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SUMMARY

The National Council on Crine and Delinquency (NCCD) and
Correctional Services Goup, Inc. (CSG, conducted a nationa
survey of jails to determine current classification practices.
This survey was conducted in the spring of 1987 as part of a
conprehensive project jnitiated by the National Institute of
Corrections (NIC) to develop, inplenment and eval uate an objective
classification systemin selected jails. The survey was designed
to provide information regarding classification factors that were
common to a substantial nunber of jail systens. In addition to
determning what information jails were currently using to classify
inmates, the survey attenpted to address the policies, procedures
and managenment of the classification systenms, including their
relationship to facility design.

Sixty facilities representing 32 large jails (ADP 250 or
more), 23 nediumjails (ADP 50-249) and 5 small jails (ADP |ess
than 50) responded to the survey. Unsuccessful efforts were made
to inprove the response rate fromsmall facilities. During foll ow
up tel ephone contacts with several small jails that declined to
participate in the survey, project staff were advised that state
standards provided sufficient guidelines for jail operation and,
given their limted bed space, the jails saw little value in an
obj ective classification system

The majority of the responding jails were admnistered by the
county sheriff (46 out of 60). The nean nunber of prisoners booked

into the large facilities during the previous year was 35,280. For



the medium jails, this figure was 5,876; an average of 824
prisoners were booked into the small jails. Twenty-four of the
sixty jails indicated that at |east 20 percent of their popul ation
had al cohol or drug problens. However, the majority of jails
reported that the other managenment problens (i.e., nedical, nmenta
heal th, violence, suicide risk, protective custody needs or overt,
aggressive honosexual behavior) were present in less than 10
percent of their popul ation. Al t hough these probl ens occur
relatively infrequently, a high level of nanagement and operationa
resources are required to address them

Facilities identified their primary approach to classification

as one of the follow ng: assessnment of experienced staff:
checklist/questionnaire; score sheet; decision tree; or sone other

approach. Assessnent by experienced staff was the nost frequent
approach (26 out of 58 jails responding). The remaining 32 jails
referenced one of the other classification approaches, which tend
to be nore structured and generally nore objective than sole
reliance on staff assessment. There was sone evidence that jails
with newer classification systenms were nore likely to be using one
of these nore structured nethods. Two thirds of the jails wth
classification systens that had been operational |ess than five
years were using some approach other than assessment of experienced
staff. This finding was reversed for jails having classification
systens in place |longer than five years: two thirds indicated
staff assessment was their primary approach. From an architectural

standpoint, two thirds of the jails describing facilities with a



linear/intermttent observation design utilized staff assessnent
as their primary approach, while only approximtely one third of
the facilities wth a podul ar design were using staff assessnents.

Regardl ess of the approach to classification, nost systems (51
jails; 85% reported they had sone pmethod of overriding the
classification results. Forty-four of these jails indicated
overrides required supervisory approval and thirty-six systens
required witten justification for an override. The nost frequent
reason for overrides was insufficient bed space at the designated
custody |evel.

Items consistently included in jail classification systens
related to the nature of the offense; warrants/detainer: adult
prior records/ sent enci ng; hi story of vi ol ence; age;
cooperativeness; and special nedical, mental health, suicide risk
or protective custody issues. |nmate program and service needs in
the areas of intellectual problens, vocational or work skills were

routinely assessed in only about one third of the jails.
Educati onal factors were addressed in about one half of the jails.

Fifty-six jails (93% identified staff and inmate safety as
one of their top three classification goals. Addi tional goals
listed as top three priorities by nore than thirty-five percent of
the jails were: public safety; standards conpliance; placing
inmtes in the |east restrictive custody; and providing consistent
classification. Goals related to determ ning i nmate needs and
custody | evel changes were anong the top three priorities for only

eight jails. Four jails ranked enhanced utilization of jail



resources anong their top three goals. Only two jails considered
facilitating the rehabilitation/reintegration of inmates as high
a priority for their classification system

Facilities generally felt positive about the success of their
classification system with few indicating their systemwas having
a negative inpact on jail operation. The majority of respondents
judged the inpact as positive in nost areas or, in selected areas,
indicated classification was having no inpact at all.
Interestingly, 62 and 67 percent of the jails reported
classification had a positive inpact on staff and inmate norale,
respectively. Only three percent stated their classification
system had a negative inpact in these areas. \Men evaluating the
inpact of classification on "paperwork" requirenents in their
facility, respondents provided no strong pattern. Thirty-three
percent of the jails indicated the inpact on paperwork was
positive, twenty-five percent reported no inpact, twenty percent
said the inpact had been negative and twenty-two percent gave no

response.



| NTRODUCTI ON

Under the auspices of the National Institute of Corrections
(NG, the National Council on Crinme and Delinquency (NCCD) and
Correctional Services Goup, Inc. (CSG, participated in a
col | aborative effort to devel op an objective jail classification
system Together with the design of classification scales and
forms, the project included inplenentation and eval uation in
selected denmonstration sites, a conprehensive review of the
l[iterature and a national survey to determ ne current approaches
to classification. The survey was conducted during the spring of
1987, and the results are sunmarized in this report.

The history of jail classification is rather brief when
conpared to the nore established prison classification systens.
Only in the area of pretrial screening instrunments, which began
over thirty years ago with the Vera point system have jails
utilized objective instruments on a wide basis. \Wile many current
jail classification systens may not use structured classification
scales, classification of some type occurs in all facilities. The
survey was designed to provide information regarding those
variables that were common to the jail systens. In addition to
determning what information jails were currently using to classify
inmates, the survey addressed the policies, procedures and
managenent of the classification systens, including which staff
conpleted the classification forms and the relationship of
classification to facility design. This information was intended

to serve as franme of reference for the entire project.



METHCDOLOGY

G ven the nature of the information desired and the number of
agencies involved, the survey was designed as a mail rather than
a tel ephone survey. The survey nethodology discussed here
addresses the areas of site selection, design and admi nistration

and anal ysi s.

Site Selection
Project staff sought to identify 45 to 60 jails representing

large, mediumand small facilities to participate in the survey.
For purposes of site selection, a large jail was identified as one
wi th an average daily popul ation (ADP) in excess of 250 innmates,
while the ADP in a nediumfacility ranged between 50 and 249.
Jails were identified as small facilities when their ADP was |ess
t han 50. The list of possible jail sites was devel oped from
facilities that NNIC, NCCD and CSG had previously worked with and
fromthe National Jail and Adult Detention Directory, published by

the Anmerican Correctional Association.

Because the survey was considered critical to project
devel opment and because it was expected to be quite exhaustive,
project staff targeted specific sites that, for various reasons,
were expected to be interested in the project. To further assure
an adequate response rate for the final survey, a prelimnary
letter was nailed to 215 jails in Novenber of 198 (Appendix A).
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This letter explained the project and asked that an encl osed
postcard be returned if the jail admnistrator would be willing to
participate in the upcomng survey. The 215 facilities represented
57 large jails, 55 nediumijails and 99 small jails, as well as four
state-operated facilities. Positive responses to this letter were
received from 48 large jails (84%; 34 nediumjails (62%; 12 small
jails (12%; and three state-operated facilities (759%. In an
effort to determne why the prelimnary response was so |ow from
smal| facilities, telephone followup was conducted with six snall
jail admnistrators. Project staff were advised that these small
jails found that state standards provided sufficient guidelines for
their operation and, given their limted bed space, they saw little
value in an objective classification system Despite this
f eedback, project staff made another effort to increase small jail
participation by sending 50 additional letters to small jails

selected froma list of facilities participating in a previous nC

jail project. The response rate did not inprove.

Survey Design and Adm nistration

Project staff designed the survey to collect “check-off"
information rather than |onger narrative discussions. Wher e
necessary, space was provided for explanations. The survey
instrunment was drafted by project staff and pilot tested in January
1987 in four county jails:  Jackson County, M ssouri; Wandotte
County, Kansas; Broward County, Florida; and Lane County, Oregon.

Project staff from CSG provided on-site foll owup and di scussion
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with the Mssouri and Kansas jails. CSG project staff conpleted
followup wth the remaining two facilities by tel ephone. Based
on this pilot study input, the survey questionnaire was shortened,
clarified and finalized as provided in Appendix B.

After obtaining survey approval fromthe US. Ofice of
Management and Budget, survey questionnaires were nailed to the
sites listed in Appendix C during April 1987. These participating
sites consisted of those jails that responded positively to the
prelimnary letter (48 large, 34 nedium 12 snmall and 3 state-
oper at ed) . Table 1 summarizes the responses to the prelimnary
letter and the survey. O the 97 surveys mailed, 60" were returned
and used in the analysis, for an overall response rate of 62
percent. As could be expected fromthe prelimnary letter, of the
smal |, medium and large facilities, the response rate was | owest
for the small jails (42 percent; N=5). The response rate was
conpar abl e between the large and small facilities, with 31 of the
| arge facilities (65% and 23 of the nmediumfacilities (68%
responding. O the three state-operated facilities participating
in the survey, only one returned a conpleted questionnaire. puring
the analysis this questionnaire was grouped with the |arge

facilities.

*Two additional surveys were received, but excluded from the
analysis. One was received after analysis was in progress and
the second had several pages m ssing.



TABLE 1

Jail Survey Participation and
ReSponse Rate

Facility , Prelininar¥ Letter _ ?urvey
Size ecel Ve

N N (% N N{%
Large 57 48 (84 48 1 (6
Medl um 55 34 %2 14 %3 6%
mal | 99 12 (12 12 5 (42
tat e 4 3 (75 3 1 (33
Tot al 215 97 (45) 97 60 (62)

Clearly fromboth the prelimnary letter and survey responses,
the greatest interest in structured classification processes was
fromfacilities with average daily populations in excess of 50.
The smaller facilities perceived |ess need for an objective
classification system and, despite significant efforts on the part
of project staff, significant representation fromthe small jail

category was not obtai ned.

Data Anal ysi s

Surveys received prior to July 1, 1987, were keyed and anal yzed

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Analysis included frequencies for survey items and cross
tabul ati ons of responses to selected itemns. The results of this

anal ysis are sunmarized in the next section of this report.
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RESULTS
This section presents the survey responses. Results are
reported in a series of tables with a brief narrative. \Wile the
sanple is focused primarily on large- and medi umsized facilities,
it does represent the responses of 60 jails out of an original
solicitation of 215, which had interest in issues related to

cl assification.

Profile of Facility Operations

Table 2 summarizes the nanagement responsibility for each of the
facilities. Al of the small jails and approxinmately three fourths
of the large and nediumjails were nanaged by the county sheriff.
One nedium and five large jails were nmanaged by a county department
of corrections. One large jail was managed by the state departnent
of corrections, and seven jails (three large and four nediunm did

not respond to the question or designated the managenment structure

as "other."
TABLE 2
Responsibility for Jail Mnagement
N Facility Size

Managenment Responsibility Carge VEdi um Smal Tot al
County Sheriff's Ofice 2% 78% 100% 77%
County Departnent of Corrections 16% 4% -- 10%
State Departnent of Corrections 3% -- -- 2%
Q her/ Unknown 9% 17% -- 12%

(N=60)
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The participating jails also reported whether or not they were
under litigation, especially a court order or consent decree that
involved inmate classification. Table 3 shows that ten large jails

(31%, tw nediumjails (9%, and two small jails (40% were under

litigation.
TABLE 3

Current Litigation Status
o , Facility Size
Litigation Status Carge Vedi um Smal ] Tot al
Under litigation 31% 9% 40%
Not under litigation 69% 91% 60%
(Ne60)

The jail population includes a diverse range of offenders.
Table 4 summarizes the average daily popul ation (ADP) reported by
all facilities, divided into several inmate categories. Pretrial
inmates represented the highest ADP for all three facility sizes.

The | owest ADP was reported for sentenced inmates awaiting transfer

to prison.



TABLE 4
Average Daily Population of Inmates by Inmate Types

Facility Size
Large Medi um Smal |

| nnat e Type n (N* Mean (N Mean (N)
Pretrial 9 (31) 74 (21) 16 (5)
Sent enced- Local |y 2 (30) 57 (21) 14 (5)
Sent enced- Awai ti ng

Transfer State

Prison 91 (28) 14 (16) 2 (1)
Hel d on Warrant/

Probabl e Cause 318 (11) 18 (12) 7 (2
Hel d on Probation/

Parole Violation 101 (25) 10 (16) 4 (2)

*Not all facilities responded to each item "N' indicates the number of
facilities that reported data for each type of inmate.

Jails reported the nunber of individuals booked during the
previous fiscal or calendar year. These results are sunmmarized in
Table 5, with the large facilities reporting a nean of 35,280
booki ngs; the mediumfacilities, 5,376; and the small facilities,
824.

TABLE 5
| nmat es Booked During Previous Year
Facility Size
Nunber Booked - ilarygeIZ Vedi um Snal |
35, 281 5, 376 824
% | an 23,500 4,573 179
nl num 3, 700 1,450 500
Maxi mum 230, 167 12,978 1,239
(N=58)

In combination with the nunber of adm ssions, the average |ength
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of stay exerts the greatest influence on the ADP. Forty-one jails
reported the average length of stay for pretrial and sentenced
I nmat es. As indicated by Table 6, larger facilities had |onger
length of stay, nost |likely because larger facilities have
resources and governing regulations that allow |onger stays. In

each facility category, sentenced prisoners stayed |onger than

pretrial.
TABLE ©
Aver age Length of Stay
ays)
Facility Size
| nmate Type Large Medi um Snal |
Pretrial
Mean # days 59 48 21
Medjan # days 43 15 14
M ni mum # days 5 2 8
Maxi num # dagjs 18 212 6
(N=42)
Sent enced
Megn # daﬁs 139 71 86
Ma lan # a%s 120 48 1%
& gavs 85 18 303
'YHI\I:42)

Excludi ng consecutive sentences, respondents were asked to
indicate the length of tinme an inmate could be sentenced to their
facility. As shown in Table 7, the majority of jails reported

their maxi mum | ength of stay was 12 nonths.
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TABLE 7
Maxi mum Length of Sentence Al owed

Facility Size
Length of Stay Carge VEdi um Smal |
%agfvéh%%ngﬁsnnnths a0 2 .

0

More than 12 nonths ?8% ?%% 28%
Unknown 9% -- .-
(N=60)

Jails typically confine inmtes who present a variety of
management probl ens. Wil e Table 8 reveals these problens are
found in a relatively |ow proportion of the facility popul ations,
the fact that special problens are present to any degree requires
special jail management procedures and policies. Forty-seven
percent of the jails reported that at |east 20 percent of their
popul ati on had al cohol problenms while forty percent of the jails
reported drug abuse as a problem for at |east 20 percent of their
popul ati on. In the remaining problemareas, nost jails reported
all managerment problenms to be present in 5 percent or less of their

popul ati on.
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| I:
Proportion of Jails Reportin agement Probl ens
P In Current Pmﬂlm|og
Esti mat ed PaceMaqe(ﬁ Oﬂrem Popul ati on
0% T1% over
Managenent  Probl ens 5% 10% -20%  20% unknown
serious medi cal needs 90% 8% 2%
Ser|ous mental heal th
% 68% 13% 13% 5% - -
H|? escape risk 83% 12% 3% - 2%
rene viol ence risk 18% 15% 3% 2% 2%
suicide risk 18% 17% 3% -- 2%
Mental retardation 88% 5% 2% - 5%
Protect|ve cust ody 5% 18% 3% 2% 2%
%gre33|ve overt
onpsexu 93% 5% -- 2% --
Al cohol abuse 18% 8% 20%  47% 1%
Drug abuse 18% 15% 20%  40% 1%
A?e and infirm 85% 8% -- -- 1%
7% 3% - - 90%
N-6m

Jail budgets and staff sizes understandably have a direct
positive relationship to facility size. Table 9 outlines the
average budgets for each facility size. Large jails reported a
mean budget of over $17,000,000, with budgets ranging froma | ow
of $2,571,954 to a high of $102,500,000. Budgets for nediumjails
ranged from $600, 000 to $5, 400,000, with a nmean of $2,077,092. The
small jails had an average budget of $388,573, with a range from
$107,884 to $732,000.
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TABLE 9
Current Annual Budget for Correctional Cperations
Facility Size

Lar ge Medi um Smal |

Mean Budget $17, 36 2,077,092 388,
Medi an Budget 11,814, 933 1,984, 462 347,981
st Bgdg 2,571, 954 600,000 107, 884
X est get 102,500,000 5,400,000 732, 000

(28) (22) (5)

Table 10 summari zes the average nunmber of personnel wth
security or classification designated as their main functions. The
larger facilities have a greater nunber of people devoted to
classification; however, the medium facilities reported the highest
proportion of their security and classification staff providing

classification as their main function (13%.

TABLE 10
Personnel Enployed in Selected Functions
Facility Size

Main_Function Large  Medilm Srrall

| | W ON N9
Provide security 276 (96) 34 (87) 2 (92)
Cassify inmtes 2 (4 5 (13) 1 (8
Total Security/Cassification Staff 288 (1000 39 (100) 13 (100)

(N=56)

Respondents were asked to indicate the best description of their
facility's approach to supervision. Tabl e 11 indicates that,
excluding the five small jails, conduct of periodic rounds was the

most frequent response, followed by face-to-face contact.



- 13 --

TABLE 11
Description of Supervision Approach
.. Facility Size

Supervi sion _ Approach LCarge Medi um Smal |
Periodic rounds 59% 78% 40%
Face-to-face contact 31% 9% -

Secure Q@uard Station 6% 9% 60%
O her / unknown 3% 4% --

(N=60)

The jails were also asked to indicate which of three

architectura

areas in their

descri bes the designs as:

desi gns best

facility.

(a) linear/

mat ched the |ayout

intermttent;

of the inmate housing

Page 3 of the survey (Appendi x B)

(b) podul ar

direct; and (c) podular renmote. As reported in Table 12, podul ar
remote was the nost frequent design, overall.
TABLE 12

Archi tectural

Desi gn

Facility Size

Architectural Desi gn Carge Vedi um Smal |
Linear/intermttent 19% 46% 20%
Podul ar/ di rect 19% 9% --
Podul ar/ renpot e 62% 39% 80%
Unknown -- 4% --
(N=60)

Current Cassification System

As a concept,

jail

classification has only recently evol ved

beyond providing a framework for separating certain inmate types,

such as males from fenal es,

frompretria

prisoners.

As jail

juveniles from adults,

or sentenced

adm ni strators face increasing
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pressures to safely and efficiently nmanage their popul ations,
objective classification based on specific risk factors can be
expected to be developed further. Jails described their current
systems of classification in three areas: general overview,
oper ational managenent; and training, managenent and assessnent.

Responses in each of these areas are sunmmarized bel ow

Overview of Current System

Survey respondents were asked to indicate the process that best
described their jail's approach to classification. As shown in
Table 13, the majority of large and mediumjails reported that
inmates were classified primarily according to the assessnents of
experienced staff, and slightly over one fourth indicated a
checklist or questionnaire was the primary approach. Three of the

five small jails reported a scoring sheet was their primry

approach.
TABLE 13
Agency Approach to Cassifying |nmates
. Facility Size
Primary Approach Large Medi um Small
Experienced staff assessnent 41% 48% 40%
Checkl i st/ questionnaire 28% 26% oL
scoring sheet 13% 9% 60%
Deci sion-tree 6% 4% --
& her / unknown 13% 13%
(N=60)

Table 14 outlines the relationship between the facility design

and the classification approach. No discernible patterns energed
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by conparing each classification approach outlined in Table 13 to
facility design. Wien staff assessnents were conpared with all
ot her approaches combined, approximtely one third of the podul ar
direct and renote facilities utilized a staff assessnent approach,
with two thirds using one of the nore structured approaches. This
proportion was reversed in the linear/ intermttent designs, where

two thirds of the jails were using staff assessnent as the primary

approach.
TABLE 14
Rel ationship of dassification to Facility Design
Desi gn

Cl assification Podul ar Podul ar
Approach Li near Direct Renpt e
Staff Assessment 67% 38% 34%
O her  Approaches 33% 63% 66%
(N)* 18 8 32

*ne facility did not identify facility design.

Jails also indicated whether formal policies or |egislated
standards required the separation of jinmates by sex, age,
sentencing status and offense type. Fifty-nine jails reported
requi rements to separate males from females and adults from
juveniles. Fifty-eight of these facilities indicated they
general ly net these requirenents.

In addition, respondents reported on requirenents for separating
pretrial and sentenced prisoners and mi sdemeanant and fel ony

of f ender s. Fifty-eight of the sixty jails provided this
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I nformation. Thirty-one jails (53% were required to separate
pretrial and sentenced prisoners. O these 31, 19 (61% i ndicated
this requirenent was generally net. Twenty-two jails (38% were
required to separate m sdeneanant and felony offenders, with only
13 jails (59% reporting they net this requirenent.

In general, larger facilities reported they had the design
and/or capacity to separate inmates beyond the categories of sex,
age, sentencing status and offense type. Seventy-eight percent of
the large jails, fifty-six percent of the medium and twenty percent
of the small jails reported that their facilities could provide for
further separation.

Table 15 outlines the percentage of jails indicating that their
classification system routinely included decision-nmaking in the
following areas:  housing, work, work release/furlough, program
assi gnnent and custody |evel designation. Nnety-three percent of
the jails reported that custody |evel designations were routinely
included in their classification system for both pretrial and
sentenced prisoners. I n the remaining areas, higher percentages
of the jails stated that sentenced prisoners were nore affected by

the classification decisions than were pretrial prisoners.

TABLE 15

Program Areas |Influenced by dassification Decisions

Area Pretrial Sent enced
Housi ng assi gnnent 62% 87%
wor k assi gnnent 15% 57%
Work rel ease/furl ough 58% 68%
Program assi gnnent 30% 52%
custody |evel designation 93% 93%

(N = 60)




Respondents generally indicated their classification system was
applied identically to both nale and fenmale inmates (large, 84%
nmedium 74% and small, 60%. \Wen different applications were
reported, it was generally due to housing constraints, which
limted options for female prisoners.

In nost jails, several different staff participated in the
classification process. Table 16 summarizes staff involvement in
inmate classification. Seventy-five percent of the jails indicated
they have a designated classification officer(s); however, it was
not clear from the survey what additional job responsibilities were

assigned to this position.

TABLE 16

Position Routinely Responsible for Mking
G assification Decisions

Posi tion

o Not Non-
Posi tion Responsi bl e Responsi bl e Exi stent Unknown
Classification officer 75% -- 25% --
Security officer 52% 40% 7% 2%
Program staff 43% 32% 23% 2%
Facility adnministrator 55% 43% - 2%
Medi cal staff 65% 27% 3% 5%
Probation officer 2% 55% 38% 5%
O her 30% 2% -- 68%
(N = 60)

Table 17 shows the nunber of jails that ranked each of several
classification goals as their first, second or third priority, wth
the nost inportant goal being ranked first. Overall, 56 jails
ranked staff and inmate safety as one of their top three goals,

followed by 29 jails enphasizing public safety and 27 facilities
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concerned about neeting state standards. Use of classification to
determ ne changes in custody status was ranked in the top three

goals by eight jails, but only two facilities ranked it first or

second.
TABLE 17
Ranking of dassification GCoals
Ranki ng

Goal First Second Third Tot al
Staff and inmate safety 34 14 8 56
Public safety 8 11 10 29
Meet state standards 6 15 6 27
Least restrictive custody 9 6 9 24
Provi de consi stent

classification 2 7 12 21
Det erm ne needs -- 4 4 8
Determ ne changi ng custody 1 1 6 8
Enhance resources .- 1 3 4
Facilitate rehabilitation 1 1 2
M ssi ng - - 1 1
(N = 60)

Table 18 reports the length of tine respondents' current
classification systens had been in operation. The majority of
jails stated that their systens had been in operation nore than

three years

TABLE 18

Length of Time Qurrent dassification System
Has Been in Cperation

Facility Size

Length of Tine Large Medi um Snal |
Less than one year 3% - 20%
1 to 2 years 16% 17% --
3 10 5 years 22% 35% 60%
Mor e chn 5 years 56% 43% 20%
Unknown 30 4% -

(N=60)
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Table 19 outlines the relationship between the Iength of tine
that the classification system has been operational and the process
that staff selected as best describing their classification
approach (Table 13). Due to the small nunber of jails reporting,
checkl i sts/questionnaires , score sheets, decision trees and "other"
approaches were grouped together and collectively conpared to
assessnents of experienced staff.

O the jails with classification systens that were newer than
five years, nore than two thirds had chosen approaches other than
sole reliance on the assessments of experienced staff.  However
this situation was reversed for jails wth classification systens
that had been in operation nore than five years. Approxi mately two

thirds of these jails indicated assessnents by experienced staff

was their primary classification approach.

TABLE 19
Length of dJdassification Qperation and assification Approach

Length of Qperation

Less than T-2 3-5 5+
Appr oach 1 year yrs yrs yrs
Staff Assessment 33% 28% 64%
ot her  Approaches* 100% 67% 72% 36%
(N) 2 9 18 28

*Twoj ails did not indicate the length of time their systens had been in operation.

Operation of Current System

The effectiveness of a classification system hinges on a nunber

of adm nistrative and organi zational factors; however, access to
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accurate and tinely information is one of the nost inportant. Jajl|
staff are frequently required to nmake i nmate assessnents wth
i nconpl ete information, and what information they do have is often
of questionabl e accuracy. These problens are conpounded by the
brief stay of mpst inmates. Unlike prison classification systens,
jail personnel cannot wait several days or weeks for verified
i nformation.

Survey respondents evaluated the degree of availability,
accuracy and inportance of ten types of background information,
reported in Tables 20, 21 and 22. At initial classification, the
most frequently available information was the booking report, which
was al ways available, according to 97 percent of the respondents.
The booking report was considered always or usually accurate by 90
percent and always or usually inportant to the classification
process by 89 percent. O the prior record reports (FBI, state
police, local and NCIC data), the NCIC data were considered al ways
or usually available by 77 percent of the responding jails,
accurate by 83 percent and inportant by 66 percent. These
relationships were similar to those reported for loca
police/sheriff records, but far above the degree of availability,
accuracy and inportance attributed to FBI and state police rap
sheet s. Medi cal and nental health reports were deened inportant
to the classification system about by 81 percent of the
respondents, w th medical reports perceived as always or usually
avai |l abl e by 75 percent and nental health reports as always or

usual Iy avail able by 50 percent.
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TABLE 20
Avai l ability of Information for Initial Cassification
Degree of Availability
Sonet i nes/
| nf or mati on Al ways Usual |y Rarely Unknown
Booki ng Report 97% - - 3% --
FBI " rap" sheet 15% 18% 63% 3%
State police "rap" sheet 20% 18% 57% 5%
Local police/sheriff records 55% 15% 27% 3%
NCI C data 57% 20% 22% 2%
Medi cal report 52% 23% 22% 3%
Mental health report 28% 22% 47% 3%
Arresting Oficer's version
of crime 22% 22% 53% 3%
Prisoner interview data 73% 10% 13% 3%
Prior jail adjustment data 52% 12% 32% 5%
(N = 60)
TABLCE 21
Accuracy of Information for Initial Cassification
Degree of Accuracy
Soneti nes/
| nf or mati on Al ways Usual | y Rar el y Unknown
Booki ng Report 58% 32% 2% 8%
FBI " rap " sheet 35% 30% 20% 15%
State police "rap" sheet 28% 35% 20% 17%
Local police/sheriff records 42% 37% 10% 12%
NCI C data 45% 38% 8% 8%
Medi cal report 45% 37% 10% 8%
Mental health report 33% 40% 17% 10%
Arresting officer's version
of crime 32% 33% 15% 20%
Prisoner interview data 25% 40% 27% 8%
Prior jail adjustment data 43% 32% 8% 17%
(N = 60)
TABLE 22
Importance of Information for Initial dassification
Degree of |Inportance
Sonet i nes/
| nformati on Al ways Usual |y Rarel y Unknown
Booki ng Report 72% 17% 7% 5%
FBI " rap " sheet 25% 22% 43% 10%
State police "rap" sheet 25% 22% 42% 12%
Local police/sheriff records 38% 27% 25% 10%
NCI C data 38% 28% 27% %
Medi cal report 63% 18% 12% 7%
Mental health report 63% 18% 10% 8%
Arresting officer's version
of crime 18% 30% 43% 8%
Prisoner interview data 55% 20% 18% 7%
Prior jail adjustrment data 62% 15% 8% 15%

(N = 60)
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In Table 20, 83 percent of the jails reported that inmate
interview informati on was always or usually avail able. This is
consi stent with a subsequent survey question to which 49 jails
responded they routinely interview inmates as part of their initia
classification process. O these 49 jails, 28 (47% spent |ess
than an average of 20 mnutes per interview, 24 (49% spent an
average of 20 to 40 mnutes per interview, and 2 (4% spent an
average of 40 to 60 mnutes per interview. About 40 percent of the
jails reporting interviews of less than 20 mnutes or interviews

20 to 40 mnutes identified assessnents of
experienced staff as their primary classification approach

The jails indicated if the factors listed in Table 23 were
routinely included in their initial classification process. The
factors were grouped into five general areas: current offense;
prior crimnal history; prior institution adjustnment; socia
factors; and special issues. Wthin the current offense area, the
arresting officer's version of the crine was included by only 22
percent of the jails. Specific adult arrest, conviction and prior
jail/prison sentencing information and prior institutional
adjustment information were likely to be included by over 80
percent of the jails. Age and innate cooperativeness were the nost
likely social factors, used by 90 percent of the jails. Al the
speci al issues except physical structure were considered by nore
than 80 percent of the respondents. Factors such as health care
needs, nental illness, protective custody needs and suicide risk
are understandably of major sjgnificance and were part of the

initial classification systemin nearly all jails.
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TABLE 23

Factors Routinely Included in the Initial dassification

Fact or Yes No Unknown
Qurrent O fense(s)

Nature of current offense(s) 100%
Arresting Oficer's Version 22% 78%
Det ai ners 87% 13% -
outstanding warrants 90% 10% .-
Prior Crimnal Hstory

Prior arrests 88% 12%
Age at first felony arrest 25% 75% .-
Prior failure on prob/parole 53% 47% .-
Prior felony convictions 82% 18% -
Prior juvenile convictions 40% 60% .-
Prior prison sentences 82% 17% 2%
Prior jail sentences 82% 17% 2%
Prior juvenile conmmtnents 33% 67% .-
H story of crimnal violence 97% 3% .-
Prior Institutional Adjustnent

Prior jail adjustnent 83% 17% ---
History of institutional violence 90% 10% .-
Previous disciplinary reports 80% 20% .-
Prior escapes/attenpted escapes 97% 3% .-
Social Factors

Current age 90% 10% .-
Marital status 58% 42% ---
Enpl oynent  status 65% 35% -
Education |evel 60% 40% ---
Mlitary record 40% 60%
Length of residence in county/city 53% 47% ---
Cooperativeness of inmate 90% 10% .-
Psychol ogi cal test data 22% 75% 3%
Speci al |ssues

Health care needs 98% 2% .-
Physical stature 77% 23% .-
Physi cal  handi caps 98% 2% ---
Mental illness 100%
Mental retardation 98% 2%
Notoriety of inmate or offense 95% 3% 2%
Protective custody needs 100%
Suicide risk 100%
Prior al cohol wuse 82% 18% ---
Prior drug use 82% 18% .-
(N = 60)

Fifty-four of the responding jails (90% reported that they have
a reclassification systemin place within their facility. Thi s

reclassification process includes the activities outlined in Table
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24 to the degree indicated. Ei ghty-seven percent of the jails
reported that housing and classification issues were part of
reclassification, with release consideration, program changes, job

changes and need for services being |ess preval ent.

TABLE 24
Recl assification Activities

Activity . Yes No Unknown
Rel ease consideration 48% 40% 12%
Custody | evel change 87% 3% 10%
Housi ng assi gnnent change 87% 3% 10%
Program change 62% 28% 10%
Job assignment change 58% 30% 12%
Need for services 57% 28% 15%
Q her -- -- 100%
(N = 60)

Table 25 lists the factors routinely included in the
recl assification process. Disciplinary violations of various

types, protective custody needs, and psychol ogical instability all

were considered by nmore than 80 percent of the jails.

TABLE 25

Factors Routinely Included in Reclassification

Recl assification Factor Yes No Unknown
Program invol venent 67% 23% 10%
Maj or disciplinary violations 90% 10% --
Time spent in disciplinary

segregation 83% 5% 12%
Mnor disciplinary violations 83% 7% 10%
Addition/removal of good tine 65% 25% 10%
Meritorious conduct 70% 20% 10%
Successful participation in work

release activities 60% 28% 12%
Tinme left to serve 70% 20% 10%
Protective custody needs 87% 3% 10%
Mermbership in subversive

or gani zat i on 48% 42% 10%
Escape or attenpted escape 88% -- 12%
Trafficking of contraband 88% 2% 10%
Psychol ogi cal instability 85% 2% 13%
Q her 3% .- 97%

(N = 60)




Forty-one of the sixty jails reported that evaluation of program
and service needs was a conponent of their classification system
The needs assessed are presented in Table 26. Medical, substance

abuse, psychol ogical and nental health needs were considered nost

frequently.
TABLE 26
Program and Service Needs Routinely Assessed

Need , Yes _No_ Unknown
Intellectual/adaptive 38% 23% 35%
Educat i onal 53% 13% 33%
Vocat i onal 33% 33% 33%
Wrk Skills 37% 30% 33%
Medi cal 65% 2% 33%
Subst ance abuse 63% 3% 33%
Psychol ogi cal 62% 5% 33%
Mental health care 63% 3% 33%
Fam | y/ community ties 45% 22% 33%
Special needs (e.g., protective

custody, aged/infirm etc.) 62% --- 38%
(N = 60)

Fifty-one jails (85% described classification systens with
provisions for overriding classification reconmendations. O these
jails, 36 (71% said overrides require witten justification, and
44 (86% said overrides require supervisory approval. \Wen asked
to estimate the extent to which overrides occurred, 80 percent of
the jails indicated their classification decisions were overridden
one to five percent of the time and another eight percent indicated
an override rate of six to ten percent. Five jails reported an
override in excess of 11 percent, with one jail indicating the rate

of override was unknown.
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When asked to indicate the single, nost often used reason for
overrides, one third of the jails reported insufficient bed space
at the appropriate security/custody |evel, 28 percent indicated
inmate attitude, 8 percent indicated adjustment during previous
periods of confinenment and 6 percent indicated notoriety of the
offense or inmate. Twenty-five percent of the fifty-one jails wth
override provisions indicated sonme other factor or did not respond
to the question.

Table 27 indicates the degree of inmate involvenment in key areas
of the classification process. Seventy-seven percent of the jails
reported inmate involvenent in requesting a classification |evel
change and seventy-three percent reported i nmate appeal of the
classification decision. Sixty-seven percent of the jails stated
the inmate was, provided an explanation of the classification
process, wth less than fifty percent of the jails indicating any

Inmate involvement in the remaining areas.

TABLE 27

Inmate Involvenent in dassification Areas

Area , o Yes No
Expl anation of classification process 67% 33%
Witten notice of classification hearing 38% 62%
Request of classification |evel change 77% 23%
Participation in classification hearing 45% 550%
witten notice of classification decision 48% 5204
Appeal of classification decision 73% 27%
(N = 60)

Trai ni ng, Managenent and Assessnent

Forty-three jails
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classification manual and 45 jails (75% said that staff
responsi ble for classification decisions were formally trained in
the system The nunber of pre-service and annual in-service hours
of classification training are presented in Table 28.  aAbout one
fourth to one third of the jails afford | ess than eight hours of
pre-service training. Forty-one percent of the large jails and
twenty-seven percent of the mediumjails reported that they provide
| ess than eight hours of annual classification training. Lar ge
jails conducted about 50 percent of their training with agency
personnel, while nedium and small jails conducted about one third
of their training wthout consultants. Agency staff in conjunction

with outside consultants were responsible for the remaining

traini ng.
TABLE 28
O assification Training Hours
Nunber of Hours Large Medi um Smal |
Pre-service
Less than 8 26% 27% 33%
8 to 40 41% 40% 33%
More than 40 22% 7%
Unknown 11% 27% 33%
| n-service
Less than 8 41% 27%
8 to 40 41% 20% 33%
More than 40 11%
Unknown % 53% 67%
(N=60)

Access to accurate information in a tinely manner is critical

to a successful classification system As indicated by Table 29

the likelihood that a jail's nmanagenent information system (M S)
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wi Il be conputer assisted increases as the size of the jai

increases. Eighty percent of the snall jails reported that their
MS was manual, while this was the case in only nineteen percent

of the large jails.

TABLE 29
Type of Managenent Information System
MS Type Large Medi um Smal |
Manual (hard-copy records/files) 19% 39% “80%
Conmput er - assi st ed 69% 61% 20%
Ful l'y automated 12%

(N=60)

Tabl e 30 reports the percentage of jails indicating that they
col l ect designated types of information and the degree to which
each type of information is autonated. Current offense, warrants

and denographic data are nost likely to be entirely autonated.

TABLE 30
Data Collected by Jail MS

Degree of Automation
Jails CollTecting Entirely Partly

Data_Type Dat a Aut omated  Aut omat ed Unknown
Current offense 98% 59% 12% 29%
Prior arrests 82% 39% 35% 27%
Prior convictions 80% 38% 33% 29%
Prior incarcerations 87% 35% 35% 31%
Qutstanding warrants 90% 57% 20% 22%
Custody |evel assignnent 83% 28% 30% 42%
Denogr aphi cs 95% 46% 21% 33%
Enmpl oyment  status 83% 32% 22% 46%
Medi cal history 92% 9% 35% 57%
Mental health history 90% 6% 43% 52%
(N = 60)

Table 31 indicates the proportion of jails that reported that
data fromthe classification system supported key jail planning

functi ons. Eighty-five percent of the jails stated that

classification data were enployed in security planning; however,
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only slightly nmore than one half to two thirds of the jails

i ndi cated use of classification information for other planning

functions.
TABLE 31

Functions Supported by the Current Cdassification System
Functi on . Yes No/ Unknown
Security planning 85% 15%
Staff pl anning 57% 43%
Inmate program service planning 67% 33%
Facility planning 68% 32%
Budget pl anni ng 55% 45%
(N = 60)

Wien asked to rate general reaction to the current
classification system 42 (70% of the jails responded that agency
staff were satisfied or very satisfied wth their system g xteen
jails (27% said that staff were dissatisfied and two (3%
indicated that staff felt very dissatisfied.

Thirty-three of the fifty-nine jails responding to a question
on system evaluation said that their current classification system
had been assessed. O these jails, 23 (39% said they had fornal
evaluations, wth witten reports prepared. The remaining ten
jails reported informal evaluations. Thirty percent said agency
personnel conducted the evaluations, wth 48% having outside
consultants do the study and 22% enpl oying a conbi nati on of agency
staff and consul tants. Not surprisingly, of the ten sites
reporting informal evaluations, 90% were performed by agency
personnel .

Respondents also ranked the success of their current
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classification systemin nmeeting the goals of the jail. As shown
in Table 32, over 80 percent of the jails ranked their
classification systens as highly or somewhat successful in al
areas except rehabilitation/reintegration of I nmat es and
determning inmate program needs, neither of which were very

important goals in nost jails (Table 17)
TABLE 32

Success in Meeting Goals

Level of Success

_ Don't Know

Goal Hi gh Sonmewhat None / Unknown
Facilitates rehabilitation

/regeneration of innates 10% 30% 20% 40%
Place inmates in least restrictive

custody level consistent wth

their security needs 53% 35% 8% 3%
Meet state-pronul gated standards 63% 20% 2% 15%
Ensure safety of general public 82% 7% 2% 10%
Determine inmate program and

service needs 27% 38% 17% 18%
Ensure safety of staff and innates 87% 12% 2%
Provide basis for consistent

classification decision-nmaking 58% 32% 8% 2%
Enhance utilization of agency

resources 27% 50% 10% 13%
Determ ne when innates' custody

l evel should be changed 47% 40% 7% 7%
ot her 5% 95%

(N = 60)

Table 33 outlines the degree of jnppact that respondents'
classification systens appeared to have on selected areas of jai
operati on. Overall, jail staff assessed their classification

systens as having nore positive than negative effect.
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TABLE 33
Impact of dassification System

Degree of | npact

Don't Know

Area of |npact Positive None Negative Unknown
Inmate disciplinary violations 82% 13% --- 5%
Escapes/escape attenpts 92% 3% --- 5%
Inmate grievances 60% 25% 5% 10%
Seri ous/ vi ol ent i nci dents 87% 8% 5%
Inmdte prograns and services 58% 18% 5% 18%
Proportion of inmates at each

custody |evel 52% 27% 5% 17%
Qperational costs 27% 15% 8% 50%
Paper wor k 33% 25% 20% 22%
Staff norale 62% 20% 3% 15%
Inmate norale 67% 15% 2% 17%

Assuming funds were available to inprove their jail
classification system respondents were asked to indicate the areas
in which their system could nost use technical assistance. Forty-
one jails listed technical assistance regarding staff training as
one of their top three choices. Approxi mately one third of the
jails also indicated that integrating their classification and
managenment information systems and evaluating their existing
classifications were areas in which they needed assi stance.

Respondents’ top three needs are summarized in Table 34.
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TABLE 34
Ranki ng of Technical Assistance Needs
Nurmber  Ranki ng

Techni cal Assistance Needs First Second Third Tot al
Staff training 25 9 7 41
Integration of classification wth

managenent information system 9 6 8 23
Eval uation/val i dation 5 12 6 23
Devel opnent of classification

system for planning purposes 4 7 7 18
Devel opnent/revision of

classification nanual 7 3 8 18
Refinenent of system for special

managenent  popul ation 1 4 9 14
Devel opnent of classification

information system 3 5 5 13
Devel opnent of program needs

assessnment  conponent 2 5 3 10
M ssi ng o o 1 1
G her/ Unknown 4 9 7 20

(N = 60)







