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Missouri' Correctional Classif;ication Plan 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Missouri Division of Corrections, I ike many other state and local correc~ 
tional systems, has been subject to significant financial, political, legal and pub
lic pressures over the past decade primarily due to overcrowding and diminishing 
resources. 

Because of the increasing violent crime rate and the potential for determinate 
sentencing to be adopted by Missouri lawmakers, it is likely that both the inmate 
population and the expected length of incarceration wil I continue to increase. At 
the same time there is not a concomitant expectation that programming and custody 
resources will increase at a corresponding rate. This problem is further compl icated 
by the fact that many of the DOC's are outdated and overcrowded now, yet they con
tinue to be used because construction monies are scarce. As new sentencing laws and 
correctional management guidelines are implemented in state correctional systems, the 
result appears to be a shift in emphasis away from extensive rehabi litation programs 
Dnd treDtment services. The increasing demand for both security and program resour
ces, coupled with the probability that the supply of both wi I I decrease, cal Is for 
especially efficient and effective classification decisions in order to maximize the 
available phYSical, financial and human resources. 

As the number of escapes and serious incidents have increased within the Missouri 
Correctional system, so has the citizen's cOhcern for the safety of its members. 
The Missouri public looks to the correctional system to prevent escapes and to re
lease prisoners who are capable of refraining from criminal actions. If the Division 
is unable to fulfil I these mandates, publ ic response may surface in the form of de
terminate sentencing laws, mandatory sentences for certain offenses, increased sup
port for the death penalty, resistance to community corrections, or even reduced 
financial resources. 

Needless to say, the correctional system is not the source for all the crime
related problems that plague society. However, it is charged with escape prevention 
and for improving the chances for successfully reintegrating offenders back into the 
community, and for gaining the public's acceptance and support of community-based 
corrections. Classification plays a major role in each of these qreas. 

Correctional administrators real ize that the effective, efficient and secure 
management of the correctional system is dependent upon a classification system that 
is responsive to the needs of the agency, the publ ic and the inmates it confines. 

Further, due to court decisions and a growing prison census, classification is 
coming to be vIewed as a core correctional process, and not merely as i~olated acts 
of assigning the inmate to an institution, giving a few tests, and writing a case 
summary. American Correctional Association Standards call for a written plan detail
ing objectives, methods, and monitoring procedures for classification, and many 
states have mandated the implementation of such comprehensive systems. Furthermore, 
courts are beginning to demand that all persons in the prison system be included in 
a classification system, particularly females. 
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Missouri Division of Corrections officials ~~re cognizant of the importance in 
improving their classification system when they c:omissioned a preliminary evaluation 
of the agencyls classificatIon system In 1979. 

The preliminary evaluation identified a number of weaknesses in the present 
system and provided recommendations to the Division to rectify these deficiencies. 
It also pointed to the need for a large-scale, corJprehensive evaluation that would 
focus on all aspects of the classification system including the need for objective 
classification criteria and consistent applicatIon of these criteria. 

In July of 1981, Correctional Services Group:, Incorporated was awarded a con
tract to evaluate the MDOC's classification system. The evaluation was completed on 
November 16, 1981. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY: 

Correctional Services Group understood the objectives of this evaluation to be: 

To improve operational classification processes in the Division by: 

Examining current practices in retation to comtemporary classification 
procedures and accepted national standards (CAC); 

Assessing the outcomes of classification decisions as to success/ 
fai lure, escape/non-escape, violence/non-violence, etc; 

Establishing a system to monitor classification treatment plans and 
rationale for plan modifications; 

Developing classification procedures which are both quantifiable and 
capable of standardization; and 

Developing a structured classification instrument which can be used 
across the Division for purposes of institutional assignment, security 
assignment, program placement, etc. 

To increase the image and role of classification personnel and procedures 
in the Division by: 

Involving Division classification and security personnel in both 
the evaluation process and the restructuring of the existing classi
fication system; and 

Documenting the need for classification as a management tool for the 
custody and treatment of Division inmates. 

To ~etermine the actual physical plant and staffing needs of the Division 
necessary to improve the classification process by: 

Examining the actual physical plant needs for initial classification 
and assignment; 

Determining the actual number and type of personnel necessary to con
duct initial classification and subsequent institution classification. 

Correctional Services Group vi j 
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To reduce the number of unnecessary inter-institutional transfers by: 

Developing specific placement criteria for inmates ' institutional 
assignment; 

Examining transfer practices and outcomes to determine necessary 
versus unnecessary transfers; 

Reducing individual institutional discretion in recommending/approving 
trans fers; and 

Developing procedures to determine short- and long-range bedspace, 
security and program needs. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 

This final report represents the findings and recommendations of a two-phase 
study of the Missouri Division of Adult Institutions (formerly Division of Correc
tions) Classification System. 

o Chapter I describes the origin of the study, provides an overview on 
offender classification and assessment, describes classification approaches 
nationally and in Missouri, and presents an analysis of contemporary trends 
in offender classification ranging from the use of objective classification 
instruments to computerized inmate assignment systems; 

o 

e 

In Chapter II, CSG 1 s approach to conducting the study and the methodology 
for collecting and analyzing the data are presented; 

Chapter III reviews the goals and objectives of the Missouri Correctional 
System and prioritizes them as they are employed and rated by Division 
staff; 

Chapters IV and V delineate the various classification procedures and 
techniques uti lized by the Division during initial diagnostic and insti
tutional classification proceedings; 

In Chapter VI, CSG reviews the need for a more comprehensive central 
office classification authority; 

Chapter VII is devoted to an assessment of female classification as carried 
out at the Renz Correctional Center; 

In Chapter VI I I, CSG reviews the classification of special manag~ment 
inmates such as protective custody cases and the psychologically disturbed; 

The capabilities of Division institutions to manage inmates and a staff 
produced profi Ie of inmates at each MDOC facil ity are the subjects of 
Chapter IX; 

Chapter X includes a detai led analysis of classification decision-making 
in the Division as it pertains to security and custody determination. It 
also focuses on the adequacy of the present classification system in 
determining an inmate's security status. 
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o T~e Divisi~n's approach to insti~utional assignment of inmates is briefly 
discussed III Chapter XI. The primary purpose of this chapter is to intro
duce a new system for performing this fUnction known as the Correctional 
Classification Profile (CCP); 

Finally, the various staffing issues in classification, particularly those 
concerning personnel needs, are addressed in Chapter XI I. 

An analysis of the security and custody capabi lities of each DOC institution 
and their implications for improvement of the classification system are included 
in a separate report entitled Missouri Correctional Facil ity Analysis. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

. In.writing this evaluation report, CSG has endeavored to develop a document 
which WI I I ~e usefu~ to the ~issouri Division of Corrections by including suggestions 
and.s~rategles for Implementing the recommendations set forth within this report. In 
addition, CSG has prepared a document which we believe wi I 1 be meaningful to persons 
a~d groups o~tside the Div~sion. Therefore, CSG recommends the reader carefully re
v~ew the entIre document, In order to obtain a complete understanding of the opera
tl~n of the Missouri classification system and CSG's findings and recommendations. 
Whl Ie the Executive Summary presents CSG's major recommendations the detailed find
ing~, rational 7, and, implementation strategies can only be fully'understood if the 
entire report IS reViewed. 

Prior to presenting the major recommendations, CSG believes it is important to 
e1aborate on what classification can and cannot do for correctional systems and to 
elaborate on the need for a central ized classification system. 

What Classification Can Do 

o 

Classification contributes to the orderly operation of a prison system. 

Classification helps to carry out the mission and goals of the de
partment through implementation of classification policy and proce
dures. 

Cus~o~y, institutional transfer, and community program eligibility 
deCISions can be made through systematic coordination of information 
between the institution and central office levels, rather than in a 
vacuum. 

An efficient classification system enables impartial, consistent, and 
equitable placements. 

A classification system consists of written pol icies and procedures, 
understood by staff and inmates, that structure -- not eliminate -
discretion by using objectively derived behavioral factors that logi
cally relate to the decision being made, and by adhering to a method 
to override or alter the classification decision, provided that ade
quate and explicit reasons are written to justify this action. 

Classification determines the appropriate security/custody level for 
each inmate, thus decreasing the likelihood of staff and inmate abuse, 
fear, violence, litigation and the like. 
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Classification is the most efficient method for identification of 
inmates' educational, vocational, and other need areas. 

Classification is a prerequisite to the rational allocation of whatever 
opeortunities and resources exist within a system and its institutions. 

Classification is an indispensable tool for coherent fac~lity, pro
gram, budget, and staff planning, because it utilizes the specific 
needs and characteristics of the inmate population as a basis for 
system-wide planning. In a time when already 1 imited pr,ogram resour
ces are diminishing, classification is viewed as the most: efficient 
way to ~l locate those resources and achieve the best possible delivery 
of services and opportunity for rehabil itation. 

C~a~sification is essential to effectuate important constitutional rights. 
Simi larly, an inadequate classification system is a major contributor to 
unconstitutional conditions. Classification is seen by the courts as a 
means to guarantee: 

The right to be reasonably protected from assault and the constant 
fear of violence; 

The right to be free from "deliberate indifference" to medical needs, 
and therefore to receive mini!llally adequate medical and psychiatric 
t rea tmen t; 

The right not to be housed in an institution where the conditions of 
confinement violate the constitutional prohibition against cruel and 
unusual punishment. 

What Classification Cannot Do 

At a ti~e when classification is expected to serve as the key process to solving 
many of the problems facing corrections, it is important to examine its fUnctions 
carefully and realistically. While classification is essential in order to meet 
ma~y c~rrectional goals, it is important to note that there are several significant 
objectives that the classification system alone will not be able to achieve. 

Classification cannot end prison overcrowdin[ 

. Nati~nal statistics generally show that sentences are getting longer and 
prison populations are increasing. Classification per se cannot change these trends. 
However, classification can assist administrators to use existing facilities to their 
best advantage -- a very important function when they are overcrowded. In some in
stances faci lities ca~ be adapted to meet the population's needs vlithout major con
structi~n. Classification can also give information about the current and projected 
populatIOn ma:,eup that will aid in facility and program planning to reduce over
crowding. In the recent past, this type of information has usually led to greater 
development of community-based facilities, rather than building of maximum security 
~risons. Nevertheless, for systems facing a crisis of overcrowding, it is especially 
Important to recognize that classification offers no magic answer to reducing the 
actual census. 
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Classification cannot eliminate prison violence 

The factors that affect violence in correctional institutions are numerous 
and have a complex interplay. Research has had 1 ittle measurable success in isolat
ing any single factor or set of factors that indicates a direct cause and effect rela 
tionship. Effective classification may, however, influence many of the factors as
sociated with violence: the lack of understanding by and participation in the classi 
fication process by the prisoner, resulting in anger and frustration about the per
ceived arbitrariness of classification decisions; separation of predatory inmates 
from victims; assignment of severely disturbed inmates to proper facil itiesj separa
tion of rival gang members, etc. Further, giving the inmate the means of personal 
contact with a classification staff member may prevent his acting out. 

Classification cannot end prison escapes 

Classification systems cannot predict escape potential accurately, although 
some successes have been reported. One persistent problem in some states is that 
when miminum security faci lities are overcrowded and lack programs, the attendant 
pressures result in some escapes, even though the assignment to minimum custody 
supervision may be correct. 

THE NEED FOR CENTRALIZED CLASSIFICATION 

In 1959, when the Missouri General Assembly passed legislation creating a central 
reception center, the MDOC was essentially operating three institutions, the Missouri 
State Penitentiary and two satellite facilities, the Missouri Intermediate Reforma
tory for youthful offenders and a unit for female offenders. The total inmate popu
lation was less than 3,500. Twenty-two years later, in 1981, the MDOC operates ten 
faci 1 ities with another scheduled to open in early 1982. The total MDOC inma~e popu
lation has doubled since then. The Division first established a team classification 
program in the mid-1970's but the authority for inter-institutional transfers re
mained with the Director of Classification and Assignment who also directed the opera 
tion of the state's diagnostic center. 

OVer the years, the lack of a central classification authority led to a frag
mented, inconsistent classification system that was rooted in institutional autonomy. 
Institutional administrators were responsible for managing their institutions and 
given the lack of direction provided by Division pol icy (Rules) operated their insti
tution according to their personal management phi losophies which included the classi
fication component of the institution. 

As long as Missouri operated a small correctional system (in terms of inmate 
population) with a limited number of assignment and transfer options this type of 
system met the Divisionis needs. t1issouri, however, no longer maintains a small 
correctional system. With a total of ten facil ities to manage and an inmate population 
in excess of 6,000 (November 11, 1981) the MDOC can no longer afford to operate a 
decentralized system of classification. The consequences include unacceptable num
bers of inappropriate inmate assignments, increased numbers of inmate assaults on 
staff and other inmates, escapes and escape attempts and generally volati Ie confine-
ment conditions. 

Correctional Services Group xi 



f 

I 

f 
I 

f 

L 
[ 

" 

.--~---

Classification is the most efficient method for identification of 
inmates' educational, vocational, and other need areas. 

Classification is a prerequisite to the rational allocation of whatever 
opportunities and resources exist within a system and its institutions. 

Classification is an indispensable tool for coherent facility, pro
gram, budget, and staff planning, because it util izes the specific 
needs and characteristics of the inmate population as a basis for 
system-wide planning. In a time when already I imited program resour
ces are diminishing, classification is viewed as the most efficient 
way to al locate those resources and achieve the best possible delivery 
of services and opportunity for rehabil itation. 

c~a~sification. is essential to effectuate important constitutional rights. 
Simi larly, an Inadequate classification system is a major contributor to 
unconstitutional conditions. Classification is seen by the courts as a 
means to guarantee: 

The right to be reasonably protected from assault and the constant 
fear of violence; 

The right to be free from "del iberate indifference" to medical needs, 
and therefore to receive minimally adequate medical and psychiatric 
treatmentj 

The right not to be housed in an institution where the conditions of 
confinement violate the constitutional prohibition against cruel and 
unusual punishment. 

What Classification Cannot Do 

At a time when classification is expected to serve as the key process to solving 
many of the problems facing corrections, it is important to examine Its functions 
carefully and realistically. While classification is essential in order to meet 
ma~y c~rrectional goals, it is important to note that there are several significant 
objectives that the classification system alone will not be able to achieve. 

Classification cannot end prison overcrowding 

. Nati~nal statistics generally show that sentences are getting longer and 
prison populations are increasing. Classification per se cannot change these trends. 
However, classification can assist administrators to use existing faci I ities to their 
best advantage -- a very important function when they are overcrowded. In some in
stances faci lities can be adapted to meet the population's needs without major con
struction. Classification can also give information about the current and projected 
popul~tion ma~eup that wi! I aid in facil ity and program planning to reduce over
crowding. In the recent pa~t, this type of information has usually led to greater 
de~elopment of community-based faci lities, rather than building of maximum security 
~rlsons. Nevertheless, for systems facing a crisis of overcrowding, it is especially 
Important to recognize that classification offers no magic answer to reducing the 
actual census. 
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Classification cannot eliminate prison violence 

The factors that affect violence in correctional institutions are numerous 
and have a complex interplay. Research has had little measurable success in isolat
ing any single factor or set of factors that indicates a direct cause and effect rela 
tionship. Effective classification may, however, influence many of the factors as
sociated with violence: the lack of understanding by and participation in the classi 
fication process by the prisoner, resulting in anger and frustration about the per
ceived arbitrariness of classification decisions; separation of predatory inmates 
from victims; assignment of severely disturbed inmates to proper facilities; separa
tion of rival gang members, etc. Further, giving the inmate the means of personal 
contact with a classification staff member may prevent his acting out. 

Classification cannot end erison escapes 

Classification systems cannot predict escape potential accurately, although 
some successes have been reported. One persistent problem in some states is tllat 
when miminum security faci lities are overcrowded and lack programs, the attendant 
pressures result in some escapes, even though the assignment to minimum custody 
supervision may be correct. 

THE NEED FOR CENTRALIZED' ClASSIFICATION 

In 1959, when the Missouri General Assembly passed legislation creating a central 
reception center, the MDOC was essentially operating three institutions, the Missouri 
State Penitentiary and two satellite facilities, the Missouri Intermediate Reforma
tory for youthful offenders and a unit for female offenders. The total inmate popu
lation was less than 3,500. Twenty-two years later, in 1981, the MDOC operates ten 
faci I ities with another scheduled to open in early 1982. The total MDOC inma~e popu
lation has doubledsincethen. The Division first established a team classification 
program in the mid-1970's but the authority for inter-institutional transfers re
mained witb the Director of Classification and Assignment who also directed the opera 
tion of the state'~ diagnostic center. 

Over the years, the lack of a central classification authority led to a frag
mented, inconsistent classification system that was rooted in institutional autonomy. 
Institutional administrators were responsible for managing their institutions and 
given the lack of direction provided by Division pol icy (Rules) operated their insti
tution according to their personal management philosophies which included the classi
fication component of the institution. 

As long as Missouri operated a small correctional system (in terms of inmate 
population) with a I imited number of assignment and transfer options this type of 
system met the DivisionIs needs. ~jissouri, however, no longer maintains a small 
correctional system. With a total of ten facilities to manage and an inmate population 
in excess of 6,000 (November 11, 1981) the MDOC can no longer afford to operate a 
decentral ized system of classification. The consequences include unacceptable num
bers of inappropriate inmate assignments, increased numbers of inmate assaults on 
staff and other inmates, escapes and escape attempts and generally volati Ie confine-
ment conditions. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

GENERAL 

There must be a clear definition of the mission and goals of the total 
Missouri Correctional System which can be translated into specific objec
tives for the inmate classification process. The classification objectives 
must be thoroughly defined and understandable by both staff and inmates. 
Further, these objectives must be assigned a high priority to provide 
direction to staff in fulfill ing the Divisionis various mandates; 

Real istic projections of future MDOC staff and inmate treatment program 
needs are dependent upon a comprehensive survey of the entire MDOC inmate 
population to determine characteristics of the inmate population and 
specific treatment needs. The results of such a survey should be used to 
determine: 

Number of treatment and custody staff needed for each facility; 

Nature and extent of treatment programs t,hat should be provided by 
the MDOC to be responsive to the needs of the inmate population; 

Specialized treatment staff positions that should be developed using 
current classification personnel i 

Pre-release orientation and counsel ing needs; and, 

Post-incarceration resources that should be provided by the community. 

Concerning the previous recommendation, the Division should conduct com- , 
prehensive evaluation of all inmate programs and services. The goal of 
this evaluation should be to determine which programs are meeting their 
stated objectives, which should be discontinued, and in specific, assessing 
the effectiveness and efficiency of each program; 

The proposed classification system should serve as the cornerstone for 
planning within the Division, particularly in determining the number and 
type of new correctional facilities. 

INITIAL CLASSIFICATION 

Control of MDOC intake should be shifted from the community jurisdictions to the 
Division of Corrections. The MDOC should implement a priority intake system 
based upon the needs of the Division, the committing county and the individual 
offender; 

The MDDC should establ ish a comprehensive orientation program for newly-received 
inmates who are undergoing initial reception and diagnosis; 

Historical criminal, social, psychological and other information necessary to 
the effective initial classification of new offenders shOUld be supplied to the 
Classification and Assignment Unit by committing jurisdictions and other state 
and private agencies possessing relevant data at the time an offender is formal
ly admitted to the MODe. 

Correctional Services Group xi i 

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

·1· 
" 

I~ 

An offender-based records and Information system should be developed by the MDOC 
to provide timely and accurate information critical for administrative and opera 
tional decision-makIng; 

The classification and assignment process should focus on identifying incoming 
offenders who need in-depth evaluation and classifying all offenders util izing 
~h7 ~orrectional Classification Profile. To accomplish these objectives, the 
InItIal .:eceptlon and classification process must be expanded to at least a two 
week perIod for normal needs inmates and four weeks for those with special 
management concerns; 

A new reception and classification center should be constructed in the Columbia
jefferson City area. The design capacity of the faci lity should be from 280 to 
320 single cell units. Additional beds should be added in the form of a mental 
hea I th un it. 

The Classification and Assignment Unit should employ a testing battery consist
ing of: an intell igence measurej and achievement measurej a personal ity test; 
and a clinical questionnairej 

The Division should implement a Mutual Agre~ment Program (MAP) or simi lar con
tract parole program to operational ize the Divisions's commitment to personal
ized planning. 

The Classification and Assignment Unit should develop and then operationalize 
a team approach to initial classificationj and, 

The Classification and Assignment Unit should manage its own vehicles for pur
poses of inmate transfer to receiving institutions. 

INSTITUTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

The Classification pol icies and procedures employed by MODe classification staff 
should be modified to reflect the recommendations contained in this report. 
This action is necessary in order to establ ish a bonafide classification system, 
to ensure that classification services are delivered to inmates in a consistent
ly professional manner, to guarantee that the needs of the inmate, the Division 
and the public are given adequate consideration during all classification deli
berations; and to standardize classification practices in al I MDOC facil ities. 

The MDOC Rules governing classification must be reorganized and rewritten to 
reflect classification pol icies and procedures adopted or revised as a result 
of this evaluation and to provide: 

Division-sanctioned objectives and priorities; 

Standard operating procedures for institutional staff to follow; 

Objective criteria upon which to base security and custody level assign
ments, and program and service requirements; and, 

The basis for a classification manual that would provide a consistent 
framework for classification decision-making and the day-to-day operations 
of the Divis.ion's classification staff. 
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CLASSIFICATION MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 

The following staff should be added to the Classification and Assignment Unit: 

A Director of the Reception and Classification Unit; 

A Cl inical Psychologist (Ph.D.) level; 

A psychometrician; 

A Caseworker Ii 

A male Clerk Typist I (Reception Area); 

Three Correctional Officer I IS (supervision of inmate movement); 

Additional institutional casework staff and classification support personnel 
are needed to meet personnel requirements of the MDOC Classification (and 
treatment) system. Most importantly, an additional 20 new caseworkers are 
warranted throughout the Division. 

Forty hours of formal inservice as weI I as 40 hours of preservice training pro
grams for classification staff are needed to ensure the consistent appl ication 
of MDOC classification policies, procedures and criteria. 

Structured on-the-job training should be provided consistent with the identified 
needs of current classification staff and casework supervisors. 

Correctional officers and other nonclassification staff who participate in 
classification team hearings on a regular or intermittent basis should be re
quired to complete 4p hours of formal classification training. 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT INMATES 

Providing for the needs of special management inmates should be afforded a 
higher priority by the MDOC and the State of Missouri. Specific recommendations 
include: 

The needs of protective custody inmates should be met through the conver
sion of an existing, or construction of a new MDOC facility which would be 
used solely as a protective custody unit; 

Prior to the establ ishment of a separ~te rr0te~tive custody faci lity, the 
Division should provide improved programming for the inmates now assigned 
the major protective custody units at MSP, MTCM, MIR and CMCC; 

A centralized multipurpose unit is needed to provide for the special manage 
ment and treatment needs of the MDOC inmates who have chronic mental pro
blems or who require stabil ization before being transferred back to a 
maintaining institution; 

The mental health care needs of female offenders are similar to those 
described for male inmates. However, the relative percentage of female 
offenders who require psychological/psychiatric intervention is much 
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• The basic Personal ized Plan developed during initial classification should be 
refined and implemented by institutional classification staff. 

Standard MDOC forms should be developed for every institution to provide for 
the consistent collection and dissemination of classification of information. 

The state-of-the-art in formulating objective scales for determining the securi
ty and custody needs of female offenders is in its infancy. Therefore, the 
Correctional Classification Profile proposed in this report should not dictate 
the assignments of female inmates within the Renz faci lity. The profile should 
be used, however, for monitoring and evaluation purposes and to gather informa
tion with which to structure an objective decision-making guidel ine. 

CENTRAL OFFICE CLASSIFICATION 

A change in MDOC policy, from a decentralized classification system to a 
centralized classification system is necessary. Specifically: 

A central classification authority should be establ ished to monitor the 
classification decision-making process ~nd to provide feedback for the 
improvement of these decisions; 

The Central Classification Authority should provide for the maximum review 
of classification decisions that pose a risk to the publ ic; 

The authority and responsibil ities of the Director of Classification and 
Assignment should be expanded to include responsibil ity for the operation 
of the entire classification system; 

Population management should be a primary responsibi lity of the Central 
Classification Authority. To accompl ish this objective, a representative 
of the Central Authority should participate in all initial classification 
hearings; and, 

Final authority for all initial assignments, interinstitutional transfers, 
and changes in publ ic risk (security) scores should be delegated to the 
Director of Classification and Assignment. 

The Central Classification Authority should be administered by the Director of 
Classification and Assignment and be comprised of the following staff positions: 

Security/custody Coordinator; 

Community Leave Coordinator; 

Population Management Coordinator; and, 

Programs/Services Coordinator. 
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higher. A specialized unit or facil ity is needed to provide these ser
vices; and, 

The Division should develop a more objective system for determining the 
assignment of behavioral problem inmates to administrative segregation; 

A special needs assessment program should be developed at the Classifica
tion and Assignment Unit to identify and recommend programming for new 
inmates who staff anticipate wi 11 have a difficult time in adjusting to 
eonf i nement. 

SECURITY/CUSTODY DECISION-MAKING 

Inmates should be classified to the least restrictive custody level required to 
protect the public, staff and other inmates; 

The present one-level custody definition system should be revamped to include 
two levels; security or publ ic risk and custody or institutional risk. Security 
level is defined as the type of physical environment an inmate must be placed 
in to protect the publ ie, staff, other inmates and himself whi Ie custody level 
refers to the amount and type of supervision the inmate's past and/or present 
behavior requires. 

An objective security/custody determination instrument should be employed to 
provide staff direction and information relative to the inmate's likel ihood 
to be violent while confined and propensity to escape. 

The present emphasis the Division now placei on an inmate's length of sentence 
and age should be reduced in determining an inmate's custody level and insti
tutional assignment. Increased emphasis should be afforded history of violence, 
nature of the present offense and history of escape. 

Due the high incidence of violations committed by these individuals, the Divi
sion should provide considerable attention to the selection criteria and pro
cedures employed for assigning inmates to pre-release who have alcohol and/or 
drug abuse histories, long-term community instabil ity patterns, and serious 
institutional adjustment problems; 

Some inmates should be placed in community centers (honor centers and halfway 
houses) for less than the current six month assignment period as they wil I be 
unable to affect a lon~-term adjustment to the problems associated witt' ~uch a 
"half-free" status. 

Inmates shbuld be selected for participation in a community correctional program 
primari lyon their Public and Institutional Risk scores. 

Finally, CSG recommends that the Division consider the direct transfer of qual i
fied inmates from the Classification and Assignment Unit to Pre-release. 
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I NST I TUT I ONAl ASS I.~ENT DEC I S I ON-MAK I NG 

Assignment of inmates t . . . h 
o ~nstlt.utlon.s s ould be based on the most outstanding need of the inmate in t h h conJunc Ion Wit t e capabil ities of the institutions; 

A structured instrument, the Correctional Classification Profi Ie (CCp) 
be employed to prioritize an . , d ' should 
factors: Inmate s nee s which include the following nine 

Medical and Health Care 
Mental Health-Care 
Security/public Risk 
Custody/Institutional Risk 
Trea tmen t 
Educat ion 
Vocational Training 
Work Sk i 1-1 s 
PrOXimity to Release Residence/Fami Iy Ties 

The Correctional Classification Profile should be uti I ized throughout an inmate's 
:=~!=~c~ to both.m~n!tor his or her progress relative to the nine factors and to 

~d he cahpab~ I I t~es ?f each MDOC institution with respect to the inmate's 
nee s at eac pO-lnt In hiS or her confinement. . 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

A. Background of the Pr?jec~ 

On August 12, 1981, the Slate of Missouri awarded a contract to Correc
tional Services Group, Inc., (CSG) to analyze the DiVision of Correction's 
(DOC) classification system. Numerous events led up to the award of this 
project. 

Most notably, in August 1979 two serious incidents--an inmate escaped 
from a medium security institution and committed a "serious sexual assault and 
an inmate of the maximum security institutioil murdered a correctional of
ficer--prompted the media and member~s of the general publ ic to attack the 
decision-making criteria employed by DOC classification staff. In addition, 
overcrowding and court intervention have seriously impacted the Division's 
ability to successfully manage Its inmate population. One court order placed 
a limit on the number of inmates that can be housed in the Diagnostic Unit 
(Housing Unit #1) the other suit involves the death of an inmate who testified 
against another inmate in the Missouri system. This suit has led to a 
number of drast j c changes in the DOC pol i ci es and procedures gevern i ng pro
tective custody inmates. Other changes within the past ten years that have 
significantly impacted the Division's classification system include: 

The opening of new facilitiesj 
The transformation of satellite institutions into autonomous 
ti es j 

faci I i-

The expansion of protective custody units; 
The increase in program offeringsj and 
The initiation of the Half-Way House Program. 

In late 1979, Missouri DOC officials obtained a technical assistance 
grant from the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) to conduct a preliminary 
evaluation of its classification system. CSG staff member~ Robert BuchClnan 
was selected by the Division to perform this evaillation. NIC was favorably 
impressed not only with the evaluation recommendcllions, but also with the Di
vision's commitment to improving its system. As a result, NIC awarded a 
grant to the state to complete a comprehensive analysis. Correctional Services 
Group was selected through competitive bid to perform this analysis. 

B. Introduction to Classification 

The mandat(~ of corrections is to manage th~! offender' from Ille limt' of 
his conviction to the time of his release from all legal supervision. Within 
the constraillts imposed by a state's statutes, the sentences imposed by its 
judges, and the reSources it prOVides, there are numerous Cllter'n,lli\"("::o. 
Whenever practicable and feasible, the choice that mcel~ the: needs of tile of
fender, the correctional system, and the public should be made. Classifica
tion provides a mechanism for achieving this objective. 

There are numerous advan tages 
an effect i ve cl assifica t ion process. 
marized below: 
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1. Classification permits a more efficient and systematic analysis of 
individual inmate needs. Standardized processing of inmates based upon 
sound classification principles responds to the administration's need for in
ma te managemen t as well as the need for the system to uti I i ze its, I imi ted re
sources in an appropri a te manner. Further, a standard i zed c I a.:.:.si fi ca t ion 
procedure facilitates later research and evaluation that can be used to up
grade programs and services. 

2. Effective classification permits a better communication flow through 
the correctional continuum--Including inmate, custody staff, treatment slaff, 
administrative staff, and even to the public. FLlrther, an objective basis 
for classification decisions is more readily communicable to, and understood 
by, pub I ic and poli t I ca I sectors who are concerned with how programs and 
custody determinations are made. 

3. Another advantiJge to cl ass; fi ca t ion is tha tit pr'OV i des a method 
for implementing the overall goals and mission of the correctional agency. 
Likewise, the agency can monitol~ and evaluate its effectiveness in reaching 
its goals. 

4. Good classification, based upon fairness and objectivity, en-
courages systematic, specific and consistent responses to institutional behav
ior. Thus, the inmate is more likely to perceive a logic and predictability 
in this system that otherwise may appear reactive, criSis-oriented, subjective 
or arbitrary, 

5. Classification promotes an effective and orderly relationship be-
tween areas of correctional decision-making that have traditionally been ad
dressed, at least somewhat, independently. In other words, it clarifies, for 
correctional staff, the inmates, and the public, the relationships among insli
tutione.1 behavior, custody changes, institutional tr~ansfers and community pro
gram participation. 

6. Effective classification helps the corrt"r:lional agency to balance 
the needs of the agency with those of each instittJtion, the individual inmate 
and the public. Considerations weighed during CIC:lssification decision-rnaking 
include: 

a. The system's security resoueces (e.g., nllmber of beds avail
able at the different institutions); 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

L Correctional 

The system's programs and staff resource;.; and ava i I nb iii ty i 

Tt1e individual institution's need for order and security; 

The institution's need for institutionol maintenance: 

The inmate's program and service nt'cdsj 

The distribution of security need'-, evidenced by the inmate 
popul a tion; 

The pub lie I s concern and need to be protec ted aga i nSI crim i
nal behavior through length of incarceration, prevention of 
escape, and successful reintegration strall:giesj 
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h. The media's concern about public protection, prison condi
tions, etc. j and 

i. The courts' concern about conditions of confinement, cor
rectional practices and prisoner rights. 

7. Objective classification decision-making has a distinct advantage 
over arbitrary decisions in the area of pre-release, honor center, or hEllf-way 
house assi gnmen t. Many pri son systems are curren t I y overcrowded and des
pera tel y need to accuratel y i den t ify i nma tes who are appl~opri a te candi da tes 
for' pre-release ,and community placement. Objective classification can ad
dress immediate system needs, as well as generate accurate data upon which 
to project future security and facility needs. 

8. Classification promotes effective pooling of knowledge about indivi-
dual offenders. Important information about inmates may come from the in
mates themselves, the correctional officers who supervise them on a daily 
basis, program supervisors, past records and treatment staff (psychologists, 
educators, counselors, medical staff, etc.). Classification ensures this in
formation is given adequate consideration and that important decisions are 
not reached based upon inaccurate or incomplete information. 

C C T d ' CI 'f' , 1 • on temporary ren s In assl tcatlon 

At the present time in the United States, there is a decided shift in 
classification away from subjective judgements toward the employment of stan
dardized instruments. Many of the states currently using standardized in
strumen ts ci ted court pressures and overcrowdi ng pl~ob I ems as thei r pri mary 
motivation for developing new models and guidelines, The expectation is that 
these guidelines will reduce the possibility that the courts will find institu
tional or program assignments unconstitutional Ol~ arbitrary, as well as pr'o
vide a defense against public criticism concerning the necessary assignment 
deci s ions dicta ted by overcrowded condi t ions and cow'l manda tes, 

One of the basic considerations in developing an objective classification 
system is the choice of clinical versus actual'ial data for decision-making 
purposes. Briefly, the clinical method is characterized by the appliCation 
of some level of human (subjective) judgement to a case. The ac{uRrial 
method is characterized by the mechanical application of statistically-der'ived 
ratings thaI summarize such data as past behavior for purposes of predicting 
future behavior. Still other classifica,tion models utilize a combination of 
these approaches. For examp Ie, the newer ap[1roaches general I y use the 
actuarial approach as a foundation in considering a number of fix("d factors 
that, on the average, will predict model outcome. However, clinical cli1~-:;ifi
cation methods can be used to identify and evaluate mitigating or aggravating 
circumstances thaL may suggest a classification decision that deviates fr'orTl 
that suggested by a purely actuarial appr'oach. 

One important conceptual framework currently being used in classifica
tion is based upon a decision tree model. For these models, independent 
vari ab I es frequen t I y associ a ted w j th recl d i vi sm, escape or unfavorab lei nst i
tutional adjustment are paired with dependent variables. The Florida clas-

L This section was summarized from an unpublished report by Brad Fisher 
entitled, Classification ·Evaluation and Guidelines (1980). 

Correctional Services Group 3 

J ~-

) 
1 • 

;) 
oJ. ... __ 

-1 .. 

sificQtion system uses a decision tree model based on the initial identifica
tion of factors considered to be important in making classification decisions. 
The system was developed using Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM) which 
is a computer-aided technique for generating a contextual map, or "struc
tured model" of a complex issue. 

According to the model, the initial and most important question would 
be whether the inmate was diagnosed as "actively psychotic." If the answer 
to this question is yes, the inmate is immediately assigned to maximum 
custody. However, if the answer is no, then the scorer moves on to the next 
element of the decision tree which relates to the inmate's history of inten
tional violence. The score on this and subsequent categories define the ap
propriate custody assignment for that particular inmate. 

Another approach used for classification in several states is termed the 
I'Cowden Risk Screen i ng Needs Assessmen t. II Th i s approach, in it i a II y deve loped 
for the Wisconsin prison system, is based on rating schedules that provide 
information about both risk screening and general needs Elssessment. This 
format has continued to evolve and variations hRve been used in such states 
as New Mexico and Rhode Island. 

One of the most recent innovations in classification security and custody 
designation is a dual scoring system that incar'porates the concepts of insti
tutional and public risk--the first is scored for institutional violence po
tential and the latter for perceived threat to the community (combined into 
a third overall security score). This system was initially developed by New 
York in 1978 and is being modified for implementation in Maryland, Penn
sylvania, West Virginia and Arkansas by Correctional Services Group, Inc. 

The rationale for this model is that inmates vary widely in terms of 
institutional and public threat potential. Some prisoners may pose a r'e
latively low risk to the outside community, yet have a history of assaultive 
institutional behavior. Other prisoners manifest excellent institutional adjust
ment, yet when exposed to the community they commit repeated violent acts. 
With this knowledge and the appropriate institutional security designations, 
classitication staff can determine the levels of perimeter control and custody 
(supervision) required for each inmate. 

A primary advantage of this type of approach is that it oermits a more 
~pecific pairing of a system's institutional security levels with the differen
tial custody needs of the individual (i.e., inner cell security and ('lose 
supervision for the adjustment problem with perimeter security emphasized for 
the public risl-<-only inmate). 

This brief overview of contemporary trends in classification illu::tr'alcs 
the diverse options that are available to a correctionRI systC'rn that wishes 
to improve its classification orocess through the adoption of murt'! standar'dizC'd 
object i ve prucedures. 
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CHAPTER TWO: STUDY APPROACH 

Correctional Services Group 
obtain the information necessary 
Corrections' classification system. 

(CSG) employed a variety of approaches to 
to assess the adequacy of the Division of 
These approaches are summarized below: 

A. Appointment of a Classification Advisory CommitteE! 

During the first phase of the project, an Advisory 
pointed by the Director's Office to both oversee the conduct 
to provide direction concerning the focus of the evaluation. 
tee members represented thE' following Division components: 

Central Office; 
Classification and Assignment Unit; 
Institutional Administration; and 
Casework. 

Commi t tee was ap
of the project and 

Advisory Commit-

The first Advisory Committee meeting was held on August 6, 1980. 
agenda included: 

The 

Introduction of CSG Project Staff; 
Role of Adv i sory Comm i ttee; 
Background of the Study; 
Summary of the Preliminary Evaluation; 
Goals and Objectives of the Study; 
Review of the Project Work Plan; 
Review of Classification Objectives; 
Discussion of Risk Assessment; and 
Analysis of Custody Decision Mechanisms. 

Thereafter, CSG staff met with the Advisory Committee bimonthly until 
the completion of Phase I of the eval~ation. 

Not only did the Advisory Committee, as a whole, provide valuable as
si stance throughou t the course of the project, each i nd i v i dua I Comm it tee mem
ber provided invaluable information relative to the impact of their individual 
operations on the classification system. 

B. Development of a Classification Liaison Committee 

Durin9 Phase II of the proj.ect, a liaison group, composed of DOC clas
sification staff, was established. This group represented all DOC facilities 
and was instrumental in disseminating and collecting staff questionnaires. 
Committee members were also contacted, when necessary, to provide additional 
information concerning classification policies and procedures at their r'espec
tive institutions. 
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C. Review of MDOC Classification Documents and Supporting Information 

During the course of the evaluation, CSG staff performed an extensive 
review of numerous documents which either directly or indirectly· related to 
the process of offender classification in Missouri. This information included: 

Pol icies/Procedures 

Pertinent MDOC Rules; 
Transfer of Sex Offenders; 
Assignment to Temporary and/or Initial Protective Custody; 
I nst i tut i ona I Transfer Cri teri a (6/25/80); 
Classification and Treatment Objectives and Goals (SCPRC); 
Disciplinary Guidelines for SCPRC; 
Information Packet for Ozark Correctional Center; 
KC Honor Center Handbook; 
Revision of Division Rule 20-110.140: Institutional Transfers. 

Classification Forms/Documents 

Personalized Plan - Worksheets; 
Classification Forms; 
MDOC I nma Ie F i I es; 
Diagnostic Test Instruments; 
Institutional Program Descriptions. 

Lega I Documen ts 

Missouri Criminal Codej 
Burks, et al. vs. Walsh, et al. 

Other Rei evan t MDOC Reports/Documen ts 

Monthly Statistical Reports (1977 - 1980) j 
Annual Statistical Reports (FY77 - FY80); 
Number of Assau I ts Wi th i n MDOC Faci lit i es Last Three Years 
(dated 6/16/80); 
Week I y Progress Meet i ng Notes (SCPRC) j 
Job Descriptions 

Corrections Casework Supervisor, 
Correct ions Caseworker I; 

Internal Reports on the Impact of the Court Or~dcr on the Diagnos-
tic Uni tj 
Biennial Report (1979-80); 

in Missouri: Evaluation of an I n-Funcl iona I Un i t Managemen t 
nova t i ve Pri son Managemen t 
Evaluation Project, University 
1980) . 

Model. Final Report Correctional 
of Missouri - St. Louis {December 

D. Conduct of Classification Staff Workshops 

During August 
sification staff from 

1981, CSG conducted two day-long workshops with clas
the Divisionis ten institutions. A total of 97 DOC staff 

Correctional Sentices Group 6 



r 
r 

J 

1 

i 
L 

[ 

[ 

t 
[ 

,------

were in attendance at these workshops. 
threefold: 

The purpose of these meet i ngs was 

1. To acquaint DOC classification staff, particularly, to the study 
and to obtain their support and cooperation; 

2. To identify the objectives of classification, as viewed by clas
sification staff; and 

3. To identify the problems classification staff face 
mance of their classification responsibilities and 
sible strategies for resolving these problems. 

in the perfor
to deve I op pos-

The results of these two workshops were used to develop the question
naires that were disseminated during September and to guide further inquiry 
into the workings of the Missouri classification system. 

During the first phase of the project, prel iminary interviews were con
ducted with DOC administrative and institutional staff. These unstructured 
interviews were conducted to elicit individual perceptions of the classification 
process and its shortcomings; to determine individual concerns about the clas
sification system; and to solicit individual ideas about the direction the study 
should take. A secondary objective of these meetings was to introduce CSG 
staff to DOC personnel and to identify additional sources of classification in
formation, both from documents and through additional staff interviews. 

E. Conduct of Staff and Inmate Interviews 1 

Approximately 40 personal interviews were conducted with DOC staff. 
The number of staff interviewed at each DOC facility/unit was; 

Classification and Assignment Unit 5 
Missouri State Penitentiary 11 
Central Missouri Correctional Center' 6 
Missouri Int'?rmediate Reformatory 5 
Missour'i Training Center~ for Men 5 
Renz Correctional Center 4 
Ozark Correct iona I Cen ter 4 
Kansas Ci ty Honor Center' 

A total of 15 DOC inmates 
of the classification process. 
30 minutes to complete. 

were interviewed to elicit 
Each of these intC'rviews 

their obsel'vations 
tool, approximCltely 

All survey instr'uments and interview schedules utilized for this study 
wi II be made avai lable for review by interested part ies upon request. 
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F. Administration of Survey Instruments 

A significant portion of the classification evaluation was devoted to the 
development and dissemination of comprehensive classification questionnaires 
a.nd the subsequent analysis of these questionnaires. In total, 63 classifica
tIOn staff (63 percent of total classification staff) completed questionnaires· 
41. inmates completed survey instruments; 13 administrators completed question~ 
nalres and caseworkers completed a total of 504 inmate profiles for CSG anal
ysis. A dead file exercise was performed by Diagnostic Unit staff and a 
sample of MSP classification staff to provide CSG with information to make a 
comparative analysis of individual rationales for making initial assignments. 
And, finally, CSG examined the base files of 350 inmates to determine their 
appropriate custody and security assignments based on objective factors. 

G. Observations of Classification Procedures 

DUr'ing both phases of this evaluation, CSG project staff 
witnessed initial and classification team hearings in an effort 
understand how 0 i vision cl assifica t ion pol i ci eS and procedures 
implemented. The following facilities wer-e visited: 

Classification and Assignment Unit; 
Missouri State Penitentiar-y; 
Central Missouri Correctional Centerj 
Missouri Intermediate Reformatory; 
Missouri Training Center for' Men; 
Renz Corr'ectional Center; 
Ozark Correct iona I Cen ter; and 
State Correctional Prerelease Center 

H. Summary of CSG' s Study Approach 

persona II Y 
to better 

are being 

In reviewing the sizeable amount of data and opinions contained in the 
questionnaires, personal interviews and previous reports and studies, CSG 
found the inevitable variability in people's perceptions. However, in Mis
souri, as opposed to CSG findings in other states, staff arerwt as vocC) I in tht~ir

dissatisfaction with the current classification system. This finding is largC'ly 
attributable to the fact that Missouri does not cur,'ently op(:r'ul<2 a cla:"sifit-.:J
lion system per se. Historically, each institution has operated its own 
internal classification system with little interference or guidance from Centl'al 
Office. Until very recently, no real effort was made to stundar'dize clits
sification practices or forms. Classification evolved at eact. institution· its 
configuration dependent upon the unique characteristics of the inmate po~ula
tion; the facility's mission; facility capabiiitiesj staff prejudice, tr'rllrllIlS), 
knowledge; etc. Now, however, there are numerous forces) both from within 
and without the Division that are pressuring the Division to adopt a consis
tent, comprehensive classification system. These include, for example, the 
recent court orders, overcrowding, internal changes in the missions of the 
Division's institutions, public and political pressure and severe moneta,-y con
straints. 
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In summary, our analysis of the classification system does not depend 
upon anyone group of statistics or anyone opinion. Instead, our findings 
and recommendations are based upon overall patterns that emerged from our 
analysis of the classification system. Further, some of our recommendations 
are contrary to the recommendations of correctional staff and/or administra
tors. These recommendations will be identified as such and justification pro
vided for our position. Further, it should be pointed out that the classifica
tion system is only one component of the correctional system and, oS such, 
does not funct ion ina vacuum. There are numerous other opera t ions tha t i m
pact the effectiveness of a corl~ectionalagency. Classification is merely the 
most visible and thus most vUlnerable to scrutiny and criticism. While the 
scope of this project did not permit an in-depth analysis of the entire Mis
souri correctiona I sys tem, we have endeavored to iden t i fy both pas it i ve and 
negative aspects of the present system as they impact the classification 
process. 
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CHAPTER THREE: MISSOURI DOC CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

A. General MDOe Classification Objectives 

To identify the Division of Corrections ' goals and objectives for its 
classification system, the following activities were performed: 

The following documents/reports were reviewed: 

Missouri Division of Corrections Biennial Report (1979-80); 
The Division of Corrections ' rules governing classification; 
and 
Miscellaneous Division-issued memoranda. 

Two separate day-long meetings were held with classification staff 
from each of the DOC facilities. During these meetings staff were 
asked, via a two-step nominal group technique, to identify the 
objectives of a classification system and the obstacles impeding 
the accomplishment of these objectives. 

Advisory Committee members were asked to rank the objectives of 
classification. 

The dual goals of the Division of CDrrections--protection of the public 
and reintegration of the offender--are summat~ized in the following excerpt 
taken from the 1979-1980 Biennial Report: 

The Mission of the Division is to improve public safety by 
return i ng prior offenders to soc i ety as successfu I and product i \Ie 
citizens. To fulfill this goal, the Division prov;des all inmates 
with constructive programs through a system of corr~ectional insti
tutions. Each correctional institution has a specific purpose and 
function to serve in the supervision and rehabilitation of inmates 
and emphasi sin part icu I ar on cons true t i ve programs, thus, 
varies from institution to institution. All institutions, however, 
provide at a minimum: evaluation and classification, educational 
and vocational training, counseling programs, and lJasic services 
relative to medical care, recreation, religion, visiting and in
volvement with community groups. 

Traditionally, security and custody have been the primary goals ar1d 
objectives of correctional systems. Most systeills have rehabilitation or r'e
integration as a secondary goal because security and cuslody comprise tl,0 
primary public mandate to corr·ections. Missouri, howevel', combines the two 
goals by espousing the philosophy that the best way to pl'otect thl? public 
over the long range is by returning prior offender;, to society as successful 
and prod';Jctive citizens. 

Pr~jor to designing a comprehensive classification system, the DOC must 
have clearly defined classification goals and objectives, that is, the func
tions, purposes and priorities of classification as operated by the MDOe. 
These goal sand objecti ves shou I d be rea list i c and unders tan dab Ie to both 
staff and inmates. 
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'Like most correctional systems, the MDOC has done this 
limited basis. The Division I ",' on only a 
explicit expla t' f ru e~ governing classification do include fairlY 

na Ions or why each I 'f' . 
However, no objectives have been d f" c assl 1catlon procedure is necessary. 
been established. It is eSG

' 
de Ined ~nd as a result, no priorities have 

in~ goals ,for upgrading its c~a~~if7~=~70nndJng that thbeutM~~C has ~he foll~w
piled, not In writl.Qh form: program, ese goa s are Im-

Improv~ng cas~l~ad management and efficiency; 
I.mprov I ng declslon-mak i ng accuracy th h 
t I roug the use of an obJ'ec-
Ive c assification instrument d d 

d an stan ardization of Division pro-
ce ures; and 
Attaining eAC accreditation. 

B. Priority Objectives 

As noted previously MDOC t ff 
i ngs ' , s a were asked duri ng the workshop meet-

to Identify what they felt were the objectives of classification. 

After the objectives of classification 
asked to record thei r three b top 0 jectives 

were enumerated, part ic ipa,'\is' were 

this exercise are presented below: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Objective 

Determine Custody Level 
Determi ne Trea tmen t/Program Needs 
Facilitate Rehabilitation 
Reclassify Inmates 
Make Program Assignments 
Develop Personalized Plan 
Protect Pub I ic 
Develop Work Assignments 
Determine Special Needs 
Make Institutional Assignment 
Assess Inmates 
Provide Release Preparation 
Promote Sa t isfactory Adjustrnen t 
Collect/Asses!> Background Information 
Make Work Assi gnmen Is 

Provide Input to Parole Board 
Ma i n ta I n I nrna Ie Records 
Reward Good Adjustment 
Determine Division Needs 
Red~Jce Recidivism 

in priori ty 

Number of 

45 
0 
2 
0 
5 
1 
5 
0 
0 
4 
1 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

order. The r'esults of 

Staff Who Designated 
Rank 

II III Total . -
15 0 60 
14 15 29 
7 4 13 
0 13 13 
0 2 7 
6 0 7 
0 0 5 
5 0 5 
0 5 5 
0 0 4 
2 0 3 
0 0 2 
1 0 2 
1 1 2 
a 2 2 
1 0 1 
1 0 
0 1 
0 
0 

As can be seen from this table I 'f' , 
termination as their i - , " ,c aSSI rcatlOn staff view custOdy de-
staff listed this as t~: ~~;:t responslb~llty. ~ total of 60 MDOe classification 
tion. ' A total of 29 staff jdo;nt7;t~n most Impo,rta~t objective of classifica-
needs of Inmates as th de t~e determl~atlon of lrcatment!progrClm 
sification. Thirteen cl: s,~~on. and thlt~~ most Important objective of clas-

, SSI Icatlon staff lIsted the facilitation of rehabilita-
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tion "as one of the most important obj~ctives of classifh::ation. The objectives 
listed four through seven are closely related to the top three objectives. The 
top objective IIDetermine Custody Level" is actually a sub task of objective 4, 
"Reclassify Inmates," when applied to institutional classification. To reach 
objectives 5 and 6, one must first achieve objective number 2, "Determine 
Trea tmen t/Program Needs. II The re I at ionsh i p between the fi rst and seven th 
objective is obvious, protection of the public is dependent upon accurate as
sessments of the custody and security needs of the MDOC inmate population. 

Staff were also asked to identify the problems that impeded their ability 
to meet the objectives of classification. Their responses were tabulated and 
appear as Table 111-1. 

Interference by institutional administrators and inadequate information 
are the leading problems identified by MDOC staff. These two problems in 
turn lead to the third problem, improperly classified inmates. Several per
sons cited limited institutional alternatives as a problem. that impacted their 
ability to perform classification and 15 staff listed low staff morale as a sig
nificant problem. Problem number 6, ambiguous MDOC guidelines not only 
promotes the improper classification of inmates, but similar to inadequate 
staff training and a lack of staff, may adversely affect staff morale. 

During phase one of the evaluation, Advisory Committee members were 
asked to rank NIC's 34 "model" objectives in terms of their priority for the 
Missouri classification system. The top 12 objectives follow: 

The classification process is directed towar'd: 

Identifying the casual factors underlying each inmate's of
fensej 

Maintaining control of offenders and assuring 
and well-being as well as the safety of the 
staff members and the commun it y a t large; 

their safety 
institutional 

Recomme-nding pl~ograms and acti"ities for inmates according 
to their specific needs and the aVi:Jilability of resources; and 

Developing and recording dati.l necessary for the purposes 
of individual decision-making and long-range program plan
ning. 

Initial classification of inmates new to both the system and the 
institution focuses on: 

Safe and appropriate placements tl,at can accomplish Ihe pur'
poses for which inmates were placed in the correctional sys
tem; and 

Giving new inmates, through an orientation process, an op
portunity to learn about programs avai lable to them, and 
of the level of performance expecteu to gain their release. 

The classification plan includes provisions to deter'mine which in
mates are potentially dangerous, such as those having histories 
of predatory behavior and/or psychologically disturbed, and then 
taking steps to isolate these inmates and offer them appropriate 
pr~grams . 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

TABLE 111-1 

CLASSIFICATION PROBLEMS 

Adm i n is tra t i ve Interference 
I nadequate Information 
Improperly Classified Inmates 
Limited Institutional Alternatives 
Low Staff Morale 
Ambiguous Division Guidelines 
Lack of Staff 
I nadequate Staff Training 
Shortage of I nmate Jobs 
Lack of Inmate Programs/Services 
Lack of Coordination Between Custody and Treatment 
Lack of Funds 
Overcrowding 

Too Much Time Spent on Parole Matters 
Political Pressures (Favoritism) 
Lack of Time to Classify Inmates 
Managing Special Needs Inmates 
Lack of Profess iona I Recogn i t ion 
Fear of Change 

Limit.ed Alternatives to Classification/Discipline 
Nonviolent Offer>ders Treated Differently 
Inadequate Inmate Orientation 
Crisis-Oriented Management Posture of Division 
Outdated Equipment 

Caseworkers Required to Perform Clerit:al Func~ions 
Demands of ACA Accreditation 
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22 
18 
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There is a structure for carrying out the goals and objectives of 
the classification system. 

There is a decentralized system of classification that, depending 
upon the size of the Division and/or the institution, can include 
more than one level of classification team at each unit; there 
should be policy and procedure outlining the membership require
ments of these various classification teams, the scope of their 
authority and responsibilities, type and number of inmate cases 
for which they are responsible, and the frequency with which they 
will hear these cases. 

There is a classification manual/statement that details the Divi
sion's classification and reclassification policies and procedures 
so that all Division employees can execute the classification func
tion in a uniform manner. 

The classification system provides fuli coverage of the entire in
mate population under the jurisidction of the Division. 

There is a recordkeeping system that provides for the collection 
and analysis of classification data and statistics, for use in ad
ministrative policy determination, case decision-making, and also 
for research monitoring purposes. 

There should be a procedure specifying that custody/security risk 
levels arE defined in writing for the entire Division, including 
criteria for each level and requirements pertaining to housing as
signment, freedom of movement, and program assignment. 

Every Institution/facility of the Division provides in writing its 
custody/security level designations, which are consistent with the 
Division's designating policy, but applied to that institution/ 
facility's particular~ physical plant, housing units, and program 
resources. 

All inmates receive an explanation and written material descr~ibing 
the classification process, it contains a listing of the criteria 
used to determine custody/security levels. 

Procedures for processing the transfer of an inmate from one in
stitution to another includes review and approval by the head
quarters classification unit in order to maintain a balanced rtnd 
proper distribution of inmates among the Division's various facili
ties. 

An analysis of these twelve objectives reveals four common themes. 
The most pi'evalent is the need for a classification system that is capable of 
identifying public risk inmates and providing the appropriate custody (,Jlld 
security levels. The second is the need to develop consistent, standardized 
classification policies and procedures on a Division-wide basis. A third is 
t'he need to identify and provide programming for specific inmate needs. ThE:: 
final theme is the need to ensure that all inmates are impacted by the clas
sification system and are familiar with the process and criteria used. 
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C. 'Proposed Objectives 

Classification objectives give direction to classification staff in the 
performance of their daily responsibilities. They provide staff with priorities 
and also provide a foundation for formulating a compl~ehensive, well-defined 
written 3et of classification policies and procedures. This latter point is 
particularly important because MDOC staff describe the current rules as con
tradictory, ambiguous and not uniformly applied. This is in sp,ite of the fact 
that many of the MDOC rules governing classification have been rewritten to 
conform to classification standards promulgated by :')e Commissibn on Accredi
tation for Corrections and recent court orders. 

It is recommended that the Missouri Division of Corrections consider the 
following twelve principles of classification developed by the National Institute 
of Corrections (NIC), as a core group of classification objectives. In de
veloping objectives unique to the Missouri correctional system, anyone of 
these principles may be modified to reflect Missouri's needs. Further, addi
tional objectives should be added, as necessrry, to ensure that all clas
sification policies and procedures are reflected. 

The National Institute of Corrections' principles are as follows: 

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

2. Thp.re must be detailed, written policies and procedures governing 
the classification process; 

3. The classification process must provide for the collection of all
inclu~jve, high quality, standardized data; 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Measurement and testing instruments 
decision-making process must be valid, 

used in the classification 
reliable and objective; 

There must be explicit policy statements structuring and cllecking 
the discretionary decision-making powers of classification team 
staff; 

There must be prOVISion for screening and further evaluating 
prisoners who are managemen t prob I ems and those who have spec i a I 
needs; 

There must be provisions t.o match offenders wi th programs; thes.;' 
provisions must be consistent with risl< classification needs; 

There must be provisions to classify each prisoner at the least 
restrictive custody level; 

There must be provision to involve the prisoner in the classifica
tion process; 

There must be provisions for systematic, periodic reclassification 
hearings; 

Several ·of these objectives are reflected in Division policy, 
are jmRli~d objectives. 
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. 11. 

12. 

The classification process must be efficient and economically 
sound j and 

There must be prov I s Ions to con t i nuous I y eva I ua te and improve the 
classification process. 

I t is further recommended that the MDOC Director appoint a Task Force, 
representative of all phases of the classification system from the Training 
Academy to the honor centers, to develop model objectives for the Missouri 
classification system. Unlike many state correctional agencies CSG has 
worked with, the MDOC does not overuse internal task forces or planning 
groups. If the MDOC is committed to building an acceptable, operable clas
sification system, a task force of this nature is a good first step. Working 
together toward 8 common goal wi II help give staff a sense of camaraderie 
and cooperation th::it will later facilitate implementation of the system. 

In performing this task, the Task Force should start with NIC's 
"principles," modify the language to present each in the form of an objective 
and keeping in mind Missouri's unique resources and needs. Once this is 
accomplished, the Task "Force should review each of the MDOC rules governing 
classification B.nd develop one or more objectives that address each rule. 
This procedUre will also lay the groundwork for future policy statement re
vIsion and/or preparation. As discussed previously, each set of classifica
tion procedures should be preceded by a statement of Division policy that 
incorporates the applicable DOC objective(s) and that tells staff why they are 
to perform the procedures as wri t ten. 

Once the Task Force has developed these draft objectives, they should 
be reviewed by all Central Office staff for revisions and commentary. Once 
this input is received, the Task Force should reformulate the objectives and 
have them reviewed by a sample of institutional administrators, casework 
supervisors, caseworkers and correctional classification assistants. Their in-
put should be used to make the objectives meaningful to I ine personnel and 
to give them some vested interest in seeing that the objectives are attained. 
Prior to dissemination, the Director of the Department and the Director of the 
Division shouh:! review the objectives one final time. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: INITIAL CLASSIFICATION 

A. Historical Perspective 

In reviewing the classification program now under way at the Classifica
tion and Assignment Unit, the history of the Unit, as well as how classifica
tion procedures have changed since the Unit was first established are included 
here initially as a background for later recommendations. It should be noted, 
prior to doing so, that the essential procedures pertaining to intake and 
diagnostic activities have changed little since 1960 when the Unit was first 
officially established. 

In 1959, the General Assembly provided legislation to create a classifica
tion and assignment unit. Correction officials believed that a centralized in
take center would expedite efficient classification of inmates. Three functions 
of the unit were: centralization of classification experts or specialists; de
velopment of programs for study, treatment and rehabilitation of each indiv'
dual offender; and fiscal efficiency. At this time, the Missouri Training Center 
for Men, with an 800 man capacity, was still under constr~uction. 

Beginning in 1960, the Classification and Assignment Unit provided direct 
services for the Missouri State Penitentiary and the Missouri Intermediate 
Reformatory. Note that the institutions of Renz Correctional Center Fordland , 
Honor Camp and Central Missouri Correctional Center were satellite institutions 
of the MissoLl.ri State Penitentiary and offenders were transferred there only 
from the Missouri State Penitentiary. At this time, the Classification and As
signment Unit boasted 11 full-time employees and the services of a part-time 
psychiatrist. At this time, only new, inmates and recidivists were received 
and processed through the Classification and Assignment Unil. This Unit did 
not have a records officer and subsequently had to use the Missouri Stale 
Penitentiary records officer to process all of the Sentence and Judgement 
Papers for the Division. 

In 1960, an inmate who was received by MDOC was placed under the 
jurisdiction of Classification and Assignment. At that time, Classification and 
Assignment was comprised of two main functions: the receiving unit and the 
diagnostic center. (The records office was established in 1963.) 

In the early 1960 ' s, all newly received inmates were given an orienta
tion program during their first and second weeks in the reception center. All 
of the Directors of MDOC at that time came to the Diagnostic CentC'r and 
explained their programs to the inmates. The speakers included the following: 
the Warden of the State Penitentia'ry; the Records Officer of the State Peniten
tiary, the Directors of Classification and Assignment, Education, Industries, 
Farms and Fire and Safety. This program was discontinued in 1963. 

Historically, when an inmate was received, he first came to the acJrnis
sion room where he was stripped, searched and his· property e>-;amined. Til!? 
inmate was then showered, sprayed and his fingerprints were taken. The in
mate was then taken to Housins Unit' #1 which is adjacent to the Diagnostic 
Center. He remained in that Housing Unit approximately 30 to 35 days. 
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In 1960, as well as in 1981, an effort was made to gain some insight 
into the inmates' mental and scholastic abilities. For several years, a test 
known as the " ora l directions test" was given to give a rough estimate of the 
Inmates' intelligence which was scored in percentiles. A PTI verbal ability 
test was also administered to gain an idea of the inmates' reading ability and 
ability to Use the language. For purposes of measuring school achievement, 
the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) was administered. These tests were 
administered over a one and one-half week period. This was possible due to 
the fact that intake had not increased to the point that it has reached today. 
The SAT, while an excellent test, was designed for use in the classroom with 
young children and used examples of children and their parents interacting 
and other subjects which do not hold the attention of a typical adult. 

The Classification and Assignment Unit had the services of a full-time 
psychologist from 1960 to 1962 and also from 1966 to 1970. During recent 
years, approximately 1976 to 1978, the Classification and Assignment Unit had 
the services of a psychologist on a part-time basis. These services ended in 
1979 when the grant which was received from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration expired. During the early period of the Classification and As
signment Unit, no LEAA funds were available and all funds were acquired from 
state appropriations. 

In 1963, this Unit obtained its first Records Officer and three additional 
clerical workers. The Missouri Training Center for Men at Moberly was open
ed and this provided a total of three institutions which had to be served by 
the Classification and Assignment staff members. I t was at this time that the 
Unit began using centralized books for the entir'e Division. It was also dur
ing this year that the Unit began accepting and processing all parole 
violators. 

Figure I V-I compares the tota I number of MDOC adm iss ions and rC'1 eases 
for the fi ve year per~i od from Ju I y 1976 through June 1981. Adm i ss ions to the 
MDOC have increased over 20%, from 2,525 in FY77 to 3,309 in FY81. During 
this same period r~eleases have remained fairly constant excert during F'rB1, 
when the number of rei eases increased drama t i ca II v (33%) over FY80. 

Figure IV-2 depicts the number of MDOC intel'institutional transfers ano 
FY peak populations, in addition to the number of new admissions to the 
Di~ision. The magnit~de of interinstitutional transfers is important because 
prior to Sertember 1981 the Classification and Assignment Unit received a sub
stantial number of disciplinary transfers. 

., The halfway house progr~am began in 1971. 
transfers for the halfway house program, as well 
ha I fway house programs. 

Th i s Un i t processed paper 
as a II returnees fr'om the 

In 1974, the Classification and Assignment Transfer Committee was formed 
to r'eview and approve or deny all applications for' transfer' from ant.: institu,. 
tion to another. At this time, the Ozark Correctional Center, Central M;~Sl)l'I'1 
Correctional Center and Renz Correctional Center became autonomous institutiuf'ls 

In September 1981, a Central Transfer~ 

screen and approve all interinstitutional 
physical transfer of an inmate. 
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with direct assignments made to them from the Classification and Assignment 
Unit. 

In 1975, 
a psychiatrist, 
typists. The 
uf a full-time 

a federa I LEAA gran t prov i ded the services of a psychologist, 
caseworker and two clerk 
resulted in the addition 

a corrections officer, a corrections 
compu ter system was opera tiona I and 

data entry operator. 

In 1976, the Tipton institution became the State Correctional Pre-Release 
Center, and the Renz Correctional Center became coeducational. 

In 1977, protective custody was formulated after it was demonstrated how 
necessary it was to segrega te and secure certa i n i nma tes. 

This Unit was handed the additional responsibility for the total opera-
tion of the Interstate Corrections Compact in July of 1978. This responsibility 
was shifted to Central Office during FY81. 

In June 011979, another responsibility was added when the function of 
pro v i din g a II I D pic t u res for r n mat e sin t he D i vis i on w as ins tit lJ ted. By t his 
time, another caseworker as well as a clerk stenographer had been added to 
the staff making a grand total of 23 positions, as well as one part-time 
psychiatrist. 

During the 1960 ' s, the Classification and Assignment Unit casework staff 
was comprised of four caseworkers and one casework supel~visor. During the 
early 1970's, the staff was increased to five caseworkers and at the present 
time there remain five caseworkers, in spite of the fact that the total number 
of inmates received by the MDOC has dramatically increased. For example, 
in 1966 approximately 1,800 inmates were received whereas in 1981 the number 
of inmates received increased to more than 3,000. In addition, the relatively 
new procedures relating to protective custody, increased psychiatric services, 
computerized recordkeeping and inmate identification cards, discussed pre
viously, have all required an increased number of manhours regarding diag
nostic center operations. (Recommendations conc01"ning Classification and As
signment Unit manpower requirements are contained in Chapter Xli.) 

Three factors have seriously impacted the functioning of the Classifica
tion and Assignment Unit. These include the initiation of protective custody 
procedures in August of 1977, a court-imposed limit of no 1l1Ore than 184 in
mates in Housing Unit #1 by March 1, 1979 and the increased number of nev" 
receptions the ClassifiCation and Assignment Unit must process (3,039 for 
FYB1) • 

Prior 10 November 1978 when the court order was issued by the Honol"ablc> 
Judge Elmo B. Hunter, Western District of Missouri, it Wei::'; not unusual for" 
Housing Unit #1 to haVe over 280 inmates at one time, In November of 1978, 
the MDOC was ordered to comply with the court restriction of no more thall 1St) 
inmates in Housing Unit #1 by March 1, 1979. 

When protective custody procedures were initiated in August 1977, it was 
necessary to set aside 16 individual cells for these cases. Presently of the 
92 cells in the hall, 24 are set aside for protective custody which leaves C1 

remainder of 68 cells for doubling of the general population. If the u5uc.~1 
protective .custody cells and the general popwlation cells are fi lied, Housing 
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Unit #1 can hold only a . f 160 max I mum 0 i nma tes. It is necessary to vary 
placing of inmates a d' t h ccor I ng 0 owever many protect i ve custody cases 
present at a given time. For example on March 16, 19S1 there were 36 
ma.te,s on protective custody status i~ Housing Unit #1 which reduced 
Unit s general population capacity that much more. 

this 
are 
in
the 

When the Classification 
rou tine to keep each i nma te 

and Assignment Unit opened In 1960, it was 
four to six weeks for thorough evaluation. 

years, the Unit has reduced the evaluation time to the 
day period. In accommodating these changes, the 

Throughou t the ensu i ng 
present two or three 
Director of the Un it has had to institute the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Physical examinations twice weekly instead of oncej 

Daily ~ock:ts .of movement are issued instead of once a week 
(so~e Instltut!Ons receive inmates from the Classification and 
ASSignment Unit twice a day); 

Testing twice weekly instead of once (some 
is necessary to keep up with the demand and 
g r Cl m has bee n par edt 0 the min i m lJIn); and 

evening testing 
the testing pro-

Unavailability of data at time of interview 
cal history requires two weeks because of 
I abora tory; FB I arres t records al~e rece i ved 
stead of 14 days; there is not enough time 
~uesti~nn~ires and institutional inqUiries; 
Investigations are rarely received). 

(a complete medi
use of the Sta te 
after 30 days in-

to rece i ve re I a t i ve 
and pre-sentence 

Classification and Assignment Un' It staff d' . I' attribute the large number of 
ISCIP Inary transfers to their inab,'II'ty t f f 0 per ol~m comprehensive evaluations 

? newl~ admitted inmates given the two to three day time period before an 
Inmate IS transferred from the Unit to a receiving institution. 

The intake from all counties has increaseci alarmingly ( 18% 
~Y80)1I especially ,when the large metropol itan areas now often requ~~t that ~~:~ 

e a owed to bring in large numbers of inmates tWI"e weei.-Iy 
I t has been n c f h c. ,instead of once. 

e ,essary or t e Classification and Assignment Unit to control 
this intake at times by defer-ring acceptance to a later date when bed space 
is available. Th U' I b d . e .nlt s e space capacity of 184 is further strained by the 
fac~ th~t thue ~Issourl State Penitentiary has full authority to place its inmates 
in Ous,ng nit #1 on protective custody status or "'s 

u [Jerman0n tass i gnmf'n ts . 

Figure IV-3 is a schematic description of flOW 

process is idea II y supposed to opera te. 
the initial classification 

Given this historical overview of the Ciassif,'cat'lon th ~ and Assignment Unit, 
e curren t procedures will be exam i ned nex t. 
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B. Classification and Assignment Procedures 

1. Physical transfer of inmates to Classification and Assignment Unit 

a. Findings: At the present time, the Missouri Division of Cor-
rections, MDOC, is required by law to promptly accept custody of prisoners 
sentenced to terms of imprisonment in the DOC upon their delivery by the local 
jurisdiction to the State diagnostic center. 

This creates a major problem for the diagnostic section by virtue 
of the fact that several major urban centers provide large numbers of inmates 
to the system at anyone time, and the Missouri Division of Corrections has 
no standard procedure for control I ing the input into their correctional system. 
Apparently, sr'3riffs simply deliver a number of inmates regardless of type, 
character- or offense, to the front gate of the Missouri State Penitentiary, and 
once having legally delivered these inmates, they become the responsibility 
of the Division of Corrections. While in some cases, jailers who deliver in
mates do provide some information concerning the inmates' behavior in the 
county jail system, this information is usually in an unverified and oral 
report form ra ther than a standard i zed wri t ten procedure. 

b. Recommendation: The Missouri law that forces the MDOe to ac-
cept any number of State prisoners whenever the local jurisdictions choose to 
deliver them contributes to the crisis-oriented posture of the MDOC. The pres
sure to move inmates through the reception and classification process to make 
room for incoming commitments and to avoid housing in excess of 184 inmates 
in Housing Unit #1 is counter-productive to the principles of productive clas
sification systems. Caseworkers need adequate time to gather infor'mation 
about inmates upon which to base their classification decisions. 

Although it may be perceived as a politically unfavorable move, 
the legislature should take the necessary steps to modify the existing pr'actice 
of permitting local jurisdictions the option of transferring state prisoners to 
the DOC without the DOC's concurrence. That is, the DOC should be permitted 
to develop a priority system for admitting inmates to the DOC that are applic
able to all county and local detention facilities. Based upon the priority sys
tem, the DOC would contact the appropriate facilities to schedule the reception 
of priority inmates into the DOC, as bed space becomes available within the 
Housing Unit #1. A sample priority system might resemble the following: 

Priori ty I 

Offenders who have major medical/psychological problems as docu
mented by a physician for whom local resources are not available. 

Priori ty I I 

Prob lema t ic 
the local facility, as 
notorious prisoners. 

Priori ty I II 

prisoners, or those who pose a 
do:::umented by appropriate due 

substantial threat 
process hearings, 

Prisoners who will attain parole eligibility at the local facility. 
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Priori ty I V 

Prisoners identified for intake by the Office of the Attorney General. 

Priori ty V 

Prisoners in overcrowded jails. 

Priori ty V I 

State prisoners who have physically spent the longest time at the 

local jai I. 

Two state correctional systems CSG has worked with in the past, 
Oklahoma and Virginia, have assumed this type of control over intake into 
their reception facilities. Both states adopted this course of action in re
sponse to overcrowded conditions within their prison systems. Virginia ac
comp Ii shed th is procedura I change simpl y through a change in Department 
policy communicated to the administrative staff of the reception centers and 
to county sheriff's and local jail administrators. Oklahoma, on the other 
hand, found it necessary to pass a law that not only gave the Department of 
Corrections control over its intake from local facilities, but also set a max
imum limit on the number of offenders the Department could maintain within 

its institutions. 

2. Intake procedures 

a. Findings: Ali new offenders are received Monday 
Friday, 8:00 am to 3:30 pm. Individuals arriving after 3:30 pm will 
ceived but not officially processed until the following day. 

through 
be re-

Unit staff check new arrivals to ensure that ali legal papers are 

availble and in order. These include: 

or if any 
be ei ther 
until the 
of MDOC 
made by 
PS I' s so 

1 
Sentence and Judgement Papers 
Jail Time Credit (if any) 
Statement of Facts - Prosecuting Attorney 
Presentence Investigation Report (PSI) 

Offenders who do not have proper Sentence and Judgement Papers, 
of the 21 items on the papers ar~e incorrect or incomplete, they will 
returned to the committing county or retained in the Cole County jail 
papers are produced. PSI's are only received on approximately 40% 

i nma tes duri ng thei r~ i ncarcera tion. However, efforts are now bei ng 
the Division of Parole and Probation to speed up the preparation of 

that they will be available during the initial classification process. 

During the reception process 'the inmate is still strip-searched and 
property eX3mined and inventoried as well as fingerprints taken and each in
mate is showered and sprayed with disinfectant. An additional pl~ocedur'e is 
the production of an inmate 10 card which involves taking an additional 
photograph and the correspondi ng paperwork. Duri ng the same time period, 
the inmate's estimated release date is computed and he is given a medical 
examination. However, most inmates are transfered to receiving institutions 
before the laboratory results are available. 

This is' only necessary to. commit an offender Lo the MDOC. 
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A recent (1977) procedure has been to interview all new arrivals 
to determine if they meet the criteria for placement in protective custody 
status while in Housing Unit #1. (See Chapter VIII for a review of the com
plete protective custody procedure.) A summary of these procedures is provid
ed here for review. 

Immediately upon reception by MDOC, all inmates are interviewed 
and questioned to determine whether or not they have any enemies which may 
pose a threat to them during their confinement. If it is determined that a 
newly received inmate has no enemies then no extra precautionar'y measures 
are taken. However, if it is determined that a newly received inmate does 
have enemies, then a protective custody hearing is scheduled for him. 

Protective Custody hearings are scheduled for newly received in
mates and for other inmates who are being returned to MDOC if it is learned 
that they have enemies. Protective custody hearings are conducted by the 
Protective Custody Committee which is composed of the Casework Supervisor and 
a Caseworker II. All inmates appearing before the protective custody committee 
are questioned thoroughly and are advised of what precautionary measures can 
be taken to insure their safety. At times, Unit staff deem it necessary to 
place an inmate in protective custody even though he does not feel that it is 
needed. 

After the inmate is assigned to either Housing Unit #1 or protective 
custody, he is then available to begin the formal classification process. 

The first activity is for Unit staff to send out questionnaires to 
a newly received inmate's parents or other legal guardian and also to his 
wife if he is married. In addition, a transcript is requested fn .. rn the school 
which the inmate last attended and a report is requested from any hospital 
where he may have undergone treatment, particularly for mental diSJrders.2 Re-
ports are also requested from juvenile and adult correctional institutions when 
applicable. Reports detailing an inmate's prior ilrrest record are requested 
from the FBI and the Missouri Highway Patrol. 

Today because of overcrowding and the federal court order, an 
inmate remains in Housing Unit #1 usually for only two to three days. An 
inmate is considered ready for interview immediately after he has completed 
the testing program. During the 1960's and early 1970's, however, an inmate 
was not considered ready for interview until all of the above questionnaires 
and rep'orts had been placed in his file. Although this material is still re
quested today; most of it is not received until after the inmate has been 
transferred. 

b. Recommendations: It is recommended that the Missouri Division 
of Corrections maintain individuals in the Classification and Assignment Unit 
for a sufficient time period to receive laboratory reports which will indicate 
whether or not it is safe to place an individual into general population. 
This is recommended, pri mari I y, to protect both i nma tes and staff from com
municable diseases. 

2 Recently enacted federal laws now require an inmate to sign a release 
form before historical information can be obtained from a school or 
hospital. This extra procedure has necessitated the employment of an 
additiona'i staff member. 
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No inmate should be trans erred without a complete diagnostic re
port having been prepared. The practice of interviewing an inmate with only 
the Sentence and Judgement Papers available to verify information is an un
acceptable practice which has led to, and can only further result in, later 
difficulties after an inmate is transferred. Several correctional center staff 
have stated that on numerous occasions they must redo the diagnostic repori 
since it is based upon unverified data for the most part obtained verbally 
from the inmate. Obviously, many inmates will provide inaccura'e assess
ments of their past criminal behavior as well as other personal information, 
so that they can receive the best facility/program assignment possible. 

With appropriate diagnostic evaluation, based upon comprehensive 
and verified information, the number of transfers within the system may be 
reduced because of appropriate initial placement. Appropriate placement may 
also reduce the number of disciplinary infractions, and will allow the Mis
souri Division of Corrections to utilize limited re\30UrCes in the most effective 
manner. 

The most obvious method for assuring that authentic information is 
available is to retain each inmate in the Unit until the completed question
natires, FBI Rap Sheets,3 etc., are returned and utilized in the diagnostic in
terview. However, and as it has been pointed out on several occasions, this 
is not currently possible due to the overcrowding of centers and the impact 
of the Federa I court order. And, since a new recep t ion and d i agnost ic center 
is at least three years away, a new facility cannot be looked to as a possible 
solution. 

Given the above, there are three options available which could ac-
celerate the acquisition of offender' information. These include: 

3 

4 

o Using Probation and Parole staff to collect the necessary data 
when they complete their PSI's. Much of the required in
formation is already being obtained by Probation and Parole 
staff and it wou I d appear tha t with some add i tiona I co
ordination by MDOC and Probation and Parole, this arrange
ment could be worked out satisfactorily.4 The only problem 
then would be to insure that PSI's were received on time. 
Other jurisdictions have adopted il shortened version of the 
curren t forma t for the majori ty of offenders for wh ich they 
are ordered. This possibility should be discussed with 
Probation and Parole staff. 

Maximizing the use of the computer information system. Com
plJter ties are already in place with MULES (Missouri High~\aJ 
Pcltrol) and REGIS (51. Louis) and arrangements have been 
mc\de with Kansas City (Jackson County) in this area to tie 
in With NCIC. With additional hardware and training, links 
can be establ ished to provide immediate offender cl'iminal 
history data. 

FBI Rap Sheets are not avai lable for 30 days after r'eceipt of an inmate 
into the MDOC. 

At the present \\ime, Unit staff send OlJt notices on all 
to the Missouri Division of Probation and Parole. 
copies of MDOC Diagnostic Center Reports, Sentence and 
Commitment Papelns and FBI Reports. Unit staff send 
parole v·iolators and pro.vide the Parole Board with 
nostic Cent~r Repl:>rt 
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Arranging for personnel in the committing counties to send 
out questionnaires as soon as an offender is sentenced to the 
MDOC. Information could be forwarded directly to the Clas
sification and Assignment Unit where a file would be estab
lished to await the arrival of the new inmate. 

In view of the dearth of information that accompanies mos.t 
inmates to the Division's Classification and Assignment Unit, 
C5G recommends that the Division explore the possibility of 
obtaining information relevant to initial classification directly 
from the local jurisdiction. The optimal method for securing 
such information would be to require the jurisdictions to pro
vide specific classification data by law as a part of the nec-

. 5 
essary commitment papers. However, it may be possible to 
secure much of this information based upon formal cooperative 
agreements between the officials of the largest counties 
(Jackson and St. Louis), St. Louis City and the Division. 
A sample form is included in Appendix A. 

Some of the most important information supplied by the form is a 
summary of the inmate's participation in jail programs and any disciplinary 
infractions he committed while confined within the jail. The information about 
whether or not a PSI has been completed is also important because it can alert 
classification staff to the presence of a PSI. If classification staff know a 
PSI exists, they can be mor'e persistent in their efforts to secure the report. 
The Division should develop and print a standardized jail classification adjust
ment report in sufficient quantities to distribute them to all community juris
dictions. 

establish a central 
all fi les of current 
This recommendation 

A final recommendation is that the Division 
records holding area, preferably at Central Office, where 
and released (within three years) inmates can be stored. 
will be discussed further within the chapter entitled 
Auth9ri ty." 

"Central Classification 

Presently, the Classification and Assignment Unit retains a copy 
of each inmate's Diagnostic Center Report. The Unit also maintains complete 
files on. all parole violator'S and conditional relec)ses until their discharge and 
on all Inmates who are commuted for one year following the date of commuta
t ion. 

3. Inmate Orientation Program 

. a. Findings: An effective part of any classification program is 
an effective and well-structured orientation program for new inmates and those 
inmates undergoing reclassification. The reception per'iod offers an oppor
tunity .to orient the inmate to this new environment with the development of 
correctlo~al programs based on the concept of individualized treatment and pro
grams, I t has become necessary to broaden the concept of admission to em
phasize the npportunities not only for assessment and evaluation but also for 
orientation. The latter is c.rucial since it provides thE' initial ba~is for under
standing the problems of the new inmate and at the same time helps him tn 
learn about the opportunities that may be offer'ed, as well as about duties and 
responsibi I i ties. 

5 
The Division of Corrections has recommended that Missouri Statute 216.209 
be revised to require the Sheriff to deliver, with the prisoner, informa
tion regarding the prisoner's age, crime for which sentenced an,d circum
stances thereof, personal history, which may include facts related to his 
home environment, work habits and previous convictions and commitments. 
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Shortly after the Classification and Assignment Unit opened (1960), 
personnel from the Division's Central Office would visit the Unit on a weekly 
basis to explain to new inmates the various operations and programs that the 
Division provided. An additional activity was to emphasize the methods that 
the Division employed to protect the best interests of the inmate, staff and 
society. However, due to increased demands bei ng p I aced on these Cen tra I 
Office staff and the significant influx of new inmates, this program was dis
continued several years ago. 

At present the only orientation program available is an inmate 
orientation handbook, QUestions and Answers, the Inmate Rule Book, a Proba
tion and Parole Booklet and a brief in-unit orientation session as well as in
formal communications between inmates and Unit staff. This latter situation 
obviously is inadequate as it creates inconsistent communication that can only 
lead to confusion and misunderstanding. 

b, Recommendations: The Divsion should establish a compre-
hensive orientation program for new inmates brought to the Classification and 
Assignment Unit for initial classification. The program should include the 
following elements: 

C/ 

CI) 

0 

e 
It! 

0 

III 

Q 

e 
Ell 

0 

0 

f) 

Ci) 

Q 

Iii) 

E> 

0 

CI 

Overview of the Initial Classification/Assignment Process; 
Overview of the Institutional Classification/Assignment Pro
cessj 
Criteria for Institutional Transfers; 
Security and Housing Assignment Procedur'es; 
Academic and Vocational Training Programs; 
Work Opportunities; 
Medical and Dental Servicesj 
Treatment Programs (Psychiatric/Counsel ing) 
Rei igious Services 
Volunteer Pr'ograms and Self-Help Activitiesj 
Recreation and Leisure-Time Activity Programs; 
Library (Legal and Leisure); 
Work Release; 

Temporary Leave PrivileSles; 
Gri evance Procedures; 
Release/Parole Planning; 
Staff/Inmate Relationships; 
Mai I/Telephone,Nisiting Procedures; and 
Other. 

Th i s progl~am shou I d be conducted in two phases. The fi rst phtlse 
would involve a general overall orientation of all inmates which would in
clude a detailed overview of the classification process fr'om initial screening 
and medical examination to interview by the caseworker to criteria for in
stitutional assignment and transfer. This orientation would be conducted Lilll'

ing the fir!;.t week of classification (preferably during the first three tn fivl' 
days). 

The second phase of the orientation would involve detailed lie:;;criri
tions of institutional programs and a review of expectations of both the in
mate and the institutional staff after the inmate is transferred to the 0(' .. 
signated center. This second phase orientation would be conducted by both 
Central Offlcr-' staff and personnel from the various correction·al centers. It 
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Is important that this phase of the orif1ntatlon be conducted ' 
assignment for two reasons: prior to inma~e 

velop a'n 
real i ties 

4. 

It prov i des the 
InmC'lte one last 
mendatlon based 
sion; and 

Classification C'lnd Assignment Unit and the 
opportuni ty to change the assignment recom

upon new information shared during thp. ses-

It, provides an extensive, uninterrupted opportunity for in
;;tltutional stflff and inmate to learn more about each other 
prior to assignment. fxperience ha~; shown that orie0tation 
progrnms in individual correctional CE'nters are not very ef
fective since most inmates are eager to becomf'l involved in 
re(:lular facility programming. 

In f;umrrary, the CI"lssification and Assignment Unit should de
orientation system that familiari~es the individual inmate with the 

of lifE' in the MDOC while answering tt'le following questions: 

What arE' the agency's rilles and regulation!"'? 

What are thl' classification procedures? 

Wha1t programs are allailable both in tf-)e: Classification' nnd 
Assignment Unit and then after Ic>ter center assignm':!nl? 

o What are the inmate's rights? 

a Wha t can the i nma te expect? 

Inmate Assessment Process 

a. Physical plant 

Findings: The existing structure at MSP in which the Classifica-
tion and Assignment Unit's inmate are held (pre\ iously called H-Hall, now 
~all~d ~ousing Unit #1) was built in the early 19th century as the state's 
Instltut,lon for women, A tour of this ancient facility, the inmate's first in
troductIOn Into the Missouri correctional system quickly points out the mini-
ma I space d d'i 'd . ' ,an I api at~d conditions under which classification staff must 
work and Inmate,s must live, The recent court order addresses part of the 
problem in that It mandates a reduction in the number of inmates held in this 
Unit. It does not, however, concern itself with the physical conditions of 
this Unit which do not meet any recognized national correctiOnal standards. 

At present, a maximum of 184 inmates are held in this Unit, al
t~ou~h the count in the past has been as high as 278. According to Com
~Isslon on .Accreditation for Corrections Standard 4142, 80 square feet of liv
Ing space IS to be afforded each inmate who is confined to a cell more than 
10 hours p,er day: Given this standard, only 92 inmates should be in
ca;cerated In Housing Unit #1. This would reduce the number of inmates de
t~l~ed the~e. by a like n~mber of 92. In addition, this Unit has no separate 
?Inlng. facll,lty, or recreation area and space is virtually nonexistent for test
Ing, Interviewing and other important activities in the classification pro
cess. Further, there is no space available, except for the security area at 
Fulton State Hospital or the fifth floor of MSP Hospital for the security and 
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treatment of inmates with mental problems who require separation from the 

genera! population. 

In addition to Housing Unit 111, the physical facility and offices 
for the classification staff are inadequate. Space for staff, equipment and 
files is at best minimal and was observed to be quite dark and in need of 
maintenance. It was learned during this evaluation that part of the floor 
collapsed in 1969. Fortunately, no employees were in the area at the time 
and no injuries were incurred. However, it is obvious that if there had been 
employees in the area, serious injuries and possible deaths may have result
ed. An observation obtained by tall.;ing with many of the staff is that they 
feel their unit, while being of sufficient value to the overall operation of the 
Division, is isolated from the mainstream 0f correctiondl operations. They 
see it as "tucked away" in a corner of MSP Wilere it has been neglected 
throughout the years in terms of budgeting, upgl~ading, staff increases and 
physical plant improvements, Based upon the findings of this preliminary 
evaluation, these feelings appear to be well-justified, 

The physical plant is said by many correctional experts to be the 
core of correctional programming and operations. Providing adequate space, 
lighting, heating and equipment hac; historically improved both the work of 
employees and in the case of corrections, also the morale and adjustment of 
the inmates that must live in the facility on a 2'~ hours a day, seven days 

a week basis. 

Recommendations: It is for these reasons plus the limitations of 
the existing physical facility in which the classification unit must operate 
that a new facility is recommended, Based upon contemporary correctional 
trends, It would appear to be important to locate such a reception and clas
sification unit near the large metropolitan area from which most inmates are 
received. This also would enable the agency according to the same philoso
phy, to attract qualified profeSSionals to staff the classification operations. 

However, this would not appear to be d satisfactory solution in 
Missouri since two major~ urban areas exist in Kr311sas Cit., and St. Louis. 
This would mean that either two separate intake dnd diagnostic cent~rs musl 
be constructed for each area, which overlooks the problem of what to do wi th 
the remainder of the statE"s inmate populatinn, or [0 construct one center 
near either one of the two cities and then require ttw other' to transport their 
offenders across the state, Obviously, neither of these alternatives will be 
viewed as an acceptable solution by state officials nnd tax payers. 

I n regard to the argumen t tha l cen tec'" mLlst be loca ted near an 
urban area to allr.:lct qu<:lIifierl staff, CSG can nnly st<1te tl13t in the CdS£" 

of Missouri's Classification and Assignment Unit stdff, it just is not the case. 
The majority of staff interviewed at the existin~ Classificc,tinn and Assign
ment Unit are well-trained both academically and ~"xperientially and <.lre quit€' 
professional in their approdc.l. to their position. TI,l' problem is not witt) ttw 
quality of Missouri's classification personnel, [Jut with the number' of swfi 
and the absence of several critical positions suchns n clinical psyc.hologiS t

• 

The area of staffing is discussed in considerably man'! dew!1 in Chapter XII. 

Given the above difficulties, it may now b~ assumed that thE' new 
center should be located in the central portior, of the ~;tatt', presumably the 
Jefferson City-Columbia area. The nc;>xt questions to dnSW01- are: (1) l)ow 
many beds should it have, (2) what functions should it 'provide, and (3) 
should it be "more than" a reception and classification cC'nl\;'I~? 
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. In answer to the first question, it would appear that given the trend 
in correctional population growth during the past six years in Missouri and 
throughout the nation, that inmate populations will continue to expand, al
though there is recent evidence to indicate that this growth trend is stabiliz
ing. However; given the c:ur·r·etll situation and projecting the intake popula
tion through the year 2000, it would appear that a facility with a design 
capacity of 280 to 320 single cell units would be quite adequate. For 
(:omparative purposes, the present design capacity of Housing Unit #1 is 184. 
This number reflects both double and single ceiling requirements set forth in 
the Federal court order. 

In answer to the second question concerning the type of functions that 
this center should perform, the most appropriate response is to state that the 
existing classification pr'ocedures are generally adequate. However, the fol
lowing areas should be incorporated into the design of a new facility: 

o Housing for segregation of maximum, medium and minimum security 
inmates and special needs offender'sj 

~ Group and individual testing rooms; 
o Sallyport and central receiving un; t; 
o Medical and health unit; 
6 I ndoo!"' and outdoor reCrea t ion areas; 
o Classrooms and shops; 
G Offices and interview rooms; 
o Space for fi les and computer hook.-upsj 
o Maintenance and utility facilities. 

As stated through this report, the reception .and diagnostic center is 
the new inmates' first contact with the state correctional system. Starting 
them in the most confining, most severe and certainly most depressing part 
of the system cannot 'provide a positive impression of subsequent confinement 
for these individuals. 

The third question to be considered is wl1(~ther the center should be 
limited to classification and assignment functions. The answer to this ques-
t ion wou I d appear to be no. 

In conducting the review of the Division's classification system, it be
comes apparent that treatment programs for the mentally-ill inmate are quite 
limi'ted, not to mention the inadequate facilities thcJt are used to house such 
individuals. 

Other than constructing an entirely separate mental rlealtll facility which 
would prove ro be quite costly, the best alternativE' for the care and custody 
of mentally ill inmates would be to confine them in a separate section of the 
new Reception and Classification Unit. Following are the reasons for sucll 
a recommendation: 

o Location of the mental health unit in the Reception Center' would 
also require treatment staff (psychiatrist, psychologist, etc.) to 
be headquartered at the Unit. This would permit newly received 
offenders to have immediate access to treatment programming in
cluding personality and behavioral testing, individual/group 
therapy and in-depth psychiatric intervention. 

III Location of the mental health unit in a central correctional center 
such as the Classification Unit would enable the Division's profes-
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sional treatment staff to be accessible to the majori ty of correc
tiollal centers for which such services are necessary. For those 
inmates identified as in need of diagnosis or short-term treat
ment., mental health staff would be able to visit these facilities 
and then make recommenda t ions as to whe ther the i nma te shoul d 
be transferred to the un; t for long-term evaluation and treatment. 

b. Accessibility of Classification and Assignment Staff to Inmates 

Findings: Currently, classification staff must depend on MSP 
security staff to move inmates from Housing Unit #1 to the Diagnostic Center. 
This practice results in delays in inmate testing, interviews, and related as
sessment. This problem appears to be the result of two pl~imary factors: 
(1) there is an insufficient number of correctional staff to supervise inmate 
movement to and from the Diagnostic Center; and (2) the amount of time clas
sification staff have to assess inmates is restricted by' the routine of the Mis
souri Slale Penitentiary. 

Recommendations: Three additional correctional officers should be 
assigned to the Classification and Assignment Unit to supervise inmate move
ment to and from the Diagnostic Center. This deployment would help to mini
mize existing security problems. (This recommendation is elaborated on more 
fully in Chapter XII.) 

c. Assessment and testing 

Findings: The Missouri Division of Corrections has historically 
attempted to provide an assessment program in conjunction with the use of 
psychometric, vocational, intellectual capaCity, and achievement tests. For 
example, when the Classification and Assignment Unit opened January 1, 1960, 
the testing program included: 

a Cornell Index 
o PT I Verbar 
13 PTI Mechanical 
o Stanford Achi€,vement Test (SAT) 
., Kuder Preference Record 

With the addition of a clinical psychologist (Ph.D level) in 1961, 
the test.ing program reached its peak of a battery of 11 tests available for 
this staff to use: They were as follows: 

" Cornell Index 
Q PTI Verbal 
C!I PTI Mechanical 
fi) ABLE /I 
0 ABLE III 
0 MMPI 
Ci GATB 
0 Kuder Vocational Record 
e WAIS 
<!> TAT 
0 Rorschach 
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. Unfortunately, funds supporting the clinical portions of this type 
of evaluation were withdrawn as the result of a loss of grant support 
fOI~ their continuation. This, coupled with the court order mandating 
the rapid movement of people from the diagnostic unit into the prison 
setting, has I~esulted in only minimal screening of each individual upon 
entrance into the system. 

The present te5ting process consists of the administration of the 
PTI Verbal Test, the ABLE r I or III test, and the SETA 10 test. This 
battery takes approximately four hours to administer and grade, and 
Concentrates heavily on intellectual, past educational achievement and 
work potential. While these tests can be valuable to evaluators indeter~ining 
placement of an individual in an appropriate vocational or academic 
pl~?gram, they do not concen tra te on the areas of men ta I i II ness or person
allt~. ,The time involved in administering this battery seems rather lengthy 
considering the value of the information produced. CertainlY the Division 
has attempted to evaluate persons for appropriate placement and should 
be commended for th i s effort; however, severa I tests have been developed 
and used successfully in other prison settings which take less time and 
are better able to assess more issues for both management of the inmate 
and placement in an academic or vocational program. 

In general, the purpose of a standardized testing program is to 
gather a wide variety of information in a standardized fashion in the 
most efficient, least time-consuming manner. Tr')e use of standardized 
tests insures that each person is being measured against a standard 
set of criteria and permits the evaluator to sample the individual '5 behavior 
in a variety of areas so that the time-consuming process of individual 
interviews can focus on areas that require further' explanation and evalua
tion, rather than needing to rapidly cover, in-depth, aU aspects of a 
person's character. The standardized testing battery should examine 
the individual in the context of hils present situation and his past learning. 

Tl,e battery that is currently being used appears to spend a great 
deal of time concentrating on the areas of vocatknal and academic achieve
ment, but does not have the capability of r:leilsuring the integrati.or. of 
a particular individual, nor does it attempt to sample his perferences. 
This appears to be left entirely to the clinical interviewer, who must 
make appropriate decisions about mental health and adjustment based 
on his perceptions of that individual dUring the brief interview presently 
afforded him. 

It is suggested that the standardized testing battery should attempt 
to cover as many variables in a person's total adjustment as possiblc!. 
While it appears to be a fairly reliable meac;ure of intelligence, tile time 
required for administration and some of the potential cultural biases 
involved in that particular test may result in some problems in testing 
certain individuals. Persons who are severely intclll.'ctually impaired 
usually require'a Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale examination, indiv;dually 
administered by a clinician to determine actual levels of inc.apacitation 
due to low intelligence. Since the resources of a clinician are not ava.il
able in the diagnostic section at the present time) CSG recommends that 
an individual be evaluated using a standardized batter'y in general screen
ing of inmates' intellectual capacity using a group test of intelligence. 
Several states have experienced some Success in using the> Culture Fair. 
Intelligence Test because of its non-verbal nature and the ability to 
give the test. in a number oj languages. Regardless of the type of test 
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used, it should be pointed out that a measure of intelligence standardized 
on national norms is necessary in any assessment program to determine 
pi acemen t e; ther in remed i a I or spec i a 1 educa t i on programs or in spec i a I 
work environments whereby the individual is not chastised or unduly 
victimized as a result of his lack of intellectual capacity. Individuals 
scoring below the 70 10 range should be evaluated using the full-scale 
Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale administered by a competent clinician. 

The present ABLE battery that is used by the Missouri Division 
of Corrections is satisfactory for measuring achievement levels in terms 
of academic learning. However, the time required to administer this 
test limits the ability of the evaluaticn staff to measure other areas 
of pertinent functioning, and results only in a general academic placement 
score. 1('1 most academic settings, school administrators require some form 
of placemellt test just prior to entering the school system Thus the 
initial testing at the diagnostic unit usually is performed once again 
just prior to the person entering the school setting. In some cases, 
inmates having long sentences may not begin education programs when 
they first enter the system, but will require or be interested in programs 
later on in their incarceration. Thus, the school system tests them at 
the time they enter the program and seems to adequately place individuals 
in an academi c or voca tiona I program. Mos t school systems around the 
country are currently using the test of Adult Basic Education for both 
pre- and post-testing of the individuals in academic programs. 

I t is suggested that a brief, general screening at the diagnostic 
unit could be more easily and timely achieved with the use of the Wide 
Range Achievement Test, which yields a grade-level functioning score 
on reading, writing, and arithmetic functions in a relatively short period 
of administration, and can act as a good S1enel~al screen 'lnd as a cross
validation for the intellectual quotient score c' . ined from the intelligence 
tests. In a number of cases) individuals mo) ave superior achievement 
scores to their intellectual capacity, which indicates that the individual 
concentrated and worked diligently toward achieving academic goals in 
his life and placed i:l gr'eat deal of value ;,n academic achievement in 
spite of low intellectual capacity. This can b(, a good leading indicator 
of possible motivation and the individual's capacity to stick with a task 
or a goal) and is a good indicator for counselor's in motivating anri assigning 
inma tes. 

I t is suggested that some type of a gen("r'al personal i (y inventory 
be administered; either the 16 Personality Factor Test, the Si-polar Psy
chological Inventory, the Group Projective Personality T("st, or thE' Cali
fornia Personality Inventory could be consitier'eci for this portion of lhe 
evaluation. All of these tests are standardized, an(1 a number of them 
have been normed against offender populations. Ttle assumption for using 
a mid-I~ange of personality tests is to sample a person's likes and dislikes 
in terms of normality. While many psychologicni instruments have been 
used to det...!rmine clinical pathology, such as the MMPI, these other' tests 
can assume that an individual is not pathological, but is simply incar
cerated in a prison setling and has certain needs ancl desires that may 
act as motivators while he is in prison. These tests provide information 
that can be used as preliminary indicator's of a person's ability to adjust 
to a confined group living situation. 
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The advantages of using a test similar to the 16 Personality Factor 
test is that it has been standardly given to people with reading levels 
of fourth grade or greater using a taped vet~sion of Form E, thus permitting 
administration to many individuals who do not have the reading capabi l
ily to take other types of perso'nality inventories. 

Finally, an issue of determining clinical pathology is necessary, 
as these individLlals may cause the most severe problems for management 
In the prison system. The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
has been the primary clinical instrument used to determine clinical path
ology over a number of years. While this is a good instrument, it does 
require excessive testing time, and requires the inmate have an eighth 
grade or greater reading level. Once again, administration of the MMP I, 
requires a clinician trained in the use and interpretation of the MMPI 
to make clinical distinctions. It can be a very useful clinical tool in 
screening individuals who need to be referred to the psychiatrist or clinical 
psychologist for further evaluation and treatment. By making it part 
of the standardized battery, the department is able to more accurately 
screen individuals for appropriate referral, thus using the time of the 
psychiatrist and psychologist, which is limited, to the Division's best 
advantage. 

An alternative to the MMPI is the Clinical Analysis Questionnaire, 
which is based on the clinical scales of the MMPI. It is a good, quick 
screener of clinical pathology, and provides the interpreter with a good 
screening for mental health problems. Once again, the Clinical Analysis 
Questionnaire can be administered at the sixth grade reading level or 
above, and can be used as a good screening device for those individuals 
in need of referra I . 

The time necessary to administer the complete battery mentioned 
above is approximately six hours of actual testing time. The advantage 
of using the configuration of tests suggested is that inmates spend minimal 
time in testing and more areas are covered, tt,uS resulting in a more 
structured set of data upon which to conduct the clinical interview. 
I t should be pointed out that each person under this system wi II need 
to have an individualized interview to verify or refute information gathered 
in any diagnostic process. 

The advantages to using a battery which gathers intellectual capa
bility, achievement levels, personality data, and clinical pathology, 
are that, from a research standpoint, the Division will have a good standard 
sample of many factors that influence an inmate's behavior, and will 
be able to perform more guided clinical interviews focusing on issues 
which may be of great importance to the inmate and the system rather 
than devoting the same time to a broad and general interview of the 
inmate. 

The advantages of using a standardized test battery are that it 
pro.vides a wide variety of information about an individual as he perceives 
his situation at the present time, and it samples his past learning and 
potential for learning in the future. It is a relatively inexpensive way 
of gathering information, as most tests recommended can be reused except 
for answer sheets, and based on the number of inmates entering the Missouri 
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Division of Corrections, the entire supply budget to provide tests without 
a computer'ized grad i ng system wou I d be approx i ma te I y $500 pel~ year. 
This would provide for all test materials used and result in less staff 
time being involved in the process of testing and monitoring testing activity. 
A major feature of a standardized testing battery is that each inmate 
is allowed to respond to a standard set of questions without interjecting 
the biases of the intet~viewer. Standard scores are then available for 
counselors and correctional managers, on which to make decisions once 
the individual is placed in general population. There is a strong assumption 
on the part of most evaluators that the decisions can be best made when 
the greatest amount of accurate information is available on an individual. 
A standardized program provides the administrator with information with 
which to make crucial decisions concerning the control of the inmates 
charged to him by the courts and with some ra tiona I bases upon wh ich 
to make statements to families and public officials as to why a particular 
individual is placed at a particular facility in his correctional system. 

to 
The use of 

justifying the 
system. 

instrumentation also 
rational placement of 

is a stl~ong supporting document 
individuals within a correctional 

Recommendations: It is recommended that the diagnostic processing 
during the time that medical results are being gathered and evaluated 
include a testing battery which consists of an intelligence measure, an 
achievement measure, a personality test, and a clinical questionnaire', 
The adoption of a battery consisting of these elements will give a much 
broader picture of individuals entering the prison system and allow class
ification analysts the opportunity to make appropriate referrals to 
not only physicians but the limited clinical psychologist staff available. 

It would appear that the best use of consultant funds would be 
to employ a clinical psychologist to train and supervise the activities 
of the diagnostic staff. The diagnostic staff can act as a referral r'esource 
to the psychologist. The psychologist can serve as a nionitor of reports 
being produced by the evaluation team. With clinical supervision and 
review of the written report produced by a diagnostic section, the psychologist 
can more adequately scr-een and pick up those individuals who require 
more individualized and per'sonal attention required either by the medical 
section or another clinical psychologist. 

It is recommended that a clinical psychologist and a psychometrist be 
added to the diagnostic staff to deal with the specific problems of those in
dividuals who are either mentally ill or mentally retarded, and also to pr'o
vide clinical training and supervision for the diagnostic caseworkers who are 
now performing the assessment function. 

I t is further recommended that a statistical collection base using com
puterized services be developed to record all intake information, as well as 
test results for quick recall, and to assist the Director in monitoring the de
mands on classification and assessment, and thus take appropriate steps to 
see that the staff is adequately trained and managed and the needs of the 
Division are being mel in the diagnostic area in the future. 
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I t is recommended that the director of the Department of Corrections 
in the State of Missouri approach the Department of Labor director with 
the proposition of placing Labor Department counselors in the diagnostic 
unit to test inmates with the General Aptitude Test Battery as part of 
the di agnostic process. The benefi ts of such ba tteri es bei ng admi n i stered 
by the Labor Departmen t wou I d be to prov i de appropri ate pi acemen t of 
individuals in Labor Department/CETA-funded programs as well as to 
assist field labor offices in having test data in their files available 
on people being released from prison who are in need of employment. 

Because of the confidentiality of certain records on inmates, it 
is necessary that psychologiea I reports, psych iatric eva I ua t ions, and 
pre-sentence investigations be held as confidential records. Pre-sentence 
investigations in particular reveal that certain friends, neighbors, employers, 
and associates may have commented to the probation officer concerning 
certain information which, when reported to the judge, resulted in a 
more severe sentence. Should this information fall into the hands of 
certain inmates, reprisals may be expected. Thus to protect not only 
probation staff but institutional staff, a confidential information sheet 
may need to be maintained in the central office records and made available 
to key managers as a separate memo to be destroyed after the information 
has been reviewed. Several states have adopted a standard pre-sentence 
investigation form with a supplemental confidential information sheet presented 
to the judge wh ich may ei ther be des troyed or forwarded on I y for cen tra I 
office use in corrections. The dangers of releasing such sensitive information 
to the receiving institutions are evidenced by the incidents in the New 
Mexico system's recent riots. 

The Division of Corrections 
diagnostic grading system. This 

should consider the use of a computerized 
would provide instant retrieval of diagnostic 

into the system and would reduce the 
and allow their time to be used in a 

i nforma t ion ga thered upon en try 
chance of grading error by staff 
more product i ve manner. 

Several systems are available for this purpose. The most well-known 
and researched on inmates is provideJ by Psychological Resources, Inc. Other 
systems for MMPI use have been developed by Megargee who is with the 
Federal system. 

Almost any chosen battery will have its assets and liabilities. Hcw-
ever, the use of computerized systems has proven to be a great time sav€:r, 
and perm its adm i n i stra tors more accura te da ta on wh i ch to make project ions 
and administrative decisions. 

If the Division can 
inmates as well as perform 
dual use will be achieved. 
strategy to pursue. 

afford a computer system that wi I I track ti,e 
the grading of the psychological informalion, 

In the long run, this may be the most profitable 

d. Diagnostic Center Report 

Findings: As soon as possible, all newly received inmate::;, 
including recidivists, are interviewed by a member of the Classification Unit 
Casework staff. (I nma tes are assi gned to caseworkers by number.) Tile 
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interview encompasses various aspects of an inmate's background including 
his family history, educational history, employment history, militar'y 
history, marital history, medical history, and criminal history. Informa-
tion obtained during the interview previously was verified by returned 
questionnaires, hospital reports, school reports, and correctional institution 
reports when they were available. Now, however, inmates are generally 
transferred from the Unit prior to the reports being received. The caseworker 
then utilizes the available information to write a Diagnostic Center Report 
which is essentially an admission summary. 

Classification personnel at the Diagnostic Center cited the lack 
of reliable information as the most significant problem affecting the satis
factory classification of new inmates relative to their initial custody 
and program needs. This deficiency is felt most acutely during the prepara
tion of the Diagnostic Center Report. 

One of the most obvious deficiencies in initial classification at 
the Classification and Adjustment Unit is the attempt to pr'ovide a valid 
classification plan for an individual when there is little more available 
information than the commitment papers. This problem is especidlly acute 
for the first offender for whom minimal data exists regarding his community 
or institutional adjustment. PSI's are received for only about 40% of 
the inmate population during the length of their confinement. Even for 
repeat offenders, especially those entering with a new name, it appears 
that crinimal case data (FBI "Rap Sheets," MILES information, presentence 
investigations; detainers, etc.) may not reach the Assighrilent Unit before 
the inmate is transferred or are not available. 

The unavailability of critical information concerning the inmate's 
past criminal history, the official version of the crime for which he is 
being incarcerated, and his previous institutional adjustment(s), often 
forces the initial Classification Team to classify a man based upon the 
self-reports he makes during his interview sessions. 

Furthermore, these problems create a situation where information 
forwarded to maintaining institutions from the Ciassification and Assignment 
Unit is often incomplete and/or inaccurate. As a result, institutional 
classifi~ation personnel perform another aSSeSS'11ent of the individual whicn 
usually requires additional interviews and testing. 

The format for the Diagnostic Center Report is almost twenty years 
old and has not been changed to reflect improvements in classification 
techniques or' procedures. In addition, no attempt ht1s been made to 
alter the report format to include the nUmerous and varied changes in 
MDOC policies and procedures nor new programs, services, or facilities. 

Six formats are employed by Classification and Assignment Unit staff: 

Nonrecidivist - No PSI 
Nonrecidivist - PSI is avai lable 
Recidivist 
Parole violator 
Conditional release violator 
Reverse and remand from the court 
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Classification and Assignment Unit staff were 
was usually avail.-::ble to them when making custody 
ments. Table IV-l presents their responses. 

TABLE IV-l 

INFORMATION AVAILABILITY 

Type of Information 

Sentencing Orders 
Educational Test Results 
Diagnostic Unit Report 
Interview Data 
Psychiatric Evaluation 
Criminal History 
Relative Questionnaires 

Number 

6 
6 
6 
5 
1 

asked what information 
and institutional assign-

Percent 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
83.33 
16.67 
16.67 
16.67 

The message of this table clearly supports the staff's position that 
little information is available with which to classify inmates. The two to 
three day time period the inmate remains in the Classification and Assignment 
Unit allows little more information to be collected than the sentencing orders, 
which arrive with the inmate, the results of educational testing, the inmate's 
prior institutiollal record, if any, and inmate self-reports generated during 
interview sessions. One staff member reported that psychiatric evaluations, 
criminal history and relative questionnaires are usually available for initial 
classification purposes. Information normally considered important for initial 
classification purposes by other jurisdictions is not usually available to MDOC 
diagnostic staff, i.e., PSI's, FBI Rap Sheet, psychological evaluations, of
ficial version of the crime, etc. 

Figure IV-4 shows the relative importance of different types of infor
mation for making custody, institutional and programmatic assignments. 
From this figure, it appears that Diagnostic staff give little over-all con
sidttration to social history, the arresting ufficer's version of the crime, 
a jail classification report, medical reports, relative and other question
naires, and military records. Adoption of the Correctional Classification 
Profile will give the acquisition of these types of information added signi-

ficance. 

Because Missouri has traditionally viewed custody (supervision) 
as synonymous with security (institutional capabilities) the types of infor
mation needed for custody decisions is highly cor-related with that necessary 

for making institutional assignments. 

According to MDOC Diagnostic staff, the most important informcJtion 
needed to make custody and institutional assignments includes: 

Sentencing orders; 
Criminal history; 
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TYPES OF 
INFORMATION 

Sentencing Orders 

Criminal History 

State's Version of the Crime 

Prior In,Htutianal Record 

Interview Data 

P,ychiatric Evaluation 

F81 Rap Sheet 

PSI 

Diagnostic Center Report 

Social History 

Psychological Test Resul" 

Arre,ting Officer', Version of 
the Crime 

Jail Classification Report 

Educational Telt Results 

Medical Reports 

Vocational Test Resull, 

Educational Recordl 

Relative Questionnaire. 

Military Record. 
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States version of the crime; 
Prior institutional record; 
Interview data; 
Psychiatric evaluation; 
FB I Rap Sheet; and 
Diagnostic Center Report 

Staff felt the most important information needed for making program 
assignments included: 

Diagnostic Center Report; 
Educational Records; 
Vocational Test Results; 
Interview data; 
Psychiatric evaluation; 
Sen tenc i n g orders; 
Prior institutional record; and 
Medica I reports 

Although there is much overlap between staff perceptions of the 
need for certain types of information for custody/security and program 
assignments, Diagnostic staff were more concerned with the availability 
of assessment information, i.e., Diagnostic Center Report, educational 
records, vocational test results, interview data and psychiatric evaluations, 
to aid in making program assignme'ts as opposed to custody/security 
assignments. 

Recommendations: The availability of accurate, reliable and 
timely information is the cornerstone upon which initial classification 
decisions are made. Without such data, initial classification staff make 
decis ions ina vacuum, uncerta i n tha t thei r recommenda t ions are appro
priate in terms of serving the best interests of the public, the Division 
staff and the individual inmate. 

Therefore, the Division should take steps to rectify the gross lack 
of i nforma t ion with wh i ch to assess new offenders. Beyond the recommenda
tions made in CSG's final report, the Missouri Division of Corrections 
should develop a Task Force to develop a comprehensive plan to provide 
information needed by initial classification staff to effect a viable classifi
cation plan. 

Two overriding factors must be considered in attempting to attain 
additional sources of information. First, the overcrowding problem in Housing 
Unit Number 1 must be alleviated and the diagnostic assessment phase 
extended well beyond the two to three day period currently provided. Second
ly, completion of the Correctional ClaSSification Profile will necessitate that 
the Task Force concentrate on obtal,ning the following types of informil
tion: 

Medical and health care 
Mental health 

Psychiatric/psychological testing and evaluation 
Mental health reports generated by private and public 
agencies 

Securi ty/Custody 
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Prior offense history (FBI, Missouri Highway Patrol) 
Prior insti tutional record 
State's version of the offense 
Prior military record 
Detainer information 
Jail classification information 
Adjustment on parole/probation 
PSI 

Treatment/Counsel ing 
Psychiatric/psychological testing and evaluation 
Substance usage 
PSI 
Men ta I hea I th/substance abuse reports genera ted by pri va te 
and pub I ic agencies 

Educa tiona I /Voca tiona I 
Test i ng 
Prior records 
Emp loyer/school quest ionna ires 
Interview data 
Prior institutional record 

Work ski lis 
Prior institutional record 
Employer questionnaires 
Testing 
Interview data 

Also, the format of the Diagnostic Center Report should be revised 
to accomodate changes in current testing and diagnostic procedures that 
result from recommendations contained in this report. Further revision 
will be necessary to reflect improvements in classification techniques 
and procedures and changes in MDOC pol i c ies, procedures, fac iii ties and 
programs. 

e. Personalized Plan 

In the mid-1970's the Division developed a program designed 
to "map out" an inmate's participation in agency programs. This program 
was termed the Personalized Plan (PP). According to Rule No. 20-101.090, 
the plan is described as follows: 

The central element of the team planning process 
is the development of a personalized plan for 
each imate which has as its ultimate goal release 
of the inmate to society as a productive and useful 
citizen. This plan would place the future of 
the inmate in his own hands by achieving 90als 
set forth by him as well as the other members 
of the treatment team. This will enable Ihf' mission 
and continuing objectives of the Division of Cor
rec t ions to be ach i eved. 
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The PP is to be initiated in the Classification and Assignment Unit. 
However, due to a shortage of personnel and the absence of classification 
treatment teams this has not been possible and PP's have been developed 
by individual caseworkers. 

Based upon discussions with both Classification 
Unit and institutional staff, the PP program is, at best, 
in determining the programmatic needs of inmates. This 
been arrived at after considering the following information: 

and Ass i gnmen t 
i nconsequen t I a I 
conc I usion has 

E I even out of fourteen adm i n is tra tors and program managers 
interviewed slated quite emphatically that although the PP 
was in theory an excellent progf~arn tool, in practice it was 
not used to bring about the corrective changes in inmate behavior 
as was originally envisioned. (MIR does utilize a behavioral 
con tract in the managemen t of offenders). 

Thef'e is minimal if any effort by the Classification and Assign
ment Unit staff to monitor the progress of the inmate as outlined 
in his PP. Information obtained from the Unit indicated that 
institutions rarely inform them of changes in PP's. 

The Parol e and Pardon Board apparen t I Y pays min i ma I a t ten t ion 
to the PP wh i Ie pi aci ng mos t emphasis on the programs and 
activities that the inmate actually participates in. 

The D I vis ion has been unab I e to prov i de, due [0 overcrowd I ng 
and budgetary constraints, a sufficient number of programs 
in all of the state's correctional centers to make the PP program 
credible to both inmates and staff. 

Inmates are not supposed to be transferred, according to the 
PP program unless the transfer permits the individual to follow 
his/her plan. The only exceptions are supposed to be for 
cases involving prosecutable crimes, serious security matters 
or immediate medical attention. However, a review of a sample 
of transfef~s effected in early 1979 showed that a significant 
number, over 30% were for administrative reasons unrelated 
to the PP. 

Recommendation: Given the above information, the Division 
should either eliminate the use of the Personalized Plan or provide the 
resources to ensure that it is carried out according to the original procedure. 
If the PP is eliminated many of the Division Rules will need to be rewritten 
as their central theme is the use uf personalizeu planning. CSG, however, 
recommends the Division require that a basic personal ized plan be developed 
for all inmates during the diagnostic and assessment phase of his incal'cera
tion. This basic plan is not a "total" incarceration pll;ln. It merely 
provides a guideline and a set of priorities for institutional cla!::isification 
staff to use in developing a specific Personalized Plan for an inmate 
once he is transferred from the Classification and ASSignment Unit. The 
basic personalized plan should be developed by a Diagnostic Center Case
worker with the inmate's input. It should be brief, concise, and broad 
in scope with stated priorities. The plan should reflect realistic programming 
in the following areas: J 
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Educational; 
Vocationul; 
Medical; 
Psychological j 
Release 

The basic;: program plan should be submitted to the Initial 
Team for review and approval or revision at the time of 
initial classification hearing. The proposed Correctional 
Profile, described in Chapter X, will expedite this process. 

Classification 
the Inmate's 
Classification 

In conjunction with the Correctional Classification Profile, an automated, 
continuous monitoring and reclassification process for all inmates, similar 
to those operating in Georgia, Oklahoma and Colorado, would be able to 
suggest changes in specific areas, as needs occur, and moni tor inmate 
progr'ess in relation to conformance to MDOC policies and procedures. 

Much of the information contained in the existing inmate management 
system is already available and would not have to be created. However, 
al though the present offender based record system excels at providing 
a rapid review of tabular~ information it is not adequate to handle detailed 
aspects of case managemen t such as the Persona Ii zed P I an. 

5. Initial Classification Team Review 

a. Findings: After a Diagnostic Center report has been 
written, the caseworker then presents the case at an assignment conference 
which is held daily in the Classification and Assignment Unit. The primary 
pUrpose of the assignment confe'rence is to determine an institutional 
placement for the inmate whose case is being presented. There are primarily 
three options available regarding level of custody required for a given 
inmate: maximum custody, medium custodYr minimum custody. 

Criteria used in determining institutional placement for an inmate 
include, but are not limited to, the inmate's present age, the length 
of his present sentence, the type of offense of whicl, he has been convicted, 
and whether or not he hns a history of escape. Other factors related 
to the assignment process involve circumstClnces relating to his prior 
incarceration (if any) and circumstances involving the location of his 
enemies (if any) within MDOC. in addition, institutional availability 
in terms of bed space at any given institution is another factor affecting 
the ass ignmen t process. 

Based on interviews with Classification and Assignment Unit staff, 
it appears that the impol'tance of the assignment conference has been signi
ficantly reduced due to limited options created by overcrowuing, a cutback 
on program and services and the federal Court order. Short-term goals 
now take SUbstantial precedence over long-term goals due to the limited 
options and programming available to Unit staff. 

of just 

b. Recommendations: 

Classification 
part of a man 

is 
or 

a way of 
instead of 
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not be cornp'Hible. I t uses many and varied approaches to all of the prob
lems in proper balance instead of overdoing in some and underdoing on 
others. The latter would be more likely when isolated segmental approaches 
to diagnosis and management are used instead of the total team af=.;.woach of 
classification which pools a variety of skills Gnd knowledge in diagnosis and 
treatment. Classification is a team operation from the instant of reception 
to the time of release. It helps to prevent incompatible components in the 
program. 

Representatives of every professional area that can contribute to diag
noses and program planning should be involved in the classification process. 
The problems of preventing recidivism are so complex that it is impossible 
for anyone discipline or anyone person to be cognizant of all the implica
tions of a decision. What may seem highly appropriate or necessary from one 
point of view may become totally inappropriate or impossible from another 
point of view. Insights from many disciplines need to be shared and con
sidered in decision-making to the end that the best program possible within 
the limits imposed by available resources is developed. Classification, re
cognizing the interdisciplinary character of the problems of preventing re
cidivism is, therefore, a leam process enlisting representatives of as many 
areas of human behavior as possible to identify and meet the inmate's needs. 

With the above in mind, it is recommended that the Classification and 
Assignment Unit develop a team approach to initial classification which would 
involve the offenders and representatives from the following disciplines: 

Educational and Vocational Training 
Secur'ity 
Casework 
Psychiatry/Psychology 

The suggested Initial Classification Team composition is as follows; 

Team Position Ti t 1 e 

Chairman Director of Recept!on and Classification 

Assistant Chairman 

Permanent Voting Members 

Alternate Members* 

Nonvoting Member 

Casework Supervisor I I 

Caseworker 
Senior Correctional Officer 

(Assigned to Housing Uni t #10'
to the Diagnostic Center) 

Psychologist/Psychiatrist 
Education/Vocational Training 

Represen La t i ve 

Representative of the Central 
Transfer Authori ty 

The Inmate s cascvwrker Will be responSible tor deternllnlng wilen to request tl,e 
participation of mental health, educational or vocational special ists in ini Lial 
classification decisions. 
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. Correctional Services Group recommends the participation of a repre
sentative of the Central Transfer Authority as a nonvoting member because 
this procedure would keep a line of communication open and facilitate 
information exchange regarding bed space availability, program availability, 
population management, etc. 

Because of a shortage in correctional officer staff, the Division 
should permit sergeant level (or above) correctional staff to participate 
in Team hearings. Such officers, however, should have received formal 
training in classification objectives, procedures and institutional program 
resources prior to their participation in Team hearings. The same training 
requirements should apply also to correctional officers of the lieutenant 
rank or above who sit on the Initial Team. 

Since the Division Rules governing initial classification do not currently 
specify team hearing procedures or duties and responsibilities of Team 
members, CSG recommends that a new rule be developed to govern the 
conduct of an Initial Classification Team hearing. The following format 
is provided as a guidel ine. 

PURPOSE: (This statement or series of statements should reflect 
simply describe the applicable MDOC objectives of classification and 

the r'eaSf)ns for promulgating this particular rule.) 

PROCEDURES: 

(1 ) 

(2 ) 

General Information: The Chairman of the Initial Classification 
Team and two other members must be present for an initial 
heari ng to take p I ace. The Cha i rman wi II vote on I y to break 
a tie. 

Prehearing Activities 

The Director of Reception and Classification will serve as perma
nent Chairman of the Initial Classification Team. The Assistant 
Chairman will be appointed by the Oirt:'ctor of Reception and Clas
sification. 

The Director of Reception and ClaSSification will designate an ap
propriate place within the Classification and Assignment Unit to 
hold Initial Classification Team hearings. The meeting area should 
provi de adequa te pri vacy and a sui tab I e wa it j ng area for i nma tes 
and other persons who mLlst wa i t to appear before the Team. FUI'

ther, the meeting area should be located so lI,at inmate movement 
to and from the hearing area can be effected in an orderly and 
secure manner. 

The Chairman of the Initial Classification Team, Or' 
will prepare and distribute the hearing docket 
work i ng days in advance of the heari ng. 

his designel:'!, 
at least two 

The inmate's assigned Caseworker will be r'esponsible for pre
senting the initial classifIcation recommendations to the Team. 
In preparing for this presentation, the caseworl.;er will identify 
any special recommendations made by Llni( psychologists or 
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(3) 

educational/vocational specialisls and bring this finding to 
the attention of the Team Chairman. The Team Chairman will 
be responsible for ensuring that the appropriate psychologist, 
education or vocational specialist par~ticipates in the inmate's 

·hearing. 

The 
for 
and 

caseworker will tell 
a Team review and will 
poss i b Ie ou tcomes . 

the i nma te when he 
exp I a in the procedura I 

is scheduled 
requirements 

The 
fi Ie 

Initial Classification Team will 
available for reference during 

ha ve each i nma Ie's base 
the individual review of 

cases. 

Heari ng Procedures: 

The Chairman, or his designee, will maintain the hearing 
minutes on Division forms. 

The Cha i rman will rev; ew the heari ng docket. 

The Chairman will identify the inmate whose case is being 
reviewed and briefly summarize the inmate's recor~d, the Diag
nostic Center Report, the Correctional Classificatiun Profile, 
and the caseworker's assignment recommendation(s). 

The Team wi II discuss the case. 

The Chairman calls for the applicable inmate to be admitted 
to the hearing room. 

The i nma te' s caseworker presen ts his init ial classification 
rationale, and recommendations to the Team, gives 

answers any Team questions. 
support i ng 

Individual Team members 
the proposed ass i gnmen ts 

may 
and 

ques t ion the 
the inmate's 

i nma te concern i ng 
opinion of his 

basic Personalized Plan. 

The Chairman dismisses the inmate from the hearing room. 

The Team members discuss the case. 

The Initial Classification Team votes on the caseworker's a:sign
ment recommendations. 

The Hearing Recorder documents the decision of the I ni tia I 
classification team on the approp"'iate DOC forms. 
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The Chairman calls for the inmate to be readmitted 
hearing rOOm at which time he is advised of the Team's 
and his recourse should he feel that the decision is 

to the 
dec is ion 
unfa i r~' . 

The inmate is permitted to question the Team concerning its 
decision. ,~ 

The 
and 

Chairman 
introduces 

dismisses 
the nGX t 

the inmate from the hearing room 
deliberations. case for the Team's 

Posthearing Activities 

If the Director of Reception and Classification 
in an inmate's hearing, he/she will review 
menda t ion and approve or di sapprove it. 

does not participate 
the Team's recom-

I f he/she disapproves the recommenda! ion, 
mendation and supporting rationale should 
form. The case shou I d be referred back to 
scheduled for the next initial hearing. 

an alternative recom
be recorded on the 

the Team to be re-

The primary reasons for establishing hearing protocol inclUde: 

Each of the Team members, 
what is expected of himj 

including the Cha i rman, know 

Regardress of who chairs the hearing or' which 
participate in the decision-making process, each 
basically resemble all other hearings; 

Division 
hearing 

staff 
will 

Un iform i ty in hearing procedures 
of an inmate challenging the Team's 
sistent hearing proceduresj and 

The caseworker can describe to the 
in the hearing process so that he 
when his case comes up for review. 

will lessen the likelihood 
decision based upon incon-

i nrna te the 
will know 

sequential steps 
wha t to expect 

f. Inmate involvement in initial classification 

Findings: It 
and from thei r responses 
involvement in the initial 
surveyed corroborated this 
were dissatisfied with thE" 
fieation. Another finding 

appears from interviews with Diagnostic staff 
to survey questionnaires, that the inmate's 
classification process is minimal. Inmates 
opinion; many inmates questioned said they 

level of their involvement in the initial classi
is that, on the whole, the ini tlal team has 

*Severa I C I ass i fica t ion and Assi gnmen t Un it staff expressed concern over 
the practice of telling an inmate his institutional assignment. In the 
past some inmates who received "good l ' assignments, in the opinion of 
the inmate population, had to be reassigned after being involved in a 
discliplinary infraction precipitated by his fellow inmates. 

Correctional Services Group 49 



r 
r 

I 

1 

an inadequate kno\'lIledge of th€:: inmate. That is, unlike institutional 
classification staff who work with a man over a period of years, initial 
classification staff interact with a man only for a few hours over a period 
of a few days. If they do not counsel him, their knowledge of the inmate 
is limited to what is gained through interviews, conducted usually for 
a sl'ngular purpose, his records, and other staff's observations concerning 
that i nma te. 

Recommendation: Involving the inmate in his initial classification 
process is mandated by Commission on Accreditation (CAC) Standard Number 
4374. Seeking the inmate's input into the development of a basic personalized 
plan will, in most cases, accomplish two objectives. First, the plan 
and the inmate's initial institutional placement will more adequately 
address the inmate's program needs and expectations; and two, it will 
provide the classification counselor with added insight illlo the inmate's 
motivatiolls and potential for positive institutional adjustment. An added 
bellefit may be that the inmate will be more likely to follow through 
with his trentment pr'0gram objectives if he has a viable role in developing 
his program plan. 

As the current system is structured, however, there is little room 
and almost no reason for involving the inmate to any great extent if I 
the classification process. He may provide feedback on the type of pr'ograms 
and services he is interested in hut his institutional placement is presently 
dictated by his security needs and bed space availability, over which 
he has no can trol • For these reasons, and others deta i led el sewhere 
in this report, the Division shOUld begin developing basic personalized 
plans for inmates during the time they are housed at the Classification 
and Assignment Unit. 

6. Inmate Transfer 

a. Findings: 

The final step in the Unit's classification process is the prepara
tion and transfer of the inmate to the designated correctional center. 
Transportation of inmates is provided by the individual center and is 
arranged through the Unit Director. The Unit has no vehicles of its 
own and is totally dependent on the services of other MDOC administrative 
staff to carry out this function. 

b. Recommenda t ion: The transfer process from the C I ass ifi ca lion 
Unit to other centers could be significantly expedited if the Unit was able 
to manage its own vehicles. Mo~,t other states which operate central 
reception and diagnostic centers authorize the Classification and Assignment 
Unit to control transportation of inmates out of the Unit. This enables 
inmates to be transferred as soon as they have completed the classification 
process rather than to wait around for a correctional center to pick them 
up. 

C. Overview of Proposed Classification and Assignment Process 

The proposed initial classification and assignment process shou I d 
resemb Ie tha t dep icted in Figure I V-5. 
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Phase I: 
Data CoIl ection 

Focusing on: 

Criminal 
Soci a 1 
Psychiatric 
Psychological 
Medical 
Educational 
Vocational 

Sources: 

Sentencing Orders 
Presentence investigation 
Reports 
State's Version of the 
Crime 
Inmate's Version of the 
Offense 
Foren'sic Reports 
FBI Criminal History 
Jail Reports 
Kilitary Records 
Previous Inmate Fi I e 
Mater:al 
Diagnestic intervie~s 
Diagnostic Observations 
Diagnostic lEsts 

Days 1 - 3 

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

Phase II: 
Assessment 

Analysis of: 

Offender Public Risk 
Offender Institutional 
Risk 
Sources of Criminal 
Behavior/Problem 
PersonaE ty 
Sod oeconomi c 
Potential for Change/ 
Rehabili tation 
Aptitudes 
Sk ills 
Interests 
Community Ties 
Mental Stability 
Vulnerability 

Days 4 - 13 

Phase III: 
Personalized Plan 

Stated as: 

Initial Placement 
Subsequent Placements and 
Steps 
Performance Objectives for 
Each Step 

Constrained by: 

8edspace Availability 
Custody Level Housing 
Assignment 
Special Management Needs 
Program Availability 

Designed with: 

Inmate Participation 
Staff Input 

Days 14 - 20 

Phase IV: 
Periodic Evaluation 

(Institutional Classification) 

Initiated by: 

Pre-established Interval 
Since Initial Placement 
or Last Evaluation 
Inmate or Case~orker 
Request 
Managing Officer 
Request 

Fig u re I V -4 , Proposed Classification and Assignment Process 
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The following general recomrrendations are presented to guide the 
Division in restructuring the present Classification and Assignment process. 
Since receiving institutions within the MDOC typically reevaluate each 
inmate and develop their own recommendations for his program involvement 
it is recommended that the Missouri Division of Corrections reduce its 
emphasis on the reception process as a comprehensive diagnostic process 
for all offenders. Instead, the reception process should be oriented toward: 
screening for risk; filling gaps in the historical information received 
on an inmate; and developing basic treatment program plans. More complete 
diagnostic workups should be reserved for offenders who have special 
needs, as identified through screening. These needs may be medical, 
psychiatric, mental health, etc. To do a complete diagnostic workup 
on every inmate is costly; wasteful of scarce resourcesj will be time 
consuming; is generally not used by the receiving facilitiesj and simply 
is not necessary in the majority of cases. 

Correctional Services Group recommends that all inmates be tested 
during the admission process to help identify their general program needs 
during the duralion of their confinement. The results of these tests, 
along with information obtained during personal interviews, should be 
used by Diagnostic caseworkers to formulate the basic Personalized Plans 
described earlier in this chapl\er. 

Such testing should focus on: literacYj achievement levels; vocational 
ability and preferencej and substance abuse involvement. Psychological 
and psychiatric evaluations as well as extensive medical testing, should 
be reserved for those inmates who are identified, by mental health or 
caseworker staff, as in need of in-depth assessment. Likewise, extensive 
educational and vocational testing should be performed by institutional 
staff once the inmate is transferred from the Classification and Assignment 
Unit to a DOC facility. 

In summary, the receiving institution should have the formal respon
sibility for extensive inmate evaluation and comprehensive personalized 
planning while the Classification and Assignment Unit should be responsible 
fOr' initial placement and for recommending institutional program participation 
and performance object i ves for eacll offender. 

The classification and assignment process for the vast majority 
of offenders should be much shorter than the 30 days it is supposed to 
take at present. Screening the population to identify special needs inmates 
for extensive evaluation will help shorten this pr'ocess as will any successive 
measures taken to exped i 1 ious I y acqu i re the necessary background in for'mRt ion 
on each i nma te rece i ved . 

Reception centers were initially thought to provide a positive experience 
for inmates in acclimating them to prison life. Many correctional authorities 
now believe the reception center experience can become a negative experiE-nee, 
especially for inmates who are housed in the center'S fOI- periods in exces~ 
of about 2 weeks. Part of the reason for this opinion is that these facilitjes, 
charged with identifying the future segregation and classification needs 
of new commitments, are themselves not segregated or classified, excer>1 
in extreme cases. Inmates, young and old, first offenders, multiple 
offenders, property offenders and violent offenders are all mixed together 
in reception center housing and program assignments. . . 
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cons i st of: 

( 1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4 ) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8 ) 

It is recommended that the Classification and Assignment process 

Screening for medical and dental needsj 

Identifying special needs and/or special management inmates; 

Selective psychiatric and psychological examinations; 

Compiling legal documents and investigative reportsi 

Orienting the offender to the DOC j 

Determing the custody level appropri a te for fu lure hous i ng; 

Selective diagnostic testing; and 

Formulating a basic personalized plan. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: INSTITUTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 

While the basic institutional classification procedures utilized by the 
classification teams at the various MDOC facilities do not vary appreciably, 
the Division rules governing team classification are sufficiently vague to per
mit institutional policy and procedural deviations. Thepefore, in the sections 
that follow, policies and procedures will be evaluated, when necessary, on 
an institutional basis. 

A. Initial Institutional Classification 

1. Findings: 

a. Missouri State Penitentiary (MSP): Shortly after an inmate 
is received by MSP, he is interviewed by the Initial Classification Team. 
The inmate is given an interim job assignmentj he is asked if he needs pro
tective custodYj he is given a copy of the personalized plan to completej and 
receives a brief orientation to the institution's rules and regulations. MSP 
security staff make housing assignments. Caseworkers are assigned by hall 
(housing unit). The team is usually composed of the Caseworker (Team 
Leader), Correctional Classification Assistant and the inmate. 

b. Missouri Correctional Training Center for Men (MTCM): An 
Initial Receive and Orient Team, composed of the Reception and Orientation 
Caseworker, the Correctional Officer assigned to reception and orientation, 
a representative from the school and a work supervisor, meets with the inmate 
shortly after his arrival at MTCM to assign him to an interim job, to a hous
ing unit, and to establish his 3D day review data. He is also oriented to 
the facility's rules and regulations. 

c. Missouri Intermediate Reformatory (MIR): During the first ten 
days following an inmate's transfer to MIR, he is in receiving and orienta
tion. The Chaplain, Superintendent and Assistc:;nt Superintendent deliver a 
series of lectures designed to provide inmates with the necessary orientation 
to MRI. Then the inmate is assigned to a unit by the Records Officet~ with 
the approval of the Casework Supervisor and the Superintendent. Following 
unit assignment, the inmate is usually seen by his unit caseworker and his 
initial team hearing is scheduled. During the initial hearing, the inmate 
receives an interim job assignment, a room assignment, completes the Cornell 
Index (psychological screening) and participates in developing a behaviot'al 
contract (MIR's adaptation of the Personalized Plan). The members who con
duct the initial Unit Classification Team hearing include the Unit Caseworker, 
Correctional Classification Assistant, the Unit Manager' and an Institutional 
Parole Officer'. 

d. Central Missouri Correctional Center (CMCC): Wnen an inmate 
is received by CMCC, he remains in Reception and Orientation for approxi
mately 48 hours during which time the Reception and Orientation Team meet 
with him to explain CMCC's rules and regulations, to check his files) to de
velop his visiting list, to make his housing unit assignment and to give him 
an interim job. The Reception and Orientation Team is usually composed of 
the Reception and Orientation Caseworker, a Correctional Officer assigned to 
Reception and,Orientation and ;;I Correctional Classification Assistant. 
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, e. Ozark Correctional Cente' N 1/" , 
IS done by a Caseworker and CI ,,,,.r., orma y InItIal unit classification 
are made by security D' a h.as~I'.lc.atlOn Assistant. Housing assignments 
t h . urlng t IS InItIal meeting th' " 
o t e process of unit classificatio' ,', e ~nmate IS Introduced 

velops a visiting list i ' n, gIven an InterIm Job assignment de-
d ,s gIven a copy of the OCC . f 'I ' 

rea and return is asked t' b ' In ormatlona packet to 
" ' ques Ions a out pevlous pro '" 

VIOUS Job assignments medi I' gram partIcIpatIon, pre-
vious offense history' is su ca ~es~lctions, medication usage, etc. His pre-
Inmate's questions al~e solic~;:~rlze d and he is t~ld wh~t to expect at oce. 
told how to sign up to se C an answered durIng thIS hearing and he is 
also set at this time. e a aseworker. The inmate's next review data is 

. . f: Renz Correct iona I Cen ter (RCC): RCC does 
itial InstItutIonal classification team as th ,not utilize an in-
there also. e women assIgned to RCC are housed. 

first ,g. State Correctional Prerelease Center (SCPRC)' Wh 
arrives at SCPRC, he partici at' .,' en an inmate 

ceives a check-in sheet with inst p t. es In an orIentation program. He re-
sheet. DUring this orientation e~~~ Ions t,o report to everyone listed on the 
staff, the psychologist the .o~ ,t~e Inmate meets with the classification 
where he receives a b~si~ o·J t tS,Upervlsor, and the classification assistant 

. .... rlen a Ion to the Prereleac:e C . 
assIgnment and a dormitory and .' ;> enter, an Interim job 
an introduction to SCPRC and the ~~~~~ a;slgnm~nt. T.he Superintendent gives 
and regUlations Durin thO ,0 SecurIty reViews the facility's rules 

, . g IS perIod the Casework S' . 
views the inmate to update his fil 'Th ' upervI~or also Inter-
in the Intake Summary. e. e necessary Infurmatlon is recorded 

h. Honor Cen ters' Th H C 
for inmates transferred there.' e on or enters have orientation programs 
all staff members from the cent;~~ter r.ules a;'d procedures are explained and 
mates to explain details of major unIts meet with newly-received in
all newly-arrived residents the pro~ram. ,Within their fir·q week at a Center, 
vidualized treatment plan. meet WIth theIr caseworker to' formulate an indi-

2. Recommendations: CSG recommends lhat 
pense with holding initial or rece ti . th~ MDOC institutions dis-
the inmate's caseworker should me~t o~ and, orl~nt?tlon hearings. Instead, 
reception to perform a basic' 1 WIth hIm Within 24 hour's of his or her 
initial job assignment conside~nt~ke s.ummar~ ,that wOLdd i,dentify housing and 
tained in his base f'lle Al a Idons, In addition to updating information con-

. so uri n g t hi' , . I' , 
should schedule the inmate for ' t ,s Inltla InterView, the caseworker 
velop the visiting list tell th or~en atton, set his 3D-day review date, de
answer any quest ions ~he i nma t: ~n~a te how ,to con tact his casewor'l<;l"r and 
worker IS recommenda t ions to make has.. Securl t y shou I d then use the case
upon availability. eJuslng and initial job assignments based 

'th' Thhe
i 

inmate should participate in a comprehensive orl'ent t' 
Wl In s first week at his a Ion pr'O£-:Jrilm 
should assigned MDOC facility. This or'ientation program 

cover, at a minimum: 

In~titutlOnal rules and regulations; 
Adjustment procedUres' 
G 

. , 
rlevance procedures' 

Institutional classifi~ation procesSj 
Transfer/custody reduction criteria 
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(I Institutional programs and services; 
o Community release/temporary leave; 
e Recreation/leisure activities; 
I) Staff/inmate relationships; and 
I) Mail/telephone/visiting procedures. 

The Superintendent or Warden 
resentative of the custody staff 
orientation. 

of each 
and the 

institution should appoint arep
treatment staff to provide thrs 

It appears that the primary function of the initial classification hear
ing is to orient the newly-received inmate to the institution. Other functions 
uSl;Jally performed include job and housing assignments, development of visit
ing lists and setting the 30-day review date. The orientation provided by 
most of the institutions, is at best cursory, and under the recommended pro
cedures there is no reason to hold this initial classification hearing. The 
housing and job assignments can be made by custody staff who use the case
worker's initial interview findings to make these determinations. In addition, 
under present procedures, several staff devote a significant amount of time 
to making these assignments. The 30 day time period before the inmate is 
scheduled for a classification hearing will give institutional staff time to 
evaluate the inmate's adjustment to the institution and to develop a specific 
Personalized Plan. Discussion of the proposed Personalized Plan and its im
plementation should be the focus of the 30 day review. 

B. Reclassification 

Many of the deficiencies noted in this chapter are d:..Je to the lack of 
direction given by Division regulations. The written policies and procedures 
are loosely worded arid, more importantly, the central theme of these proce
dUres Is the personalized plan. Because the concept of a personalized plan 
is practiced in only one Division institution, MIR, the Division's policy, goals 
and objectives regarding classification are not being implemented by the Divi
sion's institutions as they are not relevant to classification as practiced on 
a daily basis. 

Without personalized planning, classification in most of the Division's 
institutions has become routine, an end in itself. As a result, many of the 
staff react to the inmate's needs and problems on a piecemeal basis. Each 
conduct violation, progress review, transfer request, custody change, etc., 
for example, is dealt with on an individual basis. There is little at
tempt to view the inmate's period of incarceration as a- total entity and to 
p I an accord i ng I y. Aga in, the D i vision pol icies a'!!Jd procedures prov i de lit tie 
guidance to the staff. 

The lack or speciricity in the Division regulations has also contributed 
to a hodgepodge 'of classification procedures that are institution-specific. 
Many of the staff in tervi ewed answered procedura I quest ions with the remark, 
"We Follow Division Policy." The Division regulations are so general that this 
statement was usually true. In practice, each institution has interpreted Di
vision regulations somewhat differently, and the result has been that no two 
i nst i tu t ions follow the same procedures. 
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While some flexibility in policies and procedures is warranted by such 
factors as unique pcpulations, staff constraints, physical plant configuration, 
etc., classification should be practiced consistently Division-wide. This will 
not happen until the Division provides specific guidelines. 

The remainder of this chapter elabol~ates on these general findings. 

1. Composition of an Institutional Classification Team 

a. Findings: The Division rules governing team classification 
are tailored to the needs of the institutions and are practiced as written. 
Special classification committees have been instituted at some of the institu
tions, e.g, the Medium/Minimum Classification Committee at. MSP, that are com
posed of high level institutional staff, i.e., Associate Warden, Supervisor of 
Programs, Casework Super'visor, Chief of Custody, etc. Division policies and 
procedures do not provide for such Committees. Further, classification staff 
express the sentiment that their sense of professionalism is compromi3ed by 
such Committees because they feel their training and experience qualifies them 
to make such decisions, subject to the approval of the institutional head. 

b. Recommendation: The composition of the institutional clas-
sification team is not an issue but the use of special classification teams or 
committees that af~e not governed by Division policies and procedures is an 
issue--particularly since it seems to require high-level administrative staff 
to perform what other states consider to be purview of institutional classifica
tion staff. The adoption of the Correctional Classification Profile should 
eliminate the perceived need for special institutional classification committees 
of this nature. In addition, if a caseworker or foreman sits on a discipli
nary committee, he/she should not also sit on the Adjustment Board or Ad
ministrative Segregation Review Committee hearing for the same inmate. This 
practice is not being followed, presently, at MSP. 

2. Classification Team Responsibiliti.es 

tion team 
referenced. 

a. Findings: The duties accorded to the institutional classifica-
are scattered throughout the Division rules or are not specifically 

For example, Rule 20-100.080, specifies Team duties as: 

Revision, implementation and institutional monitoring of 
Persona I i zed Plans; 

a Assignment to housing units within the facility; 

o Assignment of jobs; 

e Development of academic/vocational training plans; 

'" Review of minor rule infractions and assignment of appro
priate disciplinary measures; and 

Award of special merit time. 
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Rule 20.101.090 empowers the Team to make institutional transfer 
recommendations. Rule 20-101.100 specifies that the team is responsible for 
preparing an eva I ua t ion report (Pre-Parol e Progress Report) prior to parol e 
considerations. Another function performed by the Classification Team is pro
gress reviews. 

Rule 20-128.040 states that the Classification Teams evaluate inmate 
req~Jests to participate in institutional work release and education release 
while Rule 20-103.020 requires the Classification Team to review inmate re
quests for temporary leave. 

While not specified 
the Honor Centers) review an 
and every 90 days thereafter. 

by Division rules, all MDOC facilities (except 
inmate's progress 30 days after his reception 

b. Recommendations: While the duties accorded to the MDOC clas-
sification teams are consistent with other state systems and with national 
standards, the Division pol icies and procedures governing these functions 
are poorly organized, redundant and confusing. Instead of having a series 
of rules governing classification functions which are overlapping and often
times vague, CSG recommends the Division develop a new, comprehensive rule 
to govern all institutional classification policies and procedures. This rule 
should specify, at a minimum: 

G The purpose and objectives of team/unit classification; 

Q The required composition of the team including a quorum, al
lowable substitutions for required members; 

o 

A delineation 
team member 
cri teri a j 

of Team responsibilities including individual 
responsibilities and applicable decision-making 

Specific team hearing procedures; 

Team reporting requirements; and 

Standard MDOC forms to be used for all institutional clas
sification actions. 

Once this rule is developed, it should be modified in format to 
become a classification manual for the express u!::>e of institutional staff who 
perform classification functions. The contents can also form the foundation 
for a comprehensive pre- and in-service training program for classification 
staff. 

The present DOC practice of performing an initial review of an 
inmate 30 days following his reception at an institution is sound. Howev('r', 
CSG recommends the focus of this hearing be placed upon the Personalized 
Plan. The Divisionis practice of performing progress reviews (an integral 
part of a viable personalized plan treatment approach) at 90 day inter~vals 
is currently a waste of the classification team's time. 
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r':"oqres~; "('views now ~jenerdlly (C.nsist of a three to five:- minutf' 

disc (}l!f"',(' hy II\(' ("dill Ch .. li,'r!lilf"l ur' le~ldf'r ,)[1 pr'irnar'ily tht: irlfTlc,~le"~; .lob de", 

C;i~lnrnl'nt <'Ind his/Ill'I' piwticip11tiQrt in ecJu("dtiorlcil or' v()ci..iliorldl pr'our;ltl'1S, it 
applicable. The inrnate says little and usually no reference is made to LJtur"·; 

I nppor'tunities or plans, Even in a correctional system that utilizes treatment 
I program planning, <'1 90 c:ay proC;;fres5 ,'cview period is nut necessflry. A :oi." 
, month progress review p::;.-iod is adequate for' the majori ty of prisoner'5. l, 

90 day review per'iod sh~JlJl(1 only he- used for inmates who are within 11.) 
months of their expected release date. Further, CAC standard number 2-·404Lr 
mandates on I y an annua I program s ta tus revi ew, 

3. Classification Team Procedures 

a. Findin9s: Division rules do not specify the hearing proCf:-
dures classification teams are supposed to follow. While Division Rule 20-100. 
080 calls for the maximum involvement of the inmClte in classification pr'oCf~'
edings, CSG was informed that MSP holds :some classification committee hear
ings at which the inmate is 'lot present; a practice which is in violation of 
Division policy. CAC Standard 2-4406 requit'€:''5 that unless precluded for secu·· 
rity or other substantial reasons, all inmates appear at their classification 

\ 

heari ng and be given 48 hours prior not ice. The prov i s ions for 48 hour' 
notice is not referenced in the Division rules nor is it common practice among 
the MDOC institutions. 

b. Recommendations: In developing a new MDOC rule governing 
institutional classification functions, CSG recommends the following procedures 
be considered for incorporation into the flew l~ule: 

e The institutional head will appoint caseworkers to serve as 
permanent chairman of their respective Institutional Clas
sification Teams. Any permanent Team member may serve 
as alternate chairmiln, at the discretion of the inslitutional 
head. 

o 

The insti tutional head wi II designate one or more appro
priate places within the institution to hold institutional clas
sification hearings. The meeting areas should provide ade
qua te pri vacy and a su i tab I e wa it i ng area for i nma tes and 
other persons appearing before the Team. In addition, the 
hearing rooms should be locatc-d to facilitate the secure 
movemen t of i nma tes to and from the heal-i ng rooms. 

The Chnir'man of each Institutional Classification Team or 
his or rler designee, wi II prepare and distribute the hearin~l 

docket at least two working days in advanc.e of the hearing. 

Tile Institutional Classification Team will 
base file available for I'eference during 
view of cases; 

have each inmatc"s 
the individual r('-

The caseworker assigned to each inmate scheduled for review 
by the Team will review each inmate's base file prior to the 
heari ng to ensure the fi lei s comp I ete and tha t t'Fi'echrono
logical record is up-to-date and legible. The casewo,~ker 

will also complete a new Correctional Ciassification Profile 
for Team consi.deration. 
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In addition to the Chairman or his substitute, two other 
permanent voting members--in addition to the inmate--must 
be presen t to conduct a heari ng. 

All permanent voting members, or alternate members, are 
pern. t ted one vote each. The Cha i rman, however, does not 
vote except to break a tie. 

The Chairman, or his or her designee, will maintain the 
hearing minutes on Division forms. 

At least 48 hours in advance of the hearing, the Caseworker 
or Correctional Classification Assistant will advise the inmate 
as to the nature of the review and procedural requirements. 
At this time, he wi II have the inmate sign a 48 hour hearing 
notice or a waiver of hearing notice. 

Hearing Procedures 

tl) The Chairman will call the hearing to order and, if desired, 
designate a member to serve as hearing recorder. 

" The Cha i rman will rev i ew the heari ng docket. 

o 

• 

The Cha i rman will ca II for the i nma te to be adm it led to the 

hearing room. 

For eacll case, the Chairman will identify the inmate, state 
the reason for the hearing and review the inmate's record. 

The Cha i r~man wi II then ask the i nma te to commen t on the 
request, or if it is a disciplinary or adjustment hearing, 
to present his version of the incident precipitating the dis

ciplinary charges. 

The Chairman dismisses the inmate from the hearing following 

his testimony. 

Following the inmate's presentation, witnesses (if any) called 
by the inmate will be admitted to the hearing to present 
their testimony. Following their testimony they will be dis
missed by the Cha i rman.1 

Next, any witnesses called by the institution will be called 
to present their testimony after which time they will be dis

missed by the Chairman. 

The Team then discusses the case and identifies decision 

alternatives. 

This requirement is mandated by Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539 to 
assure the inmate's right to due process in hearings that may result 
in loss of good time or solitary confinement. 
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The C h ~i r man c a II s for the Ins tit uti 0 n a I C I ass i f i cat ion Tea m 
to vote. 

o The Chairman calls for the inmate to be readmitted to the
hearing room. 

The inmate is advised, by the Chairman, of the Team's de
c.ision and its rationale. 

The inmate is permitted to question Team members concerning 
the basis for their decision. 

o The Chairman dismisses the inmate from the hearing room 
and introduces the next case. 

Posthearing Activities 

I) The Institutional Head reviews each Team action for his ap
proval or disapproval. If it is a final action, a copy of 
the completed classification form should be placed in the in
mate's file and he should be notified of the outcome by his 
caseworker. 

Cases that must be approved by Central Office should be for
warded immediately for that purpose. 

The hearing minutes are typed by the clerical staff with 
copies to the appropriate staff and files. 

For those cases referred to the Central Office, 
receives a copy of its recommendations as does 
tiona I Head and the Team Cha i rman. 

the i nma te 
the Institu-

I t is important for all institutions to fOllow the same hearing pro
cedures to provide conformity throughout the Division. Inconsistent procedur'es 
are likely to confuse an inmate who is transferred between institutions. Fur
thermore, it is extremely important when hOlding hearings that each inmate's 
due process rights are not violated. The consistent application of hearing 
procedural requirements will ensure this protection. 

Also, by specifying the hearing procedures, delegating 
bilities and setting a standard of performance, the DOC can promote 
countability for team actions and documentation of these actions. 

4. Personalized Planning 

responsi
staff ac-

a. Findings: To quote from MDOC Rule 20-101.680, "The central 
element of the team planning process is the development of a personalized 
plan for each inmate which is geared to his needs. " As mentioned throughout 
this report, personalized planning, other than MIR's behavioral contract, is 
not bei ng performed. The crux of the prob I em seems to be the Parol e Board's 
r(:luctance to commit itself to a firm release date once the inmate has suc
cessfully fUlfilled his part of the plan. The necessity of this commitment is 

2 
Only one MDOC institution, CMCC, actually votes on institutional clas
sificatior) team decisions. 
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expr~ssed in MDOC rule 101.100.02, "When the plan, which will contain both 
short-range and long-term comm i tments, is acceptab I e to the Parol e Board, 
it will give its asSUrance that the inmate will be acceptable for release, on 
parol e when he has fu I fill ed the condi t ions and made thlE! progress and I m
provements indicated by the personalized plan. I ' 

Missouri Division of Corrections classification 
whether or not a personalized plan should be developed 
Their responses, by institution, are presented in Table V-'J, 

staff were asked 
for each i nma Ie. 

TABLE V-l 

SHOULD A PERSONALIZED PLAN BE DEVELOPED FOR EACH INMATE? 

MSP CMCC MIR MTCH Tipton ~CC KCHC SMCH Renz Total 
(N-12) (N=9) (N=12) (N A 9) (N=4) (N .. 5) (N=6) (N=2) (N=4) (N=63) 
# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 1# % # % # % 

No 6 50 2 22 0 0 7 78 0 0 2 40 0 0 0 0 3 75 20 32 
Yes 6 50 7 78 12 100 2 22 4 100 60 6 100 2 100 25 43 68 

As can be seen from this table, MDOC staff are split in their op
inions of personalized planning. The staff of the minimum security and honor 
center facilities are decidely in favor of personalized planning as are CMCC 
and M I R. Staff from MSP are equa II y d i v i ded and those from MTCM a,nd Renz 
are decidedly against personalized planning. Reasons given by staff In favor 
of personalized planning include: 

It p'uts responsibility on the inmate; 
I t provides direction and goals for the inmate; 
It hel ps prepare the i nma te for rei ease; 
I t provides a framework for individual ized planning 
treatment; 

and 

It assesses motivation, attitude and interests of the inmate; 
and 
I t serves as a reference tool for staff and inmate. 

Reasons given for not developing personalized plans include: 

(II 

o 

Inability of MDOC to provide proper treatment facilities; 
Inability to monitor inmate progress; 
Present system too vague; 
Overpopulation makes plan difficult to implement; 
Inability to update plan; and 
Parole Board will not abide by plan. 

b. Recommenda t ions: The MDOC needs to make a major pol icy de-
cision regarding personalized planning. The Division's mis~ion statement 
manda tes tha t the agency prov i de rehab iii ta t i ve programs for I nma tes. T!,e 
Division chose to adopt the personalized plan treatment approach to fulf~1I 
this mandate. Proper implementation of the personalized plan approach. WIll 
require a significant staff commitment by the Division and a concommitant 
commitment of Division resources. 

. 
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Correctional Services Group recommends the Division consider begin
ning a Mutual Agreement Program (MAP) for a segment of its inmate popula
tion. The Parole Board's input should be sought into the development of a 
MAP and participation criteria. In this way, the MDOC can test the viability 
of the program for " period of time without committing significant staff or 
program resources. L..imited treatment program planning, based on the Correc
tional Classification Profile, should be available to those inmates who do not 
qual ify for a contract parole program of this nature. 

It is our understanding the Division plans to undertake an analy
sis of its programs and services within the near future. CSG recommends that 
an integra I componen t of th i s study be the devel opmen t of a tri a I con tract 
paro I e program such as MAP . 

ment is 
and the 
veloped 
Director 
ever, it 
this was 

5. 

making 
system. 
ing: 

As it presently stands, the Director of Classification and Assign
responsible for monitoring the implementation of personalized plans 
approval of changes in the plan. A monitoring system should be de
duri ng the program eva I ua t ion, referenced above, to perm it the 
of Classification and Assignment to fulfill this responsibility. How-
should be noted, that over 60% of the MDOC classification staff felt 
an institutional responsibility. 

Information Needs: 

a. Findings: Insufficient information for classification decision-
was a frequently cited problem with Missouri's current classification 

The following factors contribute to this deficiency. Generally speak-

There is no manual for classification staff to provide 
guidance in the perfol~mance of classification duties. Case
work Supervisors, Caseworkers and Correctional Classification 
Assistants must use the Division rules or institutional guide
lines when seeking information relative to classification; 

Many classification staff are not familiar with the programs 
operating at other institutions. The Division does not have 
a program manua I nor is a progr~amma tic i nforma t ion ex
change in operation among the various institutions. Further, 
numerous programs, particularly vocational training pro
grams, are initiated and terminated on an individual facility 
basis without such information being disseminated to other 
MDOC institutions; 

G After an inmate has been in the MDOC system for a whi Ie, 
most of the information contained in his file is concerned 
with his institutional adjustment. As a result, classifica
tion staff rely most heavily on this information, good, bad 
or indifferent, when m.aking classification decisions; 

o There is no individual and/or aggregate information with 
which to assess the success/failure of the classification sys
tem. The Division is still in the process of implementing 
its offender management i nformat ion system. Further mon i tor
ing of inmates on a Division-wide basis is virtually non
existent; and 

Correctional Services Group 63 



ii.·.· 6J 

1 

-----------'~--- - - - -'- --------

Heporting requirements and forms vary from institution to 
institution. 

Specifically, staff were asked to identify 
available to them for classification decision-making. 
their responses. ne following types of information 
available by over 50'/0 of the MDOC classification staff: 

o 
o 

Prior Institutional Record (89%) 
Educational Test Results (89%) 
Criminal History (86%) 
Psychiatr'ic Evalua.tion (84%) 
Interview Data (73%) 
Medica.l Reports (78%) 
Diagnostic Center Report (78%) 
Educational Records (76%) 
FB I Rap Sheet (71 %) 
Psychological Test Results (71%) 
PSI (70%) 
Vocational Test Results (57%) 

the types of 
Table V-2 

were ci ted 

information 
summarizes 
as usually 

If the classification staff utilize the inmate's base file during 
classification hearings, the following types of information should be available 
to them one hundred percent of the time: prior institutional record; educa
tional test results; criminal history; interview data; Diagnostic Center Report; 
and psychological test results. 

For the most part, MDOC staff perceived what information they did 
have as fairly accurate. Only five percent of the respondents said the in-
formation was inaccurate. Reasons given for this response included: lack 
of information regarding warrants, detainers, criminal history, and previous 
incarcerations; lack of verification of inmate's self-report to caseworker, and 
incomplete information and lack of documentation. 

In terms of priority, MDOC staff felt they 
types of information to properly classify inmates: 

o Medical Reports; 
I) Criminal History; 
CJ Psychological/Vocational Testing; 
G More Deta i I ed I nforma t i on; 
o Enem i es List; 
o Previous Institutional Adjustment; and 
o Inmates Likes/Dislikes (Interview Data). 

needed the following 

b. Recommendations: As citeci previously, the Division should 
develop a classification manual for use by staff. This recommendation is sup
ported by CAC Standard Number 2-4400. 

Further, an overview of MDOe programs and services should be 
included in a comprehensve training program for all classification staff. The 
Assistant Director, ProSJram Services, should oversee the development of a pro
gram manual to meet the needs of the users of the system, classification/ 
treatment staff and inmates. Institutional staff input should be sought in 
the development of a program manual. The format should be developed to 
faci I i tate upda t i ng and program changes shou I d be made a t I east every 
six months. Entries should include, at a minimum, the name of the program, 
the MOOe staff person responsible for administering or sponsoring the pr'o-
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TABLE V-2 

() 
AVAILABILITY OF I NFORMAT I ON 0 .... .... 

~ MSP CMCC MIR MTCM Tipton OCC KCHC SMHC Rem; Total - (N=12) ( N=9) (N=12) (N=9) (N=4) (N=5) (N=6) ( N::.:2} (N=4) (N=63) -. 
0 

# % # % # % # (J7 # % # % # % iL...Y£. LYE # % :::s /0 
Q) -
~ 

Sen tenc i ng Orders 4 33 3 33 6 50 2 22 3 75 4 80 a a a a 2 50 24 38 
State's Version of Crime 8 67 1 11 5 42 4 44 3 75 3 60 17 a a 1 25 26 41 .... 
Arresting Officer's Version ~ -. (') of Crime 5 60 a a 2 17 3 33 2 50 a a a a a a a a 12 19 

<b educational Test Resu Its 9 75 7 78 12 100 9 100 4 100 5 100 6 100 a a 4 100 56 89 tI) 

(;) Interview Data 8 67 5 56 8 67 9 100 4 100 5 100 6 100 1 50 4 100 50 79 
.... FBI Rap Sheet 12 100 7 78 4 33 8 89 4 100 3 60 2 33 50 4 100 45 71 0 
-§ ,Medical Reports 10 83 6 67 9 75 7 78 4. 100 3 60 5 83 50 4 100 49 78 

Psychiatric Evaluat~orl 12 100 7 78 9 75 8 89 4 100 4 80 4 67 1 50 4 100 53 84 
Educational Records 9 75 7 78 9 75 6 67 4 100 5 100 5 83 a a 3 75 48 76 
Vocational Test Results 9 75 2 22 4 33 5 56 4 100 3 60 6 100 a a 3 75 31 57 
Psychological Test Results 12 100 5 56 4 33 7 78 4 10 4 80 4 67 1 50 4 lOa 45 71 
Military Records 4 33 2 22 3 25 a a a a a 0 4 67 a a 2 50 15 2lJ 
Relative Questionnaires 8 67 1 11 6 50 4 44 2 50 2 40 2 33 a a 1 25 26 41 
Diagnostic Unit Report 10 83 7 78 7 58 9 100 3 75 4 80 4 61 1 50 4 100 49 78 
PSI 10 83 3 33 8 67 8 89 4 100 5 100 1 17 50 4 100 44 70 
Criminal History 11 92 8 89 10 83 8 89 4 100 5 100 3 50 50 4 100 54 86 
Prior Institutional Record 10 83 9 100 10 83 9 100 4 100 5 100 4 67 1 50 4 100 56 89 
Other Quest ionna ires 1 8 a a 8 a a 1 25 a a 2 33 a a 1 25 6 10 
Jai I Classification Report 2 17 a 0 1 8 a a 2 50 a a 1 7 a a a a 6 10 
Other a a a a a a a a a 0 a a a a a a a a a a 

( 154) (80) ( 118) (106 ) (60) (60) (60) (9) (53) (700) 



gram,. the number of total program slots, a description of the program, pr'o
gram criteria, if any, program duration, and program benefits, i.e., diploma, 
certificate, etc. 

Recommendations regarding offender information may also be found 
in Chapter Four: It tial Classificc.ltjon. 

Information essential to initial as well as institutional classifica
tion decisions should become an integral part of the Division's offender 
management information system. The Admission, Assessment, Institutions, 
Parol e, Movement Sta tus, Lega I Status, Managemen t and Research Modu I es 
found in the Offender Based State Corrections Information System (OBSCIS) 
should be evaluated thoroughly to determine which elements of the classifica
tion operation should be incorporated into the information system. 

Good management practices dicate the use of standardized report
ing forms and requirements. For example, one institution reported that a 
caseworker can deny an inmate's request to be seen by e classification team 
while another said this was not within the caseworker's jurisdiction. While 
CSG staff feel it is acceptable to deny an inmate's request for a hearing for 
a program, custody reduction Ol~ transfer for which he/she is not eligible, 
the caseworker should explain hiS/her rationale to the inmate and the ex
change should be documented in the inmate's file. Staff accountability with 
inmates and staff from other institutions suffers from inconsistent reporting. 

C. Overview of Institutional Classification 

This section presents general observations I~egarding classification pro
cedures as practiced in the following MDOC institutions: 3 

III Missouri Stale Penitentiary; 
o Missouri Training Center for Men; 
Cl Central Missouri Correctional Center; 
o Missouri I ntermediate Reformatory; and 
o Renz Correctional Center for Women. 

1. Missouri State Penitentiary (MSP) 

The following types of classification tlearings were observed at MSP: 
gri evance, disci p I i nary and protect ive custody. There were three MSP sta ff 
members on the C I assi fi ca tion Team; they were: the caseworker, who func-
tions as the chairman or Team leaderj a work foreman; and a correction09.1 
classification counselor. 

In addition lo observing Team hearings, evaluation staff also inlet'view
ed casework staff. 

The following statements reflect the most sel~ious classificalion-celated 
deficiencies noted at MSP. 

3 
Team proceedings at Ozark Correctional Center, State Correctional Pre
Release Centel" and the Honor Centers were nol reviewed during Phase 
II of this evaluation. 
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a. Hearing Location 

o The location where the Disciplinary Team meets to review in
mates temporarily held in disciplinary segregation poses a 
safpty hazard to both the Team members and to the inmates 
whCJ must appear before the Team. 

The noise levels and poor acoustics are not conducive to 
conducting an orderly meeting. 

The current location provides little or no privacy during the 
hearing del iberations and further fosters an informal ap
proach to performing classification functions. 

b. Team Actions 

It The Classification Team spends a large percentage of its time 
acting on jOb-related, e.g, job transfers, assignments. 
Other, less time-consuming methods are available to ac
complish the same objectives, particularly in the larger in
stitutions. 

Missouri State Penitentiary should look more closely at its 
practice of having the Classification Team interview inmates 
and screen them for referral to the Protective Custody Com
mittee. This function could be performed as readily, and 
more time-efficiently, by indiVIdual caseworkers, particular
ly if a set of criteria were developed for use during the 
screening interview. 

o If the Correctional Classification Profile is adopted for use 
during Team hearings, there is no reason why existing Clas
sification Teams could not also recommend transfers and se
curity reductions directly to the Warden. At the present 
time, these recommendations are made by a Medium/Minimum 
Classification Committee composed of high-level administrative, 
staff . 

c. Team Composition 

o The Classification Team quorum should be an uneven number. 
At a minimum, members should include: 

Caseworker (Cha i rman) 
Program Services representr3tive (work foreman, teacher, 
chaplain, etc.) 
Correc tiona I C I ass i f ica t ion Counse I or or secul~ i ty I~epre
sentative, and 
The inmate. 

• If a caseworker sits on a disciplinary committee, he/she 
should not also sit on the Adjustment Board or Administrative 
Segregation Review Committee for a hearing for the same in-
mate. This holds true also for the worl~ foreman. 
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Team Hearings 

I n general, 
informally, 
inrr teo 

the 
the 

classification team 
procedures followed 

hearings 
varying 

are 
from 

hel d very 
inmate to 

-:-he caseworker comp I etes a screen i ng report for each i nma te 
on the docket for the team's rev i ew duri ng the heari ng. 
The chairman should review these forms prior to admitting 
the inmate to the hearing, elaborate on any information pre
sented, as needed, and answer any questions team members 
may have. 

As stated previously, MSP holds some Classification Committee 
Hearings at which the inmate is not present. This is in 
violation of Division policy. 

One of the most unsettling practices of the Classification 
Team is that the inmate remains in the hearing area while 
the Team deliberates and reaches its decision. 

For example, during the discipl inary hearing observed by 
CSG staff, two inmates who were written up for fighting were 
called before the Classification Team. Although each inmate 
was called individually to present his version of the viola
tion, the second inmate remained in the hearing while Team 
members discussed the case and the discipl inary measures 
to be taken against both inmates. 

In this particular hearing, the Disciplinary Team agreed on 
a period of disciplinary segregation before verifying that 
space was available to impose this particular sanction. 

Although Division policy states eacll member of the Team has 
a vote (for or against recommended actions), this practice 
is not followed. Instead, the Chairman subjectively de
termines when consensus has been reached. 

Team practices regarding the testimony of wi tnesses vary 
from team to team, as does test.imony presented by a coun
selor or other employee advisor. 

Warden's Review 

Division policy enables the Warden to approve, disapprove 
or change the recommenda t ion of the Team. A I though he 
norma II y informs the Team if he di sapproves or changes a 
recommendation and provides a rationale for his actions, he 
is not required to do so. 

Recordkeeping Practices 

Classification forms are generally unique to each institution. 

A caseworker can deny an inmate's request for a hear~ing, 

but he/she do~s not have to document the denial. 
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2. Missouri Training Center for Men (MTCM) 

Classification hearings were not observed at MTCM; casework staff, how
ever, were interviewed. 

a. Team Composition 

e The quorum used by MTCM in order to convene a classifica
tion hearing is two, plus the inmate. There should be at 
least three persons involved; not including the inmate to ad
equately represent the interests of the institution and to pro
v i de any necessary background i nforma t ion concer;:; i ng the 
inmate in question. 

b. Team Actions 

" An initial Reception and Orientation Team makes housing and 
job assignments. These functions could be performed in 
another manner thus el iminating the need for a number of 
staff to devote a significant amount of time to these 
routine functions. 

c. Team Procedur'es 

11> Missouri Training Center for Men does not utilize voting to 
determine Team decisions. Similar to MSP, the Chairman dis-
cerns Team consensus and this becomes the Team's decision. 

No set procedures are following during Team or Committee 
hearings. The hearing was described as an open meeting 
using reality therapy techniques to help the inmate to be
have more responsibly and to accept the consequences for 
his misbehavior. 

Q Missouri Training Center for Men does not utilize a personal
ized plan becuase the Parole Board will not adhere to its 
provisions. 

d. Reporting Requirements 

o The classification forms used at MTCM are institution-spec
ifi C. 

3. Central Missouri Correctional Center' (CMCC) 

At CMCC, CSG evaluation staff observed tile following types of hearings: 
major rule violations, job assignments and changes, administrative reviews 
(90 day) and custody changes. In addition, casework staff were interviewed: 

a. Hearing Location 

Correctional 

The objectives of team classification would be better served 
if a more informal setting were available in which hearings 
could be held. Caseworkers and Correctional Classification 
Assistant's offices in each hail must double as a hearing 
room. Their proximity to inmates who will appear before 
the Team is advantageous, but the formality imposed by the 
Services Group . 69 
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office furnishings is not. 

Team Actions 

The Classification Team makes initial job assignments and 
cha' ':.les. This practice could be performed by less staff 
thereby increasing the amount of time caseworkers and cor
rectional classification assistants can devote to other case
work functions such as counseling. 

Team Composi lion 

Normally, CMCC does not convene a classification hearing 
unless three members are present, not including the inmate. 
If the action to be taken is minor, e.g., job change, the 
hearing will be held if only two members ar'e present. Be
cause each person has a vote excep t the i nma te ina 
disciplinary hearing, there should be an uneven number of 
team members. Further, the types of staff participating 
should adequately represent the institution's interests both 

'to avail the team of first-hand knowledge of the inmate's 
institutional adjustment and to identify any problems or 
needs that should be considered in classification decisions. 

Team Procedures 

The CMCC classification team, observed by CSG stamffa'nnCeorn.4 
ducted its hearings in a logical, progressive 
In addition, following case discussion by the Team members, 
the Chairman asked each member his opinion regarding the 
Team's recommendation. Disagreements were then surfaced, 
discussed and compromise reached. This approach appears 
to be I ess subject i ve than rei y i ng on the Team Cha i rman to 
gauge Team consensus. 

4. Missouri Intermediate Reformatory (MIR) 

The CSG evaluation team observed several classification team hearings 
i ncl udi ng disci p I i nary, job changes, transfer reques ts, cus tody changes and 
progress reviews. Unit staff were also interviewed. 

Missouri 
ment System. 

Intermediate Reformatory utilizes the Functional 
It also utilizes a personalized plan. 

Unit Manage-

On the day the hearings were observed, the Unit Team composition was 
as follows: 

4 

e 
f) 

e 
G 

Caseworker (chairman) 
Unit Manager 
Correct iona I C I ass i fica t ion Ass i stan t 
Parole Counselor 

Division policy does not specify team procedures. 
left up t~ the discretion of the Team Chairman. 
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a. 

b. 

Team Act ions 

Like other Division institutions, MIR unit teams make initial 
and subsequent job assignments. If the job placement is 
an :ntegral part of the inmate's personalized plan, this 
function is an important responsibility of the unit team; if 
it is not, MIR work supervisors, in conjunction with the 
caseworkers, could effect these assignments utilizing a job 
roster system, with input from caseworkers. 

Like MTCM, MIR holds hearings in an open meeting fashion. 
Many of the hearings appeared to be routine and even the 
more sens it i ve cases such a s transfers appeared to be "open 
and shut "cases" with the outcome of the hearing preset in 
the minds of the team members. Perhaps the i nma tes were 
somewhat intimidated by the presence of visitors (the pre
sence of ev""luation staff was not explained), because the 
inmate's participation in the hearings (with one exception) 
was minimal. 

Aga in, the Cha i rman of the Ur. it Team determ i nes whet I Team 
consensus is reached and wha t th i s consensus is. No vot i ng 
takes place, the inmate is essentially told what will happen. 
Further, the inmate is present for the Team deliberations. 

The Correctional Classification Assistant made chronological 
entries in the inmate's "mini file" 5 and the Parole Counselor 
maintained the hearing docket minutes. Other than the CCA, 
Team members did not refer to the inmate's file in case con
s i dera t ion. 

Rcpor tin g P roced u res 

" Missouri Intermediate Reformatory does not utilize stan
dardized classification forms. 

5. Renz Correctional Center for Women (Renz) 

During an on-site visit, CSG staff observed a series of team hearings 
involving work assignments, progress reviews and one temporary leave re-
quest. Team composition on that day was: 

I!I Caseworker I I - Cha i rman 
o Correction Classification Assistant 
C) Caseworker 

Correctional Services Group staff were informed that normally a work 
foreman part ici pa tes in team heari ngs. 

5 

In addition, casework staff were interviewed. 

Complete institutional files are maintained in the Administration Build
ing. 
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D. 

a. 

b. 

o 

Hearing Location 

On the day of 
the conference 
refer 'ed to as 
space is much 
ease. 

Team Composition 

the observations, the hearings were held in 
room. Normally, they are held in what is 

the old classification office. This latter 
too sma II and cramped to put an inmate at 

At least two team members, plus the inmate must be present 
to convene a team hearing. Although Renz has a limited 
number of staff the quorum should be at least three staff 
members. Othe~wise, the institutioh's best interests will not 
be adequatel y represented and the knowledge and experience 
brought to bear on classification issues will be limited to 
that provided by two persons. Further, these two persons 
usually represent the treatment aspects of the inmate's in
carceration not security. 

c. Team Procedures 

d. 

like most of the institutions in the Division, Renz holds very 
informal classification team hearings. CSG staff were in
formed tha t no one team member funct ions as a Cha i rman, 
a I though the Caseworker I I di d ca II for a vote on the 
temporary leave request. 

Even if an inmate does not meet the stated el igibi I i ty re
qu i rements, the Caseworker cannot deny his/her request for 
a team hearing to consider a specific request. 

The only time an inmate is requested to leave the hearing 
room during case discussion is when the discussion may re
flect adversly on an employee of the Division. 

Reporting Requirements 

Standardized classification forms are not in use at Renz. 

Prerelease/Honor Center Classification 

1 • Team Composi t ion 

a. Findings: Division Rule 20-101.080, Team Classification, 
simply states that the minimum security institutions work lOward the team 
classification concept utilizing available personnel. The team at SCPRC is 
usually composed of a caseworker, correctional classification assistant, 
psycho log i st, school teacher and a 3X3 drug program represen La t i ve. 

The composition 
Division Rule 20-901.080. 
mixture of staff from the 
st i tu t i on. 

of the Kansas City Honor Center is specified by 
Its tat es the c I ass i f i cat ion tea m will inc Iud e a 

securi ty section and the treatment section of the in-
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b. Recommendations: CSG recognizes the staff limitations faced 
by the MDOC minimum security facilities and while these facilities appear to 
have adequate represen ta t ion of securi ty and treatment staff, the min i mum 
team complement should be specified by Division Rule 20-101.080. The minimum 
number of staff comp'sing a classification team should be three, including: 

G A caseworker familiar with the inmate; 
01 A representative from one of the programs the inmate is par

ticipating in--work, education, vocational training, prison 
industries, substance abuse, etc.; and 

Ii) A senior level security officer (rank of sergeant or above). 

2. Team Responsibilities 

a. Findings: As explained earlier in this Chapter, the Division 
rules governing classification are fairly ambiguous and references to team 
responsibilities are not summarized in a single rule but are scattered 
throughout the rules. Some of the institutions have developed more compre
hensive institutional policies and procedures but these are not systematic 
Di vi sion-wi de. 

Interviews with SCPRC staff indicate the classification team makes 
recommendations relative to: transfers to honor centers or halfway houses; 
program participation and progress reviews; discipline (minor rule violations) 
and subsequent di sci p I i nary measures; gri evances, etc. The Kansas City 
Honor Cen ter cl ass ifi ca t i on team makes recommenda Lions concern i ng tra nsfer 
requests, full-time participation in educational programs, extra pass time, 
discipline, progress reviews and grievances. 

b. Recommenda t ions: Because staff do not have a comprehensve 
classification manual available for use, they are not familiar with the 
practices of other institutions. This situation contributes to a lack of per
spective. In addition, responsibilities and individual responsibilities of the 
team members should be set forth in Division policy as should criteria LO be 
used in classifying inmates. This particular Rule should introduce staff to 
the Correctional Classification Profile and provide instructions and rationale 
for its usage. 

3. Heari ng Procedures 

a. Findings: Specific hearing procedures are as noticeably lack-
ing for the Prerelease/Honor Center system as they are for institutional clas
sification. 

b. Recommendations: Please refer to section B, 3, b of 
chapter for a comprehensive recommendation concerning the development 
standardi zed heari ng procedures. 

4. Transfers to the Prerelease System 

this 
of 

a. Findings: After its opening in the lale 1970's, staff from 
SCPRC screened all recommended transfers to SCPRC based upon wri tten 
eligibility criteria and a personal interview. This practice was curtailed 
in late 1980 due to severe overcrowding in the Division's medium security in
stitutions and the sheer numbers of inmate being processed into the Prerelease 
Center and the,n, into the Honor Centers. 
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As of Sepember 1981, this screening practice was el iminated al
togehter with the creation of the Central Transfer Authority. 

b. Recommendations: CSG concurs with transfering the authority 
for making prerelease transfer recommendations to the institutions housing the 
inmates subject to r,e approval of the institutional head and the Central 
Trar.sfer Authority. However, CSG recommends the Correctional Classification 
Profile be used by institutional classification teams to screen inmates for 
transfer to the prerelease system. 

5. Orientation 

a. Findings: Inmates housed at the SPRC undergo a thorough 
orientation to the honor centers prier .to their transfer. The focus of the 
orientation is upon the Basic Life Skills Counse, a week-long program, and 
job readiness preparation. 

After transfer to the Kansas City Honor Center, inmates undergo 
an extensive orientation to the Center rules and procedures. Specifically, 
the session includes familiarizing the residents with the rules and procedures 
regarding security, the treatment program, finances and the food service op
eration. All inmates are considef~ed to be Pre-Work Release status for the 
first week. While in Pre-Work Release status, the inmate meets with his case
worker to formulate an individualized treatment plan. A month before in
mates are to be released they are given special orientation regarding prob
lems they may encounter immediately upon release. 

b. Recommendations: Interviews with MOOC staff indicate the 
Pre-Release Center and Honor Centers are providing satisfactory orientation 
programs. One aspect of the Honor Cen ter ori en ta tion warran ts commen tary 
however. During the week-long orientation period, an effort should be made 
to impress upon new residents the frustrations inherent in the "half-free" 
status they now enjoy. They should be made aware that this is a normal 
reaction but that Center staff are ready to h.~lp them work through these 
frustra tions and temporary setbacks. 

E. Classification for Parole 

1. Findings: The institutional classification team is responsible for 
preparing an evaluation report prior to any parole hearing. In addition, 
the team leader or his representative is to be present at all parole hearings. 
The pre-parole report, as described ty Division Rule 20-101.100, is supposed 
to be a progress report based upon I he i nma te' 5 persona I i zed p I an. As i n
dicated elsewhere in this report, a ctmprehensve personali7.ed plan is not de
veloped for any inmate in the MOOC system. As a resul t, the caseworker must 
use hiS/her knowledge of the inmate, the chronological report and supporling 
documentation, past pre-parole reports, if any, and other relevant information 
from the inmate file to develop a pre-parole report each time it is necessary. 

Also, many staff indicated their difficulty in measuring, objectively, 
an inmate's progress given no objectives have been set for him. 

2. Recommendations: Adoption of the Correctional Classification Pro-
file will facilitate the preparation of pre-parole reports in conjunction w,ith 
the Division's 'commitment to bonafide personalized planning. 
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CHAPTER SIX: CENTRAL OFFICE CLASSIFICATION 

A. Central Classification Authori':1. 

1. Findings: AL the present time, central classifi:a~i~n authority i: con-
centrated In the position of the Director. For example, DIVISion Rules 7peclfy that 
community rel~ase recommendations, educational and work release, are rev~ewed by ~ 
screening committee composed of the: Assistant Director of Program Services; ASSIS
tant Director of Support Services; Custodial Services Coordinator; and Directo~ of 
Classification and Assign,l1ent. In practice, these staff do not meet as a committee, 
ins tead they comp 1 ete worksheets on each i nma te recommenri,ed for educe tiona I ~r work 
re 1 ease. Ea,:h comm it tee member records his vote on the proposed recommendat Ion on 
the worksheet and provides written commentary. The Director then reviews each case 
and the appl icable worksheets and approves or disapproves the request. 

Temporary Leave requests are also forwarded by the institutional classification 
teams to the Director for his approval. Upon their receipt by Central Office, the 
Assistant Director of Program Services reviews each case and provides written re
commendations ~nd support for his decision to the Director. The Director then acts 
nn the request. 

A new coordinative unit, the Central Transfer Authority (CTA) \</as created in 
September of 1981 to review all interinstitutional transfer :e::o~mendati~ns. Undel: 
revised Division Rule 20-110.1~O, only the Director of the DIvIsion or his/her deSIg
nee may overturn the transfer decisions of the CTA. Previously, this function was 
performed by the Director of Classification and Assignme~t. ~n fact, st~tu~tory . 
authority to effect inmate inL~I-institutional transfers IS still vested In the pOSI
tion of the Direct0( of Classification and Assignment (~ 216.211). 

S ta ff were Cisked whether they favored more, les5, 01' the same level of Central 
Office control. Table Vl-l summa r j zes the i r responses by institution. 

CENTRAL OFFICE CONTROL 

HSP CMec HIR IHCh TIPTON OCC i;CH~ ST.MIlC RENZ TOTALS LEVEL N=10 N=9 N::;: 11 k!.:..L N=4 N=5 N=6 N=l N=2 N=57 

More 3 0 II 3 0 0 13 23% 

Less 7 8 1 1 5 2 6 0 a ~ 1 71% 

Same 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 6% 

Well over two-thirds of the sUlff \·ho answered L/!IS qu(!sti'>rl (71!)~) favored less 
Central Office control. I{casons given for tLis position cenle;t:d around the need to 
retain institutional control over major classification decision~. Staff stated ~hat 
their daily interaction with inmutes and their familiarity \·,lt1; the needs of t~elr 
individual institutions combine to make them better quali~ied lhan C~~tr~l O!flc~ 
staff to make these decisions. Other staff voiced the opinion thal tne Institution
al heads, i.e., the ""dl-den or superintendent, should playa I1,CljO:- role in transfer 
and custody decisions because he is in the best position ~o undArstand ~ow.pro~ose~ 
transfer and custody chunges impact his ability to effectively I1w/age hiS Institution. 

Reasons staff ga'.'r! For desiring more Central Office contl-ol centered around the 
need to standardize Division pol icies and procedures and to eliminate or minimize 
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what they perceived to be arbitrary and/or inconsistent classification decision
making. 

The reasons given by Missouri classification staff for more anO 'less Central 
Office control are similar to those cited by classification staff in other correc
tional systems CSG has .~rked with. Whether they support more or less Central 
Office control, staff recognize the need to utilize standard classification policies 
and procedures to ensure the consistent and fair application of classification cri
teria to all members of the inmate population. However, most staf~ especially those 
who work in systems wherein the institutions have heretofore operated more or less 
autonomously, resist relinquishing this Institutional autonomy to achieve these 
obj ect ives. 

An effective and efficient classification system cannot be developed and imple
mented in a correctional system that operates on the premise of institutional autono
my. Classification decisions made by the staff of one institution potentially im
pact all other institutions and the Division, if not immediately then at a future 
date. What is needed to transform Missouri's present classification practices into a 
classification system is a strong Central Classification Authority that will repre
sent the interests of all institutions, those of its inmate population and the pub
lic. The Central Classification Authority must assume a position of leadership in 
classification matters to fulfi 11 this mandate. 

2. Recommendations: The Missouri Division of Correction should establ ish a 
Central Classification Authority with responsibil ity for: 

Providing a systematic review and approval process for the fol lowing 
team classification actions: 

Initial Assignments; 
Inter-institutional transfers; 
Increase/decrease in the Public Risk score; 
Increase/decrease in the institutional risk score in excess of one stepi 
Community release; 
Temporary leave; 

Performing population management functions including: 

Overcrowding management; 
Distribution of medical cases; 
Custody/security control and distribution; 
Institutional and Division needs, including maintenance; and 
Racial distribution 

Insuring that classification actions which involve a potential risk to the 
public receive the maximum possible consideration prior to implementation; 

Monit.oring classification actions including: 

Development and implementation of the personalized plan; 
Retention of inmate in 1-5 level for more than 6 months; 
Retention of inmate in I-level 2 - ~ for more than one year; 
Changes or lack of changes in inmate's individual Correctional Classifi
cation Profile scores; 

Evaluating, on a regular basis, the classification system operated by the 
Division and making recommendations for improving the process; 
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Serving as a liaison between the Director and the institutions and pro
viding direction to institutional heads through semi-annual meetings; 

Keeping institutional staff informed of Division classification policies 
and procedures to ensure that new or updated procedures are being per
formed in a timely and efficient manner, and to secure their input into 
development of these policies and procedures; 

Ensuring Division conformity to Constitutional safeguards for inmates; and, 

Considering, at all times, the overall needs of the Division, including 
those of the institution and staff, the needs of the individual inmates, 
and the needs of the publ ic~ 

This recommendation will be viewed as a radical departure from current practice 
by most Division staff. CSGls experience in other states has shown that the implemen-' 
tation of central ized control over a Divisionis classification system has been used 
successfully to ameliorate the problems associated with overcrowding, particularly 
in the area of escapes from minimum or pre-release custody. For example, the Vir
ginia correctional system was able, with the adoption of a centralized classifih-ation 
system, to reduce its escapes from 10 percent of the inmate popUlation in 1974 to 
less than one percent in 1978. During this same time period the Departmentls inmate 
population Increased from approximately 5,000 inmates to over 7,000. 

The administration of the Missouri Division of Correction would profit from the 
creation of a Central Classification Authority. At the Central Office level, the 
management needs of the Division and the publ ic may be given the necessary considera
tion. The needs of the inmate and the'institution are addressed through the operation 
of the Institutional Classification Team. No one institution is in a position to 
monitor the changing needs of the Division. The concept of the Central Classifica
tion Authority is to provide a mechanism for balancing the needs of the Division and 
the public with those of the institution and the inmate. Institutional staff, as 
noted previously, partially base the argument for less Central Office control or. the 
premise that each institution has needs that must be considered in classification 
decision-making. What they fail to consider is that this is true for each institu
tion arid that what is best for MSP, for example, is not necessarily in the best 
interests of MTCM. Only a Central Classification Authority can be expected to main
tain the impartial ity that is necessary to balance what are often competing institu
tional needs. 

Another important function of a central authority over classification is in the 
area ,of popUlation management. In an overcrowded system such as Missouri IS, this 
responsibility for performing the following population management functions--medical 
distribution, custody distribution, institutional maintenance needs--it also monitors 
intake, release and inmate movement within the system to anticipate and plan strate
gies to cope with the fluctuations in daily inmate population and to minimize the 
adverse impacts of these fluctuations on the entire Division. 

Further, for any classification action that may be considered a public risk, 
i.e., community release or placement in minimum security housing, the Central Classi- I 

fication Authority should review the action recommended by the Institutional Classi
fication Team and the justification it provides for its decision. While it is true, 
as staff argue, that institutional staff interact with the inmate on a daily basis 
and are thus in the best position to assess his or her needs and capabi lities, it is 
also true that institutional staff, and particularly caseworkers, use institutional 

Correctional Services Group ----------------------------------- 77 

\;' 

I 
I 
'l' 
i 
I 

I 
T 
l y. 

1 

transfers and custody reductions as rewards for good inmate behavior. This is an 
understandable practice because within a correctional system staff frequently have 
~ ~ ~ewards to offer inmates. 

~ .though the Mis; ~ri Division of Correction is not currently using personalized 
p!arn:0~ to its maximum benefit, Division rules stll I require that classification ac
tions be consistent with an inmatels Personalized Plan. 

There~are, custc~v/s~curity reductions and transfers should ~ave a definite re
lationship to an inmote's Personalized Plan. That is, the action should faci 1 itate 
a logical progression in the inmatels plan. The Central Classification Authority 
would monitor each inmatels progression in the system through its review of transfer 
and eustacy/security chan~~ recommendations and use of the Correctio~al Classi:ica
tior. P~of: '6. if the institutional Classification Team is recommending an action 
that is a departure from the inmatels Personal ized Plan, adequate justification for 
the action must be suppl ied by the team. 

AlSO, transfers and changes in c~stody or security affect the Divisionis overall 
management of the ;nmate popuiation, particularly as it relates to overcrowding. It 
cannot be overstressed that a Division grappl ing with an overcrowding problem should 
have the capabi lity for exerting control over inmate movement with its system. 

B. Compositio~ 0: the Central Classification Authority 

Recommendations: The results of this evaluation emphasize the Divisionis 
need to establ ish an effective and efficient classification system. Two elements of 
a classification system are currently lacking in the Missouri correctional system. 
One is the Central Classification Authority discussed previously. The second, and 
most important, is a Director of Classification who is charged with the administra
tion of classification on a D:vision-wi'e basis. This person would be responsible 
for both init.ial and institutl(Jnal clas' i.fication and, in addition, would oversee 
the operation of the Central Classifical ion Authority. Because of the authority 
needed tc effectively perform this job und the responsibi lities inherent in this po
sition. CSG recommends th~ MDOC redefIne the position of the Director of Classiflca
.:10:; a,~ Assignment to include the administration of .1w Divisionis classification 
s~ste~. CSG bel ieves the current Di rector of Classification and Assignment is the 
m~st qualif:ed candidate both in terms of experienc~ and oecause of the aut~ority he 
~ow exe-cises over classification decisions. Because CSG recommends the Director 
of Classifica:lon and Assignment and staff of the C8ntral Classification Authority 
become part of Central Office and be housed in the Divisionis offices j the MOOC 
should promote a current Diagnostic Unit staff member to the pOSition of Director of 
the Diagnostic Unit. The Central Office-based classification authority should be 
organizationally separate from the operations of the Diagnostic Unit. The Director 
of the Diagnostic Unit would manage the ~ai ly operatio~s of the.un~t a~~,app~ove al I 
initial assignments before they are submitted to the Director 01 C .• lss!f!catlon and 
Assignment for final approval. 

Specific duties of the Director of Classification 81d Assignment should include: 

Final approval of all initial assignments; 

i 
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~' Final approval of all classification actions recommended by Central. 
Authority staff, except those for which the inmate does not meet sUlta
bi I Ity criteria;' the Director of Classification and Assignment would 
review these recommendations and if he concurs, forward them to the 
Division Director for final approval. 

Liaison with institutional classification staff and institutional heads; 

Development and implementation of classification pol icies and procedures; 

Monitoring of classification decisions and development of a feedback 
mechanism to improve classification decision-making Division-wide; 

Monitoring of the Personalized Plan and changes or lack of changes in the 
lndividual scores that comprise the Correctional Classification Profile; 

Development of pre-service and in-service training programs for both 
classification staff ~ correctional officers; and 

Ensuring that the classific~tion Information needs of the Diagnostic Unit 
and institutional classification staff are met. 

The Central Classification Authority should be composed of the following staff 
positions: 

Director of Classification and Assignment, 

Security/Custody Coordinator. This person wi II be responsible for review
ing all recorrrnendations ,for interinstitutional transfer and custody (1-
score) and security (P-score) changes. The Security/Custody Coordinator 
wi 11 also monitor the Public and Institutional Risk scores as reflected 
within the Correctional Classification Profile. This person has all the 
duties of the current Central Transfer Authority plus the added responsi
bility for monitoring changes in custody and security scores that may not 
result in a transfer recammelOdation. 

Community Leave Coordin~t9,r, This person will be responsible for ~onduct
ing an in-depth review of all requests for temporary leave, educational and 
work release and for preparing his/her findtngs and recommendations for 
consideration by the Director of the Division. 

Population Management Coordinator. This person wi 11 be responsible for 
monitoring the distribution of inmates throu9hout the system, and for pre
paring re~gular impact statlements concerning population management issues 
for the MDOC Director1s review. As needed, the Population Management 
Coordinator wil I screen the inmate population to identify candidates for 
custody/security reduction, transfer and institutional cadre. These can
didates will be reviewed by the appl icable Institutional Classification 
Team prior to their consideration by the Security/Custody Coordinator. 

lThe concepts of eligibility, suitclbility and acceptability, as they relate to 
classification decision-making,are discussed in Section C of this chapter. 
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,Programs/Services Coordinator. This person will be responsible for moni
toring the Personalized Plans developed for MOOC inmates and for changes 
(or lack thereof) in the program/service areas of the Correctional Classi
fication Profile. For example, this Coordinator would ensure that an in
mate who receives an M-4 or M-5 medical score and is designated as treat
able is re-examined by a physician every year, or that an inmate who re
ceives a mental health score of MH-4 or MH-5 and is designated as treatable 
is seen by a psychologist or psychiatrist at least annually and preferably 
semi -annua 11)1'. 

In all cases, the Director of Classification and Assignment should review, ap
prove or disapprove the recommendations of the coordinator, including the community 
release and temporary leave requests that must be approved under current Division 
rules by the MDOC Director. 

Benefits of the Central Classification Authority include a central monitoring 
function that can be used to provide feedback to institutional classification staff 
concerning not only the quality of their recommendations, but their documentation 
regarding classification recommendations, their judgement concerning certain factors 
in an inmate's record, the qual ity of their classification reports, particularly pro
gress reports, etc. This type of feedback information should be provided to classi
fication supervisors, who should Use the information to develop pertinent in-service 
training programs and to individually help classification caseworkerswith their case
work functions and thus, improve their service to inmates. 

As discussed previously, the Missouri Division of Correction has significant 
population management concerns that should be handled at a central level where the 
needs of the Division and the individual institutions are given impartial considera
tion. The Population Management Coordinator wi II screen inmate records to identify 
candidates for custody reduction, transfer and institutional cadre. Because deci
sions of this type may involve both publ ic and institutional risk, it is advisable 
to request institutional feedback from the InStitutional Classification Team. 

Finally, the creation of a strong central classification position wi I I help the 
Division establ ish the I ines of communication necessary to the development and imple
mentation of effective classification pol icies and procedures. To effectively per
form a liaison function, the Director of Classification and Assignment must become 
famil iar with all aspects of classification which means frequent trips to the field 
and active participation in decisions that impact classification. He must take the 
lead in identifying needed changes in the classification system and developing new 
or revised policy and procedures to meet these needs based upon input from line 
classification staff and headquarters staff al ike. A system for monitoring classi
fication decisions and DOC popUlation management needs wi 11 facil itate the identifi
cation of needed changes. 

Figure VI-l represents the proposed organization of the Central Classification 
Authority. It should be noted that staff to fi II the recommended positions are 
avai lable within the Division. 

C. Central Classification Authority Decision-Making 

It is important, for purposes of this evaluation, to stress that the objective 
of the Central Authority is not to.usurp the authority of the institutional classi
fication team nor to scrutinize its decisions in order to override them. The role 
of the Central Classification Authority is essentially three-fold: 
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First ~he Central Classification Authority is charged with performing 
a quality control function with regard to institutional classification 
decision-making. This role is necessary to ensure that classification 
poli~ies, proce~ures and criteria are being fairly and consistently 
appl led to the Inmate, population and that their appl ication is adequately 
documented. 

Seco~d, the Cen:ral Classification Authority is responsible for monitoring 
the Implementation of the classification decisions that have been made. 
For exam~le, the Cen~ral Authority must monitor the implementation of the 
Personalized Plan which is developed using the Correctional Classification 
Pr~file. Thus! it.beh~oves the Authority to verify that the profile is 
being used by Institutional staff and that the individual scores that 
comprise the profi Ie are reviewed regularly by institutional staff so that 
program, service, custody or security statuses, for example, are not stag
nant. 

Third, when approving institutional classification recommendations the 
Central ~Iassification Authority must consider classification issu~s that 
are outSide the purview of a single institutional classification team 
These issues include: . 

Judicial recommendations; 
Assignment of inmates that need to be kept separate from other inmates; 
Overcrowding; 
Racial distribution; 
Medical/mental health distribution; 
Publ ic reaction; and 
Institutional needs, Division-wide, including maintenance. 

. :he follow~ng discussion is presented to clarify the role of the Central Classi-
f~c~t~on Aut~orl:y. in reviewing classification recommendations. The concepts of el i
glbl I ~ty, s~ltabl I ~ty and a~ceptabil ~ty are reviewed as they relate to system-wide 
c!ass~flcatlon deCISion-making. It IS the responsibi I ity of the institutional classi 
flcatlon team to determine--based upon criteria and their knowledge of the inmate-
the inm~te's eligibility and suitability for the classification action they are re
co~m7n~l~g. Altho~gh :he Division does not have a definition for the concepts of 
el Iglbl llty and sUltabl I ity, the following statements describe how Division staff use 
these concepts: 

Eligibility: E!igibility is.defined, for purposes of classification, as the utiliza
tion of obJective, measurable factors or criteria which are employed to 
determine the inm~te program status (transfer, security, program place
ment, ~tc.) .. An.l~mate must meet the eligibility criteria prior to 
assessing SUitability. Examples of eligibility cl-iteria for pre-re
lease, for example might include: the inmate must be within 12 months 

·of parole eligibility date, the inmate must be eligible for "C-l" cus
tody status, the inmate must have had no escape or escape attempts for 
the previous 24 months, etc. 

Suitability: Suitabil ity is defined as the uti lization of objective, measurable vari 
ables, usually employed in combination, to determine inmate program 
s:atus: Examples of suitability criteria for pre-release, for example, 
ml~ht Include: the number of prior felony convictions, the number of 
adjustment reports (major institutional offenses), the number of months 
to release date, etc. 
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Using el igibility criteria alone is not sufficient to determine whether or not 
an offender should be placed in a certain status, e.g., pre-release. Some offenders 
who have been determined to be eligible for a reduced custody level may not, in fact, 
be suitable for that status. 

Institutional classification staff are encouraged to use their discretion to 
recommend classification actions for which inmates do not meet suitabil ity criteria 
if there is adequate justifi~ation for making these exceptions. Specific circum
stances of a case must be considered in such cases so that criteria do not become 
inflexible and, thus, dictate classification outcomes. 

The Central Classification Authority is primarily concerned with determining 
the acceptability of certain proposed classification actions. The proposal must be 
weighed by the Central Authority in terms of its impact and potential impact on the 
Division, the inmate and the publ ic. In the example just noted, it is imperative 
that the Central Classification Authority examine the team1s rationale for disregard
ing one or more suitability criteria particularly due to the problems that may arise 
if. classification staff do not employ criteria without adequate justification and a 
serious incident occurs. For purposes of clarification, acceptabi I ity is defined as 
follows: 

Acceptability: Acceptabl I ity is defined as the uti lization of quasi-objective, non
measurable variables to determine inmate program status. Many in
mates who have been adjudged to be both eligible and suitable, for a 
certain program, would not be approved if not found to be also ac
ceptable. The issue of acceptabil ity is much more SUbjective and 
is generally based on sensitive/nonsensitive considerations. For 
example, an inmate convicted for a sexual offense is determined to be 
both el igible and suitable for Honor Center assignment, but wants to 
be placed in an Honor Center where the local citizenry are actively 
opposed to the presence of individuals who have a history of sexual 
offenses. In this case, the inmate would not be acceptable and would 
either be placed in another nonsensitive center or be el iminated from 
consideration. To make such determinations, Central Authority staff 
consider information that is usually not available to institutional 
staff, often for reasons of security. As discussed previously, such 
issues center around: 

Protective custody; 
Medical/mental health distribution; 
Judicial recommendations; 
Public sentiment 
Population cont~ol; 
Racial distribution; and, 
Institutional needs. 

Far from negating the importance and experience of the institutional classifica
tion team, the Central Classification Authority is dependent upon the classification 
teams to utilize their first-hand knowledge of the inmate and their institutions to 
recognize, act on and justify needed classification actions. The key here is to 
employ the classification procedures adopted by the Division and to adequately docu
ment their rationale for each recommendation. In this way the classification pro
cedures recommended by this study can be responsive to the Division staff and inmates 
and not simply become routine paperwork functJons. 
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To perform this review function, Central Classification Authority staff must 
have immediate access to the complete MDOC fi Ie on each inmate within the system. 
Therefore, CSG recommends that two inmate files be maintained; one in the Central 
Office; and the second in the institution to which the inmate is assigned. 

D. Appeal of Central Classificatlon Authority Decisions 

Recommendations: The decisions of the Central Classification Authority should 
be subject to appeal by both institutional administrators and inmates. An institu
tional head may appeal a decision of the Central Classification Authority to the 
Director of the Division. All appeals of the Central Classification Authority deci
sions should be submitted in writing and include a specific, detailed justification 
concerning why the Central Office decision should be amended or reversed. The Direc
tor of the Division may deny the appeal, stating the reasons for his action. If the 
Director feels the appeal merits further consideration, then he forwards it to the 
Director of the Department for final disposition. 

Inmates may appeal Central Office decisions to the Director of the Division by 
submitting an appeal through the Divisionis establ ished grievance procedures. 

Within all organizations there is frequently disagreement concerning decisions 
that are made by staff of that organization. Corrections is no exception. Whi Ie 
usage of the Correctional Classification Profile wi II minimize the number of capri
cious classification decisions, the allowances within the instrument made for indivi
dual discretion will continue to be a source of possible disagreement. Further, 
because straight-forward, honest communication between administrative staff through
out the Division is a necessary goal, providing a structured mechanism for resolving 
disagreements that arise is a judicious action. 

Furthermore, affording an appeals mechanism to institutional administrators 
provides a needed IIchecks and balances" system of monitoring decisions made at the 
Central Authority level. The institutional administrator knows that should a deci
sion be made, without apparent justification, that is unfavorable to his institution 
or to an inmate, he does have recourse through an appeals process. 

E. Visitations 

1. Findings: At present, DOC relies primarily on Division memoranda or new 
and/or revised Division Rules to communicate pol icy/procedure changes to the field. 

2. Recommendation: At least semi-annually, the Director of Classification and 
Assignment should meet formally with the classification and treatment staff of each 
institution. During these meetings, the Director of Classification and Assignment 
should review Division policy concerning program eligibility requirements, transfers, 
custody changes, etc. The Director will alsD answer staff questions concerning Divi
sion policy and the Central Classification Authority rationale for denying specific 
recommendations of the Institutional Classification Team. 

Responses to the questionnaires disseminated during this evaluation indicate 
that institutional staff have a basic mistrust of and lack of appreciation for the 
role of Central Office in the classification system. Formal visitations are one 
method for establ ishing lines of communication and for promoting mutual appreciation 
and cooperation between institutional and Central Office staff. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CLASSIFICATION OF FEMALE OFFENDERS 

A. Reception and Initial Classification 

All women sentenced to a period of confinement within the MDOC are re
ceived at the Renz Correctional Center (RCC) outside Jefferson City., Upon an 
inmate's reception at Renz, her sentencing orders are c~ecked for Incon:plete
ness or verifiable inaccuracies. If her papers are In order, the Inmate 
showers and her clothing is checked. Usually within the first da~, the newl,y 
received inmate undergoes medical screening which includes a urine analyslf 
and blood tests (the resul ts of these tests take from two to three days.) 
After the medical screening, the inmate is interviewed by' the ~asework Super
visor who provides her with a basic explanation of the rec~ptlon p~ocess and 
an orientation to Renz. All new receptions are housed In Dormitory Five 
pending the outcome of the diagnostic and assessment process. 

Usually the diagnostic and assessment process takes from three to four 
weeks although it can be as short as two weeks. DUring this time, a bat
tery ~f tests are administered including intelligence, educational and psy
chological inventory (the Minnesota Mul tiphasic Personal i ty Inventory). ,De
pending upon identified need some inmates undergo a complete psychological 
evaluation. The results of 'these tests and interview sessions are compiled 
into a Diagnostic Summary that is used by a Movement Committee to determine 
the inmate's custody level and dormitory assignment. 

The Movemen t Comm i ttee is composed of the Casework Superv i sor, Major 
in charge of security, the Captain and the psychologist. At the time of this 
review Renz did not have written guidelines governing the responsibilities, 
proced~res or composition of the Movement Committee, At that time, the Case
work Supervisor and psychologist had to be present for a Movement Committee 
hearing to be held. 

The Movement Committee makes custody Invel assignments according to 
the risk each inmate presents to the institution's security and control. Risk 
is defined as established behavior, sentence length, nature of the crime, at
titude, or trait that classification staff judge to be a threat to the institu

tion. 

Custody. levels range from Level (high risk) to Level 5 (low risk). 
Dormitory assignment is dependent upon custody level assignment, In the 
near future, Level 5 inmates, aged 17 to 24 with a sentence length of five 
years or less, wi II be transferred to the First Offender Program at the 
Chi II icothe Correctional Center. 

B. Institutional Classification 

Inmates are assigned to a caseload automatically by the last number 
of the intake register. The caseworker who is initially assigned to an inmate 
usually remains her caseworker throughout the period of confinement. This 

A comprehensive physical examination may not be pedormed for several 

months. 
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promotes a continuity and opportunity 
is not possible at the male institutions, 

to work closely with an inmate 
wi th the except ion of M I R, 

tha t 

The composition of the institutional classification team is similar to that 
of the other DOC fc:.-:ilities. Division Rule 20-101.080 allows Renz the oppor
tunity to form its classification teams consistent with the principles of team 
classification. The team is ordinarily composed of the Caseworker, Correc
tional Classification Assistant and Work Supervisor. 

The recently instituted Movement Committee also reviews the Team's 
recommendations for increases and decreases in custody level. The team 
makes recommendations directly to the Superintendent in cases of job or pro
gram assignment or reassignment, temporqry leave requests, personalized plan 
development and review and grievances. 

Renz ut i I izes an Adjustment Board composed of the Casework Superv isor, 
Major in charge of security, and Correctional Officer I to hear major viola
tions. The psychologist always sits on the Administrative Segregation Review 
Committee. Inmates assigned to administrative segregation are reviewed every 
30 days. 

- Protective custody hearings at Renz are conducted by two or more of 
the following staff: Casework Supervisor, Records Officer, Psychologist, Cor-
rectional Classification Assistant II and Chief Security Officer. 

Each inmate is reviewed every 90 days by the Classification Team which 
will provide its recommendations for all level changes to the Movement Com
mittee. 

The five Custody Levels, cited earlier
i 

utilized by RCC and the criteria 
for ass i gnmen t to each is summari zed below: 

2 

9 Level (1) Those individuals considered high securi ty risks such 
as a history of serious or numerous conduct violatiofls, long sen
tences (25 years and up) and those tllat have a history of as
saultiveness or escape and those with detainers, 

Level (2) ihose individuals considered medium risk such as 
older, physically less active individuals with long sentences (25 
years and up) and those wi th medi um sentences (I ess than 25 
years) and those that have a histor\' of serious or numerous con
duct violations, Also those that have served a significant period 
of time on Level (1). 

o Level (3) - ThosE.' individuals conside'~ed medium I o v\' risk,. such 
as first offenders over age 24, those with sl,ort sentences, and 
the physically disabled regardless of sentence. 

Level (L~) - Those individuals 
work and educational release, 
clerks, and those individuals 
RQund. 

considen~d minimum risk, such as 
in-house work r'c: ease, i nsti tu tiona I 

assigned outside the fenced com-

These custody levels, although in reverse numerical order, are Similar 
to the five "C" levels CSG recommends in Chapter Ten, 
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Level (5) - Those individuals assigned to the First Offender Pro
gram (ages i7 through 24, and five or less years sentence). 

In addition, those inmates with detainers shall be considered high risk 
until they have served 1/2 of their 7/12th date and escapes shall be consider
ed high risk one (1) year from the time they are returned to the institu
tion. They then shall be considered for merjium risk. Minimum risk shall 
be considered only when the inmate is within 120 days of her established re
lease date. 

C . C I ass i f i cat ion i n Wom en's Ins t i t uti 0 n s 

Several major characteristics of female institutions make it difficult, 
or at least inconvenient, to fit them neatly into a state-wide classification 
plan. These same characteristics are also probably responsible for female 
institutions being ignored in liligation and the'literature r, • 

~. 
First, established policy and procedure manuals apply to classification 

of the 97% male majority. Most wo:nen's institutions must develop their own 
systems in order for classification to be accompl ished at all. Some of these 
systems are quite informal. Most are formal, but highly subjective. Clas
sification instruments that attach weights to certain characteristics based on 
relevant criteria are all but unknown in female institutions. 

Secondly, most states have one' facility which houses most, if not all, 
women given state prison sentences. It usually includes women in all custody 
levels, all ages, all offense types, all degrees of mental stability and all 
sentence lengths. One can recognize these categories as bases for separate 
ho~sing in male institutio,ns/systems. Placement in the proper facility--a 
major function of classification--is, therefore not within the domain of a 
classification system for women. 3 Separate pla'cement within the facility is 
usually the only option--a practice not nearly as widely used' in men's 
prisons, therefore, not dealt with in DOC policy or literature as thoroughly. 

Third is the availability of programs and services: two important out-
comes of classifica~ion. As a rule, women have far fewer, and different, pro
gram/treatment optIons than male inmates. Classification procedures designed 
to d.etermine the proper program placement are of little or no use for a pop
ul~tlon that ~oes not have access to those programs. In addition, many tests 
whIch d~termlne tr~ealment and program needs are not necessairly valid for 
women orfenders .. This trend is changing, but it is doubtful that opportuni
ties for women WIll be equal to those for men in the near future. 

The final characteristic--classification in women's institution's--to be 
discussed is the development and implementation of classification instruments. 
In recent. years, there has been a trend toward development an instrument 
or s.et of :nstruments that weigh certain criteria and issue scores to determine 
an Inmate s pro~er security/custody level. From the custOdy/security level 
a program and Job placement for Ihe individual can be determined. Ther~ 
is often a treatment component as some of these have been Implemented be-

3 
The impending opening of the Chillicothe Correcticnal Center will negate 
this finding In Missouri. 
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cause of the lack of an objective ciassification procedure central to court 
findings of system-wide unconstitutionality (e.g., Alabama, Colorado). The 
assumption would be that if the .entire prison system was held unconstitutional 
and classification was part of the remedy, then the women's prison would be 
unconstitutional as well, and classification would still be part of the remedy. 

'However, system-wide classification designs in response to court order have 
yet to app I y to women. 

The few research studies that have attempted to study classification in 
women's i nsti tutlons have concl uded that the classificat ion systems tha t work 
best and appear most valid are the ones designed specifically for the institu
tion. Systems that appear to work less well follow 'the general state-wide 
classification procedures, but tailor them to their specific needs. While this 
is a reasonable solution, it is not always the best one. 

D. DOC Pol icy Considerations 

I n develop i ng cl assifica tion pol icy, corr'ect lonal pol icy-makers often make 
cert~in assumptions about the population that are not applicable to women. 
Custody and security requirements, the influence of prior re'cord on prison 
behavior, program needs etc., all are underlying bases for classification 
procedures and i nstrumen IS. Yet, they refl ect the requi rements, behavior i n
fluences and needs relative to men. If such assumptions, or even valid 
characteristics, are forced. on women, then problems will inevitably arise. 
The simple fact is that women behave differently from men when incarceraWd. 
The major problems associated with classification in women's prisons center 
on correctional policy makers ignoring this one plain fact--a fact easy t,g 
ignore because women account for such a small perc~ntage of most priso-n 
popua I t ions. ;', 

A classification instrument such as the one provided later i!1. this re
port cannot, as it stands, apply to women. This 'instrument was designed 
to determine the appropriate facility placements based on a particular set of 
factors. Some of these factors may be appropri a te for women, but because 
the outcomes differ, their welghtings should also differ. Other items may not 
be relevant at all, because the same custody/security considerations do not 
exist for women. Typically, when a woman requires a security level other 
than minimum or medium that 'requirement will ,not be based on personal 
characteristics of that inmate upon admissionj rather, it will be based on 
the circumstances surrounding her; that is,. pretrial detention, death row, 
etc. 

Glick and Net04 (1977) even concluded that the term classification itself 
may be a misnomer because most women1s institutions are too small to permit 
effective use to be made of a classi.fication process as it is generally per
ceived. They indicated that the bulk of the resources should be ,directed 
toward effective program placements that will enable a womam to support 
herself upon release. This judgement was based upon the observation that 
incarcerated women do not require vastly different levels of custody super
vision; most are suitable for minimum custody. 

4 
Ruth M. Glick and Virginia V. Neto, National Study of Women1s Correc
tional programs, Law Enforcement Assistance Administratioh, 1972. 
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Programming is difficult in women's institutions because they are often 
isolated from major POPUlcltioll areas and cannot support a large-scale voca
tional center. Further, women inmates tend to prefer training in the tradi
tional clerical, medical and service occupations even when other options 
exist. This is a problem in its own right, because most women trained In 
these areas are not I ikel y to earn enough money to support their fami lies. 
Other options must be explored that will lead to vocational training pro
grams which offer salable skills to women on the same level as those avail
able to men. Various trade unions and professional associations have become 
involved in corrections; co~correctional facilities have been established' re
stitution and community service programs have been established in combin'ation 
with shorter sen tences. However, none of these op t ions has been used to its 
potential) and certainly not for the female population. 

E. 5 
Summary 

This examination of female classification in the MDOC system and re
levant literature leads to several conclusions about RICC. First, only when 
classification formats, determinants, and outcomes are \::>rganized specifically 
for the women's prison can effective classification occUir. Divisional policy 
must continue to allow for the developm6nt of a rlelevant classification 
manual, p:'ovided by the Superintendent and Casework Supervisor of the 
women's prison in conjunction with the state Director of Classification. 

Second, because programs differ for men and wome!n, placement criteria 
must differ; above all, criteria must be based on ch~lracteristics of women 
inmates, not men. 

Third, the guideli.nes presented in Chapters Ten and Eleven for im
plementation of a classification system and its assessment, monitoring and 
evaluation are relevant to women's institutions. When a system is assessed 
monitored and evaluated, the women's institution musk be included. Thes~ 
chapters' present requirements for any classification system male or female. 
W,hc:t i,s crucial t? remember is that equality does not 'necessairly imply 
Similarity. Often It does, in the area$ of awarding "good time," payment for 
work, etc., but often it does not. For example, if policy dictates that 
"adequate medical care" be provided for all prisoners th(m one might assume 
that the identical types of care should be offered t~ all' however that is 
obviously not appropriate. Similarly, in programming the objecti've might 
be to provide 50% of inmates job skills with which th'ey can support them-
selves and their families upon release. The same options are not necessary 
and not even' advisable--few women would take diesel mechanics, and few me~ 
would take nurse's aid training. 

Finally, classification and prediction of criminal behavior are subjects 
about which little is known generally, and even less is known in relation 
to females. A few jurisdictions are beginning to perform research in order 
to develop better classification systems for women, notably Michigan and Il
linois. The Michigan Department of Corrections is gathering data on 350 

5 
The basis for these 
model classlficat ion 
of Correct 1 ons. 

findings is 
system bei ng 
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variables related to nonviolent felony behavior on parole. Such information 
could be especially valuable for institutional programming, as well as for 
community corrections planning. Illinois is developing a historical data base 
for females, which is intended to lead to a classification format based on 
validated behavioral predictors. It is important to develop a consistently 
applied classificatiorl scheme for women, even though the scheme may not be 
empirically based. In time, though, the d?lta gathered from the Correctional 
Classification Profile as well as from a social history will be able to yield 
information essential to the development of an empirically derived classifica
tion system. Such a system should stress the need for programming and job 
tra i n i ng sk i /I s tha t are proven successfu lin the long run. 

F. Recommendations 

While the Correctional ClassificaLion Profile developed during the course 
of this project is not applicable to making security and custody classifica
tion determinations about female offenders, it is useful in terms of collecting 
information about female inmates which can be used at a later date to de
velop a similar instrument tailored to female offenders. In addition, the 
profile will allow RCC staff to monitor inmate progress in critical areas in
cluding medical, mental health, substance abuse, and educational and voca
tional training, Therefore, CSG recommends the MDOC implement the clas
sification system described in this report including use of the Correctional 
Classification Profile, However, procedures for utilizing the profile should 

be specifica II Y wri tten for Renz.. 

As recommended for the male facilities, specific policies and procedures 
governing classification should be written for the RCC. CSG does not, how
ever, recommend that the RCC abandon its Custody Level designations nor the 
criteria used to make these determinations. As mentioned previously, the 
classification systems that work best in women's institutions are the ones de
veloped specifically for the institution. it should be noted that the Central 
Classification Authority will review the same types of classification actions 
taken by the women's institution that are reviewed for the men's facilities. 

Conversations with RCC staff indicate that they recognize the need to 
upgrade the orientation program they now offer to newly received inmates and 
are taking steps in this direction. In planning for a comprehensive 
orientation program, RCC staff should consider incorporating the following: 

o Rules and regulations; 
c& Reception process; 
" Institutional classification 
o RCC Custody Levels--criteria for assignment; 
e Visting procedures; 
$ Ma ii/package procedures; 
• Medical services; 
o Treatment services; 
III Educational/vocational programs 
o Other programs/services 
C!) How LO access services; 
c Parol e procedures; and 
e Grievance procedures 

Correctional Services Group 90 



1 

I 

J 

J 

I 
L 
L 
L 
L 

-----------------~-------~~. ~------------------

The RCC should complete comprehensive physical examinations on all 
women admitted to the facility. This procedure is necessary to provide RCC 
classification staff with the information necessary to complete the Correctional' 
Classification Profi Ie and the Diagnostic Summary. Prel iminary medical 
screening for contagious diseases should be conducted within the first day 
and these women should be placed in quarantine pending the results of their 
tests. This procedure is necessary to control the spread of contagious disease 
among the inmate population. 

Programs provided to RCC residents should concentrate on providing them 
with the knowledge and skills they will need to support themselves upon re
lease. 

Automatic team classification reviews every 90 days are not any more 
necessary or advantageous for the women's institutions than for the men's 
institutions. A six-month progress review is adequate for the majority of in
mates. A 90 day review period should only be used for inmates who are 
within 18 months of their expected release date or are participating in the 
Firs t Offen der P rog ram. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: CLASSIFICATION OF SPECIAL MANAGEMENT INMATES 

Prisoners who are management problems and require special considerations in 
programming and placement fall into several categories: 

G Those who require protection and separation because they may be in danger 
from other inmates; 

o 

• 

A. 

Those who by reason of their offense, criminal record, or institutional 
behavior, require particularly close supervision; 

Those who are mentally ill or mentally retarded; and 

Those who are physically disabled or medically handicapped in a way that 
creates a special need. 

Classification of Protective Custody Inmates 

According to a recent article in Corrections Magazine,1 there has been an ever 
increasing number of inmates in the nation's prisons who are demanding protection 
from their fellow inmates and in prison officials who are wi 11 ing to grant it, which 
reflect the increasing violence and decl ining control in many of the nation's largest 
prisons. To quote the article, "The rising level of fear is forcing aggravating 
management problems upon prison administrators as protective custody units--once 
havens for only a handful of the most notorious chi Id molestors or convicts who turn
ed state's evidence--begin to overflow.". 

The protective custody problem has also generated new 1 itigation as inmates in 
protective custody challenge the conditions of their confinement, which in some 
places differs little from discipl inary segregation. This dilemma has brought about 
new debate on some basic issues of corrections philosophy, as prison administrators 
turn from concerns with rehabil itation or humane punishment and focus on the more 
immediate problem of how to guarantee an inmate his 1 ife without totally dehumaniz
i ng him. 

No national statistics exist on protective custody, but conversations with pri
son administrators and observers in several states amply document the trend. In 
Cal ifornia, where gang activity among inmates has contributed to tension and violence 
in the prisons, the protective custody count recently was 912 inmates, or four per
cent of the 23,000 population; That represents an increase of two percent over the 
1975 level of 266. In 111 inois, with a total of 11,438 on a recent day, 782 inmates 
were housed in protective custody units and another 1,130 occupied two facil ities 
reserved exclusively for protective custody cases. That adds up to 1,912 or 17 per
cent of the 111 inois prison population. 

1. Findings: 

The protective custody situation in Missouri is not quite as serious as 
that experienced by California or II I inois primarily due to the absence of major 
gang activity in the state. However, there is a significant protective custody pro
blem in the Missouri correctional system which must be addressed. (See 
Figure VIII-1.) 

1"1 Want to Lock Up," Corrections Magazin.e, August 1980. 
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The protective custody population has risen dramatically from 1977 when 
such statistics were first kept. It has stabil ized at around 400 the past three 
years apparently as a direct result of lack of bedspace for protective custody in
mates. Administrators from several institutions stated that they have a backlog of 
protective custody candidates waiting for cell space and that in a few occasions, 
some inmates have been convinced to leave their protective confines to make room for 
other protective custody cases. According to available records, protective custody 
units are maintained at MSP, MTCM, MIR, CMee, Renz, oee and the Classification and 
Assignment Unit. ' 

Below is the number of protective custody Inmates (per institution) as of 
October 15, 1981. 

Missouri State Penitentiary 
Missouri Training Center for Men 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 
M I ssour i I n termed i a te Reforma tory 
Central Missouri Correctional Center 
Renz Correct ional Center 

Ozark Correctional Center 
State Correctional Pre-Release Center 
St. Mary I s Honor Center 
Kansas Ci ty Honor Center 
CSU 
Classification and Assignment Unit 

Total 
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Capaci ty Count 

336 
57 
o 

20 
54 
12( F) 
2 (M) 
4 
o 
o 
o 
o 

24 

509 

336 
86 
o 

10-15 
50 

1 (F) 
O( M) 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

12 

500 
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Based upon an analysis of each institution's protective custody population it 
appears that an estimated 550 beds are needed. It is difficult however, to accurate
ly determine the actual number of protective custody individuals since a number of 
variables Influence thIs fIgure. For example, one inmate or small group of inmates 
may regularly prey on other inmates in a facil ity forcing one or more to seek the 
protection of Administra~ive Segregution. 

Newly received offenders at the Diagnostic Center are screened for protective 
custody needs shortly after they arrive. Diagnostic counselors employ an interview 
schedule which identifie~ areas in which the inmate may be vulnerable. As a resul t 
of this screening, those inmates who staff believe should not be assigned to the gen
eral Diagnostic population are placed in protective custody. From August 17, 1977 
to the present, Diagnostic Unit Staff have held 3,309 protective custody hearings 
which resulted in the assignment of 1,545 of these inmates to protective custody 
status (Hou's i ng Un it No. 1 at MSP). 

The institutional procedures for assigning an inmate to protective custody (when 
there is reason to bel ieve that an inmate is in danger from another inmate or in
mates) are relatively the same from institution to institution as they are described 
in Division Rule 20-104.170 Protective CustodX' 

Placement in Protective Custody is a function of the institution's Classifica
tion Team with approval by the institutional head, although immediate placement in 
this status may be made pending Classification Team action by the shift captain. 

Interviews with institutional managing officers and classification staff deter
mined that when an inmate wants to "lock Up" invariably all he has to do is request 
same and sign the request for such placement. Conversely inmates who institutional 
staff bel ieve need protective custody can sign a written statement denying they need 
such a status. However, the classification committee still has the opportunity to 
pla\=e an inmate inprotective custody against his or her will if the committee per
ceives a clear and present danger to the inmate. 

Division of Correction officials express a reluctance to deny protective custod.y 
to inmates even when they are positive the individual was "taking a vacation" from 
general population. This reluctance is based on the increasing willingness and abi
Ii ty of i nma tes to sue for damages and the like I i hood tha t pr i son off i cia I s may' be 
held personally I iable for injuries suffered by inmates in their care. Procedures 
in most states permit officials to force an inmate out of protective custody against 
his wi 11 if they decide the inmate's fears are groundless. However, this authority is 
rarely used since the legal consequences might be dire if he should be hurt or killed 
by other inmates after his release into general population. 

As just stated, Inmates may be placed by the Classification Team either via self 
request (voluntary) or when officials believe the inmate is in danger from other in
mates but refuses protective custody. Inmates placed in this status at their own 
request may return to the general population at any time whi Ie those remaining in 
protective custody are reviewed every 90 days by the Classification Team. Those 
placed involuntarily are reviewed every 90 days also. 

Inmates in protective custody generally have access to few programs enjoyed by 
inmates in the general population. All institutions reported that they provide for 
recreation outside the cel I, generally one hour per day, visiting arrangements and 
mail service. However, due to a shortage of correctional officer staff in several 
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institutions, It is difficult to provide recreation and exercise on a daily basis. 
Administrators in every institution reported that they have difficulty providing 
protective custody inmates with educational and vocational training opportunities 
(except in-cell) or regular access to the institutional I ibrary (except legal I i
brary) • 

Staff were also asked which in~titution provided the best location to maintain 
protective custody inmates. Most respondents stated there does not now exist a DOC 
institution which can simultaneously provide for the adequate protection of vulnera
ble inmates while providing reasonable access to programs and services. However, 
given that such a facility is not avai lable, the majority of respondents ind~cated 
that the Missouri State Penitentiary would be the most appropriate site given its 
internal design, staff supervisory capabilities and. prior experience with such in
mates. The second choice was HTCH followed by MIR. 

Staff were also queried as to which factors were important in identifying pro
tective custody candidates. The following I ist represents, in order of select'i,ons, 
these criteria: 

Evidence of victimization; 
Former law enforcement/correctional officer; 
Age of the inmate; 
Physical stature of the inmate; 
Nature of the inmate's request; 
History of mental problems/anxiety; 
Sexual appearance of inmate; 
Adjustment of inmate to confinement; 
Offense committed by inmate; 
Staff knowledge of the inmate; 
Evidence of mental retardation; 
History of inmate serving as an informer; and 
Debts owed by inmate. 

As can be readily seen by a cursory review of the above I ist there are numerous 
factors associated with an inmate seeking protective custody, although many are in
ter-related. For example, a small, young inmate confined for child molestation may 
have a feminine appearance. AI I of the factors together will probably warrant the 
offender se,eking protection although one alone may be sufficient to create a need for 
placement in Protective Custody. 

2. Recommendations: The current practice of maintaining a protective custody 
unit in each maintaining institution is generally unworkable for both staff and in
mates. As has been stated, it is nearly an impossible task to provide even remotely 
the same level of programs and services for protective custody inmates as those in 
the general popUlation. The eventual product is an institution within an institu
tion. 

Correctional Services Group recommends that the DOC either convert a section of 
an existing institution or construct a new facil ity to serve the needs of protective 
custody inmates. 

The first alternative is to design and build an institution specifically for 
this.group. Such a facil ity would need to be secure and staff intensive to protect 
inmates from themselves and to insure the protection of society. A recent survey 
showed that many of the inmates now in protective custody are themselves very vio
lent. 
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The DOC may also consider a tactic other states with large protective custody 
populations have attempted and apparently suceeded with. This has involved the 
conversion of an existing facility Into a separate and distinct protective custody 
Institution for inmates who have either been assaulted or who are prone to assault. 
The State of III inois in 1974 converted the Sheridan Correctional Center, a medium 
custody institution for youthful offenders, into a full-scale protective custody 
institution for 380 inmates. The criteria for transfer of inmates to this facility 
include: 

Inmates who are smal I, frail, unsophisticated, young and/or effeminate 
in appearance; 

Inmates who have testified as a witness for the state; 

Inmates who have been physically assaulted (generally more than once) or 
who have been threatened with assaults which have been documented; 

Inmates who have been labelled as "snitches" and who may be prone to 
assault. 

Generally, inmates who cannot identify their enemies or who themselves hav~ been 
assaultive are not el igible for transfer to Sheridan. Further, since it can be as
sumed that inmates who were victims in one of Illinois' other institutions may be
come predators at Sheridan, there was a strict rule establ ished which placed such 
individuals in segregation as soon as they acted out. A serious violation could re
sult in the Inmate being transferred back to his "parent" institution where he would 
be placed in discipl inary segregation. 

A distinct advantage created by having such an institution is the abi Ii ty to 
provide a wide range of programs and services for inmates who previously were con
fined 23 hours a day in another facility. III inois, I ike many other states, was (and 
continues to be) under a court order which mandated almost the same level of program
ming for protective custody inmates as general population inmates. 

The development of Sheridan also reduced the management problems created by try
ing to maintain protective custody offenders in a maximum or medium security institu
tion where the general popUlation was justifiably of a greater priority. Attempting 
to provide a separate unit for protectiv.e custody inmates within a correctional in
stitution requires a considerable increase in custody personnel as this type of in
mate should not leave his cell unescorted and in most instances shOUld only partici
pate in outside cell activities either by himself or in small groups. 

The above example shows what a neighboring state has done in an attempt to re
solve its protective custody di lemna. 

Short of setting aside a separate facility for protective custody inmates, other, 
albeit less dramatic, alternatives exist. 

The first alternative is now in effect at the Washington State Prison in Shelton. 
The She I ton "R- 3 Program" benef its f rom the- ava i lab iIi ty of secure space for prog ram 
activities--previously unused rooms in a basement beneath the cellblock and a yard 
that covers three acres. The unit houses 80 people. (The total population of the 
prison is 774.) Three guards are on duty in the unit at all times, instead of the 
normal complement of two, and counselors who serve the unit have a reduced caseload. 
A Ph.D. psychologist works full-time with the unit's inmates . 
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The unit offers education and motivation programs, assertiveness training, drug 
and alcohol information classes, "relaxation" sessions, crafts and weight lifting 
providing for a relatively normal day out of the cells. Inmates who feel confident 
enough to do so may also go out of the unit to attend education classes in the main 
prison. At times as many as 60 of the 80 inmates in the unit have chosen to do so. 
Inmates taken into the unit are encouraged to participate in programs through a six
step system. When they are admitted to the uni t privileges are limited; as they ac
cumulate program credits, they move up a series of "steps." When they reach the 
final step they may wear their own clothes, have their own TV sets and tape decks and 
enjoy other amenities. 

The administrators of Shelton unit assume that many protective custody inmates 
are in the unit not because they are in real danger, but because they are weak and 
easily intimidated. Thus, one goal of the program is to get as many inmates as pos
sible to rejoin the general population. At Shelton, 230 inmates have left the unit 
since It began in the summer of 1976; of these, 55 have gone back into the main pop
ulation, while most of the others were paroled or transferred to other institutions. 

The second alternative program for protective custody inmates is now being op
erated at the Minnesota State Prison in Stillwater. At the protective custody unit 
at Stillwater inmates are confined to a 56-bed cellblock, and make use of the cor
ridor in fron~ of the cells and a smal I fenced yard off the block for recreation and 
rudimentary programs. Since most of the violence in the 1,111 inmate prison occurs 
during the dinner and evening hours, rules permit some inmates in the unit to g~ out 
to the main population during the day for breakfast and lunch, school and work. They 
return to the unit for dinner and evening activities. Those who remain all day may 
take jobs cleaning up the unit, folding the prison newspaper or assembl ing little 
plastic dolls as part of an industry program. They also play dominoes, 11ft weights 
and do other exercises in their small recreation yards. 

Whi Ie Inmates have complained that confinement to the unit is frustrating and 
claustrophobic compared with I ife in the general population, they state that it is 
clearly superior to being locked up in a small cell for 23 hours a day in a tradi- . 
tional protective custody unit. The unit was set up in 1975 in order to gain control 
of a deteriorating protective custody situation in the prison, but the original con
cept has not been fully impleme~ted. 

In addition to the involvement of inmates in work and programs in the general 
population and within the unit itself, the plan is for unit staff members to engag~ 
in an aggressive program to build up inmate's confidence and encourage them to re
turn to the general population. 

Both of these protective custody programs are now operative and as stated, have 
demonstrated some success with a minimal amount of cost both in terms of additional 
funding and staffing. It app~ars that, based upon many of the similarities that 
exist between these states and Missouri, overcrowding, shortage of staff and funds, 
etc. A similar program could be readily adapted into an existing wing or unit of a 
DOC institution. 
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B. Classification of Mental Health Problem ,Inmates 

It is estimated that between 10 and 35 percent of sta~e ~nd fe~eral .i~mat~s have 
mental problems. In a recent article In Corrections MagaZine the Identlflc~tlon, 
classification and treat~ent of the mentally 111 is said to be the l~rgest single 
health care problem in our nation's prisons and jai Is. The same article goes on to 
state that this problem receives the least attention and resources. 

1. Findings: 

The identification, care and management of emotionally disturbed offenders 
in Missouri is, in most respects, less satisfactory over programs found in many other 
states. 

The identification of emotionally and psychologically disturbed offenders begins 
on the arrival of the individual at the Diagnostic Unit where new inmates are screen
ed by classification staff to determine obvious emotional problems. These person~ 
are then referred to the Unit's Psychiatric Consultant for assessment and counseling. 

The formal assessment to determine mental illness and mental retardation is per
formed by Diagnostic Unit staff who employ a vari:ty of tests and ~n an atte~pt to _ 
evaluate the present psychological status of the Inmate. When ~V~I lable, prlor.psy 
chiatric/psychological history information is used. Howe~er, slm~ lar.to other Inf~r= 
mational and data problems experienced by the unit, such Info:matlon ~s. r~rely aval I 
able other than in those instances where the person has been. In the DIVISion pr:
viously and the records are on file. (For a detailed analYSIS of the Psychological 
Evaluation process refer to Chapter IV, Initial Classification.) 

In a recent study of the Maryland Correctional System by ~S~, a.series of re
commendations were made pertaining to the evaluation and clasSification of mentally 
ill inmates. These included the following, several of which direct~y per~ained :0 
both the identification of these individuals at the Maryland Reception, Diagnostic 
and Classification Center and, subsequent evaluations as these perso~s progress 
through the correctional system. Many of these findings/recommendations appear to 
have relevance in Missouri: 

• 

• 

• 

The util ization of psychological evaluation needed to be more closely 
integrated with the goals of the Division and integrated with the other 
service needs of the institutions. 

It was hoped that the priority assigned to psychological evaluations would 
be decreased in favor of treatment needs. 

The performance of psychological evaluations should be accompanied by the 
allocation of staff time for research on test val idity and continuing 
education training. 

The provision of test outcome information to t~e indivi~u~l inmate by a 
trained psychologist is seen as potentially qUite benefiCial. 

211Who Will Care for the Mad and Bad," Corrections Magazine: Vol. No.6. 
(February 1980). 
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,An adVisory c9.!!!!!.L~, composed of Division of Correction psychologists, 
should be created to monitor usage of psychological evaluations and to 
ensure compliance with professional standards. 

Psychological evaluations should focus more on the inmate's program needs 
and place less emphasis on security change issues. 

o The prediction of violence within the psychological evaluation reports 
should be approached with considerable caution. 

The Divisional psychologists should formulate a set of criteria for making 
security change recommendations. 

There were numerous ways identified which could assist in upgrading the 
efficiency of the psychological evaluation process. These inclUded: 

1. Making the effort to obtain copies of recent psychological evaluations 
performed by other state and local agencies. 

2. Replacing routine system intake evaluations with briefer screening 
evaluations to help identify special needs inmates. 

3. Purchasing an optical scanner and linkage with the State computer so as 
to al low efficient machine scoring of psychological and vocational 
evaluation forms. 

4. Uti lizing group evaluations instead of time consuming individual ~valu
ations for personal ity and intellectual assessment. 

Greater caution should be exercised in the interpretation of personality 
test data in the absence of information denoting the inmate's reading and 
intelligence levels. 

Increased emphasis should be placed upon the del ineation of an inmate's 
strengths and assets, not just the del ineation of his/her deficits and 
weaknesses. 

Therapists should not serve as the psychological test evaluators of their 
cl ients for security change purposes. 

As has been stated, inmates with mental health problems present a serious di
lemma to the Division, particularly for those identified as in need of intensive 
treatment. 

Another resource the Division has available in treating mentally ill inmates is 
the Fulton State Hospital. This facility Is operated by the Missouri Department of 
Mental Health and is used for short term evaluation and treatment of DOC inmates. 
Essentially, this resource serves as a stop-gap solution for inmates with serious 
mental deficiencies as they are diagnosed, medicated and returned to the Division 
(usually the Hospital at MSP), where minimal resources are available to provide for 
continuity of care. 

MTCM is another facil ity within the Division that ~rovides space for inmates 
with mental health problems. A number of beds are set aside at MTCM for this group. 
Psychologicail and psychiatric services dre avai labJe on a regular basis. 
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2. Recommendations: 

The Missouri correctional system, much I ike most other state correctional 
systems, has a substantial segment of its inmate population (estimated at 10 to 15 
percent) which is subj~~t to one or more types of emotional or psychological distur
bance and for whi'ch acceptable programming is not now avai lable. Further, this pop
ulation is extremely disruptive to the operatior. of each institution where they are 
inappropriately treated as management problems. 

Procedures should be developed to identify these offenders and the type of men
tal problem they are experiencing. This would involve a comprehensive analysis of 
the present psychological evaluation process now being used at the Diagnostic Center 
including a review of all assessment instruments by a team of psychologists and pro
fessional psychometricians. This review should include a review of the present psy
chological and psychiatric interview processes. CSG bel ieves that several of its re
commendations in the chapter on Initial Classification, if implemented, ... lill goa long 
way in improving this process. Individuals who aie diagnosed as in need of treatment 
shoula be segregated from the general population. Once segregated, either through 
the development of a new facil ity designed and staffed to deal with mentally i II of
fenders or a wing of an existing structure, programming should be made avai lable to 
treat both acute and chronic psychological problems manifested by this group. It is 
anticipated that many, if not the majority of this population, will vigorously reject 
any psychological treatment. However. this shoUld be expected given the composi
tion of the group. In any event, custodial and treatment staff should react to the 
individual as someone who is mentally disturbed and not as an inmate who Is a chro
nic and intentional disciplinary problem. 

In addition to the short term unit recommended for each major institution, there 
is a need for a centralized multi-purpose unit to service the Division. Ideally this 
unit would be part of the recommended new Diagnostic Center. This unit would be 
uti lized in a twin capacity. First, this unit would receive those inmates who could 
not be stabilized at the home institution. Once stabi 1 ized these inmates would be 
returned to the home institution. Second, this unit would serve as a long term hous
ing unit for those inmates with chronic emotional disturbance. . , 

These chroni~ inmates require a consistent, supportive, weI I-structured, long 
term environment. Whi Ie efforts would be made to ultimately return the chronic in
mate to general population within the Division, the inmate could conceivably re-enter 
society (perhaps via parole to a psychiatric inpatient or out-patient facil ity) from 
this unit. 

It is proposed that this unit would have from 75 to 100 beds and would provide 
an active work/treatment program within a therapeutic milieu. The staff of this 
unit could serve as a resource to the Division for those chronic inmates who were 
eventually placed back in the general population. Additionally, the staff would par
ticipate in the phased, structured societal re-entry of those inmates too debi 1 itated 
to return to general population. Community fol low-up by the staff secondary to the 
re-entry process could also help improve societal readjustment. This unit would 
provide what are currently almost non-existent mental health services for inmates, 
comparable to those presently received by Missouri citizens. 

Correctional Services Group would I ike to emphasize that the above effort should 
not totally fall upon the Division of Corrections. The Department of Mental Health 
should be expected to share in a cooperative venture aimed at developing an institu
tion, programming and staffing similar to that just described. 
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c. Classification of Behavioral Problem Inmates 

1. Findin~s: 

Another group of inmates for which special classification procedures are 
necessary are those who manifest serious behavior problems. 

. .T~e incide~ce of violent behavior in Missouri prisons appears to have increased 
Significantly sl,nc.e 1977 ;0" assaUlts against Stilff and 1979 for inmate against in
~ate assaUlts. (Figures VI I 1-2 and -3) Since records maintained by the Division are 
Incom~lete for some yea:s relative to this subject, these findings may be open to 
~uestlOn: However, It IS apparent that the number of assaults against staff and 
Inmates IS on the rise. This increase is possibly the result of the fol lowing: 

30 

(26)* 
25 

20 

15 

10 (9 ) 
(8) 

5 

1977 1978 1979 1.980 1981 

Prorated based on number of staff 
assaults as of October 1, 1981. 

Figure VIII-2. Inmate Assaults Against Staff 
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MSP 

MTCM 

CMCC 

MIR 

ace 

SCPRC 

RCC 

Assaults'" Suicides Murders 

6 6 13 2 3 2 2 

6 3 4 2 0 0 0 

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

003 o 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

* Where serious injury resulted. 
"'* Prorated for entire year. 

Fig u re V I I ! - 3 . I nmate Violence 

The overcrowding situation which many correctional experts cite as creat
ing tension leading to violent acting-out behavior; 

An increase in the number ~ proportion of violent offenders admitted to 
the DOC; 

Improved discipl inary procedures which document incidents on a regular 
basis; 

Improved reporting procedures and recordkeeping. 

There is a general consensus among prison adminis~rators throughout the nation 
that violence in correctional institutions has increased significantly in the past 
decade with a definite lag in the capacity of classification techniques to keep up 
with this trend. 

Violence in prisons is not the only problem facing correctional administrators 
relative to inmate behavioral problems. Similar increas~~ in incidence have occurred 
in other areas such as drug trafficking, extortion, drug use, homosexual assaults and 
general victimizing of vulnerable inmates. 
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In Hissouri over the past three years, the number of inmates confined to Admini
strative Segregation and Punitive Segregation has averaged almost 300 or approximate
ly 5 percent of the DOC inmate population. This number, according to many Division 
personnel, could have been much higher but was, and continues to be, limited by the 
number of cells available in Administrative Segregation and Punitive Segregation. 
(See Table VIII-l) MarjY DOC administrators, i.e., HSP, MIR, stated that, due to the 
limited size of their respective institutions' segregation units, they are often're
quired to release inmates prior to the expiration of their segregation sentences so 
that new institutional rule violators can be admitted. 

The procedures for assigning inmates to Administrative Segregation are elaborat
ed in Division Rule 20-104.140. According to this guidel ine: 

Administrative Segregation is used for prisoners who are incor
rigible, who exhibit a habitual pattern of serious misconduct, 
who must be confin~d on suspicion of serious misconduct pending 
investigation, who must be held as material witnesses to criminal 
acts, who have been found guilty by the classification committee 
of committing serious acts of misconduct, or who must be held to 
prevent serious injuries to themselves.or to others. It is the 
objective of this rule to hold inmates in administrative segre
gation status who have been so classified by the classification 
committee with the approval of the institution head until the 
permanent committee, acting pursuant to authority delegated by 
the institution head, determines that it is safe and proper to 
return them to the general population. It shal I be the rule of 
the division to follow procedures which will result in prompt 
return of inmates to the general population when the security of 
the institution permits. 

They appear to be in line generally with contemporary standards relative to the legal 
safeguards for inmates assigned to discipl inary segregation for the fol Jowing rea
sons; 

1. To prevent escapes (reasons exist t~ bel ieve the inmate to be an escape 
ri sk) ; 

2. To prevent an inmate from doing harm to himself/herself; 

3. Inmate is under sentence of death; 

4. Reasons exist to believe an inmate is ~ngerous to the security of the in
stitution, and/or inmates, and/or personnel of the institution; 

5. Prior to the adjustment hearing, when the inmate has been charged with an 
infraction or violation, and one of the above conditions exists or inmate 
is involved in a drug-related incident when custody and control is an 
obvious factor. 

Other than protective custody inmates it can be seen that most inmates in the 
above group would not'voluntarily place themselves in Administrative Segregation. 
Division Rule 20-104.140 states that such inmates may be confined in Administrative 
Segregat~on for up to one year prior to review by the institution head. This in 
essence means that an inmate could spend his entire sentence in this status if so 
determined by the Classification Team. 
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Institution 

Missouri 
State 
Penitentiary 

Missouri 
Training 
Center 
for Men 

Mi ssouri 
Intermediate 
Reforma tory 

Central 
Missouri 
Correctional 
Center 

Renz 
Correct ional 
Center 

Ozark 
Correct ional 
Center 

State 
Correct i ona I 
Pre-Release 
Center 

Missouri 
Eastern 
Correct ional 
Center 

St. Mary I s 
and 
Kansas Ci ty 
Honor Cen ters 

Totals 

TABLE VIII-l 

Capaci ty 

Administrative Segrega.tion - 110 

Punitive Segregation - 36 

Administrative Segregation - 31 
Punitive Segregation -- 40 

Administrative Segregation - 84 
Punitive Segregation - 20 

Administrative Segregation - 0* 
Punitive Segregation - 20 

Administrative Segregation - 12 
(Female) 
Punitive Segregation - 2 
(Male) 

Administrative Segregation - 2 

Admi n istrat i ve Segregat ion - 14 
Punitive Segregation - 2 

Administrative Segregation - 10 
Punitive Segregation - 10 

I n Use'" '" 

96 (General Population) 
13 (Capital Punishment) 
32 

:l6 (5 Over) 
29 

8J~ (Seve!~al Protective Cus
tody) 

17 

4 (Includes Punitive Seg
rega t ion) 

o 

o (Generally transfer in
ma te to higher cus tody 
level) 

7 
1 

o (Population of segrega-
o tion units will increase 

as general population 
increases) 

No faci I ities for either Administrative 
Segregation or Punitive Segregation 

393 339 (Includes Capital Punish
- ment inmates) 

1\1 No Administrative Segregation Facilities,.transfer inmate to higher custody 
facility. 

"'* Segregation population as of October 1, 1981. 
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2. Recommendations: 

Correctional Services Group is wei I aware of the Divisionis need to manage 
disruptive inmates. The effective o~eration of any correctional institution can be 
directly thwarted by a ~roup of recalcitrant offenders, no matter how small, if ade
quate procedures for their control are unavailable. 

The current procedures, as del ineated in Division Rule 20-104.140 for the most 
part meet both the needs of the agency and inmate in that they provide a systematic 
approach to identifying and segregating individuals from the general population, for 
other than punitive reasons, who warrant additional supervision in more secure hous~ 
i ng. 

It is recommended, however, that the recently developed Central Transfer Author
ity monitor, review, and when necessary, act on cases of inmates who remain in ad
ministrative segregation for more than 90 days. This office should be aware of all 
inmates who are assigned to Administrative Segregation and require documentation from 
each facility for each inmate retaIned in segregation for unduly long periods. 

The Division may also wish to consider the use of a formalized gUidel ine such 
as included In Appendix B to provide direction as to who should be placed in segre
gation. Inmates who score a certain number of points in one category or a combina
tion of points across several categories would be considered candidates for admini
strative segregation. It must be emphasized that this guidel ine, if employed, would 
be used only as a classification tool to provide direction to the institutional clas
sification teams in identifying behavioral management inmates who should be segregat
ed from the general population. 

D. Classification of Other Special Management Inmates 

Commission on Accreditation for Corrections Standard Number 4375 provides for 
written pol icy and procedure for special needs inmates: 

Special needs inmates include, but are not 1 imjted to drug 
addicts, drug abusers, alcoholics, alcohol abusers, inmates 
who are emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded, suspected 
mentally ill, or who pose high risk or require protective 
custody. Procedures should exist to identify the number, 
type and frequency of commitment of these groups of inmates. 
Where numbers or frequency of commitment warrant, special 
programs should be instituted for the appropriate management 
and effective handl ing of these inmates. 

The classification of protective custody mentally ill and high risk inmates by 
the Division has just been reviewed. However, there are a number of other special 
needs offenders whose classification has not yet been addressed. These include drug 
and alcohol abusers, the mentally retarded, physically handicapped and sexual offen
ders. 

These inmates are first screened and identified during the initial reception 
process at the Di~gnostic Unit. The assessment techniques include IQ tests to screen 
for mental retardation, personality tests to screen for mental Illness or emotional 
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disturbance and medical exams to screen inmates with chronic ailments or other 
handicaps. 

The Division has recently developed a treatment program for sexual offenders. 
This program, headquartered at the Mis~ouri Eastern Correctional Center, is designed 
to provide individual. and group treatment for all sex offenders in the Division. 
Candidates for this program are first identified by staff from the Diagnostic Unit 
based on the nature of the current offense and/or a history of offenses involving 
sexual violence. Generally inmates who are candidates for parole planning and those 
with between one and ten years to serve are afforded treatment priority. 

Other factors, determined in the initial interview and from file records and 
used by program staff to prioritize treatment candidates are: 

Institutional adjustment; 

Age (offenders under age 35 are generally considered the most amenable); 

Offense details; and 

The inmate's general attitude and motivation for treatment. 

As has been stated elsewhere in this report, information, particularly In the 
reception process, is extremely lacking for such special needs offenders as Identi
fied above. 

2. Rocommendations: 

The cl~ssification process for special needs offenders, such as dis~uf5ed above, 
cannot be effective without proper and sufficient information to begin to identify 
and plan programs and services. It is recommended that the Division develop improv
ed policy and procedures at the reception process similar to the Special Needs As
sessment Group (SNAG) operated by the Maryland Division of Corrections, to provide a 
thorough assessment of all new admissions and to identify any special needs or mana
gement problems. The SNAG program is designed specifically to identify and refer for 
service offenders with extremely low IQ's. 

The present procedures are essentially sound, but have been diluted by insuffi
cient staff, the abbreviated diagnostic period, and inadequate data. As such, the 
assessment process will require delaying the diagnostic period for special needs 
inmates to provide sufficient time to acquire data to assist in both the screening 
of these groups as well as identifying any proposed treatment programs. No special 
needs offender should ever be assigned to a maintaining institution until all known 
information has been evaluated and a specific program plan has been developed. All 
such plans should be monitored by Central Classification Authority staff at least 

semi-annually. 
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CHAPTER NINE: INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITIES/INMATE PROFILE 

A. Staff Perceptions of Institutional Capabilities 

Correctional Services Group, having deter~mined the types of inmates as
signed to each DCS faci I ity through the custody analysis and inmate profi Ie 
6>rercise, interviewed a sample of staff representing classification, custody and 
administration to determine, based upon their individual experience and know
ledge of inmates and their respective institution, which type{s) of inmate their 
facility could best provide security and program services. These individuals 
were not selected random I y, as a group was wanted wh i ch was very much i n
volvedln the operation of the institution and quite knowledgeable about the 
issues under consideration. A sample of the interview schedule employed with 
these staff is available for review by reqUest. The questions attempted to 
elicit respondent's perceptions of the types of Inmates best suited for their 
facility. The interview opended with the questions "What types of inmates can 
this institullon best deal with?" For example: "Which inmates is your institu
tion best suited for?" and "What types of inmates can your institution handle?" 
These questions aroused a number of responses from staff ranging from concise 
descriptions to lengthy explanations on offenaer philosophy and the operation 
of corrections. 

1. Findings: As expected, staff from the more secure institutions, e.g., 
MSP, stated that the more staff-intensive, perimeter-wise, secure institutions 
could deal with inmates who are escape risks and have a history of violence 
while personnel from the less secure facilities, e.g., OCC, related that a much 
less serious and compulsive offender was best suited for assignment to their 
facilities. (See Figure IX-1) 

It should be noted that staff from the Classification and Assignment Unit 
and Renz Correctional Center were also interviewed relative to their institu
tional capabilities. However, given the Missouri statutes that require all 
adult male inmates be initially confined at the Classification and Assignment 
Unit and all female offenders be assigned to RCC, it soon became apparent that 
all answers would generally be affirmative except for first-time female of
fenders who will qualify for the new female institution at Chillicothe. 

Staff from the Missouri State Penitentiary {maximum security} in Jefferson 
City were in general agreement that almost every type of inmate in the Divi
sion could be assigned to MSP although many voiced the opinion that special 
management inmates such as the mentally ill or retarded offender, or the indi
vidual who has a history of self-mutilation or suicide attempts would be better 
served in a facility designed to treat such special needs inmates. They also 
observed that inmates with short sentences, first offenders and youthful of
fenders who generally do not warrant the security MSP provides should be 
placed in less secure settings. When questioned as to what types of inmates 
MSP "could handle" staff responded that every inmate in the Division could 
feasibly be confined at this facility although, again services for most special 
management inmates may be marginal at best. 

Staff from the Missouri Training Center for Men (medium security) in 
Moberly were somewhat more reserved as to the types of inmates MTCM was best 
prepared to incarcerate and serve. 
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TYPE OF INMATE INSTITUTION SHOULD (COULD) HANDLE 

History Expected Expected Expected Insti tutional 
\lolence Escape of Prior Length of Stay Length of Stay length of Stay Managelent 
Poten ti al Risk Coui tllents 10 Vrs + 3-10 Vrs less than 3 Yr!i Problem 

Missouri State 
Peni tentiary Y( V) Y(Y) Y( V) Y(Y) Y(Y) D(V) D(Y) 
Missouri Training 
Center for Men O{V) N(D) Y(V) D(Y) Y(Y) Y(Y) D(y) 
Central Missouri 
Correctional Center N(D) N(N) Y(Y) N(D) Y(Y) Y(Y) N(D) 
Missouri Intermediate 
Reforllatory H(D) N(D) N(Y) H(H) N(D) Y(y) D(y) 
Ozark Correctional Center N(N) N(N) D(Y) N(D) D(Y) ~Y( V) N(H) 
Kansas City and 
St. Marys Honor Centers N(N) N(N) Y(Y) N(N) N(H) N(N) N(N) 
Tipton Pre-Release Center H(H) N(N) D(y) N(H) N(D) Y( V) N(D) 

Youthful 
Suicide First Any Age Offender Alcohol/Drug Parole/Probation Warranlts and 

Potential Offender Offender (17-25) Abuse Violations Deta:lners --------
Mi s s oud S tate 
Peni tentiary N(D) o(y) Y(Y) D(y) Y(Y) Y(V) Y(Y) 
Missouri Training 
Center for Men N(Y) Y(Y) Y(Y) O(Y) O(y) O(Y) O(Y) 
Central Missouri 
Correctional Center N(O) Y(Y) O(Y) O(Y) O(Y) O(Y) N(O) 
Missouri Intermediate 
Reformatory N(O) Y(Y) N.(N) Y( V) O(Y) N(D) O(Y) 
Ozark Correctional Center N(H) Y(Y) y( y) Y(y) N(O) H(O) N(N) 
Kansas Ci ty and 
St. Marys Honor Centers N(H) Y(Y) Y(Y) Y(y) tHo) N(D) N(N) 
Tipton Pre-Release Center tl( N) Y(Y) Y(Y) Y( Y) N(D) H(O) H(N) 
Y - Yes, the institution should (could) handle an inmate with this characteristic. 
o - Depends, under some circumstances the institution should (could) hand an inmate with this characteristic. 
N - No, the institution should (could) not handle an inmate with this characteristic. 

.. , (= ~~ t::::<'-; I-~-
<- - ~: 

Mentally III 
Mentally Protective 
Retarded Custody 

Y ('() Y{Y) 

D(V) Y(Y) 

N(D) N(D) 

N(D) H(D) 

N(D) H(N) 

N(N) N(N) 

H(D) N(N) 

--~ 
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Most respondents Indicated that inmates with a history of violence 
should not be housed here. They also stated that individuals who have dem-. 
onstrated an inability to adjust to confinement as evidenced by one or more 
serious violations or a lengthy list of minor infractions should be incarcera
ted in a more secure environment. Further, according to respondents, inmates 
who are mentally ill or retarded, are suicidal or who are older should not 
be incarcerated at this facility. 

Missouri Training Center for Men respondents were also hesitant to 
acknowledge that escape risks could be successfully confined there, pointing 
out there have been a number of successful escapes in the past few years and 
that inmates who are escape-prone should never be transferred to this institu
tion. 

Respondents from MTCM when questionned as to what inmates they could 
maintain, given that classification cannot create the perfect inmate, stated 
that with additional staff and physical plant modifications, most offenders 
could be maintained there. However, there was continued concern about the 
institution's capacity to confine inmates prone to assaultive behavior or who 
posed a serious threat of escape. They also continued to express concern re
lative to providing services for special needs offenders. 

The Central Missouri Correctional Center (medium security) located north 
of Jefferson City is seen by the majority of its personnel as a low/medium 
security institution due to its minimal perimeter security and internal design 
which includes a number of open dormitories. 

Staff indicated that no inmate with a history of violence or escape or 
a length of stay exceeding ten years should be confined at CMCC. Staff were 
qu i te concerned about i nma tes with any escape tendencies bei ng transferred 
there pointing out that a series of escapes in 1979 followed by several in 1980 
demonstrated the security weaknesses of the institution. This is true they 
state, even given the improvements in the security perimeter which they, and 
is supported by CSG's facility analysis, emphasize have not made CMCC a 
medium security institution. Staff further related that inmates in need of 
mental health treatment or who are mentally retarded should not be confined 
there nor shoul d i nma tes who requi re separat ion/protect i ve custody. 

These same personnel stated that CMCC was generally an excellent 
facility for most first and repeat offenders (again, if they were basically 
nonviolent) and those inmates who would present only minimal institutional 
management concerns. When pressed as to what types of inmates CMCC could 
deal with, staff related some long-term inmates could be acceptable, although 
this decision was dependent on the offense as well as a variety of other types 
of special management inmates as long as the problems created by them were 
not serious. 

Staff from the Missouri Intermediate Reformatory (medium security) in 
Algoa generally viewed that institution as an educational and vocational 
facility for younger inmates in need of programming. They do not believe 
that offenders who display. violent tendencies, are escape risks, have long 
sentences, have 8-' ~fl'gni{ica,";t number of previous confinements" are adjustmen~' 
problems who have special needs or are older (26+) should be housed at MIR .. 
The principal rEJBsons given for' these observatio,ns include the lack, of
physical restraints, the .openness of the institution and the mission of Mlli 
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as a program-oriented facility. Staff asserted that it would be difficult to 
maintain this orientation without the maintenance of somewhat conservative 
eligibility guidelines. 

Relative to the types of inmates MIR could confine, respondents stated 
that, they would conti:1ue to be very hesitant to accept inmates with a history 
of violence or escape. Several staff were adamant that the youthful training 
focus of MIR had deteriorated in the past few years with the introdUction of 
older offenders and longer sentence inmates which they see as a direct result 
of, the. Current Division bedspace problems. Further they stated that should 
this trend ~ontinue, it would be difficult tomaintaln even the current level 
of programm I ng • 

Again, the MIR respondents, like their counterparts, were quite open 
with their comments relative to the maintenance of special needs inmates. 
They pointed o~t that these offenders are disruptive to programming which 
IS more of an Issue at MIF~ than other institutions due to its functio~al unit 
mana~e~ent system. :hey , unl ike the other respondents from MSP and MTCM 
but similar to CMCC, did not believe MIR would be an appropriate facility for 
vulnerable, protective custody inmates. 

, ,The Ozark Correctional Center (minim~m security) located in Fordland 
IS, ~Iewed by ,most of the. staff CSG interviewed as essentially just that, a 
minimum sec,urlty/custody Institution which is designed to accommodate inmates 
wh~ are nelthe~ public nor institutional risks. As such, acc staff do not 
believe any prisoner with a history of violence or escape should be sent 
there. They, also assert that generally inmates with long sentences should 
be, h~ld in higher security facilities and those individuals who manifest in
stitutional management problems, need protective custody have mental health 
concerns, have serious drug problems or an outstanding ~k'f,qner are not good 
candIdates for acc. Their rationale for these beliefs, in addition to the in
tended mission of the institution, is the lack of a secure perimeter tl'le 
internal design of the facility and the low staff-to-inmate ratio. ' 

Ozark Correctional Center staff were not quite as willing to bend when 
asked what types of inmates the facility could handle. Most respondents stat
ed quite emphatically, again due to the lack of security and staff that there 
are certain categories of inmates acc is unable to manage under ~ny circum
stances. Further, they related that approximately 20% of the current inmate 
pOPul.a~ion, fits into that grouping which they contend is the result of the 
clasSificatIOn system which has broken down due to overcrowding. The only 
concessIons acc staff made as to additional types of inmates the institution 
coul~ somewhat effectively manage Were those with long sentences for either 
nonVIOlent offenses or inmates who committed essentially a one-time violent 
offense (o~her ~han rape). They also acknowledged that OCC could manage 
inmates with mild mental health problems or retardation and offenders prone 
to acU te ra ther than chron i c drug abuse. 

As expected, staff from the State Correctional Prerelease Center and the 
Honor Centers (minimum security) were much more conservative relative to 
their criteria for assignment to prerelease. Respondents almost to a person 
stated that no inmate with a violence or escape history, who has more tha~ 
one year to an expected rei ease, who is an i nst i tu tiona I management prob lem 
w~o has special needs other than drug abuse, or who has an outsta~ding de~ 
talner or warrants should be selected for participation in this program. 
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When questioned as to what type of inmates they could handle, many 
respondents stated quite openly that this question more accurately addresses 
the existing situation. That is, numerous staff mentioned that the prerelease 
program was currently, and has been for the past several years, maintaining 
individuals who were not suited for prerelease or, furthermore, minimum 
securi ty. 

The majority of respondents stated that they could handle inmates with 
previous confinements and some individuals with more than a year to expected 
release, although the latter gr'oup should not be permitted to enter the com
munity unescorted. They also mentioned that the system could accept some 
inmates who have been institutional management problems although only those 
whose adjustment difficulties were not ,d.irected toward staff. This group, 
again according to respondents, would best be supervised in a center where 
there was sufficient internal structure to monitor and control their behavior. 
Some staff believed that marginal inmates (those whose assignment to pre
release is questionable) should not be placed in urban settings and should 
not have the same community and family leave program as those prerelease 
inmates who meet DOC criteria for transfer to either the Kansas City or St. 
Louis (St, Mary's) Honor Centers. They stated that the secuirty and rural 
location of the State Correctional Prerelease. Center could provide the neces
sary restraints for such inmates while still affording them prelease program
ming. 

2. Recommendations: This analysis, based upon the perceptions of DOC 
personnel who operate the institutions, provides support for the following 
recommendations, several of which are discussed elsewhere in this report: 

• Inmates who are psychologically disturbed or severely mentally 
retarded cannot be adequately served in existing Division main
taining institutions and should be located in a unit or units where 
they can be treated while not being disruptive to the general 
popu I at ion; 

• Inmates who are substantiated escape risks should generally be 
incarcerated at MSP, particularly those individuals who are likely 
to become involved in serious criminal e.ctivities should they suc
cessfu II y abscond j 

• Based on the results of the staff analysis of institutions, it would 
appear that only MSP and, to some extent, MTCM, should manage 
long-term inmates (length of stay greater than ten years). How
ever, and as is stated elsewhere in this report, CSG recommends 
that certain inmates be considered for assignment to a C-3 
(medium security) or C-2 (minimum security) institution early in 
their sentences. This would include individuals who are low 
publ ic risks (P-3 or below) and who have ei ther evidenced a suc
cessful institutional adjustment or whose prior community stability 
would warrant an I-score of 2 or lower. P and I scores are de
scri bed in Chapter Ten. 

• Protective custody inmates generally should not be housed at any 
institution except MSP and MTCM. As was recommended in Chapter 
Eight: Classification of Special Management Inmates, the Division 
should consider establishing a separate protective custody facility 
which could provide adequate programming aimed at reintegrating 

.these inma.tes back into the general population of DOC institutions. 
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Su ic i da I offenders cannot be adequa tel y 
existing institution and should be placed 
can be treated and constantly observedj and 

accommoda ted at 
in a unit where 

any 
they 

Inmates who are institutional management problems can best be 
dealt with at either MSP or MTCM and inmates who have a history 
of serious disciplinary violations should be housed in either of 
these institutions with preference given MSP, especially when the 
Super Maximum Security Unit opens later this year" 

13. Classification Staff Analysis of DOC Inmates 

In addition to the custody inmate analysis conducted by staff from CSG, 
c:ompr'ehensive inmate pronles were completed by classification personnel from 
the flO II 0 win gin s tit uti 0 n s : 

o Missouri State Penitentiary; 
e Missouri Training Center for Men; 
III Missouri Intermediate Reformatory;" 
o Central Missouri Correctional Center; 
I) Ozark Correctional Center; 
o State Correctional Pre-Release Center; 
EI St. Mary's Honor Center; and 
Q Kansas City Honor Center. 

I nmates were sel ected a t random from caseworker's case loads with an 
attempt to equally represent the various DOC security levels in the sample. 
This latter issue was not deemed to be that significant as the principal ob
jective was to assess inmates within a custody level and not between institu
t.ions. 

.A total of 494 inmates were profiled for the survey from the eight facil
ities. (See Figure IX-2) The findings in this figure appear to be worthy 
of further discussion. CSG requested that MOOC staff provide information on 
:inmates in the following areas: 

III Current Offense(s); 
~ Current Sentence; 
til Time Comp I eted on Sen tence; 
Ii Institutional Adjustment; 
til Special Needs; 
o Proper Institutional Assignment?; 
G Proper Securi ty Level?; 
(51 Escape Risk? j 
8 Previous I y Assi gned to Prerel ease or Honor Cen ter?; and 
e Other Pertinent Classification Information. 

The 
di rect ions 
quest. 

I nma te Profi I e Quest ionna i re tha t was used for th i s task and the 
that were provided MOOC staff are available for review upon re-
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MDOC INMATE PROFILE 

MDOC Institution 
MSP MTCM MIR CMCC OCC SCPRC KCHC SMHC 

(N z 94) (N-74) (N-91) (N-90) (N-45) (N-40) (N-30) (N-30) 
In.ate Characteristics # % # % # :t # :t # :t # :t # :t # % -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

Offense: 
Serious 73 78 48 65 26 29 37 41 21 47 27 69 13 43 5 17 
Nonserious 21 22 26 35 65 71 53 59 24 53 12 31 17 57 25 83 
Total 94 100 74 100 91 100 90 100 45 100 39 100 30 100 30 100 

Special Needs: 
Mental Health 18 19 13 18 13 lit 8 9 3 7 5 13 9 30 * * 
Educational/Vocational Training 22 23 26 35 25 24 62 69 26 58 19 48 12 40 * * 
Substance Abuse 11 12 14 19 9 10 17 19 3 7 32 80 8 27 * * 
Medical 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 1 3 2 7 
Special ManaQe.ent 9 10 7 10 3 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 3 * ~ 

Assignlent to Proper Insti tution: 
Yes 67 72 62 84 80 90 65 72 39 89 29 73 24 80 18 60 

No 26 28 12 16 9 10 25 28 5 11 11 27 6 20 12 40 

Total 93 100 74 100 89 100 90 100 44 100 40 100 30 100 30 100 
Assignlent to Proper Security Level: 
\ Yes 71 76 61 82 85 96 66 73 40 91 28 70 26 87 28 100 

No 22 24 13 18 4 4 24 27 4 9 12 30 4 13 0 0 
Total 93 100 74 100 89 100 90 100 44 100 40 100 30 100 28 100 

Assignlent to Honor Center Previously: 
Yes 6 6 9 12 1 1 11 12 1 2 3 8 16 53 30 100 1 . 
No 88 94 64 88 89 99 78 88 44 98 37 92 14 47 0 0 

, 

Total 94 100 73 100 90 100 89 100 45 100 40 100 30 100 30 100 
Escape Risk: 

Yes 63 68 5 7 5 5 7 8 1 2 3 8 4 13 1 4 
No 29 32 69 93 86 95 81 92 44 98 37 92 26 87 27 96 
Total 92 100 74 100 91 100 88 100 45 100 40 100 30 100 28 100 

Insti tutional Adjustlftent: 
Excellent 17 14 4 6 8 2 7 0 
Good 26 21 44 44 23 7 8 5 
Satisfactory 13 21 21 5 4 16 0 25 
Below Satisfactory 15 9 12 16 5 10 6 0 

Poor 22 8 10 11 4 4 9 0 
No Response 1 1 0 8 1 1 0 0 

Mean Sentence 19.7 11.0 4.1 7.2 7.4 10.9 5.9 4.6 
Mean Tile Served 4.2 3.11 0.8 1.8 2.B 4.6 2.5 1.7 

* Infor.ation Unavailable. 
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Offense 

• A comparison of the Division institutions shows what one would 
expect--the percentage of serious offenders to tota I popu I a t ion de
creases as the security capability of the institution decreases-
with one exception. The State Correctional Prerelease Center 
(SCPRC) and the Kansas City Honor Center (KCHC) have high per
centages of serious offenders; 69% and 43% respectively. This 
finding reflects the mission of these two facilities--the reintegra
tion of all but the most serious and/or recalcitrant offender. It 
is interesting to note that the St. Mary's Honor Center (SMHC) has 
a low percentage of serious offenders compared to the pr'erelease 
system as a whol e. 

Special Needs 

• A" but one DOC facility reported low percentages of inmates with 
mental health needs. These estimates ranged from a low of 7% 
a t the Ozark Correct iona I Cen ter (OCC) to a high of 19% a t the 
Missouri State Penitentiary (MSP). One facility, KCHC, reported 
that 30% of the inmates sampled hSid mental health needs. 

• Educational/vocational training needs were highest among the In
mate populations of the Central Missouri Correctional Center 
(CMCC - 19%); the Ozark Correct iona I Cen ter (OCC - 58%) i and the 
State Correctional Prerelease Center (SCPRC - 48%). This is an 
interesting finding given that the mission of the Missouri Training 
Center for Men (MTCM) is vocational and educational programming. 

.. The majority of the MDOC institutions reported consistent percent
ages of substance abusers among the inmates profi led. However, 
both SCPRC and the KCHC reported significantly greater numbers 
of sUbstance abusers when compared to their overall inmate popu
lation. The presence of the 3X3 drug program at SCPRC proba.bly 
accounts for these flndigns. 

• The presence of medical 
low across all facilities. 
to 3 percen t • 

problems among the inmates profiled is 
The DOC institutions reported from 0 

The greatest percentage of special management inmates were report
ed, appropri a tel y enough, at MSP and MTCM. 

Proper I nsti tutional Assignment 

• St. Mary's Honor Center reported the greatest number of inap
propriately classified inmates--40%. The remainder of the facili
ties ranged from a low of 10% at the Missouri Intermediate Re
formatory (MIR) to a high of 28% at MSP. MIR has fairly 
stringent assignment criteria so this finding is not too surprising. 
Over- and underclassification of inmates in the DOC is discussed 
in greater detail in Chapter Ten. 
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Assignment to Proper Securi ty Level 

• For the most part, MDOC staff fel t the majority of inmates sampled 
were assigned the proper security classification; MIR, particular
ly, reported on'ly 4% were not properly classified for security. 
It should be noted that MIR is a multi-security level institution 
and thus has more internal control over the security classification 
of its inmate population. The State Correctional Prerelease Center 
reported a full 30% as being inappropriately classified for 
security purposes. Again, inappropriate classification of inmates 
is discussed further in Chapter Ten. 

Previous Assignment to Honor Center 

• Only the two Honor Centers reported large percentages of inmates 
who had been previously assigned to an Honor Center. A full 53% 
of the sample drawn from the KCHC had been assigned to an Honor 
Center before. S1. Mary's indicated that each of the 30 in
ma tes samp I ed had been prev i ous I y ass i gned to an Honor Cen ter. 
CSG staff, believe these findings may h,ave resulted from a mis
understanding of directions sUPPiled by CSG for completion of the 
profile. Among the remaining facilities, MTCM and CMCC indicated 
12% of the inmates profiled had previously been assigned to' an 
Honor Center. 

Escape Risk 

• Other than MSP and the KCHC, the percentage 
among the inmates sampled was \ less than 10%. 
full 68% were escape risks while KCHC staff felt 
risks. 

I nst i tut iona I Adjustment 

of escape risks 
MSP estimated a 
15% were escape 

• Staff of the KCHC felt that 50% of the inmates sampled exhibited 
below sat i sfactory or poor i nsti tutiona I adjustment. Staff at MSP, 
CMCC, and the SCPRC felt that one third of the inmates sampled 
at their respective. institutions had poor or below satisfactory in
stitutional adjustment. 

Mean Sen tence 

• MSP, MTCM and SCPRC reported the longest mean sentence lengths 
for inmates profiled. Whereas it is expected that MSP and MTCM 
being respectively (C-4) maximum and (C-3) medium security facil
ities, would house inmates with long sentencesj it may seem sur
prising that SCPRC has an average sentence length of 10.9 years 
which runs close third to the mean 11.0 years sentence at MTCM. 
However, as the mission of the Tipton facility is to prepare in
mates who have been confi ned for reentry into the commun i ty and 
since these individuals are in the latter portions of their sen
tences, it ca,n be assumed that many offenders with relatively 
short sentences would not have sufficient time left, according to 
the transfer criteria, to qualify for SCPRC programming. As a 
result, it appears that inmates serving longer sentences tend to 
comprise the prerelease population. 
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Mean TIme Served 

• In terms of mean time served, MSP and SePRe report the longest 
periods of confinement for the inmates sampled. This is not sur
prising given that MSP inmates, for the most part, ar'e assigned 
there based upon length of sentence. Likewise, inmates of sePRe 
have served the majority of their sentences before they become 
eligible for transfer to the prerelease system. Since MIR can only 
take inmates with sentence lengths at" five years or less, the 0.8 
mean time served is also not a surprising finding. 
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CHAPTER TEN: CLASSIFICATION FOR SECURITY/CUSTODY DECISION-MAKING PURPOSES 

A. Definition of Security/Custody Levels 

Correctional Services Group's experience in classification has been that very 
few correctional systen~ are able to clearly define either the custody capabil ities 
of their institutions or their custody levels. For example, a recent study by CSG 
of the classification system at the Georgia State Prison in Reidsvi lIe found that 
while Reidsville is considered to be a maximum security faci lity by most Georgia 
Department of Offender Rehabilitation personnel, it is in realitYt according to most 
security analysts, a much less secure institution. This confusion appears to be the 
result of the historical mission of Reidsvi lIe as Georgia's maximum security prison, 
a mission which has carried over to the present day even though this facility lacks 
many of the necessary requirements, e.g., secure perimeter, single cells, etc., nor
mally associated with a maximum security institution. 

CSG found a similar problem in a large scale study of the Maryland Division of 
Corrections classification system conducted for the Governor's Commission on Law En
forcement and Administration of Justice. 

This same problem is also found nationally in attempting to distinguish inmates 
of various custody levels. An inmate who may be defined as a maximum security inmate 
in one facility may very well be, even within the same system, a medium security pri
soner in another. This appears to be the result of the many and varied perceptions 
of correctional staff as to just which factors are important, as discussed elsewhere 
in this report, in determining an offender's custody level. 

1. Findings: Correctional Services Group found that the Missouri correctional 
system is subject to the same problems in defining custody as just identified. This 
finding was determined through a series of questionnaires administered to Division 
personnel representing administration, custody and classification. In these ques
tionnaires, staff were asked to define what constit'Jtes a maximum, medium, and mini
mum security faci lity and also to define what type of inmate is normally associated 
with these three custody levels. The terms maximum, medium and minimum were selected 
for two reasons: one, they are commonly employed in most correctional systems; and 
two, they are used by the Division and should have some meaning to staff. 

As has been characteristic of findings in other states, CSG found that these 
terms have different connotations depending on a variety of factors including func
tional category of the respondent, e.g., security, treatment, as well as experience, 
personal correctional philosophy, education and overall knowledge of custody. Wide 
variances were also found between staff from different Division institutions relative 
to their perceptions of custody meanings. 

The effect of diverse custody definitions is most dramatically observed in the 
classification process when an inmate is given a custody status and institutional as
signment. For example, if a Diagnostic counselor believes an inmate is in need of 
constant supervision due to his current offense, the counselor may assign him to the 
Missouri Penitentiary since it Is defined as maximum security and should afford the 
security deemed necessary. However, a security analysis of the Penitentiary by CSG 
determined that it does not overall provide the internal security that most correc
tional security experts would define as necessary for a maximum security prison. 

2. Recom~endations: Based upon the misconceptions and confusion among Divi-
sion personnel pertaining to custody definitions, CSG recommends that every inmate in 

Correctional Services Group 117 

I 

J 

,'-

J 
i 

r 
I 
I 

the Missouri correctional system should be assigned new custody statuses based on a 
numerical scale. These statuses or C-levels would range from C-5 to C-1 which would 
be based on an inmate's Publ ic Risk (security) and Institutional Risk (custody) 
scores which are discussed elsewhere in this report. Sec~ is defined as the type 
of perimeter and housing unit an inmate's risk requires while custody is the amount 
and type of supervision. 

The custody levels are based on a survey of custody definitions used in other 
states and the Federal Prison System. These definitions are described here in detail. 

~-? Cu;tody Level: This custody level would be comparable to the supermaximum 
clasSification status that will be available with the opening of the new "Supermax" 
Uni: and is. p:esently similar to the Administrative Segregation level now being 
employed. fhls level would be reserved for inmates who: 

Are rated as C-5 by the proposed security/custody determination instrum~nt; 

Pc)se an extreme risk of violence to others; 

Are an extremely high escape risk; or 

Who have a history of serious institutionai violations, one or more of 
which have involved extensive violence. 

As can be seen from the above descriptions, C~5 Is to be reserved for inmates 
who are determined to be both extreme public or institutional risks (5 level) or who 
score so highly in either category (5 level) to warrant constant control and super
vision. An inmate assigned to C-5 shall be supervised as fol lows: 

1. The inmate shall always be confined to a single cell in a staff-intensive 
housing unit; 

2. When moving about the institution the inmate must be in restraints and 
supervised by an officer; 

3. The inmate generally wi II not be able to leave the institution. However, 
when such a situation is necessary, the inmate must be in restraints and 
supervised by a minimum of two staff; 

4. An inmate in this status shall be housed in an institution with a secure 
perimeter manned on a 24-hour a day basis. 

Assignment to a C-5 housing unit is appropriate if reliable evidence shows: 

Recent episodes of serious violence towards other inmates and/or staff; 

Recent or numerous escape attempts particularly when the attempt is pre
meditated and/or violence is involved; and 

Numerous and serious rule violations, particularly when the institutional 
security is threatened. 

NOTE: No inmate should ever be assigned to C-5 from the Diagnostic Unit unless he 
commits an act serious enough while being initially classified to warrant direct as
signment to this level. 
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C-4 Custody Level: This custody grade most closely approximates the current 
"maximum" security level now employed by the DOC. However, this new level would be 
reserved for inmates who: 

Are rated as c-4 by the proposed Custody Determination Instrument; 

Pose risk of violence to others; 

Are a probable escape risk; or 

Have a history of serious institutional violations. 

As can be seen from the above descriptions, C-4 is to be used for inmates who 
are either both a public and institutional risk or score so highly in either category 
(up to 4 level) as to warrant regular control and supervision. An inmate assigned to 
c-4 shall be supervised as follows: 

1. Except under the direct supervision of a correctional officer, the inmate 
shall be housed in a single occupancy cell. 

2. When the inmate is permitted to move about within the institution, he or 
she shall be within the view of a correctional officer: 

3. The Inmate shall not be permitted to leave the institution unless he or she 
is accompanied by a correctional officer. 

4. An inmate in this status shall be confined in a facility with d secure 
perimeter. 

Assignment to a c-4 facility shall be appropriate if reliable evidence shows; 

1. Episodes of violence toward others; 

2. Recent or numerous violent criminal offenses or s~rious rule lhfraetions, 
committed in a pattern over the preceding three years, accompanied by re
liable evidence sufficient to justify a reasonable belief that if the in
mate were permitted to leave the institution without supervision, he or 
she would promptly commit additional offenses or infractions; 

3. Recent and numerous escapes or attempts to escape; 

4. Recent but not necessarily numerous escapes or attempts to escape, if the 
circumstances from which such escapes or attempts and the manner of the 
inmate's return to custody (if effected) indicate that the inmate misused 
a less restrictive custody level to accomplish an extended escape from 
correctional supervision. 

C-3 Custody l~~: This custody grade most closely approximates the present 
"medium" security level employed by the DivisIon .. This custody level is to be re
served for inmates who pose a somewhat lesser risk as determined by the proposed 
instrument than c-4 inma~s. This assessment is measured in terms of recency, fre
quency and severity or behavior. 

SpecificalJ·y, this level will be applied to inmates who: 
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Are rated as C-3 by the proposed Custody Determination Instrument; 

Pose some risk of violence to others; 

Are a possible escape risk (rated High); 

Have a limited history of serious institutional violations. 

An inmate assigned to C-3 shall be supervised as follows: 

1. Except when under the direct supervision of a correctional officer, the 
C-3 lnmate shall be housed in a single-occupancy unit in a penal institu
t ion. 

2. When the inmate is permitted to move about within the institution, he or 
she shall be under the periodic supervision of a correctional officer. 

3. The inmate shal I be permitted to move about within the institution during 
daylight hours, but shall not be permitted to leave the institution un
accompanied by a correctional officer. 

C-2 Custody Level: This custody grade most closely resembles the Divisionis 
present "minimum" security level. This level is to be reserved for inmates who pose 
a substantially lower public or institutional risk than c-4 and C-3 inmates. 

Are rated as C-2 by the proposed Custody Determination Instrumentj 

PQse limited risk of violence to others; 

Are a marginal escape risk (rated Medium or low); or 

Have no history of serious institutional violations. 

An inmate assigned to C-2 shall be supervised as follows: 

1 • 

2. 

3. 

4. 

I 

The inmate vlil1 be periodicaily supervised by a correctionalofficerand 
shall be housed in either a single or multiple occupancy room to which he 
or she should have self access; 

When the inmate is permitted to move about the institution, he or she need 
not be under direct correctional officer supervision; 

The inmate will not be permitted to leave the institution without an 
escort although the escort does not necessarily have to be a correctional 
off i cer; and 

The C-2 inmate shall be confined in a faci lity that has a secure perimeter. 

C-l Custody Level: This custody grade most closely approximates the Divisionis 
Pre-Release status. Inmates assigned to this stat~s would either be those that are 
within one year of the end of their prison stay and have a 1 imited history of vio~ 
lence, escape, institutional adjustment problems or emotional disturbance. Inmates 
with non-serious offenses could be assigned directly to this status but must also be 
within one year of release. 
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Specifically, this level is to be applied to inmates who: 

Are rated as C-l by the proposed Custody Determination Instrument; 

Pose limited risk of violence to others; 

Are a limited escape risk (rated Medium or Low); 

Have no history of serious institutional violations; 

Are generally in the last 25 percent of their sentence. 

An inmate assigned to C-l shall be supervised as follows: 

1. No direct supervision shall be required either in the unit or in the 
commun i ty; 

2. Inmates shall be housed in single rooms with their own keys; and 

3. Personal clothing and most articles normally used in the community may be 
retained by C-1 inmates. 
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B. Present Custody Decision Process 

1. Findings: In the existing DOC classification system, all classification 
custody actions are made either during the initial classification at the Diagnostic 
Center or during institutional reclassification hearings conducted after an inmate 
is permanently assigned to a facil ity. 

A review of this process at the Diagnostic Center determined that the inmate's 
current offense and length of sentence are the two principal factors employed in 
determininganoffender'scustodystatus. Since these two factors are generally high
ly correlated It can then be assumed that the offense{s) for which an inmate is pre
sently confined is the principal criterion for assigning custody and hence institu
tional assignment. This appears to be the result of a variety of situations: 

a. The unavailability and/or inaccuracies of criminal history, psychologi
cal and ,social information pertaining to the individual. When faced with unavaila
ble Qr unverified information, Diagnostic Center classification staff are forced to 
utilize what criminal data SOUr{;~s are available. Since the offender's current of
fense is always stated on the court commitment papers, this information is readily 
available; 

b. The belief commonly held by many correctional personnel that an offen
der's past crime or crimes are most predictive of his/her future behaviors, particu
larly violent and assaultive behaviors. Research has demonstrated that individuals 
who are incarcerated for a sexual offense are more I ikely than not to resort to simi
lar criminal actions in the future while other studies have demonstrated that apart 
from offenses related to a psychological aberration, e.g., rape, most repeat offen
ders are those who have committed non-dangerous, property-oriented crimes such as 
burglary and forgery; 

c. The concern that an offender with a history of violence will commit ad
ditional violent acts if placed in reduced security which in turn could result in ex
treme publ ic reaction. The public historically has not over-reacted to property of
fenses committed by inmates confined in minimum custody, even a lengthy series of 
such offenses. But the publ ic h~~ r~a~ted quite strongly to the commission of one 
vIolent offense. An excellent example of this was an incident which occurred in the 
SUmner of 1979 when a DOC inmate sentenced for rape abducted a female officer and 
comnitted several rapes. This one incident provoked considerable public and media 
reaction even though the offender's custody level could be reasonably justified based 
on his institutional adjustment; 

d. Individual classification staff reaction to the offense. Correctional 
staff, like most noncorrectional citizenry, are socialized to bel ieve that certain 
acts by their fellow man are not to be easily excused and shoujd be punished. To 
many Division staff a security classification system that rewards desirable behavior 
and punishes undesirable behavior is as important for staff as a system which pre
dicts behavior. 

The efforts conducted to identify additional factors currently used by classifi
cation staff in the Missouri DOC led to the identification of several problems with 
the existing custody/security determination system: 

• The current factors are generally quite subjective, except for those con
cerned with offense characteristics; 
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Missouri classification staff as in al I correctional systems, develop 
their own set of classification factors and assign a rehative importance 
to each of these factors according to their own value scale, and apply 
these standards in making classification decisions; 

The val idity of classification decisions is quite dependent on a number of 
variables including: training and experience of staff; amount of feedback 
and reinforcement the staff member receives; the qual~ty and quantity of 
offender data; the pressure to move inmates into available beds, etc.; 

• Offender classification information is generally quite lacking at initial 
classification. Not only is it often incomplete, but much of it is of 
questionable value as it has not been verified. Other data are subject to 
a broad interpretation; 

o 

o 

There have been minimal specific guidel ines given to Division of Probation 
and Parole staff regarding the collection of offender data to support 
comprehensive Presentence Investigation Reports (PSI's) which are not pre
pared for the majority of inmates entering the Division since they are not 
requested by judges; 

The needs of the agercy, e.g., to fill available bedspace, etc., often 
s~percede establ ished classification procedures. There appear to be in
stances where custody grades have been reduced to faci litate movement of 
inmates into facil ities where lower custody bedspace Is available. This 
is discussed in detail elsewhere in this report; 

Custody designations are not consistently applied throughout Missouri's 
institutions. For example, a custody grade of "medium" at MTCM may be 
roughly equivalent to the "minimum" at MSP. Other correctional systems, 
e,g., Florida, have moved the "least worst" of the maximum security popu
lation into lower custody faci lities in response to overcrowding. This 
has created a situation wherein inmates normally assigned to maximum cus
todv facilities are now maximum custody offenders in a medium security 
setting, 

2. Assumptions: Several assumptions have been made which appear to be basic 
to the course of action recommended via the development of a new security/custody de
termination process: 

• 

.. 

• 

The present Missouri classification system, though overworked and non-uni
form, does somewhat effectively work to meet the needs of the Division, 
particularly as it relates to filling available bedspace. 

The existing classification system i~ not very flexit ~ in that it is not 
designed to take into consideration state-of-the-art correctional prac
tices. There appears to be no formal mechanism to modify current practices 
based upon changes in inmates or inmate behavior. 

The emphasis on fill ing available beds is understood and necessary, al
though priority should be given to the needs of the individual inmate and 
the protection of the general public in a ne~~ classification system. 
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The development of standardized 'factors and associated custody scores 
should not preclude the judgement and experience of Division classifica
tion staff decision-making; 

The existing number and types of physical plants I imit the options for 
assignment of offenders. This must be taken into consideration in the 
development of a custody determination instrument. It appears there is 
presently a lack of beds In the DOC which creat¢s severe problems in the 
assignment of inmates to institutions. 

Currently, information for classification is minimal due to the failure of 
committing jurisdictions to provide necessary data and materials. The 
success of any new classification system will require the availabil ity of 
uniform and relevant data which has been suppl ied in a timely manner. 

Staffing for classification, particularly the initial classification of 
inmates at the Diagnostic Center, is inadequate and must be increased to 
carry out professional assessments of inmates. 

Given the above findings and assumptions of the project staff, a custody deter
mination system should be designed as follows: 

The system should reflect those classification factors that Missouri DOC 
officials consider important. 

It should be in compliance with standards issued by the Commission on Ac
creditation for Corrections 1 and consistent with recent court decisions 
pertaining to custody determination and offender assignment. 

It should provide a structure based upon empirical offender data that can 
be supported through measurable and observable actions. 

It should meet the classification needs of the Division while reducing the 
amount of narrative and subjective reporting that staff now engage in. 

It must provide for the deficiencies now existent relative to current pro
blems in securing reliable, complete and timely offender data yet be com
prehensive enough to adequately assess custody and assign custody levels 
based on relevant information. It should also be amenable to analysis and 
evaluation to permit a determination of validity of data being employed so 
that factors can be identified that should be deleted oradded to improve 
the custody determination ability of the overall instrument. 

lThe Commission on Accreditation for Corrections, Standards ~r Adult Correction
al Institutions states in Standard 4372: 

The classification system should help insure that inmates participate 
in appropriate integrated programs that wil I assist them during their 
incarceration and subsequent release to the community. The classifi
cation system should consider an assessment of risk and the efficient 
management of the inmate population. It should provide that no inmate 
is kept in a more secure status than potential risk requires. 
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Finally and as indicated previously, it must be capable of responding to 
changes in inmate populations, court orders, changes in correctional pol i
cy and most importantly, of meeting the mandates of the general public in 
protecting them from offenders who have demonstrated or possibly could de
monstrate violent behavior. 

3. Recommendations: Based upon CSG's classification experience and recent ef
forts undertaken by other states, particularly the New York Department of Correction
al Services, it is recommended that a new classification decision-making process be 
developed that employs a custody determination instrument.which should distingu~s~ 
between Publ ic Security Risk and Institutional Security Risk. For further clarifica
tion, institutional risk refers to the likelihood that an inmate will be dangerous to 
other inmates or staff or disruptive of order in a facil ity; public risk refers to a 
combination of the likelihood that an inmate will escape and the 1 ikelihood that he 
wi II be dangerous to the publ ic if he does escape. The idea of public risk can be 
illustrated by the fol lowing diagram: 

Likely to be 
Dangerous to 
the Public 

Unlikely to be 
Dangerous to 
the Public 

Likely to Escape 

Very High 
Public 

Risk 

Medium 
Public 

Risk 

Unlikely to Escape 

High 
Public 
Risk 

Low 
Public 
Risk 

The diagram below, illustrates that an inmate may be a low risk 
area while being a high risk in the other: 

Low 
Institutional 
Risk 

High 
Institutional 
Risk 

Low Public Risk 

Low Public 
and 

Low Institutional Risk 

Low Publ ic 
but 

High Institutional Risk 

High Public Risk 
- _.-

High Public 
but 

Low Institutional Risk 

High Publ ic 
and 

High Institutional Risk 

in one 

In determining publ ic risk, the major factors normally considered by correction
al classification analysts include seriousness of the current offense, history of 
violence, record of escape, length of time to release, and community stabi lity. 

The principal factors used by classification staff to assess institutional risk 
are the inmate's behavior while under confinement, both current and prior, and the 
adjustment stability or instability of the individual as determined through a review 
of his adjustment in the community. 
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Public risk and institutional risk can also be illustrated by the fol lowing 
guidelines: 

Institutional Risk = (Prior Institutional Adjustment + Maturity) + Street Sta
bi lity (Post Confinemen~ Factors); whi Ie, 

Public Risk g Degree of Violence in Current Off~nse + History of Violence + 
Time to Expected Release + Escape History + Street Stabi lity (Pre-confinement Fac
tors) . 

The first task for CSG in completing these guidelines was to specify the factors 
and their degree of importance. It is necessary to define the factors if the instru
ment is 'i:O be useful to the Division in making objective and consistent custody de
termination decisions. It shOUld be stressed that the final instrument is to serve 
only as a classification tool. Staff will not always be able to classify all inmates 
correctly based solely on the use of the instrument because some inmates wi 11 present 
unique difficulties; an allowance in the instrument must be made for the classifica
tion counselor's subjective evaluation of an inmate. 

The method of determining factors important to custody determination involved 
a series of field interviews with both staff and'inmates. We also distributed three 
questionnaires to assess factors considered important in making initial and reclassi
fication decisions as well as to rank severity of offenses for which individuals may 
be confined In the DOC. 

The factors included on the three questionnaires were derived from an extensive 
review of f~ctors considered important in other states and the Federal Prison System, 
The approach to determining the importance of each factor relative to custody deter
mination is similar to that util ized by the Federal Bureau of Prisons in 1977 in the 
development of its new classification system. 

Unlike the Bureau, however, which originally employed forty-seven factors to 
determine an inmate's custody status during initial and reclassification hearings, 
thirty-three factors were used in the Missouri survey to establish iritial classifi
cation levels. In addition, twenty-six factor~ were selected to determine an in~ 
mate's reclassification level. In addition, an Offense Severity Scale was used to 
determine the perceptions of staff relative to the seriousness of crimes for which 
offenders could be confined in the DOC, since it was assumed a priori that the nature 
of the current offense would be one of the key factors considered as important by 
staff in determining an inmate's custody level. (See Figure X-I, Offense Severity 
Find i ngs. ) 

A sample of administrative custody and classification staff were given the 
questionnaires so as to provide representation among the various correctional staff 
categories. The actual breakdown of personnel completing questionnaires in each 
category is as follows: 

52 Classification Personnel 
39 Security Personnel 
14 Administrative Personnel 

The rationale for surveying more classification staff than personnel from other 
categories was twofold: first, the focus of the study Is on the classification sys
tem and the staff who conduct the various classification functions from initial 
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Homicide, Assaults & Kid,napping 

Cap ita I Murder 
First Degree Murder 
Second Degree Murder 
Manslaughter 
Manslaughter-Assisting in Self Murder 
First Degree Assault 
Second Degree Assau It, 
Th i rd Degree Assau It (C I ass AMi sdemeanor) 
Assault by Prisoners on Guards and Employees 
Harrassmen t (C I ass AMi sdemen aor) 
Kidnapping 
Felonious Restraint 
False Imprisonment 
Interference with Custody 

Rape 
Sexual Assault - First Degree 
Sexua I Assau It - Second Degree 
Sodomy 

Sexua I Offenses 

Dev i a te Sexua I 
Deviate Sexual 
Sexua I Abu6e -
Sexual Abuse -

Behavior - First Degree 
Behavior - Second Degree 
First Degree 
Second Degree 

Armed Criminal Action and Weapon Offenses 
Armed Crimi na I Action 
Dangerous ~nd Concealed Weapons 

Offenses Against Public Order 
Rioting (Class A Misdemenaor) 

Offenses Against the Administration of Justice 
Concea II ng an Offense 
Hi nderi ng Prosecution 
Perjury 
Resisting or Interfering with Arrest 
Escape from Comm i tmen t 
Escape from Custody 
Escape from Confinement 
Failure to Return to Confinement 
Aiding Escape of a Prisoner 
Permitting Escape 
Tampering with a Witness 

Offenses Affect i ng Governmen t 
Bribery of a Public Servant , 
Public Servant Acceding to Corruption , 
Bribery or Receipt of Gifts from Prisoners by Officers or Employees 

Drug and Rei a ted Offenses 
Possession, Sale, Distribution or Transfer of Contro~led Substances 
Obtaining Controlled Substances by Fraud o~ De,cePtl~nN t' Liquor 
Delivery or Concealment on Premises of Institution 0 arco ICS, 

or Prohibited Articles 

, Figure X-l. Offense Severity Findings 

Correctional Services Group 

Rating 

10.0 
9.B 
9.1 
B.3 
7.2 
7.6 
6.B 
5.7 
6.9 
4.6 
B.S 
5.1 
4.B 
4. i 

9.6 
B.9 
B.l 
9.3 
B.B 
8.4 
B.8 
B.l 

6.9 
6.1 

5.3 

3.9 
3.8 
3.6 
4.2 
7.1 
B.l 
B.2 
7.0 
7.4 
7.1 
4.9 

4.1 
3.B 
3.7 

6.1 
S.B 

7.9 
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reception and orientation to the offender1s release. Second, the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons classification project found that there was no appreciable difference between 
the rankings of classification (treatment) and those of custody staff as eVidenced by 
a correlation of .90. 

Correctional Services Groupls findings were almost identical. The correlation 
between the rankings of treatment and custody staff relative to the importance of 
those factors that should be used to determine an inmate1s initial custody was very 
high. (The average correlation was 0.86. This compares to a correlation of .88 in 
CSGls Maryland Study.) Staff Were asked to identify the top ten factors that should 
be used as a basis upon which to assign custody designations using a custody deter
minati0n instrument. Figure X-2 represents the scores given each factor by person
nel category as weI 1 as the overall ranking. These include~ 

History of escapes/escape attempts 
History of violence 
Nature of Current Offense 
Length of sentence 
Number of prior arrests/commitments 
FBI Rap Sheet 
Prior institutional adjustment 
State's Version of Current Offense 
Number and type of detainers 
Street stabi lity factors2 

Concerning the Severity of the Offense questionnaire, CSG considered it impor
tant for DOC staff to rank the seriousness of crimes for which offenders are sen
tenced to the Division of Correction. This was done to provide IIUp frontll informa
tion relative to the weighting of offenses for the proposed Security/Custody Deter
mination Instrument. 

In determining Institutional Risk, attention is focused on prior Institutional 
Adjustment, and Street Stabil ity factors while Publ ic Risk is measured by using 
History of Violence, Escape, Length of Sentence, Nature of Current Offense, Adjust
ment on Parole and Probation and Number of Prior Arrests/Commitments, The factors 
are weighted according to the relative Importance attached to them by staff with 
those relating to criminal behavior counting the most and those associated with 
street stability the least. 3 Each factor is given point scores and these scores are 
added to provide Institutional and Public Risk scores. These scores in turn are 
combined to provide a total Security/Custody score which is computed as follows: 

P, ~ ~ ~ ~ 

C, C2 C2 C3 C4 

C2 C2 C3 C4 C4 

C:? C2 C3 C4 C5 

C3 C3 C4 C4 C5 

2This factor is a combination of several other factors which will be included 
on the Security/Custody Determination Instrument. 

3The actual weightings were not computed by CSG and should be done using regres
sion analysis. 
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History of Escape 
Hi,tory of Violence 
Nature of Current Offense 
Length of Sentence 
Prior Arrests/Collitlents 
FBI Rap Sh .. t 
Prior Institutional Adjustlent 
State's Version of Current Offense 
Detainers 
Disciplinary Reports 
Involvelent in Alcohol/Drug Use 
Notoriety (Inlate/Offense) 
First Felony Conviction 
Judicial Recollendatiorra 
Inlate', V~rilonof Offense 
Age of Inaah 
Adjustlent on Parole/Probation 
Respect Toward Staff 
Melber of Subverlive Organization 
Military Record 
Psychological Test Data 
Age at First Arrest 
Length of Tile Since Last Confinelent 
Cooperativeness of In.ate 
Health of Inlate 
Peer Group Associates 
Marital Record 
Physical Stature or Handicaps 
rlploYlent History 
Age at First COllitlent 
Length of Tile at HOle Residence 
Fi.ily BiekyfGUn6 
Educational History 
COllunity Attitudes 

Clani fieation 
(N • 52) 

9.22 
9.28 
9.38 
8.96 
9.01 
9.00 
9.14 
8.63 
B .19 
B.29 
B.61 
8.41 
8.10 
7.97 
8.19. 
1.19 
7.01 
5.48' 
6.58 
6.11 
6.60 
6.03 
5.03 
6.11 
6.9:1 
5.91 
5.31 
6.78 
5.01 
4.78 
4.42 
4.92 
5.91 
4.31 

Adainistration 
(N • 14) 

9.38 
9.21 
9.01 
9.11. 
8.96 
8.83 
8.B6 
8.80 
8.69 
8.31 
8.27 
8.57 
8.43 
8.84 
7.24 
7.34 
7.48 
6.98 
6.13 
7.01 
6.31 
5.98 
6. 11 
5.11 
6.14 
6.01 
6.92 
5.12 
5.62 
4.63 
5.19 
4.32 
3.99 
5.09 

Securi ty 

~ 
9.83 
9.63 
9.42 
9.44 
9.09 
9.11 
9.01 
8.59 
8.73 
8.79 
8.21 
8.11 
7.92 
7.63 
7.60 
7.48 
6.39 
7.03 
7.21 
6.48 
6.01 
6.13 
6.98 
5.93 
5.12 
5.01 
6.01 
5.00 
5.09 
5.61 
4.49 
3.98 
4.91 
3.78 

Figure X-2. Initial Custody Determination Factors 
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Mean* 

9.41 
,9.36 
9.29 
9.24 
9.04 
8.98 
8.96 
8.65 
8.49 
8.43 
8.39 
8.33 
8.21 
8.09 
7. 71 
7.31 
6.68 
6.64 
6.60 
6.49 
6.31 
6.07 
5.92 
5.71 
5.69 
5.58 
5.56 
5.48 
5.31 
5.02 
4,63 
4.49 
4.32 
4.26 
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For example, an Inmate scored 
urity/Custody grade score of C-3. 
criminal history which is probably 
tutional adjustment during a prior 
lent episodes, quite stable on the 

as a P-it, 1-1 would have an overall ini tial Sec
This would indicate the inmate has an extensive 
vJolent but who has effected an excellent insti
incarceration and is probably, other than his vio
street. 

As already stated, CSG collected information from DOC personnel relating to 
factors considered important during reclassification. Survey results indicated re
classification factors differed significantly from consideration used in the initial 
classification process as post-incarceration factors were the most significant items. 
This correlation is built into the Custody Determination Instrument. The following 
ten factors were considered the most Important by DOC personnel relative to reclassi
f i cat Ion: 

@ Escape or attempted escape 
$ Assaults or threats against staff 
o Major disciplinary violations (other than assaults) 
o Assaults against inmates 
o Suicidal tendencies 
e Possession of a deadly weapon 
o Time spent in Disciplinary Segregation 
III Psychological instability of offender 
o Protective custody needs 
e Trafficking/contraband possession 

Figure X-3 represents the scores given each reclassification factor by person
nel category with the overall score computed by CSG for each factor. 

4. Rationale: The system of security and custody classification proposed by . 
CSG is not revolutionary in that it structures or formal izes time-tested practices 
that are currently, at least in part, in use by Division classification personnel. 
However, with the adoption of .the proposed system, it is anticipated that there wi 11 
not only be significant improvements in the operation and management of the classifi
cation process, ~ut that it will be legally defensible in court and accepted as an 
impartial syst.em by both staff and Inmates. The advantages to the proposed system 
include: 

o Increase in efficiency and r!'iabillty of the classification process: 

Correctional Services Group anticipates that should all the relevant data 
be available the custody decision instrument can be completed in less than 
20 minutes per case. Tests conducted in other states have demonstrated 
not only is this type of system more efficient, but the decisions reached 
through its use were highly correlated with decisions made by current 
methods in all but extremely unusual cases. 

Improvement in uniformity and consistency of offender classification 
decisions: 

As can be seen in a review of 'the instrument, the proposed system is in
tended to enable classification decisions to be made according to valid 
factors, weighted according to the significance assigned to them by DOC 
staff. For example, the types of prior escapes are weighted according to 
their importance in determInIng future custody. Escape from behind a 
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Classification Adlinistration Security 
(N • 52) (N • 14) (N • 39) 

Escape or Atte.pted Escape 9.31 9.42 9.88 
Assaults Against Staff 9.21 9.12 9.68 
Major Disciplinary Violations 9.08 9.14 9.61 
Assault. Against Inlates (3 or Hore) 9.11 9.13 9.48 
Suicidal Tendencies 9.07 9.09 9.21 
Possession of a Deadly Weapon 9.08 9.03 9,18 
Tile Spent in Disciplinary Segregation 9.15 8.92 8.99 
Psychological Instability 9.10 8.86 9.01 
Protective Custody Needs 8.81 8.84 9.06 
Trafficking of Contraband B.70 8.61 9.20 
Major Disciplinary Violationt (3 or less) 8.81 8.61 8.89 
Previous Transfer(s) to Increased Custody 8.48 8.90 9.01 
Threats Against Staff 8.30 8.59 9.08 
Successful Participation in CO.lunity Release 

Activities 8.41 8.70 8.31 - Successful Adjust.ent While Under Hinilu! 

J 
Security B.48 8.31 8.20 

Possession of Contraband 8.21 7.98 8.98 
Unsuccessful Participation in COllilunity 

Rele~,o Activities 8.24 8.10 7.60 
Hinor Disciplinary Violations (3 or Hore) 7.98 7.78 8.40 
Helbership in Subversive Or9anization 7.62 8.10 8.03 
Reloval of Good tile 7.43 8.02 7.60 

1 
Overt HOlosexual 6.91 8.04 7.63 
MeritorIous Conduct 7.04 7.14 6.90 

" '- Progral Involvelent 6.80 7.21 7.11 
Minor Disciplinary Violations (3 or Less) 6.60 6.99 7.21 

Figure x- 3 Recli!ssificatlon Custody Determination Factors 

'-

Correctional Ser"ices Group 

Hean* 

9.44 
9.30 
9.26 
9.24 
9.12 
9.11 
9.01 
8.97 
8.93 
8.88 
8.78 
8.68 
B.S9 

8.44 

8.36 
8.30 

8.08 
8.01 
7.80 
7.61 
7.40 
7.03 
7.02 
6.91 
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closed perimeter Is more important than walking away from a work release 
center and Is weighted accordingly. 

It is believed that this practice will increase the objectivity of classi
fication decisions and allow staff to devote more effort to evaluating 
offender behavior, leaving the results of unacceptable adjustment as the 
rightful responsibility of the inmate. 

Improvement in the documentation of the classification decision: 

The proposed system requires that certain types of offender and offense 
data are available at the time of initial classification. Such documenta
tion will improve assessment and enhance the support of management deci
sions. It will also eliminate much of the unnecessary narrative that is 
employed in the current classification reports. 

Increase in the ability to determine the validity (predictive) and signi
ficance of factors used in classification: 

The proposed system will enable staff to uniformly collect relevant infor
mation and establish correlations among classification factors. This sys
tem can also be ysed to provide feedback to classification personnel, both 
positive and negative, relative to the results of decisions made. 

Abil ity to include new factors and input: 

The proposed system is capable of changing with the changing needs of the 
Division, inmate population and general public. It will also permit the 
incorporation of new knowledge in the field of classification. 

Maintenance of a s~stem of classification that is responsive to individual 
inmate characteristics and needs: 

In developing the proposed system, CSG staff employed a large number of 
factors that take into consideration the unique characteristics of offen
ders requiring classification. 

This new custody determ.ination system should also real ize the following advan
tages specific to Missouri's correctional needs: 

• Maintain the Missouri DOC inmate population in appropriate custody levels; 
provide for more appropriate assignments to the Division's various institu
tions; reduce the number of transfers for custody purposes; reduce the 
number of escapes, assaults and other serious disciplinary actions commit
ted by DOC inmates; and reduce the number of inmates requesting placement 
in protective custo~y. 

• Eliminate or at least significantly reduce preferential transfer of in
mates between institutions. This often results in inmates being placed 
in facilities that are inappropriate in terms of custody and security. 

• Assist the Division in making better use of available resources by facili
tating its ability to plan for future inmate populations; to plan for new 
facilities; and to develop inmate programs and services, etc. 

Correctional Services Group 132 



~.~1.· 
~ 

) 
L 

~. 

.~ 

\.-. 

• Assist In the development of a· formal, documented review process whereby 
each inmate's custody level is assessed to determine if he or she is as
signed to, the proper institution based upon the inmate's institutional 
adjustment during the preceding period. 

A mock-up of each proposed Security/Custody Determination Instrument is includ-' 
ed in Figures x-4 and X-5. The fi rst figure represents the instrument to be em
ployed in initial custody assessment and the second represents the instrument to be 
employed in reclassification procedures. The scoring instructions are to be found 
in Append i x. C • 

,.. 
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MISSOURI DIVISION OF ADULT INSTITUTIONS 
Initial Classification Score Sheet 

Inmate Name: 

Inmate Number: 

Committing status: 

--1 Current Offense (s) : 

1-------
, Public Risk Score 
~J'.--------------------~ 

. 1. Extent of Violence in Current 
'-y Offense: 

1 
2. 

J 

Use of Weapon in Current 
Offense: 

I 3. Escape Hisbory: , 
~, 

1 4. Prior Commitments: 

j 5. Violence History: 

~ 6. Holds and/or petainers: 

7. Time to Expected Release: 

X 
8. Community Stability: 

Jf Public Risk Level, 

I' Institutional Risk Level: 

. Overall Custody Score: r -------------

1 
~I 
11 
;1 

Sentence Length: 

Date Received: 

Date of Birth: 

Race/Ethnic Status: 

Institutional Risk Score 

1. Community Stability: 

2. Prior Institutional Adjustment: 

3. Protection Considerations: 

4. Psychological Stability: 

5. Adjustment while on Probati,on/ 
Parole: 

6. Alcohol/Drug Use: 

Other Considerations: 

Notoriety of Crime(s) or Criminal: 

Sophistication of Crime(s) or 
Criminal: 

Gang Affiliation: 

Enemies: 

Suicidal: 

Other: 
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MISSOURI DIVISION OF ADULT INSTITUTIONS 
Institutional Classification Score Sheet 

1,..---.-------------, 
Inmate Name: Last Previous Institution: 

Inmate Number: C-Score Before this Rating: 

MDOC Institution: C-Score After this Rating: 

j Present Assigru~ent: Caseworker Name: 

3<----------------' 

l M-Score: 
',-

MH-Score: 

,~ P-Score: 

'- I-Score: 

T-Score: 

E-Score: 

V-Score: 

F-Score: 

Adjustment Since L,ast Rating Period 
Program Involvement: 

Work A~signment Performance: 

Escapes/Attempted Escapes: 

Assaults on Staff: 

Assaults on Inmates: 

Possession of Dangerous 
Contraband: 

Scoring: 

1 - Indicates Increase in I-Score 
2 - Indicates Decrease in I-Score 

7. 

8. 

10. 

Involvement in Institutional 
Disturbances: 

Other Serious Disciplinary 
Violations: 

Minor Disciplinary Violations: 

Stress Situations: 

P - Indicates P-Score Should Also Be Changed 

Identified Stress Situations 
7. Release/Loss of Close Friend: i :: 

i :: 

Death/Serious Illness in Immediate 
Family: 

Recent Marital Problem: 
8. Involvement in Pendeng Investiga

tion: 

Financial Problem: 

Parole Denied: 

Adverse Court Action: 

Psychological Instability: ~," 6. U Scoring: 

1,-,' 
M 

'" 

1 - None or Minimal Concern 
2 - Moderate Concern 
3 - Serious Concern 

9. Inmate/Institutional Pressure: 

10. Other: 

(Continued on Next Page) 

.' ----------------------
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As a resul t of the above ratings, ]',S a mod~f~cati' on f th ' 

6 6 0 e inmate's P-Score ap-
propriate? [ ) Yes 

[ ) No 
',-

n 1'" 

~:~ , 

If yes, indicate modified P-Score 

'--

i 
G As a result of the abova ratings, is 

propriate? [ ) Yes 
[ ) No 

a modification of the inmate's I-Score ap-

"-

I 
If yes, indicate modified I-Score 

i 
If either the P- or I-Score changes, indicate change, if any, in C-Score -------
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C. Analysis of Division Inmate Custody Levels 

1. Approach: A custody analysis was conducted of a sample of DOC inmates 
stratified to partially represent the percentage of inmates assigned to present 
custody levels to determine whether inmates in the Missouri correctional system are 
overclassified or underclassified relative to risk and custody consfderations. 

The ov~rall methodology for gathering data for this section of the study is 
based upon the methods employed in a recent comprehensive classification study con
ducted for the California Department of Corrections in 1979, andbyCSG inMaryland in 
1980. The methodology for the California sample study served as a guide for select
ing sample size within the MOOC. Consequently, sample size ~or this report is always 
equal to or greater than that used in the California study. ,With the number in the 
sample equal to or greater than Californials, and the population of Missouri IS 

correctional system much smaller than that in Calfiornia, the overall percentage for 
the current study is much higher in all categories than for the California study. It 
should further be noted that the number in the sample size as well as the percentage 
proportion of the entire popUlation is within the standards for statistical sampling 
proposed by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. 

There were several reasons for performing this aspect of the study. The overall 
goal, as stated previously, was to gather pertinent custody determination and risk 
screening information for a representative sample of inmates in Missouri IS correc
tional institutions. The data was gathered for comparisons with custody classifica
tion scorin~ by other systems and stand~rds, in order to provide the system with 
information about possible discrepancies in the present custody decision-making pro
cess relative to other approaches. The results were expected to identify the extent 
of overclas!ification or underclassification in the Missouri system, as well as pro
vide additional information concerning appropriate custody and faci lity needs. 

Correctional Services Group gathered data from a representative sample of 350 
inmate fi les from institutions representing the different custody levels in Mis
sourils classification system. MSP represented the maximum security population. 
MTCH, CMCC and MIR represented the largest portion of the medium security sample. 
The Pre-release Center at Tipton, OCC, and the minimum security units at MSP, MTCM, 
CMCC, MIR and Renz (male) represented the minimum security population. Data was also 
collected from the two honor centers and several halfway houses in order to represent 
another portion of the custody assignments (community) of DOC inmates. 

Total Number Number 
Of DOC Inmates In % Of DOC 

Custody Level In This Custody* §ample** Population 

Maximum (C-4/C~5)*** 1 ,961 90 35.2 
Medium (C-3) 2,480 160 44.5 
Minimum (C-2) 787 68 14.2 
Honor Centers/ 341 32 6. 1 

Halfway Houses (C-'I) 

TOTALS**** 5,569 350 100.0% 

* Based on DOC popu I at ion as of October 19, 1981. 
** The number of inmate files selected 'from each custody level is in

cluded here for the readerls information. 
*** A custody level similar to C-S (Supermax) did not exist at the 

time of the survey. 
**** Does not include the female population at RCC. 
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Concerning CSGls choice of data to be gathered and the instrument to be used. 
for gathering this data, the following factors are pertinent. First, the overall In
tent was to gather the mo~t critical areas of data for risk screening, whi Ie at the 
same time employing a form that could be scored to obtain an independent analysis of 
custody. Towards this goal, CSG considered the most widely used models across the 
country, including models based on decision trees, "additive" models, and other 
models based on psychological data, or with a computer analysis basis. In the end, 
the decision was made to utilize an additive model, since this was the most widely
used classification form (e.g., this is the form used by the Federal system), and 
further, this additive model was based on many of those same factors which would be 
the foundation of the data necessary for this report. This model is included along 
with instructions for scoring, in Appendix 0 in this report. The following comments 
relate to those factors considered in this format. 

Initial Classification Factors 

2. 

3· 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Detainer Information: In this category, information relating to types 
of detainers that may relate to custody determination were included, in
cluding date 8nd severity of detainers that are outstanding for a given 
inmate; 

Severity of Current Offense: In this category, the offense reSUlting in 
incarceration was noted and scored according to a specific delineation 
from low to high severity listed under the attached scoring instructions; 

Expected Length of Incarceration: In this category, the length of inc,ar
ceration was calculated according to the criteria in the instructIons and 
including the length of time the inmate had already spent in incqrceratlon. 
In addition, data was noted concerning the length of sentence as well as 
the beginning date of the sentence; 

Type of Prior Commitments: In this category, all previous crimes as well 
as dates when those crimes were I isted and scored according to the instruc
tions in categories, ranging from no prior commitments to serious prior 
commitments; 

History of Escapes/Attempted Escapes: In this categ~ry, ins~ructions are 
included for rating previous escapes in terms of theIr severity on a scale 
of 0 to 7. In addition, these escapes were recorded in terms of the date, 
where they took place, etc.; 

History of Violence: Again, specific instructions are included for scoring 
this on a 0 to 7 scale, from no previous violence to recent and serious 
violence. This history of violence does not include the current crime 
rgsulting in incarceration, but finds itsbasis in previous crimes or in 
disciplinary reports; 

List of Disciplinaries: This category is not used per se in scoring in 
the additive format, however it was critical in obtaining the data neces
sary for the current report. Consequently, disciplinaries over the last 
five years were recorded as well as the dates of their occurrence and the 
disposition (amount of segregation time or cell restriction); 

Other Considerations: In this category, special considerations were noted 
in a few cases where there were special medical, psychiatric, aggressive 
sexual tendencies, or threats to government officials. 
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Reclassification Factors 

9. The Percentage of Time Served: In this category, scoring instructions 
are speGific to determine the percent of time the inmate has served; 

10. Involvement with Drugs or Alcohol: In this ~ategory, determination is 
made as to whether an inmate currently has a 9rug or alcohol problem 
(determined by disciplinary, etc.) or has had one in the past, or has 
never had one; 

11. Mental/Psychological Stability: This category involves a scoring of 
"unfavorable" for inmates who are currently under psychotropic medica
tion, or who have a combination of discipl inaries, or other reports re
lating to psychological instability; 

12. Type of Most Serious Disciplinary Report: This category was scored only 
for serious discipl inaries reported within the last 12 months and in
cludes in the scoring instructions a rating from 1 to 5 for the severity 
of these disciplinaries; 

13. Frequency of Discipl inary Reports: Again, this is scored only within the 
last 12 months and relates to the number of total discipl inaries an inmate 
has; 

14. Responsibi I ities the Inmate has Demonstrated: This relates to reports 
from correctional officers and information in the overall progress report 
of the inmate, as well as the disciplinaries relating to the overal I level 
of responsibi lity demonstrated by the inmate; 

15. Fami ly and Community Ties: This relates to the level of contacts with 
fami ly and family stability outside the institution as determined from 
information available in the base file. 

It is also important to note that the third page of this form is uti lized in 
scoring those factors related to reclassification to determine whether there should 
be a custody increase or decrease for a given inmate. In this sense, an inmate may 
initially be scored maximum, but may be 1 isted as appropriate for a lower custody 
because of institutional behavior, length of time in the institution without dis
cipl inaries, and related information. 

It is important to point out that the attempt of this effort was to report and 
gather data in order to make custody determinations of inmates in the Missouri cor
rectional system. It is important also to real ize that the format util ized permits 
scoring of custody according to the most widely used system (the Federal format). 
In this sense, the data can be used for scoring to provide a separate deter~ination 
of custody apart from Missouri's own custody determination. Consequently, It has, 
been possible to determine whether all those inmates in.a given custody, e:g., maxI
mum, medium, pre-release, etc., would be placed, according to the format, In the 
same custody. 

The overall procedure employed by CSG was to go to the various institutions, 
obtain a random sample of inmate's files then score them according to the areas 
described above. A stratified sample was obtained to reflect the actual number of 
inmates in each custody level assigned by the DOC. For example, approximately 35.2% 
of the DOC offender population was classified as maximum security on the dates of 
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the surveys. As a result a like percent of the inmate population at MSP was sampled 
or a total of 90 inmates. The exception to the stratification process was in the 
number of inmates selected from the honor centers. Since the percentage of honor 
center inmates is quite small when compared against the overall DOC population, a 
large number of inmates from the centers was selected to provide an adequate sample 
size. The difference. was 3%. 

Scoring of each inmate's folder took approximately 15 minutes, and in this sense 
correlate~ wit~ both the procedure and time taken as reported in the California and 
Maryland studies. Several factors are worth noting that related to the data presen
ted. 

2. Findings: Whi Ie not an empirical statement, the following comments con-
cerning the overall data should be noted. First, in a nationwide survey of classi
ficationsYS'temsby the Fisher and A5~oc!c;1tes Research Center for the National Insti
tute of Corrections, the most common situation was that inmates were excluded from 
minimum and community release settings who had almost any form of disciplinary. The 
general data gathered for this report clearly show that many of the inmates on mini
mum status did ~ave disciplinaries, and in some cases, had serious multiple disci
plinaries. Second, in most states, there were rather complex rules of eligibil ity 
criteria for mi'nimum and community settings. For- example, inmates who are confined 
for a sex crime, who are not within a year of end of sentence, or who have a history 
of violent crimes or any capital cases might be excluded. An analysis of the data, 
apart from an examiniation of the Division's eligibility criteria for placement in 
work release and pre-release, suggests that these rules are for the most part adhered 
to in Missouri's correctional system. 

The fol l.owing table represents the reclassification of the offenders in the 
sample group based on the utilization of the Bureau of Prison's custody guideline: 
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TABLE X-1 

DOC CUSTODY LEVEL PROPOSED CUSTODY LEVEL* 

C-l C-2 C-3 c-4~':* C-5*;\-

Maximum N = 90 (100%) (1 . 1 %) 7 (7.8%) 27 (30.0%) 47 (52.0%) 8 (8.9%) 

Medium N = 160 (100%) 7 (4.4%) 13 (8.1%) 119 04.4%) 19 (11.9%) 2 ( 1. 3%) 

Minimum N = 68 (100%) 11 (16.2%) 40 (58.8%) 13 (19.1%) 4 (5.9%) 0 (0.0%) 

Honor Center N = 32 24 (75.0%) 6 (18.8%) 2 (6.3%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
(100%) 

TOTAL NUMBER = 350 43 (12.3%) 66 (18.8%) 161 (46.0) 70 (20.0%) 10 (2.8%) 
(100%) 

*Correctional Services Group took the position that there are certain offenders who 
due to a history of violence, escape, serious institutional management problems and/ 
or emotional disturbance, should not be assigned to a custody level (C-1) where they 
have unsupervised access to the community. Referring to the instrument, this in
cluded offenders who received high scores in combi~ations of the fol lowing cate
gories: 

Type of Detainer 
Severity of Current Offense 
Type of Prior Commitments 
History of Escapes or Attempts (Individuals scoring a 7 in this category 
were automatically excluded from C-1, Pre-release) 
Type of Most Serious Disciplinary Report 

Other than a recent serious escape, time to release, and confinement for a sex of
fense, no one factor, no matter how high the inmate scored, precluded placement in 
C-1. 

**Since the C-5 (Super Maximum Security) Level does not yet exist the c-4 and C-5 
Security/Custody Levels wi II be combined for sake of later comparisons. 

NOTE: Due to rounding off, percentages added across wil I not always equal 100%. 

An analysis of the above findings determined the fol lowing: 

Twelve percent of the total sample was assigned to the C-1 Security/Custody 
grade (Honor Centers/Halfway Houses) using the Federal Custody Instrument; 
19% were assigned to C-2 (Minimum Security); 46% to C-3 (Medium Security); 
20% to c-4 (Maximum Security); and 3% to C-5 (Super Maximum Security). 
(When the c-4 and C-5 percentages above are added a total percentage of 
23% is arrived at which is the number that should be used for comparison 
purposes.) 

The above findings compare to the current custody assignments of 6.1% for 
the Honor Centers; 14.2% for Minimum Security; 44.5% for Medium Security 
and 35.2% for Maximum Security. 
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With respect to the honor center system, 24 inmates or 75% should be in a 
center, based on time, offense and institutional adjustment factors. Of 
the other 8 or 25%, six or 19% should be in C-2 (minimum security). and 
two or 6% i~ C-3 (medium security). 

Fifty-nine percent (40)'of those currently assigned to minimum security. 
should be in that custody level while 16% could be transferred to an honor 
center, (C-1) , 19% to a C-3 (medium security facility) and surprisingly 
6% to C-4, maximum security. 

Almost 75 percent of the C-3 or medium security population is properly 
classified while 4% could be in C-l (honor center), and 9% in a C-3 
minimum security setting. Twelve percent should be in C-4/C-5 (maximum 
security). 

Sixty-one percent of the C-4/C-5 (maximum security) population should be 
in such a close custody environment while 30% could be transferred to a 
C-3 (medium security) facility, 8% to a C-2 (minimum security) institution. 
Only one inmate was determined to be able to be considered for placement 
in C-l (honor center). 

Correctional Services Group's findings suggest that, based on the analysis of 
350 inmate files, that the following shOUld be the custody breakdown of the 
current male inmate population: 

SECURITY/CUSTODY LEVEL 

C-5 (Super Maximum Security) 

C-4 (Maximum Security)* 

C-3 (Medium Security) 

C-2 (Minimum Security) 

C-1 (Honor Center/Ha I fway House) 

TOTAL 

PERCENTAGE 

3 
20 

46 

19 

12 

100 

*Includes Classification and Assignment Unit Population 

In terms of over- and underclassification it would appear that more in
mates are overclassified in the DOC inmate population than underclassified. 
(Sixty-six inmates or 18.9% In the sample were found to be overclassified 
versus 46 inmates or 13.2% underclassified.) As is expected in the analy
sis of a correctional classification system most of the overclassification 
is present in the upper security levels while the majority of underclassi
fication is to be found in the lower security statuses. The overall number 
of inmates misclassified, again according to the analysis using the Federal 
instrument is 112 or 32.1%. Whereas overclassification generally effects 
only the inmate, and in some instances, the institution to which he or she 
is assigned, underclassificatlon can also affect the general public. In
appropriate placement of an inmate in the pre-release center and honor 
centers can result, and often has, as indicated by recent statistics, in 
a large number of escapes and in a few instances, resultant criminal activi
ty by inmates. 
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With respect to misclassification, CSG surveyed staff from each institution to 
determine their views as to the number of inmates in their institutions which they 
believed were either over- or underclasslfied. The table below represents the find-
i ngs of th is survey. TABLE X-2 

CATEGORY 

OVer
Classified 
Inmates 

Under
Classified 
Inmates 

Properl y 
Classified 
Inmates 

PERCEPTIONS OF CLASSIFICATION ACCURA£r 

MSP CMCC MIR MTCM TIPTON OCC KCHC ST. MHC RENZ TOTAL 

29.5 25.1 20.4 14.4 7·5 7.0 7.2 

14.0* 45.6 25.4 23. 1 21. 3 15.0 34.0 

56.5 29.3 54.2 62.5 71.2 78.0 58.8 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

2.0 10.0 14.1 

50.0 26.0 

95.0 40.0 60.0 

100% 100% 100% 

*Staff who indicated underclassiflcation at MSP stated that there are a number of 
inmates needing more security than MSP can now provide but which should be available 
with theopening of the SuperMax UnIt. 

These findings suggest that DOC staff believe that overall, except for MSP, that 
there is more underclassification of inmates than there is overclassification. This, 
as is to be observed above, is contrary to the findings of CSG's instrument an~lysis. 
Based on interviews with DOC staff it appears that the differences between their per
ceptions and CSG findings is a result of the fol lowing: 

1 

The Federal Classification Instrument does not assign significant weight 
to length of sentence or percentage of time served; two factors considered 
very important by most DOC personnel in determining an inmate's custody 
status; and 

DOC staff stated that the present overcrowding stiuation has caused a sig
nificant number of security risk inmates to be "forced" down into lower 
security facilities because that is where space is available. The fOl low
ing table depicts the results of interviews with staff ~t each DOC ~n7ti
tution in which they were asked the i'lffect of overcrowding on the DIVI
sionIs ability to accomplish effective classification. 

TABLE X-3 

DOES MISSOURI PRISdN OVERCROWDING AFFECT PROPER CLASSIFICATION? 

HSP CHCC ~ HIR HTCH Tipton OCC KCHC SMCH Renz Total 
II % II % # % # % II % II % # % II % II % II % - - - - - - -

Yes 9 90 3 33 10 91 8 89 4 100 5 100 4 66.7 3 75 33 47 77 
No 10 6 67 9 11 0 0 0 0 2 33.3 25 2 67 14 23 - --
Total 10 100 9 100 11 100 9 100 4 100 5 100 6 100.0 4 100 3 100 61 100 
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The above table shows that 47 or 77% of staff interviewed believed that 
the present bedspace problem was adversely affecting their ability to properly 
cl assify i nma tes wh I Ie 14 or 23% did not see th is si tua t ion as a major prob lem 
Impacting effective classification. 

Those staff that believe overcrowding is limiting their classification ef
fectIveness identified the following types of problems resulting from the lack 
of space: 

CUstody levels cannot always be changed when warranted and 
transfers are often del ayed; 

There are insufficient work assignments and programs to classify 
Inmatesi 

Work crews are ei ther over- or' understaffed; 

Large caseloads prevent staff from devot i ng appropri a te time and 
effort to classification; 

Inmates are being underclassified in order to go to available insti
tutions which are generally less secure than their risk warrants; 
and 

personalized plans are not being carried out. 

3. C~nsistency in Classification Decision-Making 

In aqdition to the possible effects of overcrowding on classification, CSG 
attempted to determine the effect of not having a formal classification instru
ment on the validity and reliability of classification decision-making on the 
part of cla!$sification personnel. 

One of the age old arguments against the utilization of objective clas
sification instruments, particularly those designed to determine an inmate's 
security and custody status, is that the judgement of correctional personnel 
is more accurate as staff, unl ike a paper format, have the advantage of being 
able to acquire a personal knowledge of each inmate's behavior and personal
i ty. Tc an exten t CSG woul d concur wi th th i s posi tion, part icu I arl y where 
staff have the opportunity to observe a prisoner's behavior in a variety of 
environments, i.e., -institutional, community, etc., and under a variety of 
condl tions. However, most staff do not have the opportun i ty to do th i s as 
they generally know an inmate in one setting which is usually the ~~:>nfines 
of a secure correctional facility. As a result, the decisions these staff make 
tend to be primarily based on their experience with the prisoner ,and, to a 
lesser extent, except in those instances where the crime was of a ri9.ther hei
nous or sensitive nature, on their knowledge of the individual's criminal 
history. 

PreVious research in the classification of offenders has also shown that 
classification personnel employ different factors in determining the custody 
status of inmates. Even those staff who use the same criteria or rationale 
generally assign various weights to each factor. For example, one classifica
tion counselor may bel ieve that the nature of the current offense is th\~ most 
important factor in determi n i ng an inmate' s custody level wh i I e another staff 
member may consider history of escape to be more important. Similarly, two 
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correction';ll casf.~workers may both consider the inmate's prior institutional 
adjustment to be the most important factor; but while one may consider it al
most exclusively in making a decision, the other may consider it to be only 
slightly more important than other factors. 

In an attempt to evaluate the factors and weights assigned to each 
factor in actual classification decisions, CSG requested that 17 Classification 
and Assignment Unit and institutional classification staff review the file 
jackets for five inmates who were previously released from the Divsion. All 
identifying characteristics were removed to ensUre that a caseworker was not 
personally familiar with the inmate. Staff were asked to provide decisions 
for three classification areas: custody level, institutional assignment and 
program recommendations. They were asked to review the information in each 
jacket and then make a determination as to what response they would make 
for each of these three principal classification decisions under normal condi
tions and present conditions. Normal conditions referred to a situation where 
bedspace was available to accomodate each staff member's decision no matter 
which Institution the caseworker believed the inmate should be assigned. In 
addition, under normal conditions, sufficient and adequate programs corre
sponding to Identified needs would be available. Present conditions referred 
to the current situation the Division Is now experiencing as a result of over
crowding, budgetary cutbaCks, the effect of court orders, etc. 

In addition to the actual decisions each caseworker made relative to 
custody level, i nst i tutiona I ass i gnment, and program recommenda tions, each 
was also requested to provide the rationale for his or her decisions. For 
example, should a caseworker determine from his or her review that the inmate 
could be designated as minimum custody, they were then asked to document 
their reason for making such a decision in terms of the various factors consi
dered in making their decisions as well as the importance they assigned to 
each factor, 

1 Table X-4 reports the findings of this exercise for each of the five in-
mate cases for the following questions: 

Under normal conditions, what custody level would you assign this 
inmate to? 

Rationale for Decision? 

Under normal conditions what institution would you assign this in
mate to? 

Based on this exercise and subsequent analysis, it appears that several 
issues have surfaced which warrant further discussion: 

Staff appear to have mixed views with respect to length of sen
tence as a factor l,Jsed in determining an inmate's institutional as
signment and custody level. Some staff considered this factor to 
be the principal variable in making these judgements while others 
tended to consider other factors pertinent to the offender such as 
nature of the offense, history of escape, prior institutional adjust
ment, etc.; 
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1. Under normal conditions, 
what custody level would 
you assign this inmate to? 

2. Rationale: 

3. Under normal conditions, 
what institution would 
you assign this inmate to? 

Inmate #1 

Inmate #2 

Inmate #3 

Inmate #4 

Inmate #5 

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

Inmate #1 

"axilllum (4) 
Medium (13) 

f 

Multiple Commitments 
Length of Sentence 

(4 Yrs.) 
Violent Offense 
Instability in Prison 
Escape History 

MSP (5) 
HTCM (11) 
CMCC (1) 

r j 

TABLE X-4 

Inmate #2 

Medium (1) 
MinImum (16) 

1st Offense 
Nature of Offense 

(Non Serious) 
Age of Offender 

(Over 50) 
Length of Sentence 

(2 Yrs.) 
Skill in Needed Trade 
Lack of Violence 

CHCC (5) 
RCC (4) 
OCC (7) 

SUMMARY 

Inmate #3 

Maximula (2) 
HediuD (15) 

Lengthy Criminal History 
Violence in Offense 
Age of Offender 

(Under 21) 
Length of Sentence 

(8 Yrs.) 
Escape History 
Protective Custody Needs 

HTCH (8) 
HIR (9) 

t r 

lnhlate #4 lnBate #5 

Haximum (8) MediuEl (16) 
Medium (9) IHnilliUfil (1) 

1st Offense 1 st Offense 
Nature of Offense Nature of Offense 
No Violence (Property) 
Length of Sentence Fairly Stable/Not A 

(13 Yrs.) ~anageeent Problea 
Age (34) Length of Sentence 

(7 Yrs.) 
Work Skills 

HSP (8) HCTH (5) 
IHCH (g) HIR (12) 

Staff generally concurred that due to a relatively short se~tence, inmate could be assigned to HTCM and eedius custody. 
However, four staff strongly disagreed stating that history of escape, the nature of violence in the current offense 
and a prior poor institutional adjustment, no less than maximum custody was warranted. 

Staff, except for one, agreed that inlate was generally a nonrisk offender who warranted Rlinilllal custody and could 
be placed in any of the DivisionIs lIiniDlulll security facilities. acc war, apparently given priority by the oajority 
of respondents due to the inmate's original home and planned parole residence (Springfield). 

Although there was general concurrence regarding this inmatels custody level, there was considerable disagree.ent 
over which institution he should be assigned. Almost one-half of the staff believed this individual should be 
assigned to MTCH due to the length of sentence, while the other haif believed he should go to HIR since it lias 
his first offense and his young age. 

Considerable disagreeJl1ent al10ng staff relative to both this inlilate1s custody level and institutional assignuent. 
The disagreement seemed to center around the length of sentence which was 13 years. StaFF who recollllliend maximu; 
custody and assignJl1ent to MSP believed that this relatively long senb~nce warranted close supervision in a securE 
setting. Other staff suggested that since there was no violence in the offense and further since this lias tht 
inmatels first offense, that only medium custody was necessary. 

Again. here is a situation where all staff, except one, agreed that this prisoner should be in a rnediulII custod~ 

setting due principally to the length of sentence (7 years). However, there was some disagreement pertaining tc 
his institutional assignment as five staff though HICH was more appropriate than MIR while the re~aining tllelvI 
personnel suggesting HIR believed it to be more adequate given the age of the individual. 
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Staff are further divided concerning the issue of age. Whereas ap
proximately one-half of the respondents bel ievedthat age was a 
significant factor In classifying an inmate, the other half stated 
that the age of the Inmate was relatively unimportant given the 
number of other securi ty /custody factors tha t must be cons i dered j 

Prior i nst i tut iona I adjustment appears to be an importan. t factor 
for many of these staff as their decisions indicated that. this fa~tor 
can supercede such factors as nature of offense and prior criminal 
history in deciding an inmate's custody level. Apparen~ly, t~ese 
staff bel ieve that prior knowledge of how an offender will adJust 
to confinement is a better predictor of the individual's. risk ~o t~e 
public and institution than his or her criminal behavior while In 
the commun i ty; and 

ff "t' , th'ls exercise did not feel Generally, most sta partlclpa Ing In 
that the current overcrowding situation was affecting their ability 
to make appropriate decisions with respect to institutional and 
custody assignments. Only three staff stated that in just eight 
instances would they have assigned the inmate to a different 
facility or security status should the appropriate institution and 
programs be avai lable. 

The overall finding from this exercise is essentially that classification 
personnel tend to be inconsistent in their decisions when factor~ that I ar.e c:n~t 
clear determinants, e.g., age, length of sentence, etc., of ~n. In~ate s ,In,~tl
tutlonal alid custody assignments are employed in the clasSification declslon
making process. Prior research by CSG and other gro~ps h,a~ determined, that 
only a few factors are both valid and reliable in their ability to effectively 
determine an offender's proper classification status. These fact~rs (nature 
of offense, history of escape, history of violence, substance abus~ hls,tory , and 
prior institutional adjustment) have proven to be quite accurate In this area. 

4. Recommendations: 
inmate file exercise, CSGls 

Based upon the analysis of 350 inmate files, the 
observations of the Missouri classification system 

and our familiarity with research done 
and custody determination, the following 
determ i nat ion process are recommended: 

in other states pertaining to security 
changes in the DOC's security/custody 

An inmate's sentence length and percentage of time served should 
not be afforded the emphasis they are now by DOC in det~rmining 

an inmate's security and CLJstody !evel and instituti.ona,1 as~,gnment. 
CSG recommends that the Division minimize the attention It places 
on its policies pertaining to. these two interrelated factors due to 
their high correlation with the nature of offense. There should be 
no specific time period to determine an i.nmate ' s custody and 
security needs rather attention should be given to the e~tent of 
risk the inmate poses. Most staff would agree that, a f,lrst of
fender serving a 50 year sentence for the murder of ,hiS wife, pre
sents significantly fewer security problems than an Inmate with a 
history of violence serving 25 years for rape and robbery: , He~e 
not only the type of offense, but the motivation for commltl,n g It 
must be exam i ned. CSG recommends tha t the presen t emphas I s t~e 

DOC places on age as a classification criteria be reduced. It IS 
understood that current statutes mandate youthful first offenders 
be assigned to MIR (dependent on sentence length). However, most 
research and the experience of other states and the Federal Bureau 
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of Prisons has been tha t age, shou I d it be a factor cons i dered in 
initial classification, is In Itself an unreliable factor upon which 
to base an inmate's Institutional assignment. Research done by 
the California and illinois Departments of Corrections found, as most 
correctional officials already know, that younger inmates are more 
difficult to manage than older offenders. This difficulty is exacer
bated When they are assigned to a separate and distinct facility 
apart from the general stabilizing conditions that more mature in
mates tend to provide. In addition, the age factor has become in
creasingly Irrelevant as the average inmate age has steadily de
Clined, (28.1 in 1970 versus 24.6 in 1981) and the demand for 
ava i I ab I e beds increases. It is i nconsi stent with sound correct iona I 
management to overcrowd severa I i nst i tu t ions because one has an 
age eligibility criteria which allows it to operate at less than 
capac; ty. 

Inmates should be classified to the least restrictive cUstody requir
ed to protect society, staff and other inmates. Therefor"e maximum 
securi ty (C-5 and C·-4) placements shou I d be reserved f~r i nma tes 
who have demonstrated through past violent behavior that they are 
a serious threat to the safety and security of the insti tution. As 
Is reiterated In this chapter and Chapter Eleven, no inmate should 
be initially assigned to C-5 unless his behavior in the Classifica
tion and Assignment Unit warrants such an assignment; 

Similarly, the Division should conduct an extensive reclassification 
of those inmates which appear to be either over- or underclassified. 

In a time when prisons are dealing with persistent overcrowding, 
aggravated by the likelihood of a growing population serving longer 
senter:ces, the problem of overclassification, estimated at 19%, is 
especially acute. If new state facilities ar€ designed and built 
based on misclassification and misdirection, then it will make an 
a I ready expensi Ve process even more cost I y. Another serious con
sequence is that overclassification can lead to resentment from pri
soners who feel unnecessarily restrained. This resentment can, in 
turn, lead to frustration and often to violence. Such a potential 
may be especially likely when the inmate has not been actively in
volved in the classification process. 

To remedy overclassification in the immeidate future and to prevent 
it in the long run, it Is first essential to have specific, realistic 
definitions of each custody level suggested at the first part of this 
chapter which would include the types of behavior expected at each 
level, supervision requirements, and physica I faci I i ty descript ions. 
Next, there must be a corresponding objective format for placement 
into the different cUstody grades based on relevant factors. Stu
dies in Alabama, New Mexico, Rhode Island, and California, as ex
amples, have consistently found deficits in the completeness and 
objectivity of custody definitions, and especially in the parallel 
custody scoring formats that would diminish the potential for such 
incorrect placement. Overclassification and its attendant problems 
serve to underscore the current need for change to a well-defined, 
more consistent, and empirically derived classification process. 
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The same issues hold true for the underclassification of inmates. 
When mistakes are made that enable dangerous inmates to be placed 
in a less secure setting than required the publ ic becomes a poten
tial victim. CSG's Maryland Classification Study found that over 
one-third ("'If the inmates in the Maryland Pre-release System were 
serious securi ty prob I ems. This i nappropri a te ass i gnmen t of i nma tes 
was the result of ineffective and inadequate selection criteria. 

Although the extent of underclassification is not nearly as drama
tic in Missouri there is sufficient cause for concern based on the 
custody analysi's findings which indicate that 13 percent of the Di
vision's inmate population should have a security and/or custody 
increase. 

The Division should consider additionai issues pertaining to sub
jective classification other than just misclassification. The co~r~s. 
have found that overly subjective methods of placement at initial 
classification or reclassification are likely not to result in the pro
per assignments to prevent harm to or by any individual inmate. 
(Holt v. Sarver, 309 F. Supp. 362 (1970) aff'd, 442 F.2d 304 (8th 
C~ 1971). In Laamar v. Helgemoe (437 F.Supp. 318, 1977) the 
court held that classification decisions "cannot be arbitrary, irra
tional or discriminatory." A Colorado decision established "that 
any system of classification must be clearly, understandable, con
sistently applied, and r.:onceptually complete." 
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D. Q.ecl.sion-M,,!~lng for_Minimum Security/Community Corrections 

One of the most critical areas of classification is the assignment of inmates to 
minimum custody settings. The assignment of inmates to minimum security and con~uni
ty facilities In the Missouri Correctional system is certainly no exception to this 
for the fo) 10\.'/ 1 n9 re:\sons: 

Inmates assigned to minimum or community correctional settings, particular
ly for long periods of time are subject to frustrations and temptations 
that may require greater maturity and responsibility than the average 
inmate and, for that matter, average person have. For example, an inmate 
may have the freedom to be away from the institution unescorted all day, 
but will not have the liberty to respond to a family or personal crisis 
or deal effectively with a long-term family need. 

Certain types of offenders may be unacceptable to a community. Sex and 
drug offenders particularly encounter major resistance in many communities. 
One incident by these types of offenders can result in overwhelming communi
ty reaction leading to jeopardy of the entire community corrections pro
gram. 

Another issue which has the potential for strong publ ic reaction to a 
single occurrence is the issue of escape. Whereas an inmate is able to 
effect an excellent adjustment in an upper level, a minimum security fa
cility is a new environment with a new set of problems, and may prove to 
be a more difficult adjustment. . Since generally it is not necessary to 
plan or use force in an escape attempt from a minimum security or community 
center, the inmate who is having difficulty adjusting may simply walk off 
to respond to family problems or his inabil ity to adjust. 

Another issue to consider is that most minimum security facil ities have 
sparse programming. For example, the inmate may be involved in or in line 
for a job training prog~am available only in a higher custody institution, 
yet he or she may be el igible for transfer to a minimum security program. 
Here the decision should be weighed carefully by the classification team 
and inmate to determine wh~t programming wi 11 best enable the person to 
reintegrate themselves into the community. 

Finally, for those individuals whose major need is for reintegration, a 
minimum security facility with little on-site programming or a community
based program is adequate. For individuals who pose no security risk, but 
who have more than, as an example, 18 months to parole eligibility, then a 
facility with extensive on-site programs in lieu of work release, etc., 
would be appropriate. Such a unit could be part of (but physically sepa
rate from) a medium security prison, so that some sharing of medical, psy
chological, etc., services can occur. Programs in this type of facil ity 
should be geared to developing the person's self-concept, confidence, and 
skills in preparation for a successful community adjustment. Any outside 
privileges should be supervised and of no more than several hour's dUra
tion. (It does not seem wise for inmates with more than 18 months to 
parole eligibility to be placed in community security, unless there is a 
major shift in the philosophies of community corrections by the DOC.) 
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1. Analysis of the Pre-release, Honor Center and Halfway House Populations 

Flndln~: CSG analyzed the complete 350 inmate sample to determine 
what percentage of this group, which represents the DOC general inmate population, 
should be excluded from participation in community corrections programs such as 
the Honor Center Prograi,l. The same criteria were used that were employed to re
classify the inmate sample using an objective instrument. Again, these criteria or 
factors include: history of escape, violence, sexual offense, poor institutional 
adjustment or emotional disturbance. "Histori ' here is generall)~ defined as two or 
more serious offenses although an inmate may have committed an offense which in 
itself is so heinous as to preclude his or her assignment to pre-release. Further, 
a serious recent escape or current confinement for rape would generally also prohibit 
him from participation. 

Based on these factors alone (not considering time to release) 35% of the sample 
should not be assigned to a minimum security program where they would have unsuper
vised access to the public via work or educational release, community activities, 
etc. This does not mean that eventually many of these inmates could nqt be assigned 
to a minimum custody setting (C-2) where they would have additional internal freedoms 
but no unsupervised access to the community. in addition 25% of inmates now assigned 
to either the state pre-release center, honor centers and halfway houses should be 
in more secure institutions. 

2. Screening for Pre-release and Community Centers 

The Division has set forth fairly specific criteria and procedures regarding 
the selection of inmates for assignment to SCPRC, the honor centers and halfway 
houses. Specifically, Revised Rule 20-110.140, institutional Transfers lists the 
following criteria which are employed in the selection of inmates for these facil i
ties. See Table X-5. Rule 20-110.140 does permit staff to take exception to the 
escape rating when making pre-release assignment recommendations, probably to take 
into consideration the individual escape circumstances. However, no guidel ines are 
given for documenting an exception. Again, this determination is left up to the 
individual discretion of the classification counselor. Further, it appears that the 
pressure to move inmates into lower custody has resulted in pressure to disregard 
some of these criteria in order to identify el igible inmates for transfer to the Pre
Release System. According to sePRC staff over 15% of their inmates violate these 
criteria. 

Pertaining to the issue of escape, there has been considerable comment and con
cern by state legislators, publ ic and media over the increasing number of escapes 
from correctional systems and how more effective classification systems could reduce 
this number. 

According to records provided by the Division, the following figures represent 
the number of escapes for the Missouri correctional system for the period from 1975 
through 1981. 
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TABLE X-5 

TRANSFER - ASSIGNMENT CRITERI~ 

SCPRC 

No Restrictions 

A. Within 3 Years of Release or 
10 Years Completed on Sentence 

B. Within 20 Months of Release 
C. Within 15 Months of Release 
D. Within 8 Months of Release 

No Detainers Present or Known 

Sexual Offenders 
Present Offense of Escape or 

History of Escape 

No Restrictions 

No Physiological or 
Psychological Difficulties 

Honor Centers 

Within 12 Months of Release 

Within 12 Months of Release 

No Detainers Present or Known 

Sexual Offenders 
Present History o~ Escape

3 

History of Escape 3 
History of Violence 

Prior Residency in General 
Area of Honor Center 

No Physiological or 
Psychological Difficulties 

.... j'< ~ ~ C:::l_ r,<-' 

(J l r. \, f" 1. (,~ b [~;'" 

Halfway House 

Within 6 Months of Release or on 
Parole Planning Status 

Within 6 Honths of Release
3 

No Detainers Present or Known 

Present 
History 
History 

3 
Offense of Escape 
of Escape3 3 
of Violence 

Prior Residency in General Area of 
the Halfway House Assignment 

No Physiological or 
Psychological Difficulties 

2 
Inmates serving sentences for Capital Offense (Death Penalty. 50 Years, No Parole) must remain at MSP. 

May be waived on case by case basis. 
3 

May be waived • ith notification from Board of Probation and Parole that ir.mate be placed on parole-planning status • 

A. General Population 
B. CETA Program 
C. Honor Center 
D. Halfway House 
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YEAR NUMBER % OF DIVISION POPULATION 

Institutional Community 

1975 40 .8 

1976 68 1.4 

1977 58 1.2 
1978* 59 76 2.7 

1979 43 163 3.8 
1980 44 129 3.2 
1981 (Dc t. ) 50 134 4 . O~~~~ 

irCommun i ty Center Program not open pr ior to this year 
**Prorated for year 

The number of escapes as can be seen from a 'review of these figures, has in
creased appreciably since 1975. This is the apparent impact of the increase in 
number of inmates processed through the pre-release honor center system beginning 
in the late 1970's. See Figure X-G. This graph depicts the number of escapes and/or 
"walkoffs" from the system each year. 

As can pe seen, inmates assigned to minimUm security institutions, pre-release 
and Honor C~nters have been involved in a substantial number of escapes as an 
apparent result of the accessibil ity they have to the community and minimal security 
precautions associated with the program. This created a considerable amount of pub~ 
lie and media reaction in 1979 to a number of serious incidents prompting several 
legislators to call for a complete assessment of the Division's classification sys
tem particularly as it pertained to the assignment of inmates to minimum security 
fac iIi ties. 

The number of escapes/walkoffs for 1980 ranks eighteenth for 38 states report
ing escape rates for that year. It would appear that the number is quite high 
when compared to these other states. However, this assumption is not completely 
accurate for two reasons--one, some states reporting low rates do not report "walk
offsll as escapes which Missouri does; and two, several of the reporting states do not 
operate community correctional programs which precludes inmates from being able to 
walk off without considerable risk to themselves. 

It would appear that some inmates will always continue to escape if given the 
opportunity which minimum security provides. To quote from the Joint Legislative 
Chairmen's Report on the Maryland DOC Classification System in CSG's Maryland clas
sification study, "0ne must assume that a certain smal I percentage of inmates placed 
in minimum security wi 11 abscond. given the best of classification systems." 

Several states (e.g., California and Illinois) which have developed very strin
gent screening criteria for placement in minimum security have experienced a reduc
tion in high escape rates. The assumption here is that an effective classification 
system can aid in reducing escapes. 
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This strategy IS effective, however, only for systems that do not have a sig
nificant number of minimum security beds. The appl ication of unduly restrictive 
minimum security criteria to the DOC inmate population would reduce escapes signifi
cantly by placing the majority of offenders in secure settings (c-4 or C-3). Imple
mentation of restrictive minimum security would be extremely difficult for the DOC 
given the short fall 0; beds in the Division and the belief that many offenders 
should be assigned to a nonsecure environment in the time period immediately prior 
to their release. 

Correctional Services Group also examined a sample of 57 files of escapes in an 
attempt to identify if there are any common traits which distinguish escapees from 
non-escapees and to see if there are any characteristics related to the escapes that 
could serve to assist not only the classification process but also pre-release opera
tions. It must be emphasized that this was only a limited effort which is not to be 
considered an in-depth analysis. However, this review demonstrated that there are 
several common characteristics that appeared quite often. These included: 

Over 21 percent of the sample had a prior escape from a correctional 
institution of some type. This percentage increased to over 48 percent 
when AWOL's, bail-jumping, and other such behaviors were included: 

Most of this sample, 67 percent, escaped after spending at least four 
months in a minimum security center. Only 18 percent escaped within 
the first 60 days after assignment to the system; 

Particularly for the honor centers and halfway houses, 57% of the sample 
had a serious alcohol or drug abuse problem; and 

Finally, over 36 percent of the sample had what could be considered to 
have been a poor institutional adjustment record, e.g., at least one 
serious institutional discipl inary violation. 

b. Recommendations: The present selection criteria for pre-release are an 
excellent first step by the Division to objectively identify individuals who would 
not be appropriate candidates for pre-release and community placement. The Custody 
Determination Instrument proposed by CSG adheres to the same assumption upon which 
the criteria are based--that past criminal behavior is the best predictor of future 
criminal behavior and thus best determines custody needs. 

CSG suggests that the Division also consider other selection criteria based on 
the analysis of escapes from community correctional programs and interviews with 
facility staff. These include: 

Possible restrictions on inmates who have chronic histories of alcohol 
and/or drug abuse as these individuals not only are prone to escape but 
also create serious management problems in the center; 

An extensive screening process should be employed for inmates determined to 
have unstable backgrounds prior to confinement, e.9., AWOL, truancy, rUn
aways from juveni Ie homes, etc, As stated earlier, such inmates comprise 
almost 50% of the escapee sample surveyed by CSG; 

Likewise, inmates with serious institutional adjustment problems are 
genera I J y unacceptab I e cand i dates for commun i ty programs, espec i a 11 y those 
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who are prone to inSUbordination and other rule 
f 11 . violat ions related to not 
o oWIng Division rules; and who staff bel'leve t h wi 11 be unable to adjust 
o an onor center or halfway house over a long period . 

~in~IJy, :ome inmate: who should be given the opportunity to partici ate 
~~r~o~~~~~y cor~ectlons.programm!ng for briefer periods of time tha~ the 
. a m~nt s. Again according to CSG's survey of esca ees man 
Inmates do qUI:e well for a substantial portion of their co~uni~ aS~i n
men~ only. to.vlolate a rule or abscond irrvnediately prior to relea~'''- T~e 
O~VIOUS dIffIculty would be identifying these inmates prior to th:i~ as
sIgnment to the SCPRC. 

respect to this latter issue, D?C staff from each institution were queried optimal amount of time 
center/halfway house 

that an Inmate should have prior to both pre-release 
sponses to the first question, 

pla:ement. The following 
aSSignment to SCPRC. 

table represents the re-

TABLE X-6 

TIME TO RELEASE/PRERELEASE CENTER , 

MSP CHCC 'fIR MTCM Tipton OCC KCHC SMHC Renz Total (N-12) (N-9) (1/-12) (11-9 ) (N-4) 
# % # % # % # 

(N-5) (N-6) (N-2) (N.4) (N-63) 
% # % # % # % # % # % # - - - - - % 

12 to IB Months 6 50 3 33 6 50 18 to 24 Months 
5 55 2 50 3 60 3 50 50 25 3 49 B 0 0 0 0 6 M2nths 1 11 1 25 20 2 33 0 0 25 11 1 8 2 22 1 8 0 6 to 12 Month", 0 0 0 1 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 0 0 1 11 2 17 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 to 3 Years 0 0 0 4 6 

3 Months 
8 11 0 0 0 0 I 25 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 I, 6 8 11 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 Month 0 0 3 5 0 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 Years + 0 0 0 2 3 

No Response 
0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 17 0 0 2 17 0 0 0 0 0 (l 0 0 1 50 2 50 11 

inmat:sr~~i~:V~fi!h!~e~~~I~ Sh~w~t that thehOlost.poPular time to release period for 
d . 0 e I g een mont s wh I ch almost 50 percent of the res-

~on ents s~lected. ThiS compares to the establ ished time criteria of three years 
or gene~a popUlation inmates, 20 months for CETA program inmates' 15 months for 

f
Prnspectlve honor center inmates, and 8 months for prospective halfway house trans
ers. 

The follOWing table represents the time to release DOC staff bel ieve 
should have prior to honor center assignment. . inmates 
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TABLE X-7 

TIME TO RELEASE/HONOR CENTER/HALFWAY HOUSE 

MSP CMCC HIR HTCH Tipton OCC KCHC SMHC Renz Total 

(N.12) (N .. 9) (N-12) (N.9) (N.,4) (N a 5) (fI,,5) (N .. 2) (N.4) (N.53) 

# % # % # % # % # % # % II % # % # % # % 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

6 to 12 Months 5 42 0 0 5 42 4 44 4 100 4 BO 3 50 2 100 25 28 44 

6 Months 3 25 6 67 2 17 2 22 0 0 1 20 2 33 0 0 1 25 17 27 

Hore Than 12 Months 8 0 0 2 17 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 6 

13 Months 0 0 2 22 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 

g Months 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 0 1 17 0 0 0 0 2 3 

1 to 2 Months 0 0 1 11 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 

No Response 3 25 0 0 2 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 50 7 11 

Twenty-eight or 44% of the respondents stated that inmates should have between 
6 and 12 months left to release prior to transfer to a community corrections center 
which is consistent with the criteria included i~ Rule 10-110.140 which provides a 
guidel ine of 12 months or less for honor center transfers and 8 months for halfway 
house transfers. 

Correctional Services Group is not advocating that only those inmates who do 
not present a significant risk to the publ ic or institution should be provided the 
opportunity to participate in pre-release programming. On the contrary, our posi
tion would be that ~ offenders experience extensive orientation prior to release. 

However, it is strongly recommended that those types of inmates identified 
e~;lier; e.g., history of escape, violence, etc., not be permitted to participate in 
a pre-release program where they would be able to leave the institution without 
supervISion. It is recommended that thiS group of offenders be afforded pre-release 
programming in their respective institution beginning 60 to 90 days prior to release. 
Those individuals presenting a marginal risk to the publ ic, yet who are ineligible 
for C-1 (pre-release) should be able to participate in an unescorted community leave 
in the last 45 days of their sentence for the purposes of securing employment and 
reestabl ishing family relationships. Those inmates adjudged to be serious publ ic 
risks, e.g., p-4 or P-S should also be a~le to leave the institution for the same 
reasons; however, only with supervision. 

Other pre-release programming for this group s~ould include the following: 

Counseling on what to expect after release; 

Orientation to community social service agencies; 

Training relative to parole supervision; 

Referral regulations to employment and educational agencies. 

It is also recommended that those inmates placed in pre-release generally not 
be assigned to this status for any longer than six months. As was documented in 
CSGls analysis of offender escape files most infuiduals who Ilwalked offll from a 
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pre-release unit did so after having been assigned to the system for an appreciable 
period of time. Previous research has shown repeatedly that placing offenders in a 
Ilhalf-fl"ee statusll such as pre-release or a halfway house program for extended 
periods often only invites misbehavior. The studies round that inmates tend to 
I'f?rget" their prisoner status after several months, particularly when they have the 
dally opportunity of working and/or attending educational classes in the community. 

~o:rectionaj Servic"~ Group also recommends that a priority system be developed 
pertaining to the selection of inmates for participation in pre-release and even
tually an honor center or halfway house. This system would assign inmates based 
up?n their Public and Institutional Risk scores and proximity to release to the 
prIority categories from which inmates are to be selected in ascending order. 

Correctional Services Group also suggests that the Division consider the direct 
transfer of inmates from the Classification and Assignment Unit to pre-release. This 
procedure would be especially effective when there are a minimal number of inmates in 
maintaining institutions who are eligible for minimum security programming. This 
would be especially advantageous for short-term inmates who are determined to be 
eligible for parole as soon as they are received into the Division. 

Finally, it is recommended that offenders who are removed from pre-release, an 
honor center or halfway house due to a serious adjustment problem spend at least 12 
months in a higher custody facility prior to reconsideration for C-2 or C-l. This 
s~ould assist in curbing the Ilrevolving door ll syndrome that is now being experienced 
w~th.a number of honor center violators IIrecycled ll through the pre-release system 
within several months after their return from the center. 

4. Community Corrections in Missouri 

Escapes and new criminal offenses create problems for correctional systems in 
supparting community corrections programs and in the expansion of community programs 
f0r reasons other than the obvious threat to the publ ic. These types of incidents 
significantly impact the criminal justice system in terms of costs and efforts 
associated with the apprehension, adjudication and increased confinement of escapees/ 
offenders. These criminal justice system costs are extremely high in counties where 
minimum security facil ities are located. These costs may well outweigh the savings 
i~ confinement expenditures normally associated with minimum custody operations 
since one of the justifications for minimum security historically has been the finan
cial savings it has over maximum and medium security settings. These savings are 
not true in Missouri however, as the average per diem cost at the two honor centers 
is $33.95 and SCPRC $30.53. This is compared to $12.96 for MSP and $13.52 for MTCM. 

Another justification, in addition to cost savings, for the use of community 
corrections is the positive impact that such an assignment wi 11 have on an offender. 
Many correctional practitioners have long held that it is both a disservice to the 
public and the offender to release an inmate directly from a secure confinement into 
the community without any prior preparation for this adjustment. They assert that 
offenders should have the opportunity to make a gradual transition in returning to 
the community through the opportunity to obtain a job, take community leave and par
ticlpate in related programs and services prior to release. 

However, recent research has provided information which tends to question the 
success of such programs as work release, pre-release and community leaves particu
larly for offenders with a history of serious offenses. Studies conducted in 
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California, Minnesota and Illinois have provided some evidence that community cor
rectional programs have failed to attain many of their stated objectives, particu
larly those associated with the reduction of future recidivism by program partici
pants . 

' .. 

It may appear, based upon the previous findings and observations, that communi
ty c~rrectlon5 programs are not in the best interests of the State of Missouri. On 
the contrary, CSG believes that community corrections, particularly as represented 
by the pre-release and honor system and halfway houses should be supported by the 
Division as viable programs which have a major role both now and in the future of 
Missouri corrections. CSG takes this position for the following reasons: 

(1) Over 31% of inmates in the Missouri correctional system based on the custo
dy exercise by CSG do not require the supervision and physical restraints 
normally associated with maximum and medium security institutions; 

(2) For many inmates, confinement in a prison results in hardships; e.g. 
sexual attacks, which far outweigh the rationale for ever confining the 
person in a traditional prison environment; 

(3) Community corrections programs provide-inmates with numerous educational 
and vocational opportunities which are unavailable in usual prison set
tings; 

(4) Community programs provide the victim with the opportunity to obtain 
restitution from the offender; 

(5) The offender is often able to remain near family and friends, thus reduc
ing much of the trauma normally associated with confinement in prison; and 

(6) Prisoners are able to engage in outside employment which brings about 
earnings and savings that would be unavai IF.ble if the individual were con
fined. 
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CHAPTER XI: CLASSIFICATION FOR INSTITUTIONAL ASSIGNMENT PURPOSES 

Earlier In this report considerable,discussion was afforded as to how an in
mate's Security (Public Risk) and Custody (Institutional Risk) levels should be 
determined. However, the classification system that CSG is proposing extends beyond 
only determining an offender's security and custody requirements as there are a num
ber of other factors that must be considered when determining the appropriate insti
tutional assignment for an inmate, principally during his or her initial assessment, 
but also during reclassification proceedings. For example, there are usually two 
factor~ which may supercede security needs in determining where an inmate should be 
assigned. These factors are Medical and Health Care Needs and Mental Health Care 
Needs which are particularly important in classification when either or both are so 
serious as to warrant consideration of assignment of the inmate to a setting which 
may not be commensurate with his security and custody needs. For example~ an inmate 
requiring major surgery will be taken to an outside hospital even though his history 
of violence suggests he remain inside the wal Is at MSP. Obviously the "breech in 
security" for this inmate is necessitated by the life-safety considerations brought 
about by his medical needs. Similarly, an inmate who has a history of escape and 
violence may nevertheless be assigned to the Fulton State Hospital when diagnosed by 
the Divisionis psychiatrist as an active psychotic. Again considerations other than 
security and custody, this time mental health.coMcerns, take precedence over the 
normal situation which would require confinement at MSP for this offender. 

1. Findings: At present an inmate's security needs generally determine his 
institutional assignment. However, as indicated above, an inmate~ medical and/or 
mental health needs may often override custody considerations. 

CSG found that an inmate's security requirements are responsible for approxi
mately 78% of all initial institutional assignments, program needs 9%, medical 
needs 6%, mental health and treatment needs 5% and miscellaneous needs the remain-
i,ng 2%. 

Staff stated that when making an institutional assignment a variety of other 
factors are considered which are not always directly associated with the classifi
cation of an individual inmate. These include: 

Protective custody/separation issues; 
Racial balancing; 
Bedspace availabi lity; and 
Community reaction. 

The overall finding relative to institutional assignment is that staff tend to 
employ a variety of factors in an often inconsistent and haphazard fashion guided 
only by Division Rule 20-120.140 Institutional Transfers. This finding was drama
tized in the inmate institutional program and security assignment exercise findings 
reported in Chapter X. 

2. Recommendations: 

Based on the above considerations and the classification objective of matching 
offender needs with agency resources CSG recommends that the Division adopt a new 
method for assigning inmates to DOC institutions. 

CSG specifically recommends that the Division implement a classification profile 
or grid which would incorporate those factors known to be important in determining 
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an inmate's institutional assignment. The grid, termed the Correctional Classifica
tion Profile (CCp) , was developed to provide Missouri Correctional administrators 
wit~ a s}ngle Instrument to designate an offender's placement in a particular instl
tutl~n ~Ith the purpose of providing maximum protection for the public as well as 
permitting adequ~te management of the inmate in the facility for both protection of 
s~aff and other Inmates. The CCP is designed to identify the programmatic and ser
vlc7 needs of an inmate and provide correctional staff in the Classification and 
A~slgnment Unit with an effective and efficient reference for placement of the indi
vidual offender. It also serves as a monitoring tool to enable both institutional 
and Central Office staff to track the inmate's progress through the correctional 
system. This capability will be discussed later in this chapter. 

T~e CCP employs the following nine factors to determine an inmate's institution
al assignment and when appropriate, specific housing unit. It also assists in iden
tifyi~g.and p~ioritizing various program and service needs and matching them with 
facilities which have programs designed to address these needs. The factors include 
in order of priority, the follOWing: ' 

... 

Medical and Health Care Needs (M) 
Mental Health Needs (MH) 
Security/Public Risk Needs (P) 
Institutional Risk Needs (I) 
Treatment Needs (T) 
Educational Needs (E) 
Vocational Training Needs (V) 
Work Ski lIs (W) 
Proximity to Release ~esidence/Fami ly Ties (F) 

The definitions for each of these factors as well as the various scores for each 
factor are included in Appendix E. 

Each.of the fa~tors is placed on the CCP in priority going from left to right 
on the grid. See Figure XI-l below. For example, since an inmate's medical and 
h7alth needs, particularly when they are serious, are usually more critical than 
h~s or her educat~o~al ~eeds, the Medical and Health Needs factor is always assessed 
flrs~ .. The c~asslflcat,on counselor,after determining the M-score (provided by 
qual ,fled medical personnel~moves from left to right analyzing and scoring each 
factor according to the Inmate's needs in that specific area. 
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Figure X-l. Correctional Classification Profile 

It shaij!d be noted that Age was not considered as an important factor to be 
considered In determining an inmate's initial as~ignment. As stated ear!ier in this 
report both age and length of sentence are given minimal (emphasis ~elatlve to de
termining bath the security and custody needs of a~ ~f!e~der .. It ~s real I~e~ that 
both age an~ length of sentence are the twa key el Iglbl I Ity criteria fo~ ~ssl~nment 
to MIR. However, and again as stated previously, recent research and I :tlgatlo~ 
have held that age._.gh~ld not be a principal determinant.of an offender s security 
placement. Length of;entence is generally correlated with nature of offe~se and 
this is generally accounted for. In those instances when sente~c7 le~gth IS ~ot 
correlated with the offense the CCP negates any disparity ~y ellmlnat!ng ~he In-, 
fluence of sentence length in determining an inmate's Public and Institutional R,sk 
scores. 

The levels on the rating range from liS" to "111 with "5" being the highest or 
most important need and 1'1" being the lowest or least important. For ex~mple, an 
inmate receiving a M-4 score for the Medical and Health Care factor requires, s.ut- I 
stantially mare medical care than an inm'ate who is assigned an M-1 score. S,lml ar y, 
an inmate receiving a V-2 score for Vocational Training.Needs warra~ts conslderabl~ 
less assistance than an inmate with a V-5 rating. The Important pOlnt.to.b7 empha 
sized is that the point scores are assigned based on the needs of the Indlvldu~l 
going from left to right. on the cep. These s~ores ~re then ~ross correlated With 
the capabilities of each institution in the Missouri Correctional System. 
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In most instances, the primary needs of the inmate (the first four factors; 
medical needs through custody needs) will determine an offender's institutional 
assignment. In addition, not all inmates will have their needs met at all levels. 
For example, an inmate requiring 1-5 custody and V-S vocational training will pro
bably not be able to pLrtlcipate in a vocational training program until his insti
tutional risk (custody) score is reduced to the level where he or she will not re
quire extensive supervision outside of his/her housing unit. 

As just stat~d, in order for the CCP to be of Use in assigning an inmate, the ca~ 
pabilities of each institution must be known. Discussion in Chapter Nine: Institu
tional Capabilities/Inmate Profi les, centered on the p~rceived capabilities of each 
DOC faci lity by Division administrative ~nd classification staff. Using this informa 
tion, the results of the faci lity analysis (included in a separate report titled MiS
souri Correctional Facility Analysis), interviews with Central Office personnel and. 
CSGls review of available programs and services, each institution was rated o~ its Co 
pabiJities relative to each of the factors. (See Figures XI-2 and XI-3). The variou 
Work Ski lIs needed at each institution were unavai lable. In addition, the Proximity 
to Release/Fami Iy Ties factor was not rated as the location of each facility for each 
individual inmate profi led is the only method for assessing the capabi lity of the 
institution with respect to that factor. 

The ratings for MOOC Institutional Capabilities figure suggests that euch of 
the DOC facilities are designed to be able to manage particular type of inmate 
with MSP followed by MTCM having overal I the widest range of capabilities and the 
less secure facil ities such as DCC and SCPRC the least. This is particularly true 
for Inmates requiring extensive medical and mental health care and/or a secure pri
son env i ronmC3n t . 

On its simplest level, the CCP would be used as in the following examples: 

Example #1 

'Inmate Don S. is received at the Classification and Assignment Unit and under
goes the medical, psychological and social assessments discussed in Chapter Four: 
Initial Classification. Upon completing this initial classification and diagnostic 
evaluation, Don's caseworker completes the CCP to determine his most appropriate 
institutional assignment: It is scored as follows: 

Correctional Services Group 
163 

". 



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

r r r J if lj 110 ":'f" 
j "_-.,;t t:,.! 

0 
0 

~ 
MOOC INSTITUTIONAL CAPABILITIES 

' ... - ... 

- Medical Mental Insti tutional -. g and Health Health Public Risk/ Risk/ Treatment Vocational Work 
Ib Care Care Securi ty Custody Counseling Education Training Skills -
f({ Missouri State Penitentiary 5-1 5-1 5-1 5-1 ... 4-1 5-1 4-1 Unknown .... (Fulton ~ n· State 

~ Hospital) 

~ Missouri Training Center for Men 4-1 4-1 4-1 1.-1 4-1 5-1 4-1 Unknown 
0 

Central Missouri .§ Correc ti on al Center 2 3-1 3-1 3-1 3-1 4-1 3-1 Unknown 

Central Missouri Correctional Center 
Medium/Short Unit 2 2-1 2-1 2-1 3-1 3-1 3-1 Unknown 

Missouri Intermediate Reformatory 2 3-1 3-1 3-1 4-1 5-3 3-1 Unknolin 

Missouri Eastern Correctional Center** 3-1 3-1 3-1 3-1 4-1 5-1 3-1 Unknown 

Ozark Correctional Center 2 2-1. 2-1 2-1 3-1 5-3 2-1 

State Correctional Pre-R el ease Center 2 2-1 2-1 '2-1 4-1 2-1 Unknown 

Renz Correctional Center 4-1 5-1 5-1 (Female) 5 (Feillale) 4-1 
5-1 4-1 Unknown {Fulton} 2-1 (Male) 2-1{Male) 2-1 

St. Mary·s Honor Center Community 2-1 2-1 2-1 4-1 2-1 5-1 Unknown 
Hospitals (Commun i ty) (Commun i ty) 

Kansas City Honor Center Community 2-1 2-1 2-1 4-1 2-1 5-1 Unknown 
Hospitals (Communi ty) (Communi ty) 

... When Super Maximum Ynit opens . 
Capabilities are bastd on projected programs. 

Figure XI-2 
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INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 

Education 
Special Education 

Grades 1 - 12 

Junior Collego (AA) 

Four Year College (BA, 
BS) 

Vocational Training 
Heating/Air Conditioning 
Refrigeration/Air 

Condi Honing 
Auto Mechanics 
Building Tracjes 
Auto aody 
Major Appliances 
Machine Shop 
Horticulture 
Electronics 
Weldin9 
Officm Machine Repair 
Heat CI,I t 1:1 ng 
Nursels, Aid 
Computer Sciences 
Small Engine Repair 
Furniture Refinishing 
Dental Lab 
Wood!.lorking 
Culli nary 

Treatment Programs 
Individual Counseling 
Group Counseling 
Drug Therapy 

Alcohol Therapy 
Special Programs 

Missouri 
State 

Penitentiary 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Draughn 
Business 

Yes 
Li ncol n 
University 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Ves 
Yes 
Ves 

Yes 

Hi SSOl' ,'i 
Training Center 

For Men 
~-----

Yes 

Yes 
GED 
Yes 

Moberly 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

(1-8 ) 

JC 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

DEPART 

Audio Tapes Sex Offender 
for the Program 
Blind 

Figure XI-3 
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Missouri 
Intermediate 
Reformatory 

Ves 
(Learning 
Disabilities) 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Ves 
Yes 
Yes 

Narcotics 
Anonymous 

Yes-AA 
Osage 
Expedition 
Guides to 
Better Living 

II 

Central Missouri 
Missouri Eastern 

Correctio~al Correcttonal 
Center Center 

Ves Ves (1-B) 
ABE/GED GED 
Yes Yes 

Linn Tech COllllllun i ty 
College 

Yes No 
lincoln 
Uni verd ty 

:\ 

:1 
Yes :1 ~ 

Yes 

j 
\ " 

'--

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 1 

Yes 

Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 

Yes-AA Yes 
Sex Offender 
Program 
Orthomolecular 
Program 
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INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (continued) 

Industries 

Community Release 
Progralls 

Work Release 
Edur;;tional Release 
Furlough 

Volunteer Progra! 

Missouri 
State 

Penitentiary 

Clothing 
Cleaning 
Wood 

Furniture 
Shoes 
Gloves 
Detergent 
License 

Plate 

Yes 
Yes 

Ves 

L Correctional Services Group 

Missouri 
Training Center 

For Men 

Metal Shop 
Sign Shop 
Laundry 
Print Shop 

Yes 

Ves 

Ilissouri 
Interlediate 
Reforaatory 

Yes 

Yes 

Central 
Missouri 

Correctional 
Center 

Ves 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Missouri 
Eas,tern 

Correc t ional 
C en t e r 

Yes 

Ves 
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Education 
Special Education 

Grades 1 - 12 

Junior College (AA) 

Four Year College (BA, BS) 

Other 

Vocational Training 
Refri~eration/Air Conditioning 
Auto Mechanics 
Building Trades 
C'arpentry 
Welding 
General Business 
Data Entry 
Printing 
Sewing 
C~smetology 

Drafting 
Treatment Programs 

Individual Counseling 
Group Counseling 
Drug Therapy 

Alcohol Therapy 
Prerelease Orientation 

Special Programs 

INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (continued) 

Ozark State Renz st. Mary1s Kansas City 
Honor 
Center 

Correctional Pre-Release Correctional Honor 
Center Center Center Center 

Yes 
(Remedial 
Reading) 

Yes 
ABE 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Fire 
Department 

Yes 
ABE 

Pre-Employ-
ment Train-
ing 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

3x3 Program 

Yes 

State Fair 
Detail 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
lincoln U. 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes-AA 
Yes 

Assertiveness 
Training 
First Of
fender* 

Yes 
GED 
Yes 

Yes 
Part-Time 

Opportunity 
Clearing
house 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

NASCO & 
Community 
Clinic 

Available 
in 

Community 

Yes 
Penn Valley 

Various CETA 
Programs 
Including 
Project 
Option 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes-AA Yes-AA 
Yes Yes 

Opportunity 
Clearinghouse 
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INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (concluded) 

Industries 

Community Release Programs 
Work Release 

Educational Release 
Furlough 

Volunteer Progral 

Ozark 
Correctional 

Center 

Yes 
(Also Super
vised Work 
Release) 

Yes 
Yes 

Correctional Services Group 

State 
Pre-Release 

Center 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Renz 
Correctional 

Center 

Data Entry 
Quick Print 
Garmet Factory 

Yes 

Yes 
Ye,s 
Yes 

St. Maryls 
Honor 

Center 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Kansas Ci ty 
Honor 

Center 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
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Missouri Division of Adult Institutions 

CORRECTIONAL CLASSIFICATION PROFILE 

Steuritr/ Custody/ VocH i 0",1 
","t&1 Hral th Public Ri.k Inltitutional !r .. toent [dutHi.n.l !raining 

Cor. Nud, N .. d, Ri,k nud, N .. d, Mltds N •• d, 

Pra.i.ity to 
a.luu 

Aesid,ntll 
Work SUII, fuily Ii .. 

Based on the above scoring for Don S. it appears that he could be assigned to 
only two institutions, MSP and MTCM. 

Rationale: Don has only minor medical concerns as indicated by his M-2 score 
which qualifies him healthwise for any of the Divisionis institutions. His MH-3 
Mental Health Score limits his options to MSP, MTCM, CMCC, MIR, and MECC. The P-3 
Public Risk and 1-4 Institutional Risk Scores further I imit his assignment alterna
tives as he is el igible for only MSP and MTCM. Had his I-score been a "3" or lower 
the casewor~er would sti 11 have five institutions to work with in selecting a faci I i
ty assignment for Don. 

With the options I imited to MSP and MTCM the caseworker proceeds further from 
left to right across the CCP to determine if either of these institutions would be 
more appropriate. Donis T-l Treatment Score provides no help as any DOC institution 
can provide this level of service. Both institutions provide 5 levels of Educational 
Programming so this factor is also of no value. However, Donis V-3 Vocational Train
·ing score suggests he is in some need of this type of programming. Examining the 
DOC Institutional Capabi lity and Programs and Services Charts, the caseworker is able 
to determine that MTCM provides a wider range of vocational training offerings than 
MSP. In addition, Donis Work Skills score of W-2 indicates he has little to offer 
any facility in terms of a needed trade so this factor cannot be considered to be of 
importance. However, Don does have immediate family from the Trenton area who wi I I 
visit on a monthly basis. The proximity of MTCM to Trenton coupled with the Voca
tional Training consideration provided the caseworker with sufficient documentation 
to recommend Don be assigned to MTCM with MSP as a second choice. 

Donis case was relatively simple as the range of choices was narrowed to two by 
the time caseworker reached the fourth factor, Institutional Risk. 

Example #2: 

Inmate Nick S. receives the following scores based on his initial assessment: 
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. Rationale: ~nl!ke ~he first example when Inmat~ Don S. was scored quite high 
In a number of priority factors, Inmate Nick S. was rated quite low in all factors 
until he reached the Educational Score. His low P and I scores indicate he could be 
assigned to any of a number,of faci lities. Given the general availability of beds 
in the lowercust~dy institutions the caseworker would probably limit the options to 
CMCC, OCC or a minimum security unit at one of the other higher security units. If 
Nick met theeligibilitycriteria for SCPRC he could be sent there directly from the 
Diagnostic Unit. 

His E-3 score in this category would only limit his direct placement into an 
honor center as they are generally geared to only provide educational training be
yond 12th grade/GED. His E-3 score indicates he is in need of securing his GED and, 
other.factors.ex~luded, shOUld be assigned to a facility which provides such pro
gramming. ThiS Includes all institutions except SCPRC. 
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Nickls W-5 score for Work Ski lIs suggests he is to be considered as a journey
man, and/or master craftsman in one or more skilled trades normally needed by the 
institutions. It is important to note that the Work Skills ranking system is re
versed from all other categories as a 11511 score suggests considerable documented 
trade skills while a 111" score indicates minimal or no such skills. Again, it must 
be emphasized that the purpose of the CCP is'to determine an inmatels institutional 
assignment and that an inmate who possesses a skill needed by one or more DOC faci li
ty presents a variable that should be considered in his placement. The Work Skill 
score need not be considered when an inmate has no available skills as it would not 
be a factor in his placement. 

In this example Nick is a journeyman electrician, a skill much in demand at oce. 
His relatively low F-2 score for Fami ly Ties suggests he wil I not be receiving many 
visits and/or does not need to be located near his release residence. As a result 
of employing the CCP in this exercise, Nickls caseworker would assign him to OCC 
given there are no management considerations not addressed in the completion of the 
CCP. 

The previous examples were provided to afford the reader with a preliminary 
overview of the CCP so that the basic concept can be understood. The classification 
profi Ie that CSG is recommending the Division use to initially and institutionally 
classify inmates provides considerably more information as described in the remaining 
part of this section. 

For each of the Factor Codes there are additional subcodes to provide additional 
information on the needs and status 0f each offender. 

Medical and Health Needs Codes: 

Few inmates entering the Missouri correctional system maintain the same medical 
status thro~ghout the duration of their confinement. In an attempt to provide medi
cal classification personnel with further information on the medical status of each 
inmate the following codes should be employed: 

M = Medical and Health Care Code 
Number (5-1) = Level of need 
T = Temporary condition 
P = Permanent condition 
I = Improvable condition (reviewed at least semiannually) 

The Medical Code would be presented as such: M-Number-Status Symbol. 

The following examples may better explain their use: 

Examp Ie No.1: 

Example No.2: 

Example No.3: 

M-5-P = I nmate who has a permanent I y chron i c and ser i ous 
disease or physical handicap which caUses him or her 
to be continually hospitalized. 

M-4-T = Inmate who has a temporary medical problem which pre
cludes work assignment, e.g. broken arm, but which wi II 
remedy itself OVer a generally brief period of time. 

M-3-1 = Inmate who has a medical problem tha~ limits his activi
ties but which should improve over time, e.g., acute 
back condition that can be improved through medication 
and exercise. 
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The rationale for a third code is twofold: one, It provides additional and 
needed information relative to both the present condition of the inmate and his or 
her prognosis, and two; it establishes a system for the periodic monitoring of an 
inmatels physical condition to maintain his or her health and to insure that thei r 
medical score is changed corresponding to changes in their health status. CSG found 
in the tustody survey a number of inmates who were initially diagnosed as not being 
able to perform heavy work whose medical status improved significantly without a 
corresponding change in their medical classification. 

Mental Health Needs Codes: 

Essentially the same codes employed for the Medical and Health Needs can be 
uti lized to provide additional information concerning changes in an inmatels mental 
hea I th status; (I eve I 11311 and above): 

T = Temporary condition (This would generally refer to a brief period of 
emotional instability - 60 days or less ~ which will probably correct 
itself with the passage of time. Examples include loss of a close 
family member, initial trauma brought on by confinement, parole denial, 
etc. ) 

= ,'mprovable (This type of instability could be improved with medication 
and/or therapy enabl ing the inmate to effect a fairly stable adjust
ment to his incarceration). 

P = Permanent (This refers to a long-term psychological problem po?sibly 
treatable via medication and hospital ization but with no appreciable 
changes foreseen). 

Again the important point is that Tand I rated inmates are not to be considered 
static relative to their mental health condition and should be monitored periodically 
(at least at their reclassification hearings) to assess If any changes have occurred 
since the last review. 

Security/Public Risk Needs Codes: 

As has been repeatedly stated, the two primary issues that staff must consid~r 
in assigning an inmate his or her P-score are history of violence and escape. Since 
the P-score is generally a function of these two factors it is important that the 
Division be able to readily identify which of these two factors, if not both, most 
si~nificantly influenced the P-score rating assigned to the inmate. With this in 
mind, the following codes are recommended: 

v = Violence (Refers to an inmate who is I ikely to be violent should he or 
she escape or for any reason be able to have unsupervised contact with 
the pub Ii c. 

E = Escape (Refers to an inmate who is a habitual escape problem and will 
likely attempt an escape any time security and custody are reduced). 

Example No.1: P-4-E = Inmate who is considered to be a serious escape risk with 
some concern for violence should an escape be successful. 

Example No 2: P-5-EV - Inmate who is considered to be extremely likely to at
tempt an escape and who is 11kewise extremely violent. 
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Custody/Institutional Risk Need Codes: 

The codes for the two main types of Institutional Risk inmates are discussed in 
Appendix E. These are the Assaultive (A) inmate and the Victim (V) inmate. How-
ever, additional codes may be employed to provide additional information pertaining 
to the custody and supervision needs for an inmate. These include: 

PC = Protective Custody (Refers to status when inmate is actually separated 
from general population and assigned to the protective custody unit 
of his or her institution.) 

TP = Temporary Placement (Refers to a prisoner awaiting transfer to another 
institution who is being housed separately; new arrivals housed sepa
rately for a period of observation and orientation; and inmates who 
may be in immedj'ate physical danger and who require temporary segre
gation from the general population.) 

PL = Pending Litigation (Refers to an inmate awaiting disciplinary or crimi
nal offense hearing(s) and who is temporari ly, no more than one week~ 
separated from general population). 

ST = Suicide Threat (Refers to an inmat·e who staff have identified as 
either suIcidal or a serious self-muti lator - status requires close 
observation and regular review). 

Treatment Needs Codes: 

This factor principally refers to the extent of an inmate's involvement in 
alcohol ':Irld drug use. The numerical codes discussed in Appendix E provide the 
basis for determining the severity of the abuse and corresponding treatment needs. 
However, staff may wish to know if the inmate is wi 11ing to do anything about his 
or her problem while confined. To provide staff with this information the following 
two codes are recommended: 

M = Motivated (Simply refers to an inmate who, at least verbally, has ex
pressed an interest in treating his abuse problem). 

N = Not motivated (Refers to an inmate who, although a problem has been 
identified, - level "3" or above - decl ines to become involved in a 
treatment program. 

Education and Vocational Training Needs Codes: 

The same two codes as those used above for determining an inmate's motivation 
to become involved in treatment would be employed for both of these needs. 

Work Skills Codes: 

No additional codes are recommended. 

Proximity to Release Residence/Fami IV Ties: 

No additional codes are recommended. 
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In order to hopefully enable the use of the CCP to be better understood parti
cularly given the appl ication of additional codes, the following case is pres'ented 
for review. 

Inmate: Mike R. 

RATING 

G Medical and Health Needs Score: M-4-T 

$ Mental Health Care Needs: MH-2 

G Security/Public Risk Needs: P-3-V 

o Custody/Institutional Risk Needs: 1-4-A':;'ST 

~ Treatment Needs: T-1 

o Educational Needs: E-5-N 

o 

Vocational Training Needs: V-4-M 

Work Skills: W-2 

Proximity to Release Residence/Fami ly Ties: ,F-4 

Mike R's scores would appear on the CCP as follows: 

Missouri DlvliSlon of Adult Institutions 
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The ratings and subsequent graphing on the CCP tell us, in summary form, the 
following information concerning Mike R. 
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He has a serious medical condition which is temporary which in turn wil I 
require medical reclassification in 90 days or less; 

Mike is fairly emotionally stable prone to minor periods of instabi lity; 

He is a moderate pub] ic risk primarily due to his violence history while 
in the community; 

He is a serious custody problem requiring close supervision as he is both 
assaultive and suicidal; 

Mike has no problem with alcohol or drug,pbuse and wi 11 not require treat
ment in this area; 

Mike is essentially illiterate with no formal educational experience. Fur
ther, he does not wish to participate in any institutional education pro
gram. 

He has need for vocational training and, unlike his negativism toward edu
cation, is motivated to participate in 'some kind of vocational training 
experience; 

His work skills are minimal and would not be a factor in determining his 
institutional assignment; and 

It appears he has close family ties and if possible should be assigned to 
an institution near his release residence. 
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ADVANTAGES OF THE CO~RECTIONAL CLASSIFICATION PROFILE 

Advantages of the Correctional Classification Profile: 

The CCP simultaneously objectifies and quantifies decision-making so that cor
rectional administrators are in a position to better manage the inmate popula
tion of their institutions. 

The Profile's structure provides an easily trainable format for both central 
office initial classification and institutional personnel. Because there is 
no computation necessary, classification staff can quickly review the Profile 
to determine the most appropriate locat10n for an inmate within his institution 
or system. 

the Profi Ie enables classification staff to establish priorities for placement 
depending on changing demands on the correctional system. For example, the 
creation of new laws'and policies further restricting inmate's movement and 
behavior can be provided for through adjustment of the CCP to reflect the new 
demands. 

With increasing demands upon correctional systems to provide adequate security 
as well as program treatment for individual offenders, the CCP is able to pro
vide each administrator, both on the central office and facility level, the 
opportunity of developing mandated guidelines for placement within his or her 
indiVidual Institution or system. 

The CCP enables the system or institutional manager to identify resources that 
are lacking relative to meeting the needs of inmates within the agency, provid
ing a justified base for future funding requests. An increase in particular 
categories of inmates, e.g. psychologically disturbed, with a particular set 
of needs can point the direction for justifying new programs to meet the demand 
on the system. The CCP can specifically identify the number of people who have 
the need as weI I as the lack of resources to meet those needs within a system. 

The CCP provides concrete data for correctional planners relative to the design
ing of new facilities and programs. The CCP can serve to identify projected 
needs of the system based on a standardized identification of problems and 
issues. 

The CCP promotes improved security whereby public and institutional risk inmates 
are placed in the most secure faci lity based on their past behavior in the 
community. (Protecting the community from dangerous escapees can provide a 
strong justification for the construction of prisons with appropriate security 
medsures to protect the public.) 

Classification staff wi 11 be able to more accurately monito~ the effectiveness 
of their decision-making and adjust for changes in population intake, such as 
increases in inmates who are potentially harmful or violent to each other or to 
person~ in the community. 

Because the proposed assignment system allows for rating the inmate on each 
factor on the CCP, it provides the possibility of researching the effectiveness 
of programs addressing inmate programmatic needs. Information collected to be 
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used to determine an Inmate's CCP rating can be easily computerized for analy
sis a$ the system becomes more sophisticated, yet it is inexpensive and usable 
at all levels of classification, including the institutional level. 

The dec,ision fi1tering system employed in the CCP allows for the "best fit" of 
the inmate's needs with the available resources within a system, while meeting 
the court's requirement for the least restrictive custody environment for each 
inmate, Many inmates, because of their job detail, may be housed in a more 
secure faci lity than their risk needs warrant. The CCP attempts to provide 
justification for placement based on not only the restrictiveness of the bed 
spacle, but the type of supervision ~nvolved in the work detai I setting. 

Another advantage in utilizing the CCP is that no math is required to compute 
the inmate1s Security and Custody score. Further, minimal time is involved in 
the computation of the inmate's profile. This time-saving feature enables 
classification personnel more time to concentrate their efforts on difficult 
cases and exceptions to the CCP while providing an indepth evaluation of each 

case prior to placement. 

The CCP, because of its design, requires the user to determine how the indivi
dual inmate fares on each factor. Present procedures do not force the classi
fication caseworker to examine each factor's relevance in determining an inmate's 
institutional assignment. Thus, as indicated in Chapter X, staff employ not 
only different factors in making their decisions but also attach different 

weights to each factor. 

The CCP permits the individual weighting of each factor to be changed to meet 
the changing population needs of a correctional system. It allows for the 
addition of new programs and neW institutions with many and varied objectives, 
Whenever a new program is instituted, or the security arrangements of a faci lity 
change, the change can be easi ly adjusted in the weighting of each one of the 

factors on the CCP. 

The CCP enables correctional administators to provide documented, objective 
justification to the public of the needs of the system as well as the decision
making criteria upon which an inmate is placed in a particular facility, 

Finally, the objectifying of decision-making on the part of the classification 
staff will result in more consistent evaluations of inmates which wi 11 result 
in improved placement decisions which in turn wi II lead to improved protection 
forthepublic, other inmates and institutional staff. Consistent and valid 
decision-making then is the objective of the Ccp, 
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MONITORING OF CLASSIFICATION DECISIONS 

The CCP . t I' k 
be 

' JUS I e the inmate it profiles is ad' rescored any time a ' 'f" ,yna,mlc classification that must 
. slgnl fcant change occurs in th I ' 
fence or at the time of reclassific t' h" e Inmate s confinement exper-
be employed in conjunction with theas'o~ earlnlgs. At the very least, the CCP must 
d t . h eml-annua review of thp' t I 

e ermine wether stated objectives h b - Inma e s progress to 
cep. This allows correctional staff ~ve een me~ for any of the programs on the 
in progress in a particular area or ar~a~yst~~at~~~llYdand o~jectively assess changes 
then be adjusted, if necessary to refl t'. e an possIbly the schedule can 
during the rating period. ec Improvements and problems that occurred 

I ' 

The CCP should also be changed at a' ' .. cerni~g any of the nine factors particul:~l~'~~ea significant change takes place con-
Security and Custody,) For example should ,first four (Medical, Mental Health, 
chang

7 
would be instantly entered a~ would a~yn Inmate suddenly become psychotic this 

security and/or custody needs. sudden changes involving an inmate's 

Ideally, an individual should mov d Release Residence) during the peri d ~ ~wn on the,CCP (except for Work Skil Is and 
initially classified with ratings fn ~heh;";lIor ~el~lfl'ln~arc,eration. An inmate who is 
those scores reduced by the time h . h ,an evels would hopefully have had 
to the CCP as it enables a staff me ~r St e IS. released. This is another advantage 
(or digress) through the system an~m,~r t~fqulcklY ascertain an inmate's progress 
inmate's score increased or decre d' en I y when and where (and sometimes why) an 

ase . 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

This report presents the first stage in development of a model for security, 
custody and programming determination, and for reclassification. Yet the CCP will 
be only the skeleton of a classification system; a comprehensive classification pro
cess depends on the effective implementation of the several components. In addition, 
it is imperative that this implementation come from top administration and carry 
completely through the system to all levels. 

The CCP in this report is designed to be further developed to meet the needs of 
the Missouri Correctional System. The model includes definitions of the various 
custody and security levels, a scheme for initial classification and reclassification, 
gUidelines for programs and program placement, as well as guidelines for dealing with 
specific types of inmates. The specific classification procedures, staffing patterns, 
etc., will be left to the DOC. 

A major purpose of the CCP is to provide information about al I of the necessary 
aspects of a system so that the classification administrator can develop a sound 
classification system. In adapting the CCP in t~is report, the process depicted 
below should be followed. 

Once the CCP is instituted, the operation of the classification system must 
changed to some extent. A new method of placement wi I I have an effect on all of the 
aspects of classification discussed in this report. Throughout the entire process 
the persons responsible for implementing the system must work closely with insti
tutional classification staff. The line staff will actually work with the system 
on a day-to-day basis, and must have the sense of "ownership" for the new process. 
Furthermore, they can give practical measures of whether the CCP and system wi I I work. 

Orientation and Training: It is imperative that all personnel understand at 
least the rudiments of the CCpls operation. A short (less than one day) orientation 
session should be held at each institution; attendance should be mandatory. The 
sessions should consist of small enough groups to allow for questions and answers 
(maximum of 20 people), and should be compatible with shift responsibilities. It 
may be necessary to offer a series of identical sessions and require each employee 
to attend the most convenient one. No ~ (particularly other area supervisors) 
should be exempt from this orientation. 

All classification personnel must undergo a thorough training program so that 
they understand the workings of the classification system and their specific role in 
it. 

The staff must be trained in the following: 

1. New policies and procedures, particularly: 

a. Appl ication of new custody/security definitions; 
b. Changes in intake/reception process; 
c. Changes in the role of Central Classification; 
d. Changes in the institutional classification process. 
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2. Use of CCP, including: 

a. 

b. 
c. 

d. 

Gathering and verification of background information (social history, 
criminal record); 
Interpretation of psychological/psychiatric evaluations; 
Computation of custody designation from Initial 'Inmate Classification 
and Reclassification forms; 
Use of program summary (coding) and the making of program recommenda
tions. 

Training methods should vary according to the characteristics of the persons 
being trained, but should include: 

1. General orientation to new system - statewide; 
'. 

2. Instruction for each aspect of the system as it appl ies to the individual 
being trained; 

3. Practice in usage of new forms, procedures - on actual files and role
playing; 

4. Tests to measure understanding of new pol icies, etc., and use of f6rms and 
procedures. 
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CHAPTER XI I ~ CLASSIFICATION MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS 

A. I ntroduct ion 

Another finding of this study that will not come as a surprise to the Division 
is that there are currently too few Diagnostic Unit and institutional classification 
staff to adequately perform the responsibi lities assigned to them. Because the 
objectives of initial and institutional classifjcation are different--initial assign
ment and reclassification, respectively--the manpower requirements necessary to per
form these functions will be discussed in separate sections of this chapter. Other 
topics included in this chapter are staff training needs and supervisory functions. 

B. Staff Complement: 

The existing staff of the Classification and Assignment Unit, plus the Central 
Transfer Authority which is housed at Central Office, are depicted in the table of 
organization. (Figure XII-l). A review of the organizational chart shows that the 
following personnel are assigned to the Unit: 

TITLE 

Director of Classification 
and Assignment 

Corrections Casework 
Supervisor 

Corrections Caseworker II 

Corrections Caseworker 

Psychiatrist 

Corrections Officer 

Clerk Steno II 

Clerk Typist II 

Steno II 

Records Officer I I 

Data Entry Operator 

Corrections Officer I I I 

Identification Officer 

Corrections Officer 

Clerk Typist III 

Clerk Typist II 

Correctional Services Group 

FUNCTION NUMBER 

Administrator 

Caseworker Super
vision 

Casework 

Casework 

Psychiatric 
Consultant (part-time) 

Security 

Director's Secretary 

Report Preparation 

Report Preparation 

Records Office Supervisor 

Data Entry 

Intake Supervisor 

ID's, fingerprints, 
photographs 

Security 

Clerical 

Clerical 

2 

3 

2 
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TRANSFER AUTHORITY 

Division or Correcllonl 
Cenlral ornce 

Corrections 
Cautwork 
Supervlso< 

-----------+---1 

Records 
OHicer II 

RECORDS OFFICE 
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This staff has been essentially the same in number and type since 1971 when the 
Division began experiencing a signific.ant increase in the number of new admissions 
and parole violators. To dramatize this point, there were 20 unit staff in 1972 to 
process 1,8~9 admissions versus 20 current staff in 1981 to process 3,039 admissions. 
Ih addition, the number of offenders committed to the Division for the crimes of 
robbery, sex offenses, assault and murder has continued to steadily increase. (See 
Figure XI 1-2) Because of the violent nature of these crimes, these types of offen
ders require indepth assessment into s~ch areas as motivation for the crime, factors 
underlying repetitive violent acts, etc., to determine initial publ ic and institu
tional risk scores. 

It can be seen from this brief historical review that whi Ie both the number of 
inmates and responsibi lities increased appreciably during the past decade, the 
number of Unit staff has remained relatively the same. 

The assignment conference is the "qual ity control 'l step in the Unit's classifi
cation process. As discussed in Chapter IV, due to time 1 imitations, the decreasing 
number of assignment options, and the high number of individuals being reviewed, 
this process is not as effective as it should be. The problems are not with Unit 
personnel, as they approach this task profession~lly and make every attempt to deter
mine, given the above limitations, the appropriate placement and programming for each 
inmate. The problems are with the limited number of Unit personnel that are avail
able to carry out this activity which, over the long run, is important to not only 
the inmate but the satisfactory operation of the HOOC's correctional centers. It is 
pointed out in considerable detail in Chapter IV that the Unit has a variety of im
portant responsibilities all of which take 100 percent of the staff time of those 
personnel who comprise the Assignment Committee. 

According to most national correctional standards pertaining to reception and 
diagnostic centers the number of inmates per caseworker per day should, be from 2-3 
which includes time for report dictation and classification team meetings. This is 
an average of 10-15 cases per week. Taking a central figure of 12 cases we can as
certain that each caseworker shOUld see approximately 48 cases per month exclusive 
of vacations, holidays or sick leave. The Classification Unit is currently receiving 
an average of 260 1 inmates per month or 52 for each of the five caseworkers. This 
does not significantly exceed the recommended standard, however, the time-off figure 
has not been considered. 

Computing for time-off by caseworkers, it is quickly seen that an additional 
1.2 caseworkers are needed. The need for additional caseworkers is even more 
apparent since there is no psychologist to provide expertise in psychological evalua
tions nor is there a trained psychometrician to administer the testing program. 
Caseworkers are required to conduct testing which takes away from their interview 
and report production schedule. 

A part-time psychiatric consultant is available for diagnosis, treatment and 
follow-up. The psychiatrist is present 3 days a month at the Classification Unit 
and 2 days at MTCH. A caseworker has been assigned to assist the psychiatrist at 
the Classification Unit in scheduling inmates for review where an average of 10 
individuals are seen each visit. 

lOver the nine month period from January 1 through September 30 of this year. 
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2, RECOMMENDATIONS: --
With the aforementioned in mind, it is strongly recommended that the following 

staff be added: 

A Director of the Reception and Classification Unit to supervise unit staff 
and to manage the daily operations of the Unit, 

A Ph.D. Clinical Psychologist to oversee the psychological assessment 
and testing program. Such an Individual could serve as a buffer between 
the caseworkers and the psychiatrist and could conduct group and indivi
dual therapy programs for individuals in need of treatment, particularly 
sex offenders for which there currently exists onlyoneminor program. 

The clinical psychologist would screen all files on newly committed inmates 
to determine thosewhowarrant either additional testing and/or a personal 
interview immediately. Generally guidelines for seeing the clinical psy
chologist may Include the following: 

Abnormally long sentences (50 years or over); 

Crimes of a sexual nature such as rape, incest, molestation of a 
mi nor; 

Violent and aggressive crimes such as all murders, first and second 
degree, and robbery first degree in which assaults are involved; 

Inmates whose test results indicate that they are Within a dull 
normal range of intelligence; 

Any inmate committed who was certified to stand trial as an adult; 
and, 

A caseworker may refer any inmate to the psychologist for further 
screening. 

A professional psychometrician to oversee the Unit's testing program. As 
stated previously, this function is now carried out by caseworkers. Not 
only are these staff not properly trained to administer, score and inter
pret the majority of aptitude, achievement and personal ity tests employed 
by the Unit, but the time they devote to testing detracts from their 
interv;ewing and other normal casework activities. 

An additional caseworker to provide assistance with formal diagnostic 
procedures. 

An increase in the amount of time the psychiatric consultant is contracted 
with to diagnose, treat and conduct follow-ups. The present 5 days a month 
is not ~dequate to carry out these actIvities on an in-depth basis. The 
psychiatrist expressed concern that additional time was particularly need
ed to provide adequate group and individual therapy for offenders with a 
history of violence or sexual aberration. 
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A male clerk typist to be assigned to the Reception area to prepare 
intake summaries, property reports, Identification cards, medical screening 
reports, etc. 

Three Correctional Officer I IS to supervise the movement of inmates from 
the Reception Area and Housing Unit to the Diagnostic Unit. 

It is recommended that the Director of Corrections explore the possibility of 
interning clinIcal psychology students as well as school psychology students in the 
di~gnos~ic unit on a regular basis, with clinical supervision coming from the 
university staff. The added expertise and clinical supervision from these indivi
duals would not only help In training the d~~gnostic staff in new and appropriate 
asse~sment techniques, but would also result in an increase in manpower 'in the diag
nOGtlC unit to handle the rapid flow of Inmates into the system. This is also an 
excellent way of sCf'eening out graduate students for future employment in the depart
ment, especially in the diagnostic unit; by having them already trained in the unit's 
pro7edur:s,. i: becomes much easier to rapidly enhance your system with previously 
trained IndiViduals. It should be pointed out that school psychology programs usual
ly concentrate very heavily on testing of youth and their masters and doctoral level 
students have a great deal of expertise in the individual testing of those inmates 
qualifying for assistance under mandated Special'Education regulations. Persons 
requiring individual testing that is not available at the present time can be tested 
by a clinical psychology student who would have the time to deal one-on-one with a 
very specific battery to pinpoint problems identified in the broader, group test 
battery. 

C. Institutional Classification: 

.. 1. General Findings! Analysis of the Classification manpower questionnaire 
Indicates that staff turnover in classification/treatment personnel is not the 
problem for correctional admjnistrators that it was 10 years ago. Table XI 1-1 
shows that the average number,of years current classification staff have been em
ployed by the MDOC is 6.48 years. The range is from 10.6 years for Renz to a low 
of 2.9, reported by OCC staff. From these figures it may be concluded that the 
MOOC system does not have very many people new to corrections performini~Jassifi
cation functions. On the other hand, low staff turnover can be detrime~tal to staff 
morale as it may keep otherwise qualified and dedicated staff in a position for so 
long a period, without hope of promotion, that they lose their enthusiasm for and 
interest in their 'Nark. Table XII-2 summarizes the average number of years, by 
institution, staff have been in their present positions. The average staff member 
has been employed in his/her present capacity for 3.35 years; however, this average 
is inflated by the high means reported by MSP (5.1 years) and Renz (7.8 years). 
Therefore, it would appear that the danger of possible staff burnout is the greatest 
for these two institutions. If this trend continues in these and other MOOC facili
ties, the Division may want to consider offering alternative incentives to staff for 
superior performance. If the Division cannot offer a promotion and/or higher pay, 
it may be able to offer more liberal fringe benefits, attractive staff development 
activities, extended leaves of absence, or possibly even staff exchanges among MOOC 
facil ities or neighboring state facilities, for interested parties. Measures of this 
type can not only lead to more satisfied employees but also to more knowledgeable 
staff • 
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~ NUMBER OF YEARS IN DIVISION --. g MSP CMCC MIR MTCM sePRC OCC KCHC SMHC Renz Total 
Q) (N=12) (N=9) (N=12) (N=12) (N=4) (N=5) (N=2) (N=2) (N=4) (N=62) -
~ 9.1 5.8 8.6 5.5 5.3 2.9 4.0 3.6 10.6 6.48 ... 
'" C)' 

~ 
~ 
0 
§ 

TABLE XII-2 

NUMBER OF YEARS IN PRESENT POSfTlON 

MSP CMCC MIR MTCM SCPRC OCC KCHC SMHC Renz Total 
(N= 12) (N=9) (N=12) (N=12) (N=4) (N=5) ( N=2) (N=2) (N=4) (N=62) 

5.1 1 .10 2.9 3.4 2.6 1.7 2.9 . 1 .5 7.8 3.35 
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A comparison of staff's perceptions regarding their Division-specified job 
responsibilities versus what they believed to be their job responsibilities shows no 
appreciable difference. For example, staff believed that Division saw their major 
responsibi lity as participating in classification team hearings whereas they bel ieved 
their primary job responsibi I ity was to counsel inmates and secondari ly to partici
pate in team hearings. The maintenance of records and preparation of reports was 
believed to be an important Division-specified responsibility as well as an important 
staff-defined one. 

Staff were asked via an open-ended question to identify the classification and 
nonclassification functions they perform during a normal work week and to assign an 
hourly figure to each to represent an estimate of the actual time they devote to 
each function. Table XII-3 represents the responses tothis two-part question. It 
should be noted that the number of hours institutional staff spend in classification~ 
related duties is not additive in relation to the number of hours spent performing 
non-classification functions as the numbers cited represent averages only. This 
table was developed primarily for its value for purposes of comparisons among insti
tutions and between classification v~rsus non-classification functions. 

A cursory examination of the data contained in Table XI 1-3 indicates that the 
classification staff of most DOC facil ities spend most of their work week in classi
fication-related activities'-'the Division average is 30.1 hours per week. Although 
there are individual institutional differences, most staff devote the greatest num
ber of hours to counseling inmates (12.9 hours) followed by p~rticipating in team or 
committee hearings (8.4). 

The individual institutional nuances summarized next are functions of both the 
duties of the staff who completed questionnaires and the unique needs of the inmate 
population. This is, the Kansas City Honor Center staff report they spend more time 
handl ing inmate telephone cal Is than with any other function except counseling in
mates. Renz staff spend an average of 4 hours per week meeting with the fami lies of 
inmates. MSP, because of the high percentage of supervisors who responded compared 
to line classification staff, reported a significant amount of time being devoted 
to staff training and supervision (28.5 hours). 

MSP is the one dramatic exception to the finding that classification staff de
vote most of their work week to classification functions. Even if the dispropor
tionate number of hours spent in staff training and supervision is reduced to a level 
commensurate with the other DOC faci I ities, the percentage of time MSP staff devote 
to non-classification tasks appears to be excessive in comparison to the other facil i 
ties. For example, it appears that MSP staff spend more time, on the average, per
forming custodial functions such as inmate supervision, property control and inspec
tions than they devote to crisis intervention - 9 hours versus 8.5. Further, MSP 
staff report that a significantly greater number of hours are devoted to participa
tion on special committees than reported by the other faci I ities. 

In spite of the caveat mentioned earlier regarding the addition of the number 
of hours devoted to classification to the number spent performing non-classification 
related tasks, the results presented in this table strongly suggest the overall 
number of classification staff is insufficient to meet the demands of the workload. 
This opinion was substantiated both during the workshop, in written response to the 
classification manpower questionnaire, and in interviews with Division staff. 
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TABLE XII-3 

i .. I J 1 I 4 

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

AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS PER WEEK SPENT PERFORMING CLASSIFICATION/NONCLASSIFICATION FUNCTIONS 

MSP CMGC MIR MTCM SCPRC OCC KCHC SMHG RCG 
Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Hrs/Wk Total 

Classification Functions 

Counseling Inmates 11.5 17.5 10.0 13.5 9.0 7.0 13.5 7.5 7.0 12.9 
Team/Committee Hearings 9.5 10.0 10.0 10.5 8.0 11.0 4.0 2.5 10.0 8.4 
Writing Classification-

Related Reports 9.5 7.0 8.0 5.5 16.0 6.0 0.0 5.0 1.0 6.5 
Staff t-leetings 1.5 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.5 1.0 5.0 3.0 2.6 
Informal Inmate Meetings 6.0 2.5 2.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 3.5 1.9 

Total 38.0 39.0 33.0 32.0 37.0 27.5 20.0 20.0 24.5 30.1 
.. 

Nonclassification Functions 

Staff Training and 
Supel"vision 28.5 2.0 1.0 2.0 10.0 0.5 2.5 10.0 6.0 6.9 

Special Committees 11.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 3.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 2.9 
Crisis Intervention 8.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.4 
Supervision of Inmates 4.5 0.0 2.0 4.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 2.0 1.5 
Property Control 4.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.3 
Inspections 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 
Therapy Group 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 
Miscellaneous Paperwork 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
Meetings with Families 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.4 
Miscellaneous Duties 1.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 0.0 2.0 4.5 10.0 0.0 2.7 
Telephone Calls 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 6.,5 O:Q 0,0 o_9 

Total 59.5 3.5 14.0 13.0 13.0 11.0 22.0 20.0 17.5 19.3 

,-", 



~ .. 
j 

;. 

jJ' 
' ...•.. , .. 
'1'-

-'- --- - ------~- -~- ------~ 

2. Staff Comp I ement 

a. Findin9s: With the exception of the Ozark Correctional Center and the 
Kansas City Honor Center, there is an acute shortage of casework staff within the 
Division. 

C9 seloads for almost all MDOC caseworkers are too large and unevenly distributed. 
This situation has resulted in a lack of continuity of inmate classification and a 
general inability of casework staff to become adequately famil iar with inmates as
signed to them. Further, over the past few years, the work load of caseworkers has 
increased significantly due to larger institutional populations, protective custody 
issues, a greater number of interinstitutional transfer options, increased numbers of 
program offerings, the proliferation of special committees, and the use of casework 
staff in nonclassification functions such as inmate supervision, inmate telephone 
calls and inspections. To compound this problem, these functions have gradually in
creased over time with no substantial increase in staff. Table XII-4 summarizes the 
number of current caseworkers, their caseloads, proposed caseload sizes and the num
ber of additional casework staff needed to meet current workload demands. 

Correctional Services Group has also found that there is an apparent deficiency 
in the number of support personnel to assist classification staff with their classi
fication responsibi I ities. Clercial help is in short supply in most institutions 
preventing paperwork from being prepared in a timely fashion. This ~ituation has 
required some classification staff to assist in clerical functions which further re
duces the time they can devote to classification. 

b. Recommendations: CSG recommends 20 additional caseworkers be added to 
the MDOC and be distributed among the institutions in accordance with Table XI 1-4. 

The caseworker to inmate ratios proposed by'CSG require further explanation and 
justification. A ratio of one caseworker for each 100 inmates is recommended for 
MSP, MTCM, CMCC and OCC. This ratio is suggested in order to provide the majority of 
MDOC inmates with personal ized planning opportunities, counsel ing availability, com
prehensive classification services and to facil itate staff accessibil ity. 

CSG believes the caseloads for MIR caseworkers should be lower than for the 
other maintaining institutions primarily due to the functional unit system employed 
by MIR and to the types of offenders confined there. Youthful, first or nonservices 
offenders are considered by most correctional systems to be prime targets for inter
vention strategies. Staff intensive casework services are necessary to provide for 
this type of information. 

Ii 

The caseloads recommended for the pre-release and honor center system were com
puted based upon the missions of these facilities. Inmates in the last part of their 
sentences require additional casework time in terms of classification services, re
port preparation, orientation and the provision of counseling and related support 
services. 

The LCC is obviously a unique institution in that it houses the MDOC's female 
inmate population. What is important in this consideration is that female inmates 
have unique problems and needs that require extensive casework services. For example, 
many of the women incarcerated within the MDOC have dependent chi ldren. Caseworkers 
devote a lot of their time to counseling these women, communicating with fami Iy mem
bers, and participating in informal meetings with these inmates and/or their families. 
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TABLE XII-4 

MOoc CLASSIFICATION CASELOAOS BY INSTITUTION 

Current Number Current Inmate Current Proposed Number of New Total Number of Caseworkers Population Ratio Ratio Pos.\ tions Needed of Positions Needed ---
Missouri State Penitentiary 15 1,996 1: 133 1:100 4 19 Missouri Trainin9 Center for Men B 1,275 1: 159 1: 100 5 13 Central Missouri Correctional 

Center 5 695 1:139 1: 100 2 7 Missouri Intermediate Reformatory 4 663 1: 166 1:75 4 8 Ozark Correctional Center 3 232 1: 77 1:100 0 3 State Correctional Prerelease 
Center 

2 171 1: B5 1: 50 1 3 Kansas City Honor Center 3 94 1 : 31 1:30 0 3 St. Mary's Honor Center 2 87 1 :43 1:30 
3 Renz Correctional Center 2 245 1: 122 1:50 3 5 

Totals 
47 5,458 1 : 116 N/A 20 67 
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art female inmates are dependent people. As a ~esult. 

In addition, for the most k t ff to help them resolve their problems. I.e., 
they rely heavily up~n ~a~ewor t S a A final consideration is the high incidence of 
financial, ma~i7al I Taml~la}~u~dC~mOng female inmates. Adequate numbers of case-
mental Instability tha:llsbl t rovide the necessary counseling and treatment ser-
work staff must be aval a e 0 P 
vices. 

of classification staff, four measures should be 
To further maximize the efforts 

taken by the MDOe: 
and reports should 
reduced or assimi-

o. 

h' ent of all paperwork functIons. forms 
~e t~~~~~~ te~S~~s~:termi ne what form.s can be eli mi nat,ed. 
lated into other documents. 

. ld for the most part, be assigned to other 
Nonclassificati~n func~lo~s ~h~uall institutional staff have more r~s~on
personnel. It IS realize· t at' I handle. However. use of classlflca
sibilities than they can effec~Ivde Yt . 't'es has severely hampered the 

I' other unrelate ac IVI I' 'd tion person~e In h' h' turn has created problems system-WI e. 
classification process w IC In . 

Id b 'rovided to institutional c'assifi
Sufficient clerical support shou '~~or every three classification staff 
cation departments. One clerk ~yp~s typist for each classification super
is recommended as well as one c er 
visor. 

. t m to accele-h ld' t in a word proceSSing sys e 
In addition. the,MOOefS °hUt ~7~e:e standardized classification documents. 
rate the production 0 w a WI 

's the lack of communications 
A related problem. discussed ~lsewhere, I . II ould help both counselors 
equipment.' Transcription equipment. especla y. ~ 1 
and clerical staff perform their jobs more effective y. 

, " l' -makers to ana I yze the manpower re-
It Is incumbent upon DIVISion po IC Y

d b fore they are implemented and 
quirements of new policies and pro:e,ures th: t will be necessary to perform 
to request the number of staff positions 
these new functions. 

Classification Staff Needs 

Training Needs 
" (b th preservice and inservice) 

a. Findings: The present lack of tr~lnlngd f'o, cy in the present system 
f 'd t'fied as a seriOUS e IClen f d for classification staf was len I , l'k The current program of ere 

by classification staff and case~ork supervisors all ~d not meeting the needs of 

f '1" 'ndicated on-the-

by the Training Academy is perceived as too genera a 
classification staff. 

Further. interviews with classification staff at ~ daci I~;es ~ost staff 
'ob training is given a very low priority if it is eniP~~~~ti~~i~9 ~ther. experienced 
~earned classification pr~nciplehs da~d ~ro~~dyU~~: ~:~~ training for ensuring consistent 
classification staff. ThiS met 0 IS: ar 
objective classification decision-making. 

classification staff asked them to list t~e, 
included in a formal classification training Questionnaires administered to 

training areas they would like to see 
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program. The following page lists these areas according to the frequency with which 
they were mentioned. Prior to the development of a formal program a comprehensive 
training needs assessment should be conducted which focuses on such factors as 
supervisor's perceptions of staff training needs and the training needs of case
workers and classiflcat10n assistants. 

b. Recommendations: The development and implementation of a formal pre-
service and inservice training program for classification staff should be a priority 
objective in coming years. As discussed in previous sections, development of these 
programs should be the responslbil ity of the Director of Classification and Assign
ment. 

A 3 to 5 day formal inservice training program should be developed for presen
tation by the Academy to all classification staff currently employed by the Division. 
Once all staff have participated in this inservice or preservice classification 
trainirlg program, the Division may discontinue the Academy's inservice program and 
concentrate on providing regular one-day workshops on specialized topics suggested 
by staff or identified through a more formalized needs assessment. 

On-the-job training is a responsibility of Casework Supervisors, The Assistant 
Superintendents for Program Services at each facrlity should require their Casework 
Supervisors to develop a general plan for providing on-the-job training and a yearly 
plan for providing regular in-house training sessions on special topics or problem 
areas. 

z. Classification Staff Specialization 

a. findings: At the present time, caseworkers are too often expected to 
have the required knowledge and wherewithal 1 to resolve diverse and often difficult 
inmate problems. Community referral resources have not been cultivated by most 
institutions to the extent they could be. 

b. Recommendations: The concept of requiring persons holding certain 
staff positions to specialize in particular services needed by inmates. e,g., crisis 
counseling, job development, family intervention. etc., should be considered by the 
Division. Such specialization would result in improved services to inmates and 
possibly a more effective method for distributing "problem cases. 11 

E. Supervisory Functions 

1 • Find i ngs : 

Table XI 1-5 summarizes the satisfaction of MDDC classification staff with the 
quality of supervision they are now experiencing, It appears staff feel their super
visors provide adequate administrative direction and interpretation of policies and 
procedures. Fewer staff are satisfied with the distribution of caseloads, the per
formance of personnel functions and the quality of in-service-training, 

2. ~mendations: 

Responsive and responsible superVISion are essential components of an efficient 
and effective classification system. Therefore CSG recommends the MOOC upgrade its 
inservice training programs for classification staff and provide casework supervisors 
with additional opportunitIes to engage in staff development activities. The MDOt 
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TABLE XII-5 

TRAINING PROBLEM AREAS 

MSP CMCC MIR MTCM SCPRC OCC KCHC SMHC RCC Total 

Counseling techniques 3 3 6 1 1 2 16 Therapy group training 4 1 1 1 7 
Division policies/procedures 1 3 1 2 7 
Training in areas of classification 1 2 2 1 6 Psychology 1 3 1 5 .Interview techniques 1 1 2 4 
Education in corrections 3 1 4 Inmate behavior 2 2 4 Refresher courses 3 3 Inmate rights 1 2 3 Security (custody) standards 1 1 1 3 
Contemporary classification trends 1 1 1 3 Legal issues 2 1 3 Sociology 2 2 Amalgamation of treatment/custody 1 1 Self-defense course 1 1 Report writing 1 1 Stress management 

1 1 Interinstitutional meetings 1 1 Counseling sex offenders 1 1 Inmate orientation/release 1 1 Use of community resources 1 1 Team classification 1 1 Methods of evaluating inmate adjustment 1 1 Body language training 1 1 
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Administrative D1i~ection 
Adequate 
Inadequate 

Policies/Procedures Interpretation 
Adequate 
Inadequate 

In-Service Training 
Adequate 
Inadequate 

Performance of Personnel Function:;; 
Adequate 
Inadequate 

Distribution of Case'oads 
Adequate 
Inadequate 

-~----------------------------
---..,. 
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TABLE XII-6 

QUALITY OF SUPERVISION 

MSP CMCC MIR MTCM SCPRe OCC KCHC SMHC RCC Total N=12 N=9 N=ll N=12 N=4 N=5 N=2 N=2 N=4 N=61 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

9 75 5 67 9 82 10 83 4 100 4 100 .2 100 1 100 4 100 49 83 3 25 3 33 2 18 2 17 a a a a 0 a a 0 0 - tJ 10 17 

9 75 7 78 10 91 10 83 4 100 2 40 2 100 2 100 4 100 50 82 ." 25 2 22 1 9 2 17 a a 3 60 a 0 a a a a 11 18 
-

8 67 3 33 7 64 9 75 4 100 3 60 1 50 a 0 4 100 39 65 4 33 6 67 4 36 3 25 0 a 2 40 1 .50 1 100 a a 21 35 

5 45 7 78 8 73 8 67 3 75 4 80 2 100 a 0 3 75 40 68 '"'I 55 2 22 3 27 4 33 1 25 1 20 a 0 1 100 1 25 19 32 

8 67 7 78 6 55 5 42 4 100 5 100 2 100 1 50 4 100 42 69 4 33 2 22 5 45 7 58 a 0 0 0 a 0 1 50 0 a 19 31 
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should further determine the nature of t~e current dissatisfaction with how Casework 
Supervisors perform personnel functions. Perhaps, they, too, could benefit from an 
in-service training program on this topic. M9St of the MOOC facilities CSG is fam
ilar with assign caseworkers by a uniform syst~m according to the newly received 
i",nat~'s MODe number, therefore, CSG is at a loss to ut1derstandwhy30 percent of 
the staff noted dissatisfaction with the supervisor for this practice. 
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Appendix A: Jail Prisoner Classification Data Form 
I. 



~ ~ -' 0 •. ) .I.. I· Rev 
"11/2/77 

DEPARTr~NT OF CORRECTIONS DIVISION OF ADULT SERVICES 
CLASSIFICATION AND RECORDS 

3117 WEST CLAY STREET 
~. 
II 

RICHMOND, VA 23230 
JAIL PRISONER CLASSIFICATION' DNL'A FORM 

r1, GElIlERAL STATISTICAL INFORl'1ATlON 

J 

f 

- I 

r 

I 
! 

True Name 
Permanent~H-om--e--Ad~d~r-~-.s-s-:---S·~t-r-e-e-t~/RFD 

City~, __________ State __ ~ ____ Zip code ________ _ 

PerBon to be notified in case of e~rgency! Name 
--~------.----~~~~----------Addre~s ________________________ City ________ ~ ______ State~ __________ Telephonc ___ .• ____ _ 

PLACE PRISONER 
PHOTOGRAPH HERE 

Sex 
Race 
U.S. 
Place 

()M ()F 
( ) White ( ) 
Citizen ( ) Y 

Socid S~curity# ____ _ 
8lack ( ) Yellov ( ) Oth~r 

( ) N D~te of Birth ._---
of Birtb ._-----

Wt. Color H~ir ------- ------ -------Ht. ___ _ 

Color Eyes ------

11. LEGAL nH'ORMATION 
L 

Commitment Date: ____________________________ _ Location: ______________________ __ 

Offense Charges: 
L 2. ____________________________________ _ 
J. ____________ ~--~ __________________ _ 
4. ____________________________________ _ 
5. ________________ ~ ________________ ___ 

6. ______ ~------------~-----------------

Arresting Jurisdiction: 

Was bond set? () Yes 
Amounr. of Bond: 

( ) No 

-----------------Act~rney (Name, Address/Phone ------.-----------------------------------------
Presentence Report Prepared: ( ) Yes () No () Unknoun 
Prepared by: __________________ -------------------- District~: ______________________ _ 

PERSONAL HISTORY DATA 

Do you have any medical problems? -----------------------------------------------------

Are you a diabe~ic? () Yes () No Are you an epileptic? () Yes 
Have you ever been treated by a peychologist or psychiatrist? ( ) Yes 
When 

( ) No 
( ) No 

,1 

\ ... 

.v. 

~ 
IV. 

",' 

I 
J. 

, _ IT . 

I 
I 
I 

Have you ever been committed to a mental hospital? ( ) Yes ( ) No 

When ________________ ~ __ ----------~--~ ___ --___ ~--------------------~~~----~~~-
Are you currently taking any type of medication? ( ) Yes () No 

Why?~~ __ --__ ----__ --__ -----------------------------------------------------------Descr1be. __________________________________________________________________________ __ 

Were you under a doctor's care at the time of your arre~t? 
Name and address of Doctor 

( ) Yes ( ) No 

Attach a copy of the medical report. (Get subject to sign a release of information 
statement from the doctor. Attach copy of doctor's report to this form when it is 
submi t ted. ) 

SOCIAL DA'I:A 

Last school attended.~: _________________________ ___ Highest grade completed, _________ __ 
Employm~nt: Last job held _______________________________ ~----~~--~-------------
Mili t ilry : B r such __________ Da t es ______________ Type of D i 8 cha rg e ______ _ 

CRIMINAL HISTORY DATA, IF KNOWN (CHARGES, DATES, RESULTS) 

First Conviction of any kind 
First Felony Conviction 
Previous Juvenile Record only 
Both Juvenile and Adult Record 
Previous Probation 
Current Violator 

COMMITMENT STATUS 

Awai,ting trial 
Awaiting sentence 
Awaiting Appeal 
Direct 3en~ence or 

Fine 

Date 

( )Yes 
( )Yes 
( )Yes 
( )Yes 
( )Yes 
( )Yes 

Detainers Number ____ __ Location: 

HETHOD OF P~LEASE FROM LOCAL JAIL 

a. Discharge () Probation and Parole 
Institution. ______________ __ 

b. Earned good time- Days /Good 

PERSONS INTERESTED IN PRISONER 
Name/Organization 

r~:~TITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Program Participation 

B. Disciplinary Infractions 

( ) No 
( ) No 
( ) No 
( ) No Now Wanted 
( ) No a. For 
( ) No 

b. By 

Date 
Parole Violator 
On Writ 
Other (Specity) 

() Bond () To Dept. of Corrections 
Release on Own Recognizance ( ) 
time lost- Days ____ /JTC- Days __ __ 

Address/Phone 

Prepared by: 
Title/ 
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Appendix B: Administrative Segregation Instrument 
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I. PHYSICAL ASSAULT(S) ON STAFF 

II. 

III. 

Report only ins,tances in which a documented assault occurred or was 
averted by physical restraint. 

Number of physical assaults on staff _____ x 5 points for each as-
sault .. ----

Weapon used in assault x 3 points for each such instance • ----
Number of victims (add 3 points if more than one victim was 

involved). Total points _____ 

Seriousness of assault(s): 
Death (add 5 points for each occurrence) == Hospitalization [admitted as a patient] (3 points for each 

occurrence ____ _ 
Medical attention required (add 1 point for each occurrence) 

Total Points for Section I 

PHYSICAL ASSAULTS ON INMATES 

Report only instances in w~ich a documented assault occurred or was 
~verted by physical restraint. 

Number of physical assaults (including sexual assaults) on inmates 
_____ x 3 points for each assault = ~' ___ __ 

Weapo~ used in assault x 1 point for each such instance .. 

-Number of vi ct i ms (add 2 poi nts if more than one vi ct i m \'/<::s 
involved). Totar-points ____ _ 

Seriousness of assault(s): 
Oeath (add 3 points for each occurrence) == Hospitalization [admitted as a patient] {2 points for each 

occurrence 
_____ Medical atten~required (add 1 point for each occurrence) 

Total Points for Section I I 

ESCAPES/ATTEMPTED ESCAPES 

Report only documented instances. 

Escapes from a minimum security set~ing ____ x 1 point for each 
occurrence ___ _ 

Escapes from a medium security setting _____ x 2 points for each 
occurrence 

Escapes from a maximum security setting _____ x 3 points for each 
occurrence 

Violence involved in escape _____ x 3 points for each occurrence 

Total Points for Section I II 

-~- ----------
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IV. POSSESSION/TRAFFICKING OF CONTRABAND 

V. 

VI. 

Report only documented instances 

Number of Incidents Involving contraband x 1 point for each 
occurrence a -----

_____ Drugs (add 1 point for each occurrence) 
_____ Weapons (add 2 points for each occurrence;--
_____ Trafficking (add 1 point for each occurrencer---

Death/Serious Injury (add 2 points for each in'S'"taiiCe where 
contraband resulted in death or serious injury) _____ 

Total Points for Section IV 

INITIATING DISTURBANCE/UNREST 

Report only documented instances 

Number of incidents _____ x 3 points for each occurrence = 
_____ Riot (add 3 points for each occurrence) 
_____ Strike/sit in (add 1 point for each occur~e) 

Seriousness of Actions 
_____ Staff injuries (add 4 points for each occurrence) 
_____ Inmate injuries (add 2 points for each occurrence)----
_____ Damage to bui ldings, equipment (add 1 point for each oc-

currence) 

Total Points for Section V 

SERIOUS RULE VIOLATIONS 

Report only documented Instances 

Number of major disciplinary violations not included in Sections 
1 through V above x 1 point for each violation = 

Total Points for Section VI 

Total Points 

-

.. 
. f;; 

o 

o 

o 
D 



r r 

, , 
J i 

: : 

-=-::..- -

i' 



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

r r 
PIt" .. -.-" ~.:: ~ 

~ "'" Ie! iO::l 

Appendix C: Initial Classification Score Sheet, Instructions 



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

INSTRUCTIONS 

MISSOURI DIVISION OF CORRECTION 

INITIAL CLASSIFICATION SCORE SHEET 

This form is to be completed to reflect the status of each new'offender at the 
time of arrival at the Diagnostic Unit f~r the current commitment or parole viola
tion. Information necessary to complete the form is to be derived from relevant 
documents, including the Commitment Order, Presentence InvestIgation Report, State1s 
Version of the Offense, Prior DOC records, etc. 

Inmate Name: Enter the last name first, followed by first name and middle initial 

Inmate Number: Enter the inmate1s new DOC number 

Committing Status: Enter whether inmate1s commitment status is as a new commitment, 
parole violator or paroleviolator with a new commitment 

Current Offense: Enter, in the case of multiple.offenses or counts, the most serious 
pffense as listed on the commitment Order 

Sentence Length: Enter total sentence le~th from Commitment order 

Date Received: Enter date inmate was formally received at the Diagnostic Unit 

~ Date of Birth: Enter day, month, and year of birth 

Race/Ethnic Status: Enter appropriate response based on the offender1s self-report 
and Admission Summary verification 

PUBLIC RISK FACTORS 

1. Extent of Violence in Current Offense: Enter one of the following scores: 

·1 == None 
2 = Threat 
3 = Minor Injury (requires treatment on outpatient basis) 
4 = Serious Injury or Death 

2. Weapon Used in Current Offense: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 = None 
) = Weapon Involved 

Definitions: 

Weapon: Operable firearm with ammunition or with ammunition in inmate1s 
possession; knife or bladed instrument; dangerous instrument (an 
instrument that under the circumstances in which it was used or 
threatened to be used is readily capable of causing death or physical 
injury); explosives, incendiaries, etc. 

Involved: In possession of the weapon at time of crime. 

Correctional Services Group 
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Escape History: Enter one of the: following scores: 

1 = None 
2 = Nonserious - over two years ago 
3 c Nonserious - less than two years ago 
4 = Serious - over six months ago 
5 • Serious - less than six months ago 

Definitions: 

Serious: An escape from closed environment with or without threat of violence. 
Also includes eSCqpe from nonsecure facility ~ actual or threat of 
violence. 

Nonserious: An escape (walkoff) from a nonsecure institution not involving 
actual or threat of violence. Also includes fl ight to avoid 
prosecution. 

Prior Commitments: Enter one of the fol lowing scores: 

1 = Ncne 
2 :: Two 
3 = Three or more 

Commitment is defined as any time individual has been sentenced to a period of 
confinement In a state correctional faci lity. 

Violence History: Enter one of the fo 11 owi ng scores: 

1 = None 
2 = One ser i ous 
3 Two or more 

Serious violence is defined as inmate1s entire background of criminal behavior, 
excludin~ current offense, where a felony conviction resulted from a crime 
against a person. 

6. Holds or Detainers: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 = None 
2 = Detainer whIch wi 11 likely not increase sentence 
3 = Detainer would result in an additional sentence 
4 = Detainer could result in death or life sentence 

7. Time to Expected Release: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 = 0-12 months 
2 = 13-36 months 
3 = 49+ months 

8. Communii';y Stability: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 = Exce II ent 
2 = Satsifactory 
3 = Poor 

Correctional Services Group 
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The Community Stability Score is a function of the following five factors: 

Age 
Marital Status 
Education 
Employment History 
Mil ita ry Record 

I d ·ln~_:.vl·dually and in combination to arrive at Th~se factors should be ana yze 
the Community Stabi lity Score. 

The'inmate's Public Risk (security) Score i,s ,determined ~y 
signed to any of the above eight factors. For example, If 
except for a score of "3" on the Escape History Factor his 
be P-3. 

INSTITUTIONAL RISK FACTORS 

the highest score a~
an inmate has all I/2's" 
Public Risk Score would 

S b'l't Same scor'lng procedure as for Community Stability Score Community ta I I y: 

2. 

3· 

in determining Public Risk. 

Prior Institutional Adjustment: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 = None or excellent 
2 = Above average 
3 '" Average 
4 = Below Average 
5 ... Poor 

The Prior Institutional Adjustment 

Escapes (number and type) 
Assaults on staff 
Assaults on inmates 

Score is a function of the following factors: 

Possession of dangerous contraband 
Involvement in institutional disturbances 
Other major disciplinary violations 
Minor disciplinary violations 
Program involvement 
Institutional work assignment 
Adjustment on community leave 
Other as deem important 

Protection Considerations: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 :r: None 
2 z: Minor 
3 • Moderate 
4 :: Major 

Definitions: 

None - Self-explanatory 

'"- Correctional Services Group 
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Minor - Inmate is somewhat vulnerable due to physical size, age, lack of sophis
tication. etc. This rating warrants consideration by staff but should 
not be signifcant enough to require a change in inmate's I-score. 

Moderate - Inmate has some need to be phYSically separated from general popula
tion. However, assignment to another facility and/or additional 
supervision could substitute for confinement in Administrative 
Segregation. 

Major - Inmate needs to be physically separated from general popUlation due 
to enemies, vulnerability, etc. This rating should playa substantial 
role in determining an inmate's I-score. 

Psychological Stabi lity: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 = Emotionally stable 
2 = Minor concerns 
3 = Mild concerns 
4 = Moderate concerns 
5 = Serious concerns 

Definitions: 

Emotionally st~ble: no impairment or positive history of psychiatric disorder 
in the immediate family. Capable of handl ing any program 
or job aSSignment. 

Minor: Minimal impairment from a psychiatric condition manifested by minor 
mental or emotional symptoms of a chronic or transIent nature. In
cludes cases which require no special handling in the institution in
sofar as clinical services are concerned. 

Mild: This rating would be reserved for inmates with a psychiatric condition 
of a latent or chronic nature. Although with care, program and/or 
job assignment of a routine nature is possible, there is an indicated 
need for professional clinical services on a regularly scheduled basis 
(psychiatric or psychological counseling and psychotherapy or regular 
medication). The Personality Pattern type of Character Disorder would 
be included in this group. These are: Inadequate personal ity, Schizoid 
personal ity, Cyclothymic personality, Paranoid personal ity. Cases of 
depression needing regular counseling are also included. 

Moderate: Moderate impairment from a psychiatric condition of a latent or 
chronic nature. Case is' not committable to another agency, but 
requires special handling either in the regular institution or in 
specialized units. Mental defiCiency, mi ld psychiatric conditions 
who can respond to short term intensive treatment, etc., fall in this 
category. Character Disorders with a I ifelong history of acting-
out and any prepsychotics would be included here. Careful evalua
tion is necessary in making program and/or program assignments 
and only a limited number are avai lable in the institution. 
Probable referral to a specialized program within the Division of 
Corrections or to a contracted agency wil I be necessary. 

Serious: Extreme impairment from a psychiatric condition. Individual needs to 

Corrections/Services Group 
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be committed to Fulton State,Hospital or is so markedly deviant that special 
handling in the institution hospital is necessary. Job and/or program place
ment is impossible in the correctional institution. 

Adjustment while on Probation/Parole: Enter one of the following scores: 

1 = Excellent or satisfactory 
2 = Technical violation or misdemeanor and conviction 
3 - New felony conviction 

Alcohol/Drug Use: Enter one of the following scores: .. 
1 = None or minimal 
2 ... Moderate 
3 = Serious 

Defl'1Jtions: 

None or minimal: Refers to inmates who have never been users of i llegaJ drugs, 
nor do they drink on a re~ular basis. Neither they nor their 
family has ever sought treatment or advice on alcohol- or 
drug-related problems or those who have periodically become 
involved in drug or alcohol problems, but they have never 
changed their pattern of living as a result of substance 
abuse . 

Moderate: These individuals have been incarcerated for an offense that was 
committed under the influence of drugs or alcohol and admit that 
they would not have been incarcerated for their actions if it were 
not for the fact that they were under the influence at the time they 
committed the offense. 

Serious: This indicates that drugs and alcohol are the main reason he or she 
has been in trouble with the criminal Justice system. Such indivi
duals havea history of arrest for drug possession or have a history 
of being incarcerated for Driving Under the Influence or Publ ic 
Drunkenness. 

Inmates in this category may have also~been arrested for drug traf
ficking; however, not all individuals with this offense will require 
treatment. Only those who indicate a need for treatment will be 
treated for such problems. Persons who are or have been addicted 
to heroin are in this category. 

The inmate's Institutional Risk Score (custody) is determined by the highest score 
assigned to any of the above five factors. For example, if an inmate receives a 
combination of scores ranging from "I" to "4" the "4" score will dictate hislnsti
tutional Risk Score which would be 1-4. 

TOTAL SECURITY/CUSTODY SCORE 

An inmate's overall Security/Custody Score is determined by where the P and I 
scores intersect on the following matrix. 

Correctional Services Group 
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12 C2 C2 C3 C4 C4 

13 C2 C2 C3 C4 Cs 

14 C3 C3 C4 C4 Cs 

... 
to 

An inmate receiving a P-score of P-3 and an I-score of 1-4, for example, would 
have a C-score of c-4. 
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I. CUSTODY DESIGNATION 

A. NAME AND INSTITUTION (NUMBER) Age B / W Other(list) 

B. CUSTODY SCORING 

TyPe of Detainer 

o m None 3 = Moderate 7 :I Greatest Detail 

1 = Lowest/low moderate 5 = High, , 

Severity of Current Offense 

o ... Lowest 3 = Moderate 

5 = High 

7 = Greatest Crime 

1 - Low Moderate 

Expected Length of Incarceration 

o ~ 0 - 12 months 

1 ~ t3 - 59 months 

3 ... 60 83 months 

5 ~ 84 plus months 

~ gf Prior ·Commitments 
o = ~one 3 = Serious 

1 = t1inor 

Historz of Escapes or Attempts 
,,--, -

o ... ~one 
1 "" Past, Minor 

History of Violence 

o ... None 

1 "" Past Minor 

SECURITY TOTAL 

3 ... Recent Minor 

5 = Past , Serious 

3 "" Recent Minor 

5 ... Past Serious 

Security Level C-l = 0 
C-2 ;: 11 

10 points 
15 points 

Sentence Begins 

List of Crimes + Dates ---- -

7 = Recent, Serious 

(Detail) 

7 = Recent Serious 

C-3 = 16 - 22 points 

C-4 "" 23+ points 

List of Disciplinaries and Dates of Infraction with Segregation Time 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

a. ~ Medical b ... psychiatric c. Aggressive Sexual d. Gov. Threat 

<1 
~ 

1 ...... 

J 
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c , 

Percentage of TilJle Served 

Custod~ Scoring 
Page 2 

3 ... 0 thru 25% 5 - 76 thru 90:t 
6 .. 91 plus % 

4 IS 26 thru 75% 

Involvement with Drugs and Alcohol 

2 AI Current 

3 .. Past 

4 .. Never 

Mental/Psychological Stability 

2 .. Unfavorable 

4 = No referral or favorable 

!ype of Most Ser:i..ous Disciplinary Report (Last 12 months) 

I :: Grllatest 3 .. Moderate 
5 .. None 

2 "" High 4 .. Low Moderate 

Frequency of Disciplinary Reports (Last 12 months) 
, 

o .. 10 plus 2 .. 2 thru 5 

I Q 6 thru 9 3 .. 0 thru 1 

Responsibility Inmate has Demonstrated 

2 .. Poor 3 • Average 4 - Good 

Family/Community Ties 

3 - None or Minimal 4 m Average or Good' 

If Eligible for Security Level I, are Medical and Dental Records Clear? 

Y ,. Yes N • No 
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PRESENT 
SECURITY 
LEVEL 

C-1 

C-2 

C-3 

C-4 

C-5 

CONSIDER 
INCREASE 

13 19 

13 19 

13 19 

13 19 

13 -19 

CONSIDER 
DECREASE 

23 30 

24 30 

25 30 

27 30 

29 - 31 

CONTINUE 
PRESENT 

CUSTODY 

20 - 22 

20 - 23 

20 - 24 

20 - 26 

22 - 28 
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1. Type of Detainer 

Enter the appropriate number of points in the box in the 
right-hand column to reflect detainer status. Refer to the 
Severity of Offense Scale section. Assign and enter the 
highest number of points ,~pprof>riate. Determination is based 
on the nature of the charge of the most serious lodged detainer. 
Frequency, sentence length, and whether charge is open or 
adjudicated are not considered. If law enforcement officials 
indicate an intent to lodge, ~at as lodged. Treat state 
sentences as detainers only if it is expected that the sentence 
will exceed the federal sentence. Serving consecutive sentences 
is not to be considered as detainer status. 

Points Detainer 

None o 
1 

3 

5 

7 

Lowest and Low Moderate Severity 
Moderate Severity 

High Severity 
Greatest Severity 

Note: When an individual has two or more detainers, s~o.re 
highest rated detainer only. 

2. Severity of Current Offense 

Enter the appropriate number of points in the box in 
the right-hand column to reflect the sl~verity of the offense . 
The severity is determined by the Scale in Severity of Offense 
section. "Current" refers to the most severe of the offenses 
for which the individual was convicted and sentenced for 
this period of incarceration. 

J 
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Points Severity 

0 Lowest 
1 Low Moderate 
3 Moderate 
5 High 
7 Greatest 

Example: Individual convicted of two counts of Breaking 
and Entering (Moderate), and one count of arson 
(High), use High = 5 points· write 5 points in 
the right-hand column. ' 

~. Expected Length of Incarceration 

Enter the appropriate code reflecting the expected length 
of incarceration in the right-hand column. This is completed 
by uqing length of sentence for current offense (if sentence 
expressed as a range. use highest number--e. g., 2-5 years 
woulQ be considered as 5 years) and multiplying by the average 

percept (7.) of the sentence generally served for that particular 
severity category of offense as determined by the Severity 
of Offense Scale. ~ The Expected Length of Incarceration Scqle 
in Appendix E reflects percentage of time served in the Federal 
system, yet this percentage may vary from state to state. 

Points Expected Length 

0 0-12 months \ 
1 13-59 months 
3 60-83 months' 
5 84-plus months 

Example: ~ti~i~ing the Federal system percentag 3, an 
~nd~v~dual convicted of Breaking and Entry (Moderate 
= 56%) and sentenced to 8 years; 8 x 12 months 
= 96 months x 56% =: 53.76 = 1 point. Write "1" 
in the box in the right-hand column. 

Note: Life sentence equals 45 years or 540 months = 5 points, 
aggregate consecutive sentences. 

-~------~~--~---------------
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4. Type of Prior Commitments 

In the righc-hand column, enter the appropriate number 
of points reflecting cateogry of prior commitment history. 
This is determined by the kind of prior institution experience 
during criminal career and is ~ased on the nature of the 
most severe offense which resulted in commitment. Commitment 
is defined as any time for whic~ individual has been sentenced 

to confinement. Minor - Lowest and Low Moderate offenses 
which resulted in confinement. Serious = all offenses in 
the Moderate, High, and Greatest categories which result , 
in incarceration. See Severity of Offense Scale. 

Example: 

Scale 

o 
1. 

3 

Type 

None 
Minor 

Serious 

If an individual has a previous incarceration for 
a crime which falls in the High category on the 
Severity of Offense Scale, such a prior incarceration 
would be considered Serious = 3 points. Write 
"3" in the box in the right-hand column. 

5. History of Escape or Attempts (See alsO ,section, Criteria 
for Minimum Security Placement) 

Enter the appropriate number of points in the right
hand column to reflect the escape history of the individual. 
History is defined as the' individual's entire background 
of criminal convictions, excluding current offense. Escapes 
from institutions are to be recognized if the inmate was 
found guilty of the escape or attempt by an institutional 
discipline committee, regardless of the Prosecution and Convic
tion status of the case. Additionally, consideration is 
to be given to behavior relating to the current offense 

(such as flight to avoid prosecution) if reported in the 
Pre-Sentence Investigation Report. If more than one escape 

attempt, use most severe. 
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Points 

o 

1 

3 

5 

7 

Example: 

History 

None 

Past Minor 

Recent Minor 

Past Serious 

Recent Serious 

Definitions 

No escapes. 

An escape more than five years 
agoe from an open institution 
or program (e.g., camp, work 
release, furlough) not involving 
any actual or threat of violence. 
Also includes flight to avoid 
pending charges, if documented. 

An escape within the last five 
years fram an open institution 
or program (e. g., camp, work 
relea~e, furlough) not involving 
any actual or threat of violence. 
Also includes flight to avoid 
pending charges, if documented. 

An escape more than five years 
ago from closed confinement, 
with or without threat of violence. 
Also includes escape from open 
facility or program with actual 
or threat of violence:--

An escape within the last five 
years from closed confinement, 
with or without threat of violence. 
Also includes esc~pe from open 
facility or program with actual 
or threat of violence. 

Individual who jumped bail on current offense (Recent 
Minor) and who six years ago escaped a county jail 
by sawing through the bars (Past Serious). Use Past 
Serious - 5 points. Writ&'· "5" in the box in the 
right-hand column. 

6. History of Violence 

Enter the number of points reflecting the ~?propriate cate
gory in the right-hand column. History of violence is defined 
as the individua1 2 s entire background of criminal conviction, 
excluding ,current offense, However, institution 
committee findings of guilt are to be recognized 
of prosecution and conviction status, if known. 

discipline 
regardless 
Additionally, 
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consideration should be given to behavior relating to the current 
offense. Severity of violen~e is defined according to the, degree 
of seriousness of the act which resulted in a fine or conviction. 
If more than one incident of violence, use most severe. 

Points 

o 
1 

5 

7 

History 

None 

Past Minor 

Recent Minor 

Past Serious 

Recent Serious 

Definitions 

No violence. 

Acts occurring more than five years 
ago involving persons or property 
which resulted in fines or mis
demeanant convictions (e.g., simple 
fights, domestic squabbles). 

Acts within the last five years 
involving persons or property 
which resulted in fines or mis
demeanant convictions (e.g., simple 
fights, domestic squabbles). 

Acts occurring more than five years 
ago involving persons or property 
which resulted in felony conviction 
(e.g., assaults, intimidation in
volving a weapon, incidents involving 
arson or explosives, etc.) 

Acts within the last five years 
involving persons or property which 
resulted in felony conviction (e.g., 
assaults, intimidation involving 
a weapon, incidents involving arson 
or explosives, etc.) 

Example: If an individual has a history of being fined for 
drunken fights while an adolescent--12 years ago--
this would rate as Past Minor, and "1" would be entered 
in the right-hand column. 

7. Special Considerations 

Medical: An individual may need special consideration 
if a/he has medical problems that cannot be treated at an insti
tution that normally would have been designated for confinement. 

\ 
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Psychiatric: Information relating that the individual 

needs special psychiatric assistance must be evaluated, and, 

in those cases, where appropriate, a designation to an appro
priate security leveL facility with a psychologist/psychiatrist 
must be affected. 

Aggressive Sexual Behavior: If an individual has a history 
of or was cOl!lIllitted for a crime 'involving aggressive sexual 

behavior, s/he may not be appropriate for certain community 

custody placements. 

Threats to Government Officials: Offenders convicted of 

threats of violence to government officials cannot be assigned 
to camps or military bases. (These cases will be referred for 
CMC inclusion.) 

8. pecurity Level 

~nter the number representing the total score for the appro

priate security level. The Security Point Total is used to 

determine the inmate's appropriate security level according 
to the following: 

t ' 

Points 

o 10 

11 - 15 

16 - 22 
23+ 

Security Level 

C-l 
C-2 
C-3 

C-4 

Example: If the security total is 20 points, the security level 
would be "C-3" since security level "C_3 ff has a point 
range from 16 to 22 points 
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CUSTODY SCORING 

1. Percentage of Time Served 

Enter in the right-hand =~lumn one number of points that 

reflecs the percentage of sentence the inmate has already served 
on present sentence (at time of review) by the number of months 
of incarceration pr.ojected (Number 3 of Section A); if appropriate, 

give credit for jail time. 

Points Percent of Time Selcved 

3 0 through 25% 
4 26 through 75% . 
5 76 through 90% 
6 91% plus 

2. Involvement with Drugs and Alcohol 

Enter in the right-hand column one appropriate number of 

points reflecting drug and alcohol abuse. This conce~s any 
past or present documented abuse, including trafficking; "Past" 
refers to' any documented history, including current offense 
during the past five years. "Current" refers to any documented 

use during this period of incarceration. 

Points 

2 

3 

4 

Involvement 

Current 
Past 
Never 

(or more than five years ago) 

3. Mental/Psychological Stability 

Enter one appropriate number of points in the right-,hand 
column reflecting the inmate's status in this category. This 
is based on most current (within past year) psychologicall 

psychiatric report regarding inmate's degree of mental sta,bility. 



r 
r 
r 
r 
[ 

[ 

[: 

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

The conclusion should be clearly stated in the report and is 
to be interpreted in light of whether or not inmate can handle 
less custody/security status. If Unfavorable, report must be 
recent (within last year) and documented by specific behavior 
occurrences. Unfavorable report means most current report does 
contain a finding that the individual shows evidence of serious 

mental instability. A Favorable report means no finding of 
serious mental instability in'most current report. No Referral 

means the case was not referred. 

Points Stability 

Unfavorable 2 

4 No Refe~ra1 or Favorable 

4. Type Disciplinary Report(s) 

Enter the points which reflect the type of most serious 
disciplinary report. This is determined by using the Disciplinary 
Severtty Scale. Points are assigned based on the one most severe 
disciplinary report for which inmate has been found "guilty" 

by either the UDC or IDC during the past 12 months. 

Points !lEe of Disciplinary Report 

Greatest Severity 
High Severity 

Moderate Severity 

Example: 

1 
2 

3 

4 
5 

Low Moderate Severity 
None 

~n addition to being found guilty of "Being Intoxicated" 
(moderate), this individual was also fC"-nd guilty 
of "Tampering with a Lock" (High). Use High as the 
one most serious and record "2" in the box in the 
right-hand column. 

------
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5. Frequency of Disciplinary Reports . 
Entar one appropriate number of points in the right-hand 

column that reflects the frequency of disciplinary reports. 
This is determined by assigning points based on the number of 
disciplinary reports for which the inmate has been found "guilty" 
during the last 12 months. 

Points Frequency (Last 12 Months) 

0 10 plus 
1 6 through 9 
2 2 through 5 

3 0 through 1 

Example: Inmate had two "guilty" findings; enter "2" in right
hand column. 

6. Responsibility Inmate Has Demonstrated 

Enter one appropriate number of points reflecting the inmate's 
demonstrated level. of responsibility during the past 12 months. 
This is based on the inmate's general demeanor as reflected 
in peer group associates, attitude, degree of program involve
ment, level of dependability, and nature of interactions with 
staff and other inmates. Poor A d G d fl the-~, veragei an ~ re ect 
team's judgment based on·available program reports. 

Points Responsibility (Last 12 Months) 

2 

3 

4 

Poor 
Average 

Good 

Example: If the team judged the inmate to have Q~monstrated 
a poor level of responsibility, "2" would be entered 
in the box in the right-hand column. 
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7. Family/Community Ties 

Enter one number of points in the right-hand column that 
reflect the level of family/community ties. This is determined 
by assigning points based on established and continuing family/ 
community ties, which includes consideration of: Current marital 
status or nature of common-law relationship; nature of fammily 
support; regularity of visits/mail; degree of family stability 
in the community; and, inmate having a stable community-relationship 
with nonfamily persons. 

Points Type Ties 

Example: 

3 

4 
None or Minimal 

Average or Good 

If the inmate's family/community ties are nonexistent, 
enter a "3'1 in the box in the right-hand column. 

Custody Total: Add the points in Items 1 through 7 and 
enter the sum in this block. 

Custody Change Scale: To determine eligibility for a custody 
change, the following scale is used: 

Current Custody Total 

Inmate's Consider Continue Consider 
Present for Custody Present for Custody 
Security Increase Custody Decrease' 

Level If Point Range: If Point Range: If Point Range: 

C-l 13-19 20-22 23-30 
C-2 13-19 20-23 24-30 
C-3 13-19 20-24 25··30 
C-4 13-19 20-26 27-30 
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EXAMPLE: An inmate with a security total of 18 points qualifies for 
a C-3 institution and would require a custody (reclassifica
tion total) of at least 25 to qualify for a possible custody 
decrease. Likewise, the same inmate ~'lould require a custody 
total of 19 or less for an increase in custody. 

Severity of ,Offense Scale 
(Also used tor Detainers) 

Greatest: 
I I 

Murd~rl/arson/rape/sodomy 
Rape! (with weapon with which to intimidate life or any person who 

knows) 
Kidnapping 
Murd~rZ 
Rape (forcefully without consent or incapble of consent) and sex 

offense (2nd degree) 
Sex Offense (1st degree) 
Assault with Intent to Murder 

High: 

Arson 
Armed Robbery 
Chi14 Abuse 
Manstllughter 
Perverted Practice (without consent) 
Arson'Dwelling 
Assault with Intent to Murder 
Robbery (General) 
Sex Offense (3rd degree) 

Hoderate: 

Assault (felony) 
CDS unlawful manufacture/distribution/possession with intent to 

distribute 
Sex Offense (4th degree) 
Handgun violation (deadly weapon) 
Burglary (NTHB) 
Sodomy 
Manslaughter (motor vehicle) 
Grand Larceny/Theft 
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Low Moderate: 

RSG ($100-) 
Embezzlement/Forgery/Uttering 
Malicious Destruction 
CDS Simple Possession/paraphernalia (narcotic) 
Fraud (public and medical assistance) 
Larceny after trust (felony) 
Auto theft 
False Alarm 
Perjury 
Forged Perscription 
False Pretense 
Shoplifting 

Low: 

Rogue & Vagabong (Felony) 
Disorderly conduct 
Soliciting for prostitution 
Petty Larceny/Theft ($100+) 
Unauthorized use 
Trespass 
Criminal non-support 
Pos'session of marijuana 
Telephone misuse 
Shop~ifting (misdemeanor) 
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Disciplinary Severity Scale 

GREATEST CATEGORY* 

Killing 
Assaulting any person (iucludes sexual assault) 
Escape from escort and/or escapf3 from a secure institution 

(Security Level 2 through 6), or from 5-1 with violence 
Setting a fire --
Possession or introduction of a gun, firearm, weapon, 

sharpened instrument, knife, dangerous chemical, explosive, 
or any ammunition 

Rioting 
Encouraging others to riot 
Taking hostage(s) 
Conduct which disrupts or interferes with the security 

or orderly running of the institution (conduct must be 
of the Greatest Severity natm:e) 

HIGH CATEGORY 

Escape from unescorted Community Programs and actjvities 
and Open Institutions (Security Level 1) and from outside 
secure institutions---without violence 

Fighting with another person 
fossession or introduction of an unauthorized tool 
Threatening another with bodily harm or cmy other offense 
Extortion, blackmail, protection: Demanding or receiving 

money or anything of value in return for protection against 
others, to avoid bodily harm, or under threat of informing 

Engaging in sexual acts 
Making sexual proposals or threats to another 
Wearing a disguise or a mask 
Tampering with or blocking any lo(~king device 
Adulteration of any food or drink 
Possession, introduction, or use of any nclrcotics, narcotic 

paraphernalia. or drugs not prescribed for the individual 
by the medical staff 

Possessing any officer's or staff clothing 
Engaging in, or encouraging, a group demonstration 
Encouraging others to refuse to work, or to participate 

in a work stoppage 

*All Greatest Severity Prohibited Acts must be referred 
to IDe by UDC or other lower committee. 

**Should be charged with this act only when found to pose 
a threat. to life or a threat of serious bodily harm or in further
ance of a prohibited act of Greatest Severity; e.g., in furtherance 
of a riot or escape, otherwise, Code 218 or 329 



Disciplinary Severity Scale (cont'd.) 

HIGH CATEGORY (cont'd.) 

Refusing to provide a urine sample or to take part in 
other drug-abuse testing procedures 

Introduction of alcohol in BOP facility 
Giving or offering an official or staff member a bribe, 

or anything of value 
Giving money to, or receiving money from, any person for 

purposes of introducing contraband or for any other 
illegal or prohibited purposes 

Destroying, altering, or damaging government property, 
or the property of another person, having a value in 
excess of $100,00 

Conduct which disrupts or interferes with the security 
or orderly running of the institution (conduct must be 
of the High Severity nature) , 

MODERATE CATEGORY 

Indecent exposure 
Stealing (theft) 
Misuse of authorized medication 
Possession of money or currency, unless specifically 

authorized 
Loaning of property or anything of value for profit or 

increased return 
Possession of anything not authorized for retention or 

receipt by the inmate, and not issued to him through 
regular channels 

Refusing to work, or to accept a program assignment 
Refusing to obey an order of any staff member 
Violating a condition of a furlough 
Violating a condition of a community program 
Unexcused absence from work or any assignment 
Failing to perform work as instructed by the supervisor 
Insolence towards a staff member 

;1 • 

Lying or providing false statement to a staff member 
Counterfeiting, forging, or unauthorized reDroduction o~ 

any document, article of identification, ~oeny, secur~ty, 
or official paper 

Participating in an unauthorized meeting or gathering 
Being in an unauthorized area 
Failur,e to follow safety or sanitation regulqtions 
Using any equipment or machinery which is not specifically 

authorized' 
Using any equipment or machinery contrarY' to instructions 

or posted safety standards 

--------~------
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Disciplinary Severity Scale (cont'd.) 

MODERATE CATEGORY (cont'd.) 

Failing to stand count 
Interfering with the takjng of count 
Making, possessing, or using intoxicants 
Refusing to breathe into a breathalyzer or take part 

in other alcohol abuse t~s~ing 
Gambling 
Preparing or conducting a gambling pool 
Possession of gambling paraphernalia 
Unauthorized contacts with the public 
Giving m~ney or anything of value to, or accepting money 

or anything of value from: another inmate, a member 
of his family, or his friend 

Destroving, altering, or damaging government property, 
or the property of another person, having a value of 
$100.00 or less 

Being unsanitary or untidy; failing to keep one's person 
and one's quarters in accordance with posted standards 

Conduct which disrupts or interferes with the security 
or orderly running of the institution (conduct must 
be of the Moderate Severity nature) 

LOW MODERATE CATEGORY 

Possession of property belonging to another person 
PosseSSing unauthorized clothing 
Malingerin.g, feigning illness 
Smoking where prohibited 
Using abusive or abscene language 
Tatooing or self-mutilation 
Unauthorized use of mail or telephone 
Conduct with a visitor in violation of institution 

regulations 
Conducting a business 

-
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Expected Length of Incarceration Scale 
(Based on Federal System and will differ by state) 

~: Point values based on sentence length (in months) 

GREATEST CATEGORY: Percent average sentence served, 41%. 

Paints Length of time (months) 

o 0-31. 5 
1 31.6-146.1 
3 146.2-204.6 
5 204.7+ 

HIGH CATEGORY: Percent average sentence served, 527.. 

Poin.ts Length of time (months) 

o 0-24.8 
1 24.9-115.2 
3 115.3-161.3 
5 161. 4+ 

MODERATE CATEGORY: Percent average sentence served, 567.. .. 

Points Length of time (months) 

o 0-23.0 
1 23.1-107.0 
3 107.1-149.8 
5 '149.9+ 

LOW MODERATE CATEGORY: Percent average sentence served, 56%. 

Points Length of time (months) 

o 0-23.0 
1 23.1-107.0 
3 107.1-149.8 
5 149.9+ 

LOWEST CATEGORY: Percent average sentence served, 787.. 

Points 

o 
1 
3 
5 

Length of time (months) 

0-16.5 
16.6-76.8 
76.9-107.6 

107.7+ 
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Expected Length of Incarceration Scale (cont'd.) 

NOTE: - The chart should hel? the user make point assignments 
directly from the prisoner's length of sentence without 
having to do a lot of arithmetic. By converting the 
appropriate number of paints can be readily identified. 

For example: A newly committed prisoner sentenced to 
15 years for armed bank robbery. Bank Robbery = GREATEST 
categoI~; 15 times 12 months R 180 months; this falls 
between 146.2 and 204.6 months in the GREATEST category; 
therefore, individual will be given 3 points on the SID form. 
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Appendix E: 
Correctional Classification Profile, Scoring and Definitions 
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MEDICAL AND HEALTH CARE NEEDS 

CODE: M 

Medical services for M-5 inmates will include all services in Levels M-l through 
M-4 and will expand to 24-hour coverage for Nursing Services. Services will 
include medication stabilization for acute patients and the development of a 
treatment plan which will include the reintegration Qf patients into an insti
tutional program at a reduced level of services. 

M-5 inmates are distinguished by their need to have fu~l-time h~spital care and 
treatment. All inmates hospital ized outside of the prison setting are classi
fied in this category. Persons transferred to a facility for hospital care are 
designated in this level. 

M-4 inmates generally require all services, as M-l to M-3 facilities provide plus 
the following additional services: 

1. Medical Observation 
Seven days a week, medical observations will be available with routine 
treatment provided as necessary. 

2. Psychiatric Consultation 
Psychiatric evaluation and consultation will be available daily, Services 
will include examination, development of treatment plan, prescribing of 
psychotropic medication as appropriate and stabilization based upon re-
commended treatment plan. 

M-3 ,H-3 Inmates will generally require the services provided in M-l and M-2 facili
ties plus the following: 

1. Infirmary Care 
For inmates requiring more frequent treatment/observation, infirmary level 
care wi 11 be provided. 

2. Pharmacy Services 
Inmates requiring long-term drug therapy may be maintained accordingly. 
Pharmacy Services will include necessary medication and consultation to 
provide the above. 

3. Nurs i n9 Serv ices 
Nursing Services to include assessment and treatment wi 11 be provided. 
Additionally, nursing staff will be participating on a multi-disciplinary 
team in the management and treatment of the mentally ill offender. 

Correctional Services Group 
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M-2 In addition to the requirement of primary health care as with Level 1 facili
ties, M-2 will need the following services: 

1. Pharmacy Services 

Pharmacy Services are expanded to include the capability of providing psy
chotropic medications. Inmates requiring short-term therapy may be main
tained a~rordingly. 

2. Chronic Care 

Management of chronic care patients will occur through the conducting of 
chronic care clinics according to established protocol. 

This level is for inmates only needing Primary Health Care Services which wi II 
be offered at every Levell Institution. Services include diagnosis and treat
ment of routine medical problems, emergency services and referral services as 
appropriate. Specific services will include: 

1. Sick Call 

Screening and treatment of minor medical problems will occur on a daily 
basis, five days a week. This will provide for the triage of all medical 
complai·nts with treatment which may include patient education, over-the
counter and/or prescription medication, and other follow-up measures as 
may be appropriate. 

2. Ph~rmacy Services 

Inmates assigned to Levell institutions will have access to Pharmacy 
-·S~rvices and to such medication as may be required in their treatment, 

WIth the exception of psychotropic medication. Pharmacy Services wIll be 
provided under the direction of a licensed Pharmacist and wi 11 include 
proper distribution and administration of medication with appropriate 
documentation as required by State and Federal Laws. 

3. Laboratory Services 

Routine Laboratory Services will be provided with referral to outside 
laboratories available for more complex testing. 

4. Emergency Services 

Twenty-four hour Emergency Care will be available to inmates assigned to 
Levell facilities. This will include access to an accredited hospital 
for inpatient care as needed. 

5. Dental Services 

Inmates assigned to Levell institutions will have access to Dental Services 
to include screening and treatment of acute dental problems and other ser
vices in accordance with dental priorities within State Health Service 
Standards. 

L Correctional Services Group 
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6. Medical Records 

An individual health record will be maintained on all inmates. This medi
cal record will include a medical history, complete physical examination, 
documentation of all health care provided and other pertinent information, 
Lab Reports, consultant findings, Psychiatric evaluations, and other reports 
or correspondence. 

Correctional Services Group 
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MENTAL HEALTH CARE NEEDS 

CODE: MH 

The program of Mental Health services provided by the Division is limited by 
the capability of the institutions to manage the behavior of psychologically-dis
turbed inmates. The levels of care concentrate on the degree of disturbance coupled 
with the potential behavior as demonstrated by past behavior. This factor was placed 
high on the CCP in priority second only to Medical and Health Care Services as in
mates identified as MH-S or MH-4 would generally have their institutional assign
ments based on these ratings and not on their P or I levels. 

MH-S Severe impairment from a psychiatric condition. Individual needs to be com
mitted to Fulton State Hospital or is so markedly deviant that special hand
ling in the institution hospital is necessary. Job and/or program placement is 
impossible in the correctional institution. 

MH-4 Moderate impairment from a psychiatric condition of a latent or chronic nature. 
Case is not committable to another agency,.but requires special handling either 
in the regular institution or in specialized units. Mental deficiency, mild 
psychiatric conditions who can respond to short term intensive treatment, etc., 
fall in this category. Character Disorders (described below) with a lifelong 
history of acting-out and any prepsychotics would be included here. Careful 
evaluation is necessary in making program and/or job assignments and only a 
limited number are available in the institution. Probable referral to a 
specialized program within the Division of Corrections or to a contracted agen
cy will be necessary. 

MH-3 Mild impairment from a psychiatric condition of a latent or chronic nature. 
Although with care, program and/or job assignment of a routine nature Is 
possible, there is an indicated need for professional cl inical services on a 
regularly scheduled basis (psychiatric or psychological counseling and psy
chotherapy or regular medication). The Personality Pattern type of Character 
Disorder would be included in this group. These are: Inadequate personality, 
Schizoid personality, Cyclothymic personality, Paranoid personality. Cases 
of depression needing regular counsel ing are also included. 

MH-2 Minimal impairment from a psychiatric condition manifested by minor mental or 
emotional symptoms of a chronic or transient nature. Includes cases which 
require no special handling intheinstitution insofar as clinical services 
are concerned. Minimal impairment is used to describe the following diagnostic 
categories of Character Disorders (called Personality Disorders in the 1968 
American Psychiatric Classification). 

A. Personal ity Trait Disturbances: Emotionally unstable personal ity (Explosive 
personality); Passive-aggressive personality (passive type, aggressive type, 
dependent type) i Compulsive personality; Narcissistic Personality. 

B. Sociopathic Personality (Antisocial reaction, Dyssoclal reaction, Sexual 
deviation). 

C. Alcoholism and Drug Addiction - The M-2 rating would be given to individuals 
in the above group who do not engage in acting-out behavior harmful to 
others. Controlled epileptics are also included in this category. 

MH-l Emotionally stable; no impairment or positive history of psychiatric disorder 
in the immediate family. Capable of handling any program or job assignment. 

Correctional Services Group 
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SECURITY/PUBLIC RISK NEEDS 

CODE: P 

The public risk factor rates the level to which the individual presents a danger 
to the public if he were to escape confinement or be involved in a community release 
program. The basises for this classification include past escape record, history 
of violence in the community, nature of the present offense, community reaction to 
the offense, and level of stability in the community. 

P-S This level of inmate has proven, through a number of actions (or one recent 
serious action) that he or she is consistently prone to assaultive behavior 
and/or escape. The extent of violence perpetrated by these Inmates is quite 
severe Involving a deadly weapon. Level P-S inmat~s generally do not discrimi
nate relative to wh'o they assault, preying on staff and other inmates. Should 
this type of inmate escape there is the distinct possibility that he or she 

~ would commit one or more violent acts while in the community. 

Specific criteria for the P-S level security requisits includes those inmates 
who: 

Are currently under a Capital Sentence; 
Have committed a violent institutional offense (where serious injury or 
death resulted) within the past six months. 

Security Requirements: 

The facility perimeter has the capacity to contain P-5 inmates, particularly 
those prone to escape. 

The internal physical capacity of this space is sufficient to control very 
difficult to manage inmates who require 1-5 to 1-3 supervision. 

This space has the capacity to be staff-intensive. 

This space has the capacity to be autonomous or self-contained. 

This space is designed and configured to service individual or small group 
activity. 

This space can easily control, limit or restrict inmate movement. 

p-4 p-4 inmates are those who are likely to attempt an escap ) particularly if 
assigned to a low security institution, and I ikely to be violent if the attempt 
is successful. The basic difference between a P-S and p-4 inmate is generally 
the recency and number and to some extent degree of violence involved in the 
most recent offense. The degree of premeditation in the most recent offense is 
also a consideration as well as the motivation for the offense. 

Security Requirements: 

The facility perimeter has the capacity to contain P-4 inmates. 

Correctional Services Group 
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The internal physical capacity of this space is sufficient to control 
difficult to manage inmates who may require 1-4 to 1-2 supervision. 

This space has the capacity to be staff-intensive. 

This space is designed or configured to service small group activity. 

This space can easily limit or restrict inmate movement. 

This level Inmate has demonstrated tne capacity to be violent either through 
commission of a serious offense perpetrated over S years ago, a recent violent 
act within the institution where no weapon was involved and no serious injury 
resulted and/or a s~ries of commitments for relatively minor violent offenses. 

"A P-3 inmate may also have a history of escape from nonsecure facilities or an 
escape attempt from a secure institution over five years ago. 

Security Requirements: 

The facility perimeter has the capacity to contain P-3 inmates . 

The internal physical capacity of this space is sufficient to facil itate 
control of inmates who need 1-3 or 1-2 supervision . 

This space may be less staff-intensive than either P-S or P-4 security 
grades. 

This space is designed or configured to service large group activity. 

This security grade is designed to house inmates with long sentences. 

This space is more open and flexible than P-S or p-4 but at lows for some 
controlled movement. 

P-2 This level is reserved for inmates who have a moderate extent of violence in 
their background or have attempted or been successful in an escape from a 
nonsecure facility some time in the past or a secure facility over S years 
ago. Inmates in this level would not be likely to become involved in violent 
behavior should they escape. 

Security Requirements: 

The facility perimeter does not have the capacity to contain inmates who 
are escape risks. 

The internal physical capacity of this space is not ~ufficient to manage 
inmates who are difficult to control or need supervision above 1-3. 

This space is not designed to be particularly staff-intensive. 

This space is designed and configured to service large group activity. 

This space promotes open and mass inmate movement. 

Correctional Services Group 
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P-l This level is reserved for inmates who generally are considered unlikely to 
escape and even if they did would be extremely unlikely to commit an additional 
offense particularly one where violence is involved. It is also reserved for 
those individuals \>Jho are near release and require the prograrrvning that a 
community correctional center can provide even though the same inmat,es .may have 
warranted, earlier in their confinement, a higher P-score primarily due to 
length of time left to release. 

?ecurity Reguirements: 

Table 1 

The facility perimeter does not have the capacity to house inmates who 
are escape risks. 

The Internal physical capacity of this space is not sufficient to manage 
inmates who need REGULAR supervision. It should house only those inmates 
who need 1-2 or 1-1 supervision, 

This space is not designed to be particularly staff-intensive. 

This space is designed and configured to service group programs and 
ac ~ i vi ty. 

This space is for pre-release honor center inmates. , 

summarizes the security requirements for each P-score. 

Correctional Services Group 
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TABLE 1 

SECURITY REQUIREMENTS 

P-l P-2 P-3 P-4 P-5 

Perimeter None Clearly designated by single Secu re Secure Secure 
fence or unaraed "posts." 

Towers None Optional, manned less than Manned 24 hours Manned 24 hours Manned 24 hours 
24 hours :. 

External 
Patrol None Interaittent Yes Yes Yes 

D~tection 

Devices None None Yes Yes Yes 

Housing Single rooms and/or Single roops and/or Single cells or rooms Single outside or insi de Single inside 
lIultiple roollls lIul tiple rooms and/ or lIlul tiple rooms cells 

DEFINITIONS: 

SECURE PERIMETER: Walled or double-fenced perimeter with armed towers. All entry and exit into and out of the compound is via sally ports. 

INSIDE CELLS: A cell which is contained on four sides within a cell block; i.e" if an inmate escapes froll the cell, he is still confined 
within the building. 

OUTSIDE CELL: A cell with a wall or window immediately adjacent to the outside of the building; i.e., if an inmate escapes frJm the cell 
he has escaped from the building. 



CUSTODY/INSTITUTIONAL RISK NEEDS 

CODE~ 

subcodes: A c Assaultive 
V .. Victim 

Unlike the other factors comprising the CCP, the Institutional Risk Needs 
factor essentially deals with two types of considerations rather than a single 
determInation component. Since Institutional Risk principally deals with the 
custody/supervision needs of an inmate, it must include the two basic types of 
inmates who require supervision; those who are predators (assaultive) and those 
who are preyed upon (victims). Essentially the I-score deals with the question, 
how closely does the Inmate need to be watched? Inmates not considered to fall 
in either of the assaultive or victim levels will not have a subcode attached to 
their I-level score. 

1-5A This level of inmate generally is defined as one who has a history of as
saultive behavior in the institution and/or has been involved as a leader 
in institutional disturbances. Examples of behavior requiring this label 
include: 

Commitment of a violent act aga'lnst a staff member or another inmate 
in the past 6 months where death or seriolJs injury resulted; 

Has been found guilty of extensive destruction of institutional property 
or setting of fire in the prison during the past 6 months; 

Has been instrumental in the creation of a work stoppage or riot in the 
prison system. 

This level may also be reserved for inmates who are under a death sentence. 

1-5V This type of inmate requires coorplete separation from the general population 
either via assignment to protective custody (he may even require additional 
supervision in this status) or use of the Interstate Corrections Compact. He 
is extremely vulnerable generally due to his size and/or lack of sophistication 
and usually has already been the victim of an assault. Examples of this type 
of inmate include: 

Those who have been the victim of two physical assaults in the past three 
months and request protection from other inmates; 

Those who have a history of homosexual activity and express need for 
protection from predatory inmates. 

Custody Requirements: 

Inmate in restraints, only 5A (not death penalty) inmates, when out of his 
individual I iving space (cell). 

Uninterrupted close visual contact whenever an inmate is out of living 
space (cel I). 

Correctional Services Group 
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Unint;rrupted close physical proximi ty (minimum 25 feet) with unrestricted 
capacity to responu as required whenever an inmate is out of his individual 
living space (cell). 

Frequent visual checks, not more than 15 minutes apart, whenever an inmate 
is locked in his individual I iving space (cell). 

1-4A Examples of this type of inmate include: 

Commitment of a violent act agai~st a staff member in the past 12 months 
where serious injury or death resulted; 

Two or more serious rule violations ',n the past S',X h mont s not involving violence; and, 

Convicted of possession of a deadly weapon. 

1-4v Examples of this type of inmate include: 

Victim of at least one physical assault in past 3 months and requests 
protective custody; and 

Former law enforcement officer who staff have identified as being subject 
to assaul t. 

Custody Reguirement~: 

Uninterrupted close visual contact whenever an inmate is out of his indivi
dual living space (cell); 

UnInterrupted close physical proximity with unrestricted capacity to 
respond as required whenever an inmate is out of his individual living 
space (cell); 

Frequent visual checks, not more than 30 minutes apart, whenever an inmate 
Is locked in his individual I iving space (cell); and, 

Inmate movement done under escort. 

1-3A Examples of this type of inmate may include: 

Has con~itted at least one serious rule violation involving limited 
violes:ce in past six months; 

Has verbally threatened a staff member in past six months; and, 

Has been involved in the introduction of nondangerous contraband into the 
feci lity in the past 6 months. 

1-3V Examples of this type of inmate may include: 

Accused by other inmates of being a staff informant; and 

Is relatively unprepared for his or her prison experience and requires 
additional supervision during adjustment period. 

Correctional Services Group 



r 

~tody Requirements: 

Staff in general proximity to respond with mInImum delay, as required, 
when an inmate is out of his individual living space (cell); 

Staff in reasonable proximity for unrestricted response, as required, 
whenever an inmate is out of his housing unit; 

Frequent visual checks, not more than 30 minutes apart, whenever an inmate 
is locked in his individual I iving space (cell). 

1-2A Examples of this type of inmate Include: 

Involvement in large group fight in past year where inmate was not consider
ed leader; 

Has been found guilty of insubordination in past year; and, 

Continually has physical complaints and manipulates the staff and other 
inmates into doing special favors based. upon his condition. 

1-2V Examples of this type of inmate include: 

Has expressed concern, although not serious, about his ability to function 
in general population; and 

Involved in gambl ing incident where debt went unpaid. 

Custody Requirements: 

Staff in audible range, unaided by electronic or other mechanical device, 
when inmate is out of his individual living space (cell); 

Make direct visual contact with each inmate under security-supervision in 
housing unit at least once every 30 minutes; 

Staff in proximity to respond as required whenever an inmate is out of his 
housing unit. 

Frequent visual checks, not more than 60 minutes apart, whenever an inmate 
is locked in his individual living or group living space (cell or dorm). 

1-1A Examples of this type of inmate may include: 

Inmate who is verbally aggressive but has not yet acted out physically; 
and, 

Involvement in sit-down strike in past two years. 

1-1V Examples of this type of inmate may include: 

Previous assignment to protective custody due to assault; and, 

Some minor fears concerning assault by an identified enemy. 
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Cus tody Reqtd rements: 

Staff available to respond as required; and 

Infrequent checks, not more than 120 minutes apart, whenever inmate is in 
group or individual livin~ space (room or dorm). 

Table summarizes the custody requirements for each I-score. 
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Day Movement 
Inside Peri~eter 

Night Kovement 
Inside Perimeter 

Supervision 

Leave the 
Institution 

Access to 
Programs/ 

Access to 
Jobs 

Meal 
Movement 

DEFINITIONS: 

1-1 

Unrestricted 

Unrestricted 

Periodic as appropriate 
to circusstances of 

Daily and un escorted 
Eligible for unescorted 

furloughs 

Unrestricted, including 
all community-based 
programs/activities 

All, both inside and 
outside the I erimeter 

Unrestricted 

------------~---------------~------------------------------------------
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TABLE 2 

CUSTODY REQUIREMENTS 

1-2 

Unrestricted 

Unrestricted 

Su~ervised in groups (5-25) 
by an unarmed officer or 

Under superVISIon. 
Eligible for un escorted 

furloughs 

All inside the perimeter and 
selected community-based 
programs and activities 

All inside, and supervised 
jobs outside the perimeter 

Unre~tricted 

1-3 

Unrestricted 

Under staff 
observation 

Frequent and direct 
observation by staff 

Under close and/or 
armed supervision. 

Eligible for escorted 
furloughs 

All inside the perimeter 

All inside the perimeter 

Under staff observation 

1-4 

All normal movement 
unescorted but observed 

by staff 

Escorted or under check
out/check-in basis 

Always observed and 
supervised by staff 

ArDed one-on-one 
escort, and in handcuffs. 

Not eligible for furloughs 

Selected programs and 
activities inside the 

perimeter 

Only day jobs inside the 
perillleter 

Controlled and supervised 

1-5 

Escorted only 

Only In order 
of Watch Coo

mander- and an 
escorted basis 

Alway:s escorted 

Armed one-on-one 
escor,-t, and in 
full restraints 
Not eligible for 

furloughs 

Selected cell 
activity only 

None 

FI!d in cell or 
in the cellblock 

CONTROLLED MOVEMENT: Performed under constant staff observation and direction, usually on a check-out/check-in basis. 
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TREATMENT NEEDS 

CODE: T 

.' 
This scale will attempt to point OUL those areas where treatment may be appropriate 
and there appears to be a need for some intervention or counseling. Because of the 
nature of drug- and alcohol-related prohlems, and the unwill ingness of a number of 
individuals to indicate that they have a ~roblem in these areas, reclassification 
may have to be the primary identifier of these problems. 

T-S An inmate at level five indicates that drugs and alcohol are the main reason 
he or she has been in trouble with the criminal justice system. Such indivi
duals have a history of arrest for drug possession or have a history of being 
incarcerated for Driving Under· the Influence or Publ ic Druhkenness. 

Inmates in this category may have also been arrested for drug trafficking; 
however, not all individuals with this offense wi 11 require treatment. Only 
those who indicate a need for treatment will be treated for such problems. 
Persons who are or have been addicted to h~roin are in this category. 

T-4 These individuals have a history of drug or alcohol involvement coupled with 
other offenses and indicate a need for drug and/or alcohol treatment. Persons 
who have been in drug programs in the community prior to their incarceration 
will fall into this category and require ongoing treatment. 

T-3 

T-2 

T-l 

Individuals at level three have been incarcerated for an offense that was 
committed under the influence of drugs or alcohol and admit that they would 
not have been incarcerated for their actions if it were not for the fact that 
they were under the influence at the time they committed the offense. They 
may not be motivated for treatment, but an educational program on the effects 
of alcohol or drugs may be beneficial. 

Inmates classed as level two on the Drug and Alcohol scale have periodically 
become involved in drug or alcohol problems, but they have never changed 
their pattern of 1 iving as a result of substance abuse. They may have some 
family member that has a problem related to drugs or alcohol use, and would 
be interested in some education concerning the effects and treatment. 

Level one inmates have never been users of illegal drugs, nor do they drink on 
a regular basis. Neither they not their family has ever sought treatment or 
advice on alcohol- or drug-related problems. 
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EDUCATION NEEDS LEVElS 

CODE: E 

This factor was placed. before voc~tional. needs because it appeared to be a necessary 
c~mponent to any vocational learning program and is usually part of a total educa
tional pro~ram as it is. i?e~tified by the evaluation. Persons entering these 
p~ograms Will have the Initial screening battery performed at the Diagnostic Center 
With follow-up evaluations for vocational evaluation or educational placement being' 
perfor~ed at the receiving institution. The level system is based upon the present 
educational placement criteria used by,the Missouri State Board of Education. 

E-5 ~nmat7s.classed at level five require special education. They have been 
Identl:led as mentally retarded or totally illiterate, and require special 
atte~tlon to func~ion in daily 1 iving situations. Persons who may also be 
conSidered for thiS category are those who have some brain damage and require 
retraining of a special ized nature because of this handicap. 

E-4 These individuals have minimal educational capabil ities and indicate a need for 
educa~ional upgrading. They have the ability to read, write, and spell on 
the fl~st. t~rough third grade levels. They may benefit from remedial studies 
~f an In~lvldual nature, and in some cases can benefit by special training 

E-3 

E-2 

E-1 

In certain areas t~ qualify for vocational training, such as programs that 
are supported by Title One funds. 

Th7se individuals are able to read, perform math functions, and spell at the 
th~rd t?fough seventh grade level, and indicate an interest in improving their 
skills In these areas. They may also benefit from a Title One program to 
support a vocational trade. 

Those individuals graded at level two are functioning on the seventh grade 
l~vel or above, but have not achieved an equivalency degree or high school 
diploma. They are interested in continuing their education and are working 
toward their GED. They are candidates for preparation course work. 

Level one individuals have completed their high school or eqUivalency degree, 
and mayor may not have an interest in further education. If interest is 
indi~ated ~n a ~ol lege program and this program is available, then certainly 
:onslderatlon will need to be given. However, if the person is not interested 
I~ further education or has a college degree, he may be placed in an institu
~Ion based on his academic skill~ to assist teachers in working with other 
Inmates. 

Correctional Services Group 
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VOCATIONAL TRAINING NEEDS LEVELS 

CODE: V 

This category requires some indication upon entrance into the system of the 
individual's abilities to work i~-the community. A determination of his aptitude 
for work and the amount of interest the individual has in a particular occupation 
is needed. Staff from the Diagnostic Unil: attempt to determine the level of skil Is 
through the use of the test battery recommended in Chapter IV Initial Classification 
and these results are available to the personnel at the receiving institution. Coun
selors also interview each inmate to determine interest in a trade program and to 
obtain a past work history. The inmate's present level of skills and his work his
tory will determine the level of need. 

V-5 These individuals have poor overall aptitudes and will require courses in voca
tional planning. They have never worked at one location for more than several 
weeks. They have not been in school on a full-time basis and have not been able 
to support themselves in the community through legitimate means. Their skills 
are limited and their intellectual functioning is poor. They show little inter
est in learning and lack motivation. 

V-4 

V- 3 

The program for these individuals consists of indepth vocational exploration 
work performed by vocational evaluation staff or appropriate counselors. In 
some cases, group counseling is required to focus motivation and to explore 
work goals. Courses are offered on how to seek jobs, how to function with co
workers, and how to manage time on the job and money. This program conc'entrates 
on the very basics of how t~survive in the work world. Objectives may be to ,. 
see that the individual can handle remedial job placement in the institutional 
setting in conjunction with remedial education. 

The focus of this program is to upgrade the individual to a point where an OJT 
program or vocational program will be of some benefit to him. Persons in this 
group may also be handic~pped physically or intel lectu~ily and reqUire re
training in conjunction with their handi~aps. 

These individuals are characterized as having held a job for a period of more 
than four months but having changed jobs on numerous occasions and having been 
unemployed for more than four months. They have a history of problems in the 
work situation and have been fired on numerous occasions. They have been able 
to make enough money to survive, but essentially have no ski lIs that are market
able above the general labor category. 

This program requires some vocational exploration and a commitment on the part 
of the inmate to entering an On the Job Training program where first-hand exper
ience is provided. The person is identified as needing some vocational training 
in order to provide for himself upon release. 

These individuals have a re~ord of maintaining employment for more than a year 
at one occupation and have some job skills which are not certified. The indivi
dual is capable of completing a number of low ski II occupations, and indicates 
an interest in a number of trade occupations that require fifth grade academic 
functioning in an area that supports that occupation. Both OJT and Vocational 
training slots are available, and the individual must apply to enter the pro
~ram. Potential for success in the program is measured by the GATBY and an 
interview with the vocational instructor. 
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V-2 

V-l 

Thi: individual is characterized as having been employed in a skil led occupation 
or In support of a skilled occupation for two years. He has maintained a steady 
work :eco~d and possesses the aptitute to continue his education in a certified 
~o~~ti'~na traInIng program. Interest and motivation are key factors and the 
In IV ual wIll need to apply to get into the program. ' 

The labor counselors wil.l determine the level of interest and recommend a trade 
~~ogram tha~ may be available at an institution that can manage the individual 

acement WI II rely on continued interest and available learning slots. . 

The individual rated at level one has a good work history of more than two years 
of steady employment in a skill area and can demonstrate the skills in working 
at that ?ccupatlon. Interest in obtaining additional ski lIs of a certified 
~~ture W~!lh~e ev~luated and t~7 :uppo~ting skills will be considered. Persons 

o. a
l 

rbe
l 

I g Y s~ I I I ed may be i 1m I ted I n the vocat i ona I programs based on 
aval a e Space In the program. 
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WORK SKILLS 

Code: W 

This scale is inversed because the skills of the individual will make 
some difference in his placement in the system. A high rating in this area 
will indicate a strong need for a specific type of work that is correlated with 
the individual's skills. 

W-5 Inmates rated at level five are those who have demonstrated skills and 
I icensure in a specific trade or a degree from a certified college pro
gram. These inmates have occupational skills that are specialized and 
can demonstrate their skills in these trades. Inmates with certified 
skills may be considered for placement based upon the area of the system 
with the most need for those skills. 

W-4 These Individuals have stable work histories in semi-skilled jobs but do 
not have certification from a school or on-the-job training program. 
They may be placed on details that have similar functions to those that 
they have knowledge of in the community. They are valuable workers 
and have a good attitude toward work ctnd are willing to work regularly 
in the institution. 

W-3 Level three rated i nma tes have sporadic work records in the commun it y. 
They do not have usable skills other than general labor in the system. 

W-2 These inmates have poor work records in the community and do not per
form well on the details they are assigned to in the institution. They 
require supervision and instruction at every step of the work effort. 
They are on I y capab Ie of manua I I abor jobs, and must be tra i ned to per
form those functions. 

W-l Inmates rated as level one have very poor work histories or refuse to 
work. They have not held jobs in the community or in the institution, 
and have a great deal of difficulty in meeting even the minimum require
ments for the world of work. They do not report on time, fail to clean 
their work areas, and require constant instruction and monitoring. 
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PROXIMITY TO RELEASE RESIDENCE/FAMILY TIES 

CODE: F 

This factor will generally be considered last when determining an inmate's institu
tional assignment. This is the result of two situations; first, most of the Divi
sion's major institutions are located in the center of the state, some distance from 
the largest community jurisdictions. The exception to this is MECC. Second, other 
CCP factors were considered more Important by Division staff (and supported by CSG) 
in determining an inmate's institutional assignment. Staff bel ieve however, that this 
factor should be given more attention the closer an inmate gets to his or her re
lease date, and that as a consequence the F-score would increase over the period of 
the inmate's confinement. 

F-5 This level Is reserved for Inmates who have a documented need to be assigned 
to an institution in close proximity to their family, e.g., one or more 
family members are handicapped and unable to travel long distances. In 
addition, the relationship between the offender and family should be such 
that regular interaction would improve the.inmate's abilities to adjust both 
to prison and upon release. 

F-4 F-4 inmates are those who warrant serious consideration to be located near 
their families due to the need for regular visitation but who do not require 
such an assignment based upon a documented problem 1 imiting family travel. 

F-3 This level of inmate has a substantial history of regular fami ly contacts but 
no critical need to be located in an institution near them. 

'. 

F-2 Inmates in F-2 have evidenced minimal family relationship but may recieve 
sporadic visits while confined. 

F-l This level of inmate has no fami ly or others who will visit while he or she 
is confined and/or will be released to residence out of the State of Missouri. 
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Contacts: 
CLASSIFICATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Don Smith (Chairman), Director, Classification 
and Assignment Unit 

Gerald Bommel, Casework Supervisor, Missouri 
State Penitentiary 

Earl Engelbrecht, Casework Supervisor, Renz 
Oorrectional Center 

Mike Groose, Assistant Superintendent, Central 
Missouri Correctional Center 

Jim Jones, Assistant Superintendent, Programs, 
Missouri Training Center for Men 

Kelly Locke, Casework Supervisor, Missouri 
Inter~ediate Reformatory 

Steve Long, SupDrvisor, Classification and 
Assignment Unit 

Dave Miller, As~istant Suptrintendent, 
State Correctlonal Prerelease Center 

Jim Purkett, F~nctional Unit Manager, Ozark 
Correctional Center 

R. Dale Riley, Assistant Director, Programs, 
Division of Corrections 

Nikia Schulte, Casework Supervisor, Diagnostic 
and Assignment Unit 

Don Cabana, Assistant Superintendent, Missouri 
Eastern Correctional Center 

DIVISION OF CORRECTIONS 

David Blackwell, Director 
Don Jr.nkins, Assistant Director for 

Administration 
Mike Reid, Executive Assistant to the 

Director 
Hyrna Trickey, Administrative Assistant 
Jerry Bolin, Director, Training Academy 

CLASSIFICATION AND ASSIGNMENT UNIT 

Bill EIdson, Caseworker 
Bob Keeran, Caseworker 
John McCleary, Caseworker 
Jim Steele, Caseworker 
Donna Kay Brown, Caseworker 
Bob Looten, Records Office Supervisor 
Dr. Zaki Ajans, Psychiatrist 

MISSOURI STATE PENITENTIARY 

Don Wyrick, Warden 
Mike Taggart, Caseworker 
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MISSOURI STATE PENITENTIARY (concluded) 

Robert C. Hodge, Caseworker 
Macarthur Woodruff, Social Service Trainee 
Dan Keoopker, Corrections Counselor 
Elmer Wankum, Corrections Counselor 
Jim Marcantonio, Caseworker 
Henry Jackson, Caseworker 
Ruth Eddy, Social Service Trainee 
Jom Ohern, Caseworker 
Floyd George, Social Service Trainee 
Dave Dormire, Caseworker 

MISSOURI TRAINING CENTER FOR MEN 

Carl White, Superintendent 
Daniel Henry, Caseworker 
Bill Hill, Caseworker 
Bob Hendrickson, Caseworker 
Tom Anderson, Caseworker 
Ken Wilkinson, Casewdrk Supervisor 

CENTRAL MISSOURI CORRECTIONAL CENTER 

Gerald Higgins, Superintendent 
Dick McKinney, Casework Supervisor 
Henry J. Moravek, Caseworker 
Check Whitfield, Caseworker 
Chester 6ister, Caseworker 

~ISSOURI INTERMEDIATE REFORMATORY 

George Lombardi, Superintendent 
Larry Henson, Assistant Superintendent 
Jerry Eames, Caseworker 
Don Cline, Functional Unit Manager 
Ralpn Franklin, Functional Unit Manager 
Jerry Curtit, Functional Unit Manager 

STATE CORRECTIONAL PRERELEASE CENTER 

Jerry Norris, Superintendent 
Gary Jobe, Acting Casework Supervisor 
Carolyn Schmitz, Caseworker 
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OZARK CORRECTIOMAL CENTER 

Larry Trickey, Superintendent 
Bill Year, Assistant Superintendent 
Joe Pardoe, Caseworker (Work Release) 
Bernice Gault, Caseworker 
Sandy Jackson, Caseworker 

RENZ CORRECTIONAL CENTER 

W. R. Turner, Superintendent 
Earl Engelbrecht, Casework Supervisor 
Betty Bowen, Caseworker 
Amy Lentz, Social Service Trainee 
Dorthy Anthony, Classification Assistant 
Mike Bowersox, Psychologist 

KANSAS CITY HONOR CENTER 

Gene Morgan, Superintendent 

CLASSIFICATION LIAISON COMMITTEE 

Tom Fisher, 
State Correctional Pre-release Center 

Bob Keeren, Caseworker, Classification 
and Assignment Unit 

John Kirk 
Missouri State Penitentiary 

Charles Harper, Caseworker, Central 
Missouri Correctional Center 

John Ellsworth, Director, Minimum Security Unit, 
Central Missouri Correctional Center 

Jon Huenink, Acting Unit Manager, Missouri 
Intermediate Reformatory 

Teresa Thornburg, Caseworker, Missouri 
Training Center for Hen 

Debbie Payne, Caseworker, Renz Correctional 
Center 
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Sites Visited: 
Missouri State Penitentiary 
Missouri Correctional Training Center for Men 
Central Missouri Correctional Center 
Missouri Intermediate Reformatory 
Missouri Eastern Correctional Center 
State Correctional Prerelease Center 
Kansas City Honor Center 
Renz Correctional Center 
Missouri Correctional Training Academy 




