcm ) 4
J. No aliases. | S
K. Tavorable living arrangement. 4
L. Few prior arrests (None, one, or two). 4

Sum of Points ~76 __

SCALE FOR POTENTIAL ADJUSTMENT

0-36 37-56

57-76
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APPENDIX B
CRIMINAL (THREAT)
A. Present Offense: . A 3
1.
2. Violence/Weapons
3. Drugs/Alcohol’
4. Organized Crime
5. Person/Property
B. Prior Record;
1. Number of Arrests
2. Number of Convictions
3. Number of crimes against persons
(including self)
4. Number of crimes against property
5. Number of offenses involving weapons
6. Number of offenses involving violence
7. Number of drug related offenses
8. Number of alcohol related offenses
9. Number of prior jail incarcerations
10. Number of prior prison incarcerations
11. Longest period of incarceration
12, Longest period between offenses
13. Amount of time since last offense
14. Number of probation/parole grants
SOCIAL (PROBLEMS OR NEEDS) Satisfactory Poor
1. Employment
2. Education
3. Living arrangement
4. Domestic
5. Financial
6. Mental/Emotional
7. Drugs
8. Alcohol
9. Peer Association
10. Health
11. Attitude
12,
13.
14. L
15.

B S & Tk 1 58 BT B A WA R G Ao s 2508 8 e e e o en e e e e e

OBJECTIVE INDICATORS
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SITE VISIT REPORT

DEC;SION POINT:»PROBATION»AND‘PAROLE SUPERVISION

PROBATION PROGRAM
KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS DIAGNOSTIC CENTER

SITE VISIT: June 27 - 29, 1978
INTERVIEWER: Garry Kemp

CONTACT PERSON: Robert Mueller
: Director

Kane County Diagnostic Center

(312) 232-9006
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Introduction

This site visit report focuses on the research efforts of the Kane
County Diagnostic Center in Geneva, I1linois. The Kane County Center is
aimed at developing a prediction model which will assess the 1ike11hood of
a defendant being a good risk, and the level of field supervision that
should be imposed (once sentenced to probation).‘ This risk assessment
activity, though similar to other research‘efforts in its use of multiple
regression techniques to select prediction and criterion variables, is : _
slightly different since it examines probabilities of both offender success
and failure. Most risk assessment instruments used in the probation field
to assign Tevels of supervision employ techniques so]ely to gauge the
probability of future offender recidivism. On the other hand, the model
being developed in Kane County, referred to as a probation equation, assumes
that prediction of failure can be accqrate]y assessed only if success factors

are also taken into account. _
Upon learning of the approach being used in Kane County, NRAS staff

thought it advisable to talk in more depth with Kane County staff. We scheduled
this site visit (June, 1978) to document the research approach being used, des-
pite the fact that the probation equation was not scheduled fqr implementation
until August, 1978. This decision was based on a desire to communicate as many

risk assessment/classification techniques as possible to the field and to supple-

ment state-of-the-art knowledge in this area. Since our site visit, however, we
have learned that the original probation equation was abandoned, and a new re- -
vised equation was implemented in its place in October, 1978. Details on this

revised equation are given in the “"Implementation" section of this site report.

Overview

As mentioned in the introduction, the Kane County Djagnostjc Center
is engaged in a research project to test the predictive utility of a "proba-
tion equation." The Center is assuming the responsibility fqr the prepara-
tion of pre-sentence investigation reports in their judicial circuit, and
the probation equation will aid them in deciding whether or not probation
is a viable sentencing option. In addition, if the judge decides to sentence
a defendant to probation, the equation will establish the level of fie]d

supervision required.
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The development of the initial probation equation was an informal research
endeavor on the part of Kane County staff. As such, very little local atten-
tion was drawn to its development. This situation, however, changed in August,
1978 when the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) decided to provide
a substantial amount of funding for a three year test period. -

Oréanizationally, the Diagnostic Center is part of the 16th Judicial Circuit
of ITlinois and ultimately accountable to the Chief (presiding) Judge. Figure
1 shows the current organizational structure-within which the Center is located.
This construct can be contrasted with the revised structure (Figure 2) which
will come into existence in response to the LEAA grant to thé center.

The Diagnostic Center is headed by Mr. Robert Mue11er,;the successor to
Dr. Robin Ford. Dr. Ford, who previously held the position, was one of the
primary authors of the probation equation. Mr. Mueller's s%aff is composed of
a small group of persons with training in psychology, inc]uhing four psycholo-
gists (M.A.), one psychologist (B.A.), a volunteer coordinétor, a research psy-
chologist (M.A.), one "tracker" for information verificatidn, an office manager,
a data clerk, and two stenographers. This group includes the staff being recrui-
ted as part of the probation equation experiment. The educational qualifications
of the Diagnostic Center staff are illustrated in Figure 3:

Funding for the Diagnostic Center has traditionally béen supplied by the
three counties which make up the 16th Judicial Circuit (Kahe, DeKalb, and
Kendall). This will be altered dramatically for the néxt three years as
LEAA will provide about $200,000 a year for a three year period. 4

The Diagnostic Center, by virtue of its location within the court
structure, interacts mostly with agencies that utilize their diagnostic
abilities. Perhaps due to the 16ﬁh district's rural Tocation, most of the
agencies co-exist with the Center in the Division of Court Services. The two
agencies which interact most frequently with the Center are the Community Cor-
rections Office and Adult Field Services (Probation). The introduction of the
probation equation project will add some probation officers and shift the PSI
function to the Diagnostic Center. This should tighten the re]ationship'between

. the Center and the Probation Department, and increase contact between the

Center and the courts.

As mentioned briefly above, the Diagnostic Center'is located in a
relatively rural area of I1linois about 40 miles west of Chicago. It is

composed of numerous small communities in a river valley, the largest city
being Aurora (78,000 pop. }.
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Figure 1
Current 16th Circuit Adult Court Services Table of Organization
~ DIRECTOR
COURT SERVICES
| |
Director Director Director
Kane County Community‘Correctiona] "~ Adult
| Diagnostic Center , Services Probation
' Psychologist Screenﬁng' Job Counseling Intake Probétion
5 Psychologist , . ’ N . . . ‘
[e] . '
; | Volunteer Coord. Supervisor - Supervisop Supervisor Supery1sor
Clinical Intern ' ;
14 A Screener - A Job Counselor - A | Intake Off. || Field Officer - A
PUb]]E Palicy Intern Screener - E Job Counselor - E Intake Off. || Field Officer - A
ot Screener - B dab Gounselor - B Intake OFf, || Field Officer - E
: ’ ~ Field Officer - E
Field Officer - B
A = Aurora Court Services Office
E = Elgin Court Services Office
B - Balance of County, including jail
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Figure 2 .
Revised 16th Circuit Court Services Table of Organization

Chief Judge

DIRECTOR
COURT SERVICES

Assistant to
the Director

I

Director - Director
Diagnostic Center Community Correcticnal
. : Services
Research : Assessment' Scréening ~Job Counseling
Supervisor Supervisor* Supervisor Supervisor
T 1 s ]

Research Team

-t

Assessment Team Screening Team Counseling Team

Tracker*
Data Clerk*

*Positions funded through program application.

Job Counselor A
Job Counselor B
Job Counselor C
Job Counselor D

Screener A*
Screener B*

Psychologist A¥*
Psychologist B*
Psychologist C*
Psychologist D*
Vol. Coordinator*

O0ffice Manager*

Office Team
- Clerk/Steno A*
Clerk/Steno B*

7

"

Director
Adult Field

Supervision
1 ]

Probation
Supervisor 1

Probation
Supervisor II*

|

|

Team 1

Officer A*
Bfficer C*
Officer E
Officer G -
Officer 1
Officer K

Team 11

Officer B*
"t Officer
Officer
| Officer
0fficer
| Officer

I‘"C-a:l:"ﬂ':g.

-

o)
&



Figure 3 .
Kane County Diagnostic Center
Staff Educational Levels

o it i e 5

Director (M.A.)
Diagnospic Center

% | ' - ' — |

‘ Research Supervisor (M.A.) Assessment Supervisor (M.A.) Office Manager

e e e,

Research Team Assessment Team | Office Team |
i Tracker (H.S. Diploma) Psychologist A (M.A.) Clerk/Steno A |
£ Data Clerk (H.S. Diploma) Psychologist B (M.A.) Clerk/Steno B |
E . Psychologist C (B.A.) ?

i | Psychologist D (M.A.)

. Volunteer Coordinator (M.Aﬁ) f
t . J :

During the course of the probation equation project, all risk screenings
will be completed in conjunction with the preparation of the pre-sentence
report. The projected 1978-79 caseload is based on 1976 data where 600 PSI‘s
were completed during the fiscal year. The PSI volume should increase to
about 1,000 annually once the probation equation is imp]emehted because the

IMlinois legislature has passed a bill which requires judges to state reasons
; for their sentencing decisions. Naturally, the more documentation a judge
. has for a particular decision, the easier it will be to state concrete reasons.
i There are two possible risk assessment decisions that could be made with
§ the probation equation. One would be an "in - out" decision to either

! incarcerate or to place an offender on probation. The second decision would

; be to establish a level of field supervision for the client if sentenced to

i probation. However, because the Chief Judge is resistant to making the

| ' probation equation results a part of the PSI, the equation will only be used
; to decide the level of supervision for each person sentenced to prbbation.
The supervision categories to be used are the traditional high, medium,
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and low designations. It is expectedﬁ;%at'about 10-15% of the persons
screened will receive high supervision, 25-37.5% will receive medium, Qﬁd
50-62.5% will receive a minimum classification. The flow chart in Figure 4
will clarify the screening procedure and the agency personnel to be involved.
Figure 4 °
Screening Procedure

Screener Administers . [Trackers Verify . [Psychologist Prebares - Judicial
Probation Equation Information ~ |Pre-Sentence.Report Sentencing
Jail
A or Tracker Assignment of
~ . —P .
Probation e Reviews PSI . TSuperv1§1on Level
' R 2R ¥

o High  Medium Low

As charted in Figure 4, the risk screening process begins with a very short
face-to-face intake interview between the offender and a screener from the
community correctional services division. Thig interview consists of filling
out the probation equation form based on information-offered by the offender.
Once this information is compiled, the tracker from the research team in the
Diagnostic Center will verify through official documenfs, employers, etc., all
of the criteria used in the probation equation. After the verification,of
information, the tracker will then make changes in the information for the
equation where needed, and submit the results to a psychologist for the prepara-
tion of the pre-sentence report. The psychologist who conducts a series of
different types of psychological tests (MMPI, Rorschach, etc.) will assemble
these results and submit the PSI report to the court.

Based on the PSI and his/her own judgment, the judge will then sentence
the offender. If an offender is sentenced to probation, the tracker will
review the PSI and assign a level of field supervision'based strictly on the
probation equation score generated at the time of screening.

-43-
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Research and Development of the Instrument

The creation of the first "prqbation equation" deve]opéd by the Kane
Couhty Diagnostic Center was based on the research efforts of Dr. Robin
Ford, former director of the Diagnostic Center, and Shelley Johnson, a
supervisor in the Communi ty Correctional Services Division. This research
was initiated in December of 1976 as part of the normal staff duties of Dr.
Ford and Ms. Johnson. ' .

In developing this probation equation; the Kane County staff first ex-
perimented‘with two scales--the California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) (61-B
and 65-E) type, and the Environmental Deprivation Scale (EDS) which was origi-
nally developed for use in Alabama.’ These two instruments were originally
tested in the GAQ Probation study conducted a few years ago. The first step
in the research process was to draw a random sample of 100 cases from the

ments. The results were very disappointing because these instruments did not
predict very accurately. At this point, the research staff decided to reject
the criteria used by the BES and EDS and develop new variables.

As a result, they examined approximately 180 different background variables
on a second random sample of 100 offenders. After spénding a considerable amount
of time and effort correlating demographic variables, research staff constructed
a model based on the six variables that were clearly related to probation success
and failure. A canned SPSS program employing a multiple regression method of
analysis was used to compute correlations and to identify the variables most
closely related to outcome. Once the correlations were completed, continuous
variables were split into rough thirds and simple 1inear equivalents were

assigned as scores. The variables and weights of the initia] probation equa-
tion were assigned as follows:

Table 1
. Initial Variables and Weights
Variable Weight
zighe?tISchoo] Grade Grades 3-9 = 13 10-11 = 25 12+ = 3
nnual Income 0 - $800 = 1; $8071 - 4500 = 2. =
Number of Dependents ‘ None = 1; 1 - ? =2 ’ % M0+ =3
Prior Incarceration Yes = 1; No = 2 - ‘
Maritgi Status. Never Married = 1; Ever Married = 2
Economicaiiy Disadvantaged* Yes = 1; No = 2

* = Probationers whose family income
for the prior year.,

.

Based on the above weighting procedure, cut-off scores were developed 1in
conjunction with the proposed level of field éupervision. These scores were

grouped as follows: - | Table 2

Cut-off Scores _
Supervision levei . Range of scores

High . 6-8"
Medium - 9-11
Low . 12-14

Following the completion of the construction sample, still another random
sample of 100 cases was selected to validate the six criteria. The same

“analytical technique (multiple regression) was used, and the findings were

fundamentally the same as in the first sample. As a result, no changes were
made in the variables to be employed, the weighting procedures, or the
"cut-off" scores of the initial equation. .

It should be noted here again that the Ford/dohnson probation equation
looks at probability of both success and failure. The equation predicted
seven out of eijght fai]Ureé in the samples above (87%) with one false nega-
tive. Similarly, the equation predicted 17 out of 19 (89%) successes with
two false positives. The predictive accuracy of the instrument seems very
high according to the figures listed above, but the researchers were only
able to account for 25% of the variance. This lTeaves 75% of the variance
unexplained, a factor which may have undermined the predictive validity of
this instrument as the sample size increased..

Implementation

In any event, the LEAA grant was awarded in August, and a new sample
was drawn ‘in September to again test the predictive accuracy of the equaiion.
This new evaluative sample~demonstrated, however, that the Ford/Johnson
equation "did not continue to predict level of risk adequateiy,"] and it was
abandoned. Researchers, headed by Alan R. Ahasic, immediate]y set to work
to develop a néw probation equation. A test sample of 128 adult probationers
(64 failure/rearrests and 64 successful/non-arrests) was drawn for a test
period running from January, 1976 to April, 1978. Depending on the date of

1. Robert Mueller, Director of Kane County Diégnostic Center, personal
communication (Januahy 11,.1979). _ .
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each probationer's re]ease the period of probat1oh var1ed from 6 to 33
months. After coding selected demographlc var1ables, researchers ran a
stepwise multiple regression analysis. Those: varvab]es that1demonstrated
relationships with success or failure on probatlon were then se]ected for
use in the equation. The resulting risk equat1on y1e]ds an overa]] score

t
when the weights applied to each of the var1ab1es 1n the equat1on are totalled

|

The researchers then established cut-off 'scores for the three trad1t1ona1
levels of probation. : ' : }
Although the inclusion of a copy of the new probation equation at this
point would help to elucidate the new insitrument and its variables Mr. Mueller

(Director of the Center) requested that we not pub]1sh the eqpat1on for the

following reason:

The Kane County Diagnostic Center decided not;to pub11sh;the specific
variables in the risk equation and t%e1r cod1ng scheme at this time,

since genera1 knowledge of this information may 1nva]1date the control
group used in this research. Fifty kercent of the subJects are a551gn-

ed to a control group in which some pf the subjects are assigned a Tevel

of supervision that is either higher or lower than their actual level of
risk. If the probation officers, through knowledge of the risk variables,
could determine which subjects were assigned a level of superv1swon differ-
ent than their level of risk, they may respond to these clients in terms

of their level of risk rather than the assigned level of supervision.

By the end of September, the deve]opment of the new instrument was complete,
and its predictive accuracy had been tested and confirmed. Consequently, this
new probation equation was implemented for use as. of October i 1978. Since the
new instrument has only been in use for a short time, no pre11m1nary results
or impact are available as yet. But va]1dat1on stud1es on the instrument will
" be conducted at intervals of six months dur1ng the entire term of the LEAA grant.
The developers of the instrument bel!eve that “through a series of adgustments
to the instrument at each va11dat1on, an équat1on w1th high’ va11d1ty and re11ab11-

ity should emerge.. “3 ' : S ;

Robert Mue]]er persona] commun1cat1on (January 12 1978)

Quoted from research report "A Risk Assessment Instrument for 16th Judicial
Circuit Court Services, Kane County, 1111n01s", Alan R. Aha51c Research
and Deve]opment Superv1sor page 4.
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-and several clerks for interspersed periods.

The Diagnostic Center defines risk as the threat of re-arrest or conv1c-
tion (except for traffic offenses). The thrust of this risk de|1n1t30n is
concerned mostly with general recidivism., The Center does not feel that .
they can accurately predict violence. This risk definition was arrived at
primarily through the evaluation of the probation field supervision and job

‘placement program used by the 16th Circuit. This def1n1t1on assumes that the

employed ex-offender is Tess likely to recidivate, a concept researchers feel
is particularly valid in their area of I1linois. This emphasis on success is
an attempt to improve the risk prediction process by taking into account
factors that are positively correlated with stable employment, and could be
considered in conjunction with the tradittona1 concerns of probation faiTure
while on field supervision. In accordance with these concerns selection of
criterion or predictor variables, we1ght1ng procedures and "cut-offs" were
based on the correlations and the d1str1but1on of the continuous variables.

Subsequent to the construction of the probat1on equation,a Tegal review
was completed by the Chief Judge of the 16th Judicial Circuit. At the time of
that review, the judge did not find any prob]em with the use of the equation
by probation offices. The judge did, however, object to the use of the equa-
tion for the purpose of arriving at a séntencing recommendation because he
felt that overt use of the equation by the bench would be interpreted as an
infringement on judicial discretion.

The funding for the development and implementation of the new probation
equation will be provided by LEAA over the next three years. ' Funds will be
based on two 18 month grants, providing about $300,000 for each period. The
county, as is usually the case, will havegto‘match_10%. Prior to the receipt
of the LEAA grant, the county underwent a' 2 year start-up cycle, using only
regular funding. for the research. These costs were based priﬁari?y on per-
sonnel costs and did not amount to more than the. time of Dr. Ford, Ms.Johnson,

When Dr. Ford and Ms. Johnson constructed the first probation equation, ﬁz
they introduced it to probation officers to get their reactions. At first |
the officers were resistant, believing that its adoption would mean a reduction j
in staff. Officers also disiiked the substitution of a mechanical process for .
their experienced judgment. However, after the equation was explained and they éﬁ
realized that it would result in increased staff, ail res1stance seems to have g
dissipated. ' ' : _ i
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Screening and Decision Processes

Three groups of individuals at the Diagnostic Center are1invo1ved in
the screening process. The first staff grouping is composed of two "screens"
who conduct face-to-face interviews with each convicted defendant prior to
the preparation of the pre-sentence investigation report. A]] informafidn
recorded at this stage is either self-reported from the defendant or is taken
directly from official records. The secoﬁd‘group consists of a "tracker" who
takes the information compiled by the "sEreeners“‘and tries to verify all
facts with official documents or trustworthy persons in the community. Once
the information has been gathered and ver1f1ed one of the psycho1og1>ts
(the last staff group) writes the pre-sentence 1nvest1gat1on repor This
report is based primarily on the results of psycholog1cal test1ng, interview-
ing, and background checks. If the defendant is sentenced to probation, then
the probation equation score is used as the basis for-assigning a level of
supervision. b |

The information which is required to fill out the probation equation
consists of mostly demographic variables, such as education level, family
income, number of dependents, etc. This information is verified, as mentioned
above, by official documents whenever possible. For example, high school trans-
cripts would be requested to determine the highest grade completed, and a tax
return may be requested to determine income level. Mr. Mueller believes that
the equation demands good quality data, aqd that sﬁrict guideTines for verifica-
tion are the best way to ensure this. P i

In some jurisdictions, agency staff have 1nvo1ved the defendant extensively
in the risk assessment process by asking Forma] permission to conduct the .
screening. This, however, is not the p1an in Kane Codnty. The only involve-
ment that is planned at this time, other than the self-reporting of information,
is a review and appeal process that will take p]ace;ohce a level of supervision
has been assigned. The review will be made primarily by the defendant's |
attorney and may result in an appea1'by the defense if the decisjon is believed
to be based on inaccurate informatior.

The results of the probation equat1on as a means of estab11shxng the

1eve1 of field superv1s1on are meant to be used at face value. Whereas some
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jurisdictions permit a good deal of subjective decision making to override
instrument scores, Kane County officials do not intend to let this occur
very often. They feel that numerous overrides would be an indication that
the predictive value of the instrument is questionable.

Commentary

The Kane County Probation equation is different from other instruments
used to establish the level of supervision in its emphasis on factors asso-
ciated with success. For example, the program has been coupled with an employ-
ment program in the county in an effort to decrease the number of persons who
“fail" simply because they are unemployed {thus 1ead1ng to future criminal
acts). If the Kane County program is as good as its developers expect, it may
lead to more research in risk inStrument‘deve1opmént.
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SITE VISIT REPORT

DECISION POINT: PROBATION AND PAﬁOLE SUPERVISION

PROBATION AND PAROLE
SUPERVISION LEVELS

PHILADELPHIA COUNTY PROBATION DEPARTMENT

SITE VISIT: May 30 and June 1, 1978

INTERVIEWERS: Peggy Smith, Ph.D.
Garry Kemp

CONTACT PERSON: Nancy Berk
Research. Supervisor

Research, Planning, and Training Unit
Tele: (215) 686-7472 '
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Overview

The Philadelphia Probation Department utilizes a modified version of
the California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) primarily to screen probationers
for assignment to various Tlevels offsupervision. The screening process is
explained later in this report, while the fo]]bwing describes the setting
in which the CBE is used. ,

Under the Probation and Parole Act of 1909 (as amended), judges
have legislative authority to grant probation. The Phiiade]phia Proba-
tion Department is directly accountable to the presiding judge of the
Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas and supervises adult probationers.
Figure 1 delineates the judicial organization and lines of authority. It
also shows that the State Supreme Court is the u]timate judicial ruling
body in Pennsylvania. Under the Common'Pleas_ Court (the.highest trial
division), there is a Munihipa]_Court5Division which handles lesser civil
actions, misdemeanor trials, and pretrial hearings for felonies. The Common
Pleas Court handles the more serious civil claims, felony trials, and de novo
hearings from Municipal Court. The Court of Common Pleas Division contains
three judicial divisions (orphans' court, genera1 trial division, and family
court) and an Office of Court Administfatioh; Within which the Probation

Department is located. » . ”
Figure 2 illustrates the organizational structure of the Probation De-v

partment. With the assistance of the Deputy Chief Probation Officer, the
Chief Probation Officer (CP0O) heads the unit. Under the CPO there are’
seven subdivisions: (1) Research, Planning, and Training Division, (2) Diversion
Services, (3) Administrative Services, (4) Special Services, (5) Field Ser-
vices, (6) Presentence Investigating Services, and (7) Probation Police’
Prison Liaison Division. The Researbh,'P]anning, and Tréining Unit was
the primary contact for the site visit. However, Field Services and Special
Services were the units that‘primarily used classification instruments. Both
units play a role in establishing supervision levels for probationers.

The Philadelphia Probation‘Department employs a total of 267 employees
who are classified into nine'professiona1 employment categories, including
probation officers, officer trainees, ahd technicians. " In addition, there

-52-

Figure 1
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are 146 other employees of various non-professional employment classi-
fications. =

The geographic area under the jurisdiction of the Philadelphia Pro-
bation Department includes both the city and county of Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania, which have the same boundaries. The 1970 census reported the
population of this area to be about 1.95 million bedpie; cdnéehtkétéd'ih an
all urban area on the border of New Jersey. The ethnic distribution is
caucasians 66%, blacks 34%. The following table shows the crime rates for
Philadelphia in 1975:

u;‘ ,:l
TABLE 1 | :
¢ & :

PHILADELPHIA CRIME INDEX

(SMSA estimated population of 4.93 million pebp]e)
&

Rate Per 100,000

e Population
Total crime index = 211,633 4,289.8
Violent crime = 25,097 508.7
Property crime = 186,536 3,781.1

~These figures compare to the nationwide average as follows:

TABLE 2
NATIONAL CRIME INDEX
g .
Rate per 100,000 population
Philadelphia U. S. as a Whole
Total crime index ~ 4,289.8 5,281.7
. g : -
Violent crime : 508.7 ; 481.5
Property crime 3,781.1 4,800.2 !
B
I
K
P
|
-
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Table 2 shows that Philadelphia has an overall lower crime rate than the
U. S. as a whole (-18.8%) even though violent crime is slightly higher
(+6.4%). The property crime rate, however, is substantially lower (-21.,3%).
The Philadelphia Probation Department is responsible for the super-
vision of probaticners sentenced by Philadelphia Muhicipa] and Common Pleas
Courts. In addition to probationers,' the Department supervises parolees
released from Philadelphia County Prisons. Table 3 below provides a com-
parison of department intakes for 1976 and 1977:

Table 3
Probation Department Intakes for 1976 and 1977

1976 1977 Amount of Decline % of Decline
Probationary Intakes 5,973 4,928 1,045 17%
Parolee Intakes 1,615 1,437 178 11%
Total Intakes 7,588 6,365 1,223 16% (total
decline)
Within the Field Services Division,a subdivision of Probation (see
Figure 3), 12,000 cases were under supervision as of April 30, 1978. Of new

intakes processed for field services, about 64% are placed on regular field
supervision, about 33% are placed in specialized "administrative" caseloads,
and about 3% in an "experimental” type of caseload. In regular field super-
vision caseloads, probation officers carry fully stratified caseloads (high,
moderate, and minimum risk clients). They may also maintain some minimum risk
clients in an administrative status (Tow supervision).

The California Base Expectancy Scale (BES) s used to screen offenders
for assignment to various supervisjon levels. In addition to screening for
level of supervision in the regular field services division, the BES is also
used to screen new intakes for "administrative" caseloads (minimum supervision).
After several years of research and experience va]idating the BES, it was deter-
mined that a specific group of low risk offenders (based on BES scores) did well
with minimal supervision.(monthly phone reporting or quarterly face-to-face
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contacts). These Tow risk clients were aSsigned to administrative caseloads
to determine if they would perform as well under minimum supervision.

The Experimental Unit provides supervision and services to high and
moderate risk offenders. A high percentage of this Unit¥s caseload consists
of offenders who have committed robbery, burglary, or assault, but some clients
in this unit have committed other crimes. Although most of the Experimental
Unit exists within the field services division, Cell C (the component utilizing
volunteers and a probation officer/volunteer coordinator) is part of the Special
Services Division. This Division provides treatment and/or evaluation for sex
offenders and persons with drug, alcohol, or mental health problems.

Instrument and Its Development

In 1972, crowded probation offices, burgeoning caseloads, and a shortage
of manpower created considerable pressure for change in the Probation Depart-
ment. As a result, the Department obtained federal funds and began to experi-
ment with a number of different programs to alleviate the problems. These
special programs attempted intensive supervision in addition to alternative
treatment strategies in handling certain target groups of offenders. These
special programs endeavored to identify the most appropriate kinds of service
delivery and supervision for various categories of offenders on the Department's
caseload. Many of these programs developed and implemented a risk prediction
device to screen clients for appropriate levels of. supervision.

The risk assessment instrument currently used is a modified version of
the California Base Expectancy Scale 61 B (see Appendices A and B). Histor-
ically, another modified version of the original instrument was implemented
in 1973, but it was discontinued after a short time because of a general concern
in the Department over the appropriateness of two of the variables--race, and
arrest of other family members. In addition, line probation officers have
historically favored their own clinically based assessments of level of risk
over the recommendations of an objective predictive device.

Because of this line opposition, a committee of probation officers began
to develop and utilize an alternative to the BES. They met weekly with research
staff over a period of nine months , 1dentifying‘items the probation officers
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thought were related to outcomes. - Late in 1975, however, Tocal research
results showed that the various scales based on probation officer judgment
had 1ow predictive validity. Interest in these scales waned as a result.

| At about the same time, the findings of the Federal Government Account-
ing Agency's Office (GAO) for Phi]adeTphia reported a higher validity for
the CBE scale. This study reported validation research for a 1975 sample of
closed probation cases in Philadelphia. The findings showed that several
base expectancy scales, specifically California Forms 61 B and 65 A, were
vaiid for closed probation cases in Philadelphia. The GAQ study further
ré&ommended the adoption of predictive devices as management tools.

One of the scales which had been validated by GAO for Philadelphia was
then adopted with s1ight modifications. This version, Form 61 B, includes
period of time arrest-free, present offense, opiate use, age, aliases, and
adult incarcerations. This BES was implemented on a limited basis as part
of federally funded special programs in September 1976, and by July 1977,
was in use fer all new intake cases. Subsequent research has validated the
predictive accuracy of this instrument for active cases as well.

Screening and Decision Process :

Following sentencing, an intake clerk completes the form based on
information contained in the case file, and a brief face-to-face interview.

- Completion of the form usually takes only two to ten minutes. Six clerk/

interviewers and a supervisor are assigned full time to the.Intake Unit.
They process 500 new cases per month, of which approximately 85% - 90% are
completed on the day of sentencing. ‘ .
After the basic information is collected by the intake clerk, he assigns
the client to the appropriate unit and/or probation officer. The clerk takes
into account any court imposed supervision stipulations, as well as con-
current supervisions and the BES score. If all the past criminal history in-
formation is not available,thereby delaying completion of the BES, the client
s assigned to a unit, but not a specific officer. If the person is a sex
offender, or drug or alcohol abuser, he or she may be referred to Special
Services, regardless of score. If the offender is 18 }o 40 years o1d,~ )
has committed robbery, burglary or aséauit‘(or'Sdhe”dthef'takééfutﬁﬁne),
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and has no concurrent supervision with the Department, he or she is p]a?gd
in the Experimental Unit of the Field Services Divison. These two spec1?1
categoriés of offenders (those assigned to Special Services or the Experi-
mental Unit) comprise approximately 15% of all new probationers. If the
BES score is'62 points or higher, then the offender is tentatively assigned
to minimum supervision on an administrative caseload (approximately 35% of
the new intakes). | ‘

A11 new clients report to a probation -officer, usually within on? week
of the intake procedure. The officer interviews the offender to obt?1n more
detailed information for clinical assessment, and then verifies the informa-
tion obtained through telephone calls to collateral contacts.

The client is placed on the administrative caseload with monthly phone
reporting if he or she was tentatively screened for administTat1ve caseload
(minimum supervision), does not exhibit major problems or major ?e?ds fo?
services, and the sentencing judge does not disapprove. The remaining clients--
those not assigned to administrative caseloads, the E xperimental Unit, or
Special Services--are assigned to regular field servicgs caseloads. ‘For
regular caseloads, Tevels of supervision are determined by the BES score
and clinical assessments based upon in-depth initial interviews performed
by probation officers. ’ .

In about 10% of the cases, the probation officer's subjective assessment
conflicts with the BES score. For examp1e, a probation officer may recommend
to his supervisor more intensive supervision than the BES ;corg sugges?s. 7
In most cases, the officers recommendation is upheld. Feedback is ?va11ab:e
to probation officers in the form of rearrest data on 1ndividua1 cljents"

In Field Services, rescreening is accomplished after the first 99 ?ays
by the supervising probation officer who uses information from the ¢r1ana1 .
extract, personal client interviews, and if available, the presentence 1nve?t1-
gation report. The latter is usually not available at intia? contact, an? is
only available on 30% of new convictions. This rescreening is ?one a? ne1g?-
borhood probation offices by 116 different supervising line officers in Phila-
delphia who perform an average of three new intakes per month,

In the Experimental Unit, intensively supervised cases must make at least
four face-to-face contacts per month for at least 90 days. Reassessment is
based upon the client's performance during this supervision period, needs assess-
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ment, and clinical judgment of the probation officer and the supervisor. The
rationale for a 90 day reassessment is grounded on the fact that most repeat
offenders will recidivate within this time frame. Conversely, if they remain
arrest-free for 90 days, they are less Tikely to recidivate.

To summarize briefly, 15% of all new intakes are sent either to the
Special Services Division or to the Experimental Unityof the Field Services
Division. Approximaté1y 35% are assigned to minimum supervision or admini-
strative caseload, and the remaining 50% are assigned to regular caseloads.
These latter two operations occur within the Field Services Division.

Results and Impact

Recent monitoring of the administrative caseload has shown that only
about 10% of these cases were rearrested within six months. O0f these rearrests,
only 3.1% were reconvicted with 3.4% presently pendiné disposition. These
figures compare favorably with data presented at an informal seminar indicat-
iny that Tess than 5% of persons placed under minimum supervision in the
past were rearrested within four months. Other informal studies have shown
10% rearrested within six months and 5% convicted. |

Using the BES as a risk screening device has also effected considerable
cost savings. Approximately 35% of new field services intakes now go on
minimum supervision immediately, whereas they previously stayed on moderate
supervision at least one year. Moreover, by moving low risk offenders to
minimum supervision on administrative caseloads, the Department has freed
ten positibns at a cost sayings of $120,000 per year, plus fringe benefits.

Probation Department administrators also perceive the program as ,
psychologically beneficial to Tine probation officers because it reduces
the burdensome aspects of their job. The administrators interviewed be-
lieve that risk screening permits more effective casework by introducing
varying levels of supervision; in other words, since screening diverts
large numbers of minimum supervision clients to adminstrative caseloads,
agents have more opportunity to recognize client needs for services and to
concentrate on preventive casework.

. However, 1ine officers ‘interviewed expressed considerable concern over
-using the BES for screening and shifting more c¢lients to minimum supervision,
referring to it as a "numbers" game. As stated earlier, probation officers
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have traditionally resisted using objective devices instead of their own
clinically oriented judgments which permit professional discretion. The
caseloads of most probation officers have remained high, about 80 clients
per officer. In addition, officers possibly supervise a higher ratio of
high and moderate clients now since low risk clients are frequently assigned
to administrative caseloads. Nevertheless, it is "important to recognize
that administrative caseloads were implemented at a time when the number of
probation officers decreased due to financial constraints. Despite the oppo-
sition of line officers to risk screening, without the'introduction of admini-
strative caseloads, regular caseloads would be even larger under the same
budget constraints.

During the site visit, probation staff, judges, and the public defender
were asked to identify potential legal ramifications of using such an instru-
ment. None of the persons interviewed could perceive any difficulties,except

‘that in certain situations the risk assessment score could potentially conflict

with the application of a judge's special condition, such as probation with
maximum supervision. In actual practice, however, whenever any special judi-
cial considerations are stipulated, these conditions are always followed.

Yet in another context, use of risk screening in probation may involve
potential constitutional infringements of the equal protection and due process
guarantees of the Fourth and Fifth Amendments to the United States Constitution.
These infringements could arise if persons screened for supervision were not
assured the legitimate opportunity to benefit from the freedoms and services
offered by the Probation Department. This possibility, however, is mitigated
in Philadelphia because a clerkadministers the risk instrument from objective
criminal history records. The objectivity of this process should leave little
room for subjective interpretation based on experience. In addition, it is
difficult to conceive of a probationer or parolee objecting to reduced levels
of supervision. In all cases, new intakes are informed that additional services
are available, if desired. | '

Commentary
The Phitadelphia Probation Department has effectively used risk screening

to implement varying levels of supervision. Thirty-five percent of new field
service intakes have been moved to minimum supervision, thereby effecting
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considerable cost savings while achievirg lTow recidivism rates for minimum
supervision clients. , ‘

In response to line opposition to the BES, the Department is seeking
alternative instruments to test against it.  The Department has recent-
ly implemented the Environmental Deprivation Scale (EDS) on a pilot basis in -
the Experimental Unit. The EDS, which is currently in use in Alabama, is
used for needs assessment as well as risk prediction. It is also highly
sensitive to interviewer interpretatiOn and subjective clinical judgments.

It covers 16 variables: employment, income, debts, job participation, job
status, hobbies and avocatibns, education, residence, church, organizational
ties, friends, re]atives,'parents,lwife or equivalent, children, and fear.
The EDS is used in conjunction with the BES, and later analysis will test
the predictive validity of the two scales in risk assessment.

The Philadelphia Probation Department has successfully achieved its
goal--providing satisfactory 1eveTs of supervision in the face of dwindling
resources and decreased staff. Without the use of screening procedures and
varying supervision levels, the caseload size would undoubtedly have increased
significantly in the past several years. ' Research is continuing to determine
whether or not the provision of increased supervision and services to high
and moderate risk offenders results in a decrease in recidivism.
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APPENDIX A , APPENDIX B RN
Name : Date DEFINITIONS -~ BASE EXPECTANCY o '
SCORING SEDET - BASE EXPECTANCY | | | |
ARREST FREE FIVE (5) OR MORE CONSECUTIVE YEARS
If the current arrest is the only arrest, probationer
. o receives credit for this item. If not the only arrest,
4. POSITIVE FACTORS then determine if there is any five year arrest free period
: between the first arrest and the current arrest. (Do not _ -
Lanaien 51 count timeé confined to a correctional or mental institution.) o
All persons get 21 poxn“C: -Aad 21 < o o , _ : P
If arrest free f£ive cr more year : 2dd 16 | , | - F
\ » FRV PRESENT OFFENSE NOT FORGERY, CHECXS OR BURGLARY v ’
Tf present offense not forgery, checks or : - , i
burglary: Rdd 13. e Only the following kinds of offenses should be considered |
: . P - as forgery, checks, or burglary offenses: forgery of checks, i
If no history of oplate use: Add 13 R credit cards, or prescriptions. burglary, or conspiracy to S
, =5 ‘ |
Multiply present age times ,S commit burglary. : : ?
MAT | ~ . ‘ | ;
ADD ALY, POSITIVE FACTORS, TOTAL #a = R NO HISTORY OF OPIATE USE
Check criminal record and, if necessary, then ask }
probationer if he has ever used any oplates without prescrip- ;
o HEGATIVE FACTORS tion, even on a casual basis. ‘ |
The most common opiates are: cocaine, codeine,’ 7
MulEinly 3 t‘maé aumbor of aliases demerol, heroine, methadone, morphine and opium. i
LY LS N CL a A~ S - . ) )
. . - | e d The following are not opiates: benzedrine, LSD
ALt iody me ime: arcerations o = s ! ’ :
Multiply 5 times number of adthban marijuana, speed, phenobarb, "Bennies," "Blue Angels," .
. "Goof Balls," Red Devils," and "Yellow Jackets." 3
ADD ALL NEGATIVE FACTORS, TOTAL #B = - | ,
SUBTRACT TOTAL "B" FROM TOTAL "2" NUMBER OF ALIASES !
‘ ‘ v . Consider only the criminal record. Do not count obvious E
FINAT, SCORE = ' * nicknames. ' g
. Ag
NUMBER OF PRIOR KNOWN ADULT INCARCERATIONS i
{
L
The criminal record may not include a record of all !
incarcerations. If a computer12°d criminal history 1is attached, ;
check that as wall. Otherwise ask the probationer. The 3
1ncarceratlon must have occurred after the 18th birthday. The o
incarceration must have includad sentenced time, not merely b
a detention in jail for investigation, awaiting trial, ‘3\
i .protective custody, or enroute to another destination. Do not i
. o | o _ count any jail sentence all of which was suspended. L
* Type final scora on Facd S 12et in Census Tract box in the last ‘ - . 4
spase of the Ualt celumn. e : , . . If two or more sentences were served consecutively, count -
‘ —_— . -64- only as one incarceration. g5 f
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SITE VISIT REPORT
DECISION POINT: PROBATION AND PAROLE SUPERVISION

WISCONSIN STATE BUREAU
OF
COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

CASE CLASSIFICATION/STAFF DEPLOYMENT PROJECT
SITE VISIT: May 15 - 17, 1978

INTERVIEWERS: Peggy Smith, Ph.D.

Garry Kemp

CONTACT PERSON: Chris Baird
Research Director
Case Classification/Staff
Deployment Project
Tele: (608) 266-1409
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Overview

Classification procedures were introduced in the Wisconsin Bureau of
Community Corrections in conjunction with a reallocation of staff resources.
In 1973 the Wisconsin Bureau of Probation and Parole (as it was then called)
requested 37 new positions in order to reduce client-agent ratios to 44-1.
The 1973 budget bill passed by the 1egiSIature'proVided the additional posi-
tions, but also mandated that the Bureau "implement" a workload inventory
system and specialized caseloads for probat{on and parole agents. Therefore,
in order to justify the requested ratio and to improve effectiveness of
service delivery by systematically re1afing>c11ent'needs to agent functional
time requirements, the "Case C]assification/Staff Deployment Project" was
implemented in early 1974. This project was deéigned to develop classifica-
tion instruments as well as client needs assessment. The procedures are
used to determine the appropriate level of client supervision, and to indicate
appropriate intervention strategies based on client needs.

The Case Classification/Staff Deployment (CC/SD) project was initially a
federally funded experimentgl unit within the Wisconsin Division of Corrections,
Bureau of Community Corrections. Its primary responsibility is to improve the
effectiveness of service delivery to state probationers and parolees through a
workload inventory and specialized classifications of clients. The unit has
designed and implemented classification procedures now used on a statewide
basis to assign clients to minimum, medium, and maximum supervision. In
addition, the project has cooperated with clinical services staff within
the department in implementing client needs assessments aimed at improved inter-
vention strategies.

Figure 1 shows the organization of the Department of Health and Social
Services. Under this umbrella department are the Division of Corrections,
the Bureau of Community Corrections (headed by Director Edward Buehler), and
finally, the CC/SD Project. The Project Director of CC/SD, Robert Capener,
supervises a research section headed by Chris Baird and a field section headed
by Sally McBeath. The CC/SD project employs a total of 18 persons. Besides
the CC/SD Project Director (Bob Capener), there are five research staff, eight
probation and parole agents, two half-time paraprofessionals, and four secretary-
typists.
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FIGURE 1
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Wisconsin but the CC/SD project is located and staffed in Madison, Acéord-
ing to the 1977 census, the population of the ‘state is slightly over 4.4
million, and is concentrated primarily in urban areas where 65% (2.9 mitlion)
6f the inhabitants live. Although Wisconsin is.primari]y a rural state,
there are 81.] Persons per square mile on a statewide average. Racially,
Wisconsin can be divided into three groups: whites account for 95% of the
Population; blacks abouyt 3%; and other races, 2%.

The crime rate for the State of Wiscorisin in 1975 was as follows:

(Population estimated at 4.6 million)

Rate ﬁer 100,000 population

Total Crime Index = 183,157 3,975.6"
Violent Crime = 6,992 o 151.8
Property Crime = 176,165 3,823.9

These figures compare to the nationwide,averggé as follows:

Rate Per 100,000 Population

Wisconsin U.S. as a Whole % D
Total Crime Index 3,975.6 5,281.7 24.8
Violent Crime 151.8 481.5 69.5

Property Crime 3,823.9 4,800.2 20.4

The above table shows that the Wisconsin crime rate is considerably Tower
than the nationaj average. |

Referrals to the Bureau of Probation and Parole come from two sources:
(1) the trial courts, and (2) the parole board when persons are granted
parole from a state institution. During 1976, 8,124 new clients were admitted
to adult probation status; during the same period, 1,074 Persons were paroled
(this represents a combination of 968 first releases and 106 ré-re]eases).
Probationers make up 86% of the caseload and parolees 14%, Only 16.59%
of the correctional population is held in institutions; 83.59 are under field
supervision,
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Treatment..depending on classification; includes maximum, medium, op
minimum supervision. Usually clients are assigned to the highest level of
Supervision indicated either by their Score on a needs scale or their risk
Score on a classification scale {see Appendfces A and B), If circumstances

ent supervision level be established (either hiéher or lower). The supervisor
then must decide whether or not to approve the agent's request. Such depart-

continued unlawful behavior and/or demonstrate a substantial need for agency
services (generally these Supervision clients score high on both risk and
needs assessments). Maximum supervision clients are Seen at least two times

a month while medium supervision clients are §een once.a month. | Minimum
supervision clients must be seen once every 90 days. These latter cases can
be handled by a mail-in report every 30 days, with home visits as appropriate,
and at Teast one verification of résidence and employment before discharge.
Approximate]y 45% of the new cases start in maximum supervision, and all cases
are reassessed every six months. '

The Instrument and [ts Development

The classification scale is found in Appendix A. As indicated above,
classification occurs n conjunction with needs assesément (see Appendix B).
The classification scale itself has two main dimensions: prior criminal
record (including both Juvenile and adult offenses), and social fagtors. Siy
variables are scored under prior criminal record: age at first conviction,
prior probation/parole supervision, revocations, felony convictions, and
humber and type of prior offenses. Social variables include: address changes,
employment, alcohol and drug problems, and attitude. Although there is no
formal discretion category, the latter three variables are obviously influ-
enced by subjective assessments. However, agents report that scoring of
these variables 4g made only after severa] interviews, and that background

1. A more intensive visiting schedule of four times a month is being
experimented with by 20 agents in three regions. " Policy regarding
minimum visits for those under intensive supervision may change depend-
ing on the results of this study,
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information is often compiled from pre-sentence reports, probation social
evaluation reports, and from collateral contacts whe have verified the-
agent's data. The needs assessment scale used in conjunction with the
classification instrument includes eleven variables rated (largely on
subjective assessments) by the agent. In addition, a clinical needs form
is also completed if the agent believes a clinical referral is advisable.

Chris Baird, CC/SD project research director, developed the classifi~
cation instrument and associated procedures. He had previously conducted
similar research for the state of I11inois and was familiar with classifi-
cation instruments. The instrument was constructed using variables shown
to be statistically associated with .risk in a construction .sample. The con-
struction sample consisted of 250 randomly selected probation or parole
cases during a six to nine month pretest period. These terminated cases
were either discharged, closed, or cases in which parole or probation was
revoked.2 Preliminary analysis narrowed the 1ist of potential predictor
variables to 22, which were then further refined to the 1ist of ten factors
isolated and weighted as shown on the current instrument.

Two items from the original Tist which proved to be good predictors
(response to court or bureau-imposed conditions and use of community re-
sources) were not entered because they are difficult criteria to assess at
intake, and classification must be completed within 30 days of reception.
Policy considerations also affected the ultimate selection of predictor
variables. For example, assaultive offenses were weighted an additional
15 points, thus assuring that any assaultive offender would receive maximum
supervision for the first six months. This was done bacause of the concern
that new assaultive offenses represent a higher cost to society than other
outcome variables.

Although the factors analyzed explain in total only 58% of the variance
in criminal behavior, the research staff concluded that this was sufficient
to classify clients into appropriate levels of supervision. Establishing
cut-off scores for high, medium, and low levels of supervision correctly

2. Details of this reseafch can be found in Project Report #2, "Development

of the Wisconsin Risk Assessment Scale," Wisconsin Division of Corrections,

Madison, Wisconsin (1976).
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placed" 72% of the cases in the appropriate supervision catégory. In

an attempt to improve predictive accuracy, three additional variables were
added to the scale: specific offenses, emp]byment status, and drug usage
prob]ems.‘ A11 ten variables comprising the final scale were assigned weights
based upon their correlation with outcomes. For example, alcohol usage
problems showed a correlation of .421 with outcome (further criminal behavior
during period of supervision). These problems were then assigned a weight

of +4 for serious problems, 0 for no problems, and the intermediate score of

+2 for moderate problems. Actual scores for a client on the total scale
range from 0 to 61. Cut-off scores are as follows: .

7 and be]bw - Minimum
8 - 14 - Medium
15 and above - Maximum

Since the first six months are critical for successful completion of
probation or parole, cut-off Scores were established which place 45% of
new clients in maximum supervision. Many clients move to lower levels at -

the‘first re-evaluation, resulting in the following breakdown for the entire
probation and parole population:

Maximum supervision - 33%
Medium supervision - 42¢
Minimum supervision - 259

Cut-off scores were initially estab]ished to minimize under-supervision.
It was assumed that under-supervision involves considerable risk from the

standpoint of both pubtlic protection and "system risk" (public resentment).
After establishing cut-off scores in the manner described above, it was

found that only 5% of the construction sample fell into supervision categories
Tower than their actual probation/parole outcomes warranted.

Implementation

-

Funding for CC/SD has been provided through the Wisconsin State Office
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of Criminal Justice Planning (LEAA). LEAA funds started in fiscal year
1975-1976 in the amount of $110,400 on a 90-10% match basis. During fiscal
year 1976-1977, funding was then increased to $135,361 through the same
agency. Finally, for fiscal year 1977-1978, the final year of the grant
funding was raised to $141,160, Grant funds were expended almost exclusively
for personnel. For fiscal year 1978-1979, the Governor has signed approval
for interim funding. Although the exact dollar amount has not yet been
approved, the budget request is for $150,000. If permanent funding is not
approved after one year, CC/SD will terminate operation, although the system
it has developed will continue to be utilized. ;

As suggested earlier, the instrument was developed in response to a
need to provide the state Tegislature with data which would allow budgeting
and staff deployment on a workload, rather than a caseload, basis. The
state legislature in early 1973 passed a new budget authorizing.an increase
in probation/parole staff positions, but refusing to fund these additional
positions until a workload inventory and client classification system were
impTemented which more effectively differentiated client need for supervision
and allocated staff resources accordingly. Risk assessment, needs assessment,
and other client screening interviews were implemented as a result of this
1973 legislative mandate. The agency's purpose in implementing risk assess-
ment, as well as client needs assessment, was to more effectively deploy
staff resources in the supervision of clients and to develop more effective
case management strategies. The project staff feel these gdoals have been

realized.
Among the obstacles the CC/SD staff encountered during implementation

were the following:

1. Time pressures to quickly construct and implement a scale
posed problems. Considerable time elapsed between the passage
of the legislative mandate and the hiring of a staff, yet
immediate action was expected.'

2. Establishing inter-rater reliability was a problem since field
agents were not always available to participate in reliability
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ratings at the scheduled time. Howéver, such tests have
since been completed with excellent resu]ts.3

,3‘ Weighting and defining predictor variables involved a tedious
process of simplifying procedures. Comp1icated forms would
have yielded unreliable information if agents were unable or
unwilling to take the scoring process seriously.

4. Some staff resistance was encountered to the new procedures
early in the life of the project. Strong top management support
and participation by line staff in the implementation process
helped eliminate this resistance. Staff now fully support the
classification system. '

| 5. Agent variability in scoring was a concern; therefore, precise
definitions were incorporated in the forms in order to assist
agents in scoring problem cases.

6. Adoption of new forms posed several prob]em;. The research
director recognized that any collection of new data must be
time-efficient. He therefore devised a set of forms that re-
duced time spent on paperwork. However, the new forms also
required collecting additional information for Offender Based
State Corrections Information System (OBSCIS), an information-
sharing system. Once the forms were designed, it took nearly a
year to secure department approval of them.

7. Some agent resistance to change was encountered, but was reduced
by several strategies including the new time-effective paperwork,
and tying the client classification system to workload inventories
that recommend additional probation staff. : Agent fears were re-
duced by a scoring system that minimizes risk of under-supervision,

3. See Project Report #12 Analysis of the Cl'b y
: j _Repo $ . 1lent Needs Assessment S "
Wisconsin Division of Corrections, Madison, Wisconsin (1978). cale,
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preserves agent discretion, and initially places most new

clients in high supervision,'thereby'ﬁedUCing supervision

only as the client demonstrates successful adjustment to

probation or parole. ' o

There have been no legal challenges to ‘the classification (risk assess-

ment ) screening. This may be dye in part to the fact that Wiséonsin made
an early effort to conform to the standakds‘of Morrissey vs Brewer, A staff
of impartial hearing examiners énd a statewide public defender system has

also been established to represent all probationers and parolees at revocation
proceedings.

Screening and Decision Process

The 385 probatioh/paro]e agents in the State screen newly assigned cases
for both risk and needs assessment. Agents receive assignments (cases, investi-
gations, etc.) on a workload basis; caseloads therefore vary a great deal.. The
agent will receive an average. of three new clients per month and must complete
screening within 30 days. On an agency basis,~approximate1y‘],000 new screenings
are performed per month. o -

Either a pre-sentence investigatian, a.social history, or an admission
investigation is completed for every client admitted to the Wisconsin Division
of Corrections. These investigations require about eight to nine hours to
complete. While the information gathered does provide a hasis for classification,
it must be collected regardless of whether or not classification is a part of the
system. Completion of the risk and needs assessment scales (classification)
requires approximately 10 - 30 minutes. There is no testing component to classi-
fication although psychological testing and/or evaluation may be done if the
agent feels it is needed for his report to the courts or for-case p]annjng
purposes. ~ '

In order to complete the classification instrument, information is needed
on prior criminal record, employment and address changes in the last 12 months,

drug and alcoho] usage problems, and client attitude.

Sources of information
include:
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1. Self-reports at client interviews, Three to four client
interviews may be conducted during screening.

2. Follow-up verification of social background., Collateral
contacts may be made with employers, landlords, family, and/or

school. Paraprofessiona].case study aides may also assist in
collateral contacts. ‘

3. Criminal background verification through a central crime index,
Tocal police department files, and previous probatipn reports.

4. Auxiliary agency contacts may be utilized to assess emotional
stability or psychiatric problems, ' ‘

Occasiona11y, information on Juvenile records is not available, and the

agent must rely on client-supplied information. In Milwaukee, juveni]e re-

cords are often not accessible; in othep regions the agent can usually obtain

juvenile records informally. Sometimes an agent might interview a victim or
the arresting officer if circumstances of the offense are ambiguous. Agents
differed in their method of assessing attitude;' Some indicated they assessed
Cooperativeness at interviews; others indicated they regarded prior record as
an indication of attitude. A
Agents report that time Pressures and.caseioad volume continually create

Pressures and reduce the quality of af] servicas. Usually an agent makes his
best judgment on the basis of information available when screening assessment
is due. The role of the client differs with the working style of the agent,
Some agents will fully inform the client of the risk assessment and review

the instrument‘with him; others may simply interview clients without explaining
the Screening process. At six months, a reéssessment.of‘both client needs and
risk determines whether a'reclassifiCation 15 warranted. The six months re-
assessment instrument (Appendix C) weights social adjustment and attitude
toward supervision more heavily, while lowering the Weightﬁng of
Thus, most clients who are.adjusting well to probation or parole
to a Tower leve] of supervision at $ix months,

prior record.
are reassigned
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Results and Impact

CC/SD research staff have recently completed research assessing the
impact of c]ieht classification on client outcomes. A two year follow-up
study (see Appendix D) shows that offenses among maximum supervision case-
loads were reduced from'40.7% in the control group (diagnosed as high needs
and/or high risk) to 20.4% in the experimental group. There was an insigni-
ficant decrease in new felony rates from 17.7% to 15.0%.

In the medium supervision category, there were no significant differ-
ences in new offenses between the experimental group (19.7%) and the control
group (21.1%). No differences were expectéd in this category since the Tevel
of supervision remained constant for these cases. In the minimum supervision
category, incidence of new offenses among the experimental group (5.2%) was
lower than that of the control group (12.1%). The follow-up data suggest
that case classification which concentrates supervision resources on high-
risk/high-needs clients, has reduced incidence of "new offenses” among these:
maximum supervision clients. The differences noted in the minimum supervision
category involve too few cases (10) to draw any conclusions at this time.

Additionally, some preliminary evidence is available which indicates
that the classification instrument may be an “improvement over agents' subjective
impressions. ‘In 1976 and 1977 a study was done assessing agents' ability to
predict client risk of revocation. That study found 1ittle agreement between
original agent impression and actual client behavior. In contrast, construction
sample results indicate that the classification instruments represent a signi-
ficant improvement over agents' subjective impressions. Preliminary inter-rater
studies indicate that needs scale items (the most subjective of the two scales)
average .80.

Risk assessment and needs assessment instruments are being used jointly
in workload reclassifications which will ultimately affect caseload size. At
the time of. review, however, only a small increase was expected as a result of
the classification system in the total number of probation/parole positions in
the State. By current estimates, Wisconsin will need 430 probation and parole
agents in fiscal 1980 to cover the projected workload. Under the caseload
formula previously used for budgeting, the Bureau would be allowed to employ
412 agents. Hence, implementation of differential supervision levels and
standards would add 18 positions or an increase of 4,4%. No new positions will
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be added in the second year of the biennium as a result of the classification
system. Actually, the bulk of the“éxpected staff increase is due to antici-
pated increases in the number of peﬁsons on supervision, yet two of Wisconsin's
six regions are actually staffed at Tower levels than they would have been
under the caseload budgeting formula.

Commentary

It appears that risk assessment (in conjunction with needs assessment)
has been successfully implemented in Wisconsin as an administrative tool for
client classification and work]oad redistribution. As utilized in Wisconsin,
risk assessment (along with other administrative changes) will probably lead
to increased staff and increased supervision of clients. At least, risk assess-
ment is consistent with the new director's goal of more intensive casework
and reduced caseloads. ‘

During discussions about the predictive accuracy of classification in-
struments and the possible dangers in using imperfect instrumests, staff and
administrators viewed the danger of over-supervision as relatively benign but
the danger of under-supervision as costly, in terms of -both client rehabilita-
tion and threat to society. These concerns resulted in adjusting cut-off
scores in the direction of greater rather than less supervision. Of course,
other agencies using Wisconsin's procedures would probably establish differ-
ent cut-off scores if local priorities were different.

There is evidence that the classification process as implemented has
reduced the risk of additional misdemeanor arrests among maximum supervision
offenders, without increasing the risk of recidivism among low-risk/low-needs
clients who receive less supervision. The system is :also well received by
staff, and it clearly has the support of top management as a useful tool in
making decisions about staff deployment and department needs.

The Wisconsin instrument has also been frequently investigated by other
agencies interested in forma]iiing their case classification procedures. In
response to these requests, and in order to meet local needs, several research
reports have been proposed which.qegcribeathe"éystem in more detail than is
possible here. The interested reader is referred to Mr. Robert Capener (Wisconsin
Division of Corrections; Madison, Wisconsin) for copies of the available report.
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In general, the Wisconsin system is one‘bfffhé”béﬁier'reéeérched'instrumgnts
in the country. The instrument was"carefﬁ11y*bohstru;ted,}apd’it,hgﬁi?een
subject to an unusually vigorous’réfinementxi?éégs§‘since'1ts implementation.

w
LN

-80-

R 1 i b v

Number of Prior Felony Convict§_ons: .

Wis.“Dcpt. of Health and Social Sérviccs
Duvision of Corrections
Form C-502 - (Rev 12.77)

Client Noame

ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK

Last
Probation Control Date or
Institution Release Date !

First

Month, Day, Year

Date of Evaluation

Number of Address Changes in Last 12 Months:
{Prior to incarceration for parolegs)

Percentage of Time Employediin Last 12 Months:
{Prior to incarceration for paroless)

!

Alcohol Usage/Problems: . . . . .
{Prior to incarceration for parolces

-

Other Drug Usage/Problems: .; . . . . .
{Prior to incarceration for parolees

-

Attitude: . . .

Age at First Conviction:
{or Juvenile Adjudication):

Number of Prior Periods of
Probation/Parole Supervision: ., v e
{Adult or Juvenile) !

i
P

Number of Prior Prabation/Parole Revacations:

" (Adult or Juvenile)

(or Juvenile Adjudications)

Convictions or Juvenile Adjudications for:

{Select all app!i;ablc and add for score)
lInclude currentaftense)

Conviction or Juvenile Adjudication for
Assaultive Offanse: o

{An olfense dhich involves tha use of a
weapon, physical force or the threat of force)

e

.

L ...0

Select the appropriate answer and enter the - associ
Total all scores to arrive at the risk assessment score.

2
3

Q E RSN ON = O

N

&N

WWNNNND

Agent Last Name

(Y]

Client Number

APPENDIX A

None
One
Two or more

G0% or more
40% - 59%
Under 40%
Not applicable

No apparent problems
Moderate problems
Serious problems

No apparent problems
Moderate problems
Serious problems

Mativated to change; receptive
to assistance

Dependent or unwilling to
accept responsibility
Rationalizes behavior; hegative,

"tiot motivated to change

24 or older
20-23
19 or younger

None
One or more

None
One or mare

None
One
Two or more

Burélarv
Theft

' Auto theft

Robbery

..Woi thless checks R i

Forgery

-Ye§

No

-81-

Number

TOTAL SCORE

ated weight in the score column.
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Wis, Dept. of Health and Social Services
' Division of Corrections
Form C-502a (Rev 12:77)

ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT NEEDS

Client Name

Last Firgt

Prabation Control Date or
Institution Release Date

Month, Day, Year

Agunt Last Name

Ml

Client Number

APPENDIX B

Number

Select the appropriate answer and enter the associated weight in the score column,

Date of Evaluation

ACADEMIC/VOCATIONAL SKILLS
High school or Adequate skills;

-1 above skill 0 able to handle every-
level day requirements
EMPLOYMENT

Satisfactory employ-

Low skill level

2 cousing minor ad-

Secure employment; no

-1 ment for one year 0 difficulties repprted; 3
or longer or homemaker, student
. or retired
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
Long-sianding pattern No current
1 of selfssufficiency; 0 ditficulties 3
€.g., good credit
rating '
MARITAL/FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS
Relationships and Relatively stable
“1 support exception. O relationships 3
ally strong
COMPANIONS
Good support and No adverse
-1 influence 0 relationships 2
EMOTIONAL STABILITY
Exceptionally well No symptloms of emo-
-2 adjusted; accepts O tional instabitity; 4
responsibility appropriate emotional
for actions responses
ALCOMHOL USAGE
No interference
0 with functioning .3
OTHER DRUG USAGE
No interference
0 with functioning 3
MENTAL ABILITY
Able to function
- 0 independently 3
HEALTH
Sound physical
O health; selcdom 1
]
y
SEXUAL BEHAVIOR
No apparent
0 dystunction 3
AGENT'S IMPRESSION OF CLIENT'S NEEDS
-1 Minimum 0 Low 3

Use the reverse side to list any special circumstances which should influence
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justment problems

Unsatisfactory
employment; or
unemployed but has
adequate job skills

Situational or
minor difficulties

Some disorganization
or stress but poten.
tial for improvement

Associations with
accasionat negative
results :

Symptoms limit but
do not prohibit ad-
equate functioning;
e.g., excessive anxiety

Occasional abuse;
some disruption of
functioning

Occasional substance
abuse; some disrup-
tion of functioning

Some need for assis-
tance; potential for
adequate adjustment

Handicap or iltness
interferes with func-
tioning on a recur-
ring basis

Real or perceived
situational or
minor preblems

Medium
[}

5

the level of supervision,

Higher numbers indicate more severe problems, Total all scores,

Minimal skill level
causing serious ad-
justment probiems

Unemployed and
virtually unemploy-
abie; needs train-
ing

Severe difficulties;
may include garnish-
ment, bad checks or
bankruptey

Major disorganization
or stress

Associations almost
completely negative

Symptoms prohibit

adequate functioning;

e.g., lashes out or
retreats into self

Frequent abuse:
serious disruption;
needs treatment

Frequent substance
abuse; serious disrup-
tion; needs treatment

Deficiencies severely
limit independent
functioning

Serious handicap
or chronic illness;
needs frequent
medical care

Real or perceived
chronic or severe
problems

Maximum

TOTAL

SCORE

(SIX MONTHS REASSESSMENT FORM) APPENDIX C
.€lient Nam Client Mumber
Last : Fixst .
Date of Reevaluation ’ Agent Last llame Nurber

Month, Day; Year

Select the appropriate answer and enter the associnted woight in the score colum, Total
all scores to arrive at the risk reasscssment scora. -

| oore
Muber of Address Changes in Laét 12 Moaths: ,
i

'

i

Ona
Two or mora

24 or older
20 - 23

19 or younger
None '
One or more
Nona

e -
Two or more

j
Age at First Coviction: ., , ,
{cr Juvenile Adjudication)

Nunber of Probation/Parole Revocations: .
(Adult or Juvenile) :

Rurber of Prior Feleny Convictions: .
(ox Juvenila Adjudications) |
4

Coavictions or Juvenile Adjud,icatims for:

(Select all applicable and add for score) Theft

Auto thafr
Rob

kbrtt)m?risl chacks
Forgery

RATE THE FULLOWING BASED ON FERIOD OF SUPERVISION ONLY:
Percentage of Tima Employed Whila Under Supervision:

-
NN WO NO N~eO WO

60% or more
40% - 59%
Under 407%

Not applicabla

No apparent problers
Moderate probleme
Serious problems

No apparent problems
Moderats problems
Serisis problems

Hone )
Fm —
Moderata

Sevare

Alcobol Usage/Problems: § . . . .

oummlgusagumlema:f. e e e e

Problems in Int:&r-Para‘cml"I Relationshipa: ,
(Cxrent Living Situaticn)

Socdal Identificatim: . . o v e e s

Mainly with positive individuals
Mainly with delinquent individuals

No problers of cons
Moderate corrplimmcm
Ras been umvilling to camply

Not noedad

Productively utilized
Needed bt not availabla
Utilized but not benaficial
Available but rejected

Response to Court or Bureau-Inposed Conditicns: .

Use of Commumdty Reaources:

SLNOO WO wo VWO WwWrro Lo o o

By,
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EXPERIMENTAL/COMPARISON GROUP
TWO YEAR FOLLOW-UP STUDY

MAXIMUM
N=113

COMPARISON EXPERIMENTAL

MEDIUM
N=71

MINIMUM
N=58

Assessed Criminal Behavior:

23 (20.4%)

COMPARISON EXPERIMENTAL COMPARISON rEX?ERIMENTAL

3 (5.2%)

Any New Offense 46 (40.7%) 15 (21.1%) 14 (19.7%) 7 (12.1%)
Most Sefious Reported:
“Felony (Total) 20 (17.7%) 17 (15.08) 1 (1.4%) 1 (1.4%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%)
& Assaultive Felony 10 (-8.8%) 6 ( 5.3%) 0 ( 0.08) 1 ( 1.4%) 0-( 0.08) 0O ( 0.0%)
] " . ! .
. Nqn-A;sauItive Felony 10 ( 8.88) 11 ( 9.7%) 1 (1.4%) .0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) 0 ( 0.0%)
Misdemeanor ‘ 26 (23.0%) ‘6‘( 5.3%)" 14 (19,7%)‘fi? (18.3%8) 7 (12.1%) 3 ¢ 552$i
\ ﬁ Any Absconsions Reported 4 ., A ‘
o During Supervision 14 (12.4%) 9 ( 7.9%) 1 (.1.4%) 4 ( 5.6%) 4 ( 6.9%) 3 ( 5.28)
‘Any Arrests Reported ~ 51 (45.18) 25 (22.1%) 15 (21.1%) 15 (21;1%) ' 8 (13.8%) 3 (5.2%)
Any Rules Violations .
Reported 43 (38.0%) 34 (30.0%) 13 (18.3%) 14 (19.7%) 3 ( 5.2%) 4 ( 6.9%)
Revoked . 23 (20.4%) 12 (10.6%) 3 (°4.2%) 4 ( 5.6%) 3 (5.2%) 4 { 6.9%)
Y
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éTELEPHONE»INTERVIEW SUMMARY

AGENCY: Alameda County :Probation Dept. TYPE INSTRUMENT: Supervision Level
‘ : ‘Classification Form

LOCATION: Oakland, California CONTACT: Larry Walker
| Director Adult Division
DECISION POINT: Probation and Parole , - (415) 874-7585
Supervision

The Alameda Countf Probation Department uses a "Supervision Level Classi-
fication Form" to help classify about 800 felons and misdemeanants per month
for level of supervision while on probation or parole. The form consists of
a fixed set of weighted criteria that generate a single, overall socre. The
classification form is designed to measure risk of recidivism and harm to
others, as well as a subjective factor labeled "amenability."

At one time, the Department used the Jessness Inventory as an aid in de-
ciding level of supervision. Its use was discontinued, however, due to the
relatively high cost of its administration and interpretation. The present
Supervision Form was developed after a review of similar devices in other

agencies. Its factors and weights were determined subjectively by a committee
. created for that purpose and have remained unchanged since implementation.
’ \X A probation officer cqmpletes the instrument according to a written set
' of guidelines. After applying weights to the factors (criteria) on the form,
an overall risk score is obtained which forms the basis for the supervision
level decision. A degree of discretion is allowed officers in scoring. The
recommendation of the classification tool is overruled in about 10% of the
cases, usually due to special circumstances such as an offender with special
needs. No special expertise is considered necessary to administer or inter-
pret the form, which requires about ten minutes to fill out; cost is approxi-
mately $8.00 per screening. Offenders are not made aware of the classifica-
tion procedure or its results.

The effectiveness of the device is being studied by compiling data on
revocations and ‘rearrests of those classified as low risks. This type of re-
search, however, is confounded by the fact that those assumed to be low risks
are not. .pervised as closely. In spite of this, preliminary results show
that those classified as low risks have fewer revocations and rearrests even
though they receive minimum supervision. The agency also reports that use of
the instrument has resulted in more clients being assigned to minimum supervision

R
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caseloads. Although some of those who use the instrument“comp]ajn that it
is insensitive to important factors, most of those who are involved with the
instrument are positive about the pfoCedure' The instrument was po; submitted
for legal review prior to its 1mplementat1on. , '

At the time of pub11cat1on, a copy of this c]ass1f1cat10n 1nstrument was

not available.
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEU:SUMMARY‘

AGENCY: Mar1n County Probat1on Dept TYPE INSTRUMENT "Case Classifica~
» SER “tion Form:
LOCATION: San Rafael, a11forn1a CONTACT Dona]d 01son )
o v ‘ “ " Divector of Adult Services'
DECISION POINT: Prebation/Parole (415) 479~1100 -
! Supervisioé ‘

The Marin County Probat1on Department emp]oys a. base~expectancy type
scale, the Case C]ass1f1catﬂon Form, in determining the appropriate Tevel of
probation supervision for agprox1mate1y 100 adult felons and misdemeanants
each month. The C?assificaﬁion Form consists of a risk prediction scale
(BE61A), a weighted system for classifying the seriousness of past criminal
behavior, and an amenabi]itj score determined on the basis of the client's
stated attitude. An overall score is derived by cembining the rating for alj
three elements, and Tevel of supervision is then determined according to the
total points achieved. '

The Classification Form, the first of its kind to be used by the Depart-
ment, was developed to better aliocate Department resources, that is, to give
the most supervision attention to those clients most likely to recidivate.
One aspect of the instrument, the BE61A scale, was borrowed directly from the
State of California; the other two elements were created intuitively by the
local Department. Since its implementation, the only modification made in
the device was a change in the points for type of past criminal behavior.

The three components of the classification device are completed by a
probation officer according to written guidelines using information obtained
through official records and a personal interview.
scoring individual items.’

Discretion is allowed in
Officers using the instrument receive brief, for-
mal training in its use, but extensive training or technical expertise is not
required. The total score is overruled in about 5% of the cases, usually due
to extenuating circumstances not covered by the device such as short-lived
crises which require temporary maximum supervision. Filling out and scoring
the instrument takes about two minutes and costs approximately $8.00 per
screening. Clients are not aware that their case is being classified, nor
are they formally told of the supervision decision. ‘

- The instrument has not been formally evaiuated to assess its impact on
caseloads or Department_eperation. Yet experience with the instrument has

- left the impression with‘agency:persgnnel that the Department‘s case distri~-

o
L
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bution is now more realistic. They believe fewer individua]s are receiving
maximum supervision, and many more are receiving supervision more appropriate
to their needs. Staff also feel that the instrument has provided a common
vocabulary which has helped to increase decision consistency. A1l of those
who use the instrument are positive about the procedure; no complaints have
been registered regarding the instrument or the classification process. The
1nstrument was not submitted for legal review prior to its implementation.
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Client

Date

ADULT SERVICES DIVISION

Case Classification

HIGH

MEDIUM

LOW

CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR

Most serious type which there is
some likelihood defendant will
commit (consider overall criminal
behavior, not just present
offense)

~Serious physical harm or threat
(particularly w/weapons)

-Drunk driving w/physical harm or
threat or accident

-High property loss (generally
over $2,000)

~High cumulative property loss

~Lewd behavior w/children

-Large scale drug dealing

-Opiate addiction

-Moderate physical harm or
threat
-Moderate property loss
(generally felonies under
$2,000 or repetitive mis~
demeanors)
-Possession of weapons
-0CEaT I SRAT
or physical/psychological
addiction to other drugs

-Drunk driving w/no accidents

or violence

L

casional  Us& ofopiates—-

-No physical harm or threat

-Minor property loss
(generally misdemeanors
under $200)

-Nuisance offenses

~Routine traffic offenses
~Non-support

}--Vi ctimless-offenses..(include

non-addictive drugs without

other illegal actlivity)

RISK

To obtain score, add:

11 - for all persons

19 - if no more than

2 prior arrests

(based on adult

info if juvenile

record unknown)

if not arrested

for 5 yrs previously

14 - if no knowh prior
jail sentence

8 - if offense was not
check fraud or burg-
lary

15

FASE EXPECTANCE SCORE

BES 41.2 and below

BES 41.3 - 80.6

BES 80.7 and above

‘1430 NOILlv40dd
YINYOJITYD ALNNOD NIYYRW

AMENABILITY

~68-

£F
0.6- times age of offender B &
S
s
el e
pei B w
o]
i | ~ | . =3
Based on demonstrated attitude Cooperative Questionable Uncooperative Ly
0T a guess as to how sincere. ) 5
3 2 1 5
S
TOTAL SCORE: 12-15 = MAXIMUM SUPERVISION (A) Gl
8-11 = MEDIUM SUPERVISION (B)
5+7 = MINIMUM SUPERVISION (C)

o
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY
AGENCY: Monterey County Probation Dept.  TYPE INSTRUMENT: GNPR' Base Expect-

ancy Scale
. CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt, Ph.D.
American Justice Institute

(916) 444-3096

LOCATION: Monterey, California

DECISION POINT: Probation and Parole
Supervision

The Monterey County Probation Department uses a classification instrument
entitled the "GNPR Base Expectancy Scale" to determine level of probation super-
vision. The GNPR generates a single, overall score upon which the supervision
decision is based. The classification tool is used to screen approximately
160 adult felons and misdemeanants each month mainly for risk of recidivism

while on probation.
A base expectancy measure developed by the California Youth Authority

(CYA) was used previously in the department, but it was discontinued because
of a general feeling among probation officers that it was cumbersome, confusing,
and open to a great deal of subjectivity. Although a few of the variables on
the GKPR scale were adapted from the CYA instrument, the currently used instru-
ment was principally developed on-site through the intuitive selection of pos-
sible prediction variables. These variables were then tested on closed cases
by a multiple regression analysis. Since impTementation of the GNPR scale,
the major change has been in the delivery of field services, Staff now util-
ize the "Community Resources Management Team" concept which focuses on linking
the offender with community resources, rather than the traditional one-to-one
caseload approach.

The classification device is filled out by a probation officer according
to a written set of guidelines at the time the court report is completed.
Nine items on the scale are scored for each client and then totalled to pro-
vide an overall score. Officers who complete the form are given two brief,
formal training sessions, but no special expertise is required to score or
use the instrument. A degree of discretion is allowed in scoring some varia-
bles. The only exclusions to screening are drug diversion cases. FEach screen-
ing costs about $8.00 and requires about ten minutes. Offenders are not aware
that a classification s being made and are not officially informed of the
results in their case. The point score can be overruled for cause, but tnis

rarely happens (less than 1% of the céses).

~-90-
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The courts are awape of the classification systém and that the GNPR level
(or score) is available to any sentencing judge upon ‘request. Classification
s?ores are not themselves included in pre-sentencé reports, but they are con-
sidered while pPreparing an evaluation,

been changes in the caseload since ip i i The?e .
veer Plementation of the instrument with more
individuals receiving minimum supervision, However, factors other than the
?1assification system could account for these changes (e.g., changes in admin-
?stration policy). Those who use the Sca]e have ho complaints with either the
instrument or the classification Procedure. Agency administrators and those
in other criminal Justice agencies who are familiar with the instrument aré
also positive about the Procedure, The instrument was not submitted for legal

r e - - . - 3 -
. v?ew pPrior to its 1mp1ementat1on, nor were legal concerns directly considered
n its development. |
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MONTEREY COUNTY CALIFORNIA
PROBATION DEPT. :

TALLY SHEET
GNPR BASE EXPECTANCY SCALE

No Prior

(Probation/Parole

Supervision Instrument,)

Record - Misdemeanor Felony
1 2 3
L. Prior Record iy 1,17 2,34 3.51
IT ~-.53 -1,06 ~1.59
- Yes : No
) 1l 2
£+ Pamlly Criminality T ~2.31 =1,62
Iz -o bl - .88
Yos No
: 1 2
J+ Previous Parols or T -, 62 -3.24
Probation II -.86 ~l,72
Yes No
1 2
Lk, Six Months or More I .11 .22
~on One Job Ix 1,29 2,58
Yes No
1 2
5s Assaultive Bshavier T -0 36 —-,72
IT -1,01 2,02
1=5 ¥rs. 7-8 Y»s, = 9-12 Yrs, - Collega
: 1 2 30 4
4. Bducation Level I 230 260 290 1.20
II "'.12 -.24 ".36 “958
0 1 2 3 4 5+
7s Arrest Fres Pertod T 0 02 0ok 06,08  ,lo
(In Ysars) I 0 .30 .60 »920  1.20 1,50
Yes No
1 2
8. Hisbory of Marijuana T -, 38 -, 26
- II 03 06
Yes | No
‘ 1 2
9. Alcohol Involved in T $ 11 222
Presant Offeuse II .76 1,52
-92-
(4-26-74)
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MONTEREY COUNTY CALIFORNIA (Probation/Parole
PROBATION DEPT. Supervision Instrument)
' | | GNPR BASE EXPECTANCY SCALE
SCORE SHEET
r
I II
1 Prior Record
2 Family Criminality
3 Previous Parole or Probation
4 Six Mouths or More ou Job | )
E 5 Assaultive Behavior
6 Education Level
17 Afrest Free Period
8 History of Marijuana
9 Alcohol Involved In Offeunse
| Constant | ~e15 1.6k
Totals
! .
INITIAL CLASSIFICATION = DATE: ' SERVICE LEVEL:
Level I () Level 1 ()
Level II ) ; ‘ Level II ()
L Level IIT () Level IIT ()
RECLASSIFICATION:_ DATE: SERVICE LEVEL:
Level I ( )' | - Level I ()
Level II () : ’ Level II ()
Level III () ‘ Level III ()
-93-
(4e2674)
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

AGENCY: Santa Clara County Adult TYPE INSTRUMENT: Case Classifica-

Probation Department tion Form
LOCATION: San Jose, California . CONTACT: Gerry Gruwell -
, Supervising Probation
DECISION POINT: Probation and Parole Officer II
Supervision - (408) 299-3694

The Santa Clara County Adult Probation Départment employs a poiﬁt system
entitled the "Case Classification Form" (CCF) in making the level of proba-
tion supervision decision. The classification instrument generates a single,
overall score that mainly assesses risk of recidivism while on probation,

The CCF consists of four weighted variables, plus a "subjective" category which
allows the probation officer completing the form to add or subtract one point
from the total score at his discretion; this change of plus or minus one point
is sufficient in most cases to rajse or lTower the classification of the defen-
dant. The form is used to screen (classify) appkoximate]y 450 adult felons

and misdemeanants monthly.' ' )

In 1975, Santa Clara County received a large federal grant with fivé4major
objectives; the development of a probation classification system was one of
these. The resulting instrument and case management system encountered objec-
tions from unions who disagreed with the distribution of cases, and mild re~
sistance from probation officers who questioned the system's classification of
cases. As a result of this resistance, a new classification system was devel-"
oped. The variables used in the new classification instrument (the CCF) are
based upon the classification of offensés‘éeve]opéd for Senate Bi11 42, which
denoted classes of offenses based on severity'and threat to the community.

The selection of variables was performed by a committee formed for that pur-
pose. The instrument has not as yet been tested or evaluated through valid-
ation research. ' ;

The Case C1éssif1cation Form is completed by a probation officer in con-
junction with pre-sentence investigations. After the officer scores the four
objective variables and the subjective category, he totals the points to ob-
tain the overall score which-indicates the appropriate level of supervision,
When special Circumstances are present, the instrument's recommendation may
be overruled (about 5% of the cases). No written instructions are provided

~with the instrument, and officers receive only modest, informal training in

-94- :
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its use. Yet no comp1a1n§s have been registered by officers who use the de-
vice, Non-support cases are the only ones not screened by fhe instrumeht,
which costs approximately $8.00 per screening, and requires about vae minutes
to fill out. Clients are not aware that they are being classified, and they
are not officially infqgmed of the resqﬂts.

It is too early to know what impact the instrument will have on Tocal
probation services; as stated}ear]ier, no research is underway to validate or

assess the impact of the CCF.  Those who use the instrument mentioned a few
areas of concern, including: | |

T. The instrument's insensitivity to important factors (although the
"subjective category" allows for some sensitivity and Flexibility),

2. The vagueness of some of the definitions given by the instrument, and

3. The questionable predictive accuracy of the instrument (although
strictly Speaking the CCF was not designed to predict).

No feedback was available as to how the public and other criminal justice agen-
cies viewed the classification Procedure. The legal ramifications of using

the instrument were considered during its development, but the device was not
submitted for Tegal review prior to its imp]ementationl
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SANTA CLARA COUNTY CALIFORNIA

ADULT PROBATION DEPT.

TR T RN SRR S T 5 o SRR e 2 7 ara e eecnitenn

(Probation/Parole

RATER'S NAME

DEFENDANT'S NAME

Circle Level of Supervision

;1‘

CASE CLASSIFICATION

Offense (most serious conviction)
l. Misdemeanors

2. Class I Felony

3. Class II Felony

4. Class III and IV Felonies

Sub Total

Circumstances of Offense(s)

2.
3.

Infliction of Bodily Harm
Possession of Deadly Weapon
Sex offense involving a minor

Sub Total

Prior Record

1.

One or more convictions 12 b
months preceding offense or
currently on probation at the
time of offense-

Prior revocation of probation
or state commitment within
seven years | .

Sub Total

Personal

Unemployed at time of offense
(exclude housewife, student, dis-
abled or retired)

Need for educational and/or
vocational services

Need for treatment (psychiatric,
drug, alcohol, family counseling)

Sub Total

Subjeétive - may add or subtract one
point subjectively, briefly explain
reason. ' ' o

TOTAL -

A - 6 points or more
B - 3 to 5% points
C - 2% or less

-96-

Supervision Instrument)

DATE

OFFENSE

0 points

2 R
3
5

FEEEN)
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Specialized Caseload

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY <7

AGENCY: Connecticut Department of
Adult Probation
LOCATION: Haddam, Connecticut

TYPE INSTRUMENT: DCMBO Case Screen-
o ing/Managément Instrument
CONTACT: James Sullivan

S Caseload Classification Mgr.

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole (203) 549-3100

Supervision

The Connecticut Department of Adult Probation employs a case screening/
management instrument entitled the "Differentia1 Caseload Management by Objec- ;
tive" (DCMBO) in determining objectives'and strategies of probation supervision.
The screening tool contains sixhweighted criteria which are scored and then
summed to arrive at a risk—pkediction score. The‘DCMBO is used to screen ap-
proximately 1,200 adult felons and misdemeénants each month primari]y for risk
of recidivism. Clients are also rescreened ét point of case diécharge.

The DCMBO screening form was developed in response to: (1) the Govern-
ment Accounting Office report stfessing the value oftpredictive devices, and
(2) the administration's need to better supervise clients and evaluate the
work of probation officers. After performing local research and extensively
reviewing instruments used elsewhere, criteria and weights were selected on
the basis of research findings and subjective opinion. The DCMBO instrument
has not been altered since its implementation, nor was any classification de-
vice used prior to it.

A probation officer completes the form which assesses risk and client

‘needs, as well as collecting administrative data and monitoring client per-

formance. Officers receive about 20 hours of training in how to use the in-
strument, and a training manual is available. Discretion is allowed in scoring
one category, and instrument results are overruled in about 10% of the cases
due to court orders or extenuating circumstances. In most cases, however,
level of supervision is assigned on the basis of the point total and a diag-
nosis of the client's motivation to improve or maintain specific behaviors.
Client motivation is determined by the officer on the basis of a subjective
interview. Each screening costs about $24.00 and requires about 8 minutes.
Offenders are aware that a case screening is being cdnducted, but they are
not aware of the criteria involved; offenders may or may not be officially
informed regarding their final case classification.

-97-
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The DCMBO c]assificatipn Program was implemented in 1977, and a preli-
minary data tabulation (The Connecticut Caseload at Intake: A Profile of Adult
Probationer.Characteristics and Needs) was completed in 1978. A second, large-
scale, one year evaluation is now in progress, but results are several months
away. Mr. Sullivan believes, however, that introduction of the classification

of supervision determined by c]ient risk, needs, and motivation. Most of the
initial negative reaction common to the introduction of new programs has dissi-
pated. Those using the instrument complain somewhat that it is insensitive to
important factors, but they generally agree that is is a usefyl tool. The in-
strument was not submitted to legal review prior to implementation, but one
variable, "homemaker," was added to the~qccupat16n category to avoid possible
charges of sex discrimination, )
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CONNECTICUT STATE DEPT. OF ADULT PROBATION

(Probation/Parole Supervision)

D.C. M.B. 0. CASE SCREENING / MANAGEMENT INSTRUMENT

7178

State Number (full)
T T T

i 1 I T

Client's Name (First and Last )
¥ ] L} I T 1 T T

Lt 4 1 1 |

¥ 1 Tl [ | ¥ 1

LI
S VS SOUEN WU T I T |

[ |

{HE UN NN NSV VU CURON RSO |

IS S U I U N LI |

Officers Namd!

( Last,  Flrst_initial )
i T

Date of Probation

Inchudy projected terminailon date)

- i i | T 1 1 i I t 1 1 i l l l
TS YA NS U TN PN VRN WA N U MO N S | FROM: TO:
Offense(s) ( List oll offenses for which probation was _imposed ) dkﬂl P (. m by N )
l 1= White 3= Hispunic 8 2 Amer, Ind,
e oot 2 = Black 4 = Asian 6 = Other

( Scoring range is 0 to § points. Rate most serious offense then subtract | point

1. SEVERITY OF INSTANT OFFENSE(S)' for cach additional count and/or offense, Enter score in box at left. ) .
"B-Fel.” = 1 "C-Fel," =2 "D-Fel.” =3 "A-Misd‘." =4 "B-Misd.” = § *C-Misd.” = 6

( Check box indicating age. Conver felonies to misdemcanors; | Fel. = 3 Misd. For clients age 16-19, prior
juvenile commit, = 6 misd., juvenile probation = 3 misd.  Enter score in box at left. )

2. PRIOR RECORD:

ADJUSTMENT INDEX

NOT resulting in incarceration of probation=-

AGE + 7 MISD. T MISD, 6 MISD. 3 MISD. 4 MiSD. 3 MISD. 2 MISD. 1 MISD. NONE
16 - 19% 0 0 0 2 4 6 8 10 12
20 - 23 0 0 1 2 5 7 9 11 12
lél 24 - 27 0 0 2 3 6 8 9 11 12
& 28 - 35 0 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 12
W = 36-45 | 0 o | 3 5 6 9 10 12 12
E 9 46-60 | 0 0 3 5 7 9 1 12 12
2 A + 60 0 0 3 6 8 10 11 12 12
3. EX TENT OF .E'D YYVCATION: ( Indicate highest grade completed by entering score in intake box at left )
H.S. GRAD, POST H.S. A N .S,
(LT 800 || 8uzlt] [ owzl2 | [1om=[3] [ t1n=la] "7 [5] [BR%ariuii 7 | | E0ME fodimiia | 9
4. EMPLOYMENT RELATED ACTIVITIES DURING PAST 12 MONTHS:
( CHECK APPROPIATE BOXES AND ENTER SCORE AT LEF‘.‘)
FULL TIME [ | PART TIME [_] MONTHS OF ACTIVITY ruu miv PART TINE
EMPLOYMENT ....... EMPLOYMENT ....... L2 MONTHS tvovernrenrenrenrsesnesss 1 ceveeian %
: SCHOOL +rvvevvrs SCHOOL ..iovvvirenes 354 MONTHS +\oeverenn, preeerrs P IS FUOUUPOION o
TRAINING .coovvee TRAINING .oovvvennse $+6 MONTHS ..\ eeieerraieeriaes 3 crerrenees 1%4
HOMEMAKING ...... HOMEMAKING ..,... ToBMONTHS +evrevevencsrenrenres vees & hvevevreens 2
RESID. PROGRAM ... UNEMP, COMP, ...... 9+ 10 MONTHS +vevverenrensqnrerennrens 5 fafiveeinnn v 2%
SOC.SEC./PENSION .. 11+ 12 MONTHS w.vvvnens feerraraniens e 6 b b, o3
5. ALCOHOL, DRUG &/OI‘ MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEMS: ( Check spproprinte boxes and enter score ot feft )
0 3 5 7 Q = Serious current problem f:::nc?e: h:‘;%ll::R emn;':
n )
ALCOHOL ......... P T 3 = Moderate current problem &I:turlzzx:uz:cc’?n!\;%r:;
5¢ O
DRUGS it ittt iiserinees 5 = Prior or minor problem drugs and alcohol,
MENTAL HEALTH ....oovevenenenen, 7 = No prabiem e 3wl
6. EXISTING FAMILY STRUCTURE: { Enter most _appropriste score to box at left )
RESIDES AWAY FROM FAMILY WITH FEW OR NO FAMILY TIES ,...ovuves,, Cerersieirirees e N
RESIDES AWAY FROM FAMIl Y WITH SOME TIES TO EXISTENT FAMILY .. P N Fesaaasan 2
SEPERATED/DIVORCED FROM SPOUSE BUT CARING FOR OR SUPPORTING CHILD ..cisavnnes rrereaa 3
SINGLE EMANCIPATED FROM PARENTAL HOME WITH STRONG TIES EXISTENT FAMILY .......... k7
RESIDES IN ONE PARENT HOME OR MARRIED WITHOUT CHILDREN, SUPPORTS SPOUSE ,..0yr0000ee 4
RESIDES IN TWO PARENT HOME OR MARRIED WITH CHILDREN, SUPPORTS FAMILY .iiivveaia, vesed 6
TOTAL RISK MODEL PRIMARY FINAL OUTCOME INDEX: { Check onc box upon discharge )
. PREDICTIVE RE(O:C}:RD ( Toci?cﬁng'l‘md ‘1. Actual Violation of Probation Determined by the Court
SCORE: ( Add 1. thru6. ) ( Cheek one bax ) upzy discharge of
M-14§ cases only ) D Ia.  Probation Revoked
GOAL: TO
TOTAL D Ib.  Probation Continued
Ve o B.E.A.L Presentment in Court as Violator OR Application
?‘.) 8 : SCORE 1 D D 2. made for Arrest Warrant
< & ( Add 2, thru 6, ) : D Convicted for subsequent offense while on probation
[ II D kX resulting in incarceration of probationer
E 8 D Conviction for subsequent offense while on probation
2] §
a O

|
i
1

Percent | |
m D Achieved: %

No conviction while on Probation ~99~

|



TELEPHONE. INTERVIEW SUMMARY

AGENCY: Federal Probation/Parole Office TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Base Expectancy Scale
U.S. District Court . . _

LOCATION: Washington, D.cC. ' CONTACT: William Hemple
‘ U.S. Probation Office
DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision - (202) 633-0477

The Probation and Parole Office of the U.S. District Court in Washington,
D.C. employs a base expectancy type classification instrument (USDC-75) in
making Tlevel of probation/parole supervision decisions. The instrument. consists
of a fixed set of weighted variables which are totalled into a single, overall
score which recommends an appropkiate level of supervision. The office uses
the USDC-75 to screen approximately 45 add]t felons and misdemeanants per month
for recidivistic tendencies. _ ‘ |

The office previously used the California BE61A for classification puvrposes.
After subjecting the BE61A to a series of validity tests, however, administrators
decided to modify the scale by dropping some variables and adding others that
were appropriate predictors for the Washington, D.C. area; the result of these
modifications was the UsbC-75.

Probation officers complete the classification tool according to a written
set of guidelines. FEach screening requires about 10 minutes and costs about
$8.00. The form contains only five variables which makes it quick and easy to
adwinister. No specialized training or expertiée is required. Recent studies
by the agency show that the instrument's recommendations are overruled by a
classification committee in about 30% of the cases; yet the scale is a guide,
not an absolute criterion for'determining supervision level. Occasionally
circumstances such as the need for drug treatment require the committee to
assign an alternative level of'supervisiOn according to their judgment. Offenders
are not aware that a classification is being made, nor are they officially in-
formed of the results. : |

The USDC-75 is one of the few instruments used for supervision level decisions
that has been tested for validity in the setting where it is used. A recent study
involving 413 probation cases demonstrated a significant correlation of .38 be-
tween the point scale scores and probation parole success. Exact data are not
availabTle regarding the device's impact on caseloads, but the agency believes
more cases are being treated at lower levels of supervision since implementation

- -100-

of the instrument. There have been few substantive complaints about the

instrument and its administration, and those who use it feel that it provides
The instrument was not submitted to Tegal
~and legal concerns were not expressly con-

a valid and useful evaiuation tool.
review prior to its implementation,
sidered in its development.
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(Probafion/ParoTe
Supervision Instrument)

FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFFICE
U.S. DISTRICT COURT
WASHINGTON, D. C.

SCORING FORM - CHARACTERISTIC - USDC-75 SCALE

A, 28 years of age or older at time of instant conviction . . 7
B. Arrest-free Period of five 85) Or more consééutive years . . . 4 .
C. Few prior arrests. (None, one, or tﬁo)_ :. ¢ e e . e . 10 ,
D. No history of oplate usage Tt e e e e e, 9 .,
E. At least four (4) months steady employment Prior to arraignment
of present offense T S . 3 .
SUM OF POINTS 33
RISK
(0-9)  High

(10~-19) Medium

(20-33) Low

tive to unique ‘factors and case problems.
legal review prior to jts imp]eméntation, and legal factors are not expressly

TELEPHONE INTERYEW SUMMARY

AGENCY:  Distpict of Columbia | TYPE OF INSTRUMENT

Superior Coupt
LOCATION: Washington, D.cC.

DECISION POINT:

Scale (BE65A)

CONTACT: Nancy Cohen :
Chief of Research

Probation/Parole Supervision (202) 727-1866

The Social Services Division of the District of Columbia SuperiowWCourt
employs a base expectancy scale (Ca]if._BEGSA) in,determining Tevel of proba-
tion supervision for all adjudicated adults. The BE65A consists of weighted
criteria that generate an overall score which mainly assesses risk of recidivism.
The agency screens approximately 400 indfvidua]skmonthly.

The BE65A was borrowed intact from California. The instrument was modeled
after the California BE61A, although the BE65A includes juvenile record when
considering the number of prioprs. The BE65A. has undérgone no changes since
implementation and.is the fipst classification instrument used by this agency.

Probation officers complete the-instrument according to a written set of
instructions, and then a supervisor reviews the rating and Tevel of supervision
decision.

straightforward and requires no technical expertise. Risk of recidivism is the
pPrimary factor used in deciding the level of supervision. However, the instpy-

but the officer may do so if he or she so desires.
Although data should be available by January 1980, impact of the screening
Procedure on caseloads, costs, etc. is presently unknown. An N.I.C. evaluation

~study now 1in Progress will measure the predictive accuracy of the instrument.
~Agency administrators are satisfied with the screening process; it has enabled

the Division to equalize caseloads within the Adult Branch and to impose minimum
levels of supervision. Those who uSe‘the instrument (officérs) are less enthusi-
astic; some complain that the instrument minimizes theip professional Judgment

(a common complaint in these situations). Others belieye the instrument is sensi-
v ‘The instrument was not submitted for

considered in jts adminstration. o -
A copy of the BEG5A was not available at the time of publication,

-103-
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY
assigning equal numbers of c11ents to eqch offlcev, The device was not

AGENCY: Probation and Parole Office TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Case Management Form | . :
U.S. District Court. ‘ ’ reviewed by legal counse] prigr to implementation, nor were Tegal concerns i

directly considered in its devel j

LOCATION: Atlanta, Georgia . . CONTACT: Patrick Murphy opment or administration. ;
Chief Probation Officer ' . |

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision (404) 221-6441

The Probation and Parole Officg of the U.S. District Court in Atlanta,
Georgia employs a screening: instrument entitled the "Case Management Form" in
determining probation level of supervision. This base expectancy type form is |
used to screen approximately 45 adult felons and misdemeanants month]y for:risk S | i
of recidivism. A |

With the exception of Salient Factors Score, this is the first objective
instrument used by the Atlanta Office for supervision level decisions. The form
was developed by modifying the California BE6IA scale, and then using the modi-
fied form to classify 100 active and 100 closed cases to determine instrument
validity. The currently used classification tool has not been altered since A
impTlementation. _ _ : ]

Probation officers complete the form according to written guidelines using : : ;
official records and interview data to identify specific offender characteristics. ‘ |
These factors are then weighted and summed to arrive at an overall score designed '
to predict recidivism. This score is used to determine the Tevel of supervision
unless, in the professional opinion of the officer and supervisior, extenuating
circumstances exist in the case which the instrument has not considered. 1In these
cases, instrument results are overruled (about 10% of the cases). The only auto- - :

matic exclusions from screening are organized crime cases and those sentenced

to less than three months supervision. Offenders are not aware that they are
being classified, nor are they formally informed of the results of classification.
No special expertise is necessary to complete the instrument, a1though new officers
receive brief training as part of orientation. The form reqq1res about 10 minutes
to fill out. ‘ ‘ .

Those who use the form are satisfied that it is an efficient and useful
means of reaching a superv1s1on 1eve1 decision. Agency administrators report that
the instrument has allowed them to equa11ze officer workloads and to more effi-
ciently use personnel resources. The caseload of probation officers is now S
determined by the amount of supervision each client will require, rather than by ‘

~104- -105-
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FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFFICE Probation/Parole
U. S. DISTRICT COURT

o ATLANTA, GEORGIA_

CASE MANAGEMENT FORM

W

(Select only one score for each category or zero if applicable)

A. PRIOR CONVICTIONS | :
(7) Instant offense or prior convictions do not involve.checks,

forgery, burglary, or crimes of violence against the-person.

B. . FIRST ARREST
(5) Not for drugs or auto theft
C. NO ALIASES )
T .
D. ARREST FREE PERIOD PRIOR TO COMMITTING INSTANT OFFENSE
(12) 5 consecutive years; :
( 8) 3 consecutive years
E. PREVIOUS JAIL COMMITMENTS

(8) None
(7) 1
(6) 2
F. PRIOR ARRESTS
(4) None
(3) 1
(2) 2 |
G. NOC FAMILY CRIMINAL RECORD
(6)
H. FAMILY

(4) Married (include Common-law Wife/duration of 1 year);
living with immediate family; or if single, living with
parents or in a favorable situation. :

I. DRUGS ,

(9) No history of drug or marijuana usage;

{3) History of marijuana usage only;

{1) History of soft drug usage

J. ALCOHOL

(&) Not drinking at time of instant offense or no history
of excessive use of alcohol. :
K. EMPLOYMENT - SCHOOL , '
' (I0) 17 Consecutive months prior to arrest for present offense;
( 4) 4 to 11 consecutive months prior to arrest for present . -
offense. :

TOTAL . POINTS ;

SUPERVISION NEEDS
MAX. - MED. MIN. | 1.
0 - 39 |40 - 63 | 64 - 76 2,
k k 3.
NAME: { 4,
TYPE: N , s
| -106- .
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Supervision Instrument

~ AGENCY:

. TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

~ TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Behavioral

I114nois 16th Circuit Court
: R Assessment Devices (EDS and MBR)

Probation Sectjon
LOCATION: Springfield, I11inois " CONTACT: James Marzec

DECISION POINT: Probation/?éfcié’Supervisibn
(217) 782-3356

The Probation Section of the Iinois 16th Circuit Court currently employs
the Environmental Deprivation Scale (EDS) and the Maladaptive Behavioral Record
(MBR) as a guide in making level of probation supervision decisions. The EDS
and MBR are two separate forms that screen for recidivistic tendencies thrdugh
an analysis of client behavior. The combined EDS/MBR classification system
posits a single, overall score which recommends an appropriate level of supervi-
sion. The EDS/MBR 1is used to screen approximately 60 adult felons and misdemean-
ants monthly. :

The combined EDS/MBR is the first instrument used by the Circuit Court in
supervision level decisions. It was borrowed intact from the Unjversity of ‘
Alabama Research Center and has not been altered since implementation. The now
defunct I1Tinois Probaticn’ Services Council originally introduced the instrument
to IT1inois probation departments in 1974; ten departments are still using it.

The two forms are completed by probatian officers as part of an overall
screening and case planning process. Officers do receive training in use of the
form which calls for a certain amount of Ski]1 in techniques of interviewing and
interpretation of responses. The results of the instrument are overruled in about
25% of the cases, mainly because the EDS/MBR is used only as a guide which fits
into a primarily clinical decision proéess. Offenders are aware of the screening
prdcess, but they are not formally informed of the results of the classification.

The University of Alabama Research Center has demonstrated that the EDS and
MBR are reliable and predictive of recidivism. However, these instruments have
not been-modified to fit the characteristics of the local setting, nor have they
been researched to determine if they are valid and useful in the Springfield
Jurisdiction. -Due to this lack of research, specific impact of the instruments
on the agency is also unknown. Those who use the instruments have registered
some complaints about the EDS/MBR, including the time required to administer the
procedure (about 90 minutes), the questionable predictive accuracy of the forms,
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and thef1imited'uﬁility of fhg tools in supervision planning. The agency
reports that these two instruments will probably be replaced by one developed

-.by the Kane County (I11inois) Diagnostic Center which does employ variables
‘that are reflective of local socio-economic conditions. The EDS and MBR

were not submitted for legal review priok to imp]ementation.
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ILLINOIS 16TH CIRCUITVCOURf.
~ PROBATION SECTION

ENVIRONMENTAL DEPRIVATION SCALE (EDS)

Probation/Parole
Supervision Instrument

Experimental Manpower Laboratory for Corrections, RehabiTitafion Reséarch Foundation

Name

P.0. Box AG University, Alabama 35486

date ID

ITEM |

7\“; )}

SCORE | .

" BASIS FOR SCORE

. Employment -

Incone

. Debts

. Job Participation

. Jobh Status

P Hobbie%?& Avocations

. Education

. Residence

k. Church

. Other Organizations

¥. Friends

. Relatives

. Parents

. Spouse

. Children

. Fear

B¢ e e s e e Bete 15 e e BSe) v ke .

Total Score

Interviewver
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ILLINOTS T6TH GIRCUIT GOURT - PROBATION SECTION Probation/Parole Supervision

MALADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR RECORD (MBF) Instrument
(abbreviated form)

EXHHHMENTAL'MANPOWER LABORATORY FOR»COHHECHONS
Rehabilitation Research Foundation

: P 0. Box 1107
. Elmore, Alabama

M. C. Barton, A. D. Witherspoon and W. O. Jenkins

The MR manual should be studied carelully before using this form of the scale and the intervicwer should have sufficiznt experiency
in the use of the unabbreviated form of the MBR before using this abbreviated version.

Client's name: ID: Date:
{Last) (Firsty  {Middle Initial) ‘ (Month) (Day) (Year)

Item Score

1. BEHAVIORAL RESPONSE
TO INCOME

2. BEHAVIORAL RESPONSE TO
WORKING CONDITIONS

3. INTERACTION WITH

CO-WOKRKERS

4, INTERACTION WiTH ‘ I
FMPLOYER !

_Specification of Basis for Score

5. WORK ATTENDAMNCE

6. USEE OF ALCOHOL

7. USEE OF DRUGS

B.. GAMBLING

9. FIGHTING

10. VERBAL ABUSIVENESS

11 MALADAPTIVE ASSOCIATIONS
o

12, ?-I;\N/&\\Qli.\l}i.\"l‘ OF MONEY

13. RESPONSES TO PHYSICAL
CONDITION

1 14, PSYCIHOLOGICAL ADIJUSTMENT

15. BEHAVIORAL RESFONSES TO
LEGAL PROCESSES

| 16, oTHER BENAVIORAL PROBLEMS

OTAL SCORE R INTERVIEWER
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ficatjon system consists of a Risk Assessment Form and Needs Assessment Form,

“a more subjective appraisal and don't affect the initial parole Tevel decision.

4

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Case Management
’ : Planning System

AGENCY: Iowa Bureau of Community
Correctional Services

LOCATION:' Des'Moines; Towa CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt §t

American Justice Institute

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision (916) 444-3096

The Iowa Bureau of Community Correctional Services employs a "Case Management
Planning System" (CMPS) in determining level of parole supervision. This classi-

in addition to a Clinical Needs Form and a Subjective Evaluation Statement. The
latter two forms, which are completed during a 30 day ‘assessmerit period, represent

The Risk and Needs Assessment Forms are the primary objective criteria used to
screen about 83 adult felons each month for recidivistic tendencies and client
needs. The two forms both contain weighted criteria‘that when calculated and
totalled generate an overall score which recommends a level of supervision.

The: CMP System is the first attempt by the State of Iowa to use objective
classification tools. The forms and procedures uged in the system were developed
subjectively on the basis of instruments used in other locations.

A probation officer completes the forms accordihg to written guidelines
using information obtained from official records, a social history, and a personal
interview. Officers attend special training classes in the use of the system and
jts specific forms. Discretion is allowed in scoring the forms, a task that gener-
ally requirés about 1-1/2 hours and costs about $8.00 per screening. Offenders
actively participate in the screening process by providing some of the necessary
information; they are made aware of the decision critefia and are formally informed
of the decision in their case. The point system is overruled in about 10% of the
cases when the probation officer and a supervisor believe there is reasonable cause.

Research on the impact and usefulness of the classification system has not
yet been initiated. Thé'system is fairly complex and involves some additional
paperwork, but the agency reports that the process has been generally well accepted
and has received few complaints from line staff. The instrument was not submitted
for legal review prior to imp]ementatidn; nor were legal issues expressly considered
in its development.
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IOWA BUREAU OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL SERVICEg
RGEESSMENT OF CTTLRT RISY

Probation/Parole
Supervision Instrument

t

Towa Dept. of Social Services 4 !
Division of Corrections

Client Name
Last First ' MI
Probation Control Date or :
Institution Release Date _ Agent Last Rame
Mo/Day/Year =~ Kumber
Select the appropriate answer and enter
__ the associated weight in the score column.
Total all scores to arrive at the risk
assessment score,

Client ¥o.

Date of Evaluation’

SCORE
Number of Address Changes

in Last 12 MonthS.......vvv0eveve...0 None

(For Parole, use 12 months 2 One

prior to conviction) 3 Two or more

Percentage of Time Employed in
Last 12 Months.....veivevvveereeeess0 - 60% Or more
(For Parole, use 12 months 1l - 40% - 59%
prior to conviction) 2 - Under 40%

0 - Not applicable

Alcohol Usage/Problems.......... ....0 No apparent problems
: 2 Moderate problems
4 Serious problems

Other Drug Usage/Problems...........0 No apparent problems
1 Moderate problems
/ 2 Serious problems

Attitude......vv0u... “cssscieessssss0 Motivated to change;
: ‘ receptive to assistance
3 Dependent or unwilling
to accept responsibility
5 Rationalizes behavior;
negative, not motivated
to change

..0 - 24 yrs. or older
2 - 20 - 23 yrs.
4 - 19 yrs. or younger

Age at First Conviction...........
(or Juvenile Adjudication)

Number of Prior Periods of
Probation/Parole Supervision........0 None
(Adult or Juvenile) i One or More

Number of Prior Probation/

Parole Revocations (Adult or 0 None .
Juvenile)......... cesiessssveasssssssd One or More
: )
Number of Prior Felony Convic- 0 None
tions (or Juvenile Adjudications)...2 One
: , 4 Two or More
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ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT R
PAGE 3 ™~

Convictions or Juvénile Adjudi-
cations for: (Select all appli-

cable and add for ScOYe)........v...2

Conviction or Juvenile Adjudi-
cation for Assaultive Offense......15

(An offense which involves the

use of a weapon, physical force

or the threat of force)
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Burglary

Theft

Auto theft
Robbery
Worthless checks
Forgery

Yes
No

TOTAL SCORE

SCORE

A S
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IOWA BUREAU OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONAL SERVICES

Probation/Parole Supervision

ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT NEEDS

Towa Department of Sccial Services
Division of Adult Corrections

Client Name

Instrument

Client No.

Probation Control Date
or Inst. Relexse Date

Agent Last Name No.

. Month/Day/Year

Date of FEvaluation

Select the appropriate answer and enter the
associated weight in the score colum. Higher

ACADEMIC/VOCATIONAL SKILIS i
High school or Adequate skills;

-1 above skill 0 able to handle
level everyday require-
ments

EMPLOYMENT
Satisfactory Secure employment;
-1 employment for 0 no difficulties
one year or
longer maker, student or
retired

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
Iong-standing No current diffi-
-1 pattern of self- 0 culties
sufficiency; e.g
good credit rat-

ing

MARTITAL/FAMITY REIATTIONSHIPS
Relationships

-1 and support 0 Relatively stable
exceptionally relationships
strong

COMPANIONS
Good - support No adverse

-1 and influence 0 relationships

EMOTTONAL STABILITY
Exceptionally

-2 well adjusted;
accepts responsi-
bility for
actions

No symptoms of

0 emotional in-
stability; appro-
priate emotional
responses

ALCOOHOL USAGE

No interference
0 with functioning

OTHER DRUG USAGE

No interferencé
with functioning

-1

reported; or home-

numbers indicate more severe problems. Total

all scores
Iow skill level Minimal skill °

2 causing minor 4 level causing
adjustment prob~ serious adjust-
lems ment problems
Unsatisfactory Unemployed and

B

3 employment; or 6 virtually un—
unenployed but employable;
has adequate job needs training
skills

Situational or Severe diffi-
3 minor diffi- 5 culties; may
culties include garnish-
ment, bad checks
or bankruptcy.

Sare disorgani- Major disorgani-

3 zation or stress 5 zation or stress
but potential for '
improvement

Associations Associations
2 with occasional 4 almost com-
negative results pletely negative

Symptoms limit Symptams pro-

4 but do not pro- 7 hibit adequate
hibit adequate functioning;e.qg.
functioningje.q. lashes out or
excessive anxiety  retreats into self

Occasional abuse; Frequent abuse;
3 some disruption 6 serious disrup-

— e

of functioning tion; needs
treatment
" Octasional sub- Frequent sub-

3 tance abuse; same 5 stance abuse;
disrniption of serious disruption
4- functioning needs treatment

0 R i

PESESEMENT OF CILIMNT NEEDS
PALGE 2

' MENTAL ABILITY SCORE

Able to function
0 independently

Some need for Deficiencies
3 assistance; 6 severely limit

potential for independent T
adxmate adjust- functioning
ment
HEALTH
Sound physical Handicap or ill- Serious handi-

0 health; seldame 1 ness interferes 2 cap or chronic

i1l with functioning illness; needs
on a recurring frequent medi-
basis cal care

SEXUAL BEHAVIOR

No apparent dys-~

Real or pérceived Real i
0 function or perceived

3 s;_i.tuational or 5 chronic or sev-
minor problems ere problems

AGENT'S IMPRESSION OF CLIENTS NEEDS

-1 Minimum 0 Low 3 Medium 5 Maximm

Use the reverse side to list any special circumstances which should influence
the level of supervision.
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Case Classification
Supervision Form
CONTACT Jeffery Benson
Principal Probation Officer
(612) 348-2603

AGENCY:
LOCATION: Minneapolis, Minnesota

Hennepin County Court Seryices

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision

The Hennepin County Court Services employs a "Case Classification Supervision
Form" in determining level of probation supervision. The form is a modified base
expectancy type instrument used to c1aésify about 150 adult felons and misdemeanants
monthly for risk of recidivism. The form consists of 11 weighted var1ab1es that
consider a probationer's background and Tiving situation. When the points given for
each variable are totalled, a single, overall score is generatea that recommends an
appropriate supervision level.

The Supervision Form is the first classification tool used by Hennepin County.
It was developed by a committee which selected criteria and weights subjectively
after reviewing instruments used by other agencies. It has not been altered since
impTlementation. .

A probation officer completes the form according to written guidelines. Officers
do not receive special training in instrument usage, nor is any special expertise
required to score the device. The recommendations of the instrument are overruled
in about 15% of the cases, usually due to unusual circumstances in the case not
considered by the instrument. Discretion is also allowed in the scoring of certain
variables. Each screening costs about $8.00 and takes about five minutes. Offenders
are not aware that their case is being classified, nor are they officially 1nformed
of results of the classification.

The classification system has been evaluated Tocally, but results of the research
were not yet available at time of pubTication. Nevertheless, preliminary feedback
suggests that more probationers have been assigned to minimum supervision since
the implementation of formal classification. Although administrators are generally
pleased with the instrument, probation officers have complained that instrument
recommendations are overruled too frequently due to its insensitivity to important
factors. These complaints will be taken into consideration during future analyses
and revisions of the instrument. One novel and interesting aspect of Hennepin
County S program is the use of volunteers to supervise minimum risk probationers,

a feature that effects ‘substantial cost savings. The finstrument was not submitted
for iegal review prior to implementation, nor were 1ega1 concerns expressly con-

sidered in its development.
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§HC 3384 (Rev 10/31/75)

HENNEPIN COUNTY COURT SERVICES
MINNEAPOLIS MINNESOTA

CASE SUPERVISION CLASSIFICATION

PROBATION/PAROLE
SUPERVISION INSTRUMENT

DATE
NAME
D.C.#
CIRCLF POINTS IF APPLICABLE
(to be completed prior to sentenc1ng)
A. Arrest frge for past five or more years . . .
B. Nodrugdependemey . . ... .. ....... ... ...
C. Not arrested for crimes against person (present offense)
D. Not checks, forgery, burglary (most recent court appearances) . .
E. Ho alcohol dependency . . . . ... .. P
F. Few (9,1,2) jail or Institutional commitments . . . . ., . . . .
G. Six or more months on same employment or school . . . . . . . .
H. TFavorable enviromment . . . . ..., .., ... .. ... .
I. First féldnf”charge T T T T
5 _
J. Few prior arrests (0,1,2) . . . . ... ... .. ... .. ..
K. No family record . . .. ............... .. .
TOTAL SCORE
J">4
HIGH RISK | MEDIUM RISK LOW RISK
0 - 26 27 - 44 45 - 70
CLASSIFICATION
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

Sty St. Louis County

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT C!ient Analysis
Community Services

Scale

LOCATION: St. Louis, Missouri

' CONTACT: Peter Manion

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision _(314) 889-2531

St. Louis County Community Services employs the "Client Ana]ys1s Scale" .
(CAS) 1in oeterm1n1ng level of probat1on supervision for adult misdemeanants re-
leased in the county. The CAS, which consists of five wewghted factors, generates
an overall score which recommends one of three levels of superv1s1on The instru-
ment also provides the scorer with the opportunity to add or 'subtract two points
at his discretion in borderline cases. The-scale is used to' screen approximately .
400 clients each month for their potent1a17totrec1d1vate ,

This is the first classification 1nstrument to be used by Commun1ty Services
for supervision level decisions. The dev1ce was borrowed intact from the State
of Missouri which developed and has used the dev1ce extens1ve1y for a similar
purpose. The only change that the county agency made in the CAS was to drop the
"Tegal" category which assesses prior arrests and convictions, and to modify some
weights and cut-off scores.

Probation officers complete the form according to written guidelines with
information obtained from official records and a personal interview. Officers
receive four to six hours of specialized training in instrument usage. The CAS
is used as a guide only in the decision process; in about 30% of the cases the
instrument's recommendation is oveﬁru]ed‘by the subjective opinion of the officer
and a supervisor. Clients are not aware that they are being classified, nor are
they off1c1a11y informed of the cTass1f1cat10n decision.

Research to evaluate the impact of the device has not been conducted. However,
the agency reports that there is a general feeling among staff that better case
decisions are being made as a result of the,ééreening process, and that more pro-
bationers are now receiving lower levels of supervision. Those using the instru-
ment have'complainéd, however, that the scale occasionally does not adequate1y
consider important factors in a case. In addition, the agency»réports that inter-
pretations sometimes vary in using the form which results in inconsistent scoring.
The - instrument was not submitted for legal review prior to 1mp1ementat1on, and
legal concerns were not expressly cons1dered in its deve]opment
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Director of Community Seryice

CLIENT'S NAME

EDUCATIONAL/VOCATIONAL:

1
Not working or not in
school w/no effort to
do either

SPECIAL PROBLEMS:

0
Indicetion of drug or
alcohol. abuse, mental
defieiency or other
special problemn.

FAMILY/SOCIAL:
1
Major disorganization

AGGRESSIVE/ASSAULTIVE:
1

Pattern of two or more

incidents in past year

CLIENT RESPONSIBILITY:
1

Iittle or no under-

standing of himself or

societies expectations

(irresponsible)

Drugs . w=ww—-
Al cohol ~mmmem—
Other

ST. LOUIS COUNTY COMMUNITY SERVICES
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI

Address
Phone
Employer

2 'y
Not working or not School treining
in school w/efforts or part-time
to do one or the
other

2 4
Presence of problem
which has potential
of becoming serious
and or presently in
treatment program

in treatment or
Counseling
' programs

3 {
Some disorganization, but
' potentlal of growth

!

3 i
Prior incident in past
year _ ;

b

Partial understanding with
behavior based on that
understanding (modereately
responsible)

Subtotal

Subjective~or +2 points
or O points

Total

Probation/Parole
Supervision Instrument

Date:

6
Full-time work,
retired or
. housewi fe

8

Advanced progress No indication

of any specisal
problem

6
Relatively
stable rela-
tionships

4
No demonstrated
aggressive behavior
in past year

6 &=

Good self under-
standing with cor-
responding behavior
(responsible)

Legend Points:

Intensive Lh.13
Regular 1423
Minimam 2k..30

Probation/Parocle Officer
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_ between two supervision levels.

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

AGENCY: Missouri Board of Probation

and Parole
LOCATION: Jefferson City, Missouri

- TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Client Analysis

Scale

Gail Hughes
Chief State Supervisor
(314). 751-2441.

CONTACT:
DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision

The Missouri Board of Probation and Paro]e‘uti1izes the "Client Analysis
Scale" (CAS) in determining level of supervision for all individuals on pro-
bation and parole in the State of Missouri. The scale is used for initial and
subsequent classification of approximately 5,500 clients per month; results
of these classifications are entered into a computer file to provide administra-
tive statistics. The instrument is comprised of‘six weighted categories that,
when calculated and totalled,generate an overall score which recommends one of
three Tevels of supervision. The CAS also provides for a subjective plus or
minus point to be applied by the scorer in cases which fall on the borderline
' The device primarily screens for recidivistic
tendencies. a;;\%

In 1970, the Board began using a modified California Base Expectancy Scale
for client classification. After three years, this instrument was discontinued
because it was not easily adaptable to a system where offenders are classified
regularly. The Client Analysis Scale was therefore created through a combina-
tion of research and subjective opinion to be more flexible and comprehensive
than the California Base Expectancy Scale by inciuding factors such as
client responsibility and family/social problems.

A probation officer completes the form according to written guidelines
using official records and interview data obtained from clients. Officers
receive instruction in how to use the instrument as part of the training program
given to new officers. Cases are classified solely on the basis of risk, as
defined by the instrument, except in about 10% of the cases in which fhe point
system is overruled by the judgment of an officer and supervisor due to unusual
circumstances in the case. Screenings gehera]]y take about ten minutes and cost
approximately $8.00. Clients are informed of the screening results and supervision
decision, although they typically are not involved directly in the classification
process. In some instances, however, clients fill out the CAS themselves, and
their responser:are then compared with the officer's rating.
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in determining level of risk.

ATthough research data on the validity of the instrument was not avai]ab]e
at time of publication, a study conducted by the University of Missouri shows
that use of the instrument has resulted in a 50% increase in the number of
The CAS seems to have generated mixed

clients receiving minimum supervision.

‘reactions from officers in the state system; some are highly enthusiastic about

its use, while others reject it completely. Agency Administrators, on the other
hand, report extreme confidence in the classification device. CompTaints that
have arisen center on the vagueness of some instrument definitions, questionable
predictive accuracy of the device, and its insensitivity to some important factors
The instrument was not submitted for legal review

‘prior to implementation, and legal factors were not expressly considered in its
-development.

The classification system used by the State of Missouri is significant for
a number of reasons. First of all, the Client Analysis Scale has been adopted
intact and with slight modification by a number of other probation/parole agencies.
Secondly, the large number of clients that the Board screens each month (5,500)
makes this the 1arge$t‘case screening program among the 23 probation/parole
agencies in our study sample. In addition, the use of a computer to record the
classification data is uncommon in probation/parole agencies.
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MISSOURI STATE BOARD OF PROBATION AND PARO[E

CLIENT ANALYSIS SCALE

\
N

Y/

d‘EtTﬁ%/PaFOTE

Supervis1oh Instrument .

Name e No. . L pate.
matnéf -
EdUcational/Vocational: : ‘
RN ‘ 40 L 6O
Not working or not in school 'Schodl,f training or part-time work. - Full-time work, retired or :
o R ' L e housemfe S N
Legal:
1n ; 30 - 40 4
Ohe or more convictions and/or - “No convictions, but one arrest in - _ - No .arrest or conv1ct10n 1n past
2ior moxe arrests In-past year past year year - ) : :
or pending charge o
' P -
i N
. 4
* Special Problems:" ) ! . A
ol 2o T 40 SN
Indication of drug use, alcoholism, ‘Presence of problems vrhic'h,ﬁa\fe . No. indication of ,any_» special”
mental deficiency, or other special potential of becoming seriotis and/ . problems - ‘
problems ‘or presently in treatment program . . -
Family/Social: A ‘ -
10 30 60
Major disorganization ~ Some disorganization but potential v Relatively"stable 'z‘elatidn‘smps i
: of growth S i
Aggressive / Assnultive i
11 30 40
Pattern of two or more mcldents Prior incident in past year No demonstratcd aggresswe behavnor
- in past year o in past year .
Client Respkonsibility:v‘ "\.,‘\ . 5
1.0 i 40 60

Little or no understanding of him= - -

self or society‘s expectations:

' ‘Partial understanding with be-.

havior based on that understandmg

\

[

Good self understandmg w1th

correspom‘.’mg behavxox'

: Lez'end.- Ppints: :
Intensive 4-16. o

__Regular 16-25 [

Minimum- 25-31 [mE

. ~ Subtotal :
Drugs D Subjective --or --1 point or O
. ‘ Total :
Alcohol
.. Other '
. Speciul B 1 L F
Code D o 122 L
.

; MBPP-167 (876)

SR BERE - Copyright Missouri Board of Probation & Parole 1973
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?.AGENCY; “New York State D1V1s1on

TELEPHONE INTERVIEN SUMMARY

: TYPE OF INSTR
of Probation. .. . .. UMENT ﬁ;i; Assessment

LOCATION ATbany, New York ”“l L CONTACT ~ Mark Diefendorf

Sr.Probation- Program Ana]yst

DECISION POINT Probat1on/ParoTe Superv1s1on (518) 474- 4173

The New York State D1v1s1on of Probat1on currentTy empToys a "R1sk Assess-
ment Form " (RAF) in determining level of probat1on 'supervision, in add1t1on to
a client needs form entitled "Assessment of Probatloner Needs/Strengths.
The 1nstruments are used to screen approximately 50 adult fé?Bhs and misdemeanants
per month in a pilot program being conducted 1n one county probat1on department.

This is the first classification tool used by the.State of New York to assist .
1n probation cTass1f1cat1on decision mak1ng .The RAF was borrowed from the State
of’ W1scons1n without modification aTong with W1scons1n S "Assessment of Probatjon
Needs/Strengths" form. s : .1 ¥ ' '

; Probation officers compTete the risk form at the;t1me they compTete the pre-

' sentence investigation, but the risk assessment is not used in prepar1ng the pre-
sentence report. The needs assessment form is filled out by the officer assigned
to superv1se the case No special expert1se is required to complete the forms
which were initiated after an orientation meet1ng only. Information for the
forms 1is obta1ned from off1c1a1 records and a personaT interview. The actual
level of superv1s1on is determined by the scores on the two instruments and the
officer's subJect1ve Judgment Recommendat1ons of the cTass1f1cat1on procedure
were overruled in about 50% of the cases in the pilot program. Offenders are not
aware that they are be1ng cTass1f1ed and they are not off1c1a11y 1nformed of
screen1ng results. :

Research has not been conducted to determ1ne the impact of the instruments,
but department wdm1nstrators be11eve it is very un11ke1y that using the forms has
~had a s1gn1f1cant 1mpact on caseloads or costs in_the pilot program because the
1nstruments are so often overruled. There have aTso been & number of complaints
‘that definitions on the forms are vague, that they are 1nsen51t1ve to 1mportant
factors, that they are not pred1ct1ve, and that the needs form takes too Tong to
complete. In all fa1rness to the 1nstruments, however, the1r apparent Tack of
impact in the sett1ng described may be due to the manner in which they were intro-
duced They apparent]y were pushed onto staff rather than be1ng offered as
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' (Form used by the Intensive Supervision Program) Probation/Parole
DP-70 (10/78) o New York State Division of Pro&tfon R : Supervision Instrument
useful tools. The hiring of a new director at time of impTlementation and wwv
general organizational confusion alsg probably contributed to the limited Name B . Cas; No.
acc.:eptance of the devices. The instruments were reviewed by legal counsel NYSID No. Date of Birth
Prior to implementation, but legal concerns were not expressly considered in f : »
their development. : : A
The New York State Division of Probation has 'recently added a.new screen- b Risk Assessment: ﬁ‘f’#f,ﬁifh"ei‘i?!%%’.ﬁ'f‘iiféé’?.?i‘li?lL'L‘iln‘i'.’,‘"y 10 the probetioner at the time of the current SCORE
ing procedure and classification instrument. The Division's Intensive Super- 1. Arrested within five (5) years prior to the current offense. Yes{4) — No(0) — .
vision Program (ISP) has begun using a Risk Assessment, Classification and 2. Nineteen or under at time of first conviction/adjudication. Yes(8) — Nol0) —
Assignment Form for referring and entering-"high risk" probationers into the ISP. 3. Prior convictions/adjudications for robbery. Yes (16) — No(0) .
The referral s based on the ernhOOd of the 'pr'obationer unSUCCGSSfU]]y com- 4. Three or more prior misdemeanor or one or more prior felony convictions/adjudications. Yes (10) . No {0) ___ ———
pleting the probation sentence. During the coming year, about 15,000 clients 5. Incarcerated while on a prior probation or parole sentance. ' Yes (20)— . No (0) __  ——n
will b? ?creened.by the form, with 2,500 to 3,000 being referred to the ISP for 6. Neither employed nor in school full-time. ' Yos{4) — Nol0) . ——
Sipervision. . This s the ﬁrs't Thstrument Introduced by the NYS Division of 7. Members of his family (i.e., spouse, children, parents, siblinas) have a criminal record Yes (10) — No (0} e
Probation to be used by almost all of the Tocal counties in the State; most (J.D. or Adult).
counties began screening in December 1978, with the remaining counties opera- 8. One or more address changes in the year prior to current offense. Yes (6)._-._ No (0) — ——o
tionalizing the program during January 1979. The form, which consists of ten 9. Currently living in a situation judged to be unfavorable. Yes (6) — No(0) . —
weighted criteria, was constructed and validated on a sample of 1,243 NYS pro- 10. Has an attitude that is either one in which he rationélizé's his behav,'iér‘;-or he is ne.g?tive' Yes (14) —— No (0) oo —
bationer‘s. The 'instrument was reviewéd b'y légal counsel pY‘iOY‘ to 1'mp1ementat1’on. and not motivated to change; or he is dependent or unwilling to accept responsibility. :
A copy of the Risk Assessment, Classification and Assignment Form, as well as - TOTAL
the two instruments used in the pilot program, follow this report. ISP Referral Score
' o Completed by: Date
1. Classification: ' .
ISP Score: Yes No Referred to ISP Unit: Yes No
Reason for referral if low score:
Referred by: ~Date
1L Assignment:
ISP Probation Officer Assigned: Date:
: Assigning Officer: :l_'itle'
Referred to regular supervision caseload, Date:.
Referring Officer: .Title
-124- -125~
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(Instrument used by New Yofk‘State Div. of Probation Pf]ot Program):

.

Page 2 - . . .
g ASSESSMENT OF PROBATIONER NEEDS/STRENGTHS
’ SCORE
ACADEMIC/VOCATIONAL SKILLS
‘ High achool or above Adequate skills able Low skill level causing Minimal skill level causing
-1 skl level 0 to handle everyday 2 minor adjustment 4 serlous adjustment ———
requircments problems +  proklems
EMPLOYMENT ‘
Sstisfactory employ- Secure emplayment; Unsatisfactory employment; Unempioyed and virtually
<l ment for one year or 0 no difficulties xeported; 38 or unemployed but has § unempioyable; need
longer or homemaker, student adequate job skills , training
FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT
Long-standing patiern of 0No current difficulties Situationat or minor Severe difiiculties may in-
<1 of self-sufficlency; e.g, 3 difffoulties 5 clude ent, bad e
good credit rating checks or bankruptcy
MARITAL/FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS
Relationships and support Relatively stable Some disorganization or Major disorganization or
-1 exceptionally strong ¢ relationships 3 stress but potentiat for 6. stress ey
! fmprovement
COMPANIONS
Good support and No adverse relation- Assoclations with ocoasional Awmociations almost com-
4 influence 0 ships 2 ‘negative results 4 pletely negative ———
EMOTIONAL STABILITY
Exceptionally well ad- No symtoms of emotional Symptoms limit but do not Symptoms prohibit adoquate
4 justed; accepts respon- 0 instability; appropriate 4 prohibit adequate function- 7 functioning; e.g., 1ashes out
stbility for actions emotional responses ing; e.g., exceseive anxiety or retreats into self
ALCOHOL USAGE
. No interference with Occasional abuse; some Frequent anbuge; serious dis-
0 functioning $ disruption of functioning ¢ ruption; needs treatment —
OTHER DRUG USAGE
No interference with Occaslonal substance anugnt substance abuse;
0 functioning 3 abuse; some disruption 5 serlous disruption; needs i
) of functioning treatment
MENTAL ABILITY
Able to function Some need for amistance; Deticiencies severely limit
0 independently 3 potential ior adequate § indcpendent functioning e
adjustment !
HEALTH
Sound physical health; Handicap or illness inter- Serious handicap or chronie
0 seldom {0 1 feres with functioningon - 2 fliness: needs frequent —
& recurring basis : medical care
PROBATION OFFICER
4 Minimum 0 Low 3 Modium 5 Maximum —
AN
TOTAL ———
PROBATIONER V R
Last First M1 .
Probation Identitication number
Probation Ofticer Date Scored '
e
~126-
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(Instrument used by New York State Div. of Probation Pilot Program)

Page 3

RISK ASSESSMENT

PROBATIONER

Last
PROBATION OFFICER

First M1
DATE QF EVALUATION

Select the appropriate answer and enter the assoclated weight in the score column,

Number

Number of Address Changes in the Last 12 Months

Percentage of Time Employed in Last{ 12 Months

None
One
Two or more

wwo

Attitude

80% or moxe
40%-50%
Under40%
Not applicable

= R )

<

Motivated to change, receptive to

Alcohol Usage /Problems

_assistance

2 ‘Dependent or unwilling to accept
responsibility:

6 Rationalizes behavior, nagative, not
motivated to change

Other Drug Usage /Prob]

w0 No apperent problems
2 Modorate problems
4 Serious problems

0 No apparent problems

1 Moderate problems
2  Serious problema

Age at Firat Conviction (or Juvenile Delinquency Adjudication) seassesirennsenees 0 24 or older

Numbey of Prior Periods of Probation Supervision

2 20-28
4 19 or younger

Number of Prior Probation Revocations (Adult or J uvenile)

Number of Prior Felony Convictions (or Juvenile Delinquency

Adjudication) ,

we 0 None
4 One or more

tssnnsninansneneiens 0 None
: 4

One or more

Convictions or Juvenile Dolinquency Adjudication for

None
One
Two or more

-0 o

Burglary

(sclect all applicable and add for score; including present offense)

Conviction or Juvenile Delinquency Adjudication for Assaultive
Offenae (an offense which Involves the use of a weapon, physical

force or threat of foree)

Larceny

Auto Theft
Robbery
Worthless Checks
Forgery

WD NN

wrseere 10 Yes

A\

717 NYS Divislon of Probation CEM Unit

0 No

TOTAL
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Total all scored to arrive at the risk assesament scorxe,
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TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

AGENCY:  Suffolk County TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Base Expectancy
Dept. of Probation _ Form
LOCATION: Yaphank, Long Istand, New York CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt
American Justice Institute
DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision (916) 444-3096

The Suffolk County Department of Probation employs a base expectancy type
instrument entitled the "Suffolk Probation Differential Classification Form"
(SPDCF) in making ievel of supervision decisions. The instrument is a base .
expectancy type scale containing five categories of information, with from one
to four variables per category. These variables are weighted and summed to arrive
at an overall score which recommends an appropriate supervision level based on a
client's potential to recidivate. Approximately 350 adult felons and misdemeanants
are screened using the form each month. p

The instrument was developed through original reseaﬁch”perﬁormed by the
Department. After selecting and testing a cluster of variables on a stratified,
randem sample, the resulting draft instrument was then tested, redesigned, and
revalidated. Additional validation work and modification of the device has occurred
over time.

Probation officers complete the form according to a set of specific ngtten
guidelines. Technical expertise is not required to use the 1nstrument,é!tﬁbugh
its continued validation requires personnel experienced in statistical methods.
Specific definitions are also given for the more subjective elements on the forms.
Instrument results are the sole basis for the decision, except in rare cases (less
than 1%) where the instrument is overruled due to specific factors not considered
by the device. Offenders do not actively participate in the screening process;
however, they are aware that they are being classified and are informed of screen-
ing standards and results. ‘ . ~

Ongoing validation research on the instrument has been conducted, and results
are available by contacting the agency (James Golbin, Principal Research Analyst).
The SPDC Form has proven to be valid in the setting for which it was designed, and

has resulted in an increased movement toward placing cases under minimum supervision.

Statistics indicate that recidivism has increased little (if any) despite the trend
toward minimum supervision. Staff were initially resistant to using the instrument

-128-
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although they are more supportive at present. Fears. of having decision
authority circumscribed and enduring additional paperwork demands have dissi-
pated with the introduction of an override feature in decision making, and
the reduction of required paperwork in other areas. Although decision makers
are concerned with the Timited resources available for the screening process,
they are confident that the instrument is accurate and reliable. The instru-
ment was not submitted to Tegal review prior to implementation, but legal
concerns were considered in its deve]opment and administration.
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Probation/Parole
-Supervision Instrument .

- | ' ST TELEP i
SUFFOLK COUNTY NEW YORK Se ELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY

i

_DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION e | o et !

: . AGENGY:  Multnomah County - A TYPE OF INSTRUMENT Weighted Personal |

| UL Probation Dept. R - History Form f

DIFFERENTIAL CLASSIFICATION FORM FOR THE SUPERVISION OF PROBATIONERS W Pt | : |

_ W .,«LOCATION Portland, Oregon ~ CONTACT: William Wood | |

, i j i L = Supervisor,Corrections |

: . CASE NO: ‘ DATE: : 1 DECISION POINT: Proba P isi i

NAME | 4 | tion/ aro}e‘Superv1s?9p,‘: L (500) 24g-5167  Counseling ;
PROBATION OFFICER: $.P.0: OFFICE : : » ;:g;**‘ ) |
A, Current Offense - Status: A ves[ No [ . The Multnomah Courty Probat1on Department ut111zes a ”PersonaT History %
1

1. Feiony conviction(s) (2 pts) Form“ .in making level of probat1on supervision dec1s1ons The form is a stan-

2,  Assaultive conviction{s) (2 pts)
3. Driving While Intoxicated { 1 pt )
B.  Psychological {nstability: _ Yes [ No []

dard b1ograph1ca1 1nformat1or questionnaire in which weights (points) have been
ass1gned to eleven individual items. After calculating the points for each
var1ab]e the scorer sums the points. to arrive at an overall score which recommends
superv151on Tevel based on the recidivistic potential of the client. The form
Js used 'to screen approximately 100 adult fe]ons and misdemeanants monthly. The
ma1n cr1ter1on measured by the form is commun1ty stability.
' The ParsonaI History Form has gone through several re-evaluation stages,with
. .each mod1f cation made on the basis of the subjective opinion of a committee re-
‘spons1b1e for the screening process. The several refinements the form has under-
3, Youthful Offender (YO) convictions (2 pts) goné : -have served to tailor the device to the specific characteristics of the local
4,  Juvenile Delinquency (JD) Adjudication (1 pt) community, but the Tack of research in its development and implementation renders

i ility: Yes[] No [] ' » ) ; .. . L
D.  Social Instability | Yes o | — : the usefu]ness of this instrument in other jurisdictions uncertain.
1. Educational vocational, employment deficits (1 pt)

1. Hospitalization or committment to a
rehabilitative program (2 pts)

2,  Diagnosed psychotic, severely emotionally
disturbed, severely retarded (2 pts)

3.  Alcohol or drug dependent (2 pts)
C. Prior Record ({last7 years) : Yes (] No []
1. Felony conviction(s) {2 pts) ‘

2. Misdemeanant conviction(s) (2 pts}

THIRIIEIi]-

J

A

Probat1on officers comple
2. Weak, non-existent positive family or L1 plete the form according to specific guidelines. The |
community attachments (1 pt) ) -form is stra.ghtforward and its adm1n1strat1on does not require technical expertise. J
3. Recidivism or Recidivistic tendencies {2 pts) :Neverthe1ess, special training in its use is provided to all officers, and random i
€. Age: This variable is only used for marginal cases. L1 audits are conducted to ensure scoring consistency. The form also calls for the /

Between 16 - 24 years old {1 pt) _ : . 4
: «subJect1ve opinion of the scorer as to the degree of superv1s1on required by the o

— case.  In approximately 5% of the -
Variables ~ Status | f‘wﬁgnl - . PP o y he cases screened, the recommendation of the instru
, : men 1s overruled due to special ci
A. Current Offense o o p rcumstances in the case. The classification
process is open for discussion with the clie
5 Porerotogicat fnsvaomer | ient, and clients are informed of the
2._faross : Loutcome of the screening. However, clients are hot told of the specific screen-
. rior Recor ) - . - .
; _ ; ilng cr1ter1a or the classification score in their case.
D.  Social Instability ) ‘ ¢ .
= . “ N The instrument has not been carefully researched or eva]uated but admini-
ubtotal : ‘ “
| ; ‘ \ strat1ve statistics do 1nd1caue that a larger proportion of cases (about 5%)
XXXXX : ; 4 '
E. Age ‘ : , oo are, 1ﬂ minimum superv151or since classification has been initiated. No other
Total , ‘ v ; ~ data on the instrume it iod ¢
CENGTH OF SENGERCE: — TIME SERVED: [ENGTHOF AS: - B ment are presently available. After an initial period of
CLASSIFICATION: Intensive [2] Active ) Special (] - ‘ O : -131-
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confusion and criticism, those who use the device are Supportive»of it. Agency
administ?afbr§“arevalsokgg§jti&$ about the instrument. The form was not sub-
mitted for legal review prior t&’impiementation and legal concerns were not
expressly considered in its deve&ﬁbment or implementation. |

The Personal History Form ig/one of the few.known attempts to weight items
on a standard biographical form with the intent of predicting risk. The wéights
were derived intuitively, however, and the instrument has not been validated.
Research to gauge the usefulness and validity of the instrument could therefore
prove very insightful in determining if this type of classification tool is
practical to'deve]op and implement.

“t
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON |
PROBATION DEPARTMENT * Instrument

MULTNOMAH COUNTY PROBAYION SERVICES

PERSONAL HISTORY FORM

PLEASE FILL OUT THIS FORM CAREFULLY AND COMPLETELY. AN
INTERVIEWER WILL DISCUSS IT WITH YOU AFTER YOU HAVE COMPLETED
IT AND YOU MAY ASK QUESTIONS YOU HAVE AT THAT TIME. DATE:

FOR OFFICE USE QNIY '
‘ NAME: ‘
[ . ’ : .
OTHER NAME USED:

PRESENT ADDRESS: B @

HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED THERE? _ . : 5+ 1-5 <1 <6_mo
' L3/ (57 [ 37 /67

TELEPHONE NO.:

SOCIAL SECURITY NO.:

DRIVER'S LICENSE: STATE: NUMBER:

DATE OF BIRTH: @ 40+ 26-40° 21-26 <21
L5/ /4 3/ £ 17 /o,

GENERAL INFORMATION

HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN THE METROPOLITAN AREA? : IN OREGON?

o |
GTHER STATES YOU HAVE LIVED IN: j

RESPONSIBLE PERSON (SOMEONE WE CAN CONTACT WHO WILL FORWARD A! MESSAGE TO YOU, OTHER THAN
LIVING PARTNER) NAME, ADDRESS AND PHONE:

NAME AND LOCATION OF LAST SCHOOL ATTENDED:

DID YOU GRADUATE? YES NO

HIGHEST GRADE COMPLETED ' Post HS HS/GED < HS
L 5/ /37 /07

, EDUCATION

WHAT IS YOUR USUAL OCCUPATION?

WHERE  ARE YOU EMPLOYED? @ -

+3 1-3 <1 <6 _mn

HOW LONG HAVE YOU WORKED THERE?
: : L 37 /57 /37 /o)

PRESENT SALARY/WAGE:

PREVIDUS EMPLOYMENT:
START DATE END DATE EMPLOYER : JOB . REASON. FOR LEAVING

EMPLOYMENT/INCOME

SPOUSE/LIVING PARTNER'S JOB AND SALARY/WAGE:

OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME AND AMOUNT:

BRANCH OF MILITARY SERVICE: _TYPE OF DISCHARGE:

LENGTH OF MILITARY SERVICE: DATES:

’ MILITARY !

-133-
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. MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON
PAGE 2

FATHER'S NAME AND ADDRESS:

MOTHER'S NAME AND ADDRESS: ;

FIRST NAMES AND AGES OF BROTHERS/SISTERS:

NAME AND ADDRESS OF NEAREST BROTHER/SISTER/RELATIVE:

8
3
H .
§  DID YOUR PARENTS SEPARATE/DIVORCE? WHEN?
- ‘
é WERE YOU HAPPY GROWING UP? YES NO EXPLAIN:
]
WEEN /YOU WERE GROWING UP, WHICH FAMILY MEMBER DID YOU GET ALONG WITH BEST? WHY?

HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU BEEN MARRIED? CURRENT STATUS:

CURRENT SPOUSE/LIVING PARTNER'S NAME:

CURRENT SPOUSE/LIVING PARTNER'S ADDRESS:

DATE OF MARRIAGE/BEGAN LIVING TOGETHER:

DATE SEPARATED:

CHILDREN BORN TO SPOUSE/PARTNER, NAMES AND AGES:

é
%  PRIOR MARRIAGES: FIRST SECOND . THIRD
5,

NAME:

DATE OF MARRIAGE: _

CHILDREN (NAMES AND AGES) :

1t ‘ " " »
7" " " L .

(CIRCLE NAMES OF CHILDREN WHO ARE LIVING WITH YOU)
. MONTHLY EXPENSES:

RENT: HOUSE - PAYMENT:

CHILD SUPPORT: UP TO DATE?

ALIMONY : UP TO DATE? ‘
< DEBTS: NAME AMOUNT . 'MONTHLY PAYMENT  UP 7O DATE?
-, . .

g‘ .
< .
2
=
By .
TOTAL:
SAVINGS: !

s e i e

re e 5o

[ IR T,
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@ +3 1-3 <1 None

77 /757 /37 /07

ity

7

VEHICLE.

HEALTH

ARREST RECORD

MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON
PAGE 3 '

YEAR, MAKE AND MODEY OF VEHICLE(S):

LICENSE NO(S): TITLE HOLDER(S)

DO YOU CURRENTLY HAVE INSURANCE ON YOUR VEHCILE (S) ?

VEHICLE INSURANCE COMPANY/AGENT:

HAS YOUR DRIVER'S LICENSE EVER BEEN SUSPENDED OR REVOKED? WHEN AND WHY? _

——— e

MY PRESENT HEALTH IS:

LIST ALL MEDICATIONS YOU ARE TAKING AND WHY:

WHO PRESCRIBED THEM?

DO YOU HAVE MEDICAL INSURANCE? IF ‘SO, WHAT COMPANY?

HAVE YOU EVER CONTACTED A PSYCHOLOGIST, PSYCHIATRIST OR COUNSELOR? YES NO

WHO, WHERE AND WHEN?

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN HOSPITALIZED FOR EMOTIONAL OR PSYCHOLOGICAL REASONS? YES NO

HAVE YOU EVER HAD BAD EXPERIENCES WITH DRUGS OR ALCOHOL?

(BLACKOUTS, OVERDOSES, EIC.)
WHAT HAPPENED?

@

No

QOcc

et i

L. 5/ /[ 37 [/

7 [o7

LIST THE CHARGE, DATE SENTENCED AND SENTENCE OF ALL TRAFFIC CHARGES THAT RESULTED IN
A FINE OF MORE THAN $50., PROBATION, OR JAIL:

CHARGE DATE STATE SENTENCE

@

o

3+

/ /. 0,

LIST THE CHARGE, DATE SENTENCED AND SENTENCE OF ALIL CRIMINAL CHARGES:
CHARGE DATE STATE SENTENCE

ARE YOU NOW; OR HAVE YOU EVER BEEN ON PROBATION OR PAROLE:

2+

el

/70 /

WHY, WHEN, AND WHERE?.




CURRENT OFFENSE

e

‘MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON
PAGE 4 '

YOU BELIEVE YOU WERE JUSTLY ARRESTED, TRIED AND CONVICTED? (CURRENT OFFENSE) WHY?

WAS THERE A VICTIM-~SOMEONE HURT PHYSICALLY OR FINANCIALLY DURING THE EVENTS
SURROUNDING YOUR ARREST? WHO? HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THAT?

Q)

" None NIV, e}
4.5/ £ 3/ /07

®.
V4

- =136~

ne \'4 P .
S/ /- 3/ / 0/
ARE YOU SEEING ANY AGENCY ON A REGULAR BASIS, X.E., WELFARE, DEPARTMENT OF .
a VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION, ALCOHOL CLINIC, ETC. ? @
5 Un “Mon Sup
E /. 5/ / 3/ / 0o/
Q.

AGENCY: Probat1on Offlce of -

R e —
PN

TELFPHONE INTERVIEW. éUMMARv

”“TYPE'OF INSTRUMENT: Base Expectancy
u.s. D1str1ct Court , Scale
CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt
American Justice Institute
(916) 444-3096

LOCATION: Portland, Oregon
DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision

The Probation Office of the U.S. District Court in. Portland, Oregon employs
a base expectancy type screening 1nstrument 1n making probation and parole level
of supervision decisions. The 1nstrument cons1sts of 17 we1ghted variables that
when calculated generate an overa]] score recommending one of three supervision
levels. The device screens c11ents for risk of recidivism and harm to others, and
their ability to comply with probation and parole stipulations. About 20 felony
and misdemeanor offenders are screened by the instrument each month.

This is the first classification tool used by the Portland Probation Office.
The scoring procedure and variables 1nc1uded on the instrument were adapted from
the California Base Expectancy Sca]e after substantial modification. The
device has not been changed since implementation.

A probation officer possessing-a B.A. degree and two years of probation
experience completes the form according to written instructions. The instrument
is used as a guide for off1cers in the classification process--it is not a mandate.
Officers also consider such factors as the rehab111tat1ve needs of the client in
making the supervision decision. In about 25% of the cases, the instrument's
recoMmendation is overruled. Offenders are unaware that they are being classi-
fied and are not informed of screening standards or results. Each screening
takes about ten minutes and costs approximately $1.00.

No eva]uat1ve research has been conducted to validate this instrument. The
office also reports that the device has not s1gn1f1cant1y affected the size of
the supervision caseload. Decision makers express confidence in the accuracy
and reliability of the scale, and those who-use:it have experienced no major
operational problems. Although other probatioh offices have borrowed this in-
strument for classification purposes, the Tack of an evaluation study and the
Timited impact of the screening procedure on the Portland Probation Office create
uncertainty as to the validity and usefulness of this base expectancy scale.

' The instrument was not revfewed7by']ega1 counsel prior to implementation,
and Tegal concerns were not express1¥ considered in its development.

C-137-
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SAMPLE

FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFFICE

e PSRRI

Probation/Parale.Supervision

~Instrument.

kﬁGENCY: Seattle Muhicipa]

i e e

PORTLAND, OREGON
i NAME :
SCORING FORM : .
' : TYPE:

Characteristics: :

A. Arrest free period of five or more consecutive years.

B. No history of opiate usage. '

C. Few periods of incarceration. (NOne 1, or 2)

D. Most recent conv1ct1on does not 1nv01ve checks, forgeny
or burglary,

E. No previous probation or parole fai]ures.

F. No fam11y criminal record.

G. No a]coho] involvement.

H. Presently employed or otherwise productively occupied.

I. No history of drug abuse or extensive use of marijuana.

J. First arrest occurred after the age of 14.

K. Twelve months steady employment within one year prior to

rra1gnmen t for present offense.

L. Four to eleven months steady employment prior to a arraignment
for present offense. (If given 6 points on Item K, also add 4
points for this item).

M. Meaningful family ties.

N.- Favorable living arrangement.

0. High school graduate or equivalency.

P. Few prior arrests. (None, 1, dr‘2)

Sub Total

Q. If the offender's present crime involves one of the-f011owing,

deduct 25 points from the sub-total:
1. Any crime of violence.
2. Sale of "hard" narcotics for prof\t
3. Extortion '

12
9

~I

=5} (=2 B ) ~

Total Points

SCALE TO DETERMINE DEGREE OF SUPERVISION REQUIRED

00 -- 49 50 -- 75 76 -- 99

-138-

Points:

e ———————
e —————————

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW SUMMARY
TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: High-Low

Probation Service Superv1s1on Form

LOCATION: Seattle, Washington "CONTACT: Gary Schaub

DECISION»PQINT: Probation/Paro]e Supervision (206) 625-4618

The Seattle Mun1c1pa1 Probation Serv1ce utilizes a "High-Low Supervision
Scoring Form" in making 1eve1 of probation supervision decisions. The form
consists of ten weighted variables, in addition to space for the opinion of the
scorer. After computing the points for each variable, the scorer totals the
po1nts to arrive at an overall score which recommends either h1gh or low super-

vision.  Approximately 150 adult misdemeanants are classified using the instru-

ment each month for risk of recidivism.

This is: the firSt instrument used by the agency for classification purposes.
It was developed intuitively and from segments of the Federal Base Expectancy
Scale. After completion, the form was validated through a research study using
a sample of cases with known outcomes. As a result of the research, some weights
were changed before the instrument was implemented.

Probation officers complete the form according to a set of written guidelines.
Officers receive informal training in instrument usage, but no special expertise
is required to use the device. Officer discretion is called for on the form
under the heading "Counselor Discretion." In about 10% of the cases, the instru-
ment's recommendation is overruled due to unusual circumstances in the case. The
only exclusions from the scneening process are those cases involving restitution
Offenders are not aware of the screening proce-
Each screening costs about

or community service sentences.
dure nor are they officially .informed of the results.
$3.00 and requires approximately ten minutes.

Results of a controlled study of high-Tow supervision cases are forthcoming,
but no data are available as yet. The agency reports, however, that no obvious
change has occurred in the distribution of cases since the inception of screening.

Those who use the form are satisfied with its predictive accuracy and see it as

There have been no complaints regarding the instrument
or the screening procedure. The device was not submitted for legal review prior
to implementation, and legal concerns were not express]y considered in its develop-

a useful screening tool.

ment.
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SEATTLE, WASHINGTON Probatfon/Parole

MUNICIPAL PROBATION SERVICES

HIGH/LOW SUPERVISION SCORING FORM

POINTS CHARACTERISTICS
o o . oy . . St d
I. No prior arrests (if under 23 years). Arrest free perio
'8 : of gfve consecutive years prior to currvent arrest( if
23 years of age or over), o |
9 ‘11, Twe]Je months steady inceme/employment within one month
prior to arraignmeni for present offense.
gw T??. Four-eleven months steady income/employment within one
month prior to arraignment for present offense.

IV. No history of opiates, amphetamines, barbiturates, L
hallucinogens. History includes any drug related conviction
in past yeayr. Choose ONE:

5 A. No history.
3 B. Has used.
0 C. Regular use.
V. Alcohol involvement. Choose ONE:
5. A. No alcohol abuse. .
3 B. Alcohol related offense in past year..
0 €. Current offense alcohol related. '
0 D. Professionally evaluated or admitted alccholic.
I. Mental Health Status. Choose ONE: ) ‘
5 Y A. Defendant has never undergone psych1atr1c care nor been
in contact with mental health sety1fe§. e or been in
4 B, Defondant has - undergons psychictric care uyS_Vf“
) in contact with mental health services in the P@ M
2 C. Defaendant. is presently undergoing psychiatric or
mental health services.
. Defendant has been hospitalized for mental health care, of
° ’ e both B and C above.
Living Situation. T L '
YES %‘ v A. Ageéyou satisfied with your hame(famw]y 1iving 51tgat;on?
1 0 B. Are you satisfied with your phy81cq1_11V1ng situation?
1 0 C. Do vou provide two or more basic living expenses for
someone else? - o ‘ . ]
1 0 D. Have you lived at the present aadress for six montbg?
0 ] E. Do you have any social relationships that are causing
: roblems in ydur 1ife? - : . .
1 0 F. aas your reputation been adversely affected in the
) community as a result of your arrest?.
4 VIIT. No misdemeanant commitments.
2 IX. No felony ‘convictions.
] X. No false information: .
—11' XI. Two or more arrests(including current) in past six months.

COUNSELOR DISCRETION:

HIGH:

1-35 pte, o
C ' -140-

Supervision Instrument

R\

e U St o omm e e e

" Score" in making probation and parole level of supervision decisions.

* TELEPHONE INTERVIE SUMMARY

AGENCY:  Western Washington District

Federal Probation and Parole

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: Salient Factor
: , . Score :

LOCATION: Seattle, Washington - CONTACT: Marvin Bohnstedt

American Justice Institute

DECISION POINT: Probation/Parole Supervision (916) 444-3096

The Federal Probation and Parole Office in Western Washington employs a
classification form entitled the “WD/WA-7 Case Classification-Salient Factor
| The in-
strument includes seven weighted criteria that when computed and summed generate
a single, overall score; this score is then translated into one of three superﬁ
vision Tevels. The form is used to screen approximately 50 adult felons and

\\misdemeanants monthly for risk of recidivism.

| The Salient Factor Score (SFS) was borroﬁed~intact from the Federal Parole
Commission. A modified base expectancy form was used previously by the agency,
but it was abandoned because of a subjective opinion that it was not adequately
predictive. The Salient Factor Score was then adopted because agency admini-
strators felt that it had a stronger research base. Nevertheless, validation
research has not been conducted Tocally on either form. The only change made
in the origina1'Paro1e Commission SFS was the addition of the "Prognosis"
section at the bottom of the present form.

Probation officers complete the form according to specific guidelines using
information from official records and a personal interview. Officers do not
receive formal training in instrument usage, and no special expertise is re-
quired. Most supervision leve] decisions are based on instrument recommenda-
tions; but probation officers may assign c1ients to a different level at their
own discretion. In these cases, officers are. required to provide written
rationale for overruling the instrument (this occurs in about 5% of the cases).
The initial classification is reviewed after six months, at which time the client
may be reassigned. Offenders are not aware that they are being screened, nor
are they officially informed of the screening results. '
require about five minutes and cost about $5.00.

Research has not been conducted Tocally to judge the instrument's validity
or impact on case processing and .distribution. However, the agency feels that
the instrument is needed to improve decision consistency and accuracy, but that

Classifications generally
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Lt i g

FEDERAL PROBATION/PAROLE OFFICE Probation/Parole
» _SEATTLE, WASHINGTON v Supervision Instrument
, | M WD/ViA~T7 CASE CLASSIFICATION - SALIENT FACTOR SCORE
\ | Yy s with
the device report no problems wi CASE NAME:
j s not been tested. Those who use .
assumpt1on ha 'Tem A'.‘Q-..‘.I‘Ql.lllll.‘l.'."'l“....."‘.....A.-...l.‘."..‘..'."...(

’ ' inistrators and representatives of
it or the screening procedure. Agency adm1n?g?rators | p o fhe"
other criminal justice agencies are also posjtive abput the prpce. . d']é y
instrument was not subjected to legal review prior to 1mp1ementat1on, an g
concerns were not directly considered in.its development.

o
G TN
<)

-142-

- No prior convictions (adult or jdvenlle) =3

Plram

1 tem

Cna prlor conviction = 2

Two or three prior convictions = ]
Four or more prior convictions = 0
B.lil.llll.'.l'lll..ll" ..... l!‘l'..il'lI.l'l..".l.t‘.ll.'l‘l.lb..(.

No prior incarcerations (adult or juvenile) = 2
One or two prior incarcerations = |
Three or more prior Incarcerations = 0.

Cui.---.u.-vn.---o.coc.-;o0.on-o.-oo‘0.-0ou--ouo--..--v.lopcl-s.v(

© Age at first commitment (adult or Juvenile):

item

1 temn

I tem

I'tem

25 or older = 2 I8 = 25 = | I7 or younger - 0
Dh.h.Q ....... e e ne g .i"l..!.l.‘!ll'..l'l..'.i"l‘lll"lll‘b."'.‘.(

Commitment offense did not involve auto theft or check(s)
forgery/larceny) = |

Commitment offense involved auto theft (X), or check(s) (Y),
or both (Z) = 0 . ' .

Etct-nouc.-a--clonon--ato-su-u.--ao-u.ounco-p-l.a.-t'ot"-'-oo-o'(

Never had parole revoked or been committed for a new offeanse
while on paroie, and not a probation violator this time = I

Has had parole revoked or been committed for a new offense
while on parote, (X), or Is a probation violator this time(Y),
or both (Z) = 0

Fl'.’lllil.l'h-.ll!.0-Olql'.!l'..lv.'l.‘.-ll..‘l.‘.OHIvioilel‘lbtho".'(

No history of haroin or oplate dependence = |
Otherwise = 0 _ '

G-o.-‘»-.n-o-'co;o..-.u-'.cou-t--t.-'ninc-oo.co--lbooo..l-n.tho.o(

Verified emp loyment (or fuli-time school attendance) for a
-total of at least 6 months during ‘the last 2 years in the

comnunity = | otherwise 2 0
TOTAL SCORE: otuu--v.-qo---n-'----!Gott-v-'--oo-'.cn-vo.nﬁ--on.t---vl.(
| PRGSNOS IS
Very good Good Fair . Poor
‘(lljp)" o (8-6) (5-4) : (3-0)
" PROBATION OFFICER'S SUPERVISION CLASSIFICATION.
Mintmum ___ (green) Madlm@ﬂl_ﬁjyellow Maximum_ (red)

Probation Officer's Rationale:

U. S Probation Officor
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