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EVALUATION OF A UNIFORM 
SYSTEM FOR 

CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION 

INTRODUCTION 

During FY 1979-80, the Florida Department of Corrections initiated 
a research program to design, develop and implement a new uniform 
system for inmate custody classification. Under sponsorship of the 
National Institute of Corrections, the classification system was 
pilot tested in five state correctional facilities. 

This document reports the results of an effort to evaluate the pilot 
experimental program. The primary concerns of the evaluation were 
twofold: 

• To assess whether or not the system mat its operational 
goals. (For example, we needed to know if the system was 
acceptable to potential users). 

• '1'0 evaluate the performance of the classification criteria. 
(Here our concern focused on custody assignments, escape 
attempts, assaults and other performance variables related 
to custody classification). 

On October 1, 1979, the Department of Corrections began classifying 
inmates under a system of standard custody classification criteria. 
This is the first step toward ident~fying and using standard elements 
and practices departmentwide in four separate, but interrelated, decisions 
within the inmate classification process. The four context areas of 
classification decision-making may be described as: 

• Custody Classification - Determining relative potential of an 
inmate for escape, violence or other disruptions of institutional 
routine and security based upon past and current behavior; 

• 

• 

Movement - Determining where, in a system of some 72 separate 
facilites, an inmate should be placed for effective control 
and for satisfying both corrections system and inmate needs; 

Needs Assessment/Program Participation Scheduling - Determining 
inmate needs, deficiencies, problems, goals and aptitudes and 
structuring a program of incarceration and pre-release activities 
from the range of remedial and work programs of the Department 
to prepare the inmate for a more potentially productive return 
to society; and 

i 



f * Work Assignment - Determining where the inmate will be most 
productive during his incarceration period with regard to 
both system and inmate needs. 

Obviously, these separate decisions regarding the structuring of an 
incarceration program for each inmate impose contstraints on each 
other in light of limited system resources and capabilities. When 
inmate population strains the capacity of the system, the availability 
of a vacant bed will frequently determine where an inmate will be housed. 
Most often, Department policy directed toward keeping the inmates within 
a reasonable visiting distance of family will determine the range of 
possible institutions providing the level of security necessary to 
securely hold the inmate. At times, the Department or inmate needs will 
compromise optimum institutional assignment with regard to program 
placement or work availability. 

Instances are not infrequent where an inmate's custody and security 
requirements, in light of insufficient institutional staffing, impose 
forced idleness or limit the opportunity to optimize inmate work 
productivity. As an example, failure of the Legislature to fund 
Department requrests for personnel to supervise highway work crews limits 
the pa.rticipation of some inmates who cannot safely perform without such 
supervision. 

The Department is committed to examining each of the four decision areas 
listed above in order to identify legitimate criteria, standarize 
decision-making and structure the relative priority and inter-dependence 
of each decision within the classification system. The ultimate objective 
will be to develop a security plan where existing facilities will be 
efficiently utilized. EaCil facility will be programmed to house an 
appropriate mix of inmates by custody requirements appropriate to the 
securit.y capabilities of each institution. 

Further, certain educational, vocational or work programs can only be 
provided at certain locations limited to inmates in lower security grades. 
The proposed computer-assisted classification system ensure that each 
inmate precluded from participating in needed programs at initial higher 
custody levels will ultimately be provided with opportunities for movement 
to facilities offering such programs when custody reduction and available 
bed-space permits such movement. 

SCOPE OF THIS REPORT: 

This report is limited to the evaluation of the standard custody criteria 
used in reclassification of inmates who have been in the prison system 
longer than six months. A spearate set of criteria used in initial 
custody decisions was not implemented until October of 1980, and the 
evaluation of that criteria will be published in a future report current­
ly in preparation. 

ii 

Section One of this report provides an overview of the classification 
proj~ct and a,description of the problem it was designed to address. 
SectJ.~n Two dJ.scusses the operational evaluation while Section Three 
contaJ.ns the results of the performance evaluation Fl.'nally 

f f' d' . , a summary 
o l.nl.n?s and conclusio?s, as well as proposed recommendations, can 
b~ fO~ld l.n the last sectl.on. The reclassification criteria used in the 
pl.lot J.s presented as "Exhibit A" on the following page. 
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1 
EXHIBIT A 

DESCRIPTION OF CRITERIA USED TO ASSIGN CUSTODY GRADES 

POINT SCHEME 

The proposed scoring scheme developed for use by the Department of Corrections 
is as follows: 

CLASSIFICATION CUSTODY 
SCORE GRADE 

0-4 = MINIMUM 
5-7 = MEDIUM 
8 + = CLOSE 

Questionnaire Items: 

1. The inmate has been diagnosed by professional staff as: 

a) Actively psychotic (not in a state of remission) ..•............... 10 
b) Psychotic, but in a state of remission............................ 0 

2. The inmate is under sentence of death ...•........•....•...•.•......... 10 

3. The inmate received a life sentence ~;ith one or more 25 
year mandato~y requirements and he/she has served less than 
40% of the total mandatory requirement ..............•................. 10 

4. The inmate has escaped during the last five years: 

a) From a major institution, road prison or vocational 
center/close custody at the time of escape .......................• 10 

b) From a close custody non-DC facility (i.e., jail) •................ 10 
c) From a major institution, road prison, or 

vocational center/medium custody at time of escape .....•.......... 3 
d) From an o·t.her DC or non-DC facility/medium 

custody at time of escape •..•.............•..••...............•... 3 
e) From a major institution, road prison, or vocational 

center/minimum custody at the time of escape .•.•.................. 0 
f) From a Community Correctional Center •.....•......••......•........ 0 
g) From an other DC or non-DC facilty/minimum Custody 

at the time of escape •..•..••........•.• , ..•.•..•.......•..•...•.. 0 

5. The inmate escaped during the last five years with a modus 
operandi that involved: 

a) Violence against DC staff ...•.•..•.•.•••.•..••.•.....•.•....•..... 10 
b) Taking a hostage of DC staff •.•.••.....•.•.•.••.•.••.....•...•.... 10 
c) Weapons ..•.•..•.....••..•.....•.•..•........•..............•...... 10 
d) Violence against a private citizen .•..•.•..••...•.•.............•. 10 
e) Taking as hostage a private citizen ...•.•.•...•.••..............•. lO 
f) An organized plan •.....•.....•••..•....••••..•.•.•.•..••.••.....•. 10 
g) Assistance by DC Staff •.......•...•.•.•......•...•.......••.•..... 10 
h) Assistance by a private citizen (accomplice) ..•••.•.......••.••.•. 10 

iv 
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7) 

******** 

If the total 
added to the 
greater than 

7core for Items 1-5 is less than 1 
~nmate's grand total If ttl 0, the actual score is 
10, a maximum of 10 ;oints ~s aad~:~~e for Item 1-5 is 

******** 
6. The inmate's primary ff 

o ense of hiS/her current commitment is: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 
h) 
i) 
j) 
k) 
1) 
m) 
n) 
0) 

p) 
q) 
r) 
0::) 

t) 
u) 
v) 
w) 

x) 
y) 
z) 

act) 
bb) 
cc) 
dd) 
eel 
ff) 
gg) 
hh) 

Murder, 1st Degree 

:~~=~~~g~~=r~~:~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:.:.:.:.: i 
Arson. • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . 1 
Sexual Ba ttery /Forcibi~ . ~~;~: : : : : : : : : : ....•.........•....... " 1 
Robbery. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . .. 1 
Aggrava ted Assault································ . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Armed Burglary ......•......•.••....•.•.•...•.....•.. - . . 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 
Ch~ld Molesting.. . ...•................. " 1 
Escape ........... : : .....•...•...•.......•.•...........•.•... " 1 
Riot . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

• • • • • • • • • • flO •••••••••••• 

Strike in corr~~;i~~~i·i~~;i~·t·~·················· ...•........ 1 
Kidn . u ~on ... 

app~ng . . . • . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . .. 1 
Ma h •...•...•....•.•.•.••••• y ern........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Terrorist/BOrnbi~~ . ~;;~ . . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . .. . . . .. . . . .. 1 

Possession Weapon in p;i~~~""""""""""""""""'" 1 
Assault W/Intent to Kill ..........•......•..•.........•.... 1 
Shooting into a Building··································· ... 1 
Cruelty to Children .................. " .•....•........... 1 
Possession of EXP10~i~~~'" .............................•..... 1 
Resisting an Officer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 

Murder, 3rd Degree .. ::::::::··············· . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Other Violent Offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . .. 1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 

Unarmed Burglary ..•.•....... 
Larceny. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 
Auto Theft •...................................•.......•.•.. 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Forgery. . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . .. 0 . . ...................... . 
Narcot~cs. . . . . . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 
In t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 ces ...• . .......... . 
Aggravated . ~~~~~~~ • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . . • . • . . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . .. 0 

Breaking and Enteri~~"""""""""""""""""""'" 0 
Possession of a Conce~i~d' ~~~ • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • . . . .. 0 
M 1 h 

pon ....... . ans aug ter Auto . • . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . .. 0 
I •••••••••••• 

Other Non-Violent Crimes . . . . . . . . • . . • • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 0 

The inmate; d _s un er total length of sentence of: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 

f) 
g) 
h) 
i) 
j) 
k) 

Life or Death 
51 Years or M~~~""""" . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 

" ...... " ................ . 
21 - 50 years...... . . . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . • . .. 2 

11 - 20 years •.••.. ::·····································.... 2 
7 - 10 Years. ........ :::::::::· .. •···· .... ·•··· .. · .. ··....... 1 
6 years....... . . • . . . . . • . • • • . • . . • • • . . . . . . . . . •. 1 

5 
...................................... . 

Years. . . . . . . . • . . . . . . •• 1 
4 

................................. . 
Years. . . . . • . . • . . • • . . . • . . . . . . . • . .. 0 

3 Y 
• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ears. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 

2 Years-... . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . • • . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • • . .. 0 ........... 
1 Yea'"' . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • . . . • . • . . . . . . . . 0 .... . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .......... . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . • • • • • . • • •• 0 

v 



8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

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

The inmate has served less than 20% of a definite sentence 1 
or less than 5 Years of a Life sentence ....••... •·•••······•····• 

offense involved intentional violence His/her current 
resulting in: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 

1 
Death of a criminal justice official •....•• •··•···•·•··•··•·· 1 

Death of a private citizen ....••.. ····•·•···••···•····••••••• 1 
" of a criminal ;ustice official ..•••..• ··••··· Personal ~nJury - 1 

Personal injury of a private citizen ...•. ·•••••·•··•··••··•·· a 
Threat to a person •.•.•.........•...•...•..••••.•...•••.•... , a 
Property damage •.•....•.... •············•···••••·•····••••··· 

h ' t involving intentional The inmate has a verified ~s ory 
violence that resulted in: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

e) 
f) 

Death of a criminal justice official •..•. •••·•••···•····••·•· ~ 
Death of a private citizen .....•.... ·····:·:················· 1 
Personal injury of a criminal justice off~c~al •••... ··•······ 1 
Personal injury of a private citizen ....• ···•··•·•••·····•·•· a 
Threat to a pe rson. . . . . • . . . . . • . . • . . . • . . . . • • • . • . • . . . • . . . . . . . •. a 
Property damage ••..• ··•····· -' ....•.......••.••........••••. 

The ' te has been sentenced consecutively tu more 
~nma , , tence and 

han one three-year mandatory m~n~mum sen , --- 1 
~as served less than 40% of the minimum requ~rement ... - ..... ·••·· 

It has been determinPd that the inmate currently has a 
of the following programs: need for one or more 

MARK A if needed and available 
MARK B if needed but not available 
MARK C if participating 
MARK D if not participating 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 

psychiatric Counseling 
Psychological Counseling 
Drug Counseling 
AA Counseling 
Academic Program 
vocational Training 
Other ______ ~~~------

Explain 
h) other ___ -:--;----

Explain 

If any item is checked in both Col. A and D, the score 

for Item 12 is one point. 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

With the implementation of the objective parole criteria; 
it is not now necessary to anticipate the inmate's 
release by the indicators listed in this q 1lestion. 
Therefore, this question is no lo~ger valid and no 
response should be given. 

The inmate is more than 2 years from his earliest 
expected release date on a sentence of more than 
5 years........................................................... 1 

or 

The inmate is more than 6 months from his earliest 
expected release date on a sentence of less than 
or equal to 5 years............................................... 1 

Based upon his performance/evaluations during his current 
commitment, the inmate has one of the following behavior 
characteristics: If the inmate's behavior is observed, 
place a mark in Colw~ Ai if professionally diagnosed, 
Mark Column B. 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 

e) 
f) 
g) 
h) 
i) 
j) 
k) 
1) 
m) 
n) 
0) 
p) 

q) 
r) 
s) 
t) 
u) 

Homicidal (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) ..•..•. 4 
Sadistic (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) •....••• 4 
unable to handle stress....................................... 2 
Suicidal Act (if confirmed by professional diagnosis; 
Note as standard projection exception & make close) ..•••.•.... 4 
Subj ect to hallucination...................................... 2 
Paranoid (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) .•.....• 2 
Abusive .....•.•.•••..•..•.•••......•••.•..••••••.•.•..•.•...•. 2 
Aggressi ve. • . . . . . • • . • . . . . . • • . . . . . . • • . • . . . • • • • • • • . . . • • . . . . • . . .. 2 
Deals in contraband........................................... 2 
Uses alcohol or drugs......................................... a 
Non-conformist. . • • . . . • • • . • . • . . . . • . . . . . • . . • • . • • . . • . . • . • . . • • . • •. a 
Threatening. • • . • . • . • • • . • . • • • . • • • • • . • . . . . • • • • • • • • . • . . . . . . . . . . .. a 
Masochistic (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) •...• a 
Retarded (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) ........ a 
Mani pula ti ve. • . • • • • . . • • • . • . . . • . • . . . . • • • . . • • • • • . . • . . • • • . . . . • . .. a 
Argumen ta ti ve ••••••••.......••....•..••.....••••..•...•...... , a 
Pliable •.•.•..••.•.••....•••...•.....•.•. , .••••••.•••••.... , .• a 
Lacks ini tia ti ve ••••••••.•.....•.••.••••...•••.•••••••....•.. , a 
Low tolerance for frustration................................. a 
Exhibits hostility with respect to authority ..•..•...........• a 
Fails to accept responsibility for his own actions ••.....•.... a 

16. Institutional adjustment during the last six months has been 
continually less than satisfactory as evidenced by: 

a) Has received disciplinary confinement or loss of gain 
time during his last period of incarceration includ-
ing j ail confinement........................................... 2 

b) Deomonstrated lack of cooperation with institutional 
staff. • • • . • . • • . • • • • . • . • • • • • . • • • . • . • . . . . • . • • • • • . • . . • • • . • • . . • . . .• 2 

c) Demonstrated maladjustment or unadaptability to 
ins ti tutional rou tine/ supervison. . • . . • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • . .. 2 
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17. 

18. 

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

Has had an unsatisfactory work rating during the last 
aix months ••...•...•••......•..•...•...•..•...•.•...•...•..•..•. 2 

The inmate has made use of one of the following skills in 
jailor the prison environment in an escape, escape 
attempt or assault within the last five years: 

a) Firearms. . . • • • . . . • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . • . . . • • . • . . • • • . . .• 4 
b ) Explosives. . • • . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . • • . . • . . • • . . • . . .. 4 
c) Incedeniaries. . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . • . . . . • • • . . . . . . . . • . . • . .. 4 
d) Martial arts................................................. 4 
e) Locksmi th. • . . . . . • . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . • • . . • . . . . . . • . . . . • • .. 4 
f) Electronics. • . • . . . • . . • . . . . . . • . • . . • • . • . . . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . .. 4 
g) Weapons other than firearms.................................. 4 
h) Other . . . . . • • . . . . . . . • . . . .. 4 

******* 

If total score for Items 15-18 is less than 4, the actual score is 
added to the inmate's grand total. If total score for Items 15-18 
is greater than 4, a maximum of 4 points is added. 

STANDARD EXCEPTIONS 

The Inmate Custody Grade may be determined by adding the total points from 
above and applying the points to the Table at the beginning of this Section. 

However, if the Classification staff determined that the scored custody 
grade is not appropriate for an inmate, the following standard exceptions 
may be used: 

Exceptional Supervision Requirement: 

a) Informant known to the inmate population 
b) Requires restraint for aggressive or assaultive behavior 
c) Requires restraint for homosexual behavior 
d) Required for personal protection 
e) Record indicates affiliations with organized crime 
f) Record indicates affiliations with political terrorists 
g) Record indicates affiliations with organized gangs 
h) Record indicates affiliations with violent activist groups 

Has Identified Pressure Situation: 

a) Death in immediate family 
b) Serious illness in immediate family 
c) Recent divorce 
d) Recent Separation 
e) Infidelity 
f) Revelation of unknown warrants; detainers 

viii 

g) Other deterioration in family situation 
h) Financial problem 
i) Release/loss of close friend 
j) Involvement in pending investigation 
k) Parole denied 

1) Irunate status adversely affected by court action 
m) Observed state of depression-cause unknown 
n) Other inmate pressure 
0) Institutional pressure 

The Inmate Has Outstandipg Warrants Or Detainers: 

a) Other state ft..lony sentence 
b) Federal felony sentence 
c) Florida felony adjudication pending 
d) Other state felony adjUdication pending 
e) Federal felony adjUdication pending 
f) Misdemeanor pending 
g) Unofficial notification 
h) U.S. Immigration & Naturalization hold 

If.the~e standard exceptions are not applicable to justify override of the 
cr~terla, t~en dep~rture from th~ standard custody criteria may be accomplished 
(elther by lncreaslng or decreaslng custody in relation to the criteria­
recommended score) for any open-ended reason given. 
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SECTION I 

THE UNI.FORM CUSTODY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT 

1.0 PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The Florida state Legislature directed the Department of Corrections, 
through Proviso Language included in the 1979-81 appropriations bill, 
to: 

" ..... review and document the security classification of 
inmates as tC) the criteria for each classification and 
number of irunates in each classification and present an 
institutional plan to provide adequate security for these 
inmates". 

The Department responded to the directive by exam~n~ng the classifi­
cation procedures thought to be commonly accepted and widely used. 
This review led to the following observations: 

• Informal Criteria; There was a broad range of subjective 
and informal criteria used by those responsible for the 
classification of inmates. Since there was no explicit 
guidance on what criteria should be applied, each classifica­
tion officer usually drew upon his own training and ex­
periences to make custody assignments. 

• Ad Hoc Application of Criteria; Each classification officer 
used an internalized set of decision criteria that were 
applied on a case-by-case basis. The relative importance 
of the variables held by each officer was reflected in the 
distribution of custody grades in each caseload. This case­
by-case methodology produced disparities relating to 
application of generally subjective criteria. 

• Incomplete Offender Background Information; The quality and 
quantity of offender data, e.g., case, criminal history, 
personal and family background, available to classification 
teams at the time of a decision was frequently less than 
adequate. The information, usually in narrative form, was 
often incomplete, and subject to broad interpretation. 

• Inconsistances in Data Collection Procedures; Much of the 
offender data used by classification teams is obtained from 
Pre-Sentence or Post-Sentence (PSI) reports prepared by 
Parole and Probation Services Field Staff. However, the staff 
is not issued specific instructions regarding the collection 
of relevant offender data. Also, guidance relating to prep­
aration of the PSI was found to be generally vague and subject 
to individual interpretation. 
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1.2 

• No Decision Rules; In addition to the absence of guide­
lines specifying what criteria to use and when, there was 
also substantial uncertainty concerning how criteria should 
be applied. As a consequence, there was a great deal of 
latitude underlying the formulation of the PSI reports. 
Similarly, classification officers frequently interpreted 
custody grades, such as close and medium, quite differently 
from institution to institution. This interpretive free­
dom resulted in non-uniform decisions tha't were increasingly 
subject to objective questioning. 

These characteristics resulted in a system that lacked sufficient 
confidence from the institutional staff. Extraneous factors, such 
as the availability of bed space, intervened in the decision process. 
The Department, in turn, has discovered it is often necessary, yet 
difficult, to account for many of the decisions related to assignment 
of custody status to inmates. 

PROPOSED SOLUTION 

The review of the informal classification practices led to the develop­
ment and implementation of a more formalized and systematic classifica­
tion system. It was felt that any effort in this direction needed to 
follow several important assumptions: 

• First, although the existing system is an informal one, it 
does work. The Department has maintained a large inmate 
population with minimal assault and escape rates. To the 
degree the system reflects the values of the classification 
officers, it is based upon judgements of trained and experienc­
ed profession.als; 

• Second, the emphasis on individual diagnosis and treatment is 
a key attribute of the informal classification system and 
should be retained; and 

• Third, the development of standard criteria and procedures 
should not preclude the judgement and experience of skilled 
professionals. The classification system should serve as an 
aid to the officer and not act as a hinderance. 

Having made these assumptions, the Department proceeded to specify the 
goals for the new classification system. The goals were grouped into 
two categories operational goals, which referred to attributes of the 
classification system and performance goals" which characterized the 
impact of the classification process on the corrections system. 

OPERATIONAL GOALS 

* Reflect the values of the professional staff currently responsi­
ble for classification decisions; 
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• 
• 
• 
• 

---------

Provide ~ structure based ' upon empl.rical offender data 
that ca .• be substantiated b y records of observable events; 

Reduce the amount of narrative reporting; 

Ensure that decisions made from the unl.'form , criteria are 
conSl.stent with state-of-the-art practices; 

Provide for the routine collection of offender data that ' 
assumed to be relev t t 'h l.S , an 0 ~ e assessment of risk and the 
::sl.gnment of,custody grad~. Capture and process data in a 
de~:er,that Wl.ll ~l~ow rigorous analysis and evaluation to 

rml.ne the vall.dl.ty of the proposed criteria; and 

• Identify and respond to changes withl.'n 1 ' th6 inmate population 
re atl.ve to risk-related variables and allow f ' 
understanding f th 1 ' _, , or l.mproved 
, " ,0 e c assl.rl.catl.on process. Permit the 
~dentl.fl.cat,l.on and assimilation of new crl.'terl.'a 
l.np t based upon u provl.ded by professional field staff. 

PERFORMANCE GOALS 

• Incre~s~ th~ uniformity and consistency of inmate custod 
classl.fl.catl.on decisions through the use of st d' d ,y , 
that are uniformly weighted. an ar crl.terl.a 

• Provide a real opportunity to determine the pred' t' 
of the standard criteria using data-based method~~ l.ve validity 

• 
• 

• 

Increase the ff' , e l.cl.ency and reliability of the classificatl.'on 
process. 

I~p~ove the documentation of the classification process 
vl.dl.ng for the clear identificatl.'on pro-
f of significant reasons 
or classification decisions. 

Provi~e classification officers with feedback opportunities 
relatl.ng to the outcome of classification decisions. 

1.4 SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 1 

The development of the inmate t d 
several phases: cus 0 y classification system involved 

1 
A more, detailed description of the classification methodo 
found l.n the research report liD 1 logy can be 
System for the Florida Departme~~eo~pment of,an ~nmate ~lassification 
of Corrections, January 1979. Correctl.ons , Florl.da Department 
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Phase I _ Identification of the elements of the clat."ifi­
cation decision i.e., candidate criteria. 

Phase II 
Grouping the proposed criteria into related sets 
and determining the relative improtance of each 
to the classification decision. 

Phase III _ Formulation of a standard decision-making logic 
that incorporates the ranked set of elements. 

Phase IV 
_ Mapping the decision-making logic to an assignment 

of standard custody grades. 

Phase V _ Translating the decision-making logic into a 
weighted scoring scheme that mainta~ns the . 
integrity of the logic and results ~n an appropr~ate 
assignment of custody grade. 

Phase VI 
_ Developing the user interface withfue classification 

system by producing the required field forms. 

1.5 SYSTEH COMPONENTS 

While numerous products were produced from the developmental effort, 

several key components of the sys~em need
k 
;entionini~a~:n~l~!S~~~~:tion, 

roducts were developed by a spec~al Tas orce on , , 
~nder the direction of the Bureau of Planning, Research and Stat~st~cs, the 
Adult Services Program Office; and with the assistance of consultants 

from Battelle Memorial Institute.
2 

• 
• 

• 
• 

PRODUCTS 

List of 43 elements identified as being significant to the 
, d " 3 custody classificat~on ec~s~on; 

Set of rankings associated with the decision-making variables 
that indicate the relative importance of the elements to the 

classification decision; 

h form Of a decision-tree that serves as 
Logic diagram in t e 
an aid for assigning custodY status; 

Computer software to facilitate structuring of the decision 

model; 

2Several of the products are described further in the document 
Manual for Inmate Custody Classification", Florida Department 

"Users 
of 

Corrections, January 1979. 

3TWO f 1 ts were developed from the universe of the original sets 0 e emen " . 
43: one for initial custody assignment; the other for reclass~f~cat~on. 
The latter was to be applied regularly at six month intervals a~d when~ 
ever the offenders risk situation changed during the incarcerat~on per~od. 
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• Weighted scheme that assigns cusi:ody grades once decision 
elements have been identified; and 

• Field forms and classification questionnaires to provide 
staff with the ability to quickly determine appropriate 
custody grades. 

1. 6 SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION 

Under a grant awarded by the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) , 
the classification system was pilot tested in five correctional 
facilities: DeSoto Correctional Institution; Lake Correctional Institution; 
Niceville Road prison; Doctor's Inlet Road Prison, and oart of Broward 
Correctional Institution for Women. 4 The facilities represented large 
and small institutions; a full range of close, medium and minimUm custody 
inmates; a youthful,offender facility; a female facility; facilities 
with a high and low degree of "outside labor" requirements; and a 
statewide geographical distribution. In addition to the test sites, 
Florida's Adult Services Program Office selected three control facilities: 
Brevard Correctional Institution, Zephyrhills Correctional Institution, 
Brooksville Road Prison (in addition to the remainder of Broward 
Correctional Institution for women). The criteria for site selection 
of the pilot test and control facilities is described in the table I-I below. 

~ 
PILOT FACILIT1ES CONTRQL FACTLtTT~ 

, SELEC't rOil 
r:RIT~RrA DESOTO CI LAKE CI BR(lW1l1ID CI NIC£VILLP! DR'S rNLET liRe-lARD CI ;>:P:PlIYR. C:I BROO!C!lVILLE RRnWARO CT 

RP liE' Rr 
':'ESTicor-rt'P.OL PAtRINGS 1 2 3 4 5 C-l C-2 C-J & 4 C-5 

-
GEOGRAPHIC/IIl)MIHIS'l'AATIVE REGION Y REGION III R.EGIOO IV IlECION I REGION II RF.GIOII I1I REGrON v REt; to« III RF.GIQU IV 

HALl'] IIISTITUTIOM It X X X X X X 

r!MAl.!: INSTI'n1l'IOH lC X 

!J\RGE FACILITY X X X X 
COItSIGJr CU'ACITY OIIB11t l50) 

I 

sw.LL P"ACILITY X X X X X 
(LESS IlIAN 351)) 

j 
YOtI'TfI"'L OFt!!IIO£R rACILI'lY I x 

i 
r INMI\TES I\SS IGHED ours 1 D« :II: X " I X X X X X 

SECURE P!:RlM!TBR 

ruu. lIAHGK or CUS1'OOf X X X X X X )( )( X 

(MINTMUM TO CLOSE) 

TarI\L I\YEMGB POI'ULI\1' tOft 618 4ll 144 59 73 7J~ 391 68 144 

TCII'IlI. AVBIUIIa SJIIIIPtA 1305· u.t 

TABLE I-I 

4The reclassification criteria was applied to all inmates in the test 
facilities except Broward Correctional Institution. At Broward the 
population was divided in half; one unit classified using subjective 
criteria, the other classified using the proposed reclassification 
criteria. This division was made in an attempt to isolate administrative 
variables that could affect data on assaults, escapes and disciplinary 
reports when comparing performance over time among facilities. 
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The average number of inmates involved in both the pilot and control 
population represented approximately 15% of the average 17,806 inmates 
assigned to major institutions and road prisons during the test period. 
Population in the pilot test sample represented roughly 7% of the 
total inmate population in major institutions and road prisons. S 

Classification supervisors, superintendents and staff of the pilot 
institutions were trained in the use of the custody reclassification 
criteria in September, 1979 during a special two-day session in Ocala, 
Florida. 

Assignment of custody levels by criteria was initiated in October, 1979. 
Classification teams at the pilot sites were instructed to depart from 
routine classification schedules and intensify review activities to 
ensure every inmate wou;,\;u be classified under the proposed cri teria by 
January, 1980 (a normal review cycle is six months). Between Janua:ry 
and June 1980, originally classified inmates still at the institution 
received a second review using the crite,ria according to the normal 
reclassification schedule. All inmates assigned to the institution 
after October 1, 1970 received at least one criteria-based classification 
action within the test period. 6 Reports of any modifications to 
custody as a result of exceptional or unscheduled reviews were reported 
using standard forms developed for the project. 

In addition, classification reports for i~~ates who escaped from non­
pilot facilities during the period from October, 1979 through June, 1980 
were prepared by staff of the Bureau Of Planning, Research and Statistics. 
While these reports are limited to central office staff interpretation 
of data contained in the inmate's jacket and do not reflect entries that 
might be made by classification officers more familiar with the inmates 
current behavior, the collection of this information was intended to 
permit at least tentative analysis of variables probably related to 
escape behavior. 

1.7 SYSTEM EVALUATION 

The evaluative tasks of the pilot project were to: 

• Determine the general level of acceptance of the criteria by 
professional staff; 

SThe selectmnof this sample, while not a random one, may be considered 
representative for statistical purposes. Special care was taken not to 
extrapolate findings to the overall inmate population where such 
generalization might be inappropriate due to selection bias. 

6A small number of inmates admitted in later weeks of the test period 
were not at the facilities long enough to reach the scheduled review 
date and were not included in the pilot project. Also, due to time 
constraints related to batch processing of the classification reports 
by June 30, 1980 a small number of prepared forms were not included in 
the summary statistics presented in sections of this report. 
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• 

• 
• 

De~erm~ne ~he relative effectiveness of applying the uniform 
cr1ter1a w1th respect to the Department's program of 'k 
management associated with existing classification pr~~:sses; 

~dentify any constructs or procedural adjustments that might 
1mprove system performance; and 

Examine the relative benefits or liabilities of statewide 
implementation. 

The evaluation effort, as described in th " 
was to determine: e or1g1nal grant application, 

" .... if this proposed system is effective with respect to 
~s~es~ment of risk associated with escape, assaultive or disruptive 
,e ~v10r that a program of institutional security classification 
1S 1ntended to red,:ce or control. The relative performance of this 
prop~sed system, w1th respect to current informal practices will be 
~~~~ne~ t~ determin~ if the ~bjectives of the design have been 

ve w1thout an 1ncrease 1n the rate of assault escape in 
the, f~e~uency of major disciplinary rule violations'in the t' °t

r 
fac1l1t1es." es 

To ~btain comparative data regarding changes in operational measures 
~~~ne~s ~scapes, assaults, ,and disciplinary actions, monthly reports were ob­
results rom control an~ p1lot facilities during the test period. The 

of these compar1sons are discussed in later sections of this report. 

During the test period p , t t ff 
Institute of C t" rOJec s a and representatives of the National 

orrec 10ns conducted on-site visit t h ' 

~i:!!~f~!!~~~~ ~:~e~=e~:::: ;~t~b~~~V~n:~~!!::!~~~:~~:~e:~~:~;~::'d~~~:e 
problems 1nvolved with either the procedures the use of the 1S?tUSS ,any 
or the data forms' a d t bt' ' cr1 er1a 
field staff. ' n 0 0 a1n comments and recommendations from the 

A questionnaire was developed for use by the b 
visits' 0 servers as the site 

were carr1ed out. The questions included: 

• 

• 

• 

Does the p~esiding officer exhibi,t a comprehensive knowl0dge and 
understand1n? ~f t?e meaning and purpose of the items presented 
on the class1f1cat10n questionnaire? 

Does the team have sufficient information (documented) to Support 
the awarding of points on the questionnaire used at the team 
meeting? 

Is this the first classification action for this inmate 
the criteria? using 

• ~oe~ the officer ~iscuss the meaning of the point system with 
1nmate,as ~ppropr1ate regarding the inmate's prior experi 
the cr1ter1a? ence 

the 
with 
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• 
• 
• 
• 

Is the contriblltion of each team member and ot.l-J.er i~s~itu~ional 
staff reports regarding the completion of the class~f~7at~on 
questionnaire eXQlained to the inmate at the team meet~ng? 

Are differences in responses and questionnaire scores,between 
th se of this team meeting and any previous team meet~ng ~rought 
toOthe inmate's attention? Are the implication7 of behav~oral 
changes and passage of time pointed out to the ~nmates? 

Are the implications of the score as it relates to the inmate's 
custody grade, privileges, etc. made clear to the inmate? 

Is the general tone of the classification meeting constructive 
and objective? 

Is the team using criteria external to and/or inconsistant with 
weighted values? 

Is the final classification decision logical and cons~sta~t?with 
professionally accepted standards reflected in the cr~ter~a. 

The results of the evaluation effort are discussed in the following 
section of this report. The balance of this report also further 
describes the pilot project; the data gathered during the course of the 
pilot program; recommendations ~or improve~ system performance; r:com­
mendations regarding statewide ~mplementat~on: o;md o;m ove~all, ass_ssment 
of the potential impact of adopting the class~f~cat~on cr~ter~a system 
on the Departrrent of Corrections. 
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2.1 

SECTION II 

OPERATIONAL EVALUATION: THE U1PACT OF IMPLEMENTATION OF 
OBJECTIVE CUSTODY CRITERIA ON THE CLASSIFICATION PROCESS 

OPERATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

D~ring the course of the pilot project, an assessment was made of 
the custody criteria and its impact on the classification activities 
conducted by the institutional staff. This assessment was related 
to several aspects of operational performance, including: 

• the consistancy of objective criteria with time-tested 
professional custody assignment practices of professional 
staff, forms testing and validation of data collection 
instruments (Section 2.1); 

• the interface of criteria with the "classification team 
concept" utilized by the Department (Section 2.2); 

• the general level of acceptance of the criteria by the 
institutional staff (Section 2.3); and 

• the relative frequency of departure from the criteria 
for cause and the SUfficiency of documentation for 
examining possible modifications to the system to improve 
operational efficiency and effectiveness (Section 2.4). 

Each of these issues is discussed below with respect to activities 
condu.cted and data produced during the pilot project. 

CONSISTENCY OF CRITERIA WITH EXISTING METHODS: FORMS TESTING 

Prio:r to initiating data collection in the pilot facilities, Central 
Office staff collected data from 100 inmate records selected a.t 
random. Criteria was applied and custody grades were assigned based 
on the accumulated point totaJJs for each inmate (0-4 points, minimum; 
5-7 points, medium; 8 or more points, close). In 80 of the 100 
cases sampled, the custody grade awarded was consistent with the 
latest custody grade reported in the inmate jacket. In the twenty 
records where a different grade was awarded by criteria most cases 
(18) were "borderline", that is, one .t;Joint (plus or minus) would 
have r€lsulted in consistent custody assignment. In most of these 
cases (13), the custody grade was reduced by criteria. 
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This test was primarily intended to insure that the proposed 
forms did not require data that was not available from current 
reports. There were some questions on the form that required 
first-hand knowledge of the inmate's current situation and be­
havior that were not available from Central Office fiies. This 
information, available to the classification officer from local 
reports and frequent contact with the inmate, would generally 
serve to add points to the Central Office score. Further, the 
professional judgmental factors involved in the review and 
modification of the score-based custody grade for exception were 
not available. Therefore, it was not expected that this survey 
would precisely reflect the level of acceptance of the criteria 
by the classification staff. 

In completing this sample, some cross-checking was done to determine 
the probable validity of the forms. In 15 cases~ staff prepared 
duplicate forms on the same inmate to determine if scoring results 
were consistent when forms were completed by different staff. In 
14 of the 15 sample cases, the scores by different staff resulted 
in consistent custody assignments. (There was some variation in 
actual point totals, generally related to variations in ~taff inter­
pretations of narrative reports and variation in familiarity and 
experience with the content and meaning of the inmate records). 

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

In addition to this sample, individual members of the Task Force were 
given forms and instructions for form preparation. They were request­
ed to reclassify six cases from each of their actual caseloads, select­
ing those cases that, in their opinion, would most likely (in light 
of some initial healthy skepticism) "stump the form". 'rhis request 
indicated a desire for the selection to encompass a range of close, 
medium and minimum cases. A subsequent meeting was held in 
Tallahassee to review the results. The results of this meeting in­
dicated a high correspondence with existing custody assignment when 
compared to the criteria-based result. Further, staff reported that 
most cases which resulted in a change of custody either: 1) reflected 
true exceptions for other factors not included in the standard, or 
2) resulted (in their professional judgment) in a more appropriate 
custody assignment due to factors that had been overlooked by more 
subjective review. 

INTERGRATION OF THE OBJECTIVE CUSTODY CRITERIA WITH CLASSIFICATION . -
ACTIVITIES WITHIN THE "PROFESSIONAL TEAM CONCEPT" 

Based on the documentation of site visits to each of the pilot 
facilities during the test period, the results of the observation 
questionnaire (described in Section 1.7 above) reflected the following: 

• Staff Understanding and Acceptance 

Overall, the classification staffs were following the criteria 
in an objective manner and formulating decisions in a logical 
and consistent fashion. Staff understood the criteria and 
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were Willing and ab18 to explain it to the inmates. 
However, some inconsistency existed ;n the 
a d th ~ uniformity 
a~d thorO~gh~e~s in explaining the meaning of questions 

~ _1= e s~gn~f~cance of the point system to the i 
~~ferences b~twe~n the current application of th:m~~~:~ria 

past app~~cat~ons were frequently neglected, thus 
the ~pportun~ty to show the inmate how his beh ' 
hurt~ng , d ' , av~or was 
menta or a~ ~ng h~s score and subsequent custody assign-

• Availability of Supporting Data 

• 

• 

7n establishing which custody status ;s 
~ t th ~ appropriate to the 

nma e, ere was some difficulty noted in obtaining the 
necessary supporting documentation from the instituti 1 

;~~!~~!i:~~~~~~i~~~~~:~ ~~:r~~~:~i~~~~~~ ~:~·r:~~~ne 
detail. Generallythteh~nmate but seldom provided sufficient 

, ese reports were pre t d b 
Classification Officer and reviewed with t~en,e t Y the 
one largo inst't t' _ e ~nma e. At 
T . ~ ~ u ~on, the repOl::ts were presented by diff t 

earn members thereb t' 1 ' eren , ,. y ac ~ve Y ~nvolving them in the m t' 
~n a very positive way. ee ~ng 

Institutional Staff Input 

~~:n~~~~~~:~ySidfic~tionhteam members did not contribute 
ur~ng t e team meetings t 

except at one institution where each t 0 an
mb
y 

great degree, 
duties t f eam me er had specific 
Officer ~oP;~e~~~~ a~~s:h:e~suallowed the C~assif~cation 
generally direct the meetings~ t, lead the d~scuss~on, and 

Inmate Acceptance 

Since all inmates in th 't' , 
least once w;th th 'te ~~s ~tut~ons had been classified at 

~ e cr~ er~a the Cl 'f' , 
polled dur;ng th " ' ass~ ~cat~on staffs were 

~ e v~s~ts on inmate 
ing of the proJ'ect Th acceptance and understand-

• e general consensus w th r 
as the project criteria favorably affected ~s , a_, ~s long 
custody grade, the inmates liked it. whe ' e ~nmate,s 
them, the inmate did not l'k 't ' n ~t went aga~nst 

~ e ~ . 

!~:~e was no~ed a lack of understanding by some inmates as to 
affec~:hPemroJeTcht,wals skupposed to accomplish and how it would 

. ~s ac of under t d' 
a result of an administrative d s,a~ ~ng was determined to be 

~ites to de~ay thorough eXPlana:~~~~~~ ~es;~~J'~!tt~~ th
test 

~namtes unt~l a dec" , e 
implemented statewi~:~~~ ~~trea~~:d aS,to whether it will be 

explained to most of the inm~tes bU~r~~~~te=;~a~:~~~:l;!s 
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done primarily on an individual basis at the team meetings. 
The lack of uniform briefirigprovided fora high incidence 
of inmate misunderstanding and abroad variety of inter­
pretation of project purposes. It was exp:ess7d in all . 
facilities that once decision about statew~de ~mplementat~on 
is made, the project would be thoroughly explained to the 
inmate population. 

• variation in Implementation 

There was some variation noted among the Road Prison test 
sites relative to the application of the criteria. At one 
facility,' Niceville, theClassificaEion Supervisor was not 
\,lilling to override the custody grade subjeCtively assigned 
by the staff of the sending institution at·thetime an 
inmate was transferred to the Road Pri:::fori, even when the 
criteria score indicated that custody should be·reduced. 
other Road Prison staffs were following the criteria guide­
lines, usually without exception, regardless' of -custody 
assignments made~by sending institutioris .. This v~riation. 
clearly'was reflected in the data collected andw~11-be d~s­
cussed further in later section of this report.' 

• Perceived Benefits by Staff 

The institutions using the criteria were strongly supportive 
of statewide implementatibn. The use dfcommOI} ~driteria 
and defini,ti,ons . .was perceived as providing,desirabletools 
to ensure. consi-stency from institution toihsti'tutiorlas :well 
as improveddocumeritation'of classificatioh decisions. 

2.3 DEGREE OF ACCE::TANCE OF THE CRITERIA BY CLASSIFICATION STAFF 

During the test period, there were 2,630 classification reports pro­
cessed. This. number ,includes: ~ 

•. 384 inmates who. were classi:£iedonce and released or 
transferred to- anon-pi.lotfacilityduL"ing the test 
period.~ 

• 407 inmates who were class·ifi'ed. only once during the test 
period. 

: . 
• 852 inmates who were classified under the criteria system 

at least twice {137 had. more, than two reports due to un­
scheduled reviews reflecting change in risk status during 
the reporting perciodl. 

, '. 
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As of June 30, 1980*, 1,648 inmates had been classified under the 
proposed custody criteria. 

A summary of inmate custody classification data from the pilot 
institutions (using the last report if more than one per inmate) 
for the 1,648 inmates classified indicated the following: 

• MINIMUM - 596 (36.1% OF TOTAL) 
• MEDIUM - 492 (29.9% OF TOTAL) 
• CLOSE - 560 (34.0% OF TOTAL) 

• A total of 1,167 (70.8%) were classified within the 
criteria (no exceptions made), resulting in the distri­
bution of custody grades shown below: 

• A total of 481 (29.2%) were classified by exception; 

343 (20.8%) were exceptions to increase custody 
derived by applying criteria. 

138 (8.4%) were exceptions to reduce custody derived 
by criteria. 

Profiles (see Appendix A at the end of this report) were developed for 
several categories of inmates: 

• Close Custody Within Criteria 
• Medium Custody Within Criteria 
• Minimum Custody Within Criteria 
• Exceptions To Increase Custody 
• Exceptions To Reduce Custody 

Careful exarninationof these profiles indicates a logical continuity 
of custody assignment achieved through the use of standard criteria. 
The results of this study indicate an extremely high (approximately 
71%) level of acceptance of the criteria and the resulting distribu­
tion of custody grades by institutional staff in accordance with 
professional standards of judgment currently in use. Where exceptions 
were used, the overall distribution of such exceptions (skewed 
significantly toward increased custody assignment) indicates that 
the institutional staff believes the criteria to be too "liberal", 
with respect to current practices. 

*Same small number of inmates admitted in later weeks of the 
test period were not at the facilities long enough to reach the scheduled 
review date and were not included in the Filot project. Also, because 
of time constraints related to batch processing of the classification 
reports by June 30, 1980, some small number of reports that were pre­
pared were not included in the summary statistics pre~ented in this report. 
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2.4 FREQUENCY OF DEPARTURE FROM THE CRITERIA/SUFFICIENTLY OF DOCUMENTATION 
TO SUPPORT RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS 

The discussion of frequent causes for exceptional classification 
actions and the related data tables presented below are divided 
into two parts; reasons to increase custody and reasons to reduce 
custody relative to that indicated by the criteria. The data tables 
reflecting both increase and reduction show the results of this 
analysis for each of the test sites and for the entire sample of 
pilot facilities. 

2.5 SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS TO INCREASE CUSTODY 

Of a total of 481 exceptions reported during the period from October, 
1979 through June 30, 1980, 343 (71.9%) resulted in an increase.in 
custody beyond that recommended by the criteria. 

The most frequently stated reasons for increased custody by exception 
during the report period are summarized below from the tables present­
ed on the following pages . 

• The largest group (23.9%) of these exceptions involved cases 
where staff believed that the "inmate needed more time to be 
observed at this facility before custody is reduced" (Item #10 
on the Table). 

This exception, in part, reflects a problem associated with 
pilot testing in only a few facilities as well as not imple­
menting the initial classification criteria simultaneously. 
Some ilunates admitted to the test facilities had only recently 
been committed to the custody of the Department. Under the pro­
posed system of classification, these offenders would have been 
assigned custody under the more conservative initial criteria 
and retained that assigned grade for six months before review 
under the reclassification scheme. During the pilot test, in­
mates were reviewed upon their arrival using the reclassification 
criteria. 

In addition, other inmates transferred to the test sites had been 
classified either higher or lower than criteria-based grades under 
subjective criteria used by the staff at the sending facilities. 
Some staff at the receiving test facilities were reluctant to 
override the subjective judgment of their collegues on the basis 
of untested criteria. It is assumed that this type of exception 
will decline in use if uniform criteria is adopted statewide. 
This assumption is predicted on two factors: 

1) Inmates will not be reduced in custody simply to 
facilitate transfer to other institutions as is 
sometimes done under current practices. Scored 
variables preclude such adjustments unless reduction 
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CROSS-1JABULATION OF REASONS FOR TABLE II-I 
D's Below Heavy Line 
Indicates Total Rpsponse 

INCREASING CUSTODY BY EXCEPTION 

J 
.. -ALL PILOT FACILITIES-

1 FREQUfNCY OF EXCEPTIt":Al, CLAS~tFlCATtON ACTIONS t . . For Numbered Item. 
l.i;~ 3~:~-6 ;~ ... _?~i~11 i2 ~ :i~U~I~E[)lI~S t~~s-A~-~ii_t-~; .21 ii ~i ;oJi~. J;~~ 3; i 3; i. 3; ~ 4i4" 

1. 

2.. 

3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 

6. 

9. 

lO. 
11. 
12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 
lB. 

19. 

,211. 

21. 
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23: 
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25. 
26. 

27. 

23. 

29. 
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31. 

32. 

3J. 
34. 
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37. 
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tt:! • 
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TABLE II-3 
CROSS-'lJABULATION OF REASONS FOR 

#'s Below Heavy Line INCREASING CUSTODY BY EXCEPTIoN 
Indi€lates Total Response I ! DOCTOR'S INLET ROAD PRISON 
For Numbered Item FREQUENCY OF !XCEPTlc:.lAL CLASSTFlCATION ACTIONS 
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2. 
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lO. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

H. 
18. 

19. 
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in cus·tody is for documented and yerifiable cause 
on exception. Receiving institutions will have great­
er understanding of the reasons for custody assignment 
by criteria when the system is applied statewide. 
Review by the receiving facility will reflect greater 
consistancy among facilities th~n is now the case 
once all facilities are using the same criteria. 

2) Staff will have greater confidence in custody grades in­
dicated by the criteria when the system has been time­
tested and proves its reliability. 

• A significant number of exceptional increases (12.2%) involved cases 
where "the inmate has not been observed in medium custody for 
sufficient time to warrant further custody reduction"; (Item #1 
on the tables). This exception was generally used in cases where 
the application of criteria to an inmate in close custdoy resulted. 
in a score of 0-4 points indicating minimum custody. Since 
current practices generally require an inmate to prove himself 
capable of assuming gradually increasing levels of responsibility, 
the staff was reluctant, in some 42 cases, to accept the indication 
of the criteria without some precau·tion. Generally, these offenders 
were reduced to minimum when a second report was prepared within 
six months. 

The use of exception for this reason is likely to decline as inmates 
are scored initially by standard criteria. The current practice of 
conservatively assisning close custody to most inmates on inta.ke 
until they establish themselves as reliable, reduced-custody risks 
will progressively diminish. Therefore, there will be a few 
cases in the future where inmates will be in close custody not 
assigned by criteria or justified and documented by exception. 

• Twenty-five (7.3%) of the reasons for exception reflected that not 
enough weight was given to the scores of inmates who had served 
less than 20% of sentences generally longer than 15 years (Item #38 
on the tables). 

• An additional 11.9% of these exceptions were directly related to not 

enough time served on the inmates' sentences (Item #3). A number of 
these cases were offenders serving concurrent sentences for 
multiple or chronic criminal activities that seemed to imply to 
the staff a greater risk for violence or escape (Item #18). Some 
of these inmates were serving multiple life sentences and were 
truly exceptionally violent inmates. 

• An additional thirty-four (9.9%) of the exceptions to increase 
custody involved cases that did not have either a presumptive 
parole release date or a current gain-time-based release 
computation (Item #11 on the table). Many of these cases were parole 
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or probation violators or inmates returned to major institu­
tions for violation of work release regulations at a Community 
Correctional Center. Improved computer-based gain-time calcula­
tions and on-line access to terminals at institutions should 
serve to reduce the frequency of such exceptions in the future. 

• Eighteen more (about 5.3%) of the exceptions reflected on ex­
tensive escape history (Item #31 on the tables) and another 6.7% 
were cases where the inmates had multiple major disciplinary 
actions within a six-month period. (Item #9 on the Table). 

• A substantial number of cases (a total of about 18.4% in combined 
Items #4, 5 and 6) involved a recent violation of probation, 
parole or work release status. In some of these cases, it appears 
that this recent breech of trust was viewed in combination with 
additional pending felony sanctions and or one or more escapes 
over five years old. 

2.6 SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS TO REDUCE CUSTODY 

Of the total 481 exceptions, 138 (or 28.8%) were made to reduce custody 
below the levels recommended by the criteria score. The reasons given 
for this reduction are presented on the tables found on the following 
pages. The most frequent justification for reduction included: 

• Override for cases where the inmate had been successfully function­
ing for a considerable period of time before criteria was applied 
in a custody grade below that assigned by the criteria. Such 
reasons accounted for 69.6% of the justification to reduce custody 
by exception. 

• Override of serious/violent offense and/or length of sentence 
variables where the inmate had established a relatively long 
period of exemplary institutional behavior and was not considered 
an escape or assault risk. This type of exception was related 
in 34.8% of the cases where custody was reduced. 

• OVerride of score for incarceration related to impending release 
by parole criteria (34.1%). With application of the Objective 
Parole Criteria (which does not consider prison staff custody 
assessment in determining parole release eligibility) some inmates 
in medium and close custody were given Presumptive Parole Release 
Dates (PPRD's) within the next six-months to one-year period from 
the date of classification. Since these inmates were aware that 
their parole was conditional on good behavior, the staff believed 
in certain of these cases, that custody grade could be reduced. 

• Override of scores caused by disciplinary actions where staff 
believed that the infraction was not a relatively serious violation, 
or that the inmate had a lengthy prior institutional record of 
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CROSS-TABULATION OF REASONS FOR 
DECREASE IN CUSTODY BY EXCEPTION 

ALL INSTITUTIONS COMBINED 

TABLE 11-7 

#'s Below Heavy Line 
Indicates Total Response 
for numbered item 

Has minimum, scored meciium, assigned minimum 

Scored Close,assigned medium 

Scored Hedium Hade minimum 

Scored Close, Made medium 

-
(.,j red Close, assigned minimum 

'<Tas minimum, scored close, assigned minimum 

Functioning satisfactorily at 

Functioning satisfactorily at 

PPRD in less than 2 years 

PPRD in less than l~ years 

PPRD in less than 1 year 

PPRD in less than 6 months 

Good institutional adjustment 
Not an escape risk 

Good Program participation 

minimum 

medium 

Override of seores due tQ disciplinary reports 

Override of prior escape points 

Override by Superintendent 
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CROSS-TABULATION OF REASONS FOR 
DECREASE IN CUSTODY BY EXCEPTION 

BROWARD CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

TABLE 11-8 

~~--~------~------~ #'s Below Heavy Line 
Indicates Total Response 
for numbered item 

t.J'as minimum, scored mp.diur.1, assigned minimum 

Scored C10se,assigned medium 

Scored Medium Made mininwm 

Scored Close, Made medium 

Scored Close, assigned minimum 

Was minimum, scored close, assigned minimum 

Functioning satisfacto rily at 

Functioning satisfactorily at 

PPRD in less than 2 years 

PPRD in less than l~ years 

PPRD in less than 1 year 

PPRD in less than 6 months 

Good institutional adjustment 
Not an escape risk 

Good Program participation 

minimum 

medium 

Override of scores due to disciplinary reports 

Override of prior escape points 

Override by Superintendent 
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CROSS-TABULATION OF REASONS FOR 
DECREASE IN CUSTODY BY EXCEPTION 

DOCTOR'S INLET ROAD PRISON 

#'s Below Heavy Line 
Indicates Total Response 
for numbered item 

TABLE II--9 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Was minimum, scored merliurn, assigned minimum 

Scored Close,assigned medium 
--'-~-+-+--+----i----4-+--.... -~ --.- ---. -- --------. 

Scored Medium Made minimum 

Scored Close, Made medium 

5. Scored Close, assigned minimum 

6. Was minimum, scored close, assigned minimum 

7. Functioning satisfactorily at minimum 

8. Functioning satisfactorily at medium 

9. PPRD in less than 2 years 

10. PPRD in less than l~ years 

11. PPRD in less than 1 year 

12. PPRD in less than 6 months 

13. Good institutional adjustment 
14. Not an escape risk 

15. Good Program participation 

16. Override of scores due to disciplinary reports 

17. Override of prior escape points 

18. Override by Superintendent 
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CROSSl-TABULATION OF I-m,\SONS FOR 

!JECREASE IN CUSTODY BY EXCEPTION 
TABLE II-10 

DeSOTO CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

#'s Below Heavy Line 
Indicates Total Response 
for numbered item 

~.Jas minimum, scored mp.ciium, assigned minimum 

Scored Close,assigned medium 

Scored Hedium Nade minimum 

Scored Close, Made medium 

Scored Close, assigned minimum 

Has minimum, sCLired close, assigned minimum 

Functioning satisfactorily at minimum 

Functioning satisfactorily at medium 

PPRD in less than 2 years 

PPRD in less tha.'1 ll~ years 

PPRD in l~ss than 1 year 

PPRD in less than 6 months 

Good institutional adjustment 
Not an escape risk 

Good Program participation 

Override of scores due to disciplinary reports 

Override of prior escape points 

Override by Superintendent 
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CROSS-TABUL,\T IO}i OF i{L~S()NS FOR 
TABLE II-II DECREASE IN CUSTODY BY EXCEPTION 

LAKE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

1# s Below Heavy Line 
Indicates Total Response 
for numbered item 

Was minimum, scored m~riium, assigned minimum 
Scored Close,assigned medium 

Scored Hcdium Hade minimum 

Scored Close, Made medium 

Scored Close, assigned minimum 

\.Jas minimum, scored close, assigned minimum 

Functioning satisfactorily at minimum 

Functioning satisfactorily at medium 

PPRD in less than 2 years 

PPRD in less than 14 years 

PPRD in less than 1 year 

PPRD in less than 6 months 

Good institutional adjustment 
Not an escape risk 

Good Program participation 

Override of scores due to disciplinary reports 

Override of prior escape points 

Override by Superintendent 
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TABLE 11-12 
CROSS-TABULATION OF 

DECREASE l~ CUSTODY 
NICEVILLE ROAD 

REASONS FOR 
BY EXCEPTION 

PRISON 

ff's Below Heavy Line 
Indicate Total Response 
for numbered item 

t.Jas minimum, scored ffitoclium, assigned minimum 

Scored Close,asRigned medium 

Scored Medium Made minimum 

Scored Close, Hade medium 

Scored Close, assigned minimum 

Was minimum, scored closc~ assigned minimum 

Functioning satisfactorily at minimum 

Functioning satisfactorily at medium 

PPRD in less than 2 years 

PPRD in less than 11:i years 

PPRD in less than 1 year 

PPRD in less than 6 months 

Good institutional adjustment 
Not an escape risk 

Good Program participation 

Override of scores due to disciplinary reports 

Override of prior escape points 

Override by Superintendent 
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good behavior, or that such violation did not indicate the 
need for increased custody adjustment. This group of cases 
accounted for 7.3% of the reductions • 

• Override of escape points (00.7%) of the exceptions to reduce 
where generally the staff believed the inmate had matured 0r. 

otherwise modified his behavior and was not currently considered 
an escape. 

Project staff reviewed the exceptions recapped above with the purpose of 
idenfifying changes in the criteria or in the point scheme that would 
reduce the frequency of exceptional actions without creating new ones. 
Section IV (the last Section of this report) provides recommendations 
formulated from a detailed analysis of the effects of alternative 
point schemes and minor question modifications suggested by the excep­
tions during the test period. 

2.7 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF EXCEPTIONS FROM THE VARIOUS PILOT FACILITIES 

The table below provides a more refined picture of the user acceptance 
during the pilot project by institution. 

TABLE II-13 

WITHIN EXCEPTION TO EXCEPTION TO 
FACILITY # CLASSIFIED* CRITERIA INCREASE CUSTODY DECREASE CUSTODY 

# % # % # % 
DeSoto CI 764 503 65.9 195 25.5 66 8.6 
Lake CI 518 420 81.1 65 12.5 33 6.4 
Broward CI 144 106 73.6 32 22.2 6 4.2 
Niceville RP 135 81 60.0 36 26.7 18 13.3 
Doctor's Inlet RP 87 57 65.6 15 17.2 45 17.2 
Statewide Totals 1648 1167 70.81 343 20.81 138 8.37 

*Count based upon last recorded action where multiple reports were submitted. 

In reviewing documentation submitted regarding exceptional actions, it 
was noted that DeSoto C.I. accounted for 46.4% of the pilot sample and 
contributed 195 out of 343 (56.9%) of the exceptions to increase custody. 
Further, a longitudinal review of the DeSoto C.I. data for inmates who 
received multiple reports during the pilot project indicated that: 

• There were forty-five (45) cases wheY''; exceptions were made 
to increase custody on reports filed supsequent to an earlier 
action where no exception had been made. This would indicate 
that the score derived by criteria was considered not restrictive 
enough in these cases to keep inmates at a desired higher custody 
long enough. 
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• On the other hand, there were nineteen (19) cases where 
second or subsequent reports involved exceptions to decrease 
custody in cases where previous reports have been made re­
quiring'no exception. In these cases, staff apparently felt 
that the criteria score was to high to allow reduction in 
custody as fast as staff felt was appropriate. 

• There w"ere fifty-six (56) cases reported by staff at DeSoto C. I. 
where custody was increased by exception on earlier reports, 
only to have later classification actions reported without 
exceptions being made. In many of these cases (14), the 
inmate was in close, scored minimum by the criteria, and 
was assigned medium custody by exception. This reflects an 
unwillingness of the staff to accept the custody grade indicated 
by the criteria score until the inmate was observed in reduced 
custody for a period. In all of these fourteen (14) cases, 
subsequent reports (generally prepared within four (4) months 
of the exceptional action to increase) reflected acceptance of 
the custody grade originally suggested by the criteria. In all, 
there were 39 of the 56 cases (69.6%) where the original custody 
grade suggested by the criteria was assigned without exception 
on subsequent reports within an average of 3.4 months. 

In seventeen (17) of the fifty-six (56) cases described above, 
reports submitted after the exceptional action to increase 
custody reflected increases in scores (and custody) to the levels 
assigned by exception. This indication that the criteria 
"underclassified" inmates in these seventeen cases. 

• In seventeen (17) other cases where custody was reduced by 
exception upon application of the criteria early in the pilot 
project period, later reports reflected acceptance of the custody 
grade originally indicated by the criteria score. In thirteen (13) 
of these cases (76.5~) the custody grade awarded was the same or 
lower than the grade assigned earlier by exception. 

In the remaining four (4) of these cases, the reduction proved 
not to be justified in light of subsequent scores which were 
accepted without exception. In a typical profile of these cases, 
the inmate scored close, was reduced to medium by exceBtion, 
assaUlted another inmate and received additional points upon 
reclassification and was assigned close custody without exception. 

Generally, with the relatively small data sample collected to date, it is 
difficult to be objectively formulate inferences regarding the legitimacy 
of professional override as opposed to recommending management inter­
vention or increased control of exceptions apparently not sufficiently 
justified. It does not appear that some subjective ~lassification practices 
related to what appears to be unnecessary "overclassification" will continue 
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until.s~aff.develops greater confidence in the reliability of the 
?la~slflcatlon criteria as it proves itself over time. However the 
lncldence of such exceptions is so infrequent as to not in th' . , 
of pro~ect staff, represent a significant problem to st~te 'd e,oPlln~on 
mentatlon. Wl e lmp.e 

~ase~ up~n the differences in acceptance of the criteria among the 
lnstltutlons that is illustrated in Table 11-13 't' . , , ,l lS posslble to 
operate wlthln an 80% range of custody assignment without exception 
and expect no adverse operational impact. 
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3.0 

SECTION III 

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: THE IMPACT OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA UPON PILOT AND CONTROL INSTITUTION FUNCTIONS 

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES 

In this performance evaluation we are primarilY,interested in how, 
the implementation of the classification criter~a affectyd,the maJ?r 
institutions of Broward C.I., Ilake C.I., and DeSoto C.I. ~n :-elat~on 

to those variables most concerned with the safety of the pub~~c, , 
staff and inmates; escapes, assaults and major disciplinary ~nfra~t~ons. 
In order to accomplish this, we compared the performa~ce of the ~~lot 
institutions with a set of control facilities; the maJor on~s be~ng 
Brevard C.I. and Zephryhill C.I. To be as tho:-ough as poss~ble, the 
differences and similarities over a one-year t~me frame (Oc~ober of 
1979 through September of 1980) were examined between the p~~ot and 
control groups. Previous year's performances were c?mpared ~n o:der 
to get a clear picture of any change within each v~r~able th~t m~ght 
be related to implementation of the custony cri~er~a. The p~lot road 
prisons of Doctor's Inlet and Niceville Road Pr~son an~ the contr?l 
Road Prison of Brooksville (because of limited data) w~ll be exam~ned 
only in relationship to escapes. 

This Section will be broken down into five parts which are briefly 
outlined as follows: 

3.1 

3.2 

3.3 

Custody Grades: Redistribution of custody resulting,fro~ 
criteria application and the effect (if any) of a sh~ft ~n 
the assignment of custody grades upon,the,sys~em ~s a 
whole and the reasons for the shifts ~n d~str~but~on of 
custody. 

Escape Behavior: A comparison between pilot, and control 
institutions; a profile of escapes and a rev~ew ?f the 
escapee in relationship to predictability result~ng from 
the criteria's effectiveness. 

Assaultive Behavior: Assault behavior in each 
for the pilot year and over time; a comparison 
pilot and control groups and the importa~ce of 
custody shifts and reduced assault behav~or. 

institution 
between the 
a reduced 

lRoad Prisons were included in the pilot project but data was not 
available from the Superintendents Monthly Reports on assaults or 
DR's for single Road Prisons. 
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3.4 Institutional Discipline: Major disciplinary infractions 
(involving loss of gain-time and/or administrative confine­

ment) in each institution for the pilot year and over-time; 
a comparison between the pilot and control groups and the 
importance of a reduced custody shift and few major DR's. 

3.5 Confounding Variables: A look at some other explanations 
in regard to escapes, assaults and major disciplinary 
reports. 

3.0.1 BASIC PREMISES OF THE DEPARTMENT 

While examination has been made of custody classification data related 
to inmates who escape, who exhibit assaultive behavior and who receive 
major disciplinary sanctions, this evaluation should not be regarded 
as an attempt to predict these relatively low base-rate behaviors. 
The authors believe that it is not possible to predict human behavior 
with any certainty within the current state-of-the-art. 

This Department is conunitted to the concept of "risk management". It 
attempts to reduce and minimize the threat of escape, assault and 
violations of the Rules of Prohibitive Conduct. This is accomplished 
by increasing levels of supervision and control over inmates Who appear 
to present the greatest risk to the public, other inmates and to the 
institutional staff under the risk management concept. Inmates who, by 
their past record of disciplinary, violent or escape action, have 
demonstrated a tendency toward aberrant behavior are assigned relatively 
high levels of supervision and control. Less control is afforded to 
those who have exhibited indications of proper adjustment. Behavior 
reflecting a willingness to assume greater personal responsibility and 
modification of poor past behavior are rewarded by reductions in 
custody conunensurate with professional staff assessment regarding 
probable regression or continued favorable adjustment. 

Custody grades reflect Department-wide policy with regards to perceived 
risk. The basis for assignment of custody grades is dependent upon how 
much security is required to supervise an individual under all circum­
stances within and outside the physical control of corrections system. 
The Department of Corrections guidelines for security of i.l1.ma·tes of the 
various custody grades are as follows: 

Close: The inmate shall be held within the confines of an armed 
perimeter of an institution. Upon being outside of his 
assigned institution perimeter, the inmate shall be under 
armed supervision and may be subject to use of restraining 
devices as prescribed in the "Rules of the Department of 
Corrections", Chapter 33-3.066 (2). 

Medium: The inmate shall be held within the confines of a secure 
perimeter of an institution. Upon being outside of his 
assigned institution, the inmate shall be within sight 
and sound of a correctional officer/supervisor at all times. 
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Minimum: The inmate may be assigned to an institution or facility 
not having a secure perimeter. Upon being outside his 
assigned institution shall receive periodic checks from 
a correctional officer/supervisor. 

These three grades present a very clear cut distribution of security 
levels needed for every individual in the corrections system. They 
control not only the freedom of the inmates but the priorities of the 
corrections systems for the allocation of scarce resources. This is 
why proper custody classification and the implementation of a new 
custody criteria are of su.ch a vital interest tv all concerned. 

It should be noted, however, that additional designations may be appropri­
ate within these general custody categories with regard to special 
supervision and/or management requirements. An inmate who is suicidal 
for example, may require more than routine armed control. Such inmates 
may be designated as "exceptional supervision" or "special management" 
cases indicating the need for continuous visual monitoring. Death Row 
inmates present special custody and security requirements within the 
institution that are beyond normal "close" custody needs. 

It should be further noted that "close custody" applied to an institution 
indicates that it is capable of providing adequate security for all grades 
up to, and including, close custody. This does not indicate that only 
close custody inmates should be housed in such an institution. In fact, 
modern penal practices recognize the hazards associated with the concen­
tration of large numbers of inmates characterized by those variables 
indicating the need for close custody. An institution without the modern­
ing influence of lesser custody to inmates cannot function. The analogy 
of putting all the "bad apples in one basket", in this case, would clearly 
not be proper correctional practices. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CUSTODY CRITERIA UPON CUSTODY DISTRIBUTION 

The proper assignment of custody grades upon inmates entering the system 
and/or being reviewed is of prime importance to both the inmates and the 
Department. For the inmates, it provides the proper level of program 
assignments such as work assignments, institutional placement and degrees 
of freedom. For the Department, it not only helps in program development 
but provides the prime guidelines for "risk management". Since society 
cannot keep everyone either confined in a cell or within the perimeter 
walls of an institution for life, regardless of the seriousness of their 
crimes, the classification system provides a means of handling this prob­
lem. It is essential because it provides the system a means to grade a 
person according to its needs and allows staff to act appropriately in the 
interest of prote'cting society. 

The assignment of "close", "medium", and "minimum" custody grades is the 
prime means of protecting staff and the public. Those in close custody 
are determined to pose the greater threat to security and, therefore, 
require the most secure environment while those in minimum require the 
least supervision. With unlimited resources, it might be possible to keep 
everyone in prison under constant lock-down, thus providing the most secure 
situation. While this might prevent all but the most desperate of escapes, 
such policy may not serve either the long-term interests of the inmate or 
the public. 
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The data analyzed consists of the inmates classified at five rna]' 
, t' t' or ~ns ~tu ~ons; DeSoto C.I., Broward C.I., Lake C.I., Zephyrhills C.I. 
and Brevard C.I. The three pilot institutions are DeSoto, Lake and 
Browar~ and the control institutions are Brevard and Zephyrhills. 
Four t~me frames are used; two prior time frames at May, 1979 and 
Sep~ember, 1979, representing the custody breakdown before implemen­
tat~on of the custody criteria and two during the program, at June, 
1980, and December, 1980. These last three dates provide data break­
d?wns approximately the beginning of the pilot, nine months later and 
f~ftee~ months after the start. These represent a check on the system 
ove7 t~me. The ~ata itself is a breakdown of the custody grades 
ass~gned to the ~nmates of those institutions at that particular time. 
For close, medium and minimum custody during these periods see Table 
III-I. 

The data is analyzed according to what the implementation impact at 
each institution was and a comparison between pilot and control groups. 

3.1.1 PILOT INSTITUTIONS** 

• 

• 

** 

Lake C.I. reduced the proportion of close custody inmates 
averaging 8.9% between the original count of May of 1979, 
~nd December of 1980. Prior to the criteria's implementation 
~n Sep~ember of 1979, a shift toward the center (an increase 
~n med~um custody of of 8.2%) was recorded; close custody 
decrease~ 2.1% (constant), and minimum custody declined 6.1% 
These sh~fts reflected a generally conservative attitude of 
the classification staff that was typical of most corrections 
facilities during this period. It is also reflective of the 
changes in composition of the status inmate population in 
?ustody (assuming reasonably constant classification policies 
~n effect during this time). 

The final cus~Ody distribution shown on the table, reflects 
both changes ~n the distribution of inmates at Lake C.I. 
caused by institutional adjustments and shifts associated with 
the implementation of the proposed custody criteria; 34.9% in 
close custody (down 4.2%), medium custody at 36.4% stable 
and minimum at 28.7% (up 4.9%), from the pre-criteria period of 
September, 1979. -

D~SO~O C.I. had the highest close custody rate, because of the 
m~SS~on of that facility. It is here that the criteria had the 
greatest impact. In September, 1979, a 3.8% reduction in close 

Averaging,acr~ss the two time periods (before and after implementation 
0 7 the cr~ter~a) was done, wherever possible, to give a more accurate 
p~cture of the impact of the criteria's implementation and help account 
for extraneou~ variables which could cause unexplained shifts in custody 
grade populat~ons and thus proportions. 
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TABLE III-I 

REDUCED CUSTODY COMPARISON 

PILOT INSTITUTIONS 

LAKE CORRECTIONAL INSTIUTION 

BEFORE 
CRITERIA 

5/79 9/79 
CUSTODY TYPE /I % II % 

MINIMUM 129 29.9 % 23.8 

1

125 28.9 149 37.1 

178 41.2 157 39.1 

MEDIUM 

CLOSE 

/I 

110 

86 

74 

AFTER 
CRITERIA 

6/80* 12/80 
% II % 

40.7 125 28.7 

31. 9 158 36.4 

27.8 152 34.9 

*124 admissions not classified under cri:eria. 
NOTE' A reduction of 33 close custody lnmates by a 

. population adjustment occurred in May, 1980. 

DESOTO CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

BEFORE 
CRITERIA 

5/79 9/79 
CUSTODY TYPE II % II % 

MINIMUM 51~ 9.3 48 8.3 

MEDIUM 145 25.2 173 30.0 

CLOSE 377 65.5 356 61. 7 

BROWMLD CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

BEFORE 
CRITERIA 

I 1/ 

is 

168 

\404 

AFTER 
CRITERIA 

6/80 
% 

11. 6 

26.0 

62.4 

12/80 
/I % 

75 11.8 

193 30.3 

369 57.9 

AFTER 
CRITERIA 

Total Population PILOT GRP Total Pop PILOT GRP 0 

CUSTODY TYPE 

MINIMUM 

MEDIUM 

CI·OSE 

5/79 9i79 6/80 67tro 12/80 

JL-.- % /I % tL % 1/ % /I 

19 6.5 37 13.6 28 26.2 39 13.7 18 

104 35.6 80 29.4 62 24.3 62 21.8 29 

169 57.9 155 57.0 5~r 49.5 183 64.4 97-1' 

*This upward swing was cau~ed ~y a population adjustment. 
M 177 not c1assi~ed by crlterla. 
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% 

12.5 

20.1 

67.4 

Total Pop , 
12/80 
1/ al 

,0 

32 l1.0 

61 20.9 

198 68.0 
: 

Some consideration should be given, when considering adoption of point 
changes, to the data presented in Table II-13. This data indicates that 
much of the departure to increase custody is attributed to the actions 
and policies of DeSoto C.I. (since most of these actions were contributed 
by that institution). Recognizing that much of the outcomes of the pilot 
project reflects the action of the largest facility to a greater extent 
than others, the decision to modify the point scheme by Test Case VIII 
criteria is, in essence, an accept~nce of the relatively conservative 
philosophy of DeSoto staff for Department-wide implementation. 

This is of some concern, in that Lake C.I. was able to function within the 
existing pilot tested criteria in over 80% of the cases reviewed. To 
adopt the higher point values ~uggested in Test Case VIII, may simply shift 
some of DeSoto's work (to justify exceptions to increase) to Lake C.I. where 
need will be created for additional administrative action to justify in­
creased reductions. 

On the other hand, since there is more "risk" associated with exceptions 
to reduce custody, i.nstitutions like Lake may chose simply to take the 
easier, less risky course of staying within the criteria and leaving 
borderline inmates in higher-than-necessary custody grades. 

Test Case I, no change, was highest for those scored within the guidelines 
of the criteria, 70.8%, but had the fourth highest rate of increase in 
custody by exception, 20.8%. However, it is felt at this time that by 
allowing for time to take its course, two important factors will come 
into play; a better and Jt~ore prof. cient understanding and trust of the 
new classification criteria. These two elements will within a reasonably 
short time reduce the increase in custody to exception and the percentage 
thos-.. scored within the guidelines will increase prop:Jrtionately. 

The advantage we have right now of using the "no change" (original criteria) 
is that it has been successfully tested and has met or exceeded the guide­
lines established prior to implementation. Before implementating any 
changes, two questions should be addressed. "will any modification to the 
existing criteria be significant enough to warrant the potential costs 
associated with the change?" and, "Has the original plan been implemented 
long enough to <Jet a true distribution?" The answers to these questions 
are especially significant to the corrections system where one change impacts 
so many people at such a high cost. 

-37-



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

custod:T was recorded from May, 1979 and a 1 96 decrease in 
minimum custody, a pattern of change similar to Lake C.I. 
emerged where medium custody had the greatest gain. In June, 
1980, the close custody group was 3.1% lower than in May, 1979, 
but minimum custody had gained in numbers over both the initial 
and pre-criteria period. By June, 1980, a slight increase took 
place over September, 1979, figure (.7%) in close custody. It 
must be noted that a 12.1% increase in population took place 
during this period, from 577 in September of 1980 to 647 in 
June, 1980. However, the decline in number and percentage of 
close custody inmates continued despite the population increase 
and by December, 1980, the percentage of close custody inmates 
was 7.6% less than the May of 1979 period. The shift con-
tinued toward medium custody but the percentage of minimum grades, 
up 2.5% from the May of 1979 period, stabilized. It was only 
.2% higher than the June period. This represents an important 
step in the redistribution process at DeSoto and, if the popu­
lation composition process remains constant, future distributions 
will remain the same. 

• At Broward C.I. where only one-half of the inmates were classified 
according to the criteria, from May, 1979 through December, 1980, 
the reduction in the number and percentage of close custody 
inmates continued. However, the greatest impact was upon medium 
and minimrnn grades; medium custody dropped (11.3%) and minimum 
gained (19.7%) over the May of 1979 period. In June, 1980, 
49.5% of those classified by the criteria were assigned close 
custody, a reduction of (8.4%) over the May, 1979 period. 

The greatest gain was, in June 1980, in minimum custody 12.6% over 
September, 1979 and averaging 9.4%. During December of 1980, a 
population adjustment was made which skewed the sample. Although 
Broward C.I. pad a significant initial decrease of close custody 
inmates upon initiation of the classificatiop criteria by June, 1980, 
it is important to note that the distribution filtered more toward 
minimum custody which is, all in probabil:i.ty is more reflective of 
Broward's population. Where Broward differs significantly is in 
the increases of minimum graded inmates, in May, 1979, they rep­
resented only 6.5% of the population, by June, 1980, they increased 
to 26.2%. It is difficult to determine if the criteria implemen­
tation was the only source that influences this change but a 
definite shift is occurring within this grade. 

3.1.2 CONTROL GROUP 

• Zephyrhills, during the same period from May, 1979, through December, 
1980, experienced shifts within each grade but overall increases 
were recorded in the number and percentage of close custody inmates 
averaging 3.5%. The greatest change during the report period 

-38-

----------

REDUCED CUSTODY COMPARISON 

CONTROL INSTITUTIONS 

ZEPHRYHILLS CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION 

BEFORE 
('PI rF,'RT !J. 

CUSTODY TYPE 
5/79 9/79 

# % 

MINIMUM 128 38.7 

MEDIUM 83 25.1 

CLOSE 120 36.3 

BREVARD CORRECTIONAL INSTITUITON 

BEFORE 
CRITERIA 

# % 

122 32.1 

138 36.3 

120 31.6 

5/79 9/79 
CUSTODY TYPE # % # % 

MINIMUM 57 8.2 59 R.2 

MEDIUM 343 49.4 342 49.0 

CLOSE 295 42.4 297 42.7 

*Information not available 
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TABLE III-2 

AFTER 
r.'RT1 F. H!J. 

6/80 12/80 
# 

102 

137 

135 

% # 

27.2 82 

36.6 162 

36.7 151 

AFTER 
CRITERIA 

% 

20. S 

41.C 

38.2 

6/80 12/80 
# % # % 

* 112 14.8 

312 41.2 

327 42.7 333 44.0 

r 
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----------------- -- -

occurred in the medium and minimum grades which fluctuated 
11 to 20 percent. Although, the number of close custody inmates 
did vary slightly during the September, 1979 period 4.7% downward), 
this grade remained fairly constant, averaging around 36.0% of 
the population. Thus indicating that this institution has been 
functioning at its normal level regarding inmate classification. 

• Brevard C.I. also had a slight increase in the number and percent­
age of close custody inmates 1.6% from May, 1979 through December, 
1980. However, Brevard represents the most consistant institution 
regarding custody distribution at all levels. The only major 
shift occurs during December of 1980, which average 8% reduction in 
medium custody inmates; a 1.4% increase in close custody inmates 
and an 6.6% increase in minimum custody inmates. The percentage 
of close custody inmates remained unaffected for the entire time 
at Brevard. Again, we would say that this institution was function­
ing normally regarding inmate classification. 

COMPARISON BETWEEN THREE MAJOR PILOT AND CONTROL INSTITUTIONS 

In comparison, the non-pilot institutions (Zephryhills and Brevard) 
see Table 111-2, the custody classification grade of close custody 
rose slightly over the same period of time. This led to slight but 
proportionate reductions in the grades of medium and minimum. These 
increases and decreases were not significant enough to reflect any 
real shift in custody distribution within these institutions over the 
test period. It can thus be concluded that these institutions with 
respect to custody distribution remained the same during this period 
and that classification process remained consistent with previous 
policies. 

Although the amount of reduction in close custody grade varies in the 
pilot group from institution to institution, a consistent pattern of 
reduced custody grades in the pilot facilities demonstrated both a 
high level of user acceptance and a more efficient distribution of 
custody grades with implementation of the criteria. If these results 
are translated to the entire system similar patterns and results should 
occur within varying degrees for each Department of Corrections 
institution. 

The degree of reduction for each institution would be expected to vary 
according to compatability of criteria application with current 
subjective classification practices and the inmate population mix at each 
facility. This implies that custody classification would not, and 
should not, become a tool for the routinization of a vital part of 
the security program; the correct degree of security is assigned for 
each inmate and not to facilitate a general easing of custody grades 
simply to achieve some predetermined distribution. The reduction of 
close custody assignment resulting from the new classification criteria 
reflects a system generating an orderly process of evaluation which 
could be characterized (with some exceptions) as having logic, form 
and parity. 
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3.2 

• First, over-classification i d ' 
efficiency. Appropriate red~c~~ uced en~anclng operational 

• 

• 

retires his s ' lons are lnsured as the inmate 
behavior). entence (assumlng appropriate institutional 

se~ond, it,permits more inmates to be utilized for 
WhlCh requ~re ~educed security requirements projects 
costs for lnstltutional labor needs. thus reducing 

Third, inmate rehabilitation f , e forts are afforded some asslstance by: 

a) 

b) 
c) 

d) 

increasing the level f o expectation for inmate 
performance; 

incr~a~ing,levels of responsibility; 
provldlng lnmates with exposure to a 
of people and experiences than would greater variety 

be possible with greater confinement; 

reducing shock associated 'h 
Wlt post-release adjustment. 

It is important to realize that while redUctions ' 
custody inmates in some instituti ' , ln the number of close 
than others, the system will b ons l~ gOlng to be less significant 
overall. e operatlng at a higher level of efficiency 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CUSTODY CRITERIA 
UPON ESCAPE BEHAVIOR 

Because the escapee represents the most wid ' 
analysis of inmate escape b h" ely percelved threat to society 

, e aVlor lS of prime import ' 
catlon program. Analysis of d t 1 ,ance to the classifi-
indicates that inmate esca a a ~o lected durlng the test periQd 
in the level of control an~es~;hav~o~ correlates directly with reduction 
assumption that most inmates v lervlfslon

d
· This follows the logical 

a ue ree om had "f' 
take the opportunity to escape if 'd a Slgnl lcant number will 
some inmates will not fl f prOVl e~ the opportunity. However, 

ee rom custody glven the same opportunity. 

The scheme of custody criteria developed within th 
management" assumes that the situatio ,e co~cept of "risk 
escape behavior, offense severit _,n of the l~ate, ln terms of his prior 
served relative to remaining timY' Idngth of prlson sentence, and time 
to the probability of inmate e un er sentence are directly correlated 

escape. 

It i~ further assumed that those inmates w' , 
contlnually weigh the option f 1 d ho ratlonally assess thelr status 
personal gain from escape aga~ns~ ~~ne - or ~planned flight in terms of 
associated with detectio d e sanctlons, penalties, and risks 
combined with relativelynS:anllcapture. In this regard, longer sentences 
, d' , amounts of time inv t d 
ln lcate lncreased escape probab'l't ' es e on a sentence 
release dates are presumed to ti~ ~hY', ~ong perlods of time to probable 
behavior in the vast maJ'or't f e JU gemental scales toward escape 

1 y 0 cases. 
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Time intervals incorporated into the criteria relative to prior escape 
acts are intended both to ensure that the judgmental factors of aging 
and maturing (which may have an impact on the escape decision) are in­
corporated into the custody assignment. This provides the inmate with 
the opportunity to demonstrate that he has become more responsible over 
a reasonable period of time since his previous escape. 

The custody criteria above will probably not immediately reduce the 
number of escapes experienced by the Department. Few security systems 
are capable of totally eliminating escape behavior. The costs 
associated with providing supervision and control required to achieve 
that objective are prohibitive. There are likely always to be escapes 
by desperate inmates who are intent on subverting the security measures 
imposed, regardless of their custody grade. 

The primary objective of this development of classification criteria 
is to provide for an objective custody and supervision assignment that, 
while probably not significantly reducing the number of escapes, 
minimizes the involvement in escapes of relatively more violent offenders 
who are serving long sentences and who are likely to be more desper,ate 
in an escape attempt. The concern of risk management provides for 
allocation of scarce staff resources for control and supervision of 
those perceived to present the greatest threat to security. Those who 
will escape under the proposed classification system are more likely 
to be burglars and thieves serving sentences of five years or less, 
and generally within six months of their expected release rather than 
murderers and rapists who have served less than twenty percent of 
sentences of ten years or longer. 

The Department of Corrections provides some type of security for over 
20,000 inmates. The task of escape control in such a wide variety of 
security settings does not allow for 100% effectiveness, regardless of 
the type of change implemented. However, classification is the life's 
blood of the Department's security system and any changes in this 
process will raise questions about it's escape rate. Regardless of the 
facts (a low basB-rate behavior), the subject of escape, correctly or 
incorrectly, is probably the single most emotional issue when any 
operational change occurs. This is especially important when a change 
in the classification process is linked to changes in custody grade dis-
tribution. 

The data analyzed in this section reflects the number of escapes that 
occurred during a five-year period from October, 1976 through September, 
1980. This data is further broken down into calendar years, beginning 
in October and ending in September, see Table 111-3. Because the n size 
is so small for each institution, a general comparison will be done 
between the pilot and control institutions. 
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3.2.1 

3.2.2 

TABLE III-3 

MAJOR INSTITUTIONS 

10/76-9/77 10/77-9/78 10/78-9/79 10/79-9/80 
BROWARD 0 0 0 0 
DESOTO 11 4 1 9 
LAKE 15 14 5 20 
BREVARD 4 1 5 9 
ZEPHYRHILLS 11* 7 7 14 

*Number of escapes for Oct., Nov., Dec., Jan. were not available. 

PILOT ROAD PRISONS 

10/76-9/77 
DOCTOR'S INLET 
NICEVILLE 
BROOKSVILLE 

*Data no't available 

* 
10/77-9/78 

9 
1 
2 

10/78-9/79 
14 

6 
17 

COMPARING PILOT AND CONTROL INSTITUTION ESCAPES 

10/79-9/80 
7 

18 
8 

There is no apparent pattern for escape rates at any of the institutions 
over the four years from October, 1976 through September, 1980. Of the 
pilot institutions, Broward had no change; Doctor's Inlet Road Prison 
had a decrease; while DeSoto and Lake had increases in escapes for the 
pilot year. In the control institutions, both Zephyrhills and Brevard 
had increases in escapes while Brooksville Road Prison had a decrease 
of escapes for the same time period. The only consistent performers 
over the entire time are Broward which hasn't ever had an escape 
and Niceville Road Prison which has been increasing the number of 
escapes since 1977. However, the rest of the institutions, pilot and 
control, major and road prisons, have varied drastically from one year 
to another. This leads to the conclusion that the implementation of 
the custody criteria had no impact on escape rates. The numbers indicate 
that the pilot institutions are performing on the same level as the 
control institutions when it comes to escape behavior. Conversely, 
the control institutions are doing no better than the pilot group; 
two-out-of-three control facilities have increases in the number of 
escapes while only three-out-of-five have shown increases in the pilot 
group. 

REDUCED CUSTODY SHIFT AND ESCAPE 

The jmplementation of the custody criteria produced an important shift 
in the distribution of custody grades as discussed previously in the 
custody section. Reduction in custody, as a result of the implementation 
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of the classification criteria, did not produce a negative effect 
upon the pilot institutions with regard to escape. Since, there 
no differences between the pilot and control groups when compared, 
the added effect of having a shift in the custody-grade levels 
away from close custody implies that, under these circumstances, 
the pilot institutions faired better than the control institutions. 

3.3.3 WHO ESCAPES? CATCH 22 

The fact that inmates escape and are going to continue escaping does 
not surprise anyone dealing in corrections. The important question is 
who is escaping and are they the people a system can tolerate? In a 
sample of escapes taken from October, 1979 through June, 1980 (n=161) 
the following provides an overview of who is escaping: 

88.1% are under minimum or medium custody 
83.1% white 
89.1% had no prior escapes 
71. 3% had no prior felony 
12.1% had one prior felony 
61.5% are non-youthful offenders 
58.4% had non-violent offenses 

Looking at the above figures, it becomes apparent that those who are 
escaping are those which the system was most willing to let go. When 
an inmate reaches a certain level in the custody scheme, for a variety 
of reasons, he or she is given more opportunity to escape. Thus, 
escape behavior becomes a function of this opportunity. Because our 
objectives are not total lock-up we have a built in "Catch 22". From 
the facts above, generally the better inmate is the one who is more 
likely to escape. We cannot change this without some drastic policy 
change. In a profile of those \"lho escaped from the pilot institutions 
for the same time period, only two inmates were under close custody at 
the time of their escape. Both were under secure supervision and had 
made a covert attempt to escape. Of the other 93.1%, all but one were 
on work detail where supervision was minimal, if there was any at all. l 

There is no indication from individual files that a change in the 
custody grade would have altered the escape behavior exhibited during 
the test period. The application of the custody criteria did not 
reduce any inmate's custody that posed a threat upon society. The two 
close-custody persons who escaped from the pilot facilities should 
have been graded close, and one because of his extensive history of 
disciplinary reports, possible should have been transferred to another 
higher security institution. (See Table 111-4). 

IBecause the legislature elected not to provide funds requested for staff to 
supervise inmate road crews, such work details are under control of D.O.T. 
staff. Under this highly undesirable situation, inmates have been abandoned 
and have had to call the institution to be picked up from work sites, inmates 
have been allowed to become intoxicated, and inmates have been allowed to 
escape. 
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CUSTODY 
GRADE 

Close 
Minimum 

Medium 

Minimum 

Minimum 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 
Medium 

Minimum 

Minimum 

Medium 

Close 

Minimum 

Minimum 
Medium 
Minimum 
Medium 
Medium 
Minimum 

Medium 

ENTRY 
AGE SEX RACE 

46 M W 
31 M W 

33 M B 

26 M W 

27 M B 

19 M B 

25 M W 

19 M W 
23 M W 

26 M W 

38 M B 

19 M W 

24 M W 

18 M W 

23 M B 

38 M B 

26 M B 

28 M W 
20 M W 
26 M W 

25 M B 
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'l'AtlLE LLL-4 

PILOT INSTITUTIONS ESCAPEE PROFILE 

from October 1979 through June, 1980 

INSTITUTION ESCAPE DATE OF DATE OF DATE PPRD 
OF ESCAPE CONDITION ADMISSIONS ESCAPE GIVEN PPRD 

Lake \ Secure 11-78 10-79 8/79 None given 
Lake Work Squad 10-79 4-80 2-80 12-81 

Lake Work Squad 6-78 2-80 11-79 9-89 

Niceville Work Squad 12-78 5-80 5-80 5-81 
Road Pro 

Lake Work Squad 10-79 4-80 3-80 None given 

Niceville Work Squad 6-73 4-80 3-79 9-83 
Road Pro 
Lake Work Squad 9-78 4-80 4-79 5-81 

Lake Work Squad 6-73 5-80 9-79 2-84 
Drs Inlet Work Squad 9-76 12-79 6-80 11-80 
Road Pro 
Niceville Hork Squad 7-75 5-80 5-79 5-80 
Road Pro 

Lake Work Squad 3-79 12-79 None given 
Drs Inlet 
Road Pro 

Work Squad 8-78 2-80 9-79 10-80 

Lake Secure 12-77 6-80 12-79 7-81 

Drs Inlet 
Road Pro 

No Details 8-77 1-80 8-79 None given 

Lake Work Squad 10-77 5-80 2-80 8-80 
Lake Work Squad 5-79 2-80 None given 
Lake ~.Jork Squad 6-78 5-80 10-79 3-81 
Drs Inlet Work Squad 2-80 2-80 12-79 2-85 
Road Pro 
Niceville Secure 5-79 6-80 8-79 3-87 
Lake Work Squad 9-72 5-80 2-80 5-81 

Rrs I~let Work Squad 6-79 3-80 6-80 8-83 
oad r. 



Because escape behavior is such a low base-rate behavior, the ability 
to formulate a predictive model in the past has been difficult. with 
the increases in uniformity and consistency in inmate custody class­
ification decisions through the use of standard criteria, a predictive 
model may eventually be possible. By removing a host of r0utine sub­
jective decisions from the classification officer, a set of variables 
established by the criteria will assist in establishing a formula for 
improved prediction of escape behavior. This will also allow the 
officer to devote more time to any specific aspect or problem which 
will affect an inmate's behavior and, therefore, classification. The 
experience of the trained classification officer cannot be discounted 
in any model affecting escape. 

3.3 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CUSTODY CRITERIA AND ASSAULT BEHAVIOR 

Assaultive bheavior by inmates upon correction officers and other inmates 
has been and will continue to be, a problem within the corrections system. 
Because of the seriousness of such behavior and its' continuing threat to 
the safety of the staff and inmates, it will always be an element of 
greatest concern. The new classification criteria cannot eliminate this 
behavior because it does not change the structure within which this be­
havior occurs. 

Custody classification, with respect to the management of assaultive 
behavior, serves to identify those inmates who, by their current behavior 
have demonstrated the need for closer supervision and control. It serves 
as a signal to staff to be in an alerted state of awareness. Because of 
a commitment to programmed activities, proper custody assignment can re­
sult in greater focus and direction for inmates who require it. Converse­
ly, inmates who demonstrate proper non-assaultive behavior and who accept 
greater levels of personal responsibility are not going to be "over­
controlled". This helps, to a varying degree, to reduce some negative 
aspects of being institutionalized. 

However, proper assignment of custody does not necessarily mean that those 
in minimum custody will not commit an assault or that all assaultive be­
havior will only be committed by close custody inmates. Assaultive 
behavior, like escapes, occur with such low frequency that it would be 
extremely difficult to identify and generalize all the characteristics of 
an assaultive typology. Simply changing custody labels won't change the 
inmate or directly modify his/her propensity toward assaultive behavior. 
Hopefully, the correction system provides enough positive incentives 
associated with reduced custody to help the inmate chose proper non­
assaultive behavior. 

The implementation of the new custody criteria has not had an adverse effect 
upon the assault rate within the correction.system. In a review of the 
number of assaults upon inmates and staff, a six-year trend analysis was 
done. The data was organized into January to December calendar years. 
(See Tables 111-8, 111-9, 111-10). 
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3.3.1 

This breakdown of the assault data will allow a comparison to take 
~lace which shows the impact that the custody criteria had during the 
pilot year as compared to previous years on both the pilot and control 
major institutions. It is further broken down into assaults upon staff 
by inma'tes and assaults upon inmates by inmates. The followi.ng is the 
result of the analysis for each institution an~ between pilot and control 
groups. In Tables 111-5, 111-6, III-7, complete breakdowns of assaults 
are given. Table 111-5 contains the total number of assaults; Table 111-6 
contains the assaults by inmates upon staff and Table 1II-7 has the number 
of assaults by inmates upon inmates. (The ~7ear :'s broken down into october 
througn November segments) . 

PILOT INSTITUTIONS 

At Broward there was an overall decrease in the total number of assaults 
from 1979 and 1978 of 24% and 42.4% respectively, averaging 33.2%. This 
breaks down into a 64.4% average decrease of assaults by inmates upon 
inmates over the two pr,evious years. However, assaults upon staff in­
creased dramatically over the three-year period 825%. This increase 
can be attributed to 'the fact that any increase is going to be significant 
if compared to an n size of one or two for previous years. 

DeSoto's overall assault picture is very positive and the test period, 
1979-80, offers the lowest ever assault rate, down 50.7% from the 
average for the previous five years and 20.3% from 1978-79. Thus, the 
criteria has not affected the trend of reduced assaults at DeSoto. 
The same reduced assault-rate pattern is occurring with regard to assault 
by inmates upon staff with last year being the exception (up 100%), in 
the previous years of 1977, 1976 and 1975, there were more a.ssaults upon 
staff than during the pilot year. However, assaults upon inmates by 
inmates declined at an average of 55%. It will be difficult to determine 
if this downwabd trend will continue. It is important that the impact 
of the classification criteria has not changed the trend upward. 

At Lake C.I., overa1~ assaults decreased during 1980 from the three previous 
ye&LZ by 30%. The fifteen to twenty-five assaults per year seem more in 
line with the cur-rent trend ~1an the two and four assaults for the 
1975-76 periods. This is assumed to be more of a function of changes in 
the process of reporting assaults than in any actual change in the frequency 
of occurrences. Assaults upon staff continue to be in the zero-to-one 
range while assaults upon other inmates make up the rest of the total 
number. 

3.3.2 CONTROL INSTITUTONS 

Brevard continued to have a high rate of assaults during the test year of 
1980 with a slight reduction of 7.6% from the previous year. Assaults 
upon staff, however, rose slightly from the previous year, seven to ten. 
There seems to be a sligh'c rising trerld at Brevard of assaults by inmates 
upon staff. Conversely, assaults by inmates upon inmates is leveling 
from a high of seventy-seven during 1977 to sixty-three in 1980. 
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TABLE III-6 

ASSAULTS BY INMATES UPON OFFICERS 
TABLE III-7 

ASSAULTS BY IN~~TES ON INMATES 

PILaf INSTITlffIONS YEARS PILar INSTITUTIONS 

80 79 78 77 76 75 

Broward 11 2 1 

DeSoto 18 9 15 

J,ake 1 0 0 

CONTROL INSTITUTIONS 
, 

Brevard 10 7 15 

Zephyrhills 0 0 0 

* 

39 

1 

5 

1 

* * 

20 29 

0 0 

'If * 

* * 

Broward 

DeSoto 

T.ake 

CONTROL INSTITUTIONS 

Brevard 

Zephyrhills 

TABLE III-5 

TarAL NUMBER OF ASSAULTS 
BY INMATES UPON STAFF AND OTHER INMATES 

PILm' INSTITUTIONS YEARS 

YEARS 

80 79 78 77 76 75 

!l 23 22 * * * 
-

33 55 77 94 110 122 

14 20 20 24 2 * 

63 72 57 77 23 * 
- --

14 3 1 4 * * 

80 7Q 78 77 76 75 .. 

Broward 19 25 33 * * * 

DeSoto 51 64 92 133 130 151 

Lake 15 20 29 35 2 I, 

CONTROL INSTITUTIONS 

Brevard 73 19 72 83 2f * 

Zephyrhills 14 3 1 5 * * 

, 

~ 
i 
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TIME TREND OF ASSAULTS 

ASSAULT BY MONTH: JANUARY 1974 - DECEMBER, 1976 
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TABLE III-8 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

January through December, 1974 January through December, 1975 January through December, 197E; 

Assault of inmates upon inmates 

Assaults of inmates upon staff 



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

r r TABLE III-9 

TIME TREND OF ASSAULTS 

ASSAULT BY MONTH: JANUARY 1977 - DECEMBER, 1978 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 

til 9 E-4 

I 
~ 8 til 

tJl til 
0 <tl 
I 7 

~ 6 0 

5 
p:: 

~ 4 
S z 

3 

2 ,"'. ... ... ,.A', .,...... , , , .... 
, /,; 

, .,,---_ ... 
1 

, 
'} ...... 

'y" 

I I I 

"" .... , ".If", I ... " ..... - _ ................ 
.. _-.,.,,' "'1'" .. ~ ..... - "''-- - ... 

............... _ ... _ ... -~.r 

I ; I 
1 7 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

January through December, 1977 January' through December, 1978 

Assault of inmates upon inmates -

Assaults of inmates upon staff .-----------



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

r r T THE Tl:Um OF ASSAl1LTS 

TABLE III-IO 

ASS/\IJLT BY nON'l']]: JANlIAHY 1979 - NOVEMBER, 1980 

10 

tfl 9 
~~ 

S 
1 --t: 8 U1 tn 

I-' UJ 
1 --t: 

7 

ex. 6 0 

5 
~ 
t.t.l 
I:Q 'I (5 
Z 

3 

2 11- .. --.,~ 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10. 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Jnnuary through DcccmlH.'r, 1979 .lnnunry through Decemher, 1980 

ARRnult of jnmnteR upon inmntCR 

ARS<1ults of inmnt('R upon staff . ____ ----4 



Zephyrhills in 1980 had their highest ever total assaults, fourteen; 
during the previous three years the average was only three. This 
institution does not have an assault problem when it comes to 
assaul ts upon staff. I't continues to have all of its' assaults by 
inmates upon inmates. 

3.3.3 COMPARISON 

During the year 1980, the test year, the pilot institutions had an 
overall decrease in assaults averaging 23.1%. In comparison, the 
control institutions had only a slight decrease at Brevard, 7.6% and, 
because of its small n size, a large increase at Zephryhills, 466%; 
from three to fourteen. Except for Broward the pilot institutions 
remained at the same level or reduced the rate of assaults upon staff; 
while in the control group a slight rise occurred at Brevard while 
Zephryhills remained constant. Assaults upon other inmates at the 
pilot institutions declined on the average 45%; while at the control 
institution a skewed increase occurs because of Zephryhills of 227.2%. 
Because of the small n sizes at Lake C.I. and Zephryhills C.I. in 
relation to assaults by inmates upon staff, it is difficult to deter­
mine their meaning. The important point is that no change occurred at 
Lake C.l. once the criteria was administered. 

3.3.4 REDUCED CUSTODY AND ASSAULTS: A BONUS SITUATION 

The fact that the pilot institutions have shown an overall decrease in 
the number of assaults by inmates upon staff and inmates is enhanced 
by the fact that an overall reduction in custody levels took place at 
those institutions. The classification criteria fulfilled its original 
goals of not having a negative impact upon assaults and because of 
reduced custody levels added greater strength to the correlation be­
tween assignment of proper custody classification, objective custody 
criteria and better operational efficiency. 

The concern that a shift in custody would cause the wrong people to be 
in less secure situations and therefore more of a threat to the staff 
and other inmates will always be the concern of the Department in its 
"risk management" effort.. The above findings, however, should help 
quell those concerns. As noted earlier, assaults are always going to 
take place, it is the nature of the system, but the implementation of 
the custody criteria has proven not only to be "non-negative" but a 
positive step in the corrections' system. 

3.4 IMPACT OF CUSTODY CRITERIA IMPLEMENTATION OF INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINE 

Due to the nat~re of corrections systems, maintenance of proper dicipline 
is critical to institutional operations. The staff must prescribe and 
enforce rules of conduct in order to maintain effective control and pro­
vide protection for inmates and staff within concentrations of potential­
ly violent individuals being held against their will. Dicipline problems 
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3.4.1 

are inevitable in a system whose rima " 
public by regulating the activiti~s of:ritfeUrnacltl~yon ~s to protect the 
as f N thousands (20,240 

o ovember, 1980) of convicted criminals. 

Custody classification, with respect to management of disci I' 
pro~lems, serves to identify those inmates who by th' P ~nary 
hav~or, have demonstrated th d f ,e~r current be-
control. Because of a commi:m:~~ toO~n~~~~:rt~ta~f supervision and 
productive programming activit' h e ~n~ate population in 
sit in a ceJl twenty fo h ~es, rat er than lett~ng each offender 

- ur ours each day proper t d ' can result in ",' cus 0 Y ass~gnments 
to th ' more approp:~at~ d~rect~on and focus of staff attention 

ose ~nmates who requ~re ~t. Conversely, inmates who can acc 
~~eat~r le~e17 of personal responsibility are not "over-controlle~~t 
i::~~o~..rw ~c~ng to 70me extent the negative aspects of "institutio~al­
very imp;rta~t~n env~ronment of scarce staff resources, this becomes 

!~oper,ass~g~ment of custody, however, does not necessarily mean that 
th~:ec~n m~n~mum cu7tody wll,not commit serious rule violations or 

~; ~~~::~~~:~~:~~=~~i:~~~~~::~y~: ~~~~:~!b~:s~~~n:!~ ~~~:v~::x:~~~;s 
ch th' . ang~ng custody labels doe not 
ab:~;:nt ~ ~nm~te or necessarily modify his/her propensity toward 
for the in:a~~~~~·tr=~pefUllY, the s~stem prov~des positive incentives 

ties associated with r:d~~~~e~u:~~~v~orHfor pr~vileges and responsibili­
factors, not addressed in this r Yt ~wever, there are many extraneous 

violations of the Department's R~i~~~~ftp:~h~~~~:~ ~~n~~~t~requency of 

~~~!~;lt~e ~i~~~ project period, data was collected from the test and 
ac~ ~ ~es. The data consists of· 1) f ' 

actions, and 2) the number f d' '1' . ,requency of d~sciplinary 
loss of gai t' d 0 ~sc~p ~nary act~ons that resulted in the 

n ~me an for a term of dis' I' 
through the administrativ h' c~p ~nary confinement imposed 
four time periods from e ear~ng process. This is compared across 
1980 Th 1 October to September for the years from 1976 to 

. e r~su ts of that data are in Table III-II. For a detail 

~~~~~ a~~;~~~~ ~;I~:~s a~~,major DR:s f?r each institution see Tab~=s 
~e ~mp~ct of the cla~siii~:t:~~a;;~:e;~!lu;~nr~~!e;;= ~n three stages, 

=~c~;~~~~~~e~~p~~t~o~~R~~)g:~~ ~:~~~ ~:~se~:~ose,res~it~;;Yi;fdi7ciPlin_ 
pilot a d t 1 maJor ~nst~tut~on ~n the 

n con ro grdups; a comparison between the pilot and contr 1 
groups; and an analysis of th 1 'f' , 0 
't' , e c ass~ ~cat~on criteria upon the pilot 
~ns ~tut~ons major DR's in light of reduced custody. 

PILOT INSTITUTIONS 

Lake,C.I. had a decrease in the number of major DR's by 12 6~ h 

~~;:~o~~,year for, the 1980 test period. This was the 10we~tOp~;~~n~ ~f 
At th s e~~r g~ven at Lake C.I. du~ing the four-year period studied 

e same ~me, the total number of DR's given for this period was . 
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TARLE III-11 

DISCIPLINARY REPORTS COMPARISON 

From October -to September 

1976 - 1980 

INSTITUTION 

76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 

388 536 525 560 Total DRs 
32.3 44.7 43.8 46.7 Average per month 

LAKE 
303 439 416 373 Total Major DRs 

25.3 36.6 34.7 31.1 Average per month 

78.1 81. 9 79.2 66.6 % of Major DRs to Total DRs 

1412 1720 1244 1321 
117.7 143.3 104.1 110.1 

DeSOTO 
1234 1591 1008 991 

102.8 132.6 84.0 82.6 

87.4 92.5 eO.7 75.0 

376 503 450 
51j.5 41. 9 37.5 

BROWARD 341 232 328 
28.4 19.3 27.3 

50.7 46.1 72.9 

937 531 1100 1199 
83.2 106.2 91. 7 119.9 

BREVARD 811 457 775 545 
73.7 91.4 64.4 54.5 

56.6 86.1 70.5 45.5 

64 250 241 314 
8.0 20.8 21.9 26.2 

ZEPHYRHILLS 36 199 201 244 
4.5 16.6 18.3 20.3 

36.3 79.6 83.4 77.7 
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BROWARD 

DISCIPLINARY REPORTS AND NAJOR DISCIPLINARY REPORTS 
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TABLE III-12 

DRs X = 37.5 
Hajor DRs X = 27.3 

• " , '.J 
10 . I • 
~~ __ ~~~~~~L-~~~~~~~~~~~~~-J_L-L--L~~~~-L-L-L~L-~-L-J~~~~~~~~~ 

10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
10/76 ( > 9/77 10/77 (. ) 9/78 10/78 ~ > 9/79 10/79 ~<--~) 9/80 

NOTE: 1) Broward began keeping inmates Augus t, 1977. 

• Total Number of Disciplinary Reports Given 

.. --------_ .... Number of Major Disciplinary Reports Acted Upon 
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DESOTO 

DISCIPLINARY REPORTS AND HAJOR DISCIPLINARY REPORTS 

DRs X = 145.0 
= 135.7 

DRs X = 104.1 
Major DRs X = 84.1 

TABLE 111-13 
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\ ' 
\ I 
J . 

DRs X = 110.1 
Major DRs X = 82.6 
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BREVARD 

DISCIPLINARY REPORTS AND tiAJOR DISCIPLINARY REPORTS 
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greater than previous years; 560 during 1980 as compared to 525:or 
1979; 536 for 1978. There seems to be a trend toward increasing 
numbers of DR's while at the same time major DR's are decreasing. 
DeSoto had a decrease in the number and percentage of major DR's 
given, 5.7% less than the ~revious year for the 1980 test period 
averaging a decrease of 11.8% over the three previous years. This 
occurred despite an increase in the number of DR's given over the 
previous year, 1,321 from 1,249 in 1979. Although during the 1977 
and 1978 period more DR's were given than in the pilot year, 1,412 
and 1,720 respectively. 

Broward C.I. is the only pilot institution where the number of Inajor 
DR's increased over previous years 24.9% during the 1980 test year. 
This occurred despite a significant drop in the number of DR's given 
over this time from 673 in 1978, to 503 in 1979, to 450 in 1980. This 
phenomenon can partially be attributed to two iactors: in 1977 Broward 
C.I. was a new institution and an adjustment period was necessary to 
iron out the problems and processes that are necessary for each 
institution, and population adjustment. During 1977, the population 
average was 162 while the staff averaged 135. Today, the average 
population is 284 while the staff remains at 135. Thus, the higher 
major DR numbers for the 1980 year represents figures that would be 
the norm for Broward C.I. in future years with a constant inmate popu-
lation. 

3.4.2 CONTROL INSTITUTIONS 

Brevard C. I. had a decrease in the number of major Dr's 29.7% during 
the 1980 test year, over tbe previous year and a significant decrease 
in the percentage of major DR's over Dr's reported averaging 35.6% for 
three years. 

Zephryhills C.I. had an increase in the number of major DR's during the 
1980 test year by 21.4% and has been consistently increasing for the 
past three years. This has been consistent with the increases in 
number of DR's reported for these time periods, although the percentage 
of major DR's as part of the number given is slightly less for this 
period than the previous two years; 77.7% for 1980 as compared to 
83.4% for 1979. 

3.4.3 COMPARING THE PILOT AND CONTROL GROUPS 

In comparing the pilot and control group we see that both groups have 
similar major DR patterns. The degree of decrease and increase varies 
but the implementation of the custody criteria at the pilot institutions 
did not have a negative impact yielding an increase in major DR's. 
DeSoto, Lake and Brevard had decreases in major DR's while Broward* and 

*For an explanation of why Broward C.I. increased in major DR's see 
notes on Table 111-12. 
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Zephryhills had increases. The downward trend occurring at the 
pilot institutions of Lake and DeSoto are important because any 
change in that trend, upward, would imply that the custody criteria 
might have contributed to the increase. 

3.4.4 REDUCED CUSTODY AND MAJOR DISCIPLINARY REPORTS 

3.5 

In the pilot institutions when the program was initiated in October 
of 1979, the concern was how the new custody criteria would affect 
the "risk management" aspect of the operational performance of these 
institutions. Violation of the Department Rules of Conduct were of 
major concern because, unlike assaults or escape, rule violations 
are not as Iowa base-rate behavior as these two. Rule violations 
are much more prone to changes in policy_ Since implementation of a 
new s~ste~ of custod~ classification is a major policy change, concern 
over ~ts ~mplementat~on was natural. When the classification criteria 
produced a shift on the custody grades its importance became even more 
obvious. The question was asked, "Is this reduction providing enough 
control over individuals to remove or prevent them from involvement 
in major rule violations?" The answer to the question is that the 
new custody criteria, by reducing the custody assignment, has allowed 
more opportunity for those inmates who want to abide by the rules to 
trade their aberrant behavior for the privileges associated with ;e­
duced custody. Those who are unable to abide by the rules continue 
to be under tighter supervision required by their higher custody grades. 
R~duce~ cu~tod~ plus the continued reduction of major DR's at the major 
p~lot ~nst~tut~ons supports the new custody criteria's implementation 
because the combination of the two positive results adds greater 
strength to its claim as a means to provide the maximum possible opera­
tional efficiency within the concept of "risk management". 

CONFOUNDING VARIABLES 

As has been stated, we are in the risk management business. Therefore, 
the most important factor of escape, assaults and major disciplinary 
reports have been scrutinized. This was done to determine if the 
chan~e in the c~assification process has produced any negative or 
glar~ng change ~n the operational efficiency and safety of the 
corrections system. 

The reduction of close custody grades through the use of objective 
custody classification criteria in the pilot institutions has had no 
apparent negative effect upon the operations of those institutions. 
The system-wide application of the classification criteria should like­
wise have no negative effects on Departmental operations. Because it 
has proven to be effective by correctly placing these people in proper 
custody grades usin,' guidelines that have been uniform and easily 
identifiable, the classification criteria offers the corrections system 
a more efficient way to operate without compromising effectiveness. 
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Each of the previous sections on escape, assaults and Disciplinary 
Reports states explicitly the findings related to that factor. The 
findings of ~ change in each section has ruled out any negative 
hypothesis concerning the impact of the new custody criteria and 
whether the reduction in ~he proportion of close custody inmates 
associated with the implementation would increase risks within the 
corrections system. However, some confounding variables were evident 
during this investigation. Further investigation of these variables 
could yield a better understanding of the effects of the proposed 
classification system. The final interpretation of the results of the 
pilot project should be made in light of these other uncontrolled 
factors that surely affect the operational outcomes. 

3.5.1 EXTRANEOUS VARIABLES LIKELY TO AFFECT ESCAPE RATES 

In the area of escape, in a four-year analysis of monthly escapes for 
all institutions (see III-17) a consistent trend was found. For each 
year during the fiscal years of 1976 through 1980 there have been the 
same peaks and valleys (cyclical variations month to month). May and 
June are one set of highs, while July and August are the other, with 
a valley inbetween. 

This suggests that the ccnfounding variable of weather has a greater 
impact upon the escape rate than any changes introduced from outside 
the system, such as parole hearings or changes in classification 
policy. 

High escape rates during the peak summer months are most likely a 
function of the system's operational procedures; more people are out­
side with less security available, therefore, the opportunity and desire 
for flight are enhanced. Conversely, in the colder months the weather 
hinders outside work and more inmates are inside under close control 
and supervision, thus the opportunity is lessened. A second factor 
related to the colder month is comfort and desire. It is not unreason­
able to assume that, since most escapes are not breakou·ts but walk-aways, 
the comfort of the corrections facility is more appealing than the 
uncertainty of the outside world when the climate is unfavorable. Again, 
the inmate is assessing his options. His personal gain might be less 
than the discomfort at this time. This does not imply that this variable 
is strong enough in the Florida climate to predict all escape behavior. 
There are always those who are going to take any and all risks to gain 
freedom. 

3.5.2 EXTRANEOUS VARIABLES INFLUENCING ASSAULT RATES 

Assaultive hehavior, in general, was found to be less predictive over time 
because there are no obvious trends that stand out significantly. However, 
under close 8xamination of monthly data on assault rates, (see Tables 
III-8, III-9, III-IO, there appear to be two distrinctive time frames 
during which more assaults occur, the summer months of June and July and 
the winter months of January and February. 
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1 This ~onsistent pattern occurs over six years and suggests that the 
system is impervious to variables that are introduced from outside 
the system. Higher assaults for the June-July period suggests, again, 
that the weather plays an important role. The normally intense heat 
of June and July could become a very effective agitant in an environ­
ment which fosters close contact among potential violent individuals 
confined within it. 

The second heavy assault period during the months of January and 
February, is most likely the result of several compounding variables. 
Again the weather seems to playa key role, for it is during this 
period that the inmates are most likely to be indoors and have the most 
frequent contact with staff and each other. This long period of close 
winter contact, which peaks during these two months, offers one 
possible explana:tion for the increased assaultive behavior during this 
time. 

Another possible variable related to the January and February increase 
is "post-holiday depression", creating a frustration that may manifest 
itself in increased frequency of aggressive acts. Although this 
hypothesis would be more difficult to test, it is difficult to ignore. 
Since aggressive/assaultive behavior is no·t considered rational, a 
triggering mechanism is sought. Depression could possible be that 
mechanism which the staff should be aware of following the months after 
the Christmas holiday season. 

The analysis of assault behavior during the test period (October, 1979 
through June of 1980) yielded a totally unexpected result, apparently 
related to the application of Objective Parole Criteria during the 
pilot test. Under legislative mandate, the Florida Parole Commission 
retroactively applied newly established parole guidelines (standard 
incarceration requirements) to inmates in prison between January and 
December, 1979., Each inmate was reviewed under the objective criteria 
to determine a Presumptive Parole Release Date (PPRD). 

As data on assaults was gathered, a dramatic pattern began to emerge 
in both the test and control facilities; but most evident in the medium 
custody facilities. For roughly a ten-month period in 1979, there were 
literally no assaults in certain facilities. This was a distinct 
departure from the normal rate of two to five or more assaults each 
month. Beginning in January, 1980, the assault rates returned to the 
pre-1979 norm. 

Apparently, those inmates having the highest expectation for imminent 
parole release, recognizing the importance of proper institutional be­
havio.r, were able to police themselves and virtually eradicate assaultive 
behavior. Once the PPRDs were established, however, the inmates returned 
to normal behavior patterns. Some inmates with relatively certain long 
prison terms (PPRDs in the next decade or next century) may, in fact, be 
more likely to exhibit assaultive behavio~ than before the PPRD was 
established. Consistant with this assessment, assault rates in close 
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3.5.3 

custody f 'l't' , ac~ ~ ~eE\ were changed very little ' , , 
~nsofar as inmates with Ii ttl h - dur~ng th~s per~od 
motivated to suppress assault~veo~ehfo: parole,re~ease wer~ not 
the Parole Criteria at the~' ~ a~~or. Th~s ~ntroduct~on of 
classificat;o t' ~~me 0 p~lot test~ng of the 

• n sys em, made inter t t' 
proposed custody criteria 0 pre a ~on of the impact of the 
only through observing th n as~aults extremely difficult. It is 
control facili.ties that ~h ma?n~tude of change in both pilot and 
least partially adjusted fo;.~mpact of parole criteria has been at 

EXTRANEOUS VARIABLES AFFECTING RATES OF RULE 
VIOLATIONS 

In the context of major disciplinary reports (DRs) there 
confounding variables that to 'f are so many 
leading In the aI' f spec~ y only one or two would be mis-

. na ys~s 0 DR's there ' 
between and ,,,ithin institutions th wer~ ~o many d~fferences 
developed. This implies th-t th at no spec~f~c patterns could be 
that could contribute to a ere are many extraneous variables 

or cause drastic change ' 
Tables III-12 through III-16 d s ~n test outcomes. 
difficulty in understandi g DRemonstra~e very effectively the 
th n s and maJor DRs I ' ere are very visable tre d d • n some ~nstances 
follow each other very cl n ~ an patterns and the two variables 
there are marked d;ff ose y on the graph while in other instances 

• erences. 

Escape and assaults are such r 1 t' , 
any testing for impact rela~edeta ~vel~f~nfrequen~ behaviors that 
likely be inconclus;ve Thos h

O spec~ ~c system~c changes will 
•• e w 0 escape a l'k 

they've calculated the benefits and 'k re ~ ely to do so because 
of what the system does. Assaultiver~s s 70r themselves regardless 
as premediated as escaping tak bhehav~or, although not generally 

, , es on t e form of am' 
react~onary pattern thus conf d' ore spontaneous 
of systemic changes' However oun,~ng analysis related to implementation 
There are thousands·of DR ' ' mdaJor DRs do not fit in the same mold. 

s ~SSue annually and eve ' 
system has a greater probabilit of a ' ~one ~n the prison 
of these result in a dis' I' Y rule ~nfract~on than not. Many 
loss of gain time and/orc~~~n~ry re~orti so~e (major DRs) involve 

a ~n~strat~ve conf~nement. 

Having rules automaticall im I' , 
leaves the problem in a y p ~es rule ~nterpretation and this term 

h n open-ended state A rul ' 
t e same way. The institutio h' . e ~s never enforced 
them to suit their needs thent a~ ~ts own,needs, the staff interprets 
the chain goes on Then' th ,ra~n~ng off~cer explains them and so 
It is only naturai with' e ~nml a~e has to interpret them to live by. 

1 ' ,a popu at~on as great and d' 
popu at~on comprised of offend h ,,~verse as the inmate 
ant with the rules of society e~~ : 0 h;V~ exh~b~ted behavior inconsist­
wish to conform to the stand 'd a con l~cts ex~st. Not all people 
Therefore, the mix of rule i:~e; estab~ished b~ the corrections system. 
is as multidiminsional and lpretat~on and ~nforgement variations 
The interface with an eq llcom

p 
ex as the corrections staff itself. 

ua Y complex inmate popul t' 
of possibilities for variati ' a ~on creates thousands 

on ~n rates of disciplinary actions. The 
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review of the data on DRs and major DRs (see Tables 111-8 through 111-10 
involves a time series. It becomes apparent through this analysis 
that there are varying degrees of consistency between the two. In 
most cases the number of major DRs is proportional to the total 
number of DRs given. However, there are cases, such as indicated by 
the data from Broward C.I. and Lake C.I., where a definite shift 
occurs, reflecting external variables impacting the process. In the 
context of this report, one can only speculate as to the nature and 
effect of these variables. 
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4.0 

SECTION IV 

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

From the previous sections of this report, it is possible to draw 
several conclusions from the pilot test of the proposed classification 
system: 

• The criteria is generally accepted by the field staff as 
a legitimate basis for assigning custody level; 

• There has been a more efficient assignment of custody 
grades in the pilot facilities with a reduction in 
close custody in the test facilities. Inmates-reviewed 
under the criteria are not held in medium or clcse 
custody for inordinate periods of time and move in a 
regular fashion toward reduced custody as standard 
qualifications are attained. This movement tqward 
reduced custody will, upon statewide implementation, 
facilitate movement of inmates qualified for minimum 
custody to work release and other minimum custody 
assignments through computer-based capabilities. 

• There has been no adverse affect on rates of escape, 
assault, or major disciplinary actions. In fact, in the 
pilot facilities, there has even been some slight reduction 
in assaults and major diciplinary infractions during the 
test period. This improvement was not noted in the con­
trol facilities during this period. 

Analysis of the exceptions made to the criteria indicated that the 
criteria is considered to be somewhat "liberal"; that is, there were 
considerably more exceptional actions taken to increase custody then 
to reduce. To some extent, it is likely that staff will always 
resort more to exceptions to correct custody assignments that are 
likely, in their 'opinion, to result in escape or that do not indicate 
the proper level of supervision and control that they believe is 
necessary. On the other hand, exceptional actions to reduce custody 
may result in negative administrative action when, on professional 
staff recommendation, standards are overridden and, subsequently, the 
inmate escapes or otherwise violates the trust. That is, from the 
perspective of staff, there is more personal risk involved in custody 
red'uction than increases. 
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It is believed that any modification to the proposed s~stem, , 
that; 1) improves the percentage of classi~ic~t~on act~ons w~th~n 
the criteria (or at least does not cause s~gn~f~cantly more ex­
ceptions to be made) and 2) reduces the proportion of exceptions, 
to increase custody (attempting to equalize the,n~er of except~ons 
to increase and to decrease) will be a more eff~c~ent and effect~ve 
system. 

It is never desirable, however, that over 85% of the de7i 7ion7 will 
be made without exception ... this would imply that class~f~cat~on 
staff are not reviewing each case or are simply defaulting,to the 
criteria without giving the system or the inmate the benef~t of pro-
fessional judgment and input. 

RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS TO THE POINT SCHEME 4.1 

General suggestions were made for modification of th7 7yst~ by field 
staff during the pilot project. Other suggested mod~f~cat~ons were 
implied by the analysis of the exceptional actions. 

Among the suggested changes were: 

• 

• 

• 

Increase the point values for escapes from minimum custod 
status (eg., walkways from Community Correctional Centers. 
This suggestion reflected a problem of scoring offenders 
who were returned to major institutions after an escape. 
Having no points added for the escape, the score indicated 
minimum custody which they had just violated. 

Increase the points for offenders with long sentences w~o 
had served less than 20% of their sentence. A substant~al 
number of exceptions involved offenders with sentences of 
15 years on serious violent offenses who did not scor7 , ' 
"close" after only 3 years in the system. Many class~f~cat~on 
officers and supervisors believe that such inmates with more 
time yet to serve than has been served, are higher risks than 
inmates who have invested more time on retiring a sentence. 

Increase the point totals of offenders who have considerable 
time to serve before their earliest expected release date. 
Presumptive Parole Release dates for some offende:s have been 
set into the next decade or the next century. Wh~le the7e 
dates may be moved forward upon review every two years, ~t 
is believed that the knowledge of the remot7 parole r 71ease 
date and the likelihood of long periods of ~ncarcerat~on, 
may influence inmates who might not ha~e consi~ered escape 
before. In addition, assaultive behav~or may ~ncrease as a 
result of lack of parole incentives for these ~nmates. 
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4.2 

• Award points in cases where the judge have retained jurisdic­
tion for up to 30% of the sentence, thereby making the inmate 
inelligible for parole. The suggested modification would 
require points to be awarded if the inmate had served less than 
40% of the term under judicial jurisdiction (treat the term as 
if mandatory minimum) . 

• Award points for inmates who have served less than 40% of one 
three-year mandatorv minimum sentence (currently this action 
is taken only for inmates serving two or more consecutive 
mandatory terms). 

• Delete the points awarded for Question #13 on the score sheet 
related to requirement for a release plan. with the advent of 
Objective Parole Criteria and Presumptive Parole Release Dates 
(PPRD's), considering this indicator of pending parole release 
is not appropriate with regard to classification actions. 

In order to examine the impact of implementation of one or more of 
these recommended changes to the system (either separately or in 
combination), the staff of the Bureau of Planning, Research and 
Statistics developed a computer program that allows the user to 
change the points awardeQ, to each i tern to determine: 

1) 

2) 

tihether the proportion of decisions within the criteria 
is increased; 

If more exceptions are created by the change or if the dis­
tribution of the type of exception (to increase custody or 
to decrease custody) is altered; and 

3) What the resulting distribution of close, medium and minimum 
custody will be. 

INVESTIGATION OF THE EFFECTS OF POINT CHANGES 

The table on the following page represents a summary of the results of 
testing various schemes for changing the criteria. 

CASE I: 

CASE II: 

CASE III: 

Represents no change and reflects the pilot project results. 

Suggests dropping one (1) point from the score 
who did not have a release plan under Question 
reclassification Questionnaire (See Appendix 

of inmates 
#13* on the 
) . 

Drop the one (1) point for Question #13 as in Case II and 
would award two (2) points to the score of an inmate who 
escaped during the past 6 years (Question #4) either from: 

e) A Major Institution t Road Prison, or Vocational Center/ 
minimum custody at the time of escape; 
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4.3 

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

Implementation of Executive Staff Recommendation on Modifi,'ltion to 

the point Scheme. 

Authorizing changes to improve the systems performance is part of the 
responsibility of the executive staff. Included in the goals and 
objectives of the Classification criteria is design flexibility. Our 
classification system was developed to be able to identify and respond 
to changes in the composition of the inmate population relative to risk­
related variables and should allow for improved understanding of the 
classification process. Thus, it has become capable of identifying~ 
assimilating and verifying new criteria elements based upon profess~onal 
input provided by field and research staff. 

The process of identifying any constructs or procedural adjustments 
that might improve system performance was accomplished in Section 4.1. 
The executive staff feels that the pilot project was successful and 
that the classification criteria works. 

However, because we were concerned with the variations in the ap-
plication of the classification criteria (see,table 11-13) the abo~e 
modifications were fully investigated. Of maJor concern was the d~fference 
in application of the criteria without exception at Lake Correctional 
Institution (81.1%) and DeSoto Correctional Institution (65.9%). DeSot~'s 
low rate of criteria usage, it was thought, could reflect the conservat~ve 
attitude of the entire system or it could reflect the wisdom and experience 

of DeSoto's classification staff. 

If the latter were true then many of the changes proposed in Section 4.1 

would have to be imposed. 

However, the executive staff felt that the classification criteria worked 
and that although there are now institutional differences in the rate of 
application of the criteria these differences are not great e~oug~ to 
make major revisions of the classification point scheme at th~s t~me. 
Five major factors were considered in limiting the number of changes 
to be made in the point scheme of the classification criteria: 

• Lake Correctional Institution with a high of 81.1% classified 
within the criteria functioned without any serious operational 

• 

• 

problems. 

The overall number of close custody inmates in the pilot 
institutions did not effect escape rates, assault rates or 
major disciplinary violations in a negative manner. 

Desoto Correctional Institution's individual situation of being 
more reserved in their custody classification could be temporary 
due to the type of offender admitted during a particular time 

period. 

• The feeling that time was essential to make the various staff 
personalities feel comfortable. 
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• The understanding that all of the classification staff did 
not fully understand the classification criteria system and 
that further training for classification purposes could 
reduce some of the conservative biases generated when any 
change is implemented. 

These factors encompass many areas of our previous evaluation (see Section 3). 
Currently we estimate that between 80 and 85 percent of those classified 
should alw~ys be graded within the criteria. There will always be exceptions 
to these f~gures but the percent 6f those classified within the criteria 
should remain stable. Too many changes will not, at this time, allow the 
necessary development to take place that only experience can effectively 
control. However, it was felt that some changes were needed to manage some 
problems seen by the staff to be necessary. 

Section 4.1 lists the six major areas that were considered for modification 
by the executive staff. The following represents the major changes that are 
a result of their reviews: 

• Increase in the point values for those minimum custody inmates 
who had escaped from a minimum facility or escaped while on 
minimum custody at a major institution. 

• On the initial classification form this would involve 
adding two (2) points for the first six months. 

• After six months only one (1) point would be added to 
the reclassification form for a period of no longer 
than five (5) years. 

These measures would, in most cases, solve the problem of having no penalty 
for those who had escaped. Raising the custody grade for those who come into 
the system with a prior escape history would allow close observation and 
supervision to take place. 

• Increase in the range of those offenders with long sentences 
who had served less than 20% of their sentences. 

• Included in Question #8 are those who have served 
less than 20% of a definite sentence of twenty-five 
(25) years. 

This responded to classification officers and supervisors' belief that inmates 
with more time yet to serve are higher risks than those inmates who have 
invested more time on retiring a sentence. 

• Increase in the types of offenders who have served less than 
40% of the minimum requirement. 
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• 

• 

Included ~n Question #11 are those sentenced 
consecutively to more than one three-year-minimum 
mandatory whose sentence total does not exceed 
fifteen (15) years. 

The second group included are those composite 
mandatory sentences exceeding fifteen (15} years 
but less than twenty-five (25) years. 

This change was designed to respond to the concern that other inmates, serving 
long sentences in conjunction with only one minimum-mandatory requirement 
would also require closer observation for a greater period of time. 

• Question #13 and the points awarded for it were deleted. 

• Based on a judgement that the advent of the Objective 
Parole criteria and Pre~umptive Parole Release Dates 
(PPRD's) it would not be necessary to anticipate the 
inmates release by the indicator in Question #14. 

• This question had been recorded as being removed 
earlier. 

The above are major changes that have been implemented on the classification 
point scheme. Other clarification changes on particular questions were also 
implemented. The section following is the revised ~lassification point scheme 
as it will be used by the Florida Department of corrections Classification 
Officers and personnel. 
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Some consideration should ~ giYen, when conaidering adoption of point 
changes, to the data presented ~n Table II-13. This data indicates that 
much of the departure to increase custody is attributed to the actions 
and policies of DeSoto CI (since most of these actions were contributed 
-by that institution). Recognizing t.'lat much of the outcome of the pilot 
project reflects the action of the largest facility to a greater extent 
than others, the decision to modify the-point scheme by Test Case VIII 
cr~teria is, in essence, an acceptance of the relatively conservative 
ph~losophy of DeSoto staff for Department-wide implementation. 

This ia of some concern, in that Lake CI wu able to function within the 
,existing pilot tested criteria in over SO, of the cases reviewe,d. To 
ado~t the higher point values suggested in Test Case VIII simply transfer 
some of DeSoto's work to justify exceptiona to increase to an increue in 
administrative effort at Lake CI to jWltify increased reductiona. 

On the ot.her hand, since there is more "risk" associated with exceptiontl 
to reduce custody, institutions like Lake may chose simply to take the 
easier, less risky course of staying witnin the criteria and leaving 
borderline inmates in higher-than-necessary custody grades. 

Test case.I, ~o change, was highest for those scored within the guidelines 
of the cr~ter~a,70.S', but had the fourth highest rate of increases in 
custo~y by exc7Ption, 20.S%. However, it is felt at this time that by 
alJow~ng for t~me to take its course, two important factors will come 
into play; a better and more proficient understanding and trust of the 
new classification criteria. These two elements will within a reasonably 
short time red~ce ~e incr~ase.in custody to exception and the percentage 
those scored w~thin the gU1del~nes will increase proportionately. 

The advantage we have right now of using the "no change" (original 
criteria) is that it has been successfully tested and has met or exceeded 
the guidelines established prior to implementation. Before implementing 
any changes, questions should always be asked. will the change be 
significant enough to warrant the costs of the change- and has the original 
plan been implemented long enough to get a true distribution. This is 
especially true in the corrctions area where one change effects so many 
p70p~e at such a high cost and where implementation and acceptance are 
diff~cult because of the nature of the system where programs have been in 
effect for long lengths of time. 
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DESCRIPTION OF FINAL CRITERIA 

TO BE USED FOR STATEWIDE CUSTODY REC~~SSIFICATION 

POINT SCHEME 

The proposet scoring scheme developed for us~ by the Department of Corrections 
is as follows: 

CLASSIFICATION 
SCORE 

Questionnaire Items 

0-4 
5-7 
8 + 

= 
= 
= 

CUSTODY 
GRADE 

MINIMUM 
MEDIUM 
CLOSE 

1. The inmate has been diagnosed by professional staff as: 

a) Actively psychotic (not in a stare or remission) ••.•....•.•••.•. lO 
b) Psychotic, but in a state or remission ••.••.•••.••••..•.•.••.•.. 0 

2. The inmate is under sentence of death •.•••.•...•...•...••.••.••.••.• 10 

3. The inmate has received a life sentence with one or more 
25-year mandatory requirements or has received any mandatory 
te~~ exceeding 25 years and he/she has served less than 40% 
of the total mandatory requirement ...•.•..•..•.•......•.••.•..••.••• 10 

4. The inmate escaped or was involved in an escape attempt 
during the last five years 

a) From a major institution, road prison or vocational 
center/close custody at the time of escape ••.••..•.•.••.•.•••..• lO 

b) From close custody non-DC facility (i.e., jail) .••••••..•.•••••• lO 
c) From a major institution, road prison or vocational 

center/medium custody........................................... 3 
d) From another DC or non-DC facility/medium custody 

at the time of escape........................................... 3 
e) From a major institution, road prison or vocational 

center/minimum custody at the time of e3cape ••.•.••.•••••.•.••.• 1 
f) From a CCC.. . • • • . • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • . • . • • • • • • • . . • . . • . • . • • . . . . • • • • • •• 1 
g) From another DC or non-DC facility/miuimmn custody 

at the time of escape........................................... 1 



5. 

6. 

The inmate escaped or was involved in an escape attempt 
during the last five years with a modus operandi that 
involved: 

a) Violence against DC staff ....................................... 10 
b) Taking a hostage of DC staff .................................... 10 
c) Weapons ............................... " ....................•.... 10 
d) Violence against a private citizen ..•........................... 10 
e) Taking as hostage a private citizen ..................•.......... 10 
f) An organized plan ............................................... 10 
g) Assistance by DC staff .......................................... 10 
h) Assistance by a private citizen (accomplice) .................... lO 

The inmate I s primary offense of his/her current COllUllitment 
is: (Check only one) 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 
h) 
i) 
j) 
k) 
1) 
m) 

n) 
0) 

p) 
q) 
r) 
s) 
t) 
u) 
v) 
w) 
x) 
aa) 
bb) 
cc) 
dd) 
eel 
ff) 
gg) 
hh) 
ii) 
jj) 

Murder, 1st degree ............................................. . 1 
Murder, 2nd degree.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Manslaughter ................................................... . 1 
Arson. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Sexual Battery/Forcible Rape.................................... 1 
Robbery. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ~ 

Aggravated Battery.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Aggrava ted Assault.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •. 1 
Armed Burglary ................................................. . 
Child Molesting.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 

1 Escape. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Riot ...............................................•............ 
Strike in Correctional Institution .............................. 1 
Kidnapping ....................................•................. 1 
Mayhem. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Terrorist/Bombing Acts ........ r • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 1 
Possession Weapon in Prison.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Assault w/Intent to Kill........................................ 1 
Shooting into a Building....... . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Cruel ty to Chi ldren. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Possession of Explosives........................................ 1 
Resisting an Officer ........................................... . 1 
Murder, 3rd Degree ............................................. . 1 
Other Violent Offenses... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Unarmed Burglary ............................................... . o 

o Larceny. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 
Auto Theft .........................................•............ 
Forgery. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 
Narcotics. . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 
Incest ................. " ....................................... . o 
Breaking and Entering... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 
Possession of a Concealed Weapon.. . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0 

o Manslaughter, Auto ...............•.............................. 
Other Non-Violent Crimes .............•......................... 0 0 

7. The inmate is under total length of sentence of: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 
h) 
i) 
j) 
k) 

Li fe ............................................................. 2 
51 Years to Life ................................................. 2 
21 - 50 years .................................................... 2 
11 - 20 Years .................................................... l 
7 - 10 Years ..................................................... 

l 
6 years .......................................................... 1 
5 years .......................................................... 0 
4 years .......................................................... 0 
3 years .......................................................... 0 
2 Years .......................................................... o 
1 Year ...................................................•....... o 

8. The inmate has served less than 20% of a definite sentence 
of 25 years or less OR less than 5 years of a life sentence 
or sentence greater than 25 years .................................... 

l 

9. HiS/her current offense invOlved intentional violence 
resulting in: (Check only one) 

a) Death of a criminal justice agent ................................ 1 
b) Death of a private citizen ....................................... 

l 
c) Personal injury of a criminal justice agen_ ...................... l 
d) Personal injury of a private citizen ...........•................. l 
e) Threat to a person ............................................... 0 
f) Property damage .................................................. 0 

10. The inmate has a verified history involving intentional 
violence that resulted in: (Check only one) 

a) Death of a criminal justice official ............................. 
l 

b) Death of a private citizen ....................................... l 
c) Personal injury of a criminal justice official ................... l 
d) Personal injury of a private citizen ............................. l 
e ) Threat to a person ............................................... 0 
f) Property damage .................................................. 0 

11. a) The inmate has been sentenced consecutively to more 
than one three-year mandatory minimum sentence and 
the total does not exceed 15 years, and he/she has 
served less than 40% of the minimmn requirement .................. l 

b) The total composite mandatory sentence exceeds 15 
years, but is less than 25 years and the inmate has 
served less than 40% of the minim~requirement .................. l 



12. 

13. 

14. 

It hus been determined that the inmate currently has a need 
for one or more of the following programs: 
MARK A if needed and available 
MARK B if needed but not available 
MARK C if participating 
MARK D if not participating 

a) Psychiatric Counseling 
b) Psychological Counseling 
c) Drug Counseling 
d) AA Counseling 
e) Academic Program 
f) Vocational Training 
g) Other (Explain) ----------------------h) Other (Explain) 

If any item is checked in both Column A and D, the score for 
Item 12 is........................ 1 point. 

The inmate is more than 2 years from his earliest expected 
release date on a sentence of more than 5 years ....••...••.••..•.•... l 

or 

The inmate is more than 6 months from his earliest expected 
release date on a sentence of less than or equal to 5 years .......••. l 

Based upon his/her performance/evaluations during his/her 
current commitment, the inmate has one of the following 
behavior characteristics. If the inmate's behavior is 
observed, plc>ce a mark in Column (A); if professionally 
diagnosed, mark Column (B). Check only the most serious 
problem for a) through i) . 

a) Homicidal (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) .....•.... 4 
b) Sadistic (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) •.•...••... 4 
c) Unable to handle stress •..••••••••.•....•.•.....•..•..•...••.•.•. 2 
d) Suicidal Act (if confirmed by professional diagnosis; not 

as standard protection exception and mark close) .......••...••... 4 
e) Subject to hallucination ••..••••..•.•••.••..•..•....•...•...•.... 2 
f) Paranoid (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) •••..•••... 2 
g) Abusive ..•.•..•••..•.•...•••••.••.••..••.•..•..•.....••..••.•.•.. 2 
h) Aggressive .••...•••.....•.•••••.••.•••..•....•.•••....•...•...... 2 
i) Deals in contraband •..•••...•••••••.••...•.•.....••.....•••.•••.. 2 
j) Uses alcohol or drugs ..••.••••••..••...•......••..•.•..•••.••.... a 
k) Non- conformist •....•...••••••.•••.•..•••..•••..•............•.... a 
1 ) Threatening ...•......•.•.....•.....•••..•...•..•...•......••...•• a 
m) Masochistic (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) •.••..•. O 
n) Retarded (if suspected, secure professional diagnosis) ...•••••... O 
0) Manipulati ve ..••..•..•....•••.••.••••..•...•....•..•..•...•.•.... a 
p) Argumentative ••••.••.••.•••••.•••.•.•••.•.•••....•....•.•...•..•. a 
q) Pliable •.•.•.•••.••.••.. , " •.•..••.•..••..•..••..•.••..•...•.•... a 

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

15. 

16. 

17. 

r) L k . . t' . ac s J.nJ. J.a tJ. ve. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . a 
s) Low.t?lerance.f?r frustration .•... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::o 
t) EX~J.bJ.ts hostJ.1J.ty with respect to authority .........•.....•...• o 
u) FaJ.ls to accept responsibility for his own actions ..........••.• O 

Institutional adjustment during the last six months has 
been continually less than satisfactory as evidenced by: 
(Check one only) 

a) 

b) 
c) 

Has gained disciplinary confinement or loss of gain time 
~uring last period of incarceration including jail confinment ... 2 
Demonstrated lack of cooperation with institutional staff .•.•... 2 
Demonstrated maladjustment or unadaptability to institutional 
routin / . . e supervJ.sJ.on ..........•............... " .................. 2 

Has had an unsatisfactory work rating during' last six months .•...... 2 

The inmate 
jailor in 
or assault 

has made use of one of the following skills in 
the prison environment in an escape, escape attempt 
within the last five years: 

a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
e) 
f) 
g) 

h) 

Firearms.. . . . . . . . . .. .• . . . . . 4 
Exp los i ves ................• : : : : : : : : : : : . : .......................• 4 
Incendiaries .................•.••..... ' ........................ 4 
Martial arts .........................•.........•................ 4 

Locksmi t~ ............................. : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : 4 
ElectronJ.cs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
Weapons other than firearms ....... :::::::::::::::::::::.·.·.······· 4 
Other ..... . 

.....•••..•••.•••••••••.•..••..••.•. 4 

----



J 

APPENDIX A 

Appendix A contains Inmate Population Classified Within Proposed 
Custody Criteria, Close, Medium and Minimum; Profile of Inmates who 
had Custody Grades Increased by Exception; Profile of Inmates who 
had Custody Grades Decreased by Exception and Escapee Inmates Profile. 
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INMATE POPULATION CLASSIFIED 
WTTHIN PROPOSED CUSTODY CRITERIA 

CLOSE CUSTODY INMATE PROFILE 366 CASES 

• ESCAPE HISTORY IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS: 

• 

78.4% (287) had no prior escapes 
9.3% ( 34) had prior escape from close custody 
9.3% ( 34) had escaped from medium custody 
3.0% ( 11) had escaped from minimum custody 

OFFENSE DISTRIBUTION # % OF TOTAL 

MURDER 1 36 9.9 

MURDER 2 40 10.9 

MANSLAUGHTER 2 .5 

ARSON 2 .5 

SEXUAL BATTERY 41 11.2 

ROBBERY/ARMED & UNARMED 121 33.1 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 10 2.7 

AGGRAVATED BATTERY 14 3.8 

ARMED BURGLARY 15 4.1 

ESCAPE 35 9.6 

KIDNAPPING 3 .8 

ASSAULT W/INTENT TO KILL 2 .5 

SHOOTING INTO BUILDING 2 .5 

RESISTING AN OFFICER 8 2.2 

MURDER 3 2 .5 

OTHER VIOLENT 1 .3 

UNARMED BURGLARY 17 4.7 

LARCENY 1 .3 

FORGERY 2 .5 

NARCOTICS VIOLATION 4 1.1 

BREAKING & ENTERING (OLD CODE) 1 .3 

CONCEALED WEAPON 1 .3 

OTHER NON-VIOLENT 6 1.7 

CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT 

9.9 
20.8 
21.3 
21.8 
33.0 
66.1 
68.8 
72.6 
76.7 
86.3 
87.1 
87.6 
88.1 
90.3 
90.8 
91.1 

95.8 
96.1 
96.6 
97.7 
98.0 
98.3 

100.0 

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

CLOSE CUSTODY INMATE PROFILE CONTINUED: 

• 

Three-fourths (77.0%) have sentences of seven years or longer 

Over half (54.4%) of the close custody inmates in this sample are serving 
sentences of longer than 10 years for Murder (1st/2nd Degree), Sexual 
Battery or Armed Robbery 

TIME SERVED ON SENTENCE: 

65.0% (238) had served less than 20% of sentence 
35.0% (128) had served more than 20% of sentence 

• TIME REMAINING ON CURRENT SENTENCE 

• 

68.8% (252) have more than 2 years to release on sentence greater than 
5 years 

17.5% 64) have more than 6 months remaining on sentence less than 5 
years 

13.7% 50) are wi thin the above time frames 

Over half (55.5%) had served less than 20% of their sentence and were more 
than 2 years away from earliest release on a sentence of greater than 5 
years. 

INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT 

58.2% (213) have major disciplinary report within past 6 months 
1.4% ( 5) have unsatisfactory work ratings within past 6 months 
4.9% ( 18) have exhibited maladjustment 

35.5% (130) have satisfactory adjustment 

91% of the inmates in close custody are serving sentences for violent offenses. 

• LENGTH OF SENTENCE CUMULATIVE 

DISTRIBUTION # % OF TOTAL PERCENT 

LIFE OR DEATH 54 14.8 14.8 

10 2.7 17.5 
51 + 28.4 40 10.9 
21 - 50 Years 27.3 55.7 
H- 2O Years 100 

78 21.3 77 .0 
7 - 10 Years 

10 2.7 79.7 
6 Years 7.9 87.6 
5 Years 

29 
12 3.3 90.9 

4 Years 5.5 96.5 20 
3 Years 2.1 98.6 8 
2 Years 1.4 100.0 
1 Year 

5 
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MEDIUM CUSTODY INMATE PROFILE 340 CASES 

• ESCAPE HISTORY IN 'I'HE IAST FIVE YEARS: 

92.4% (314) had no prior escapes 
none had escaped from close custody 

3.5% ( 12) had escaped from medium custody 
4.1% ( 14) had escaped from minimum custody 

OFFENSE DISTRIBUTION # % OF TOTAL • 
2 .6 MURDER 1 

25 7.3 MURDER 2 
2.9 MANSLAUGHTER 10 

12.7 SEXUAL BATTERY 43 
95 27.9 ROBBERY (ARMED & UNARMED) 

AGGRAVATED BATTERY 13 3.8 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 14 4.1 

ARMED BURGLARY 17 5.0 

CHILD MOLESTING 1 .3 
13 3.8 ESCAPE 

1 .3 STRIKE IN INSTITUTION 
1 .3 KIDNAPPING 
3 .9 ASSAULT W/INTENT TO KILL 

SHOOTING INTO BUILDING 1 .3 
7 2.0 RESISTING AN OFFICER 
1 .3 MURDER 3 
5 1.5 OTHER VIOLENT 

UNARMED BURGLARY 40 11.8 
13 3.8 LARCENY 

3 .9 AUTO THEFT 
4 1.2 FORGERY 

16 4.7 NARCOTICS 
4 1.2 ENTER (OLD CODE) BREAKING & 
2 .6 CONCEALED WEAPON 
6 1.8 OTHER NON-VIOLENT 

74% of the inmates classified as Medium Custody are 

violent offenses. 

LENGTH OF SENTENCE • # % OF TOTAL 
DISTRIBUTION 

18 5.3 
LIFE OR DEATH 

3 .9 51 + 
7.9 21 - 50 Years 27 

20 Years 88 25.9 11-
7 - 10 Years 73 21.5 

7 2.0 6 Years 
5 Years 52 15.3 

4 Years 10 2.9 

3 YearS! 39 11.5 

2 Years 19 5.6 

1 Year 4 1.2 
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CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT 

.6 
7.9 

10.8 
23.5 
51.4 
55.2 
59.3 
64.3 
64.6 
68.4 
68.7 
69.0 
69.9 
70.2 
72.2 
72.5 
74.0 

85.8 
89.6 
90.5 
91. 7 
96.4 
97.6 
98.2 

100.0 

serving sentences for 

CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT 

5.3 
6.2 

14.1 
40.0 
61.5 
63.5 
78.8 
81. 7 
93.2 
98.8 

100.0 

I 

MEDIUM CUSTODY INMATE PROFILE CONTINUED 

• 

Over three-fifths (61.5%) have sentences of seven years or longer . 

About two-fifths (42.4%) of the medium custody inmates in this sample 
are serving sentences of longer than ten years for Murder (1st/2nd degree) I 

Sexual Battery or Armed Robbery. 

TIME SERVED ON SENTENCE: 

43.2% (147) had served less than 20% of sentence 
56.8% (193) had served more than 20% of sentence 

• TIME REMAINING ON CURRENT SENTENCE 

45.0% (153) have more than 2 years to release on sentence greater than 
5 years 

28.5% 97) have more than 6 months remaining on sentence less than 
5 years 

26.5% 90) are within the above time frame 

Over one-fourth (29.7%) had served less than 20% of their sentence and 
were more than 2 years away from earliest release on a sentence of 
greater than 5 years. 

• INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT 

32.1% 
.9% 

5.0% 
62.0% 

(109) 
( 3) 

( 17) 
(211) 

have major disciplinary report within past 6 months 
have unsatisfactory work ratings within past 6 months 
have exhibited maladjustment 
have satisfactory adjustment 
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1 MINIMUM CUSTODY INMATE PROFILE 461 CASES 

• ESCAPE HISTORY IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS: 

97.0% (447) had no prior escapes 
None had escaped from Close Custody 

.2% ( 1) had a prior escape from Medium Custody 
2.8% ( 13) had a prior escape from Minimum Custody 

• OFFENSE DISTRIBUTION # % OF TOTAL 

MURDER 1 3 .7 
MURDER 2 11 2.4 
MANSLAUGHTER 7 1.5 
ARSON 2 .4 
SEXUAL BATTERY 16 3.5 
ROBBERY/ARMED & UNARMED 78 16.9 
AGGRAVATED BATTERY 15 3.2 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 19 4.1 
ARMED BURGLARY 10 2.2 
CHILD MOLESTING 4 .8 

ESCAPE 8 1.7 
KIDNAPPING 3 .7 
ASSAULT W/INTENT TO KILL 1 .2 
SHOOTING INTO BUILDING 1 .2 
RESISTING AN OFFICER 6 1.3 
OTHER VIOLENT 8 1.7 

UNARMED BURGLARY 105 22.8 
LARCENY 23 5.0 
AUTO THEFT 10 2.2 
FORGERY 30 6.5 
NARCOTICS VIOLATION 46 10.0 
INCEST 1 .2 
BREAKING & ENTERING (OLD CODE) 16 3.5 
CONCEALED WEAPON 3 .7 
MANSLAUGHTER - AUTO 1 .2 
OTHER NON-VIOLENT 34 7.4 

4.5% of the inmates in Minimum Custody are serving sentences 
offenses. 

• LENGTH OF 
DISTBIBUTION 

LIFE OR DEATH 8 1.7 

51+ Years 1 .2 

21 - 50 Years 13 2.8 

11 - 20 Years 62 13.5 

7 - 10 Years 82 17.8 

6 Years 11 2.4 

5 Years 107 23.2 

4 Years 31 6.7 

3 Years 88 19.1 
52 11.3 

2 Years 6 1.3 
1 Year 
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CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT 

.7 
3.1 
4.6 
5.0 
8.5 

25.4 
28.6 
32.7 
34.9 
35.7 
37.4 
38.1 
38.3 
38.5 
39.8 
41.5 

64.3 
69.3 
71.5 
78.0 
88.0 
88.2 
91. 7 
92.4 
92.6 

100.0 

for violent 

1.7 
1.9 
4.7 

18.2 
36.0 
38.4 
61.6 
68.3 
87.4 
98.7 

100.0 

MINIMUM CUSTODY INMATE PROFILE CONTINUED 

Over three-fifths (64.0%) have sentences of six years or less 

• TIME SERVED ON SENTENCE: 

15.8% (73) had served less than 20% of sentence 
84.2% (388) had served more than 20% of sentence 

• TIME REMAINING ON CURRENT SENTENCE 

12.6% ( 58) have more than 2 years to release on 
than 5 years 

47.1% (217) have more than 6 months remaining on 
than 5 years 

40.3% (186) are within the above time frames 

sentence greater 

sentence 1e,ss 

Only 2.4% had served less than 20% of their sentence and were more than 
2 years away from earliest release on a sentence of greater than 5 years. 

• INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT 

7.6% (35) have major disciplinary report within past 6 months 
None have unsatisfactory work ratings within past 6 months 

1.5% ( 7) have exhibited maladjustment 
90.9% (419) have satisfactory adjustment 
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I~~~·TES WHO HAD CUSTODY GRADES INCREASED BY EXCEPTION PROFILE OF """'UOo 

• 

~ 

• 

ESCAPE HISTORY IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS: 

88.6% (304) 
NONE 

2.0% ( 7) 
9.4% (32) 

had no prior escapes during this 
had escaped from close custody 
had escapes from medium custody 
had escaped from minimum custody 

OFFENSE DISTRIBUTIO~ _#-

MURDER 1 5 

MURDER 2 19 

MANSLAt;.GHTER 8 

ARSON 2 

SEXUAL BATTERY 25 

ROBBERY 93 
AGGRAVATED BATTERY 4 

AGGPAVATED ASSAULT 4 

ARMED BURGLARY 14 

CHILD MOLESTING 1 

ESCAPE 14 

KIDNAPPING 3 
WEAPONS IN PRISON 1 

ASSAULT TO KILL 3 
SHOOTING INTO A BUILDING 1 

CRUELTY TO CHILD 1 
RESISTING AN OFFICER 1 

OTHER VIOLENT 3 

UNARMED BURGLARY 80 

LARCENCY 22 

AUTO THEFT 8 

FORGERY 8 
NARCOTICS VIOLATION 5 

INCEST 1 
BREAKING & ENTERING (OLD CODE) 5 

CONCEALED WEAPON 1 

OTHER NON-VIOLENT 11 

time period 

% OF TOTAL 

1.5 
5.5 
2.3 

.6 
7.3 

27.0 
1.2 
1.2 
4.1 

.3 
4.1 

.9 

.3 

.9 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.9 

23.2 
6.4 
2.3 
2.3 
1.5 

.3 
1.5 

.3 
3.2 

for serious/violent offenses 59% are serving sentences 

LENGTH OF SENTENCE 
DISTRIBUTION 

LIFE OR DEATH 
51+ Years 
21 - 50 Years 
11 - 20 Years 

7 - 10 Years 
6 Years 
5 Years 
4 Years 
3 Years 
2 Years 
1 Year 

15 4.4 
1 .3 

18 5.2 
88 25.7 
70 20.4 
11 3.2 
60 17.5 
19 5.5 
36 10.6 
19 5.5 

6 1.7 
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343 CASES 

CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT 

1.5 
7.0 
9.3 
9.9 

17.2 
44.2 
45.4 
46.6 
50.7 
51.0 
55.1 
56.0 
56.3 
57.2 
57.5 
57.8 
58.1 
59.0 

82.2 
88.6 
90.9 
93.2 
94.7 
95.0 
96.5 
96.8 

100.0 

4.4 
4.7 
9.9 

35.6 
56.0 
59.2 
76.7 
82.2 
92.8 
98.3 

100.0 

INCREASED BY EXCEPTION (CONT) 

• 

• 

Over half (56.0%) have sentences of seven years or longer 

TIME SERVED ON SENTENCE: 

49.0% 
51.0% 

(168) had served less than 20% of sentence 
(175) had served more than 20% of sentence 

TIME REMAINING ON CURRENT SENTENCE 

48.7% (167) have more than 2 years to release on 
than 5 years 

30.3% (104) have more than 6 months remaining on 
than 5 years 

21.0 ( 72) are wi thin the above time frames 

sentence 

sentence 

greater 

less 

Over one-third (35.9%) had served less than 20% of their sentence and 
were more than 2 years away from earliest release on a sentence of 
greater than 5 years. 

INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT 

18.9% 
1.5% 
1.8% 

77.8% 

65) have major disciplinary report within past 6 months 
5) have unsatisfactory work ratings within past 6 months 

( 6) have exhibited maladjustment 
(267) have satisfactory adjustment 
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PROFILE OF INMATES WHO HAD CUSTODY GRADES DECREASED BY EXCEPTION 

• ESCAPE HISTORY IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS: 

89.1% (123) had no prior escapes during this time period 
8.0% ( 11) had escaped from close custody 
2.2% ( 3) had escaped from medium custody 

.7% ( 1) had escaped from minimum custody 

• OFFENSE DISTRIBUTION _#- % OF TOTAL 

• 

MURDER 1 
MURDER 2 
MANSLAUGHTER 
ARSON 
SEXUAL BATTERY 
ROBBERY 
AGGRAVATED BATTERY 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 
ARMED BURGLARY 
CHILD MOSESTING 
ESCAPE 
KIDNAPPING 
WEAPONS IN PRISON 
ASSAULT TO KILL 
SHOOTING INTO A BUILDING 
CRUELTY TO CHILD 
RESISTING AN OFFICER 
OTHER VIOLENT 

UNARMED BURGLARY 
LARCENY 
AUTO THEFT 
FORGERY 
NARCOTICS VIOLATION 
INCEST 
BREAKING & ENTERING (OLD CODE) 
CONCEALED WEAPON 
OTHER NON-VIOLENT 

79.8% ~re serving sentences for 

LENGTH OF 
DISTRIBUTION 

LIFE OR DEATH 
51+ Years 
21 - 50 Years 
11 - 20 Years 

7 - 10 Years 
6 Years 
5 Years 
4 Years 
3 Years 
2 Years 
1 Year 

6 
21 

6 
1 

10 
30 

5 
5 
4 
o 
9 
1 
o 
3 
o 
o 
4 
5 

14 
5 
1 
1 
3 
o 
1 
o 
3 

serious/violent 

17 
2 

16 
31 
20 

6 
14 
12 
11 

8 
1 
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4.4 
15.2 

4.4 
.7 

7.3 
21.8 

3.6 
3.6 
2.9 

6.5 
.7 

2.2 

2.9 
3.6 

10.1 
3.6 

.7 

.7 
2.2 

.7 

2.2 

offenses 

12.3 
1.4 

11.6 
22.5 
14.5 
4.4 

10.1 
8.7 
8.0 
5.8 

.7 

138 

CUMULATIVE 
PERCENT 

4.4 
19.6 
24.0 
24.7 
32.0 
53.8 
57.4 
61.0 
63.9 

70.4 
71.1 

73.3 

76.2 
79.8 

89.9 
93.5 
94.2 
94.9 
97.1 

97.8 

100.0 

12.3 
13.7 
.25.3 
47.8 
62.3 
66.7 
76.8 
85.5 
93.5 
99.3 

100.0 

DECREASED BY EXCEPTION (CONT) 

• 

• 

Over two-thirds (62.3%) have sentences of seven years or longer 

TIME SERVED ON SENTENCE: 

33.3% 
66.7% 

46) had served less than 20% of sentence 
92) had served more than 20% of sentence 

TIME REMAINING ON CURRENT SENTENCE 

42.0% 58) have more than 2 years to release on 
than 5 years 

26.1% 36) have more than 6 months remaining on 
than 5 years 

31.9% 44) are wi thin the above time frames 

sentence greater 

sentence less 

Over one fourth (28.2%) had served less than 20% of their sentence and 
were more than 2 years away from earliest release on a sentence of 
greater than 5 years. 

INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT 

37.0% 
2.2% 
3.6% 

57.2 

51) have major disciplinary report within past 6 months 
3) have unsatisfactory work ratings within past 6 months 
5) have exhibited maladjustment 

79) have satisfactory adjustment 
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r ESCAPEE INMATE PROFILE - 161 CASES 

• ESCAPE HISTORY IN THE LAST FIVE YEARS: 

88.8% (143) had no prior escapes 
4.3% ( 7) had escaped from close custody 

2.5% ( 4) had a prior escape from medium 

4.3% ( 7) had a prior escape from minimum 

• OFFENSE DISTRIBUTION # 

MURDER 1 4 

MURDER 2 4 

MANSLAUGHTER 2 

ARSON k 

SEXUAL BATTERY 4 

ROBBERY/AR',-1ED & UNARMED 20 

AGGRAVATED BATTERY 4 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 6 

ARMED BURGLARY 7 

CHILD MOLESTING 0 

ESCAPE 6 

KIDNAPPING 2 

ASSAULT W/INTENT TO KILL 0 

SHOOTING INTO BUILDING 1 

RESISTING AN OFFICER 2 

OTHER VIOLENT 4 

UNARMED BURGLARY 42 

LARCENY 16 

AUTO THEFT 6 

FORGERY 5 

NARCOTICS VIOLATION 6 

INCEST 0 

BREAKING & ENTERING (OLD CODE) 1 

CONCEALED WEAPON 3 

OTHER NON-VIOLENT 15 

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

custody 
custody 

CUMULATIVE 
% OF TOTAL PERCENT 

2.5 2.5 
2.5 5.0 
1.3 6.3 

.6 6.9 
2.5 9.4 

12.4 21.8 

2.5 24.3 
3.7 28.0 

4.3 32.3 

3.7 36.0 

1.3 37.3 

.6 37.9 

1.3 39.2 

2.5 41. 7 

26.1 67.8 

9.9 77.7 

3.7 81.4 

3.1 84.5 

3.7 88.2 

.6 88.8 

1.9 90.7 

9.3 100.0 

ESCAPEE INMATE PROFILE CONTINUED 

Two-thirds (64.6%) have sentences of six years or less 

• ':1:'I!'1E SERVED ON SENTENCE: 

44.7% 
55.5% 

72) had served less than 20% of sentence 
89) had served more than 20% of sentence 

• TIME REMAINING ON CURRENT SENTENCE 

28.0% 45) have more than 2 years to release on 
than 5 years 

49.7% 80) have more than 6 months remaining on 
than 5 years 

22.3% 36) are wi thin the above time frames 

sentence 

sentence 

greater 

less 

Only 26.1% had served less than 20% of their sentence and were more 
than 2 years away from earliest release on a sentence of greater 
than 5 years. 

• INSTITUTIONAL ADJUSTMENT 

17.4% 
1.2% 
4.4% 

77.0% 

( 28) have major disciplinary report within past 6 months 
( 2) have unsatisfactory work ratings within past 6 months 
( 7) have exhibited maladjustment 
(124) have satisfactory adjustment 

41.7% are serving sentences for serious/violent offenses 

g LENGTH OF 
DISTRIBUTION 

LIFE OR DEATH 7 4.3 4.3 

51+ Years 5 3.1 7.4 

21 - 50 Years 7 4.3 11.7 

11 - 20 Years 19 11.8 23.5 

7 - 10 Years 19 11.8 35.3 

6 Years 5 3.1 38.4 

5 Years 37 23.0 61.4 

14 
'\ 8.7 70.1 

4 Years 
3 Years 28 17.4 87.5 

2 Years 13 8.1 95.6 

1 Year 7 4.3 99.9 
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APPENDIX B 

Appendix B contains a comparison of both the pilot and 
control institutions with regard to inmate population 
filled staff pdsitions, assaults on staff by inmates, 
assaults on inmates by inmates by type, number of 
Disciplinary Reports and number of major Disciplinary 
Reports resulting in loff of gain and etc. over a five 
year period. 
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7 6 SEPT 440 134 
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NOV 436 136 

DEC 435 134 
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,--.-- -------------------------

APPEND!X B-1 

l )~ 

26 

35 

o info o . 28 17 

-
o I 0 37 - ...... ---------

33 

o o 51 

o o 16 

o o 1 56 44 

o 4 4 32 28 

o 5 5 25 20' 
I 

1 4 5 22 13i 

------ -- ---- ----- -~ 
17l o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
1--. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

, I 

2 

2 

4 

o 

2 

6 

2 22 

2 33 

4 . 27 

o 34 

2 34 

6 37 

14\ 

24\ 

19 

2S 

33 
---- ---- --- --- --..,...----

4 4 46 34 

3 

o 

2 

o 

3 32 

o 39 

o SO 

2 . 52 

o 42 

I 

33 

41 

38 i 

35 

I 

YEAR 

78 

-
79\ 

80 

I 

I 
I 

APPEND IX B-1 a 

CORRECTIONAL L~STITUTION ~SSA(J"'a..T ON l"'J'l-f.ATES " --
I L'NAR.'iED 'FIGHTING 
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