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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY

In 1990, the Indiana Departnent of Corrections | DOC)

i npl enent ed an obj ective prison classification system which has
greatly enhanced its overall prison operations. Nevertheless, |DOC
I's concerned that the current systemis over-classifying the female
i nmat e popul ation which is known to pose |ower security risk. |DGOC
also recognizes the inportance of identifying the needs and
problens unique to fenmale inmates before the Departnment can devise
changes to fulfill those needs.

I n August 1992, NCCD received a grant from the Nati onal
Institute of Corrections (NIC) to evaluate 'the effect of the
current IDOC classification systemon female inmates, especially on
the issue of potential over-classification. It is also the purpose
of this study to assess the specific difficulties that fenale
i nmates experience during their incarceration

SUMVARY OF FI NDI NGS

Wnen Survey Data

0 This study affirns the general perception that wonmen innmates
commt fewer infractions conpared to their nale counterparts.

. Though femal e inmates pose |less threat to managenment regarding
institutional msconduct, they present several unique |evels
of need that have to be addressed by the Departnent.

° Mbst wonen inmates who are nmothers do not receive visits from

their children nostly because of transportation problens and
guardi ans' refusal to bring them

o The vast majority of female inmates are uneducated and
unski | | ed.
. Over half of the female inmates have been victinms of physical

abuse and a quarter of themvictins of sexual abuse.

o Femal e inmates tend to have a greater demand for nedical and
psychiatric services.

Classification and D sciplinary Data

0 M sconduct anmong both male and female inmates is best
predicted by age, institutional disciplinary history, dru
i nvol venent,”. probation or parole violations, and’ score
security |evel



The classification system presently in use tends to over-
classify wonen Innmates. It is indicated by fenales'

consistent |ower rates of msconduct across all security
| evel s when conpared to nal es’

The 1 DOC classification system has an override rate which
doubl es the generally accepted rate of 20 percent.

The basis for overrides is poorly docunented, so it is
difficult to determne if IDOC is using overrides inproperly.

RECOMVENDATI ONS

1.

To prevent over-classification of wonen inmates, |DOC should
adjust Section Il of the female classification instrunent:
the scale for recormending either a reduction, no change, or
an ing{ease in security level should be expanded as indicated
in Table 9.

The 0I'S G assification Data Base need to be nodified so that
the precise reasons for overrides are documented. Al though
prelininarz steps have been taken bg IDOC to eradicate this
prob!gr1 this nmodification needs to be inplenmented as soon as
possi bl e.

Once the basis for the Department's excessive use of overrides
is assessed, steps should be taken by the IDOC to determ ne
whet her overrides are being used in an appropriate manner.

A needs assessment formis required to document properly the
uni que needs of both male and fenale i nmates (Appendix V).

The siting of any new female prisons should be done to
increase visits between inmates and their children



| NTRODUCTI ON

In 1990, the Indiana Departnent of Corrections (IDOC)
successfully developed and inplenmented an objective prison
classification systemto guide the transfer and housing of inmates.
That system was developed with the direct assistance of the
National Institute of Corrections (N C which provided funds to
hel p design, pilot test and inplenent the objective classification
criteria.

The entire systemwas put in effect by February, 1991 and has
had a very positive effect on overal|l prison operations. |nmates
are now being assessed and housed according to standardized
criteria. The Departnent is also able to describe its inmate
popul ation security needs which is helping themto better plan
future correctional resources.

Despite these successes, the IDOC is concerned that its
growing female inmate popul ation nmay be inappropriately classified
by the newly inplenented objective system Since the current
systemwas pilot tested on a predomnantly male inmate popul ation,
the tested criteria may not properly. apply to the fenale inmate
popul ati on. And, since females in general represent a |ower
security risk there may be sone danger that the current systemis
over-classifying them Finally, there is the renote concern that
by not having a separate fenmale classification system the
Department nmay be unnecessarily exposed to potential litigation.

The issue of possibly over-classifying fenale of fenders takes

on greater significance given that the femal e popul ati on has been



growing far faster than the male population and that the | DOC soon
needs to decide which type of facilities the future female inmate
population will require.

Because. of these outstanding concerns, the I DOC seeks to
devel op a classification system which caters to the specific
attributes and needs of fenale inmates. I n August 1992, the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency received a grant fromthe
NIC to design and evaluate such a systemin collaboration with the
| DOC. After alnost a year of research efforts, this report is
prepared to denonstrate the effectiveness of the existing
classification instrunent in predicting institutional m sconduct
anong female inmates and to assess the preval ence of over-
classifying female inmates in the IDOC. In addition, findings from
a fenmale inmate survey are presented to describe the major concerns

and needs anong fenmale inmates at | DOC

DATA

There were two types of data used in this study. First were
two extract files fromthe automated record system (0l S) maintai ned
by the IDOC. The first file contained classification data of the
stock prison population on one particular day and the second file
held all disciplinary incidents that occurred between June 1, 1992

and April 30, 1993.' The two files were merged and cases with

! The 1DCC only began automating its disciplinary data by June
1, 1992 which explains why this time frame was used.
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m ssing classification data were dropped. The procedure resul ted
in atotal of 13,164 inmates, 741 of which were women.
In order to |look nore closely at the problens and needs

specific to female inmates and to assist |DOC in long-term planning

for its future female inmate popul ation, a survey study was

conduct ed which collected information on denographics, abuse
history, children, and prison visitation of female inmates. The
questionnaire was admnistered to a random sanple of 401 fenale

inmtes. Al responses were voluntary.

COVPARI SON OF MALE AND FEMALE | NVATES ( CLASSI FI CATI ON DATA)

The distributions of nale and female inmates in racial and age
groups are simlar (Table 1). For both genders, whites constitute
over half of the inmate popul ation and bl acks about 40 percent.

The majority of inmates are over 30 years of age; 56.7 percent for

mal es and 61.7 percent for fenales.

The two sexes differ mainly in their levels of threat as
reflected in variables regarding severity of current crines and
conviction history. There are 20 percent nore female inmates than
mal e who are currently convicted of mnor crines and about the sane
difference in the absence of violence in current crimes. INereis
a higher level of deaths involved in fenales' current crines (21
percent as opposed to the males' 14 percent). This is probably a
result of wonen's self-defense nentality especially in donestic
violence cases. Wonen inmates are also less likely to have prior

convictions, and if they do the convictions are for mnor crines.
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TABLE 1

CLASSIFICATION DATA BY SEX

ATTRIBUTE MALES  FEMALES | ATTRIBUTE MALES FEMALES
N = 12,423 N=741
Race Job Level
White 57.7 56.3 Highly Skilled 3.0 0.8
Black 39.9 42.7 Skilled 6.2 2.4
Other 2.4 1.0 Semi-Skilled 18.0 2.0
Unskilled 72.8 94.7
Separation? 45.0 7.0
Academic Level
Security Level Post Secondary 9.1 1.8
Minimum 9.1 13.5 High School/GED 41.5 37.5
Low Medium 43.4 55.3 6 Grade Plus 25.5 33.2
High Medium 21.2 13.6 Literacy Not Met 15.6 21.1
Maximum 26.3 17.5 Literacy Waived 8.3 6.5
Custody Level Current Severity
High 7.2 1.1 Low 12.9 35.6
Low 77.5 80.2 Low Moderate 16.9 8.8
Maximum 0.4 0.0 Moderate 36.6 26.9
out 15.0 18.8 High 33.7 28.7
Medical Level Violence
No Conditions 73.3 58.7 None 37.4 58.6
AIDS 0.3 0.5 Deadly Weapon 35.5 11.2
Gross Mental 1.0 0.3 Serious Injury 13.4 9.3
Chronic Condition 5.3 7.7 Death 13.7 20.9
Stabilized 15.2 12.4
Psychiatric 4.8 18.6
Pregnancy 0.0 1.8
Other 0.1 0.0




TABLE 1
(CONTINUED)

CLASSIFICATION DATA BY SEX

ATTRIBUTE MALES  FEMALES | ATTRIBUTE MALES FEMALES
Prior Conviction Age
None 12.4 28.3 30 plus 56.7 61.7
Low 33.1 49.9 22-29 34.3 31.9
Low-Moderate 30.1 15.0 21 below 9.1 6.5
Moderate 19.3 5.5
High 5.0 1.2 | Drug Involvement
None/Never 18.7 21.8
Prior Violence Past 64.3 72.4
None 56.1 76.6 Current 17.1 5.9
Deadly Weapon 38.6 18.9
Serious Injury 3.8 3.6 | Escape History
D eath 15 0.8 None 80.5 79.8
Past Minor 7.4 5.9
Time Remaining Recent Minor 4.3 11.1
LT 730 Days 20.9 33.1 Past Serious 5.6 2.4
731 - 1,460 19.8 22.4 Recent Serious 2.3 0.8
1,461 - 2,190 13.0 9.6
2,191 - 2,555 4.0 2.7 | Misconduct - Severity
2,555 +/Life 8.2 5.9 None 43.3 61.5
3,286 +/Death 34.2 26.3 Low Moderate 7.0 5.2
Moderate 24.1 17.3
Prob/Parole Viol High 15.6 8.7
No Record 78.1 83.8 Greatest 10.0 7.3
Prob/Parole 18.1 13.4
CAB 3.8 2.8 | Misconduct - Freq.
None 43.4 61.9
Security Score 1-3 36.1 28.2
Minimum 23.4 45.1 4-7 12.8 7.3
Low Medium 36.3 27.5 8+ 7.7 2.6
High Medium 22.2 10.5
Maximum 18.2 16.9




Their use of violence in prior offenses, 23.3 percent, is nuch
| ower than males' 43.9 percent.

Due to the above factors, it is only logical that nost fenales
are classified for |ow security and custody supervision and their
institutional conduct is superior to the nales'. Inmate behavior
w |l be discussed in greater detail in a later section.

Femal e inmates have nore needs in terns of nedical services,
education and job training than their male counterparts. Al nost 20
percent of female inmates enter the prison system requiring
psychiatric counselling and related service; one-fifth of them have
not attained a functional level of literacy and 95 percent have no
job skills at all. If IDOC intends to prepare their fenale innmates
for the demands of life after release, it should give additional

attention to neeting these needs.

SURVEY RESULTS OF FEMALE | NVATES

A comon issue that arises anong female inmates is their need
to maintain relationships with their children and it is expected of
the corrections systemto accomodate such needs. The |DOC female
survey addresses this issue by measuring the scope of the problem
and by assessing the inmtes' attitude toward visitation
arrangenent s.

The survey sanple of 401 female inmates is representative of
the total female innmate popul ation as shown by the al nost identical
distributions in racial and age groups between the sanple and the

popul ation (Table 2-1).



TABLE 2-1

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN INMATES

N %
Inmate Characteristics
Race
White 401 57.0
Black 292 41.6
Hispanic 8 11
Indian 2 0.3
Age
17-20 22 3.1
21-30 282 40.2
31-40 256 36.5
41-50 101 14.4
> 50 41 5.8
Age (Mean) 34 yr. 1 mo.
Marital Status
Single 323 46.0
Married 134 19.1
Divorced 173 24.6
Separated 28 4.0
Widowed 44 6.3
Number of Children
0 133 18.9
1 149 21.2
2 186 26.5
3 123 17.5
4 65 9.3
5 or more 46 6.6
Age of Children (N = 1,401)
Under 6 315 22.5
6 to 12 434 31.0
13 to 18 276 19.7
19 to 25 224 16.0
Over 25 152 10.8

Inmates With Children Under Age 18
Yes 482 68.6
No 221 31.4




1MDLE &G

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN INMATES

N %
History Of A As Victim And/Or Perpetrator
Victim Of Sexual Abuse (Incest) As A Juvenile
Yes 157 22.5
No 542 77.5
Victim Of Sexual Abuse (Rape) As A Juvenile
Y e s 162 23.2
No 536 76.8
Victim Of Sexual Abuse As An Adult
Yes 157 22.6
No 539 77.4
Victim Of Physical Abuse
Yes 370 52.9
No 330 47.1
Sexual Abuse As Perpetrator
Yes 20 2.9
No 679 97.1
Physical Abuse As Perpetrator
Yes 81 11.6
No 618 88.4
Pregnant Within 6 Months Of Admission
To Prison
Yes 85 12.1
No 616 87.9
Had Abortion Within 6 Months Of Admission
To Prison
Yes 12 1.7

No 689 98.3




TABLE 2-3

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN INMATES

N %

Information On The Children Of Inmates

(N=_1.401)

Gender
Male 717 51.4
Female 678 48.6

Number Of Visits To Prison Per Month
None 732 52.2
Not More Than Once 429 30.6
Two To Four Times 204 14.6
More Than Four Times 36 2.6

Who Are Children Residing With (Relationship

To Mother)
Mother 301 22.1
Husband/Child’'s Father 228 16.7
Foster Care/Ward Of State/Group Home 123 9.0
Father 56 4.1
Sister 79 5.8
Older Children 23 1.7
Other Relatives 105 7.7
Child’s Relatives 32 2.3
Friend 30 2.2
Adopted 28 2.1
Of Age 360 26.4

Custody Rights
Mother 410 29.9
Father 104 7.6
Joint 65 4.7
Relatives/Friend 127 9.3
Foster Care/Ward Of State a7 3.4
Adopted 34 2.5
No 180 13.1
Yes 57 4.2
Of Age 347 25.3




TABLE 2-4

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN INMATES

N %
Information On Inmate Visitation
Number Of Primary Visitors
0 157 22.3
1to2 186 26.5
3to4 184 26.2
5 or more 176 25.0
Who Visit The Inmates*
Children 496 25.7
Parents 363 18.8
Siblings 331 17.2
Husband/Boyfriends 135 7.0
Friends 342 17.7
Other Relatives 216 11.2
Minister 44 2.3
Number Of People Inmates Would Like To Have
Visited But Are Unable To
Nobody 241 34.3
1 183 26.0
2 104 14.8
3 81 11.5
4 or more 94 13.4
People Inmates Wish To See* *
Children 394 39.0
Parents 196 19.4
Siblings 156 15.4
Husband/Boyfriends 43 4.3
Other Relatives 125 12.4

Friends 96 9.5




TABLE 2-5

CHARACTERISTICS OF WOMEN INMATES

Reasons The Desired Visitors Are Unable

To Come**

Transportation Problems/Distance 514 50.9
Guardians Of Children Refuse

To Bring Them 101 10.0
Health Problems 89 8.8
Incarcerated/Parole/Probation 84 8.3
Feel Uncomfortable In Prison 51 5.0
Administrative (Not On List,

Court Order No Visit) 42 4.2
Bad Relationship/Estranged 36 3.6
Too Busy 36 3.6
Don’t Know 57 5.6

e pgh e

Figures in this item are based on multiple responses given by inmates. Total
responses = 1,927.

. * The inmates were asked whom they wish to see in prison (no more than four people).
The figures in these items are based on the total of 1,010 responses collected.



Forty-six percent of. female inmates are single. and 19.1
percent are presently married. Mre than 80 percent of them have
at |least one child and 68.6 percent have children under the age of
18. Alittle over half of all inmates' children are under 13 and
22.5 percent are in their tender years of one to six. Not counting
those children who are of age, the nost conmmon |iving arrangenents
for these "notherless" <children are either to stay wth the
inmates' nother (22.1 percent) or with the child s father (Table 2-
3). N ne percent of these children are under the care of the state
being placed in foster care, group hones and the Iike. Cose to 40
percent of the female inmates still have sole or joint custody
rights over their children and are expected to resune their
maternal duties once they exit the prison system

Even though inmates' children conpose the highest portion of
visitors (25.7 percent) to fenale inmates, it is clear that a good
nunber of the wonen yearn to see their children who for various
reasons do not visit (Table 2-4). The two major reasons which the
i nmat es perceive as preventing visitation fromtheir children and
ot her desired visitors are transportation probl ens/distance and
refusal from children's guardians (Table 2-5).

One portion of the questionnaire inquires about inmates' abuse
history and as expected, the data collected paints a sorry picture
of these inmates. Fifty-three percent of the female i nmates have
been victins of physical abuse, around 23 percent victins of incest
and rape as a juvenile, and 22 percent victins of sexual abuse as

an adul t. These traunatic experiences may explain partly why

14



female inmates are nore likely to seek psychiatric assistance than
mal e i nmates.

Anot her issue that is unique anong fermal e i nmates concerns
pregnanci es and what they entail, i.e., abortions, child births and
child custody. Twelve percent of the sanple report they have been
pregnant at a certain time in the last six nonths and 1.7 percent
say they have had an abortion during the same period of tine.

The survey information reiterates sonme of the pressing
probl ens which face the managenent of female prisons. |DOC has to
enhance its current visitation programto encourage the neeting of
i nmates and their children. It may mean nmaking prisons nore
accessible to the public or it may require the Departnment to | oosen
its visitation restrictions in order to provide for |onger and nore
frequent visits between inmates and their children. It is obvious
that a prison is not the nost natural place for maternal bondi ng
and female inmates, because of their circunstances, nmay actually
find communication with their children inpossible. It would be
useful for the Departnent to introduce innovative parenting
wor kshops to help female inmates optimze the little tine they have
to spend with their children during visitation

The vast majority of female inmates are not wel | -equipped to

.----sustain a normal productive life outside the prison walls due to
their lack of education and job skills (nore so than nale innates).
Therefore, the Departnment should seek to expand and inprove its
current educational and work prograns available at prison

facilities.

15



DI SCI PLI NARY CONDUCT

This section will focus on the distribution of disciplinary
m sconduct across different security |levels and the extent to which
the classification instrunent predicts msconduct. If, indeed, the
instrunent is nmeasuring inmates' risk in msconduct, then sone type
of association should exist between scoring itens and disciplinary
rates. Statistically, the classification itens are the independent
variables, or predictors, and disciplinary incidents the dependent
vari abl e. Readers should bear in mnd that institutiona
disciplinary incidents are rare occurrences in general, and so, any
rel ationship between the independent and the dependent variables
may not be obvi ous.

Table 3 displays the types and the frequency of disciplinary
incidents of male and female inmates. Conparing the two gender
groups confirns that female inmates are less likely to break rules
than male inmates. Wile female innates make up 5.6 percent of the
sanple, they are responsible for only 3.2 percent of total
infractions. And the infraction rate (nunber of incidents per
inmate) of men al nost doubles that of women; 1.63 for nen conpared
to 0.91 for women.

Total disciplinary incidents include both mnor and ngjor
infractions, and since the |IDOC does not consider mnor infractions
significant or deserved of special attention, all statistical
analyses fromthis point forward refer to major infractions only.

Maj or infractions conpose 51.9 percent of all infractions in |DOC

16



TABLE 3

TYPES OF DISCIPLINARY INCIDENTS

BY SEX
MALE FEMALE TOTAL
N % N % N %
Sample Total 12,423 94.4 741 5.6 | 13,164 100.0
Total Disciplinary Incidents 20,268 96.8 672 3.2 | 20,940 100.0
Number of Incidents per Inmate 1.63 91 1.59
Total Major Disciplinary Incidents
(% of all incidents) 12,417  (61.3) 391 (58.2) | 12,808 (61.2)
Types of Major Incidents
Fighting or Battery 962 97.7 23 2.3 985 7.7
Threats 495 96.7 17 3.3 512 4.0
Possession of Weapons,
Explosives, or Chemicals 94 100.0 0 - 94 0.7
Sex Violations 171 86.4 27 13.6 198 1.6
Attempt Class A Offense 14 77.8 4 22.2 18 0.1
Destroying Property 245 98.4 4 1.6 249 19
Theft 192 96.0 8 4.0 200 1.6
Drug Possession 548 98.9 6 11 554 4.3
Trafficking 34 94.4 2 5.6 36 0.3
Possession or Making Intoxicants 144 98.6 2 1.4 146 11
Violation of Any Law 88 97.8 2 2.2 90 0.7
Habitual Conduct Rule Violator 397 91.7 36 8.3 433 3.4
Engaging in Group Demonstration 98 100.0 0 - 98 0.8
Encourage Others to Riot 8 100.0 - 8 0.1
Resisting or Fleeing 233 99.6 | 0.4 234 18
Disorderly Conduct/Insolence 3,192 96.3 124 3.7 3,316 25.9
Refuse to Obey Order 4,302 98.3 73 1.7 4,375 34.2
Unauthorized Possession of Money
or Property 672 94.3 41 5.8 713 5.6
Being in Unauthorized Area 528 92.2 21 3.8 549 4.3

Note 1: All percents for “males” and “females” are row percents and those for “total” are column

percents.

Note 2: Table reflects disciplinary incidents recorded from_6-1 -92 to_4-30-93.




and female inmates have a slightly | ower percentage of nmjor
infractions (44.6 percent).

Maj or infractions which occur nost frequently are refusal to
obey order (40.4 percent) followed by fighting or battery which
happens far |less often (9.1 percent). Mjor infractions commtted
by females tend to be non-violent such as refusal to obey order and
unaut hori zed possession of noney, whereas male inmates are nore
likely to engage in fights and assaults.

Cross-tabul ations were run to assess the associati on between
classification factors and m sconduct. If the likelihood of
m sconduct varies proportionally with the levels of an item it
-suggests an associ ation between the two vari abl es. For exanpl e,
the older an inmate is the fewer his incidents of msconduct. The
presence or |ack of association with m sconduct anong the factors
Is shown on Table 4 and the level of variation for those factors
whi ch denonstrate an association are shown on Table 5. Note that
the initial classification scoresheet contains only the security
itens and therefore the nunber of cases involved in the analysis of
custody items is smaller than total inmate popul ation

Two findings stand out from Table 3: first, custody itens are
much better predictors of disciplinary m sconduct than security
itens and second, factors which correlate with m sbehavior for
males are the sane for females. Probation/parole violation |evel
Is the only factor anobng security itens which shows an association
with msconduct. 80.4 percent of fenmale inmates (68.3 percent for

mal es) with no prior probation or parole violations have cl ean

18



TABLE 4

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH MAJOR DISCIPLINARY MISCONDUCT

BY SEX
DEGREE OF ASSOCIATION
MALES FEMALES
Security Items
Current Severity Level None N on e
Current Violence Level None None
Prior Conviction Level None None
Prior Violence Level None None
Remaining Time Level None None
Probation/Parole Violation Level + +
Total Security Score None None
Security Score level None None
Custody Items
Current Age Level + +
Drug Involvement Level + +
Escape History Level None None
Serious Conduct History Level + +
Frequency of Conduct History + +
Level
Total Custody Score + +
Custody Score Level + +
Final Security Level + +

Note:  Degree of association refers to the ability of an item score to predict misconduct
behavior.



CLASSIFICATION FACTORS
ASSOCIATED WITH MISCONDUCT
BY SEX

TABLE 5

PERCENT WITH NO DISCIPLINARY INCIDENTS

CLASSIFICATION FACTORS
Total Rate

Security Level Items
Probation/Parole Violation Level

No Record
Probation or Parole Violations
CAB Convictions

Custody Level Items
Current Age Level

Age 30 or Greater
Age 22-29
Age 21 or Lower

Drug Involvement Level
Never
Past
Current

Serious Conduct History Level
None
Low Moderate
Moderate
High
Greatest

Frequency of Conduct History Level

None

1-3

4-7

8 or More

Custody Score Level
Decrease
No Change
Increase

Scored Security Level
Minimum
Low Medium
High Medium
Maximum

MALE

(N = 12,423)

61.9

64.9
53.7
37.8

(N = 9,625)
70.0
48.5
33.2

68.2
59.4
49.3

85.4
72.7
43.2
31.0
20.0

85.4

50.8

25.4
9.0

84.9
57.3
20.5

(N = 12,423)
77.5
55.6
57.4
53.4

FEMALE
(N=741)
75.2

76.1
72.7
57.1

(N = 496)
82.7
58.9
43.8

82.4
71.0
55.2

87.9
65.4
54.7
32.6
38.9

87.6

56.4

30.6
7.7

90.7
68.6
36.9

(N=741)
81.6
64.9
75.2
67.2




disciplinary records, and 66.7 percent (42.4 percent for nales) of
those with CAB convictions are so. The variation in m sconduct
among- female inmates is lesser in degree mainly due to the fact
that they commit fewer infractions in general. This observation
will hold true in regard to other factors indicated on Table 5.

Five custody itens which are used for reclassification are
associated with institutional msconduct. Al of them except for
drug invol verent, are nuch stronger predictors of m sconduct than
the security item nentioned above. Young inmates 21 years of age
or younger are nore prone to conmmt infractions than inmates 30 or
ol der (37.3 percent nmale and 46.9 percent female conpared to 73.1
percent male and 86.6 percent fenale with no violation records).
Custody score level, a factor to determne whether an inmate shoul d
be nmoved up or down on the security scale according to his or her
total custody score, is strongly correlated with m sconduct.
| nmat es who were recommended a decrease in security |level are
nostly infraction free (86.8 percent male and 92.4 fenale), a mnuch
smal | er group of those given a higher security level are so (24.3
percent male and 40.0 percent fenale)-.

There should be no surprise that the two factors which nmeasure
m sconduct history are strongly correlated with frequency of
infractions. To a degree, both the independent and the dependent
vari abl es neasure the same thing. Despite that, the Iink between
prior msconduct and future risk should not be understated in
classification. An inmate's disruptive behavior does not nornally

i nprove over a short period of tinme and the threat he/she inposes
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on the system should not be taken lightly. In fact, it my well

serve the purpose of classification to include in the initial

classification scoresheet previous msconduct commtted by new
adm ssions while serving prior sentences.

The correl ation between scored security |evel and m sconduct
is not linear (i.e., not directly proportional), but the relatively
hi gher m sconduct-free percentages (80.2 percent nale and 86.5
percent female) in the mninum category and the sonewhat | ower
percentages in other categories suggest that inmates placed at
mninmum sSecurity facilities are less prone to disciplinary
probl ens.

Overall, wonen inmates behave nuch better than male innates
across all scored security levels. Assumng the-disciplinary rates
of male inmates reflect the tolerance threshold of 1DOC toward
m sconduct in its prison system then it is obvious that nost
female inmates are overclassified and placed in a security |evel
hi gher than necessary. This leads to the next section which
di scusses what neasures can be taken during the classification

process to bring wonen inmates nore in line with nmale innates.

ADJUSTI NG SCORED SECURITY LEVEL (SECTION I1)

Section Il of the I1DOC classification instrunent is the only
section that deals wth security assignments based on procedures
and can-be used during both initial intake and reclassification, so

it should be the nost |ogical place for adjustnents to be nade.

However, as nentioned in the previous section (see Table 4),
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security itens (i.e., items on Section Il) do not correlate with
disciplinary rates wth the exception of Parole/Probation
Violation, thus, it is difficult to nake statistically-sound
adj ustnents assunming IDOC s main concern in classification is
disciplinary rates.

There is a lack of variation or pattern in m sconduct rates
anong security scores to warrant a change in the security scale,
and this is true for both initial and reclassification cases.
Looking at initial cases only, the female no-msconduct rates start
at 85.2 percent at mininum slide to 81.8 percent at |ow nmedium but
shoot back up to 94.4 at high nedium (Table 6).  The lack of
variation is even nore visible when all cases are considered where
the rates hover around the upper seventies (Table 7).

Since the no-msconduct rates of fenale inmates at intake are
so much |ower than the males' (average of 84.9 percent conpared to
73.9 percent) and there is no variation by security |evel scores,

one suggestion is to place all newy-admtted wonen i nmates in
ei ther m nimum or | ow nedium security for a 12-nonth period of
tine, excluding those to whom Departmental restrictions apply, and
allow the reclassification process to weed out those who have shown
habi tual or maj or behavioral problens such as sexual offenses. In
other words, there would be only two possible security levels for
wonen at intake.

Thi s suggestion actually sounds nore outrageous than it really
is for three reasons. First, the classification instrument in its

present formalready classifies 208 of the 245 fenale inmates at
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TABLE 6

MISCONDUCT RATES BY TOTAL SECURITY SCORES (SECTION II)

INITIAL CASES ONLY

MALE FEMALE

CELL % NO CELL % NO

TOTAL  MISCONDUCT | TOTAL  MISCONDUCT
2 13 100.0 5 100.0
3 111 82.0 40 90.0
4 66 83.3 12 83.3
5 184 81.5 26 84.6
6 102 72.6 7 57.1
7 203 79.3 22 86.4
8 177 78.0 16 75.0
9 180 73.9 14 92.9
(minimum) (1,036) (78.7) (142) (85.2)
10 197 79.7 12 83.3
11 160 75.6 14 71.4
12 137 66.4 4 100.0
13 115 67.0 10 70.0
14 130 68.5 7 85.7
15 72 56.9 6 83.3
16 112 61.6 7 85.7
17 90 70.0 6 100.0
(low medium) (1,013) (69.9) (66) (81.8)
18 121 65.3 5 100.0
19 109 73.4 5 100.0
20 93 66.7 4 75.0
21 80 75.0 3 100.0
22 79 65.8 | 100.0
(high medium) (482) (69.1) (18) (94.4)
23 74 75.7 13 84.6
24 83 90.4 4 100.0
25 30 76.7 0 -
26 38 71.0 0 -
27 17 70.6 ! 100.0
28 12 50.0 ! 0.0
29 4 100.0 0 -
30 6 100.0 0 -
31 2 100.0 0 -
32 | 100.0 0 -
(maximum) (267) (79.4) (19) (84.2)
Total: 2,798 73.9 245 84.9




TABLE 7

MISCONDUCT RATES BY TOTAL SECURITY SCORES (SECTION I1)

0)

ALL CASES
MALE FEMALE
CELL % NO CELL % NO
TOTAL  MISCONDUCT | TOTAL  MISCONDUCT
2 27 81.5 10 100.0
3 214 74.8 71 84.5
4 135 77.0 22 77.3
5 401 69.8 61 77.0
6 296 67.2 27 74.1
7 587 67.5 65 75.4
8 561 62.6 31 74.2
9 685 61.3 47 80.8
(minimum) (2,906) (66.5) (334) (79.
10 672 61.2 31 77.4
11 700 61.4 52 65.4
12 677 57.5 14 64.3
13 555 59.1 o4 79.2
14 564 59.6 16 81.2
15 436 57.1 23 82.6
16 469 55.9 21 85.7
17 432 58.6 23 82.6
(low medium) (4,505) (59.0) | (204) (76.0)
18 495 63.2 22 81.8
19 605 67.4 21 80.9
20 500 62.2 14 85.7
21 588 66.2 17 70.6
22 567 66.8 178 75.0
(high medium) (2,755) (65.3) (79.5)
23 607 81.2 73 87.7
24 596 81.2 27 85.2
25 285 4.7 3 100.0
26 315 72.1 11 100.0
27 179 72.6 4 75.0
28 119 65.5 3 33.3
29 46 56.5 l 100.0
30 42 73.8 l 100.0
31 31 38.7 l 0.0
32 23 73.9 l 0.0
33 6 33.3 0 -
34 5 40.0 0 -
35 3 66.7
(maximum) (2,257) (76.1) (125) (85.6)
Total: 12,423 65.3 741 79.4




initial intake to either mnimmand | ow nedium which is 85
percent of the intake popul ation.

Second, while prison staff may worry that certain newy-
admtted inmates with propensity toward major violations wll
becone under-classified, the reality is that the initial instrunent
is not designed to predict what type of m sconduct an inmate is
likely to commit.' Therefore violations which have proven to be a
great concern in the lower security level facilities such as sex
violations are to be dealt with in the reclassification procedure,
after a period of observation

Third, sex violations and habitual conduct violations which
are relatively prevalent anong female inmates occur nostly anong
reclassification cases (Table 8). O the 63 incidents which took
place within the |l-nmonth period, only ten were instigated by
initial cases, and nine out of the ten by mninmum and | ow nmedi um
cases.

NCCD consulted IDOC on this option of elimnating high nedium
and maxi mum security levels at intake and the response was that due
to Departnental criteria and other admnistrative restrictions this
suggesti on woul d-be inpractical. Currently, female intake cases
who are assigned to high medium and maxi nrum are nostly driven by
Departmental criteria, therefore, changing the instrunent as

suggested by NCCD is not likely to bring any marked difference in

t he out cone.
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TABLE 8

SEXUAL AND HABITUAL VIOLATIONS AMONG FEMALE INMATES
BY SCORED SECURITY LEVELS

SECURITY

ALL CASES

INITIAL CLASS RECLASS
LEVELS N=741 N=245 N -496
SEXUAL HABITUAL SEXUAL HABITUAL SEXUAL HABITUAL
Minimum 7 4 1 2 6 2
Low Medium 17 24 3 3 14 21
High Medium | 6 0 0 | 6
Maximum 2 2 1 0 1 2
Total: 27 36 5 5 22 31




ADJUSTING SCORED SECURITY LEVEL (SECTION 111)

Section Il of the classification instrument requires a twelve
month period of incarceration to be served before it is used. The
score derived fromthis section is not witten in the fina
classification designation and is merely used as a reconmendati on
for overrides. Despite these limtations this section does affect
the majority of innmates being classified, and the inpact incurred
by changing this section should not be overl ooked. Above all, the
scored security level recommended by this section correlates with
disciplinary rates and this association supports an adjustnent of
the scale based on quantitative evidence.

Referring back to Scored Security Level, the last item on
Tabl e 5, the msconduct rate at the mninum category is
distinctively lower than those in the higher categories and we
assune that noving a certain number of lowrisk fenmale inmates one
| evel down the security scale wll not inflate disciplinary
incidents to an unacceptable degree. Wth this assunption in mnd,
we adjusted the rule which determnes the final security |evel and
made it nore difficult to increase an inmate's security level (see
Table 9).° W eventually placed 56.0 percent of all women inmates
in the mnimmcategory, 22.9 percent in |ow medium 15.2 percent
in high medium and 5.8 percent in nmaxinum (Table 10). At this

| evel of placenent, the infraction rates of wonen are stil

> This manipulation can only be applied to inmates with

reclassification data because the initial classification data do
not contain any custod¥_itens, whi ch are used to derive the final
security level. The Tirst part of Table 11 shows the effect of
score adjustment on the reclassification cases only.
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TABLE 9

ADJUSTMENTS ON CLASSIFICATION SCORESHEET
IN DETERMINING FINAL SECURITY LEVEL

REDUCTION IN NO CHANGE IN INCREASE IN

SECURITY LEVEL SECURITY LEVEL. SECURITY LEVEL SECURITY LEVEL
ORIGINAL  AMENDED ORIGINAL  AMENDED ORIGINAL AMENDED
Minimum N A 0-12 0-18 13+ 19+
Low Medium 0-6 0-10 7-15 11-21 16+ 22+
High Medium 0-6 0-10 7-15 11-21 16+ 22+
Maximum 0-6 0-10 7-31 11+ N/A
TABLE 10

DISTRIBUTIONS IN SECURITY LEVELS

SECURITY LEVEL PRE-ADJUSTMENT POST-ADJUSTMENT

N % N %
Minimum 369 49.8 415 56.0
Low Medium 185. 25.0 170 22.9
High Medium 129 17.4 113 15.2
Maximum 58 7.8 43 5.8
Total 741 100.0 741 100.0




conparable to those of men; 82 4 percent of no infraction in the
m ni num cat egory anmong wonen i nmates conpared to 80.2 percent anong
mal es (see Table 11).

The initial recomrendation for Section Il and the adjustnents
suggested for Section Il were experinented on the classification
data and the procedure placed 56 percent of female inmates in the
m ni mum security level, 27.9 percent in |ow nedium 12.8 percent in
high medium and 3.2 percent in nmaximum (Table 12). The
recommended systemw || place approxinately ten percent nore fenale
inmates in either the mnimumor the | ow nmedium | evels conpared to

the current system

OVERRI DES

The scored security level derived fromthe classification
instrunent will becone the actual designation unless overridden by
classification personnel. Overrides discussed here refer to the
di screpancy between the staff-recomended security level and the
scored security level found in Section Il in the case of initia
classification. As for reclassification cases, the scored security
| evel has accounted for increase or reduction in security as
suggested by Item 33. Recommendati on for overrides is usually
justified by policy mandates, potential mnanagenment problens, and
other conpelling reasons. Though downward overrides are possible,
they are generally rare.

| DOC has an unusual |y high percentage of overrides as shown in

Table 13. Cenerally, overrides exceeding 20 percent signify flaws
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TABLE 11
MISCONDUCT RATES FOR

ADJUSTED FINAL SECURITY DESIGNATIONS
BY SEX

PERCENT WITH NO DISCIPLINARY MISCONDUCT

MALES FEMALES

Adjusted Final Security Level (For Cases (N = 9,625) (N = 496)
With Reclassification Data)

Minimum 80.8 81.0

Low Medium 56.9 60.6

High Medium 58.3 84.2

Maximum 52.9 66.7
Adjusted Final Security Level (For All (N = 12,423) (N=741)
Cases)

Minimum 80.2 82.4

Low Medium 60.1 68.8

High Medium 59.9 85.8

Maximum 57.3 74.4




FEMALE DISTRIBUTION IN SECURITY LEVELS
PRE AND POST RECOMMENDED ADJUSTMENTS

CURRENT CLASSIFICATION

TABLE 12

AFTER ADJUSTMENTS

SECURITY LEVEL
Minimum

Low Medium
High Medium

Maximum

Total:

N
369
185
129

58

741

%
49.8
25.0
17.4

7.8

100.0

N
415
207

95

24

741

%
56.0
27.9
12.8

3.2

100.0




TABLE 13

FREQUENCIES OF OVERRIDES

MALE FEMALE TOTAL
% % %
All Cases
(N = 12,423) (N=741) (N = 13,164)
Override Up 37.1 50.6 37.8
Override Down 3.2 1.2 3.1
Total Overrides 40.3 51.8 40.9
Cases With Initial Classification Only
(N = 2,798) (N = 245) (N = 3,043)
Override Up 23.0 41.2 24.5
Override Down 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Overrides 23.0 41.2 24.5
Cases With Reclassification
(N =9,625) (N = 496) (N=10,121)
Override Up 41.1 55.2 41.8
Override Down 4.2 1.8 4.1
Total Overrides 45.3 57.0 45.9




in the instrument itself or in its admnistration. Wen all cases
are considered, IDOC has a total of 40 percent of overrides, 37.8
of which are upward. Female inmates have an even higher rate of
51.8 percent, 50.6 percent of which are upward overrides.
Overrides tend to be nore prevalent for reclassification than
initial cases; 57 percent in reclassification conpared to 41.2
percent in initial classification for women and 45.3 percent
conpared to 23.0 for nen. Also, nost overrides are upward
nmovenents from mninumto | ow nmedi um and hi gh nmedi um to nmaxi mum
(see Table 14).

| DOC captures the basis for overrides in four nmain categories,
nanel y, score, criteria, time restriction, and nanagenent. If a
reconmendation is based on the final security score and the outcone
fromltem 33, then SCORE will be checked. For all practica
purposes SCORE is irrelevant in explaining overrides since adhering
to classification scores for inmate placenent is not considered an
override in the first place. CRITERIA refer to Departnental
policies and restrictions (other than tinme restriction) which
prevent a scored |evel placenent. When the remaining tine of
i ncarceration of an inmate exceeds the |limts of his scored
security level, the necessity to reassign himto a different |eve
is termed TIME RESTRICTION. The last category MANAGEMENT i ncl udes
a nunber of considerations such as nental and psychiatric needs,
mal adaptive behavior in jail, escape threats, detainer and sex

of fender restrictions.
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TABLE 14

COMPARISON OF
RECOMMENDED SECURITY LEVELS AND SCORED SECURITY LEVELS
(ALL CASES)

RECOMMENDED LEVEL SCORED LEVEL
FEMALE N % N %
Minimum 99 13.4 369 49.8
Low Medium 419 56.5 185 25.0
High Medium 95 12.8 129 17.4
Maximum 128 17.3 58 1.8

Total: 741 100.0 741 100.0

RECOMMENDED LEVEL SCORED LEVEL

MALE N % N %
Minimum 1,272 10.2 3,450 27.8
Low Medium 5,209 41.9 4,068 32.7
High Medium 2,772 22.3 3,299 26.6
Maximum 3,170 25.5 1606 12.9
Total: 12.423 100.0 12,423 100.0




e ———

The follow ng analysis wll concentrate on upward overrides
because they conpose the bulk of all overrides and al so because of
the litigation risk that unjustified upward overrides nay incur.
Al so note that when one or nobre reasons were given to support a
recommendation, CRITERIA will take precedence because of its
mandatory nature, then MANAGEMENT because of its degree of
preval ence and then TIME RESTRICTION. SCORE is rejected unless it
is the only reason stated.

What accounts for IDOC's extensive wuse of overrides?
Unfortunately, the information provided by the classification data
does not yield a clear answer. The major problemis the frequent
"use of the SCORE category as justification for upward overrides.
As nentioned before, SCORE is basically a non-reason and should be
i gnor ed. Tabl e 15 displays the distributions in the reason
categories by scored security levels and gender. Initial
classification cases have the "cleanest" distribution as the SCORE
cells are very small. For male inmates, over 90 percent of upward
overrides are explained by reasons other than scores, and for
female inmates it is an inpressive 100 percent. Problens seemto
arise during the reclassification process, as shown by the high
percentages in the SCORE cells. The nmale percentages in this
category are 49.3, 38.7 and 62.5 for mninmum |ow medium and high
medi um respectively, whereas fenale inmates have an average of 44.5
percent. These overrides wll remain an enigma until their

recomendati ons are accounted for.
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BASIS FOR UPWARD OVERRIDES

TABLE 15

REASONS

SCORE CRITERIA TIME RESTRICTION MANAGEMENT
SCORED
SECURITY MALE  FEMALE | MALE  FEMALE | MALE FEMALE | MALE  FEMALE | MALE  FEMALE

Vi Vi Vi %
All Cases
Minimum 2,209 270 37.1 10.0 46.8 79.6 0.9 1.8 15.2 8.5
Low Medium 1,114 33 37.8 69.7 9.1 18.2 17.3 3.0 35.8 9.1
High Medium 1,282 72 60.0 100.0 3.4 0.0 11.2 0.0 25.5 0.0
Cases With Initial Classification Only

Minimum 562 100 1.2 0.0 87.4 95.0 0.2 0.0 11.4 3.0
Low Medium 31 1 6.4 0.0 51.6 100.0 16.1 0.0 25.8 0.0
High Medium 52 0 0.0 - 32.7 - 63.5 - 3.8

Cases With Reclassification
Minimum 1,647 170 49.3 15.9 33.0 69.4 1.2 2.9 16.5 11.8
Low Medium 1,083 32 38.7 71.9 7.8 15.6 17.4 3.1 36.1 9.4
High Medium 1,230 72 62.5 100.0 2.1 0.0 8.9 0.0 26.4 0.0

e: Row percentages added up to 100 percent.



SCORE aside, CRITERIA is the nost preval ent reason for
reconmendation, then followed by management concern. The majority
of upward overrides for the initial cases are supported by sone
type of Departmental criteria (an average of 81.3 percent for males
and 96.0 percent for fenmales), so are reclassification cases but to
a lesser degree (an average of 16.5 percent for nales and 44.9 for
percent females).' Female inmates who score mninmumare nost |ikely
to be noved up the security |evel because of criteria restrictions,
95 percent for initial cases and 69.4 percent for reclassification.

Wiile TIME RESTRICTION is relatively infrequent, it is a
conpel ling reason to nmove high-nmedium male inmates up to maxi num
security facilities (63.5 percent). Managenent probl ens concern
mostly the reclassification cases; around ten percent for wonen
inmates in mninmum and | ow medi um and an average of 24.9 percent
for men. Most potential managenent problens are not detected until
i nmates have resided in an institution for a period of tinme which

expl ains the above pattern

CONCLUSI ONS

This report affirms the general perception that women inmates
coommt fewer infractions conpared to their nmale counterparts.
Neverthel ess, they present several unique |levels of needs that have
to be addressed by the Departnment.

The forenost issue is the difficulty wonmen innates experience
in maintaining relationships with their children. The majority of

femal e i nmates have young children over whom they hold | egal
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custody, and such children are often unable to see their nothers
because of distance and transportation problens. | nmat es
frequently conplain that they do not get to see their children

The Departnment nust revise its visitation rules to encourage nore
frequent and | onger neetings between innmates and their children,

and in planning for future prisons for fenale inmates, give nore
consideration to location and accessibility.

Anot her concern specific to female inmates is their higher
demand on nedical and psychiatric services, which includes
gynecol ogi cal and obstetric care and fam|y-planning counselling.
Lastly, the mgjority of female inmates are wuneducated and
unskilled, the Department nust determine its role in preparing
t hese wonen for independent 1iving through education and job
trai ni ng.

The classification and disciplinary data provided by | DOC show
that m sconduct anong both male and female inmates is best
predi cted by age, institutional disciplinary history, drug
i nvol venent, probation or parole violations, and final security
l evel . The custody itenms on Section IIl are nmuch better predictors
than the security itens on Section II.

The classification instrument presently in use tends to over-
cl assify wonen i nmat es. Most can be placed at a | ower security
| evel without jeopardizing safety in the facilities. Based on
statistical results, NCCD would recommend placing all fenale
inmates in mninum and |ow medium facilities at initial intake,

however, recognizing the valid concern IDOC has on this issue, NCCD
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agrees that Section Il of the classification instrument should be

left as is.

The designation scales of Item 33 in Section IIl of the
classification instrunent was adjusted for fenmales, and note that
this neasure does not increase their disciplinary rate in the
m ni mum security category to an unacceptabl e degree. The | DOC
should revise its classification process as NCCD has done here to
bring wonen inmates nore in line wth the male inmates.

A major concern with the IDOC classification systemis the
excessi ve use of overrides which doubles the generally accepted
rate of 20 percent. And because the justification for overrides is
poorly docunmented, NCCD cannot determ ne whether overrides have
been inmproperly used. The anount of information avail able suggests
that Departnental «criteria are responsible for nost upward
overrides during initial classification for both nales and fenal es,
and nmanagenent restrictions account for a quarter of upward
overrides at reclassification for male inmates. There are nore
overrides applied to female inmates than nale and the primary
reason is also Departnental criteria.

The issue of overrides has to be resolved before the current
instrument can be neaningfully revised. The purpose of an
obj ective classification systemis to mnimze subjective biases
and arbitrary decisions-nmaking during the classification process,
and IDOC s frequent use of overrides, regardl ess of reasons, wll

defeat this very purpose.
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RECOMMENDATI ONS

1.

To prevent over-classification of wonen inmates, |DOC should
adj ust Section IIl of the female classification instrunent:
the scale for reconmending either a reduction, no change, or
an increase in security level should be expanded as i ndi cated

in Table 9.

The 0I'S G assification Data Base need to be nodified so that
the precise reasons for overrides are docunented. Al though
prellnlnar% steps have been taken bg | DOC to eradicate PhPS
prob!grl this nodification needs to be inplemented as soon as
possi bl e.

Once the basis for the Departnent's excessive use of overrides
I s assessed., steps should be taken by the IDOC to determnine
whet her overrides are being used in an appropriate nanner.

A needs assessment formis required to document properly the
uni que needs of both nmale and female inmates (Appendix II1).

The siting of any new fenmale prisons should be done to
increase visits beiween inmates and their children
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- : - E334 Indiana Government Center S
|_ INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION ﬁ,“’.,; “’,,;;*,“,’;?‘;2;‘4
o : ' (317) 232-5715

TO Thuc Van Phan, Senior System Anal yst
0l S Proj ect - Manager

FROM: Randal | Short, Analyst
Cl assification D vision

DATE: May 11, 1993

RE: O fender Information System (01'S) Mdifications

As a follow up to our conversation on April 28, 1993, we are
requesting the followi ng nodifications to the classification
screens in the O fender Information System

1 Al'l ow the use of a nuneric code |-8 instead of "X' in
the "basis for new designation" - criteria field.

2: Mdification of the "basis for new designation to allow
only one option score, ‘criteria, tine restriction or
managenent to be entered.

W are al so requesting the devel opment of two (2) additional
classification reports..

1. An on-demand report which would provide raw and
percentile data of the number of offenders in each
criteria category. Raw and percentage totals of
of fenders at each facility and raw and percentage

totals for each security level for the entire
depart ment.

2. A cycle report (daily) which would select and I|ist
offenders of a specified criteria category at a
specific facility.

W are requesting a approximate conpl etion date on these

modi fi cati ons. I f you have additional questions please contact
this office.

cc: M. Norman G Owmens, Director
C assification Division
M. Robert Hughes, Director
| nf or mati on Managenent Services

M. Janmes Wnn, Supervisor of O fender Placenent
IClassification D vi si on
File

An Equal Opportunity Enpl oyer j
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ATTACHMENTS:

The following is a listing of criteria categories.

1.

Active warrants, detainers or pending charges extending
beyond the offenders Earliest Possible Release Date..

| ncl udes Parol e Violators who have not appeared before
t he Parol e Board.

Escape - significant escape history in past four (4)
‘years, or current commtment for escape. Includes
ocument ed Absconding from probation or parole.
Violent Ofenses - as defined in current criteria.
Sex Ofenses -- --as defined in current criteria.

D sci PI inary Transfer - history of disciplinary
transters during the previous fwo (2) years.

Conduct Adjustnment Board Actions - Cass A conduct
reports guilty findings in the past twelve (12) nonths,
and C ass B conduct report guilty finding in the past
six (6) nonths.

Medi cal Status Codes.

Multiple Life Sentences.

CLASS A FTrio~its

An Equal Opportunity Employer



NAME

NEEWD ADDESSMENT FOR?P

DOC  NUMBER

DATE

COWLETED BY

FAC LI TY

DOB

SUBSTANCE _ ABUSE:

0= No al cohol consunption or linited use in social situations. No illicit drug use.

1= Use of al cohol predominant in most social and private situations. Experinentation
and/or recreational use of illegal drugs or abuse of prescription drugs.

2 = Heavy use of alcohol/illegal substances and/or criminal behavior involving substance
abuse.

EDUCATI ON:

0= Has attained GED or H gh School diplone.

1= Literacy skills at sixth grade level or higher, but has not attained Hgh School Diplonma
or GED.

2 = Illiterate or literacy skills bel ow the sixth grade |evel.

VOCATI ON:

0= Mai nt ai ned enpl oyment with marketable skills.

1= My have sone work skills.

2 = Unstable or no enploynent with no marketable skills.

EMOTI ONAL _STABI LI TY:

0 = Maintains emotional stability with appropriate life skills..
1= Experiencing minor enotional difficulties due to inadequate life skills.
2 = Poor emotional stability requiring psychol ogical /psychiatric evaluation and treatnent.

VI OLENT BEHAVI OR:
== No history of physical violence
1= I nvol venent in act(s) which resulted in bodily injury to others.
2 = Invol venent in act(s) which have caused serious bodily injury/death to others or a
lengthy history of acting out physically.

PHYSI CAL ABUSE:

0= No history of being physically abused.

1= The victimof an isolated incident of physical abuse which may or may not present
an emotional conflict.

2 = The victim of physical abuse occurring on multiple occasions.

SEXUAL BEHAVI OR:

0= No history of inappropriate/illegal sexual behavior.

1= Non- predat ory sexual behavior such as prostitution or proniscuous activity that may
be dangerous to health.

2 = Invol venent in predatory sexual behavior by use of force, weapon; or threats. A so

includes all sexual offenses with nminors.

PARENTI NG

0= No indication of parenting needs.

1= Any reported evidence of parenting skill needs.

2 = Any docurmented record of inadequate parenting skills including but not limted to

crimnal convictions for neglect or abuse.

SEXUAL _ ABUSE:
0 No history of being sexually abused.
2 The victim of sexual abuse as an adult or child.



