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Purpose of the Stuqy 

The purpose of the study is to describe program cl assification and its 

effectiveness in matching clients to programs. It is an important link in 

the program delivery system, because the decisions made in program classifi­

cation affect client participation in programs. 

Content and Organi zat ipn of the Report 

The findings in this report present both strengths and weaknesses of the 

program classification process, but the focus of the report is on the 

problems which impede or obstruct the process. An anphasis on the problems 

was chosen for this interim report, becauSe it was thought th.at discussion 

of the process· few weaknesses, rather than its many strengths, could lead 

to improvements in program classifica::ion. Some of those \'/eaknesses are not 

the res~onsibil ity of the program cl assification process,but rather are 

prob 1 ems \',h i ch imp; nge on the process. 

The report includes a description of program classification, general fin­

dings related to more than one facility, a fe'll findings specific to only one 

faci IJty, and recommendations for improving program classification .. 

The contents of the report are presented in the fo 11 owi ng sequence: 

10 The program classification process is described. 

20 The findings on the program classification process are presented. 

3.. They are compared to existing pol icies to identify the strengths or 

weaknesses of the process and determine its effectiveness. 
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4. If improvements can be made, recommendations for some of the problems 

are suggested. The recommen'dations are ba,sed on eX'isting standards 

which present what shoul d minimally occur in program cl assi fication. 

They are not offered as final remedies; nor are they comprehensive. But 

they are, hopefully, realistic suggestions for improving the program 

classification system. 

5. The Appendix contains the tables referred to within the report. 

Purpose of Program Classification 

The purpose of program classification is to assign residents to academic and 

vocational programs, work aSSignments, and institutional on-the-job training 

which meet their individual needs and abil.ities, as well. as the needs of the 

facilities. (PD-BCF-40.01) 

Methodology 

The study of program classification was conducted at eleven facilities. 

Knowledge about program classification is based on infonnation gathered from 

s.i x sources: 

1. The Cl ass'ification Directors were interviewed to obtain their per­

ceptions of the program classification process. 

2. Three to five residents from each facility who were classified into 

programs were interviewed to obtain their perceptions of the 

program classification process. 

3. The program ,cl assification operation was observed to determine how 
.' .~, ... " .. ". f, .':" ''!o~r 

the process functioned at each of the/aeil ities'. ~"W-'_'" , 

',._ """.\ 'r: 
'ji\! C J' . 
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4. Thirty institutional client "records of cresidents who \'1ere admitted 

January, 1977 through June, 1979 \'iere randomly selected from each 

of the facil ities in order to identify: 

A. What types of program assignments were made for residents at 

the'ir initial facility placement~ 

B. How many residents were classified into programs which were 

recommended in R&GC; and when they were not, the rational e for 

program classification decisions. 

C. The ~,average time' spent by residents before placement into the 

recommended, program. 

5. Reference is made throughout the report to relevant policy 

directives, b:ecause they present objectives and intentions of 

program classification. The" Administrative Rules and Statutes for 

the Michigan Department of Corrections ~/ere al so consulted for 

further clarification of what must be accomplished in program 

classification. 

6. Standards of the program classification process found in the Manual 

of Standards for Adult Correctional Institutions, sponsored by the 

American Correctional Association (ACA Manual), are al so consulted 

to identify what should be done in program classification. 

Description of the Process 

Analysis of 'the program classification process occurred at a time when the 

structure was changing. The process historically was conducted by a 

-3-
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committee, consisting' of a Ireatment Team Supervisor, Resident Unit [<Ianager, 

or Counselor, in addition to the ClaSSification Director. A recent policy 

change .(PD-BCF-40.01) has made it no longer necessary to do program classi­

fication \/ith a committee. 

Program c1 assification is the process in the progralo del i very system ~/hich 
Occurs after client intake and Selection for programs, and formally links 

intake procedures to cl i ent pl acement in programs. 

Cl assifi cati on Di rectors gather information from three sources \'1hich hel p 

them make decisions about program placements for residents. They are the 

client's institutional file or counselor file
2 

an interview with the 

reSident, and other criteria. A discussion of the three sources follo\'/s: 

1. The file contains information including the past history of the 

reSident, educational completions, the pre-sentence investigation 

(PSI), and transcase recommendations .. This infonnation gives 

Cl assification Directors same background on the resident. It is 

examined either before or during the interview with the resident. 

2. The intervie~'1 with the resident is held shortly after the 

resident's arrival at the receiving facility. "Residents are 

notified to appear at program classification
5 

where they are inter­

viewed by the ClaSSification Director or a ClaSSification 

Committee. At the interview, some Directors give residents infor­

mation about programs avail abl e, but most residents al ready kno\'i of 

available programs at the facility from orientation held before 

program classiflcatiqn. Another purpose for interviewing residents 

is to give them an opportunity to express their choices of programs 

-4-
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and work assignments. The intent of existing policy is to give 

considerat ion to residents' choices (PO-BCF-40.01; Admini strati ve 

Rule 791.4430). 

The residents' desires for programs and work assignments are eli-
. 

cited at all faci1 ities, but the degree of resident participati.on 

in ~he program classification process varies. The degree of 

involvement on the part of the resident is re1ated to the way in 

which the preferences of the residents are obtained by the 

Classification Directors. Some residents \'Iere asked, "What would 

you like to do here?", while others were asked, uWhere would you 

1 ike to work?" Both questions seemed to present the resident W'itil 

choices, but one question narrows the possibilities by urging the 

resident to choose a work assignment. From this, it is apparent 

that some residents are more involved in their classification 

reviews than others. 

3. In addition to considering residents' desires for programs and work 

assignments, other criteria are used to make decisions about 

program placement. These cri teri a include R&GC recommendat ions, 

educational level of the resident, available program openings, 

institutional needs, length ,of the resident's sentence, age of 

resident, ty~~e of crime or'crime history of the resident, and the 

raci al, bal ance of programs. Of these criteri a, R&GC recommen­

dations are very important to Classification Directors because 

pol icies specify that these recommendations must be considered. 

(PO-DWA-ll.Ol and PF-BCF-40.01). Determining program needs for 

residents is a responsibil ity of R&GC, but Classification 

-5-
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Directors need. to have thi s information prior to cl assifyi ng 

residents. 

After considering A:he necessary information, Classification 

Directors make decisions about program placements for residents. 

PD-BCF-40.01 indicates that Classification Directors have final 

authority for these deci sions. The deci sions are usual1y recorded 

on the Classification Revie','/ Forms or half-sheets which become 

part of the clieJ'lt's institutional or counselor file. Poiicy spe­

cifies that the rational e for program claSSification decisions and 

programs which are of interest to the resident must be documented 

(PD-BCF-40.01). Other information to be included on the 

Classification Review form are dates of the program classification, 

and program completions or achieva~ents of residents. 

PartiCipation in programs is vol untary" unl ess residents have been 
i 

identified as t~ose who need "job readiness programming. II R&GC 

includes rout'ine work assignments in this category, especia1ly for 

those designated as residents with "pOur work habits" (See R&GC 

Rec'ommendatiol?,s CSO-104, pg. 1). Although no pol icy says expl,i­

citly that residents must work, it is assumed that they will if 

pOSSible, and Administrative Rule 791.4435 speaks very directly to 

the consequences for residents who refuse work aSSignments. A 

standard al so states that residents are expected to work. 

(Standard 4380 ACA). 

Residents expect negative consequences for refUSing both programs 

and work assignments, and Classification Directors admitted there 

are some penalties. 
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GENERAL FINDINGS 

The R&GC Recommendations for Cl i ent Prog.ram Invol vement 

R&GC recommendations for programs as specified on the Transcase Fonn R&GC 

Recommendati ons are frequentl y i nadequa te and cannot be followed by 

Classification Directors. There were mainly three problems found with 

tran'scase recommenda ti ons : 

1. Recommendations are made for client involvement in programs which 

are no longer offered at any facil i ty. An exampl e of one such 

program which is recommended but no longer- offered is Computer 

Progranming. Although the program recommendation 'may be par-

ticularly appropriate for meeting the needs o'f the client, the 

client is unable to participate at any facility placement. 

2. Programs are recommended which ~re not offered at the particular 

facility the client expected to be placed at. For example, resi­

dents are sent to facilities because they meet the requirements for 

custody or security, but that, facil ity may not offer the programs 

which are recommended. When the resident arrives at the facility, 

it becomes necessary to make adjustments in programr~commendations. 

R&GC may have been able to make an initial match between facil ity 

placement and program need. Because this is not always done, there 

is duplication of effort. 

3. Sometimes programs which are necessary for residents have not been 

recommended, and the rationale has not been stated. For example, 

remedial education is necessary for residents who test below 6.0 

-7-
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grade 1 evel (PD-D\-IA-40 .01) , but it is not al ways recommended. 

(Twel ve of the 331 cases indicated a need for an ABE program though 

it was not recommended.) 

In spite of deficiencies of the transcase recommendations, study of 

the client institutional files and counselor files showed that, of 

331 cases, 72% were <:1 ass i fi ed to a recommended pr,.ogram at thei r 

first facility placement. 

Thi s percentage is greater than waul d be expected, in 1 i ght of the 

problems of the R&GC recommendations. But it is only this high 

because several program. recommendations are frequently made for a 

single resident, ensuring assignment to at least one recommended 

program. For 331 cases, 118 program recommendations were made, 

while 391 program classification assignments were made. While 70% 

of, t.i'Je cases \'Iere recommended for rr.-ore than one progy-am only 21% 

received more than one program classiffcation assignment at their 

first facility placement. (See Tables 1 and 3). 

To be Jair to R&GC, several programs may be recommended for indi­

vidual residents because they need or can benefit from many types 

of prog~ams. (See Table 1). In addition, program recommendations 

are sometimes based an what residents need and not on what programs 

are available at a particular facility. This is reasonable if the 

residen::'IS· needs are to be considered seriously. R&GC staff, 

knowing that. not all programs are available at all facilities, may 

only recommend necessary programs with the hope that, eventually, a 

resident will be placed at a facility where the program is offered. 
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Although these factors explain why recommendations are made, they 

do not make the job of Program Classification Directors easier. 

When R&GC' recommendations for programs are inadequate or 

inappropriate, it is not possible for Classification Directors to 

follow R&GC recommendations, even though one policy requires them 

to do so (PD-DWA-11.01), and another strongly encourages con­

si deration of the R&GC recommendations (PO-BCF-40 .01) • 

Recommendation 

R&GC should be provided with update information about programs at all faci­

lities on a regular basis. This information should origirlate from the faci­

lities and be distributed to all facilities. This is a responsibility of the 

facilities. 

It is the responsibfl ity of staff at· R&GC who m~ke progr'am recommendations, 

to refer to the information about programs \'/h'iCh is provided so that they 

are knowledgeable about the programs offered at individual facil ities. 

Though most Classification Directors reported that they receive enough 

information from the R&GC transcase form, additional information which would 

be useful are the following items: I' 

. 
L More information about previous prison records, a synopsis of 

residentslpast institutional behavior, and which institutions they 

had been placed at. (According to the security classification 

director at R&GC, this information is available and provided.) 

2. Pending charges and indication of whether those charges were 

cleared or dropped. (This information cannot always be determined 

-9-

.. ' 

" 

I 

\' " 

, . 

" , 

j 
! 

.' 

by the time the resident is classified for programs.) 

3. The present Transcase Form and checkl i st are appreci ated but more 

commentary_on the rationale for recommendations is desired. 

4. If many program recommendations are made, they should be ra;nked by 

importance. 

Documentatian of Program Classification 

Documentation related to program classification actions is frequently inade­

quate oj" miSSing from the cl ientl s institutional fil es. These specific 

problems were identified: 

L The Cl assification Review Form, or classification hal f-she:et, which 

is used to record program classification actions is not always 

i ncl uded in the cl i ent fil es. When the form is mi ssi ng, it cannot 

be determi ned if cl i ents were cl ass ifi ed to ,recommended programs. 

2. The dates of program classification actions are somet'fmes missing. 

The resul t ;s that the amount of time between when programs were 

recommended and when residents are classified into programs, cannot 

be established. 

3. The rationale for program classification decisions is not con­

sistently documented, although a policy specifies that the 

rational e must be provided (PD-BCF-40 .01). When justification for 

program classification decisions is not recorded, it is impossible 

to determine why cl ients are aSSigned to or excl uded from certain 

programs and why R&GC j-ecommendations were not foll owed. When 

-10-
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program classification assignments differed from the R&GC proyrarn 

recommendations~ the records indicated the follo ... ,ing reasons; 

L PrograJIl classification action was based on the request of the 

resident. 

2. R&GC recommendations were not follo\',ed because the resident 

was placed in a psychiatric' unit, segregation; on a medical 

status due to an injury or other physical condition~ went to 

court, or refused to participate in the programs recommended. 

(Somet i mes R&GC recornmendat i ons ~'1ere not made for the same 

reasons.) 

3. R&GC recommendations ~-Iere in error. This could be the case 

4. 

5. 

6. 

for three reasons: 

a. R&GC recommendations ~'/ere made al though the resident was 

not tested. 

b. R&GC recommendations ~'1ere not based on the test results 

which indicated the program needs. 

c. Res i dent had completed the recommended programs. 

Program cl assification assi gnments were in error. (One resi­

dent with an AGR of 5.4 was assi gned to a coll ege program.) 

No program cl assi fi cat ion acti on was taken because there were 

no available openings in the programs. 

Program cl assification actions ~"iere ba.sed ori fad 1 ity needs. 

(One resident assigned to routine ~'1ork was asked, "where ~',ould 

I -
i 

7. 

you 1 ike to work?" though hi s recommendati ons ~.,ere for 

College and Auto Body.) 

The fac i 1 i ty di d . not offer the p}'"ograms recommended by R&GC. 

(Two of those cases were assigned to a routine work assignment 

which was similar to a vocational program recommended. Also, 

college was recommended for residents who were placed at faci­

lities where the program was not offered.) 

4. Program compl et; ons or achi evements of resi dents are not recorded 

5. 

consistently on the Classification Review Form. Some 

Cl assification Directors expl ai ned that information on residents· 

achievement, academically or vocationally in previous programs, is 

not always available. An examination of the Classificatio,.Review 

Forms or hal f-sheets veri fi ed thi s. In these cases, the resident 

is the only source of current information. Since program classifi­

cation decisions are based on past program completions, this infor­

mation is' necessary at the time Qf program classification. Past 

program completions indicate that residents have individual 

strengths., Pol i ~y speci fi es tha t these strength s shoul d be anphl?l­

sized (PD-DWA-40.01). 

Programs which are of interest to the resident, regardless of 

whether they exist, are not documented on program classification 

fOnT!5. Again, policy specifies that this information should be 

recorded (PD-BCF-40.01 and PD-DWA-40.01). 
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Recommendation 

ClasSification Directors should contribute complete information to the 

residents' files, which \·lill be hel pful to staff at residents' future 

placements. This infonnation should include rationale for decisions, 

dates of program classification actions. and program completions and 

achievements. 

Assessing the Needs· of the Resident 

Assessment of resident needs, ~mich includes activities like educational and 

vocqtional counseling and discussion of program needs and individual 

strengths are needed by Classification Directors before program 

classification. There is little evidence that activities to provide this 

information take place. 

Only 18% of the resi dents who were rnterv; ewed re~orted that they had ever 

had educational and vocational counsel ing, and only 251. of the residents 

reported having discussions with staff about their program needs. Eighty­

four percent of the residents intervie\'led said that staff had not discussed 

their strengths, although almost all of those residents cited strengths that 

they felt they had. One articulate resident stated that, pr.ior to program 

classification, the staff who had contacted him were concerned only about 

the crime he had committed and his criminal history. PD-OWA-40.01 specifies 

that programs should emphasize individual strengths, rather than weaknesses 

or past failures. It also indicates that vocational counseling should be 

offered. 

If residents are to be involved in their classification reviews, and be pre­

pared to make wise decisions about program choices, they should know their 

-13-
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academic and vocational needs and strengths, and know them prior to program 

cl assification. This is not happening. Some Classification Directors 

report that academic/vocational counseling is offered at the school. If so, 

it occurs too late to be of val ue to the Cl assification Di rector. Other 

Classification Directors say that academic/vocational counseliny is 

optional) ~lthough policy never indicates that it is an option. 

Recommendation 

Academic/vocational counseling should be offered prior to program 

classification at R&GC, or at the receiving facility. The recipients of 

this counseling should be all residents who will participate in 

programs. This would prepare them to responsibly choose programs.vmich 

they need (Standard 4396 ACA). In addition, resJdents' abilities and 

strengths should be explored so .~hat they arc in a better position to 

further develop what abilities they have. Th~ recognition of residents' 

assets would be a more positive approach when assessing residents' needs 

and desires. 

Residents' Knowledge of Program Options Before Classification 

In contrast to the \'/eaknesses of needs assessment of residents',. most facil i­

ties do provide residents \·,ith informcition about prog.rall1 options in an 

effective way. For ~ few facilities, this is accomplished by counselors, 

who intervie\'/ the residents before progr'am classification. For most 

institutions, knowledge Qf available programs is acquired at orientation, 

which is usually held within the residents' first week at the facility. 

Orientation is frequently conducted by the Classification Director, and at 

most facilities, it occurs prior to program classification. 

-14- I 
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Although pol iCies do not specify that orientation must occur before the 

program classification process, it is desirable for residents to know of 

available programs before program classification, so that they are prepared 

to make meani ngful sel ections of pro9rams. Just as assessment of cI i ent 

needs is important, so is kno'l,ledge of .available progralils if residents' 

choices for programs are to be an important consideration at the time of 

program classification. Kno~Jledgeable residents will be more prepared to 

participate in the classification revie~'i (Standard 4374 ACA Manual). For 

this reason, providing opportunities to learn of program options at the 

facil ities contributes to the program classification process and must be 

vi ewed as a strength of the process. It appears that the Departmental 

orientation policy (PD-Dl-IA-30.03) is being implemented. 

Residents' Involvement in Program Classification 

The residents' choices for programs are very important to Classification 

Oi rectors. Most of them reported that it \'ias. counterproducti ve to pl ace 

residents in progr~ns and work assignments which they did not want, in spite 

of institutional need. Some Cl assification Directors even considered the 

cl ients' desires more important than R&GC recommendations if they were in 

confl ict with those recommendations. About 60 of the cases' examined docu­

mented a reational e for ass; gning programs \'/hich differed from the R&GC 

recommendation. Twenty-three of those cases. indicated that the program 

assignment was the result of a resident request. 

Perhaps this is why residents felt that their desires for programs 'flere con­

sidered more in program cl assification than at the R&GC. It may al so 

explain ""hy residents agreed to program placements. Eighty-six percent of 

l __ ~ ________ ~ __ ~ ____ ~~~ 

'. 

the residents agreed to or requested their assigned prograws. (80% of those 

residents thought that they would benefit from those programs.) This is 

very important, in light of Standard 4374 ACA, which stresses that the 

involvement of residents in their classification is essential. It is a 

strength of the program classification process. 

TYPES OF CLASSIFICATION ASSIGNr'lENTS 

Routine Work Assignments. 

Some Classification ,Directors report that there, are not enough work assign ... 

ments for all the residents who need or wish to \,/ork. 

Judging from R&GC recommendations made in the sample of client institutional 

files, 137 (41%) of the cases are recornm~nded for routine \'Iork assignments. 

131 (40%) of all cases were classified for routine I'lork assignments at their 

first facility placement. 96% of all cases racommended for routine work 

were assi gned to it. Of those 131 cases, 70 were assi gned to routine work 

when it was not a recommendation. This would indicate that routine I'lork 

assignments are plentiful • Residents noted that their classification 

usually included a work assignment. According to residents, one such work 

aSSignment, the kitchen, was assigned often. As one resident succinctly 

cOlIVnented, "When men refuse the kitchen, they go to the hole, and when they 

come out,. they go to the kitchen." 

Work. assignments are frequently assigned because of institutional needs, 

rather than because of needs of cl ients, and residents wil1 probably con­

tinue to be classified to work aSSignments as long as there are such insti-

tutional needs. 
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The frustration for Classification Directors and the residents they assign 

to ... Iork is that jobs which simultaneously satisfy institutional needs and 

residents' desires, and are lil(ely to lead to productive ~/ork in the com­

munity are scarce. In some cases these goals are actually contradictory. 

Academic and Vocational Assignments 

An examination of the recommendations and assignments sho~'1 that \'I'hen an aca­

demic program is recommended, it is frequently assigned. Of 331 cases, 240 

(73%) were reconunended for an academi c program. Of those 240 cases, 203 

(85%) were classified to an academic program at their first facility 

placement. In fact, some cases were ass i gned to more than one academi c 

program at their initial facility placement since more than one asignment is 

often made for each case. (See Table 2 and 4). 

Vocational programs are assigned less frequently. Of 204 cases .(62%) recom­

mended for a vocat i ana 1 program, 50 (25%) vier; ass i gned one at the fi rst 

facility placement. (See Table 2 and 4). Only two cases were assigned to 

more than one vocational program at their first facility placement. One 

exphnation for the fe\'I' cases classified to vocational assignments is the 

paucity of avail abl e. vocational assi gnments at facH ities. There are 

usually waiting lists for vocational programs at all facilities. In fact, 

the fifty cases classified includes cases placed on \'I'aiting lists for voca-

tional programs • 

While the academic programs of ABE and GED are offered at all facilities, 

the same vocat i anal programs are not offered at the same fad 1 it i es. Thi s 

reduces the options for entry into the specified vocational program. 

-17-
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Perhaps another reason for fe\', vocat i ana 1 ass i gnments is the i nfl uenc:e. of 

educational Departmental pol icy vlhich specifies a criteria of at least 6.0 

grade level for entry into vocational proyrams. Classification Directors 

abiding by this p01icy would tend to place a higher priority on assigning 

academic programs to residents until the time they have completed remedial 

education. Some Classification Directors place a higher priority on 

residents' placement into any school program including the GEO, than entry 

into a vocational program. Table 5 presents the type of initial program 

cl assification assi gnments made by facil ity for all 331 cases. 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN R&GC RECOMMENDATIONS AND ASSIGNHENTS AT FIRST FACILITY 

Matches 

Though one case could be classified to more than one R&GC program 

recommendation, 238 cases (72%) were _c1assifie~ to at least one program that 

was recommended by R&GC. (See Table 6). Thes~ "matches" were examined to 

determi ne the type of ass i gnment match. Seventy-one cases (21%) were 

classified for more than one program assignment, which was recommended by 

R&GC. Each of these cases is incl uded in more than one type of assignment 

category. For example, if a case \'Ias recommended and classified to an aca­

demic and a routine work assignment, the case would be considered a double 

match and incl uded in both the academic and routine \'/ork categories. (See 

Table 7). 

Some cases matched R&GC recommendations more specifically than others. 79 

cases (45%) ass i gned to an academi c program \'/ere ass i gned to the exact 

program recommended by R&GC. 98 cases (55%) were classified to an academic 

program that was not the specific program recommended. These cases incl ude 

-18-' 
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those classified at an SPSM fac.ility where cases are classified to "school", 

a less specific classification assignment than the recomended program of 

"Remedial" or "GEDII. More specificity for program at the time of program 

classification, at the facil ity level, vias the expectation, particularly 

since the same academic programs are offered across facilities. (See Table 

8) • 

OJ: the 46 vocational matches, 19 cases (4l%) were classified to the exact 

R&GC program recommendation. Twenty-seven (59%) were not classified to the 

specffic vocational program recommended. For E!)(ample, some cases were 

reconmended for the Welding program, but classified for Vocational School or 

another vocational program. Perhaps less specificity occurs in classifica­

tion assignments for vocational programs because the specific program recom­

mended was not offered at the first fad 1 ity placement, or the specifiC 

vocational program was offered, but had no available openings at the time of 

program classification. 

Sixty-one cases (47%) were recommended and classified to routine work 

assignments. Routine work is frequen'tly assigned in conjunction with 

another assignment. When cases were classified to more than one assig~ment, 

(71 cases), 55% were assigned to routine work for one of the a~ignments. 

Cases Not Matching 

93 cases (28%) were not classified to any assignment recommended by R&GC. 

60 of the cases caul d have been matched toa program recommended which was 

offered at the first facility placement at the time they were classified. 

("Actual" non-matches). (See Table 6). 

-19-
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The other 33 cases not match i ng are cases \'ih i eh coul d not have matched a 

program recommendation. They are cases \'Ihieh either had no R&GC 

recommendat ions, no progralll ass i gnment, or the program It/as not offered at 

the first facil ity so another progam Itlas substituted. 

non-matches). 

("Technical" 

Cases \,/hi ch di,d not match were di vi ded into two categori es: (1) Cases for 

which programs recolrunended were not assi gned (75%) and (2) Cases for \'ihich 

cl assification actions \'/ere assi gned but not recc:nmended (25%). (See Tabl e 

9) • 

One case can be incl uded in mare than one program category if it does not 

match in more than one action. For example, a case assigned to both a voca­

tional and academic program, but recommended for routine \'1ork is incl uded 

under the categories: 

(1) Cases recommended but not classified - Routine Work 

(2) Cases classified but nc~, recommended - Academic 

(3) Cases classified but not recommended Vocational 

Mast of the cases which did not match were incl uded in the category of voca­

tional programs. One-hundred and fifty-eight cases (98%) had at least one 

vocational program recommendation but were not assigned to any vocationa1 

program. On1y four cases were assigned to vocational programs though they 

were not recolTUnended by R&GC. 

Sixty-three cases (71%) ",ere recommended but nat assigned to academic 

programs while 26 (29%) were classified to an academic program though they 

were not recommended for one. 
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Seventy cases (48%) were assigned to routine work though it was not recom­

mended by R&GC. However, routi ne work wa s frequentl y recommended ...men it 

was not assigned. (76 cases). 

Communication and Coordination in Program Classification 

A general lack of communication and coordination is one of the most per-

vasive problems in ;the program classifilJ<\tion system. Classification 

Directors rel ated several communication probl ems which affected program 

classification: 

1. Programs which are not offered at some facil ities, or not offered 

at all, are recommended (See discussion of R&GC recommendations). 

This may indicate that R&GC staff are not famil iar with programs 

offered at individual facil i ti es, or programs deemed appropri ate 

for residents are not offered ~t their first facility placements. 

2. There is not sufficient exchange of information between program 

classification staff and those who write policies for program 

classification. New pol icies are implemented at facil ities \'lithout 

discussion of interpretation 01'" in-service training for 

implementation. This explains the comments of some program classi­

fication staff who reported that: (a) "polici es are not rel ated 

to the actual reality of the institution ," (b) uPolicies conflict 

with each other," (c) "Lansing has a tendency to write policies for 

Jackson" (at the risk of being inappropriate for other facil ities}. 

There is al so no single manual which contains the information and 

poliCies relevant to program classification. Since these policies 

., 
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and information are not all locateq in one place, it is difficu1t 

for Classification Directors to refer to them. 

3. There "is not SUfficient exchange of information among program 

classification staff at different facilities. There are no 

meetings held ~/here ideas and problems can be shared and discussed. 

Classification Directors make important deciSions weekly, and could 

benefit from contact with other Classification Directors who may be 

confronted with similar problems. These deCisions are also made 

without adequate direction from pol icy makers. 

Som~ Cl assification Directors are frustrated with the lack of com­

munication and resultant lack of continuity and relevance in the 

program classification area. The res i d~nts i ntervi ewed were 

generally cynical about the si gnificance of any deci sians made in 

program classification. 

Recommendation 

A format for sharing problems and ideas among ClaSSification Directors does 

not yet exist. A periodic annual meeting of all program classification 

staff may be advantageous. Problems coul d be di Scussed and perhaps solved ~ 

and ideas could be exchanged. The program classification staff could make 

deci si cns whi ch caul d improve the effectiveness of the process. 

Implementation of policies could be discussed in the prelsence of policy 

makers, \'/ho could offer interpretations of those pol icies. 

A manual consisting of pol icies and other material Ivhich are rel ated to 

program cl assification should be avail abl e to all program classification 

staff. It should be revie\'/ed and updated as necessary (Standard 4373, ACA). 
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FACILITY - SPECIFIC FINDINGS 

Northside Facil ity at SPSr'i 

Northside Facil ity at the State Prison of Southern Michi gan has a capacity 

of 1,000 men, but this facility does not have its own Classification 

Director. The Classification Directors at the Central Complex and Trusty 

Divisions alternately assume the duties of program classification at 

Northside, in addition to fulfilling their other assigned functions. 

Because there are two Classification Directors for three facilities, it 

might be assumed that men at Northside ~Jould wait longer before they went to 

program c1 assi fi cat i on than resi dents at other facil it i es. On April 24, 

1979, the men at Northside who had waited the longest period of time for 

program classification had been there since the last week of Harch and the 

fi rst week of Apri 1, 3-4 weeks. Th is is not a lonser via i t i ng peri od than 

residents have at some other facilitip.s~ One of the Classification 

Directors reports that the amount of \-Jaiting time is due to the large popu-

1 ation and turnover of that population, rather than ·actual del ays in program 

cl assification. HO\-Jever, both Cl assification Di rectors admitted that they 

often feel "rushed" when conducting program classification, and one of the 

Classification Directors \'Ias interrupted frequently by other staff members 

while he was classifying men into programs. 

On November 8,1978, a memorandum from the two SPSt1 Classification 

Directors, sent to the Department of Civil Service, said that provisions for 

a full-time Cl assification Director at Northside had not been made for 

IIbudget purposes. II The memorandum a1 so said that each SPSH Cl assification 

Director was spending 20% of his time with prograin classification at 

Northside. 

'. 

Recommendation 

Norths i de is 1 arger than most fac i 1 it i es. Di rectors \·/ho have other 

<3.ssigned functions, and who conduct program classifications for Central 

and Trusty Division~, should not be required to conduct progr~n classi-

fication at Northside. A Classification Director should be assigned to 

the Northside facility. 

Ionia 

Occasionally, decisions made by the Cl assification Di rector's have been 

overridden by SupE!rintendents and Wardens. This has resulted in: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Residents' placement into programs before others \·/ho have waited 

thei r turn for the program and I'/ere prom; sed the program, 

Residents' expulsion from program for undocumented, or insufficient 

reasons, like a resident's past history; 

Negative effect on the racial balance of programs. 

PO-8CF-40.01 indicates that the authority of Classification Directors is 

final. 

Recarrunendation 

If Classification Directors' decisions are to be overridden, th.e reason 

should be specified in writing. 

Cassidy Lake Technical ~chool 

Assi gnment to a facil ity because of reduced custody only is particul arly 

'Upsetting to program cl assification ,staff at Cassidy Lake. 95% of all the 
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residents go to school. Because residents meet the requirements for reduced 

custody, they are sent to Cassidy Lake Technical School, regardless of their 

need for school. If they have already completed schoel, there are fe~1 

programs avail abl e. There are no coll ege courses or '!Iork-pass programs at 

Cassidy Lake Technical School, and the few \'Jork assignments available are 

assigned to residents who have completed all their programs at Cassidy Lake. 

This represents a conflict between required custody level and obtaining 

necessary programs for residents. 

Conclusion 

Recorrmendati ons mad.e in thi s report have not been made for all the problems 

observed. In some cases, it is too early' to identify sol utions. Other 

problems are manifested in program classification, but are less problems of 

the process than peculiarities of a ~ar:icular facility or the entire prison 

system - like overpopulation, 't'hich has 'Nidespread ramifications for all 

facilities and service delivery areas. 

These types of problems will remain dilernmas fnt program classification 

staff and the residents they classif~ to fwograms. 
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TABLE I 

NUMBER OF R&GC RECOMMENDATIONS PER CASE 

Ir~ecommendat Ions 0 

18 Cases 

Percent 6% 

Academic 

Rem. GED 
Number of R&GC 
Recommendations 87 146 

Percent of 
Recommendations 12. , 20.3 

, '\ 

.' 

I 2 3 4 5 

79 117 75 31 II 

24% 35% 23% 9% 3% 

TABLE 2 

RECOMMENDATIONS BY _~R6G~~AM CATEGORY 

-
Voca1'1 ona I ... _. 

Auto 
Col I. TOTAL LtiC}fh._. Weld. 

46 279 54 59 

6.5 38.8 7.5 8.2 

. , 

Total 

Other 
Voc. Ed. 

189 

26." 

'\.:)0. < 

, . 

Number of Cases 

331 

100% 

Routine TotClI Program 
TOTAL Work Recommendations 

302 137 718 

42.1 19.1 100 
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TABLE 3 

NUMBER OF PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION ASSIGNMENTS PER CASE 

Assi~nments 0 l 2 3 Total Number of Cases 

Cases 19 241 62 9 331 

Percent 6% 73% 19% 2% 100% 

TABLE 4 I 
CLASSIFICATION ASSIGNMENTS BY PROGRAM CATEGORY AT FIRST FACILITY PLACEMENT 

, 

.- .... *---

Academic Vocational 
1\11 to Other Routine Total Program 

Rem. GED Coil. School T°T.i\L. ~.<.!(:h. Weld. Voc. Ed. TOTAL Work Assignments -
H of Prog. Class. 
Assignments 20 60 17 "I 201' 6 10 36 52 131 391 

Percent of Prog. 
Class. Assignments 5.1 15.4 4.3 28.4 53.2 1.5 2.6 9.2 13.3 33.5 I 100 
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First Facility 
Placement 

SPSM-Close 

SPSM-Medlum 

SPSM-Mlnlmum 

MCF 

MPC 

Marquette 

MR 

RCF 

CLlS 

MTU 

MDCF 

HVWF 

TABLE 5 

TYPE OF INITIAL PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION ASSIGNMENTS 

FOR CASES BY FI RST FAC I LI TY PLACEMENT 

Number of Cases Classified Academic Vocational 
at First Facility Placement Proqrams Proqrams 

68 32 0 

24 13 0 

30 7 I 

30 ' 7.11 15 

15 " 5 

I I 0 

31 l!i 6 

20 7 0 

19 16 6 

49 44 10 

14 12 4 

30 21 3 

203 (53%> 50 (13%) 

'. , 

,I 

Routine Work Total H of 
Ass tgnments Ass Lqnments 

32 64 

" 24 

21 29 

2 41 

15 3! 

0 I 

15 36 

8 15 

I 23 

4 58 

9 25 \ 

13 37 

131 ( 34%> 3811 ( 100%) 
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TABLE 6 

CASES CLASSIFIED TO. FIRST FACILITY 

WHICH MATCH AND DO No.T MATCH THE R&GC RECo.MMENDATlo.NS 

First Facility Cases Cases Not Actual * Technical Total 
Placement Matching Makhlng Non-Matches Non-M"tches* Cases 

SPSM-Close 47 21 18 3 68 

SPSM-Med I um 15 9 4 5 24 

SPSM-Mlnlmum 17 13, 8 5 3D 

~F 25 5 3 2 3D 

MPC 14 I 0. I 15 

MBP 0. /' I 0. I 

MR 23 8 8 0. 31 

ReF 9 " 4 7 20. 

CLTS /8 / : 0. I 19 

MTU 47 2 I I 49 

MDCF 13 I 0. I 14 

HVWF 10. 20 13 7 30 

238 (72%> 93 (28%) 60 33 331 ( 100.%) 
-

*Cases cou I d not have matched because (I) the program was not offered at the fac I I Hy. (2) The case had no 
R&GC recommendations. (3) The case had no program classIfication action. 

"Actual" Non-Matches are cases which could have been matched to a recommended program offered at the first 
facility placement. 
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TABLE 7 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN R&GC RECOMMENDATIONS 

AND ASSIGNMENTS AT FIRST FACILITY PLACEMENT 

Academic Vocationa I Rout i.ne ~/ork 

Cases Recommended 
and Classified 177 (66%) 46 (22%) 61 (29%), 

Cases Recommended 
but not Classified 63 (24%) 158 (76%> 76 (37%) 

Cases Classified 
but not Recommended 26 (10%) 4 (2%) 70 <34%) 

TOTAL 266 ( 100%) I 208 (100%) 207 (100%) 

.-

TOTAL 

284 (42%) 

297 (43%) 

100 (15%) 

681 ( 100%) 

I 
... 

,It, 

i • ~ 
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TABLE 8 

PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION ACTIONS MATCHING 

THE SPEC I F I C AND GENERAL PROGRA~; 

RECOMMENDED BY R&GC 

Academic Vocational Rout i ne It/ork 

Cases Classified to 
the Exact R&GC Pro-
gram Recommendation 79 (45%) 19 (41%) 61 CI 00%) 

Cases Classified to 
the Programl but not 
the Specific One Re-
commended* 98 (55%) 27 ( 59%) 

TOTAL 177 (100%) 46 ( 100%) 61 ( 100%) 

* 
i i 

TOTAL 

159 (56%) 

125 (44%> 

284 (100%> 
) 

Includes cases recommended for or "GEDr' and classified to the more 
general category of "School"~ 

TABLE 9 

PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION ACTIONS WHICH DO NOT 

MATCH R&GC PROGRAM RECOMf.1ENDAT IONS 

Academic Vocational Rout i ne Work TOTAL 

Cases Recommended for 
Programs but not As-
signed 63 <.71%>, 158 <.98%) 76 (52%> 297 05%) 

Cases Classified to 
Programs wh ich were 
not Recommended 26 (29%1 4 (2%) 70 (48%) 100 (25%) 

TOTAL 89 CI 00%) 162 CI 00%) 146 (100%) 397 (100%) 
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TABLE 10 

TYPES OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND INITIAL PROGRAM CLASSIFICATION ASSIGNMENTS 

!,' . 

Program Classification ;,~;:;s I gnments 

Acad. & 
Program Routine Acad. & RoutIne 
Recommendations Academic Vocational Work Voca·t 1 ona , Work 

Academic 15* I 9 ... 
• ! 

Vocatlona I 5 6* 16 1 4 

Rout I ne Work 7 I 17* 

AcademIc & 
22.)( VocatIonal 49 I 16 8 

Academic & 
RoutIne Work 28 13 I 8* 

Vocational ~ 
Routine Work 1 2- 6 .... 
Academic, 
Vocat I ona I , & 
RoutIne Work 30 1 10 4 4 

No 
Recommendation 7 4 2 

TOTAL 142 12 91 28 29 
(42.9~) (3.6~) (27.5%) (8.5%) (8.8%) 

* Indicates classIfIcatIon assignments whIch match program recommendations. 

. , . 

," , ' 

Acad., 
Voc. & Voc., & 
Rout I ne Routine 
Work Work 

1 

I I 

3 2 

I 

1* 

5 5 
(1.5%) (I . 5~) 

T~ t' .' .. ' .,,' .: 'Ii. 
_ ... ' ·..w ' ~ .. '.:" \ 

n ,) 

. :1 

'1 \ 
I 

-
.. 

No 
Asslan. TOTAL 

3 32(9.7%) 
--

2 36(10.9%) 

I 26(7.9%) 

7 108<32.6%) 

50(15. 1%) 

I 11<3.3%) 
r ,. 
I 

! 

50( 15.1 %) 

\ 

5~ 18(5.4%) 

!9 331 
(5.7%) . (100%) 
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