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PREDICTION AND INCAPACITATION:
ISSUES AND ANSWERS

by
Daryl R. Fischer, Ph.D.
Research Manager
Towa Statistical Analysis Center

Critics of selective incapacitation and other prediction-based models

of sentencing argue that under the current state of the art of predic-
tion, fairness and justice must be sacrificed to achieve even marginal
levels of impact on crime rates. Critics of just deserts models, on the
other hand, argue that these models offer little in the way of predic-
tive validity, and thus may lead to enhanced victimization. Using the
results of a recent study undertaken in Iowa, it is demonstrated that
efficient predictions of violence and serious property crime may be
obtained within the just deserts framework.

Introduction

In this paper the author attempts to shift debate on the selective incapacitation issue
awayfrom a‘discussion of the 7-factor score proposed by Peter Greenwood of the RAND
Corporation and back to the fundamental issue of the identification of '"high rate"
offenders. It is the author's perception that the entire issue of selective incapac-
itation has inadvertently been identified with strengths and weaknesses of this scale,
which has only a very marginal relationship to the quality research on criminal careers

undertaken by RAND (Chaiken and Chaiken,'19821.

The author raises the distinct possibility, based on results obtained with Iowa data,
that high rate offenders may be accurately identified with factors oriented more to
the desert philosophy of sentencing than has previously been the case. Through the
synthesis of more efficient measures of an offender's prior criminal record and drug
use history, the author has been able to obtain values of the Mean Cost Rating (MCR)
in the neighborhood of .650 to .700 " in conjunction with the prediction of violence

and serious property crime among released'pfisoners in Iowa. Further, the experience

~of the Iowa Board of Parole with the use of the Iowa method of prediction has served

to demonstrate that select incapacitation can work in a practical setting.




The Debate on Selective Incapacitation

Recent debate among criminologists has centered around the efficacy of the principle
of "selective incapacitation" as advocated by Peter Greenwood of the RAND Corporation
(Greenwood, 1982). Greenwood infers a potential for significant reductions in serious
crime on a national scale based on self-reports of heavy eriminal activity prior to
incarceration among so-called "high rate" robbers and burglars incarcerated in Texas,
Michigan, and California. From analyses of self-reported data undertaken by colleagues
at RAND (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982a), Greenwood posited a 7-point scale based

upon  those seven factors which appeared to best separate the high rate offenders

in the study sample from medium and low rate counterparts. The scale assigns one
point to each of the following indicators of a high rate offender:

Prior conviction for the instant offense type

Incarcerated more than 50% of preceding two years

Conviction before age 16

Served time in a state juvenile facility

Heroin or barbiturate use in preceding two years

Heroin or barbiturate use as a juvenile
Employed less than 50% of the preceding two years

T O 0 0000 O0

Categorizing those scoring four points or more as predicted high rate offenders, he
then estimated potential reductions in serious crime to be asgociated with the extend-
ed incarceration of predicted high rate offenders and the earlier release (or more
frequent diversion) of predicted lower rate offenders. The suggestion was offered
that significant reductions in bot; serious crime and prison and jail populations

could be obtained if judges and other releasing authorities would begin using the

7-point scale, or constructs of similar thrust, in making release decisions.

Since the release of the RAND report in 1982, a number of objections have been raised
by academicians concerning perceived weaknesses in the selective incapacitation
scenario as outlined by Greenwood - (Blackmore, 1983; Cohen, 1983b; von Hirsch, 1984;
Gottfredson, 1984; von Hirsch and Gottfrédson; 1984). Cohen has summarized the

debate on selective incapacitation in a monograph from the National Institute of
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Justice (Cohen, 1983a). In a second monograph from NIJ, Greenwood and one of his
most vocal critics, Andrew von Hirsch, go one-on-one in a clear.and succinct exposition

of the fundamental issues at stake.

Cohen itemizes the primary ethical and empirical concerns with the Greenwood proposal
as follows (Cohen, 1983a):
Ethical

o Selective incapacitation would require that certain offenders serve longer
periods than other offenders convicted of the same offense (and possibly
with the same prior conviction records), which violates the principle that
punishment should be deserved and that two persons convicted of the same
offense should receive equal punishment. This sets up a potential conflict
between the purposes of selective incapacitation and the "just deserts"
philosophy of sentencing.

o It is unfair to punish offenders for suspected future criminal activity, and
especially so 1f those predictionsare frequently wrong. Historically, "false
positive" rates in prediction studies havefallenin the 50-60% range, which
would mean that over half of those incarcerated on the suspicion of future
criminal activity would be falsely and unjustly detained on this basis.

o0 Many of the items on which predictions are based are of questionable fairness
for decision~making purposes, e.g., an emphasis on the juvenile record over
the adult record, employment-related data, and other possibly class-~based
information. © This is particularly critical with the 7-factor scale,
as three of the seven factors involve strictly juvenile activity, and a
fourth employment data.

Empirical

o The analysis was entirely retrospective, i.e., the predictions were of past
rather than future criminal getivities. No attempt was made to validate the
7-factor scale as a predictor of future behavior.

o The scale was not validated on a separate sample of imprisoned offenders, i.e.,
outside of the sample used to construct the model.

o The research involved incarcerated offenders only, with no indication given as
to how well the scale would work in identifying high rate offenders in the
community. This raises the question as to whether or not the 7-factor scale
could or should be used in sentencing proceedings.

o The scale is heavily based on frequently self-reported data such as the juven-
ile record, drug use history, and employment information, raising the question
- of the reliability of the scale once implemented. o

o The "false positive" rate for the RAND data was 55%, which fails to improve
significantly on prior attempts to predict serious criminal activity. It is i
not clear that the 7-factor scale offers any additional capability over pre-
existing mechanisms for the identification of high rate offenders.
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State of the Debate: Where Do We Go from Here?

One thing has become clear from this author's reading of the debate on selective
incapacitation, némely that the rules of the game have yet to be properly clarified.
In this author's opinion, undue emphasis has .been placed on criticisms of the 7-factor

sco¥e, and not enoughAemphaéis on the original findings of the RAND study.

Perhaps the major contributicn of the RAND research on criminal careers, much of
which is due to work of the Chaikens (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982, 1984), is the
finding that a vastly disproportionate share of the serious crime reported by
convicted robbers and burglars in the three states can be attributed to a relatively
small group of offenders reporting exceptionally high rates of a variety of éerious
crimes. If one examines the distribution of crime rates among members of the RAND
inmate sample, one finds that this distribution is extremely skewed. For example,
Greenwood comments (Greenwood, 1982, pp. 45-46) that " ... incarcerating one robber
who is above the 90th percentile (upper 10% of the distribution of reported robbery
rates) would prevent more robberies than incarcerating 18 offenders who are below the
median for the same period of time (see also Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982)." Limitations
of the research design notwithstanding, the RAND study contributes substantially

to our knowledge of the actual, potential advantages of selection incapacitation, indic-—
ating that the stated goals could be achieved if high rate offenders could be accur-

ately identified.

Unfortunately, the debate has shifted from a discussion of the original research
undertaken by the Chaikens, the major implications of findings on the distribﬁtion

of crime rates, and the general problem of the identification of high rate offenders,
to criticisms of the 7-factor score and its limitations. What has been seriously |

overlooked is that the issue of selective incapacitation and its potential advantages

—lye
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“hinges only very marginally on Greenwood's formulation of this scale. From what is

given in the RAND reports, it would appear that very little sophistication went into
the derivation of this score, either in terms of the statistical methodology used to
isolate and combine the seven predictors, or the ethical concerns involved in synthe-

sizing a mechanism which might stand a chance of implementation.

It occurs to this author that Mr. Greenwood devised the scale principally as a means

of illustrating the potential advantages of the approach rather than as a suitable

vehicle for achieving those advantages directly. Perhaps, in their eagerness to win
support for the general concept, advocates of selective incapacitation have placed
too much emphasis on the most tangible aspect of the research, namely the 7-factor
score. It should be apparent to anyone who has been involved in research on recid-
ivism prediction, for example, that the 7-factor score Tepresents a relatively "quick
and dirty" attempt at a prediction scale, despite the generally high quality research
undertaken by the RAND staff. Greenwood's decision to formulate the scale as it is
probably derives in part from a perceived need to provide a simple method that could
be easily explained to a laymanf As it results, this was most likely a miscalcula-
tion on his part. It would have been more propitious to undertake a more systematic

analysis of the identification problem prior to coming out with a prediction scale.
A

Apparently, recent research by the Chaikens has been directly to this end.

As things stand, criticisms of the 7-factor score have seriously compromised legiti-

mate efforts to clarify the potential advantages of the general principle of selec-

tive incapacitation. By offering up a strategy which would require the use of

predictions based on data of questionable propriety , e.g., juvenile records and f »

employment information, and which fail to improve on previous attempts at prediction, %m4
|

Greenwood hag provided suitable fodder for the retributivists, whose natural inclin- ;
. : -
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ation is to eschew predictions of future behavior, not to mention those of question-

able fairness.

By identifying the selective incapacitation issue with the 7-factor score, critics
have ignored the fact that selective incapacitation is not a new concept. In fact,
selective incapacitation has been around as long as public protection has been accepted
as a major goal of incarceration. ‘Judges and parole.boards at least attempt to estimate
the risk of release to the community in‘sentencing and parole decisions. Further,

many previous studies have attempted to formulate statistical devices ailmed at
predicting which offenders would, or would not, pose a threat to the community if
released. If one compares the factors considered in the RAND scale with those
incorporated into such devices as the Federal Salient Factor (Hoffman, 1980), the
Michigan Risk Screening System (Murphy, 1980), the Iowa Offender Risk Assessment

Model (Fischer, 1984a, 1984c), and the Wisconsin model of risk assessment, it

becomes apparent that the 7-factor score constitutes little more than a new attempt

at a recidivism prediction device, which may add little to our ability to accurately
identi?y high risk offenders. In fact, recent analyses comparing the predictive
validity of various prediction models against Iowa recidivism data, show that the
7~factor score exhibits about the same level of accuraty in prediction as several

other popular devices (Fischer, 19§4c), yet encompasses predictors of more question-

able constitution.

In defense of the 7-factor score, the criticism of an unacceptably high level of
false positives is largely vacuous, for two reasons. One, Greenwood's definition
of "high rate" is, to an extent, arbitrary, the choice being the upper 25% of cases

on the individual crime rate scale, and this only among incarcerated robbers and

burglars. If the upper 50% had been chosen instead, then the false positive rate

6=

would have been 25% rather than 55%, a much more tolerable level. Secondly, the

study, as noted,was limited to incarcerated robbers and burglars, who tend to con~
stitute a very high risk subgroup of the total offender population in this country
(even among convicted felons). The upper 507 in crime rate among incarcerated
burglars and robbers may well fall totally in the upper 25% in crime rate among all
convicted felons. In other words, with a study of greater breadth, Greenwood might
ha;e classified high rate robbers and burglars instead as very high rate, and medium
rate counterparts instead as high rate. The criticism that false positives are too
high with the RAND scale is thus an oversimplification of a more complex statistical

question dealing with the distribution of crime rates.

What is sorely needed at this point in the debate on selective incapacitation is to
reopen the question of the identification of high rate offenders. If, indeed, this
group could be identified accurately and fairly, and in a manner suitable for use by
irosecutors, judges, parole boards, etc., then many of the criticisms of selective
incapacitation, based on perceptions of weakness in the 7-factor score, could be
overcome. For example, if a recidivism prediction device could be formulated, which
demonstrated high levels of accuracy in predigting violence and serious property
crime by released felons, and which passed the test of fairness, then a mechanism
would be available to implement the\selective incapacitation philosophy on a broad
scale. This could be achieved independent of the type of research undertaken by
RAND (self-reported criminal activity), aﬁd in fact studies of this thrust have been
undertaken (Fischer, 1981, 1984a; Forst, et. al., 1983; Murphy, 1980; Rhodes, 1982;
Williams, 1979). However, the policy implications of such research were limited
because no assurance could be given that the incapacitation of identified high risk
offenders would have a noticeable impactvgn global crime rates. The most that could
be stated in this regard was that recidivism rates could be favorably affected. With

the findings of the RAND Corporation, however, we now have some reasonable evidence
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that such would be the case, and that selective incapacitation could provide a Measuring Predictive Efficiency
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viable means of further controlling serious crime in this country without expending

hugh sums for new prison and jail construction.

The Research Agenda: Accurate Predictions in a Just Deserts Framework?

In order to formulate predictive criteria which are accurate eﬁough to' be useful for
the purposes of selective incapacitation, it has often been judged necessary to
include information such as employment history and juvenile record factors that

tend to violate "just deserts" Principles. A clear example 1s provided by the RAND
7-factor score. The researcher then must face a serious dilemma: to include such
marginally admissible factors in an effort to maximize predictive accuracy, and yet
risk the wrath of the retributivists, or to exclude such factors, sacrifice predictive
validity, and thereby diminish the attractiveness of the model as a predictive mechan-

ism,

In this paper, we wish to illustrate that this state of affairs need not be a fact of
life for the serious researcher. In a very real sense, the researcher can "have his
cake and eat it too," in that accurata.predictiops based on primarily desert-oriented
criteria may be isolated for purposes of violence and recidivism prediction. This
will be demonstrated with data from\a study of recidivism among 'a sample of 1000
offenders released from Iowa prisons during the period 1976-1980 and followed for

four years each.

In order to set the stage for a discussion of the Towa research, it is necessary to
first examine the question of the efficiency of predictive instruments. It ig
vitally important that a mechanism be available to impartially gauge the accuracy
of a given predictive instrument apd to allow for comparisons among alternative

instruments.

-8-
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In situations where the criterion variable is dichotomous, as is the case with the
majority of‘prediction studies in criminal justice, the instrument of choice for
measuring predictive efficiency appears to be the Mean Cost Rating (MCR). We will
not attempt a detailed explanation of this coefficient, as such has been given
elsewhere (Duncan, 1953; Glaser, 1954; Ineiardi, 1973). Suffice it to say that

MCR varies from 0.00 to 1.00, achieving the lower limit in cases of null prediction
(identical distribution of successes and failures across risk levels), and the upper
limit in cases of perfect prediction. MCR may be interpreted as the proportional
improvement over chance in the predictive efficiency of the device in question. In
the case of chance or null prediction, this improvement is 0.00, hence MCR equals 0.00,
while in the case of perfect prediction, this improvement is 1.00, hence the value of

1.00 for MCR.

In the case of a dichotomous criterion coupled with a dichotomous>predictive scale,
it is possible to measure Predictive accuracy in terms of the proportion of cases
which are correctly classified (i.e., high risk cases which are failures and low
risk cases which are successes). This measure has a8 minimum value which occurs in
the situation of null prediction, and which depends on the base rate of the criterion
in question. .If that base rate is\R (proportion failing, for example), then it is
straightforward to show that the minimum value of the correct classification measure
is 2R2 - 2R+ 1. It may also be demonstrated that the proportion of correct classi-
fication in general (not just for the null prediction) may be calculated alternately
as the proportion of correct classification by chance, e.g., 2R2 = 2R + 1, plus MCR
tines one minus the proportion of correct classification by chance. Thus we would

have P = PC + MCR(l-PC), where P is the proportion of cases correctly classified,

and PC is the proportion of cases correctly classified by chance.
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In the case of a dichotomous criterion, where the predictive scale is multi-levelled
(3 or more levels), it is not possible to define the proportion of cases correctly
classified. However, it is possible to define what we term the "Rated Accuracy".of
the prediction in question as the value derived from the formula P = PC + MCR(l-PC),

z_ 2R + 1 (R the base rate). For a~multi—levelled

where Pc.is calculated as 2R
predictive scale, then, we may calculate the Rated Accuracy of that scale as the
"Chance Rated Accuracy" plus MCR times one minus the Chance Rated Accuracy. The
Rated Accuracy varies from a minimum value equal to the Chance Rated Accuracy, to
a maximum value of 1.00 (in the case of perfect prediction). of course, Rated

Accuracy may be expressed as a percentage. Thus we might refer to a given scale

as 90% accurate in predicting violence, for example.*

Historical Levels of Predictive Efficiency

Historically, researchers in criminal justice have been unable to obtain values

of MCR exceeding .400 when attempting to predict recidivism and violence. For
example, the Federal Salient Factor Score, which forms one dimension of the
guideline matrix used by the U.S. Parole Commission, shows values of MCR in the

350 range (Hoffman, 1974; Hoffman, 1980). Also, the violence risk screening device
used by the Michigan Department of Corrections shows a value of MCR in the .400
range, when tested against Michig;; data. A general rule of thumb, which has not
been given in ﬁhe literature to my knowledge, is that for a device to show any

utility for screening purposes, it must show a value of MCR of at least »250, and a

value of a least .350 to significantly improve on existing clinical judgpents.

Taking .400 as a minimum expectation for MCR with a new device, we might judge our

success in formulating that device in terms of the excess of MCR over the 'norm"

* In the discussion of the measures of accuracy referred to as "proportion of correct
classification" and "Rated Accuracy", it is stated that the minimum value of these
measures occurs in the situation of null prediction. Actually, these measures have

a2 minimum value of 0.00, which occurs when prediction is perfect in the negative sense.

=10~

of .400.

As an exercise to determine the accuracy of the RAND 7-factor score, we examined
the Greenwood data démonstrating the relationship between the predicted and the
actual offense rates among the 780 cases in the study sample. To calculate MCR,

it was necessary to dichotomize the criterion in question. This was done in two ways,
the first grouping the Low and Medium Rate categories into a single category, and
the second grouping the Medium and High Rate categories. Using the Greenwood
predicted offense categories of 4+ as the predicted High Rate group, 2-3 as the
predicted Medium Rate group, and 0-1 as the predicted Low Rate group, it was then
straightforward to calculate MCR for each of the two criterion measures (Low/Medium
versus High and Low versus Medium/High). For the first categorization, we found

a Chance Rated Accuracy of .625, an MCR value of 397, and a Rated Accuracy of .774.
With the second categorization, we found a Chance Rated Accuracy of .500, an MCR
value of .413, and a Rated Accuracy of .706. Thus, in both cases, we found a value
of MCR in the .400 range, indicating a level of predictive accuracy which is not
significantly higher than levels previously obtained in other predictive settings.

.

Climbing Mount Everest: The Search for Improved Predictions

In an effort to improve on the .406*norm for MCR values associated with recidivism
prediction, this author began a long-term research project ?ack in 1975 using data
on released probationers and parolees in Towa. -With a large data base of over 6400
cases, a variety of alternative measures of probation/parole outcome, and a variety
of offender background items to serve as potential predictors, the author and his
colleagues at the Iowa Bureau of Correctional Evaluation, and later the Towa
Statistical Analysis Center, devoted over 3000 hours of staff time and over $300,000

in federal funding to recidivism research over the period 1975-1980.
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The end-product of thils research was a device termed the Iowa Offender Risk Assess-
ment Séoring System (Fischer; 1980, 1981, 1983a, 1983b). This system, which incor-
porated both a violence and a general prediction instrument, was validated against
a separate sample of 9378 probationers and parolees released in the late seventiles.
Both the original construction sample data and the validation sample results indicat-
ed values of MCR in the range .550 to .650, depending on the criterion measured.
Encouraged by these results, the staff began publicizing the new system and percep-
tions of its puotential utility for improving sentencing and parole decisions. As a
consequence, the Iowa Board of Parole began using the instrument in April, 1981 in
conjunction with a legislative mandate to increase paroles and reduce overcrowding
in state prisons without compromising public safety. To further encourage a move
in this direction, the General Assembly set a cap on the size of the prison popula-
tion in Iowa, with most of the responsibillity for observing the cap directed to the
Board of Parole. In late 1982, the Iowa Statistical Analysis Center completed an
evaluation of the first 20 months of experience with the cap and with the use of

the risk assessment model by the parole board (Fischer, 1983a).

The evaluation indicated that over the 20-month period, paroles were up by 52%, while
the rate of violence amo~~ parolees had fallen by 35%. These figures reflected
changes from the preceding 21-month period, and indicated that the experience with
the cap and the risk assessment model had largely been a successful one. At this
point, with release of the evaluation report, the Iowa résearch began to attract
attention from outside observors, including the Bureau of Justice Statistics of the
U.S. Departmernt of Justice. In early 1983, BJS signed a cooperative agreement with
the Iowa Statistical Analysis Center to streamline the original version of the risk
assessment model and to prepare materials suitable for examination by outside juris-

dictions interested in testing, validating, and/or implementing the Iowa model.

-12-

In conjunction with the decision to promote the model outside the state, it was
determined that a new data base should be generated to allow for a more technically
Precise validation of the original version, and to facilitate the simplification of
that version. As a result, a sample of 1000 offenders released from Iowa prisons
by parole or expiration of sentence during the years 1976-1980 was selected. This
sample was selected randomly, with the one restriction that a case was excluded if
a comprehensive pre-sentence investigation was not available in the files of the
Iowa Board of Parole. State-level criminal histories were obtained on each of the
sample members, and were supplemented by federal histories on a random sub-sample
of 200 of the 1000 cases. A four-year follow-up was undertaken in each case, with
results coded for inclusion in the data base. All new criminal charges were coded,
with months to each new charge and to each new conviction specified. Finally, months

until return to prison as a parole violator was included.

Several criterion measures of recidivism were defined for purposes of model refine-
ment. These included a simple dichotomous variable indicating whether or not the
offender received a new charge for a violent felony, a‘weighted measure of all new
violent felony charges (reflecting offense severity and time to rearrest), a dichoto-
mous measure indicating a new prison sentence for what we refer to as safety crimes

R}
(essentially violent, property, and drug crimes), and a weighted measure of all new
safety crimes. Independent variables in the data base (criminal history, drug use
history, etc.) were then screened for their relationship to the various criterion
measures. In addition to the computer analysis of predictive releationships, a
manual analysis was undertakeu to identify additional factors that tended to séparate

recidivists from non-recidivists. To this end, two stacks of cases were examined,

one constituting those with either a new violent felony during the follow-up period

or with a new prison sentence for a safety crime during that period, with the other in-

cludingthose not satisfying this criterion. A close visual inspection of the criminal

-13~
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histories of offenders in the two groups led tc the identification of 24 "special fisk
factors," which most efficiently distinguished tﬁe two stacks. These factors were
separated into two groups, ﬁith the Class II factors exhibiting the strongest rela-

" tionship to recidivisﬁ criteria, and Class I factors somewhat less of a relationship.

These factors were as follows:

Class I

14+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years of Street Time

24+ Total Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 3 Years of Street Time

2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time

1+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last Year Street Time

34+ Prior Arrests for Crimes Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time

1+ Prior Felony Incarcerations in Last Year Street Time

2+ Prior Incarcerations for Indictable Offenses in Last Year Street Time

Current Arrest is at Least Fifth Arrest for Same Type Felony in Last 5 Years
Street Time

O 00 0O0O0O0O0

Class II

4+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 20 Years Street Time
3+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 10 Years Street Time
2+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time
1+ Prior Comvictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 2 Years Street Time
4+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 10 Years Street Time
3+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 7 Years Street Time
2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time
1+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last Year Street Time and
2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 3 Years Street Time
3+ Prior Arrests for Crimes Against Persdns in Last 3 Years Street Time
Current Convictions for Felony Against Persons and Escape (Prison)
3+ Prior Felony Convictions or Incarcerations in Last 3 Years Street Time
24+ Prior Felony Convictions or‘Incarcerations in Last 2 Years Street Time
Current Conviction is at Least Third Conviction for Same Type Felony in Last
5 Years Street Time '
Current Conviction is at Least Third Conviction for High Recidivism Offense in
Last 5 Years Street Time
o Current Prison Admission as Release Violator with New Felony Conviction for
High Recidivism Offense

0O 0O0O00O0O0OO0

O 0 00 O0

o

From the manual analysis of risk factors and from a subsequent check with computer-
ized data, it was determined that these items consgituted highly efficient predictors
of serious recidivism and‘violencein the gtudy safiple. It is important to note in
this regard that only the first 400 case; (approx.) were examined in the manual anal-

ysis, with the idea that the remainder of the data base would be used for validation.

14~
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As a second major step in the process of refining the risk assessment model, the

6400 cases in the data base used to construct the original version were re-~examined,
with the result constituting what we refer to as the 4-Factor Score. This score was
the end-product of a configural analysis of four types of proven predictors of &
recidivism: Current Offense Classification, Substance Abuse Ciassification, Criminal
Hisﬁory, and Age at Conviction or Commitment. Essentially, all possible "configura-
tions" of these four predictors were classified into seven ordered risk categories

in a ﬁon—additive fashion so as to incorporate observed interactions among predicfors,
yet not so as to violate the basic monotonicity of the individual predictors. The
end-product was observed to demonstrate only marginally less predictive validity on

the construction sample than was the case with the original version.

This 4-Factor Score was then validated on the new data base, and was then combined
with the Special Risk Factors to arrive ata new model which we refer to as the 1983
Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model. This model was then validated with all
available data in the new sample, aﬁd was heavily publicized during the latter half

of 1983 (Fischer, 1983c, 1983d).

The new model was felt to offer a number of advantages not present with the original
version, including greater predictf&e accuracy, a vastly simplified structure, and
an emphasis on factors believed to be more acceptable to rétributivists. A major
change involved the elimination from the predictive structure of various "soft"
factors, including marital status, employment status, job skill level, age at first
arrest, and a generally‘heavy emphasis on the juvenile record over the adult record.
The publicity on the 1983 Version attracted the attention of authorities in a number

of states, with the consequence that the staff received considerable feedback on the

utility of the new device. In early 1984, in acknowledgement of a consensus among

~15-
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observors that the new mechanism was still too‘complicated to be used reliably, the
staff institutéd new efforts to further streamline the model. Particularly, an
attempt was made to reduce the complication involved in the scoring of special

risk factors. To score these factors, it was necessary to visually scan an offender's
record, and to thereby identify whether or not any of these special risk factors were
present. This involved the mental juggling of a number of factors, including the

amount of street time since a previous arrest or conviction.

To circumvent problems of this type, it was decided that a mathematical structure
should be substituted for the special factors, to allow a more systematic determin-
ation of the recency and seriousness of the prior felony record (the focus of the
special factors). Such a mathematical structure was devised by this author without

recourse to actual data. Rather a structure was reasomned out that gave proportional

‘weight to prior felony convictions and incarcerations, and to prior arrests for

violent felonies, in terms of the seriousness and age of the offenses. A simple
seriousness scale for prior felonies was devised, and a function of the 1/(1+x) genre
selected to damp priors according to age. Further,prior felony convictions were

damped according to their age in street time rather than their age in actual time.

8%
Specifically, prior felonies were weighted as follows:

80 Murder

70 Attempted Murder, Rape, Aggravated Kidnapping, Aggravated Robbery, Aggravated
Burglary, Arson of a Dwelling, Selling Narcotics to Minors

60 Voluntary Manslaughter, Attempted Rape, Sodomy, Kidnapping, Robbery, Personal
Larceny, Felony Assault, Terrorism, Arson

50 Involuntary Manslaughter, Attempted Robbery, Extortion, Armed Violence, Escape,
Jailbreak ;

40 Aggravated Assault, Attempted Arson, Conspiracy to Commit a Violent Felony

30 Burglary, Motor Vehicle Theft, Forgery, Selling Narcotics

20 Larceny, Stolen Property, Vandalism, Bad Checks, Fraud, Weapons Offense,
Conspiracy to Commit a Non-Violent Offense (above)

10 All other offenses (Drunken Driving, Sex Offenses, Selling Non-Narcotics Drugs,
Embezzlement, Prostitution, etc.)

~16=

24 X 8

12 + A
5 = Severity score for the offense (40, 50, 60, 70, or 80 points)
A = Age of the offense

mon
doces ( ths from the arrest to the current reference

Th
these scores were then added to arrive at a single raw score for prior violence

A computer check then indicated that the best form of coding for this score was

as follows:

Highest Risk 91+
High Risk 11~90
Lower Risk 0-10

Ne . o
xt, each prior felony resulting in conviction or incarceration (juvenile or adult)

was scored as follows:

2 XS XD
12 + M
S = Severity score (10 to 80)
D = Disposition multiplier (1.25 if committed, and 0.75 if not)
M=

Age of conviction or incarceration in street time (time not imprisoned
b

committed, or jailed for prior felonies between the incident in question

and the current reference date)

Such scores were then added across all such prior felonies to arrive at a single
raw score for the offender's criminal history. This Score was then checked against
cases in the computer file, and it was determined than a better predictor could be

obtained if this score was divided by a measure of the overall amount of time avail-
able for the offender to accumulate the record as it was. To this effect, a quantity

termed "Street Time"

age 14. (with time incarcerated for felonies excluded as "in-time").

-17-




The author determined that the most appropriate vehicle for taking this factor into

account was to divide the total raw crximinal history score (as defined above) by

one~-tenth the calculated value of the Street Time variable. With this convention,

the end-product of this calculation would correspond to the original value of the
score if the offender had exactly 10 years of street time (e.g., if he were exactly

age 24 at the current reference date and had no "time in" on prior felonies).

Using the adjusted criminal history score as the final raw score for criminal
history, the result was then checked against actual data to arrive at the best
grouping of the item:

Highest Risk 140+

High Risk 41-139
Lower Risk 16-40
Lowest Risk 0-15

In addition to the above-named alterations in the scoring of prior record variables,
further refinements were made in the scoring of substance abuse history. It was
determined from the manual analysis of records that three particular types 6f drug
use history stood out as exceptionally good predictors of serious recidivism and
violence:

o History of PCP Use

o History of Non-Opiate Injections (e.g., amphetamines, barbiturates, cocaine,
or any other substance other than an opiate, injected illicitly)

o History of Sniffing of Volatile Substances (glue, paint thinner, gasoline, etc.)

A computer check of associations between various types of substance abuse and

recidivism yielded the following coding of a substance abuse predictor of recidi-

vism and violence:
Highest Risk History of PCP Use, Non~Opiate Injections, or Sniffing of

Volatile Substance

History of Opiate Addiction or Heavy Hallucinogen Use

History of Other Drug or Alcohol Problem or History of

Infrequent Use of Opiates or Hallucinogens
No History as Above

High Risk
Lower Risk

Lowest Risk

-18-
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In addition to the factors specified above, three other predictors were isolated
for incorporation into a further revision of the model:
o The Street Time Score, independent of the criminal history scoring and coded
as follows:

0~6 Years

Highest Risk

High Risk 6~11 Years
Lower Risk 11-14 Years
Lowest Risk

14+ Years-

o Current Incident of Prison Escape, Jailbreak, or Flight (arrest or conviction,

with emphasis placed on conviction)

o The nature of the current arresting or convicting offense:
Highest Risk Robbery, Personal Theft, Aggravated Burglary
Attempted Robbery, Attempted Arson’

Higher Risk Murder, Attempted Murder, Manslaughter, Kidnapping

(Violence) Rape, Attempted Rape, Sodomy
Higher Risk Burglary, Selling Narcotics, Motor Vehicle Theft
(Property) Attempted Burglary, Forgery, Bad Checks, Fraud

Middle Risk Aggravated Assault, Terrorism, Extortion, Armed Violence

Conspiracy to Commit Violent Felony, Larceny, Stolen Property
Vandalism, Weapons Offense, Conspiracy to Commit Non-Violent
Felony (above)

All Other Offenses

Lower Risk

Lowest Risk

Finally, a factor referred to as the Serious Offender Classification was devised
that essentially provides a generalization of, the concept of "Violent Offender."

A "Serious Offender" is in essence an individual who shows one or more clear indic-
: R
ator of future violence:

0 Current Conviction for Violent Felony

o Current Conviction for Escape, Jailbreak, or Flight

¢ Prior Conviction for Felony Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time
¢ Prior Violence Score (raw) of 35 or more

o)

Highest Substance Abuse classification (PCP, Nen-Opiate injections, or Sniffing)

The Serious Offender Classification was found to best operate in the risk assessment
process by singling out potential violent offenders among potential recidivists

(1f rated as poor general risk and if serious offender, then rated as poor violence

risk).

-19-
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Offender Risk Assessment: The 1984 Version of the Iowa Model

Following the identification of refined predictors as outlined at the end of the
previous section, the author undertook a multivariate analysis to arrive at the
best possible coding structure for a simplified alternative to the 1983 Version
of the risk assessment model. It was determined that the best results could be
obtained if the six basic predictors were grouped as follows:
X~-Factors: Current Offense Classification
Prior Violence Score
Street Time Score
Y-Factors: Criminal History Score
Current Escape Score

Substance Abuse Score

This splitting of predictors was chosen to provide the maximum contribution of

each individual item to the overall prediction problem. Simple additive and |
configural methods were used to examine the interrelationships among predictors.

In the final analysis, it was decided that the best structure would be one that
assigned simple weights to categories of the various predictors, that involved
adding the scores of the three X-Factors and the three Y-Factors separately, and

that matrixed the X and Y results to alléw for incorporation of variable interactions
in a relatively orderly manner.

3

Separate scoring systems were devised for the general recidivism prediction prob-

lem and for the violence prediction problem. Finally, the Serious Offender Classifi-
cation was used to identify poor violence risks among all poor general risks. The
structure of the final result appears on the following page. Note The G column

of scores refers to the general prediction and V column to the violence prediction.

It will be noted that separate matices of X and Y scores are used for the general
and the violence predictions. In the case of the violence prediction, the violence

risk rating appearing to the left of the slash (if indicated) applies to non-serious

-20-
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OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT
THE IOWA MODEL

G V CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE (A) G V SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE (F)
2 3 Robbery/Attempted Robbery 5 7 History of PCP Use
2 3 Larceny from a Person 5 7 History of Non-Opiate Injections
2 3 Aggravated Burglary 5 7 History of Sniffing Volatile Substance
2 3 Arson/Attempted Arson L 4 History of Opiate Addiction
1 3 Murder/Attempted Murder 3 L4 History of Heavy Hallucinogen Use
1 3 Manslaughter 2 1 History of Drug Problem
1 3 Kidnapping 1 1 History of Opiate or Hallucinogen Use
1 3 Rape/Attempted Rape 1 1 History of Alcohol Problem
1 3 Sodomy 0 0 No History as Above
2 1 Burglary/Attempted Burglary
2 41 Selling Narcotics SERIOUS OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION
2 1 Motor Vehicle Theft C s .
: Yes Current Conviction for Violent Felon
Z- 1 Forgery/Bad Checks /Fraud . Yes Current Conviction for Escape/Jailerak/Flight
M Aggrav§ted Assault/Terrorism Yes Prior Conviction for Felony Against Persons
. EXFOFtIOﬂ . in Last Five Years Street Time
vl GOIng.Armed with l?tent Yes Prior Violence Score 35+
P 8?g?z;£agzlgzycomm't 8 Yes Substance Abuse Score 7
1 1 Larceny/Stolen Property No  No Factor as Above
1 0 Vandalism eV
1 0 Weapons Offense - -
1 0 Conspiracy to Commi% a ) X-SCORE =A + B + C
Non-Violent Felony (above _ -
0 O None of Above — — Y-SCORE =D + E + F
GENERAL RISK ASSESSMENT
G V PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (8) X~ SCORE
L 5 91+ Y-SCORE 0-1 2-3 4 5 6+
2 3 11-30 0 E E E E p
0.0 0-10 1 E E G 6 P
2 E G G P P
G V STREET TIME SCORE (c) 3-4 E g p p p
3 3 0-6 Years 5 E P P P VP
2 2 6-11 Years 6 P P P P VP
1 1 11-14 Years 7 P P P VP VP
0 0 1h+ Years 8+ P P VP VP VP

G V CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE (D) VIOLENCE RISK ASSESSMENT

P (Higher Rating for Serious 0Offenden)

6 6 L“°+ X~SCORE

3 5 41-139 . = - -

11 16-4d Y-SCORE 0 1-2 3 b5 6-7 8 %

0 0 0-15 0 E E E E G G F/P
1 E E E G G/F F/P F/P

G V CURRENT ESCAPE SCORE (E) 2-3 E G G G F/P  F/P  F/P

P , b-6 E G/F F F/P F/P F/P F/VP

3 4 Convicted 7-8 F F F/P F/P F/P F/VP F/VP

1 2 Arrested/Charged Only 9%+ F F F/P F/P F/NP F/NP F/VP

0. 0 Not as Above . .

E = EXCELLENT G = GOOD F = FAIR P= POOR VP = VERY POOR
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offenders, while the rating to the right of the slash applies to serious offenders.

The end-product of the process of risk assessment outlined above consists of two

risk assessments yielding ratings as follows:

General Risk Violence Risk

VP Very Poor Risk VP Very Poor Risk
P  Poor Risk P Poor Risk
G Good Risk ¥ Fair Risk
E Excellent Risk G Good Risk

E Excellent Risk

Hypothetically possible combinations of these two ratings are as follows:
VP-VP  Worst Possible Risk

P-VP
VP-P

VP-F Worst Possible Risk for Non-Serious Offender

Best Possible Risk

As mentioned above, one of the criLerion measures examined in conjﬁnction with
this study was the event of a new prison sentence for a "safety" crime, i.e.,

a violent, property, or drug crime (felony). To provide the best possible predic-
tion of this criterion, a Safety Risk Assessment was defined as follows:

Safety Risk

Very Poor Risk = Very Poor General Risk
Poor Risk = Poor General Risk and Poor or Very Poor Violence Risk
Fair Risk = Poor General Risk and Fair or Good Violence Risk or
Good General Risk and Poor Violence Risk T
Good Risk = Good General Risk and Fair, Good, or Excellent Violence Risk
Excellent Risk = Excellent General Risk

-22-

Predictive Validity of the 1984 Version

For the purpose of devising the coding mechanism for the 1984 Version of the model
as outlined in the previous section, consideration was limited to 814 cases of

the total of 1000 available for examination. The remaining 18. cases were held back

as a validation sample.

Three criterion measures of recidivism were used to. test the predictive validity of
the three versions of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model:

Criterion I - A new charge for a violent felony during the four-year follow-
up period, where violent felonies include Murder, Attempted
Murder, Rape, Attempted Rape, Kidnapping, Robbery, Attempted
Robbery, Arson, Attempted Arson, Voluntary Manslaughter,
Aggravated Assault, Terrorism, Extortion, Sodomy, Personal
Larceny, and Aggravated Burglary

Criterion II < A new prison sentence during the four-year follow-up period

for conviction of a new safety crime, where safety crimes
include all violent crimes as above, involuntary manslaughter,
conspiracy to commit a violent felony, weapons crimes, property
crimes, and drug dealing

Criterion III - Satisfies either Criterion I or Criterion II or both

The following provides an overview of predictive validity of the three models for

the prediction of the three criterion variables, in terms of the values of MCR:

Criterigh I Criterion II Criterion III
1980 Version .529 .518 .530
1983 Version .673 .617 .636
1984 Version .705 .618 .658

The values of MCR given above refer only'to the results demonstrated on the 814~

case constructijon sample for the 1984 Version, and thus do not provide a proper
validation of that version. The tables gn the following two pages provide construction,
validation, and comb;ned sample results for the 1984 Version, using first Criterion

I (new violence) and then Criterion ITI (new violence or new sentence for safety crime).

23
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VIOLENCE PREDICTION RESULTS
CONSTRUCTION, VALIDATION, AND COMBINED SAMPLES
THE IOWA MODEL - 1984 VERSION

PR

VIOLENCE NUMBER PROPORT!ON OUTCOME QUTCOME RATES PROPORTION OF TOTAL CUMULATIVE PROPORTION

—NOT NOT NOT NOT
RISK LEVEL  OF CASES OF TOTAL payoRABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE

CONSTRUCTION SAMPLE

VERY POOR 89 .109 30 59 33.7% 66. 3% .046 . 362 .04 . 362
POOR 165 .203 96 69 58.2% 41.8% 147 423 .194 .785
FAIR 148 .182 127 21 85.8% 14.2% .195 .129 .389 .914
GOOD 126 .155 117 9 92.9% 7.1% .180 .055 .568 . 969
EXCELLENT 286 . 351 281 5 98.2% 1.8% 432 .03 1.000 1.000
ALL CASES 814 1.000 651 163 80.0% 20.0%. 1.000 1.000 -—- ---

VAL IDATION SAMPLE

,‘“.w‘.rhfﬁ,_a(.,ﬂ..ws.,__,..‘,‘_,‘_ﬁx_ﬂ‘.,A“

VERY POOR 16 .086 8 8 50.0% 50.0% .052 242 .052 L2042
POCGR 39 .210 20 19 51.3% 48.7% 131 .576 .183 .818
FAIR 34 .183 31 3 91.2% 8.8% .203 .09i1 . 386 .909
GOOD 35 .188 33 2 94, 3% 5.7% .216 .061 .601 . 970
EXCELLENT 62 .333 61 1 98. 4% 1.6% . 399 .030 1.000 1.000
ALL CASES 186 1.000 153 33 82.3% 17.7% 1.000 1.000 - ——-

COMPOSITE SAMPLE

VERY POOR 105 .105 38 67 36.2% 63.8% .047 . 342 .047 .342
POOR 204 .204 116 88 56.9% 43.1% 144 449 192 .791
FAIR 182 .182 158 24 86. 8% 13.2% 197 122 . 388 913
G00D 161 .161 150 11 93.2% 6.8% .187 .056 .575 .969
EXCELLENT 348 .348 342 6 38.3% 1.7% 425 .031 1.000 1.000
ALL CASES 1000 1.000 804 196 80. 4% 19.6% 1.000 1.000 -—— -==
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RECIDIVISM PREDICTION RESULTS
CONSTRUCTION, VALIDATION, AND COMBINED SAMPLES
THE IOWA MODEL - 1984 VERSION

SAFETY
RISK LEVEL

NUMBER PROPORT ION
OF CASES OF TOTAL

OUTCOME

OUTCOME RATES

PROPORTION OF TOTAL CUMULAT!VE PROPORT I ON

NOT
FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE FAV

NOT

NOT

NOT

ORABLE FAVORABLE FAVORABLE

CONSTRUCT ION SAMPLE

VERY POOR 140

172 30 110 21.4% 78.6% .058 . 370 .058 . 370
POOR 127 .156 48 79 37.8% 62.2% .093 .266 .151 .636
FAIR 120 47 65 55 54,2% 45, 8% .126 .185 .277 .822
GOOD 153 .188 119 34 77.8% 22.2% .230 114 .507 . 936
EXCELLENT 274 .337 255 19 93.1% 6.9% . 493 .064 1.000 1.000
ALL CASES 814 1.009 517 297 73.5% 36.5% 1.000 1.000 ——- -—-
VALIDATION SAMPLE
VERY POOR 18 .097 11 7 61.1% 38.9% .080 146 .080 146
POOR 37 .199 10 27 27.0% 73.0% 072 .562 .152 .708
FAIR 30 161 21 9 70.0% 30.0% 152 .188 . 304 . 896
GOGD 35 .188 32 3 a1, Ly 8.56% .232 .062 .536 . 958
EXCELLENT 66 .355 64 2 97.0% 3.0% L6y .042 1.000 1.000
ALL CASES 186 1.000 138_ 48 7h.2% 25,.8% 1.000 1.000 -—— -—
COMPOSITE SAMPLE
VERY POOR 158 .158 iy 117 25.9% 74.1% .063 . 339 .063 .339
POOR 164 . 164 58 106 35.4% 64.6% .089 . 307 .151 646
FAIR 150 .150 86 64 57.3% 42.,7% .131 .186 .282 .832
GOOD 188 .188 151 37 80. 3% 19.7% .231 .107 .513 . 939
EXCELLENT 340 <340 319 21 93.8% 6.2% . 487 .061 1.000 1.000
ALL CASES 1000 1.000 655 3Lk5 65.5% 34,5% 1.000 1.000 -—- -——-
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The data given in the preceding ‘tables are sufficient to allow the calculation of A Comparison of the Predictive Valldity of Classification Instruments

MCR in a straightforward fashion. The most direct formula for MCR is as follows To allow the observer an opportunity to place the results of the Lowa. research
(Inciardi, 1973): . : » :  in the;proper perspective, we have included data on a comparison of the predictive

;ZTC'U' i - . - ‘ ; ; ‘validity of several risk prediction devices, including:
ii- : : : , ’

‘ZEUiCi—l

the cumulative relative frequency of successes at the ith risk level
(top down), and

The 1980 Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model

The 1983 Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model

The 1984 Version of the Iowa Risk Assessment Model

The model developed by William Rhodes of INSLAW

The Michigan Risk Screening System (Assaultive and Property Rlsk)
The Federal Salient Factor Score (1981 Version)

The RAND 7-Factor Score

The Wisconsin Risk Assessment Model

The Oregon Criminal History/Risk Assessment

where Ci

[
[]

i the cumulative relative frequency of fallures at the 1th risk level
(top down) :

000000 00O0

Thus, in the two tables, the next to last column of figures would be the C.'s (C. the X . ) ' . .
. 1 1 The data indicate the performance of each of these models in predicting the three
cost of incarcerating offenders at the ith level of higher, i.e., false positives .
) : gher, ? : ) criterion variables defined above, i.e., Post-Release Violence = Criterion I,

and the last column the U.,'s (U, the utility of incarcerating offenders at the ith v k :

L L y & New Prison Sentence for a Safety Crime = Criterion II, and Composite Recidivism =
level or higher, i.e., the true positives). .
Criterion III.

For the composite sample in the first table, we find: ~ : ‘ ‘ :
In each case the value of MCR is given, thus facilitating a comparison of models.

MCR = .047 X .000 + i

.192 X .342 + | This we leave to the interested observer.
.388 X .791 + ‘ ‘

.575 X .913 +

1.000 X .969 - - ~ Lo - ‘ , ‘ ‘
.342 X .000 - ; ' ; ' e , | o
.791 X .047 - ' ‘ '

.913 X .192 -

.969 X .388 -

1.000 X .575

= 704

Similarly, we find the following values of MCR across the six categories of prediction:

1984 Version Criterion I Criterion TII
Construction ‘ .705 ~ .658
Validation - .692 .655
Combined .704 o .654
~26~ | SRR ~ | ‘ Ce27-

) é AR A Y e S A i R SARSTER . e T s S s e SRS Y

t‘,

»

R T e i S

RS
g




e g A R

STE—

¥,
+ no bR
i

.

COMPARISON OF CLASSIFICATION MODELS
PREDICTION OF VIOLENCE, RECIDIVISH, AND INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT
1OWA RISK ASSESSMENT - 1984 VERSION
Violence:  Total = Post-Release Safety Total New Prison Safety Total Composite Security  Total Earned Time  Earned Time Disciplinary mEwN S
Risk Cases Violence Risk Cases Sentence Risk Cases Recidivism Risk Cases Lost? Lost (Days) Actlons P
OoOXoZzZ9 |ln
Very Poor ., B9 .... 59 66.3% Very Poor .. 140 ... 96 68.6%  Very Poor .. 140 ... 110 7863 Very Poor .. 116 ... 73 62.9% ..., 601 ......... 4.9 m=8 28
Poor s...eu. 165 ..., 69 41,.8% Poor ......0 127 ... 65 51.2% Poor ovivii 127 ol 79 62.2% Poor ..vvevs 133 o0ut 55 BLAY Louey 39,0 0.uuinnn, 2.3 ey
Falr coovens 148 ooy 21 14,22 Falr ....000 120 ... 53 bij,2% Falr ovoioes 120 4. 55 45,8% Falr ..icve0 132 4... 58 b3,9% ,..., 171 ciivinnn. 2.5 SFSaE
Good v.iions 126 ... 9 7.1% Good ....... 153 ... 28 18.3% Good .ovivus 153 ... 34 22.2% Goad ..oveen 190 .ui. 62 27.5% ..., 10.1 vevesiens 1,3 igmgg
Excellent ., 286 .... 5 1.8% Excellent .. 274 ... 15 5,5% Excellent .. 274 ... 19 6.9% Excellent .. 243 .... 37 15.2% ..... 4.2 veeiiiens 047 Safnd
aoan
MCR = .705 CPE = 1.201 HCR = .618 CPE = ,577 MCR = .658 CPE = .565 HCR = 391 CPE = .850 grags
QT e
orn88
10WA RISK ASSESSMENT - 1983 VERSION ol b
v ¢
Violence Total  Post-Release General Total New Prison General Total Composite Security Total.  Earned Time Barned Time Disciplinary g’. B"g':l::
Risk Cases Violence Risk Cases Sentence Risk Cases Recidivism Risk Cases Lost? Lost (Days) Actions & aoe
- R N E— - D I I - rt ) 0o
Very Poor .. 66 .... 43 65.2% Very Poor .. 95.., 66 69.5% Very Poor .. 95 ... 74 77.9% Very Poor .. 66 .... 45 68,2% ..... 57.0 veiiisans 4,9 H E:ﬁ
Poor .s.oos 145 L., 68 46,92 Falr/Poor .. 251 ... 139 55,4t Falr/Poor .. 251 ... 157 62.5% Poor sieve.. 169 4400 73 43.2% ..... 401 viiini..s 2.8 m Sonm
Falir .oyuve. 99 ..., 22 2h. 4y Good 4..... <158 ... 30 19.0% Good ......., 158 .., 37 23.4% Falr ..o0ia0 90 .., hO Wy 4y ... 25.3 veiveneas 2.8 o -
Good ..vuevs 107 ooy, 13 12.1% Very Good .. 212 ... 19 9,0% Very Good .. 212 ... 26 12.3% Good ..uiiat 253 st 87 BAHT wuiis 180T varnvinns 106 & oL¥0
Very Good .. 308 ,... 17 5.5% Excellent ., 98 ... 3 3,1% Excellent .. 98 ... 3 3.1% Excellent .. 236 .... 30 12.7% ..... 2.0 cesvinnss 0,6 5 585
Excellent .. 98 ,,.. 0 0.0% a &2¢9
MCR = .617 CPE = ,605 MCR = ,636 CPE = ,542 MCR = ,379 CPE = ,65) < Bare
MCR = .673 CPE = 1.076 ® o
83z
IOWA RISK ASSESSHENT ~ 1980 VERSION fg,g
Violence Total Post-Release General Total New Prison General Total Composite Securlity Total  Earned Time  Earned Time Disciplinary '_g: [
Risk Cases Violence Risk Cases Sentence Risk Cases Recidivism Risk Cases Lost? Lost (Days) Actions gé 3
Risk Lases Yiolence Risk Llases Sentence Hisk =asgs  Recidivism Risk ~ases ~0SLE =
yery Poor .. 88 .... 49 55.7%  Very Poor .. 146 .... 93 63.7%  Very Poor .. 146 o0 105 7198 Very Poor .. 125 . 76 60.8% u..., B0 ..v...... 3.8 Nl
Poor ....... 182 ... 62 30,13 Poor ,.ueiil 192 ..., B4 43.8% Poor civiess 192 ... 95 49,5% Poor .ouiov. 145 ..., 58 40,0% ..... 3.3 ciiiieie, 2.5 gxo
Good ....... 301 ..,. 39 73.0% Fajr . < 156..... 46 29,5% Falr «ooo000 156 ... 53 34,0% Fale voocnan 220 000 95 12003 Lo0,) 2005 0aneenns 200 P
Very Good .. 147 ... 11 7.5%  Good ....... 22l ..., 30 13.4% Good v..ovey 224 oy, 33 17.4% Good Wsvvuey 225 iuy B0 17.8% suuen 9.9 ..0inats 0.9 223
Excellent ., 96 .... 2  2.1% Excellent .. 96 .... 4 4,2% Excellent .. 9% ... 5  5,2% Excellent .. 95 .... 6 6,3% ..... 0.6 verresees 0,2 o 5‘5
. ja iy
HCR = ,529 CPE = ,671 MCR = .518 CPE = ,403 MCR = ,530 CPE = ,362 MCR = 412 CPE = ,43] a ?
=2
NSLAV SCALE oo
Total Total Post-Release Total Total New Prison Total Total Composite Total Total  Earned Time Earned Time  Disciplinary ;}é
Score Cases Violence Score Cases Sentence Score Cases Recidivism Seore Cases Lost? Lost (Days) Actions o
. © o
65+ ..ice 97 ..., W5 46,43 65+ ..o 97 ..., 65 67.0% 65+ ..io0i 97 L0 71 73.2% 65% iiiis 97 iun BUOB57T uivs 5B.2 vevrinies 3.6 =5
52-64.5 ..., 127 .... 50 39.4% 52-64.5 ,... 127 .c.s 67 652.8% 52-64.5 ..., 127 ..., 75 59.1% 52-64.5 ..., 127 cere 65 51,2% ohea, 31,2 visesinse 2.9 =
39-51.5 ..., 198 ,,,. 43 21.7% 39-51.5 ... 198 ..., 74 37.4% 39-51.5 ,... 198 ,,.., 88 Ih, 4% 39-51.5 .. 198 ...y 77 38.9% ..... 26.8 veseiseae 2.5 g‘,i
35-38.5 .... 69 . 8 11.6% 35-38.5 ,... 69.... 17+ 24,6% 35-38.5 ... 69 ..., 20 29,0% 35-38.5 ..., 69.... 23 33.3% cieer 940 viviannes 1.3 g
18-34.5 .... 209 (... 14 6,7% 18-34.5 ,.,. 209 ..o. 30 V14.4% 18-34.5 ,,,. 209 .... 37 17.7% 18-34.5 ..., 209 ,.., 50 23.9% viihh Bu3 ivivinns 1.3 i
0-17.5 viavs 112 20s. - 3 2,7% 0-17.5 cvuve 112 .40, 4 3.6% 0-17.5 ..ove 112 oeoy 6 5.4% 0-17.5 .,vvv 112 .0,y & S4% coiie 0.6 tiveenad, 0.2 o
MCR = .526 CPE = .592 HCR = .531 CPE = 413 MCR = .537 CPE = ,363 MCR = 391 CPE = ,659 :':
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COMPARISON OF CLASSIFICATION MODELS
PREDICTION OF VIOLENCE, RECIDIVISM, AND INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT
‘ ) (continued)
HICHIGAN RISK SCREENING
. ) Assaultive/ Total Post-Release Assaultive/ Total New Prison Assaultive/ Total Composite
. ; Property Risk Cases Violence Property Risk Cases Sentence Property Risk Cases Recidivism
; — —_— — - —_—
i Very High .... 53.... 24 45,33 High/Very High 280 ... 144 51.4% High/Very High 280 ... 162 57.9%
High .oooioi. 227 ..., 75 -33.0% Middle «v.y0ey 152°.,, 48 31.,6% Middle ....... 152 ... 57 37.5%
Middle .....,. 152 w... 30 19.7% Clow sa.iiie... 382 ... 65 17.0% Low oooyiiun.. 382 ... 78 20.4%
Low vevivean.. 382 ..., 34 8.9%
) HCR = .375 CPE = ,235 MCR = .382° CPE = ,210
- , MCR = .402 CPE = ,370
. { FEDERAL SALIENT FACTOR SCORE - 1981 VERSION
Total Total Post-Release Total Total New Prison Total Total Composite Total Total Earned Time Earned Time Disciplinary
Score Cases Violence Score Cases Sentence Score Cases Recidivism Store Cases Lost? Lost (Days) Actions
, —— _— —— —_— — —— — —_— — —_— —_—
0-2 ciiiiivnn. 67 LL.. 25 37.3% 0-2 ..iiiives 67 v.u. M0 59.7% 0-2 (iiiiiinin 87 ... Y 65,7% 0-2 tivivinnis 67 un... 35 52.2% .... 43.0 ......... 3.3
36 tirienens. 320 eees 99 30.9% 3-6 . evee 320 o0 147 45,93 3-6 ...iinie, 320 .., 167 52,23 - 320 .o.... 139 43.4% ..., 3 e, 2.8
1 78 civiivin. 250 ..., 30 12,0% 7-8 tiiiiia. 260 ..., 57 22.8% 7-8 iiiiiaa. 250 ... 67 26.8% 748 siviiiiin, 250 v.o... 77 30.8% eaee 13,0 ..., eos 1.6
} 3 eeieiiiiias 109 ... 7 6,43 I viviieeesn 109 ... 10 9.2% 9 eriiiiiian, 109 ... 15 13,82 9 viviiiaanyy 109 ,,.... 18 16.5% ..., 2.3 ..000y0. 0.7
! W0.iiiiiaiies 68 ... 2 2.0% 0eiaiiees 68,000 3 G 10.0eiiiiees 68 ... I 5,93 0 iviiiiian, 68 ..., . 6 8.8 .... 0.9,........ 0.4
| MCR = (401 CPE = «353 MCR = 403 CPE = .299 MCR = .4ho cPE = ,258 MHCR = 306 cCpPE = . 458
| RAND_J-FACTOR SCORE
[}3 Total Total - Post-Release Total Total New Prison Total Total Composite Total Total Earned Time Earned Time Disciplinary
ki Score Cases Violence Scare Cases Sentence Scare Cases Recidivism Score Cases Lost? Lost (Days) Actions
i
ff b o 128,000 52 40.6% bt oiiviiiin 128 ... 78 60.9% b oiiiiin,. 128 .., 88 68.83 be cooiiiiil 128 ceenass 700 Sh7T L., h2u4 L, ... 3.7
§ I ity 123 ... 37 30.1% 3 iiiiieniad 123 L5, 56 45,5% I oeeiiiiiiaia. 123 ... 61 49,6% Fooetennenanns 123 o..0..0 58 47.2% ... 27.2 .. . 2.7
-§ 2 tiiiiieniee. 149 « 31 20.8% 2 sividieiaaes 1he L., 5k 36,2% 149 ... 64 43,0% 2 i, 1h9 ...o..0 60 40.3% ..., 33.2 .. . 204
i Voviveiannnnss 207 ..., 28 13.5% Tooevevianinn, 207 .00, I 19.8% 207 ... 49 23.7% | T T 207 c...... 59 28.5% .... 9.4 ..., veas 14
§ 0 eveiiienins 207 oo, 15 7.2% G eriiiiiiins 207 ..., 28 13.5% ves 207 ... 35 16,9% 0 veviiiinie. 207 ouii... 28 13.5% «ovh 0.6 cvivus,., 0.6
\ MCR = .393 CPE = .333 HCR = . 43) CPE = .288 HCR = 434 CPE = 252 MER = ,369 CPE =, 392
OREGON CRIMINAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSHMENT - 1980 VERSION
Total Total Post-Release Total Total New Prison Total Total Composite Total Total Earned Time Earned Time Disciplinary
Score Cases Violence Score Lases Sentence Score Lases  Recldivism Score Cases Llost? Lost (Days) Actions
[ P 1 T 25 39.1% 02 .iiininnn, 227 ... 123  54,2% 0-2 , seese 227 .0 134 59,0% L 1 sevece 350 BHUTX L.l 44,3 ceresesns 2.8
| L IO 356 ..., 90 25,3% 3-5 tevieinias 310 W.. 96 31.0% 3-5 .. resey 310 .00 113 36,5% |3 TP 356 ci.... 1Y h0.4% «ovv 2708 ooaLL..,. 2.4
5-7 vevieevaes 258 Lol WG 17,3 6-8 coiiiiiiis 183 ... 36 19.7% 6-8 .iviiiii. 183 ... 4B 26.2% §+B uviiiinei 300 ool BB 29.3% ..., 150 .0o0vuuis 1.8
B-11 tivveen.. 1h0 vene b 2,9% 91 eieviel, 94 L, T2 2,1% ol R . | T 2 2% bl & I L IR 8 8,5%.... | I I I
HCR = ,315 CPE = ,237 MCR = 416 CPE =277 HCR = 401 CPE = ,226 BeR = (265 cpg = .265
i
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COMPARISO
PREDICTION OF VIOLENGE,

WISCONSIN RISK ASSESSHENT

Total Total Post~Relcase Total Total New Prison
Score Cases Vialence Score Cases Sentence

3 iiiien. 63 4., 27 b2, 9%
30-38 ....v.uu 171 L., 58 33.9%
22-29 L.l 167 4a.. B 26.3%
12-21 oiiiin, 269 ,,.. 26 9.7%
0-11 woovevuns 144 ..., 8 5.6%

MCR = 434 CpE = +337

38+ ciiiiiiie, 79 .., bl s55.7%
31-37 w.iiiiis 359 ... 146 bo.7%
320 viiieie.. 280 ... 60 21,43
0-8 .iiiiiiis 96 ... 7 7.3%

HCR = .350 CPE = .199

ILLINOIS DANGEROUSNESS /ADJUSTHENT SCALES

Dang. /Adj. Total  Post-Release Dang, /Ad], Total New Prison
Scores Cases Violence Scores Cases Sentence

0+/28+ ..,,.., 152 .... 93 61.2%
27+/11-27 ..., ko ... 17 h2,5%
0-26/11~27 ... 335 .... 98 29,3%
0+/0-10 ...y 287 ..., 49 17.1%

11428+ .00 130 ..., 59 s, 43
274N1=27 ... 0 ... 12 30.0%
Other Scores , 36 .,.. 65 17.9%
0-26/0-10 ... 280 ..., 27 9.6%

HCR = .359 CcpE = 3N HER = .370 CPE = 249

FEDERAL PRISON CLASSIFICATION SYSTEN

Total Total Post-Release
Score Cases Violence

0-6 uivvinuns 102 ..., 4o 39.2%
7=8 ceviiiiins 91 ..., 27 29.7%
10-13 ,o0iiiis 122 ..., 32 26,2%
L T 12.8%

MCR = 302 ¢pE = .236

NATIONAL INSTITUYE OF CORRECT|ONS PRISON CLASSIFICAT ION SYSTEM

Custody Total Post-Relesse
Ciass Cases Violence

Close civv0ss. 64 ..,. 23 35.9%
Hedium ooy 0uy, 258 ..., 70 27.1%
Hintmum o000l 492 .., 70 14,28

HCR = .233 CPE = 140

(cont tnued)

Total Total Compos | te
Score Cases Recidivism

3B viiiiin, 79... 48 60, 8%
N-37 cooiii. 359... 168 46, 8%
920 oiao.., 280 ... 69 24,67
0-8 ioviiiies 96 ... 12 12,5%

HCR = (345 ¢pE = 165

Dang. /Adj., Total Compos i te
Scores Cases Recidivism

0+/28+ v \\iui, 152 .., 106 69.7%
2741127 ..., b .. 19 47.5%
0-26/11-27 ... 335 ... 113 33.1%
0+/0-10 ....u0 287 ... 6 21.2%

MCR = .375 CPE = ,222

T s S L St s s

.

N OF CLASSIFICATION MODELS
RECIDIVISM, AND INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT

Total Total
Score Cases

Dang. /Adj, Total
Scores Cases

Total Total
Score Cases

Earned Time
Lost?

Earned Time Discliplinary

Lost (Days) Actlons

3+ o, 224 cersersnns T 37,3 Peesasees 2,9

17-30 o.iuuuy, 326 ,. seive 7
0=16 ..uuii.. 264 [ERRTTEPRN, |

MCR = ? CPE = ,286

274/28+ ,,, ... 3 seinel, 25
0-26/28+ ,,.,.. 12 (.o, 72
/1127 ... 242 ,.,,,.,, 93
Other Scores , 224 tiiaees 56
0-10/0~10 ..., 196 vouus,. 29

MCR = .412 cpE = t.009

06 L iviiaal. 102 ceeves W5 g
729 ciiviiiien 81 aanl 35 38.5%

10-13 ooiiy 122 ... 8
oo, L% T

MCR = 125 CPE = ,21p

Cus tody Total

HER = ,152 CPE = ,1fp

B e o

Earned Tiie
Lost?

Earned Time
Lost?

Earned Time
Llass Lases Lost?

Close vovvvuiy 64 ,,.... 2B 43,8%
Medlum ...,.., 258 ,.v.y, 108 h,9%
Hintmun oooooy 492 ,..... 139 28.3%

sreereses 23 il 1,9
A N N

Earped Time Disciplinary
Lost (Days) Actions

e 1000 Luiiel, 704
IPTRRE - X 3.8
194 oiiiiny, 2.0
13.7 civivinas 1.8
e 27 iisiids, 0.6

Earned Time Disciplinary
Lost (bays)  Actlons

e 3802 00000l 207
eeee 35,8 Liiiila,, 207
cees 2600 4yiiyy., 2,5
T L O I 1

Earned Time Disciplitnary
Lost (Days) Actlons

eons 3806 000000, 2,9
veen 3006 Luiiae, 2,4
v T2 C0iiiL L 146
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Sample Form OFFENDER R1SK ASSESSMENT
1980 Verston OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT FORM B2 THE TONA MODEL: 1983 VERSTON
STATE OF I0WA
ENE SK OF RECIDIV STEP T - 4-FACTOR SCORING
DE URRE GE iB i
: CRIMINAL HISTORY AND AGE AT CONVICTION
BRIMRY RISK FACTORS (CONT) ' CURRENT OFFENSE
7+ PRIOR, ARRESTS ; ‘ CLASSIFICATION ol &5, _6al0 -9 oy
ARRE R k o . (=23 o
3+ PRIOR COWICTIONS . Li+ RISK FACTORS |WH : (Highest Applicable) 1% g¥a 439 3 4599 £5a
2+§§{8§,’:W§§ﬁ?°s Ado ARd BIRYL 2[FRL g2
2+ PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS 1-3 RISK FACTORS | H : "
1+ ;RIOR gULT INCARCERATIONS ; ¢+ Apgravated Assault/Robbery/Escape Detteriesennnisiiiniinnnn 124 336 3666 6677 677
FIRST ARREST BEFORE AGE 13 ) £, Assravated Burglnry...................a...................124 336 3566 4566 566
HISTORY OF NARCOTICS USE ! 4 % Burglary/Moter Vehicle Theft/Forgery/Bad Checks sevvennesnn 124 336 3566 4566 566
= | 82 Other Offense Clnasificn:ion......-....................... 124 335 3555 4555 558
S | © < Drug or Aleohol Related Offense Only wivviiiisnniiiininanens. 113 113 3335 4555 555
SE OUNT) CURRENT OFFENSES INCLLIDE: 2+ RISK FACTORS | H g1 on _
56 ARRESTS HOMICIDE, RAPE, ROBBERY, S | B, Asgravated Burglary/Aggravated Assault/Robbery/Escape ..,., 1 2 4 336 3556 4556 566
3 Jusgq?ﬁg RRESTS AGGRAVATED ASSAULT, BURGLARY, M ‘ # | & ¢ Burglary/Motor Vehicle Theft/Forgery/Bad Checks vive....... 124 335 3556 4556 566
NO PRIMARY RISK FACTOR| FIRST ARREST AGE 13-17 MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT, OR LARCENY] @2 | 88 Other Offense Cluasificntion‘..........‘...............‘.. 124 335 3555 4555 5535
PRIOR ARREST RECORD NEMPLOYED g ¥ < Drug or Alcohol Related Offense 002y toviiiienennnrainoneas 113 113 3335 4555 555
0-9 YEARS OF SCHOOL AND NO GED CURRENT OFFENSES ol o
8 Robbery /Escape Attt ittt 122 134 244 6 bhbho 556
PRE-TRIAL. SERVICES OR DETENTION NOT AS ABOVE 2 5: Aggravated Burglary/Aggravated Assault steeerreeieseninnnas 1220 134 2445 4444 556
2 & ¥ Burglary/Motor Vehicle Theft/Forgery/Bad Checks vovpevens.. 122 134 2445 4446 556
CURRENT OFFENSES AGAINST ; 8| 82 Other Offense Classifdcation «vivsiiirunieninereennsrrnanes 12 2 133 2334 3335 355
SECONDARY RISK FACTORS (COUNT). PERSONS/PROPERTY, OR ! E v < Drug or Alcohol Related Offense 0nly «oviviniiaiiiiiiiiiess 121 112 1223 2333 334
i
HISTORY OF DRUG/ALCOHOL. PROBLEM /‘"V°'-V’NG“E’“°“ : B | b RoBDEry/ESCHPE vevverervrinserssssennnsnsnn.., 112 133 3
NO PRIMARY RISK FACTOR UNEMPLOYED ! ; g -§ Aggrnvzced Burglary/Aggravated Assault .:.::::.:..:.” 112 133 i g g ll: 3 g g g g g g
NO PRIOR ARREST RECORD g;g_TRYEARIAE (SJER\S,?EEgLO{:igEP;EONTG%N CURRENT OFFENSES 2+ RISK FACTORS L ; 2 gu;gngzéuocorczehiﬁ: Th:ft/l-‘orgery/ﬂad Checks . ++112 133 1334 2335 355
) ther ense Clussdfication svvvvrsveevnnnnnnes sressennes 112 112 13313 2335 255
PROBATION TIME IN JAIL/RESIDENCE NOT AS ABOVE 0-1 RISK FACTORS VL 5 Drug or Alcohol Related OE£ense OMLY vuevruvssesonrvvrivers 1 11 111 1113 2333 233

STEP II - OFFENDER TYPING (check applicable categories) Burn-out __ _ Not a Violent Offender and
Age 50+ at Conviction
— Not a Violent Offender and

Age 25-49 at Conviction and
4-Factor Score 1s 1-4

Violent Offender __ Current Offense Against Persons

—— Special Violence Risk Factor (see STEP 111)
~. Current Sentence for Escape or Jaiibreak
— No Prior Felony Arrest or Conviction

i First Offender

Sample Form
1980 Version

FORM €1 STEP II1 - SPECIAL RISK FACTOR SCORING

OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT
STATE OF 10WA .
Circle
1+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Strect Time
2+ Total Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 3 Years Street Time
2+ Prior Arrests for Felonles Against Persons in Last 5 Years $treet Time
1+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last Year Street Time
3+ Prior Arrests for Crimes Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time
1+ Prior Felony Incarcerations in Last Year Street Time
2+ Prior Incarcerations for Indictable Offenses In Last Year Streer Time
Current Arrest is at Least Fifth Arrest for Same Type Felony in Last 5 Years Street Time
T 4+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Against Persons in Last 20 Years Strea% Time
[ 10 3+ Prior Convictions for Folonies Against Persons in Last 10 Years Strect Time
11 2+ Prior Convictions for Felonies Agalnst Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time
12 1+ Prior Convictions for Feloniss Against Persons in Last 2 Years Street Time
13 4+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 10 Years Street Time
14 3+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in lLast 7 Years Street Time
3+ Total Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 5 Years Street Time
16 2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 2 Years Street Time
17 14 Prior Arrests for Felonies Agalnst Persona in Last Year Streer Time and
2+ Prior Arrests for Felonies Against Persons in Last 3 Years Street Time
PRIOR 18 3+ Prior Arrests for Crimes Against Persons in Last 3 Years Street Time
INCARCERAT1ON 119 Current Gonvictions for Felony Against Persous and Eseape (Prison)
CURRENT OFFENSES STRICTLY AGAINST PROPERTY |H 20 3+ Prior Felony Convictions or Incarcerations in Last 3 Years Street Tine
21 2+ Prior Felony Convictions or Incarcerations 4n Last 2 Years Strect Time

FIRST ARREST BEFORE ; 22 Current Conviction is at Least Third Conviction for Same Type Felony in Last 5 Years Street Time

5-7 PRIOR ARRESTS A& 16 CLRRENT OFFENSES INCLUDE ROBBERY IVH ! J 23 Current Conviction is at Least Third Conviction for High Recidivism Offense in Last 5 Years Street Time
E(I;_R% ARREST AGE M/L

.
FENDE URREN 18-2

i

Violence

Class 1 Factor

—_

_—] CURRENT OFFENSES NOT STRICTLY AGAINST PROPERTY |\H

PRIOR
INCARCERATICN

AT N L DL PO

CURRENT OFFENSES STRICT LY AGAINST PROPERTY |H

8+ PRIOR ARRESTS

CURRENT OFFENSES INCLUDE ROBBERY | VH

NO PRIOR
INCARCERATION

Violence
p—
w

CURRENT OFFENSES NOT INCLUDING R%BERﬂM/L i

CURRENT OFFENSES NOT STRICTLY AGAINST PROPERTY‘IVH

Class I1 Factor

NO PRIOR i 24 Current Prizon Admission as Release Viplator with New Felony Conviction for Nigh Recidivism Offenac

INCARCERATION
CURRENT OFFENSES NOT INCLLDING ROBEERY | MAL

STEP V - FINAL VIOLENCE/PROPERTY RTUK ASSESSMENT

STEP 1V - FINAL GENERAL RISK ASSESSMENT

r 4-Factor Burn-out or Specinl Risk Factors Violence Risk Property Risk
i Score First Offender None Class I Only Class iT General Risk Violent Non-Violent Violent Non-Violont

! Assessment  Offender Offender Offender Offender
0-4 PRIOR ARRESTS ML 7 Poor Poor Very Poor Very Pomf —_——

6 Good Poor Poor Very Poor Very Poor Very Poor PFatr Very Poor Very Poor

5 Good Good Poor Poor Poor Poor Fair Poor Poot

4 Good Good Good Fair¥ Fair Good Good Fate Falr

3 Very Good Very Cood  Good Faird Good Good Very Good Good Cood
2 Very Good  Very Good Very Good Good Very Good  Very Good Very tood  Excellent Very Good
1 Excellent  Excellent Hxeellent Excellent Excellent  Excellent Excellent Ex¢ellent Excel lout

*ode as PODR 4 eurrent offonce fu avain.et persons,




sy

FURUREESes sncae VRO

IOWA RISK ASSESSMENT - 1980 VERSION 3 x 4 VE
RISK LEVEL DESIGNATIONS IOWA RISK ASSESSMENT - 1984 VERSION

SECURITY RISK DESIGNATIONS

Original Pefinition Current Definltion Genaral Violence Security
General Violence General Violence Security Risk Risk Risk
Risk Risk Risk Risk Risk
Very Poor Risk Very Poor Risk Very Poor Risk
Super Recidlvist Super Recidivist Very Poor Risk Very Poor Risk Very Poor Risk Very Poor Risk Poor Risk Very Poor Risk
: Super Recidivist Ultra-High Risk Very Poor Risk Poor Risk Very Poor Risk Vepy Poor Risk Fair Risk Poor Risk
Super Recidivist Very-High Risk Very Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Very Poor Risk Very Poor Risk
LY Ultra-High Risk Super Recidivist Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk
Ultra=High Risk Ultra-High Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Poor Risk Fatr Risk Falr Risk
[ (Violent Offendet)} Poor Risk Good Risk Fale Risk
Ultra-High Risk  Ultra-High Risk Poor Risk Good Rixk Fair Risk Good Risk Poor Risk Fair Risk
(Non-Violent Offender) Good Risk Fair Risk Good Risk
Ultra-High Risk Very-High Risk Poor Risk Good Risk Falr Risk Good Risk Good Risk Good Risk
Ultra-High Risk High Risk Poor Risk Good Risk Falr Risk Good Risk Excellent Risk Good Risk
Very-High Risk  Ultra-High Risk  Poor Risk Poor Risk Poar Risk Excellent Risk Falr Risk Good Risk
Very-High Risk High-Medium Risk Falr Risk Good Risk Falr Risk Excellent Risk Good Risk Good Risk
High Risk Low-Medium Risk Good Risk Good Risk Good Risk j Excellent Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk
High=Mediun Risk Low-Medium Risk Good Risk Very Good Risk  Good Risk |
High-Medium Risk Very-Low Risk Good Risk Very Good Risk  Good Risk Current prison escape scoring deloted to obtain security risk.
§ Low-Medfum Risk Low-Hedium Risk Good Risk Very Good Risk Good Risk
4 Low-Medium Risk Very-Low Risk Good Risk Very Good Risk Good Risk
i Low Risk Low Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk
3 Low Risk Very-Low Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk
i Very-Low Risk Low Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk
i Very-Low Risk NI1 Risk Excellent Risk Excellent Risk  Excellent Risk
i '
% IOWA RISK ASSESSMENT - 1983 VERSION
! SECURITY RISK DESIGNATIONS
H
i General Violent Security
; Risk 0ffender Risk
Very Poor Risk Yes Very Poor Risk
Very Poor Risk No Falr Risk
5 Poor Risk Yes Poor Risk
i Poor Risk No Fair Risk
i Fair Risk Yes Poor Risk
‘5 Fair Risk No Good Risk
: Good Risk Yes Good Risk
i Good Risk No Good Risk
Very Good Risk Yes Good Risk
! Very Good Risk No Excelient Risk
! Excellent Risk Yes Excellent Risk
i Excellent Risk No Excellent Risk
i
i
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INSLAV SCALE FEDERAL _SALIENT A
FACTOR SCORE i
(1981 Version) B
. Score aud total the following points according to the indicated charncteristics: :
Score and total the following points according to the indicated characteristics: i
Heavy use Of AlEohol coseveioeniesssnnsssacionasasssnsnsssasisrsvavscisesss + 5 3
. Prior conviections or adjudicarions (adult or juvenile) ;_
Heroln USE civevvavsacernniasinnnstassciorssasranssensasisnsrssnssasanses +10 i
: NOME “uunnnsionssvasaninannronessnessassinsnnsbartatsssssnsnsvasess +1 i
: Age at time of instant arrest ONE 4eiennniinestasstninarierainensusnssanstonsnariossassrovinesss +2 :
§ TWO OF THEER sovsvasaasinsoavtosnnasorsererrtaiens o #l ; N
: Leas than 23 ceesiiiiinatnnresstininsnesicitinusrsrnerssacivssscsise +21 FOUr OF MOL@ tevnvinenstvoitiiarssssriossrossossassessoncnsssinssrs 0 ! )
: 23=27 siiiasinisecniaasnenirintasanivin vieresaarassresne FL4 :
t gg-g§ Critseersasseansinatenis Prior commitments of more than 30 days (adult or juvenile)
- LR R R RN LI NI I N )
3842 Leveinicianirriennneas Peereiteraenees NOME «utivitaietnnensasensossseraortioasosasssonssssvnosbsnnnnnaiass +2 :
43+ L S T T T S ! ONE OF EWO cosiavasenarsoneirisassoennsssaionsrsossroasnnsnssscosanase Ll ‘ ~
L TIYEE OF TOT@ cuusevasanssrvsennsssssaseosssivesrsssansrssssssssens 0O
Length of criminal career (since first arrest)
Age at instant offenged !
0=5 YEATB toavsnsvossorsonsasarsosssnssosissrsnasnsersinnessasessvie 0
6~10 years .. veesens + 1 : 26 OF OLdEE vuvsaensssoasnsasotesssssessetorsasnsrtsnsastsnessssonce +2
11-15 years ceeessrecssncisssninssiasinctanssiicisscasssaciarnasisens 2 4 20=25 iebeeeseeneneiiiannasrartrtiteivaabraneverasnsnsnaanarseeane L .
16~20 Years sesisvaveicrsrivestirnsaisissisatirseireens veresss o+ 3 19 OF YOUNBEY seevvvessssoisooannsisnsssossassassansvasssosivavsvanes 0 H
214 YEAIB tavererirnoriravieitinetsraitosnrasisatsatainiansessssssisy b4
Recent commitment free period during last 3 years
Arrests during last 5 years (score each arrest as indicated)
No prior commitment more than 30 days (adult or juvenile), or h
Crimes Of VIOLERCE seecavetnussonssiotrerasrsarsssssnnsiserssassrees + 4 released to the community at least 3 years before commission of ; "
Crimes against PrOPErtY sevseivssrnsssavariessarstresneantaisansisse +3 the tonstant offense cieeivviniveniiososinsivesssnstnennsnssenssseis L (
civaee Chrsisertssanes revens 4 1 B T PP ¢
Other offenses soevevevsinnsnrvnisienionsionnnssisecssosivssovennanes +2 3 ST
‘ Probation or parole or confinement escape status this time - . .
! Longest time served, single term (prior sentence) ) - \
NO svvervoirerconsaressesstsossasreansssorvssasssnsnissaisanasnstans -l ‘ X
| 1-5 mONENS ceeveicssnsceirrestsstonrorcsnnrsinornsssssrserararenssss + 4 YEB soennsonuativersiossassracrsatonsorssonnssarsesvnissisrannasaes O t -
; 612 MONLhS voversrrgrstanrsssnsrsrsnrvsvossrsnrrintorseirbivsssrees +9 1 E
§ 13=24 MONENS csvesosrssosatosssonsrarsasessssavasresssnsnansrvessssss +18 Hleroln or opiate dependenca “j‘ -
25-36 MONLNB cessvvcasnsansasssssssrssbncssesssnnssssnasasassiesosss +27 i
37-48 months +.evs teseerieentnesssnrareasseriisanasrnrssss 36 NGO MiSEOTY covvisvransnanosnsnssoanssssasnsndnsrnssiosssssnnnssrsans +1 5 . ' .
494+ months sebsberseinasierirasesiarasatresosserenpsbassarsseesrross F48 HIBLEOYY svevinrrosanrinsneosannsssssasvstsnsanssonnsadrnsrnneorssnss O ’Q{
N M
Number of probation sentences (score each as indfcated) seesesveersicenss +1i5 *But 1f the record sliows five or mote commitments of mote than 30 days, this !
item is scored "0" regavrdless of tha age at the time of the instant offense.
§ pU
Instapt offense was crime of VIOlence covseespaiasssearsressssarsrasscese + 7 ;
Instant offense was crime labeled "other” tiveviieisserentocirecsivasvaess =18 i . " .
' Violent érimes include robbery, liomicide, assault, sexuval assault, kidnopping, and
other crimes against persons, "Other" erimes include all crimes other than arson, ;
burglury, larceny, auto theft, fraud, forgery, drug sale or possession, and violent -
i crimes. ' 1
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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS MICHICAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
ASSAULTIVE RISK SCREENING SHEET €50-383 12177 ~ PROPERTY RISK.SCREENING SHEET cs50a52 12477
Rlﬂm}“ NAME * Y R o NUMBER RESIDENT'S NAME NUMBER :
r STAEINED BY LOCATION GATE ‘SCHEENED BY TOEATION TATE i
| :
! H , . P . %
! INSTRUCTIONS: Starting at laft; check 'ves" or “no” at each item. This directs you to auxt item, When o risk INSTRUCTIONS:  Starting at left, check “yes' or “no' at each jtem. This directs you to next item, When a rish i
E . catogory |s reached at right, circle that category. I Information is missing ‘o conllicting, circle insufficient In- category {s reached at right, circle that category, 1 information Is missing or conflicting, circle insuflicient it !
1pmullon_box and refer to. classitication ditector, See definitions on reversa side, formation box and refer to classification director, Sea dafinitions on reverse side. i
ASSAULTIVE i
. RISK ]
a PROPERTY i1
) CATEGORY RISK i
CATEGORY 3
VERY § i
P HIGH 3 i
ngls ) ASSLT. /—> ;
Flrst : RISK I narer it pan HIGH :
s e ~ |
" {
; Betora I 1 seesening g PROPERTY
N . 15th . MUST ba ghsn RISK
H Birthday 16 resldent withs Serfous i
i in 30 days. Institutional >
HIGH / Misconduct
TR I HI
: : D :f\l:-‘oll llthu:l:v
ASSLT, > Ing MUST be give
Serlous RISK YES rasident within 3t
Institutionat D
/ Misconduct First i .
e Raported Arrest #
{ Juvanile Before I
S . Falony 15th fl
0 Birthday Et
\ MIDDLE 4____& MIDDLE ¢
ASSLT. ¥ - — i
H _____—_______________———-"—’__b RISK PROPERTY ”
o RISK i1
i : )
1 | : Li
; —> Low i ™
i YES it
§ ] ASSLT. ;
RISK §
] T{ Fits Any < Prablom i
£ .
; Fslony | § *
: ; , a . Low
] VERY i .
i —> Low ! \ PROPERTY -
S H -
Asst;;r ) : - RISK : i
] RIS ] NOTICE OF HI RISK: :
NOTICE OF HIGH.OR VERY HIGH RISK: : A
: ’ : s [0 Not Applicable
[3 Not Applicable . [ sent ‘
0 Sont , oute Shnature INSUFFICIENT
Gate Shnature INSUFFICIENT . :
INFORMATION l
INFORMATION ¢
, ! ‘
. . I
. ] -
%
i PR .,,,_,,‘,R .
. . AU B . . . g e — PN e
AR ! ‘
-~
. - * ’ '
. i . 0 "
! . 3 . ; S . ' '
.. N . \ . N
. f
£ . . q
. N ’ \ b i
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MICHIGAN RISK SCREENING
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Original Michigan Definition Current Study Definition
Property Assaultive Assaultive/Property
Risk Risk Risk
High Risk Very High Risk Very High Risk
High Risk Very High Risk
Middle Risk High Risk
Low Risk High Risk
Very Low Risk High Risk
Middle Risk Very High Risk High Risk
High Risk High Risk
Middle Risk Middle Risk
Low Risk Middle Risk
Very Low Risk Low Risk
Low Risk Very High Risk Middle Risk
High Risk Middle Risk
Middle Risk Low Risk
Low Risk Low Risk
Very Low Risk Low Risk
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D-pa{umm of Health and Social Sarvices State of Wisconsin Client's Nange i
Form 6501 Fos. 8179) ASSESSMENT OF CLIENT RISK otfan 3
nse
{ETient Name ot Fint M [Client Numbst State of
Oregon CRIMINAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSMENT UNDER RULE 255-35-015
: Probnlov;ACan'l‘vo&Dn:’or =nullullon Ralsasa Date ) Agent Last Nama Number
i onth, Day, Year A. No prior felony or misdemeanor convictions as an adult or juvenile.* 3
H Select the appropriate answer and enter the assoctated weight in the scors column. Total 2ll scores to arrive at the risk assessment scare, ﬁ gx’i%{‘:rmnvigtmn: febd i
r ee prior convictions: :
SCORE - il " {
Nuy\ber gf Address Changes In Last 12 Monthst . ,...,.... O Noné Four ox wore prior convictions: 0 ‘
{Prior to incarceration for parolees} 2 One more — B. No prior incarcerations (i.e., executed sentences of 90 days or more) as
an adult or juvenile: 2
N £ Time Emploved In Last 1284 0 60% One or tvwo prior incarcerations: 1
Per ge of Time Employed in Las e ot more 3 s 3 .
{Prior to incarceration for parolees) 1 40%-599;2 ¢ — Three or rore prior incarcerations: . 0
2 Under 40 3 & .
9 Not epplicable C. Agezztoﬁlgié: e;c.)nmibxent of 90 days or more: ** )
21 to under 26 : B
Alcohol Uszge Problems: «vuvvsseevesiiessnssraesoss O Nolnterference with functioning Under 21 : 0
{Prlor to incarceration for paroleas) 2 Qccasional abuse; some disruption
of functioning ——— D. Never escaped, failed parole or probation: **¥ 2
4 Freguem abuse; serlous disruption; One incident of the above: 1
eeds treatment Sy *
faeck treatment Any two or nore incidents of the above : 0
L " E. Has no admitted or documented heroin or opiate derivative abuse problem,
Other Drug Usage Problems: ...uvevvavsecoisennaases. 0 Nointerference with functioning : or has no admitted or documented alcohol problem ; 1
{Prlor to incarceration for parolees) 1 Occastonal abuse; some disruption One or ore of the above s 0
of functionin, — ; N + vt P . . N ————
2 Frequent abu‘:e,w,,m disruption; F. Verified period of 3 years conviction free in the community prior to
needs treatment present offense: 1
; Otherwise : 0
! 3 A
H AHIUGE: «oveinasiaareansanisraisesiasnissnesssas O Motivated to change; receptive TOTAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSMENT SCORE: ——
: g)asslstnnco . i
3 Dependent or unwilling to —— e .
aceept responsibitity *Do not count convicticns over 20 years old, convictions that have been pardoned,
6 n.:lonallimls ‘!:e‘hav}‘or:negaliva; or juvenile or adult “status offenses! {runaway,,truancy, incorrigibility, drunk in pybl
not motivated to change . ' . N
**1f o prior commitment, use age at present conviction.
Age at First Conviction: ..uuvveiereivasenaresnsianss 0 24 0rolder o Qount pmbation failure only if it resulted from an executed sentence of 90 days or rot
{or Juvenile Adjudication) 2 20-23 —_— oount any parole failure, including parole reinstatement under rule 254-175-080.
4 18 or younge
T vounger CRIMINAL HISTORY/RISK ASSESSMENT SCORE: .  11-9 8 -6 5 -3 2 -0
B EXCELLENT (coe)r] FAIR POOR
Numbc;r olf Prio‘r Periads of N R .
Probation/Parole Supervision: s ciceysscisiercrsrsasess 0 Nong —— . N .
{Adult or Juvenile} P 4 One or more ‘ OFFENSE SEVERITY RATING: (All ranges in Categories 1-6 shown in nonths)
Categoxy 1 6 6 6-10 12-18
Number of Prior Probation/Parole R I vesraviess 0 None — :
{Adult or Juvenile} 4 One or more i Category 2 6 6-10 10-14 16-24
} .
Numbér or Prior Felony Convietionst .. eaessyesossrie. 0 None : Category 3 6-10 10-14 14-20 22-38
{or Juvenile Adjudications) 2 One - ———— i .
4 Two or more 1 Category 4 . 10-16 16-22 22-30 32-44
Copivictions or Juvenile AJjudications 105 v vavseyseeers 2 Burglary, theft, auto theft, or ! category § 1F"24 24-36 40-52 56-72
{Select applicable and add for score, Do not robbery rioemse
exceed a total of 5, Include current offense.} 3 Worthless checks ot forgery s Category 6 30-40 . 44~56 60~80 90-130
Conviction or Juvenile Adjudication for *Category 7 2 16-2
envictol . " . Subcakegory 2 8-10 Yrs 10-13 Yrs 13~16 ¥rs =20 )
Assaultive Offense within Last Fiva Years: , . vvevaeaiss. 16 Yos R i -~ o
{An otfense which Involves the use of & 0 No i Subcategory 1 10~14 Yrs 14-19 Yrs 19-24 Yrs 24-1ifc

weapon, physical force or the threat of force)
* The Minfmm Term for muwders comiitted afler oeenbor 7, 1976, shall bo twenty=five (24

TOTAL
SN, as required by opg 163.115.
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TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

VIOLENCE RISK ASSESSMENT (1984)

Very Poor .... 89 ....... 66.3%
Poor ......... 165 ceensse 41,8%
Fair ......... 148 ....... 14.2%
Good ......... 126 cevenes 7.1%
Excellent .... 286 sesases 1.8%
MCR = .705 CPE = 1,201%*

CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE (A)

I i 245 oL, 28.6%
1 ooeeeeiiiiiis 438 ..., 19.4%
I 1 ) R 6.1%
MCR = .232 CPE = ,137

PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (B)

5 eiiiiiiiiin 63 vuiii.. 65.1%
3eiiiiiiiin 199 LaaLL., 2929
0 wevenieiunnas 552 oiiuL.. 11.6%
MCR = .399 CPE = .569

STREET TIME SCORE (C)

I e, 185 ..., 36.2%
R 111 R 22.3%
A 11.7%
0 cevvvnnnnnn, 226 ....... 7.1%
MCR = .369 CPE = ,291

*For a discussion of CPE (the
Coefficient of Predictive
Efficiency) see Fischer, 1984d,

POST~RELEASE VIOLENCE
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS

TOTAL POST~RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE (D)

cerevesennee 95 LiL.. 44,272
sreveesenaes 164 L.u.L,, 35,42
seecceeenaes 147 0L, 19,02
creereeeene, 408 LLLL.., 8,67
CR = .442 CPE = .457

¥, i,

RO

CURRENT ESCAPE SCORE (E)

b ceiviiiiines 54 il 38.9%
2 ciiiiiiiiies 26 0iann.. 46.27%
O vevunvnnnnns 734 oo, 17.7%
MCR = .130 CPE = .125

SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE (F)

Y B 52.1%
b veeiiiiinaas 121 ..., 30.6%
R & B 17.8%
0 .vvviininn, 212 ..., 11.3%
MCR = .284 CPE = .253

CURRENT CONVICTION FOR VIOLENT FELONY

TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

PRIOR CONVICTION FOR FELONY AGAINST |
PERSONS IN LAST FIVE YEARS STREET TIME f

YeS 800000090 108 8 0 a0 vt 43.5%
NO LB R BN A I Y LR 706 LI R Y Y Y 16. 4%
MCR = .194 CPE = ,211

PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (Raw) = 35+

Yes L N N Y 150 LI I I Y 50. 77[:
No LA L I B . 664 05 a0 00 13. 170’ é‘:
MCR = .352 CPE = .534 i

SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE = 7 i

Yes L B B Y BRI Y . 231 * &0 00 0 28.1%
No A 2 BB BN B NI LY 583 LI Y S Y 16. 8%
MCR = .144 CPE = .066

CURRENT CONVICTION FOR ESCAPE, ETC.

Yes ’l..‘..... 54 LI I I 'Y 38.9%
NO na-cnt--toy7760 Lev s 18-7%
MCR = .078 CPE = .067

YeS LU R S Y 48 Yoo 0000 5201%
NO LR I I ) 766 LI TS Y 1800%
MCR = .118 CPE = .162

X~SCORE
9 tiiiiiiiiis 62 wuun... 66,14

8 iiiiiiiiiny 39 ..., 51.3%

67 tiuiiiiiis 127 ..., 31.5%

4=5 ciiiiiiies 193 ooaa... 17.1%

3 ciieiiiiii 198 Lail... 962 )
1-2 coiiviinis 140 wavaa.. 6.4% ;
0 vevevnnvvnnn 55 viiiv.. 1.8% a
MCR = .552 CPE = .782

o o et e
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POST-RELFASE VIOLENCE
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS
(continued)
TOTAL POST-RELEASE TOTAL POST-RELEASE TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENGE CASES VIOLENCE CASES VIOLENCE

Y-SCORE

I+ i, 105 .......
7-8 iiiivnnn. 61 .......
4-6 vesessasas 205 cresues
2-3 ......00.. 68 terevan
1 .ooooiiiai... 258 teteens
0 civveninnna, 117 et
MCR = .539 CPE = .613

CURRENT SENTENCE (Years)

5+ coooiiii. 102 tedaaan
10-14 ........ 305 Ceeinan
=9 tiiiiiaa.. 258 tevsaan
0-4 .......... 149 cereaan
MCR = .157 C(PE = .069

IYPE OF RELEASE

Discharge ..., 237 sevanaa
Parole llul.l. 577 IIOOIOO
MCR = ,066 CPE = . 012

TIME SERVED (Years)

b+ sl 95 ceeeean
34 ..o, 78 teeeens
2-3 .iiiil.0. 173 ceasnen
1-2 ...il.L 300 Crveaas
0-1 .......... 168 s ean
MCR = .248 CPE = .138

At e e .

47.6%
37.7%
28.3%
19.1%
6.6%
1.7%

22.6%
25.9%
14.7%
15.4%

23.6%
18.5%

33.7%
29.5%
23.7%
15.7%
11.9%

CURRENT WORK RELEASES

. 3 Cerenas
1o, 334 cresean
0 vevvvviinn.. 449 N
MCR = .028 ¢PE = <045

MAJOR REPORTS (Misconduct)

bt i 81 ...l
4=5 ciiiiiiins 53 L
3 aiieiiiiiin, 63 L.
1-2 coiiiiiiis 201 oa.ll)
0 vevnvennn. 416

MCR = ,292 CpPE = <324

. LI RN Y

TIME LOST (Days)

42+ ...l 100 teenenn
l4-41 ........ 63 eseein
N I heeaes
0 vevvvviie.. 539 ienaen
MCR = .303 C(CpE = <371

CURRENT PRISON ESCAPES

2 sooionnnns. 11 teeraan
Looooioiiii.. 68 ceveaan
0 ..ovvviiaa.. 735 EETETE
MCR = .08l CPE = .062

49.4%
34.0%
27.0%

15.5%

13.7%

49.0%
34.9%
16.1%
13.7%

54.5%
29.4%
18.6%

CURRENT WORK RELEASE REVOCATTIONS

H+ oo, - 71l ...l 26.8%
O’.!..!l lllll 743 LR B B B Y 19.4%

MCR = .037 (PE = .015

COMMITTING INSTITUTTON

Men's Reform. 472 sveeses 22,02
State Peniten. 295 ... ... 18.6%
Women's Reform. 44 seesess 9,1Y

MCR = .085 (PE = .026

RELEASING INSTITUTION

Sec. Med. Fac. 7 viiie.. 42,97
State Peniten. 152 ceesees 28.3%
Men's Reform. 131 verrees 28,27
Halfway House 227 veseees 18.9%
John Bennett 27 «..v... 18.5%
Riverview Rel. 204 veeseae 13.74%
Women's Reform. 26 cieeses 7.7%
Medium Sec. U. 40 tveesese 5.0%

MCR = .247 CPE = .131

PRE-COMMITMENT MENTAL HEALTH EVAL.

YeS LI I B N 123 LA R K Y 2208%
NO AR I R 691 Cte s an, 1905%

MCR = .026 CPE = .003
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TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

POST-COMMITMENT MENTAL HEALTH EVAL-
UATION (Cakdale)

Yes cevvvenens 185 Lovue.. 23.2%
No '.k...l.l.l. 629 ® s 8 0 9 00 19'1%
MCR = .044 CPE = .011

FINAL OAKDALE EVALUATION

Negative ..... 61 ...... . 24.6%
Neutral/Posit. 124 ....... 22.6%

Improvement .. 105 ....... 28.6%
No Improvement 39 ....... 15.4%

CRIME AGAINST PERSONS

Yes civevenees 278 oo .« 26.3%
NO @« ® 8 &8ss 0 e 536 ® 8 0w 08 b 16.8%
MCR = ,133 CPE = ,055

CURRENT WEAPON USE

[ S NSO
+

Knife ........ 34 ....... 38.2%
Firearm ...... 129 ....... 26.4Y%
Other Weapon 68 ....... 20.6%
None ......... 583 ....... 17.5%
MCR = .127 CPE = .065

PLEA BARGAINING

Yes * s &0 000 00 307 * 2 80000 22.8%
No LI I I I B Y N NS 507 LI B B B BN 18.3%
MCR = .065 CPE = ,012

POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS
(continued)

TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

SEX

Male .....ovus 767 vuovv.. 20.7%
Female ....... 47 ....... 8.5%
MCR = .041 CPE = .020

RACE

American Ind. 12 o.oeees 41,72
Black ..... eve 127 oo..... 38.6%
Hispanic ..... 16 ....... 37.5%
White ....00v. 659 ..., 15.6%
MCR = .222 CPE = .206 ,

PRIOR ESCAPES

Y - N 1 I 04
Loooovevaiaas 95 toii... 28.4%
O cevvvenvvan, 678 vivun.. 17.7%
MCR = .125 CPE = .079

PRIOR PROBATION REVOCATIONS

l+ 0 0 000 00 149 LN I ) 24. 2%
0 LI I I T I A A R A 665 % ¢ e 00 19' 1%
MCR = .047 CPE = .013

PRIOR PAROLE REVOCATIONS

l+ LI B B IR I A ) 157 LA BB T BN 3 31. 2%
0 L L A A Y 657 e s 00t v 17' 4%
MCR = .135 CPE = ,080

A Gt e e s

TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

PRIOR ADULT COMMITMENTS

bt cveiiiiiiie 46 iiaa.. 21.7%
3 ceeeiiiienes 30 La..... 23.3%
2 veciinnennne bh oL oL, 25.0%
Loveeaavianiis 114 Looia., 23.7%
G eeeveaventns 580 L...... 18.6%
MCR = .062 CPE = .013

PRIOR ADULT FELONY CONVICTIONS

4+ *® 0 00000 83 LI B B B O 3 22.9%

K R eveess 58 Lol 24,1
2 it 91 ....... 20.9%
1..... oo « 209 ....... 23.0%
0 vevveneninn « 373 s.i... 16097

MCR = .089 GPE = .025

PRIOR ADULT CONVICTIONS

+ o, cesnee 134 oiia.. 24.6%
576 ciiiinnens 80 ....... 16.27
3-4 iieviien 173 Lia... 19.1%
1I-2 cooieiions 253 Lol 22012
O cvveevnveees 174 oiiu.. 16017
MCR = .073 CPE = .079

JUVENILE COMMITMENTS

bt Lo 20 voaenns 60.0%
K IR 39 «...0.. 33.3%
2 thieeenn eves 38 Lavies 29.0%
I.oeevveiness 116 oueuv.. 35.3%
0 vevenniinnns . 601 ....,.. 14.3%

kK
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TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

JUVENILE FELONY CONVICTIONS

bt oooeiiiiis 35 uu.... 57.1%
3 oeeeeiiiiiis 26 .00u... 38.5%
2 ciiiiiiieiss 70 Luia... 38.6%
I 140 ....... 23.6%
. 1/ N 13.47
MCR = .314 CPE = .329

PRIOR COMMITMENTS

G+ ..., eeveee 93 L...... 33.3%
I ooieeiiiiiiis 56 uvua.. 23.2%
2 seiiiiiniens 71 Liiu... 31.0%
I...... eesees 135 ciiaii. 2404

0..
MCR = .236 CPE = .133

PRIOR FELONY CONVICTIONS

5+ ----- s e e o0 93 "o e s 0 34-4%
P . 58 c.ivi.. 25.9%

3 eeieiiiiiiee 95 Li..... 30.5%
2 vieeiiieeean 120 biane.. 26072
Loeeveeannnais 196 400.... 15.8%
0 vevovinnnns 252 (i0.... 9.5%

MCR = .311 CPE = .196

PRIOR CONVICTIONS

8+ iieiiiiies 161 oia.... 28.6%
67 ciiiiienns 86 tiva... 25.6%
4=5 oieviiins 160 vinan.. 21.9%
2=3 siiieenens 201 ....... 20.9%
I oeeeeeenninns 107 vuaee.. 13.22

Ceresaaan 459 ....... 13.9%

£
POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS
(continued)
TOTAL POST-RELEASE TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE CASES VIOLENCE
PRIOR CONVICTIONS (continued) MONTHS EMPLOYED LAST TWO YEARS
O voinnennnnnn 99 ... 4.0% 0-3 .iovenan.. 44 .oo00.. 34.0%
MCR = ,243 CPE = .142 4=6 voviiiene. 116 e, 27.6%
7-12 .. ..., « 213 s....0.. 20.7Y%
AGE AT FIRST COMMITMENT 13-23 ........ 234 ....... 15.8%
26 ooiiiliiia 107 veiie.. 1092
0-15 ....... o0 120 J.0... 42.59 MCR = .325 CPE = .244
16-19 ........ 230 ..... . 27.4%
2023 s.i0eee. 217 oeen.. 15.7% PRE-TRIAL CONDITION
24-39 ....... ¢ 210 L., 6.7Y%
4O+ oiuinnnans 37 veievs 2.7% Jail Detention 395 ....... 25.3%
MCR = .427 CPE = .390 ’ Unknown ...... 90 ....... 23.3%
; Release with
AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION Services .. 124 ....... 15.3%
Bail Bond .... 153 ....... 13.1%
0-14 .......v. 150 ...... 39.3% Release on
15-16 «.ovuves 170 ..., 25.7% Recognizance 52 ....... 5.8%
17-18 ....co00. 165 ...... 20.0% MCR = .205 CPE = ,102
19-24 ........ 235 ...... 10.6%
25-29 tiviiee. b& ...l 4.5% CURRENT - COMMITMENT TYPE
30+ veiviieies 48 Lol 0.0%
MCR = .243 CPE = .142 Probation Vio-~
lator with
AGE AT FIRST ARREST New Sentence 60 ....... 30.0%
S Direct Court
0-14 vevevevas 253 o.u... 31.2Y% Commitment 506 ....... 19.4%
15-16 ....000. 191 o..... 25.1% Probation Vio-
17-18 c..vones 143 L..... 13.3% lator with-
19-29 ....0.0. 184 ..., 9.2% out New
30+ veiinnnn, .41 ooo... 0.0% Sentence 103 ....... 15.6%
MCR = ,343 CPE = .251 MCR = 076 CPE = ,026
] Q%x | ﬂ ) " . . ¢
v ‘ »
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POST~RELEASE VIOLENCE
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS
(continued)

TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE

AGE_AT CURRENT COMMITMENT

0-17 vovvvves 15 ....... 46.7%
. 1 I 39.0%
19 ooooiiiiiil 63 ..., 31.8%
20-23 ..., 249 ..., 22.5%
24=27 .iiiiiis 147 ..., 16.3%
28+ oiiiii0. 281 o.a.... 11.7%
MCR = .288 CPE = .197

AGE AT CURRENT RELEASE

0-19 ...oovue. 28 ....... 39.3%
2024 ..iiea. 296 ..., 25.0%
25-29 s.iiie. 206 ....... 20.4%
30+ coiiiiil. 284 ..., 12.7%
MCR = .208 CPE = .105
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TOTAL POST-RELEASE

CASES

89
62
63
20
35
11
48
39
150
81
100
105
15
95
108

120
165
80
28
150
59
41
31
155
96
34
61
185
164
63
93
403
53

RATES OF POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY

OFFENDER TOTAL POST~RELEASE OFFENDER
VIOLENCE CATEGORY CASES VIOLENCE CATEGORY
66.3% - Very Poor Violence Risk (1984) 144 34.0% 0-3 Months Employed Last 2 Years
66.1% X-Score = 9+ 95 33.7% 4+ Years Served (Current Sentence)
65.1% Prior Violence Score (B) = 5 193 33.7% 1-3 Juvenile Commitments
60.0% 4+ Juvenile Commitments 93 33.3% 4+ Prior Commitments
57.1% 4+ Juvenile Felony Convictions 63 31.8% Age 19 at Current Commitment
54.5% 2+ Current Prison Escapes 127 31.5% X~Score = 6-7 :
52.1% Substance Abuse Score (F) =7 157 31.2% 1+ Prior Parole Revocations
51.3% X-Score = 8§ 253 31.2% Age 0~14 at First Arrest
50.7% Prior Violence Score (Raw) = 35+ 121 30.6% Substance Abuse Score (F) = 4
49,4% 6+ Major Reports (Misconduct) 60 30.0% Probation Violator with New
49.0% 6+ Weeks Time Lost (Miscenduct) Sentence
47.6% Y-Score = 9+ 78 29.5% 3-4 Years Served (Current Sentence)
46.7% Age 0-17 at Current Commitment 68 29.4% 1 Current Prison Escape
44,23 Criminal History Score (D) = 6 199 29.2% Prior Violence Score (B) = 3
43.5% Prior Conviction for Felony Agt. 245 28,6% Current Offense Score (A) = 3
Persons in Last 5 Yrs. Street Time 290 28.6% Released from Maximum Security
42,57 Age 0-15 at First Commitment 161 28.6% 8+ Prior Convictions
41.8% Poor Violence Risk (1984) 95 28.4% 1 Prior Escape
41.3% Current Escape Score (E) = 2+ 205 28.3% Y~Score = 4-6
39.3% Age 0-19 at Current Release 231 28.1% Current Conviction for Violent Felony
39.3% Age 0-14 at First Conviction 273 27.8% 2-4 Prior Felony Convictions
39.0% Age 18 at Current Commitment 127 27.6% 2-3 Prior Commitments
39.0% 2+ Prior Escapes 116 27.6% 4-6 Montnhz Employed Last 2 Years
38.7% 2+ Current Work Releases 230 27 .4% Age 16-19 at First Commitment
38.7% Race Non-White 63 27.0% 3 Major Reports (Misconduct)
38.5% 2-3 Juvenile Felony Convictions 71 26.8% 1+ Current Work Release Revocations
38.2% Current Use of Knife 129 26.4% Current Use of Firearm
37.7% Y-Score = 7-8 278 26.3% Current Offense Against Person(s)
36.2% Street Time Score (C) = 3 171 25.7% Age 15-16 at First Conviction
35.4% Criminal History Score (D) = § 86 25.6% 6-7 Prior Convictions
34.9% 2-6 Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct) 395 25.3% Pre-Trial Jail Detention
34.4% 5+ Prior Felony Convictions 191 25.1% Age 15-16 at First Arrest
34.27 Serious Offender (1984) 407 25.1% Current Sentence 10+ Years
34.0% 4-5 Major Reports (Misconduct) 296 25.0% Age 20-24 at Current Release
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RATES OF POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY

(continued)

TOTAL POST-RELEASE OFFENDER TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE CATEGORY CASES VIOLENCE
61 24.6% Negative Oakdale Evaluation 147 19.0%
134 24,62 7+ Prior Adult Convictions 227 18.9%
135 24.4% 1 Prior Commitment 735 18.6%
149 24,27 1+ Prior Probation Revocations 580 18.6%
173 23.7% 2-3 Years Served (Current Sentence) 295 18.6%
237 23.6% Released by Expiration of Sentence 577 18.5%
140 23.6% 1 Juvenile Felony Conviction 27 18.5%
234 23.5% 1+ Prior Adult Commitments 507 18.3%
185 23.2% 1+ Oakdale Evaluations 433 17.8%
307 22.8% Current Plea Bargaining 678 17.7%
123 22.8% Pre~Commitment Mental Health Eval. 734 17.7%
441 22.7% 1+ Prior Adult Felony Convictions 583 17.5%
124 22.6% Positive/Neutral Oakdale Evaluation 657 17.4%
249 22.5% Age 20-23 at Current Commitment 193 17.1%
309 22.3% Street Time Score (C) = 2 334 17.1%
472 22.0% Committed to Men's Reformatory 373 16.9%
361 21.3% 2-5 Prior Convictions 536 16.8%
506 21.1% 1-6 Prior Adult Convictions 583 16.8%
449 20.9% No Current Work Release 706 16.47%

213 20.7% 7-12 Months Employed Last 2 Years
767 20.7% Male 147 16.3%
68 20.6% Current Weapon Use (axe, feet, ete.) 174 16.1%
206 20. 4% Age 25-29 at Current Release 157 15.9%
165 20.0% Age 17~18 at First Conviction 196 15.8%
814 20.0% ALL OFFENDERS 234 15.8%
691 19.5% No Pre~Commitment Mental Health Eval. 300 15.7%
438 19.4% Current Offense Score (A) = 1 217 15.7%
506 19.47% Direct Court Commitment 103 15.6%
743 19.4% No Current Work Release Revocation
665 19.1% No Prior Probation Revocation 659 15,6%
68 19.1% Y-Score = 2-3 124 15.3%
629 19.1% No Oakdale Evaluation 407 15.0%

OFFENDER

CATEGORY

Criminal History Score (D) =1
Released from Halfway House

No Current Prison Escape

No Prior Adult Commitment

Committed to State Penitentiary
Released by Parole

Released from John Bennett Corr. Ctr.
No Plea Bargaining

Substance Abuse Score (F) =1

No Prior Escape

Current Escape Score (E) = 0

No Current Weapon Use

No Prior Parole Revocation

X-Score = 4-5

1l Current Work Release

No Prior Adult Felony Conviction
Current Offense Not Against Person(s)

No Current Conviction for Violent Fel.

No Prior Conviction for Felony Agt.
Persons in Last 5 Yrs. Street Time
Age 24-27 at Current Commitment

No Prior Adult Conviction

Fair Violence Risk (1984)

1 Prior Felony Conviction

13-23 Months Employed Last 2 Years
1-2 Years Served (Current Sentence)
Age 20-23 at First Commitment
Probation Violator without New
Sentence

Race White

Pre~Trial Release with Services
Current Sentence 0-9 Years

TR TR e o




e

i

AT

SR RN e

A i

-

R ITETIy

RATES OF POST-RELEASE VIOLENCE
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY

(continued)

TOTAL POST~RELEASE OFFENDER TOTAL POST-RELEASE
CASES VIOLENCE CATEGORY CASES VIOLENCE
617 14.3% 0~2 Major Reports (Misconduct) 40 5.0%
601 14.32 No Juvenile Commitment 44 4.5%
651 14.12 0-2 Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct) 99 4.0%
459 13.9% No Prior Commitment 37 2.7%
204 13.7% Released from Riverview Rel. Ctr. 107 1.9%
543 13.4% No Juvenile Felony Conviction 55 1.8%
143 13.3% Age 17-18 at First Arrest 117 1.7%
107 13.1% 1 Prior Conviction 286 1.7%
153 13.1% Pre-Trial Release on Bail Bond 41 0.0%
664 13.1% Prior Violence Score (Raw) = 0-34 48 0.0%

284 12.7% Age 30+ at Current Release
168 11.9% 0-1 Years Served (Current Sentence)
281 11.7% Age 28+ at Current Commi tment
94 11.7% Street Time Score () =1
552 11.6% Prior Violence Score (B) =0
212 11.3% Substance Abuse Score (F) =0
235 10.6% Age 19~24 at First Conviction
198 9.6% X-Score = 3 ;
252 9.5% No Prior Felony Conviction
184 9.2% Age 19-29 at First Arrest
44 9.1% Committed to Women's Reformatory
408 8.6% Criminal History Score (D) = 0
47 8.5% Female
26 7.7% Released from Women's Reformatory
126 7.1% 500d Violence Risk (1984)
226 7.1% Street Time Score () =0
210 6.7% Age 24-39 at First Commitment
258 6.6% Y-Score = 1
140 6.4% X~Score = 1-2
131 6.1% Current Offense Score A =0
411 6.1% Not a Serious Offender
52 5.8% Pre-Trial Release on Recognizance

RS e e v

OFFENDER

CATEGORY

Released from Medium Sec. Unit
Age 25-29 at First Conviction
No Prior Conviction

Age 40+ at First Commitment

24 Months Employed Last 2 Years
X~Score = 0

Y-Score = 0

Excellent Violence Risk (1984)
Age 30+ at First Arrest

Age 30+ at First Conviction

Ty

e —
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RECIDIVISM = NEW PRISON SENTENCE*
AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS

TOTAL NEW PRISON TOTAL
CASES SENTENCE CASES

NEW PRISON TOTAL
SENTENCE CASES

NEW PRISON

e R LS BT e

e et i it

GENERAL RISK ASSESSMENT (1984)

Very Poor ....
POOT tvevnensne
Good sicevenns
Excellent ....

140 ,.....
247 ...
153 ...
274 oo

MCR = .608 CPE = .573

CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE (A)

68.6%
47.8%
18.3%

5.5%

2 e s s s a0
1 s e s s s0 0 e

0 LR N A A A A N ]

507 LI B )
189 LRI BN I Y
118 ......

MCR = .268 CPE = .135

PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (B)

4 ee e e v s A e
Zo-onnnou.ion

0 s e et v

63 s e e
199 LRI I )
552 tiunnn

MCR = .247 CPE = .131

STREET TIME SCORE (C)

3.00--:.0-:.-
20.00.---.0..
10--.-....0-0

0 es eanBs s et 0

185 cevuun
309 seannn

9 cieaen
226 ovienn

MCR = .397 (CPE = .251

*New prison sentence for
"gsafety" crime.

40.27%
21.7%
10. 2%

58.7%
"43.7%
24.1%

56.2%
34,07
18.1%
13.7%

CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE (D)

6...-.0......
30..-..-----0
101000.00...-

0 RN B R S N

MCR = .458 CPE

CURRENT ESCAPE

95 cevenn
164 ......
147 ...,
408 ..... .

= .354

SCORE (E)

3-0000.--..'0
1 LB SN S A S A )

0 s s s s s e ey

MCR = .095 CPE

SUBSTANCE ABUSE

54 ...unn
26 cieenn
734 ...
= ,048

SCORE (T)

67.47%
50.6%
32.0%
15.4%

50. 0%
57.7%
29.3%

s e e 000
LI BN A A A
LU I B U S B U B )
evsesee v

CIE B RN I BRI

oMW L

$e0 s s a0

MCR = .255 CPE

X-SCORE

6+ s e s 000

50.o00.|-t,0t‘

b viiiiiaaiaes

2"‘3 P N A N ]
0"‘1 s e e s e ne e
MCR = .493 CPE

48 s.ian
78 coenen
43 oo
55 cieein
378 ..iien
212 covenn
= ,125

160 ......
128 ......
195 ...ene
216 v

115 cveenn
= .403

56.2%
55.1%
34.9%
38.22
28.0%
21.2%

60.0%
51.6%
28.7%
16.7%

2.6%

Sn-onou-..ooc 42
3—4 se s e 165

2.-.6..---00. 85 * .

l....l lllll . 233
O.l....l.l... 117

«s e

e s 8630

2 e e

MCR = .538 CPE = .444

CURRENT SENTENCE (Years)

15+ teeeeaseas 102
10-14 «veeeve. 305
5-9 veeeiveen. 258
0-4 vovevenses 149

s es s

e s a0

MCR = .151 CPE = .044

TYPE OF RELEASE

Discharge .... 237
Parole ...ve.. 577

MCR = .041 CPE = .003

TIME SERVED (Years)

bt seevennnene 95
3“4 es e i 78
2‘3 s e s e s an s 173
1-2 ...ceneeee 300
0-1 -...;§.n. 168
MCR

oo

e s e 0

TR IR I Y

s s h a0

.161 TPE = .04l

SENTENCE

62.8%
63.6%

. 53.8%

42.9%
46.7%
25.9%
11.2%

7.7%

32.4%
40.0%
22.9%
28.9%

34.6%
30.3%

37.9%
43.6%
34.7%
30.3%
21.4%

e TR
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TOTAL NEW PRISoN
CASES SENTENCE

CURRENT WORK RELEASES
=28 RRLEASES

2+ 31 ...... 54.8%
. 334 ...... 29.3y
0 cevviia.,,. 449 ... .. 31.6%
MCR = ,066 CPE = ,021

MAJOR REPORTS (Misconduct
———22"0RTS (Misconduct)

o, 99 ...... 33.5%
2=4 iiiiian., 177 ...... 39.5%
1 Trtreeeeess 122 L 27.0%
0 cenenni...., 416 ,..... 24.3%
MCR = ,231 CPE = .101

TIME LOST (Da s)
===l (Days)

2+ ..., 136 ...... 53.7%
l4-20 ........ 27 ..., 37.0%
1-13 ......... 112 ...... 27.7%
0 .evvvnn.... 539 ...... 26.5%
MCR = ,189 CPE = ,101

CURRENT PRISON ESCAPES
——————=2=9L ESCAPES

l+ LRI I 79 * 0500 440
O M RN I 735 ® 00 g, 30
MCR = .057 CPE = ,Q17

3
2

38 ¢

CURRENT WORK RELEASE REVOCATIONS

S e T 4605y
0 obot-;--c-.. 743 fnb¢o| 3002%
MCR = , 060 CPE = ,025

B

RECIDIVIEM = NEW PRISON SENTENCE

AN ANALYSIS oF PREDICTORS

(continued)
TOTAL NEW PRISON
CASES SENTENCE

COMMITTING INSTITUTION
= SO TITUTION

Men's Reforn, 472 ...... 35.8%
State Peniten. 298 ...... 25.5%
Women's Reform. ¢4 cesee. 27.3%
MCR = ,104 CPE = , 025

RELEASING INSTITUTION
=2 LIUTION

Men's Reform. 131 ...... 41,22
State Peniten. 152 sesss. 37,5%
Women's Reform., 26 coesne 34,6%
Riverviey Rel. 204 sevea. 28,97
Sec., Med. Fac, 7 veuan, 28.6%
Halfway House 227 ...... 28.6%
Medium Sec. U. 40 vesees 20.0%
John Bennett 27 ...... 11.12
MCR = ,162 CPE = ,045

PRE~COMMITMENT MENTAL HEALTH EVAL.

Yes oavo-n-nnu 123 AL B 29.3%
No ........... 691 ...... 32.0%
MCR = .016 CPE = ,002

POST~COMMITMENT MENTAL HEALTH
EVALUATION (Oakdale)
———————=-1 Vakdale)

Yes D..‘O...‘. 185 ..'.'. 31.4%
No J.......... 629 ...... 31l.6%
MCR = .000 CPE = ,000

TOTAL NEW PRISON
CASES SENTENCE

FINAL OAKDALE EVALUATION
T =20 AVALUATION

Negative srees 61 ...,
Neutral/Posit, 124

Improvement <« 105 ..... .
No Improvement 39 ......

CRIME AGAINST PERSONS
=279 PERSONS

Yes Tereesase 278 L, ...
No trereceee. 536 ..,,..,
MCR = ,033 CPE = ,000

CURRENT WEAPON USE
———=104L 0N USE

Knife ....,... 34 ......
Firearm ceeese 129 ...,
Other Weapon 68 ....,
None ..,...... 383 ......
MCR = -039 ¢pE = 016

.

PLEA BARGAINING

Yes treereness 307 L,
No ..IIQC."" 507 I.C.l.
MCR = 041 CPE = 005

SEX

Male tereienas 767 L.,,..
Female ..... 47 ‘e

MCR = ,016 CPE = ,000

31.1y

. 31.5%

_——__———-_——_—_~—~——_—‘———

S o e v

41.2%
32.6%
19.1%
32.23

33.9%
30.2g

31.9%2
25.5%

TR e v
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RECIDIVISM = NEW PRISON SENTENCE
© AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS
(continued)

S e TS

TOTAL NEW PRISON TOTAL NEW PRISON TOTAL NEW PRISON
CASES SENTENCE . , CASES SENTENCE CASES SENTENCE

RACE . PRIOR ADULT FELONY CONVICTIONS PRIOR COMMITMENTS

American Ind. 12 .oi.00 66,72 R » 83 ..., 33.7% 44 ...
Black ........ 127 seeses 51,29 K seees 58 L. 41.4% K veee 56 ..., 48.2%
Hispanic ..... 16 ...... 25.0% 2 i, cee 91 ..., 37.42 2 i, 71 ...l 49.3%
White ........ 659 vevees 27,39 I, 209 ...... 34.9% Lo, 135 ...... 37.0%
MCR = .160 (CPE = 077 O vevvnnnnns, 373 e 26.3Y% O vevinnnnnnn, 459 ..... . 22,22

A T St s

PRIOR ESCAPES

H+ oiiiiiL 136 ceeess 52,29
0 ..c.evvit... 678 ceeees 27,47 6+ vovnn... eee 176 ..., . 36.9% 6+ ciiii... « 64 . ..., 51.6%
MCR = .161 CPE = <084 : =5 L. 11 ceeees . 26.1Y 5 i, 29 veenes 41,49
2-3 (iiiiiaa.. 214 veeess 36.5% 4 eiiiiia., - 538 ...... 37.9%
P . 139 ,.... . 31.6% 3..

, 0 vevennnn, v 174 .00, 23,67 R 1 B 46.7%
I+ oo, 149 veeees 42,37 MCR = .104 (pg = .019 ..., reees 196 L. 27,02
0 . .vviiiini.. 665 teeee. 29,27 0 ivnen.. +ee 252 .,.,,, 15.5%
MCR = .091 (P = .028 JUVENILE COMMITMENTS MCR = .331 c¢PE = .172

*r e ee0vde s 95 LI N R 44-2%

PRIOR PROBATION REVOCATIONS

PRIOR PAROLE REVOCATIONS Gt iiiiiiiiis 2000, 75.0% PRIOR CONVICTIONS
‘ K 39 ...... 56.4%

Lt eeeeniiiii 157 ..., 51.0% 1-2 ool 154 L., 50.0% 8+ v, veee 161 ...... 41.0%

0 eevvnniniis, 657 .n... 26.9% 0 vouuen.. ceer 601 ...... 23.6% 6-7 tiiiiiiil. 86 uu.... 43.0%

MCR = .173 CPE = .089 MCR = .277 CPE = .177 4=5 Lio.iiii.. 160 ... 33.8%
2=3 iiiiiiii. 201 ... 36.8%

PRIOR ADULT COMMITMENTS JUVENILE FELONY CONVICTIONS oo, 18; tisans 1;.23
0 vivvnnnnnnn, cveee. 7,12

Gt il 46 ua.. 28.3% Gt coiiiiiil, 35 L. 74.3% MCR = .269 CPE =..135

3 eiieiiiiiiis 30 ..., 40.0% 3 eeiiiiiiiiis 26 ..., 50.0%

L Y 43.2% 2 i 70 el 52.9%

Loeeiieninns 124 s, 37.72 SRR T PRSP V1 B 39.3%

0 .cooveiiiii. 580 ...... 29.3% 0 sevvuviniiiy 543 ..., 23.2%

MCR = .075 CPE = .013 MCR = .288 CPE = .18¢

BT

e e e
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TOTAL NEW PRISON
CASES SENTENCE

AGE AT FIRST COMMITMENT

0-17 ....vvve. 220
18-21 ........ 260
22-29 ...00... 228
30+ soeoivne.. 106
MCR = .401 CPE = .

s e s
e s 000
sevacse

LI R

256

AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION

0-14 ......... 150
15-16 ...0v... 171
17-18 ........ 165
19-20 ...vvae. 124
21-24 .......0 111
25""29 LIRS RPN 44
30+ ceiiiiea.. 48

veess e

MCR = .401 CPE = ,229

AGE AT FIRST ARREST

0-24 sovevnnn. 253
15-16 c.eveve.. 191
17-18 cevveen. 143
19-20 ceevvu.. 78
21-29 ........ 106
30+ siiiiiiee. 41
MCR = .387 CPE = .,

®6 0000
LI N )
se e e
s 00y
csseee

s s 00

228

53.6%
34.6%
17.1%

9.4%

52.0%
41.5%
35.8%
20.2%
17.1%

6.8%

2.1%

48.6%
36.1%
28.7%
14.1%
12.3%

0.0%

RECIDIVISM = NEW PRISON SENTENCE

AN ANALYSIS OF PREDICTORS
(continued)

TOTAL NEW PRISON
CASES SENTENCE

MONTHS EMPLOYED LAST TWO YEARS

0-6 v.ovvvnnns 260 ...... 48.1%
7-12 co.iovees 213 ..., 30.9%
13-23 s.ovi00h 234 ..., 23.57
24 oiiiiieians 107 oua... 10432
MCR = .326 CPE = .165

PRE-TRIAL CONDITION

Unknown ...... 90 ...... 46.9%
Jail Detention 395 ...... 37.7%
Release with
Services .. 124 ...... 21.0%

Bail Bond .... 153 ...... 20.3%
Release on

Recognizance 52 ...... 17.3%
MCR = .218 CPE = .076

CURRENT COMMITMENT TYPE

Probation Vio~-

lator with

New Felony 100 ......, 43.0%
Probation Vio~

lator with-

out New 82 ...... 35.4%

Felony
Direct Court

Commitment 632 ,..... 29.3%
MCR = .087 CPE = .023

TOTAL NEW PRISON
CASES SENTENCE

AGE AT CURRENT COMMITMENT

0-19 ......... 137 ...... 53.3%
20-23 ....0000 249 ...... 34.5%
24-27 ..o.ovou. 147 Lo.... 30.6%
28+ iiiiione. 281 ...... 18.9%
MCR = .,290 CPE = ,138

AGE AT CURRENT RELEASE

0"19 Yo c a0 28 " e e 6007%
20"'24 S0 Ve g 296 s et e 38.2% ;[

25"'29 *o e 206 LI Y 34.5% b
30+ veuiionnes 284 oiia,. 19.7% !
MCR = .231 CPE = ,(098 ;
n
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TOTAL
CASES

20
35
140
95
133
28
160
63
185
126
31
39
136
220
99
137
80
136
96
150
128
64
193
157
164
155
253
260
247
220
71
207
79
302

NEW PRISON
SENTENCE

75.0%
74.3%
68.6%
67.4%
63.2%
60.7%
60.0%
58.7%
36.27%
35.5%
54.8%
53.8%
33.7%
53.6%
33.5%
33.3%
52.5%
52.2%
52.1%
52.0%
51.6%
51.6%
51.3%
51.0%
50.6%
49.7%
48.6%
48.1%
47.8%
47.7%
46.5%
45.9%
44.3%
43.7%

RECIDIVISM RATES

RANK ORDERING RY OFFENDER CATEGORY

OFFENDER

CATEGORY

4+ Juvenile Commitments

4+ Juvenile Felony Convictions

Very Poor General Risk (1984)
Criminal History Score (D) =6
~Score = 74

Age 0-19 at Current Release
X-Score = 6+

Prior Violence Score (B) =4
Street Time Score (c) =3
Substance Abuse Score (F) = 44
2+ Current Work Releases

Y-Score = 6

3+ Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct)

Age 0-17 at First Commitment
5+ Major Reports (Misconduct)

Age 0-19 at Current Commitment
Current Escape Score (E) = 1+
1+ Prior Escapes

2-3 Juvenile Felony Convictiong

Age 0-14 at First Conviction

X~Score = 5

6+ Prior Felony Convictions

1-3 Juvenile Commitments

1+ Prior Parole Revocations
Criminal History Score (D) =3

Race Non-White

Age 0-14 at First Arrest

0-6 Months Employed Last 2 Years

Poor General Risk (1984) :
2+ Prior Commitments

1+ Current Work Release Revocations
-Score = 3-5

1+ Current Prison Escapes

2-5 Prior Felony Convictions

AR At Y B % et g

TOTAL
CASES

199
100

149
247
171

34
173
507
177
140
290
296
407
395
234

27
135
176

98
191
441
472
165

82

361
173

26
237
260
249
206
309

NEW PRISON
SENTENCE

43.7%
43.0%

42,3
41.7%
41.5%
41.2%
40.5%
40.2%
39.5%
39.3%
39.0%
38.2%
38.1%
37.7%
37.2%
37.0%
37.0%
36.9%
36.8%
36.1%
36.0%
35.8%
35.8%
35.4%

35.4%
34.7%
34.6%
- 34.6%
34.6%
34.5%
34.57
34.0%

OFFENDER

CATEGORY

Prior Violence Score (B) = 2

Probation Violator with New
Felony

1+ Prior Probation Revocations

6+ Prior Convictions

Age 15-16 at First Conviction

Current Use of Knife

3+ Years Served (Current Sentence)

Current Offense Score (4) = 2

2-4 Major Reports (Misconduct)

1 Juvenile Felony Conviction

Released from Maximum Security

Age 20-24 at Current Release

Current Sentence 10+ Years

Pre-Trial Jail Detention

1+ Prior Adult Commitments

2-3 Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct)

1 Prior Commitment

6+ Prior Adult Convictions

Substance Abuse Score (F) = 2-3

Age 15-16 at First Arrest

1+ Prior Adult Felony Convictions

Committed to Men's Reformatory

Age 17-18 at First Conviction

Probation Violator without New
Felony

2-5 Prior Convictions

2-3 Years Served (Current Sentence)

Released from Women's Reformatory

Released by Expiration of Sentence

Age 18-21 at First Commitment

Age 20-23 at Current Commitment

Age 25-29 at Current Release

Street Time Score )y =2

e

e,
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RECIDIVISM RATES
RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGORY

(continued)
TOTAL NEW PRISON OFFENDER TOTAL NEW PRISON OFFENDER
CASES SENTENCE CATEGORY CASES SENTENCE CATEGORY
307 33.9% Plea Bargaining 378 28.0% Substance Abuse Score (F) = 1
536 32.6% Current Offense Not Against Person(s) 678 27.4% No Prior Escape
129 32.6% Current Use of Firearm 44 27.3% Committed to Women's Reformatory
464 32.5% 1-5 Prior Adult Convictions 659 27.3% Race fhite
583 32.2% No Current Weapon Use 196 27.0% 1 Prior Felony Conviction
691 32.0% No Pre-Commitment Mental Health Eval. 657 26.97% No Prior Parole Revocation
147 32.0% Criminal History Score (D) = 1 651 26.7% 0-2 Weeks Time Lost (Misconduct)
767 31.9% Male 373 26.3% No Prior Adult Felony Conviction
449 31.6% No Current Work Releace 85 25.9% Y-Score = 2
814 31.6% ALL OFFENDERS 47 25.5% Female
629 31.6% No Oakdale Evaluation 298 25.5% Committed to State Penitentiary
124 31.5% Neutral/Positive Oakdale Evaluation 407 . 25.1% Current Sentence 0~9 Years
185 31.4% 1+ Oakdale Evaluations 538 24.9% 0-1 Major Reports (Misconduct)
61 31.1% Negative Oakdale Evaluation 552 24.17% Prior Violence Score (B) = 0
213 30.9% 7-12 Months Employed Last 2 Years 601 23.6% No Juvenile Commiltment
147 30.6% Age 24-27 at Current Commitment 174 23.67% No Prior Adult Conviction
577 30.3% Released by Parole 234 23.5% 13-23 Months Employed Last 2 Years
300 30.3% 1-2 Years Served (Current Sentence) 543 23.2% No Juvenile Felony Conviction
507 30.2% No Plea Bargaining 459 22.2% No Prior Commitment
735 30.2% No Current Escape 189 i 21.7% Current Offense Score (A) = 1
743 30.2% No Current Work Release Revocation 168 ¥ 21,4% 0-1 Years Served (Current Sentence)
278 29.5% Current Offense Against Person(s) 212 21.2% Substance Abuse Score (F) = 0
632 29.3% " Direct Court Commitment 124 21.0% Pre~Trial Release with Services
580 29.3% No Prior Adult Commitments 153 20.3% Pre-Trial Release on Bail Bond
123 29.3% Pre~Commitment Mental Health Eval. 124 20.2% Age 19-120 at First Conviction
334 29.3% 1 Current Work Release 40 20.0% Released from Medium Sec. Unit
734 29.3% Current Escape Score (E) = 0 284 19.7% Age 30+ at Current Release
665 29.2% No Prior Probation Revocation 68 19.1% Current Weapon Use (axe, feet, etc.)
204 28.9% Released from Riverview Rel. Ctr. 281 18.9% Age 28+ at Current Commitment
143 28.7% Age 17-18 at First Arrest 153 18.3% Good General Risk (1984)
195 28.7% X-Score = 4 94 18.1% Street Time Score (C) =1
227 28.6% Released from Halfway House 107 17.8% 1 Prior Conviction
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RECIDIVISM RATES

RANK ORDERING BY OFFENDER CATEGGRY

(continued)
TOTAL NEW PRISON OFFENDER
CASES SENTENCE CATEGORY

SR

52
111
228
216
252
408
226
184
233

27
107
118
106
117

99

44
274
115

48

41

17.3%
17.1%
17.1%
16.7%
15.5%
15.4%
13.7%
13.1%
11.2%
11.1%
10.3%
10.2%
9.4%
1.7%
7.1%
6.8%
5.5%
2.6%
2.1%
0.0%

Pre-Trial Release on Recognizance
Age 21-24 at Pirst Conviction
Age 22-29 at Firgt Commitment
X~-Score = 2-3

No Prior Felony Conviction
Criminal History Score M) =0
Street Time Score © =0

Age 19-29 3t First Arrest
Y-Score = ]

Released from John Bennett Corr. Ctr.
24 Months Employed Last 2 Years
Current Offense Score Aa) =0

Age 30+ at First Commitment
Y-Score = 0

No Prior Conviction

Age 25-29 at First Conviction
Excellent General Risk (1984)
X-Score = Q-1

Age 30+ at First Conviction

Age 30+ at First Arrest
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NEW VIOLENT CRIMES
BY RELEASED OFFENDERS IN IOWA
oo o A e o8 20 332 ffndars i the conbines OFFENDER RISK ASSESSHENT:
THE IOWA MODEL
VIOLENCE RISK ASSESSMENT
CRIME TOTAL CHARGES VERY POOR ~ POOR FAIR GOO0D EXCELHg_N_I_
Murder 33 15 17 1 0 0 1384 VERsION
Attempted Murder 34 7 24 1 2 0
Rape Ly 14 22 4 2 2
Attempted Rape 4 1 3 0 0 0
Aggravated Kidnapping 18 5 12 0 1 0
Kidnapping 9 4 3 1 0 1
Aggravated Robbery 171 63 73 27 4 4 :
Robbery 62 23 23 12 2 2 CODING SPECIFICATIONS
Aggravated Burglary 27 8 16 1 2 0
Terrorism 13 2 0 1 1
Arson 13 1 0 2
Extortion 9 2 0 1
Felony Assault 109 24 59 15 7 4
Sodomy 2 0 2 0 0 0
TOTAL 548 168 277 65 21 17
(30.7%)  (50.5%) (11.9%) (3.8%) (3.1%)

Statistical Analysis Center
0ffice for Planning and Programming
State of lowa
523 E. 12th Street
Des Moines, lowa 50319
(515) 281-8091

April, 1984
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OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT
THE IOWA MODEL

CURRENT OFFENSE SCORE (A)

v

3 Robbery/Attempted Robbery

3 Larceny from a Person

3 Aggravated Burglary

3 Arson/Attempted Arson

3 Murder/Attempted Murder

3 Manslaughter

3 Kidnapping

3 Rape/Attempted Rape

3 Sodomy

1 Burglary/Attempted Burglary

1 Seliing Narcotics

1 Motor Vehicle Theft

1 Forgery/Bad Checks/Fraud

1 Aggravated Assault/Terrorism

1 Extortion

1 Going Armed with Intent

1 Conspiracy to Commit a
Violent Felony

1 Larceny/Stolen Property

0 Vandalism

0 Weapons Offense

0 Conspiracy to Commit a

Non-Violent Felony (above)

None of Above

=P e NN s w NN |G7

— et ek amd

(=]
o

PRIOR VIOLENCE SCORE (B)

91+
11-90
0-10

oON &= I
oww |

STREET TIME SCORE (C)

0~6 Years
6-11 Years
11-14 Years
14+ Years

O —~Nw |
O = Nw |

CRIMINAL HISTORY SCORE (D)

140+
41-139
16-40
0-15

O —=wo (o
O =\ |

CURRENT ESCAPE SCORE (E)

Convicted
Arrested/Charged Only
Not as Above

O —w |
O N & |

E = EXCELLENT G = GOOD

SUBSTANCE ABUSE SCORE (F)

History of PCP Use
History of Non-Opiate Injections

History of Opiate Addiction
History of Heavy Hallucinogen Us
History of Drug Problem

History of Alcohol Problem
No History as Above

O==Nwr-viuvwn |
O = s I

SERIOUS OFFENDER CLASSIFICATION

Yes Current Conviction for Violent Fe

e

History of Opiate or Hallucinogen Use

lony

History of Sniffing Volatile Substance

Yes Current Conviction for Escape/Jailbreak/Flight
Yes Prior Conviction for Felony Against Persons

in Last Five Years Street Time
Yes Prior Violence Score 35+
Yes Substarnce Abuse Score 7
No No Factor as Above

L
X-SCORE = B ¢
. Y-SCORE =D + E + F
GENERAL RISK ASSESSMENT
X=-SCORE
Y-SCORE -1 2-3 § 5 &
0 E E E E P
1 E E G G P
2 E G G P P
3-4 E G P P P
5 E P P P VP
6 P P P P VP
7 P P P vp VP
8+ P P VP VP VP
VIOLENCE RISK ASSESSMENT
(Higher Rating fon Serious Offenden)
X-SCORE
Y-SCORE O 1-2 3 4-5 -7 8 9+
0 E E E E G G F/P
1 E E E G G/F F/P F/P
2-3 E G G G F/P F/P F/P
-6 E G/F F F/P F/P  F/P F/VP
7-8 FF F/P F/P F/P F/NP F/VP
9+ F F F/P F/P  F/VP F/VP F/VP
F = FAIR P= POOR VP = VERY POOR

L3k §

OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT

OFFENDER NAME

DATE OF BIRTH /  /
Mo. Day Yr.

FELONY RECORD

DATE OF COMMITMENT

DATA COLLECTION

NUMBER

/[ _/

Mo. Day Yr.

Date of D
Arrest’ 0 i S
t ffense Disposition in/0ut

SUBSTANCE ABUSE H|STORY
___ PCP Use

——. Non-Opiate Injections

— Sniffing Volatile Substance
— Opiate Addiction

____ Heavy Hallucinogen Use
—__Drug Problem

—__ Opiate Use

— Pallucinogen Use

—. Alcohol Probilem

RISK SCORING

& v
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

st
——
—— qo—
—
—————
S—

F.

Serious Offender YES NO
& v

]

_ X-SCORE = A + B + ¢
— Y-SCORE =D + E + F

RISK ASSESSMENT

General;

Violence:

|
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may be scored. Each such count is scored according to the following severity of

DEFINITIONS OF CODING CATEGORIES ! For each arrest scored under this item, up to eight separate counts of violent felonies
{ offense scale, and according to the age of the arrest.

The Iowa model of Offender Risk Assessment provides two assessments of risk, one a

measure of general risk to society, and the second a measure of the specific risk of 5 80 Murder 60 Larceny from a Person

new violence. The scoring system uses the same risk factors for assessing the two ; 70 Attempted Murder 60 Felony Assault

types of risk, but applies distinct point schedules for these two Putpeoses. On the 70 Rape 60 Terrorism

coding form, the symbol G refers to the General Risk Scoring and the symbol V to the 70 Kidnapping for Ransom 60 Arson

Violence Risk Scoring. - i 70 Aggravated Robbery 50 Involuntary Manslaughter
g 70 Aggravated Burglary 50 Attempted Robbery

The scoring system is set up to provide two intermediate assessments of risk (both for : 70 Arson of a Dwelling 50  Extortion

general and for violence risk), the first referred to as the X-SCORE and the second as ! 60 Voluntary Manslaughter 50 Going Armed with Intent

the Y-SCORE. The X-SCORE is the sum of the scores from three risk factors: CURRENT | 60 Attempted Rape 40 Aggravated Assault

OFFENSE, PRIOR VIOLENCE, and STREET TIME, and the Y-SCORE the .sum of the scores for | 60 Sodomy 40 Attempted Arsog .

three additional factors: CRIMINAL HISTORY, CURRENT ESCAPE, and SUBSTANCE ABUSE. The ’ 60 Kidnapping 40 Con8piracylto ommit a

X-5CORE and Y-SCORE are then matrixed to obtain the final General and Violenece Risk ’ 60 Robbery Violent Felony

Assessments. The final Violence Risk Assessment is based also on what is referred to : . -

as the Serious Offender Classification, which identifies offenders who are prone to The age of a prior arrest for a violent felony is scored as the number of months from

a higher Violence Risk Assessment. the arrest in question to the current reference date used ?or scoring this §ystem.
, The reference date may be the current arrest date, conviction date, or comm}tment

The following is an item-by-item description of the elements that must be considered ] date, depending on just which stage of the justice system the model is applied to.

+ ] . e .
t0 obtain an offender's risk assessment classification. For each prior violent felony (count), we then have a severity score § anq an age score
Current Offense Score A. These two scores are combined as follows to arrive at a single age-adjusted severity
score S':
The Current Offense Score (G/V) is the highest score applicable to current arresting g = 24 % S
(charged) or convicting offenses. Score an offense even if the charge is dropped, dig~ ‘ T 12 ¥ A
‘ missed, reduced, or otherwise modified, e.g., score a robbery charge even if the charge
; is reduced to larceny. S' takes on a maximum value of 2S when A = 0, and decreases to 0 as A grows indefinitely.
i Note also that §' = § when A =12, i.e., when the arrest is one year old.
i An offense is counted as current if the offender: 1) is currently awaiting adjudication
! or sentencing for the charge, 2) is turrently serving a sentence (prison, jail, proba- | When each prior violent felony is scored as above, the resulting values of §' are gdded
! tion, parole, etc.) for conviction of the offense, 3) was charged for the offense on or 4 to arrive at a single measure P of the seriousness and recency of the offender's his-
: after the date of arrest for any offense satisfying 1) or 2), or 4) was awaiting adjud- : tory of violence.
ication or sentencing for the charge at the time of arrest for any current offense.
For example, if John Doe is currently convicted of larceny, and in the meantime has j P = Sum(s')
been arrested for robbery, then the robbery charge is scored as a current offense. '
Also, if Sam Smith was awaiting adjudication of a robbery charge when arrested for a ' Prior Violence Score (raw)
current burglary, then the robbery charge is again scored as current.

; ; The offender's Prior Violence Score P is then collapsed as follows to obtain the risk

Prior Violence Score ; j assessment scoring for this item:

The Prior Violence Score (G/V) attaches a weight to the offender's history of prior ‘ § Prior Violence Scoring

arrests for violent felonies (thees listed below). An arrest is scored under this G y Range of P

item if the date of arrest was prior to the date of the most recent arrest counted as R 4 5 91+

current according to above definitions. Thus, if the offender was originally convicted 2 3 11-90

of robbery, was placed on probation,; was subsequently convicted of larceny, and is now 0 0 0-10

serving time for both offenses (probation revoked), then the robbery charge is scored

as prior under this item. Also score any arrest for a violent felony which satisfies Street Time Score

the definition of current, but which does not constitute the most recent arrest result-

ing in a conviction for which the offender is currently sentenced. Thus, if John Doe 7 The Street Time Score (G/V) attaches a weight to the amount of Atreet time that the
was originally convicted of larceny, and then was arrested for, but not convicted of, g offender has experienced since turning age 14. First the number of years from age 14
robbery, then the robbery arrest is scored as prior under this item. i to the current reference date is calculated (to vne decimal). Then the total number

of years that the offender has been incarcerated (prison, jail, or juvenile) on prior
felonies (see specifications for prior felony scoring under the next item) is determined.
j§ Finally, the latter is subtracted from the former to obtain the raw street time score T.
n
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The offender's Street Time Score T is then collapsed as follows to obtain the risk
assessment scoring for this item:

Street Time Scoring

v Range of T
0-6 Years
6-11 Years

11-14 Years
14+ Years

O MNW |G
O N W

Note 1In the above scoring, the high end of each range is scored into the subsequent
category. Thus 6.0 years of street time is scored as 2/2, while 5.9 is scored as 3/3.

Criminal History Score

In a fashion similar to the Prior Violence Scoring, this item attaches a weight to the
offender's history of prior felony convictions and incarcerations. To calculate the
raw score for this item, it is necessary to collect information on all prior adult
felony convictions, all juvenile felony adjudications, and all returns of release vio-
lators (juvenile or adult) upon rearrest for felonies. As indicated, we refer Eo the
target group of such incidents as '"prior felony convictions and %nearCerations. A
felony conviction or incarceration is counted as "prior" for coding under this-item if
it occurred prior to the most recent felony conviction for which the offender is sen-
tenced. Thus, if the offender is sentenced on two felonies, with convictions occurring
on separate dates, then the first of the two is counted as prior for scoring under this
item. The one exception to the rule on prior felonies arises in the situation in which
the offender receives a new conviction for escape or jailbreak. In this case, the orig-
inal convicting felony is not counted as prior.

For each felony conviction or incarceration scored under this item, up to eight counts
may be scored. Each such count is scored according to the following severity of offense
scale, according to the sentence imposed (committed or not), and accord%ng to the amount
of street time following conviction or incarceration (to the current rererence date).

80 Murder 50 Going Armed with Intent
70 Attempted Murder 50 Escape

70 Rape 50 Jailbreak

70 Kidnapping for Ransom 40 Aggravated Assault

70 Aggravated Robbery 40 Attempted Arson

70 Aggravated Burglary 40 Conspiracy to Commit a

70 Arson of a Dwelling Violent Felony

70 Selling Narcotics to Minors 30 Burglary )

60 Voluntary Manslaughter 30 Motor Vehicle Theft

60 Attempted Rape 30 Forgery

60 Sodomy 30 Selling Narcotics (opiates or cocaine)
60 Kidnapping 20 Larceny

60 Robbery 200 Stolen Property

60 Larceny from a Person 20 Vandalism

60 Felony Assault 20 Bad Checks/Fraud

60 Terrorism 20 Weapons Offense

60 Arson 20 Conspiracy to Commit a

50 Involuntary Manslaughter Non-Violent Felony (above)

50 Attempted Robbery 10 All Other Offenses, e.g., lascivious
50 Extortion acts, selling drugs, drunken driving
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For each individual count, in addition to the severity of offense score S, a disposi-
tion multiplier D is assigned, as well as a street time score M. The disposition
multiplier takes on the value 1.25 if the disposition of the offense involved commit-
ment to a juvenile or adult institution, and 0.75 otherwise. The street time score M
for the count is determined as the number of months of street time from the conviction
or incarceration {the latter takes precedence) to the current reference date, where
street time is calculated as time not incarcerated as the result of a felony conviction
or incarceravion. Alternately, this quantity may be calculated as the age of the con-
viction or incarceration in months, minus the total number of months incarcerated for
the indicated offense and all subsequent prior felony convictions and incarcerations
(no current incarceration time included). Note that the calculations here overlap
those for the previous item (Street Time Score).

If S is the severity of offense score, D the disposition multiplier, and M the number
of months of street time following convicétion or incarceration, then the adjusted
severity score S' for an individual count is calculated as follows:

s'=24xsxD
12 + M
As with the adjusted severity score for prior violent felonies, S' takes on a maximum

value of 2SD when M = 0, and decreases to 0 as M grows indefinitely. Note again that
S' = SD when M = 12.

When up to eight counts each for all prior felony convictions and incarcerations are
scored as above, the resulting values of S' are added to obtain a single measure C
of the volume, seriousness, and recency of the offender's prior felony record.

€ = Sum(S'")

Since this measure of the offender's prior record is associated with the amount of
street time available for acquiring such a record, a final adjustment is made to the
value C to obtain a measure C' which is independent of street time. To this effect,

C is divided by one=tenth the raw Street Time Score T calculated under the previous
item. )

c' =L
T/10

The offender's Criminal History Score C' is then collapsed as follows to obtain the
risk assessment scoring for this item:

Criminal History Scoring

G v Range of C'
6 6 140+

3 5 41-139
1 1 16-40

0 0 0-15

The above scores are assigned according to the rounded value of C'. Thus, 14.6 is
rounded to 15 and the values 1/1 assigned for risk assessment scoring. Note The
same rounding convention applies to Prior Violence Scoring.
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Current Escape Score

The Current Escape Score (G/V) assigns a score to the fact of the Presence of a current
arrest or conviction for escape (from prisonm), jailbreak, or flight (absconding prior
to or following convietion or sentencing). A higher score is assigned if the offender
was convicted as the result of the eéscape, etc, while a lower score is assigned if the
- offender was arrested or charged with escape, etc.. but was not convicted of same.

An escape should not be counted under this item if the incident was handled adminis-
tratively without the recording of an arrest on the offender's record.

Substance Abuse Score

The Substance Abuse Score (G/V) is based on information concerning the offender's
history of use (abuse) of drugs and alcohol. All types of drugs are considered in the
scoring with tke exception of cocaine and marijuana (not found to be predictive).

All possible sources of information on substance abuse should be consulted in scoring
this item, including historical records of treatment, known abuse, etc., self-reporting
by the offender, and other documented indications of abuse.

The scoring for this itenm considers several types of substance abuse, including a history
of opiate addiction, a history of problem use of drugs (amphetamines, barbiturates, tran-
quilizers, etc.), a history of an alcohol problem, a history of heavy use of hallucin-
ogenic drugs (LSD, mescaline, etc.), any history of PCP use, a history of sniffing of
glue or any other volatile substance (e.g., lighter fluid, gasoline, etc.), and a his-
tory of injecting non-opiate substances (e.g., cocaine, amphetamines, barbiturates,
quinine, water, aftershave, etc.). 1In addition, a simple history of use or experimen~
tation with opiates or hallucinogens is considered (although such receives less weight
than other coded drug use). Opiates include heroin, morphine, opium, and other opium
derivatives.

Use or abuse need not be current to score under this item. Likewise Statements to the
effect that the offender has "kicked the habit" with regard to a specific type of abuse
should not be considered in scoring this item. The emphasis is again on any history

of specific types of substance abuse.

Following the collection of information as desc¢ribed above on the offender's history
of substance abuse, the offender's Substance Abuse Score (G/V) is assigned based on
the highest applicable category of abuse (highest in order listed on form).

Serious Offender Classification

The Serious Oifender Classification is a Yes/No indicator based on the presence or
combined absence of any one of five easily identifiable factors of the types previously
collected. If any such factor is present, then the offender is classified as a Serious
Offender, which makes the assignment of a Poor or Very Poor Violence Risk Rating more

likely. Offenders falling in the non-serious category show low rates of violence with-

out regard to appearance of other high risk factors in the record.

The first "special factor considered under the Serious Offender Classification is
"Current Conviction for Violent Felony." This factor refers to the fact that the offender
is currently convicted of a crime which is classified as a violent felony in-the Prior
Violence section of this document. If this instrument is being applied prior to the
final adjudication of -current charges, then this item is scored according to the nature
of the charges still effective as of the date of coding.
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The second special factor "Current Conviction for Escape/Jailbreak/Flight" is scored
in an identical fashion to the Current Escape Score.

The third special factor "Prior Conviction for Felony Against Persons in Last Five Years
of Street Time'" is based on the type of information on prior felonies considered in the
section on the Criminal History Score. If the offender has a prior conviction for a
felony against persons, where the total amount of street time following conviction and
up to the current reference date is less than or equal to five years, then this item

is scored as yes. Felonies against persons include violent felonies, sex offenses such
as lascivious acts and incest, and other crimes in which a person was either threatened
or harmed in some way.

The fourth special factor "Prior Violence Score 35+ is based strictly on the size of
the raw Prior Violence Score P. If the rounded value of that score is at least 35,
then this item is scored as yes.

The fifth and last special factor "Substance Abuse Score 7" is based on the Substance
Abuse Scoring section of the risk assessment. If the offender scores 7 under the
violence column of the scoring form under the Substance Abuse section, the this item
is scored as yes. This occurs if the offender has a history of PCP use, a history of
sniffing of a volatile substance, or a history of injecting a non-opiate substance.

The X~-Score

The X~Score is an intermediate assessment of risk based on the combination of the first
three risk scores, the Current Offense Score (A), the Prior Violence Score (B), and the
Street Time Score (C). The X~Score (G/V) is simply the sum A + B + C of these three
component scores.

The Y-Score

In a similar fashion to the X-Score, the Y-Score is an intermediate assessment of risk
based on the combination of the last three risk scores, the Criminal History Score (D),
the Current Escape Score (E), and the Substance Abuse Score (F). The Y-Score (G/V) is,
again, simply the sum D + E + F of these three component scores.

General Risk Assessment

The General Risk Assessment is the next to the last step in the risk assessment process,
and entails the combination or matrixing of the X and Y~Scores to obtain a single
measure of the overall threat to society posed by release of the offender in question.
It is obtain by simply consulting the matrix indicated on the form to determine the
General Risk Rating (E, G, P, or VP) corresponding to the calculated X and Y-Scores.

Violence Risk Assessment

The Violence Risk Assessment is the final step in the overall procedure, and entails the
Same process as the General Risk Assessment, only with a separate matrix of X and Y-
Scores, and with the additional convention that if the offender is classified as a
Serious Offender, then the Risk Rating to the right of the slash (where applicable) is
coded.: Risk Ratings to the left of the indicated slashes apply to Non-Serious Offenders.




PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM
STATE OF IOWA

OFFENDER NAME NUMBER
i CURRENT OFFENSES SENTENCE CURRENT OFFENSES SENTENCE
| PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM |
STATE OF IOWA |
; { OFFENSE SEVERITY OFFENDER HISTORY
y f General Risk Violence Risk
§ | ' Assessment Assessment

f E 4 Very Poor Risk 8 Very Poor Risk

g ; 3 Poor Risk 6 Poor Risk
i 1 Good Risk 3 Fair Risk
1 _ 0 Excellent Risk 1 Good Risk

0 Excellent Risk

—

: TOTAL OFFENSE SEVERITY SCORE TOTAL OFFENDER HISTORY SCORE
| CURRENT MAXIMUM SENTENCE YEARS SENTENCE EFFECTIVE DATE __ / /
GUIDELINE PERCENTAGE BASIC GUIDELINE TERM
OF SENTENCE TO SERVE » OF INCARCERATION YEARS MONTHS

MONTH  CURRENT GUIDELINE TERM  ACTUAL TIME SERVED [NDICATION/EVALUATION  DECISION

YRS. Mos. YRS. MoS. _
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Statistical Analysis Center '
: Of gice for PLanning and Proghamming : YRS HoS. — YRS. ____HMOS.
g State of Towa o YRS. MOS. YRS. MOS.
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- PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM ! PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM
: l STATLE OF 10HA STATE OF 1OWA
- GUIDELINE MATRIX GUIDELINE SENTENCES
~ ~ Actual Actual Actual
OFFENDER HISTORY SCORE Maximum Guideline Maximum Guideline Maximum Guideline
0 1 2 4 6 7 9 10 i1 12 Sentence Sentence Sentence Sentence Sentence Sentence
| I .. 2 3 e 22 67 ceinnnnens 31
0 10 12 14 18 22 24 28 30 32 34 2 iriiennes 3 35 tirnnnaas 22 [ I 32
; J L 36 cirennnns 22 69 verneennnn 32
1 12 1h 16 20 24 26 30 32 34 36 L ooevee.. 5 37 cirennens 23 70 vevevenens 32
L D v rieeaens 6 £ I 23 y 2 TP 32
2 14 16 18 22 26 28 32 34 36 38 B verirennnn 7 39 tiiinenns 23 72 cininns 33
7 veieieenens 8 o ....o.... 24 73 cineennnns 33
: 16 18 20 24 28 30 34 36 38 Lo 8 teirienanns 9 ) 24 7h ceeiiiiin 33
i i 9 eiinnns 10 b2 viiinnn. 24 75 ceevininns 33
‘ b 18 20 22 26 30 32 36 38 40 42 10 tevnvernns 10 | 25 76 veenvnnens 34
L 11 eeiinnnns 1 by ..., 25 77 cvvenennnns 34
( w5 20 22 24 28 32 34 38 4o 42 bl 12 vernennnn. 11 B5 vvvrnnnn. 25 78 erirnnnn 34
i 3 13 tevnnnnnns 12 b vivennnnn 26 79 tinnnnnn 34
w6 22 24 26 30 34 36 Lo 42 Ly Le 1 S 12 b7 vovveinns 26 80 vieveninns 35
: - 15 teeernnnns 13 B8 vrvenensn 26 Bl venrennnes 35
d = 24 26 28 32 36 38 42 4y 46 48 16 cevenvnnns 13 49 vovnunnn. 27 B2 viriniinnns 35
! = | 17 cevinnnnes 14 1 B 27 83 verniennnn 35
7 26 28 30 34 38 Lo 4l 46 48 50 18 veveninnes 14 Bl verennnes 27 Bh v 36
i w 19 triiirnnenns 15 52 vurannnen 28 85 vieiinnnns 36
| 2 9 28 30 32 36 4o 42 46 48 50 50 20 terrennnns 15 53 veeennens 28 B6 veririinnnnn 36
| g 21 trriiinns 16 5L viivinnns 28 B7 viiiniinnn 36
j s 10 30 32 34 38 42 by 48 50 50 50 22 ciieiinnns 16 55 v iinrrens 28 B8 viiirrnnnn 37
; 23 iereennns 17 56 vereennn. 29 BY vurrrennnn 37
11 32 34 36 Lo Ll 46 50 50 50 50 24 Lo, 17 57 veeennnns 29 1 37
i ' 25 ceieeens .. 18 58 irenannn 29 Gl verrrrenens 37
12 34 36 38 42 46 48 50 50 50 50 26 teiirrenee 18 59 tiienenns 29 92 tieiiiinnn 38
27 ciinienen , 19 2 I 30 93 teiiiinnnn 38
13 36 38 Lo Ly 48 50 50 50 50 50 28 iiieinnn, 19 3 30 ) S 38
| 29 tiiiiiinns 20 62 viiiranns 30 95 +iavienaan 38
i 14 38 40 42 L6 50 50 50 50 50 50 30 tirenennns 20 63 veeninnns 30 96 vererneens 39
) 3 vreenenen. 21 6l ivinrins 31 97 verernnnns 39
4 15+ | ho k2 by 48 50 50 50 50 50 50 32 terrnnnnn. 2i B5 vrrnnnne. 31 98 viiiiinnnn 39
4 33 veeeennnn .21 66 veeinnnnn 31 99 tiiererans 39
* : Matrix Entry = Percentage of the guideline sentence recommended to serve
;s prior to parole
f
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PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM

STATE OF IOWA
OFFENSE SEVERITY SCORING

Code the highest score applicable under each of the following sections:

Assaultiveness Weapon Use

Murder 2 Use of Dangerous Weapon
Attempted Murder 1 Use of Non-Dangerous Weapon
Manslaughter 1 Representation of Dangerous Weapon
Maiming

Kidnapping fer Ransom

Kidnapping with Injury

Serious Injury

Threat or Conspiracy to Kill

Kidnapping

Injury

Threat of Serious Injury

Conspiracy to Kidnap

Terrorism

Threat or Conspiracy to Injure

Robbery or Conspiracy to Rob

Extortion

—_— e O NN NWWW B U

Sexual Abuse

Forcible Rape

Prolonged Forcible Sexual Abuse
Forcible Sexual Abuse

Prolonged Non-Forcible Sexual Abuse
Attempted Rape or Sexual Abuse
Non-Forcible Sexual Abuse
Conspiracy to Commit Sexual Abuse

=N NDWwW I

Drug Dealing

3 Extensive
2 Major
1  Moderate

Property Loss

3 Extensive ($100,000 or more)
2 Major ($10,000 to $99,999)

1 Moderate ($1000 to $9999)

1 Arson of Dwelling

1 Burglary of Dwelling

Concurrent Sentences

2 Sentences Totalling More than Double Highesf Single Sentence
1 Other Instances of Concurrent_Sentenges

EEE G et

PAROLE GUIDELINES SYSTEM

STATE OF I0WA
DATA COLLECTION

Date /  /

R A

OFFENDER NAME

DATE OF BIRTH [/ COMMITMENT DATE

EXPIRATION DATE: ORIGINAL

FELONY RECORD

Date of
Arrest Offense

SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY

— PCP Use

Non-Opiate lnjectioa§

. Sniffing Volatile Substahcg f

—_ Opiate Addiction

—_ Heavy Hallucinogen Use
— Drug Problem
—__Opiate Use :

—— Hallucinogen Use

—_ Alcohol Problem

/

/

NUMBER LOCATION

/

CURRENT

RISK SCORING

A.
B.
C.
D.
E

F.

G

v

r——

————

/ JAIL CREDITS

D s Y

[ 7

e T

Serious Offender

[

X-SCORE
Y-SCORE

——— e

RISK ASSESSMENT

General

Dates

Disposition in/0ut

Y N

A+B+'C
D+E+F

. Violence




PAROLE ACTIVITY IN IOWA

Fy1S77-84
PAROLE PAROLE
FISCAL BEGINNING PRISON ~ PAROLEES PAROLEES RELEASE RATE ~ RETURN RATE
YEAR POPULATION (A)  RELEASED (B)  RETURNED (C) (B/A) | (c/B)
1977 covvivnnn. 1917 cewvnnnnes 573 ceviinnnnn 130 ceveernnn 29.9% ..inens 22.7%
1978 .aentt. ve 2036 tiiiiininn 540 vivnveeen. 146 Liiiiiel. 26057 L...o... 27.0%
01979 .......... 2109 ..ennn . 569 iiiiiiens 7 ooennn 27.0% ....... 25.8%
1980 ...vuunn. ‘2173 .......... 423 L.iueiaien 124 vovvvenes 19.5% cuvnnns 29.3%
1981 ..oevninnnn 2405 ...... vees 501 Liiiieenl 93 tiineenis 20.8% ....... 18.6%
1982 Ceveee 2610 cenvennans 682 iiivunens 126 .ooonn ce 26.1% ..ee... 18.5%
1983 ..viinnn 2774 ooioeeen 1004 ...... . 181 cvvvvnnnn 36.2% .eeunn 18.0%
1984 L..iiaa.e. 2814 ooooelen, 1226 wevevnnnnn 248 ...l 43.6% ....... 20.2%
1977-1980 .. 2059 (avg.) «.... 2105 vovneenien 1y A 25.6% vuiuans 26.0%
1981-1984 .. 2651 (avg.) «.... 3413 c.oeienne. 648 ..., . 32.2% cevenns 19.0%
% Change ..... +28. 8% .;..~.. +62.1% vevee.. +18.5% ....... 425.8% cuvuenn —26.9%v

PAROLE RELEASE RATE = Parolees released during the year as a % of the beginning
: prison population for the year

PAROLE RETURN RATE = Parolees returned to prison during the year as a % of the
total number of parolees released during the year

Source: Bureau of Management Information, lowa Department of Human Services

Compiled by: lowa Statistical Analysis Center
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